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CHRONOLOGICAL INDEX - APPENDIX OF EXHIBITS 

E
xhibit: 

V
olum

e: 

Bates: 
PET.APP. 

Date: Description: 

8 7 000847 –  
000849 

08/20/2019 
1:24 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’ 
Appendix of Exhibits to Opposition to Nevada by 
Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering 
Consultant's Motion to Dismiss or in the Alternative, 
Motion for Summary Judgment 

7 000850 – 
000867 

07/11/2019 Exhibit 1 – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 

7 000868 – 
000901 

02/07/2007 Exhibit 1 – Professional Architectural Services 
Agreement  

7 000902 –  
000967 

08/29/2007 Exhibit 2 – Ninyo & Moore’s Geotechnical 
Evaluation 

7 000968 –  
000981 

01/30/2008 Exhibit 3 – City of North Las Vegas’ Letter to 
Richardson Construction Inc re Construction Contract 

7 000982 –  
000983 

07/13/2009 Exhibit 4 – Notice of Completion 
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ALPHABETICAL INDEX - APPENDIX OF EXHIBITS 

E
xhibit: 

V
ol.: 

Bates: 
PET.APP. 

Date: Description: 

10 
 

11 001560 –  
001562 

08/20/2019 
1:34 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’  
Appendix of Exhibits to Opposition to 
Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s Motion to Dismiss 

11 001563 – 
001580 

07/11/2019 Exhibit 1 – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 

11 001581 – 
001614 

02/07/2007 Exhibit 1 – Professional Architectural Services 
Agreement  

11 001615 –  
001680 

08/29/2007 Exhibit 2 – Ninyo & Moore’s Geotechnical 
Evaluation 

11 001681 –  
001694 

01/30/2008 Exhibit 3 – City of North Las Vegas’ Letter to 
Richardson Construction Inc re Construction Contract 

11 001695 –  
001696 

07/13/2009 Exhibit 4 – Notice of Completion 

12 001697 – 
001832 

12/11/2017 
 

Exhibit 5 – American Geotechnical Inc’s 
Geotechnical Investigation 

12 001833  –  
001836 

1988 - 
Present 

Exhibit 6 – American Geotechnical Inc. Resume of 
Edred T. Marsh, Principal Geotechnical Engineer 

12 001837 –  
001838 

07/03/2019 Exhibit 7 – Declaration of Edred T. Marsh, P.E. 

12 001839 –  
001840 

10/17/2007 Exhibit 8 – Ninyo & Moore Letter to 
Dekker/Perich/Sabatini re Review of 95 Percent Bid 
Set Construction Documents 

13 001841 – 
002053 

11/02/2007 Exhibit 9 - Dekker/Perich/Sabatini’s Structural 
Calculations 

14 002054 – 
002131 

11/02/2007 Exhibit 9 - Dekker/Perich/Sabatini’s Structural 
Calculations 

14 002132 –  
002210 

11/10/2007 Exhibit 10 - Plans / Record Drawings 

8 7 000847 –  
000849 

08/20/2019 
1:24 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’ 
Appendix of Exhibits to Opposition to Nevada by 
Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering 
Consultant's Motion to Dismiss or in the Alternative, 
Motion for Summary Judgment 

7 000850 – 
000867 

07/11/2019 Exhibit 1 – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 
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7 000868 – 
000901 

02/07/2007 Exhibit 1 – Professional Architectural Services 
Agreement  

7 000902 –  
000967 

08/29/2007 Exhibit 2 – Ninyo & Moore’s Geotechnical 
Evaluation 

7 000968 –  
000981 

01/30/2008 Exhibit 3 – City of North Las Vegas’ Letter to 
Richardson Construction Inc re Construction Contract 

7 000982 –  
000983 

07/13/2009 Exhibit 4 – Notice of Completion 

8 000984 – 
001119 

12/11/2017 
 

Exhibit 5 – American Geotechnical Inc’s 
Geotechnical Investigation 

8 001120 –  
001123 

1988 - 
Present 

Exhibit 6 – American Geotechnical Inc’s Resume of 
Edred T. Marsh, Principal Geotechnical Engineer 

8 001124 –  
001125 

07/03/2019 Exhibit 7 – Declaration of Edred T. Marsh, P.E. 

8 001126 –  
001127 

10/17/2007 Exhibit 8 – Ninyo & Moore Letter to 
Dekker/Perich/Sabatini re Review of 95 Percent Bid 
Set Construction Documents 

9 001128 – 
001340 

11/02/2007 Exhibit 9 - Dekker/Perich/Sabatini’s Structural 
Calculations 

10 001341 – 
001418 

11/02/2007 Exhibit 9 - Dekker/Perich/Sabatini’s Structural 
Calculations 
 

10 001419 –  
001497 

11/10/2007 Exhibit 10 - Plans / Record Drawings 

10 001498 – 
001513 

2019 Exhibit 2 – Assembly Bill 421 – 80th Session 2019 

10 001514 – 
001546 

05/15/2019 Exhibit 3 - Minutes of the Senate Committee on 
Judiciary, 80th Legislature 

1 1 000001 –  
000017 

07/11/2019 
4:35 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’  
Complaint Against Defendants – Exempt from 
Arbitration Under N.A.R. 3(A):  Seeks Damages in 
Excess of $50,000 

1 000018 –  
000051 

02/07/2007 Exhibit 1 – Professional Architectural Services 
Agreement  

1 000052 –  
000117 

08/29/2007 Exhibit 2 – Ninyo & Moore’s Geotechnical Evaluation 

1 000118 –  
000131 

01/30/2008 Exhibit 3 – City of North Las Vegas’ Letter to 
Richardson Construction Inc re Construction Contract 

1 000132 –  
000133 

07/13/2009 Exhibit 4 – Notice of Completion 
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2 000134 –  
000269 

12/11/2017 
 

Exhibit 5 – American Geotechnical Inc’s Geotechnical 
Investigation 

2 000270 –  
000273 

1988 - 
Present 

Exhibit 6 – American Geotechnical Inc. Resume of 
Edred T. Marsh, Principal Geotechnical Engineer 

2 000274 –  
000275 

07/03/2019 Exhibit 7 – Declaration of Edred T. Marsh, P.E. 

2 000276 –  
000277 

10/17/2007 Exhibit 8 – Ninyo & Moore Letter to 
Dekker/Perich/Sabatini re Review of 95 Percent Bid 
Set Construction Documents 

3 000278 –  
000491 

11/02/2007 Exhibit 9 - Dekker/Perich/Sabatini’s Structural 
Calculations 

4 000492 –  
000568 

11/02/2007 Exhibit 9 - Dekker/Perich/Sabatini’s Structural 
Calculations 

4 000569 – 
000647 

11/10/2007 Exhibit 10 - Plans / Record Drawings 

18 15 002307 –  
002312 

09/26/2019 City of North Las Vegas’  
Limited Opposition to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a 
Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion 
to Change Date of Hearing on Motion to Dismiss or, 
in the Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 
on Order Shortening Time 

15 002313 –  
002318 

09/26/2019 Exhibit 1 – Register of Actions Case A-19-798346-C 

15 002319 – 
002320 

09/20/2019 Exhibit 2 – Weil & Drage, APC’s Letter to All Counsel 
re Hearing of Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ on Motion to Dismiss 
or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 
on September 27, 2019 

25 15 002407 –  
002421 

11/13/2019 
11:58 AM 

City of North Las Vegas’  
Motion to Alter Judgment 

15 002422 – 
002430  
 

10/17/2019 Exhibit 1 - Notice of Entry of Order Granting Nevada 
by 
Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada By Design Engineering 
Consultants' Motion to Dismiss or, in the alternative, 
Motion for Summary Judgment and All Joinders to the 
Same 

15 002431 –  
002448 
 
 

07/11/2019 Exhibit 2 – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 
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15 002449 – 
002455 

09/30/2019 Exhibit 3 - Order Granting Nevada by Design, LLC 
d/b/a Nevada By Design Engineering Consultants' 
Motion to Change Date 

15 002456 –  
002471 

2019 Exhibit 4 - Assembly Bill 421 – 80th Session 2019 

16 002472 –  
002504 

05/15/2019 Exhibit 5 - Minutes of the Senate Committee on 
Judiciary – Eightieth Session 

16 002505 –  
002510 

09/30/2019 Exhibit 6 - Richardson Construction, Inc. and The 
Guarantee Company of North America USA’s Joinder 
to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss or, in the 
Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 

16 002511 –  
002514 

09/30/2019 Exhibit 7 - JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s  Joinder to 
Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss or, in the 
Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 

6 6 000821 –  
000826 

08/15/2019 
5:02 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’  
Motion to Strike and Opposition to Jackson Family 
Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate Plumbing’s Motion 
to Dismiss 

6 000827 –  
000828 

08/06/2019 Exhibit 1 – Affidavit/Declaration of Service to Jackson 
Family Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate Plumbing 

62 20 003467 –  
003470 

04/02/2020 
4:21 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’ 
Notice of Entry of Decision and Order Denying 
Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss 

20 003471 –  
003480 

04/02/2020 Exhibit 1 - Order Denying Melroy Engineering, Inc. 
d/b/a MSA Engineering Consultants’ Motion to 
Dismiss 

66 21 003589 – 
003592 

05/05/2020 
3:48 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’ 
Notice of Entry of Decision and Order Denying 
Richardson Construction, Inc. and The Guarantee 
Company of North America USA’s Motion to 
Dismiss / Motion for Summary Judgment Based on 
Laches and All Joinders 

21 003593 – 
003597 

05/05/2020 Exhibit 1 – Court’s Decision and Order Denying 
Richardson Construction, Inc. and The Guarantee 
Company of North America USA’s Motion to Dismiss 
/ Motion for Summary Judgment Based on Laches and 
All Joinders 
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46 18 003064 –  
003067 

01/24/2020 
3:55 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’  
Notice of Entry of Decision and Order Granting Its 
Motion to Alter Judgment 

18 003068 – 
003073 

01/23/2020 Exhibit 1 – Court’s Decision and Order 
 

9 11 001547 –  
001559 

08/20/2019 
1:34 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’ 
Opposition to Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s Motion 
to Dismiss 

52 19 003255 –  
003274 

02/17/2020 
4:39 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’  
Opposition to Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants’ and Joinders Motion to 
Dismiss on Order Shortening Time 

60 20 003409 –  
003413 

03/16/2020 
4:57 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’  
Opposition to Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion for Clarification 
Regarding Court’s Minute Order Denying Melroy 
Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss Brought Pursuant to 
NRS 11.258, on Order Shortening Time  

20 003414 – 
003415 

03/13/2020 Exhibit 1 – Email re Proposed Order Denying MSA’s 
Motion to Dismiss on NRS 11.258 

20 003416 –  
003425 

Undated Exhibit 2 – Order Denying Melroy Engineering, Inc. 
d/b/a MSA Engineering Consultants’ Motion to 
Dismiss 
 

20 003426 –  
003428 

03/16/2020 Exhibit 3 – Email re Request to Withdraw Motion for 
Clarification on Order Shortening Time Without 
Prejudice 

7 6 000829 –  
000846 

08/20/2019 
1:24 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’ 
Opposition to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada 
by Design Engineering Consultant's Motion to 
Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgement 

45 18 003047 –  
003063 

12/19/2019 
4:59 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’  
Reply in Support of Its Motion to Alter Judgment 
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20 15 002326 –  
002330 

09/27/2019 
4:18 PM 

City of North Las Vegas’  
Surreply to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Change 
Date of Hearing on Motion to Dismiss or, in the 
Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment on 
Order Shortening Time  

61 20 003429 –  
003466 

03/30/2020 
3:09 PM 

Court Recorder’s 
Transcript of Hearing re All Pending Motions,  
March 10, 2020 

63 20 003481 –  
003491 

04/10/2020 
3:04 PM 

Court Recorder’s 
Transcript of Hearing re All Pending Motions,  
March 17, 2020 

23 15 002339 –  
002398 

10/10/2019 
1:20 PM 

Recorder’s  
Transcript of Hearing Re: All Pending Motions,  
September 30, 2019  

65 21 003541 –  
003588 

04/21/2020 
8:19 AM 

Court Recorder’s 
Transcript of Proceedings re All Pending Motions,  
February 20, 2020 

64 21 003492 –  
003540 

04/21/2020 
8:19 AM 

Court Recorder’s  
Transcript of Proceedings re City of North Las 
Vegas’ Motion to Alter Judgment,  
January 21, 2020 

29 16 002678 –  
002681 

11/26/2019 
12:35 PM 

Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s  
Joinder to JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s 
Opposition to City of North Las Vegas’ Motion to 
Alter 

49 19 003147 –  
003154 

02/04/2020 
3:11 PM 

Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s  
Joinder to Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss on 
Order Shortening Time  

3 5 000718 –  
000720 

08/06/2019 
2:44 PM 

Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s  
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss 
or, In the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
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28 16 002651 –  
002660 

11/26/2019 
12:28 PM 

Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s  
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Opposition to 
Motion to Alter Judgment; Opposition by 
Incorporation and Request to Reset Prior Motion to 
Dismiss 

16 002659 – 
002664 

10/15/2019 Exhibit 1 – Order Granting Nevada by Design, LLC 
d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants’ 
Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for 
Summary Judgment and all Joinders to Same 
 

16 002665 – 
002677 

08/06/2019 Exhibit 2 – Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s Motion to 
Dismiss 

4 
 

6 000721 –  
000735 

08/06/2019 
2:44 PM 

Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s  
Motion to Dismiss 

6 000734 –  
000751 

07/11/2019 Exhibit A – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 

6 000752 –  
000786 

02/07/2007 Exhibit B – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 
Exhibit 1 – Professional  Architectural Services 
Agreement  

6 000787 –  
000789 

07/11/2019 Exhibit C – Affidavit of Aleema A. Dhalla, Esq. 

6 000790 –  
000793 

1988 –  
Present 

Exhibit D – American Geotechnical, Inc.’s Resume of 
Edred T. Marsh, Principal Geotechnical Engineer 

6 000794 –  
000801 

03/23/2007 Exhibit E - Excerpts from Legislative History of N.R.S. 
11.258 

6 000802 –  
000803 

07/03/2019 Exhibit F – Declaration of Edred T. Marsh, P.E. 

6 000804 –  
000817 

12/11/2017 Exhibit G - American Geotechnical, Inc’s Geotechnical 
Investigation 

13 14 002219 –  
002232 

08/28/2019 
8:48 AM 

Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s  
Reply to City of North Las Vegas’ Opposition to Its 
Motion to Dismiss  

53 19 003275 –  
003285 

02/18/2020 
3:00 PM 

Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s  
Reply to City of North Las Vegas’ Opposition to 
Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants’ and Joinders to Motion to Dismiss on 
Order Shortening Time  

19 003286 –  
003287 

07/03/2019 Exhibit A – Declaration of Edred T. Marsh, P.E. 
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19 003288 –  
003294 

07/11/2019 Exhibit B – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 

12 14 002214 –  
002218 

08/26/2019 
4:15 PM 

Jackson Family Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate 
Plumbing’s  
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss 
or, In the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment  

36 18 002894 –  
002900 

12/02/2019 
2:22 PM 

Jackson Family Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate 
Plumbing’s  
Joinder to JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s 
Opposition to Motion to Alter Judgment with 
Supplemental Points and Authorities 

7 18 002901 –  
002907 

12/02/2019 
2:22 PM 

Jackson Family Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate 
Plumbing’s  
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Opposition to City 
of North Las Vegas’ Motion to Alter Judgment with 
Supplemental Points and Authorities 

2 18 003037 –  
003039 

12/03/2019 
10:01 AM 

JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s  
Joinder to Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants’ Opposition to Motion to 
Alter Judgment 

50 19 003155 –  
003166 

02/07/2020 
3:04 PM 

JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s  
Joinder to Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss on 
Order Shortening Time 

22 15 002336 –  
002338 

09/30/2019 
4:35 PM 

JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s  
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss 
or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment 

31 17 002686 –  
002688 

11/27/2019 
10:43 AM 

JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s 
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Opposition to 
Motion to Alter Judgment 

38 18 002908 –  
002910 

12/02/2019 
2:34 PM 

JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s  
Joinder to Richardson Construction, Inc. and The 
Guarantee Company of North America USA’s 
Opposition to Motion to Alter Judgment 
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26 16 002515 –  
002527 

11/25/2019 
5:02 PM 

JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s  
Opposition to City of North Las Vegas’ Motion to 
Alter Judgment 

16 002528 –  
002530 

10/09/2019 Exhibit A – Affidavit of Rita Tuttle 

57 20 
 

003385 –  
003391 

02/19/2020 
11:29 AM 

JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s  
Reply to City of North Las Vegas’ Opposition to 
Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss on Order Shortening 
Time 

5 6 000818 –  
000820 

08/08/2019 
1:32 PM 

 

Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants'  
Joinder to Nevada By Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada By 
Design Engineering Consultants' Motion to Dismiss 
or, In the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment 

40 18 003029 –  
003032 

12/02/2019 
3:19 PM 

Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants' 
Joinder to JW Zunino & Associates, LLC's 
Opposition to City of North Las Vegas’ Motion to 
Alter Judgment 

41 18 003033 –  
003036 

12/02/2019 
3:19 PM 

Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants' 
Joinder to Nevada By Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada By 
Design Engineering Consultants' Opposition to City 
of North Las Vegas’ Motion to Alter Judgment 

39 18 002911 –  
002936 

12/02/2019 
3:19 PM 

Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants'  
Opposition to Motion to Alter Judgment 

18 002937 –  
002941 

10/15/2019 Exhibit 1 – Order Granting Nevada by Design, LLC 
d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants’ 
Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for 
Summary Judgment and all Joinders to Same 

18 002942 – 
002960 

08/20/2019 Exhibit 2 – City of North Las Vegas’ Opposition to 
Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss or, in the 
Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 

18 002961 –  
003021 

10/10/2019 Exhibit 3 – Court Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing:  
All Pending Motions 
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18 003022 –  
003024 

10/15/2019 Exhibit 4 – Order Granting Nevada by Design, LLC 
d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants' 
Motion to Change Date of Haring on Motion to 
Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment on Order Shortening Time 

18 003025 –  
003028 

08/05/2019 Exhibit 5 – Cover Sheet Filings of: 
Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants' Motion to Dismiss or, in the 
Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment; 
Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s Motion to Dismiss; and 
Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a 
Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants' Motion to 
Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment 

7 18 003074 –  
003090 

02/04/2020 
12:14 PM 

Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants’ 
Motion to Dismiss on Order Shortening Time 

19 003091 –  
003108 

07/11/2019 Exhibit A – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 

19 003110 – 
003111 

07/11/019 Exhibit B – Affidavit of Aleema A. Dhalla, Esq. 
 

19 003112 –  
003115 

1988 - 
Present 

Exhibit C – American Geotechnical Inc’s Resume of 
Edred T. Marsh, Principal Geotechnical Engineer 
 

19 003116 –  
003123 

03/23/2007 Exhibit D – Legislative History of 11.258 Senate Bill 
243 

19 003124 –  
003137 

12/11/2017 Exhibit E – American Geotechnical Inc’s Geotechnical 
Investigation 

19 003138 –  
003139 

07/03/2019 Exhibit F – Declaration of Edred T. Marsh, P.E. 

59 20 003399 –  
003408 

03/16/2020 
8:58 AM 

Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants’  
Motion for Clarification Regarding Court’s Minute 
Order Denying Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss Brought 
Pursuant to NRS 11.258, on Order Shortening Time 
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55 20 003308 –  
003318 

02/18/2020 
5:02 PM 

Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants’ 
Reply to City of North Las Vegas’ Opposition to Its 
Motion to Dismiss 

20 
 

003319 – 
003325 

02/12/2020 Exhibit 1 – Notice of Entry of Order Granting Kittrell 
Garlock and Associates, Architects, AIA, Ltd.’s 
Motion to Dismiss; 
Kittrell Garlock and Associates, Architects, AIA, 
Ltd.’s Motion to Dismiss City of North Las Vegas’ 
Complaint 

20 003326 –  
003340 

11/22/2019 Kittrell Garlock and Associates, Architects, AIA, 
Ltd.’s Motion to Dismiss City of Las Vegas’ 
Complaint 
 

20 003341 -  
003347 

11/06/2019 Exhibit A – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 

20 003348 –  
003353 

N/A Exhibit B – Michael Panish Expert Witness & 
Consultants Construction Systems Curriculum Vitae 

20 003354 –  
003361 

03/23/2007 Exhibit C - Legislative History of 11.258 Senate 
Bill 243 

20 003362 –  
003366 

12/09/2019 A-19-804979-C Kelli Nash’ Opposition to 
Defendant’s Motion to Dismiss its Complaint  

20 
 

003367 –  
003373 

12/26/2019 A-19-804979 Kittrell Garlock and Associates, 
Architects, AIA, Ltd.’s Reply to Kelly Nash’s 
Opposition to its Motion to Dismiss Kelly Nash’s 
Complaint  

20 
 

003374 –  
003378 

10/15/2019 Exhibit 1 – Stipulation and Order to Dismiss 
Kittrell Garlock and Associates, AIA, Ltd. 

30 16 002682 –  
002685 

11/26/2019 
12:43 PM 

Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ 
Joinder to JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s 
Opposition to City of North Las Vegas’ Motion to 
Alter 

48 19 003140 –  
003146 

02/04/2020 
3:09 PM 

Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ 
Joinder to Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants' Motion to Dismiss on 
Order Shortening Time 
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17 15 002282 –  
002292 

09/18/2019 
3:07 PM 

Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’  
Motion to Change Date of Hearing on Motion to 
Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment on Order Shortening Time 

15 002293 – 
002294 

08/06/2019 Exhibit A – Clerk of the Court’s Notice of Hearing  

15 002295 – 
002296 

09/06/2019 Exhibit B – Court’s Notice of Rescheduling Motions to 
Dismiss and Joinders 

15 002297 –  
002202 

09/09/2019 Exhibit C – Emails re Rescheduling of Hearing 

15 002203 –  
002304 

09/10/2019 Exhibit D – Emails re Rescheduling of Hearing 

15 002305 –  
002306 

N/A Exhibit E – Las Vegas Law Offices of Snell & Wilmer 

2 
 

5 000648 –  
000663 

08/05/2019 
4:15 PM 

Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ 
Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for 
Summary Judgment 

5 000664 – 
000681 

07/11/2019 Exhibit A – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 

5 000682 –  
000684 

07/13/2009 Exhibit B – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 
Exhibit 4 Notice of Completion 

 5 000685 – 
000690 

03/25/2019 Exhibit C - Nevada Legislature Website (80th Session) 
Concerning the “Effective Date” of the AB 421 

5 000691 –  
000693 

07/11/2019 Exhibit D – Aleem A. Dhalla, Esq.’s Affidavit of Merit 
Attached to City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 

5 000694 – 
000707 

12/11/2017 Exhibit E - American Geotechnical, Inc’s Geotechnical 
Investigation 

5 000708 – 
000709 

07/03/2019 Exhibit F – Declaration of Edred T. Marsh, P.E. 

5 000710 –  
000717 

03/23/2007 Exhibit G – Excerpts from Legislative History of 
N.R.S. 11.258 

24 15 002399 –  
002406 

10/17/2019 
10:08 AM 

Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’  
Notice of Entry of Order Granting Nevada by 
Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering 
Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, 
Motion for Summary Judgment and All Joinders to 
Same  
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27 16 002531 –  
002558 

11/26/2019 
11:17 PM 

Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’  
Opposition to Motion to Alter Judgment 

16 002559 – 
002563 
 

10/15/2019 Exhibit 1 – Order Granting Nevada by Design, LLC 
d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants’ 
Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for 
Summary Judgment and all Joinders to Same 

16 002564 –  
002582 

08/20/2019 Exhibit 2 – City of North Las Vegas’ Opposition to 
Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss or, in the 
Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment  

 16 002583 –  
002643 

10/10/2019 Exhibit 3 – Court Recorder’s Transcript of Hearing:  
All Pending Motions 

16 002644 – 
002646 

10/15/2019 Exhibit 4 – Order Granting Nevada by Design, LLC 
d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants’ 
Motion to Change Date of Hearing on Motion to 
Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment on Order Shortening Time 

16 
 

002647 –  
002650 

08/05/2019 Exhibit 5 - Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss or, 
in the Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 

08/06/2019 Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd.’s Motion to Dismiss 
08/08/2019 Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 

Consultants Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a 
Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to 
Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment 

19 15 002321 –  
002325 

09/26/2019 
5:16 PM 

Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’  
Reply to City of North Las Vegas’ Limited 
Opposition to Motion to Change Date of Hearing 

54 20 003295 –  
003307 

02/18/2020 
3:57 PM 

 

Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada By Design 
Engineering Consultants'  
Reply to City of North Las Vegas' Opposition to 
Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants' and Joinders to Motion to Dismiss on 
Order Shortening Time 
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14 14 002233 –  
002249 

8/28/2019 
9:02 AM 

Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ 
Rely to City of North Las Vegas’ Opposition to 
Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for 
Summary Judgement 

14 002250 – 
002255 

07/01/019 Exhibit A – Assembly Bill No. 221 – Committee on 
Judiciary 80th Session (2019) 

14 002256 – 
002257 

2019 Exhibit B – 80th Session (2019) 

15 002258 –  
002271 

12/11/2017 Exhibit C – American Geotechnical Inc’s Geotechnical 
Investigation 

35 17 002891 –  
002893 

12/02/2019 
1:54PM 

Ninyo & Moore, Geotechnical Consultants’  
Joinder to JW Zunino & Associates LLC’s 
Opposition to City of North Las Vegas’ Motion to 
Alter Judgment 

44 18 003044 –  
003046 

12/06/2019 
10:08 AM 

Ninyo & Moore, Geotechnical Consultants’  
Joinder to Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants’ Opposition to Motion to 
Alter Judgment With Respect to Statute of Repose 
Arguments  

51 19 003167 –  
003174 

02/07/2020 
3:36 PM 

Ninyo & Moore, Geotechnical Consultants’  
Joinder to Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss on 
Order Shortening Time 

19 003175 –  
003240 

08/29/2007 Exhibit A – Ninyo & Moore’s Geotechnical Evaluation 

19 003241 – 
003254 

12/11/2017 Exhibit B – American Geotechnical Inc’s Geotechnical 
Investigation 

11 14 002211 –  
002213 

08/23/2019 
10:02 AM 

 

Ninyo & Moore, Geotechnical Consultants’  
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss 
or, In the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment 

15 15 002272 –  
002274 

09/06/2019 
12:14 PM 

Ninyo & Moore, Geotechnical Consultants’  
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss 
or, In the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
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34 17 002888 –  
002890 

12/02/2019 
1:54 PM 

Ninyo & Moore, Geotechnical Consultants’  
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Opposition to City 
of North Las Vegas’ Motion to Alter Judgment 

58 20 
 

003392 –  
003398 

02/19/2020 
2:56 PM 

Ninyo & Moore, Geotechnical Consultants’  
Reply to City of North Las Vegas Opposition to 
Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants’ and Joinders to Motion to Dismiss on 
Order Shortening Time  

32 17 002689 –  
002693 

11/27/2019 
1:15 PM 

Paffenbarger & Walden, LLC and P & W Bonds, 
LLC’s  
Joinder in  
(1) Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ Opposition to Motion to 
Alter Judgment; and  
(2) JW Zunino & Associates LLC Opposition to 
Motion to Alter Judgment 

43 18 003040 –  
003043 

12/04/2019 
8:35 AM 

Paffenbarger & Walden, LLC and P & W Bonds, 
LLC’s  
Joinder in  
(1) Richardson Construction, Inc. and The 
Guarantee Company of North America USA’s 
Opposition to Motion to Alter Judgment; and  
(2) Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 
Consultants’ Opposition to Motion to Alter 
Judgment  

16 15 002275 –  
002281 

09/13/2019 
4:22 PM 

Paffenbarger & Walden, LLC and P & W Bonds, 
LLC’s  
Limited Joinder in Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a 
Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion 
to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for 
Summary Judgment 

21 15 002331 –  
002335 

09/30/2019 
11:29 AM 

Richardson Construction, Inc. and The Guarantee 
Company of North America USA’s 
Joinder to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss 
or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary 
Judgment 
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56 20 
 

003379 –  
003384 

02/18/2020 
5:06 PM 

 

Richardson Construction, Inc. and The Guarantee 
Company of North America USA's  
Limited Response to Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a 
MSA Engineering Consultants' Motion to Dismiss on 
Order Shortening Times and All Joinder Thereto 

33 17 002694 –  
002887 

11/27/2019 
4:51 PM 

Richardson Construction, Inc. and The Guarantee 
Company of North America USA’s  
Opposition to Motion to Alter Judgment and Joinder 
to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ Opposition to Motion to 
Alter Judgment 

17 002706 –  
002723 

07/11/2019 Exhibit A – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 

17 002724 – 
002740 

08/05/2019 Exhibit B - Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss or, 
in the Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 

17 002741 – 
002758 

07/11/2019 Exhibit A – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 
 

17 002759 –  
002761 

07/13/2009 Exhibit B – City of North Las Vegas’ Complaint 
Exhibit 4 Notice of Completion  

17 002762 –  
002767 

03/25/2019 Exhibit C – AB421 

17 002768 –  
002770 

07/11/2019 Exhibit D – Affidavit of Aleema A. Dhalla, Esq. 

