

https://www.lvvwd.com/lvvwd-agendas
mailto:agendas@lvvwd.com
mailto:publiccomment@lvvwd.com

AGENDA - LAS VEGAS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT - PAGE TWO - JANUARY 21, 2025

For Possible Action: Approve and authorize the General Manager to sign, in substantially the same form as attached
hereto, an agreement between the Nevada Department of Transportation and the District for the modification of water
facilities as part of the NDOT I-15 Tropicana Design-Build Project and authorize the General Manager to sign any
ministerial documents necessary to effectuate the transaction.

For Possible Action: Approve and authorize the General Manager to sign a bolstering main agreement between the
Sanchez Family Trust and the District for installation of water facilities as part of the 4330 Cameron Street Project, in an
amount not to exceed $479,943; and authorize the General Manager, or his designee, to sign future bolstering main
agreements, in substantially the same form as attached hereto, pertaining to the construction of new water facilities for
District paid reimbursements that do not exceed $500,000.

BUSINESS AGENDA

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

For Possible Action: Select three directors to serve on the District’s Retirement Plan Subcommittee.

For Possible Action: Award a contract for the replacement of permanent pavement and concrete appurtenances at
locations within easements or rights-of-way defined by individual District work orders to Sunrise Paving, Inc., in the
amount of $4,999,750, authorize a change order contingency amount not to exceed $490,000, authorize up to two
additional renewal terms, and authorize the General Manager to sign the construction agreement.

For Possible Action: Award a contract for the replacement of permanent pavement and concrete appurtenances at
locations within easements or rights-of-way defined by individual District work orders to J & J Enterprises Services, Inc.,
for the amount of $3,473,842, authorize a change order contingency amount not to exceed $340,000, authorize up to two
additional renewal terms, and authorize the General Manager to sign the construction agreement.

For Possible Action: Award a contract to install an emergency pipeline and pressure reducing valves connecting two
service zones to Menichino Construction LLC in the amount of $1,795,325, authorize a change order contingency amount
not to exceed $170,000, and authorize the General Manager to sign the construction agreement.

For Possible Action: Award a bid for the purchase of meter boxes and lids to Ferguson Enterprises, LLC, authorize an
initial annual amount not to exceed $3,000,000, authorize line item price increases of up to 3 percent per year, authorize
a 5 percent contingency year over year for product volume increases, and authorize the General Manager to sign the
purchase agreement.

For Information Only: Receive a presentation on Colorado River hydrology, regional conservation initiatives and water
management strategies.

COMMENTS BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC

NO ACTION MAY BE TAKEN: At this time, the Board of Directors will hear general comments from the public on matters under the
jurisdiction of the Las VVegas Valley Water District. Please limit your comments to three minutes or less.



LAS VEGAS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
BIG BEND WATER DISTRICT
KYLE CANYON WATER DISTRICT
JOINT BOARD MEETING
DECEMBER 3, 2024

MINUTES
CALL TO ORDER 9:00 a.m., Commission Chambers, Clark County Government Center,
500 South Grand Central Parkway, Las Vegas, Nevada
DIRECTORS PRESENT: Marilyn Kirkpatrick, President

Jim Gibson, Vice President
William McCurdy 11

Ross Miller
Michael Naft
Tick Segerblom
DIRECTORS ABSENT: Justin Jones
STAFF PRESENT: John Entsminger, Dave Johnson, Doa Ross, Tabitha Fiddyment, Kevin Bethel

Unless otherwise indicated, all members present voted in the affirmative.

COMMENTS BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC

For full public comment, visit www.lvvwd.com/apps/agenda/lvwwd/index.cfinl

Laura McSwain, 2727 Ashby Ave., representing the Water Fairness Coalition, commented on item #5 and read directly
from written comments which were submitted and are included in these minutes.

Pete Foley, 4512 Fernbrook Rd., commented on item #7 and compared the District’s Service Rules to the Service Rules
for the other water systems that it manages, primarily the water billing and enforcement information. He stated that
there are different rules for different parts of the community and does not understand why only District customers are
faced with the Excessive Use Charge. He also stated that the community was promised by the District an accounting
of the Excessive Use Charge revenue and has still not yet received that information.

Ed Uehling, Las Vegas, spoke on item #5 and distributed written comments to the board. He stated that item #5 has
inadequate and inaccurate information that does not conform with the IRPAC’s recommendations. He stated that the
IRPAC violates Nevada’s information laws and is a dubious organization. His written comments are included in these
minutes.

ITEM NO.
1. Approval of Agenda & Minutes

FINAL ACTION: A motion was made by Vice President Gibson to approve the agenda and the minutes from
the joint meeting of November 5, 2024. The motion was approved.

CONSENT AGENDA Items 2 — 5 are routine and can be taken in one motion unless a Director requests that
an item be taken separately.

2. Approve and authorize the General Manager to sign Change Order No. 5 to the contract with Farr
Construction Corporation for potable water tank rehabilitation in an increased amount not to exceed
$100,530.

3. Approve and authorize the President to sign an amendment to the existing agreement between the City of
Las Vegas and the District for construction of water facilities as part of the CLV Pinto Lane Streetscape
Improvements Phase II Project, increasing the existing agreement by $22,988, resulting in a total amount
not to exceed $591,023.

4. Approve and authorize the President to sign an interlocal agreement between Clark County and the District
for the construction of water facilities as part of the Regional Transportation Commission Maryland
Parkway Bus Rapid Transit, from Sahara Avenue to Las Vegas Medical District Project for an amount not
to exceed $1,458,664.
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5. Approve and authorize the General Manager, or his designee, to sign an agreement between HDR
Engineering, Inc., and the District to provide professional design engineering services for the Valley View
Campus Central Chiller Plant Project in an amount not to exceed $2,049,063.

John Entsminger, General Manager, made a correction of a typo on item #2, and stated that it should be Change Order
No. 7, not Change Order No. 5.

President Kirkpatrick made a clarification on item #5, and stated that the IRPAC is not an association, but rather a
citizens advisory committee that was established by the Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) and approved by
its Board of Directors. Mr. Entsminger added that the advisory committee made recommendations on both conservation
measures and the long-term capital plan, as well as how to finance those initiatives.

Vice President Gibson recommended that at a future meeting, staff provide more information for the public about what
is described in item #5.

FINAL ACTION: A motion was made by Vice President Gibson to approve staff’s recommendations. The
motion was approved.

BUSINESS AGENDA

6. Conduct a Public Hearing to consider and adopt Service Rule changes increasing non-potable water rates
and removing rules related to the installation of non-potable water facilities and non-potable water system
connections.

President Kirkpatrick opened the public hearing.

Serena Kasama with Carrara Nevada spoke on behalf of some of the affected golf courses. She stated that the golf
courses appreciate the constructive conservations with SNWA and are in support of the timeframe and rate
implementation plan.

With no others wishing to speak, President Kirkpatrick closed the public hearing.

FINAL ACTION: A motion was made by Vice President Gibson to adopt the Service Rule changes as described
in item #6. The motion was approved.

7. Conduct a Public Hearing to consider and adopt changes to the Service Rules for the Blue Diamond Water
System, Big Bend Water District, Kyle Canyon Water District and Searchlight Water System to restrict
nonessential water use, prohibit water waste, implement fees and charges for water theft, and make other
clarifying revision

Mr. Entsminger stated that all these changes currently exist in the District’s Service Rules, so this is simply making
them uniform for all the outlying systems that the District manages.

President Kirkpatrick opened the public hearing.

Pete Foley commented on the sentiment of making the rules uniform for all systems, stating that this was untrue, noting
some areas in the valley face an Excessive Use Charge and some do not. He added that it is unfair and inequitable.

With no others wishing to speak, President Kirkpatrick closed the public hearing.

FINAL ACTION: A motion was made by President Kirkpatrick to adopt changes to the Service Rules for the
Blue Diamond Water System, Big Bend Water District, Kyle Canyon Water District and
Searchlight Water System as described in item #7. The motion was approved.

COMMENTS BY THE GENERAL PUBLIC

Laura McSwain followed up on something related to item #5 and explained why monitoring expenditures is so critical.
She referenced a news article from the Arizona Daily Star written on November 28, 2024, related to litigation on the
Colorado River compact and stated that all dollars should go towards protecting our water resources. She requested
information that was promised by the District of an accounting of the Excessive Use Charge revenue, as well as the
expenditures at the Springs Preserve. She submitted additional comments which are included in these minutes, as well
as the previously mentioned news article from the Arizona Daily Star written on November 28, 2024.
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Sharon Sealy, 6475 Darby Ave., stated that the community’s quality of life has been affected by water conservation
decisions of the board, specifically the Excessive Use Charge, the removal of grass, and the installation of artificial
turf, which contain hazardous materials. She said the District’s excessive charges are unfair and is concerned about the
increasing temperatures in the Las Vegas valley. She suggested that staff focus time and resources on developing
drought-tolerant grasses.

Carol Reynolds, 2740 Mann St., recently visited Phoenix and saw a large contrast in the outdoor spaces that residents
enjoy, compared to Las VVegas’ spaces, because of strict conservation measures. She stated that it appears that City and
County officials are more interested in using taxpayer money to fund the hospitality industry and professional sports
interests and cater to developers. She stated that locals are punished by the unreasonable water policies enacted by
officials. She spoke about the Bezos Earth Fund that has committed $400 million to funding grants to underserved
urban areas and stated that Las VVegas did not meet requirements because of the lack of community input.

Diane Henry, 7525 Coley Ave., expressed frustration about the District’s heavy-handed Excessive Use Charge and
other conservation measures, but stated that the proposed septic waiver program is good and sorely needed, and thanked
the board as they rethink the excessive fees and restrictions that were proposed. She stated that the proposed fees are a
slap in the face of property owners and any waiver fees should be cost-based. She added that just because the board
can be extreme in its water policies doesn’t mean that it should.

Pete Foley called into question the District’s marketing strategy, stating that it is highly inappropriate and misleads
consumers in an effort to manipulate behavior. He stated that the most recent advertising campaign does the same and
displays a lot of inaccuracies. He estimated that the District spends approximately $10 million annually on marketing.
He added that this year was recorded as having the most deaths in Clark County due to heat and its impact. He said that
part of it is climate change, but the loss of the urban forest in Southern Nevada and the increase in the heat island index
contributes to this.

Michelle Ravell, Alexander Rd., stated that the Clark County Commission was elected to represent the people of Clark
County, and she feels like there is no representation for the people with regards to water policy and the challenges that
the community faces.

Margaret Matherly, 10629 Shoal Haven Dr., stated that in August she found a leak in her yard, which was repaired, but
received a water bill of $700. She said she called the District and staff told her that her water meter was still showing
water flow and that there must be another leak on her property. She stated that she hired a plumber, and they found the
leak and repaired it. She said that she received another large water bill and a water waste notice stating that she was
failing to adhere to mandatory watering restrictions, but her landscaper told her that she was meeting those
requirements. Ms. Matherly submitted her water waste warning notice which is attached to these minutes.

Ed Uehling, Las Vegas, asked how much water will be saved spending $2 million of taxpayer money as described in
item #5. He stated that the board is not willing to ask the District questions about its programs and initiatives. He
mentioned the IRPAC, how its members were appointed, and added that staff are misinterpreting IRPAC’s
recommendations.

President Kirkpatrick concluded the meeting and stated that in the first quarter of 2025, she would like to discuss what
a growth moratorium would look like, the current and projected levels in Lake Mead, and the Colorado River
negotiations and implications. She would like to inform the members of the public, so they properly understand the
current and future water resources in Southern Nevada.

Adjournment
There being no further business to come before the board, the meeting adjourned at 9:40 a.m.

Copies of all original agenda items and minutes, including all attachments, are on file in the General Manager’s office at the
Las Vegas Valley Water District, 1001 South Valley View Boulevard, Las Vegas, Nevada.



Public Comment recevied for the 12/3/24 LVVWD Board of Directors Meeting

Water Fairness
COALITION

December 3, 2024

LVVWD Meeting Comments: Iltem #5

“To be a steward of water and a leader in conservation, the District strives to showcase how water conservation
can be accomplished in building cooling.”

The District’s responsibility is to deliver water based on the cost of delivery and facility maintenance.

The agreement being considered for approval includes the following breakdown for engineering services for an
"Air-Cooled Chiller, with a price tag of $2,049,063. A "previous study” is referenced.

Project Management $188,921
Design Concept Memorandum $103,128
Predesign $281,591
Design $734,186
Bid Phase Design Services (T&M) $57,938
Engineering Services During Construction (T&M NTE) $217,451
Record Drawings $29,569
Supplemental Services (T&M) $250,000
Subtotal $1,862,784
Contingency $186,279
Total $2,049,063

If this technology is being developed in order to SHOWCASE how water conservation can be accomplished and the
Districts’ leadership, why is it included in a consent agenda? Will this be categorized as a “conservation”
expenditure? What are the budgetary numbers for the project’s completion? There must be some. It doesn’t seem
reasonable for this kind of spend, absent a general understanding of what the full cost is expected to be, not to
mention a cost benefit analysis. “Conservation leadership” also includes respect for those paying the tab.

What are the ratepayersin for on a project that few can afford to implement within the private sector? Particularly
a retrofit. The meeting from May 3, 2022, that approved the research for the best option to change out
“consumptive-use cooling towers” was completed in November 2022. If there is information available somewhere
that elaborates on this finding, please point it out.

