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MEMORANDUM OF RESPONDENTS IN OPPOSITION TO RELATORS’
MOTION TO SHOW CAUSE WHY HYDROSPHERE ENGINEERING
SHOULD NOT BE HELD IN CONTEMPT

I INTRODUCTION

Relators’ instant Motion is similar to a previously filed Motion against Stantec
Consulting Services, Inc. (“Stantec™), which also threatened one of Respondents’ experts
with contempt.  Respondents’ memorandum therefore, mirrors much of what was
already said in response to Relators’ motion against Stantec. As was the case with that
previous motion, Relators incorrectly rely upon inapposite federal cases interpreting the
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, Relators ask this Court to order Hydrosphere
Engineering (“Hydrosphere™) to show cause why it should not be held in contempt for
failing to produce documents withheld under the long-standing protection of Ohio’s
work- product doctrine. As further explained below, because Ohio has not adopted the
1993 amendments to the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure that form the basis for
Relalors’ claims, Relators’ motion should be denied.
1L RELEVANT BACKGROUND

Simply stated, Relators” version of the background facts in this case is not
accurate. First, despite several pages of Relators complaining about documents not
provided, Dr. Phillip De Groot has provided all but two documents requested by Relators.
On March 1, 2010 Hydrosphere provided an Affidavit from Dr. De Groot, which
included his expert report. Dr. De Groot appeared for a deposition on April 29, 2010
upon subpoena from Relators™ counsel, and produced his file, absent documents either
not relied upon by Dr. De Groot for his opinion or that contained privileged material

withheld by Respondents. At the deposition and in subsequent correspondence, Relators’



counsel demanded additional documents that they asserled were responsive to the
subpoena to Hydrosphere Engineering.

On May 18, 2010, counsel for Respondents forwarded a response to the subpoena
after completing a privilege review. Although counsel for Respondents believed that
much of what was requested was unduly burdensome because counsel for Relators
already had most of the requested information in their possession and because Dr. De
Groot provided deposition testimony about what was contained in his file and what he
relied upon in formulating his opinion, Respondents’ response included (1) Dr. De
Groot’s copy of the mandamus complaint, (2) Dr. De Groot’s copies of Relators’
affidavits, (3) five e-mails between ODNR and Hydrosphere, and (4) nine files in
portable document format (.pdf) containing FEMA documents provided by ODNR to
Hydrosphere. (Ex. A)' Respondents also provided a privilege log. See Ex. 3-F to
Relators’ Motion for an Order for Hydrosphere Engineering to Show Cause Why It
Should Not Be Held in Contempt.

On May 19, 2010, Respondents provided additional documents that had been
inadvertently omitted from the May 18 response including (1) a partially redacted copy of
Hydrosphere’s contract, (2) a copy of Hydrosphere’s invoice, and (3) an additional e-mail
including Hydrosphere’s review of Stantec’s work. (Ex. B.) That same day, counsel for
Respondents also explained that privileged communications would be withheld as
indicated by the privilege log and that certain documents would not be provided, namely

the Stantec drafl report and CD containing Stantec’s HEC-HMS and HEC-RAS models,

! xhibit A does not include Dr. De Groot’s copy of the mandamus complaint or the
affidavits because they are already in the Court’s record. Further, the maps in Exhibit A
were provided to Relators full scale. For expediency, the copies of the maps attached
with this memorandum were reduced to 8.57 x 117,



upon which Dr. De Groot did not rely. In fact, the models requested by Relators were in
their possession prior to Dr. De Groot’s deposition and could have been used to inquire of
Dr. De Groot at his deposition.

Second, Rule 26(B)(5) does not provide for the disclosure of all materials given to
and reviewed by an cxpert, including trial preparation materials, opinion work product,
and privileged materials as Relators claim. To the contrary, in order o obtain these
otherwisc protected materials under Rule 26(B)(5)(a) there must be a showing of undue
hardship or other exceptional circumstances. While Rule 26(B)5)(b) provides an
alternative means of obtaining discovery from a testifying expert, it carcfully restricts any
discovery of an expert’s opinions and the grounds therefore to those previously given io
the other party or those to be given on direct cxamination at trial.

‘Third, Dr. DeGroot’s extremely. fimited review of Stantec’s work was in the
capacity of a consulting expert. Deposition of Philip DeGroot at 13:13-14:17; 17:2-
19:12; 76:17-79:6; 82:5 - 82:12. (Ex. C.) Respondents have not elicited, and do not
intend to elicit, testimony from Dr. De Groot about Stantec’s work. Further, Relators
have not attempted fo show undue hardship or exceptional circumstances that would
cause manifest injustice io support their requested discovery of Dr. De Groot’s review of
Stantec’s work, Moreover, Relators ultimately acknowledged that Dr. De Groot has
provided all but two documents that Relators have requested, namely Stantec’s drafl
report and CD containing Stantec’s HEC-HMS and HEC-RAS models. Relators’ Motion
for an Order for Hydrosphere Engincering to Show Cause Why It Should Not Be Held in
Contempt at pp. 7-8. These documents are not grounds for Dr. De Groot’s opinions

about Dr. Campbell’s report and are not discoverable.



NI.  ARGUMENT

In 1993, the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure regarding expert witnesses was
amended. The amended rule required “far greater disclosure,” including the disclosure of
“all opinions to be expressed and the basis and reasons therefor” along with “the data or
other information considered by the witness in forming the opinions.” (Emphasis sic.)
Mfe. Admin. & Mgt. Systems, Inc. v. ICT Group, Inc. (ED.NY. 2002), 212 FR.D. 110,
i13. Indeed, as the Advisory Committee Notes to the 1993 amendments explain, the
expert report is to disclose the data and other information considered by the expert.
Given this obligation of disclosure, litigants in federal court should no longer be able to
argue that materials furnished to their experts to be used in forming their opinions,
whether or not ultimately relied upon by the expert, ate privileged or otherwise protected
from disclosure. Id. at 115, quoting Fed.R.Civ.P. 26 advisory commiitee’s note (1993
amendments). The drafiers of the amendment specifically rejected the requirement that
data or information be “relied on” in favor of broader language that requires only that the
expert “considered” the information for it to be discoverable. Id

Notably, however, such is not the rule in Ohio. In Ohio, work product continues
{o recejve substantial protection. While fact work product receives lesser protection,
opinion work product reflecting an attorney’s mental impressions, opinions, conclusions,
judgments or legal theories receives near absolute protection. State v. Hoop (Ct. App.
12% Dist. 1999), 134 Ohio App. 3d 627, 642. Moreover, in those specific instances
where work product is discoverable, Ohio courts have still granted absolute protection to

an attorney’s theory of the case. Moskovitz v. Mt. Sinai Med, Cir. (1994), 69 Ohio St. 3d



638, syllabus paragraph 3; Miller v. First Int'l Fid. & Trust Bldg., 113 Ohio St. 3d 474,
2007-Ohio-2457, 9.

A, Ohio Civ. R. 26(B)(5)(b) authorizes limited discovery of an expert’s

opinions, not the broad scope Relators urge based on a federal bright line

test,

Civil R. 26(B)(5)(b) requires only disclosure of testifying experts and the subject
matter about which they will testify at trial.  After disclosure, a party may discover from
an expert “facts known or opinions held by the expert which are relevant to the stated
subjcct matter,” That discovery is limited to the “expert’s opinions and the grounds
therefor *** previously given to the other party or those to be given on direct
examination at trial.”

Despite Relators’ claims otherwise, Ohio, along with other state courts, continues
to protect the core work product Relators now seek. FHelton v. Kincaid (12" Dist.), 2005-
Ohio-2794, 9 19 (finding that letters from an attorney to an expert are protected under the
work-product doctrine). In doing so, Ohio continues to place a high value on the long-
standing history of the work-product doctrine and the ability of an atiorney to pursue
various theorics of the case without requiring him to reveal his thoughts, theories and
mental processes to the other side. Id. 712.

Tt is therefore not sarprising that Ohio’s discovery rules directly addressing expert
witnesses who are expected to testify at trial track the pre-1993 federal rule. /d.  13.
Simply stated, work product does not lose its protected status simply because it is
disseminated to an cxpert. /d. § 16. Rather, in accordance with Ohio’s long-standing
policy favoring work product privacy, by use of intetrrogatories, a party may require the

other parly to identify each person the party expects to call as a witness at trial and to



state the subject matter on which the party is expected to testify. /d. {13 citing Civ.R.
26(B)(4)(b). The party may then “discover from the expert or the other party facts known
or opinions held by the expert which are relevant to the stated subject matter.” fd. All of
this the Relators have already done without objection. Specifically, Relators sent
interrogatories to Respondents in November 2009 and Respondents answered in
December 2009. Further, Relators deposed Respondents’ experts in April 2010,

Tt is cssential that a lawyer assemble information, sift what he considers to be the
relevant from the irrelevant facts, prepare his legal theories and plan his strategy without
undue and needless interference. Mfg. Admin. & Mgt. Sys., Inc. v. ICT Group, Inc.
(ED.N.Y. 2002), 212 F.R.D. 110, 112, quoting Hickman v. Taylor (1947), 329 U.S. 495,
S11. It is for this reason that Ohio has flatly rejected the federal bright-line rule Relators
single-mindedly now urge upon the Court. In this case, Hydrosphere’s contract 1s not
limited to explaining the fee, the type of work billed for, or the purpose of litigation.
Instead, the scope of work is detailed, reflecting the factual and legal strategies of the
attorneys, providing insight into the attorneys’ thoughts concerning the direction of the
litigation. Jd at 113. Likewise, the contents of e¢-mails that contain attorney work
product, are also properly withheld and/or redacted.

