









































CLARK COUNTY
REGIONAL FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
* AGENDA ITEM

SUBJECT:

FfNANCIAL REPORTS - DECEMBER 2019
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REGIONAL FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
FUND 2860 - OPERATING FUND

FUND BALANCE REPORT

DECEMBER 2019

BEGINNING CASH BALANCE:
- Accruals/Adjustments

REVENUES: .
Sales Tax Revenue (Collected October 2019)
- Interest Earnings . .

Fund 4430 - Transfer In Interest Earnings -

Build America Bonds Rebate"

Sale of Materials.

Miscellaneous Other Revenue

. Petty Cash Reimbursements
Miscellanéous Accruals/Adjustments

. EXPENDITURES:
‘ Salaries & Benefits
" Services & Supplies
Professiona!l Services
Capital Expenditures / : :
‘Fund 2870 - Transfer Out Maintenance Work Program
Fund 3300 - Transfer Out Debt Service
- Fund 4430 - Transfer OQut Budgeted Transfers
Accruals/Adjustments
Accounts Payable
Miscellaneous Accruals/Adjustments

TOTAL EXPENSES

ENDING CASH BALANCE:

.1/16/2020

$ 10,657,557.73

(669.02)

TOTAL BEGINNING BALANCE

9,653,328.50
11,519.19 .
61,538.46

. 2,936.39

. TOTAL REVENUES

(324,291.34)
(62,442.92) -

(82,602.43)

(7.801.77)

(900,000.00)
(3,695,850.60)
(3,580,000.00)

1227221

$

10,656,888.71

9,729,322.54

(8,640,716.85)

11,745,494.40




REGIONAL FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

FUND 2860 - OPERATING FUND

APPROPRIATION BALANCE REPORT

FISCAL YEAR 2019-20

REVENUES/FINANCING SOURCES

ENCUMBRANCE/

BUDGET ACTUAL A UNREALIZED
Revenues $ 113432651.00 § 39,253,383.40 N/A $ 74,179.267.60
Other Sources 800,000.00 369,230.76 N/A 430,769.24
TOTAL $ 114232,651.00 $ 39,622,614.16 N/A '$ 74,610,036.84
EXPENDITURES/TRANSFERS

BUDGET ACTUAL ENCUNI'EC':ANCE' AVAILABLE

$ | 3,618,499.80

$ 4,674,656.71

% UNREALIZED
65%

54%
65%

% AVAILABLE

Expenditures ~ $  10,409,100.00 $ 211594349 45%
Transfers Out : ‘
Debt Service 52,600,00000  27,519,470.70 - 25,080,529.30 48%
MWP 11,000,000.00 3,800,000.00 . 7,200,000.00 65%
CIP (1)(2) 48,000,000.00  _.14,320,000.00 - 33,680,000.00 70%
TOTAL $ 122,009100.00 § 49,257,970.50 § 2,115943.49 §$ 70,635,186.01 58%
Notes:

(1) Includes Local Drainage program.

(2) Includes Board approved budget augmentation 1/09/2020 Item #9 to increase transfer authority.

1/16/2020

DEC28619Approp(19-20)



)

'SALES TAX REVENUE REPORT
REGIONAL FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

FISCAL YEAR 2019-20

' MODIFIED ACCRUAL BASIS :

{

MONTH

1/4 CENT SALES |.

'SALESTAX | | TAX ESTIMATE ACTUAL DIFFERENCE 'PERCENT
COLLECTED BY (s approved _SALES TAX OVER/(UNDER) |- +/- FROM
MERCHANT April 11, 2019) REVENUES _ ESTIMATE _|"| ' ESTIMATE
Jouey |s 916542012 | |$-. 921701959 | |$  51,590.47 " 0.56%
AUGUST . 9,147,31243 | 9,567,227.26 | - 419,914.83 | : 1 4.59%
SEPTEMBER 9,351,437.62 | 9,492,015.38 | 140,577.76 1.50%
OCTOBER 8,978,773.95 | 9,653,328.50 | 674,554.55 7.51%
NOVEMBER 9,720,995.41 | '
DECEMBER 10,288,967.62 |-
JANUARY 8,654,068.05 |-
FEBRUARY 8,256,976.72 |-
MARCH " 10,121,264.69 | -
APRIL 9,108,670.68
MAY 9,408,410.30
JUNE 9,697,693.41
TOTAL: 1$ 111,900,000.00 | [ $ 37,929,590.73 | | $ 1.286,637.61 3.51%
, Estimated vs Actual Cumulative Sales Tax Receipts
- %120 : “
© $100 - % - g
880 ] g
0w . ]
S 60 2 z '
= 540 — S
7 :::; \
$20. £ ?/
) B B g E
so |ERE] =008 =] AR B , , B , ,
JuL AUG SEP oCT NOv DEC JAN FEB MAR APR = MAY JUN

EFY19Actual B FY20 Estimated [ FY20 Actual

1/16/2020

: Sales Tax FY19-20




Schedule of Monthly Expenditures - Summary
Fund 2860 - Operating Fund
12/1/2019 to 12/31/2019

Fiscal Year Account# Account Name

- 2020 61%/62*  Salaries and Benefits
630000 Other Professional Services
635000 Pro Svcs-Legal
636000 Pro Svcs-Audit
640310 R & M-Facilities
640340 R & M-Vehicles
641000 Other Rental Expense

644610 Information System Services
645000 Other Insurance
646100 Telephone-Local
646120 Cell Phones/Beepers
648100 Printing/Reproduction
649000 Other Travel
649100 Airfare
649200 Lodging

" 649300 Auto
649400 Meals

. 649600 Mileage
663000 Operating Supplies
663200 Food
663400  Office Supplies
663421 LVA-IT Hardware-Modified Accrual
670100 . Electricity
670500  Disposal
679200 Licenses & Taxes
679220 Software Licenses

1679300 ©  Dues ‘

1679600 Postage
680400 Capital Outlay—Equlpment-Mod Accrual

1/16/2020 - Monthly Expenditures Summary Condensed

iAmount
324,291.34
73,201.57
8,200.86
. 1,200.00
12,715.96
2,605.33
623.26-
990.77
206.35
314.84
. 34940
2,494.01
37.79
751.50
737.97
112.00
266.50
293.71
-2,128.71
200.10
2,340.02
2,335.92
2,100.18
90.00
688.00

‘  28,208.94

- 1,198.00

653.66

7,801.77

Fiscal Year Total —-$_4’7—’7,13_846
Grand Total $477,138.46



REGIONAL FLLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
FUND 2870 - FACILITIES MAINTENANCE FUND
FUND BALANCE REPORT :
DECEMBER 2019

BEGINNING CASH BALANCE: $ 8,418,774.03
Accruals/Adjustments ~ . . .

‘TOTAL BEGINNING CASH BALANCE: | ’ | $ 8,418,774.03

REVENUES: ' ‘ .
Interest Income ' 13,412.43
Fund 2860 - Transfer In Maintenance Work Program 900,000.00
Miscellaneous Other Revenue/Adjustments ‘ ‘ \ -

TOTAL MONTHLY REVENUES ‘ : ' ‘ $ 913,412.43

EXPENDITURES:

Services & Supplies (475,257.74)

‘Maintenance Work Program Expenditures ’ -

Accruals/Adjustments : )
Miscellaneous Accruals/Adjustments - ‘ ‘ (41,355.92)
Contract Retention Payable -
Contract Retention Interest Payable - ‘ : -
Accounts Payable ‘ -

‘TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES | | o $ ' (516,613.66)

ENDING CASHBALANCE:  ~ ~ . S " '$_ 8815572,80

1/16/2020



Regioﬁal Flood Control District

Monthly Expenditures

 Maintenance Work Program

12/1/2019 to 12/31/2019

Fiscal Year - 2020

Vendor

ATKINS NORTH AMERICA INC
CITY OF HENDERSON. -

CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
- CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
* CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
" CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
' CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON
1/16/2020 - MWP Expenditures

RE.HNG5 1917489
RF.HN65 MSC5032376
RF.HN65 MSC5032534
RF.HN65 MSC5032534
RF.HN65 MSC5032534
RF.HN65 MSC5032534
RF.HN65 MSC5032534
RF.HN65 MSC5032579
RF.HN65 MSC5032580
RF.HN66 MSC5032376
RF.HN66 MSC5032534
RF.HN66 MSC5032534
RF.HN66 MSC5032534
RF.HN66 MSC5032534
RF.HN66 MSC5032580
RF.HN67 MSC5032376
RF.HN67 MSC5032534
RF.HN67 MSC5032534
RF.HN67 MSC5032534
RF.HN67 MSC5032580
RF.HN68 MSC5032376
RF.HN68 MSC5032484
RF.HN68 MSC5032484

" RF.HN68 MSC5032484

RF.HN68 MSC5032484
RF.HN68 MSC5032511
RF.HN68 MSC5032534
RF.HN68 MSC5032534
RF.HN68 MSC5032534
RF.HN68 MSC5032580

'RF.HN69 MSC5032376
'RF.HN69 MSC5032484

RF.HN69 MSC5032484
RF.HN69 MSC5032484
RF.HN69 MSC5032484
RF.HN69 MSC5032511

12/08/2019
112012019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/18/2019
11/20/2019
1211772019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/18/2019
111202019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/18/2019
11/20/2019
12/04/2019
12/04/2019
12/04/2019
12/04/2019
12/11/2019
12/17/2019
12/17/2019
12/17/72019
12/18/2019
11/20/2019
12/04/2019
12/04/2019
12/04/2019
12/04/2019
12/11/2019

4500307668
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666

4500306666 -

4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666

4500306666 .
4500306666

4500306666
4500306666

‘4500306666
4500306666 -

4500306666
4500306666
4500306666
4500306666

4500306666

4500306666
4500306666

-4500306666
4500306666

4500306666
4500306666
4500306666

Invoice No. Inv.Date P.Q.Number .Date Paid

12/17/2019
12/10/2019
12/27/2019
12/27/2019
12/27/2019
12/27/2019
12/27/2019
12/27/2019
12/27/2019
12/10/2019
12/27/2019
12/27/2019
12/27/2019

" 1212712019

12/27/2019
12/10/2019

i2(27/2019 '

1212712019
1212712019

12/27/2019
12/10/2019°

12/16/2019
12/16/2019
12/16/2019
12/16/2019
12/18/2019
12/27/2019

1212772019

12/27/2019
12/27/2019
12/10/2019
12/16/2019
12/16/2019
12/16/2019
12/16/2019
12/18/2019

mount
$1,285.76
$13,243.10
$2,205.62
$298.07
$184.29
$137.49
$320.32
© $503.84
$8,092.41
$1,564.51
$655.73
- $238.44
$281.05
$116.48
$1,038.61
$1,187.21
$698.32
$116.39
$1,947.38 -
$1,205.63
$1,187.21
$1,115.87
$193.90
$689.52
$1,313.73
$211.56
$1,018.16
$1,938.61
$2,894.08
$994.89
$2,956.30
$3,100.43
$1,948.90
$58,528.06
$260.14
$13,370.50



Regional Flood Control District.

.Monthly Expenditures -

Maintenance Work Program

12/1/2019 to 12/31/2019
Vendor ‘
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON -
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
'CITY OF HENDERSON
- CITY OF HENDERSON
'CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
_ CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
'CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
 CITY.OF NORTH LAS VEGAS

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS'

" CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
~ CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
* CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
' CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
. CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
' CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS

1/16/2020 - MWP Expenditures '

Facility Invoice No. Inv.Date P.O.Number

RF.NL16-

4500306668

Date Paid
' RF.HN69 MSC5032534 12/17/2019 4500306666  12/27/2019
'RF.HN69 MSC5032534 12/17/2019 4500306666  12/27/2019 -
~ RE.HN69 MSC5032534 12/17/2019 4500306666  12/27/2019
. “RF.HN69 MSC5032534 12/17/2019 4500306666  12/27/2019
RF.HN69 MSC5032580 12/18/2019 4500306666  12/27/2019
~_RF.HN70 MSC5032376 11/20/2019 4500306666 * 12/10/2019
RF.HN70 MSC5032484 12/04/2019 4500306666  12/16/2019
RF.HN70 MSC5032484 12/04/2019 4500306666  12/16/2019
RF.HN70 MSC5032580 12/18/2019 4500306666  12/27/2019
RF.HN71 MSC5032376 11/20/2019 4500306666  12/10/2019
RF.HN7I MSC5032580 12/18/2019 4500306666  12/27/2019
- RF.HN72 MSC5032376 11/20/2019 4500306666  12/10/2019
RF.HN72 MSC5032580 12/18/2019 4500306666 12/27/2019
RF.HN73 MSC5032376 11/20/2019 4500306666  12/10/2019
RF.HN73 MSC5032580 12/18/2019 4500306666  12/27/2019
RENLOl 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RF.NL02 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RF.NLO03 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RF.NL04 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RF.NLO04 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
'RF.NLOS 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RE.NLO6 - 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RF.NLO06 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RF.NLO7 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668 12/13/2019
RF.NLO7. 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
~RENLIO 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RENL11 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RENLII. . 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668 12/13/2019
RF.NLII 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668 ~ 12/13/2019
RF.NLI2 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668,  12/13/2019
'RENLI12 . 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RFNLI3 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RENL13 - 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RF.NL14 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019°
RENLI6 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
RENLI6. 353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
‘ 353069 12/10/2019 12/13/2019

Amount -
‘$92.15
$737.80 -
- $1,250.62

. $5,881.64

$1,430.00

' $1,187.21

$842.11
$117.34
$939.43
$1,187.21 °
$655.83
$1,187.21
$732.39
$1,034.11
- $464.46
' $610.17

1$3,528.55

$17,135.65
. $4,270.88

$652.16
$173.58

$173.58
$1,209.10
$173.58
$36,423.20
$2,308.45
$4,314.12
$5,204.39
" $368.94
© $173.58
- $1,788.52
$2,473.42
$2,257.33
$1,059.21

© $2,649.60

$1,270.15
' $1,345.96



Regional Flood Control District

Monthly Expenditures

Maintenance Work Program

© 12/1/2019 to 12/31/2019
Vendor

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS

WESTWOOD PROFESSIONAL

SERVICES INC
WESTWOOD PROFESSIONAL
SERVICES INC
WESTWOOD PROFESSIONAL
SERVICES INC
WESTWOOD PROFESSIONAL
SERVICES INC
. WESTWOOD PROFESSIONAL
.SERVICES INC

]
i

1/16/2020 - MWP Expenditures

Facility
RF.NL17
RF.NL18
RF.NL18

RF.CCO1

RF.CC02
RF.HN65

RF.HN65
RF.HN68

RF.HN69

RF.HN69

Invoice No. Inv. Date

P.O. Number  Date Paid
353069 12/10/2019 | 4500306668  12/13/2019
353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
353069 12/10/2019 4500306668  12/13/2019
4020000026‘ 12/31/2019 none 12/31/2019
- 4020000027 12/31/2019° none . 12/31/2019
19100927 10/18/2019 4500306669  12/17/2019 -
19110720 11/14/2019 4500306669  12/16/2019
19100927 10/18/2019 4500306669 12/17/2019
19100927 10/18/2019 47500306669 12/17/2019
19110720 11/14/2019 4500306669  12/16/2019
Total Expenditures
Grand Total

Amount .
$347.16
$173.58
$11,221.55
$60,000.00
$120,000.00.
$5,829.90

$15,546.40
$8,425.67

$13,701.09
$5,666.25

$475,257.74
_S475,257.74



- Regional Flood Control District

Maintenance Work Program Status Report - Fiscal Year2020

Boulder City

. Facility Facility Name

RF.BC01 Hemenway Watershed
RF.BC02 Georgia/Buchanan Watershed
RF.BC03 North Railroad Watershed
RF.BC04 West Airport Watershed

Clark County

Facility acility Name
RF.CC01 Flamingo Wash
RF.CC02 Las Vegas Wash
~ RF.CC03 Duck Creek

RF.CC05 Las Vegas Range Wash

RF.CC06 Tropicana Wash
. RF.CCO07 Airport Channel
RF.CC08 Monson Channel
RF.CC09 Rawhide Channel

RF.CC10 Van Buskirk Channel
RF.CC11 Flamingo Wash North Fork

RF.CC14 Laughlin Washes
RF.CC15 Moapa Valley

RF.CC16 Blue Diamond Wash

RF.CC17 Searchlight
RF.CC18 Bunkerville
- RF.CC19 Pittman Wash
RF.CC20 Indian Springs

" RF.CC21 Northern Beltway Channels

Henderson

Facility Facility Name
RF.HN65 CI North
RF.HN66 C1 South

RF.HN67 Pittman Central NE
RF.HN68 Pittman Central SE
RF.HN69 Pittman Central NW
RF.HN70 Pittman Central SW
RF.HN71 Pittman Anthem Inspirada
RF.HN72 Pittman Seven Hills
RF.HN73 Pittman West Henderson.

- Las Vegas
Facility Facility Name

RF.LV51 Cedar Ave Channel/Nellis System
RF.LV52 Gowan/Angel Pk/Lone Mtn System
RF.LV53 Lake Mead/Smoke Ranch/Washington

Sys
1/16/2020 - MWP Status Report

$100,000.00

Budget Amount Spent Amount Remaining
$238,500.00 . $39,079.70 $199,420.30
$95,350.00 $1,392.08 $93,957.92
$31,150.00 $1,905.62 $29,244.38
$35,000.00 $989.98 $34,010.02°
$400,000.00 $43,367.38 $356,632.62
Budgiet Amount Spent Amount Remaining
$600,000.00 $235,901.53 $364,098.47
$300,000.00 $122,655.38 $177,344.62 .
$455,500.00 $31,232.04 $424,267.96
$400,000.00 $29,741.34 $370,258.66
$200,000.00 $11,315.05 $188,684.95
$35,000.00 - $604.13 $34,395.87 ‘ ‘
$1,854,700.00 $8,276.07 $1,846,423.93
$40,000.00 $902.96 $39,097.04
$37,000.00 $11,337.32 $25,662.68
$20,000.00 $545.23 $19,454.77
$39,500.00 $2,782.44 $36,717.56
$90,000.00 $0.00 $90,000.00 l
~ $100,000.00 $25,106.79 $74,893.21 -
$7,500.00 $163.72 $7,336.28
$10,000.00 $1,105.00 $8,895.00
$41,500.00 $2,397.88 $39,102.12
$10,000.00 $850.58 $9,149.42
$34,000.00 $385.63 $33,614.37
$4,274,700.00 $485,303.09 $3,789,396.91
Budget Amount Spent Amount Remaining
$363,500.00 $167,756.31 $195,743.69
$278,000.00 $11,317.63 $266,682.37
$144,300.00 $25,318.44 $118,981.56
$632,500.00 $54,244.98 - $578,255.02
$482,000.00 $167,424.20 $314,575.80
$80,000.00 $10,564.89 $69,435.11
$112,900.00 $17,441.25 $95,458.75
$114,000.00 - $14,719.26 $99,280.74
$43,500.00 $4,167.90 $39,332.10
$2,250,700.00 . $472,954.86 $1,777,745.14
Budget Amount Spent Amount Remaining
$100,000.00 $23,655.34 $76,344.66
$700,000.00 $7,320.29 $692,679.71
$2,368.85 $97,631.15



Regional Flood Control District
Maintenance Work Program Status Report - Fiscal Year2020

Facilify Facility Name Budgct Amount Spent Amount Remaining
RF.LV54 Las Vegas Wash System $700,000.00 $441,778.71 $258,221.29
RF.LV55 Meadows/Oakey System $100,000.00 $813.89 $99,186.11
RF.LV56 Washington Ave/LV Creek $225,000.00 $3,386.00 $221,614.00 -
RF.LV57 US95/0uter Beltway/Ann Road System $900,000.00 - $161,126.22 $738,873.78
K o , $2,825,000.00 $640,449.30 $2,184,550.70
Mesquite ‘
Fac‘ility Facility Name Budget Amount Spent Amount Remaining |
RF.MEQ] Mesquite Town Wash $19,000.00 $1,003.60 $17,996.40
RF.ME02 Abbott Wash Channel $14,300.00 ~ $89.80 "$14,210.20
RF.ME04 Town Wash Detention Basin ' $617,400.00 $544,165.88 $73,234.12
RF.MEQ7 Pulsipher Wash $29,400.00 $89.80 $29,310.20
RF.ME08 Abbott Wash Detention Basin $60,000.00 $350.00 $59,650.00
RF.MEQ09 Pulsipher Wash Detention Basin $29,700.00 $350.00 $29,350.00
‘ ‘ - §769,800.00 $546,049.08 $223,750.92
North Las Vegas
Facility Facility Name Budget Amount Spent 'Amount Remaining
RENLOI LV Wash "N" Channel $80,075.00 $18,819.40 $61,255.60
RF.NL02 Las Vegas Wash-Middle $160,435.35 $43,860.27 $116,575.08
RF.NL03 LV Wash-King Charles Channel $87,206.65 $32,911.49 $54,295.16
RF.NL04 Vandenberg Detention Basin $260,344.00 $19,681.51 $240,662.49
RF.NLO5 North Las Vegas Detention Basin $139,500.00 $820.25 $138,679.75
RF.NL06 Upper LVW DB & Moccasin Levee $141,132.31 $8,118.81 $133,013.50
RF.NL0O7 Carey/Lake Mead Detention Basin $194,814.06 $138,463.74 $56,350.32
RF.NL08 Gowan Qutfall Channel $74,071.00 $0.00 $74,071.00
RF.NL10 Upper Las Vegas Wash $23,000.00 $7,660.25 $15,339.75
RF.NL11 Clayton Street Channel $56,071.00 $10,393.25 $45,677.75
RF.NLI2 Lower Las Vegas Detention Basin ~ $96,571.00 $13,206.35 $83,364.65
RF.NL13 West Trib-Ranch House to Lower LV DB $64,571.00 $10,621.89 $53,949.11
RF.NL14 Trib to Western Trib @ Craig Rd "$66,571.00 $1,942.31 $64,628.69
RF.NL15 Las Vegas Wash-Smoke Ranch $53,071.00 $11,547.54 $41,523.46 .
RF.NL16 Upper Las Vegas Wash Channel $99,571.00 $18,296.44 $81,274.56
RF.NL17 Range Wash-LVW Diversion & Levee $146,233.06 $347.16 $145,885.90
RF.NL18 Cheyenne Peaking Basin $91,262.57 $36,638.28 $54,624.29
$1,834,500.00 $373,328.94 $1,461,171.06
Program Total $12,354,700.00 $2,561,452.65 $9,793,247.35

1/16/2020 - MWP Status Report
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- REGIONAL FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT
-FUND 3300 - BOND DEBT SERVICE FUND
FUND BALANCE REPORT

DECEMBER 2019 ‘

BEGINNING CASH BALANCE
Accruals/Adjustments

TOTAL BEGINNING CASH BALANCE

"REVENUES:
Interest Income =
Fund 2860 - Transfer In Debt Servnce
Bonds Issued
~ Premium on Bonds Issued
Miscellaneous Other Revenue
Accruals/Adjustments
Miscellaneous Accruals/Adjustments

TOTAL MONTHLY REVENUES

EXPENDITURES
Professional Services
Debt Service Payments*
Payments to Escrow Agent
Transfers Out to Other Funds
© Accruals/Adjustments ‘
" Miscellaneous Accruals/Adjustments

TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENSES

ENDING CASH BALANCE:

*Principal payments paid annually (Novembér); Interest payments paid sémi-éhnually (May and November)

1/16/2020

1

$

4,940,783.45

14,055.62

3,695,850.60

1.00

-8

4,940,783.45
$  3,709,907.22 -
$ -
$ 8,650,690.67




REGIONAL FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

FUND 4430 -

CONSTRUCTION FUND .

FUND BALANCE REPORT
- DECEMBER 2019

BEGINNING CASH BALANCE:

REVENUES:

Cash in Custody of Treasurer -
Custodial Account Cash Balance
Accruals/Adjustments -

TOTAL BEGINNING CASH BALANCE

Fund 2860 - Transfer In Budgeted Transfer
Fund 3300 - Transfer In Bond Proceeds

‘ Fund 4440 - Transfer In Budgeted Transfer

Custodial Account - Transfer In to Treasurer
Interest Earnings
Custodial Account Interest Earnings
Proceeds from Bonds and Loans
Miscellaneous Other Revenue
Accruals/Adjustments

Miscellaneous Accruals/AdJustments

TOTAL MONTHLY REVENUES

EXPENDITURES:

Capital Improvement Program

Professional Services

Project Reimbursements

Fund 2860 - Transfer Out Interest Earnings

Fund 2860 - Transfer Out ILA Closeout/Reductions

. Custodial Account - Transfer Out to Treasurer

Accruals/Adjustments
‘Contracts Retention Payable
Contracts Retention Interest Payable
Accounts Payable
Miscellaneous Accruals/Adjustments

TOTAL MONTHLY EXPENDITURES

ENDING CASH BALANCE:
* Cash in Custody of Treasurer

Custodial Account Cash Balance

ENDING CASH BALANCE:

1/16/2020

12

$128,747,391.99
124,876,537.02

$ 253,623,929.01

- 3,5680,000.00
208,139.27

$  3788,139.27

(2,620,628.14)

(61,538.46)

57,400.86

.$  (2,624,765.74)

129,910,765.52
124,876,537.02

$ 254,787,302.54



7Regional Flood Control District

Monthly Expenditures

Capital Improvement Program

12/1/2019 to 12/31/2019

Fund 4430
Fiscal Year 2020

Vendor

" CEECINC

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON
CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF HENDERSON

CITY OF LAS VEGAS

CITY OF LAS VEGAS

CITY OF LAS VEGAS

CITY OF LAS VEGAS

CITY OF LAS VEGAS -
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF N;SRTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
" CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS
FISHER SAND & GRAVEL co
FISHER SAND & GRAVEL CO

JACOBS ENGINEERING
GROUP INC

JACOBS ENGINEERING
GROUP INC

JACOBS ENGINEERING
GROUP INC

LAS VEGAS PAVING CORP

1/16/2020 - Project Expenditures

RF.HEN05G16 HENO05G16#1

6FINAL

13

4800008614 00010

Project Invoice No. Inv. Date  P.O.Number  Date Paid
RF.HENI6FI]  #I8 FINAL 11/26/2019 4800008797 00010  12/17/2019
RFJAENGSEOY- MSC5032372 11/20/2019 4800002768 00010  12/10/2019
RFHENOSE0] MSCS5032582 12/18/2019 4800002768 00010  12/28/2019
RF.HENO7F1§ MSCS5032375 11/20/2019 4800008975 00010  12/10/2019
RF.HENO7FI§ MSC5032585 12/18/2019 4800008975 00010  12/30/2019
RFHENI6A0] MSC5032371. 11/20/2019 4800001182 00010  12/10/2019
RFHENI6A0]. MSC5032581 12/18/2019 4800001182 00010  12/28/2019 -
RFHENIEFI] MSC5032374 11/20/2019 4800008512 00010  12/10/2019
REFIENIGFI] MSC5032584 12/18/2019 4800008512 00010 . 12/30/2019
RF.ENZSBI] MSCS032586 12/18/2019 4800009491 00010  12/30/2019
RFHEN05GI4 MSC5032373 11/20/2019 4800007531 00010  12/10/2019. .
RF.HEN0SGI§ MSC5032583 12/18/2019 ' 4800007531 00010  12/28/2019
RF.LAS29E1§ 296558 .10/23/2019 4800009097 00010  12/10/2019
RF.LAS29E14§ . 296558 10/23/2019 4800009097 00020  12/10/2019
RF.LAS29E14 * 300517 11/18/2019 4800009097 00010  12/10/2019
RF.LAS29E1§ 300517 11/18/2019 4800009097 00020  12/10/2019
RF.LAS31A1T 300997 11/192019 4800008684 00010  12/10/2019
RF.NLVO03F17 9898 12/16/2019 4800008161 00010  12/27/2019
RF.NLV03G17 9897 12/16/2019 4800008160 00010  12/27/2019
RF.NLVO3H1] 9894 12/16/2019 4800008676 00010  12/27/2019
RF.NLVO3H11 9894 12/16/2019 4800008676 00020  12/27/2019
RFNLV04KI11 9899 12/16/2019 4800008195 00010  12/27/2019
RF.NLVO9EI1 9892 12/16/2019 4800004139 00020  12/27/2019
RF.NLV09EI1 9892 12/16/2019 4800004139 00030  12/27/2019
RF.NLVI7D1§ 9896 12/16/2019 4800009056 00010  12/27/2019
RFNLVI7DI4 19896 12/16/2019 4800009056 00020  12/27/2019
RENLVO3J19 9895 12/16/2019 4800009412 00020  12/27/2019
RF.HEN16F11 HENI6F17215 09/302019 4800008656 00010 -12/20/2019
RF.HEN16F11 HEN16F17#16 11/30/2019 4800008656 00010  12/18/2019
REHENQIEI W7Y2700000 11/25/2019 4800009268 00010 12/11/2019
RFM w7v27oooog '11/25/2(019 4800009268 00020  12/11/2019
RF.HENO7F14 w7v27oooog,11/25/2019‘ 4800009268 00040  12/11/2019

1 07/31/2019 12/09/2019

Amount
$6,915.00

$318.20

- $1,095.57
$3,327.94

'$1,248.71
$2,151.14

$1,596.19

$8,951.25

$6,546.51

$135.94 .