Considering that “several buildings” are referenced in the background, it seems that the public is entitled to a more
robust discussion on this investment that includes next steps, the bid process, and something more elaborate that
simply stating that “funds for future year expenditures will be budgeted accordingly.” This project seems better
suited for a new build where the District can operate under the same rules of engagement and fiscal constraints of
the rest of the community. As a consent agenda item, the public is being denied relevant information and the
opportunity for oversight it is entitled to. As our representatives, the board should want that transparency as well.

(

Laura Awain, President
Water Fairness Coalition, Inc

2727 Ashby Ave Las Vegas, NV 89102 702-596-4748



Public Comment received for the 12/3/24 LVVWD Board of Directors Meeting

3December2024

To: LVVWD Board

From: ~Edmu Uehling ed.uehling@yahoo.com 702-808-6000 (leave message)

Re: Item #5 of today’s agenda ($2+million to replace chiller at Valley View offices

Item #5 contains several inaccuracies and raises questions that should be considered by this Board—
particularly since none of you attended any of the IRPAC meetings that are cited as go-ahead signals for
potential multi-million-dollar boondoggles such as Item #5. It incorrectly asserts that the 2019-21
IRPAC—an ad hoc fake organization whose membership and meetings were completely controlled by
SNWA bureaucrats leadership—mostly in violation of the Nevada State open meeting laws, such as
refusing to release its agendas until the start of its meetings, permitting changes and votes with no
public input, etc..

Having attended nearly all of its meetings | can pretty safely assert that the recent run-away policy of
outlawing all industrial cooling towers was NEVER discussed by IRPAC. Typical of the sham policies
promoted by SNWA/IRPAC, while other less harmful means (“geothermal cooling and single pass
cooling”) were actually discussed, there is literally zero information in either Item #5 of this agenda or
the actual IRPAC policy recommendation #12 (of 22 total policy recommendations) that justify either
taxpayers or businesses to spend $2M to “conserve” an unstated amount of water. l.e., | don’t believe
anyone would have come away from the IRPAC meetings believing that their businesses might be
saddled with a $2+million bill for saving relatively tiny amounts of water in exchange, much less for the
purpose of PROMOTING (no less) the most wasteful water use: single-family developments.

Consistent with the hidden agendas behind the haphazard, political decision-making of water initiatives,
there is no cost-benefit analysis of this project in Iltem #5 (see below). Additionally, as has always been
the guiding principle behind LVVWD Board’s decision-making, innocent parties (in this case every LVWWD
customer) will pay the cost of SNWA fanaticism, incompetence and corruption—not the highly
subsidized political contributors/beneficiaries!

IRPAC Item #12: Evaluate changes necessary to reduce current and future consumptive water losses
associated with evaporative cooling technology.

Evaporative cooling represents a large consumptive use in Southern Nevada. New technologies such as
geothermal cooling and single pass cooling may greatly reduce the amount of water currently being lost
by evaporative cooling practices, and additional research is needed to assess how best to deploy and
utilize more water efficient cooling technologies. The committee supported continued efforts towards
reducing water use in this sector.

Iltem #5 of today’s agenda intentionally misinterpreting IRPAC’s declaration on specific consumptive use
of water by existing residents and businesses WITHOUT either referenc4 to the solutions proposed by
IRPAC or cost benefit analyses. “On October 17, 2019, the SNW A Board of Directors (SNW A Board)
established an Integrated Resource Plan Advisory Committee (Committee) to review the region’s
hydrologic conditions and Southern Nevada’s water conservation initiatives. The Committee recognized
that climate change, a growing population, and system loss necessitate further reductions to consumptive
water use in Southern Nevada. The Committee made several conservation-related recommendations,
including the recommendation that the Authority evaluate changes necessary to reduce current and future
consumptive water losses associated with evaporative cooling technology.



Public Comment received for the 12/3/24 LVVWD Board of Directors Meeting

December 2 2024

To: Members of the LVVWD Board
o S
o .
From: \Ey_d't;ﬁd)ling. Ed.uehling@yahoo.com 702-808-6000
Re: Defective Minutes of SNovember2024 meeting

For a number of months, the public has been able to rely on the minutes to understand what has been said
at the meetings of this Board. The person creating those minutes made a consistently honest attempt to
capture what citizens have expressed during public comment. Prior to the intervention of that individual,
the Board’s secretary/minute writer went out of their way to make the public commentator look ridiculous
or, at least, difficult to understand. I, therefore, request that the Board change the minutes to make my
comment understandable. Failing this, I submit the following context and information which better
explains the impossibility of conserving our way out of our water shortages:

Ed Uehling, Las Vegas, spoke on item #16—Water Conservation Plan—and drew attention to the fact
that there was given no consideration in that plan to creating additional sources of water. He pointed out
that it is impossible for Las Vegas to conserve its way out of the limited supply allocated 100 years ago
when fewer than 10,000 people lived in the Valley.

Far worse than the above, however, is the treatment given to another speaker from the public at the same
meeting. Ms.Laura McSwain: provided nearly 10 pages of serious research on the dangers posed to the
Clark County public, particularly our young people, by the substitution of grass by materials comprised of
micro-plastics. Not only is her research far more sophisticated and pertinent than anything produced by
the 1600 employees of the LVVWD during the 30 years 1 have been attending your and SNWA board
meetings. While ingrained policies have been adopted by both boards 1) to ignore completely, if not treat
as an unnecessary burden, anything presented by the public regardless of its accuracy or seriousness and
2) to pass-off all costs of misguided policies to other public agencies or, as in this case, to the long-term
health of Southern Nevadans (even children). That’s what this agency did with regard to the tens of
thousands of trees you purposely destroyed and the Eastside heat island you created on behalf of your
developer friends.

What purpose does public comment serve under these autocratic conditions? Or does it result from
cowardice? Not one word came from the board in consideration of her comments and her serious
research and, as is typically the case, neither the board or its incompetent and care-only-for-themselves-
management team bothers to discuss this very serious issue during its December meeting.



Public Comment received from Laura McSwain for
the 12/3/24 LVVWD Board of Directors Meeting
(10 pages)



Water Fairness
COALITION

December 3, 2024 — Public Comment

December’s meeting is noteworthy NOT for what is included, but
what is lacking......an agenda item that

identifies promised information regarding the revenue and expenses
associated with Excessive Use Charge penalties, and the Springs
Preserve. This information was asked for by both Commissioner
Gibson and Chairman Tick Segerblom at the May 20, 2024 special
meeting with a response in the affirmative from GM, John
Entsminger. The fact that “all future conservation programs have yet
to be deployed” is irrelevant for this request. What is of concern is
the regular monitoring of money that has been a bone of contention
by those impacted. Impacted by what has been lost in personal
financial security, personal loss of investments in landscaping either
by death, disposal or replacement, and just the loss of being able to
enjoy the fruits of one’s labor. As far as the Springs Preserve, this is
arguably an investment outside the boundaries of the LVVWD charter
and deserves direct and regular cost-benefit analysis.

At every subsequent meeting the absence of this information has
been addressed on public record. Finally, during the September 3rd
meeting, Commissioner and President of the LVVWD Board of
Directors, Marilyn Kirkpatrick, said it would be available in the “Fall.”
During the November meeting, a hearing on the financials being
submitted to the State of Nevada was presented, still no info on the
Excessive Use Charge Penalties or the Springs Preserve. One would
think that an AUDIT REPORT would have had enough information to
produce some measure of information on the revenue and expenses
for these “profit centers”. As has been discussed previously, LVVWD

2727 Ashby Ave Las Vegas, NV 89102 702-596-4748









It may even be likely, in the face of continued river water shortfalls and irreconcilable conflicts between the

Lower Basin states including Arizona and the Upper Basin states over how to fix them.

The clear possibility of lawsuits loomed large this past week at a public meeting in Phoenix. Top Arizona
water officials made the case that the Upper Basin states are only three years away from the point where
they're not sending enough water from Lake Powell downstream to Lake Mead to meet legal obligations set

by the 1922 Colorado River Compact.

That — and the differences between the two basins over how to share the pain of water shortages — could
spark court fights, an outcome that until now was seen as highly undesirable for many reasons. Not least, it's
that a lawsuit would blow up and jeopardize a longstanding tradition of collaboration among the basin
states. It would also drag out the conflicts over the Colorado almost indefinitely — as the river's supplies

continue declining.

The 1922 compact divided the river's water rights between the two basins and set minimum requirements for
how much Upper Basin states must send downriver to the Lower Basin states over 10-year periods. Arizona,

Nevada and California are the Lower Basin states. Utah, New Mexico, Colorado and Wyoming make up the

Upper Basin.

Litigation would be preceded by what water experts say is a “compact call,” a never-used tactic in which
Lower Basin states would demand that the Upper Basin reduce its water uses to bring releases in line with

compact requirements.

“When you do a compact call, that is akin to dropping a bomb into the process,’ said David Wegner, a retired
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation engineer who still works on water issues as a member of a National of Academy

of Sciences Advisory Board.

Colorado River Water Cuts



The Colorado River flows through the Grand Canyon. Litigation between the river's Lower Basin states,
including Arizona, and Upper Basin states may be likely, in the face of continued river water shortfalls and

irreconcilable conflicts over how to fix them.

Both basins' officials agree the compact requires the Upper Basin states to deliver 75 million acre-feet of
water to the Lower Basin over a decade. One big difference arises because the Lower Basin states also make
the case — and the Upper Basin disagrees — that the Upper Basin states must make available another
750,000-acre feet annually over a decade to help satisfy U.S. obligations to deliver twice that much in that
time to Mexico. The latter boosts the total delivery obligation to 8.25 million acre-feet — the equivalent of

eight years’ worth of Central Arizona Project deliveries to Arizona.

There is no provision in the 1922 compact for someone to make a compact call, said longtime water
researcher and former Colorado regional water official Eric Kuhn. But the idea of such a call has evolved over
the years to mean the Lower Basin states would demand the Upper Basin states curtail uses and deliver more

water to the Lower Basin, Kuhn said.

“The Upper Division states would almost certainly say ‘hell no!” The Lower Basin States would then go to court
to ask the Supreme Court to force the Upper Division states to implement a compact call to deliver more

water," Kuhn said.

At the meeting of water officials Monday in Phoenix, Arizona Department of Water Resources Director Tom
Buschatzke said he doesn't want Arizona being “backed into a corner” and taking an unacceptable negotiated

deal to avoid litigation.

At the same time, he said, “I do not want litigation. There is uncertainty with litigation. We see that in other

basins, with judges running rivers. It's not good for anybody.”

Nevada officials declined to comment on remarks by ADWR and Central Arizona Project officials about the

possibility of going to court.

Colorado River Water Cuts



Water flows along the All-American Canal near Winterhaven, California. The canal conveys water from the
Colorado River into the Imperial Valley. California officials are “united” with Arizona on the need to enforce

the 1922 river compact.

But California's Colorado River Commissioner J.B. Hamby said California officials are “united” with Arizona on

the need to enforce the compact’s legal obligations if necessary.

And a number of local officials, including Tucson City Manager Tim Thomure, said they also would support

Arizona’s position if it comes to that.

“A compact call is the elephant in the room on the Colorado River,” Hamby said. “The risk of conflict will only
grow if the Upper Basin states fail to work in good faith with the Lower Basin to achieve basin-wide

reductions and sustainable river management.

“Inaction places the entire Colorado River Basin at risk, including the risk of involuntary curtailments to
Upper Basin water users,” he continued. “These risks are far from hypothetical and have been known for
decades — they could disrupt major metropolitan areas like Denver and provoke serious conflicts between

senior agricultural users and junior urban users within the Upper Basin.

“The only viable path forward is compromise — anything less jeopardizes the future of the entire basin and

Upper Basin water users,” Hamby said.
“A giant chasm” in viewpoints

CAP General Manager Brenda Burman outlined serious concerns at Monday's meeting of the Arizona

Reconsultation Committee,

Those concerns are that fairly soon, the Upper Basin won’t meet its obligation, if annual releases from Lake

Powell to Lake Mead stay at their current level of 7.48 million acre-feet until then.

“If it continues like this, the Upper Basin will be out of compliance, possibly as early as 2027, Burman said.



This is happening at the same time the two basins have been deadlocked for nearly nine months over

competing proposals for reducing humans' take from the Colorado.

The Upper Basin proposal calls for the Lower Basin to take all the needed future cuts in water supplies. That's
partly on the grounds that the Upper Basin currently uses far less river water every year than its annual legal
share. The Lower Basin is using much less water than it used to, but it still uses significantly more water than

the Upper Basin, and when evaporation is considered, it uses more water than its 1922 compact allocation.

The Lower Basin proposal says it will swallow the first 1.5 million acre-feet of cuts needed to eliminate its

long-standing structural deficit between water use and supplies.

But if more cuts are needed, its proposal would split them equally between the basins. The Lower Basin
states argue that it's not fair to ask them to bear the entire burden of bringing the depleted river into

balance.
Upper and Lower Basins, Colorado River

At Monday’s meeting, Burman said that under the Lower Basin proposal, the Upper Basin’s share of cuts
would be much less than the cuts it would have to take if the Lower Basin states sued to force the Upper

Basin into complying with the compact.
“I hope this underlines why we believe the Lower Basin alternative is a compromise,” Burman said.

So far, the Upper Basin has only offered to make “voluntary, compensated reductions in water use,” but those

reductions wouldn't have any certainty and would be pretty small in size, said ADWR Director Buschatzke.