Nonetheless, the Court may decide to conduct an evidentiary hearing or an in
camera inspection to determine the issue of privilege. However, absent such a hearing or
inspection, any blanket grant of discovery is an abuse of discretion. Miller v. Bassett (8"
Dist.}, 2006-Ohio-3590, 4 16; Cargotec, Inc. v. Wesichester Fire Ins. Co., 155 Ohio App.

3d 653, 2003-Ohio-7237.



B. Discovery under Ohio Civ. R. 26(B)(5)(a) requires a showing of undue
hardship or exceptional circumstances. Relators have not attempted to make
such a showing,.

Civil R. 26(B)(5)(a) provides “[s]ubject to the provisions in (B)(5)(b) of this rule
and Rule 35(B), a party may discover facts known or opinions held by an expert retained
or specially employed by another party in anticipation of litigation or preparation for trial
only upon a showing that the party secking discover is unable without undue hardship 10
obtain facts and opinions on the same subject matter by other means or upon a showing
of other exceptional circumstances indicating that dcnial of discovery would cause
manifest injustice.”

Relators have not shown that they are “unable to obtain facts and opinions on the
same subject by other means” or shown “other exceptional circumstances indicating that
denial of discover would cause manifest injustice.” Relators have simply argued, based |
on the federal bright linc test and Missouri, rather than Ohio, law, that they are entitled to
disclosure of communications that are protected by the work product privilege.

Relators have made no showing of undue hardship or other exceptional
circumstances which would warrant discovery under Civ. R. 26(B)(3)(a). Likewise,
Relators’ motion is not limited to only the expert’s opinions or the grounds therefore
previously provided to the Respondents or those to be given on direct examination at
trial. Civ.R. 26(B)(5)(b). As such, Relators’ motion to show cause should be demed.

IV. CONCLUSION
Because Ohio continues to favor the protection of core work product and limits

the discovery of testifying experts, Relators’ motion should be denied. Hydrosphere



complied with the subpoena in good faith, and consistent with the Ohio Rules of Civil

Procedure.
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William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com}

Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2010 11:06 AM
To: William J. Cole
Subject: De Groot copy of exchanged email 1

Attachments: Map to Ashland SWCD - 1763 State Route 60.pdf

~~~~~~~~~~ Forwarded message ----------

From: Dorsey, Jay <Jay.Dorsey(@dor.state.oh.us>

Date: Wed, Feb 10, 2010 at 2:50 PM

Subject: Thursday Morning Meeting

To: Philip De Groot <hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com>

Phil,

We are on for tomorrow at 10:00 AM at the Ashiand SWCD. PLEASE NOTE - the SWCD has moved. Fve
attached a map. The receptionist at the district suggested coming 1-71 to US30 East to S.R. 60 the first time you
come.

[ may have an attorney or two with me.

See you tomorrow.

Jay

Jay Dorsey, PE., Ph.D.
Water Resources Enginesr
QDNR, Division of Soil and Water Resources

(614) 265-6647

6/4/2010
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Phitip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009

440-973-4054

6/4/2010



Map of 1763 State Route 60, Ashland, OH 44805-9287

loftl

Map of 1763 State Route 60, Ashland, OH YaHOO!,

&vahoalzoho,Deta

Y
SINAUTEQI009 |

When using any driving directions or map, it's a good idea to do a reality check and make sure the road still exists, watch

out for canstruction, and follow all traffic safety precautions. This is only to be used as an aid in planning.

hitp://maps.yahoo.com/print?mvi=m&iorideus&ip=1&ste=&foat=& frat=...

2/10/2010 12:30 PM
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William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineermg@gmait.com}

Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2010 11:10 AM
To: william J. Cole
Subject: De Groot copy of exchanged email 2

Attachments: Doner Complaint.pdf; Doner Memo in Support. pdf

—————————— Forwarded message n--m---=--

From: Rachel IL Stelzer <rachel.stelzer@ohioattorngygeneral. gov=>

Date: Wed, Feb 10, 2010 at 3:27 PM

Subject: Doner Complaint and Memo in Support

To: "hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com” <hydiosphere.engineering(@gmail com=

Ce: "William J. Cole” <william.cole@ohioattorneygeneral. gov>, "jay.dorsey(@dnr,state.oh.us"
<jay.dorsey(@dnr.state.oh.us>, Mindy Worly <mindyf.w_orlv@ohioattomewzanﬁral. gov>, "Daniel J.
Martin" <daniel. martin@ohioattorneygeneral.gov>, "Dale T. Vitale"

Phil,

Please find attached the Complaint and Memo in Support filed by the landowners/relators in the Doner case, We
wanted to make sure you had these documents before your meeting with Jay tomorrow.

Thanks,

Rachel H. Stelzer

Assistant Attorney General, EES-ODNR

Ohio Attorney General Richard Cordray
PHONE 614.265.6544

FAX 614.268.8871

EMAIL rachel.stelzer@ohioattorneygeneral.gov

2045 Morse Road #D-2
Columbus, OH 43229
http://www.cohioattorneygeneral.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message is intended only for the person or entity to which it is
addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or
distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and
destroy alt copies of the original message. If you are the intended recipient, but do not wish to receive
communications through this medium, please advise the sender immediately.

Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.

6/4/2010

—
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Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009

www. hydrosphere-enginecring.com
440-973-4054

6/4/2010
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William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.comj
Sent:  Saturday, May 08, 2010 11:12 AM

To: William J. Cole

Subject: De Groot copy of exchanged email 3

—————————— Forwarded message ----=-----

From: Dersey, Jay <Jay.Dotsey(@dnr state.oh.us>

Date: Thu, Feb 11, 2010 at 5:05 PM

Subject: GLSM Files at ftp site - CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY-CLIENT WORK PRODUCT
To: Philip De Groot <hydrosphere.cngineering(@gmail.com>

Cc: "Martin, Daniel" <Daniel. Martin@ohioattorneygeneral.gov>, "Rowan, Charles”
<Charles.Rowan(@dnr.state.oh.ns>

Phil

| posted a number of files (precip, iake level, photos, etc.) in a folder for you at our fip site:

ftp://ftp.dnr.state. oh.us/Soil_& Water_Conservation/Dorsey/

Photos are:

GLSM lake level staff gage (4)

GLSM west spillway (3)

Beaver Creek looking dst from embankment (2)

GLSM lake drains {not used for lake mgmt purposes — not opened since spillway modification in 1997 that i know
of -- 2 photos)

GLSM lake drain controls (4)
Beaver Creek at a series of downstream road crossings (I think the next 20 photos)

Wabash River upstream confluence with Beaver (I think the last 3)

If you have questions or would like to discuss something, you can leave a message on my cell and I'l call you
back when 1 get chance. I'm in a workshop tomorrow and conference on Saturday, but should be able to get back

6/4/2010
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to you at a break. You could also calt me on my cell on Sunday or Monday. Cell - (513) 520-6361

[ will not be checking e-mail until Tuesday AM.

Your voice message has me curious,

Have fun.

Jay

Jay Dorsey, P.E., Ph.D.
Water Rescurces Engineer
OBNR, Division of Soil and Water Resources

(614) 2656647

Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering,

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
www.hydrosphere-engineermg.com
440-973-4054

6/4/2010



William J. Cole
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From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.comj
Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2010 11:13 AM

To: William J. Cole

Subject: De Groot copy of exchanged email 4

--mnemm- Borwarded message —---------
From: Dorsey, Jay <Jay.Dorscy(@dnr state.oh.us>

Date: Tue, Feb 16, 2010 at 3:09 PM

Subject: Check in about Wednesday Grand Lake visit
To: Philip De Groot <hydrospherc.engineering(@gmail.com>, mike@hydrosphere-enginecring.com

Phil or Mike

Please give me a call this afternoon about trip to Grand Lake. Thanks - Jay

Jay Dorsey, P.E., Ph.D.
Water Resources Engineer
ODNR, Division of Scil and Water Resources

{614) 265-6847

Philip H. D¢ Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
www.hvdrosphere-engincering.com
44(0-973-4054

6/4/2010
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William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2010 11:14 AM

To: William J. Cole

Subject: De Groot copy of exchanged email 5

---------- Forwarded message ----=m----

From: Daersey, Jay <Jay.Dorsey(@dnr state.oh.us>

Date: Tue, Feb 16, 2010 at 6:32 PM

Subject: Grand Lake Downloads from ftp

To: mike@hydrosphere-engineering.com

Ce: Philip De Groot <hydrosphere.engincering@gmail.com>

Mike — please let me know after you've downloaded, or if you have any problems downloading. Thanks - Jay

Jay Dorsey, P.E., Ph.D.
Water Resources Engineer
ODNR, Division of Soit and Water Resources

(614) 265-6647

Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
www.hydrosphere-cngineering.com
44(-973-4054

6/4/2010
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William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot fhydrosphere engineering@gmail.com)
Sent:  Saturday, May 08, 2010 11:18 AM

To: William .J. Cole

Subjsct: De Groot copy of exchanged email 8

---------- Forwarded message -- -

Fram: Dorsey, Jay <Jay. Dorsey@dnr.state ob us>
Erate: Fri, Feb 19, 2010 at 5:25 PM

Subject; FW: FEMA data.

To: Philip e Groot <hydrogphere.enginceringi@pmail com>, mikeigihydrosphese-engincering.com

More info on the fioodplain maps for Mercer County {the ones | sent you). [t looks like clher maps may ta ayaitable from FEMA'S map server.