17 002771 –  
002784  

12/11/2017 Exhibit E – American Geotechnical Inc’s 
Geotechnical Investigation 

17 002785 – 
002786 

07/03/2019 Exhibit F – Declaration of Edred T. Marsh, P.E. 

17 002787 –  
002794 

03/23/2007 Exhibit G – Senate Bill 243 - 11.258 

17 002795 –  
002796 

08/06/2019 Exhibit C – Clerk of the Court’s Notice of Hearing  

17 002797 –  
002815 

08/20/2019 Exhibit D – City of North Las Vegas’ Opposition to 
Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Dismiss or, in the 
Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 

17 002816 – 
002822 

09/04/2019 Exhibit E – Richardson Construction, Inc.’s and The 
Guarantee Company of North America USA’s Motion 
to Dismiss 
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17 002823 –  
002824 

09/06/2019 Exhibit F – Clerk of the Court’s Notice of Hearing 

17 002825 –  
002831 

11/27/2019 Exhibit G – Register of Actions 

17 002832 –  
002833 

09/10/2019 Exhibit H – Emails re Rescheduling of Hearing 

17 002834 –  
002846 

09/18/2019 Exhibit I - Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants’ Motion to Change 
Date of Hearing of Motion to Dismiss or, in the 
Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 

17 002847 –  
002848 

08/06/2019 Exhibit A – Clerk of the Court’s Notice of Hearing 

17 002849 –  
002850 

09/06/2019 Exhibit B – Court’s Notice of Rescheduling Motions 
to Dismiss and Joinders 

17 002851 –  
002856 
 

09/09/019 Exhibit C – Emails re Rescheduling of Hearing 

17 002857 –  
002858 

09/10/2019 Exhibit D – Emails re Rescheduling of Hearing 

17 002859 –  
002860 

N/A Exhibit E – Las Vegas Law Offices of Snell & 
Wilmer 

17 002861 –  
002862 

09/20/2019 Exhibit J – Weil & Drage, APC Letter to All Counsel 
re Hearing of Nevada By Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada 
by Design Engineering Consultants' Motion to Dismiss 
or, in the Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 
on September 27, 2019 

17 002863 –  
002868 
 

09/26/2019 Exhibit K - Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by 
Design Engineering Consultants' Reply to City of 
North Las Vegas’ Limited Opposition to Motion to 
Change Date of Hearing 

17 002869 –  
002871 

11/27/2019 Exhibit L – Register of Actions A-19-798346-C 

17 002872 –  
002874 

11/27/2019 Exhibit M – Register of Actions A-19-798346-C 

17 002875 –  
002880 
 

09/30/3019 Exhibit N – Richardson Construction, Inc. and The 
Guarantee Company of North America USA’s Joinder 
to Nevada by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design 
Engineering Consultants' Motion to Dismiss or, in the 
Alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment 
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17 002281 –  
002887 

10/17/2019  Exhibit O – Notice of Entry of Order Granting Nevada 
by Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering 
Consultants' Motion to Change Date of Haring on 
Motion to Dismiss or, in the Alternative, Motion for 
Summary Judgment on Order Shortening Time 
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EXHIBIT 8 
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Justin L. Carley, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 9994 
Aleem A. Dhalla, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 14188 
SNELL & WILMER L.L.P. 
3883 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 1100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89169 
Telephone:  702.784.5200 
Facsimile:  702.784.5252 
jcarley@swlaw.com 
adhalla@swlaw.com 

Attorneys for the City of North Las Vegas 

 

DISTRICT COURT 

CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

City of North Las Vegas, 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Dekker/Perich/Sabatini Ltd.; Richardson 
Construction, Inc.; Nevada By Design, LLC 
d/b/a Nevada By Design Engineering 
Consultants; JW Zunino & Associates, LLC; 
Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants; O’Connor 
Construction Management Inc.; Ninyo & 
Moore, Geotechnical Consultants; Jackson 
Family Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate 
Plumbing; Avery Atlantic, LLC; Big C LLC; 
Ron Hanlon Masonry, LLC; The Guarantee 
Company of North America USA; P & W 
Bonds, LLC; Paffenbarger & Walden, LLC; 
DOES I through X, inclusive; and ROE 
CORPORATIONS I through X, inclusive, 

Defendants. 

CASE NO.: A-19-798346-C 

DEPT. NO.: VIII 
 

 

APPENDIX OF EXHIBITS TO 
PLAINTIFF’S OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT NEVADA BY DESIGN, 
LLC D/B/A NEVADA BY DESIGN 
ENGINEERING CONSULTANT’S 
MOTION TO DISMISS OR IN THE 
ALTERNATIVE, MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT   

 

 

The City of North Las Vegas (“City”) submits this Appendix of Exhibits to its Opposition 

to Defendant Nevada By Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada By Design Engineering Consultant’s Motion 

to Dismiss or in the alternative, Motion for Summary Judgment.  

 

 

Case Number: A-19-798346-C

Electronically Filed
8/20/2019 1:24 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

PET.APP.000847
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Dated: August 2o ,2019

EXHIBITS

SNELL & WILMER L.L.P

By
J L ar No. 9994)
Aleem A. la, Esq. (fJV Bar No. 141 88)
3883 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite I 100

Las Vegas, Nevada 89169

Attorneys for the City of North Las Vegas

PagesDescriptionEx.

001-6471 Complaint (July 11, 2019)

19-51Exhibit I : Professional Architectt'tral Services Agreement (" Design
Agreement") 7,2007)

53-l17Exhibit 2; Ninyo & Moore's Geotechnical Evaluation Proposed Fire
Station 53

u9-t31Exhibit 3: Construction Contract between the City and Richardson
Construction (January 16, 2008)

133Exhíbit 4; Recorded Notice of Completion (July 13, 2009)

I 35-269Atnerican Geotechnical's Report (Decentber I I, 20 I 7)Exhibit
271-273Exhibit 6: Resume of expert Edred T. Marsh, P.E. o.f American

Geotechnical Inc
275Exhibit 7: Declaration of expert Edred T. Marsh, P.E. (July 3, 2019)

277

Percent Bid Set Construction Documents Proposed Fire

Ninyo & Moore
Eric D. Elison, of

PNaikm B.ç

rcw 95,8.P to Larsenhris Revre

I 200Station 53
279-568Exhib it 9 : Dekker/P erich/Sab atini's Structural C alculat ions

Q'{ovember 2, 2007)
570-647Exhibit I0: Department of Publíc Works CNLV Fire Station 53 - Bid

No. 1287
648-6622 Assenrbly Bill 421 - 80th Session (2019)

663-694Minutes of the Senate Committee on Judiciary, 80th Legislature

15 201
3

-2-
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I, the undersigned, declare under penalty of perjury, that I am over the age of eighteen (18) 

years, and I am not a party to, nor interested in, this action.  On this date, I caused to be served a 

true and correct copy of the foregoing APPENDIX OF EXHIBITS TO PLAINTIFF’S 

OPPOSITION TO DEFENDANT NEVADA BY DESIGN, LLC D/B/A NEVADA BY 

DESIGN ENGINEERING CONSULTANT’S MOTION TO DISMISS OR IN THE 

ALTERNATIVE, MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT to the following: 

VIA E-MAIL 
 
Jerome Jackson, Member 
Jackson Family Partnership LLC d/b/a 
Stargate Plumbing 
1951 Stella Lake St., Suite 1 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89106 
Telephone: (702) 648-7525 
Email:  stargatepl@aol.com  
Pro Se  

VIA E-SERVICE ONLY 
 
John T. Wendland, Esq. 
Anthony D. Platt, Esq.  
Weil & Drage, APC 
2500 Anthem Village Drive 
Henderson, NV 89052 
Attorneys for Defendant Nevada By Design, LLC 
d/b/a Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants 
and Dekker/Perich/Sabatini, Ltd. 

 
Theodore Parker III, Esq. 
Parker Nelson & Associates, Chtd. 
2460 Professional Court, Ste. 200 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89128 
tparker@pnalaw.net  
Attorney for Defendant Richardson 
Construction, Inc. 
 
Jorge A. Ramirez, Esq. 
Wilson, Elser, Moskowitz, Edelman & 
Dicker LLP 
300 South 4th Street, 11th Floor 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 
Jorge.ramirez@wilsonelser.com  
Attorney for Defendant Ninyo & Moore, 
Geotechnical Consultants 

 
Jeremy R. Kilber, Esq. 
Weil & Drage, APC 
2500 Anthem Village Drive 
Henderson, Nevada 89052 
Attorney for MSA Engineering Consultants 
 
  

 
 

DATED this 20th day of August, 2019. 

  /s/ Ruby Lengsavath 
An employee of SNELL & WILMER L.L.P. 

 
4832-6407-8497 
 

PET.APP.000849



EXHIBIT 1 
Complaint filed on July 11, 2019 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 1 
Complaint filed on July 11, 2019 

PET.APP.000850
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Justin L. Carley, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 9994 
Aleem A. Dhalla, Esq.  
Nevada Bar No. 14188 
SNELL & WILMER L.L.P. 
3883 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 1100 
Las Vegas, NV 89169 
Tel. (702) 784-5200 
Fax. (702) 784-5252 
jcarley@swlaw.com 
adhalla@swlaw.com 
 
Attorneys for the City of North Las Vegas 
 

 

DISTRICT COURT 
CLARK COUNTY, NEVADA 

 
City of North Las Vegas, 
 

Plaintiff, 
 

vs. 
 
Dekker/Perich/Sabatini Ltd.; Richardson 
Construction, Inc.; Nevada By Design, 
LLC d/b/a Nevada By Design Engineering 
Consultants; JW Zunino & Associates, 
LLC; Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA 
Engineering Consultants; O’Connor 
Construction Management Inc.; Ninyo & 
Moore, Geotechnical Consultants; Jackson 
Family Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate 
Plumbing; Avery Atlantic, LLC; Big C 
LLC; Ron Hanlon Masonry, LLC; The 
Guarantee Company of North America 
USA; P & W Bonds, LLC; Paffenbarger & 
Walden, LLC; DOES I through X, 
inclusive; and ROE CORPORATIONS I 
through X, inclusive, 
 

Defendants. 
 

CASE NO.:    
 
DEPT. NO.:    
 
 

COMPLAINT 
  
 

EXEMPT FROM ARBITRATION UNDER 
N.A.R. 3(A): SEEKS DAMAGES IN EXCESS 

OF $50,000 

The City of North Las Vegas files its Complaint against Dekker/Perich/Sabatini Ltd., 

Richardson Construction, Inc., Nevada By Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada By Design Engineering 

Consultants, JW Zunino & Associates, LLC, Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering 

Consultants, O’Connor Construction Management Inc., Ninyo & Moore, Geotechnical 

Consultants, Jackson Family Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate Plumbing, Avery Atlantic, LLC, Big 

C LLC, Ron Hanlon Masonry, LLC, The Guarantee Company of North America USA, P & W 

Case Number: A-19-798346-C

Electronically Filed
7/11/2019 4:35 PM
Steven D. Grierson
CLERK OF THE COURT

CASE NO: A-19-798346-C
Department 8

001PET.APP.000851



4829-4123-9452 
 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 
Sn

el
l &

 W
ilm

er
  L

.L
.P

.  
 

L
A

W
 O

F
F

IC
E

S
 

3
8

8
3

 H
O

W
A

R
D

 H
U

G
H

E
S

 P
A

R
K

W
A

Y
, 

S
U

IT
E

 1
1

0
0

 
L

A
S

 V
E

G
A

S
, 

N
E

V
A

D
A

 8
9

1
6

9
 

(7
0

2
)7

8
4

-5
2

0
0

 

 

 

 
 
 

  - 2 -  
 

Bonds LLC, Paffenbarger & Walden, LLC, DOES I through X, and ROE CORPORATIONS I 

through X (all collectively, “Defendants”), and alleges as follows: 

I. PARTIES, JURISDICTION, AND VENUE 

1. The City of North Las Vegas (“City”) is a political subdivision of the State of 

Nevada. 

2. Dekker/Perich/Sabatini Ltd. (“DPS”) is a Nevada professional corporation 

conducting business in Clark County, Nevada. 

3. Richardson Construction, Inc. (“Richardson Construction”) is a Nevada corporation 

conducting business in Clark County, Nevada. 

4. Nevada By Design, LLC d/b/a Nevada By Design Engineering Consultants 

(“Nevada By Design”) is a Nevada limited liability company conducting business in Clark County, 

Nevada. 

5. JW Zunino & Associates, LLC (“JW Zunino”) is a Nevada limited liability company 

conducting business in Clark County, Nevada. 

6. Melroy Engineering, Inc. d/b/a MSA Engineering Consultants (“MSA”) is a Nevada 

professional corporation conducting business in Clark County, Nevada. 

7. O’Connor Construction Management Inc. (“O’Connor”) is a California corporation 

conducting business in Clark County, Nevada. 

8. Ninyo & Moore, Geotechnical Consultants (“Ninyo & Moore”) is a California 

corporation conducting business in Clark County, Nevada. 

9. Jackson Family Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate Plumbing (“Stargate Plumbing”) is 

a Nevada limited liability company conducting business in Clark County, Nevada. 

10. Avery Atlantic, LLC (“Avery Atlantic”) is a Nevada limited liability company 

conducting business in Clark County, Nevada. 

11. Big C LLC is a Nevada limited liability company conducting business in Clark 

County, Nevada. 

12. Ron Hanlon Masonry, LLC is a Nevada limited liability company conducting 

business in Clark County, Nevada. 
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13. The Guarantee Company of North America USA (“Guarantee Company”) is a 

Michigan property and casualty insurer registered with the Nevada Division of Insurance, license 

number 1747, conducting business in Clark County, Nevada. 

14. P & W Bonds LLC is a is a Nevada limited liability company conducting business 

in Clark County, Nevada. 

15. Upon information and belief, P & W Bond also does business as Paffenbarger & 

Walden, LLC, an Arizona Limited Liability Company conducting business in Clark County, 

Nevada (collectively with P & W Bonds LLC, “P & W”). 

16. DOES I through X, inclusive, and ROE CORPORATIONS I through X, inclusive, 

are individuals, contractors, subcontractors, architects, and/or designers that were involved in the 

construction project at issue in this case and caused or otherwise, through their acts and/or 

omissions, gave rise to the claims for relief in this action. The City is ignorant of the true names 

and capacities of the defendants sued as DOES I through X, inclusive, and ROE CORPORATIONS 

I through X, inclusive, and therefore sues said defendants by fictitious names. The City will amend 

the Complaint to allege said defendants’ true names and capacities when ascertained. 

17. The events at issue occurred in Clark County, Nevada. 

18. The construction, validity, performance, terms, and provisions of the contracts at 

issue in are governed by Nevada law. 

19. The contracts were carried out in Clark County, Nevada and provide that jurisdiction 

and venue are appropriate in the Eighth Judicial District Court, State of Nevada. 

20. The amount in controversy is in excess of $15,000. 

21. This Court has personal jurisdiction over Defendants pursuant to NRS 14.065, 

subject matter jurisdiction over this dispute, and the Eighth Judicial District Court is the appropriate 

venue. 

II. GENERAL ALLEGATIONS 

22. On or about February 7, 2007, the City and DPS entered into a Professional 

Architectural Services Agreement (“Design Agreement”) for the design of fire station 53 (“Fire 

Station 53”) and prototype fire station designs. See Ex. 1. 
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23. The Design Agreement specified that the City intended to construct Fire Station 53 

to generally consist of a new 15,000 square foot building and associated onsite and offsite 

improvements on a City-owned parcel on the northeast corner of Simmons Street and Gowan Road 

(“Project”) and future Fire Stations 50, 58, 59, 150 through 161, and 163 (“Future Fire Stations”). 

24. Under the Design Agreement, DPS agreed to provide the City with the following: 

a. Final design services, including services related to preparation of 

construction Contract Documents and construction cost estimates for the 

Project; 

b. Bidding phase support services, including services intended to support the 

City during public bidding of the Project; 

c. Construction management support services, including services intended to 

support the City during construction activities associated with the Project; 

and 

d. Prototype design services, including services intended to provide prototype 

designs for both 10,000 and 15,000 square foot Future Fire Stations. 

25. As part of the Design Agreement, DPS was responsible for the professional quality, 

technical accuracy, timely completion, and coordination of all services furnished by DPS and its 

subconsultants.  

26. DPS also agreed to promptly correct and revise any errors or deficiencies in its 

design, drawings, specifications, reports and other services. 

27. DPS contracted with several subconsultants on the Project, including Nevada By 

Design, JW Zunino, MSA, O’Connor, and Ninyo & Moore (all collectively with DPS, “Design 

Defendants”). 

28. DPS retained Ninyo & Moore to perform the preliminary geotechnical evaluation 

of the proposed site for Fire Station 53. See Ex. 2. 

29. Specifically, the purpose of the Ninyo & Moore study was to evaluate the sub-

surface soil conditions at the site and to provide design and construction recommendations 

regarding geotechnical aspects of the Project.  
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30. Ninyo & Moore provided its report to DPS on or about August 29, 2008.  

31. According to the Ninyo & Moore report, the site was underlain by about 1.5 feet of 

fill over native alluvial soil. Ninyo & Moore recommended that the fill as well as surficial loose 

native soils be removed and replaced with a structural fill for the building pad. The recommended 

thickness of the structural fill was 36 inches below building foundations or 48 inches below existing 

grades. 

32. As required by the Design Agreement, DPS created the bid set construction 

documents, including the submittal plans and specifications for construction of Fire Station 53 

(“Plans and Specs”). 

33. On or about October 17, 2007, Ninyo & Moore completed its review of the Plans 

and Specs created by DPS. 

34. Ninyo & Moore concluded that the Plans and Specs generally conformed with its 

geotechnical evaluation report. 

35. On or about November 2, 2007 DPS submitted structural calculations for Fire 

Station 53 to the City. 

36. The City held a public open bid for the Project on December 18, 2007. 

37. Richardson Construction submitted the lowest responsive bid and was awarded the 

Project. 

38. On or about January 16, 2008, the City and Richardson Construction entered into a 

construction contract (“Construction Contract”) for the Project. See Ex. 3. 

39. The Construction Contract outlined Richardson Construction’s scope of work to 

include site clearing, earthwork, masonry, structural steel roofing, interior finishes, plumbing, fire 

protection, heating, ventilating and air conditioning systems, electrical systems, lighting, power, 

telephone, data-communications, landscaping, utilities, asphalt/concrete drives, concrete sidewalk 

and patios, furnishing equipment, and other work included in the Construction Documents.  
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40. Richardson Construction subcontracted several companies to perform portions of its 

scope of work, including Jackson Family Partnership LLC d/b/a Stargate Plumbing, Avery Atlantic, 

LLC, Big C LLC, and Ron Hanlon Masonry, LLC (all collectively with Richardson Construction, 

“Construction Defendants”). 

41. With the Construction Contract, Richardson Construction provided three bonds for 

the full value of the Construction Contract, dated January 22, 2018 and issued by the Guarantee 

Company and P & W. See Ex. 3. 

42. These three bonds were the performance bond, bond number 70045090, 

(“Performance Bond”), the labor and materials payment bond, bond number 70045090, (“Payment 

Bond”), and the guarantee bond, bond number 70045090, (“Guarantee Bond”). See Ex. 3. 

43. On or about March 5, 2008, the City gave Richardson Construction notice to proceed 

with construction of Fire Station 53. 

44. A certificate of occupancy was issued for Fire Station 53 on or about February 25, 

2009.  

45. The notice of completion was recorded on July 13, 2009. See Ex. 4. 

46. Long after construction of Fire Station 53 was completed, the City noticed distress 

to the building including wall cracks and separations, and interior slab cracking.  

47. The City retained American Geotechnical, Inc. (“American Geotechnical”) to 

perform a geotechnical investigation of the site. The purpose of this investigation was to evaluate 

the site geotechnical conditions and to determine the probable cause of the distress to the building 

and surrounding appurtenances. The City also asked American Geotechnical to provide remedial 

recommendations. See Ex. 5. 

48. On or about December 13, 2017, American Geotechnical delivered its report to the 

City.  

49. American Geotechnical concluded that the distress to Fire Station 53 and 

surrounding appurtenant structures was due to a combination of excessive differential settlement 

and expansive soil activity. 
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50. Laboratory testing found that the soil underlying the site has high expansion 

characteristics. 

51.  The distress to the building, as well as separations in the exterior flatwork, was 

partly related to expansive soil influences.  

52. Settlement of the building occurred as a result of stresses from the weight of the 

structure and self-weight of the earth materials. Settlement was aggravated by introduction of water 

to the subsoil.  

53. American Geotechnical concluded that Fire Station 53 likely to be impacted by 

continuing settlement and expansive soil influences. 

54. In order to reduce future problems, American Geotechnical recommend, in short, 

that the eastern portion of Fire Station 53 be underpinned by using a pile-grade beam system.  

55. The City retained Horrocks Engineers (“Horrocks”) to provide structural 

calculations and provide a solution to the settlement effecting Fire Station 53 while preserving the 

existing footings. 

56. On or about April 9, 2018, Horrocks provided the City with structural calculations 

for structural remediation of Fire Station 53. 

57. On or about April 22, 2019, Horrocks created, and the City approved, plans for 

structural remediation of Fire Station 53. 

58. The City held a public open bid for the Fire Station 53 structural remediation project 

on May 22, 2019. 

59. The Fire Station 53 structural remediation project generally consisted of excavation, 

demolition, leveling, and underpinning of parts of Fire Station 53. 

60. On June 10, 2019, the City announced that CMMCM LLC d/b/a Muller 

Construction was being recommended for award of the Fire Station 53 structural remediation 

project. 

61. Following the Fire Station 53 structural remediation project, additional work will 

need to be done to the cosmetic condition of Fire Station 53 to repair damage from settling of the 

building. 
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III. CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

First Claim for Relief 

Breach of Contract (The Design Agreement) 

Against Design Defendants, DOES I through X, and ROE CORPORATIONS I through X 

62. The City repeats and incorporates every allegation contained in the preceding 

paragraphs. 

63. The Design Agreement is a valid, existing, and enforceable contract. 

64. Section VI of the Design Agreement required DPS to incorporate into all of its 

agreements with subconsultants that all subconsultants be bound by the terms, conditions, and 

obligations of the Design Agreement. 

65. The City performed its obligations under the Design Agreement. 

66. The Design Defendants materially breach the Design Agreement by failing to fulfill 

their obligations including, among other things, failing to complete their work in a good and 

workmanlike manner as detailed above. 

67. As a direct and proximate result of the Design Defendants’ breaches of the Design 

Agreement, the City has been damaged in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000). 

68. As a further direct and proximate result of Design Defendants’ breaches of the 

Design Agreement, the City has been compelled to retain counsel and has incurred attorneys’ fees 

and costs to enforce its rights and is entitled to recover same from the Design Defendants, with 

interest. 

Second Claim for Relief 

Breach of Contract (The Construction Contract) 

Against Construction Defendants, DOES I through X, and ROE CORPORATIONS I through X 

69. The City repeats and incorporates every allegation contained in the preceding 

paragraphs. 

70. The Construction Contract is a valid, existing, and enforceable contract. 

71. The City performed its obligations under the Construction Contract. 
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72. Richardson Construction materially breach the Construction Contract by failing to 

fulfill its obligations including, among other things, failing to complete its work in a good and 

workmanlike manner as detailed above. 

73. As a direct and proximate result of the Richardson Construction breaches of the 

Construction Contract, the City has been damaged in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000). 

74. As a further direct and proximate result of Richardson Construction’s breaches of 

the Construction Contract, the City has been compelled to retain counsel and has incurred attorneys’ 

fees and costs to enforce its rights and is entitled to recover same from the Richardson Construction, 

with interest. 

Third Claim for Relief 

Breach of the Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing  

Against Design Defendants, Construction Defendants, DOES I through X, and ROE 

CORPORATIONS I through X 

The City repeats and incorporates every allegation contained in the preceding paragraphs. 

75. The Design Agreement and the Construction Contract are both valid, existing, and 

enforceable contracts. 

76. It is well established in Nevada that every contract imposes upon the contracting 

parties the duty of good faith and fair dealing. 

77. Under both the Design Agreement and Construction Contract, each of Defendants 

individually owes a duty of good faith and fair dealing to the City. 

78. Defendants each breached their duty by performing in a manner unfaithful to the 

purpose of the Design Agreement and/or Construction Contract. 

79. Defendants’ actions are counter to the purpose and intent of the Design Agreement 

and Construction Contract. 

80. Defendants’ denied the City’s justified expectations under the Design Agreement 

and Construction Contract. 

81. As direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions, the City has been damaged 

in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000). 
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82. As a further direct and proximate result of Defendants’ breaches of the Design 

Agreement and the Construction Contract, the City has been compelled to retain counsel and has 

incurred attorneys’ fees and costs to enforce its rights and is entitled to recover same from the 

Defendants, with interest. 

Fourth Claim for Relief 

Negligence  

Against Design Defendants, Construction Defendants, DOES I through X, and ROE 

CORPORATIONS I through X 

The City repeats and incorporates every allegation contained in the preceding paragraphs. 

83. During all time periods relevant to this complaint, Defendants and each of them, 

owed a duty to the City to use due and reasonable care and caution in performing their work on the 

Project.  

84. Defendants and each of them breached their duty to use due and reasonable care and 

caution in performing their work on the Project.  

85. As direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions, the City has been damaged 

in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000). 

86. As a further direct and proximate result of Defendants’ actions, the City has been 

compelled to retain counsel and has incurred attorneys’ fees and costs to enforce its rights and is 

entitled to recover same from the Defendants, with interest. 

Fifth Claim for Relief 

Breach of Implied Warranty  

Against Design Defendants, Construction Defendants, DOES I through X, and ROE 

CORPORATIONS I through X 

The City repeats and incorporates every allegation contained in the preceding paragraphs. 

87. Defendants are in the business of designing, constructing, and/or supervising the 

construction of buildings and appearances such as the one in called for in this Project.  

88. Defendants impliedly warranted that their work on the Project would be performed 

with care, skill, reasonable expediency, and faithfulness in a workmanlike manner. 

010PET.APP.000860



4829-4123-9452 
 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

 
Sn

el
l &

 W
ilm

er
  L

.L
.P

.  
 

L
A

W
 O

F
F

IC
E

S
 

3
8

8
3

 H
O

W
A

R
D

 H
U

G
H

E
S

 P
A

R
K

W
A

Y
, 

S
U

IT
E

 1
1

0
0

 
L

A
S

 V
E

G
A

S
, 

N
E

V
A

D
A

 8
9

1
6

9
 

(7
0

2
)7

8
4

-5
2

0
0

 

 

 

 
 
 

  - 11 -  
 

89. Fire Station 53 was being used in a normal and reasonably foreseeable manner. 

90. Defendants failed to perform the work on the Project with care, skill, reasonable 

expediency, and faithfulness, and in a workmanlike manner as would be expected for this type of 

work. 

91. As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ breaches of implied warranty, the 

City has been damaged in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000). 

92. As a further direct and proximate result of Defendants’ breaches of implied 

warranty, the City has been compelled to retain counsel and has incurred attorneys’ fees and costs 

to enforce its rights and is entitled to recover same from the Defendants, with interest. 

Sixth Claim for Relief 

Claim on Performance Bond 

Against the Guarantee Company and P & W 

93. The City repeats and incorporates every allegation contained in the preceding 

paragraphs. 

94. Pursuant to the requirements of NRS 339.025 and the Construction Contract, 

Richardson Construction provided the Performance Bond for 100% of the Construction Contract 

amount concurrent with execution of the Construction Contract. 

95. The Guarantee Company issued the Performance Bond in the amount of 

$4,704,000.00 naming the City as the owner/obligee, and the Guarantee Company as surety, with 

P & W as resident agent. 

96. Through the Performance Bond, the Guarantee Company agreed that upon the 

failure of Richardson Construction to adequately perform and/or complete the Project as stated in 

the Construction Contract, the Guarantee Company would pay the City up to an amount equal to 

the full penal sum of the Performance Bond. 