The Upper Basin states also want to eventually “grow” their water use by building additional projects to store

and/or divert river water, without regard to their river compact obligations, he said.

“This is a visceral issue. There's a giant chasm” between the two basins on that point, he said, “and itis a

bottom line for all three of us ( Lower Basin states).”

“Disappointed” with Arizona



Responding, Becky Mitchell, Colorado River commissioner for the state of Colorado, said, “It is disappointing
that Arizona is considering destabilizing litigation in the Colorado River Basin. It appears to be in an effort to

avoid reducing their uses in sufficient amounts to stahilize the system in a drier future.

“The Upper Division States have fully complied with the Colorado River Compact, and use millions of acre-

feet less than our apportionment every year,” said Mitchell, in a written statement.

That's due to what she called “strict administration of water rights” and regular water shortages on

tributaries to the river in the Upper Basin from which farmers draw their water.

“The Upper Division States’ alternative suggests that the Lower Basin water users should also take steps to

live within the available supply, as Upper Basin water users have done for years,” Mitchell wrote.

“Colorado is committed to working with the other basin states, the tribal nations, and the Bureau of
Reclamation towards collaborative and sustainable solutions on the Colorado River. We are prepared to

defend Colorado’s significant interests in the Colorado River.

“But | believe that the best outcomes, particularly for Arizona and the other Lower Basin States, happen when
the states negotiate together,” Mitchell said. “This moment makes it clear that the status quo is not working.
We cannot continue the demand-based management of Lakes Powell and Mead. We must move to a supply-
based framework where actual water supplies mean the entire Colorado River Basin is living within the

means of the river”
“50/50” who would win
Legal experts are split over the Lower Basin’s chances of winning in court over the compact.

Kuhn said, “I'd say it's 50/50 as to which side has the better case, but it's a certainty that such a case would

take years for the court to make an actual decision.”



Sarah Porter, director of Arizona State University's Kyl Center for Water Policy, said she believes the “Lower

Basin has a pretty strong case” if water releases drop below 8.25 million acre-feet annually over 10 years.

The Upper Basin states and their legal supporters note the compact required them not to “deplete” the
river's flow below that level. They say that requirement doesn't apply when the depletion is caused by

climate change.

But nothing in the compact appears to make an exception for something like climate change, Porter said.
Officials did contemplate a long-term drought back in 1922, and “there was an understanding that weather

was super unpredictable and the risks were allocated,” she said.

As for the Upper Basin's obligation to Mexico, ASU law Professor Rhett Larson noted that the 1968 law that
authorized construction of the CAP's canal system makes it explicit that the Upper Basin has an obligation to

Mexico. The law makes it a “national obligation” to satisfy Mexico's water right to the Colorado River under a

1944 treaty.

“A national obligation is hardly national if it applies only to some of the states, or to one basin,” Larson said.

But University of Colorado law Professor Mark Squillace said he suspects Lower Basin state officials

understand that suing to enforce an alleged compact violation “opens a can of worms that would be better

off left closed.”

If the Lower Basin were to sue, the Upper Basin might well choose to defend itself on the grounds that the
1922 compact is void, as a matter of contract law, at least as to its water allocation “because it was based

upon a fundamental mistake of fact,” he said.



“That mistake, of course, was the assumption that the river would produce on average about 16.9 million

acre-feet, which was roughly the amount that was being produced during the period that preceded the

compact,” he said.

It's been far less and is now down to about 12 million. The Lower Basin's claim of being entitled to 8.25

million acre-feet a year would leave the Upper Basin with something less than 4 million a year.
“Whatever one thinks of the compact, this is surely not what the drafters intended,” Squillace said.

This case could go several different ways, “but | think the federal government would get involved before it

turns into a bloodbath between the states,” said Wegner.

ASU water researcher Kathryn Sorensen, however, said the amount of water over which the basins are fighting

— up to 4 million acre-feet in potential annual cutbacks — may be too big to be settled through collaboration.
“| desperately hope someone pulls a rabbit out of the hat,” Sorenson said.

“With 2 million acre-feet, you may be able to find the right package of wins and losses and tradeoff. At 4
million, those tradeoffs become so enormous, so obstructive, at that point, you might as well play this out

and see who wins. What are you left with? You go to the mat.”
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Public Comment received for the 12/3/24 LVVWD Board of Directors Meeting

: LAS VEGAS VALLEY
WATER DISTRICT
1001 South Valley View Boulevard
Las Vegas, NV 89153
702-870-2011 * lvwwd.com

0113124 336 PLIO 0009257 20241122 VKAOB 103 LVWWO 1 oz DOM VKAOB10Q00* 166157 LV

A N U A e e November 21, 2024

MATHERLY, MARGARET A
MATHERLY, JERRY E
10629 SHOALHAVEN DR
LAS VEGAS, NV 89134-7106

RE: WATER WASTE WARNING NOTICE
YOUR PROPERTY AT: 10629 SHOALHAVEN DR

Dear LVVWD Customer,

Today’s metering technology allows us to analyze water usage patterns. A review of your property’s water
consumption conducted this month strongly suggests that your landscape is being watered more days than
permitted under the mandatory seasonal watering restrictions. If you have already changed your watering clock or
there is another known cause, such as filling a pool, please disregard this notification.

Your usage pattern indicates that you are:
» Watcring more than your 1 assigned day in WINTER is water waste. Overwatering can harm your
trees and p lants. Follow these tips:
* Sprinklers: Water your grass for a reccommended 12-minute total (3 four-minute cycles) per
watering day.
* Drip: Water your plants and trees every 7-14 days, but for a longer duration, depending on the
flow of your emitters. Get tips at snwa.com.

Failing to adhere to the mandatory watering restrictions can result in costly fines that range from $80 up to
$5,000 for repeat violations. This courtesy reminder is intended to help prevent that from happening. Please
change your watering clock immediately. To find your watering day visit SNWA.com.

Even if a landscaper maintains your irrigation system, you arc still responsible for following the mandatory
watering restrictions.

If'you do not have a sprinkler or high-volume drip irrigation system on your property, the metered water use
identified could be representative of a leak, malfunction, pool refill or other high-water use activity.

Due to ongoing drought, climate change and low water levels at Lake Mead—the source of 90 percent of our
water supply—the community’s water allocation has been reduced by more than 8 £ Y.
billion gallons and additional reductions arc expected in the future.

Reducing outdoor water use NOW has never been more important, and it’s the WI N]-!;BEQBR
best way to conserve water in Southern Nevada. This is because all the water we LCL 4

use indoors is captured, recycled, highly treated, and returned to Lake Mead, which
extends our water supply. However, all the water used outdoors is gone forever.

The single largest water use in our community is residential landscape irrigation. ' NEVER ON SUNDAY __

When every property in Southern Nevada follows the scasonal watering restrictions

ycar-round, our community saves billions of gallons of water annually. In fact, the average homeowner can save
more than $300 per year by simply changing cir watering clock cach scason. We appreciate your support of our
community’s conservation initiatives. If you  ve questions about how to set your watering clock or need helptul
tips to identify a leak, visit lvwwd.com. Para obtener esta informacion en espaiiol, llame al (702) 870-4194.

00000000
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LAS VEGAS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

AGENDA ITEM
January 21, 2025

Subject:
Selection of President and Vice President

Petitioner:
John J. Entsminger, General Manager

Recommendations:
That the Board of Directors select a President and Vice President for calendar year 2025.

Fiscal Impact:
None by approval of the above recommendation.

Background:
The Las Vegas Valley Water District Act requires that the Board of Directors annually select from

among its members a President and Vice President for the ensuing year. In calendar year 2024,
Marilyn Kirkpatrick served as President and Jim Gibson served as Vice President.

The Board is being asked to select a President and Vice President for calendar year 2025.
This action is authorized pursuant to Section 8 of the Las Vegas Valley Water District Act,

Chapter 167, Statutes of Nevada 1947. The office of the General Counsel has reviewed and
approved this agenda item.

JJE:CNP:AMB:KH:JB:db AGENDA
Attachments: None ITEM # 2




LAS VEGAS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

AGENDA ITEM
January 21, 2025

Subject:
Amendment

Petitioner:
Doa J. Ross, Deputy General Manager, Engineering

Recommendations:

That the Board of Directors approve and authorize the President to sign, in substantially the
same form as attached hereto, Amendment No. 2 to the existing interlocal agreement between
Clark County and the District for construction of water facilities as part of Las VVegas Boulevard
Improvements Project, Phases E and F, for an increase of $220,000, resulting in a total amount
not to exceed $16,478,574.

Fiscal Impact:
The requested $220,000 is available in the District's Capital Budget.

Background:

In its Las Vegas Boulevard Master Plan dated September 23, 2015, the District identified
distribution system improvements (District Improvements) within Clark County that are included
in the scope of Contract No. C1497, Las Vegas Boulevard Improvements, Phase 11l (Contract
C1497). On November 2, 2021, the Board of Directors approved Agreement No. 9519 with Clark
County (County) for Contract C1497 Phases E & F roadway improvements from Tropicana
Avenue to Flamingo Road (Agreement), as generally shown on Attachment A.

On June 7, 2022, the Board approved Amendment No. 1 to the Agreement to modify costs based
on the bid prices received by the County. Following approval of Amendment No. 1, additional
waterline replacement needs were identified. The costs for that additional work will exceed the
existing authorized contingency.

If approved, the attached Amendment No. 2 to the Agreement would provide the terms and
conditions necessary to increase funding in the amount of $220,000, resulting in a total amount
not to exceed $16,478,574.

This amendment is being entered into pursuant to NRS 277.180 and Sections 1(5) and 1(13) of the
Las Vegas Valley Water District Act, Chapter 167, Statutes of Nevada 1947. The office of the
General Counsel has reviewed and approved the amendment.

JJE:DJR:PKJJ:SO:TS:MJL:evw AGENDA
Attachments: Attachment A, Amendment ITEM # 3




LVVWD BOARD OF DIRECTORS
AGENDA ITEM

AGREEMENT 9519
DISTRICT CONTRACT C1497
LAS VEGAS BOULEVARD IMPROVEMENTS, PHASE E&F
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INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF WATER FACILITIES
IN LAS VEGAS BOULEVARD IMPROVEMENTS -
TROPICANA AVENUE TO FLAMINGO ROAD (PHASES E & F)
AMENDMENT NO. 2

This Amendment No. 2 ( hereinafter “Amendment No. 2”) to the Interlocal Agreement for
the Construction of Water Facilities in Las Vegas Boulevard Improvements — Tropicana Avenue
to Flamingo Road (Phases E & F) (hereinafter “Interlocal Agreement”), is made by and between
Clark County Nevada, a political subdivision of the State of Nevada (hereinafter “COUNTY”) and
the Las Vegas Valley Water District, a political subdivision of the State of Nevada (hereinafter
“DISTRICT”). DISTRICT and COUNTY are sometime hereinafter referred to individually as
“Party” or collectively as “Parties.”

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Parties entered into the Interlocal Agreement effective on or about
December 21, 2021, through which the Parties agreed that Water Facilities of the DISTRICT
would be constructed and installed as a part of the COUNTY’s Las Vegas Boulevard
Improvements — Tropicana Avenue to Flamingo Road (Phases E & F) project,

WHEREAS, the Parties amended the Interlocal Agreement through Amendment No. 1 on
or about June 7, 2022, to modify the Estimated Water Facilities Costs based on the bid prices
received by the COUNTY, and

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to further amend the Interlocal Agreement to increase the
funds available for the Construction Management of Water Facilities and the Construction
Management Contingency.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and mutual covenants contained

herein, the Parties hereto agree to this Amendment No. 2 to the Interlocal Agreement as follows:

AMENDMENTS
The Interlocal Agreement is hereby amended as follows:
1. Exhibit “C-1” of the Interlocal Agreement is hereby replaced with Exhibit “C-2” as
attached to this Amendment No. 2.
2. All references in the Interlocal Agreement to Exhibit “C-1" are hereby replaced and

referred to as Exhibit “C-2".

Amendment to Interlocal Agreement Clark County
Las Vegas Valley Water District Page 1 of 3



All other terms and conditions of the Interlocal Agreement shall remain in full force and effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Amendment No. 2 to the Interlocal

Agreement to be executed the day and year last entered below.

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA

Tick Segerblom
Chair, Board of County Commissioners

Date

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Jason B. Patchett
Deputy District Attorney

Date

Amendment to Interlocal Agreement
Las Vegas Valley Water District

LAS VEGAS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT

Marilyn Kirkpatrick, President
Board of Directors

Date

-

fou
t N P . P

Gregory J. Walch —l.”
General Counsel

Date

Clark County
Page 2 of 3



EXHIBIT C-2

SUMMARY OF
ESTIMATED WATER FACILITIES COSTS

RATES AND FEES

DESCRIPTION COSTS

COST OF CONSTRUCTION:
Estimated Water Facilities Construction Cost

$13,436,837.80

Construction Management of Water Facilities
(Ten Percent of Estimated Water Facilities Construction Cost and $1,543,683.78
additional funds added by amendment)

Cost of Construction Subtotal: $14,980,521.58
COST OF CONTINGENCY:

Water Facilities Contingency

(Ten Percent of Estimated Water Facilities Construction Cost) $1,343,683.78

Construction Management Contingency
(Ten Percent of Water Facilities Contingency and additional funds $154,368.38

added by amendment))

Cost of Contingency Subtotal: $1,498,052.16

TOTAL AMOUNT: $16,478,573.74
Amendment to Interlocal Agreement Clark County

Las Vegas Valley Water District Page 3 of 3



LAS VEGAS VALLEY WATER DISTRICT
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

AGENDA ITEM
January 21, 2025

Subject:
Amendment

Petitioner:
Doa J. Ross, Deputy General Manager, Engineering

Recommendations:

That the Board of Directors approve and authorize the General Manager to sign an amendment
to the existing agreement between AtkinsRealis USA Inc., and the District to provide
professional design engineering and construction support services for the South Boulevard
2745 Zone Reservoir, increasing the existing agreement by $330,782, resulting in a total
amount not to exceed $3,919,314.