~~~~~ Original Message-—--

From: Beck, Tim

Sent: Friday, February 19, 2010 2;08 PM
To: Dorsey, Jay

Cc: Thoms, Christopher; Barnett, Tanisha
Subject: FEMA data.

lay,

The firms 1 put in your foider Public\Dorsey\FEMA_PDFs are the current sifective maps for Mercer not historic

and they correspond to the 1989 and 1985 dates.

The Historic that are on FEMA MSC for 1977 FHBM vintage we dor't have pdfs of but FEMA does on their sile.

If they want us to comb through the bldg | documents inslead of the wabsite below then

lat Tanisha know.

Link to MSC: hilp:/fmsefema.goy

Vyebsite Navigation Royte to Historic Maps:

MSC --» Catalog — FIRMS —> Hisloric Flood Maps --> Stala --» County —> Carparation.

Direct Link Lo Historic Documents for Mercer:

Lo b Wloo

Rltp:limsc ferma goviwebapphuecsistorasiservietCategoryDispiay Pslareld=10001 Scatalogld=1 DO &langly:=-
18catagorvid=12010&parent_category_m=12010&ype=CAT HISTMAPS &slaleld=130428countyld=1508 1 &community d=3677558 stateName=0HIGEcounlyHame=MERCER+ L OUNTY 8o

Let me know if you need anything alse.

Tanisha,

The file request would be for Mercer Gounty 1977 FHBM files from Bldg L

Thanks,
Tirt

Timothy [, Beck, CFM

GIMS Bpscialist

Fioodplain Managemest Progrant
QDNR, Division of Soil & Water Rescurces

Phone: {614} 2656722
Fax: (614) 265-6767
<mailte;tim beck@dir.gtate.oh.usz

ODNA Flocdplain Mgl Website
Inttpeiverev, ohiodnr.com/floodpln/defauls/tabid/35 1 1/Defaultasps

6/4/2010



"Iy Iifa there are lots of things ta think about, but nothing to worry atiout.”
Chuck Normis Fact: decording fo Einstein's theory of relativity, Chuck Norris can actually roundhouse kick you yesterday.

Fact is from hitp:/Awww. chucknorns facts. com/.

Philip IL. F}¢ Groot, Ph.D,, P.IE
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engincering

P.0). Box 360530

Clevetand, Ohio 44136-0009

wwiy hydrosphere-engineceing com
440-973-4054

6/4/2010
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William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2010 11:19 AM

To: William . Cole

Subject: De Groot copy of exchanged email 9

—————————— Forwarded message ----------

Prom; Dersey, Jay <Jay.Dorsey@dnr.state.oh.us>

Date: Tue, Feb 23, 2010 at 9:28 AM

Subject:

To: Philip De Groot <hydrosphere.enginecring@gmail.com™>

Cc: mike@hydrosphere-engineering.com, "Henson, Tadd" <tadd.Henson(@stantec.com=

Phil

I think you should re-read the section of NOAA Atlas 14 (Vol 2 A.1-2) we were discussing yesterday, especially
the second paragraph under “Interpreting the Results”. The 10% curves are simply about whether the distribution
is concentrated close to the beginning of the time period, concentrated close to the end of the time period, or
somewhere in-between. The 10% line has the same probability of occurring (and thus recurrence interval} as the
30% fine or the 40% line or the 50% (median) ine. What is left of the 10% line has the same probability of
oceutring (and thus the recurrence interval) as the area to the right of the 90% line, or in-between the 30% and
A0% lines.

If you are still convinced you are using it correctly, please discuss with Jim Angel (Floyd was Huffs first name) at
llingis State Water Survey:

Jim Angel
(217) 333-0729

jimangel@uiuc.edu

Jay

Jay Dorsey, P.E., Ph.D.
Water Resources Engineer
CDNR, Division of Soif and Water Hesources

(614) 265-6647

6/4/2010
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Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009

www.hydrosphere-engineering.com
440-973-4054

6/4/2010



William J. Cole

Fdge 1 ol

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com]
Sent:  Saturday, May 08, 2010 11:21 AM

To: William J. Cole

Subject: De Groot copy of exchanged email 11

---------- Forwarded message —«==-r----

From: Michael C. Menoes <mikemenocs(@zoominternct.ngt>
Date: Mon, Mar 1, 2010 at 11:40 AM

Subject: Re: Comments on Grand Lake reports

To: "Dorsey, Jay" <Jay.Dorsey(@dnr.state.ch.us>

Ce: Phil De Groot <phil@hydrospherc-engineering.com>

Jay,

One more titme...

Mike

————— Original Message -

From: Dorsey, Jay

To: Michaet C. Menoes

Sent: Monday, March 01, 2010 10:37 AM
Subject: RE: Comments on Grand Lake reports

There is still one St Mary’s on the front page.

————— Original Message-—--
From: Michael C. Menoes [mailto:mikemenoes@zoominternet.net]
Sent: Monday, March 01, 2010 10:29 AM

To: Dorsey, Jay
Cc: Phil De Groot
Subject: Re: Comments on Grand Lake reports

6/4/2010

J



6/4/2010

Jay,

| believe that | found all of the apostrophes and removed them.

Mike

————— Original Messageg -
From: Dorsey, Jay
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2010 5:17 PM

Subject: Comments on Grand Lake reports

If you have any questions about my comments, | wilt have my GLSM file with me and can be reached
any time this weekend (during daylight hours} at my cell number {(513) 520-6361.

Thank you for your work.

Jay

Jay Dorsey, P.E., Ph.D.
Water Resources Engineer
ODNR, Division of Soil and Water Resources

(614) 265-6647



Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
www.hydrosphere-engineering.com
440-973-4054

6/4/2010
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William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.comj
Sent:  Saturday, May 08, 2010 11:25 AM

To: William J. Cole

Subject: De Groot copy of exchanged email 14

---------- Forwarded message —----=--~-

From: Dorsey, Jay <Jay.Dorsey@dnr state.oh.us>

Date: Fri, Apr 23, 2010 at 10:05 AM

Subject: Photos of Old Spillway

To: Jennifer Croskey <Jennifer.Croskey(@ohioattorneygeneral gov>, "Henson, Tadd"
<Tadd.Henson@stantec.com™>, "William J. Cole" <william.cole@ohivattorneygeneral gov>, "Martin,
Daniel” <Danicl.Martin@ohioattorneygeneral. gov>, "Stelzer, Rachel”
<Rachel.Stelzer{@ohioattorneygeneral. gov>>, Mindy Worly <mindy,worly(@ohioattorneygeneral. gov>,
"Dale T. Vitale" <dale.vitale@ohioattorney gencral. gov>, "Rowan, Charles”
<Charles.Rowan({@dnr.state.oh.us>

Ce: Philip De Groot <hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com=, "Mohr, Dave"
<Dave.Mohr@dnr.state.oh.us™

Confidential Attorney Client Communication and Attorney Work Product

Attached are a couple photos of the old spillway and exit channel.

For comparison, I've also attached a photo of the new spillway, the current exit channel, and the lake drain
outlets.

Jay

Jay Dorsey, P.E., Ph.D.
Water Resources Engineer
DODNR, Division of Soil and Water Resources

(614) 265-6647

6/4/2010



Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engincering

P.0O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
www.hydrosphere-engincering.com
440-973-4054

6/4/2010
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William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2010 3:13 PM
To: Willlam J. Cole

Subject: De Groot copy of FEMA documents provided by ODNR 1
Attachments: 04-05-1639P-390392 pdf, 04-05-1639P-390393.pdf, 39011CV000.pdf

I attached pdf file

Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
www.hydrosphere-engineering.com
440-973-4054

6/4/2010



Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C, 20472

SEP 30 2004
CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED IN REPLY REFER TO:
M. Thowmas Gagel Case ?Iumbcr: 04~05~165’59P _
. - Community Name: Mercer County, Ohio
Chairman, Board of County Commisioners )
(Unincorporated Areas)
Mercer County Community Number: 390302
Central Services Building

fective Date of
220 West Livingston Street, Room A201 Ef f{fi;v;mf;ﬂi_ o
Celina, OH 45822 this ReviSion wov 01 2004

Dear Mr. Gagel:

The Flood Insurance Rate Map (FTRM) for your community has been revised by this Letter of Map Revision
(LOMR). Please use the enclosed annotated map panel revised by this LOMR for floodplain management
purposes and for all flood insurance policies and renewals issued in your comgnunity.