97. The City has fully performed its obligations under the Construction Contract. 

98. Defendants have materially breached the Construction Contract, and work on the 

Project has not been fulfilled and completed to the satisfaction of the City. 
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99. Defendants’ breaches triggered the Guarantee Company’s obligation under the 

Performance Bond and is now liable to the City for all damages flowing from Defendants’ breaches 

of the Construction Contract. 

100. As direct and proximate result of the Guarantee Company’s and P&W’s actions, the 

City has been damaged in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000). 

101. As a further direct and proximate result of the Guarantee Company’s and P&W’s 

actions, the City has been compelled to retain counsel and has incurred attorneys’ fees and costs to 

enforce its rights, and is entitled to recover same from the Guarantee Company and P&W actions, 

together with interest. 

Seventh Claim for Relief 

Claim on Payment Bond 

Against the Guarantee Company and P & W 

102. The City repeats and incorporates every allegation contained in the preceding 

paragraphs. 

103. Pursuant to the requirements of NRS 339.025 and the Construction Contract, 

Richardson Construction provided the Payment Bond for 100% of the Construction Contract 

amount concurrent with execution of the Construction Contract. 

104. The Guarantee Company issued the Payment Bond in the amount of $4,704,000.00 

naming the City as the owner/obligee, and the Guarantee Company as surety, with P & W as 

resident agent. 

105. Through the Payment Bond, the Guarantee Company agreed that upon the failure of 

Richardson Construction to pay for any materials, equipment, or other supplies for the Project as 

stated in the Construction Contract, the Guarantee Company would pay the City up to an amount 

equal to the full penal sum of the Payment Bond. 

106. The City has fully performed its obligations under the Construction Contract. 

107. Defendants have materially breached the Construction Contract, and work on the 

Project has not been fulfilled and completed to the satisfaction of the City, with payments 

outstanding to adequately complete the work performed. 
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108. Defendants’ breaches triggered the Guarantee Company’s obligation under the 

Payment Bond and is now liable to the City for all damages flowing from Defendants’ breaches of 

the Construction Contract. 

109. As direct and proximate result of the Guarantee Company’s and P&W’s actions, the 

City has been damaged in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000). 

110. As a further direct and proximate result of the Guarantee Company’s and P&W’s 

actions, the City has been compelled to retain counsel and has incurred attorneys’ fees and costs to 

enforce its rights, and is entitled to recover same from the Guarantee Company and P&W actions, 

together with interest. 

Eighth Claim for Relief 

Claim on Guarantee Bond 

Against the Guarantee Company and P & W 

111. The City repeats and incorporates every allegation contained in the preceding 

paragraphs. 

112. Pursuant to the requirements of NRS 339.025 and the Construction Contract, 

Richardson Construction provided the Guarantee Bond for 100% of the Construction Contract 

amount concurrent with execution of the Construction Contract. 

113. The Guarantee Company issued the Guarantee Bond naming the City as the 

owner/obligee, and the Guarantee Company as surety, with P & W as resident agent. 

114. Through the Guarantee Bond, the Guarantee Company agreed to repair or replace 

any or all of the work performed under the Construction Contract, or pay the costs of repair. 

115. The City has fully performed its obligations under the Construction Contract. 

116. Defendants have materially breached the Construction Contract, and work on the 

Project has not been fulfilled and completed to the satisfaction of the City. 

117. Defendants’ breaches triggered the Guarantee Company’s obligation under the 

Performance Bond and is now liable to the City for all damages flowing from Defendants’ breaches 

of the Construction Contract. 
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118. As direct and proximate result of the Guarantee Company’s and P&W’s actions, the 

City has been damaged in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000). 

119. As a further direct and proximate result of the Guarantee Company’s and P&W’s 

actions, the City has been compelled to retain counsel and has incurred attorneys’ fees and costs to 

enforce its rights, and is entitled to recover same from the Guarantee Company and P&W actions, 

together with interest. 

PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, the City prays for relief as follows: 

ON THE FIRST, SECOND, THIRD, FOURTH, AND FIFTH CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

1. For judgment against named Defendants and in favor of the City in an amount to be 

proven at trial in excess of fifteen thousand dollars ($15,000); 

ON THE SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

1. For judgment against the Guarantee Company and P & W in the full penal sum of 

the Performance Bond; 

ON THE SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

2. For judgment against the Guarantee Company and P & W in the full penal sum of 

the Payment Bond; 

ON THE EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 

3. For judgment against the Guarantee Company and P & W for the full cost of repairs 

to Fire Station 53; 
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action. 

ON ALL CLAIMS FOR RELIEF 

I. For attorneys' fees; 

2. For costs of the suit; and 

3. For such other relief that this Court deems appropriate at the conclusion of this 

Dated: July _JJ_, 2019 SNELL & WILMER L.L.P. 

By ~ H~ )!us?Ccii;;lyXsq. 
Nevada Bar No. 9994 
Aleem A. Dhalla, Esq. 
NevadaBarNo. 14188 
3883 Howard Hughes Parkway, Suite 1100 
Las Vegas, NV 89169 

Attorneys for the City of North Las Vegas 
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AFFIDAVIT OF ALEEM A. DHALLA, ESQ. 

STATE OF NEVADA ) 
    ) ss. 
COUNTY OF CLARK ) 

I, Aleem A. Dhalla, Esq., being first duly sworn, depose and say as follows: 

1. I am an attorney with the law firm of SNELL & WILMER L.L.P., counsel for the 

City of North Las Vegas in this lawsuit.  

2. I have personal knowledge of all matters stated below and would competently be able 

to testify to them if required to do so. 

3. I make this affidavit pursuant to NRS 11.258. 

4. In compliance with the requirements of NRS 11.258 (1), I: 

a. Have reviewed the facts of this case; 

b. Have consulted with an expert, American Geotechnical, Inc., regarding this case; 

c. Reasonably believe the expert who was consulted is knowledgeable in the 

relevant discipline involved in the action; and 

d. Have concluded, based on my review and consultation with the expert, that the 

action has a reasonable basis in law and fact. 

5. Additionally, in compliance with the requirements of NRS 11.258 (3), I have 

attached: 

a. A resume of the expert consulted in this matter, Edred T. Marsh, P.E. of American 

Geotechnical Inc (Ex. 6); 

b. A statement that the expert is experienced in each discipline which is the subject 

of the report, specifically in the fields of geotechnical, civil, and forensic 

engineering (Ex. 7); 

c. A copy of each nonprivileged document reviewed by the expert in preparing the 

report (Exs. 2, 8, 9, 10); 

d. The conclusions of the expert and the basis for the conclusions (Ex. 5); and 
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e. A statement that the expert has concluded that there is a reasonable basis for filing 

the action (Ex. 7). 

STATE OF NEVADA 
COUNTY OF CLARK 

ub~cribed and sworn to (or affirmed) before me on this 
~ day of July, 2019. 

~~ 
Notary Public 
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~ra~~~fll.. D'ANDREA LARAY DUNN 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

STATE OF NEVADA 
APPT. No 11-4804,,1 

My APPT. Expll9e Jmtumy 18, 
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PROFESSIONAL ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
FOR THE FIRE STATION 53 

AND PROTOTYPE FIRE STATION DESIGNS PROJECT 

THIS PROFESSIONAL ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES AGREEMENT (as such may be 
modified, amended or supplemented, th~ "AGREEMENT") is made and entered into as 
of the 7th day of February , 20~, by and between the CITY OF NORTH LAS 
VEGAS, NEVADA, a political subdivision of the State of Nevada, (hereinafter referred 
to as "CITY"), and DEKKER/PERICH/SABATINI, a corporation established in the State 
of Nevada, (hereinafter referred to as "CONSUL TANT"). 

RECITALS: 

1. The CITY intends to construct Fire Station 53, which generally consists of a new 
15,000 square foot building and associated onsite and offsite improvements on a 
CITY-owned parcel on the northeast corner of Simmons Street and Gowan Road 
and future Fire Stations 50, 58, 59, 150 through 161, and 163 (hereinafter 
referred to as the "IMPROVEMENTS"). 

2. The CITY desires to obtain quality professional services of the CONSUL TANT to 
perform final design, bid phase support, and construction management support 
services including the preparation of Contract Documents for Fire Station 53 and 
substantial final design for two prototype designs for future Fire Stations 50, 58, 
59, 150 through 161, and 163 (hereinafter referred to as the "PROJECT") for 
construction of the IMPROVEMENTS; and 

3. The CONSUL TANT's scope of service and compensation have been arrived at 
after meaningful negotiations between the CITY and the CONSUL TANT. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above recitals and mutual promises 
contained herein, the parties hereto agree to the following terms, conditions and 
covenants set forth in Sections I through XII hereof. 

SECTION I - RESPONSIBILITY OF CONSUL TANT 

In addition to any other responsibilities of CONSUL TANT set forth in this AGREEMENT, 
CONSUL TANT shall have the following responsibilities: 

A The CONSUL TANT shall be responsible for the professional quality, technical 
accuracy, timely completion, and coordination of all services furnished by the 
CONSUL TANT, by CONSULTANT's subconsultants, and by any of the 
principals, officers, employees and agents of CONSUL TANT or any 
subconsultant under this AGREEMENT. In performing these services, 
CONSUL TANT shall follow practices consrstent wrth generally accepted 
professional architectural standards of care. The CONSUL TANT shall, without 
additional compensation, promptly correct and revise any errors or deficiencies in 
its design, drawings, specifications, reports and other services, or in any portion 
of the PROJECT performed by CONSUL TANT's subconsultants. Approval by the 
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CITY of any products or services furnished by CONSUL TANT shall not in any 
way relieve the CONSUL TANT of responsibility for the professional and technical 
accuracy of its services. 

8. CONSUL TANT shall assign Christopher W. Larsen, whose license number is 
3534, as the Principal-in-Charge ("PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE"), and Kevin R. 
Thompson, whose license number is 5531, as the Project Manager ("PROJECT 
MANAGER"). All of the services specified by this AGREEMENT shall be 
performed by the PROJECT MANAGER, or by CONSUL TANT's associates, 
employees and subconsultants under the personal supervision of the PROJECT 
MANAGER. Should the PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE or the PROJECT MANAGER 
be unable to complete his or her responsibility for any reason, the 
CONSULTANT shall notify the CITY i,n writing, and within four (4) calendar days 
thereafter, nominate a replacement for CITY approval, in its reasonable 
discretion, who has an equivalent amount of experience performing the same 
type of services as required for the PROJECT. An approved replacement shall 
be assigned to the PROJECT within ten (10) calendar days. 

C. In accordance with NRS 338.140, the CONSUL TANT shall not produce a design 
and/or specification for the PROJECT which would limit the bidding, directly or 
indirectly, to any one specific • concern unless a unique or novel product 
application is required to be used in the public interest, or only one brand or trade 
name is known to the CITY. The CITY shall be notified of and must pre-approve 
any sole source proposals. 

D. CONSULTANT and any subconsultant shall furnish CITY with a preliminary draft 
of any proposed correspondence to any federal, state or other regulatory agency 
for the CITY's review and approval at least seven (7) calendar days prior to 
mailing such correspondence. 

E. The CONSUL TANT agrees that its officers, partners, employees, and 
subconsultants will cooperate with the CITY in the performance of services under 
this AGREEMENT and will be available for consultation with CITY at such 
reasonable times with advance notice as to not conflict with other responsibilities. 

SECTION II - RESPONSIBILITY OF CITY 

A. The CITY will cooperate with CONSUL TANT in the performance of services 
under this AGREEMENT and will be available for consultation with 
CONSUL TANT at such reasonable times with advance notice as to not conflict 
with their other responsibilities. 

B. The services to be performed by CONSUL TANT under this AGREEMENT are 
subject to periodic review by the CITY. For those documents submitted to the 
CITY by the CONSUL TANT with regard to the PROJECT, the CITY will examine 
and respond in writing to the CONSUL TANT within fourteen (14) calendar days 
of receipt of such documents. It is understood that CITY comments upon review 
of the CONSULTANT's documents do not relieve CONSUL TANT from the 
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responsibility for the professional and technical accuracy of all work delivered 
under this AGREEMENT. 

C. The CITY shall assemble selected data and information related to the PROJECT 
and provide same to the CONSUL TANT on or prior to the kick-off meeting. The 
data and information to be provided by the CITY is identified as follows: 

1. Drafting and plan sheet layout standards; 

2. Standard "front-end" contract documents and general conditions; 

3. Cover sheet format and CITY logo in AutoCAD 2005 format; 

4. Copies of existing, publicly available assessors maps, record-of-surveys, 
parcel maps, final maps, improvement plans, drainage studies, utility 
plans, geotechnical studies, and survey datum which are within the 
PROJECT specific area; and 

5. Basis of bearing, bench mark and aerial topographic mapping for the 
PROJECT. Aerial mapping will be in AutoCAD 2005 format with 1-foot 
contour intervals. 

The CONSUL TANT shall be responsible for updating this data and information 
during the PROJECT development process, and shall be responsible for 
acquiring supplemental data and information which the CONSUL TANT deems 
necessary. 

D. The CITY will be responsible for performing the work noted below and upon 
completion will provide the results thereof to the CONSUL TANT: 

1. Printing of the construction bidding document package; 

2. Completing the competitive bidding procedures for public works projects; 
and 

3. Performing construction management, inspection and quality assurance 
during construction of the IMPROVEMENTS. 

SECTION Ill - SCOPE OF SERVICES 

Services to be performed by the CONSUL TANT shall consist of the Basic Services 
described in Exhibit "A", and may consist of those Supplemental Services described in 
Exhibit "A-1" of this AGREEMENT. 

Fire Station 53 Project Page 3 of 18 021PET.APP.000871



SECTION IV - CHANGES TO SCOPE OF SERVICES 

A. The CITY may at any time, but only by written order, make changes within the 
general scope of this AGREEMENT and in the services or work to be performed. 
If such changes cause a significant increase or decrease in the CONSUL TANT's 
cost or time required for performance of any services under this AGREEMENT, 
the Parties shall formally amend this AGREEMENT. Any claim of CONSUL TANT 
for adjustment under this clause must be asserted in writing within thirty (30) 
calendar days from the date of receipt by the CONSUL TANT of notification of 
changes by the CITY, or such claim shall be deemed waived by CONSUL TANT 
and CONSUL TANT will be deemed to have agreed to the changes without 
modification of the compensation or time of performance hereunder. 

B. No additional compensation shall be paid, and no increase in the time of 
performance shall be awarded, to the CONSUL TANT for changes in scope of 
work without the prior written authorization of the CITY to proceed with such 
changes. 

C. No additional compensation shall be paid to CONSUL TANT for additional costs 
or delay due to the negligence or intentional acts of CONSUL TANT or any 
subconsultant or any of the officers, employees, or agents of CONSUL TANT or 
any subconsultant. 

SECTION V - SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICES OF CONSUL TANT 

Supplemental Services will be provided only as specifically authorized in writing by the 
CJTY's representative and may consist of any or all of the work described in Exhibit "A-
1 ". Any other significant change of work determined by the CITY as essential to efficient 
and timely completion of the PROJECT shall require a formal Amendment to this 
AGREEMENT as provided by Section IV of this AGREEMENT. 

SECTION VI - SUBCONSUL TANT$ 

CONSUL TANT agrees to include in all professional service subcontracts in connection 
with performance of the terms and obligations imposed under this AGREEMENT 
provisions in substantially the following form: 

A CONSUL TANT agrees to pay the subconsultant when CONSULTANT is paid for 
the subconsultant's portion of the work by the CITY and, upon written request by 
the CITY, to obtain and provide to CITY lien releases from the subconsultant for 
such payment. 

B. The subconsultant does not have any rights against the CITY. 

C. The subconsultant agrees to be bound by all terms, conditions and obligations of 
CONSUL TANT under this AGREEMENT. CONSUL TANT shall provide a copy of 
this AGREEMENT to each subconsultant. 
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D. CITY has the right in its reasonable discretion to approve every subconsultant 
prior to such subconsultant's performance of any portion of the PROJECT. 

E. The term "subconsultant" as used herein, also means a sub-subconsultant. 

SECTION VII - TERM OF AGREEMENT 

This AGREEMENT commences upon the date this AGREEMENT is approved by the 
CITY in a formal CITY Council proceeding and shall end one (1) year after the date the 
CITY makes final payment to the CONSUL TANT for services rendered under this 
AGREEMENT, unless this AGREEMENT is terminated by the CITY. 

SECTION VIII -COMPENSATION AND TERMS OF PAYMENT 

A. TOTAL COMPENSATION 

1. The CITY shall pay the CONSUL TANT an amount for each of the tasks 
described in Exhibits "A" and ''A-1" as follows: 

Basic Services 
1. Final Design Services 
2. Bid Phase Support Services 
3. Construction Management Support Services 

Lump Sum Amount 
$293,110.00 

7,580.00 
46,280.00 

161,800.00 4. Prototype Design Services 

Subtotal 

Supplemental Services 

Grand Total Not-to-Exceed 

B. TERMS OF PAYMENT 

$ 508,770.00 

Time & Material Amount 

Not-to-exceed $ 30,000.00 

$ 538,770.00 

1. Subject to the CITY's right to dispute any charges, the CITY shall make 
monthly progress payments to the CONSUL TANT for services performed 
as follows: 

(a) With respect to progress payments for Basic Services completed, 
the CITY shall pay that percentage of the lump sum amount for 
each task (as set forth in Subsection VIII.A.1 above) which relates 
to the percentage of completion of such task, less amounts paid by 
the CITY to CONSUL TANT in prior progress payments. 
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(b) With respect to Supplemental Services that are authorized in 
writing by the CITY's representative, the CITY shall make progress 
payments for completed Supplemental Services on a Time and 
Material basis in accordance with the Fee Schedule provided in 
Exhibit "B". 

2. Payment to the CONSUL TANT under Section Vlll.A.1 shall be made 
within thirty (30) calendar days of the date CITY receives each invoice 
provided by the CONSUL TANT to the CITY, provided that such invoice is 
complete, correct, and undisputed by the CITY, and that it contains the 
following information: 

(a) With respect to progress payments for Basic Services, the 
CONSUL TANT shall prepare and submit to the CITY a written 
invoice indicating the percentage of completion of each Basic 
Services task set forth in Section VIII.A.1 during the invoice period. 
The invoice amount shall be supported with a written summary 
noting the various tasks worked on during the invoice period. 

(b) For payment of Supplemental Services authorized in writing by the 
CITY's representative, the CONSUL TANT shall prepare and submit 
to the CITY a written invoice of costs for the work completed during 
the invoice period. The invoice amount shall be determined on a 
Time and Material basis in accordance with the Fee Schedule 
provided in Exhibit "B", and shall be supported by backup 
documentation detailing labor costs and other expenses directly 
related to the authorized work. 

3. The CITY shall have fourteen (14) calendar days after receipt of an 
invoice to dispute any or all of the charges on the invoice. Undisputed 
amounts shall be paid to the CONSUL TANT within thirty (30) calendar 
days of the date CITY receives the invoice. Disputed amounts shall be 
resolved through the Dispute Resolution mechanism in Section Xll.N. 

4. If the CITY fails to pay the CONSULTANT an undisputed amount within 
thirty (30) calendar days after the date the CITY receives the invoice, the 
CITY may be assessed one-half of one percent (½%) of the undisputed 
amount each month, not to exceed $1,000 total for the PROJECT. 

5. Billings shall be submitted during the first week of each month for work 
performed during the preceding month. Invoices shall conform to the 
format provided by the CITY. 

SECTION IX H TIME OF PERFORMANCE 

CONSUL TANT shall commence work immediately following written notice to proceed by 
the CITY. Work shall be completed in accordance with the PROJECT Schedule 
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attached as Exhibit "C", as it may be amended from time to time by written agreement 
between the CONSUL TANT and the CITY. 

If the CONSUL TANT's performance of services is delayed, CONSUL TANT shall notify 
the CITY's representative in writing of the reasons for delay and prepare a revised 
schedule for performance of services and submit the revised schedule to the CITY's 
representative. lf the CONSUL TANT is delayed, the CITY shall have the right to retain 
from monthly payments up to ten percent (10%) of subsequent invoices until such time 
as the CONSUL TANT has complied with the schedule or presented an acceptable plan 
for compliance with the schedule. 

No additional time shall be given to CONSUL TANT for delay due to the negligence or 
intentional acts of CONSUL TANT or any subconsultant or any of the officers, 
employees, or agents of CONSUL TANT or any subconsultant. 

SECTION X - AUDIT: ACCESS TO RECORDS 

A. The CONSUL TANT shall maintain books, records, documents, and other 
evidence directly pertinent to performance under this AGREEMENT in 
accordance with generally accepted accounting principles and practices. The 
CONSUL TANT shall also maintain the financial information and data used by the 
CONSUL TANT in the preparation or support of the invoices, and a copy of the 
cost summaries and invoices submitted to the CITY. The CITY, or any of its duly 
authorized representatives shall have access to such books, records, 
documents, and other evidence for the purpose of inspection, audit and copying. 
The CONSUL TANT will provide proper facilities for such access and inspection. 

B. Audits conducted pursuant to this provision shall be in accordance with generally 
accepted auditing standards and established procedures and guidelines for the 
reviewing or audit agencies. 

C. The CONSUL TANT agrees to the disclosure of all information and reports 
resulting from access to records pursuant to paragraph "A" above, to any 
PROJECT funding agency provided that the CONSUL TANT is afforded the 
opportunity for an audit exit conference and an opportunity to comment and 
submit any supporting documentation on the pertinent portions of the draft audit 
report. 

D. Records pursuant to paragraph "A" above shall be maintained and made 
available during performance under this AGREEMENT and until three (3) years 
from date of final payment for the PROJECT. In addition, those records which 
relate to any dispute resolution, litigation or appeal, or the settlement of claims 
arising out of such performance, or costs or items to which an audit exception 
has been taken, shall be maintained and made available until three (3) years 
after the date of resolution of such dispute, litigation, appeal, claim, or exception. 
This Section X.D. shall survive the completion of the PROJECT and the 
termination or expiration of this AGREEMENT. 
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E. Public Records Act. Pursuant to NRS 239.010, each and every document 
provided to the CITY is a "public record" open to inspection and copying by any 
person, except for those documents otherwise declared by law to be confidential. 
The CITY shall not in any way be liable to CONSUL TANT for the disclosure of 
any public record. In any event the CITY is required to defend an action with 
regard to a public records request for documents submitted by CONSUL TANT, 
CONSUL TANT agrees to indemnify, hold harmless, and defend the CITY from all 
damages, costs, and expenses, including court costs and attorney fees, in any 
action or liability arising under or because of the Nevada Public Records Act, 
NRS 239.010. This Section X.E. shall survive the completion of the PROJECT 
and the termination or expiration of this AGREEMENT. 

F. The CONSUL TANT agrees to include language substantially similar to the 
language of paragraphs "A" through "E" of this section in all CONSUL TANT 
subcontracts directly related to performance of services specified in this 
AGREEMENT which are in excess of $10,000.00. 

SECTION XI - REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES 

CONSUL TANT hereby represents and warrants for the benefit of CITY, in addition to 
any other representations and warranties made in this AGREEMENT, with the 
knowledge and expectation of CITY's reliance thereon, as follows: 

A. CONSULTANT is a duly formed and validly existing corporation and is in good 
standing pursuant to the laws of the State of Nevada, and has the full power, 
authority and legal right to execute, deliver and perform under this 
AGREEMENT. 

B. The execution and delivery of this AGREEMENT, the consummation of the 
transactions provided for herein, and the fulfillment of the terms hereof on the 
part of CONSUL TANT will not result in a breach of any instrument to which 
CONSUL TANT is a party or by which CONSUL TANT is bound or of any 
judgment, decree or order of any court or governmental body or any law, rule or 
regulation applicable to CONSUL TANT. 

C. The execution, delivery and performance of this AGREEMENT and the taking of 
all other lawful actions necessary to consummate the PROJECT contemplated 
hereunder, by the persons executing, delivering and performing the same on 
behalf of CONSUL TANT, have been duly and validly authorized (and by their 
execution hereof or of any document delivered in connection with the PROJECT 
contemplated hereunder such persons individually represent and warrant that 
they are so authorized), and this AGREEMENT and the other agreements and 
instruments contemplated hereby, constitute legal, valid and binding obligations 
of CONSUL TANT, enforceable in accordance with their respective terms. 
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D. No consent, approval or authorization of any governmental authority or private 
party is required in connection with the execution of this AGREEMENT by 
CONSULTANT. 

E. The CONSUL TANT's PROJECT MANAGER and PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE are 
each a duly registered Architect with the State of Nevada and each has a 
certificate of registration that is in full force and effect. CONSUL TANT has 
obtained any and all licenses, certificates and permits that are required to be 
obtained by CONSUL TANT by the Nevada Revised Statues and the Nevada 
Administrative Code, and by any other law, rule, regulation or ordinance 
applicable to CONSUL TANT and to the performance of the PROJECT by 
CONSULTANT. 

F. CONSUL TANT is duly licensed and authorized to do business in the CITY, and 
CONSUL TANT's business license is in full force and effect. 

G. CONSUL TANT is a sophisticated and qualified CONSULTANT, whose personnel 
possess the level of professional expertise and experience that is necessary to 
properly perform the PROJECT within the required time period, with an 
appropriate level of diligence, skill and care, and pursuant to the terms, 
specifications and conditions of this AGREEMENT. CONSUL TANT has the 
necessary personnel, equipment, tools, supplies, materials, and facilities to 
properly perform the PROJECT within the required time period, with an 
appropriate level of diligence, skill and care, and pursuant to the terms, 
specifications and conditions of this AGREEMENT. 

H. CONSUL TANT is financially solvent, able to pay its debts as they mature, and 
possessed of sufficient working capital to complete the PROJECT within the time 
period required by this AGREEMENT, and to perform its obligations under this 
AGREEMENT. 

I. CONSUL TANT shall require that each subconsultant performing any portion of 
the PROJECT: 

i. Is duly formed, in good standing, and authorized to do business in the 
State of Nevada; 

2. Is a duly licensed or registered Architect or Engineer, as the case may be, 
with the State of Nevada, and such license or certificate of registration is 
in full force and effect; 

3. Has obtained any and all licenses, certificates and permits that are 
required to be obtained by subconsultant by the Nevada Revised Statues 
and the Nevada Administrative Code, and by any other law, rule, 
regulation or ordinance applicable to subconsultant and to the 
performance of any part of the PROJECT by subconsultant; 
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4. Is duly licensed and authorized to do business in the CITY, and such 
business license is in full force and effect; and 

5. Shall comply with all laws, rules, regulations, and ordinances, as such 
may be amended, supplemented or modified from time to time, that are 
applicable to subconsultant and any portion of the PROJECT performed 
by subconsultant. 

The representations and warranties made by CONSUL TANT herein shall survive the 
completion of the PROJECT and the termination or expiration of the AGREEMENT. 

SECTION XII - MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS 

A. SUSPENSION: 

CITY may suspend performance by CONSUL TANT under this AGREEMENT for 
such period of time as CITY, in its sole discretion may prescribe, by providing 
written notice to CONSUL TANT at least seven (7) calendar days prior to the date 
on which CITY wishes to suspend such performance. Upon such suspension, 
CITY shall pay CONSUL TANT compensation based on percentage of PROJECT 
completion, earned until the effective date of suspension less all previous 
payments. CONSUL TANT shall not perform further work under this 
AGREEMENT after the effective date of suspension until receipt of written notice 
from CITY to resume performance. In the event that CITY suspends performance 
by CONSUL TANT for any cause other than the error or omission of the 
CONSUL TANT for an aggregate period in excess of thirty (30) calendar days, 
CONSUL TANT shall be entitled to an equitable adjustment of the compensation 
payable to CONSUL TANT under this AGREEMENT to reimburse CONSUL TANT 
for additional costs occasioned as a result of such suspension of performance by 
CITY. In no event will the CITY be liable to the CONSUL TANT for more than 
$2,000.00. 

B. TERMINATION: 

The CITY may terminate this AGREEMENT, with or without cause, upon fourteen 
(14) calendar days prior written notification of the termination to the 
CONSUL TANT. Notification to the CONSUL TANT of such termination shall be 
sent by the CITY in accordance with Section XII.U. 

In the event of termination, the CITY agrees to pay the CONSUL TANT the 
reasonable value for all work and services performed to the date of termination in 
accordance with the Section entitled "Compensation and Terms of Payment" of 
this AGREEMENT. 
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C. FISCAL FUNDING OUT: 

The CITY reasonably believes that sufficient funds can be obtained to make all 
payments during the term of this AGREEMENT. Pursuant to NRS Chapter 354, if 
the CITY does not allocate funds to continue the function performed by 
CONSUL TANT obtained under this AGREEMENT, this AGREEMENT will be 
terminated when appropriate funds expire in accordance with Section XIJ.B. 

D. OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS: 

All plans, drawings, specifications, reports, photographs, studies, permits, 
estimates, digital mapping, CAD files, mylar, or other like documents given, 
prepared or assembled by the CONSUL TANT or any subconsultant which are 
related to the performance of this AGREEMENT shall be the joint property of the 
CITY and CONSUL TANT, provided however, the rights of ownership are limited 
as follows: 

1. The CITY may utilize the drawings and specifications with respect to the 
construction, maintenance, repair and modification of each of the 
IMPROVEMENTS and any subsequent projects. 

2. Upon the CITY's prior written consent, CONSUL TANT may utilize any of 
the constituent parts of the drawings and specifications on any other 
project except for any unique or distinctive architectural components or 
effects which taken independently or in combination would produce a 
project with substantially similar or distinctive features to the 
IMPROVEMENTS or any subsequent IMPROVEMENTS of the CITY. 

3. The CITY may also utilize the original drawings and specifications with 
respect to any of the IMPROVEMENTS or any other subsequent 
IMPROVEMENTS if the CITY engages CONSUL TANT or a new 
consultant to perform professional services with respect thereto. 

4. In the event the CITY engages a new consultant to perform professional 
services on any of the IMPROVEMENTS or other subsequent 
IMPROVEMENTS utilizing the original drawings and specifications, 
CONSUL TANT agrees to waive its copyright on the original drawings and 
specifications to the extent necessary for the new consultant to make 
modifications and changes which take into account the new site specific 
conditions for the new IMPROVEMENTS. 

5. In the event the CITY engages the CONSUL TANT to perform professional 
services on any of the IMPROVEMENTS or any subsequent 
IMPROVEMENTS utilizing the original drawings and specifications, the 
CITY agrees to pay the CONSUL TANT re-site fees necessary for the new 
site adaptation of the original drawings and specifications, as mutually 
agreed upon in writing by the CITY and the CONSUL TANT. 
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E. INSURANCE: 

CONSUL TANT shall procure and maintain, and shall cause each subconsultant 
to procure and maintain, at its own expense, during the entire term of this 
AGREEMENT, the following insurances: 

1. Workers' Compensation Insurance. Such insurance must be provided by 
an insurance company authorized to provide workers' compensation 
insurance in Nevada by the Nevada Department of Business and Industry, 
Division of Insurance. Such insurance must protect CONSULTANT and 
CITY from employee claims based on PROJECT related sickness, 
disease or accident. 

2. Comprehensive General Liability (bodily injury and property damage) 
insurance with respect to CONSUL TANT's agents and vehicles assigned 
to the prosecution of work under this AGREEMENT in a policy limit of not 
less than $1,000,000 for combined single limit per occurrence. 
CONSUL TANT's General Liability insurance policies shall be endorsed as 
to include the CITY as an additional insured. 

3. Professional Liability insurance, for the protection from claims arising out 
of performance of professional services caused by a negligent act, error, 
or omission for which the insured is legally liable; such Professional 
Liability insurance will provide for coverage in an amount of not less than 
$1,000,000 for each occurrence and $2,000,000 in the aggregate for the 
period of time covered by this AGREEMENT. CONSUL TANT will provide 
CITY thirty (30) calendar days notice in writing of any cancellation of, or 
material change in, the above described policy. 

4. The CONSUL TANT's Comprehensive General Liability policy shall 
automatically include or be endorsed to cover CONSULTANT's 
contractual liability to the CITY, to waive subrogation against the CITY, its 
officers, agents, servants and employees, and to provide that the CITY will 
be given thirty (30) calendar days notice in writing of any cancellation of, 
or material change in, the policy. 

5. The certificates and endorsements for each insurance policy are to be 
signed by a person authorized by that insurer and licensed by the State of 
Nevada. All deductibles and self-insured retentions shall be fully disclosed 
in the Certificate of Insurance. No deductible or self-insured retention may 
exceed $250,000 without the written approval of the CITY. 

6. Certificates indicating that such insurance is in effect shall be delivered to 
the CITY before work is begun under this AGREEMENT. If the 
CONSUL TANT is underwritten on a claims-made basis, the retroactive 
date shall be prior to or coincident with the date of this AGREEMENT, and 
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the Certificate of Insurance shall state that coverage is claims-made and 
the retroactive date. CONSUL TANT shall provide the CITY annually with 
a Certificate of Insurance as evidence of such insurance. It is further 
agreed that the CONSUL TANT and/or Insurance Carrier shall provide the 
CITY with 30-day advance written notice of policy cancellation of any 
insurance policy required to be maintained by CONSUL TANT. 

F. INDEMNITY: 

Notwithstanding any of the insurance requirements herein above set forth or 
limits of liability set forth therein, CONSUL TANT shall defend, protect, indemnify 
and hold harmless the CITY, its officers, agents and employees from any 
liabilities, claims, damages, losses, expenses, proceedings, suits, actions, 
decrees, judgments, reasonable attorney fees, and court costs which the CITY 
suffers, and/or its officers or employees suffer, as a result of, or arising out of, the 
intentional or negligent acts or omissions of the CONSUL TANT, its 
subconsultants, or agents or anyone employed by the CONSUL TANT or its 
subconsultants or agents, in fulfillment or performance of the terms, conditions or 
covenants of this AGREEMENT. This Section XII.F. shall survive the completion 
of the PROJECT and the termination or expiration of this AGREEMENT until 
such time as the applicable statutes of limitation expire. 

G. ASSIGNMENT: 

This AGREEMENT shall inure to the benefit of, and be binding upon, the Parties 
hereto and their respective successors and assigns. The CONSUL TANT shall 
not assign, sublet or transfer its interest in this AGREEMENT without the prior 
written approval of the CITY representative. Nothing contained herein shall be 
construed as creating any personal liability on the part of any officer or agent of 
any public body which may be a party hereto. 

H. WAIVER: 

No consent or waiver, express or implied, by either party to this AGREEMENT or 
of any breach by the other in the performance of any obligations hereunder shall 
be deemed or construed to be a consent or waiver to or of any other breach by 
such party hereunder. Failure on the part of any party hereto to complain of any 
act or failure to act on the other party or to declare that other party in default 
hereunder, irrespective of how long such failure continues, shall not constitute a 
waiver of the rights of such party hereunder. Inspection, payment, or tentative 
approval or acceptance by the CITY or the failure of the CITY to perform any 
inspection hereunder, shall not constitute a final acceptance of the work or any 
part thereof and shall not release CONSUL TANT of any of its obligations 
hereunder. 
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I. DESIGNATION OF REPRESENTATIVE: 

The Director of Public Works or the Director's authorized representative is hereby 
designated as the CITY's representative with respect to the work to be performed 
under this AGREEMENT. Said representative shall only have the authority to 
transmit instructions, receive information, and interpret and define the CITY's 
policies and decisions with respect to the services of the CONSUL TANT. 

J. CONSULTANT'S EMPLOYEES: 

The CONSUL TANT shall be responsible for maintaining satisfactory standards of 
employee competency, conduct and integrity, and shall be responsible for taking 
such disciplinary action with respect to its employees as may be necessary. In 
the event that CONSUL TANT fails to remove any employee from the contract 
work whom the CITY deems incompetent, careless or insubordinate, or whose 
continued employment on the work is deemed by the CITY to be contrary to the 
public interest, the CITY reserves the right to require such removal as a condition 
for the continuation of this AGREEMENT. 

K. INDEPENDENT CONTRACTOR: 

It is hereby expressly agreed and understood that in the performance of the 
services provided herein, the CONSUL TANT and any other person employed by 
CONSUL TANT hereunder shall be deemed to be an independent contractor and 
not an agent or employee of the CITY. This AGREEMENT is not intended to 
create, and shall not be deemed to create, any partnership, joint venture or other 
similar business arrangement between CITY and CONSUL TANT. 

L. APPLICABLE LAW: 

This AGREEMENT shall be construed and interpreted in accordance with the 
laws of the State of Nevada. 

M. COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS: 

In connection with the performance of work under this AGREEMENT, the 
CONSUL TANT agrees not to discriminate against any employee or applicant for 
employment because of race, creed, color, national origin, sex, sexual orientation 
or age, including, without limitation, with regard to employment, upgrading, 
demotion or transfer, recruitment or recruitment advertising, layoff or termination, 
rates of pay or other forms of compensation, and selection for training, including, 
without limitation, apprenticeship. 

The CONSULTANT further agrees to insert this provision in all subcontracts 
hereunder, except subcontracts for standard commercial supplies or raw 
materials. 
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CONSUL TANT shall comply with laws, rules, regulations, and ordinances 
applicable to the work performed by CONSUL TANT with respect to the 
PROJECT, as such laws, rules, regulations and ordinances may be modified, 
supplemented or amended from time to time. 

N. PROHIBITION AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES: 

The CONSUL TANT warrants that no person or entity has been employed or 
retained to solicit or secure this AGREEMENT upon an agreement or 
understanding for a commission, percentage, brokerage or contingent fee. For 
breach of this warranty, the CITY shall have the right to annul this AGREEMENT 
without liability or, in its discretion, to deduct from the contract price or 
consideration, or otherwise recover, the full amount of such commission, 
percentage, brokerage or contingent fee. 

0. DISPUTE RESOLUTION: 

Disputes concerning standards of performance, time of performance, scope of 
work, compensation or terms specified in the AGREEMENT shall be resolved in 
the following manner: 

1. The CITY's representative and the CONSUL TANT's PROJECT 
MANAGER will endeavor to conduct good faith negotiations in an effort to 
resolve any and all disputes in a timely manner. 

2. If any disputes between the Parties remain unresolved after thirty (30) 
calendar days, the CITY's representative and the CONSUL TANT's 
PROJECT MANAGER shall, within fourteen (14) calendar days, prepare a 
brief, concise written report summarizing the: 
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(a) basis for the dispute, 

(b) negotiations accomplished and results thereof, and 

(c) current status of all relevant unresolved issues. 

Copies of each written summary shall be exchanged between the CITY's 
representative and the CONSUL TANT's PROJECT MANAGER, and 
provided to the CITY's Public Works Director and the CONSUL TANT's 
PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE. Within thirty (30) calendar days thereafter, the 
CITY's Public Works Director, or his designee, and the CONSUL TANT's 
PRINCIPAL-IN-CHARGE will meet to resolve the dispute. A written 
record of these negotiations will be made. The record will summarize: 

(a) all issues of dispute, 
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(b) the resolutions to resolved issues, and 

(c) unresolved issues, if any. 

The written record will be reviewed by the CITY's Public Works Director or 
his designee, and the CITY's Public Works Director or his designee, will 
render a determination regarding such dispute. 

3. If the CONSUL TANT disagrees with the determination of the CITY's 
Public Works Director, or his designee, the CONSUL TANT may only 
initiate an action in the Eighth Judicial District Court in and for Clark 
County to resolve such dispute. The CITY retains the right to all remedies 
available in law or equity. The Parties agree that no dispute under this 
AGREEMENT shall be submitted to or resolved through arbitration or 
mediation. 

P. ATTORNEY'S FEES: 

ln the event any action is commenced by either Party against the other in 
connection herewith, the prevailing Party shall be entitled to its reasonable costs 
and expenses, including reasonable attorney's fees, as determined by the court. 
This Section XII.P shall survive the completion of the PROJECT and the 
termination or expiration of this AGREEMENT. 

Q. SITE INSPECTION: 

CONSUL TANT represents that CONSUL TANT has visited the PROJECT 
location and is satisfied as to the general condition thereof and that the 
CONSUL TANT's compensation as provided for in the AGREEMENT is just and 
reasonable compensation for performance hereunder including reasonably 
foreseen and foreseeable risks, hazards and difficulties in connection therewith 
based on such above-ground observations. 

R. SEVERABILITY: 

In the event that any provision of this AGREEMENT shall be held to be invalid or 
unenforceable, the remaining provisions of this AGREEMENT shall remain valid 
and binding on the Parties hereto. 

S. AMENDMENTS: 

This AGREEMENT may only be modified by a written Amendment that 1s 
executed by both Parties hereto. 
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T. FINAL INTEGRATION: 

This AGREEMENT is fully integrated and constitutes the entire agreement and 
understanding between the Parties concerning the subject matter of this 
AGREEMENT. This AGREEMENT supersedes all other oral and written 
negotiations, agreements and understandings of any and every kind relating to 
the subject matter of this AGREEMENT. 

U. CONSTRUCTION: 

In the event of any dispute regarding any provision of this AGREEMENT, the 
terms of this AGREEMENT shall not be construed more strongly against or in 
favor of either party. The parties acknowledge that each has participated equally 
in the negotiation and drafting of this AGREEMENT. 

V. NOTICE: 

Any notice required to be given hereunder shall be deemed to have been given 
when sent to the party to whom it is directed by personal service, hand delivery 
or U.S. certified mail, return receipt requested, at the following addresses: 

TO CITY: 

TO CONSUL TANT: 

W. HEADINGS: 

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS 
Robert E. Huggins, P.E., Project Manager 
2266 Civic Center Drive 
North Las Vegas, NV 89030 

DEKKER/PERICH/SABATINI 
Christopher W. Larsen, AIA, Managing Principal 
6860 Bermuda Road, Suite 100 
Las Vegas, NV 89119 

The headings of the various Sections of this AGREEMENT have been inserted 
only for convenience, and shall not be deemed in any manner to modify or limit 
any of the provisions of this AGREEMENT, or to be used in any manner in the 
interpretation of this AGREEMENT. 

X. CONFIDENTIALITY: 

CONSUL TANT shall treat all information relating to the PROJECT and all 
information supplied to the CONSUL TANT by the CITY as confidential and 
proprietary information of the CITY and shall not permit its release by 
CONSUL TANT's employees to other parties or make any public announcement 
or release without the CITY's prior written authorization. CONSUL TANT shall 
also require subconsultants and vendors to comply with this requirement. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this AGREEMENT to be executed 
the day and year first above written. 

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

B~~ 
MICHAEL L. MONTANDON 
MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

SEAN T . McGOWAN, CITY ATTORNEY 

By:---+>-,,,,,_----ic..-.jf..-4----'-_;_:__~ =----~ 
BETHA UDO SANCHEZ 
DEPUTY TY ATTORNEY 

DEKKER/PERICH/SABATINI 
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PROFESSIONAL ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
FOR THE FIRE STATION 53 

AND PROTOTYPE FIRE STATION DESIGNS PROJECT 

EXHIBIT "A" 
SCOPE OF BASIC SERVICES 

INTRODUCTION 

This exhibit outlines the scope of work for Basic Services to be provided to the CITY by the 
CONSUL TANT for the design and construction of the IMPROVEMENTS and the prototype 
design for future IMPROVEMENTS. The CITY reserves the right to cancel, re-prioritize, and/or 
alter the schedule of the PROJECT as identified herein. The CITY will give "Notice-To-Proceed" 
on a task-by-task basis. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The PROJECT consists of final design, bidding phase, and construction management support 
services for a new 15,000 square-foot Fire Station 53 on a CITY-owned parcel on the northeast 
corner of Simmons Street and Gowan Road, as shown on the attached Vicinity Map. The onsite 
improvements will primarily consist of the building, parking, driveways and fire access, and 
landscaping. The building will include an apparatus bay, shared sleep areas, locker/shower 
area, kitchen, recreation area, physical fitness room, and restrooms. Offsite improvements will 
include the construction of the within the limits of the CITY's parcel, including street base and 
asphalt, curb and gutter, sidewalk, driveways, and street lighting. As part of the PROJECT, the 
CONSUL TANT shall produce final prototype drawings for both 10,000 and 15,000 square foot 
fire stations for exclusive use by the CITY for future IMPROVEMENTS including Fire Stations 
50, 58, 59, 150 through 161, and 163 . 

STANDARDS 

The PROJECT design shall be in complete compliance with the CJTY's Commercial 
Development Standards and Design Guideline requirements for site development, landscaping, 
parking, and structures. In addition, the CITY's Building Maintenance Division shall provide a 
list of recommended equipment and materials to be incorporated into the IMPROVEMENTS by 
CONSUL TANT. 

Locally adopted standards used for the design of the PROJECT shall include, but are not limited 
to, the following: 

1. International Building Code, 2006, as adopted by the CITY. 

2. Clark County Regional Flood Control District, Hydrologic Criteria and Drainage 
Design manual, current edition. 

3. Uniform Standard Specifications for Public Work's Construction Off-site 
Improvements, Clark County Area, Nevada, current edition. 

4. Uniform Standard Drawings for Public Work's Construction Off-site 
Improvements, Clark County Area, Nevada, Volume's I and II, current edition. 
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5. "Nondiscrimination on the Basis of Disability by Public Accommodations and in 
Commercial Facilities", Dept. of Justice Code of Regulations, 28 CFR Part 36, 
current edition. 

When the PROJECT involves other infrastructures, the adopted standards for such, as adopted 
by the CITY, shall be recognized and followed. Such standards may include: 

1. City of North Las Vegas Water Service District Rules and Regulations, current 
edition. 

2. Uniform Design and Construction Standards for Water Distribution Systems, 
Clark County Nevada, current edition. 

3. Design and Construction Standards for Wastewater Collection Systems, 
Southern Nevada, current edition. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of Exhibit A is to establish the scope for the following Tasks: 

1. Final Design Services - Services related to preparation of construction Contract 
Documents and construction cost estimates for the IMPROVEMENTS. 

2. Bidding Phase Support Services - Services intended to support the CITY 
during public bidding of the IMPROVEMENTS. 

3. Construction Management Support Services - Services intended to support 
the CITY during construction activities associated with the IMPROVEMENTS. 

4. Prototype Design Services - Services intended to provide Prototype designs 
for both 10,000 and 15,000 square foot future IMPROVEMENTS. 

SUBCONSULTANTS 

The following subconsultants will be used for the PROJECT: 

Civil: 
Landscape: 
Mechanical/Electrical/Plumbing: 
Estimating: 

TASK 1 FINAL DESIGN SERVICES 

Nevada by Design Engineering Consultants 
JW Zunino & Associates 
MSA Engineering Consultants 
O'Connor Construction Management 

Upon receipt of wrftten authorization by the CITY, the CONSUL TANT shall perform the services 
listed below. The goal of this Task is the completion of all design services necessary to provide 
for the public bidding and construction of the IMPROVEMENTS including furnishing plans and 
specifications for a 15,000 square foot facilfty to the CITY for review, approval, and printing. A 
set of construction Contract Documents shall be prepared to allow public bidding for the 
IMPROVEMENTS, and will consist of full size (24" x 36" or 30" x 42") mylars and reproducible-
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ready specifications. Drawings will be prepared in AutoCAD 2004 edition. The drawing format 
will be based on standards and details provided by the CITY. 

The CONSUL TANT shall assume the "front end" legal and contractual sections including 
Invitation to Bid, Instruction to Bidders, Bid Form, General Conditions and Special Conditions 
will be provided by the CITY and reviewed and completed by the CONSUL TANT. The 
CONSUL TANT will provide any supplemental general conditions, Technical Specifications, and 
modifications to the Standard Specifications and Standard Drawings in CSI format, for insertion 
into the Bid Package. 

1.1 Project Management 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Perform day-to-day work to administer interrelated activities, manage 
personnel and resources, and monitor schedules and budgets; coordinate 
with the CITY; prepare and distribute PROJECT monthly schedule 
updates; and prepare and distribute monthly status reports. 

• Draft schedules and status reports shall be submitted to the CITY for 
review and approval prior to distribution. 

• Utilize the services of an independent construction cost estimator to 
specify the construction materials and methods necessary to meet the 
CITY's budget and monitor all aspects of the design effort for compliance. 

1.2 Progress Meetings 

The CONSULTANT shall: 

• Conduct monthly progress meetings during the Final Design Phase. The 
meetings will be attended by the CONSUL TANT's Project Manager, the 
CITY's Project Manager, and other key personnel as determined to be 
necessary. Progress meetings may be held in conjunction with other 
scheduled meetings. 

• Prepare meeting minutes recording the discussion issues, decisions, 
action items and status of PROJECT schedule and cost compliance. 

• Prepare a draft agenda and minutes for CITY review prior to issuing final 
versions for distrlbution. 

1.3 Design Charettes 

The CONSULT ANT shall: 
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• Conduct design charette meetings during the Final Design Phase as 
necessary to obtain design guidelines and program elements from City 
Departments. A total of three (3) meetings are expected and will be 
attended, at a minimum, by the CONSUL TANT's Project Manager and 
cost estimator, the CITY's Project Manager, and representatives from the 
following Departments (at a minimum): Fire, Parks & Recreation, Utilities, 
Planning and Zoning, Information Technology, and Public Works. 

Page 3 of 9 Exhibit A 039PET.APP.000889



1.4 90% Design Submittal 

The CONSULTANT shall: 

• Prepare and submit fifteen (12) sets (4 half-size and 8 full-size) of 90% 
PROJECT Contract Documents for the PROJECT to the CITY for review 
and comment. The 90% submittal shall include: a survey monument 
summary table, utilities and agencies coordination record, detailed 
technical specifications, construction schedule, permit coordination 
matrices, and all CITY-supplied bid forms. In addition, an opinion of 
probable cost for construction and all associated IMPROVEMENT costs 
will be included. 

• After submittal to the CITY, the CONSUL TANT shall meet with the CITY 
and other agencies as necessary to obtain and review comments on the 
90% submittal package. It is anticipated that the 90% submittal will 
include, at a minimum, the following drawings: 

Cover Sheet and Sheet Index 
General Notes 
Symbols, Abbreviations and Design Analysis 
Civil/Utility Sheets 
Landscaping and Irrigation Sheets 
Architectural Site Sheets 
Floor Plan Sheets 
Room Finish Schedule 
Door and Window Drawings 
Reflected Ceiling Plan 
Roof Plan and Detail Sheets 
Exterior Elevation Sheets 
Building Section Sheets 
Wall Section Sheets 
Casework Details 
Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment (FF&E) Sheets 
Structural Sheets 
Plumbing Sheets 
Mechanical Sheets 
Electrical Sheets 

1.5 Pre-Final Submittal of Contract Documents 

The CONSULTANT shall: 

Fire Station 53 Project 

• Prepare and submit to CITY fifteen (6) sets (4 half-size and 2 full-size) of 
Pre-Final Contract Documents, addressing and incorporating CITY and 
other agency comments from the 90% review. 

• Provide an itemized construction schedule and updated estimate of the 
construction costs for the IMPROVEMENTS. 

• The CONSUL TANT shall meet with the CITY and other agencies as 
necessary to obtain and review comments on the Pre-Final submittal 
package. 
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1.6 Final Submittal of Contract Documents 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Address and incorporate CITY comments from the Pre-Final review into 
the Final Contract Documents. 

• Coordinate with and obtain necessary signatures from utilities and 
agencies, and provide to the CITY original, sealed plans (4 mil mylar) with 
a sealed, unbound copy of the specifications, special provisions, and 
final cost estimate. 

• Provide all required plans, specifications, calculations, reports, and other 
documents in the necessary package format for submittal to the CITY's 
Building Safety Division to obtain a building permit. Revise and re-submit 
any of the proceeding materials as necessary to obtain approval from the 
Building Safety Division. 

• Submit plans, specifications, calculations, reports, and other documents 
to other agencies and utilities (including but not limited to Nevada Power, 
Embarq, Cox, Southwest Gas, and Republic Services) as necessary to 
obtain addendum drawings for the Contract Documents and secure 
needed services. 

• Provide other necessary documents and information as requested for 
CITY'S PROJECT files. 

1.7 Utility and Entity Coordination 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Coordinate with local utility companies, other governmental agencies, 
including all applicable CITY Departments and Divisions, and other 
consultants as necessary. 

• Review a sample permit matrix, provided by the CITY, and determine all 
permits needed for the PROJECT. 

• Prepare permit applications for the CITY's signature and obtain 
necessary agency and utilfty approvals and signatures. 

1.8 Presentations 

The CONSULT ANT shall: 

Fire Station 53 Project 

• Conduct a maximum of two (2) PROJECT presentations to the CITY 
Council, Planning Commission and/or the Chief of the North Las Vegas 
Fire Department summarizing the PROJECT and prepare renderings or 
professional quality graphic presentation materials and backup 
information required for such presentations. This requirement shall 
include neighborhood meetings or other public outreach meetings. 
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TASK 2 BIDDING PHASE SUPPORT SERVICES 

Upon receipt of written authorization by the CITY, the CONSULTANT shall perform the following 
tasks related to providing bidding phase support services to the CITY for the IMPROVEMENTS. 

2.1 Pre-Bid Conference 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Have the Project Manager only attend and participate in the Pre-Bid 
Conference to provide technical support. 

2.2 Addenda Preparation 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Assist the CITY in the preparation of Addenda to the construction 
Contract Documents for the PROJECT, as requested by the CITY. The 
CITY shall sign and issue the Addenda to the plan holders. 

2.3 Bid Requests and Responses 

TASK3 

When requested by the CITY during the bidding period, the CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Interpret requests for clarification of the construction Contract Drawings 
and specifications and promptly provide CITY with written responses. 
The CITY will respond directly to bidder's questions. 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT SUPPORT SERVICES 

Upon receipt of written authorization by the City, the CONSUL TANT shall perform the following 
tasks related to providing construction management support services to the City for the 
IMPROVEMENTS. 

3.1 Conformed Drawing Set 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Prepare a conformed set of drawings incorporating all Addenda and 
changes addressed during the Bid Phase and provide reproducible 
copies to the CITY for reproduction and distribution to the Contractor and 
Construction Management Team. 

3.2 Project Management/Progress Meetings 

The CONSULTANT shall: 

Fire Stal/on 53 Project 

• Have the Project Manager only attend the Preconstruction Conference 
and weekly construction progress meetings/site visits as requested by the 
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CITY's Construction Manager and provide a written report if requested. 
This subtask will be limited to a maximum of twenty (20) progress 
meetings/site visits. 

• Review site visit observations with the Construction Manager. This task 
shall not be construed to include the services of a Resident Project 
Engineer or Architect. 

3.3 Shop Drawing Review 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Review and accept (or reject) all technical shop drawings, including 
technical submittals, re-submittals, and samples provided by the 
Contractor during construction. Specifically, submittals will be marked (all 
copies), tracked in a submittal log, and returned within seven (7) calendar 
days to the CITY's Construction Manager. 

• Present written recommendations for items submitted by the Contractor 
for evaluation under a "substitution clause" but only for the limited 
purpose of checking for conformance with the information given and the 
design concepts expressed in the Contract Documents. 

3.4 Coordination/Clarifications 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Assist the CITY with responding to all Contractor requests for information 
or technical clarifications and return within seven (7) calendar days to the 
CITY's Construction Manager. 

• Prepare drawings, details, specifications, and cost estimates as required 
to support construction change orders as requested by the CITY's 
Construction Manager. 

• Provide guidance to assist the Construction Manager to resolve conflicts. 

3.5 Pre-Final Inspection/Punch List 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Assist the CITY in conducting pre-final inspections with CITY 
Construction Manager and Inspector and prepare a list of construction 
deficiencies for resolution by the Contractor. 

3.6 Final Inspection 

The CONSULTANT shall: 

Fire Station 53 Project 

• Assist the CITY in conducting final inspections with CITY Construction 
Manager and Inspector to determine that construction deficiencies noted 
on the punch lfst have been corrected. The CONSUL TANT will also make 
recommendations to CITY regarding whether issuance of certificates of 
substantial completion are appropriate at the time. 
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3.7 Project Closeout 

TASK4 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Prepare Record Drawings, on mylar and CD-ROM, based on the marked­
up, as-constructed drawings maintained in the field by the Contractor. 
These drawings shall reflect all addenda, substitutions, change orders, 
field changes, and all deviations from the original contract documents. 
The marked-up drawings, PROJECT files and documents shall be 
returned to the CITY along with one (1) set of Mylar reproducible 
drawings, five (5) sets (4 half-size and 1 full-size) of copies, and an 
electronic copy in AutoCAD 2004 format. The CONSUL TANT shall assist 
the CITY during the 12-month IMPROVEMENTS warranty period if 
corrective work is required. 

PROTOTYPE DESIGN SERVICES 

Upon receipt of written authorization by the City, the CONSULTANT shall perform the following 
tasks related to providing prototype design services to the City for future IMPROVEMENTS. 

4.1 Prototype Design Submittal and Final Documents 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

Fire Station 53 Project 

• After incorporating CITY comments from the 90% design submittal for the 
15,000 square foot facility per Subtask 1.3, prepare and provide to the 
CITY (for the CITY's exclusive use on future IMPROVEMENTS) prototype 
drawings, on mylar and CD-ROM in AutoCAD 2004 format. 