Fiscal Impact:
Funds requested for current year expenditures are available in the District’s Capital Budget. Funds
for future year expenditures will be budgeted accordingly.

Background:

On March 21, 2023, the Board of Directors approved an agreement between AtkinsRealis USA
Inc., (AtkinsRealis) and the District (Agreement) for engineering design services associated with
Project No. 3288L South Boulevard 2745 Zone Reservoir (Reservoir) and 2975 Zone Pumping
Station (Project). The Project is generally shown on Attachment A. After approval of the
Agreement, the District determined that an adjustment to the scope of the Agreement is necessary.

If approved, the attached Amendment No. 1 to the Agreement provides the terms and conditions
for removing services related to the pumping station design and adding engineering services during
construction of the Reservoir. Costs associated with this Amendment will result in a net increase
of $330,782, changing the amount of the Agreement from $3,588,532 to a total amount not to
exceed $3,919,314.

This amendment is being entered into pursuant to NRS 332.115(1)(b) and Section 1(13) of the
Las Vegas Valley Water District Act, Chapter 167, Statutes of Nevada 1947. The office of the
General Counsel has reviewed and approved the amendment.

JJE:DJR:PJJ:RCP:kd AGENDA
Attachments: Attachment A, Disclosure, Amendment ITEM # 4




ATTACHMENT A
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—————— LVVWD/SNWA/SSEA
Soings Proseve™ DISCLOSURE OF OWNERSHIP/PRINCIPALS
Business Entity Information
Business Entity Type: Publicly Traded Corporation
Business Designation Group:
Number of Clark County Residents 133
Employed:
Corporate/Business EntityName: AtkinsRealis USA Inc.
Doing Business As:
Street Address: 2270 Corporate Circle, Suite 200
City, State, and Zip Code Henderson, Nevada 89074
Website:
Contact Name: Matthew S. Baird
Contact Email: Matt.Baird@atkinsrealis.com
Telephone No: (702) 263-7275
Fax No: (702) 263-7200

BUSINESS ENTITY OWNERSHIP LIST

All entities, with the exception of publicly-traded corporations and non-profit organizations, must list the names of
individuals, either directly or indirectly, holding more than five percent (5%) ownership or financial interest in the business
entity appearing before the Board of Directors. (If no parties own more than five percent (5%), then a statement relaying
that information should be included in lieu of listing the parties).

Entities include all business associations organized under or governed by Title 7 of the Nevada Revised Statutes, including
but not limited to private corporations, close corporations, foreign corporations, limited liability companies, partnerships,
limited partnerships, and professional corporations.

Publicly-traded corporations and non-profit organizations shall list all Corporate Officers and Directors in lieu of
disclosing the names of individuals with ownership or financial interest.

No Ownership More than Five Percent (5%) Statement (if applicable):

Listed Disclosures Below (additional supplemental information may be attached, if necessary):
Additional Supplemental Information to be Attached? Yes
Number of Board members/Officers?
Number of Owners?

Names, Titles and Percentage Owned:

% Owned

Full Name Title (Not required for Publicly Traded
Corporations/Non-profit organizations)



DISCLOSURE OF RELATIONSHIPS

Disclosure of Relationship/Ownership
Business Owner/Principal relationships to any Employee and/or Official of LVWWD, SNWA or SSEA must be listed whether
that relationship is by blood “Consanguinity” or by marriage “Affinity”. “Degree of consanguinity”, first or second, of blood
relatives is as follows:

Spouse — Registered Domestic Partners — Children — Parents — In-laws (first degree)

Brothers/Sisters — Half-Brothers/Half-Sisters — Grandchildren — Grandparents — In-laws (second degree)

A. Do any business/corporate entity members, partners, owners or principals have a spouse, registered No
domestic partner,child, parent, in-law or brother/sister, half-brother/half-sister, grandchild, grandparent,
related to a LVVWD, SNWA, or SSEA full-time employee(s) and/or appointed/elected official(s)?

B. AreanyLVVWD, SNWA, or SSEA employee(s) and/or appointed/elected official(s) an individual member, No
partner, owner or principal involved in the business entity?

Disclosure of Employee Relationship/Ownership/Involvement: (List any disclosures below)

Business Owner/Official Relationship
to LVWWD/SNWA/SSEA
Employee/Official

LVVWD/SNWA/SSEA Employee/Official
and Job Title

Category
A/B

LVVWD/SNWA/SSEA

Busi Principal N
usiness Owner/Principal Name Employee’s/Official’s Department

Business Entity Authorized Signature:
By providing an electronic signature in the indicated area below, the signatory acknowledged and agreed to sign
documents and contracts electronically and to receive by electronic delivery documents, contracts, notices,
communications, and legally-required disclosures. Signatory also certified, under penalty of perjury, that all of the
information provided herein is current, complete, and accurate and that signatory is authorized to sign. Signatory also
understands that the LVWWD/SNWA/SSEA Board of Directors will not take action on any item without the completed
disclosure form.

Signer Name: Matthew S. Baird

Signer Title: Vice President

Signer Email: Matt.Baird@atkinsrealis.com
Signed Date: 7/11/2024

E-signed Acknowledgement: Yes



LVVWD/SNWA/SSEA Review

This section to be completed and signed by the LVWWD/SNWA/SSEA Authorized Department Representative.
Y No Disclosure or Relationship is noted above or the section is not applicable.
N Disclosure or Relationship IS noted above (complete the following):
N —Is the LVWWWD/SNWA/SSEA representative listed above involved in the contracting/selection processfor this item?

N - Is the LVWWWD/SNWA/SSEA representative listed above involved in any way with the business inperformance
of the contract?

Additional Comments or Notes:
Listing of officers needed to be attached

By signing below, | confirm that | have reviewed this disclosure form and that it is complete and correct to the
best of my knowledge.

Dilts, Keri
s, Keri Secretary 7/15/2024

Signature Print Name/Title Date



ATKINSREALIS USA INC.

FY 2024 DIRECTORS AND OFFICERS

Board of Directors

Stephen J. Morriss
Susan C. Reinhardt

C. Ernest Edgar, [V



Office Title, Officer Names and Office

President/Chief Executive Officer — Stephen J. Morriss, CA
Sen. V.P./Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer — Susan C. Reinhardt, CALV
Sen. V.P./General Counsel/Secretary — C. Ernest Edgar, [V, TPA
Sen. V.P. — Luis E Centeno, HOU

Sen. V.P. — Paul E. Demit, ATL

Sen. V.P. — W. Bradley Dennard, ATL

Sen. V.P. — Trevor Green, HOU

Sen. V.P. — Donna M. Huey, ORL

Sen.V.P. — Justin P. Jones, PHX

Sen. V.P. — Steven C. Malecki, DEN

Sen. V.P. — Jonathan Marshall, MINN

Sen. V.P. — Michael M. Newton, TPA

Sen. V.P. — Catherina Rautenbach, LONG BEACH

Sen. V.P. — James R. Steele, Jr., TPA

V.P. — Donna L. Adams, HOU

V.P. — Maria M. Alvarez, Los Angeles

V.P. — Nicholas Antonucci, ALEX

V.P. — Carlos J. Arboleda-Osorio, MIA

V.P. — Aaron W. Autry, AUS

V.P. — Jeffrey “Jeff” Bagdade, Michigan

V.P. — Matthew S. Baird, HEND

V.P. — Mark A. Banks, DEN

V.P. — Danielle N. Barner, DAL

V.P. — Carlos E. Barrios, HOU

V.P. — Gagan Batra, ATL

V.P. /Assistant Secretary — Donya M. Becton, MIA



V.P. — Gregory S. Blake, AUS

V.P. — Robert B. Bolick, ATL

V.P. — Jeremy J. Bourdon, MIA

V.P. — Gary Scott Boyles, RAL

V.P. — Robert Paul Brown, CHICAGO
V.P. —Ronald J. Caldi, TALL

V.P. — Kevin P, Callahan, ORL

V.P. — Robin Campbell, ALEX

V.P. — Robert W. Chandler, BART
V.P. — Prithviraj Chavan, HEN

V.P. — Catherine Carr Clinch, CALV
V.P. — Amanda Corson, AUS

V.P. — Scott Daly, PHOE
V.P./Assistant Secretary — Rene de los Rios, MIA
V.P. — Thomas J. Delaney, ORL

V.P. — P. Michael DePue, II, MAD
V.P. — Michael A. Dewyre, TPA

V.P. — Wendy E. Dyson, ATL

V.P. — Denald L. Erwin, Jr., ORL
V.P. — Kurt A. Goddard, ATL

V.P. — Jill S. Gurak, RAL

V.P. — Rami C. Harb, PhD, DEN

V.P. — Kenneth P. Hawkins, DEN
V.P. — Ruben A. Hernandez Gregorat, MIA
V.P. — John Tyler Hewitt, ATL

V.P. — Robert G. Horr, III, NY

V.P. — Ashley D Hough, HOU



V.P. — Edward Hull Ryde, DAL

V.P. - David Huter, TX

V.P./Assistant Secretary — Jayanth Jayaram, TPA
V.P. — Dusty Johnson, PORT

V.P.— Arthur A. Jones-Dove, CALV

V.P. — James M. Kapinos, ALEX

V.P. — Wade C. Kelly, MAR

V.P. — Michael Kling, NJ

V.P. — Thomas S. Knuckey, ORL

V.P. — Matthew J. Koch, MISSOURI

V.P. — Darin R. Larson, FT. MYERS

V.P. — Timothy P. Ledet, HOUS

V.P. - Dean M Leonard, PHO

V.P. — Daniel A. Liddle, DEN

V.P. /Assistant Secretary — David Lund, Jr.
V.P. — Duncan P MacKenzie-Williams, HOU
V.P. — Charlotte A. Maddox, TPA

V.P.— Kevin L. Martin, VEST

V.P.— Regan P. McDonald, ALEX

V.P. — David W. McNamara, CHI

V.P. — Steven D. McWilliams, ORL

V.P. — Michael R. Moseley, Jr., ATL

V.P. — Carlos R Nazario, NY

V.P. — Gene Niemasz, DEN

V.P. — Elizabeth T. Norris, AUS

V.P. — Francis O’Connor, EDISON

V.P. — Thaddeus “Ted” O’Keeffe, SC (OFFSITE)



V.P. — Praveen K. Ommi, ORL

V.P. — Wiley C. Page, Jr. JAX

V.P. — Shayne M. Paynter, TPA
V.P. — Roger A. Phillipi, RENO
V.P. — Rodrigo Pigna, MIA

V.P. — Luis J Pinto, HOU

V.P. — Anthony G. Pisano, DEN
V.P. — William P. Pitcher, FT LAUD
V.P. — John Pregler, ORL

V.P. — Gary D. Reinhardt, AUS (OFFSITE) (REAL ESTATE, TX)
V.P. — Scott Richrath, DEN

V.P. — Knute R Ruggaard, PHO

V.P. — Michael R. Ryan, FT. MYERS
V.P. — Mary Scheuerman, PHI

V.P. — Frank J. Schultz, DEN

V.P. — Thomas J. Schweitzer, CALV
V.P. — Joseph L. Shalkowski, AUS
V.P. — Daniel J Shovlin, PHI

V.P. — Jennifer K. Sorenson, AUS
V.P. — Koren H. Sprinkle, PHIL
V.P. — Matthew A. Taylor, ORL
V.P. — Scott E. Tezak, BOS

V.P. — Rukiya Thomas, ATL

V.P. — Carmelo J Torrisi, CHI

V.P. — Jennifer M. Tsien, ATL

V.P. — Michael B. Varner, ATL

V.P. — Robert Victor, ALEX



V.P. — Carrie A. Wallis, DEN

V.P. — Jacob Keith Watson, UTAH

V.P. - Kirk S. Webb, DEN

V.P. — Chester W. Wendrzyk, MEL

V.P. — Lisa M. Wheatly, DEN

V.P. — Rosemary E. Woods, TAL

V.P. — Jeffrey Wright, ALEX

V.P. — Taylor P. Wright, ATL

Assoc. V.P. — Alexander Camps, MIA (ARCHITECTURE, FL)

Assoc. V.P. —J. Vance Carper, Jr, ORL (Land Survey, FL)

Assoc. V.P. — Jose L. Castellanos, TPA (Architecture, FL)

Assoc. V.P. — Simon D’Cruz, LOS ANGELES

Assoc. V.P. — Robert G. Garner, ATL (LAND SURVEY, GA)

Assoc. V.P. — Franklin J. Kaye, ALEX (ARCHITECTURE, MD)

Assoc. V.P. — Jacqueline G. Kinker, ORL, (REAL ESTATE, GA AND NC)
Assoc. V.P. — Sudhir Kukillaya, NORMAN

Assoc. V.P. — David W. Larsen, ORL, (LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE, FL)
Assoc. V.P. — Paul W. Maddox, TPA (REAL ESTATE, FL)

Assoc. V.P. — Desiderio “Desi” Maldonado, TAL (ENGINEERING, US VI)



AGREEMENT TO PROVIDE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES
AMENDMENT NO. 1

This Amendment No. 1 (Amendment) to the Professional Services Agreement (“Agreement”), is made
by and between AtkinsRéalis USA Inc. (‘CONSULTANT”) and the Las Vegas Valley Water District, a
political subdivision of the State of Nevada (“DISTRICT”). DISTRICT and CONSULTANT are sometime
hereinafter referred to individually as “Party” or collectively as “Parties.” The “Effective Date” is the date
of last signature on this Amendment.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the Parties entered into the original Agreement to Provide Professional Services with an
Effective Date of March 27, 2023, through which CONSULTANT would provide the DISTRICT with
professional services associated with the design of District Project No. 3288L — South Boulevard
2745 Zone Reservoir and 2975 Zone Pumping Station,

WHEREAS, on October 12, 2023, Consultant changed its name from Atkins North America, Inc., to
AtkinsRéalis USA Inc., and

WHEREAS, the Parties desire to amend the Agreement to remove the 2975 Zone Pumping Station and
add Bid Phase and Construction Phase Services.