Additional documents are enclosed that provide information regarding this LOMR. Please see the List of
Enclosures below to determine which documents are included. Other attachments specific 1o this Teguest may be
included as referenced in the Determination Document. If you have any questions regarding floodplain
management regulations for your community or the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) in general, please
contact the Consultation Coordination Officer (CCO) for your community. If you have any technical questions
regarding this LOMR, please contact the Director, Federal Insurance and Mitigation Division of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in Chicago, lllinois, at (312) 408-5548, or the FEMA Map Assistance
Center, toll free, at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP). Additional information about the NFIP is available on
our web site at http/fwww. fema.gov/nfip.

Sincemly%/
Michael B. Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer For: Dong Bellomo, P.E., CFM, Acting Chief
Hazard Identification Section Hazard Identification Section
Mitigation Division Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness Emergency Preparedness
and Response Directorate and Response Directorate

List of Enclosures:
Letter of Map Revision Determination Document
Annotated Flood Insurance Rate Map
List of Current Flood Insurance Sudy Daia

cc: -Coumy Floodplain Inspector, Mercer County
Safety Service Director, City of Celina

Community Map Repository
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT
COMMUNITY AND REVISION INFORMATION PROJECT DESCRIPTION BASIS OF REQUEST
MERCER COUNTY, NO PROJECT BASE MAP CHANGES
OHIO CORRECTION
COMMUNITY {(UNINCORPORATED AREAS)
COMMUNITY NO.: 390392
APPROXIMATE LATITUDE & LONGITUDE: 40.549, -84.570

IDENTIFIER FEMA INITIATED MAP CORRECTION SOURCE: USGS QUADRANGLE DATUM: NAD 83

BEAVER CREEK — from the confluence with Grand Lake Reservoir lo approximately 2,250 feet upstream of the confluence
FLOODING SOURCE & with Grand Lake Reservoir

REVISED REACH
GRAND LAKE RESERVQIR — along the westem bank adjacent to Beaver Creek

SUMMARY OF REVISIONS

There is no revised flooding associated with this Letter of Map Revision. The purpose of the revision is to correct the corporate baundaries between the City
of Celina and Mercer County.

ANNOTATED MAPPING ENCLOSURES ANNOTATED STUDY ENCLOSURES

NO REVISION TO THE FLOOD [INSURANCE STUDY
TYPE: FIRM” NO: 390392 0100 8 Date: September 6, 1989

* FIRM - Fiood Insurance Rate Map; ** FBFM - Ficod Boundary and Floodway Map, *** FHBM - Flood Hazard Boundary Map
DETERMINATION

This document provides the determination from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) regarding a request for a Letter of
Map Revision (LOMR) for the area described above. Using the information submitied, we have delermined that a revision 1o the flood
hazards depicted in the Flood Insurance Study {FIS) andior National Flood insurance Program (NFIP) map is warranted. This document
revises the effective NFIP map, as indicated in the altached documentation. Please use the enclosed annotated map panels revised by
this LOMR for fioodplain meanagement purposes and for afl flood nsurance policies and renswals in your community.

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. I
you have any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center, toll free, at 1-877-336-2627 {1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter
addressed to the FEMA MCC Services, 12401 indian Creek Court, Beltsville, MD 20705. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our web site

at hitpiwww fema.govinfip.

T
Michael B. Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard |dentification Section
Mitigation Division
Emergency Freparedness
and Response Directorate Version 1.0 382404.06 00B7




Page2of b Issue Date: September 30, 2004 Effective Date: November 1, 2004 Case No.: 04-05-1639P LOMR-APF

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

OTHER COMMUNITIES AFFECTED BY THIS REVISION

C1D Number: - 390382 Name: CITY OF CELINA, MERCER COUNTY, OHIO

AFFECTED MAP PANELS AFFECTED PORTIONS of the FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY

MO REVISION 70 THE FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY

TYPE: FIRM NO: 260393 0006 C  Dale: March 18, 1986
CID Number: Name:

AFFECTED MAP PANELS AFEECTED PORTIONS of the FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY
CID Number: Name:

AFFECTED MAP PANELS AFEECTED PORTIONS of the FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY
CID Number: Name:

AFFECTED MAP PANELS AFFECTED PORTIONS of the FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY

This determination is based on the llood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide addiional information regarding this determination,
you have any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center, toll free, at 1-B77-336-2627 {1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter
addressed 1o the FEMA MCC Services, 12101 Indian Creek Coun, 8elisville, MD 20705. Additional information about the NFIP is availabla on our web site

at htlp/fwenw lema. govinfip.

Michael B. Godaesky, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard identification Seclion
Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness
and Response Directorate Version 1.0 382404.05 D087
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

COMMUNITY INFORMATION

APPLICABLE NFIP REGULATIONS/COMMUNITY OBLIGATION , ,
We have made this determination pursuant 1o Section 206 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-234) and in
sccordance with the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended (Title X1l of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1968, P.L. 90-448), 42 U.S.C. 4001-4128, and 44 CFR Part 65. Pursuant to Section 1361 of the Natienal Fiood
Insurance Act of 1968, as amended, communities paricipaling in the NFiP are required 1o adapt and enforce floodplain
management regulations that meet or exceed NFIP criteria. These criteria, including adoption of the ¥IS and FIRM, and the
modifications made by this LOMR, are the minimum requirements for continued NFIP participation and do not supersede
more stringent State/Commonwealth or local requirements 1o which the regulations apply.

COMMUNITY REMINDERS

Your community must regulate all proposed floodplain development and ensure that permits required by Federal and/or
Biate law have been oblained. State or community officials, based on knowledge of local conditions and in the interest of
safety, may set higher standards for construction or may limit development in floodplain areas. If your State or community
has adopted more restrictive or comprehensive floodplain management criteria, those criteria 1ake precedence over the

minimum NFIP requirements.

We will not print and distribute this LOMR to primary users, such as local insurance agents or mortgage lenders; instead, the
community will serve as a repository for the new data. We encourage you to disseminate the information in this LOMR by
preparing a news release for publication in your community's newspaper that describes the revision and explains how your
community will provide the data and help interpret the NFIP maps. In that way, interested persons, such as property owners,
insurance agers, and morigage lenders, can benefit from the information.

We have enclosed a document, titled List of Current Flood Insurance Study Data, which includes this letter, to help your
community maintain all information for floodplain management and flood insurance. if any of the items in that document are
not filed in your community's map repository, piease contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center at the number listed below for
information on how to obtain those items.

We have designated a Consultation Coordination Ofticer (CCO) to assist your community. The CCO will be the primary
liaison between your community and FEMA. For information regarding your CCO, please contact:

Mr. Ken Hinterlong
Regional Engineer
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region V
536 South Clark Street, Sixth Fioor
Chicago, Hlinois 60605
{312) 408-5520

This detormination is based on the fiood data presently avallable. The enclosed doGuments provide additional information regarding this determination. if
you have any questions aboul this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Gentay, toll tree, at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by fetter
addressed o the FEMA MCC Services, 12101 Indian Creek Coun, Boltsvilte, MD 20705, Additional Intormation about the NFIP is available on our web site

at hitp:/fwww. fema.govntip.
TR il
Michas! 8. Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard Igentification Section
Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness
and Response Directorale Version 1.0 382404.05 0087
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

COMMUNITY INFORMATION (CONTINUED)

STATUS OF THE COMMUNITY NFIP MAPS ,

We will not physically revise and republish the FIRM for your community to reflect the muodifications made by this
LOMR at this time. When changes to the previously cited FIRM panel warrant physical revision and republication in
the future, we.will incorporate the modifications made by this LOMR at that time.

This determination is based on the ficod data presently available. The enclosed documents provide addilional intormation regarding this determination. If
you have any questions about this document, piease contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center, o]l free, at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAF) or by letier
addressed fo the FEMA MGG Services, 12101 Indian Creek Cour?, Beltsville, MD 20705. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our web site

at http/iwww.ferna. gov/nfip.
Michas! B. Godeshy, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard ldantification Section
Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness
and Response Directorate Version 1.0 38240405 0087
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF REVISION

This revision will become effective 30 days from the date of this letter. Any requests to review or alter this determination
should be made within 30 days and must be based on scientific or technical data. )

This delermination i based on the flood date presently available. The enclosed documents provide additionat information regarding this determination. If
you have any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center, tol! free, at 1-877-336-2627 {1-877-FEMA MAP] or by letter
addressed o the FEMA MOC Services, 12101 Indian Creek Court, Beltsville, MD 20705. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our web site

at hitp:/fwww fema, oov/rfin.
i

Michael B, Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard ldentification Section
Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness
and Hesponse Direclorate Version 1.8 38240405 0087




LIST OF CURRENT FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY DATA

This list is provided to document all information currently effective for your community for insurance and
floodplain management.