$69.17
$584.77
$10,590.95
$116,025.00
$15,549.24
$93,950.00
$414.34
$7,118.98
$9,638.86
$138,628.29
$18,288.24
$228,717.14
$332.60
$2,783.37
$497,294.00
$44,485.26
$758.87
$675,622.50

1$472,394.58

$7,650.00
$27,300.00
$3,500.00
$12,482.64



Regio‘nal Flood Control District

Monthly Expenditures

Capital Improvement Program
12/1/2019 to 12/31/2019

" Vendor

NEVADA DIVISION OF
ENVRMNTL PROTECT
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS

"PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS
PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS

PUBLIC WORKS/CC TREAS -

VTN NEVADA
VIN NEVADA
VIN NEVADA
VIN NEVADA

1/16/2020 - Profect Expenditures

Project
RF HENOTFTS
RF.CLAGESTS
RFCLATGHT]
RF{CLATOHT]
RF|CLA21A0(
RF.CLATEAT]
RF[CAUGAR
RF CATOIAG
RF.MOAO3AI1I
RFELATSERS
RF.LAU04B17
RF.CATOBT]
RPFENTEAT]
RFHENI]6A0Q
RF{HEN16A0

. RFJHENIGAO

Invoice No.

ID4768

1520063668
1520063667
1520066976
1520063666

1520063672 -

1520066974
1520066974
1520066430
1520063664
1520063665
1520068129
7520470
7520470
7520471

. 7520471

Inv, Date
12/11/2019 -

12/10/2019
12/1072019
12/18/2019
12/10/2019
12/10/2019
12/1812019

12/18/2019

12/17/2019
12/10/2019

12/10/2019 -

12/19/2019
1171072019
11/10/2019
12/10/2019
12/10/2019

Fiscal Year Total
- Fund Total

14

P.O. Number
none
none
none
none
none
none
none

. none
none |
nonc
none
.none

4800006059 00020

- 4800006059 00040

4800006059 00020
4800006059 00040

Date Paid

12/2772019

12/10/2019
12/10/2019
12/18/2019

12/10/2019

12/10/2019
12/18/2019
12/18/2019
12/17/2019
12/10/2019
12/10/2019

12/19/2019

12/11/2019

12/1172019

12/28/2019
12/28/2019

Amount
$5,000.00 -
$14,452.70
$2,735.78
$989.67
$9,850.13
$15,248.66
$1,299.50
$39,316.55
$220.00
$97,246.30
$7,699.00

$3,545.00°
$1,462.00
$647.00
$1,992.00
$2,458.60

$2,620,628.14

$2,620,628.14



ENTITY: Boulder City

‘ | ~ Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Hemenway System, Phasc II Improvements
Interlocal Amount $745,000.00

Original Funding Date

Expiration Date  01/14/2021

02/11/2010

ILC Funding Allocation

Category Amount Spent ‘Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 -+ §0.00
Pre-Design . $0.00 $0.00 ‘ $0.00
Design - $730,000.00 $695,626.07 $34,373.93
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 © - $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $15,000.00 $7,726.67 $7,273.33
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $745,000.00 $703,352.74 $41,647.26

BOUOIDTA

Hemenway System, Phase IIA Improvements Original Funding Date  02/09/2017

Interlocal Amount $2,495,000.00 Expiration Date  02/09/2020

Category ILC Funding Allocation  Amount Spent Total Rcmairiing
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 | $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $2,200,000.00 $2,097,672.44 $102,327.56
Const Engineering $295,000.00 $289,453.97 $5,546.03
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $2,495,000.00 $2,387,126.41 $107,873.59

1/16/2020 - proexpsum443
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ENTITY: Clark County
LA04E99

| : Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Original Funding Date

08/12/1999

Flamingo Wash, McLcod Dr to Maryland PKWY" ‘
Interlocal Amount $2,980,000.00 ‘ Expiration Date 06/30/2021
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $741,500.00 $647,169.58 $94,330.42
Pre-Design $0.00 - $0.00 $0.00
Design $1,877,500.00 $1,595,495.85 $282,004.15
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $339,000.00 $315,950.17 $23,049.83
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $22,000.00 $17,086.99 $4,913.01
Total $2,980,000.00 $2,575,702.59 $404,297.41
CLA04Y19 ' ‘ o ‘ ‘
Flamingo Wash, Maryland Pkwy to Palos Verdes Street Original Funding Date  04/11/2019
Interlocal Amount $535,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2024
-Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $500,000.00 $0.00 $500,000.00
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 - $0.00
Environmental $15,000.00 $0.00 $15,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $20,000.00 $0.00 $20,000.00
Total $535,000.00 $0.00 $535,000.00
LAOSR1 ,
Duck Creek, Las Vegas Boulevard Original Funding Date  09/12/2013
Interlocal Amount $485,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2020
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way | $22,000.00 - $20,147.60 $1,852.40
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $463,000.00 $378,113.81 $84,886.19
Construction $0.00 $0.00° $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
$485,000.00 $398,261.41 $86,738.59 -

Total

1/16/2020 - proexpsum443
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- Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

‘CLaoss@d.

Silverado Ranch Detention Basin and Outfall Facilities Orlgmal Fundmg Date 09/12/2013

Interlocal Amount $1 »370,000.00 Expiration Date 06/30/2021
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $31,000.00 $29,484.64 $1,515.36
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design . $1,248,000.00 $1,017,539.19 $230,460.81
Construction $0.00 $4,251.70 (%4,251.70)
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $81,000.00 $33,999.86 $47,000.14
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00
Total $1,370,000.00 $1,085,275.39 © $284,724.61
LAIOFI0 :

Flamingo Wash, Industnal Road to Hotel Rio Drive Original Funding Date  04/08/2010

/Interlocal Amount $46,000.00 Expiration Date 06/30/2020

Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $10,500.00 $6,574.40 $3,925.60
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $32,000.00 $18,553.85 $13,446.15
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $3,500.00 $2,618.17 $881.83
“Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $46,000.00 $27,746.42 $18,253.58
LA10H1

Airport Channel - Naples Original Funding Date  09/12/2013

Interlocal Amount $1,200,000.00 Expiration Date 06/30/2023
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $2,000.00 $1,088.00 $912.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $1,151,000.00 $546,713.19 $604,286.81
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $47,000.00 $17,782.00 $29,218.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
“Total $1,200,000.00 $565,583.19 $634,416.81

1/16/2020 - proexpsum443
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Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU—GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Bluc Diamond Wash, Arville Strect to I-15
Interlocal Amount $635,000.00

Original Funding Date
Expiration Date

04/11/2019
06/30/2024

CLA10119 ‘ o
Wagon Trail Chnl, Sunset Rd to Teco Avcnuc Original Funding Date  04/11/2019 .

‘ Intcrlocal Amount $318,800.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2024 \
Category ILC Funding Allecation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $173,600.00 $0.00 $173,600.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $130,200.00 $0.00 $130,200.00
Construction $0.00 $0.00° $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $15,000.00 $0.00 $15,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other -$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $318,800.00 $0.00 $318,800.00
LA15D12 ‘ o

LVW Sloan-Bonanza, Flam W below Nellis Original Funding Date ~ 06/14/2012

Interlocal Amount $6,322,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2020
Category ILC Funding Allecation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $22,000.00 $15,037.29 $6,962.71
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design -$5,446,000.00 $5,056,605.14 $389,394.86
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $220,000.00 $98,774.74 $121,225.26
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $634,000.00 $550,857.73 $83,142.27
Total - $6,322,000.00 $5,721,274.90 $600,725.10

CLA16019

ILC Funding Allocation

Category Amount Spent “ Total Remaining
Right of Way $50,000.00 $0.00 $50,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $550,000.00 $0.00 $550,000.00
| Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
Environmental $15,000.00 $0.00 . $15,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $20,000.00 $0.00 $20,000.00
Total $635,000.00 $0.00 '$635,000.00

1/16/2020 - proexpsum443
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LA21A0(

Orchard Detention Basin .

Current Projeét Expense.‘Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

'Original Funding Date  07/13/2000 ‘

Interlocal Amount $1,799,700.00 . Expiration Date  06/30/2021 .
-Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Speht Total Remaining
'Right of Way $448,000.00 $382,123.56 $65,876.44
“Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $1,073,000.00 $951,037.20 $121,962.80
Construction $0.00 $0.00 _ $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00°
Environmental $251,900.00 $177,502.62 $74,397.38
.Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $26,800.00 $20,081.83 $6,718.17
Total $1,799,700.00 $1,530,745.21 .$268,954.79
LA28D18§
Yandenberg North DB, Collection & Qutfall, Phase I -Original Funding Date  12/13/2018
- Interlocal Amount $3,765,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2023
' Category i ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
.Design $0.00 $0.00 '$0.00
Construction '$3,391,000.00 $2,451,520.00 $939,480.00
Const Engineering $374,000.00 $232,131.08 $141,868.92
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other ' $0.00 $0.00 -$0.00
Total $3,765,000.00 $2,683,651.08 $1,081,348.92
LA36AIS ' , - ‘
Jim McGaughey DB, Collection Basin and Outfall Original Funding Date  06/14/2018
Interlocal Amount $3,382,870.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2023

Category B ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $2,000,000.00 $0.00. $2,000,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $1,382,870.00 $335,600.76 $1,047,269.24
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $3,382,870.00 -~ $335,600.76 +$3,047,269.24

1/16/2020 - pro}xp.rum443
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Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

CLA39ATY
Duck Creck/Blue Diamond, Bcrmuda Rd to LV Blvd

' Original Funding Date  04/11/2019
Interlocal Amount $453,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2024
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way - $18,000.00 $0.00 $18,000.00
Pre-Design .$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $400,000.00 $0.00 $400,000.00
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental '$15,000.00 $0.00 $15,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $20,000.00 ~ $0.00 $20,000.00
Total $453,000.00 $0.00 .$453,000.00
ENTITY: Clark County Outlying
BUN01D11
Windmill Wash Detention Basm Expansion Original Funding Date  02/10/2011
Interlocal Amount $880,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2021
Catcgory ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $41,000.00 $40,023.59 $976.41
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $656,000.00 $620,666.12 $35,333.88
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $179,000.60 - $176,298.63 $2,701.37
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $4,000.00 $0.00 $4,000.00
Total $880,000.00 $836,988.34 $43,011.66
GSP01B10
Goodsprings - Phase I Original Funding Date  03/11/2010
Expiration Date 06/30/2020

Interlocal Amount $83,400.00

$75,742.85

Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $57,500.00 $50,866.23 $6,633.77
Pre-Design $0.00 .$0.00 $0.00
Design $25,400.00 $24,876.62 $523.38
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $500.00 . $0.00 $500.00
Entity Costs - - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 -
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $83,400.00 $7,657.15
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LAUG4ADY -
SR 163 at Casino Drive

: ’ ' Cufrent Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS ’

Original Funding Date 10/09/2008

Interlocal Amount $1,753,000.00

Interlocal Amount $528,500.00° Expiration Date  06/30/2021
- Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $11,500.00 $3,926.29 $7,573.71
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 - $0.00
Design $391,500.00 $368,243.94 $23,256.06
Construction 50.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
| Environmental $125,500.00 $116,876.27 $8,623.73
Entity Costs $0.00 30.00 $0.00
Other '$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $528,500.00 $489,046.50 $39,453.50
OA01B89 )
Muddy River West Levee, Moapa Valley - Original Funding Date  05/11/1989
Interlocal Amount $13,501,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2021
Catcgory ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $10,811,200.00 $10,810,530.39 . $669.61
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $2,448,000.00 $1,854,906.53 $593,093.47
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering « $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $132,500.00 $132,405.90 '$94.10
' Entity Costs 30.00 $0.00 -$0.00
Other $109,300.00 $108,590.00 $710.00
Total $13,501,000.00 $12,906,432.82 $594,567.18
MOAO01F10 ) ' : b .
Muddy River Logandale Levee Original Funding Date  03/11/2010
Expiration Date  06/30/2020
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‘Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Rcmaining
Right of Way $565,975.14 $565,975.14 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 '$0.00 $0.00
Design . $964,690.35 $958,949.92 $5,740.43
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $76,904.51 $76,904.51 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $145,430.00 $145,430.00 ~ $0.00
Total ~ $1,753,000.00 $1,747,259.57 $5,740.43




Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

MOAO01H1S ‘

Muddy River Logandale Levee Original Funding Date  01/08/2015

Interlocal Amount $8,500,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2020
Category : .- ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Rcmaining
Right of Way | $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design ] $0.00 $0.00 - $0.00
Construction $7,900,000.00 $7,825,914.65 $74,085.35
Const Engineering $600,000.00 $383,573.63 $216,426.37
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 | - $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $8,500,000.00 $8,209,488.28 $290,511.72
0A03A1 o -

- .Fairgrounds Detention Basin Original Funding Date  02/10/2011 =
. Interlocal Amount $1,011,500.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2020

Category ILC Funding Allocation Amouht Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way ' $95,000.00 $62,118.55 $32,881.45
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 ~ $0.00
Design $727,000.00 $656,595.20 $70,404.80
Construction ' $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00-
Environmental $172,500.00 $148,463.56 $24,036.44
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
Other $17,000.00 $8,226.97 $8,773.03
Total $1,011,500.00 $875,404.28 . $136,095.72

SEA02B19 .

Scarchlight West - State Highway 164 Original Funding Date  10/10/2019

Interlocal Amount $500,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2024

Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00
Pre-Design ‘ $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $493,000.00 $0.00 $493,000.00
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs 50.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $500,000.00 $0.00 $500,000.00
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Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Interlocal Amount $2,530,000.00

Expiration Date

SEA03A09 . ‘ ‘ ‘
Searchlight - South, Encinitas St Storm Drain . Original Funding Date  08/13/2009
"+ Interlocal Amount $138,000.00 Expiration Date 12/31/2019
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spcnt' " Total Remaining
Right of Way $500.00 $0.00 " $500.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $137,000.00 $31,272.42 $105,727.58
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
"Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00.
Environmental . $500.00 $0.00 $500.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00°
Total $138,000.00 $31,272.42 $106,727.58
SEA03B1
Scarchlight-South, Encinitas St. Storm Drain Original Funding Date  08/10/2017
06/30/2022

Amount Spent

$2,530,000.00

Category ILC Funding Allocation Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $2,330,000.00 $1,883,039.51 © $446,960.49
Const Engineering $200,000.00 $169,168.70 $30,831.30
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $2,052,208.21 $477,791.79
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. } Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS
ENTITY: COE/Clark County
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OEG294 .
. Tropicana & Flamingo Washes Original Funding Date  01/12/1995

Interlocal Amount $36,259,348.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2021
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way . - $26,846,216.04 $26,518,772.39 '$327,443.65
Pre-Design ' $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

, Other ' $9,413,131.96 $9,363,742.46 $49,389.50

Total $36,259,348.00 . $35,882,514.85 $376,833.15

'ENTITY: Henderson
ENOSEQS ‘ C

Pittman, Horizon Ridge Detention Basin Original Funding Date  12/10/2009

Interlocal Amount $792,285.00 Expiration Date 06/30/2021 .
Catcgory ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $49,003.78 1$49,003.78 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 ‘ 50.00 50.00
Design © $654,803.05 $647,959.60 $6,843.45
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $88,478.17 $88,478.17 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $792,285.00 $785,441.55 $6,843.45

¢ T




" Current Project Expense Summary
PAY—AS-YOU—GO FUNDED PROJECTS

EN07F18 ‘

Whitney Ranch Channel Replacement Project Original Funding Datc - 08/09/2018

Interlocal Amount $934,549.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2021-
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $54,164.00 $42,651.60 $11,512.40
Pre-Design $0.00 ~ $0.00 $0.00
Design $674,750.00 $205,167.66 $469,582.34
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

" Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $126,164.00 $65,472.00 $60,692.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $79,471.00 $0.00 $79,471.00
Total $934,549.00 $313,291.26 $621,257.74
ENIZK19 | ‘ |

‘Pittman - Sunset, Galleria to Fostcr Original Funding Date  12/12/2019

Interlocal Amount $605,788.00 - Expiration Date  12/31/2022

\ i

Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $40,000.00 $0.00 * $40,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $465,788.00 $0.00 $465,788.00
Construction $0.00 $0.00 - $0.00
Const Engineering 50.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental . $50,000.00 $0.00 $50,000.00
Entity Costs $50,000.00 $0.00 $50,000.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $605,788.00 $0.00 $605,788.00
EN16A0 o :

Pittman North Detention Basm & Outfall Original Funding Date  07/12/2001

Interlocal Amount $2,264,514.00 Expiration Date * 12/31/2020

Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $108,800.68 $108,800.68 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00:
Design $1,671,369.22 $1,589,426.75 $81,942.47
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 -
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental - $401,827.10 $401,827.10 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 50.00
Other $82,517.00 $52,236.92 $30,280.08
Total $2,264,514.00 $2,152,291.45 -

$112,222.55
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Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

EN16F1 A

Pittman North Detention Basin & Outfall, Phase III Original Funding Date  07/13/2017

Interlocal Amount $25,700,000.00 Expiration Date 12/30/2019
Category ILC Funding Allocation ‘Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 - :$0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 ‘ $0.00 - $0.00
Construction $24,500,000.00 . $23,116,665.72 $1,383,334.28

" Const Engineering $1,200,000.00 $834,413.47 - $365,586.53
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 -
Other $0.00 ] $0.00 $0.00
Total $25,700,000.00 $23,951,079.19 $1,748,920.81
EN25BIS , |

Pittman Pabco - Boulder Highway Crossing Original Funding Date  09/12/2019

Interlocal Amount $1,454,530.00 Expiration Date  12/31/2020
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $1,346,787.00 $0.00 $1,346,787.00
Const Engineering $107,743.00 $135.94 $107,607.06
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,454,530.00 $135.94 $1,454,394.06

HLD06B19 : .

Chickasaw Storm Drain Original Funding Date  07/11/2019

Interlocal Amount $1,999,964.00

Expiration Date

- 12/31/2020
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Category " ILC Funding Allocation - Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way ‘ $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00:
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $1,999,964.00 $0.00° $1,999,964.00
Const Engineering 50.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total - $1,999,964.00 $0.00 $1,999,964.00




Current Project Expensec Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

ENTITY: Las Vegas

[LAS14C1 7 )

Freeway Channel-Washington, MLK to Rancho Drive Original Funding Date 07/14/2011

Interlocal Amount $1,073,510.00 Expiration Date . 12/30/2019
Category - ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total _Remaihing
Right of Way - $5,000.00 + $1,792.87 $3,207:13
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $1,063,510.00 $1,023,752.42 $39,757.58
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering +$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

"Other $0.00 '$0.00. $0.00
Total $1,073,510.00 ' $1,025,545.29 $47,964.71
AS16P15 .

Rancho Road Systcm - Elkhorn, Grand Canyon to Original Funding Date  07/09/2015

Hualapai

Expiration Date  06/30/2021

Interlocal Amount $654,000.00

Catcgory ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Pre-Design ‘ $0.00. + $0.00 $0.00
Design $650,000.00 $615,354.99 $34,645.01
Construction * $0.00 $0.00 ~ $0.00
-Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 - $0.00
Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 }:
Other .. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $654,000.00 $615,354.99 $38,645.01

1/16/2020 - proexpsum443

27




, Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

- Rancho Road System-Elkhorn, Grand Canyon to Original Funding Date  03/08/2018

Hualapai ‘ .

Interlocal Amount $5,185,760.00 . Expiration Date  01/31/2020
Categbry ILC Funding‘Allocat‘ion *Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $4,676,189.00 $3,235,570.00 $1,440,619.00
Const Engineering $509,571.00 $364,147.22 $145,423.78
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
Total $5,185,760.00 $3,599,717.22 $1,586,042.78
AS22S81 ‘ o ‘

Brent Drainage System-Floyd Lamb Park to Durango Original Funding Date 07/11/2013

Drive

Interlocal Amount $533,365.00 Expiration Date. 06/30/2020
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $1,000.00 $0.00 $1,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $530,365.00 $450,299.59 . $80,065.41
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
.Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 - $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $533,365.00 $450,299.59 - $83,065.41
AS22T15

Brent Drainage System - Floyd Lamb Park to Durango Original Funding Date  08/13/2015

Drive

Interlocal Amount $4,900,700.00 Expiration Date 12/31/2020
Catcgoi’y ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way ‘ $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 - $0.00
Construction $4,600,000.00 $4,592,644.15 $7,355.85
Const Engineering $300,700.00 $220,205.04 $80,494.96
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $4,900,700.00 ~ $4,812,849.19 $87,850.81
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Current Project Expense Summary

PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Interlocal Amount $13,900,000.00

06/30/2020

LAS22019 . ‘

Brent Drainage System-Durango to OHare Ave Original Funding Date  07/11/2019

Interlocal Amount $1,100,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2022
Category ' ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Pre-Design 8000 1$0.00 $0.00
Design $1,096,000.00 . $0.00 $1,096,000.00
Construction $0.00 © $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 - $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other - . $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,100,000.00 $0.00 $1,100,000.00
AS23E13

Centennial Pkwy Channel West-CC 215, Pioneer Way Original Funding Date  07/11/2013

to US95

Interlocal Amount $1,070,687.00 Expiration Date - 06/30/2020
Category- ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $2,000.00 $604.38 $1,395.62
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $1,063,687.00 $818,045.21 $245,641.79
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.,00 .
Entity Costs $0.00 -$0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 , $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,070,687.00 $818,649.59 $252,037.41

[LAS23F14

Centennial Parkway Channel West-CC215, Pioneer Original Funding Date  11/13/2014

Way to US95

Expiration Date

| Category

ILC Funding‘Al]ocation

Amount Spent

Total Remaining

Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Pre-Design $0.00 - $0.00 $0.00

Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Construction $12,800,000.00 $12,552,817.62 $247,182.38

Const Engineering $1,100,000.00 $57,065.13 $1,042,934.87

.Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Total $12,609,882.75 $1,290,117.25
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Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

AS23G15§ :

Centennial Parkway Channel West-US95, CC215 to Original Funding Date  07/09/2015

Durango ) )

Interlocal Amount §1,261,471.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2021
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $4,000.00 $0.00 $4,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00. $0.00 $0.00
Design $1,253,471.00 $1,033,454.57 $220,016.43
Construction 50.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $4,000.00 $0.00 $4,000.00 .
Entity Costs $0.00 . $0.00 $0.00 .
Other - "~ $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,261,471.00 $1,033,454.57 $228,016.43

' LAS23H13 | ' | ‘ o

‘Centennial Parkway Channel West-US95, Durango to - Original Funding Date  07/09/2015

Grand Teton ‘ ‘

Intcrlocal Amount $985,231. 00 ‘Expiration Date  06/30/2021
Catcgofy ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $981,231.00 $567,853.85 $413,377.15
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $985,231.00 $567,853.85 $417,377.15

LAS23117.

Cent Pkwy Chnl West-US95, CC215 to Grand Tcton, Original Funding Date  03/09/2017

Kyle Cyn R

Interlocal Amount 526,425,221.00 Expiration Date 06/30/2020
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way - $0.00 $0.00. $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 50.00 $0.00
Construction $23,825,221.00 $22,074,795.25 $1,750,425.75
Const Engineering $2,600,000.00 $1,873,027.37 $726,972.63
Environmental - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $26,425,221.00 $23,947,822.62 $2,477,398.38
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. Current-Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS -

LAS24115 ,

Gowan Box Canyon - Lonec Mountain Road Original Funding Date  07/09/2015

Inteljlocal Amount $704,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2021
Category “ILC Funding Allocatiori Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way | $2,000.00 ' $0.00 |- $2,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $700,000.00 $423,742.73 $276,257.27
Construction . $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $2,000.00° $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $704,000.00 $423,742.73 $280,257.27
AS24713 | ’ |

Gowan North - El Capitan Branch, Lone Mountain to Original Funding Date  07/09/2015

Ann Road ‘

Interlocal Amount $820,478.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2021
Category . ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
Design $781,478.00 $777,904.15 $3,573.85
Construction .$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 ' $0,00
Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00°
Entity Costs $35,000.00 $0.00 $35,000.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $820,478.00 $777,904.15 $42,573.85
AS241.1 ,

Gowan North-El Capitan Branch, Ann Rd to Original Funding Date  08/10/2017

Centennial Pkwy

Interlocal Amount $861,670.00 “Expiration Date  06/30/2020
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent ' Total Remaining
Right of Way $2,000.00 - $0.00 $2,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 - $0.00 $0.00
Design $857,670.00  $193,534.58 $664,135.42
Construction $0.00 ‘ $0.00 $0.00
Corist Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 " $0.00 $0.00
Total $861,670.00 $193,534.58 $668,135.42
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LAS24M1

Gowan North-El Capitan Branch, Lone Mtn to Ann Rd.

Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Original Funding Date  10/12/2017

Interlocal Amount $9,630,600.00 Expiration Date  09/30/2020
Category ILC Funding Allocation * Amount Spent Total Remaining '
Right of Way  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $8,700,500.00 $7,867,200.45 $833,299.55
Const Engineering $930,100.00 $910,086.84 $20,013.16
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 50.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $9,630,600.00 © $8,777,287.29 $853,312.71
AS25B13 : |

Cedar Avenue Channel Improvements Original Funding Date  07/11/2013

Interlocal Amount $831,489.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2021
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $827,489.00 $689,566.15 $137,922.85
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
.Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00- | $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $831,489.00 $689,566.15 $141,922.85

-LAS28C12 - . ‘ C .

Las Vegas Wash - Sloan Channel to Cedar Avenue Original Funding Date 06/14/2012

Expiration Date  06/30/2022

Interlocal Amount $110,000.00

Category - ILC Funding Allocation . Amount Spent . Total Remaining
Right of Way | $0.00 _$0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $110,000.00 $88,302.56 $21,697.44
Construction -$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00.
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $110,000.00° $88,302.56 $21,697.44
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Current Pro_|ect Expense Summary
PAY—AS~YOU—GO FUNDED PROJECTS

AS29B15 )

Flamingo-Boulder HWY N-Boulder HWY Sahara to Original Funding Date  12/10/2015

Charleston ‘ ‘ )

Interlocal Amount Sl »726,003, 00 Expiration Date ' -12/31/2019
Category ILC.Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $34,000.00 $0.00 $34,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design, $1,673,003.00 $1,478,990.80 $194,012.20
Construction . §0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $19,000.00 $0.00 $19,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,726,003.00 $1,478,990.80 $247,012.20
AS29CIG

Flamingo-Bldr Hwy, N Charleston-Maryland Pkwy Original Funding Date  09/08/2016

System < :

Interloeal Amount $2, 488 829.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2022
Catcgory ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $2,478,829.00 $1,833,598.25 $645,230.75
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering . $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 30.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $2,488,829.00 $1,833,598.25 - $655,230.75
AS29D1

Flamingo-Boulder Hwy North, Charlcston, Main to Original Funding Date  08/10/2017 .

Maryland . ’ .

Interlocal Amount $1,529,674.00 ~ Expiration Date  06/30/2020

Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining

‘Right of Way $2,000.00 - $0.00 $2,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $1,525,674.00 $436,746.98 $1,088,927.02
Construction, .$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00, $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,529,674.00 $436,746.98

$1,092,927.02
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LAS29E18

Flamingo - Boulder Hwy North - Boulder Hwy, Sahara

" to Charleston :

Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Original Funding Datc

10/11/2018

Interlocal Amount $30,664,139.00 Expiration Date  01/31/2021
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent . Total Remaining.
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $28,829,533.00 $209,975.00 $28,619,558.00
Const Engineering $1,834,606.00 $53,141.13 $1,781,464.87
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other - $0.00 $0.00 ' $0.00
Total $30,664,139.00 $263,116.13 $30,401,022.87
AS30A1 ‘ : .