NOW THEREFOR, in consideration of the promises and mutual covenants contained herein, the Parties
hereto agree to this Amendment to the Agreement as follows:

1) REPLACE Exhibit A of the Agreement with Exhibit A.1 as attached to this Amendment No. 1.
2) REPLACE Paragraph 4 on Page 2 of 36 of the Agreement with the following Paragraph No. 4:
4) LIMITATION ON COSTS:

The total cost of Services provided under the Agreement shall not
exceed $3,919,314.

3) DISCLOSURE OF NO EMPLOYEE/OFFICIAL RELATIONSHIP AND NO EMPLOYEE/OFFICIAL
OWNERSHIP/INVOLVEMENT:

CONSULTANT affirms that:

a) No individuals holding more than five percent ownership or financial interest in the
CONSULTANT and none of the CONSULTANT's principals have a relationship with any
employee or official of the DISTRICT by first or second blood relatives or by marriage. First or
second blood relative or marriage relationships include spouse, registered domestic partners,
children, parents, in-laws (first degree), brothers/sisters, half-brothers/half-sisters,
grandchildren, and grandparents (second degree).

b) No employee or official of the DISTRICT has any ownership or financial interest in the
CONSULTANT exceeding five percent.

c) No employee or official of the DISTRICT has any involvement with the negotiation of this
Agreement on behalf of the CONSULTANT or involvement in the day-to-day activities of the
CONSULTANT.

All other terms and conditions of the Agreement shall remain in full force and effect.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed the day and year
last entered below.

AtkinsRéalis USA Inc. Las Vegas Valley Water District

Signature Signature

Print Name Print Name

Title Title

Date Date
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EXHIBIT A1
SCOPE OF SERVICES
Project No. 3288L — South Boulevard 2745 Zone Reservoir and 2975 Zone Pumping Station

AtkinsRéalis USA Inc., a Florida Corporation, (“Atkins”, “Provider” or “Consultant”) is pleased to submit
the following scope of services to the Las Vegas Valley Water District (‘DISTRICT”, “Client” or “District”)
to provide professional engineering services for the design of the proposed 2745 Zone Reservoir and
2975 Zone Pumping Station located in the southwestern portion of the Las Vegas Valley, Clark County,
Nevada. The thirty (30) acre site is located southeast of Sloan Road and Interstate-15 and will be
accessed from Las Vegas Boulevard. The signatory to this agreement shall be Matthew S. Baird, P.E.,
CFM, Vice President of Atkins. Our team's project understanding, scope of services, schedule and
estimated fees are detailed below.

PROJECT UNDERSTANDING

Atkins’ understanding of the project scope of services is based on the “SCOPE OF WORK, PROJECT
NO. 3288L, COMMITMENT NO. 009571 — SOUTH BOULEVARD 2745 ZONE RESERVOIR AND
2975 ZONE PUMPING STATION.” The scope of work in this document has been incorporated into this
scope of services by reference.

The South Boulevard 2745 Zone Reservoir will maintain adequate hydraulic grade lines in the southern
portion of the 2745 Pressure Zone and provide required emergency and fire flow storage. The South
Boulevard 2975 Zone Pumping Station will transfer water from the proposed South Boulevard
2745 Zone Reservoir to higher pressure zone in the southwestern portion of the District’s service area
and will provide additional capacity to support the existing and proposed development.

This project consists of a 10-million gallon below grade reinforced concrete reservoir, two 5-million
gallon capacity basins that will provide gravity storage for the 2745 Pressure Zone and transfer storage
for pressure zone to the south and west. The proposed South Boulevard 2975 Zone Pumping Station
consists of 2.78-million gallon per day skid mounted pumping station intended to transfer water from
the 2745 Pressure Zone to the proposed South Boulevard 2975 Zone Reservoir. The yard piping and
reservoir emergency overflow weir will be sized for 45 million gallons per day (MGD) for each basin.
The future South Boulevard 3205 Zone pumping station’s capacity will be 40.68 MGD with five (5)
950 Hp motors. Additionally, the Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) is constructing the interim
Horizon Lateral (HL) Boulevard South Pumping Station on an adjacent site. SNWA’s temporary
pumping station will remain in operation until the entire HL system is constructed and operational. The
District’s South Boulevard 2745 Zone reservoir will provide water to the SNWA pumping station via a
30-inch diameter pipeline that will feed water to an SNWA metering facility utilizing a venturi meter.

Notable design challenges include consideration for future facility expansion at the site, criteria and
conditions identified in the BLM ROW grant N-77754, the potential for jurisdictional Waters of the United
State (WOUS) designation for the natural Duck Creek wash located on the southeast corner of the site,
and coordination with various agencies for permitting and access to the site required with several
agencies.

SCOPE OF SERVICES

Based on the project understanding, we propose the following Scope of Services:

Task 1 — Project Management. This effort provides budget for the day-to-day management and
oversight of activities related to the Preliminary and Final Design of the new reservoir facility.

Task 1.1 — Kick-off Meeting. Review of scope of work and overall goals, milestones, deliverables
and schedule for project.

Task 1.2 — Progress Meetings. The engineering team shall participate in weekly project meetings
to review progress, solicit comments, and answer questions. Monthly meetings with the Client shall
be attended when requested by the Client, but not more than once per month. A total of 80 total
weekly progress meetings are assumed.
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Task 1.3 — Project Scope and Schedule. Atkins has prepared this scope of work and will prepare
and provide an updated design schedule of tasks and deliverables to be integrated into the overall
schedule for the project. Atkins will provide a brief monthly report summarizing progress and
milestones to be included with invoices along with an updated schedule.

Task 1.4 — Communication. Atkins will copy Client on all critical emails and requests for
information and provide electronic copies of all critical maps and information as they become
available. A contract-specific Project Execution Plan (PEP) will be prepared by Atkins upon award
of the contract. The PEP will serve to guide the design team including Atkins, subconsultant and
District staff regarding project communications, design goals, procedures, criteria, standards and
quality assurance. This document will primarily serve the consultant’'s design team; however, a
copy will be provided to District staff for concurrence. Additional coordination and communication
to coordinate with the adjacent SNWA HL Boulevard South Pumping Station facility.

Task 2 — Quality Assurance/Quality Control. Atkins will provide internal quality assurance and
quality control measures on all submittals to District or associated agencies associated with this project.
All agency deliverables will undergo an Atkins 5-step review process, including applicable
documentation and confirmation. A project-specific QA/QC plan will be prepared and included in the
PEP documenting specific QA/QC review for specific project deliverables.

Task 3 — Survey and Right-of-Way Services.

Task 3.1 — Aerial Surveying Services. A topographic survey using aerial photogrammetry will be
generated for the 30-Acre proposed facility and adjacent areas to include 1,000 feet outside the
parcel boundary as identified by the BLM and District in ROW grant N-77754.

Task 3.2 — Design Survey. This task will involve survey for engineering design purposes using
conventional field surveying methods to locate physical features. Prepared survey will tie into State
Plane Coordinates in accordance with District Engineering Design Standards, Section 1,
Chapter 11 — Surveying and ROW.

Preparation of a Record of Survey for the reservoir site, prepared in accordance with the
Engineering Design Standards, Volume 1 (latest version) and the Scope of Work as delineated in
Section 11010, is included in this proposed scope of services.

Field survey will locate general as-built physical features such as: edge of pavement including angle
points and curved locations; traffic striping; signage; fencing or walls with top of wall and footing
elevations; landscape areas; large trees and large shrubs; drop inlets, storm drain and sanitary
sewer manhole rims and cleanouts (underground inverts, flow lines and pipe sizes are required);
fire-hydrants, valve boxes (including top of nut elevations), and other above ground water related
appurtenances; power and utility poles; street/area lighting; vaults, transformers and meters along
with other surface evidence of underground utilities; structures with finish floor elevations; major
landscaping features; swales, berms, channels and other significant natural ground features.

Task 4 — Geotechnical Investigation. Design will include subsurface soil investigation within the
identified project limits in accordance with the Engineering Design Standards, Volume 1 (latest version).
Soil samples will be collected and tested to provide a draft and final Geotechnical Data Report and a
Geotechnical Recommendations Report. A total of twelve (12) borings, that extend to between 30
and 50 feet below ground surfaces (bgs) or practical auger refusal.

Drilling and Sampling. To include the following elements:

e Obtain approved permits for drilling in Clark County.

o Coordinate tortoise biologist site monitoring operations and implement tortoise mitigation during
drilling operations.

e Notify Underground Service Alert (USA) of intent to perform explorations.

o Perform 12 exploratory borings (400 total linear footage) with a track-mounted drilling rig at the
project site to depths of up to 50 feet bgs, or practical refusal.
o Two (2) borings will be drilled to a to 50 feet bgs to be located at the location of the proposed

reservoir inlet and outlet vaults.

o Four (4) borings will be drilled to a total depth of up to 40 feet within the reservoir footprint.
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o Six (6) borings will be drilled to a total depth of up to 30 feet within the disinfection building,
pumping station building and proposed pipelines.

o ltis anticipated that a track-mounted drill rig will be required for site access. The borings will
be drilled using air-rotary drilling methods as it is assumed that strongly cemented and/or
bedrock material will be encountered.

e Perform soil resistivity testing at three (3) locations using Wenner 4-point resistivity meter in
general accordance with ASTM D 6431.

Laboratory Testing: Geotechnical laboratory tests will be performed on representative soil samples
obtained from the borings to evaluate certain physical and engineering parameters. Laboratory tests
may include the following, dependent of subsurface conditions encountered:

In-Place Moisture Content and unit weight

Grain size distribution

Atterberg limits

Swell

Swell or Collapse of Soils

Direct Shear

Suite of chemical corrosivity tests including pH, sulfide, chloride, sodium sulfate, water soluble
sodium sulfates, sulfate, sodium, oxidation-reduction potential, resistivity, solubility

Task 4 Deliverables:

e Geotechnical Data Report, in PDF format
¢ Geotechnical Recommendations Report, in PDF format

Task 5 — Environmental Services. Atkins understands that the original ROW Grant issued in 2006
included a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance investigation. The site is located
within the Southern Nevada Public Land Management Act (SNPLMA) disposal boundary. A
Determination of NEPA Adequacy (DNA) will be required. It is assumed that the LVVWD will prepare
the DNA. Atkins will prepare a Plan of Development in support of the DNA process. The underlying
property fee ownership being Federal land, and the potential for additional Federal agency decisions
regarding the proposed improvements at the site, specifically U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
WOUS delineations as described in greater detail in Task 5.2, it is recommended that coordination and
confirmation of the previous decision be coordinated with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), who
as the lead agency for the original ROW grant determination retains lead agency designation. Although
ultimately the decision of the BLM, the “Determination of NEPA Adequacy” or DNA process has been
used on other similar projects to achieve NEPA review and confirmation, and the following scope of
work is proposed assuming that the BLM would accept this process for confirmation of the proposed
site improvements. This would be conducted to confirm the boundaries of WOUS and to ensure that
proposed improvements are outside the jurisdictional boundaries.

Task 5.1 — BLM Plan of Development. Atkins prepare a BLM Plan of Development (POD) which
will be based on the prior EA and on updated and new information collected as part of the project.
The POD will be based on the appropriate BLM POD outline for the project type and in general will
include the following: purpose and need for the facility, ROW location (legal description), facility
design factors, additional components, government agencies involved, construction of facilities,
resource values and environmental concerns, stabilization and rehabilitation, operations and
maintenance, termination and restoration. The POD will include information from the prior EA, ROW
grant, design of the proposed project, and results from environmental field surveys. The
CONSULTANT will coordinate with the BLM to confirm the POD type and will provide support and
revisions to the POD based on comments from LVVWD and BLM.