Date:  SEP 30 2004

Community: Mercer County, Ohio (Unincorporated Areas)
Community Number: 390392
Page Number: 1of3

CURRENT EFFECTIVE FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY DATE: June §, 2001

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP

Map Index Effective Date

390392 INDO June 6, 2001

Panel Number Effective Date

0025 B, 0050 B, 0075 B, 0100 B, and September 6, 1989

150B

0103 Cand 0125 C June 6, 2001
LETTERS OF MAY REVISION

Panel Number Effective Date

Q1008 ‘

NGY 01 2004

LETTERS OF MAP AMENDMENT AND MAP REVISION BASED ON FILL

Panel Number Effective Date

0025 B September 10, 2003

0075 B May 21, 2003

01008 October 15, 1993

November 12, 1993
December 30, 1593
May 20, 1998

June 19, 1998

June 19, 1998

July 2, 1998

July 8, 1998

Tuly 15, 1998

July 17, 1998
August 28, 1998
September 2, 1998
Qctober 16, 1998



Page 2 of 3
LETTERS OF MAP AMENDMENT AND MAP REVISION BASED ON FILL (continued)

Panel Number Effective Dale

0100 B (continued) November 4, 1998
November 6, 1998
November 25, 1998
December 4, 1998
January 22, 1999
February 10, 1999
March 19, 1999
April 21, 1999
June 18, 1999
Tuly 16, 1999
September 8, 1999
September 10, 1999
September 24, 1999
October 20, 1999
October 22, 1999
November 10, 1999
December 8, 1999
December 10, 1999
December 29, 1999
January 28, 2000
April 5, 2000
April 13, 2000
May 9, 2000
June 6, 2000
June 20, 2000
June 27, 2000
June 28, 2000
Tuly 10, 2000
Tuly 11, 2000
July 19, 2000
August 4, 2000
August 10, 2000
September 14, 2000
September 26, 2000
September 29, 2000
November 9, 2000
December 7, 2000
December 12, 2000
December 19, 2000
January 24, 2001
February 21, 2001
February 23, 2001
March 16, 2001
March 23, 2001
Tuly 11, 2001
August 7, 2001
September 5, 2001
September 21, 2001
December 16, 2001



Page 30of 3
LETTERS OF MAP AMENDMENT AND MAP REVISION BASED ON FILL (continued)

Panel Number Effective Date
0100 B {conrinued) December 21, 2001
January 21, 2001
Aprl §, 2002
April 17, 2002
May 17, 2002
May 24, 2002
May 31, 2002
June 12, 2002
June 14, 2002
Tuly 3, 2002
July 10, 2002
Septernber 11, 2002
November 1, 2002
December 13, 2002
December 20, 2002
Janvary 17, 2003
March 19, 2003
April 2, 2003
April 9, 2003
May 14, 2003
May 16, 2003
May 28, 2003
August 27, 2003
Septemnber 24, 2003
QOctober 1, 2003
QOctober 15, 2003
October 17, 2003
October 31, 2003
November 12, 2003
MNovember 19, 2003
November 26, 2003
December 5, 2003
February 18, 2004
February 23, 2004
March 17, 2004
April 28, 2004
May 7, 2004
May 12, 2004
May 19, 2004
June 14, 2004
July 14, 2004
July 21, 2004
July 30, 2004
August 18, 2004
September 1, 2004

BEST AVAILABLE DATA LETTERS

None
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

SEP 30 2004
CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED IN REPLY REFER TO:
The Honorable Sharon LaRue Case Number: 05-05"1632}) )
. . Community Name: City of Celina, Mexrcer County, Ohio
Mayor, City of Celina Community Number: 390393
Celina Utilities Building ¥ ;

420 West Market Street Eﬁf; ?:; eDv?:?o?f
Celina, OH 45822 Hom: wov 01 7004
Dear Mayor LaRue:

The Fiood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for your community has been revised by this Letter of Map Revision
(LOMR). Please use the cnclosed annotated map panel revised by this LOMR for floodplain management
purposes and for all flood insurance policies and renewals issued in your community.

Additional docoments are enclosed that provide information regarding this LOMR. Please see the List of
Enclosures below to determine which documents are included. Other attachments specific to this request may be
inclunded as referenced in the Determination Document. If you have any guestions regarding floodplain
management regulations for your community or the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) in general, please
contact the Consultation Ceordination Officer (CCO) for your community. If you have any technical questions
regarding this LOMR, please contact the Director, Federal Insurance and Mitigation Division of the Yederal
FEmergency Management Agency (FEMA) in Chicago, lllinois, at (312) 408-5548, or the FEMA Map Assistance
Center, toll free, at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP). Additional information about the NFIP is available on
our web site at http:/f'www.fema.gov/nfip.

Sincerely,
- / -
Michael B. Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer For: Doug Bellomo, P.E., CFM, Acting Chief
Hazard Identification Section Hazard Identification Section
Mitigation Division Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness Emergency Preparedness
and Response Directorate and Response Directorate

List of Enclosures:
Letter of Map Revision Determination Document
Annotated Flood Insurance Rate Map
List of Current Flood Insurance Study Data

ce: Safety Service Director, City of Celina
County Floodplain Inspector, Mercer County

Community Map Repasitory
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, ID.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT

COMMUNITY AND REVISION INFORMATION PROJECT DESCRIPTION BASIS OF REQUEST
CITY OF CELINA, O PROJECT BASE MAP CHANGES
MERCER COUNTY, CORRECTION
COMMUNITY OHIO
COMMUNITY NO.: 390393
APPROXIMATE LATITUDE & LONGITUDE: 40.544, -B4.570
IDENTIFIER FEMA INITIATED MAP GORRECTION SOURCE: USGS QUADRANGLE DATUM: NAD 83

BEAVER CREEK - from the confluence with Grand Lake Reservoir io approximately 2,250 feet upstream of the confluence
FLOODING SOURCES & with Grand Lake Reservair

REVISED REACHES
GRAND LAKE RESERVOIRA — along the western bank adjacent to Beaver Creek

SUMMARY OF REVISIONS

Effective Flooding: X {unshaded)
Revised Flooding:  Zona A

Increases: YES
Decreases: NONE
* BFEs - Basa Flood Elevations
ANNOTATED MAPPING ENCLOSURES ANNOTATED STUDY ENCLOSURES
NO REVISION TO THE FLOOD INSUAANCE STUDY
TYPE: NO: 390393 0005 B Diate: March 18, 1988

* FIRM - Flood [nsurance Rate Map; ™ FBFM - Flood Boundary and Fioodway Map; *** FHBM - Fiood Hazard Boundary Map

DETERMINATION

This document provides the determination from the Federal Emergency Management Agency {(FEMA) regarding a request for a Letter of
Map Revision {LOMR) for the area described above. Using the information submitted, we have determined that a revision 1o the flood
hazards depicted in the Flood insurance Study (F13) and/or National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP} map is warranted. This document
revises the effective NFIP map, as indicated in the attached documentation. Please use the enciosed annotated map panels revised by
this LOMR for floodplain management purposes and for all flood insurance policies and renewals in your community.

“Fhis determination is based on the flood data presently available, The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If
you have any questions apout this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Centter, toll free, at 1-877-336-2627 {1-877-FEMA MAP] or by letter
addressed to the FEMA MCC Services, 12101 indian Creek Court, Beftsville, MD 20705. Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our web site

at http:Awww fema.goyintin.

Michael B. Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard identification Section
Mitigation Division

Emergency Preparednass
and Response Directorate Version 1.0 38240405 0087
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

OTHER COMMUNITIES AFFECTED BY THIS REVISION

CID Number: 390392 Name: MERCER COUNTY, OHIO (UNINCORPORATED AREAS)

AFFECTED MAF PANELS ) AFEECTED PORTIONS of the FLOOD iNSURANCE STUDY

NO REVISION TO THE FLOOD INSURANGE STUDY

TYPE: FIRM NO: 300392 0010 B Date; March 18, 1986
CID Number: Name:

AEFECTED MAP PANELS AFFECTED PORTIONS of the FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY
CID Number: Name:

AFFECTED MAP PANELS AFFECTED PORTIONS of the FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY
CID Number: Name:

AFFECTED MAP PANELS AFFECTED PORTIONS of the FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY

This determination is based on the flood dala presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. if
you have any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center, toll free, at 1-877-336-2627 {1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letier
addressed 1o the FEMA MGC Services, 12101 Indian Creek Court, Beltsvitle, MD 20706, Additional Informsation about the NFIP is available on our web site

at hite:/fwww.tema.govinfip.
/ﬁ/ /‘4;'1 -

Michael B. Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard ldentification Section
Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness
and Response Directorate Version 1.0 382404.06 0087
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

COMMUNITY INFORMATION

APPLICABLE NFIP REGULATIONS/COMMUNITY OBLIGATION ,

We have mads this determination pursuant to Section 206 of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973 {P.L. 93-234} and in
accordance with the National Elood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended (Title X1l of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1968, P.L. 90-448), 42 1.5.C. 4001-4128, and 44 CFR Part 65. Pursuant io Section 1361 of the National Flood
Insurance Act of 1968, as amended, communities participating in the NFIP are required to adopt and enforce fioodplain -
management regulations that meet or exceed NEIP criteria. These criteria, including adoption of the FIS and FIRM, and the
modifications made by this LOMR, are the minimum requirements for continued NFIP participation and do not supersede
more stringent State/Commonwealth or local requirernents 10 which the regulations apply.