Gowan-Alexander Rd., Rancho Drive to Decatur Original Funding Date  07/11/2013

Boulevard

Interlocal Amount $711,938.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2022
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $3,000.00 $0.00 $3,000.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $706,938.00 $260,779.40 $446,158.60
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 - $0.00 $0.00
Environmental ’ $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $711,938.00 $260,779.40 $451,158.60
AS31A1

LVW-Moccasin, Skye Canyon Park to Upper LYW Original Funding Date  12/14/2017

Expiration Date  06/30/2020

¢ Interlocal Amount $60,000.00

Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 ~$0.00 '$0.00
Design $60,000.00 $43,063.47 $16,936.53
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $60,000.00 $43,063.47 $16,936.53
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Current Project Expense Summary
- PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

AS31B18§

LVW - Moccasin, Skye Canyon Park to Upper LYW Original Funding Date  11/08/2018

Interlocal Amount $15,393,582.00 Expiration Date ' 01/31/2021
Catcgory ILC Funding Allocation ‘Amount Spent Total Remaining-
Right of Way - $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
Pre-Design | $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design h $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $14,386,525.00 $0.00 $14,386,525.00
Const Engineering $1,007,057.00 $0.00 $1,007,057.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $15,393,582.00 $0.00 $15,393,582.00 .

LLD10B13 ‘ -

Buckskin Avenue Storm Drain Original Funding Date  07/11/2013

Interlocal Amount $1,200,000.00 Expiration Date 12/30/2019
Catcgory ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $1,200,000.00 $939,686.98 $260,313.02
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $0.00 " $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,200,000.00 $939,686.98 $260,313.02

LLD19A18 -

Luning Drive Storm Drain Original Funding Date - 07/12/2018

Expiration Date

Interlocal Amount $1,201,965.00

06/30/2021

Catcgory

ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent " Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00. - 80.00 - $0.00
Pre-Design - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $1,201,965.00 $0.00 $1,201,965.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,201,965.00 $0.00 $1,201,965.00
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ENTITY: Mesqliite
MESO01E17

Town Wash-Mesa Boulevard, El Dorado to Town Wash

Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS :

Original Funding Date 09/14/2017

Interlocal Amount $539,582.75 Expiration Date 09/30/2021
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way o $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $422,988.00 $340,388.00 $82,600.00
Construction - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering 50.00 $0.00 $0.00.
Environmental $116,594.75 $68,868.75 $47,726.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $539,582.75 $409,256.75 $130,326.00
ESO04A13 | -

Virgin River Flood Wall Original Funding Date 11/12/2015

Interlocal Amount $1,433,903.00

Expiration Date

07/30/2020

ILC Funding Allocation

Total Remaining

Category Amount Spent

Right of Way $18,680.00 $0.00 $18,680.00
Pre-Design $208,278.00 $207,278.00 $1,000.00

Design $886,060.00 $185,070.64 $700,989.36

Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Environmental $157,630.00 $0.00 $157,630.00

Entity Costs $0.00° $0.00 $0.00

Other $163,255.00 $0.00 $163,255.00

Total $1,433,903.00 $392,348.64 $1,041,554.36
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ENTITY: North Las Vegas

Current Project Expense Summary
PAY—AS-YOU—GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Expiration Date

Hollywood System, Dunes South DB to Ccntcnmal Original Funding Date 10/10/2013
" Parkway | .

Interlocal Amount $2,706,972.00 . Expiration Date  12/31/2022

Catcgbry ILC Funding Allocation . Amount Spent Total Remaining
‘Right of Way $656,972.00 $58,432.79 $598,539.21

Pre-Design $0.00 _ $0.00 $0.00
Design $2,040,000.00 $1,855,114.23 -$184,885.77
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00.
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $2,706,972.00 $1,913,547.02 $793,424.98
LV03F1 ‘ .

Range Wash - Ann Branch  Original Funding Date  03/09/2017

Interlocal Amount $1,081,889.00 Expiration Date 06/30/2021
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent. Total Remaining
Right of Way $250,000.00 $16,680.92 $233,319.08
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $821,889.00 $487,190.64 $334,698.36
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,081,889.00 $503,871.56 $578,017.44
LV03G17 - ‘

Hollywood Systcm, Centennial Pkwy-Specdway #2 DB Original Funding Date. 03/09/2017

Interlocal Amount $1,586,850.00 ‘ 06/30/2022

Category , ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $L507,125.00 $30,425.29 $476,699.71
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $1,069,725.00 $874,118.73 $195,606.27
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 -$0.00 - $0.00-
Other . $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total . $1,586,850.00 $904,544.02 $682,305.98
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Current Project Expens;e Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Interlocal Amount $1,931,156.00

1

LVO03H17 .
Hollywood System, Duncs S DB to Centennial Pkwy- Original Funding Date  11/09/2017
Phase I :
Interlocal Amount $13,109,000.00 - Expiration Date 06/30/2020
‘Catcgory ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Rcmaihing
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $12,290,000.00 $10,688,940.87 $1,601,059.13
Const Engineering $819,000.00 $238,372.31 $580,627.69
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs 30.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00- $0.00
Total $13,109,000.00 $10,927,313.18. $2,181,686.82
NLVO3I18 ‘ S
Range Wash - Ann Branch, Phase I Original Funding Date 02/08/2018
Interlocal Amount $2,668,000.00 Expiration Date ' 12/31/2020
' Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
“Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $2,470,000.00 $2,459,257.99 $10,742.01
Const Engineering $198,000.00 $193,033.52 $4,966.48
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs 50.00 - $0.00 $0.00
Other 50.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $2,668,000.00 $2,652,291.51 $15,708.49
YV04K1 ; .
Gowan Qutfall, Alexander Rd - Decatur to Simmons Original Funding Date  02/09/2017
Street '
Expiration Date  06/30/2022

ILC Funding Allocation

Catcgory  Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00° ‘ $0.00
Design $1,921,156.00 $1,025,895.50 $895,260.50
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
| Environmental . $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,931,156.00 $1,025,895.50 $905,260.50
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: Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

LVOOEL] | 3

Vandcnbcrg North Detention Basm & Outfall Original Funding Date  04/14/2011

Intcrlocal Amount $1, 534 770.00- Expiration Date  06/30/2022
Catcgory ILC FundingAAllocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $64,673.77 $51,961.48 $12,712.29
Pre-Design $123,326.23 $123,326.23 .$0.00
Design $1,220,000.00 $1,052,268.10 $167,731.90
Construction - " $0.00 '$0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 - $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $126,770.00 $121,770.00 $5,000.00
Entity Costs . $0.00 $0.00 ~ $0.00
Other *$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $1,534,770.00 $1,349,325.81 $185,444.19

NLV09113 : ‘ :

Beltway Detention Basin and Channel _ Original Funding Date  10/10/2013

Interlocal Amount $1,464,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2022
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way ' $400,000.00 $364,497.15 $35,502.85
Pre-Design $0.00 ~ $0.00 $0.00
Design -$989,000.00 $921,880.45 - $67,119.55
Construction " $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $10,000.00 $1,185.69 $8,814.31
Entity Costs $65,000.00 ~_%$0.00 $65,000.00
Other . $0.00 $0.00 -$0.00
Total $1,464,000.00 $1,287,563.29 $176,436.71

'NLV10L19 o |

Las Vcgas Wash Cartier Channel Original Funding Date  10/10/2019

"+ Interlocal Amount $698 289 00 Expiration Date  06/30/2025 -

Catcgory ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Rcmaining
Right of Way $20,000.00 $0.00 $20,000.00

1 Pre-Design ~ $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

| Design $676,289.00 '$0.00 $676,289.00
Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 .
Environmental $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $698,289.00 -$0.00 $698,289.00
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Fifth Street Collector, Centennial Pkwy to Deer Springs

| Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Original Funding Date  11/10/2016

Way .

Interlocal Amount $726,079.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2021
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way * $259,088.00 $11,422.40 $247,665.60
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $456,991.00 $396,036.31 $60,954.69
. Construction $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Const Engineering $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental + $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other .$0.00 . $0.00 $0.00
Total $726,079.00 $407,458.71 . $318,620.29

‘NLV17D18 )
Fifth St Collector, Centennial Pkwy to Deer Spgs Way Original Funding Date  09/13/2018
.06/30/2022

Interlocal Amount $5,416,000.00

Expiration Datc

ILC Funding Allocation

Catcgory‘ Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 50.00 $0.00
Construction $4,950,000.00 $4,413,249.00 $536,751.00
Const Engineering $466,000.00 $140,752.97 $325,247.03
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $4,554,001.97

$861,998.03
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'

: ‘. Current Project Expense Summary
PAY-AS-YOU-GO FUNDED PROJECTS

Carcy-Lake Mcad DB Outfall Modification Original Funding Date  10/10/2019
Interlocal Amount $100,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2025
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $100,000.00 $0.00 $100,000.00
Design $0.00 ~ $0.00 $0.00
Construction $0.00 $0.00 '$0.00
‘Const Engineering . $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00.
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $100,000.00 $0.00 $100,000.00
Pay-As-You-Go Totals
Category " ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way _ . $44,450,998.41 $39,890,110.99 $4,560,887.42
Pre-Design $431,604.23 $330,604.23 $101,000.00
Design $51,156,313.62 $35,426,302.12 $15,730,011.50
Construction .$163,597,684.00 $106,413,201.33 $57,184,482.67
Const Engineering $12,541,777.00 $5,958,708.32 $6,583,068.68
Environmental $2,894,268.53 $2,052,904.81 $841,363.72
Entity Costs $150,000.00 $0.00 $150,000.00
Other . $10,766,904.96 $10,266,252.90 $500,652.06
Total $285,989,550.75 $200,338,084.70 $85,651,466.05
Construction Projects=19 . Design / Other Projects = 54
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Current Project Expense Summary

BOND FUNDED PROJECTS
ENTITY: Boulder City
BOUGIELS ‘ :
Hemenway System, Phase IIB Improvements 'Original Funding Date 11/14/2019
Interlocal Amount $4,669,036.00 Expiration Date  12/30/2020
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 -~ $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $4,284,036.00 $0.00 $4,284,036.00
Const Engineering $385,000.00 $0.00 $385,000.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other -$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
- Total $4,669,036.00 $0.00 $4,669,036.00
ENTITY: Clark County
CLA04W16 ‘ T , ‘
Flamingo Wash, Edstern Avenue ~ Original Funding Date  05/19/2016
' Expiration Date  06/30/2021

"Interlocal Amount 51,517,000.\00

Category

ILC Funding Allocation

Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 o $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $1,315,000.00 $1,260,768.35 $54,231.65
Const Engineering $202,000.00 $201,441.40 $558.60
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 .$0.00
Total $1,462,209.75

$54,790.25
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Current Project Expense Summary . '

$6,981,4717.12

BOND FUNDED PROJECTS
~ CLA08T14

Duck Creck, Las Vegas Boulevard Original Funding Date 09/11/2014

Interlocal Amount $7,400,000.00 Expiration Date 12/31/2019
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $6,700,000.00 $6,338,987.37 . $361,012.63
Const Engineering $700,000.00 $642,489.75 $57,510.25

" Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

Entity Costs $0.00 .$0.00 $0.00

| Other. $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $7,400,000.00 $418,522.88

LVW-Sloan to Stewart-Flam Wash below Nellis Original Funding Date- 10/10/2013 .

Interlocal Amount $84,184,000.00 ' Expiration Date  06/30/2023
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 © $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design - $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $73,952,000.00 $71,935,126.87 $2,016,873.13
Const Engineering $7,432,000.00 $6,840,205.20 $591,794,80
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
Other $2,800,000.00 $1,097,628.49 $1,702,371.51.
Total $84,184,000.00 $79,872,960.56 $4,311,039.44
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BOND FUNDED PROJECTS

Current Project Expense Sumrﬁary

ENTITY: Clark County Outlying '
LAU04B1 ) "
- SR 163 at Casino Drive _Original Funding Date  07/13/2017 °
Interlocal Amount '$2,250,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2022
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
.Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $2,065,000.00- $1,568,625.94 $496,374.06
Const Engineering $185,000.00 $33,275.98 $151,724.02
Environmental -$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 . $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 | ¢ $0.00
Total $2,250,000.00 $1,601,901.92 $648,098.08
'ENTITY: Henderson .
EN05G16
Horizon Ridge Detention Basin Original Funding Date  04/14/2016
Interlocal Amount $7,506,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2020

Catcegory ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 "~ $0.00 $0.00
Construction $6,950,000.00 $6,429,235.63 $520,764.37
Const Engineering $556,000.00 $355,628.08 $200,371.92
Environmental $0.00 '} $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $7,506,000.00 $6,784,863.71 $721,136.29

1/16/2020 - proexpsumd43




Current Pi‘oject Expense Sumfnary

BOND FUNDED PROJEC'}‘S
ENTITY: Las Vegas '
. ILAS14D14 .
. Freeway Channcl-Washington, MLK to Rancho Drive Original Funding Date - 02/13/2014

Interlocal Amount $11,555,343.00 ‘Expiration Date  12/31/2019
Category . ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 .$0.00. $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00°
Design $0.00 ~ %0.00 $0.00
Construction $10,500,343.00 .$9,401,693.30 $1,098,649.70
Const Engineering $1,055,000.00 $921,250.71 $133,749.29
Environmental $0.00 30.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 30.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 30.00 $0.00
Total $11,555,343.00 $10,322,944.01 $1,232,398.99

ENTITY: North Las Vegas

NLV03J19 ' | | y

Hollywood System, Phase IT, NAFB Reach Original Funding Date  05/23/2019

Interlocal Amount $19,610,000.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2022
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent - Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 30.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $18,500,000.00 30.00 $18,500,000.00
Const Engineering $1,110,000.00 $3,422.95 $1,106,577.05
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $19,610,000.00 $3,422.95 $19,606,577.05

1/16/2020 - proexpsumd443
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BOND FUNDED PROJECTS

Current Project Expense Summary

" NLVO03K19

Range Wash - Ann Branch, Phasc 11 Original Funding Date  09/12/2019

Interlocal Amount $7,697,245.00 Expiration Date  06/30/2022
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design -$0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design ) $0.00 © $0.00 ‘ $0.00
Construction $7,118,510.00 $0.00, $7,118,510.00
Const Engineering $578,735.00 $0.00 $578,735.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $7,697,245.00 $0.00 $7,697,245.00

NLV09J19 : ‘

Beltway Detention Basin, Collection and Outfall Original Funding Date  05/23/2019

Interlocal Amount $16,192,926.00 Expiration Date 06/30/2023
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 ' © $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction - $15,132,926.00 $0.00 $15,132,926.00
Const Engineering $1,060,000.00 $0.00 $1,060,000.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $16,192,926.00 $0.00 $16,192,926.00

)

1/16/2020 - proexpsumA43
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BOND FUNDED PROJECTS

NLV09K19

Current Project Expense Summary

Vandenberg North DB, Collection & Outfall, Phase IT Original Funding Date 08/08/2019
~ Interlocal Amount $30,499,000.00 Expiration Date  06/20/2022
Category  ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $28,504,000.00 $0.00 $28,504,000.00
Const Engineering $1,995,000.00 $0.00 $1,995,000.00
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other } $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Total $30,499,000.00 $0.00 $30,499,000.00
Bond Totals
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $175,021,815.00 $96,934,437.46 $78,087,377.54
Const Engineering $15,258,735.00 $8,997,714.07 $6,261,020.93
Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
. Entity Costs $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Other $2,800,000.00 $1,097,628.49 $1,702,371.51
Total +$193,080,550.00 $107,029,780.02 $86,050,769.98

Construction Projects = 11

Design / Other Projects =0

1/16/2020 - proexpsum443 -
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Capital Improvement Program - Open Projects Summary

Pay-As-You-Go And Bond Totals

Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $44,450,998.41 $39,890,110.99 $4,560,887.42
Pre-Design $431,604.23 $330,604.23 . $101,000.00
Design- $51,156,313.62 $35,426,302.12 $15,730,011.50
Construction $338,619,499.00 $203,347,638.79 $135,271,860.21
Const Engineering $27,800,512.00 $14,956,422.39 $12,844,089.61
Environmental $2,894,268.53 $2,052,904.81 $841,363.72
| Entity Costs $150,000.00 - $0.00° $150,000.00
Other - $13,566,904.96 |. $11,363,881.39 $2,203,023.57
Total $479,070,100.75 - -$307,367,864.72 $171,702,236.03
Construction Projects =30 - Design / Other Projects = 54 ‘
Pay-As-You-Go Totals
Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent . Total Remaining
Right of Way $44,450,998.41- ~ $39,890,110.99 $4,560,887.42
Pre-Design $431,604.23 $330,604.23 $101,000.00
Design $51,156,313.62 $35,426,302.12 $15,730,011.50
Construction '$163,597,684.00 $106,413,201.33 $57,184,482.67
Const Engineering . $12,541,777.00 $5,958,708.32 $6,583,068.68
Environmental $2,894,268.53 $2,052,904.81 $841,363.72
Entity Costs $150,000.00 $0.00 $150,000.00
Other $10,766,904.96 $10,266,252.90 $500,652.06
Total $285,989,550.75 $200,338,084.70 $85,651,466.05
Construction Projects =19 - Design / Other Projects = 54 ‘
Bond Totals
| Category ILC Funding Allocation Amount Spent Total Remaining
Right of Way $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Pre-Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Design $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
Construction $175,021,815.00 $96,934,437.46 $78,087,377.54
Const Engineering $15,258,735.00 $8,997,714.07 $6,261,020.93
| Environmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00
'Other + $2,800,000.00 . $1,097,628.49 . $1,702,371.51
Total $193,080,550.00 $107,029,780.02 $86,050,769.98

Construction Projects = 11

Design / Other Projects =0

1716/2020 - sum443444
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Regional Flood Control District

Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting

Pay-As-You-Go Funding

. Boulder Ci

PROJECT
BOUOIAS
BOUQ1BS88

BOUOIDI1

BOUQO2A8SE
BOUOQO3ASS
BOUQ3IB9S

BOU03D1

-

A
D

ty

AME
Hemenway Wash
Hemenway Wash Debris Basin -
Hemenway System, Phase II Improvements
Hemenway System, Phase IIA Improvements
Georgia Avenue Channel

.. Buchanan Blvd. Channel

Buchanan Watershed Facilities -
Buchanan Blvd., Phase III Improvements
Buchanan Blvd., Phase III Improvements
Buchanan Blvd., Phase III Improvements .

1/16/2020 - payas443

West Airport Watershed - '

West Airport Watershed Construction

Hemenway Wash

North Railroad Watershed (Industrial Road

C Facili

Northtﬁ)ailroad Watershed, Veteran Memorial
Dr Culvert

Yucca Street Drainage ‘

: Bootleg Canyon Detention Basin Outfall

BOU05J10 North Railroad Conveyance

BOUOSK11 Bootleg Canyon Detention Basin, Phase IT

BOUOSLI11 . North Railroad Conveyance

BOUO5M18 North Railroad Conveyance, Phase II

Ville Drive Flood Control Facilities

Ville Drive Flood Control Facilities

Clark County

PROJECT NAME ‘

Upper Flamingo Wash Detention Basin &

T Outfall (

' F4 Patrick Lane/Ft Apache Road Lateral

Flamingo Hacienda

. Rawhide Channel

Rawhide Channel/Eastern Av Drainage
Structure

CLAQ2C90 Rawhide Channel/Eastern Qutfall

Rawhide Channel/Eastern-Topaz

Rawhide Channel/McLeod-Mtn Vista

Rawhide Channel at Sagebrush Street

Van Buskirk Channel - Predesign

Van Buskirk Channel Outfall

CLA03C90 Van Buskirk Channel - ROW

LAO3D91 Van Buskirk System/Spencer-Rochelle
'CLA03H93 Van Buskirk Channel / Phases IIA & VI
. Construction oo

Flamingo Wash Bridge @ Eastern

Flamingo Wash Bridge @ Arville

Flamingo Wash Bridge @ Paradise & Palos
Verde

Flamingo Wash - Winnick Ave. Improvements

49

'STATUS
Closed
Closed

Open

Open
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed .

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

STATUS
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
" Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

TOTAL
$4,649,000.00
'$0.00
$745,000.00

+ $2,495,000.00

$613,590.23
$412,719.91
$420,240.41
$344,263.01
$0.00
$4,689,402.24
$128,138.69
$1,839,686.60
$101,580.75
$448,873.75

$129,206.79

$71,036.09
$521,408.23
$509,462.22 -
$829,854.43
$3,503,502.20
$2,370,058.67
$144,261.08
$747,314.67

$25,713,599.97

TOTAL
$6,932,932.63

$482,000.00
$4,037,385.53 .
$69,932.30
$155,540.00

$115,000.00
$1,069,252.07
$166,990.74
$441,753.51
$118,463.30
$3,332,227.08
(5202,889.63)
$808,963.97
$6,112,843.32

$61,900.00
$294,818.61
$1,711,276.60

$2,739,120.64



Regional Flood Control District

Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting

Pay-As-You-Go Funding

R

LA04I0

B

LA04MOG

||

CLA04Y19

LAO5A9
LAO0GAD

[ 07B0
LAO8A92
LAO8BY
LAO8C98

LAO8DO
LAOSFO

LAO8HOS

[ 08MOS
LAO8O1
LAOSRI13
LAOSS

L

CLAO8W16
LAQ9A9

LA10D0
LAIOF10

1

LA10H13
CLA10I19

E

1/16/2020 - payas443

NAME o o
Flamingo Wash, McLeod Dr to Maryland

PKWY . ‘

Flamingo Wash, I-515 to McLeod Df
Flamingo Wash at Boulder Highway

- Flamingo Wash, Boulder Highway to Mojave

Rd :
Flamingo Wash, Spencer Street Bridge &

‘Approach Channel

Flamingo - Boulder HWY N, Sahara Ave to

* Flamingo Wash

Flamingo Wash, Nellis Blvd to I-515

Flamingo Wash, Desert Inn to Eastern Avenue
Flamingo-Boulder Highway North, Sahara Ave
to Flamingo Wash : ‘
Flamingo Wash, Nellis Boulevard to I-515

.Flamingo Wash, Maryland Pkwy to Palos

Verdes Street ‘

Duck Creek Bridges @ Tomiyasu & La Casita
Range Wash Confluence Detention Basin
Facilities .

Sloan Channel (Las Vegas Wash to Owens)
Sloan Channel, Las Vegas Wash to Charleston
Lower Duck Creek Detention Basin Predesign
Lower Duck Creek DB ROW

Lower Duck Creek Detention Basin & Outfall
Channel :

Duck Creek, Lower Detention Basin to I-15
Duck Creek, Lower Detention Basinto
Silverado Ranch Blvd ‘

Duck Creek, Railroad Detention Basin

. Duck Creek Channel, Silverado Ranch Blvd to

Las Vegas Blvd

Duck Creek, Railroad Detention Basin

Duck Creek at Dean Martin

Duck Creek, Las Vegas Boulevard

Silverado Ranch Detention Basin and Outfall
Facilities

Duck Creek at Dean Martin

Durango Collector (Hacienda to Twain)
Durango Collector (Twain to Hacienda)
Durango Collector (Twain to Hacienda)
Tropicana Wash (Paradise Road to Koval
Tropicana Wash at Swenson Street

Flamingo Wash, Industrial Road to Hotel Rio
Drive

Tropicana Wash at Swenson Street

Airport Channel - Naples

Wagon Trail Chnl, Sunset Rd to Teco Avenue
Desert Inn Detention Basin & Collection
System :
Desert Inn Detention Basin & Collection
System/DI Lateral
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STATUS

Open

Closed

Closed’

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Open

Closed

‘Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Open
Open

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed '

Closed
Closed
Open

Closed
Open
Open

Closed

‘Closed

 TOTAL
$2,980,000.00

$1,252,537.43
$860,102.20

. $6,284,809.40

$2,436,743.83
" $1,027,029.82 -

$995,990.90
$7,869,248.66
$10,933,404.28

$11,132,175.16
- $535,000.00 -

$814,243.47
$479,952.25

$4,820,788.11
$340,747.81
$807,918.53
$5,921,794.42
($11,828.26)

$9,691,844.67
$3,717,281.04

$673,683.44 .-

$8,698,135.53

$13,302,732.94
$413,865.28
$485,000.00
$1,370,000.00

" $3,058,969.76

$366,253.18
$100,005.00
$1,126.53
$228,665.56
$1,253,646.20
$46,000.00

$7,080,110.67
$1,200,000.00
$318,800.00
$346,843.68

$43,197.00



' Regional Flood Control District

Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulétive Reporting

- Pay-As-You-Go Funding

ROJECT
LA12C99

:

LAT3AD

LAT3B98

LA13C98
LA14A9
LA14B99

LA14C99

LAT4D99

LA14E99

LA14F0(
LA14G0d
LA14HO(
LA14102

LA14L07 -

LA14R04

LA14S0
CLA14U09
CLA14V10

LA15B99
- CLA15C09
LAI5DI12
LA16A08

LA16B0(

LA16G03

LA16HO06

LA16I0
LA16J0

LA16K0
CLA16019

LAI17E04

LAI19A99

LA20B0(
1A0
1B12
2A0

- 1/16/2020 - payas443

r‘
>
[
T
[=]
2 S

S

NAME ‘

Desert Inn Detention Basin & Collection
System

Lakes Detention Basin, Collection System, &
Outfall

- Lakes Detention Basin Collection System &

Outfall

Lakes DB Collection System

Duck Creek (Hollywood to Stephanie Street)
Duck Creek Channel (Hollywood Blvd to
Stephaine St)--ROWA

Duck Creek, Sunset Road to Eastern Ave
Duck Creek, Hollywood Blvd to Stephanie
Street . .

Duck Creek, Stephanie St to Green Valley
PKWY '

‘Duck Creek, Emerald Avenue‘to Stepharﬁe St

Duck Creek at Robindale Road

Duck Creek,Tomiyasu Lane to Topaz St
Duck Creek, US 95 Branch

Duck Creek, Phase II and Lower Pittman
Duck Creek, Mountain Vista Street to Green
Valley PKWY .
Duck Creek, Eldorado Lane to Spencer Street
Duck Creek, Robindale to 1-215

Duck Creek, Mtn. Vista to Green Valley
Parkway ‘ ‘ ’
Colorado Avenue Storm Drain System

Las Vegas Wash, Sloan Lane to Stewart Ave
LVW Sloan-Bonanza, Flam W below Nellis
Upr Duck Ck, Ctrl Duck Ck, Lwr Blue
Diamond & Bird Sp/ROW ]
Upr Duck, Ctrl Duck, Lower Blue Dia, & Bird
Springs DB

Lower Blue Diamond Detention Basin
Collector Channel ‘

* Blue Diamond Wash Wigwam, UPRR to Jones
‘Boulevard

Blue Dia Wash S Rainbow, Pebble - Raven &
Wigwam - Ford )
Lower Blue Diamond Detention Basin Outfall.
Blue Diamond Wash Wigwam, Jones Blvd to
Rainbow ‘

Upper Duck Creek Detention Basin

.Blue Diamond Wash, Arville Street to I-15

Blue Diamond Channel, Rainbow Branch

Red Rock Channel, Naples Branch

Red Rock Channel, Naples Branch - Flamingo
Connector ,

Washington Collection System

Washington Collection System

Orchard Detention Basin

Orchard Detention Basin

Flamingo Diversion - Jones Branch
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STATUS
Closed

Closed

Closed -

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed .

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Open
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed

Open
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed

Open
Closed
‘ Clpsed

TOTAL
$689.01
$531,803.87
$788,631.74

$783,619.03
$138,962.97
$375,552.00

$560,650.99
$1,651,449.79

$321,054.87

$5,987,176.80
$1,066,974.02
$3,548,160.77
$1,107,637.45

" $13,651,024.74

$707,824.31

$6,139,169.42
$23,516.83 -
$8,976,052.51

(41,517.92) °
$193,555.23
$6,322,000.00
$2,226,784.41

$1,363,624.69
$8,060,995.11

$535;ooo.oo
$2,444,155.20

$1,694,368.59
$357,603.89

$3,000,000.00
$635,000.00
$1,495,409.16
$1,333,173.93
$674,561.31

$69,701.68
$680,964.62
$1,799,700.00
$4,929,886.35
$100,001.71



'RegionalA Flood Control District

Capital Improvement Projects - C
Pay-As-You-Go Funding

>

AOlA

AQ1BS
MOAQ1CQ6i
MOAO1D0
MOAOIEOS

[~

MOAOIF10
MOAO1IG11
MOAOIH15

1/16/2020 - payas443

PROJECT AME ,

CLA22B03 Flamingo Diversion - Jones Branch

CLA26C08 Flam Div - South Buffalo Branch, Flamingo
Wash to Patrick Lane

CLA27C08 Flamingo Diversion - Rainbow Branch )

CLAZ8DIY| Vandenberg North DB, Collection & Outfall,
Phase I .

- CLA35AT] Tropicana Avenue Conveyance, LVW to Mtn.

Vista

CLA36ATY Jim McGaughey DB, Collection Basin and

’ Outfall -

CLA39ATY Duck Creek/Blue Diamond, Bermuda Rd to LV
Blvd

CLD02A11 Annie Oakley Drive at Rawhide Channel Storm
Drain

CLD04A08 Twain at Pecos-McLeod Storm Drain

- CLDO7A07 Sunrise Area Storm Drain

CLD07B08 Carey Avenue Storm Drain

CLDO07C10 Sunrise Ave. Storm Drain, Fogg St. to Clayton
St. - ,

CLD07D12 Toiyabe Street Storm Drain

CLDI14A10 Tunis Ave and Karvel Street Storm Drain

CLDI15A09 Olive Street Storm Drain, US-95 to Palm Street

CLD17A09 Las Vegas Blvd/Serene Ave Storm Drain

CLDI19A17 Katie Avenue Storm Drain - Local Drainage
Improvements

CLD20A12 Washington/Hollywood Storm Drain

CLD98A06 Hickam Avenue Storm Drain

CLD99A05 Red Coach Ave/Cimarron Rd Improvements

Clark County Outlying

PROJECT AME

BUNO1A90 Bunkerville Channel (aka Windmill Channel)

BUNO1B98 " Bunkerville Flood Control Improvements

*Windmill Wash Outfall .

BUNOID11 Windmill Wash Detention Basin Expansion

Goodsprings Flood Control Improvements

GSP01B10 ‘Goodsprings - Phase I

Indian Springs Flood Control Improvements
Unnamed Wash, Laughlin

Hiko Springs, Laughlin

Hiko Springs, Laughlin, Remap

Hiko Springs Outfall Channel

SR 163 at Casino Drive

Cooper Ave. Crossing - Moapa Valley
Muddy River West Levee, Moapa Valley
Muddy River, Gubler Avenue Bridge
Muddy River, Gubler Avenue Bridge
Muddy River & Trib - Cooper Ave to
Yamashita St

Muddy River Logandale Levee

Muddy River, Cooper Street Bridge
Muddy River Logandale Levee

52

umulative Reporting

STATUS

Closed
Closed

Closed
Open

. Closed
Open
Opeﬁ

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

. Closed

Closed

STATUS
Closed
Closed
Closed

Open
Closed

Open
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Open
Closed

Open
Closed
Closed
Closed

Open
Closed
Open

TOTAL
$1,100,000.00
$776,336.79

$980,601.33
$3,765,000.00

$249,789.19
$3,382,870.00
$453,000.00
$84,203.00

$442,521.57
$914,982.31
$1,351,525.62

- $154,935.40

$0.00
$189,391.53
$800,286.13
$133,338.79
$724,665.88

$259,862.20 ,l :
$465,091.07
$388,200.00

§$241,175,849.05

TOTAL
$817,795.45
$5,734,536.80
$2,839,135.00
$880,000.00
$72,275.84
$83,400.00
$579,193.24
$349,995.99
$369,974.40
$8,000.00
$7,771,291.25
$528,500.00
$185,000.00
$13,501,000.00
$745,638.67
$5,319,472.98
$966,120.32

$1,753,000.00
$15,793,908.74
$8,500,000.00



Regional Flood Control District

Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting

Pay-As-You-Go Funding

PROJECT

OA03A
LO1AS8S
SEAO1A8S
SEA01B99

SEA02A0
SEA02B19

o lle
>
[=! | (=]
gN
—A\Og

171612020 - payas443

NAME ” *
Logan Wash (aka Benson), Moapa Valley

" Logan Wash Construction

Fairgrounds Detention Basin

Nelson Flood Control Improvements
Searchlight Flood Control Improvements
Searchlight Flood Control Improvements
Searchlight - West, US-95 '

. Searchlight West - State Highway 164

SEA03A09 Searchlight - South, Encinitas St Storm Drain
Searchlight-South, Encinitas St. Storm Drain
COE/Clark County
PROJECT NAME
COEESCRO COE Escrow Account
COE General Project Information
Tropicana & Flamingo Washes
- COETF : TROPFLAM-Haz Mat
Henderson
PROJECT . NAME ,
Pittman Wash Channel Design (Phases I, 11,
Warm Springs & Stephanie Street Bridges
Pittman Wash Channel - Phase I Construction
HENOIFOQ Pittman Wash Lower Reach
HENO1H09 Pittman Wash, Duck Creek at I-515
HENO1114 Pittman Wash, Duck Creek at1-515
Green Valley Parkway Bridge
UPRR Channel :
C-1 Predesign / Mission Hills Design ,
- C-1 Channel / Lake Mead Dr. to Burkholder
Design . .
Miss%on Hills Western Interceptor Diversion
Black Mountain Detention Basin
C-1 Channel (Culvert) at Lake Mead
Upper and Middle Reaches of the C-1 Channel
HENO04009 C-1, Four Kids Wash - Lake Mead to Eagle . .
Rock o
Racetrack Channel, Drake to Burkholder
"HENO04Q15 Racetrack Channel, Drake to Burkholder
~ Sunset D B, Collection Sys, & Outfall (Pioneer
DB) _
Pioneer Detention Basin
Pioneer Detention Basin Expansion and Inflow
HENOSEQ9 ~ Pittman, Horizon Ridge Detention Basin
HENQO6A93 Equestrian Drive Detention Basin
Equestrian Detention Basin
Equestrian Detention Basin Qutfall
C-1 Equestrian Tribittary
‘ C-1 Equestrian Tributary

53

STATUS

Closed
Closed
Open
Closed
Closed
Closed

| Closed .

Open
Open
Open

STATUS
. Closed
Closed
Open
Closed

STATUS -

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed -

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

- Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Open
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

TOT
$235,040.74
$3,510,528.60
$1,011,500.00
- $2,961.95
$861,099.97
$5,500.00
$162,000.00
$500,000.00
$138,000.00
$2,530,000.00

§75,754,869.94

TOTAL
$15,126,215.56
$97,744.28
$36,259,348.00
$280,550.00

' $51,763,857.84

TOTAL
$533,554.14
$1,660,108.81
$2,744,110.10
$324,343.79
$349,813.57
$2,295,044.97
$1;128,513.78
$117,073.57
$1,009,074.06
$173,333.98

$2,636,599.02
$275,048.92
$907,210.00
$521,871.29
$22,905.46

$76,414.93
$833,948.46
$3,749,294.23

$4,323,566.57
$325,840.81
$792,285.00 .
$388,624.49
$6,128,895.08
- $681,288.27
$227,591.57
$2,711,795.15



Regional Flood Control District

Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Report'ing‘

Pay-As-You-Go Funding

PROJECT
EN06GOS8

:

" HENO6H09
HENO6IO

HENO07B09
HEN07D09
HENO7E
ENO7F18
EN08A94
ENO8BO§
EN08C0§
EN09A99

—

ENO0SBO(

HEN09D0Y

EN10B99
EN12A99
EN12B0

EN12C02
EN12F05

-1

ENI12GO6
HEN12H09
EN12109
ENI2KI9
ENI3A00
ENI4A00

EN14B06

EN15A0(
EN16A01
EN16D15

EN16E15
EN16F1

EN19B04
EN19CO
EN21A035

EN21B0§

EN22A09

EN23A09
EN24A1

EN24B
EN25B19
LD06B19
HLDI15A06

EII

171672020 - payas443

NAME :

Equestrian Detention Basin Outfall - Heritage

- Channel

Equestrian Detention Basin Expansion
Equestrian Tributary Phase II

Pittman Park Detention Basin

Pittman Wash, UPRR to Santiago

Whitney Wash Channel

Pittman Wash, UPRR to Santiago

Whitney Ranch Channel Replacement Project
Railroad East Detention Basin

Pittman Railroad East Conveyance

Pittman Railroad East Conveyance

Pittman East Detention Basin (collapse with

HENO09A97

Pittman Eastern Detention Basin .

Pittman Seven Hills Park Channel

South Pittman Detention Basin

Gibson Channel at Sunset Road

Gibson Channel Culvert at Sunset Road
Gibson Conveyance System

Pittman Gibson, Warm Springs Road to Kelso
Dunes Avenue

Pittman Wash - Burns

Pittman Burns, Sunset to Galleria

. Pittman, West Horizon - Palm Hills
Pittman - Sunset, Galleria to Foster

Boulder Highway Channel -

Pittman Pecos West Conveyance & Eastern
Ave Tributary "

Pittman Pecos West Conveyance & Eastern Ave
Tributary

Pittman Wash Railroad Channel

Pittman North Detention Basin & Outfall
Pittman North Detention Basin and Outfall,
Phase 1

Pittman North DB & Outfall, Phase II - Starr
Avenue -

Pittman North Detention Basin & Qutfall,
Phase I1I

Northeast Detention Basin Outfall

Northeast Detention Basin, Levee and Outfall
Pittman Railroad, MacDonald Ranch Channel
Pittman Railroad, MacDonald Ranch Channel
Anthem Pkwy Channel, Horizon Ridge to
Sienna Heights

Center Street Storm Drain

Duck Creek, Sunset to Sandhill

Duck Creek, Sunset to Sandhill

Pittman Pabco - Boulder Highway Crossing

- Chickasaw Storm Drain

Blackridge Road Storm Drain System

54

STATUS .

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
' "Open
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed -

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

. Closed
‘ Closed

Open
Closed
Closed

Closed -

Closed
Open
Closed

Closed
Open

Closed
Closed

~ Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Open
Open
Closed

TOTAL
$4,200,444.03

$335,247.64
$405,636.14
$1,546,249.59
$843,016.21
$130,264.67
$8,796,470.83
$934,549.00
$6,416,341.47
$444,380.89
$8,518,517.91
$119,918.19

$6,099,436.41

- $0.00
$3,202,101.72
$40,125.00

$364,211.76 .-

$237,718.78
$10,000.00

$4,251,084.08
$770,231.86
- $249,028.80
'$605,788.00

$360,070.00 -

$2,355,800.39
- $6,787,948.72

$568,801.51
$2,264,514.00
$3,458,916.31

$1,865,136.31

- §$25,700,000.00

$337,852.88
$13,366,601.89
$253,025.49
$2,025,749.22
$94,222.77

$564,095.75
$535,983.84
$3,475,829.83
$1,454,530.00
$1,999,964.00
$529,071.04

$151,457,026.95



Regional Flood Control District
Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting
Pay-As-You-Go Funding

Las Vegas

PROJECT
ASO1AS
AS01B93
AS01D09
AS02A8
ASQ2B9

AS02C9
AS02D92
AS02F9
AS03A89
AS03B89
AS03D93
AS03EQ
AS04A8
AS04B9
AS04C9
AS04E9
AS05A8
AS05B8

D
vt
w|
o . - - )

AS05HOS

LAS05108
AS05710
AS06A8T.
AS06BS
AS06C93
AS07A89
AS08ASY

AS09ABY
AS09B9
AS09D92
AS09F93
AS09G94
ASO09H

LAS09196
AS09J9
AS09K9

ASQ9L98

>
%
1=
D
£
=

LAS09099

ASQ9PO(

11612020 - payas443

AME
Angel Park Detention Basin Outflow Structure
Angel Park Detention Basin Expansion

. Angel Park North - Detention Basin

Buffalo Channel ‘
Buffalo Channel/Summerlin PKWY - Vegas
Drive '

Buffalo Channel/Westcliff-Summerlin Pkwy
Buffalo Channel/Doe Av.-Westcliff Dr
Buffalo Channel / Doe-Westcliff

Gowan Rd Detention System

Gowan Detention Basin & Outfall

Gowan South Detention Basin Expansion
Gowan South DB Expansion

Oakey Boulevard System

Oakey Bl System

Oakey BI System/Decatur Bl Crossing
Oakey Conveyance Phase IT

Meadows Detention Basin

Meadows Detention Basin

Meadows Detention Basin Expansion (Resol
00-2 ‘
Meac)iows Detention Basin Expansion (Resol
01-3)

Alta Paralle] System

Oakey-Meadows Storm Drain, Phase I
Oakey Meadows Storm Drain-Phase 11
Major Conveyance System West of I-15

Major Conveyance System East of I-15

Freeway Channel/Sahara - Ivanhoe
Durango Storm Drain

Carey Ave./Lake Mead Detention &
Conveyance System

Washington Ave, System

Washington Ave. System/Sandhill-Bruce
Washington Ave./Sandhill-Virgil
Washington/Sagman-LV Creek Right-of-Way
Washington Ave. / Lena-Eastem (LOMR)
Upper Washington Channel & Freeway
Channel

Washington/Eastern-Sagman

Freeway Channel System - Alta Drive to
:Upper Washington Avenue - Sagman to
Bonanza

. Freeway Channel - Alta Dr to Sahara Avenue

Freeway Channel North/ Washington Avenue -
Vegas Drive

Freeway Channel - Alta Dr to Sahara Ave &
Bypass Facility ~
Freeway Channel - Alta to Sahara & Bypass
Facilities (CM)

55

'STATUS
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

"Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
- Closed

- Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed

TOTAL
$397,978.73y
$1,356,534.40
$597,382.00
$4,167,183.73
$126,491.20

$471,594.88
$84,175.72
$1,685,430.55
$195,685.16
$4,813,519.80
$126,398.42
$2,609,639.23
$111,106.72
$631,418.63
$35,000.00
$1,083,848.86
$120,000.00
$3,432,123.00
$150,000.00

$3,422,258.00

$8,165,350.58
$12,686,286.59
$9,822,984.14
'§229,005.59
$29,022.50
$670,067.29
$596,059.22
$6,148,651.98

$313,726.91

$497,000.00
$1,594,925.69

$245,428.78
$4,643,824.92
$1,206,684.74

$3,078,027.28
$13,839,202.95

" $4,421,963.25

$2,778,531.48
$257,916.45

(85,613.65)

$2,280,263.22



Regional Flood Control District

- Capital Improvement Projects - Cumu
Pay-As-You-Go Funding

PROJECT
ASO9RO

LAS09U05
AS09V03
AS09WOS

- LAS09Y09

AS10A9

AST0B93

AS10C94
AS10D93

ASI0E9

AS10F9

[LAS10J98

ASTOK99
ASTOL99

i

ASTOPOC

11

AS10RO(

AS10YO0S

AS11A92
LAS11B93
AS12A92
AS13A92

AS13C9
AS14A95

AS14B0(
LAS14C11

>
%
\=
ez
2

AST5A93
AST6A08

ASTEBYS

AS16C99

AS16G0

Sy
3
N
S
N
S

h-]
2
3
Y
~
w

NAME

Las Vegas Creek Channel - Parallel System at
Decatur Blvd (Resol 01-4)

Las Vegas Creek Channel - Parallel System

* Oakey Drain, Birch Street to Cahlan Drive

Oakey Drain, Birch Street to Cahlan Drive
Oakey Drain - Cahlan Dr to Barnard Dr
Gowan North Channe]

CAM-10 & Lone Mtn. Detention Basins
Predesign )

Lone Mtn. Detention Basin

Gowan North Channel - Gowan North
Detention Basin

Gowan North Channel - Gowan Detention
Basin to Buffalo

Gowan Qutfall Lone Mtn Branch - Ferrell St to
Kenny Way. . ‘ :
Gowan North Buffalo Branch (Chnl) - Atwood
to Lone Mtn Rd

Gowan North Chnl-Alexander Dr to Lone Mtn
Rd & LM Outfall

CAM 10 Detention Basin (aka Ann Road DB)
Gowan North-Buffalo Branch

Gowan North - Buffalo Branch (Gowan Road

- & Buckskin Ave) ‘
.- Gowan Outfall, Lone Mountain Branch (Allen
Lane-Ferrell) ‘

Gowan/Lone Mountain System - Gilmore
Channel (CM)

Gowan/Lone Mountain System - Gilmore
Channel (Developer Participation)

Gowan North - Buffalo Branch (Cheyenne
‘Avenue to Lone Mtn Road)

Gowan Lone Mountain System - Cliff Shadows
Park

Rampart Storm Drain (Angel Park-Peccole 1)
Rampart Storm Drain Construction

Alta Storm Drain (Meadows V) .
Cheyenne Channel / Buffalo - Gowan Design
Cheyenne Channel Crossings Developer
Participation

Cheyenne Channel / Buffalo - Gowan
Washington Avenue - I-15 to Martin Luther
King .

Washington Avenue & Freeway Channel North
Freeway Channel-Washington, MLK to
Rancho Drive ‘
Oakey Storm Drain - I-15 to Decatur Blvd .
Ann Road Channel West/ Allen Lane - Rancho
Drive '

Rancho Road System/Centennial PKWY to
Rancho DB ‘

Rancho Road System/Centennial PKWY to
Rancho DB

Rancho Detention Basin, Phase IT -

56

lative Reporting

STATUS

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed

'Close;i

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

| Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

.Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed

- Open

Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed

TOTAL
$247,000.00

$5,628,281.00
$851,548.86
$6,500,607.90
© $370,483.19
$110,000.00 '
$212,800.00

$905,972.72
$904,292.71

- $3,150,210.59
$111,327.87
$285,859.78
$651,405.16

$682,577.04
$162,106.81
$608,179.39

$1,545,053.54

$8,492.19
$1,383,723.00
$2,462,085.23
$1,549,850.67 ,

$44,809.03
$185,842.34
$851,465.76
$86,475.85
$709,000.00

$1,107,787.47
$74,429.00

$4,887,278.94
$1,073,510.00

$391,238.42
$657,583.31

$1,198,151.00
$17,697.53
$3,953,168.82



Regional Flood Control District

Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting

Pay-As-You-Go Funding

ROJECT

IE

ENT3 - -

LAS16013

TH

AS18B00

AS19B0
AS19D1

AS20A00

D 2>
(2]
() |
5 2
o \D)|
N — O

AS22C06!

| Mo " >
2]

(3

[

)

o Y

»
.|
-
-

i1

1/16/2020 - payas443

 NAME

Rancho Drive System - El Campo Grande
Storm Drain '

Ann Rd Channel West - Rainbow Blvd
Rancho System - Beltway to Elkhomn

Rancho Road System - Elkhorn, Ft Apache to
Grand Canyon

Ann Road Channel West - Rainbow Boulevard
Rancho System - Beltway to Elkhorn Road
Rancho Rd System-Elkhorn, Fort Apache to
Grand Canyon

Rancho Road System - Elkhorn, Grand Canyon
to Hualapai '

Rancho Road System-Elkhorn, Grand Canyon
to Hualapai ‘
Las Vegas Wash/ Rancho Drive System (Peak
Dr - Lake Mead)

Las Vegas Wash - Rancho Drive System
(Carey/Lake Mead DB to Peak Dr)

Peak Drive System (Jones Blvd to Michael
Way) ‘ '

Las Vegas Wsh/Smoke Ranch Sys: Peak
Dr/Torrey Pines-Jones

Las Vegas Wash - Smoke Ranch System (Peak
Drive: Torrey Pines - Jones) :

Owens Avenue System: Rancho Drive to I-15
Owens Avenue System (Rancho Drive to I-15)
Vegas Dr Storm Drain - Rancho to Shadow

* Mountain

Rancho Rd System: Durango to US-95
Interchange
Las Vegas Wash - Jones Blvd, Elkhorn Rd to

- Farm Rd

Las Vegas Wash - Elkhorn (Rainbow Blvd to

‘Torrey Pines Drive)

N & S Environ Enhancement Areas - Floyd
Lamb Park

.Las Vegas Wash - Decatur Blvd (Centennial

PKWY to Farm Road)

Las Vegas Wash - Rainbow (Elkhorn Road to
Grand Teton Drive)

Elkhorn Springs and Buffalo Storm Drain
Las Vegas Wash - Elkhorn Rd, Rainbow Blvd

‘to Torrey Pines Dr :

Las Vegas Wash - Decatur Blvd (Elkhorn Rd to
Farm Rd)

Las Vegas Wash - Jones Blvd, Elkhorn to Farm
LVW - Grand Teton, Mountain Spa to
DurangoDrive

LVW - Grand Teton, Buffalo Drive to Durango
Drive

LVW-Grand Teton, Mountain Spa to Durango
Drive

" Brent Drainage System-Floyd Lamb Park to

Durango Drive

57

STATUS

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Open’

Open

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed -

Closed
Closed

Ciosed

Closed

Open

TOTAL
$4,634,244.76

$475,475.33
$927,245.27
$394,023.05

$3,474,459.19
$8,681,088.21
$2,287,600.29

$654,000.00
$5,185,760.00 .

5419,095.42
$6,273,291.56
$4,501,941.03

$147,617.92
$1,782,103.78

$292,162.08
$4,430,278.94
$10,997,022.53

$448,364.70
$92,244.72
$274,272.89
$2,252,837.16
$2,454,915.36
$951,355.17

- $280,782.51
56,561,592.06

$2,950,783.84

$1,683,390.48
$850,522.21

$172,513.02
.
$12,250,368.51

$533,365.00



Regional Flood Control Distric‘t

Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting

Pay-As-You-Go Funding

ul

1|

RO T

LAS23117

N
99,
o5}

AS24

AS24]1

AS24K 1

AS24L1

LAS25B1

LAS26A0
AS26B08
AS26C1

> > >

(92] (7p]

e ] )

S S = ;
NS 3 [~ & [ (7 S

ASI8BI1

1

99
Y

11

1162020 - payas443

AME

‘Brent Drainage System - Floyd Lamb Park to

Durango Drive

Brent Drainage System-Durango to OHare Ave
Horse Drive Interchange

Centennial Parkway Channel West - US95
Crossing -

Centennial Pkwy Channel West-CC 215,
Pioneer Way to US95

Centennial Parkway Channel West-CC215,
Pioneer Way to US95

Centennial Parkway Channel West-US95,
CC215 to Durango ,

Centennial Parkway Channel West-US95,
Durango to Grand Teton

Cent Pkwy Chnl West-US95, CC215 to Grand
Teton, Kyle Cyn ‘
Gowan North Channel - El Capitan Way to the
Western Beltway

Gowan Lone Mountain System - Branch 4
Gowan OQutfall - Lone Mountain Branch
(Rancho Drive to Decatur Boulevard)

Gowan North-Buffalo Branch,Lone Mtn to
Washburn Rd

Gowan Box Canyon - Lone Mountain Road
Gowan North - El Capitan Branch, Lone
Mountain to Ann Road ’

Gowan North-Buffalo Branch, Lone Mtn to
Washburn Rd

Gowan North-El Capitan Branch, Ann Rd to
Centennial Pkwy

Gowan North-El Capitan Branch, Lone Mtn to
Ann Rd. ‘

Cedar Avenue Channel Improvements

Grand Teton Overpass - Storm Drain

Grand Teton Overpass - Storm Drain

Grand Teton - Hualapai to Tee Pee

. Boulder HWY Sahara Ave - Mojave Rd to

Boulder HWY

Oakey Drain - Cahlan to Barnard

Las Vegas Wash - Sloan Channel to Cedar
Avenue .

Flamingo Wash, Boulder Highway North-Main
Street

Flamingo-Boulder HWY N-Boulder HWY
Sahara to Charleston .

Flamingo-Bldr Hwy, N Charleston-Maryland
Pkwy System :

Flamingo-Boulder Hwy North, Charleston,
Main to Maryland

Flamingo - Boulder Hwy North - Boulder Hwy,
Sahara to Charleston

Gowan-Alexander Rd., Rancho Drive to
Decatur Boulevard ‘ ‘
LVW-Moccasin, Skye Canyon Park to Upper
LVW

© 58 "

STATUS
Open

Open
Closed
Closed

Open

Open

Open

Open

Open
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed

‘ Open
Open

Closed
Open
Open
Open

Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed
Open

Closed
Open
Open
Open
Open
Open

Open

TOTAL
$4,900,700.00

-$1,100,000.00
$5,392,419.91
$1,411,812.73

$1,070,687.00

'$13,900,000.00

$1,261,471.00

$985,231.00
$26,425,221.00
$7,636,8$0.18

$2,824,592.10
$1,595,874.26

$953,701.76

. $704,000.00

$820,478.00
$8,180,517.28
$861,670.00
$9,630,600.00

$831,489.00
$612,614.83
$1,936,755.45
$401,560.15
$411,967.68

$5,372,969.90
$110,000.00

$346,572.69
$1,726,003.00
$2,488,829.00
$1,529,674.00°
$30,664,139.00
$711,938.00
$60,000.00



| Regional Flood Control District

Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Réporting

Pay-As-You-Go Funding B

PROJECT NAME -
" . 'LVW - Moccasin, Skye Canyon Park to Upper
LLDO04A03 Holmby Channel.
LLD04B07 Oakey Boulevard & Tenaya Way Storm Drain -
LLDO05A08 Jones Blvd - Alta to Borden Storm Drain
LLDO8A11 Lexington Street Storm Drain
LLD09A04 Bruce Street Storm Drain
LLD10AOS Jay Avenue Improvements
LLD10B13 -Buckskin Avenue Storm Drain
LLDI12A04 Brush Street Storm Drain o
LLD13A02 Crystal Water Way, Lake South Dr to Desert
InnRd : ‘
LLD18A02 Peak Drive, Rainbow Blvd to Torrey Pines Dr
LLDI19A18 Luning Drive Storm Drain .
LLD99A09 Gilmore Ave - Decatur Blvd to Thom Blvd
-Storm Drain -
Mesquite ‘
PROJECT AME ‘
‘ Town Wash Detention Basin (Right-of-Way)
Town Wash Detention Basin (Design &
Construction)
MES01C02 Town Wash Conveyance, I-15 to Virgin River
MESOIE17 Town Wash-Mesa Boulevard, El Dorado to
Town Wash ' ‘ '
Abbott Wash Channel, I-15 to Virgin River
Virgin River Flood Wall
North Las Vegas
PROJECT AME
NLDI14A15 Oak Island Drive Storm Drain
Las Vegas Wash/I-15 to Pecos (Facility Study)
Las Vegas Wash/Craig-Civic Center (King
Charles '
Upper gas Vegas Wash
NLVOIEQ7 Tropical Parkway Channel East
NLVO1GI11 Ann Road Channel East, ULVW to Fifth Street
, Las Vegas Wash - "N" Channel, Cheyenneto
Gowan
NLVO1J15 Las Vegas Wash - "N" Channel, Cheyenne to
. Gowan )
W. Trib Las Vegas Wash/Craig -Alexander
W. Trib Las Vegas Wash/Craig Ranch Golf
Course-Craig
West Range Wash Detention Basin (Facility
Study) - :
East)flgange Wash Detention Basin (Facility
Study) - o
‘ ,We'sty %{ange Wash Diversion Dike
Hollywood System, Dunes South DB to
Centennial Parkway
Range Wash - Ann Branch -
1/16/2020 - payas443 :
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STATUS

Open - .
Closed -

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Open
Closed
Closed

Closed

Open’

Closed

" STATUS
Closed

Closed

Clos'ed
Open

Closed
Open

STATUS

Closed -

Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed -
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Open .

Open

TOTAL

' $15,393,582.00

$621,698.68

. $574,017.45

$716,389.74
$926,610.34
$431,221.89
$548,443.62
$1,200,000.00
$411,351.53
$227,132.20

$371,781.85
$1,201,965.00
$410,867.01

$389,897,521.28

TOTAL
$9,600.50
$660,000.00 -

$977,665.86
$539,582.75

$632,380.00
$1,433,903.00

$4,253,132.11

TOTAL

$0.00
$304,000.00

1 $2,415,411.73

$2,590,459.93
$1,161,535.61
$960,970.98
$302,073.21

$3,044,49591

$1,268,170.85
$1,057,430.33

' $273,068.12
$30,000.00

$339,338.71
$2,706,972.00

$1,081,889.00



Regional Flood Control District , ‘

Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting

 Pay-As-You-Go Funding

PROJECT

"

VO3HI

NLVO03118’
NLVO4AR9
NLV04B00
V04C0
NLVO04FQ

“

V04GO0

V04111 -
V04K1

05A8

==
IS

[LVO7A9
LVO8A9
V08B9

:

V09A94

LV09CO
V09D0

LVO9F1
V09G
NLVOQ9I113

.