Task 5.1 POD Deliverables:

e Draft POD in PDF format for review by LVVWD. Draft POD in PDF format for review by
BLM

e Final POD in PDF format to BLM for acceptance

Atkins will prepare an Append to Request Form to the USFWS-BLM Programmatic BO which will
document potential desert tortoise habitat and other federally listed species that could be impacted
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by the Project. The Append to Request Form will be sufficient for the Project as the overall project
size (approximately 30 acres) falls within the requirements of the Append to Request Form instead
of requiring a separate BO being required. Atkins assumes the previous BO (1-5-97-F-251)
has expired. Mitigation identified within the Append to Request Form will include mitigation from
BO 1-5-97-F-251 but will include any new mitigation identified in the latest USFWS-BLM
Programmatic BO. Atkins assumes that LVVWD will pay for any renumeration fees for impacts to
desert tortoise habitat using the 2023 renumeration rates, to be provided by the USFWS. Atkins
assumes renumeration fees would cover 30 acres or less, for construction of the Project.

Atkins will coordinate with the USFWS during preparation of the Append to Request Form to confirm
renumeration fees per acre and to obtain concurrence on the Append to Request Form. Atkins will
provide support and revisions to the Append to Request Form based on comments from LVVWD
and the USFWS. The Append to Request form will also provide the required Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act clearances for the Section 404 permit being prepared under Task 5.4.

Task 5.1 Append to Request Form Deliverables:

o Draft USFWS Append to Request Form in PDF format for review by LVVWD. Draft POD in
PDF format for review by Client
e Final USFWS Append to Request Form in PDF format to USFWS for acceptance

Atkins will prepare a biological resources report which will include a one-day field survey of the
30 acre Project site. The survey will be conducted concurrently for desert tortoise habitat, state-
listed species including rare plants, migratory nesting birds, noxious weeds, and potential waters of
the U.S. (WOUS). The biological resources report will be based on the prior EA and include updated
information collected as part of the field survey. The biological resources report will cover
documentation of resources as required by the ROW grant. The Biological Resources Report will
also provide documentation on resources that are regulated by the Federal Noxious Weed Act, the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and any other Nevada related regulations in support of obtaining the
Section 404 permit being prepared under Task 5.4.

Task 5.1 Biological Resources Report Deliverables:

o Draft USFWS Append to Request Form in PDF format for review by LVVWD. Draft POD in
PDF format for review by Client
e Final USFWS Append to Request Form in PDF format to USFWS for acceptance

Task 5.2 — Ordinary High Water Mark Delineation. Atkins will prepare an Ordinary High Water
Mark (OHWM) delineation and mapping for the Project to identify the amount (acres and linear feet)
and location of potentially jurisdictional waters in the project area. The OHWM delineation will cover
the planned project improvements to the site and mapping will cover the improvements elements
from the 60% phase design drawings. Atkins will conduct a desktop-based determination in
accordance with the procedures outlined in Part IV, Section D, Sub-Section 1 in the 1987 Wetland
Delineation Manual using available remote sensing data to prepare a preliminary OHWM
determination that will then be field verified with a sub-meter GPS unit (Sub-Section 2) using
available LiDAR data and will identify which channel or channels within Duck Creek Wash provide
flows through the wash. Atkins will also survey for the presence of any wetlands (wetland
vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland hydrology) within Duck Creek Wash within the Project study
area.

Atkins will provide mapping of the OHWM, desktop analysis (either raster or vector data), and an
OHWM/wetland delineation report will be provided as part of the OHWM delineation task, and which
will be required as part of the Section 401 Water Quality Certification and Section 404 permitting
under Tasks 5.3 and 5.4, respectively.

Task 5.2 Deliverables:

e OHWM Technical Memorandum, maps, photos in PDF format
e GIS shapefiles in local state plane coordinates of the OHWM and wetlands (if present)

Task 5.3 — Section 401 Water Quality Certification. Atkins will coordinate with the Nevada
Department of Environmental Protection (NDEP) to obtain a Section 401 Water Quality Certification
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(WQC) for any work that will occur within the OHWM of the Duck Creek Wash and is applied for at
the same time as the Section 404 permit. CONSULTANT will request a Pre-Filing Meeting (PFM)
with NDEP to discuss the project and provide information to NDEP prior to the 401 WQC application
submittal. Information from and coordination with engineers and designers will be included on the
401 WQC application.

Task 5.3 Deliverables:

o Deliverables: NDEP Pre-Filing Meeting — meeting minutes and attachments

e Deliverables: Draft Nevada Section 401 Permit Application, maps, design plans, OHWM
delineation in PDF format

o Deliverables: Nevada Section 401 Permit Application, maps, design plans, OHWM
delineation in PDF format

o Deliverables: NDEP Pre-Filing Meeting — meeting minutes and attachments

Task 5.4 — Section 404 Nationwide Permit: Atkins will prepare a Section 404 Nationwide Permit
(NWP) for the Project. Atkins assumes that the length of the impacts to Duck Creek Wash to
construct a new above-ground reservoir(s), pumping station, and overflow/outfall will fall under a
Section 404 Nationwide Permit #7 — New Outfalls.

A Cultural Resources Report will be included in the Section 404 permit pre-construction notification
(PCN) application package for the USACE to conduct agency-to-agency consultation with the
Nevada SHPO to obtain clearances and for the Section 404 permit to be issued and the project to
be allowed to go to construction. Through a subconsultant, Atkins will have the following completed:

o Class | Literature Review: A Class | Literature Review is required to investigate the extent
of previously conducted research in the project area and to evaluate the potential for the
proposed undertaking to impact cultural resources. Atkins’s Subconsultant will consult the
Nevada Cultural Resources Information System (NVCRIS) online database for the project
area and a “-mile buffer. Additionally, historic topographic maps, aerial photographs,
satellite imagery, and General Land Office (GLO) records will be examined to determine
the history of land use in the project area. Although NVCRIS typically includes National
Register-listed properties, the National Register Databases and Research (NRHP) online
database will be consulted to determine if any NR-listed properties lie within the search
radius.

o Class Ill Archaeological Inventory: Pedestrian Survey: A Class Il Archaeological Inventory
(field survey) for the approximately 30-acre project boundary will be completed. Fieldwork
will follow the BLM’s Guidelines and Standards for Archaeological Inventory (6th Edition).
An archaeologist will walk the project area in parallel transects spaced 30 meters apart.
Newly encountered cultural resources will be identified and inventoried. Isolated objects—
defined as single artifacts spaced more than 30 meters from each other—uwill be plotted
using standard GPS and recorded on digital isolate forms. For newly recorded sites, the
site boundaries will be recorded using a GPS unit with sub-meter accuracy, and a
permanent datum will be established within the site boundaries. Concentrations of artifacts
and features will be photographed and plotted. Diagnostic artifacts will be given field
numbers, measured, plotted, and photographed. The Class Il Inventory will be a non-
collection survey. Based on preliminary examination of the NVCRIS database, it is
assumed that fewer than 30 isolated objects and 5 sites will need to be recorded.

Task 5.4 Deliverables:

e Draft and Final Cultural Resources Report that documents the Class | and Class Il surveys
e Draft Section 404 NWP application with attachments in PDF format
e Final Section 404 NWP application with attachments in PDF format

Task 5.5 — Geotechnical Monitoring. Atkins will obtain authorization from the USFWS to conduct
pre-construction surveys of the approximate 30-acre Project site per the previous BO 1-5-97-F-251
and the Append to Request Form and as identified in the ROW grant. Atkins will also obtain a
Nevada Division of Wildlife (NDOW) permit for the Project to cover any situations where a desert
tortoise must be handled. The pre-geotechnical boring surveys will provide clearance for the
completion of the geotechnical boring task. An authorized biologist and a biological monitor will be
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required during all ground disturbance activities. Pre-construction surveys must occur 3-days prior
to construction during the desert tortoise active season or 5-days prior to construction in the desert
tortoise inactive season. The authorized biologist will also prepare and provide working education
training to geotechnical staff so they are aware of the potential occurrence of species that could be
encountered on the project. Biological staff will fill out daily biological reports (DBRs) each day
which track ground disturbance activities, travel, and hours spent on site. The authorized biologist
will also be required to review materials and DBRs post-site visit to compile all DBRs and work with
the project engineer to coordinate staffing for future work activities to confirm coverage of all ground
disturbance activities. The environmental staff (environmental lead and authorized biologist) will
ensure the project ground disturbance activities incorporate all mitigation requirements as outlined
in the BO 1-5-97-F-251 as well as the updated Append to Request Form.

Task 5.5 Deliverables:
e Geotechnical oversight, DBR’s, coordination with project engineer, USFWS, and Client

Task 5.6 — BLM Plant Restoration and Salvage Plan. A notice to proceed is required from BLM,
prior to any disturbance. A plant, restoration and salvage plan is anticipated to be required by BLM.
Atkins will prepare a BLM Plant Restoration and Salvage Plan (PRSP) for the Project site. This plan
will detail pertinent laws and regulations for any protected plant species within the Project site
including cacti, yucca, and any BLM special status or rare plants. The PRSP will provide guidelines
for plant (cacti, yucca, other rare plants) salvage suitability; and provide guidance on methods and
best operating procedures to translocate and care for identified plants.

Task 5.6 Deliverables:

e Draft BLM PRSP in PDF format for review by LVVWD
e Draft BLM PRSP in PDF format for review by BLM
e Final BLM PRSP in PDF format to BLM for acceptance

Task 6 — Existing Utility Investigations. Design services will include subsurface utility engineering
(SUE) to include investigations in general compliance with ASCE publication 38-02, Standard Guideline
for the Collection and Depiction of Existing Subsurface Utility Data, up to and including Level A
delineation, to include applicable reports of field conditions and collection of survey point information
for the pothole locations.

Task 6.1 — Utility Test Hole Investigation. Up to ten (10) utility Test Holes via will be completed
via vacuum excavation methods. Under this subtask the following services will be performed:

e Layout test hole locations in the field using various pieces of geophysical locating
equipment and processes, i.e., electromagnetic, ground penetrating radar, asbuilt plans,
etc.

o Notify USA North 811 Call-Before-You-Dig service 48 hours before any excavation.

e Use air vacuum excavation methods to excavate and expose targeted utility.

e Record utility data: type, depth, size and material as readily obtainable. If the utility is a duct
bank or encased, KCI will attempt to record top, bottom, width and configuration.

¢ Backfill test hole with native material excavated from the hole and compacted pneumatically
in one-foot lifts.

o Backfill test hole with CLSM (slurry) as required by permitting agency when applicable.

e Restoration of test holes within pavement/concrete core drilled surfaces will be
accomplished by using the Clark County, Nevada, Regional Transportation Commission’s
Standard Drawing #506 Type B Method specification using Utilicor Technologies;
Utilibond™ bonding agent.

e Coordinate with Atkins surveyor as needed for collection test hole reference points.

Deliverables:

e Provide a Test Hole Data Report in a Portable Document Format (.pdf) for each completed
location. Such Report shall include the following information.
e Test hole number and date of completion.
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e Approximate plan and section view (not to scale) of utility and test hole location in
relationship to the existing roadway and ground surface.

e Collected utility data: type, depth, size and material as readily obtainable.

e Provide utility photos where obtainable at exposed locations.

Task 7 — 30 Percent Design (Preliminary Design Report). The 30 percent submittals require
proposed facility layout, building location, major equipment arrangement, major pipeline alignments,
existing topography, right-of-way, property lines, known underground utilities, and existing water
facilities. The level of detail in the drawings should indicate 30 percent of all detail levels. The design
shall adhere to the project design criteria and the EDS.

Task 7.1 — Preliminary Design Report. The Preliminary Design Report (PDR) will include the
proposed layout scheme for all major water facilities, accounting for all pertinent criteria, including
off-site and on-site drainage requirements. The report shall include a thorough discussion
regarding the phased construction and the operational considerations during the construction. The
report will include an analysis and recommendation of major facility locations and pipeline routing
to ensure reservoir cycling and mixing during initial and ultimate design scenarios. The report shall
also include a discussion on what existing structures and facilities may be utilized by the new
pumping station and reservoir. Scope items identified specific to the PDR include:

e Schedule and attend a Preliminary Design initiation meeting with District Staff

o Prepare contents (report and figures) for incorporation into the PDR that will be used to
define the major work elements and character of the project. The content would include:
o Preliminary site plan layout

Preliminary site overall grading plan and sections

Preliminary pumping station piping plans and sections

Preliminary Pumping Station building floor plan and elevations

Preliminary Disinfection Building floor plan and elevations

Preliminary reservoir size and proposed configuration

Preliminary disinfection system pump sizes, type and horsepower

Preliminary operating conditions

System and Operational Description report as required by Scope of Work Section

01040

Design standards

Codes and references

Preliminary building exterior appearance and layout

Opinion of probable construction costs

Input on project construction schedule

O 0O O O O O O O

O O O O O

30% Review Deliverables:

e Ten (10) sets of 24”x36” drawings on bond paper
o Five (5) loosely bound sets of the PDR

Task 7.2 - Site Planning and Right-of-Way Services. Atkins will prepare and submit entitlement
information for design review and approvals for construction of the proposed facility. It is assumed
that the District will be the primary applicant, and District personnel will be available to lead efforts
related to communications, coordination, and meetings with applicable planning department staff.
Atkins will prepare and provide applicable documentation and support District entitlement efforts
through coordination and attendance at planning submittal and review meetings.