• Develop prototype drawings for a 10,000 square foot fire station facility to 
be used exclusively by the CITY for future IMPROVEMENTS concurrently 
with Task 1. The CONSUL TANT will provide the same drawings as 
required for the 15,000 square foot prototype and IMPROVEMENTS with 
the exclusion of any offsite work. The drawings for this Subtask will be 
submitted for comments to the CITY and after incorporating CITY 
comments, the CONSUL TANT shall prepare and provide to the CITY 
prototype drawings, on mylar and CD-ROM in AutoCAD 2004 format. 
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PROFESSIONAL ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
FOR THE FIRE STATION 53 

AND PROTOTYPE FIRE STATION DESIGNS PROJECT 

EXHIBIT "A-1" 
SUPPLEMENTAL SERVICES 

The CONSUL TANT shall provide Supplemental Services directly related to the PROJECT when 
requested, and authorized in writing to do so by the CITY. Compensation for Supplemental 
Services shall be made pursuant to Section VIII, 8.1 (b). The Fee Schedule included as Exhibit 
"B" shall be in effect for the duration of the PROJECT. Supplemental Services of the 
CONSUL TANT may include any, or all of the following: 

ss 1.0 

ss 2.0 

ss 3,0 

ss 4.0 

Significant Revision of Design 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Revise the plans and specifications as necessary to accommodate significant 
revisions to the building design. 

Supplemental Utility Potholing 

The CONSULTANT shall: 

• Perform, or perform through subconsultant, supplemental potholing 
determined during the PROJECT to be essential to verify the horizontal and 
vertical location of underground utilities. 

Additional Design Services 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Provide additional architectural or engineering design services that are 
directly related to the PROJECT but which were not anticipated nor which 
could be reasonably construed to be associated with work described in 
Exhibit "A". Additional design services are normally identified by the CITY for 
the CITY's convenience. 

Meetings/Site Visits 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Attend additional progress or coordination meetings or make additional site 
visits in excess of the quantity specified in Exhibit "A". 

Fire Station 53 Project Page 1 of 2 Exhibit A-1 

046PET.APP.000896



ss 5.0 

ss 6.0 

Presentations 

The CONSUL TANT shall: 

• Conduct additional PROJECT presentations, beyond that required in Exhibit 
"A", to the CITY Council, CITY Department Directors and/or other committees 
summarizing the PROJECT and prepare renderings or professional quality 
graphic presentation materials and backup information required for agenda 
items and meetings. 

Additional Construction Management Support Services 

The CONSULTANT shall: 

• Assist the CITY on an as-needed basis in accomplishing the following: 

Construction Management Support Services in excess of those 
specified in Exhibit "A". 

Construction inspection, or additional testing and analysis work as 
required by the City. 

Quality Assurance and materials testing. 
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PROFESSIONAL ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
FOR THE FIRE STATION 53 

AND PROTOTYPE FIRE STATION DESIGNS PROJECT 

ARCHITECTURAL LABOR 

Classification 
Principal 

EXHIBIT "B" 
FEE SCHEDULE 

Associate / Project Manager 
Senior CAD Drafter 
CAD Drafter 
Intern 
Administrative 

Hourly Rate 
$ 1.50.00 
$ 125.00 
$ 75.00 
$ 65.00 
$ 65.00 
$ 45.00 

These hourly-billing rates shall remain in effect for the duration of the AGREEMENT, and 
include direct salaries, overhead and profit. 

DIRECT EXPENSES (APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT) 

Mileage 
Subconsultant Fees 
Reproduction 

Photocopies 
Blueline/Blackline Prints 
Mylar Drawings 

Photographs 
Permit Fees 
Other Direct Costs 

$0.445/mile 
At Cost 
At Cost 

At Cost 
At Cost 
At Cost 

Direct Expenses (non-salary costs) shall be billed at actual cost without markup, as verified by 
receipt, invoices or other documentation acceptable to CITY. 

CIVIL LABOR 

Classification 
Professional Engineer 
Staff Designer/Engineer 
Junior Designer 
Technician/Drafter 
Clerical/Office Support 

fire Station 53 project Page 1 of 3 

Hourly Rate 
$ 135.00 
$ 110.00 
$ 95.00 
$ 85.00 
$ 45.00 

Exhibit B 

048PET.APP.000898



STRUCTURAL LABOR 

Classification 
Senior Structural Engineer 
Structural Engineer 
Senior Designer 
Designer 
Administrative Assistant 

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE LABOR 

Classification 
Principal/Landscape Architect 
Interpretive Planner 
Landscape Architect 
Landscape Project Manager 
Landscape Project Coordinator 
PhotoShop & Visual Simulation Expert 
Estimator 
CAD Operator 
Senior Draftsperson 
Draftsperson 
Clerical 
Runner 

ELECTRICAL & MECHANICAL LABOR 

Classification 
Principal 
Engineers 
Engineering Designers 
Engineering Draftsman 
Clerical 

ESTIMATING LABOR 

Classification 
Principal Estimator 
Senior Estimator 
Senior Scheduler 

Fire Station 53 project Page 2 of 3 

Hourly Rate 
$ 125.00 
$ 95.00 
$ 75.00 
$ 65.00 
$ 45.00 

Hourly Rate 
$ 175.00 
$ 150.00 
$ 125.00 
$ 120.00 
$ 95.00 
$ 105.00 
$ 105.00 
$ 95.00 
$ 95.00 
$ 85.00 
$ 60.00 
$ 45.00 

Hourly Rate 
$ 200.00 
$ 175.00 
$ 110.00 
$ 65.00 
$ 45.00 

Hourly Rate 
$ 180.00 
$ 135.00 
$ 135.00 
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Fire Station 53 project 

Senior Project Manager 
Estimator 
Scheduler 
Project Manager 
Clerical 
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$ 135.00 
$ 120.00 
$ 120.00 
$ 120.00 
$ 45.00 
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TASK 
NUMBER TASK NAME 

1 FINAL DESIGN SERVICES 

BIDDING PHASE SUPPORT 
2 SERVICES 

CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT 
3 PHASE SUPPORT SERVICES 

PROTOTYPE 
4 DESIGN SERVICES 

1 2 3 

PROFESSIONAL ARCHITECTURAL SERVICES AGREEMENT 
FOR THE FIRE STATION 53 

AND PROTOTYPE FIRE STATION DESIGNS PROJECT 

EXHIBIT"C" 

PROJECT SCHEOULE 

MONTH 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -
'VVV'_XAA ~ .>VVVVV ;,v<.Jv 

,,._...._.,.._.,._,,.__..._,.x-11.x.x.11. 
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Geotechnical Report Checklist 

II Description 

I. Project Infonna11on 

). Project name 

2. Study date 

3. Consultant project identification number 

4. Company name and address, and name and phone number of who prepared 
the report 

5. Preparer's name, seal, and signature 

6. Client name 

n. Location and Development Description 

I. A written description of project location which incJudes adjacent street 
names 

2. Vicinity map 

3. Site plan 

4. Types of structures to be constructed 

5. Type of streets to be constructed 

6. Anticipated approximate cut and fill depths 

7. Anticipated building loads 

cover 

cover 

cover 

cover 

cover letter 

cover 

2 

Figure J 

Figure2 

2 

2 

NIA 

2 
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Geotechnical Report Checklist 

~ Dacrlptlon 

m. Geoteebnieal Investigations 

I. Area or acreage 

2. A site reconnaissance survey of existing surface conditions 

3. Identification of any known or encountered geologic huanls, discuss 
local/regional geology 

4. Type, description, and results of any surface geophysical surveys 

s. Describe any in-situ tests conducted 

6. Dates of investigations 

7. Type of equipment used for field explorations 

8. Number of borings and/or trenches 

9. Diagram showing location of borings and/or trenching 

10. Boring or trenching logs ( continuous log): description of subsurface soils, 
classification of soiJs, Identification of soiJ stratification zones, and 
approximate contact zones, including top and bottom elevations (if 
available), and borehole diameter 

11. Location on the log of each Standard Penetration Test 

12. Identify any encountered groundwater 

13. Discuss any observed fissures, faults, or geologic h87.ards 

14. Identify seismic zone 

Page(s) i 
NIA 

2 

3 

NIA 

AppendixB 

3 

3 

3 

Figure 2 

Figures A-1 
throughA-4 

Figures A-I 
throughA-4 

9 

s 

7 
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Geotechnical Report Checklist 

II Description 

IV. Laboratory Testing 

1. Identify all tests performed, including procedures/standards used 

2. All test results in tabular or graphical form 

V. Site Pnparation and Gradln1 

1. Surface clearing and approximate depth of loose soil to be removed 

2. Required depth of ex/overexcavation in structural and pavement areas 

3. Required depth of ex/overexcavation in nonstructural areas 

4. Required lateral extent of ex/overexcavation 

s. Scarification, moisture content, compaction requirements 

6. Structural/nonstructural fill composition: expansion, gypsum solubility, 
percent passing #200 sieve (min/max), maximum particle size 

7. Placement Requirements: Lift thickness, compaction (moisture and 
density for both granular and clayey material) 

8. Requirements for imported fill 

9. Caliche Considerations: Recommendations for removal of caliche, if 
encountered, u well as preparation and grading recommendations and 
recommendations for foundations and footinp on caliche 

I 0. Testing During Grading - type of testing required during site preparation 
and grading activities 

11. Fault/fissure mitigation 

Page(s) 

AppendixB 

Figures B-1 
throughB-7 

11 

12 

12 

12 

12 

13 

13 

14 

13 

13 

NIA 
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Geotechnical Report Checklist 

i Deacription 

VI. Foundatlons/Re1aining Walls 

1. Conventional foundations 

a. Required minimum depth and width of footings 

b. Allowable bearing pressure 

c. Anticipated settlement 

d. Estimated friction coefficients 

e. Cement type 

f. Observation requirements 

2. Post-Tensioned Foundations 

a. Required minimum depth and width of footings 

b. Allowable bearing pressure 

c. Estimated friction coefficients 

d. Cement type 

e. Design center and edge of slab movement (Ym) 

f. Observation requirements 

3. Block WaU Foundations 

a. Required minimum depths and widtm of footings 

b. Allowable bearing pressures 

c. Cement type 

Page(•) 

IS 

IS 

IS 

17 

16 

24 

2S 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 
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Geotechnical Report Checklist 

Description 

d. Estimated friction coefficients 

e. Observation requirements 

4. Special foundations 

a. Required minimum depths and widths of footing., 

b. Allowable bearing pressures 

c. Cement type 

d. Estimated friction coefficients 

e. Observation requirements 

s. Retaining Walls 

a. Required minimum depths and widths offootinp 

b. Allowable bearing pressures 

c. Lateral earth pressures 

d. Estimated friction coefficients 

e. Backfill and drainage requirements 

f. Observation requirements 

VII. Slab on grade\Exterlor Flatwork 

1. Base requirements 

2. Moisture barrier requirements (type, placement) 

3. Type of cement 

Page(s) 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

17 

18 

24 
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Geotechnical Report Checklist 

II Description Page(•) II 

VID. UtiUty Trenches 

1. Main lines (in street areas)/laterals compaction requirements N/A 

IX. Street and Pavement Deslgu 

1. R-values or CBR values, Traffic Indices 9 

2. Street section (AC thickness, Type I/Type ll thickness), design method, 22 
and criteria 

3. Structural base coarse - compaction recommendations 20 

4. On•site pavement and street design 20 

X. Drainage Moisture Proteetlon 

1. Drainage recommendations for use in design N/A 

2. Minimum slopes away from structures NIA 

3. Landscaping recommendations NIA 

*The items identified in sections I. through IV. shall be provided in all geotechnical reports. 
Reports not containing this information will be returned for correction. 

••Toe items identified in sections V. through X. are to be provided as appropriate for the specific 
project. 
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Mr. Chris Larsen 
Dekker/Perich/Sabatini 
6860 Bermuda Drive, Suite 100 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89119 

Subject: Geotechnical Evaluation 
Proposed Fire Station 53 
West Gowan Road near Simmons Street 
North Las Vegas, Nevada 

Dear Mr. Larsen: 

August 29, 2007 
Project No. 302288001 

Transmitted herein is Ninyo & Moore's geotechnical evaluation for the proposed Fire Station S3 
project to be located on West Gowan Road near Simmons Street in North Las Vegas, Nevada. 
The purpose of our study was to evaluate the subsurface soil conditions at the site and to provide 
design and construction recommendations regarding geotechnical aspects of the project. We appre­
ciate the opportunity to be of service to you on this project. 

Respectfully submitted, 
NINYO & MOORE 

Naik Banavathu, P.E. 
Project Engineer 

NB/EDE/ltk 

Distribution: (5) Addressee 

~-tt-
EricD. Elison, P.E. 
ChiefGeotechnical Engmeer 

6700 Paradise Road • Suite E • Llls Vegas, Nevada 89 I 19 • Phone /702/ 433-0330 • Fa,c f702) 433-0707 

Las \A!gas • Irvine • san Diego • Los Angeles • C>alcland • Phoenix • Salt Lll~ City • Ontario 
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Proposed Fire Station 53 

1, INTRODUCTION 

August 29, 2007 
Project No. 302288001 

In accordance with your request, Ninyo & Moore has performed a geotechnical evaluation fur 

the proposed Fire Station 53 project to be located on the north side of West Gowan Road east of 

Simmons Street in North Las Vegas, Nevada. The purpose of our study was to evaluate the sub­

surface soil conditions at the site and to provide design and construction recommendations 

regarding geotechnical aspects of the project. This report presents the fmdings of our subsurface 

explorations, results of laboratory testing, conclusions regarding the subsurface conditions at the 

site, and design and construction recommendations regarding the geotechnical aspects of the 

proposed project. 

2. SCOPE OF SERVICES 

The scope of our geotechnical services included the following: 

• Review of pertinent background data listed in the Selected References section of this report. 
The data reviewed included a site plan, design codes and manuals, in-house geotechnical 
and soils data, and published geologic and soils information. 

• Coordination and mobilization for subsurface exploration, including clearance of existing 
utilities at the site, which was conducted through Underground Service Alert (USA). 

• Drilling, logging, and sampling of four exploratory borings, which were advanced to depths 
ranging from approximately 6.5 to 16.5 feet. The borings were performed to evaluate sub­
surface soil conditions at the site and to obtain soil samples for laboratory testing. 

• Performance of laboratory tests on selected soil samples obtained from the exploratory bor­
ings to evaluate the in-place moisture content and dry density, gradation, plasticity, 
consolidation characteristics, R-value, sodium content, sulfate content, sodium-sulfate con­
tent, and total salts (solubility). 

• Compilation of the data obtained. 

• Preparation of this report presenting our findings and conclusions and recommendations re­
garding earthwork, design and construction of structure foundations, concrete slabs-on­
grade, exterior concrete flatwork, pavement sections for on-site parking and access areas, 
and preliminary pavement sections for Gowan Road. 
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We understand that the project will include design and construction of an approximately 

15,000 square foot single-story fire station building. The location of the proposed building is 

indicated on Figure 1. It is our understanding that the fire station will have a three bay apparatus 

area, training rooms, crew dorms, exercise room, and auxiliary spaces for crew support. We 

understand that construction of the structure will consist of concrete masomy unit (CMU) load 

bearing walls for the apparatus bay and light gage metal stud bearing walls for the crew support 

area. Column loads and wall loads for the crew support area are anticipated to be approximately 

30 kips and 1,600 pounds per lineal foot (pJf), respectively. Wall loads for the apparatus bay are 

anticipated to be approximately 4,500 plf. It is also anticipated that improvements constructed at 

the site will include paved parking and access areas, concrete flatwork, concrete curbs and 

gutters, landscape areas, and concrete masonry block screen and retaining walls. We also 

understand that the project will include half-street improvements along the portion of Gowan 

Road adjacent to the site. 

4. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

The subject site is contained within a portion of Clark County Assessor's Parcel No. 139-08-601-

007. The site is bordered by a park to the north, Gowan Road to the south, Simmons Street to the 

west, and undeveloped land to the east 

At the time of our field activities, the site was generally undeveloped and the ground surface was 

generally covered with sparse native desert vegetation. The topography of the site was slightly to 

moderately undulatory and generally sloped gently downward to the east. The southwest comer 

of the site was approximately 15 feet higher than the remaining portion of the site. The subject 

site was surrounded by a chain-link fence with a locked gate. No indications of underground or 

overhead utilities were observed at the subject site during our site reconnaissance. However, due 

to development in the vicinity, underground utiHties shouJd be anticipated in and around the sub­

ject site. 
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S. SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION AND LABOR.A.TORY TESTING 

Ninyo & Moore's subsurface exploration of the site was performed on April 6, 2007. This 

exploration consisted of drilling, logging, and sampling of four sma11-diameter exploratory 

borings (B-1 through B-4). The borings were advanced to depths ranging from approximately 6.S 

to 16.5 feet with a truck-mounted Mobile B-61 dril1 rig utiJizing 8-inch diameter hollow-stem 

augers. The purposes of the exploratory borings were to generally evaluate the subsurface soil 

conditions at the site and to co11ect bulk and relatively undisturbed soil samples for laboratory 

testing. The boreholes were backfilled with drill cuttings after drilling operations. The 

approximate locations of the borings are shown on Figure 2. 

Laboratory tests were performed on representative soil samples collected from the borings to 

evaluate in-place moisture content and dry density, gradation, plasticity, consolidation character­

istics, R-value, sodium content, sulfate content, sodium-sulfate content, and total salts 

(solubility). Results of in-place moisture content and dry density tests are presented on the boring 

logs in Appendix A. The remaining laboratory test results and descriptions of the testing proce­

dures utilized are presented in Appendix B and Appendix C. 

6. GEOLOGY AND SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 

Based on the findings of our subsurface exploration and review of referenced geologic and soils 

information, the site is underlain primarily by Quaternary-age a11uvium (native soil). Ninyo & 

Moore's findings regarding the geologic setting, potential geologic hazards, ground motions, 

subsurface soils encountered, groundwater, and liquefaction at the subject site are provided in the 

fo11owing sections. 

6.1. Geologie Setting 

The subject site is located in the northern portion of the Las Vegas Valley, which lies in the 

southwestern portion of the Great Basin, within the Basin and Range physiographic prov­

ince. The Las Vegas Valley is a naturally formed structural basin as a result of block faulting, 

a ftmdamental characteristic of the Basin and Range physiographic province. 
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The Las Vegas Valley extends in a northwest-southeast direction and drains generally toward 

the southeast through the Las Vegas Wash into Lake Mead. Surrounding the alluvium-filled 

Valley are relatively steep mountain ranges. These ranges are the Spring Mountains to the 

west; the Desert, Sheep, and Las Vegas ranges to the north; the McCullough Range to the 

south; and Sunrise Mountain and Frenchman Mountain to the east. 

The Las Vegas Valley is underlain by Proterozoic igneous and metamorphic basement rock, 

which is overlain by thick Paleozoic and Mesozoic sedimentary rock, and Tertiary volcanic 

rock. The floor of the Las Vegas Valley is filled with coalescing Tertiary and Quaternary al­

luvial, aeolian, and playa deposits surrounded by more steeply sloping alluvial aprons 

comprised primarily of poorly sorted gravel and sand deposits with cobbles and boulders. 

The sediments can be up to approximately 5,000 feet thick in some parts of the Las Vegas 

Valley. 

6.2. Potential Geologic Hazards 

Ninyo & Moore's geotechnical study of the project site included an evaluation of the possible 

presence of geologic huards, such as faults and ground fissures in the site area. This evalua­

tion included visual observation of the site for indications of adverse geologic features and 

review of published geologic and soils maps and literature, and other data listed in the Se­

lected References section of this report. Referenced geologic data were also reviewed to 

evaluate seismic activity levels, and associated potential earthquake hemrds, for faults in the 

site vicinity. It should be noted that the fault seismic activity levels provided in this section 

were obtained/interpreted primarily from United States Geological Survey (USGS, 2007b) 

data. 

Based on our field observations and review of referenced data, no faults extend through the 

project site. Review of referenced geologic data indicates that the nearest active fault (i.e., a 

fault that has experienced ground surface rupture within the past 11,000 years) to the site is 

the Black Hills fault. The Frenchman Mountain fault and the Eglington fault, which are con­

sidered potentially active (i.e., :faults that have been experienced ground surface rupture 
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within the past 1.6 million years) are also located in the site vicinity. The distances from the 

site to these active and potentially active faults ere provided on Table 1. Fissure zones were 

measured approximately 3,000 feet from the subject site. 

Review of referenced geologic data also indicates that the site is located near an unnamed 

Las Vegas Valley fault. The distance from the site to this fault is provided on Table 1. Refer­

enced USGS data indicate that this fault is of uncertain origin and that its seismic activity 

level has not been established. Further, there is some controversy among geologists as to the 

origin of this geologic feature, and other similar features in Las Vegas Valley, which have 

been previously referred to as "compaction faults". Differing proposed origins for these 

faults include: 

• Differential consolidation or compaction over time of the thick alluvial and lakebed 
sediments in Las Vegas Valley. 

• Tectonic factors associated with faults that may extend into the basement bedrock be­
neath the Valley's sediment. 

• A combination of differential consolidation and tectonic factors. 

Table 1 - Faula in Site Vicinity 

Appro:dmate Distance 
Falllt Name Seismic Activity Level * From Project Site to 

Falllt (miles) 

Black Hills fault Active 22 

Bglington fault Potentially Active 2 

Frenchman Mountain fault Potentially Active 9 

Las Vegas Valley fault (unnamed fault) Not Established <1 

• From United States Geological Survey (USOS, 2006) data. 

Ground fissures, generally believed to be caused by erosion, and differential stress resulting 

from regional subsidence due primarily to withdrawal of groundwater, are known to occur 

near faults in Las Vegas Valley. Review of referenced geologic data does not indicate the 

presence of ground :fissures at the project site and no ground fissures were observed during 
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our field activities. However, it should be noted that a portion of the ground surface at the 

site had been disturbed/obscured by previous grading activities. 

As part of this study, Ninyo & Moore evaluated whether the project site is located in a Spe­

cial Geotechnical Considerations Area, as shown on the referenced Clark County Soil 

Guidelines Map (CCBD, 1998). This map indicates important aspects of near-surface soils 

in Las Vegas Valley. The following summarizes conditions in each of the areas shown on the 

map. 

• Special Geotechnical Considerations Area - Steep Slopes (greater than I 5 percent) and 
Shallow Bedrock. 

• Special Oeotechnical Considerations Area - Subsidence and 2,000-Foot Compaction or 
Seismic Fault Buffer Zone: Indicates areas which are considered to contain 90 percent 
of mapped ground fissures. These ground fissure areas extend approximately 1,000 feet 
to each side of faults. 

• Special Geotechnical Considerations Area - Potential Drainage Areas or Recent Sedi­
ment Deposits, which may also have Solubility, Clay Swell, Corrosion, Gypsum Salt, 
Expansive or Hydro-collapsible Potential: Indicates areas located in the vicinity of ma­
jor drainages, which may also contain potentially moisture-sensitive and corrosive soils. 

• Special Geotechnical Considerations Area - Solubility, Clay Swell, Corrosion, Gypsum 
Salt, Expansive or Hydr<HX>llapsible Potential: Indicates areas of potentially moisture­
sensitive and corrosive soils. 

• Standard Geotechnical Considerations Area - Mixed Alluvial Sand and Gravel: Indi-
cates areas of generally coarse-grained granular soils. 

Review of the Clark County Soil Guidelines Map indicates that the project site is located in 

a Special Geotechnica/ Considerations Area - Solubility, Clay Swell, Corrosion, Gypsum 

Salt, Expansive or Hydro-collapsible Potential. 

The Clark County Expansive Soil Guidelines Map (Clark County Development Services 

Department, 2006) indicates general trends of near-surface soils in Las Vegas Valley. This 

map shows areas of the valley where previous geotechnical studies have indicated the pres­

ence of moderately, highly, and critically expansive soils. Based on review of the map, the 

subject site, project alignment is located in an area prone to critically expansive soil. 
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Using the referenced United States Geological Survey database (USGS, 2007a), estimated 

maximwn considered earthquake spectral response accelerations for short (0.2 second) and 

long (1.0 second) periods were obtained for the subject site, which is located at approxi­

mately 36.2251 degrees north latitude and -115.1795 degrees west longitude. Based on the 

referenced International Building Code (ICC, 2006) and subswface soils encountered in OW' 

exploratory excavations, seismic Site Class D is appropriate for the subject site, and the pa­

rameters in the following table are characteristic of the subject site for design purposes. 

Table 2 - Seismic Design Parameten 

Value 

Parameten Short Long Refennce (ICC, 2006) 

Period Period 

Mapped Maximum Considered Earthquake Spectral 
0.55g 0.17g 

Figure 1613 and n,ferenced 
Response Acceleration, S8 and S1 · database (USOS, 2007a) 

Site Coefficient, F1 and Fv 1.36 2.10 Table 1613.5.3 

Maximum Considered Earthquake Spectral 
0.7.Sg 0.37g Equation 16-37 and 16-38 Response Acceleration Adjusted for Site Class 

Btfecta. SM.c and Su1 
Design Spectral Respome Acceleration, Sos and S01 0.50g 0.24g Equation 16~39 and 16-40 

6.4. Subsurface Soils Encountered 

Generalized descriptions of the subsurface soils encountered in our borings are provided in 

the following se~tions. 

6.4.1. Fill 

Fill, up to approximately 1.5 feet thick, was encountered in one of our four exploratory 

borings. This fill consisted primarily of medium dense, silty gravel with sand, and 

clayey sand with gravel. The encountered fill was generally damp. 

1 
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6.4.2. Native Soll 

Native soil (alluvium) was encountered in the exploratory borings to the total depths 

explored (up to approximately 16.S feet). The alluvium consisted primarily of loose to 

medium dense, silty and clayey sand, and stiff to very stiff, sandy lean to fat clay. The 

encountered soils were generally damp to moist and some of the soils were slightly ce­

mented Some of these native soils were slightly to highly gypsiferous. Visual 

observations indicated that the encountered alluvium was slightly to moderately porous 

in some areas. 

Although not encountered in our borings at the site, cemented soils (caliche) are typi­

cally present in subsurface soils in many areas of the Las Vegas Valley. Caliche is a 

naturally occurring cemented soil with rock-like characteristics. The following de­

scribes typical properties ofcaliche encountered in southern Nevada. 

• Caliche generally occurs in layers a few inches to several feet thick. 

• Caliche layers can very significantly in the thickness, degree of cementation, and 
hardness over short distances, and it can be discontinuous. 

• Caliche varies in composition from primarily fme-grained material to primarily 
coarse-grained material. 

• Moderately hard, moderately cemented caliche can generally be gouged with a 
knife with difficulty and can be broken with a few hammer blows. 

• Hard to very hard, strongly cemented caliche is difficult to scratch with a knife and 
breaks with difficulty with repeated hammer blows. 

• Considerable difficulties may be encountered in caliche removal. Rock excavation 
methods may be needed. 

Laboratory tests were perfonned on selected samples of native soil obtained from the 

borings. The results of these tests are summarized in the following table. The results of 

in-place moisture content and dry density tests are also presented on the boring logs in 

Appendix A. Additional information regarding the laboratory test procedures and results 

are provided in Appendix B and Appendix C. 
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In-Place Moisture Content 

In-Place Dry Density 

AttcrbergLimits 
Liquid Limit 
Plastic Limit 
Plastic Index 

Consolidation 
Expansion Potential 

R-Value 

Sodium Sulfate Content 

Sodium Content 

Sulfate Content 

Total Salts (Solubility) 

6.5. Groundwater 

August 29, 2007 
Project No. 302288001 

Table 3 - Summary of Laboratory Test Resultl 

Tlltltaaltl Remarkl 
,.4 to 46., percent -

61.7 to l08. 7 pounds per cubic -foot(pct) 

36and41 Moderate plasticity l6and20 
2'8nd 16 

4.0 and ,.9 percent expansion High expansion potential 

19 -
0.04 and 0.39 percent Negligible to low chemical heave (salt 

heave) potential 

0,01 and 0.13 percent -
0.34 and 0.38 pcn:ml Severely deleterious to concreee 

0.79 and 0.88 percent Moderate solubility potential 

Groundwater was not encountered in the exploratory borings, which were advanced to 

depths ofup to approximately 16.5 feet. Seasonal fluctuations in groundwater levels and sur­

face water flow may occur. These fluctuations may be due to variations in ground surface 

topography, subsurface geologic conditions, rainfall, irrigation, and other factors. Evaluation 

offactors associated with groundwater fluctuations was beyond the scope of this study. 