LV10B99

LVI10HO

11

NLV10109

NLV10K11
NLVIOL19

2
o~

VI2A9

LV13B02

1 H

<
;
N
<
[
S

b ]
8
£y
<
b

NAME .

Hollywood System, Centennial Pkwy-
Speedway #2 DB .

Hollywood System, Dunes S DB to Centennial
Pkwy-Phase I . . ‘

Range Wash - Ann Branch, Phase I

Gowan Outfall Structure

Gowan Outfall, Craig to Channel

Gowan Outfall, Craig to Channel

‘Simmons Street Drainage Improvements -

Carey to Craig

Gowan Outfall - Lone Mountain Branch,
Decatur Blvd to Channel

Simmons Street - Phase II, Carey to Cheyenne
Gowan Outfall, Alexander Rd - Decatur to
Simmons Street ‘

Upper Las Vegas Wash Detention Basin

Kyle Detention Basin ‘

Kyle Detention Basin

Camino Al Norte Culvert

Lower Las Vegas Wash Detention Basin
Lower Las Vegas Wash Detention Basin
Construction

Range Wash Chnl W Trib/Confl DB-LV Blvd.
+ Vandenberg DB , ,

Range Wash - Lamb Blvd Storm Drain

" Range Wash - Lamb Blvd Storm Drain

Vandenberg North Detention Basin & Outfall
Beltway Detention Basin and Channel
Centennial Collector

Beltway Detention Basin and Channel

A - Channel/Lake Mead Blvd. - Alexander
Road :

Cheyenne Peaking Basin ,

- Las Vegas Wash Main Branch, Cheyenne
- Avenue to Lake Mead Boulevard

Las Vegas Wash - Lake Mead Blvd to Las
Vegas Blvd

Las Vegas Wash - Las Vegas Blvd to
Cheyenne Ave - '

LVW - LV Blvd to Cheyenne Avenue

Las Vegas Wash Cartier Channel -
W. Trib Las Vegas Wash (Camino Al Norte to
Ann Rd)

W. Trib Las Vegas Wash, Ph II (Ann Rd to
Centennial PKWY) : ‘
Clayton Channel- WTLVW >Centennial
PKWY> Allen Ln : :
Tributary to the Western Tributary @ Craig Rd
Tributary to the Western Tributary at Craig
Road

Tributary to the Westemn Tributary @
Alexander Rd -

Las Vegas Wash - Losee Project

60

STATUS
Open-

Open

Open
Closed

Closed’

Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed
Open

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed

Closed.

Open
Closed
Closed

Open
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Open
Closed

quose'd

Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed

TOTAL
$1,586,850.00

$13,109,000.00

$2,668,000.00
$13,373,572.56
$301,821.67

. $1,566,299.84
1$2,110,016.45

$15,057,798.44

$5,464,819.43
$1,931,156.00

$1,342,892.36
$601,126.71
$8,452,713.96
$86,191.00
$2,650,037.50
$3,316,222.35

$2,299,092.06

$337,143.54
$5,733,340.83
$1,534,770.00
$0.00
$50,086.74
$1,464,000.00
$1,822,067.69

$3,445,309.49
$353,900.87

$2,069,215.34
$697,124.80

$6,382,656.86
$698,289.00 |
- $1,494,634.14

$2,154,439.86
$40,408.90

$801,419.92
$5,443,730.21

$735,930.14
$87,613.81



Regional Flood Control District

. Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting
Pay-As-You-Go Funding

ROJE

-

LV17D1§

NLV18AOQ
NLV18B0
V18C0

- NLVISDOY .

NLVISE

—

V18F13

=
[ee]
=

NLV18I16
LV19A19

1/16/2020 - payas443 -

NAME .

Simmons Street Channel

Centennial Parkway Channel East
Centennial Parkway Channel East

Fifth Street Collector, Centennial Pkwy to Deer
Springs Way

Fifth St Collector, Centennial Pkwy to Deer
Spgs Way

Colton Channel .

Brooks Channel ,

Freeway Channel - Owens Avenue to Miller
Avenue ,

Freeway Channel - Owens Ave to Miller Ave,
Phase I ‘ ‘
Freeway Channel - Owens Ave to Miller
Avenue - Phase 11

Central Freeway Channel At Cheyenne
Brooks Channel

Central Freeway Channel at Cheyenne -
Carey-Lake Mead DB Outfall Modification

61

TATU
Closed
Closed
Closed

Open

~ Open

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Open

'TOTAL
$1,013,785.70
$2,486,927.42 .

$19,334,832.52

. $726,079.00

$5,416,000,00

$1,175,047.77
$594,278.02
$1,528,308.05

$4,389,989.00
$6,441,348.71

$694,097.08
$4,689,970.93

$9,663,354.07
$100,000.00

$187,053,527.12

Grand Total §1,127,069,384.26




Regional Flood Control District o
. Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting

1/16/2020 - payas444
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Bond Funding ‘ '
Boulder City
- PROJECT ~ NAME STATUS
Hemenway Wash Closed
B 9 Hemenway System, Phase IIB Improvements © Open
West Airport Facilities Closed
Valley View, Red Mountain and DD Facilities ' Closed
' Valley View and DD Facilities Closed
Veterans Memorial Detention Basin Closed
BOUOSEO4 Yucca Debris Basin, Collection & Qutfall Closed
BOUOSF04 Bootleg Canyon Facilities ' Closed
BOUOST1( Yucca Debris Basin, Collection and Qutfall ' Closed
Clark County
PROJECT AME STATUS
Rawhide Channel Improv/McLeod-Mtn Vista -~ Closed
Van Buskirk Channel/ Phase IHf Construction Closed
Van Buskirk Channel/Phase V/Harmon-Harrison Closed
& Tropicana :
Van Blt):skirk Channel / Phase . Closed
- Van Buskirk Channel / Phases I1A & VI "Closed
Construction ‘ ‘
Flamingo Wash, Algonquin Dr to Maryland Closed
- Parkwa .
Flamingyo Wash, I-515 to Boulder Highway Closed
Lower Flamingo Detention Basin Closed
CLAO04T09 Lower Flamingo Detention Basin Closed
CLAO4W16 Flamingo Wash, Eastern Avenue Open
- Range Wash Confluence DB ROW & Closed
Construction A ,
Sloan Channel, Las Vegas Wash to Charleston Closed
Lower Duck Creek Detention Basin & Outfall Closed
Channel
- CLAOST14 Duck Creek, Las Vegas Boulevard Open
Durango Collector (Twain to Hacienda) Closed
Tropicana Wash, Paradise Road to Koval Lane Closed -
Tropicana North Branch Detention Basin Closed
CLAI0EO Tropicana North Branch Detention Basin Closed
CLAT2C99  Desert Inn Detention Basin & Collection System Closed
Lakes DB Collection System , Closed
Duck Creek Channel (Hollywood Blvd to Closed
Stephaine St)--ROWA ‘
Duck Creek, Broadbent Blvd Bridge and Channel Closed
- Duck Creek, Broadbent Blvd to Boulder Highway Closed
Duck Creek, Eldorado Lane to Spencer Street Closed
Duck Creek, Topaz Street to Eastern Avenue Closed
CLA14W11 Duck Creek, Robindale to I-215 Closed:
Colorado Avenue Storm Drain System Closed
LVW-Sloan to Stewart-Flam Wash below Nellis Open

TOTAL
$867,000.00
$4,669,036.00
$568,602.56
$76,468.23
$632,017.12
$3,236,343.92
$69,028.25
$365,646.88

- $1,189,960.47

511,674,103.43

TOTAL
$2,678,784.24
$884,145.27
$1,318,316.18

$949,302.79
$7,076,269.80

$3,708,620.21

. $4,358,838.58
$1,078,896.68
$3,387,621.44
$1,517,000.00
$9,575,705.90

$11,371,793.05
$12,823,423.07

$7,400,000.00
$9,485,138.68
$2,087,199.75
$3,763,800.00
$950,229.12
$5,327,982.96
$17,986,141.42
$1,598,918.50

$2,176,640.38
$5,832,117.22
$343,994.59
$2,119,552.08
$650,561.15
$15,259,421.39
$84,184,000.00



Regional Flood Control District ,
- Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting

Bond Funding
'PROJECT NAME. . ‘ o ) STATUS TOTAL
CLATSFTq Las Vegas Wash - Water Reclamation Channel - Closed $3,400,000.00
CLAT6L0Y Lower Blue Diamond Detention Basin Closed $2,581,701.25
CLAT6M03  Blue Diamond Wash Wigwam, UPRR to Rainbow ‘ Closed $5,067,171.04
: . Blvd ‘ .
CLAT6NOY  Blue Diamond Wash Wigwam, UPRR to Jones " Closed - §0.00
Blvd ‘ ‘
CLAT7ASg Blue Diamond Chnl/Durango Dr - Rainbow Blvd Closed $1,021,760.73
(Beltway 7B)
CLAT7D04 Blue Diamond Channel - Jones Branch Closed $641,602.04
CLATSA98 = Red Rock Channel/Russell Rd - Hualapai Way - Closed '$1,793,162.82
CLATOD03 Red Rock Channel, Naples Branch 4 Closed $9,885,005.24
CLA26D1]| Flamingo Diversion-South Buffalo Branch, Closed $7,030,263.37
. Flamingo Wash to Sunset Rd
.Flamingo Diversion - Rainbow Branch Closed $9,654,169.07
T $260,969,250.01
Clark County Outlying
PROJECT NAME : ‘ STATUS TOTAL
Indian Springs Detention Basin Closed $2,650,794.34
Unnamed Wash, Laughlin : ‘ Closed $2,577,722.08

Hiko Springs, Laughlin ‘ . Closed  $1,200,000.00
" SR 163 at Casino Drive ' Open $2,250,000.00
$8,678,516.42

1/16/2020 - payas444
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Bond Funding
Henderson
PROJECT NAME

ENOID
ENO1E9
EN03B92
HEN04C9
EN04D94
ENO4E96

2

[eoll[x2! try |ty T
212122 (2 Z
o |G| ][] I 7 2|
pS i
SIS 5|8 2

EN04MO

ENOSF12
EN05G16
EN06J13

ENO06K13
ENO7CI

EN12J16

EN15C04

EN20B0
EN23B1§
- HLDO6A15

| |
Z||Z
||
>|[>
jo]  [an]

Las Vegas

PROJECT
ASO1E1
AS02E9
AS03C9
AS04D92
ASO5SEQ

LASOSFO
ASO05K135
AS09C9
ASQ9E9
ASQIN99

Pittman Wash Channel - Phase II Construction
Pittman Wash Channel Phase IIIA Construction
UPRR Channel Construction

Mission Hills System Construction

C-1 Channel/ Lake Mead Dr. - Burkholder
Mission Hills Western Interceptor Diversion
Black Mountain Detention Basin & Outfall

C-1 Chnl, Mdl & Upr Reaches-Phl: Burkholder -
Boulder HWY

C-1 Channel, Upper & Middle Reaches -
Vermillion Dr - Boulder HWY

Pioneer DB Qutfall .

Pioneer Detention Basin Expansion and Inflow
Horizon Ridge Detention Basin

Equestrian Detention Basin Expansion
Equestrian Tributary, Phase II

Pittman Park Peaking Basin Modification
Pittman Wash - Burns

Gibson Conveyance System

Palm Hills Channel

Boulder Highway Channel

Pittman Wash Railroad Channel, Phase I (Resol.
‘No. 02-6) . : ‘ ‘
Pittman Wash Railroad Channel, US-95 to Major
‘Avenue

Drake Channel

Northeast Detention Basin and Levee

C-1 Channel, US-95 Tributary 1

Center Street Storm Drain

Appaloosa Storm Drain, Local Drainage Project

NAME

Angel Park Detention Basin Expansion
Buffalo Channel/Summerlin Pkwy-Vegas Dr.
Gowan Detention Basin

Oakey Detention Basin & Conveyance
Oakey - Meadows Storm Drain

‘Alta Parallel System

Oakey-Meadows Storm Drain, Phase I
Washington Ave./Sandhill Outlet
Washington Ave. / Virgil-Lena

Upr Wash Ave Conv Sys, Ph II: Veterans

" Memorial Dr - UPRR - .

LAS09099

1/16/2020 - payas444

Freeway Channel - Alta Dr to Sahara Ave &
Bypass Facility

64

STATUS
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed

Open
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

 Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

STATUS
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

- Closed -

Closed
Closed

Closed

-~ TOTAL
$2,071,148.80
$776,682.83
$2,149,477.47
$5,503,671.37
$3,398,432.50
$2,100,000.00
$5,233,184.00
$4,784,787.10

$3,689,653.67

$2,952,988.96
$1,330,852.11
$7,506,000.00

. $1,025,764.52

$2,147,066.76
$0.00
$257,326.75
$2,164,571.54
$1,880,256.03
$6,534,523.99
$1,989,679.32

$5,537,919.81
s

$75,265.32
$1,134,804.61
$1,522,849.50
$8,266,384.95
$925,332.15

§74,958,624.06

TOTAL
$4,085,640.34
$1,911,377.65
$7,184,517.75
$6,887,121.59
$5,221,885.40
$2,093,934.39

$24,265,142.63
$1,496,312.93
$2,862,675.33
$6,279,449.66

$36,285,968.75



Regional Flood Control District
Capital Improvement Projects - Cumulative Reporting

Bond Funding

PROJECT NAME o

Freeway Channel, Charleston Lateral

Lone Mtn. Detention Basin

LAST0I9§ Gowan North Channel, Ph II/Durango Dr

Gowan North System - Ph III: Alexander Rd to

. Lone Mtn Rd ‘

GNC - Lone Mountain Road (El Capitan Way to
o the Western Beltway)

Lone Mountain System, Lone Mtn DB Outfall to

ASTOX03
ASTADIA

AS16D0

ASI17EQ
AS19C0S

AS2TAQ
AS22A0
AS22M09

> >
7211172
||
||l
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Durango

" Ann Road Detention Basin Facilities (CAM 10

DB)

Freeway Channel-Washington, MLK to Rancho
Drive

Ann Road, Allen Lane to Rancho Drive

Rancho Detention Basin, Phase 11

Rancho Road System (El Campo Grande Storm
Drain)

Peak Drive System (Jones Blvd to Michael Way)
Owens Avenue System (Vegas Dr Storm Drain) -
Michael Way to Rancho Drive

Upper Las Vegas Wash Facility Study
Decatur/Elkhorn/Rainbow System Predesign

Las Vegas Wash - Rainbow (Elkhorn Rd to Grand
Teton Dr)

ASDINOG  Las Vegas Wash - Decatur & Elkhorn, CC 215
AS22009 N & S Environ Enhancement Areas - Floyd Lamb
Park ‘
AS22P09 Elkhorn Springs & Buffalo Storm Drain
AS24F10 Gowan Outfall - Lone Mountain Branch (Rancho
to Decatur)
AS26D14 Grand Teton - Hualapai to Tee Pee
AS28A10 Langtry Channel Bonanza to Washington Avenue
t
Mesquite ‘
PROJECT NAME p
ES01B89 Town Wash Detention Basin (Design &
Construction)
MES01D10 Town Wash Conveyance, I-15 to the Virgin River
ES02B0 Abbott Wash Conveyance System, Pioneer Blvd
- tothe Virgin River
North Las Vegas
PROJECT NAME
VO1DO0 Upper Las Vegas Wash
Tropical Parkway Channel East
NLVO01114 Ann Road Channel East, ULVW to Fifth Street
V03D9 West Range Wash Diversion Dike
NLV03J19 Hollywood System, Phase II, NAFB Reach
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STATUS
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed
Closed

Open

Closed
Closed
Closed

Closed
Closed

Closed

. Closed

Closed

Closed
Closed

\ Closed .

Closed

Closed
Closed

STATUS'
Closed

Closed

Closed

STATUS
Closed

Closed -

Closed
Closed

Open

TOTAL
$4,336,897.56
$315,482.25
$5,455,374.03
 $7,539,040.96

$634,984.37
$2,734,160.02
$9,317,720.04
$11,555,343.00

$7,069,867.82
$464,510.86
$573,652.99

$456,338.90
$1,596,671.67

$243,392.60
$368,594.70
$7,696,565.04

$25,788,320.03
$25,314,907.94

$1,567,520.54
$10,109,824.95

$6,245,247.37
$1,002,676.43

$228,961,120.49

TOTAL
$3,692,545.65

$7,366,966.99
$10,625,472.16

$21,684,984.80 -

TOTAL
$31,132,709.75
$5,900,026.83
$5,580,349.42
$2,251,608.79
$19,610,000.00
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Bond Funding ‘
PROJECT AME . _ STATUS TOTAL
- NLVO03K19 Range Wash - Ann Branch, Phase II Open "$7,697,245.00
NLV04D04 Gowan Outfall - Lone Mountain Branch, Decatur Closed $1,179,589.48
Blvd to Channel ‘
'NLV04HO09 Simmons Street Drainage Improvements - Gowan Closed $2,280,988.68
' Qutfall - : 7 \ -
Simmons Street Drainage Impvments-Alexander Closed $14,878,224.09
to Gowan Qutfall ‘
VO05B92 °©  Upper Las Vegas Wash Detention Basin Closed $8,010,318.87
" . Construction
V06B93  Kyle Detention Basin Closed $5,037,000.00
V08B9 Lower Las Vegas Wash Detention Basin Closed $4,433,240.98
- Construction ‘ . ,
NLV09B99| - Vandenberg Detention Basin Closed + $5,347,006.76 -
‘ V0O9H 14 Centennial Collector Closed $2,256,922.92
NLV09J19 Beltway Detention Basin, Collection and Qutfall * Open $16,192,926.00
NLVO09K 19 Vandenberg North DB, Collection & Outfall, Open $30,499,000.00
Phase 11
VI10EO "A" Channel Three Bridges Project (Cheyenne Closed $9,966,315.63
Ave, Las Vegas Blvd, and Carey Ave)
V10GO Cheyenne Peaking Basin, Collection & Outfall - Closed $15,482,525.64
Alexander Rd to Cheyenne Ave | ‘
NLV10J10 LV Wash Main Branch-LV Blvd. to Lake Mead Closed $21,161,048.84
P Blvd: S ‘
LVI11C98 W. Trib Las Vegas Wash Chnl, Ph I (AnnRd - Closed $7,898,144.87
Clayton St)
W. Trib Las Vegas Wash, Ph III (LLVWDB to Closed $2,499,963.56
Camino Al Norte)
W. Trib of the Las Vegas Wash, Ph II (Ann to Closed $7,772,320.98
Centennial)
V14B0 Tributary to the Western Tributary @ Alexander Closed $7,636,332.88
oL Rd ' .
V15803 Las Vegas Wash - Losee Road  Closed $1,142,595.43
LVI16B03 Simmons Street Channel Closed $4,885,102.93
V18G14 Colton Avenue Flood Control Improvements Closed $6,811,918.64
$247,543,426.97

Grand Total $854,470,026.18



FY 2019-20 PROJECTS‘FUNDE‘D SUMMARY

Funding

Year-1 . Year-2/Year-3
Facllity Description :;?‘1;?' Proje:;t"s €OP®  programmed  Programmed Amount Apgr:val lt;m
2 2)/(3) (4) ate
HENDERSON (Southeast Las Vegas Valley) :
Galleria to Sunset Construction 1,463,860.00
Whitney Wash Channe! Replacement Project Construction 0.00 6,463,809.00
Whitney Wash Channel Replacement Project, Phase i1 Construction 0.00 1,747,281.00 .
Pittman - Sunset, Galleria to Foster HEN1 Design 565,788.00 0.00 585,788.00 | 12/12/2018| 10
Pittman - Sunset, Galleria to Foster Right-of-Way . 40,000.00 0.00 40,000.00 { 12/12/2019} . 10
Pittman Pabco - Boulder Highway Crossing Construction 1,454 530.00 0.00 .1,454,530.00 | ©/12/2019 | 12b
Henderson Total] $3,524,178.00 | $8,211,090.00 | $2,060,318.00
PROJECTS PROGRAMMED $11,735,268.00
HENDERSON 3-YEAR TOTALS: ESTIMATED RESOURCES $13,280,515.00
REMAINING RESOURCES $11,220,197.00
LAS VEGAS (Central Las Vegas Valley) . . - R : I
Carey-Lake Mead Detention Basin Outfall Modification m Pre-Design 100,000.00 0.00 100,000 00 | 10/10/2018{ 11b
Lake Mead - Carey - Lake Mead Detention Basin Outfall Construction 0.00 115,613.00 '
Brent Drainage System - Durango Drive to O'Hare Avenue “[AS22019_|Design 897,540.00 0.00 897,540.00 | 7/11/2019 | 13
Brent Drainage System - Durango Drive to O'Hare Avenue - 1st
Supplemental [AS22U19 |Design 202,460.00 0.00 202,460.00 | 911272019 | 11
Flamingo - Boulder Hwy. North, Charleston - Boulder Hwy. to
Maryland Parkway and Maryland Pkwy. System Construction 44.022,755.00 0.00
Gowan - Alexander Rd , Rancho to Decatur Construction 0.00] 10,499.261.00
Gowan North - El Capitan Branch, Lone Mountain to Ann Road - .
3rd Supplemental [AS24J18 |Design 35,000.00 000 35,000.00 | 1/9/2020 | 13b
Gowan North-Buffalo Branch, Lone Mtn to Washburn Rd - Closeout 24K1 Construction (1,051,544.72) 0.00 (1,051,544.72)| 8/12/2019 7
Rancho Rd System-Elkhorn, Fort Apache to Grand Canyon « ' ' .
Closeout . LAS16013 [Construction (70,799.71) 0.00 (70,789.71)}] 9/12/2019 7
Gowan Qutfall - Alexander Rd , Decatur Blvd. to Simmons Street Construction 0.00 27,861,914.00
Gowan Outfall - El Capitan Branch, Ann Road to Centennial Construction 0.00 7,582 927.00
Las Vegas Total} $44,135,410.57 | $46,059,715.00 $112,655.57
] . PROJECTS PROGRAMMED $90,195,125.57
LAS VEGAS 3-YEAR TOTALS: ESTIMATED RESOURCES $95,216,306.00
REMAINING RESOURCES $95,103,650.43
NORTH LAS VEGAS (Northern Las Vegas Valley) - R
Las Vegas Wash Cartier Channel NLV10L19 |Design 698,289.00 0.00 698,289.00 | 10/10/20198 | 11a
Jim McGaughey Detention Basin, Collection & Outfall - 2nd
Supplemental _ETA36ATE_ |Design 1,000,000.00 0.00 1,000,000.00 | 7/4172019 | 11"
Jim McGaughey Detention Basin, Collection & Outfall - 2nd .
Supplemental _ETA3BATE |Right-of-Way 2,000,000.00 0.00 2,000,000.00 } 7/44/2018 | 11
Jim McGaughey Detention Basin and Qutfall Construction 0 00 14,259,269.00
Vandenberg North Detention Basin & Outfall - 7th Supplemental NLVOSE1] [Design 124,770.00 0.00 121,770.00 | 8/8/2019 | 14
Vandenberg North Detention Basin, Collection & Qutfall - Phase Il NLVO9K19 |Construction 30,499 000.00 0.00 30,499,000.00 | 8/8/2019 | 15b
Beltway Detention Basin and Channel - 3rd Supplemental NLV09!13 |Design 130,000.00 000 130,000 00 | 1/9/2020 | 13a
Range Wash - Ann Branch, Phase Il NLVO3K19 |Construction 0.00 7,697,245.00 7,697,245.00 | 9/12/2018 | 13b
Hollywood System, Phase Il, Nellls Alr Force Base Reach - 1st '
Supplemental NLV03J19 |Construction 311,851.00 0.00 311,851.00 | 2/13/2020
Hollywood System, Centennial Pkwy. to Speedway #2 Detention
Basin Construction 5,522,594.00 0.00
North Las Vegas Total] $40,283,504.00 | $21,956,514.00 | $42,458,155.00
PROJECTS PROGRAMMED 62,240,018.00
NORTH LAS VEGAS 3-YEAR TOTALS: ESTIMATED RESOURCES $68,696,440.00
REMAINING RESOURCES $26,238,285.00 \
CLARK COUNTY (Southwest Las Vegas Valley and Outlying Areas)
Airport Channel - Naples Channel and Peaking Basin Construction 26,750,000.00 0.00
Flamingo Wash - Industnial Road to Hotel Rio Dr. Construction 1,400,000.00 0.00
[Wagon Trail Channel - Sunset to Teco Construction 0.00 1,399,667.00
Flamingo Wash, Eastern Avenue - Closeout CLA04W16 _|Construction {54,590.25) 0.00 (54,590.25) | 2/13/2020
Flamingo Wash, Maryland to Palos Verde Construction 0.00 2,971,255 00 .
Tropicana Avenue Conveyance - Las Vegas Wash to Boulder Hwy. Design 670,000.00 0.00
Tropicana Avenue Conveyance - Las Vegas Wash to Boulder Hwy. Construction 18,925 790.00
Tropicana Wash at Swenson Street -4th Amended Closeout m Construction (657.94) 0.00 {657.94)] 1/9/2020 7
Blue Diamond Wash - Arville to |-15 - 1st Supplemental CLA16019 |Design 200,000.00 0.00 200,000.00 { 10/10/2019}1 10
Blue Diamond Wash - Arville to I-15 - Construction 0.00 5,840,757.00
Duck Cr./Blue Diamond, Bermuda to Las Vegas Blvd. Construction 0.00 5,679,467.00
Duck Creek Jones Boulevard Construction 2,224, 094.00 0 00
Duck Creek, Las Veqgas Boulevard - Closeout CLA08T14 {Construction (418,522.88) 0.00 (418,522.88) | 2/13/2020
Silverado Ranch Detention Basin and Qutfall Facilities Construction 22,276,036.00 0.00
Blue Diamond Channel 02, Decatur - Le Baron to Richmar Construction 3,500,000.00 0.00
Duck Creek, Sunset Park Design 2,195,544.00 0.00
112112020 . JANProjFundedFEB20Board
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FY 2019-20 PROJECTS FUNDED SUMMARY

Year-1

Year-2/Year-3

Funding

Facility Description Project Project Scope Programmed Programmed Amount Approval  item
- Number (1) @ (213) (@) Date #
CLARK COUNTY (Southwest Las Vegas Valley and Outlying Areas) - Continued - . o
Duck Creek Wash, Torrey Pines to Rainbow Construction 600,000.00 0.00
Duck Creek Haven Street Construction 3,463,786.00 0.00
Jess Waite Wash Diverslon Dike Construction 1,581,566.00 0.00 -
. |Searchlight West - State Highway 164 _- BEA02B19 |Design 500,000.00 0.00 500,000.00 | 10/10/2019 1 11¢c
Searchlight - West - State Hwy 164 Construction 0.00 736,504.00 .
Searchlight - South, Encinitas St. Storm Draln - Closeout SEA03A09 |Design (106,727.58) 0.00 (106,727.58) | 2/13/2020
Muddy River Logandale Levee - Closeout MOAO01H15 |Construction (290,511.72) 0.00 290,511.72 | 2/13/2020
Goodsprings - Phase | Right-of-Way 74,454.00 0.00
Goodsprings - Phase | Construction 918,494.00 0.00
Hiko Detention Basin Expansion Design 154,448.00 0.00
Fairgrounds - Detention Basin (Whipple Street) Construction 11,237,678.00 000
Clark County Total| $76,876,089.63 | $35,553,440.00 $410,013.07
) PROJECTS PROGRAMMED $112,429,529.63
CLARK COUNTY 3-YEAR TOTALS: ESTIMATED RESOURCES $131,270,653.00
REMAINING RESOURCES $130,860,639.93
CITY OF MESQUITE - N . . - -
Town Wash - Mesa Boulevard, El Dorado to Town Wash Construction 4,992 880.00 000
Town Wash - Mesa Boulevard, El Dorado to Town Wash - 3rd
Supplemental MES01E17_|Design 79,198.00 0.00 79,198.00 | 7/11/2018 | 12
Town Wash - Mesa Boulevard, El Dorado to Town Wash - 4th
{Supplemental . MES01E17 |Design 43,868.75 0.00 43868.75 | 11/14/2019 ] 10
City of Mesquite Total{ $5,115,946.75 $0.00 $123,066.75
] PROJECTS PROGRAMMED $5,115,946.75
MESQUITE 3-YEAR TOTALS: ESTIMATED RESOURCES $13,379,188.00
REMAINING RESOURCES $13,256,121.25
BOULDER CITY : : : . - L
Hemenway System, Phase {IB Improvements Construction 0.00 4,669,036.00 4.669,036.00 | 11/14/2019{ 11b
North Railroad Conveyance - Closeout BOUO5J10_|Design (20,537.78) 0.00 (20,537.78)] 9/12/2018 | 7
North Railroad Conveyance, Phase i - Closeout BOUGSM18 |Construction {473,903.33) 0.00 (473,903.33)] 9/12/2018 7
Wells Dnve Levee Lining Design 29,022.00 0.00
Boulder City Total ($465,419.11)] 3$4,669,036.00 [ $4,174,594.89
PROJECTS PROGRAMMED $4,203,616.89
BOULDER CITY.3-YEAR TOTALS: ESTIMATED RESOURCES $4,761,826.00
. REMAINING RESOURCES $587,231.11
SUMMARY . g
TOTAL 3-YEAR PROJECTS PROGRAMMED'| $285,919,504.84
TOTAL ESTIMATED RESOURCES (Year-1) $238,993,581.00
TOTAL REMAINING DESIGN PROJECTS (Year-1) $3,049,014.00
TOTAL PROJECTS FUNDED (Year-1) $49,338,803.28
CURRENT AVAILABLE CONSTRUCTION RESOURCES (Year-1)|- $186,605,763.72
LOCAL DRAINAGE (5) - . i . . g - .
Chickasaw Storm Drain HLD06B18 __|Construction 1,999.964.00 0.00 1,999,964.00| 7/11/2018 | 15
Katie Avenue Storm Drain - Closeout CLD19A17 |Construction (42,611.62) 0.00 (42,611.62)} 7/11/2019 8
0.00 0.00 .
Local Drainage Total] $1,957,352.38 $0.00 | $1,957,352.38

Notes:

(1) Construction typically includes Construction and/or Construction Administration. Design typically includes Predesign, Design, Right-of-way, Environmenta!, and/or Other.