COMMUNITY REMINDERS

Your community must regulate all proposed tloodplain development and ensure that permits required by Federal and/or
Siate law have been obtained. State or community officials, based on knowledge of local conditions and in the interest of
safety, may set higher standards for construction or may limit development in floodplain areas. If your State or community
has adopted more restrictive or comprehensive floodplain management crileria, those criteria take precedence over the
minimum NFIP requirements.

We will not print and distribute this LOMR to primary users, such as local insurance agents or mortgage lenders; instead, the
community will serve as a repository for the new data. We encourage you 1o disseminate the information in this LOMR by
preparing a news release for publication in your community’s newspaper that describes the revision and explains how your
community will provide the data and help interpret the NFIP maps. In that way, interested persons, such as property owners,
insurance agents, and mortgage lenders, can benefit from the information.

We have enclosed a document, titled List of Current Flood Insurance Study Data, which includes this letter, to help your
community maintain all information for floodplain management and flood insurance. 1f any of the items in that document are
not filed in your community’s map repesitory, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center at the number listed below for
information on how to obtain those items.

We have designated a Consultation Coordination Officer (CCO) 1o assist your community. The CCO will be the primary
fiaison between your community and FEMA. For information regarding your CCO, please contact:

Mr. Ken Hinterlong
Regional Engineer
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region V
536 South Clark Street, Sixth Floor
Chicago, lllinois 60605
(312) 408-5528

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed docurnents provide additional information regarding this determination. If
you have any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center, toll free, at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by leRer
addressed to the FEMA MCC Services, 12101 Indian Creek Court, Beltsvilie, MD 20705, Additional Information about the NFIP is available on our web site
at htprffwww fema. gow/nfip.

f../’u/%/”’
Michagt B. Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard Identification Section
Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness
and Response Directorate Version 1.0 382404.05 D067
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

COMMUNITY INFORMATION (CONTINUED)

STATUS OF THE COMMUNITY NFIP MAPS

We will not physically revise and republish the FIRM for your community to refiect the modifications made by this
LOMR at this time. When changes to the previously cited FIRM panel warrant physical revision and republication in
the future, we will incorporate the modifications made by this LOMR at that time.

This determination is based on the flood data presently available. The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. H
you have any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center, toli free, at 1-877-336-2627 {1-877-FEMA MAP) or by letter
addressed 1o the FEMA MCC Services, 121071 Indian Creek Court, Beltsvilie, MD 20705, Additional information about the NFIP is available on our web site

at htip:iiwww.fema.govinfip.

Michael B, Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard ldentification Section
Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness
and Response Directorate Version 1.0 382404.05 DOST
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Washington, D.C. 20472

LETTER OF MAP REVISION
DETERMINATION DOCUMENT (CONTINUED)

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION OF REVISION

This revision will become etfective 30 days from the date of this leller. Any requests to review or alter this determination
should be made within 30 days and must be based on scientific or technical data.

This datermination is based on ihe fiood data presently available, The enclosed documents provide additional information regarding this determination. If
you have any questions about this document, please contact the FEMA Map Assistance Center, toll res, at 1-877-336-2627 (1-877-FEMA MAP) or by lelter
addressed to the FEMA MCC Services, 12107 Indian Craek Court, Beksville, MD 20705, Additional Information about the NFIF is available on our web site

at htiprfiwenw ferna.govinfip.

Michael B. Godesky, CFM, Project Engineer
Hazard identification Section
Mitigation Division
Emergency Preparedness
and Hesponse Dieclorate Version 1.0 382404.05 00BY




LIST OF CURRENT FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY DATA

This Jist is provided to document all information currently effective for your community for msurance and
floodplain management.

Date: ~~5Ep 3072004

Community: City of Celina, Mercer County, Ohio
Community Number: 390393
Page Number: Lofl

CURRENT EFFECTIVE FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY DATE: June 6, 2001

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAFP

Map Index Effective Date

390392 INDO March 18, 1986

Panel Number Effective Date

0005 C March 18, 1986
LETTERS OF MAP REVISION

Panel Number Effective Date

0005 C

LETTERS OF MAP AMENDMENT AND MAP REVISION BASED ON FILL

Panel Number Effective Date

0005 C October 18, 1994
May 10, 2000
December 6, 2002

January 22, 2003
BEST AVAILABLE DATA LETTERS Nov 01 2004

None
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NOTICE TO
FLOGD IRSURANCE STUDY USERS

Communities participating in the National Flood Insurance Program heve
established repositories of flood hazard data for floodplain management and
flood insurance purposes. This Fiood Insurance Siudy may not contain all
data available within the repository. It is advisable to contact the
community repository for any additionel data.
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FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY

AUGLAIZE COUNTY, OHIO,
AND INCORPORATED AREA.

1.0 INTBODUCTION

1.1

1.2

13

Purpose of Study

This Flood Insurance Study investigates the existence and severity of flood
hazards in the geographic area of Auglaize County, Ohio, including the
village of Buekland, the Village of New Knoxville, the City of Bt Marys,
the City of Wapekoneta, and the Unincorporated Areas of Auglpize County
(hereinafter referred to collectively as Augleize County), and &ids in the
administration of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood
Disaster Protection Act of 1973, This study has developed flood risk data
for various areas of the community that will be used to establish actuarial
flood insurance rates and assist the community in its efforts to pramote
sound floodplain management. Minimum floodplain management requirements
for participation in the National Flood Insurance Program are set forth in
the Code of Federal Regulations at 44 CFR, 66.3.

In some states or communities, floodplain management criteria or regulations
msy exist that are more restrictive or comprehensive than the minimum
Federal requirements. In such cases, the more restrictive criteria take
precedence and the state (or other jurisdictional agency) will be able to
explain them,

Authority and Acknowledgments

The sources of authority for this Flood Insurance Study are the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973.

The approximate hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for the St. Marys River
were performed by the U.S, Geological Survey (USGS), Water Resources
Division, {a Study Contractor) for the Federal Bmergency Manegement
Agency (FEMA), under Inter-Agency Agreement No, EMW-8-E-1823, in
September 1886,

The hydrologic and hydraulic anelyses for the remaining study streams were
performed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COR), Buffalo District, (a
Study Contractor) for FEMA, under Inter~Agency Agreement No. EMW-
86~B-2226. 'This study was completed in February 1987.

Coordination

A community meeting was held on January 14, 1385, to explain the nature
and purpose of this Flood Insurance Study. The meeting was attended by
representatives of the community, FEMA, and the Study Contractors.
Ancther meeting was held October 30, 1965, for the same purpose. A notice
was placed in newspapers to announce the intent to perform a Flood
Insurance Study and to request pertinent information,



On September 27, 1988, the results of this Flood Insurance Study were
reviewed and accepted &t & final coordination meeting attended by
representatives of the Study Contractors, FEMA, and the community.

20  AREA STUDIED

2.1

2.2

2.3

Scope of Study

This Flood Insurance Study covers the geographic area of Auglaize County,
Ohio. The area of study is shown on the Vieinity Map (Figure 1.

 Flooding caused by overflow of the Auglaize River, Quaker Run, and Grand

Lake St. Marys was studied in detail.

Approximate analysis was used to study flood hazards oa the St. Marys
River in the vieinity of the City of St. Marys. The basis of the analysis is
the assumption that the 1959 flood on the St. Marys River closely
approximates a 100-year recurrence interval flood event.

Areas having low development potential or minimal flood hazards were

" previously studied using approximate analyses. The results were shown on
- the Mood Hazard Bourdary Maps for Auglaize County, Ohio, the City of

St. Marys, Ohio, and the Village of New Knoxville, Ohio (References 1-3)
and are incorporated into this Flood Insurance Study.

The areas studied were selected with priority given 'to all known flood
hazard areas and areas of projected development or proposed construction
through February 1992, The scope and methods of study were proposed to
and agreed upon by FEMA and Auglaize County.