Atkins will also assist the District in preparing documents for the amending the District’'s BLM Right-
of-Way Grant N-77754 and the documents for a permanent easement that will be required on the
northern portion of Assessor's Parcel 191-30-601-001, owned by Clark County Department of
Aviation, for the access road from Las Vegas Boulevard to the Project Site along with pipelines and
other utilities required for the project.  Scope items identified specific to the planning and
entitlement process are as follows:

o Prepare site entitlement (“Planning”) documents in accordance with agency required
submittal format.
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e Submit documents to District for consideration and comment, with subsequent submittal to
the City of Henderson and Clark County Planning Department for entitlement
consideration.

e Atkins staff will attend up to four (4) planning submittal meetings with agency staff, a pre-
submittal meeting, a post submittal meeting, a town board review hearing, and a Clark
County Planning Department hearing. Atkins assumes that District staff will take a lead
role at these meetings, and that Atkins staff will attend in a supporting role providing
technical clarification if required.

e Assist the District with the BLM grant amendment application.

e Assist the District with preparing and acquiring an easement from Clark County Department
of Aviation.

Task 8 — Technical Drainage Study (TDS). Atkins will utilize the 60% design phase drawings to
prepare an analysis of the hydrologic conditions impacting the site that includes the following tasks:

e Evaluate both onsite and offsite hydrology. The offsite hydrology will be used to determine 10-
year and 100-year discharges impacting the site. The onsite hydrology will determine 10-year
and 100-year flows within the site and the immediate surrounding areas.

o Develop an existing condition HEC-RAS model of the adjacent wash. Preliminary indications
are that the 100-year storm event will be contained in the unlined channel/wash. The
CONSULTANT will include the 2018 Las Vegas Valley Flood Control Maser Plan Update
(2018 MPU) flows and determine water surface elevations in the adjacent wash channel in the
vicinity of the reservoir site. It is assumed that the 100-year flows will be contained and do not
impact the reservoir site. Overbank floodplain and inundation mapping is not included in this
scope of work. It is assumed that the 2018 MPU hydrology does not need to be updated. The
HEC-RAS model will help determine the elevations to build the required improvements. A pre
and post model run will be used to address any impacts to the unlined channel/wash.

o Develop an onsite drainage plan for the reservoir site. This plan will include grading, swales,
roads and small (18" diameter, maximum) storm drain, as needed, to protect onsite
infrastructure from the local storm water runoff. The onsite reservoir and building finished floors
will be set to protect them from the 100-year storm event. Similarly, other important
infrastructure will be protected from the 10-year and 100-year storm events.

e Prepare a TDS report with improvement plans for the City of Henderson flood control to review.
Comments from COH will be addressed in the form of an addendum to the TDS.

o After COH approval, submit TDS and an addendum to RFCD for concurrence, which is
anticipated. RFCD concurrence is required for projects adjacent to RFCD facilities. The RFCD
facility Duck Creek Natural Wash 1, DCN1000, is located on the southeast corner of the
proposed site.

e The scope includes as needed scour or erosion analysis for the unlined channel/wash and
proposed wash road crossing. This scour and erosion analysis only includes methods and
equations outlined in the local drainage manual. Atkins believes that this should type of analysis
is sufficient.

o There is a possibility that SNWA will require a 500-year storm event analysis. In some cases,
the 500-storm event is the criteria used to protect SNWA critical facilities. If required, the HL
team will perform the 500-year storm flow analysis and evaluate the impact to both the LVVWD
site and SNWA sites. The South Boulevard 2745 Zone Reservoir and 2975 Zone Pumping
Station project team will coordinate upgrading the of the drainage facilities with the HL team.

Task 9 — Surge Analysis, Physical Model Study, and Computational Fluid Dynamics. Atkins will
provide design engineering services to prepare appropriate surge analyses for the pumping station and
provide for the appropriate protection of the facilities as part of the construction of the work designed in
accordance with the provisions of this Scope of Work. This work will include utilization by the engineer
of the District’'s hydraulic model for system head curves. In addition, The engineer agrees to engage
the services of a sub-consultant to construct and analyze a physical hydraulic model of the pumping
station and a Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) model of the reservoir. The physical hydraulic
model will address the suction and discharge headers of the pumping station. The CFD model will
address the reservoir configuration, including the mixers. A recommendation regarding a finite element
model as an alternative is to be included.
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Task 9.1 — Pressure Analysis.
Preliminary Surge Analysis (for 60% Design)

o Atkins will extract lengths, diameters, and elevations from the alignment/plan and elevation
drawings of the proposed 24-inch pipeline, 2975 Zone Pumping Station, 2745 Zone
Reservoir, and 2975 Zone above ground tanks. Calculate acoustic wavespeeds and Darcy-
Weisbach friction factors for the piping based on material type. Gather data (e.g.,
diameters, discharge coefficients, etc.) from manufacturer literature associated with the
pumps and valves. Develop pump characteristics for the hydraulic transient analysis
computer model using the pump performance curves supplied by Atkins for the proposed
pumps. Setup a surge computer model of the system.

o Define the critical operating scenarios for the system. This will involve definition of the
maximum and minimum flow rates, demands, tank/reservoir levels, and hydraulic grade
lines, as well as facilities status (e.g., operating, idle, open, closed, etc.) for the primary
function of the pumping station when conveying water to the 2975 Zone above ground
tanks. Establish hydraulic grade line (HGL) elevations for the pipelines in each system
under steady state operation and static conditions at the pumping station.

e Using the above initial HGLs, perform pressure surge analyses simulations for the pumping
station. Simulations will include

a) pump power failure, and

b) pump start-up
for the critical operating scenarios defined above. Scenarios for high and low tank/reservoir
levels will be evaluated to ensure that the full range of operating conditions are considered
for the proposed pumping station.

o Evaluate the results of the simulations and determine whether surge control measures are
required to protect the 24-inch pipeline and pumping station from adverse pressure
transients (e.g., vapor pressure, large magnitude negative pressures, overpressure)
created by loss of power and startup of the pumps.

e Ifsurge protection is deemed necessary, the Consultant will develop and recommend surge
control measures for the system. A few examples of surge control measures that will be
considered include pressurized surge tanks, controlled venting vacuum relief valves, and
surge/pressure relief valves. The surge control measures will be designed to ensure that
the maximum pressures do not exceed the maximum allowable pressure for the system,
and to eliminate the possibility of vapor cavity formation and large magnitude negative
pressures in the system following pump power failure and pump startup.

e The pressure surge analyses simulations described above will be repeated with the
recommended surge control measures in place to demonstrate the effectiveness of the
surge protection improvements. The results of the pressure surge analyses with and
without the recommended surge protection improvements in place will be included in the
technical memorandum. In addition, recommendations for safely starting and stopping the
pumps (i.e., safely opening and closing the ball valves) will be provided.

e Summarize the physical facilities, component data (including a schematic showing the
pressure surge analysis model), findings of the pressure surge simulations, plots of
maximum and minimum HGL envelopes and pressure head traces, and surge control
recommendations (if necessary) in a technical memorandum. Movies of relevant pressure
surge analyses simulations may be included in the memo.

Final Surge Analyses (for 100% Design)

o Review the 100% drawings of the proposed 24-inch pipeline, 2975 Zone Pumping Station,
2745 Zone Reservoir, and 2975 Zone above ground tanks and identify differences between
the 100 percent design and the 60 percent design that could potentially affect the
recommended surge control measures from the Preliminary Surge Analyses. Revise the
surge computer model of the system to reflect the 100 percent design of the system.
Include the 100 percent design pump performance curves in the surge computer model.

e Using the surge computer model for the 100 percent design, establish HGL elevations for
the pipeline under steady state operation and static conditions.

e Perform pump power failure and start-up simulations for the 100 percent design of the
pumping station.
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Evaluate the results of the simulations and determine whether the surge control measures
recommended for the 60% design is satisfactory for the 100 percent design of the pumping
station or whether modifications and/or additional surge control measures are required to
protect the 100 percent design of the pumping station and 24-inch pipeline.

If modifications and/or additional surge control are deemed necessary in the task above,
the Consultant will recommend modifications/additions to the surge control strategy to
protect the 100 design of the pumping station and 24-inch pipeline. The results of the
pressure surge analyses for the 100 percent design with the recommended surge
protection improvements in place will be provided. Recommendations for safely starting
and stopping the pumps (i.e., safely opening and closing the ball valves) will be checked
and modified if necessary for the 100 percent design of the pumping station and pipeline.

Task 9.2 — Physical Model Study. The objective of the physical hydraulic modeling study will be
to optimize and confirm the sump station performance by determining if the proposed design can
provide acceptable flow to the pumps in accordance with the Hydraulic Institute (HI) Pump Intake
Design Standard (ANSI/HI 9.8-2018), which is the standard used by pump manufacturers
worldwide. Specific objectives include:

Defining the general flow patterns within the pump intake.

Determining the existence and magnitude of adverse flow phenomena in terms of free and
subsurface vortex activity, swirl of flow entering the pump and velocity distribution at the
pump suction inlet.

If required, investigating geometric modifications to the suction header and pump suction
piping to improve flow approaching the pump suction inlets. It is anticipated that a vortex
suppressor design will be developed and confirmed based on the physical model study.
Document the performance of the selected pump station design for the anticipated range
of operating conditions.

By providing good approach flow to the pumps that is without excessive swirl, without the
formation of surface and subsurface vortices, and with an even velocity distribution of flow
entering the pumps, performance problems will be significantly reduced that in turn, helps to meet
design performance goals, maximize bearing life, and minimize operation and maintenance

costs.

Acceptance Criteria. The performance criteria established in the ANSI/HI 9.8-2018 are as

follows:

Free surface and subsurface vortices entering the pump should be less severe than
vortices with coherent dye cores (free-surface vortices of Type 3 and subsurface vortices
of Type 2). Dye core vortices may be acceptable only if they occur for less than 10% of the
time or only for infrequent operating conditions.

Swirl angles, both the short-term (30 second model) maximum and the long-term (10-
minute model) average indicated by the swirl meter rotation, should be less than 5 degrees.
Maximum short-term (30 seconds, model) swirl angles up to 7 degrees may be acceptable,
only if they occur less than 10% of the time or for infrequent pump operating conditions.
The swirl meter rotation should be reasonably steady, with no abrupt changes in direction
when rotating near the maximum allowable rate (angle).

Time-averaged velocities at points in the throat of the bell shall be within 10% of the cross-
sectional area average velocity.

Time-varying velocity fluctuations measured at each point in the throat of the bell shall
produce a standard deviation of less than 10% from the time-averaged signal.

Model Design and Workplan Development. Upon receipt of all pertinent design information,
model design will commence including selection of an appropriate model scale. The model scale
will be selected to ensure the Reynolds and Weber numbers are sufficiently high to mitigate
scaling effects of viscous and surface tension forces, as outlined in ANSI/HI 9.8-2018.

Based on the available information, it is expected that a scale of between 1: 2 and 1:3. The actual
scale will be defined once pump and station details are provided, will be in accordance ANSI/HI
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9.8-2018, and may require additional adjustment to accommodate commercially available cast
acrylic tubing.

Deliverable: A workplan for the physical modeling study and comprehensive model layout
drawings will be developed in collaboration with Atkins to best meet the project needs. It is
envisioned that the study workplan will include a description of the model design and scale
selection, similitude criteria, instrumentation and controls, testing procedures, and the proposed
testing program.

Model Construction. It has been assumed that the suction piping for all pumps is geometrically
identical, so only two pump inlets will be simulated in the model. Flow will be pulled past the
suction piping lateral of the modeled pump to simulate the impact of the flow to the other pumps
on the modeled pump. The pump suction piping up to the pump suction flange will be modeled
in transparent acrylic plastic. Key components of the model will be fabricated using clear acrylic
plastic to permit observation of flow patterns entering the pumps. The physical model will include
the internal dimensions of the suction header, and the full length of the pump suction pipe, pump
can and pump bell of one pump. The model will also be designed for easy installation of design
modifications. Recommended design modifications will be finished in a different color from the
base model to highlight the recommended changes to the initial design.

Deliverable: A set of photos of the completed model will be emailed to Atkins upon completion
of model fabrication.

Model Testing. In general, the testing approach will include assessing the performance of the
proposed pump station design, evaluating design modifications if unsatisfactory pump
performance is identified, and fully documenting the performance of the optimized design over a
wider range of flow conditions.

Based on the number of pumps, expected operating conditions, and the objectives of the work,
up to eight physical model tests have been budgeted (i.e., three initial design tests and five final
design tests). Supplementary tests may be elected by Atkins for a lump sum additional cost.
Design development will be limited to 2 weeks to resolve any deficiencies identified and any
modifications will be limited to the addition or removal of geometric elements upstream of the
pumps (e.g., vortex suppressor devices). All decisions regarding the direction of the testing
program will be made in concurrence with Atkins.

Each model test will be operated in steady state, where the inflow equals the outflow, and the
water level remains constant. Model measurements and instrumentation will be in accordance
with ANSI/HI 9.8-2018. Instrumentation to evaluate spatial and temporal velocity fluctuations will
be installed at one of the pumps, and 8 locations will be monitored on a constant radius in the
plane of measurement. Pressure taps will be installed upstream of the pump bell and downstream
of the throat of the pump bell.

Deliverables: Testing results will be shared with Atkins as they become available to facilitate
direction of the model testing program as it progresses. Data will be presented in tabular format
and will include any relevant photographs and video.

Witness Testing. A one-day model demonstration (witness testing) will be held at the hydraulics
laboratory facility near the end of the modeling effort. The meeting will include a presentation of
the initial and design development testing results with a brief description of the physical model
construction, scaling and instrumentation, and a live demonstration for Atkins and
representatives from the Owner of the model operating over a range of flow conditions. It is
anticipated any revisions to the final testing program and approval for commencement of the final
documentation testing will be discussed and agreed upon at the Witness Test. Informal
inspection of the model at any other time during the testing program will also be accommodated
at Atkins’ request. It is envisioned that the proposed model will be at our Vancouver laboratory.
However, the final selected location will depend upon workload and space requirements at the
time the project begins.

