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Introduction and Background




Key Points

Long-range planning for drainage
Improvements and redevelopment strategies

This is a planning effort, not project

The findings will not sol
problems; goal is to finc
that can be implemented

ve all flooding
alternative solutions
with partners

Your feedback, knowled
IS very important to us

ge and input



Existing Conditions Analysis
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Known Flood
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Flood Hazard

[ L
o /E.aggu:, 3

b
=)
®
o 1A
o
y
7 E
s ")

E+Al



Target Detention Volumes




ODbjectives

Improve
Existing
Drainage
Conditions
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Potential Solutions

Green

Infrastructure Structural Detention

Reduce Runoff Convey Runoff Store Runoff




Potential Solutions

NEAR SOUTHSIDE REDEVELOPMENT PLAN
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5-minute walk to park
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Target Detention Volumes
® .
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[] Watershed Boundary
Drainage Network
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Target Detention Volumes
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Improvement Alternatives




Potential Locations

« Criteria for identification of potential locations:
* Proximity to flood hazard
* Input from stakeholder meetings
e Input from Henderson property owner meeting

 Constrained by current land use
(identified relatively vacant properties)

e 18 total locations evaluated
4 most beneficial locations discussed today




Potential Locations
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Pipe Capacity Improvements
8th and Magnolia
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Pipe Capacity Improvements
Travis and Terrell
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Surface Detention
Vickery at Llpscomb
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Multi-Use Stormwater Detention




Multi-Use Stormwater Detention
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Possible Solutions
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Possible Solutions
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Daylighting

4 6 5 K 8 I S B Summary of Change in Inundation at Flood Prone Structures
3' ; el | ¥ y SR8 Alternative  |Daylighting
ol 1 sl storm Event_[5-yr 3

_F_!i“ 3 - - - Lt 1 Number of Flood Prone Structures --
d oy, ~—X = =t Number of Flood Prone Structures with —
o — @ “Branch
= iseda I e ' Draft Conce pt Change in Inundation Depth

Average Change in Inundation Depth, ft -

’ 111 ' | Maximum Change in Inundation Depth, ft - p
Nl

‘ 2 (S

: . W

0]
Q)

E Oieander St = - Oleander St

| R BT Ry %
' el _ o

Drainage Network 1 A o _i \&

[J Parcels IS T — b i
City-owned Parcels o ' g Hillside
Habitat for Humanity _ | Park

Structures



Daylighting

Ongoing Rosedale Street Improvements

Evans & Rosedale Lancaster
Urban Village

Letting Date
2015

Completed
2010 |




Feedback

1. Questions about alternatives?
2. Other alternatives to consider?
3. Partnership opportunities?
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Development Impacts Analysis




Development Impacts

Question:

Since the Near Southside vicinity is highly-
developed already, could additional development
occur that increases the amount of impervious
surface without having significant adverse impacts
on surrounding property? If so, could the permitting
process be greatly simplified?

Answer:

No. Although the impacts occur in limited locations,
the magnitude of the impacts on private property Is
unacceptable.
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Development Impacts
Henderson — 5 year Storm Event
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Development Impacts
Henderson — 100-year Storm Event
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Development Impacts

Recent updates to the stormwater criteria manual
provide a more streamlined review process for
infill development:

1. Grading Permit threshold increased from
0.5 acres to 1.0 acre

2. A simplified infill development methodology is
available for small sites that meet certain criteria
(see ISWM Criteria Manual Section 1.1)
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Conclusions




Conclusions

To significantly reduce flooding on a wide-scale
basis In this area, land use will need to change

Can’t increase impervious cover without having
adverse impacts

Implementation of potential solutions would
depend on:

O

O O O O

Acceptance of solution by the community
Significant financial partnership opportunities
Balancing Citywide stormwater needs and priorities
Availability of funding

More detailed analysis to ensure feasibility
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Path Forward

Tonight is final planned stakeholder meeting

As a result of this planning effort:
 Development will be better informed
o City is well-positioned for partnership opportunities

PPT from today’s meeting will be added to the
website

http://fortworthtexas.gov/southsidedrainage/

Summary of planning effort will be added to
website this fall

How to communicate the flood hazard to the
community?
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