6.6. Liquefaction 

Liquefaction is a phenomenon in which loose, saturated soils lose shear strength under 

short-term (dynamic) loading conditions. Ground shaking of sufficient duration results in the 

loss of grain-to-grain contact in potentially liquefiable soils due to a rapid increase in pore 

water pressure, causing the soil to behave as a fluid for a short period of time. To be poten­

tially liquefiable, a soil is typically cohesionless with a grain-size distribution generally 

consisting of sand and silt. It is generally loose to medium dense, saturated, and subjected to 

sufficient magnitude and duration of ground shaking. 
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Soils encountered in the exploratory borings at the site were unsaturated and consisted pri­

marily of loose to medium dense, silty and clayey sand, and stiff to very stiff, sandy lean to 

fat clay. 

7. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the findings of this study, there are no known geotechnical or geologic conditions that 

would preclude construction of the proposed project, provided the geotechnical recommenda­

tions presented herein are adequately implemented. Oeotechnical design and construction 

considerations for the subject project include the following: 

• Based on our findings, it is our opinion that the existing fill soils and underlying near­
surface alluvial (native) soils, which are moderately porous, highly gypsiferous, and have a 
high expansion potential, are not suitable for support of the proposed structures and im­
provements in their present condition. These soils will need to be removed from structure 
and improvement areas and replaced with adequately compacted structural fill. 

• Based on the results of the field and laboratory evaluations, it is our opinion that foundations 
for proposed structures should be founded on a zone of adequately compacted structural fill. 
Concrete slab-on-grade floors, pavement, exterior concrete flatwork and other improvements 
should also be founded on a zone of compacted structural fill. 

• Soils encountered in the exploratory borings appeared to be generally suitable for use as 
structural fill and backfill. However, our findings indicate the presence of highly gypsiferous 
(potentially water-soluble) and highly expansive soil at the subject site. If encountered dur­
ing grading, these soils will need to be either adequately blended or exported from the site. 
The excavated on-site soils may be used as structural fill and backfill provided they meet 
recommendations presented in Section 8.1.2. 

• Chemical test results performed on selected soil samples from the exploratory borings indi­
cate that on-site soils should be considered severely deleterious to concrete. 

• Review of published geologic data and our field observations do not indicate the presence of 
adverse on-site geologic hazards, such as faults and ground fissures, which may affect pro­
posed site development. 

• Groundwater was not encountered in our boring, which was excavated to a depth of ap­
proximately 16.5 feet. 
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• In accordance with the 2006 International Building Code, the seismic parameters provided 
in Table 2 are characteristic of the site and should be considered in the design of proposed 
structures. 

• Layers of cemented soils ( caliche) were not encountered in our exploratory borings per­
formed at the project site. However, due to the variable nature of caliche, caliche layers may 
be encountered in areas between and beyond our boring locations during earthwork opera­
tions. 

• Based on the unsaturated generally fine-grained nature of the soils encountered in the ex­
ploratory borings at the site, it is our opinion that there is a low potential for liquefaction of 
the subsurface soils at the site. 

8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations are intended for incorporation into the design and construction 

of the subject project. 

8.1. Earthwork 

The following subsections provide recommendations for earthwork, including site grading, 

structural fill and backfill, import soil, and temporary excavations. 

8.1.1. Site Grading 

Prior to grading, proposed structure and improvement areas should be cleared of any 

surmce obstructions, debris, organics (including vegetation), and other deleterious mate­

rial. Materials generated from clearing operations should be removed :from the project 

site and disposed of at a legal landfill site. We recommend that the full depth of on-site 

fill and surfi.cial loose and/or disturbed native soils be removed :from proposed struc­

tures and improvement areas, including building, block stteen/retaining wall, pavement, 

and exterior concrete flatwork areas. These removed soils can be processed and stock­

piled for later use as structural fill, if needed. 

Based on the findings of our subsurface exploration and results of laboratory tests, the 

near-surface native soils have a high expansion potential and moderate solubility 
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potential, are slightly to moderately porous, and are highly gypsiferous. To reduce the 

potential for future soil-related movement, we recommend that near-surface native soils 

in areas of proposed structures and improvements be overexcavated and replaced with 

structural fill. Surface preparation and overexcavation should extend 5 feet beyond the 

exterior edges of building lines and 2 feet beyond block wall foundations, exterior 

concrete tlatwork, and pavement areas, or to a distance that is equivalent to the depth of 

compacted structural fill below the structure, whichever is greater. The following table 

smnmarizes recommended overexcavation depths needed to provide an adequate layer 

of structural fill beneath proposed structures and improvements. 

Table 4 - Summary of Recommended Structural Fill Thickness 

Proposed Improvement Recommended Structural Fill Thickness* 

Building Foundations 36 inches below fowutations, or 48 inches below existing grade, which-
ever is lower. 

Floor Slabs 36 inchea below supportive gravel, or 48 inches below existing grade, 
whichever is lower. 

Retaining/Screen Wall 24 inches below foundations, or 36 inches below existing grade, which-
Foundations ever is lower. 

Exterior Concrete Flat- 24 inches below supportive gravel (Type II Aggregate Base) or 24 inches 
work and Pavement below existing grade, whichever is lower. 

• Structural fill thickness may include 6 inches of scarified, moisture-conditioned, and compacted 
native soils. Any undocumented fill and loose and/or disturbed native soils should be removed 
from i,rooosed buildirur and exterior site im1>rovomcnt areas. 

The geotecbnical consultant should observe areas to receive fill at the time of grading to 

assess the suitability of the exposed material and to evaluate if removals down to more 

competent soils are needed. After the removals described above have been made, the 

exposed surface in the bottom of overexcavations should be scarified to approximately 

6 inches, moisture-conditioned to generally above optimum moisture content, and re­

compacted to 90 percent, as evaluated by American Society for Testing Materials 

(ASTM) Standard D 1557 
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Layers of cemented soils (caliche) were not encountered in our exploratory borings per­

formed at the project site. However, due to the variable nature of caliche, caliche layers 

may be encountered in areas between and beyond our boring locations during earthwork 

operations. If caliche is encountered, rock excavation techniques should be anticipated 

during grading, trenching, and other earthwork operations. Use of heavy-duty ripping 

equipment, heavy-duty backhoe, headache ball, ho-ram, or rock saw should be antici­

pated. The con1ractor should be aware of the potential for (and take adequate 

precautions to reduce the potential for) vibrational damage to adjacent or nearby struc­

tures, and take appropriate precautions, when using heavy impact equipment or blasting 

during removal of caliche. 

Some shrinkage should be anticipated when on-site soils are excavated, processed, and 

compacted. For planning purposes, an estimated shrinkage factor of approximately 

25 percent may be used for soils within approximately 5 feet of the existing ground sur­

face. Depending on finished grade elevations for the project, some importation of soils 

may be needed. 

8.1.2. Structural Fm and BackfUI 

Soils used as structural fill and backfill should be placed and compacted in uniform 

horizontal lifts to a relative compaction of 90 percent, as evaluated by ASTM D 1557. 

Structural fill and backfill soils should not contain organic matter, debris, other deleteri­

ous matter or rocks and/or hard chunks larger than approximately 6 inches nominal 

diameter. These soils should have a low solubility potential (1.5 percent or less, as 

evaluated by the referenced Clarlc County Development Services Department, Technical 

Guideline TG-19-2001), and a swelJ potential of 12 percent or less, as evaluated by Sec­

tion 1802.3.3 of the Southern Nevada Amendments t the 2006 International Building 

Code. 

l022IIOOI II.doc 

Structural fill and backfill soils should be placed and compacted at a moisture content 

generally above optimum moisture content. The optimal lift thickne~ of fill placed 
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during grading will depend on the type of soil and compaction equipment used, but 

should generally not exceed approximately 8 inches in loose thickness. Placement and 

compaction of structural fill should be performed in accordance with the referenced 

Clark County (2003) Uniform Standard Specifications for Public Works Construction 

(USSPWC). Grading and earthwork operations should be observed and the geotecbnical 

consultant should test moisture and relative compaction of structwaJ fill and backfill 

materials. Typically, one field test and no less than three field tests should be performed 

per lift for each 500 cubic yards of fill placement in structural areas. Additional field 

tests may also be performed in structural and non-structural areas at the discretion of the 

geotechnical consultant. 

8.1.3. Import Soll 

We recommend that import soil consist of coarse-grained (50 percent or more retained 

on No. 200 sieve) material with a low solubility potential (1.5 percent or less, as evalu­

ated by the referenced Clark County Development Services Department, Technical 

Guideline TG-19-2001), a low sulfate content (less than 0.1 percent}, and a swell poten­

tial of 12 percent or less, as evaluated by Section 1802.3.3 of the Southern Nevada 

Amendments to the 2006 International Building Code. Import soil should not contain 

organic matter, debris, other deleterious matter or rocks and/or hard chunks larger than 

approximately 6 inches nominal diameter. We further recommend that proposed import 

material be evaluated by a Ninyo & Moore representative at the bonow site for its suit­

ability prior to importation to the project site. Import soil used as structural fill and 

backfill should be placed and compacted in accordance with recommendations provided 

in the previous section. 

8.1.4. Temporary Exeavadom 

Temporary slope surfaces should be kept moist to retard raveling and sloughing. Water 

should not be allowed to fl.ow over the top of excavations in an llllcontrolled manner. 

Stockpiled material and/or equipment should be kept back from the top of excavations a 

distance equivalent to the depth of the excavation or more. Workers should be protected 
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from falling debris, sloughing and raveling in accordance with OSHA regulations 

{OSHA, 2005). Temporary excavations should be observed by the geotechnical consult­

ant so that appropriate additional recommendations may be provided based on the actual 

field conditions. Temporary excavations are time sensitive and failures are possible. 

8.2. Structure Foundadons 

Structure foundations including building and screen/retaining wall foundations should be 

founded on a zone of adequately placed and compacted structural fill {reworked fill, native, 

or import soils) as indicated in section 8.1.1. Building and retaining wall foundations should 

be approximately 12 inches wide and should be embedded approximately 18 inches below 

adjacent grade. An allowable bearing pressure of l, l 00 polUlds per square foot (pst) may be 

used for conventional {isolated or continuous) footings with an embedment depth of 

18 inches below adjacent grade and a width of 12 inches. This allowable value may be in­

creased by 300 psf for each additional 1 foot of width and 700 psf for each additional I foot 

of embedment up to a value of 2,500 psf. The allowable bearing pressure may be increased 

by one-third for short duration loads, such as wind or seismic. Lateral resistance for footings 

is presented in Section 8.3. Seismic parameters for design of structures at the site are pro­

vided in Table 2 in Section 6.3 and on Figure 3 and Figure 4. Foundations should be 

designed and constructed in accordance with the recommendations of a qualified structural 

engineer. 

Conventional footings should be reinforced with four No. 4 or larger steel reinforcing bars, 

two placed near the top and two near the bottom of the footing, and in accordance with a 

qualified structural engineer's recommendations. Increased reinforcement may be recom­

mended by the structural engineer. 

8.3. Lateral Earth Pressures 

Retaining walls that are not restrained from movement at the top with level backfill behind 

the wall, may be designed using an "active" equivalent fluid unit weight of 42 pounds per 

cubic foot (pct), as indicated on Figure 3. Retaining walls that are restrained from movement 
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at the top with level backfill behind the wall, may be designed using an "at-rest" equivalent 

fluid unit weight of 62 pcf, as indicated on Figure 4. These values assume compaction 

within about 5 feet of the wall will be accomplished with relatively light compaction equip­

ment and that very low to low expansive backfill will be placed behind the wall. These 

values also asswne that retaining walls will have a height of less than 10 feet. 

Ninyo & Moore evaluated "active" and "at-rest" dynamic lateral earth pressures due to 

seismic loading based on the referenced Southern Nevada Amendments to the 2006 

International Building Code (Clark County et al., 2006). Ninyo & Moore recommends that 

retaining walls that are not restrained from movement at the top be designed using an 

"active" resultant force due to seismic loading as indicated in the equation below: 

Recactive) = 9H2 pounds per unit width (in feet) of wall 

where H = height of the wall in feet 

Ninyo & Moore recommends that retaining walls that are restrained from movement at the 

top be designed using an "at-rest" resultant force due to seismic loading as indicated in the 

equation below: 

Re (at-rest) = 23H2 pounds per unit width (in feet) of wall 

where H = height of the wall in feet 

The resultant forces should be applied 0.6H above the base of the wall, as indicated on Fig­

ure 3 and Figure 4. 

Retaining walls with level backfill should also be designed to resist "active" and "at-rest" 

smcharge pressures of 0.35q and 0.5lq, respectively. The value for 11q11 represents the pres­

sure induced by adjacent light loads, slab, or traffic loads plus any adjacent footing loads. 

Measures should be taken so that moisture does not build up behind retaining walls. Drain­

age measures, as indicated on Figure S, should include free-draining backfill material, and 

perforated drain pipes or weep holes lined with polyvinyl chloride (PVC) pipe. Drain pipes 
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should outlet away from structures, and retaining walls should be adequately waterproofed 

in accordance with the recommendations of the project civil engineer or architect. 

For passive resistance to lateral loads, we recommend that an equivalent fluid weight of 

275 pcf be used up to a value of 2,000 psf. This value assumes that the ground is horizontal 

for a distance of 10 feet or more. or three times the height generating the passive pressure. 

whichever is greater. We recommend that the upper 12 inches of soil not protected by pave­

ment or a concrete slab be neglected when calculating passive resistance. For frictional 

resistance to lateral loads, we recommend that a coefficient of friction of 0.3 7 be used be­

tween soil and concrete. Passive and frictional resistances may be used in combination, 

provided the passive resistance does not exceed one-half of the total allowable resistance. 

The passive resistance may be increased by one-third when considering loads of short dura­

tion such as wind or seismic forces. 

8.4. Settlement 

Ninyo & Moore estimates that the proposed structures, designed and constructed as recom­

mended herein, should undergo total settlement of approximately 1 inch. Differential 

settlement is typically limited to one-half the total amount. As discussed, relatively porous 

soils with a high expansion potential were encountered in our borings. If the soils below the 

zone of structural fill become significantly wetted, additional settlement may occur. Meas­

ures to reduce water infiltration into the subsoils is discussed in Section 8.9. 

8.5. Concrete Slab-On-Grade Floon 

Ninyo & Moore recommends that conventional concrete slab-on-grade floors for this project 

be founded on approximately 6 inches of Type Il Aggregate Base (USSPWC Section 

704.03.04) overlying a zone of adequately placed and compacted structural fill (reworked 

fill, native, or import soils) as indicated in section 8.1.1. The floor slabs should be 

approximately 4 inches in thiclmess and reinforced with No. 4 steel reinforcing bars placed 

at approximately 18 inches on-center both ways. Reinforcement of the slab should be placed 

at mid-height. We recommend that "chairs" be utilized to aid in the placement of the 
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reinforcement. As an alternative to slab reinforcement with No. 4 steel reinforcing bars, 

post-tensioned slab reinforcement, as designed by a qualified structural engineer, may be 

utilized. Additional geotechnical recommendations for design of post-tensioned slabs will be 

provided by Ninyo & Moore upon request. Type II Aggregate Base underlying concrete 

slab--0n-grade floors should be moisture conditioned, placed, and compacted to 90 percent of 

the laboratory maximum dry density in accordance with ASTM D 1557. 

As a means to reduce shrinkage cracks, we recommend that the conventional slabs-on-grade 

be provided with control joints at intervals of no more than approximately 15 feet each way. 

Floor slab reinforcement and joint spacing should be in accordance with the recommenda­

tions provided by a qualified structural engineer. Greater slab reinforcement and reduced 

control joint spacing may be recommended by the structural engineer. 

Ninyo & Moore recommends that a vapor retarder be provided by a relatively impervious 

membrane placed beneath slab-on-grade floors, particularly in areas where moisture­

sensitive flooring is planned. The membrane should consist ofvisqueen 10 mils in thickness, 

or equivalent. The visqueen may overlie or underlie the previously described compacted 

Type II Aggregate Base material. If the visqueen overlies the base material, it should be cov­

ered with approximately 2 inches of moist sand (not saturated) to help reduce the potential 

for puncture during construction and to aid in concrete curing. 

8.6. Exterior Concrete Flatwork and Curbs and Gatten 

Exterior concrete flatwork, such as walkways and other slabs, should be approximately 

4 inches in thickness and founded on approximately 6 inches of Type II Aggregate Base 

overlying a zone of adequately placed and compacted structural fill (reworked fill, native, or 

import soils) as indicated in section 8.1.1. It is suggested that to reduce the potential fur 

shrinkage cracks, exterior concrete f1atwork should be constructed with control joinui spaced 

approximately 5 feet apart for walkways and approximately 10 feet on-center each way for 

larger slabs. Crack control joint spacing should be in accordance with recommendations of a 
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qualified structural engineer. Reduced joint spacing may be recommended by the structural 

engineer. 

Structural fill and Type II Aggregate Base beneath flatwork should be moisture-conditioned, 

placed, and compacted to 90 percent relative compaction. Concrete walkways and other ex­

terior slabs should be approximately 4 inches thick. To reduce the potential for shrinkage 

cracks, exterior concrete slabs should be constructed with control joints spaced approxi­

mately 5 feet apart for walkways and approximately 10 feet on-center each way for larger 

slabs. Crack control joint spacing should be in accordance with recommendations of a quali­

fied structural engineer. Reduced joint spacing may be recommended by the structural 

engineer. 

Formation of shrinkage cracks in concrete slabs, and other cracks due to minor soil move­

ment, may be further reduced by utilizing steel reinforcement, such as welded wire mesh. 

However, due to the inherent difficulty in positioning welded wire mesh in the middle of 

concrete slabs, other crack control methods should be considered, such as placement in the 

concrete of No. 3 steel reinforcing bars at approximately 18 inches on-center each way. Re­

inforcement of the slabs should be placed at approximately mid-height in the concrete 

utilizing "chairs.•• 

Concrete cums and gutters should be constructed in accordance with recommendations of 

the project civil engineer. The referenced Clark County Uniform Standard Drawings for 

Public Works Construction Off-Site Improvements (USDPWC) also provides design specifi­

cations for curbs and gutters. Recommendations regarding concrete utili7.ed in construction 

of proposed improvements are provided in Section 8.8. l. 

8. 7. Pavement Sections 

The following subsections provide pavement sections for on-site parking and access areas, 

and off-site half-street improvements along portions of Gowan Road adjacent to the subject 

site. 
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8.7.1. On-Site Parking and Aeceas Areas 

To fonn a basis for design of flexible pavement for on-site paved parking and access ar­

eas, we have assumed the following: 

• An Equivalent Single Axial Load (ESAL) value of 2,960, based on Traffic Index 
(TI)= 4.5 for automobile traffic; an ESAL value of 15,950, based on TI= 5.5 for 
delivery truck traffic; and an ESAL value of 64,920, based on Tl = 6.5 for heavy 
duty truck traffic areas are applicable. 

• 80 percent reliability. 

• 0.45 standard deviation. 

• 4.2 initial serviceability. 

• 2.5 terminal serviceability. 

• Resilient Modulus (MR) of 3,500 psi for an R-value of 10 (based on soil classifica­
tion). 

Using these values, structural numbers were calculated using design procedures in ac­

cordance with the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 

method of designing flexible pavement (AASIITO, 1993). The following table presents 

the recommended structural pavement sections placed over structural fill for on-site 

parlcing and access areas: 

Table 5 - Pavement Sectlona for On-Site Parking and Access Areu 

Pavement Bise Recompacted 
Design (a... ... i. • 0.35) (a,_= 0.12) Suhorade Structural Structural 

Trame Type Aapllalt TypeDBue Number Number ESAL T•lekneas Tlllckneu Tlllckneu Provided Needed 
aaclla) llnelles) (lndles)* 

Automobile 2,960 3.0 5.0 24 1.6S 1.63 

Delivery 15,950 3.5 8.0 24 2.18 2.17 Truck 
Heavy Duty 62,920 4.0 12.0 24 2.84 2.73 Truck 

•Recompactcd subgrade below pavement sections may Include 6 inches of scarified native soil compacted to 95 
oerccnt relative·comuaction Cu evaluated by ASTM D 1557). 
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If the assumed traffic or design ESAL values are not considered appropriate, this office 

should be notified. In providing these recommendations for pavement sections, we have 

assumed that asphalt concrete will be mixed and placed in accordance with Section 40 I 

of the referenced Clark County Uniform Standard Specifications for Public Works' Con­

struction, Off-Site Improvements (USSPWC). We have also assumed that Type II 

Aggregate Base will conform to Section 704.03.04 of the USSPWC. Type II Aggregate 

Base materials should be placed and compacted to 95 percent relative compaction (as 

evaluated by ASTM D 1557) in accordance with Section 302 of the USSPWC. 

Ninyo & Moore recommends that Portland cement concrete pavement be utilized in 

trash dumpster and other heavy traffic areas. Our experience indicates that truck traffic 

and heavy traffic can significantly shorten the useful life of asphalt concrete sections. 

We recommend that, in dumpster approach and other heavy traffic areas, 600 pounds 

per square inch (psi) flexural strength Portland cement concrete, 7 inches thick, be 

placed over 6 inches of compacted 'Iype U Aggregate Base over 12 inches of adequately 

placed and compacted structural fill. We also recommend that a qualified structural en­

gineer be consulted for appropriate concrete reinforcement in truck traffic areas. 

We recommend that mix designs be made for the asphalt concrete and Portland cement 

concrete by an engineering company specializing in this type of work. In addition, pav­

ing operations should be observed and tested by a qualified testing laboratory. 

Adequate surface drainage should be provided to reduce ponding and infi.ltmtion of wa­

ter into the pavement and subgrade materials. We suggest that the paved areas have a 

surface gradient of 1 percent or more. In addition, surface runoff from surrounding areas 

should be intercepted, collected, and not permitted to flow onto the pavement or infil­

trate the base and subgrade. We recommend that perimeter swales, edge drains, curbs 

and gutters, or combination of these drainage devices, be constructed to reduce the ad­

verse effects of surface water runoff. 
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Based on information provided by City of North Las Vegas personnel, the two-way av­

erage daily traffic (ADT) along Gowan Road in the year 200S is 7,000 vehicles per day 

(vpd). We have assumed that Gowan Road will be a two-lane facility in each direction 

with a 20-year design life (through the year 2027). In order to evaluate design Equiva­

lent Single Axle Load (ESAL) values for Gowan Road, traffic distribution, ESAL 

factors, and growth rate provided by City of North Vegas personnel were used Prelimi­

nary pavement section calculations are also provided in Appendix D. 

To form a basis for design of flexible pavement for off-site half-street improvements 

along portions of Gowan Road adjacent to the subject site, we have assumed the follow­

ing: 

• Gowan Road has a right-of-way (ROW) width of approximately 80 feet and is con-
sidered a major collector. 

• 80 percent reliability. 

• 0.45 standard deviation. 

• 4.2 initial serviceability. 

• 2.5 terminal serviceability. 

• An annual growth rate of 5 percent through the year 2027. 

• Resilient Modulus (MR) of 8,100 psi for an R-value of 19 (based on laboratory test 
results). 

Using these values, a structural nwnber associated with the Gowan Road was calculated 

using design procedures in accordance with the American Association of State Highway 

and Tmnsportation Officials method of designing flexible pavement (AASHTO, 1993). 

The following table presents the recommended structural pavement section placed over 

structural fill for off-site half-street improvements. 
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Table 6 - Preliminary Pavement Sections for Gowan Road 

Pavement Bue Recompacted 
la. ....... =0.3S) {a,._"" 0.12) Subande Struetural Struetural 

Location Design 
Alphalt Typell Number Number ESAL 

Thlclmms Ba1e Tbieknea Provided Needed 
(Inches) Thlcknea (lneba)* 

llnebes) 

OowanRoad 2,014,200 7.0 16.0 8.0 4.37 4.29 

•~ subgrado below pavement sections may include 6 inches of scarified native soil compacted to 90 
percent relative comnaction (as evaluated by AS'IM D 1557). 

The pavement section for Gowan Road should be considered preliminary. The City of 

North Las Vegas will require that the pavement section be re-evaluated once the road­

way is graded to expose native subgrade. Additional reevaluation tests will need to be 

performed and the pavement section recalculated. 

If the assumed traffic or design ESAL values ere not considered appropriate, this office 

should be notified. In providing the recommendations for pavement section, we have 

assumed that asphalt concrete will be mixed and placed in accordance with Section 401 

of the referenced USSPWC. We have also assumed that Type II Aggregate Base will 

conform to Section 704.03.04 of the USSPWC. Type II Aggregate Base materials 

should be placed and compacted to 95 percent relative compaction (as evaluated by 

ASTM D 1557) in accordance with Section 302 of the USSPWC. Recompacted sub­

grade below Type II Aggregate Base should be compacted to 90 percent relative 

compaction (as evaluated by ASTM D 15S7). 

8.8. Concrete and Corrosion Considerations 

The corrosion potential of on-site soils to concrete was evaluated in the laboratory using 

representative samples obtained from the exploratory excavations. Laboratory testing was 

performed to assess the effects of sulfate content on concrete and bmied metal. Results of 

these tests are presented in Appendix C. Recommendations regarding concrete to be utiliud 

in construction of proposed improvements and for buried metal pipes are provided in the 

following sections. 
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Chemical tests performed on selected samples of on-site soil indicated sulfate contents 

of0.34 and 0.38 percent by weight. Based on the following table from the International 

Building Code (ICC, 2006), the tested on-site soils are considered to be severely delete­

rious to concrete. 

'lable 7 - RequinmenC. for Concrete Exposed to Sulfate-Containing Soil 

Water-Soluble Maximum Water- Mlnlmumf'e, 

Sulfate Sulfate (SO-4) Cementltlous Materia11 Normal Weight and 
Cement Type Ratio, by Weight, Lightweight Exposure In Soll, Percent Normal-Weight Aarepte Concrete by Weight Aarepte Concrete• lnMPa 

Nolllurlble 0.00 - 0.10 - -- -
Il, IP(MS). IS 

Moderateb 0.10- 0.20 
(MS), P(MS), 

0.50 4,000psi I(PM)(MS), 
l(SMXMS) 

Severe 0.20-2.00 V 0.45 4,S00psi 
Very severe Over2.00 V plus DOZ7.0lan° 0.45 4,500PBi 
a A lower water-cementitious materials ratio or higher strength may be required for low permeability 

or for protection against corrosion of embedded items or freezing and thawing (Table 1904.2.2). 
b Seawater. 
c Pozzolan that has been detennined by test or service record to improve sulfate resistance when used 

in concrete containinJ? Tvne V cement. 

We recommend that on-site concrete in contact with on-site soils, along with subsurface 

walls up to 12 inches above finished grade, contain Type V cement with a water-cement 

ratio of 0.45 by weight and a design compressive strength of 4,500 psi. In addition, it is 

recommended that reinforcing bars within placed within cast-in-place concrete, which is 

in contact with the soil, be covered by approximately 3 inches or more of concrete. 

Concrete should be placed with an approximately 4-inch slump and good densification 

procedures should be used during placement to reduce possible honeycombing. The 

slump should be tested at the site by the geotechnical consultant. Structural concrete 

should be placed in accordance with the referenced American Concrete Institute (ACI, 

2005) and project specifications. We also suggest that concrete masonry unit (CMU) 

blocks, if utilized for the project, be constructed with Type V cement. 
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8.8.l. Buried Metal Pipes 

We recommend that corrosion reduction methods be implemented for this project for 

buried metal pipes. These corrosion reduction methods may include utilization of 

protective coatings, pipe sleeving, and/or appropriate cathodic protection, as 

recommended by a qualified corrosion engineer. Where permitted by local building 

codes, the use of PVC pipes should also be considered. 

8.9. Moisture lnflltntion Reduction and Surface Dramage 

Infiltration of water into subsurface soils can lead to soil movement and associated distress, 

and chemically and physically related deterioration of concrete structures. To reduce the po­

tential for infiltration of moisture into subsurface soils at the site, we recommend the 

following: 

• Positive drainage should be established and maintained away from proposed buildings. 
Positive drainage may be established by providing a surface gradient away from build­
ings of 5 percent for a distance of 10 feet away from the structure's perimeter. 

• Adequate surface drainage should be provided to channel surface water away from on­
site structures and to a suitable outlet such as a drainage channel or storm drain. Ade­
quate surface drainage may be enhanced by utilization of graded swales, area drains, 
and other drainage devices. Surface runoff should not be allowed to pond near struc­
tures. 

• Roof drain downspouts should be tightlined to an appropriate outlet such as a storm 
drain or the street. If tightlining of the downspouts is not practicable, they should dis­
charge 5 feet away from the buildings or onto flatwork that slopes away from the 
structures. Downspouts should not be allowed to discharge onto the ground surfilce ad­
jacent to the building foundations. 