Deliverable: Meeting minutes summarizing the physical modeling workshop will be submitted to
Atkins and will include an electronic copy (PDF) of the workshop presentation.
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Reporting. A technical report summarizing the results of the physical model study will be submitted
within two weeks of completion of the model testing. The report will include: a complete description
of the model test procedures and instrumentation; model scaling and similitude; model construction
drawings, tabulated summaries, and graphical presentations of model test data; narrative
descriptions of the test results and performance of the initial design and recommended
configuration examined in the model; relevant photographs and drawings illustrating the
recommended design modifications; and conclusions and recommendations based on the model
tests.

Deliverables: A draft and final report will be submitted in electronic (PDF) format.

Model Demolition and Disposal. Upon completion of the model study and acceptance of the final
report, the models will be demolished in an environmentally sensitive manner.

Task 9.3 — Computational Fluid Dynamics. A Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) modeling
study will be performed on the reservoir. The objective of the CFD modeling study is to perform
analysis of the mixers in the basin in order to assess the performance of the mixers within the
basins and streamline results. Because both basins are identical, therefore, only one basin will be
modeled.

CFD Model Development: Upon receipt of all pertinent design information, the CFD model
geometry preparation will commence. Atkins, through a subconsultant, will develop 3D geometry
of the reservoir in the CFD model.

Geometry components that are anticipated to have a significant impact on the hydraulic flow
patterns entering and existing the reservoir. The model will include a simplified geometry of the
inside shape of the reservoir.

It has been assumed that Atkins will provide all information required for model design, including
the geometry of the suction header and piping, pump suction bells, and all pertinent internal
structures (e.g., vanes, if any). The subconsultant will compile the geometric information to develop
the CFD model geometry and numerical mesh. Moving parts (e.g., pump impellers) will not be
simulated in the CFD model.

Deliverable: Prior to model testing, schematics of the 3D model geometry and a draft test program
will be submitted in electronic (PDF) format for review and approval.

CFD Model Reporting: The Subconsultant will prepare a draft technical report summarizing the
results of the CFD model study for review by Atkins. The report will contain an introduction,
descriptions of the model, and complete descriptions of the test results including tabular and
graphical data, and conclusions and recommendations.

Deliverables:

e Draft CFD Model report will be submitted in electronic (PDF)
e Final CFD Model report will be submitted in electronic (PDF)

Task 10 — 60 Percent Design Submittal. The 60 percent submittals require major equipment to be
shown on the drawings with all discipline connections made and sized, based on preliminary
calculations. The level of detail in drawings should indicate 60 percent of all detail levels. The design
shall adhere to the project design criteria and the EDS. Via a subconsultant, AtkinsRéalis will begin
coordinating with NV Energy to bring power supply to site for the District’s site. They shall include, but
not be limited to, the following:

Specifications

Preliminary Civil/Structural Drawings:

o Site plan

o Civil/structural plan drawings

o  Civil/structural underground and foundations drawings

o Civil/structural elevations and details

o Civil demolition plan

o Embedded Record of Survey
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Right-of-Way Plan
Horizontal control plans
Civil drainage plans

inal off-site improvement plans Preliminary Mechanical Drawings:

Preliminary site layout plans
Equipment general arrangements
Process flow diagram

Piping plans and details
Mechanical demolition plan

reliminary Electrical Drawings:

Single-line diagrams to District standards

Schematic and wiring diagrams to District standards

Power, grounding and heat trace plans

Instrument, control and lighting plans

Conduit and cable schedules per District standards

Power, grounding, instrument, heat trace and lighting details
Electrical equipment elevation views

reliminary Instrument Drawings:

Process and instrument diagrams

Example instrument signal loop diagrams

Example instrument data sheets to Instrument Society of America (ISA)
standards

PLC input/output interface diagrams

e Two loosely bound copies of Preliminary engineering Calculations:

O O O OO OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0

O O O O

o

Hydraulic system design calculations

Preliminary drainage calculations and drainage report

Final earthwork calculations

Preliminary structural calculations

Preliminary yard piping design calculations

Preliminary electrical calculations

Preliminary electrical system coordination study

Power equipment sizing (MCCs, transformers, etc.)

Indoor lighting calculations

Sump pump sizing calculations

Preliminary construction cost estimate, itemized by discipline

Record of survey

Preliminary minimum reservoir level to meet pump NPSHR and prevent vortexing
System curves for various pumping station operating conditions

Preliminary pump selection with associated curves (minimum of 3 manufacturers)
Preliminary HVAC and blower fan equipment sizing calculations

Preliminary calculations for pumping station acoustics

Traveling bridge crane sizing calculations

Preliminary model study for suction piping and pump barrels

Pipe cylinder thickness design based on interior pipe pressure, external loads and buckling
Restrained joint design to counteract longitudinal thrust at all pipe junctions, bends and
termini, including single and/or double weld calculations

Combination air valve sizing

Preliminary surge analyses

Pump and motor characteristics

Preliminary cathodic protection system calculations

Preliminary reservoir sizing and elevation gauging calculations

Three sets of draft soils investigation (geotechnical) reports

Two copies of cathodic protection evaluation/analysis

Three copies of preliminary technical drainage study

Revised alternate design report

Two copies of the construction cost estimate summarized by bid item and supported by

itemized breakdown of all component costs

Three copies of the preliminary surge analysis

e Three copies of preliminary design of physical hydraulic model
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Three copies of the preliminary CFD Model Study of the reservoir

Two copies of the preliminary acoustical models

Two copies of the preliminary construction cost estimate with supporting calculations
Three copies of Revised Preliminary Design Report

Two copies of preliminary energy model

Outside agency review and permit names and addresses

One copy of all project correspondence to date

Recommended revisions to the project schedule, if required

A list of problems, questions, and/or actions needed to be addressed by the District

60% Review Deliverables:

Ten (10) sets of 24"x36” drawings on bond paper

Five (5) loosely bound sets of specifications

Two (2) bound sets of supporting calculations and other required documents in above tasks
Electronic copies of the drawings and specifications (Word document, AutoCAD files and PDF
format)

e  Submit to applicable third-party agencies and utilities for review and comment

Task 11 — 100% Design Submittal. The 100 percent submittals require major equipment to be shown
on drawings with all discipline connections made and sized, based on final calculations. The level of
detail in drawings should indicate 100 percent of all detail levels. The submittal shall be corrected and
completed in accordance with the 60 percent submittal review, briefing, and other information and shall
include, but not be limited to, the following:

e Specifications
e Preliminary Civil/Structural Drawings:
o Site plan
Civil/structural plan drawings
Civil/structural underground and foundations drawings
Civil/structural elevations and details
Civil demolition plan
Embedded Record of Survey
Right-of-Way Plan
Horizontal control plans
Civil drainage plans
inal off-site improvement plans Mechanical Drawings:
Final site layout plans
Final equipment general arrangements
Final process flow diagram
Final piping plans and details
Final mechanical demolition plan
lectrical Drawings:
Single-line diagrams to District standards
Schematic and wiring diagrams to District standards
Power, grounding and heat trace plans
Instrument, control and lighting plans
Conduit and cable schedules per District standards
Power, grounding, instrument, heat trace and lighting details
Electrical equipment elevation views
e Instrument Drawings:
o Process and instrument diagrams
o Example instrument signal loop diagrams
o Example instrument data sheets to ISA standards
o PLC input/output interface diagrams
e Final Calculations:
o Final hydraulic system design calculations
o Final yard piping calculations
o Final structural calculations

OO0 O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OMmMODOoOOoOOoOoO Mo oo o o o oo
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o Final electrical calculations

o Final electrical system coordination study

o Power equipment sizing (MCCs, transformers, etc.)

o Final sump pump sizing calculations

o Final construction estimate, itemized by discipline

o At the request of the District, a compilation of catalog cut sheets for all non-standard
selected equipment

o Final minimum reservoir level to meet pump NPSHR and prevent vortexing

o Final system curves for various pumping station operating conditions

o Final pump selection with associated curves (minimum of 3 manufacturers)

o Final HYAC equipment and blower fan sizing calculations

o Final calculations for pumping station acoustics

o Traveling bridge crane sizing calculations

o Final model study for suction piping and pump barrels

o Final compressed air system calculations

o Final surge analyses

o Preliminary protective relay settings for electrical distribution equipment and pump starters

o Motor starting tests

o Compliance with energy code

o Final cathodic protection system calculations

o Final reservoir sizing and elevation gauging calculations

o Ground grid calculations

Three copies of final technical drainage study

Three sets of final soils investigation (geotechnical) reports

Two copies of final cathodic protection analyses

Three copies of final surge analysis

Final physical hydraulic model

Three copies of the final CFD Model Study of the reservoir

Final survey report and right-of-way documentation with all required easements
Final cathodic protection analyses

One copy of the final construction cost estimate with supporting calculations
Final acoustical models from the 60 percent submittal

One copy of all project correspondence generated since the last briefing session
Responses to the District's 60 percent design review comments in both paper and electronic
format

e A compilation of catalog cut sheets for all selected equipment

100% Review Deliverables:

Ten (10) sets of 24"x36” drawings on bond paper

Five (5) loosely bound sets of specifications

Two (2) bound sets of supporting calculations and other required documents in above tasks
Electronic copies of the drawings and specifications (Word document, AutoCAD files and PDF
format)

e Submit to the COH Development Services Center (DSC), Nevada Division of Environmental
Projection (NDEP), and applicable third-party agencies and utilities for review, comment, and
approval

Task 12 — Final Design Submittal. The comments final submittal shall consist of one engineer-sealed
bond original or electronically signed set of drawings, one copy of the engineer-sealed original
calculations, one engineer-sealed unbound contract volume including permits, responses to 100
percent design review, and electronic copies of the final drawings and specifications.

Task 13 — Bid Phase Services. Pre-Bid and Bid Phase Services. AtkinsRéalis understands that
reservoir plans, pumping stations, and metering facility plans will be issued by the District as a stand-
alone construction contract to be completed under District oversight and construction management.
AtkinsRéalis will support District in selection of a Contractor including pre-bid meeting attendance,
preparation of addendum, and preliminary evaluation of Contractor references and past performance.
Also includes preparing additional conformed drawings and specs.
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Task 14 — Engineering Services During Construction. AtkinsRéalis will support District Engineering
and Construction Management staff during construction of the proposed reservoir and pumping station
by attending the pre-construction meeting; providing shop drawing and submittal reviews, providing
review of drawings, specifications, cost estimates, and other documents relating to any contract change
orders; and providing engineering services during a final inspection of the work and furnish to the District
a written recommendation regarding the acceptability of the completed construction work.

Task 14.1 — Meetings. Atkins staff will attend the pre-construction meeting and up to seventy-five
(75) regular weekly progress meetings on an as-needed basis based on District request for
attendance. Atkins will provide engineering services during a single final inspection of the work and
furnish to the District a written recommendation regarding the acceptability of the completed
construction work.

Task 14.2 — Shop Drawings and Submittals. Atkins staff will review up to four hundred (400)
individual contractor shop drawings and submittals. Atkins assumes that shop drawing submittals
will be electronic, and review will occur through eBuilder, or another District provided and
maintained submittal management platform. AtkinsRéalis assumes that no more than 40 percent
of the total submittals will require re-submittal reviews.

Task 14.3 — Requests for Information. Atkins staff will review up to one-hundred (100) individual
contractor requests for information (RFls). Atkins assumes that RFIs will be electronic, and review
will occur through eBuilder, or another District provided and maintained submittal management
platform. AtkinsRéalis assumes that no more than 25 percent of the total RFIs will require re-
submittal reviews.

Task 14.4 — Record Drawings. Atkins staff will obtain, review, categorize, and incorporate
Contractor’s as-built redlines into native project files to create Project Record Documents (Drawings
and Specifications). Quality control will be performed on these documents per AtkinsRéalis / project
requirements. This task will commence upon Contract Closeout of the construction activities.
AtkinsRéalis will prepare and deliver electronic and hard copy documents which includes Record
Drawings and Specifications (.pdf), full size hard copy print (bond) of the Record Drawings, bound
and individual CAD files (.dwg), individual Word specification files (.docx), and hard copy print of
the Record Specifications.

Task 15 — Contingencies. Atkins suggests a contingency budget to cover supplemental services that
may arise during design development, such as easement document preparation, additional potholes or
soil borings, and other design elements as may be applicable to the identified work scope. Use of
contingency funds would be subject to written approval by the District through task order authorization
or other District mechanism. Contingent Services may include, but are not limited to:

o Additional engineering services required as directed by the District

e Public Outreach Program and Support

o Title Reports

e Preparation of Easements and Legal Descriptions
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RATES AND FEES

Project Management $243,460

Quality Assurance $137,760

Survey and Right of Way $47,649

Geotechnical $68,865

Environmental $138,228

Utility Test Hole Investigation $18,449

30% Design $436,530

Technical Drainage Study $43,430

Computational Fluid Model $104,008

60% Design $719,871

100% Design $594,930

Final Design $420,796

Bid Phase Services (T&M) $45,905

Engineering Services During Construction (T&M) $574,433

SUBTOTAL $3,594,314

Contingency $325,000

TOTAL $3,919,314
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