(2) Includes amendments to the Ten-Year Construction Program.

(3) Year-2/Year-3 do not include design projects. Design projects are not eligible for acceleration.

(4) Action is being taken in current month on projects in bold/italics.

(5) Local Drainage projects are not part of the Ten-Year Construction Program.

12172020
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ESTIMATED FUNDING SCHEDULE

Funding Requests Received Estimated Resources for CIP | Priority
Month-Year _ Facility Description Project # Amount Resources (1) Available (1) Date Notes
'y BRIV T Pl i3 ke A Lrg .n»‘\"'rw.ﬁ'x
{LL 1‘& ;x J ‘,L,..« ? M i‘ i‘?.g G gnz\l éé’ééf }"&“I"
Feb-20 Board Approved
ESTIMATED REMAINING FISCAL i Augmentation
YEAR CIP RESOURCES $5,000,000 $86,488,713 ltem #9 01/09/20
Searchlight - South, Encinitas St. ‘
Storm Drain - Closeout SEAQ3A09 -$106,728 $86,595,441
Duck Creek, Las Vegas Boulevard -
Closeout CLADBT14 -$418,523 - $87,013,963
Muddy River Logandale Levee - } R .
Closeout MOAQO1H15 -$290,512 $87,304,475
Flamingo Wash, Eastern Avenue -
Closeout CLAD4W16 -$55,590 $87,360,065
Hollywood System, Phase i, Nellis
Air Force Base Reach - 1st .
Supplemental NLV03J19 $311,851 $87,048,214
No Projects Awaiting Funding
Notes: (1) Estimated CIP resources are from the FY2619-20 Ten-Year Construction Program and may be adjusted for current economic conditions.
1/21/2020 JANEF SFEB20Board
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CLARK COUNTY
REGIONAL FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT

AGENDA ITEM

SUBJECT:

TEN-YEAR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM AMENDMENTS

PETITIONER:

STEVEN C. PARRISH, P.E., GENERAL MANAGER/CHIEF ENGINEER

POSSIBLE ACTION)

RECOMMENDATION OF PETITIONER:

ADOPT AMENDMENTS TO THE TEN-YEAR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM (FOR

FISCAL IMPACT: None.

BACKGROUND: In accordance with Policies and Procedures Section 11.B.9 general amendments
can be processed to address scheduling changes and/or the need for additional funding. This agenda
item addresses requested changes in funding, positive and negative, associated with this agenda as
they impact the Ten-Year Construction Program (TYCP). Amendments to the TYCP are shown for:

. Current Requested
Project Description 15 roject Item No./ TYCP Amendment
umber
Amount Amount
Duck Creek, Las Vegas Item #06
Boulevard (construction) CLAOST14 Closeout $ 0.00| ($418,522.88)
Searchlight — South,
Encinitas St. Storm Drain Item #06
(design) SEA03A09 Closeout $ 0.00 ($106,727.58)
Muddy River Logandale Item #06
Levee (construction) MOAOIH15 Closeout $ 0.00 ($290,511.72
TAC AGENDA RFCD AGENDA
ITEM #05 ITEM #
Date: 01/30/2020 | Date: 02/13/2020
CAC AGENDA
ITEM #05
Date: 02/03/2020



http://gustfront.ccrfcd.org/pdf_arch1/Administrative/Policies&Procedures/pnp.pdf

Project Item No. / Current Requested
Project Description . TYCP Amendment
Number Action
Amount Amount
Flamingo Wash, Eastern Item #06
Avenue (construction) CLA0O4WI16 Closeout 0.00 ($ 54,590.25)
Hollywood System, Phase
I1, Nellis Air Force Base Item #09
Reach NLVO03J19 | Ist Supplemental 0.00 $311,851.00
Respectfully submitted,

L ¢ J A

Steven C. Parrish, P.E.

General Manager/Chief Engineer

TAC AGENDA RFCD AGENDA
ITEM #05 ITEM #

Date: 01/30/2020 | Date: 02/13/2020
CAC AGENDA

ITEM #05

Date: 02/03/2020

013020 TYCP Amend-item




Regional Flood Control District
AGENDA ITEM DEVELOPMENT

Staff Discussion: Date: 01/21/2020

TEN YEAR CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM AMENDMENTS

In accordance with Policies and Procedures Section I1.B.9 general amendments can be processed to
address scheduling changes and/or the need for additional funding. This agenda item addresses
requested changes in funding, positive and negative, associated with this agenda as they impact the Ten-
Year Construction Program (TYCP).

Staff Recommendation:

Approve.
Discussion by Technical Advisory Committee: AGENDA

#05 Date: 01/30/2020
Recommendation:
Discussion by Citizens Advisory Committee: AGENDA

#05 Date: 02/03/2020
Recommendation:

013020 TYCP-aid


http://gustfront.ccrfcd.org/pdf_arch1/Administrative/Policies&Procedures/pnp.pdf

























































http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-543.html



http://gustfront.ccrfcd.org/pdf_arch1/HCDDM/Current Manual (Complete)/hcddm.pdf



http://gustfront.ccrfcd.org/pdf_arch1/HCDDM/Current Manual (Complete)/hcddm.pdf
http://www.leg.state.nv.us/NRS/NRS-543.html
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Introduction

* Applied Analysis was retained by the Clark County Regional Flood Control District to conduct its
biennial survey of Southern Nevada residents on topics related to weather, particularly flooding.

* This summary presentation-report highlights the results of 700 interviews as well as the salient findings
of our review and analysis.

« Although several steps were taken before, during and after the survey process to limit research bias
and to ensure the meaningfulness of the results generated, any primary research project of this nature
will have some limitations. These limitations should be considered in the evaluation of the findings
provided herein.

APPLIED

2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - Ko




Research Parameters

General Approach

Survey Parameters

Timeframe
Method
Respondent Requirements

Number of Respondents
Confidence Interval
Margin of Error

REGIONAL FLOOD)
[CONTROL DISTRICT

a~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - e )
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A random sample of Clark County residents were surveyed regarding
weather-related topics, particularly flooding

September - October 2019
Telephonic and web-based survey

18 and over; non-media; quotas set for age, Hispanic/non-Hispanic
descent and homeowners/renters

700 (252 telephonic and 448 web-based)
95%
+3.7%

APPLIED




EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY
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Survey Summary Narrative

> General Flood Awareness — Nearly three-fourths (74.1 percent) of > Sources of Information - Respondents reported getting information

Southern Nevada residents reported knowing about the dangers that
come with inclement weather. This is up from the share reported in 2017,
when 67.9 percent of respondents indicated awareness of weather-
related dangers. Consistent with the prior surveys, flooding and flash
floods are the most commonly cited weather-related danger, with 74.2
percent of respondents indicating it as such. Notably, however, this
number is down significantly from 83.3 percent of respondents who
reported being aware that flash floods can occur in the area in 2017.

> All Inclement Weather Awareness — Nine in ten respondents (91.4

percent) stated that extreme heat was a serious threat to the local
community (rank of 4 or 5), making it the highest rated threat in 2019. This
is an increase from 2017, when 82.6 percent of respondents ranked
extreme heat as a serious threat. Flash floods followed the trend from
2017, ranking as the second-most concerning weather-related threat, with
two-thirds (67.0 percent) of respondents ranking it as a concern. This was
followed drought (62.4 percent) and dust storms/high wind (56.9 percent).
Weather conditions that were viewed as moderate concerns were heavy
rain/thunderstorms (44.9 percent), fire/lightening (24.7 percent) and
earthquakes (26.5 percent). Lastly, snow storms/freezing conditions (7.1
percent) and tornados (8.4 percent) were rated as less significant threats.

2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey

about the dangers of flash flooding from several sources in 2019.
Television is still rated as the most common source of information
followed by news outlets. While there was a general decrease in “Yes”
responses for all sources, a significant change was seen in
Friends/Relatives. In 2017, over three-fifths (62.3 percent) of respondents
who indicated that friends/relatives were their primary source of
information; in 2019, this fell to slightly higher than one-third (35.0
percent) of respondents.

> Impact on Lake Mead - When asked to rate the impact of certain

activities on Lake Mead from 1 to 5, the most negative activity reported
was littering, which was consistent with the prior survey. Notably, littering’s
average response increased from 3.82 in 2017 to 4.11 in 2019. Other
notable activities that respondents believe to have a serious impact on
Lake Mead were the use of commercial car washes (2.97), reporting of
clogged storm drains (2.76), proper disposal of oil (2.69) and proper
disposal of chemicals (2.66).

» Overall Outlook - One-fifth (19.6 percent) of respondents believe that

flood control in Southern Nevada is being handled in an excellent way.
Respondents stated that flooding is better controlled than prior years,
new/improved infrastructure have positively impacted water channels and
the public is being kept aware of when flooding will occur.

£
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Survey Summary Themes

» Southern Nevadans’ overall flood awareness is at its lowest point since 2003 with more respondents being aware
of weather-related dangers but fewer reporting that there was a danger of flash floods in the area

» Compared to the 2017 survey, there were drops in every category of weather-related dangers reported

»When asked what word respondents most associated with the Clark County Regional Flood Control District, the
most common response was "safety"

» There were declines in every source for flash flood information, as well as a notable drop in the share of
respondents who reported having Cox Digital Cable television

» Although overall flood awareness is down, a strong majorit%/ of respondents believe they are aware of the
dangers of flash flooding but do not believe those around them are quite as aware

» Those who live in Southern Nevada still tend not to purchase flood insurance, citing several reasons (e.g., not
available, not needed, renters and too expensive)

» Respondents are aware of several sources of environmental information related to flood-related dangers
including the internet, government sources (e.g., Environmental Protection Agency, municipalities and/or the
Clark County Flood Control District) and the library

APPLIED

2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey Ko
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Historical Trend in Flood Awareness
(Unprompted Responses)

82.0%

79.0% 78.0%

71.0%

64.0% 63.0% 66.0%

61.0%

60.0% 59.0% ©61.0%

56.6% 55,09

'99 '00 '01 '02 '03 '04 '05 '06 ‘07 '08 '09 11 13 15 17 19

Note: Unprompted response reflects the share of respondents that are aware of weather-related dangers (Q1) and that flash floods can occur in the area (Q2).

ISTRICT
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Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area?

[CONTROL DISTRICT

axa 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey
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Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area? Historical Trend (Yes)

76.7%

11 13 15 17 i

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q2: What types of weather-related dangers are you aware
of that can occur in the area?

Floods/Flash Floods 714.2%
Dust Storms/High Winds
74.1% Extreme Heat
Those who said they Earthquakes
were aware of weather- Heavy Rain/Thunder Storms
related dangers in the
Southern Nevada area Fire/ Lightning
Drought 7.9% Flooding remained the most popular
Snow Storms/Freezing Conditions 5.6% category for respondents in 2019,
Monsoons 4.99% with over 74 percent being aware of
0 it’s danger. This mark is down from
Othelr 29% 83 percent in 2017.
Hail 2.9%
Tornados 1.7%
Refused/NA
Note: This is a multiple response question. Results may exceed 100 percent. N=519

REGIONAL FLOOD)
'ONTROL DISTRICT
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Q2: What types of weather-related dangers are you aware
of that can occur in the area? Historical Trend (Floods/Flash Floods)

87.6% 88.9% 92.0%

83.3%
74.2%

11 13 15

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q3A: Please rank each weather-related danger in terms of
the threat to the local community. Floods/Flash Floods

Mean = 3.87

0.1%
1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

Minimal Threat Serious Threat N=700
2 D

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q3B: Please rank each weather-related danger in terms of
the threat to the local community. Dust Storms/High Winds

Mean = 3.65

0.1%
1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

Minimal Threat Serious Threat N=700
2 D

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q3C: Please rank each weather-related danger in terms of
the threat to the local community. Heavy Rain/Thunderstorms

Mean = 3.31

28.3% 44.9%

0.1%

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

Minimal Threat Serious Threat N=700
2 D

[CONTROL DISTRICT

axal 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey
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Q3D: Please rank each weather-related danger in terms of
the threat to the local community. Extreme Heat

Mean = 4.62 91 .4%

0.1%
1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

Minimal Threat Serious Threat N=700
. D

[CONTROL DI
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Q3E: Please rank each weather-related danger in terms of
the threat to the local community. Fire/Lightning

Mean = 3.12

28.9%

0.3%

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

Minimal Threat Serious Threat N=700
. D

[CONTROL DI
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QJ3F: Please rank each weather-related danger in terms of
the threat to the local community. Tornados

Mean = 1.55

0.1%
1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

Minimal Threat Serious Threat N=700
. D

[CONTROL DI
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Q3G: Please rank each weather-related danger in terms of
the threat to the local community. Earthquakes

Mean = 2.67

0.1%

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

Minimal Threat Serious Threat N=700
2 D

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q3H: Please rank each weather-related danger in terms
of the threat to the local community. Snow Storms/Freezing

Mean = 1.66

0.3%

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

Minimal Threat Serious Threat N=700
2 D

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q3l: Please rank each weather-related danger in terms of
the threat to the local community. Drought

Mean = 3.77

0.3%

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

Minimal Threat Serious Threat N=700
. D

[CONTROL DI
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Q3 Series: Comparing Mean Score Historical Trend
(5=Serious Threat, 1=Minimal Threat)

Weather-Related Danger 2019 Mean Score 2017 Mean Score

Extreme Heat 4.62 4.30
Drought 3.77 3.63
Dust Storms/High Winds 3.65 3.64
Heavy Rain/Thunderstorms 3.31 3.09
Fire/Lightning 3.12 3.06
Earthquakes 2.67 2.32
Snow Storms/Freezing Conditions 1.66 1.67
Tornados 1.95 1.61

Note: Scores exclude respondents who did not answer the question.

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q4: What is the first word that comes to mind when you

hear “flash flooding”?

suoilenJdeny

__ﬁwnu
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Q5: How likely is it that flash flooding will occur in Clark County
during the next 12 months?

78.3% Nearly four-fifths of respondents believed flash
43.4% flooding is likely to occur in the next 12 months.

0.6%

Very Likely Somewhat Likely Somewhat Unlikely Very Unlikely Refused/No Answer

REGIONAL FLOOD)
TROL DISTRICT

N=700
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Q5: How likely is it that flash flooding will occur in Clark County
during the next 12 months? Historical Trend (Likely)

83.7%

11 13 15 17 i

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q6: How likely is flash flooding in Clark County compared
to 10 years ago?

About the Same
52.3%

Less Likely
21.0%

More Likely
24.7%

Nearly one-fourth of
respondents indicated that
it was “more likely” to
flood in Clark County now Refused/NA
than 10 years ago. 2.0%

N=700
a~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey > — i vk )
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Q7: What is the first word that comes to mind when you
hear “Clark County Regional Flood Control District”?
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Q8A: Agree or Disagree?
“I know about the dangers of flash flooding.”

Three-fifths of respondents agreed that they

O e e e o o e e e e - know the dangers of flooding. Only 11.7
59.1% percent of respondents do not agree that they

know about the dangers of flash flooding.

0.4%

Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Disagree Refused/NA

N=700
a=a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - R AreLzn gy
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Q8B: Agree or Disagree?
“I believe that the people in my community, my friends and my
neighbors know about the dangers of flash flooding.”

75.6% While 59.1 percent of respondents indicated
45 0% that they know the dangers of flash flooding,

only 30.6 percent of respondents indicated that

their community is aware of the same dangers.

Agree Somewhat Agree Somewhat Disagree Disagree Refused/NA

N=700
a~al 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - AreLzn gy
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Q9: In what season is flash flooding most likely to occur?

Summer
Most respondents believe flash 42.6% Fall
flooding is most likely to occur 17.9%
in the summer season (42.6
percent), followed by spring Winter
(27.7 percent), fall (17.9 percent) 10.7%

and winter (10.7 percent).

Refused/NA
1.1%

N=700
a~al 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey > - — i @
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Q9: In what season is flash flooding most likely to occur?
Historical Trend (Summer)

60.7%

[CONTROL DI
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Q10: About how deep do flood waters need to be to
become dangerous?

0to 1 Inch
1.1 Inches to 3 Inches

3.1 Inches to 6 Inches 23.1%

6.1 Inches to 1 Foot
1.1 Feet to 2 Feet 7.0%
2.1 Feet to 3 Feet

Greater Than 3 Feet

All Flood Waters Are Potentially Dangerous 18.9%

Refused/NA ~ 4.6%

N=700
a=a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - AreLzn gy
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Q10: About how deep do flood waters need to be to
become dangerous? Cumulative Percentages

0to 1 Inch 6.3%

1.1 Inches to 3 Inches
3.1 Inches to 6 Inches
6.1 Inches to 1 Foot

1.1 Feet to 2 Feet 91.4%

2.1 Feet to 3 Feet 95.5%

Greater Than 3 Feet 100.0%
N=441

2l APPLIED
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Q10.1: Is it safe for children to play in flood channels when
it is not raining?

Nine out of every ten
respondents do not think
it is safe for children to
play in flood channels
when it is not raining.

Refused/NA

3.6%
3.1%
ﬁ N=700
pm~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survé;yf - — i / > AR G
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Q10.2: Is it safe for children to play in flood channels when
it is raining only lightly?

Similarly, a large majority of
respondents do not believe
it is safe for children to play
in flood channels when it is

only lightly raining.
Refused/NA
Yes 0.4%
2.4%
N=700
p~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey" > — /g — Ry
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Q11A&B: Do you recall learning about the dangers of flash
flooding from the following sources?

A. Television B. Radio

Refused/NA
0.6%

Refused/NA

NAL FLOODJ
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Q11C&D: Do you recall learning about the dangers of flash
flooding from the following sources?

C. Magazine/Newspaper Ads D. News Reports

Refused/NA
0.4%

Refused/NA
0.6%

=a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey" >
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Q11E&F: Do you recall learning about the dangers of flash
flooding from the following sources?

E. Internet/Flood Dist. Website F. Social Media Outlets

Refused/NA
0.7%

Refused/NA
0.9%

N=700

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q11G&H: Do you recall learning about the dangers of flash
flooding from the following sources?

G. Flood District Web App H. Billboards

Refused/NA
Refused/NA
130 0.7%

2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey s
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Q111&J: Do you recall learning about the dangers of flash
flooding from the following sources?

l. School J. Friends/Relatives

Refused/NA

Refused/NA
0.4%

=a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey” >
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Q11K&L: Do you recall learning about the dangers of flash
flooding from the following sources?

K. Experience L. Other Source

Yes

REGIONAL FL

e~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Surt ey
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Q11: Do you recall learning about the dangers of flash flooding
from the following sources? Yes Responses

sowce | w9 | 2

Television 81.0% 90.3%
News Reports 67.4% 88.2%
Radio 54.7% 73.4%
Social Media Outlets (e.g., Twitter or Facebook) 41.4% 53.3%
Internet/Flood District Website 40.7% 54.8%
Billboards 36.7% 60.3%
Friends/Relatives 35.0% 62.3%
School 28.3% 49.1%
The Flood District Web Application on a Mobile Device 26.0% 45.0%
Magazine/Newspaper Advertisements 18.9% 35.9%
Other 5.0% 7.6%

Note: Scores exclude respondents who did not answer the question.

REGIONAL FLOOD)
[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q12A: True or False? Homeowners insurance generally covers
homeowners from storm-related flood damage.

Only half of the respondents were

knowledgeable that homeowners

insurance does not cover storm-
related flood damage.

DK/Refused
24.3%

C(NTR‘UI DISTRICT
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Q12B: True or False? Only people living in a high-risk
flood zone are required to have flood insurance coverage.

One-third of respondents DK/Refused
believe that only people 20.0%
living in high-risk flood

zones are required to have
flood insurance.

NAL FLOODJ
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Q12C: True or False? Flood insurance is only available to those

who live in a high-risk flood zone.

Nearly two-thirds of respondents
were correct in indicating that flood
insurance is available to anyone
who wants it, whether they reside in
the high-risk flood zone or not.

DK/Refused
21.1%

N=700
a=a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - R e
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Q13: Do you live in a high-risk flood zone?

DK/Refused
One out of every ten 24.4%

respondents lives in a high-
risk flood zone.

N=700
L - APPLIED'
il ANALYSIS ‘
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Q14: Do you currently carry flood insurance beyond what is or is
not provided in your standard homeowner’s or renter’s policy?

About 7 in 10 respondents DK/Refused
do not have flood insurance. 16.3%

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q14: Do you currently carry flood insurance beyond what is or is

not provided in your standard homeowner’s or renter’s policy?
Historical Trend (Yes)

14.2%

[CON

axal 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey
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Q15: Why don’t you have flood insurance?
Common Responses

* Do not live in a flood zone/low flood risk

* Do not own a home/renter

* Live on a mountain/safe zone/condominium

» Too expensive/can't afford it -

 Haven't thought about it/never got around to it
* Not necessary

* Not available/not offered

Note: These comments reflect common responses.

[CONTR(
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Q16: Would you consider buying flood insurance if it
would cost you about a dollar per day?

84.6%

Those who did not
respond “yes” to Q14

Of those who do not currently
carry flood insurance, over half
said they would still not consider
purchasing flood insurance if it
cost about a dollar per day.

Refused/NA
4.3%

N=610
b<al 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - AN G
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Q17: Have you ever encountered a flooded street while in
a vehicle?

Nearly three-fourths of
respondents have encountered a
flooded street while in a vehicle.

Refused/NA
0.7%
Note: A flooded street has been defined as one where water covers the street from curb to curb and the pavement is not visible. N=700
- g T,
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Q17: Have you ever encountered a flooded street while in
a vehicle? Historical Trend (Yes)

80.0%

[CONTROL DI
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Q18: Thinking back to the last time you came to a flooded street,
what best describes what you or the driver did?

Turned Back and Took an Alternative Route 57.5%

Drove Through It and Made |t
Waited for the Flood Waters to Go Down, Then Drove

Through It
Don’t Remember
Over half of respondents who
Drove Through It and Got Stuck @ 1.4% encountered a flooded street while in
a vehicle indicated they turned around
Was Stuck in Traffic | 0.4% and took an alternative route.

Those who have
encountered a flooded
street while in a vehicle

Refused/No Answer | 0.4%

N=506
a=a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - SR AreLzn gy
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Q19: Why did you drive through the flooded street?

Didn’t Think It Was Unsafe to Do So 53.3%
| Was In a Hurry
Don’t Know/Wasn'’t Thinking

Didn’t Know Any Better

Thought It Would Be Fun to Do

Over half of respondents who
encountered a flooded street and
drove through it did so because they
didn’t think it was unsafe to do so.

No Alternate Route

w Going with Traffic
Driving High Truck

Those who have encountered a
flooded street while in a vehicle Refused/No Answer

and drove through it

8.9%

N=179
a~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - Rt )
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Q20: How well do you think the dangers of flooding are
being communicated to the community?

30.6% 30.1%

1 2 3

Very Ineffective

[CONTROL DI

axal 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey
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Q21A: True or False?
Streets are a part of the flood control system.

False
15.9%
Nearly two-thirds of DK/Refused
respondents think streets 19.1%

are a part of the flood
control system.

» N=700
S R

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q21B: True or False? Urban runoff travels through the
flood control system and ultimately drains into Lake Mead.

False
10.7%

Over three-fifths of DK/Refused
respondents think the 25.0%

urban runoff you see in

the flood channels ends
up in Lake Mead.

[CONTROL D
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Q21C: True or False? The storm water that travels through flood
control channels and storm drains is treated/cleaned before it
reaches Lake Mead.

DK/Refused
34.9%

Nearly one-third of
respondents believe storm
water is cleaned or treated
before in finally ends up in

Lake Mead.

NAL FLOOD]

[CONTROL D
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Q22A: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Proper Disposal of Chemicals

Mean = 2.66

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22B: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Proper Disposal of Garbage

Mean = 2.51

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22C: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Proper Disposal of Qil

Mean = 2.69

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22D: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Proper Disposal of Pet Waste

Mean = 2.58

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22E: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Littering

Mean = 4.11

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact Serious Negative Impact N=700

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q22F: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Use of Commercial Car Washes

Mean = 2.97

34.7%

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22G: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Getting Smog Checks

Mean = 2.43

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22H: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Reducing Use of Water

Mean = 2.41

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22I: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Using Organic Fertilizers

Mean = 2.63

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22J: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Reporting of Clogged Storm Drains

Mean = 2.76

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22K: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Using Green Products

Mean = 2.32

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22L: Please tell me what impact each activity has on Lake
Mead. Limiting the use of Grass in Homes and Businesses

56.7% Mean = 2.50

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact Serious Negative Impact N=700

R}

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22M: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Converting to Desert Landscaping

Mean = 2.49

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22N: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Using Reusable Bags

Mean = 2.36

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact | Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q220: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Composting

Mean = 2.53

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22P: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Recycling

Mean = 2.30

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22Q: Please tell me what impact each activity has on
Lake Mead. Use of Solar Cells

Mean = 2.39

1 2 3 4 5 Refused/NA

No Negative Impact Serious Negative Impact N=700

b

h<a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . AW )
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Q22 Series: Comparing Mean Scores Historical Trend

(5=Very Serious Negative Impact; 1=No Negative Impact)

m Activity 2019 Mean 2017 Mean m Activity 2019 Mean 2017 Mean

Littering 411 389 10 Limiting the Use of Grass in 2 50 254
Homes & Businesses
2 Use of Commercial Car Washes 2.97 2.80 11 Converting to Desert Landscape 2 49 255
3 Reporting of Clogged Storm Drains 2.76 2.69 12 Getting Smog Checks 243 234
4 Proper Disposal of Oil AL 219 13 Reducing Use of Water 241 2.61
5  Proper Disposal of Chemicals 2.66 2.85 14 Use of Solar Cells 2.39 2.14
6  Using Organic Fertilizers 2.63 2.47 15 Using Reusable Bags 236 2.40
7 \Ijvrggteer Disposal/Clean Up of Pet 958 2 59 15 | e Erean Pedie 939 239
8 Composting 2.53 2.36 17 Recycling 2.30 2.39

9 Proper Disposal of Garbage 2.51 2.62

Note: Scores exclude respondents who did not answer the question.

aa 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey . M@
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Q23: If you wanted to get information about how to keep
the environment clean, where might you go?