• Ninyo & Moore recommends that low-water use (desert-type) landscaping be utilized 
on site, particularly within 5 feet of buildings and exterior site improvements, including 
areas of concrete flatwork and masonry block walls. 

• Utility line trenches within the building pads, including 5 feet beyond the building 
edges, should be backfilled with on-site derived soil or an equivalent in gradation im­
port. To reduce the potential for migration of subsurface water beneath the buildings, 
granular clean soils should not be used as trench backfill. 
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The geotechnical consultant should perform appropriate observation and testing services during 

grading and construction operations. These services should include evaluation of subgrade condi­

tions where soil removals are performed and observation and testing services dwing placement 

of concrete, mortar, grout, asphalt concrete, and steel reinfurcement. The geotechnical consultant 

should evaluate the depth of removal of soft, loose, or otherwise unsuitable soils, as well as ob­

serve and test the placement and compaction of structural fill and backfill soils. 

The recommendations provided in this report are based on the assumption that Ninyo & Moore 

will provide geotechnical observation and testing services during construction. In the event that it 

is decided not to utilize the services of Ninyo & Moore during construction, we request that the 

selected consultant provide the client with a letter (with a copy to Ninyo & Moore) indicating 

that they fully understand Ninyo & Moore's recommendations, and that they are in full agree­

ment with the design parameters and recommendations contained in this report. 

10. PLAN REVIEW 

The recommendations presented in this report are based on information for the proposed project 

as provided by the client, and on the findings of our geotechnical evaluation. When completed, 

project plans and specifications should be reviewed by the geotechnical consultant prior to sub­

mitting the plans and specifications for bid. Additional field exploration and laboratory testing 

may be needed upon review of the final project design plans. 

11. PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING 

We recommend that a pre-construction meeting be held. The owner or the owner's representa­

tive, the architect, the civil engineer, the geotechnical consultant, and the contractor should be in 

attendance to discuss the plans and the project. 
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The field evaluation, laboratory testing, and geotechnical analyses presented in this geotechnical 

report have been conducted in general accordance with cmrent practice and the standard of care 

exercised by geotechnical consultants performing similar tasks in the project area. No warranty, 

expressed or implied, is made regarding the conclusions, recommendations, and opinions pre­

sented in this report. There is no evaluation detailed enough to reveal every subsurface condition. 

Variations may exist and conditions not observed or described in this report may be encountered 

during construction. Uncertainties relative to subsurface conditions can be reduced through addi­

tional subsmface exploration. Additional subsurface evaluation will be performed upon request. 

Please also note that our evaluation was limited to assessment of the geotechnical aspects of the 

project, and did not include evaluation of structuial issues, environmental concerns, or the pres­

ence of hazardous materials. 

This document is intended to be used only in its entirety. No portion of the document, by itself, is 

designed to completely represent any aspect of the project described herein. Ninyo & Moore 

should be contacted if the reader requires additional information or has questions regarding the 

content, interpretations presented, or completeness of this document. 

This report is intended for design purposes only. It does not provide sufficient data to prepare an 

accumte bid by contractors. It is suggested that the bidders and their geotechnical consultant per­

fonn an independent evaluation of the subsurface conditions in the project areas. The 

independent evaluations may include, but not be limited to, review of other geotechnical reports 

prepared for the adjacent areas, site reconnaissance, and additional exploration and laboratory 

testing. 

Our conclusions, recommendations, and opinions are based on an analysis of the observed site 

conditions. If geotechnical conditions different from those described in this report are encowi­

tered, our office should be notified and additional recommendations, if warranted, will be 

provided upon request. It should be understood that the conditions of a site could change with 

time as a result of natural processes or the activities of man at the subject site or nearby sites. In 

addition, changes to the applicable laws, regulations, codes, and standards of practice may occur 
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due to government action or the broadening of knowledge. The findings of this report may, there­

fore, be invalidated over time, in part or in whole, by changes over which Ninyo & Moore has no 

control. 

This report is intended exclusively for use by the client. Any use or reuse of the findings, conclu­

sions, and/or recommendations of this report by parties other than the client is lUldertaken at said 

parties' sole risk. 
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a. DMINSM IBX>MMENDED IN 1HE IETANNB 
WALL DRAINAGE DETAIL 8HOULD IE NSTALLED 
B&iND THE REl'ANNGIWAU. 

4. DVNAMIC LATERAL liAR1li PRl!B8URE REllA.TANT 18 
BAllm ON THC R.J El a,cm 80U1HERN NEVADA 
AMBl>MENrl 1011£ IOOI IIC 
((IAAK C0UNrY ET AL, DI} 

a. 8URCHMCE PRE88Ufl!8 CMJ8ED BY VEHICLES OR 
NEARBY lffllUClURESAIE NOT INa.UDB> 
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FINISHED GRADE 

NOT TO SCALE' 

SOL BACICFIU. COftlPACTEDTO IIO'I' RELATIVE 
COMPACTlON BASED ON ASJM D 11117 

FINISHED GRADE 

121NCHEIS 

3/4-INCH OPEN-QRADED GRAVEL WRAPPED 
IN AN APPROVEDGEOFABRIC 

~NCH DIAMETER PERFORATED 
SCHEDULE 40 P\4C PIPE OR EQUVALENT' 
INSTAI.LED WrTH PERFORATIONS DOWN: 
1"' GRADIENT OR MORE TO A SUITABLE 
OUTLET 

NOTEIS: AS AN AL TERNA11VE, AN APPROVED GEOOOMP081TE DRAIN 8'18TEM MAV BE USED. 

A8 AN ALTERNATIVE TO USE OF 4" DIAMETER P\4C BACKDRAINAOE PIPES, WEEP HCl.E8 CAN IE C0fED THAOUGH THE WALLAND 
UNED WITH P\4C PIPE. WEEP HOLES SHOULD BE 3" DIAMETER AND PLACED APPROXIMATELV3" ABOVE THE LOWEST ADJACENT 
FINISHED GRADE AT APPROXIMATELY 10 ON-cEHTER. 

PROJECT NO. DATE 

302288001 9/07 

RETAINING WALL DRAINAGE DETAIL 
PROP08ED FIRE 8TA110N 53 

WEST GOWAN ROAD NEAR SIMMONS STREET 
NORTH LAB VEGAS, NEVADA 

FIGURE 

5 

I~ 
I 
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Proposed Fire Station 53 

APPENDIXA 

EXPLORATORY BORING LOGS 

Field Procedure for the Collection of Disturbed Samples 

August 29, 2007 
Project No. 302288001 

Bulle samples of representative earth materials were obtained from the exploratory excavations. 
The samples were bagged and transported to the laboratory for testing. 

Field Procedure for the Collection of Relatively Undisturbed Samples 
Relatively undisturbed soil samples were obtained in the field using a modified split-barrel drive 
sampler. The sampler, with an external diameter of 3.0 inches, was lined with I-inch long, thin 
brass rings with inside diameters of approximately 2.4 inches. The sample barrel was driven into 
the ground with the weight of a hammer or the kelly bar of the drill rig in general accordance 
with ASTM D 3550-01. The driving weight was permitted to fall freely. The approximate length 
of the fall, the weight of the hammer or bar, and the number of blows per foot of driving are pre­
sented on the boring logs as an index to the relative resistance of the materials sampled. The 
samples were removed from the sample barrel in the brass rings, sealed, and transported to the 
laboratory for testing. 

J02211001 R..dac 
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I il I i i I I; 
~1 

-1 
-~ 
--1 

... , 

10 - ......... 

- -

BORING LOG EXPLANATION SHEET 

15Wlt sample, 

Modified spllt-banel drive sampler. 

No recover)' with modified spilt-barrel drive sampler. 

Sample retained by others . 

Standard Penetration Test (SPT). 

No recovery with a SPT. 

Shelby tube sample. Distance pushed in inches/length of sample recovered 
in inches. 

No recovery with Shelby tube sampler. 

Continuous Push Sample. 

Seepage. 
Groundwater encountered during drilling. 
Groundwater measured after drilling. 

I SM ALLUVIUM: 

------------- -----!~~:~=~~~~~=----------------------
- -

15 ----

---
--

11'1 

' U111111G1i ,me QCfloteS mateniu cnange. 

Attitudes: Strike/Dip 
b:Bedding 
c: Contact 
j: Joint 
fFracture 
F:Fauh 
cs: Clay Seam 
s: Shear 
bas: Basal Slide Surface 
sf: Shear F.racture 
sz: Shear Zone 
sba: Sheared Bedding Surface 

me tow depth line 1s a sona line that 1s drawn at the bottom of the 
boring. 

PROJECT NO. 

BORING LOG 
EXPLANATION OP BOIJNO LOO SYMBOLS 

I DATii 
hv.01/03 I l'IGURE 
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U.S.C.S. METHOD OF SOIL CLASSMCATION 

MAJORDMSIONS SYMBOL TYPICAL NAMES 

GW 
Woll graded gravels or gmvoJ..sand mixtures little or no 
6nm 

GRAVELS 
GP 

Poorly graded gravels or gravel-sand mixlUres, little or nci 
flJ (More than 1/2 of coarse flDes =-i·- ..... fraction 

GM Silty gravels, gravel-sand-silt mixtures Q~ .g > No. 4 •leYe aize) r· j! GC Clayey gravels, gravel-sand-clay mixtures 

SW Woll pded sanda or gravelly sands, little or no fines e~ 
~o~ SANDS ~" SP Poorly graded sands or gravelly sands, littlo or no tines 
8 (More than 1/2 or co• rae 

fraction 
<No. 4 aien size) SM Silty sands, sand-silt mixtures 

SC Clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures 

ML 
Inorganic silts and Y«y ftne sands, rock flour, silty or 
clAWIV flno sands or clavcw slits with stiirh~ plasticitv 

~== Sll,TS & CLAYS 
CL 

lnorpnic clays oflow to modiwn plasticity, gravelly 

i«=I Liquid Llmlt <50 cllML undv clavs.. siltv clavs. lean clll\lll 
Q~J OL Organic slits and organic silty clays of low plasticity ! j •! 

Inorganic silts, micaceous or diatomaceous fine sandy or le~ MH 
silty soils. elastic silts 

~~ sn.TS&CLAYS 
CH Inorganic clays of high plasticity, tat clays 

Uquld Llmlt >50 

OH 
()Jpnic clays of mediwn to high plasticity, organic silty 
cl&VS. onmoic silts 

HIGHLY ORGANIC son,s Pt Peat and other highly organic soils 

GRAIN SJZI: CHART 
RANGE OF GRAIN SIZES 

Hantaeu or C•Ucbe* 

CLASSIFICATION U.S. Standard Grala Sin la 
SlewSbe MIIUIIMlal DucrtpllYe Tena Dw'acterllla 

BOULDERS Abovel.2" Above305 Can be ICntched wilh a kniftl wilh 
Modlra!mlyHsd llpt lO modentD praaure; l11ab 

COBBLES 12"to3" 305 to76.l with modera11o bumner blow. 

GRAVEL 3"toNo. 4 76.2 to 4.76 
Come ]"to]/4" 76.2 to 19.1 

Fine 3/4"toNo.4 19.l to4.76 

H•nl C111 be scratched with a knife with 
difficulty; c:an be brokm with heavy 

hammer blow. 

SAND No. 4 to No. 200 4,76to0.074 
Colne No.4toNo. J0 4.76to2.00 
Medium No. 10 to No. 40 2.00 to 0.420 

Fine No. 40 to No. 200 0.420 to 0.074 

Cannot be acralicbed wilh a knife; 
VsyHmd c:an only be mobn with n:pcmed 

heavy h•mmer blows. 

SILT A CLAY Below No. 200 Bolow0.074 • lloct-lllm oamellllld soll 

SOIL CLASSIFICATION 
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! ~ ~ ; 
~ ~ 

rn 

I 
q 

~ I j ~ !~ a 
:I ~ 

SC 

s 
916" 
916" 6.9 92.4 
816" 

10 

15 

DATE DRILLED 4/06,l07 BORING NO. 8-1 

GROUND ELEVATION Notmcuured SHEET 1 OF 

METI-IOD OF DRILLING Mobile B~l HDX llollow..-m agc:r drill ri& 

DRIVE WEIGHT 140 lbt. (1111D trip hammer) DROP 30" 

SAMPLED BY DJP LOOOEDBY DJP REVIEWED BY HDB 
DESCRIPTION/INTERPRE!TATION 

NATIVE SQIL: 
Light tannish gray to light brown, damp, medium dense, clayey SAND; trace rootlets; few 
gravel. 

@rt- gray toorowii, aamp--; verysiiff; sandy leanCI.AY;slfglii)y gypmerous;s11ghtly- -
cemented. 

t. 
Groundwater not encountered during drilling. 
Backfilled on 4/06/07. 

NOIB: 
Groundwater, though not encountered at the time of drilling, may rise to a higher level due 
to seasonal variations in precipitation and several other factors as discussed in the report. 

BORING LOG 
PP.OPOSBD P1RE STATION , 3, WEST OOWAN ROAD NEAR SlMMONS STIU!BT 

NORTH LAS VEGAS, NEVADA 

PROJECT NO. FIGURE 
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~ 
~ a. 

I I l ~ 

~ 
w i ; a: 

§ ~ I IJ CD ifi 
i 0 

~ 

416" 
S/6" 44.3 63.8 
1Ql6" 

5 
216" 
316" 17.8 72.8 
10/6" 

10 
216" 
5/6" 33.2 67.0 
916" 

15 
4/6" 
15/6" 5.4 108.7 
9/6" 

DATE 0RIU.E0 4/06/07 BORING NO. B-2 

~ GROUND ELEVATION Notmeuured SHEET I OF 5'4 
u. Q METHOD OF DRIU.ING Mobile B-61 IIDX hollow-atcm augO" drill rig !~ DRIVE WEIGHT DROP 140 lbl. (auto trip bmmer) 30" 

SAMPLED BY DJF LOGGED BY DJF REVIEWED BY EDE 
DEICRIPTIONIINTERPRETATION 

SC NATIVE SQIL: 
Light brown, damp, medium dense, clayey SAND. 

CH 

SM 

CL ightorown 1o iidaisli 1irown. moist.very sti1t,saiiay7ein cLA-Y;trace- rootletllT - - -
moderately porous. 

Light brown, damp; no rootlets. 

O =- .5 
Groundwater not encountered during drilling. 
Backfilled on 4/06/07. 

NOTE: Groundwater, though not enco1b'ltered at the time of drilling, may riso to a higher 
level due to seasonal variations in precipitation and several other factors as discussed in the 
report. 

BORING LOG 
PROPOSED flRB STAnON 53, WEST OOWAN BOAD'NBAR SIMMONS STRSEr 

NORTH LAS VEOAS, NBVADA 

PROJECTNO. 

1 7 
FIGURE 

-2 

.. 
; 
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~ 
Ii:' Q. 

I l g 
I ~ ~ r: ...J 

i 

i I 
CIJ 

~ z 

1) 
m ~ 

~ 
C 

5 
10/6" 
9/6" 12.5 93 .6 
10/6" 

10 
4/6" 
6/6" 12.8 99.4 

21/6" 

15 
8/6" 
9/6" 19.I 84.l 
10/6" 

DATE DRILLED 4/06/07 BORING NO. B-3 
z 

5'4 GROUND ELEVATION Notmeuured SHEET I OF 

IL q METHOD OF DRILLING Mobile B-61 HDX hoUow-stan allg;cr drill rig 

~~ DRIVE WEIGHT 140 n,,, {IIUIO ~ hammerl DROP 30" 
u 

SAMPLED BY DJF LOGGED BY DJF REVIEWED BY EDE 
DESCRIPTION/INTERPRETATION 

SM NAD~SQU..: 
Light brown, damp, medium dense, silty SAND; trace clay; trace gravel. 

cL I.ighfbrown,mo7sf,' very satr. sanay lean CLAY" wi"tngravil.- - - - - - - - - - -

SC I.igbtorowit,mimp. mcoiuiii. aeiiiC:-cTayey ""SAND;trace gravel.1vlooerately gypifierous; 
slightly cemented. 

CL ight gray to rJdish "'6rown, damp~ very-sttff,saiidy feimCLA""'Y;sTfgfrtly cemented;sirgntJy 
porous. 

otaldopth = 6.5 
Groundwater not encolDltered during drilling. 
Backfilled on 4/06/07. 

NOTE: 
Or0W1dwater, though not encountered at the time of drilling. may rise to a higher level due 
to seasonal variations in precipitation and several other factors as discussed in the report. 

BORING LOG 
PROPOSED FIRB STATION Sl, WE8T GOWAN ROAD NB.AR SIMMONS SlREBT 

NORTH LAS VBGAS, NBV ADA 

PROJECT NO. 

1001 

DAT 
8/07 

FIGURE 

-l 
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~ 
lb 
C 
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10 

IS 

U) 

~ 
~ Ii:' 

I ~ g 

~ ~ i ~ 

i z ~ 11 CD w 
C 

~ 
C 

3/6" 
2/6" 24.4 72.5 
2/6" 

416" 
3/6" 46.S 61. 7 
616" 

DATE DRILLED 4/06/fYT BORING NO. B-4 

~ GROUND ELEVATION Not mcamed SHEET _,_ OF 

~~ 
~~ 

METHOD OF DRILLING MobileB-61 HDXhoDow-ttem 5 crdriDrig 

DRIVE WEIGHT 140 Iba. (1111D !!:!J! hlllllllel') DROP 30" 
u 

SAMPLED BY DJF LOGGED BY DJF REVIEWED BY EDB 
DE8CRPTIONIIN1ERPRETA110N 

GM FILL: 

SC £iJisb bro'1 d~.Lmediwn dens~IJ!y GRAVEL with sand. 
I tlirowii, amp, iiiedfum aense-:-c ayey -SAND wlili gnivof' - - - - - - - - - -

SC NATIVE son.: 
Brown, damp to moist, ve:ry loose, clayey SAND; little gravel. 

Moist; slightly gypsiferoWI. 

rown,moisi; sntf," sinay Teen CLA'9; mooeiitefyp orouS:- - - - - - - - - - - -

ep .., 1.5 eet. 
Groundwater not encotmtered during drilling. 
Backfilled on 4/16/07. 

NOTE: 
Gromadwater, though not encountered at the time of drilling, may rise to a higher level due 
to seasonal variations in precipitation and several other factors as discussed in the report. 

l('R!l0&1(\llllr8 BORING LOG 
PROPOSBD FIRBSTATION '3, WB8TOOWANROAD NBAR SJMMONS STREET 

NOR.TH US VEGAS. 'NEVADA 

JE FIGURE 
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Proposed Fire Station 53 

Classification 

APPENDIXB 

LABORATORY TESTING 

August 29, 2007 
Project No. 302288001 

Soils were visually and texturally classified in accordance with the Unified Soil Classification 
System (USCS) in general accordance with ASTM D 2488-00. Soil classifications are indicated 
on the logs of the exploratory excavations in Appendix A. 

lo-Place Moisture and Density 
The moisture content and dry density of relatively undisturbed samples obtained from the ex­
ploratory excavations were evaluated in general accordance with ASTM D 2937-04. The test 
results are presented on the logs of the exploratory excavations in Appendix A. 

Gradation Analysis 
Gradation analysis tests were performed on selected representative soil samples in general accor­
dance with ASTM D 422-63 (02). The grain-size distribution curves are shown on Figure B-1 
and Figure B-2. These test results were utili7.ed in evaluating the soil classifications in accor­
dance with the USCS. 

Atterberg Limits 
Tests were performed on selected representative soil samples to evaluate the liquid limit, plastic 
limit, and plasticity index in general accordance with ASTM D 4318-05. These test results were 
utiliud to evaluate the soil classification in accordance with the USCS. The test results and clas­
sifications are shown on Figure B-3. 

Consolidation 
Consolidation tests were performed on selected relatively undisturbed soil samples in general 
accordance with ASTM D 2435-04. The samples were inundated during testing to represent ad­
verse field conditions. The percent of consolidation for each load cycle was recorded as a ratio of 
the amount of vertical compression to the original height of the sample. The consolidation test 
results are summarized graphically on Figure B-4 and Figure B-5 and the expansion/collapse po­
tential results are summarized on Figure B-6. 

R-Value 
The resistance value, or R-value, for site soils was evaluated in genera] accordance with ASTM 
D 2844-01. The sample was prepared and evaluated for exudation pressure and expansion pres­
sure. The equilibrium R-value is reported as the lesser, or more conservative, of the two 
calculated results. The test result is shown on Figure B-7. 

JOUIIOOI l..doc l(lllfl0&1"oore 
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I 
GRAVEL I coaru! 

SAND 

I 
FINES 

I ColrN I Fin, Medium I Fine SILT I ct.AV 

U.S. STANDARD SIEVE NUMBERS HYDROMETER 

a· r 1w· 1·w ,....,. .. 4 II 111 30 ISO 100 200 
100.0 I\{ I I I I I I I I I 
80.0 I I I I I 

I I I~ I I I I I 
I I i.. I I I 

IIO.O 

T N 
~ 

I I I I I I I ~~-- t---, 
~ 

I 
70.0 lo I I I l 1 II 

I 
II ' ' I ' T\ 

II 

I I I I I I I I I 
II0.0 ' ' 

(D II I I I ' I 

I I I I I I I I I I ~ 

ffi IIO.O I/ I l l I I I 
i!!!i I I I I I I I I I I I IL 

!z 40.0 
11 I I I I I I 

~ I I I I I I I I I I I ao.o I I I T l I 
-

I 
~ I I I I I I I I I I I 

20.0 
I I I T I I 

10.0 I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I I I I I 

0.0 
,I I I I I I I I II 

100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0.001 0.0001 

GRAIN SIZE IN MIWMETERS 

Symbol Sample 0.S,lh Liquid Plastic Plutlclty 
D10 D., Dao Cu Co 

Pualng 
u.s.c.s 

Location (ft) Limn Limit Index No.200 
(%1 

• B-3 2.0-S.O 41 18 25 - - - - - 53 CL 

PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WJTH ASTM D 422-83 (02) 

l(ln90•1ft.••• GRADATION TEST RESULTS FIGURE 

PROJECT NO. DATE PROPOSED FIRE STA110N 118 

B-1 WEST GOWAN ROAD NEAR SMIONS STREET 

302288001 8/07 NORTH lA8 VECMS, NEVADA 
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I 
GRAVEL I QJlr. l 

SAND 

I 
FINES I Cane I Rna Med.11111 I Fine SILT I a.AV 

U.S. STANDARD SIEVE NUMBERS HYDROMETER 

3' 2' 11" 1'W ~ 4 8 18 ao 50 100 zoo 
100.D 

II 11 I II I I I I 11 

I I I I I ~ I I I I I 
90.D ,-1 I I "' -... + 4 I 

I I I I I I I I 
80.0 

I I I I ~ I 

!i: I I I I I I I I ,, I 
70.0 

II I l I l I I i\ " i ea.a I I I I I I I I I I 
ra I I I I I I I I II 
a:: 110.0 

I I I I I I I I I I I 
w I I I I I z 
ii: I I I I I I I I I I 
~ 

40,0 
I I I I I 

~ I I I I I I a:: 30,0 

~ I I I I I I I I I I 
20.0 I I I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I 
10.0 I I I I I 

I I I I I I I I I I I 
0.0 I I I I I I 

100 10 1 0.1 0.01 0,001 0.0001 

GRAIN SIZE IN MILLIMETERS 

Sample Depth Liquid Platlc Platticly 
D10 Dao Deo Cu C., 

Paalng 
Symbol 

Location (ft) Limit Limit Index No.200 u.s.c.s 
(%) 

• B-4 2.0-!5.0 36 20 16 - - - - -- 49 SC 

PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D 422-83 (02) 

1('119"•/f&DII GRADATION TEST RESULTS FIGURE 

PROJECT NO. DATE 
PROPOSED FIRE STAllON 63 

WEST OONAN ROAD NEAR SIMMONS STREET B-2 
302288001 8/07 NORTH LAS VEOAS, t-elADA 
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uses 
SYMBOL LOCATION DEPTH LIQUID PlASTIC PLASTICITY CLASSIFICATION uses 

(FT) LIMIT, LL LIMIT, PL INDEX, Pl (Fraction Filer Than (Enh Sa1T1)1e) 
No. 40 Slaw) 

• Pr3 2.~3.0 41 16 25 CL CL 

• M 2.~5.0 38 20 16 CL SC 

NP - Indicates Non-Plastic 

60 

50 

ii: 

tf 40 
Cl 
~ 

~ 30 
u 

§ 20 
A. 

10 

0 

PROJECT NO. 

302288001 

CHorOH 

MHorOH 

10 20 30 40 60 60 70 80 90 100 

LIQUID LIMIT, LL 

PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D 4318-05 

DATE 

8/07 

A TTERBERG LIMITS TEST RES UL TS 
PROP08ED FIRE STATION 113 

Wl!8T GOWAN ROAD N!AR 8Md0N8 SfRl!eT 
NORTH LAS VEGAS, Nl!VADA 

FIGURE 

8-3 

108PET.APP.000958



STRESS IN KIPS PER SQUARE FOOT 

0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0 
-4.0 

l 4 

-3.0 .... 

i ' '\. 

f '" -2.0 
~ 

.... 
' .. ... I'-. 

...... 
-1.0 "" . ..... 

"' '\. 
' ' 0.0 ' ' ... 

.... '\. .... ... ... 
" 1.0 ~---- .. -~ .. ~ ' ..... ..... 

...... --2.0 
' l ...... 

.... 
ffl ..... 
w 3.0 
~ 

... 
.... ..... 

~ .... 
4.0 .. 

~ 
11. 

I 5.0 u. 
0 

!z 
w 

6.0 i 
w 
11. 

=!: 
7.0 z 

0 

~ 
:J 8.0 
i 
~ 9.0 

10.0 

---•- -- Seating Cycle Sample Location B-2 

• Loading Prior to Inundation Depth (ft.) 3.0-4.5 .. Loading After Inundation Soll Type CH _...,._, 
Rebound Cycle 

PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D 2436-04 

l(lnflo1cff.mtr• CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS FIGURE 

PROJECT NO. DATE Pl'OPOSED l'IRE 8TA110N 113 
Wl!8T GOWPN ROAD NeARSl,,IM>NS 8TRl!ET B-4 

302288001 8/07 NORTH LAS VEOAS, NEVADA 
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STRESS IN KIPS PER SQUARE FOOT 

0.1 1.0 10.0 100.0 
-4.0 

~ 
-3.0 z 

0 
0 

f -2.0 
~ ... 

-1.0 
' 

'\. 

0.0 .. - ..... ..... 
" '-

1.0 ·- ' ~ . 
' 

,_ 
....... -. ' ... 

....... '\. 

2.0 -- . \. - ' ' l .... '\ ... .. ' I ... .... 
w 3.0 ' ' 
~ 

... .... '\ ... . 
Q ..... I,. 

j!: ..... -
4.0 

, 
w 
...I 
Q. 

I 5.0 LI.. 
0 .... z 
w 

6.0 (l 
II=: 
w 
Q. 

:!!!: 
7.0 z 

0 

~ 
0 
:::] 8.0 
Sl z 
0 
0 

9.0 

10.0 

---•--- Seating Cycle Semple Location B-3 

• Loading Prior to Inundation Depth (ft,) 10.0-11.5 

• Loading After Inundation Soll Type CL 
-+-· Rebound Cycle 

PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D 2435-04 

l(lllflD•/ft.llllTe CONSOLIDATION TEST RESULTS FIGURE 

PROJECT NO. DATE PROP06ED FIRE STATION 53 
WEST OOWAN ROAD NEAR st.MONS STREET B-5 

302288001 8/07 NORTH LAS V!OAS, NEVADA 

JQ22Alalll CNWCl10,0JII 
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11-PlACI! IN-PLACE DRY FINAL EXPANSION C0U.APBE SAMPLE DEPTH MOISTURE MOISTURE SURCHARGI! 
LOCATION (Fl) CONTENT DENSITY CONTENT (PSF) POTENTIAL POTENTw. 

1%) lflCF) 1%) 1%) 1%) 

8-2 3.0-4.6 42.3 64.6 61.8 80D 5.9 -
B-3 1D.0-11.6 29.3 83.1 39.1 1600 4.D -

PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WITH ASTM D 2436-04 

Jfnlf"ac/(t.llllT8 EXPANSION/COLLAPSE POTENTIAL 
FIGURE TEIT REIUL TS 

PROJECT NO. DATE PR0P081!!D l'IR! 8TA110N 83 
WEST GOWAN ROAD Nl!AR 8M.10NS STRIET B-6 

302288001 8/07 N0R1H LAS VEGAS, l'EVADA 
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SAMPLE LOCA110N 

B-4 

SAMPLE D!PTH 
(FT) 

2.0-6.0 

PERFORMED IN GENERAL ACCORDANCE WrTH ASTM D 2844-01 

PROJECT DATE 

302288001 8/07 

BOIL TYPE 

SC 

R~VALUE TEST RESULTS 
PR0POSEDFIRI! STATION 63 

We&TGOWAN ~ N1!M SIINONB STRl!ET 
NORTH LAS \/!GAS Nl!VADA 

R-VAUJE 

19 

FIGURE 

B-7 
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Proposed Fire Station 53 

APPENDIXC 

CHEMICAL TEST RESULTS 

The results of chemical tests perfonned are provided in this appendix. 

