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HANGOCK COUNTY SURVEYOR -
FIRST ON THE CASE

| think we're
loosing water
somewhere!

Searching for clues, high ...

... and low



SUSPICIOUS ACTIVITY

From the reselts in Table S

by the regression equations for these two gages (which ure in Regron 4) are mvach greater

® RUMORS OF SUGAR CREEK WATER SKIPPING TOWN —— '
THE WATERSHED IN THE PAST

} it can be soen that the 100-vesr peak discharges prodicted

gages. Western Huncock County is noted for having poor natursl deasnage, with small

differences & relief and soils classified as silt loams or silty clay loams. Whatever the

resson, this portion of Region 4 is noted as a Jocal .u compared wilh the

majority of the region. Therefore, applcation of the predictor equations without further

® SUGAR CREEK GAGE LABELED AS AN ANOMALY

® GAGE WITH DA OF 96 SQ. M. 200
NOT IN LAKE COUNTRY

0
ONLY 2 PEAK DISCHARGES ABOVE 2,750 CFS IN 40 YEARS )

100-YEAR OF ONLY 3,360 211! 100 :
50
il | 8 :

Pipe Ck, Fall Ck, Youngs Ck, Clifty Ck, Sugar Ck
Frankton Fortville Edinburg Harstville

o

Egage Q100/DA = DA
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SUGAR GREEK STREAMFLOW DATA

USGS 83361658 SUGAR CREEK AT NEH PRALESTINE.

A e

1988 1991 19949 1997 2800 2080083 2006 28089 2812 20915

660006 .00

2000
16600.00

166,606

168.6006

Discharge, cubic feet per second

—— Discharge = Period of approved data
—— Estimated discharge == Period of provisional data




BUCK CREEK STREAMFLOW DATA

USGS 68633618568 BUCK CREEK AT RACTON, IN
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MAPS FOUND SHOWING
POTENTIAL

ESGAPE ROUTES
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THETIP - DEC. 2013
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“EYEWITNESS™ 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 2
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REGONSTRUCTING THE SGENE

Did water leave the
watershed?

Is damage
done by water.
leaving?

Should water be stopped
the next time it tries to
leave? Would anyone be

How much left?
Where did it go?




HYDROLOGIC SGENE RECONSTRUCTION I

Jsugara
6,000
Leary-Weber D at Mohawk Dec 2013 gage
compared to model results A :
MofParkertd
300
240+
200+
2 150+ ;
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d -
— Run:Dec2013 Element: J=ugars Resull: utflow v
=0 = Run:Dec2013 Element: JSugarA Result: Observed Flow ~;
°
Sugar Ck at New Palestine Dec 2013 gage
0
EIEI!EID 12!EIEI DEI!DEI 12!EID EIEI!DEI compared 'o mOdeI res"“s
210ec2013 220ec203 230ec2013 |
Legend
Run:Dec2013 Element: MofParkerhd Result: Outflow: B
—+— Run:Dec2013 Element: NofParkeri Result: Observed Flow Py




HYDRAULIC SGENE REGONSTRUCTION

Existing Sugar Ck Flow Loss Reach Flan: Dec2013w/RashOF tolerance changes &/2T/2016
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INFORMATION TO THE AUTHORITIES

14000
12000
10000
8000
6000
4000
2000

Coordinated

Escaped Flow
Sugar Ck 1% Q 3500
3000

2500

Q=3 2000
1500

1000

500

0 ]
McFadden Drain Rash D Mingle Drain
m100-Yr = 2013

w/ unregulated w/ current flow

overflow path losses /_\
bIOCked - Floodplain

Escaping flow not included in R o
u Sugar Ck = lost flow receiving stream regulatory E
elevations

Floodway




“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




DNR = Hancock County Surveyor

GCONSIDERATIONS FOR THIS CASE

1) Receiving stream - 2) Receiving stream — BFE 3) Sugar Ck —
observed elevation

Characteristics of a Floodplain

Characteristics of a Floodplain Characteristics of a Floodplain

Current Current & Future BFE w/ overflow
observed blocked

Current BFE & Future BFE Actual BFE

Current Future w/ overflow / overflow blocked - Flood risks less than currently identified
blocked A - Overflow paths covld be blocked and increase
observed flooding Y
— Floods are higher than if — Greater flood risks than - Regulatory elevations high enough to reflect -
overflow didn't exist currently identified blocked overflow condition




GCONSIDERATIONS FOR ALL GASES

® WHAT PROCESS IS NEEDED TO WARN THOSE IN OTHER BASINS OF ADDITIONAL FLOW AND ITS IMPACTS? 7
® CAN THE CURRENT REGULATIONS HANDLE SUCH CASES? :
® DO REGULATIONS NEED ADJUSTED?

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




YOU GAN HELP..

® CONTACT CRIMESTOPPERSTIONR WITH YOUR INPUT REGARDING:
® LOCATIONS

® REGULATORY IDEAS

2 [omiocn -6 E-2- 0 [ g DA ® ISSUES/ PROBLEMS

Paste B I U ¥, - B8 = &= 3= Address Check o
- ¥ B = = - Book MNames B’ISlgnatl

| A
Clipboard Basic Text I Mames Inclut . OBSERVATIONS L:

flow transfer between basins

Insert Options Format Text Review Q Tell me wh

To.. Moster , Eric <ericmoster @dnr.IN.qov =; ?
Cc.. '
Send q;
Subject | flow transfer between basins a .
]
iRIC MOSTER .................. ERICMOSTER@DNR.IN.GOV
Eric,
Here's my thoughts.....

Thanks,
Insert your name here




QUESTIONS FOR THE BRIEFING TEAM 2

® EYE WITNESS — SUSAN BODKIN, HANCOCK COUNTY SURVEYOR
® SCENE RECONSTRUCTION — PEGGY SHEPHERD, CBBEL

® AUTHORITY — ERIC MOSTER, IDNR DIVISION OF WATER