Internet 47.8%
Government Sources (i.e. EPA, County or Flood Control District)
Library/Book Store

Television

Web Application of the Regional Flood Control District

Social Media Outlets

Newspaper/News Channel

Radio

Friends/Family

Refused/No Answer

N=700
a~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - e )
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Q24: Overall, how would you rate the way flood control is being
handled in Southern Nevada?

One-fifth of respondents
believe that flood control in
Southern Nevada is being

handled in an excellent way. Excellent

19.6%
Poor

3.6%

Refused/NA
4.0%

N=700
a~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey > — i vk )
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Q25: Why do you think flood control is being handled in a
[response from Q24] manner? Common Responses

Excellent Good

The flooding is under much better control than 50 years ago They are very quick at responding to issues

They are constantly improving their infrastructure They do a good job at getting the message out via radio, TV, Billboards,
Very good at keeping the public aware of when or where flooding is etc.

occurring Citizens are educated when it comes to reacting to flooded areas
New systems have help channel water properly (pipes, washes, Decrease in accidents
detention basins, etc.)

Fair Poor

They are trying but not succeeding There are still a lot of drains backed up

Some people are still not educated enough There is still flood damage to be found

Better flood control has developed over time but there is still room to People are still getting seriously hurt and a few fatalities have occurred
improve as well

Alot of trash is left behind from the flooding/no clean up efforts Need better organization

pm~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey > — i e @
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Q26: How often would you say you check
your local weather forecast?

More Than Once Per Day
Once Per Day 34.4%

Several Times Per Week
Once Per Week

Rarely/Only on Occasion

Never

Refused/No Answer 4.9%

N=700
a~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - Rt )
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Q27: If you wanted to check your local weather forecast, which
resources would you use?

Weather Application on a Smart Device 71.1%
Television

Internet

Other Application on a Smart Device
Radio

Newspaper

Refused/No Answer

N=700
a=a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - AreLzn gy
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Q28: Do you have Cox Digital Cable television?

The majority of respondents
indicated that they do not
subscribe to Cox Digital
Cable television.

Refused/NA
4.1%

N=700
~a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey” > - AreLzn gy
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Q28: Do you have Cox Digital Cable television?
Historical Trend (Yes)

54.0%

47.0% 47.1%

0
43.7% 6%

11

[CONTROL DI
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Q29: Have you ever watched “The Flood Channel
Television Program” on Cox Digital Cable channels 2 or 4?

41.6%

Those who have Cox
Digital Cable television

Two-thirds of Cox Digital
Cable subscribers reported
that they have never watch

The Flood Channel.
Refused/NA
0.3%
N=291
a~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey" _— = i , i @
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Q29: Have you ever watched “The Flood Channel

Television Program” on Cox Digital Cable channels 2 or 4?
Historical Trend (Yes)

38.1%

32.4% 32.6%

0
29.4% 97 8%

11

[CON
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Age Category Employment Status

18 10 20 44%  Employed Full-Time 43.6%
21t024 6.3%  Employed Part-Time 9.7%
2510 34 19.9%  Self-Employed 1.7%
35 t0 49 30.3%  Student 2.7%
50 to 54 7.0%  Unemployed & Looking for Work 5.9%
55 to 64 17.0%  Unemployed & Not Looking for Work 1.0%
65 or Older 15.1%  Full-Time Parent or Homemaker 4.9%
Gender | Percentage RS 16.3%
Male 50.0%  Disabled 3.7%
Female 50.0%  Other 0.3%
Refused/No Answer 4.3%

o APPLIED
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Industry if Employed (N=427) Length of Residence Percentage

In Southern Nevada

Farming/Agriculture 0.7%
Mining 059 Less Than 1 Year 3.4%
.J /0
49
Manufacturing 3.5% 1'to 3 Years 9:4%
Construction 6.6% 410 10 Years 20.4%
Retail Trade 12.9% 10 to 20 Years 26.4%
Utilities 1 6% More Than 20 Years 35.9%
.0 /0
0
Hotels, Casinos & Gaming 12.4% Refused/o Answe 4.4%
Ownership of Residence Percentage
Business & Professional Services 14.1% :
Owned by Respondent or Someone in 57 49
Financial Services 52%  Household i
Healthcare 10.8%  Renter 42.6%
Education Services 7%  Other 0.0%
Government 8.0%
Other 16.2%
Don’t Know/Refused 0.7%

NAL FLOODJ
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Race/Ethnicity Educational Attainment Percentage

White/Caucasian 52.0%  Less Than High School 2.4%
Black/African American 7.4%  High School Graduate 20.3%
Hispanic/Latino 29.0%  Some College, No Degree 26.4%
Asian 5.9%  Two-Year College Degree 11.9%
Pacific Islander 1.3%  Four-Year College Degree 19.4%
Native American 1.0%  Some Post-Graduate Work 3.6%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity 3.1%  Graduate/Professional Degree 10.6%
Other 0.3%  Other 0.6%

Refused/No Answer 4.9%

NAL FLOODJ

[CONTROL D
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e 1 89108 4.1%
2 89115 3.7%
17.3% 4.9% 3 89031 3.6%
Northwest Northeast .
9 1% i 4 89119 3.6%
‘Ijllcrw.ntm-m
§ 0
J ' 14.6% 5 89128 3.1%
y ' Central/East
@ ., 6 89121 2.9%
I % ‘516
"'\ 7 89122 27%
— , _ o
e 1% ahk 5 so0ts 2%
outh 4
9 89148 2.6%
-~ 10 89012 2.4%
Note: Totals may not sum due to rounding. Other | 68.7%
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Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area? Responses by Age

Age Category SampleSize | __Yes | __No___

18 t0 20 N=31 64.5% 35.5%
21t0 24 N=44 59.1% 40.9%
25 to 34 N=139 69.8% 30.2%
351049 N=212 78.3% 21.7%
50 to 54 N=49 67.3% 32.7%
55 to 64 N=119 85.7% 14.3%
65 or Older N=106 70.8% 29.2%
TOTAL N=700 74.1% 25.9%

Respecting ages 55 to 64 are the most aware of weather-related dangers in

Southern Nevada with those 35 to 49 in second. Overall awareness levels have

increased in the past two years. Two years ago, 67.9% of respondents said they

were aware of weather-related dangers, compared to just 74.1% this year. N=700

APPLIED'
ANALYSIS

REGIONAL FLOOD)
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Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area? Responses by Length of Residence

Length of Residence in :

Less Than 1 Year N=24 58.3% 41.7%
110 3 Years N=66 71.2% 28.8%
410 10 Years N=143 73.4% 26.6%
10 to 20 Years N=185 77.3% 22.7%
More Than 20 Years N=251 75.3% 24.7%
Refused/No Answer N=31 67.7% 32.3%

Respondents who have lived in Southern Nevada for 10 to 20 years reported the highest
awareness at 77.3 percent. In general, awareness increased along with length of
residence. This inference is very prevalent in the increase from less than 1 year to 1 to 3
years in terms of length of residence.

N=700
ANt @

ISTRICT
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Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area? Responses by Race/Ethnicity

Race/Ethnicity Sample Size “

White/Caucasian N=363 78.0% 28.0%
Black/African American N=52 65.4% 34.6%
Hispanic/Latino N=203 69.0% 31.0%
Asian N=41 68.3% 31.7%
Pacific Islander N=9 88.9% 11.1%
Native American N=7 85.7% 14.3%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity N=22 77.3% 22.7%
Other N=2 100.0% 0.0%

Other than the Asian group, all groups of respondents increased their awareness of

weather-related dangers in Southern Nevada. The largest increase from any one group was

seen in the Black/African American respondents who increased from 54.0 percent

responding “Yes” in 2017 and now 65.4 percent responding “Yes” in 2019. N=700

REGIONAL FLOOD)
ONTROL DISTRICT

APPLIED
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Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area? Responses by Educational Attainment

Educational Attainment Sample Size “ Refused/NA

Less Than High School N=17 58.8% 41.2% 0.0%
High School Graduate N=142 73.9% 26.1% 0.0%
Some College, No Degree N=185 73.5% 26.5% 0.9%
Two-Year College Degree N=83 74.7% 25.3% 0.0%
Four-Year College Degree N=136 17.2% 22.8% 0.0%
Some Post-Graduate Work N=25 88.0% 12.0% 0.0%
Graduate/Professional Degree N=74 75.7% 24.3% 0.0%
Other N=4 25.0% 75.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=34 64.7% 35.3% 0.0%

Overall, awareness increased with each higher educational attainment level. Additionally, each category of education

attainment either increased from the 2017 survey or remained about the same. It is worth pointing out that there is

about a 20 percent increase in awareness from those who indicated an educational attainment of less than high

school to those who have a four-year college degree. N=700

=

REGIONAL FLOOD)
[CONTROL DISTRICT

APPLIED
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Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area? Responses by Gender

SampleSize | Yes | No |

Male N=350 76.0% 24.0%
Female N=350 72.3% 27.7%
Male and female respondents were nearly equally aware of weather-related
dangers.

s 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey | v B m
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Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area? Responses by Owners/Renters

Ownership Status Sample Size “

Owner N=402 79.4% 20.6%
Renter N=298 67.1% 32.9%
Other N=0 0.0% 0.0%

Homeowners were more aware of weather-related dangers compared to renters. This is a
significant change from 2017 when approximately 68 percent of homeowners and 68
percent of renters responded that they were aware of such dangers.

N=700
ANt @
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Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area? Responses by Flood Channel TV Viewers

Have you ever watched “The Flood Channel

Television Program” on Cox Digital Cable Sample Size Yes

channels 2 or 4?

Yes N=95 78.9% 21.1%
No N=195 76.4% 23.6%
Refused/NA N=1 100.0% 0.0%

Contrary to what one might believe, The Flood Channel Television Program does not seem to affect
general awareness of weather-related dangers with only a 2.5 percent difference in awareness between
viewers and non-viewers. However, awareness between both of these groups increased from 2017.
Respondents who indicated “Yes” moved from 71.6 percent to 78.9 percent while those who indicated “No”
moved from 68.1 percent to 76.4 percent.

NAL FLOODJ

N=291
a~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey > — Rdited )




Page 100

Q1: Are you aware of any weather-related dangers that can occur
in the Southern Nevada area? Responses by Weather Forecast Usage

How often would you say you check your local Sample Size Yes
weather forecast?

More than Once Per Day N=151 718.1% 21.9%
Once Per Day N=241 13.4% 26.6%
Several Times Per Week N=139 76.3% 23.7%
Once Per Week N=50 78.0% 22.0%
Rarely/Only on Occasion N=77 67.5% 32.5%
Never N=8 50.0% 50.0%
Refused/No Answer N=34 67.6% 32.4%

Respondents that check the local weather at least once per week all had similar awareness levels. The
respondents that answered rarely/only on occasion bucked this trend as awareness levels were still quite high
for this group.

N=700

APPLIED
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Q3A: Threat of Floods/Flash Floods
Responses by Length of Residence

Length of Residence Sample 1 (Minimal 5 (Serious Refused/
in Southern Nevada Size Threat) Threat) NA

Less Than 1 Year N=24 12.5% 12.5% 16.7% 25.0% 33.3% 0.0%
1to 3 Years N=66 9.1% 7.6% 25.8% 25.8% 31.8% 0.0%
410 10 Years N=143 13.3% 5.6% 16.8% 21.7% 42.7% 0.0%
10 to 20 Years N=185 1.6% 7.0% 20.0% 30.8% 40.5% 0.0%
More Than 20 Years N=251 6.8% 7.6% 14.3% 25.9% 45.4% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=31 12.9% 9.7% 29.0% 22.6% 22.6% 3.2%

Respondents who lived in Southern Nevada for 3 years or less had a noticeable awareness level difference from those who
have lived in Southern Nevada 4 year or longer.

N=700
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Q5: How likely is it that flash flooding will occur in Clark County
during the next 12 months? Responses by Length of Residence

k(‘

Length of Residence in Sample Somewhat Somewhat
Southern Nevada Very Likely Likely Unlikely Very Unlikely Refused/NA

Less Than 1 Year N=24 20.8% 45.8% 20.8% 12.5% 0.0%
1to 3 Years N=66 25.8% 56.1% 12.1% 6.1% 0.0%
4 t0 10 Years N=143 44.8% 31.5% 13.3% 10.5% 0.0%
10 to 20 Years N=185 47.0% 36.8% 10.8% 4.3% 1.1%
More Than 20 Years N=251 47.4% 31.1% 10.8% 10.4% 0.4%
Refused/No Answer N=31 38.7% 16.1% 29.0% 12.9% 3.2%

47 percent of respondents who indicated that they have lived in Southern Nevada for at least 10 years think flash flooding is
“Very Likely” to occur in the next year. Awareness increased for each length of residence and finally peaking with those who
have lived here longer than 20 years.

N=700

APPLIED
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Q10: About how deep do flood waters need to be to

become dangerous? Responses by Respondents Who Encountered a
Flooded Street

All Flood 6.1 Greater
Sample Waters Are Inches Than 3 Refused
Size Potentially to1 F INA
eet
Dangerous Foot

Turned Back & Took Alternative Route N=291 19.2% 8.6% 19.9% 23.0% 14.8% 7.6% 1.4% 2.7% 2.7%

Waited for Waters To Go Down, Then Drove Through It N=21 14.3% 4.8% 9.5% 28.6% 14.3% 19.0% 0.0% 4.8% 4.8%

Drove Through It & Made It N=172 16.9% 1.7% 25.6% 23.3% 16.9% 5.8% 4.1% 2.9% 2.9%

Drove Through It & Got Stuck N=7 42.9% 0.0% 0.0% 28.6% 0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 14.3% 0.0%

Other N=10 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Don’t Remember N=3 10.0% 0.0% 30.0% 10.0% 20.0% 0.0% 10.0% 0.0% 20.0%

Refused/NA N=2 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
N=506

P
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Q12a: Homeowners insurance generally covers homeowners
from storm-related flood damage. Responses by Age

Age Category Sample Size m DK/Refused

18 to 20 N=31 35.5% 29.0% 35.5%
211024 N=44 43.2% 18.2% 38.6%
25 to 34 N=139 37.4% 29.5% 33.1%
35 to 49 N=212 27.4% 48.6% 24.1%
50 to 54 N=49 18.4% 65.3% 16.3%
55 to 64 N=119 16.8% 67.2% 16.0%
65 or Older N=106 13.2% 69.8% 17.0%

The older the respondent, they were less likely to believe that homeowners insurance covers storm-
related flood damage.

N=700

APPLIED
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Q12a: Homeowners insurance generally covers homeowners
from storm-related flood damage. Responses by Race/Ethnicity

Race/Ethnicity Sample Size m DK/Refused

White/Caucasian N=364 21.7% 58.0% 20.3%
Black/African American N=52 30.8% 40.4% 28.8%
Hispanic/Latino N=203 29.6% 42.4% 28.1%
Asian N=41 39.0% 36.6% 24.4%
Pacific Islander N=9 55.6% 11.1% 33.3%
Native American N=7 14.3% 57.1% 28.6%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity N=22 22.7% 36.4% 40.9%
Other N=2 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%

Nearly ten percent more of the Hispanic/Latino respondents believed homeowners insurance covers storm-
related flood damage compared to the White/Caucasian respondents (30 percent vs. 22 percent, respectively).

N=700
a=a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - R AreLzn gy
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Q12a: Homeowners insurance generally covers homeowners
from storm-related flood damage. Responses by Educational

Attainment
Educational Attainment | SampleSize | Tue | False | DKIRefused _
Less Than High School N=17 29.4% 11.8% 58.8%
High School Graduate N=142 33.8% 43.7% 22.5%
Some College, No Degree N=185 27.6% 43.2% 29.2%
Two-Year College Degree N=83 22.9% 50.6% 26.5%
Four-Year College Degree N=136 26.5% 52.2% 21.3%
Some Post-Graduate Work N=25 12.0% 80.0% 8.0%
Graduate/Professional Degree N=74 17.6% 66.2% 16.2%
Other N=4 50.0% 25.0% 25.0%
Refused/No Answer N=34 17.6% 58.8% 23.5%

Generally, respondents with greater educational attainment were less likely to believe storm-related flood damage
is covered by homeowners insurance. This is very prevalent between those who have a four-year college degree
and those who have post-graduate work, with belief falling from 26.5 percent “True” to 12.0 percent “True”. N=700

=
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Q12a: Homeowners insurance generally covers homeowners
from storm-related flood damage. Responses by Gender

Gender | SampleSize | __True | False | DKRefused

Male N=350 271% 53.4% 19.4%
Female N=350 25.1% 45.7% 29.1%
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Q12a: Homeowners insurance generally covers homeowners
from storm-related flood damage. Responses by Employment Status

Employment Status Sample Size m DK/Refused

Employed Full-Time N=305
Employed Part-Time N=68
Self-Employed N=54
Student N=19
Unemployed & Looking for Work N=41

Unemployed & Not Looking for Work N=7

Full-Time Parent or Homemaker N=34
Retired N=114
Disabled N=26
Other N=2

Refused/No Answer N=30

30.8%
32.4%
14.8%
21.1%
43.9%
14.3%
29.4%
14.0%
19.2%
50.0%
13.3%

46.6%
33.8%
61.1%
31.6%
31.7%
28.6%
38.2%
72.8%
50.0%
50.0%
60.0%

22.6%
33.8%
24.1%
47.7%
24.4%
57.1%
32.4%
13.2%
30.8%
0.0%
26.7%
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Q12a: Homeowners insurance generally covers homeowners
from storm-related flood damage. Responses by Owners/Renters

Ownership Status Sample Size m DK/Refused

Owner N=402 21.6% 58.7% 19.7%
Renter N=298 32.2% 37.2% 30.5%

Homeowners were more aware of insurance limitations, with 59 percent responding “false” compared to just 37
percent of renters. Additionally, renters were much more likely to respond with “Don’t Know” or “Refused”

compared to homeowners.

N=700
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Q12a: Homeowners insurance generally covers homeowners
from storm-related flood damage. Responses by Flood Channel TV
Viewers

Have you ever watched “The Flood

Channel Television Program” on Cox Sample Size True DK/Refused
Digital Cable channels 2 or 4?

Yes N=95 33.7% 44.2% 22.1%
No N=195 26.2% 54.4% 19.5%
Refused/NA N=1 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Flood Channel viewers were more likely to believe that homeowner’s insurance covers flood damage. Compared to the 2017
survey, the share of those who watch the Flood Channel and believe homeowners insurance covers storm-related flood

damage dropped by 10 percent.
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Q12b: Only people living in a high-risk flood zone are required to
have flood insurance coverage. Responses by Age

Age Category Sample Size m DK/Refused

18 t0 20 N=31 25.8% 35.5% 38.7%
211024 N=44 11.4% 70.5% 18.2%
25 to 34 N=139 26.6% 50.4% 23.0%
35 to 49 N=212 34.0% 44.8% 21.2%
50 to 54 N=49 38.8% 44.9% 16.3%
55 to 64 N=119 45.4% 42.9% 11.8%
65 or Older N=106 38.7% 41.5% 19.8%

The proportion of people responding “True” increased steadily along with the age of respondents
except for respondents aged 21 to 24 who bucked the trend.

N=700
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Q12h: Only people living in a high-risk flood zone are required to
have flood insurance coverage. Responses by Length of Residence

Length of Residence in _

Less Than 1 Year N=24 29.2% 50.0% 20.8%
110 3 Years N=66 25.8% 45.5% 28.8%
410 10 Years N=143 31.5% 49.0% 19.6%
10 to 20 Years N=185 31.4% 42.2% 26.5%
More Than 20 Years N=251 39.4% 48.2% 12.4%
Refused/No Answer N=31 32.3% 41.9% 25.8%

The longer a respondents has lived in Southern Nevada, the more likely they are to be aware about needing
flood insurance.

N=700
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Q12h: Only people living in a high-risk flood zone are required to
have flood insurance coverage. Responses by Race/Ethnicity

Race/Ethnicity Sample Size m DK/Refused

White/Caucasian N=364 37.4% 42.3% 20.3%
Black/African American N=52 30.8% 50.0% 19.2%
Hispanic/Latino N=203 31.0% 48.3% 20.7%
Asian N=41 24.4% 61.0% 14.6%
Pacific Islander N=9 33.3% 33.3% 33.3%
Native American N=7 42.9% 57.1% 0.0%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity N=22 18.2% 59.1% 22.7%
Other N=2 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%

The share of Black/African Americans believing this statement was true fell sharply from 2017 when 40 percent
responded as such. The same also held true for Asians, with 33 percent responding “True” in 2017 and nearly
24 percent doing so this year.
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Q12h: Only people living in a high-risk flood zone are required to
have flood insurance coverage. Responses by Educational Attainment

Educational Attainment Sample Size m DK/Refused

Less Than High School N=17 0.0% 64.7% 35.3%
High School Graduate N=142 40.8% 45.1% 14.1%
Some College, No Degree N=185 31.4% 45.4% 23.2%
Two-Year College Degree N=83 36.1% 42.2% 21.7%
Four-Year College Degree N=136 36.0% 43.4% 20.6%
Some Post-Graduate Work N=25 36.0% 52.0% 12.0%
Graduate/Professional Degree N=74 28.4% 52.7% 18.9%
Other N=4 25.0% 75.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=34 29.4% 47 1% 23.5%

Overall, respondents with greater educational attainment were more likely to rate this statement as “True” except for
respondents that indicated the educational attainment as Graduate/Professional Degree that resisted the trend.
N=700
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Q12h: Only people living in a high-risk flood zone are required to
have flood insurance coverage. Responses by Gender

Gender | SampleSize | __True | False | DKRefused

Male N=350 33.4% 47.7% 18.9%
Female N=330 34.0% 44.9% 21.1%
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Q12b: Only people living in a high-risk flood zone are required to
have flood insurance coverage. Responses by Employment Status

Employment Status Sample Size m DK/Refused

Employed Full-Time N=305
Employed Part-Time N=68
Self-Employed N=54
Student N=19
Unemployed & Looking for Work N=41

Unemployed & Not Looking for Work N=7

Full-Time Parent or Homemaker N=34
Retired N=114
Disabled N=26
Other N=2

Refused/No Answer N=30

37.0%
17.6%
38.9%
21.1%
22.0%
28.6%
29.4%
42.1%
23.1%
50.0%
33.3%

41.6%
63.2%
51.9%
57.9%
51.2%
57.1%
47.1%
43.9%
42.3%
50.0%
40.0%

21.3%
19.1%
9.3%
21.1%
26.8%
14.3%
23.5%
14.0%
34.6%
0.0%
26.7%
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Q12h: Only people living in a high-risk flood zone are required to
have flood insurance coverage. Responses by Owners/Renters

Ownership Status Sample Size m DK/Refused

Owner N=402 39.1% 43.8% 17.2%
Renter N=298 26.5% 49.7% 23.8%

Homeowners were more likely to rate the statement as “True,” while renters were much more likely to respond
that they did not know, continuing a similar trend from the past few years.

N=700
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Q12h: Only people living in a high-risk flood zone are required to

have flood insurance coverage. Responses by Flood Channel TV
Viewers

Have you ever watched “The Flood

Channel Television Program” on Cox Sample Size True DK/Refused
Digital Cable channels 2 or 4?

Yes N=95 33.7% 51.6% 14.7%
No N=195 31.8% 48.7% 19.5%
Refused/No Answer N=1 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Flood channel viewers were slightly more likely to rate the statement as “True” but the difference is small compared to the
previous survey. In 2017, 46 percent of Flood Channel viewers believed this to be “True” and 38 percent of non-viewers

believed it to be “True’.
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Q12c: Flood insurance is only available to those who live
in a high-risk flood zone. Responses by Age

Age Category Sample Size m DK/Refused

18 to 20 N=31 35.5% 32.3% 32.3%
211024 N=44 11.4% 65.9% 22.7%
25 to 34 N=139 13.7% 59.7% 26.6%
35 to 49 N=212 14.6% 61.3% 24.1%
50 to 54 N=49 6.1% 77.6% 16.3%
55 to 64 N=119 13.4% 77.3% 9.2%
65 or Older N=106 12.3% 67.9% 19.8%

Ignoring any groups with a sample size under 50 persons, between 12 and 15 percent believed the
statement to be “True.”
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Q12c: Flood insurance is only available to those who live
in a high-risk flood zone. Responses by Length of Residence

Length of Residence in Sample Size True DK/Refused
Southern Nevada

Less Than 1 Year N=36 12.5% 58.3% 29.2%
1to 3 Years N=76 13.6% 50.0% 36.4%
410 10 Years N=130 17.5% 58.7% 23.8%
10 to 20 Years N=196 14.6% 62.7% 22.7%
More Than 20 Years N=270 13.1% 72.9% 13.9%
Refused/No Answer N=5 3.2% 77.4% 19.4%

Respondents who have lived in Southern Nevada longer were generally more aware that flood insurance is
available for any resident that would like protection.

N=700
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Q12c: Flood insurance is only available to those who live
in a high-risk flood zone. Responses by Gender

Gender | SampleSize | __True | False | DKRefused

Male N=350 14.0% 68.6% 17.4%

Female N=330 14.0% 61.1% 24.9%

Equal numbers of Female and Male respondents indicated it is “True” that flood insurance is only
available to those who live in high-risk flood zones.

N=700
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Q12c: Flood insurance is only available to those who live
in a high-risk flood zone. Responses by Owners/Renters

Ownership Status Sample Size m DK/Refused

Owner N=402 12.9% 68.4% 18.7%
Renter N=298 15.4% 60.1% 24 5%

Homeowners were more likely to believe that flood insurance is not only available to those who live in high-risk
flood zones. This continued the trend from 2017 when 72 percent of respondents indicated “False”.

N=700
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Q12c: Flood insurance is only available to those who live in a
high-risk flood zone. Responses by Flood Channel TV Viewers

Have you ever watched “The Flood
Channel Television Program” on Cox Sample Size True
Digital Cable channels 2 or 4?

Yes N=95 18.9% 58.9% 22.1%
No N=195 13.8% 70.3% 15.9%
Refused/No Answer N=1 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Flood Channel viewers were more likely than others to label the statement as “True” but not as likely as they were in 2017
when 23 percent of Flood Channel viewers responded “True”.

N=291
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Q16: Would you consider buying flood insurance if it

would cost you about a dollar per day? Responses by Age

Age Category Sample Size “ Refused/NA

18 to 20 N=21

21t024 N=41

25 to 34 N=115
351049 N=185
50 to 54 N=46
55 to 64 N=104
65 or Older N=98

76.2%
70.7%
52.2%
41.1%
34.8%
21.2%
24.5%

19.0%
26.8%
45.2%
56.8%
58.7%
71.2%
69.4%

4.8%
2.4%
2.6%
2.2%
6.5%
1.7%
6.1%

Generally, younger age groups were more likely to consider buying flood insurance if it would cost
them about a dollar per day with a significant drop off happening from respondents ages 21 to 24 to

respondents ages 25-34.
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Q16: Would you consider buying flood insurance if it would cost
you about a dollar per day? Responses by Race/Ethnicity

Race/Ethnicity Sample Size “ Refused/NA

White/Caucasian N=326 33.7% 61.3% 4.9%
Black/African American N=43 53.5% 46.5% 0.0%
Hispanic/Latino N=169 50.3% 44.4% 5.3%
Asian N=34 47 1% 52.9% 0.0%
Pacific Islander N=8 12.5% 87.5% 0.0%
Native American N=7 28.6% 71.4% 0.0%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity N=22 27.3% 68.2% 4.5%
Other N=1 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Hispanic/Latinos, Black/African Americans, and Asians were more likely to consider buying flood insurance
than White/Caucasian (50, 54, and 47 percent vs. 34 percent, respectively).