:I022IIOOIR.cloo 

August 29, 2007 
ProjectNo.302288001 
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LABORATORY REPORT 

DATE: April 23, 2007 

ClJENTi Nlnyo&Mooro 
6700 Puadiao Road, Suite B 
Lu Vcpa. NV 89119 

CLIENT PROJECT: 302288001 

ANALYST:SW 

Sampled By: Client 
Date Sampled; ·· 
Time Sampled: -· 

Sample ID: B-1@ 1.0-4.0 

Sodium 
Sulfate 
Sodium Sulfate 
Total Salts (Solubility) 

Sample ID: B-3 0 2.0-3.0 

Sodium 
Sulfate 
Sodium Sulfate 
Total Salts (Solubility) 

Remit 

0.01 
0.34 
0.04 
0.79 

Resa.ll 
0.13 
0.38 
0.3!) 
0.88 

Unit 

9h 
'I, 

'I, 

'I, 

Unit 

9h 
% 

9& 
9h 

REPORT NUMBRR: 07-1159 

PAGE: I ofJ 

CLIENTPO#: 

Date Recemd: 04fJIJl(f1 

Time Rec:elved: 165S 

Method 

ASTMD2791 
SM4SOOB 
Calculation 
BPA 160.l 

Method 
ASTMD2791 

SM4SOOB 
Calculation 
BPA 160.1 

NO'l1!S: Tho 1111ul1S for eac:h cClllllituenl denllle thB pel\lCllll,e (I,) for lbllt particular element wMch la lllluble In II I ;5 (di 10 WIiier) exlnetlon 
ndo and CCIIIIICIBd lor dUulion, To calc:ula hm • I, to a concentntlon, m11hlply the I, by 10,000 lo abllln ppm. Thia COll\'Olllon 11 only 11 
iov,11 nlllllber d1le lo alamlc welJbll. 

REVIEWED BY: --_-:--"@::!~::~::::=======-::-
Ronald w. Winter 
Laboratory Director 

5070 South Arvilla Slreet, Suite 6 Laa Vegas, NV 89118 
Tel: 702-873-4478 Fax: 702-873-7967 www.asalabs.com 
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Proposed Fire Station 53 . 

APPENDIXD 

August 29, 2007 
Project No. 30228800 I 

FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT SECTION CALCULATIONS 

115PET.APP.000965



TRAFFIC CALCULATIONS 

Project Name: Propoeed nr11 Station 63 
Project Number: 302288001 

D•:08108l07 
C.lculatlona br, NB 

C..: Bowan Road 

ESAL Calculation 
Equations: E~ = {ADT,){365){[(1+G,)'·1J/G,}{fd)(P,){f,) 

ESALr = I ESAL, 

Design Life, t = 20 
Average Dally Traffic, ADT 1 = 3,860 

Growth, G, = 5 

Design Lane Factor, f d = o.a 

Truck Category Percent, P, Average Truck 
Dally Traffic Factors, f, 

Passenaer Cars 93.63 34,895,244 0.0008 
Trucks 39' or less 4.58 1706,934 0.5796 

Trucks 49' or 1.79 1.4944 Lonoer 667,120 
check: 100.00 

years 
vehicles 
percent 

ESAL1 

27,916 
989,339 

996,945 

Total Equivalent Slngle Axle Load, ESAL T = 2,014,200 

302288001-PavernentCIIGe 
Printed 8/8/2D07 

Reviewed by;. __ 
Da~:. ___ _ 
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AASHTO FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT CALCULATIONS 

P,oJICt Name: P,opollld Fire Slatlon 53 
Project Number: 302288001 

Date: 08IOIII07 
Calculatlona br: NB 

c .. : Gowan Road 

Structural Number Calculltlon 
Equations: log(W1a) ., 2«So+9.361og(SN+1 )-0.20+log{[(P rW(4.3-1.5)]/[0.40+(1094/(SN+1 f 1'J}+2.321og~)-8.07 

~ a 145(10jtlL014m1+1.231(USSPWC Method) 

Design ESAL, W18 = 2,014,200 EqulvalentTI = 9.8 
Rellablllty, R = 80 

Std. Nonnal DevlaUon, ZR = -0.841 
Standard DevlaUon, Sa = OAS 

Initial Servlceablllty, Pa = 4.2 

Tennlnal Servlceablllty, P1 = 2.5 
Subgrade R-Value, R = 19 
Reslllent Modulus, MR = 4,700 psi 
Structural Number, SN = 4.29 (use Solver In Tooll menu or Iterate SN until target approachel 1.000) 

target = 1.000 

8tnactural Number (Design), SNo • 4.29 

Pavement Section CalculaUons 
Equations: SNp = (a.){D.) + {ab){Db) + (a.)(D,) 

SNp?,SNo 

Asphalt Layer Coefficient, a. = 0.35 
Base Layer Coefficient, ab = 0.12 

Subbase Layer Coefficient, a, • 0.11 
Asphalt Concrete Thickness, o. = 7 In. 

Base Thickness, Di, = 18 In. 
Subbase Thickness, D1 = 0 In. 

Structural FIi Thickness, D11 • 8 In. Aaphalt Concrete Thlcknna, o. • 7 
Structural Number {Provided), SNp = 4.37 OKAY BaH Thickness, Db • 18 

Structural Number (Design), SNo = 4.29 8ubbase Thlckneas, D, • 0 

Slnlctural FIii Thickness, 01 , • 8 

In. 
in. 

In. 

In. 

302288001· Pavement Cllcl 
Printed 81812007 

Ravlewed by:, __ _ 
Date:. ____ _ 
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EXHIBIT 3 
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Mayor 
Michael L. Montandon 

Councilmen 
William E. Robinson 
Stephanie S. Smith 

Shari Buck 
Robert L. Eliason 

CITY OF 
NORTH LAS VEGAS 

City Clerk's Office 
Karen L. Storms, CMC, City Clerk 

2200 Civic Center Drive • North Las Vegas, Nevada 89030-6307 
Telephone: (702) 633-1030 • Fax: (702) 649-3846 • TDD: (800) 326-6868 

www.cityofiiort/rlasvegas.com 

January 30, 2008 

Louise S. Richardson 
Richardson Construction Inc. 
2207 W. Gowan Road 
North Las Vegas, NV 89030 

SUBJECT: Bid No. 1287 - Fire Station 53 Project 
(CNLV Contract No. C 6713) 

Dear Ms. Richardson: 

City Manager 
Gregory E. Rose 

We are in receipt of all documentation requested in my letter dated January 17, 2008. 
Enclosed is a fully executed copy of the contract for your files. A Notice to Proceed will be 
issued shortly. 

If you have any questions regarding this contract, please feel free to contact Qiong Liu, 
Acting Director of Public Works at 633-1233 or Robert E. Huggins, Principal Engineer at 
633-2003. 

Sincerely, 

~-R -4z:_-
Barbara A. Andolina 
Deputy City Clerk 

Enc. 

cc: Qiong Liu, Acting Director of Public Works 
Al Gillespie, Fire Department Chief 
Robert Huggins, Principal Engineer 
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS 

CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT 

CONTRACT AWARD 
CNLV Fire Station #53 

BID N0.1287 

BIDNO: 1287 

DATE: , .. ,c.,-08 

NAME OF CONTRACTOR: Richardson Construction Inc. 

ADDRESS OF CONTRACTOR: 2207 W. Gowan Road. North Las Vegas. NV 89032 

Individual __ Partnership _____ Corporation _..,X_,_ __ ~ 

in the State of ~N=e=v=ad=a~-----

Contract for CNLV FIRE STATION 53 
the amount of Four Million Seven Hundred Four Thousand Dollars and No Cents 

in 
($4.704.000.00). 

THIS CONTRACT entered into. effective this date by the City of North Las Vegas. Nevada. hereinafter called 
CITY. represented by the Mayor. executing this Contract. and the individual, partnership. or corporation named 
above. hereinafter called CONTRACTOR. witnesseth that the parties hereto do mutually agree as follows: 

STATEMENT OF WORK: The CONTRACTOR shall furnish all labor, equipment and materials and perform 
the Work above described for the amount stated above in strict accordance with the Contract Documents, 
including the Specifications of the CITY and the schedule of Drawings and other requirements, all of which are 
incorporated herein by reference. All Work is the sole responsibility of the CONTRACTOR unless specifically 
provided otherwise. 

TIME FOR COMPLETION: The Work which the CONTRACTOR is required to perform under this Contract 
shall be commenced at a time stipulated by the CITY in the written "Notice-to-Proceed" and shall be 
completed according to the following: 

Three hundred 1300) Consecutive Calendar Days to construction completion of the project. including 
compleiion of punch list items. final cleanup and demobilization. 

LIQUIDATED DAMAGES: Liquidated Damages as provided for in the specifications and conditions shall be 
assessed in the amounts stated below per day for each calendar day after the construction completion date, or 
applicable extension thereof as provided in the Specifications and Requirements, that completion of the Work 
is delayed. 

1) Liquidated Damages for failure to complete the requirements for the Construction Completion 
milestone within the time period indicated shall be One Thousand Dollars ($1,000) per day. 

2) Liquidated Damages for late contract documents noted in the Contract Award Instructions 
Section, Cl.14 shall be TWO HUNDRED DOLLARS ($200) per day. 

3) Liquidated Damages for late submittals noted in the Contract Award Instructions Section, 
Cl.15 shall be TWO HUNDRED DOLLARS ($200) per day. 

CA-1 120PET.APP.000970



CONTRACT AWARD 
CNLV Fire Station #53 

BID N0.1287 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Contract as of the dale entered on the first 
page hereof. 

CITY OF NORT~ VEGAS 

By/t,£-, 
Michael L. Montandon 
Mayor 

ATTEST: 

- • 

~ Md<JU2u )~ 
Karen Storms, CMG 
City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Carrie Torrence 
City Attorney 

CA-2 

I e: PRESIDENT 

INC. 
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CONTRACT AWARD 
CNLV Fire Station #53 

BID N0.1287 

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS 

PERFORMANCE BOND 
BOND NUMBER 70045090 
DATE EXECUTED January 22, 2008 

IMPORTANT: SURETY COMPANIES EXECUTING BONDS MUST BE LICENSED TO ISSUE SURETY BY 
THE STATE OF NEVADA INSURANCE DIVISION PURSUANT TO NRS 683A.090 AND ISSUED BY AN 
APPOINTED AGENT PURSUANT TO NRS 683A.280. NOTE: INDIVIDUAL SURETY BONDS ARE NOT 
ACCEPTABLE. 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, That we, the CONTRACTOR AND SURETY, are held and firmly 
bound untp th~ City of North Las Veqas,. Nevada, hereinafter ref_erred to as the Citv, in the penal sum of 

$4,704,000) Four Million Seven Hundrecl ,our Thousand Dollars and No c·~nt'forthepaymentof 
which sum well and truly to be made, we bind ourselves, our heirs, executors, administrators, successors, 
and assigns, jointly and severally, firmly by these presents. · 

THE CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH, That whereas the CONTRACTOR entered into a certain 
Contract with the City, to perform all Work required under the Bidding Schedule(s), Bid No. 1287, of the City's 
specifications, entitled CNLV FIRE STATION 53. 

NOW THEREFORE, if said CONTRACTOR shall well and truly perform and fulfill all the undertakings, 
covenants, terms and conditions and agreements of said Contract during the original term of said Contract, 
then this obligation shall be null and void, otherwise it shall remain in full force and effect. 

PROVIDED, that any modifications in the Work to be done or the materials to be furnished, which may be 
made pursuant to the terms of said Contract, shall not in any way release either said Contractor or said Surety 
thereunder, nor shall any extensions of time granted under the provisions of said Contract release either said 
Contractor or said Surety, and notice of such modifications or extensions of the Contract is hereby waived by 
said Surety. 

SIGNED this _ll_day of January , 200J1_. 

P & W Bonds LLC 
(Resident Agent) 

19668 
(State of Nevada, License Number) 

Anne E Hill 

(App~a 

By:-~-------+----
(Signature) 

Address: 3285 S Tioga Way 
Las Vegas, NV 89117 

Telephone: 702-364-9953 

(SEAL AND NOTARIAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
OF SURETY) 

Richardson Construction Inc. 
(Principal Contractor) 

Address: 2432 W Peoria Bldg 14 Suite 1240 
Phoenix, AZ 85029 

Telephone: 602-906-8714 

ISSUING COMPANY MUST HOLD CERTIFICATES OF AUTHORITY AS ACCEPTABLE SURETY ON 
FEDERAL BONDS AND AS ACCEPTABLE REINSURING COMPANY WITH LISTING IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY, FISCAL SERVICE, (DEPARTMENT CIRCULAR 570, CURRENT 
REVISION) AND AS LISTED WITH A. M. BEST COMPANY WITH A RATING OF A OR BETTER 

CA-3 
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State Of Nevada 

County Of Clark 

On the 22nd Day of January, 2008 before me, personally appeared __ _ 
Louis Richardson personally known to me or proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to the foregoing instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they 
executed the same in his/her/their capacity(ies), and that be his/her/their signature(s) on 
the instrument the person(s), or the entity on behalf of which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

Seal: 

DANITA M. CARTER 
Notary Public Stoia of Novada 

No. 94-0171-1 
My oppt. exp. June 22, 2010 

Danita M. Carter 
Notary Public 

My Commission Expires: 

06/22/2010 
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State of --~A~r=iz=o~n=a~---

County of -~M=a=r=ic=o=p=a __ _ 

On this 22 day of -~J=a~n=u=a~ry~--~· 20 08 before me 

personally appeared -~J=o=s~e=ph=A~C=l=a~rk=e=n~l=ll~l~A=tt=o~rn=e~v~-~in~-F~a=c=t-

Personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) 

whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the foregoing instrument and acknowledged to me that 

he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) 

on the instrument the person(s). or the entity on behalf of which the person(s) acted. executed the 

instrument. 

My Commission Expires: 

April 5, 2010 

18 DIANE L. ARMENT I 
NOTARY PUBLIC· ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
My Comm. Exp.: April 5, 2010 
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CONTRACT AWARD 
CNLV Fire Station #53 

BID NO. 1287 

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS 

LABOR AND MATERIAL PAYMENT BOND 

BOND NUMBER 70045090 
DATE EXECUTED January 22, 2008 

IMPORTANT: SURETY COMPANIES EXECUTING BONDS MUST BE LICENSED TO ISSUE SURETY BY 
THE STATE OF NEVAOA INSURANCE DIVISION PURSUANT TO NRS 683A.090 AND ISSUED BY AN 
APPOINTED AGENT PURSUANT TO NRS 683A.280. NOTE: INDIVIDUAL SURETY BONDS ARE NOT 
ACCEPTABLE. 

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, That we, the CONTRACTOR AND SURETY, are held and firmly 

F ill 
bound unto the Citv of North Las Vegas, Nevada, hereinafter referred to as the City, in the penal sum of 

our M ion Seven Hundred Four Thousand Dollami-the payment of which sum well and truly to be made, 
and No Gen~ bind ourselves, our heirs, executors, administrators, successors, and assigns, jointly and severally, firmly 

($4, 704, ooofY these presents. 

THE CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH, That whereas the CONTRACTOR entered into a certain 
Contract with the City, to perform all Work required under the Bidding Schedule(s), Bid No. 1287, of the City's 
specifications, entitled CNLV FIRE STATION 53. --

NOW THEREFORE, if said CONTRACTOR, fails to pay for any materials, equipment, or other supplies, or for 
rental of same, used in connection with the performance of Work contracted to be done, or for amounts due 
under applicable State Law for any work or labor thereon, said Surety will pay for the same in an amount not 
exceeding the sum specified above and In the event suit Is brought upon this bond, a reasonable attorney's 
fee to be fixed by the court. This bond shall Insure to the benefit of any persons, companies or corporations 
entitled to file claims under applicable State Law. This bond shall remain in effect until two (2) years after the 
date of final acceptance of the Work by the City Council. 

PROVIDED, that any modifications in the Work to be done or the materials to be furnished, which may be 
made pursuant to the terms of said Contract, shall not in any way release either said Contractor or said Surety 
thereunder, nor shall any extensions of time granted under the provisions of said Contract release either said 
Contractor or said Surety, and notice of such modifications or extensions of the Contract is hereby waived by 
said Surety. 

SIGNED this ~day of January, 200_JL. 

P & W Bonds LLC 

(State of Nevadai License 
Anne E Hi 1 

(App_pinted Agent Na 

By: ~ 
('"S"'igc:-na=.t"'ur,.,e"'") ------+---­

Address: 3285 S Tioga Way 
Las Vegas. NV 89117 

Telephone: 702-364-9953 

(SEAL AND NOTARIAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
OF SURETY) 
Richardson Construction Inc. 
(Principal Contrac 
LOUIS 

Address:2432 W Peoria Bldg 14 Ste 1240, Phoenix 
Telephone: 602-906-8 714 AZ 85029 

ISSUING COMPANY MUST HOLD CERTIFICATES OF AUTHORITY AS ACCEPTABLE SURETY ON 
FEDERAL BONDS AND AS ACCEPTABLE REINSURING COMPANY WITH LISTING IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY, FISCAL SERVICE, (DEPARTMENT CIRCULAR 570, CURRENT 
REVISION) AND AS LISTED WITH A. M. BEST COMPANY WITH A RATING OF A OR BETTER. 

CA-4 

125PET.APP.000975



State Of Nevada 

County Of Clark 

On the 22nd Day of January, 2008 before me, personally appeared __ _ 
Louis Richardson personally known to me or proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to the foregoing instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they 
executed the same in his/her/their capacity(ies), and that be his/her/their signature(s) on 
the instrument the person(s), or the entity on behalf of which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

Seal: 

DANITA M. CARTER 
Notary rublic State of Novada 

No. 94-0171-1 
My appt. exp. June 22, 2010 

Danita M. Carter 
Notary Public 

My Commission Expires: 

06/22/2010 
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State of __ .,_A-"~""iz,,,o,.,n"'a ___ _ 

County of --"M"'a"'~""ic"'o"p"'a __ _ 

On this 22 day of _ ___,,J"'an"'u"'a"-ry,_ __ ~• 20 08 before me 

personally appeared _ _,,J.,,,os:a.,e,,p,,_h'-'A"---"'C""/a"'rke.,ee,.nc.,le,ll.1-ILA,,,tt.,,,ou.rn,,,ec,_V-::ein:,:.-,_F""ace;f_ 

personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) 

whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the foregoing instrument and acknowledged to me that 

he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their capacity(ies). and that by his/her/their signature(s) 

on the instrument the person(s). or the entity on behalf of which the person(s) acted. executed the 

instrument. 

My Commission Expires: 

April 5. 2010 

j(i DIANE L. ARMENT 
NOTARY PUBLIC-ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
My Comm. Exp.: April 5, 2010 
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CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS 

GUARANTEE BOND 

CONTRACT AWARD 
CNLV Fire Station #53 

BID NO. 1287 

BOND NUMBER 70045090 
DATE EXECUTED January 22, 2008 

IMPORTANT: SURETY COMPANIES EXECUTING BONDS MUST BE LICENSED TO ISSUE SURETY BY 
THE STATE OF NEVADA INSURANCE DIVISION PURSUANT TO NRS 683A.090 AND ISSUED BY AN 
APPOINTED AGENT PURSUANT TO NRS 683A.280. NOTE: INDIVIDUAL SURETY BONDS ARE NOT 
ACCEPTABLE. 

GUARANTEEfor Richardson Construction Inc. 
2207 W Gowan Road, North Las Vegas, NV 89030 
(Name and Address of Prime Conlractor) 

We hereby guarantee that the CNLV FIRE STATION 53 which we have constructed, has been 
completed in accordance with the Contract Documents, and that the Work as constructed will fulfill the 
requirements of the guaranties included in the Contract Documents. We agree to repair or replace any or all 
of the Work together with any other adjacent Work which may be damaged in so doin~, that may prove to be 
defective in workmanship or materials within a period of one year from the date of final acceptance of the 
above-named Work by the City of North Las Vegas, State of Nevada, without expense whatsoever to the City 
of North Las Vegas, ordinary wear and unusual abuse or neglect are exempted. 

In the event of our failure to comply with the above-mentioned conditions within five (5) days after being 
notified in writing by the City of North Las Vegas, Nevada, we collectively or separately do hereby authorize the 
City of North Las Vegas to proceed to have said defects repaired and made good at our expense and we will 
honor and pay the costs and charges therefore upon demand. 

Date of Completion ________ _ 

SIGNED this ...3l__day of January , 200__§. 

P & W Bonds LLC 
(Resident Agent) 

19668 
(State of Nevada, License Number) 

Anne E Hill 

(SEAL AND NOTARIAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
OF SURETY) 

Richardson Construction Inc. 
(Principal Contractor) 

LOUIS S. 
(A . 

,,~:~Z'~ 
By: r The Guarantee Company of North America 

1747 USA 

("S"'ig-na-,t-ur.,.,e.,.) ----1-------- (State of Nevada, License Nu 

Address: 3285 S Tioga Way 
Las Vegas, NV 89117 

Telephone: 702-364-9953 

ress: 2432 W Peoria Bldg 14 Ste 1240 Phoenix 
Telephone: 602-906-8114 AZ 85029 

ISSUING COMPANY MUST HOLD CERTIFICATES OF AUTHORITY AS ACCEPTABLE SURETY ON 
FEDERAL BONDS AND AS ACCEPTABLE REINSURING COMPANY WITH LISTING IN THE 
DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY, FISCAL SERVICE, (DEPARTMENT CIRCULAR 570, CURRENT 
REVISION) AND AS LISTED WITH A. M. BEST COMPANY WITH A RATING OF A OR BETTER. 

CA-5 
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State Of Nevada 

County Of Clark 

On the 22nd Day of January, 2008 before me, personally appeared __ _ 
Louis Richardson personally known to me or proved to 
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to the foregoing instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they 
executed the same in his/her/their capacity(ies), and that be his/her/their signature(s) on 
the instrument the person(s), or the entity on behalf of which the person(s) acted, 
executed the instrument. 

Seal: 

DANITAM. CARTER 
Notary Public State of Nmdo 

No. 94-0171•1 
My oppt. exp. June 22, 2010 

By:._p~(,ijLl.4.:!:f...-!---1/-'..l:....~~~~ 
Danita M. Carter 

Notary Public 

My Commission Expires: 

06/22/2010 
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State of --~A~l~iz=o~n=a~---

County of -----"M"'a.,.~,,ic"'o.,_p,,_a __ _ 

On this 22 day of -~J~a~n=ua=ry~---' 20 08 before me 

personally appeared _...,J'-"o"'s"'e.,_ph'-'-'-A'---C""l"'a,__,rk-"e""n'-'J"'l/.,_/.,_A"'tt"'o"'m"'e"'v'----1"'·n'-'-F-'a'-'c"t_ 

personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) 

whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the foregoing instrument and acknowledged to me that 

he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) 

on the instrument the person(s), or the entity on behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the 

instrument. 

My Commission Expires: 

April 5. 2010 

[8 DIANE L. ARMENT ~1 
NOTARY PUBLIC -ARIZONA 

MARICOPA COUNTY 
My Comm. Exp.: April 5, 2010 
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I 
l-. 

THE GUARANTEE COMPANY OF NORTH AMERICA USA 
Southfield, Michigan 

POWER OF ATTORNEY 

I<NOW ALL BY THESEPRESENTS: That THE GUARANTEE COMPANY OF NORTif AMERICA USA, a corporation organized 
and existing under the laws of the State of Michigan, having its principal office in Southfield, Michigan, does hereby constitute and appoint 

Andrew J. Pqffenbarger, Joseph A, Clarken III, Scott Wareing, Diane L. Arment, Bob Walden, 
Anne E. Hill, Jennifer Castillo 
Pqffenbarger & Walden, LLC 

its true and lawful attorney(s)-in-fact to execute, seal and deliver for and on its behalf as surety, any and all bonds and undertakings, 
contracts of indemnity and other writings obligatory in the nature thereof, which are or may be allowed, required or permitted by law, 
statute, rule, regulation, contract or otherwise. 

The execution of such instrument(s) in pursuance of these presents, shall be as binding upon THE GUARANTEE COMPANY OF 
NORTif AMERICA USA as fully and amply, to all intents end purposes, as if the same had been duly executed and acknowledged by its 
regularly elected officers et the principal office. 

The Power of Attorney is executed and may be certified so, end may be revoked, pursuant to and by authority of Article IX, Section 9.03 of 
the By-Laws adopted by the Board of Directors of THE GUARANTEE COMPANY OF NORTif AMERICA USA at a meeting held on 
the 31•1 day of December, 2003. The President, or any Vice President, acting with any Secretary or Assistant Secretary, shall have power 
and authority: 

1. To appoint Attorney(s)-in-fact, and to authorize them lo execute on behalf of the Company, and attach the Seal of the Company 
thereto, bonds and undertakings, contracts of indemnity and.other writings obligatory in the nature thereof; and 

2. To revoke, at any time, any such Attorney-in-fact and revoke ihe authority given. 

Further, this Power of Attorney is signed and sealed by facsimile pursuant lo resolution of the Board of Directors of the Company adopted 
at a meeting duly called and held on the 31•1 day of December 2003, of which the following is a true excerpt: 

RESOLVED that the signature of any authorized officer and the seal of the Company may be affixed by facsimile to any Power of Attorney 
or certification thereof authorizing the execution and delive1y of any bond, undertaking, contracts of indemnity and other writings 
obligat01y in the nature thereof, and such signature and seal when so used shall have the same force and effect as though manually affixed. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE GUARANTEE COMPANY OF NORTif AMERICA USA 
has caused this instrument to be signed and its corporate seal to. be affixed by its authorized 
officer, this 30th day of August, 2006. 

TifE GUARANTEE COMPANY OF NORTH AMERICA USA 

,..-7 --~:--·- , 

_:k.,£;:0': YtJ-, .j/ 
State of Michigan ·· · 
County of Oakland Stephen Dullard, Vice President 

On this 30th day of August, 2006 before me came the individual who executed the preceding instrument, to me personalll'. known, and 
being by me duly sworn, said that he is the herein described and authorized officer of The Guarantee Com~•nr of North Amer1ca USA; that 
the seal affixed to said instrnment is the Corporate Seal of said Company; that the Corporate Seal and his Signature were duly affixed by 
order of the Board of Directors of said Company. 

Cynthia.A. Takai 
Notary Public, State of Michigan 

County of Oakland 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand at The Guarantee 
Company of North America USA offices the day and year above written. 

My Commission Expires February 27, !2012 
Acting in Oakland County 

I R dall Musselman Secretary ofTifE GUARANTEE COMPANY OF NORTif AMERICA USA, do hereby certify that the above and 
f~re:~ing is a true and correct copy of a Power of Attorney executed by TifE GUARANTEE COMP ANY OF NORTif AMERICA USA, 
which is still in full force end effect. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have thereunto set my hand and attached the seal of said Company this 22 day of Janaury 

Randall Mussehnan, Secretary 
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NOTICE OF COMPLETION 
Parcel # 139-08..&01-010 

NOTICE is hereby given that: 

1. The undersigned is OWNER of the interest stated below in the property hereinafter 
described. 

2. The NAME (including that of the undersigned), and ADDRESS of every person owning any 
Interest in such property is as follows: 

CITY OF NORTH LAS VEGAS 
2200 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE 
NO. LAS VEGAS, NV 89030 

3. The names and addresses of the transferors of the undersigned owner: (to be shown if the 
under-signed is a successor in interest of the owner who caused the improvement to be 
constructed, etc.) 

4. A work of Improvement on the property hereinafter described was completed on 

March 17, 2009 

5. The name of the CONTRACTOR, if any, for such work of improvement was 

Richardson Construction, Inc. 

6. The property on which said work of improvement was completed is in the City of North Las 
Vegas, County of Clark, State of Nevada, and is described as: 

The Fire Station #53 Project includes construction of a 15,000 square foot building with 4 
apparatus bays, 14 dorms, kitchen, training, exercise and locker rooms, emergency 
generator, paved parking lot, landscaping, and associated onsite and offsite improvements. 
The station Is located on a City-owned parcel at 2800 West Gowan Road, east of Simmons 
Street. 
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