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HANCOCK COUNTY SURVEYOR –
FIRST ON THE CASE

Searching for clues, high …
… and low

I think we’re 

loosing water 

somewhere!



SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITY

• RUMORS OF SUGAR CREEK WATER SKIPPING TOWN 
THE WATERSHED IN THE PAST

• SUGAR CREEK GAGE LABELED AS AN ANOMALY

• GAGE WITH DA OF 96 SQ. MI. 
NOT IN LAKE COUNTRY 
ONLY 2 PEAK DISCHARGES ABOVE 2,750 CFS IN 40 YEARS 
100-YEAR OF ONLY 3,860  ?!!!
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SUGAR CREEK STREAMFLOW DATA

2000

DA = 96 Sq. Mi.



BUCK CREEK STREAMFLOW DATA

DA =  79 Sq. Mi.

2000



MAPS FOUND SHOWING 
POTENTIAL 
ESCAPE ROUTES



INNOCENT ?

“Cool” picture, isn’t it?



THE TIP – DEC. 2013 
WATER ESCAPES, 

GAGE PEAKS AT 5,020 CFS,  
HIGH WATER MARKS ARE SET



“EYE WITNESS” TESTIMONY
• STATE OF INDIANA - DEM FOR SUBWATERSHEDS AND H&H PARAMETERS

• DNR - BRIDGE SURVEYS

• HANCOCK COUNTY DRAINAGE BOARD - ADDITIONAL SURVEY OF POTENTIAL OVERFLOW CONTROL

• NATIONAL WEATHER SERVICE - HOURLY RAINFALL SHAPE FILES                   (4.4 – 5.7 

INCHES IN 32 HOURS) (25-YEAR RAINFALL)

• HANCOCK COUNTY SURVEYOR - HWM FOR CALIBRATION

• USGS & HANCOCK COUNTY - BIG AND SMALL WATERSHED GAGES FOR CALIBRATION OF                                        

HYDROGRAPH SHAPE AND SIZE 



RECONSTRUCTING THE SCENE

Did water leave the 

watershed?

How much left?

Where did it go?

Is damage 

done by water 

leaving?

Should water be stopped 

the next time it tries to 

leave?  Would anyone be 

hurt?

To protect the “innocent”, true location is not shown

*
*



HYDROLOGIC SCENE RECONSTRUCTION
Leary-Weber D at Mohawk Dec 2013 gage 

compared to model results

Sugar Ck at New Palestine Dec 2013 gage 

compared to model results



HYDRAULIC SCENE RECONSTRUCTION

Water Surface profile compared to Surveyor HWM 

(differences due to uncertainty of marks, 

HWM were set at minimum elevation for the flood)



INFORMATION TO THE AUTHORITIES
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ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

• SIMILAR CASES THROUGHOUT THE STATE (CAUGHT ON LIDAR)

• ON OTHER STREAMS, WATER HAS BEEN FOUND ESCAPING AND RETURNING TO THE SAME LOCATION

• RECONNAISSANCE BY ADDITIONAL STREAM GAGES WOULD HELP TELL THE REAL STORY



CONSIDERATIONS FOR THIS CASE   
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observed elevation

Current Future w/ overflow  
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WSEL

– Greater flood risks than  

currently identified

– Floods are higher than if  

overflow didn’t exist

- Flood risks less than currently identified

- Overflow paths could be blocked and increase 

observed flooding

- Regulatory elevations high enough to reflect 

blocked overflow condition



CONSIDERATIONS FOR ALL CASES

• WHAT PROCESS IS NEEDED TO WARN THOSE IN OTHER BASINS OF ADDITIONAL FLOW AND ITS IMPACTS?

• CAN THE CURRENT REGULATIONS HANDLE SUCH CASES?

• DO REGULATIONS NEED ADJUSTED?

• IS 2D MODELING NEEDED TO CATCH AND QUANTIFY IMPACTS OF FUTURE ESCAPES?



YOU CAN HELP…
• CONTACT CRIME STOPPERS IDNR WITH YOUR INPUT REGARDING:

• LOCATIONS

• REGULATORY IDEAS

• ISSUES/ PROBLEMS

• OBSERVATIONS

ERIC MOSTER .................. ERICMOSTER@DNR.IN.GOV



QUESTIONS FOR THE BRIEFING TEAM ?

• EYE WITNESS – SUSAN BODKIN, HANCOCK COUNTY SURVEYOR

• SCENE RECONSTRUCTION – PEGGY SHEPHERD, CBBEL

• AUTHORITY – ERIC MOSTER, IDNR DIVISION OF WATER


