








PROJECT GOAL

Solve the street & structure flooding by
providing 100-year protection, considering...

Engineering needs

Environmental requirements

Funding coenstraints

Public Involvement & Buy-In

Easements — Stay within existing ROW & Easements
Vegetation — Tree & habitat protection
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PREVIOUS DIXON STUDY #1 (1984)

References previous study in 1971

H&H study of 9.2 mi of Dixon & tribs

102 residences & 1 commercial in 100-year based on
existing zoning ($3.1 M in damages)

Proposed 5 alternatives; recommended #2 ($12M)
Alt 1 — Detention| + Partial Buyoui
Alts 2 & 31— Detention + Channel/Bridge Widening
Alt 4 — [arger Channel/Bridge Widening + Culverts
Alt 5 = Eull-Buyeut
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PREVIOUS DIXON STUDY #2 (1993)

Alternatives Considered
Detention, Diversion, & Buy Out considered infeasible
Options 1 & 2 — Pump/Sump & Eleodwalll System

Optioni 3 — Full' channel improvements from Buckner to
Easton

Public Involvement

Resident Survey & Questionnaire

Public Meetings — Resident concern over less of trees,
habitat, parks, open space, etc.

Recommended Option 3; channel

@ Improvements never constructed
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What has happened since?

Various Improvements along| Vinemont
tributary

New: environmental regulations

Changes In various City codes and ordinances
Development in the watershed

Flooding

1995 — Street Floeding
Marchi 19, 2006 — 50-100-year storm

2008 Contract to Freese and Nichols, Inc.
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What has been done in 20087

Data Collection
Review: of previous studies & flooding comments
Rainfall Analysis

Existing Conditions Site Assessment

sSurvey
Environmental

H&H

Update previeus models with current watershed
conditions

Public Meeting #1
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POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVES

Complete Environmental Public
Alternative Engineering Relative Cost

Solution? Impact Opinion

Detention o)\ Viederate

Diversion o)\ =g

Channel

HIgh Viegerate
Improvements

Flood Wall Vioderaie =gk

Buy-out E0)\) Viederaie

Do Nothing o)\ o)\




ALTERNATIVE PROS & CONS

Pro — Low environmental impact for Detention & DIVersion.

Pro — LLow relative construction cost for Channelization.

Con — Minimal' land available for Detention. Potentially high
cost for land acquisition or deep detention.

Con — High relative construction cost for Diversion.
— High environmental impact for Channelization.
on — Detention alone may not solve all floeding.
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What Is left to do?

EXISTING Analysis Jan 2008 — Aug 2008
H&H Modeling (3/19/06 storm)

ALTERNATIVE Analysis Sept 2008 — Feh 2009

Preliminary Modeling, Environmental, Cost
2n9 Public Meeting

EINAL Analysis Mar 2009 — Jun; 2009

Detail Modeling for 2 Alternatives
31 Public Meeting
Final Report
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NEXT STEPS

Gain homeowner input and' update floeding
database

Finalize Existing Analysis
Alternative Analysis — Feasibility
Public Meeting #2 — Noevember 2008
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Group 4

GROUPS

DISCUSSION
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Dixon Branch
Puplic Meeting #1

City of Dallas, Texas
July 8, 2008
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