N=610
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Q16: Would you consider buying flood insurance if it
would cost you about a dollar per day? Responses by Gender

Gender | SampleSize | __Yes | No | RefusediNA

Male N=300 34.0% 63.3% 2.7%
Female N=310 45.5% 48.7% 5.8%

Male respondents were less likely to consider buying flood insurance than female respondents. Male
respondents significantly decreased their “Yes” responses from 2017, when 42 percent of males

responded as such.
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Q16: Would you consider buying flood insurance if it would cost
you about a dollar per day? Responses by Employment Status

Employment Status Sample Size “ Refused/NA

Employed Full-Time

Employed Part-Time
Self-Employed

Student

Unemployed & Looking for Work
Unemployed & Not Looking for Work
Full-Time Parent or Homemaker
Retired

Disabled

Other

Refused/No Answer

N=260

N=60
N=48
N=15
N=35
N=6
N=31

N=103

N=23
N=2
N=27

43.1%
51.7%
33.3%
60.0%
57.1%
33.3%
41.9%
22.3%
47.8%
50.0%
18.5%

51.9%
48.3%
66.7%
33.3%
42.9%
66.7%
58.1%
73.8%
43.5%
50.0%
59.3%

5.0%
0.0%
0.0%
6.7%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
3.9%
8.7%
0.0%

22.2%
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Q16: Would you consider buying flood insurance if it would cost
you about a dollar per day? Responses by Owners/Renters

Ownership Status Sample Size “ Refused/NA

Owner N=343 35.6% 59.8% 4.7%
Renter N=267 45.3% 50.9% 3.7%

Renters are more likely than owners to consider buying flood insurance (45 percent vs. 36 percent,
respectively.) However, both groups saw a decrease in likelihood to buy flood insurance as owners fell from 41

percent to 36 percent and renters fell from 52 percent to 49.
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Q16: Would you consider buying flood insurance if it would cost
you about a dollar per day? Responses by Flood Channel TV Viewers

Have you ever watched “The Flood
Channel Television Program” on Cox Sample Size Yes Refused/NA
Digital Cable channels 2 or 4?

Yes N=64 57.8% 39.1% 3.1%
No N=173 46.8% 50.9% 2.3%
Refused/No Answer N=1 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

Responses based on Flood Channel viewing flipped from 2017, when respondents who had watched the program were less
likely to consider purchasing flood insurance (41 percent vs. 48 percent).
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Q18: Thinking back to the last time you came to a flooded street,

what best describes what you or the driver did? Responses by
Length of Residence

lumed Waited Drove Drove
;i?jgtjrt‘f;'%fﬁ::;z?ce in Sample Size iﬁiﬁ:ﬁgg Then Drc;ve Through It & | Through It & Rerazrr‘r:tber Refused/ NA
Route Through It Made It Got Stuck
Less Than 1 Year N=17 58.8% 5.9% 29.4% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0%
110 3 Years N=33 45.5% 3.0% 51.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
4 to 10 Years N=94 52.1% 4.3% 39.4% 1.1% 1.1% 2.1% 0.0%
10 to 20 Years N=138 60.9% 5.1% 31.2% 1.4% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0%
More Than 20 Years N=209 58.4% 3.8% 32.2% 1.4% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=15 73.3% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 6.7%

Excluding the small sample size for those who have lived in Southern Nevada less than 1 year, the longer period of time
respondents have lived in Southern Nevada the more likely they are to turn back and take an alternative route.

N=506
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Q18: Thinking back to the last time you came to a flooded street,

what best describes what you or the driver did? Responses by
Educational Attainment

Turned

Back. Took Waited, Drove Drove Don't
Educational Attainment Sample Size Alter;lative Then Drove | Throughlt & | Through It & Remember Refused/ NA
Route Through It Made It Got Stuck
Less Than High School N=11 45.5% 0.0% 54.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
High School Graduate N=106 56.6% 1.9% 34.9% 1.9% 0.9% 3.8% 0.0%
Some College, No Degree N=141 93.9% 5.0% 36.9% 2.1% 0.7% 1.4% 0.0%
Two-Year College Degree N=62 53.2% 8.1% 37.1% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Four-Year College Degree N=95 64.2% 3.2% 29.5% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0%
Some Post-Graduate Work N=18 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Graduate/Professional Degree N=53 98.5% 7.5% 30.2% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 1.9%
Other N=3 0.0% 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=17 76.5% 0.0% 17.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.9%

N=506
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Q18: Thinking back to the last time you came to a flooded street,

what best describes what you or the driver did? Responses by
Gender

S . ElL Baclf, el Lty Drove Through | Drove Through Don'’t
ample Size | Took Alternative | Drove Through It & Made It It & Got Stuck Remember Refused/ NA
Route It
Male N=259 59.1% 5.4% 33.2% 1.2% 0.0% 1.2% 0.0%
Female N=247 55.9% 2.8% 34.8% 1.6% 1.2% 2.8% 0.8%

An equal number of males and females reported driving through the flooded street and making it.

N=506
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Q18: Thinking back to the last time you came to a flooded street,
what best describes what you or the driver did? Responses by

Employment Status
Turned . Drove
=55 m
Route rough It & Made It Stuck
Employed Full-Time N=228 59.2% 3.9% 33.3% 1.3% 0.4% 1.8% 0.0%
Employed Part-Time N=51 47.1% 5.9% 39.2% 2.0% 2.0% 3.9% 0.0%
Self-Employed N=42 64.3% 2.4% 31.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.4%
Student N=13 30.8% 0.0% 61.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0%
Unemployed & Looking for Work N=26 42.3% 1.7% 46.2% 3.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Unemployed & Not Looking for Work N=6 16.7% 0.0% 83.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Full-Time Parent or Homemaker N=24 62.5% 0.0% 37.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Retired N=81 65.4% 7.4% 23.5% 1.2% 0.0% 2.5% 0.0%
Disabled N=20 50.0% 0.0% 40.0% 5.0% 0.0% 9.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=15 73.3% 0.0% 13.3% 0.0% 6.7% 0.0% 6.7%

N=506
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Q18: Thinking back to the last time you came to a flooded street,

what best describes what you or the driver did? Responses by
Owners/Renters

Turned

Back Took Waited, Drove Drove Don’t
Ownership Status Sample Size Alatc y 100 Then Drove | Throughlt& | Through It & o Refused/ NA
emative | Throughlt |  Madelt Got Stuck Remember
Route g ade ot Stuc
Owner N=293 64.8% 5.5% 26.3% 0.7% 0.3% 2.0% 0.3%
Renter N=213 47.4% 2.3% 44.6% 2.3% 0.9% 1.9% 0.5%

Respondents who rent their home were significantly more likely to report driving through flooded streets than those who own.
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Q18: Thinking back to the last time you came to a flooded street,
what best describes what you or the driver did? Responses by

Race/Ethnicity
Ba.Tcukr n'?:ok LI, Ui Don't

Race/Ethnicity Sample Size Alt o Then Drove | Throughlt& | Through It & Refused/ NA

ernative Th hit Got Stuck Remember

Route roug (0] uc
White/Caucasian N=268 59.3% 5.2% 32.5% 0.0% 0.4% 2.2% 0.4%
Black/African American N=36 52.8% 2.8% 41.7% 2.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Hispanic/Latino N=148 57.4% 2.0% 32.4% 3.4% 1.4% 2.7% 0.7%
Asian N=26 46.2% 7.7% 46.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pacific Islander N=6 66.7% 0.0% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Native American N=7 71.4% 0.0% 28.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity N=14 50.0% 1.1% 35.7% 71.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Other N=1 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

N=506

APPLIED

a~al 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey - | - G R )

CO\‘TR‘UI DISTRICT
e




Page 136

Q18: Thinking back to the last time you came to a flooded street,
what best describes what you or the driver did? Responses by Age

Turned Waited Drove Drove
Sample Back, Took ‘ Through It Don’t Refused/
Age Category : . Then Drove | Through It
Size Alternative & Got Remember NA
Through It | & Made It
Route Stuck

18 to 20 N=17 17.6% 0.0% 70.6% 5.9% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0%
21t024 N=31 38.7% 0.0% 54.8% 3.2% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0%
25 to 34 N=98 60.2% 2.0% 31.6% 2.0% 1.0% 2.0% 2.0%
35 to 49 N=159 58.9% 4.4% 33.3% 0.6% 0.6% 1.9% 0.6%
50 to 54 N=38 71.1% 7.9% 18.4% 0.0% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0%
55 to 64 N=94 57.4% 6.4% 33.0% 2.1% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0%
65 or Older N=69 62.3% 4.3% 30.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0%

In general, the older the respondent, the more likely they were to turn back and find an alternate route when faced with
a flooded street.
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Q26: How often would you say you check
your local weather forecast? Responses by Age

More than Several Rarely/
Age Category Sar:nple Once Per SliEalHa; Times Per SliEslHa; Only on Never Refused!
Size D Day Week . NA
ay Week Occasion

18 to 20 N=31 12.9% 29.0% 32.3% 12.9% 12.9% 0.0% 0.0%
21t024 N=44 9.1% 31.8% 13.6% 20.5% 20.5% 0.0% 4.5%
25to 34 N=139 19.4% 28.8% 25.9% 1.2% 13.7% 0.7% 4.4%
35 to 49 N=212 20.8% 34.0% 18.9% 8.0% 13.2% 1.4% 3.7%
50 to 54 N=49 20.4% 38.8% 18.4% 12.2% 4.1% 2.0% 4.1%
55 to 64 N=119 22.7% 37.8% 19.3% 2.5% 9.2% 2.5% 5.8%
65 or Older N=106 33.0% 39.6% 14.2% 0.9% 3.8% 0.0% 8.5%

The older a given respondent was, it was significantly more likely for them to check the weather more than once per day.

N=700
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Q26: How often would you say you check
your local weather forecast? Responses by Race/Ethnicity

More than Several Rarely/

Race/Ethnicity Sasrir;zle Once Per On;:;er Times Per leeeeier Only on Ref;:edl
Day Week Occasion
White/Caucasian N=364 23.9% 34.3% 18.1% 6.6% 9.1% 1.6% 6.3%
Black/African American N=52 30.8% 36.5% 15.4% 3.8% 11.5% 0.0% 1.9%
Hispanic/Latino N=203 17.7% 35.0% 22.7% 7.9% 13.8% 0.5% 2.5%
Asian N=41 17.1% 26.8% 34.1% 9.8% 7.3% 0.0% 4.9%
Pacific Islander N=9 11.1% 22.2% 1.1% 22.2% 33.3% 0.0% 0.0%
Native American N=7 14.3% 71.4% 0.0% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity N=22 13.6% 27.3% 18.2% 4.5% 18.2% 4.5% 13.6%
Other N=2 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Nearly equal share of White/Caucasian, Black/African American, and Hispanic/Latino demographics check the forecast at
least once a day.
N=700
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Q26: How often would you say you check
your local weather forecast? Responses by Gender

Sample il Once Per §evera| Once Per REIEL) Refused/
. Once Per Times Per Only on Never
Size Day Week . NA
Day Week Occasion

Male N=350 22.6% 36.9% 18.6% 6.6% 10.0% 0.6% 4.9%
Female N=350 20.6% 32.0% 21.1% 1.7% 12.0% 1.7% 4.9%

A higher share of males than females check their local weather forecast at least once per day (37 percent vs. 32
percent, respectively). However, females were more likely to check the weather forecast several times per week (21
percent vs. 19 percent, respectively).

N=700
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Q26: How often would you say you check your local
weather forecast? Responses by Employment Status

More than Several
Employment Status Sarpple Once Per Once Per Times Per Once Per | Rarely/ Oply Never Refused/
Size Day Day Week Week on Occasion NA

Employed Full-Time N=305 21.0% 33.4% 21.6% 8.5% 12.5% 2.0% 1.0%
Employed Part-Time N=68 16.2% 29.4% 25.0% 10.3% 17.6% 1.5% 0.0%
Self-Employed N=54 20.4% 27.8% 18.5% 13.0% 20.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Student N=19 10.5% 26.3% 31.6% 10.5% 21.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Unemployed & Looking for Work N=41 29.3% 48.8% 12.2% 4.9% 2.4% 0.0% 2.4%
Unemployed & Not Looking for Work N=7 14.3% 57.1% 0.0% 0.0% 14.3% 0.0%  14.3%
Full-Time Parent or Homemaker N=34 20.6% 26.5% 32.4% 8.8% 8.8% 2.9% 0.0%
Retired N=114 33.3% 46.5% 14.0% 1.8% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Disabled N=26 15.4% 46.2% 26.9% 3.8% 3.8% 0.0% 3.8%
Other N=2 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=30 3.3% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 00%  93.3%
N=TU4 N=700
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Q27: If you wanted to check your local weather forecast, which
resources would you use? Responses by Age

Age Sample | Weather | Other Television | Radio | Newsbaber Refused/
Category Size* App App pap NA

18 t0 20 N=31 87.1% 12.9% 45.2% 19.4% 0.0% 45.2% 0.0% 0.0%
21to 24 N=44 77.3% 20.5% 38.6% 9.1% 2.3% 36.4% 0.0% 4.5%
25 to 34 N=139  80.6% 16.5% 36.0% 13.7% 0.7% 30.9% 0.7% 2.2%
35 to 49 N=212  72.2% 17.0% 44.3% 12.7% 2.8% 29.7% 0.9% 2.8%
50 to 54 N=49 77.6% 10.2% 34.7% 12.2% 6.1% 24.5% 4.1% 4.1%
55 to 64 N=119  63.0% 8.4% 53.8% 13.4% 5.0% 41.2% 2.5% 5.0%

65 or Older N=106  50.9% 6.6% 66.0% 14.2% 14.2% 30.2% 1.9% 8.9%

Younger age groups were more likely to use a weather app or other apps on their smart device to check the local weather
forecast, while older age groups were more likely to use television. Additionally, there was a large age gap in those who use the
Newspaper for the local weather forecast with over 14 percent of those 65 or older reading the newspaper.

Note: Sample size refers to the number of respondents, not the number of responses (1,305). N=700

(o\;m‘fn[) APPLIED
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Q27: If you wanted to check your local weather forecast, which
resources would you use? Responses by Length of Residence

Length of Residence | Sample | Weather | Other Television Radio N— Refused/
in Southern Nevada Size* App App pap NA

Less Than 1 Year N=24 83.3% 16.7% 41.7% 12.5% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
1to 3 Years N=66 74.2% 12.1% 53.0% 15.2% 3.0% 34.8% 0.0% 0.0%
4 to 10 Years N=143 71.3% 18.2% 51.0% 16.1% 5.6% 42.0% 1.4% 0.0%
10 to 20 Years N=185 76.8% 12.4% 46.5% 11.9% 2.7% 32.4% 1.6% 0.0%
More Than 20 Years N=251 70.5% 13.1% 47.8% 13.9% 6.8% 31.5% 2.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=31 9.7% 0.0% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 3.2% 0.0% 90.3%

Residents who have lived in Southern Nevada for more than 20 years were the least likely to use the weather app but most
likely to use the newspaper for the local weather forecast.

N=700
FeRaaiky

Note: Sample size refers to the number of respondents, not the number of responses (1,305).

axa 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey




Page 143

Q27: If you wanted to check your local weather forecast, which
resources would you use? Responses by Race/Ethnicity

ity | 5 | Mgp” | gy | toein | |t | | ot |

White/Caucasian N=364 66.5% 11.8% 49.7%
Black/African American N=52 61.5% 13.5% 55.8%
Hispanic/Latino N=203 79.8% 14.8% 42.9%
Asian N=41 73.2% 19.5% 39.0%
Pacific Islander N=9 88.9% 11.1% 44.4%
Native American N=7 57.1% 14.3% 42.9%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity N=22 63.6% 18.2% 22.7%
Other N=2 50.0% 0.0% 50.0%

11.3%
19.2%
15.3%
12.2%
22.2%
28.6%
9.1%
0.0%

6.3%
1.9%
2.5%
2.4%
0.0%
14.3%
4.5%
0.0%

29.7%
25.0%
38.9%
34.1%
44.4%
71.4%
27.3%

0.0%

1.6%
0.0%
1.5%
2.4%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

5.2%
1.9%
1.5%
4.9%
0.0%
0.0%
13.6%
0.0%

Note: Sample size refers to the number of respondents, not the number of responses (1,305).
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Q27: If you wanted to check your local weather forecast, which
resources would you use? Responses by Educational Attainment

Sample Weather | Other Refused/
o372 |52 | S | e | ey | e | ave |

Less Than High School N=17 70.6% 35.3% 64.7% 11.8% 5.9% 29.4% 0.0% 0.0%
High School Graduate N=142 69.7% 14.8% 54.2% 23.9% 4.9% 38.7% 2.8% 0.0%
Some College, No Degree N=185 76.2% 14.6% 47.6% 10.3% 3.8% 34.6% 1.1% 0.0%
Two-Year College Degree N=83 81.9% 10.8% 42.2% 12.0% 4.8% 33.7% 2.4% 0.0%
Four-Year College Degree N=136 69.9% 14.0% 52.2% 13.2% 4.4% 32.4% 0.7% 0.0%
Some Post-Graduate Work N=25 72.0% 8.0% 36.0% 12.0% 4.0% 480%  4.0% 0.0%
Graduate/Professional Degree N=74 67.6% 12.2% 43.2% 8.1% 8.1% 25.7% 0.0% 0.0%
Other N=4 100.0% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=34 17.6% 0.0% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 82.4%
Note: Sample size refers to the number of respondents, not the number of responses (1,305). N=700
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Q27: If you wanted to check your local weather forecast, which
resources would you use? Responses by Gender

Sample | Weather | Other Television | Radio | Newspaper Refused/
Size* App App Pap NA

Male N=350  67.1% 12.9% 49.7% 16.6% 6.6% 34.0% 1.7% 4.0%

Female N=350  73.7% 14.0% 43.4% 10.0% 2.6% 31.4% 1.2% 4.0%

Female respondents were more likely to use the weather app to check the local weather forecast but male respondents were
more likely to use the internet.

N=700
Rl

Note: Sample size refers to the number of respondents, not the number of responses (1,305).
P
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Q27: If you wanted to check your local weather forecast, which
resources would you use? Responses by Employment Status

Sample Weather Other " :

Employed Full-Time N=305 78.0% 16.7% 43.0% 14.8% 3.3% 34.8% 1.0% 0.0%
Employed Part-Time N=68 80.9% 13.2% 42.6% 13.2% 0.0% 38.2% 1.5% 0.0%
Self-Employed N=54 70.4% 20.4% 31.5% 14.8% 5.6% 35.2% 1.9% 0.0%
Student N=19 89.5% 15.8% 42.1% 26.3% 0.0% 57.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Unemployed & Looking for Work N=41 65.9% 17.1% 93.7% 7.3% 0.0% 17.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Unemployed & Not Looking for Work N=7 71.4% 0.0% 42.9% 0.0% 0.0% 42.9% 0.0% 0.0%
Full-Time Parent or Homemaker N=34 88.2% 5.9% 52.9% 2.9% 0.0% 20.6% 2.9% 0.0%
Retired N=114 54.4% 6.1% 71.9% 16.7% 14.9% 36.0% 1.8% 0.0%
Disabled N=26 65.4% 15.4% 57.7% 11.5% 1.7% 23.1% 1.7% 0.0%
Other N=2 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=30 6.7% 0.0% 3.3% 0.0% 0.0% 3.3% 0.0% 93.3%
Note: Sample size refers to the number of respondents, not the number of responses (1,305). N=700

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q27: If you wanted to check your local weather forecast, which
resources would you use? Responses by Owners/Renters

. Sample | Weather | Other " . Refused/
N e el

Owner N=402 67.4% 11.7% 48.3% 13.7% 5.7% 331%  1.7% 4.5%
Renter N=298 74.5% 15.8% 44.3% 12.8% 3.0% 322% 1.0% 3.4%

Renters were more likely to use the weather app but owners were more likely to use television to check the local weather forecast.

Note: Sample size refers to the number of respondents, not the number of responses (1,305). N=700

[CONTROL DISTRICT
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Q28: Do you have Cox Digital Cable television?
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Age Category Sample Size “ Refused/NA

Responses by Age
18 to 20 N=31
21t024 N=44
25 to 34 N=139
35 to 49 N=212
50 to 54 N=49
55 to 64 N=119
65 or Older N=106

38.7%
52.3%
30.9%
40.6%
44.9%
46.2%
47.2%

61.3%
43.2%
66.9%
56.6%
49.0%
48.7%
44 3%

0.0%
4.5%
2.2%
2.8%
6.1%
5.0%
8.5%

Respecting the small sample sizes, 25 to 34 year olds had the smallest share of Cox Digital Cable
subscribers. Generally, older respondents were the most likely to have Cox Digital Cable television.

axa 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey
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Q28: Do you have Cox Digital Cable television?
Responses by Length of Residence

Length of Residence in

Less Than 1 Year N=24 58.3% 41.7% 0.0%
110 3 Years N=66 45.5% 54.5% 0.0%
410 10 Years N=143 46.2% 53.8% 0.0%
10 to 20 Years N=185 37.8% 62.2% 0.0%
More Than 20 Years N=251 44.2% 55.4% 0.4%
Refused/No Answer N=31 0.0% 9.7% 90.3%

While the sample size is limited, respondents who have lived in Southern Nevada for less than a year were the
most likely to be Cox Digital Cable customers.

N=700
a~a 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey > e "l Arrun @By




Page 150

Q28: Do you have Cox Digital Cable television?
Responses by Race/Ethnicity

Race/Ethnicity Sample Size “ Refused/NA

White/Caucasian N=364 41.5% 53.0% 5.5%
Black/African American N=52 48.1% 50.0% 1.9%
Hispanic/Latino N=203 41.4% 57.1% 1.5%
Asian N=41 31.7% 63.4% 4.9%
Pacific Islander N=9 55.6% 44.4% 0.0%
Native American N=7 57.1% 42.9% 0.0%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity N=22 36.4% 50.0% 13.6%
Other N=2 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%

When broken down by race or ethnicity, most groups of respondents were fairly similar as far as their share of
Cox Digital Cable customers. Asian and mixed race respondents were somewhat of an outlier, with just 32 and
36 percent reporting that they have Cox Cable, compared with 41-57 percent in most other groups.

N=700
e )

REGIONAL FLOOD)
[CONTROL DISTRICT

axal 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey




Page 151

Q28: Do you have Cox Digital Cable television?
Responses by Educational Attainment

Educational Attainment Sample Size “ Refused/NA

Less Than High School N=17 41.2% 58.8% 0.0%
High School Graduate N=142 43.0% 57.0% 0.0%
Some College, No Degree N=185 41.6% 58.4% 0.0%
Two-Year College Degree N=83 44.6% 55.4% 0.0%
Four-Year College Degree N=136 47.8% 52.2% 0.0%
Some Post-Graduate Work N=25 48.0% 52.0% 0.0%
Graduate/Professional Degree N=74 39.2% 59.5% 1.4%
Other N=4 75.0% 25.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=34 0.0% 17.6% 82.4%

In general, respondents with higher levels of educational attainment were more likely to report that they are Cox
Digital Cable customers. Respondents with a Graduate/Professional Degree Educational Attainment were a slight

outlier.
N=700
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Q28: Do you have Cox Digital Cable television?

Responses by Employment Status
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Employment Status Sample Size _“ Refused/NA

Employed Full-Time

Employed Part-Time
Self-Employed

Student

Unemployed & Looking for Work
Unemployed & Not Looking for Work
Full-Time Parent or Homemaker
Retired

Disabled

Other

Refused/No Answer

N=305

N=68
N=54
N=19
N=41
N=7
N=34

N=114

N=26
N=2
N=30

43.9%
42.6%
27.8%
21.1%
48.8%
42.9%
38.2%
51.8%
50.0%
50.0%
0.0%

55.7%
57.4%
72.2%
78.9%
51.2%
57.1%
61.8%
48.2%
50.0%
50.0%
6.7%

0.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

93.3%
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Q29: Have you ever watched “The Flood Channel” on Cox Digital
Cable channels 2 or 4? Responses by Age

Age Category Sample Size “ Refused/NA

18 t0 20 N=12 41.7% 58.3% 0.0%
21t024 N=23 34.8% 65.2% 0.0%
25 to 34 N=43 46.5% 53.9% 0.0%
35 to 49 N=86 27.9% 72.1% 0.0%
50 to 54 N=22 45.5% 54.5% 0.0%
55 to 64 N=55 30.9% 69.1% 0.0%
65 or Older N=50 22.0% 76.0% 0.0%

While the sample size is limited, respondents ages 25 to 34 were most likely to have watched The
Flood Channel. Respondents ages 65 or older are the least likely group to watch The Flood
Channel. In the 2019 survey, there was s large jump in those 18 to 20 who watch The Flood
Channel, moving from 7 percent in 2017 to 42 percent this year.
N=291
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Q29: Have you ever watched “The Flood Channel” on Cox Digital
Cable channels 2 or 4?7 Responses by Length of Residence

Length of Residence in

Less Than 1 Year N=14 28.6% 71.4% 0.0%
110 3 Years N=30 43.3% 56.7% 0.0%
410 10 Years N=65 27.3% 12.7% 0.0%
10 to 20 Years N=70 28.6% 71.4% 0.0%
More Than 20 Years N=111 36.0% 63.1% 0.9%
Refused/No Answer N=0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Respondents who have lived in Southern Nevada longer and who have Cox Digital Cable television reported
higher viewership of The Flood Channel. Most groups showed an increase in viewership from 2017, the largest
coming from those who have lived in Southern Nevada for 1 to 3 years. In 2017, just 27 percent of those
respondents had watched The Flood Channel, compared to 43 percent this year.

N=291
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Q29: Have you ever watched “The Flood Channel” on Cox Digital
Cable channels 2 or 4? Responses by Race/Ethnicity

Race/Ethnicity Sample Size “ Refused/NA

White/Caucasian N=151 28.5% 70.9% 0.7%
Black/African American N=25 48.0% 52.0% 0.0%
Hispanic/Latino N=84 36.9% 63.1% 0.0%
Asian N=13 23.1% 76.9% 0.0%
Pacific Islander N=5 20.0% 80.0% 0.0%
Native American N=4 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Of Mixed Race/Ethnicity N=8 25.0% 75.0% 0.0%
Other N=1 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

A greater share of the Black/African American demographic with Cox Digital Cable television reported having

watched The Flood Channel compared to White/Caucasian and Hispanic/Latino (48 percent vs. 29 and 37

percent, respectively). Analyzing the largest group, viewership decreased from 33 percent in 2017 to 29

percent this year for the White/Caucasian group. N=291

REGIONAL FLOOD)
ONTROL DISTRICT
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Q29: Have you ever watched “The Flood Channel” on Cox Digital
Cable channels 2 or 4? Responses by Educational Attainment

Educational Attainment Sample Size _“ Refused/NA

Less Than High School 71.4% 28.6% 0.0%
High School Graduate N=61 41.0% 57.4% 1.6%
Some College, No Degree N=77 26.0% 74.0% 0.0%
Two-Year College Degree N=37 43.2% 56.8% 0.0%
Four-Year College Degree N=65 33.8% 66.2% 0.0%
Some Post-Graduate Work N=12 16.7% 83.3% 0.0%
Graduate/Professional Degree N=29 17.2% 82.8% 0.0%
Other N=3 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

General viewership of The Flood Channel decreased as respondents had a higher educational attainment.
Analyzing the largest group, viewership by those with some college, no degree fell from 34 percent in 2017 to 26
percent in this year’s survey. N=201
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Q29: Have you ever watched “The Flood Channel” on Cox Digital
Cable channels 2 or 4? Responses by Gender

Gender | SampleSize | __Yes | No | RefusediNA

Male N=152 34.9% 65.1% 0.0%
Female N=139 30.2% 69.1% 0.7%

x~a| 2019 Clark County Flood Awareness Survey o

Male and female respondents were similar in likelihood to report having watched The Flood
Channel, bucking the trend from 2017 where males were significantly more likely to have

watched The Flood Channel.
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Q29: Have you ever watched “The Flood Channel” on Cox Digital
Cable channels 2 or 4? Responses by Employment Status

Employment Status Sample Size _“ Refused/NA

Employed Full-Time N=134 32.8% 67.2% 0.0%
Employed Part-Time N=29 27.6% 72.4% 0.0%
Self-Employed N=15 46.7% 53.3% 0.0%
Student N=4 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Unemployed & Looking for Work N=20 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Unemployed & Not Looking for Work N=3 33.3% 66.7% 0.0%
Full-Time Parent or Homemaker N=13 15.4% 84.6% 0.0%
Retired N=59 28.8% 69.5% 1.7%
Disabled N=13 30.8% 69.2% 0.0%
Other N=1 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%
Refused/No Answer N=0 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

N=291

APPLIED
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