Community Desceription

Auglaize County is in west-central Ohio and has & total land area of 384
square miles. The county is bordered by Mercer County on the west, Van
Wert and Allen Counties on the north, Hardin and Logan Cotinties on the

- east, and Logan and Shelby Counties on the south. The 1980 population of

Auglaize County, which is primarily rural, was reported to be 42,554
(Reference 4). ‘ . -

The climate of Auglaize County is characterized by wide variations of
temperature and precipitation. The maximum temperature recorded at the
nearest ¢limatological data station is 101 degrees Fahrenheit (OF), recorded
in August 1951, and the minimum is -19 OF, recorded {n January 1963. The
maximum 24-hour rainfall, recorded on September 17, 1%9, is 3.65 inches,
end the maximumn 24-hour snowfall, recorded on January 14, 1964, is 19.0
inches (Reference 5).

Prineipal Flood Problems _
Flooding occurred throughout much of Ohio during the March 1813 flood of

the Auglaize River, which was produced by one of the most intensive
rainstorms of record in northwestern Chic. Rainfall aversged between 6
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2.4

and 7 inches throughout the Auglaize River watershed. High-water marks
along the river indicate that this flood was higher than any other that has
occurred since that time. Damage to homes gnd river property was
extensive in the City of Wapakoneta (Reference §).

The fiood of January 1956 was the second highest flood.of record on the
Auglaize River in the Wapakoneta area. A storm center, passing south of
the Maumee River basin, produced the heaviest rain in the southern part of
the basin. Frozen ground increased the rate of runoff and the Auglaize
River overflowed its banks north of Wapakeneta, flooding hundreds of acres
of farmland. '

In June 1980, extensive flooding occurred on the Auglaize River in and
around Wapakoneta and floodwaters overtopped County Route 25A just north
of Wapakoneta,

The most extensive flooding from the St. Marys River occurred in Mareh
1913 and January 1959 the 1913 flood had the greater magnitude. The City
of St. Marys experienced severe damage from the January 1959 flood. The
sewsge treatment plant was flooded, with damage estimated at $100,000
(Reference 7). Buildings in the downtown section of St. Marys immediately
adjecent to the river experienced flooding. The high school, located just
upstream of the downtown area, also experienced flooding. Low-lying areas
upstream of the present Greenville Road were inundated due to the low
terrain at the confluence of Armstrong Creek and Koop Creek. Residents
reported to the City of St. Marys Engineering Department that Amstrong
Creek was flowing in the opposite direction from its normal flow as a
result of a backwater effect from the St. Marys River. The Engineering
Department stated that this phenomenon has occurred in other recent high-
water events in St. Marys when the flow of the St. Marys River was
signifieant.

Another problem affecting flooding in the St. Marys area during the 1913

‘and 1959 floods resulted from regulation of the level of Grand Lake St.

Marys. This upland reservoir was formed in the early 180¢'s by levees
across the Webash River in the west and the St. Marys River in the east,
for the purpose of supplying water to the Ohio and Erie Canal. During the
1913 and 1959 floods, there appeared to be danger from overtopping the
western levee, so water was released into the St. Marys branch of the Ohio
and Erie Canal. The additional water overtopped the canal within the St.
Marys city limits, adding to flooding from the upstream reaches of the St.
Merys River.

Flood Protection Measures

Nonstructural measures of flood protection used in Auglaize County to aid
in the prevention of flood damage include land use regulations, adopted
from the Code of Federal Regulations, that control puilding within areas
that have & high risk of flooding.

A levee and floodwall are constructed around the new sewage disposal plant
at Wapakoneta that protects the plant from the base flood. Also in
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Wapakoneta, a concrete wall along the south benk of the Auglaize River
between the Blackhoff Street bridge and the Harrison Street bridge offers
some protection but does not protect the aréa fronrthe 100-year-event.

ENGINEERING METHODS

For the flooding sources studied in detail in the community, standard hydrologic
and hydraulic study metliods were used to detemmine the flood hezard data
required for this study, Flood events of a magnitude that is expected to be
equaled or exceeded once on the average during any 10-, 5, 100-, or 500-year

period (recurrence interval) have been selected as having special significance for

floodplain management and for flood insurance rates. These events, commonly
termed the 10~, 50-, 100~, and 500-year fioods, have a 10-, 2-, 1-, and O.2-percent
chance, respectively, of being equaled or exceeded during any year. Although the
recurrence interval represents the lopg-term average period between floods of a
specific magnitude, rare floods could occur at short intervals or even within the
same year. The risk of experiencing a rare flood increases when periods greater
than 1 year are considered. For example, the risk of having a flood that equals
or exceeds the 100-year flood (1-percent chance of annual exceedence) in any
50~year period is approximately 40 percent (4 in 10), and, for any 90-year period,
the risk increases to approximately 60 percent (6 in 10l The analyses reported
herein refleet flooding potentials based on conditions existing in the community at
the time of completion of this study. Maps and flood elevations will be amended
periodically to reflect future changes,

3.1 Hydrologic Analyses

Hydrologic analyses were carried out to establish the peak
discharge-frequency relationships for each riverine flooding source studied
in detail affecting the conmunity.

The discharges for the Auglaize River and Quaker Run were established
using Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR} Bulletin No. 45
(Reference 8). Basin characteristics, such as drainage area and channel
slope, were determined using topographic maps (Reference 9),

The profile of the January 1959 flood (Reference 10} was obtained from the
ODNR, Division of Water, and used for the St. Marys River. No direct or
_indirect determination of the discharge of the January 1959 flood was made
for the St. Marys River, The lack of a discharge measurement makes it
difficult to definitively assess the recurrence interval of the 1259 event.
Use of the current ODNR regional multipie regression equations
(Reference 10) to estimate the 100-year discharge was not possible due to
the 50~square-mile maximum drainage area limitation.

A eamparison was made of basins, including the Auglaize River basin, which
is near the St. Marys River, by caleulating the ratio of the January 1559
flood discharge to the UBGS stream’ gage log-Pearsen Type IlI
(Reference 11) estimate for the 100-yesr discharge. ' The eamparison yielded
ratio values close to 1, indicating that the Jamary 1958 event has an
approximate recurrence interval of 100 years at the stream-gage sites.
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Accordingly, the Janusry 1859 flood profile for the St. Marys River can be

used for regulatory purposes as the 100-year flood event.

Peak discharge-drainage srea relationships for the 100~year floods of each
fiooding source studied in detail in the community are shown in Table 1.

TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF DISCHARGES

ELOODING SQURCE RRAINAGE AREA
AND LOCATION (5Q MILES)
AUGLAIZE RIVER
at the northern ,
county boundary 202
" just upstream of
Sims Run 190
just upstream of
Two Mile Creek 158
just upstream of
State Route 197 148
just upstream. of
Pusheta Creek 13
just upstream of
Quaker Run 14
QUAKER RUN
at mouth 2.7

100-YEAR

8,350
8,000
7,000
6,850
5,600
5,250

810

Flevations for floods of the selected recurrence intervals of Grand Lake St.

Marys are shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF ELEVATIONS

ELOQDRING SQURCE
AL

GRAND LAKE ST. MARYS
within community

Hydraulic Analyses

Analyses of the hydraulic characteristics of flooding from the sources
studied were carried out to provide estimates of the elevations of floods of

the selected recurrence intervals.



4.0

Some cross-section data for the streems and overbank aress were obtained
by field survey and from topographic maps (Reference 9). Bridges were
supveyed to obitain elevation—data and-structural-geometry. Other cross-
section desta were obtained from a hydraulic model that was developed by
the COE for backwater computations on the Auglaize River.

Locations of selected cross sections used in the hydraulic analyses are
shown on the Flood Profiles and on the Flood Insurance Rate Map.

Water-surface profiles were developed for the Auglaize River and Queaker
Run using the HEC-2 step-backwater computer program (Reference 12). The
starting water-surface elevations for the Augleize River and Quaker Run
were obtained using normal depth calculations. The 100-year elevation of
Grand Lake St. Marys was based on the "Survey Report for Fiood Control-
Grand Lake St. Marys" (Reference 13)

Roughness coefficients (Manning's "n"} used in the hydraulic camputations
were chosen by engineering judgment and based on field observation of the
streams and floodplain areas. For the Auglaize River, the Manning's "n"
values range from 0.03 to 0.055 for the channel sections and from ¢.05 to (.15
for the overbank areas. For Queker Run, the "n" values range fram 0.05 to
0.07 for the channel sections and from 0.05 to 0.09 for the overbank areas.
For both streams, the contraction and expansion loss coefficients were 0.2
and 0.4, respectively. -

Flood profiles were drawn showing the computed water-surface elevations
for floods of the selected recurrence intervals.

The hydraulic analyses for this study are based on the effects of

- unobstructed flow. The flood elevations shown on the profiles are thus

considered valid only if hydraulic structures remain unobstructed, operate
properly, and do not fail.

All elevations sre referenced to the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of
1929 (NGVD). Elevation reference marks used in this study are shown on
the map and described in the exhibit labeled Elevation Reference Marks.

FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT APPLICATIONS

The National Flood Insurance Program encourages State and local governments to
adopt sound floodplain mansgement programs. Therefore, each Flood Insurance
Study provides 100-year flood elevations and delineations of the 100~ and 500-year
floodplain boundaries and 100~year floodway to assist communities in developing
floodplain management measures.

41

Floodplain Boundaries

To provide a national standard without regional discrimination, the
1-percent annual chance (100-year) flood has been adopted by FEMA as the
base flood for floodplain management purposes. The 0.2-percent annual
chance (500-year) flood is employed to indicate additional areas of flood risk
in the community. For each stream studied in detail, the 100~ and 500-year
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floodplain boundaries have been delineated using the flood elevations
determined at each cross seetion. Between cross sections, the boundaries
were interpolated using topographic maps at a seale of 1:24000 with a

-contour interval of 5 feet (Reference 9).

The lﬂﬂ-year floodplam boundarles are shown on the Flood Insurance Rate
Map, On this map, the 100-year floodplain boundary corresponds to the
boundary of the areas of special flood hazards (Zones A, AE, AH, AO, A%,
V, amd VE\. Small aress within the floodplain boundaries may lie above the
flood elevations but cannot be shown due to limitations of the map scale
and/or lack of detailed topographic data.

For the streams studied by approximate methods, only the 100-year
floodplain boundary was delineated using the Flood Hazard Boundary Maps
for Auglaize County, the City of St. Marys, amd the V:llage of New
Knoxville (References 1-3)

Floodways

Encroachment on floodplm’ns, such as structures and fill, reduces the
flood-carrying capacity, mcreases the flood heights and velocities, and
increases flood hazards in areas bayond the encroachment itself. One

" aspect of floodplain management involves balancing the economie gain from

fioodplain development against the resulting increase in flood hazard. For
purposes of the National Flood Insurance Program, a floodway is used &s a
tool to assist loeal cornmunities in this aspect of floodplain management.
Under this concept, the area of the 100-year ﬂoodplam is divided into &
floodway and e floodway fringe. The floodway is the channel of & stream
plus any adjacent floodplain areas that must be kept free of encroachment
so that the 100-year flood can be carried without substantial.increases in
flood heights. Minimum Pederal standards limit such increases to 1.0 foot,
proviled that hezardous veloeities are not produced,

The floodways presented in this study were computed for certain stream
segments on the basis of equal conveyance reduetion from each side of the
floodplain. Floodway widths were computed at cross sections. Between
cross sections, the floodway boundaries were interpolated. The results of
the floodway computations are tabulated for selected cross sections and are
shown in Table 3, Floodway Data. The computed floodways are shown on
the Flood Insurance Rate Map. In cases where the floodway and the.
100-year floodplain boundaries are either close together or collinear, oniy
the floodway boundary is shown.

Along streams where floodways have not been computed, the community
must ensure thet the cumulative effect of development in the floodplain will
not cause more than a L0-foot increase in the base flood elevations at any
point within the community.

The area between the floodway amd the 100~year floodplain boundaries is
temed the floodway fringe, The floodway fringe encompasses the portion
of the floodplain that could be completely obstructed without increasing the
water-surface elevation of the 100-year flood by more than 1.0 foot at any
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point. Typieal relationships between the floodway and the floodway fringe
and their significance to floodplain development are shown in Figure 2.

[ ' f
| 100-YEAR FLOOD PLAIN -
FLOODWAY " | FLOCDWAY,
FRINGE - A e RINGE
Lo ZTREAM |

CHANNEL

FLOGD ELEVATION WHEN
CONFINED WITHIN FLOODWAY

ENCROACHMENT

SURACHARGE *
e e

REA OF FLOOD PLAIN THAT COULD
BE LUSED FOR DEVELDPMENT 2Y
' RAISING GROUND

FLODD ECEVATION

BEFORE ENCROACHMENT

O FLOOD PLAIN

LINE AB )5 THE FLOO® ELEVATION BEFOAE ENCAGACHMENT

LINE CD 13 THE FLOOD ELEVATION AFTERA ENCROACHMENT.
"SURCHARGE IS NOT TO EXCEED 1.0 FOOT (FEMA REGUIREMENT} oR LESSEH AMOL}NT tF SFECiFIED 8y STATE

FIGURE 2 - Floodway Schematic
INSURANCE

For flood insurance rating purposes, flood insurance zone designations are
assigned to a conmmunity based on the results of the engmeermg analyses, These
zones are as follows: _

Zone A )
Zone A is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 100~-year
floodplains that are determined in the Flood Insurance Study by approximate
methods. Because detailed hydraulic analyses are not performed for such areas,
no base flood elevations or depths are shown within this zone.

Zone AE

-Zone AE is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to “the lﬂﬂ—year

floodplains that are determined in.the Flood Insurance Study by detailed methods,
Whole-foot base flood elevations derived from the detailed hydraulic analyses are
shown at seiected intervals within this zone,

Zone X

Zone X is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to areas outside the
100-year floodplain, areas of 100~year flooding where average depths are less than 1
foot, areas of 100~year fiooding where the contributing drainage area is less than
1 square mlie, and aress protected from the 100-year flood by levees. No base
flood elevations or depths are shown within this zone,

10
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7.0

8.0

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP

The Flood Insurance Rate Map is designed for flood insurance and floodplain
management applications.

For flood insurance applications, the map designates flood insurance rate zones as
deseribed in Seetion 50 and, in the 100-year floodplains that were studied by
detailed methods, shows selected whole-foot base flood elevations or aversge
depths. Insurance agents use the zones and base flood elevations in conjunction
with information on structures and their contents to assign premium rates for
flood insurance policies.

For floodplain management applications, the map shows by tints, sereens, and
symbols the 160- and 500-year floodplains, the floodways, and the locations of
selected cross sections used in the hydraulie analyses and floodway computatmns.

The current Flood Insurance Rate Map presents- flooding mformatlon for the
geographic area of Auglaize County. Previously, separate Flood Hazard Boundary
Maps and/or Flood Insurance Rate Maps were prepared for each flood-prone
incorporated community and the unincorporated areas of the county. Historieal
data relating to the maps prepared for each community are presented in Table 4,
Community Map History.

QTHER STUDIES

" The Flood Insurance Studies published for Shelby County and Logan County, Ohio

(References 14 and 15) are in agreement with this study.

The Flood Insurance Studies in progress for Mercer Gounty and Allen éounty,
Ohio (References 16 and 17) are in agreement with this study.

This Flood Insurance Study supersedes the prekusly prmted Flood Hazard
Boundary Maps for Auglaize County, the Cities of St. Marys and Wapakoneta, and
the Villages of New Knoxville and Buekland, Ohio (References 1, 2, 18, 3, and 19),

LQQAIIQH..QE.DAIA

Information concerning the pertinent dats used in the preparatidn of this study

" . c¢an be obtained by contacting the Natural and Technological Hazards Division,

8.0

FEMA, 175 West Jackson Boulevard, 4th Floor, Chicago, Illinois 60604-2698.
1. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Federal Insurance

Administration, Flood Hezard Boundary Map, Auglaize County,
Unineorporated_Areas, Ohio, May 1978,

2, - Federal Insurance Administration, Flood Hazard Boundary Map,
City of St. Marys, Auglaize County, Ohio, June 1979,

3. - Federal Insurance Administration,
Village of New Knoxville, Auglaize County, Ghio, October 1579.
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4.

5-

6.

7.

9.

10.

11.

13,

14.

18.

17.

U.S. Department of Commerce, Buresu of the Census, 1980 Census of

Pepulation. Number of Inbabitants, Ohio, Washington, D.C., February 1982,

U.5. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric

Administration, Climates of the States, 1974.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Detroit Distriet, Flood Plain Information,
Auglaize River, Wapakoneta, Ohio, May 1968,

Ohio Department of Natural Resources, Division of Water, Preliminary

Report of Floods in Ohio—January 1659, February 1959, March 1959,

, Division of Water, Bulletin No. 45,
ang_Enegugjm, E.E. Webber and W.P, Bartlett, May 1977,

U.S. Geological Survey, T,j_Minute Series Topographic Maps, Scale 1:24000,

Contour Interval 5 Feet:  Cridersville, Ohio, 1961, photorevised 1983;

Moulton, Ohio, 1960, photorevised 1973; St. Marys, Ohio, 1960, photorevised
1982; Spencerville, Ohio, 1960, photorevised 1971; Wapakonets, Ohio, 1961,
photorevised 1982,

Ohm Department of Natural Resources, Dw:smn of Water, me

Vertieal Seale 1180, Horizontal Scals
1:63360: 1958,

U.S, Department of the Interior, Geological Survey, Interagency Advisory
Committee on Water Data, Office of Water Data Coordination, Hydrology
Subcommittee, Bulletin No. 17B, i

Frequency, September 1981, revised March 1982,

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Hydrologic Engineering Center, HEC-2 Water
Surface Profiles, Computer Program 723-X6-L202A, Davis, California, April

1984,

+ Louisville Distriet,

Lake St, Marvs, August 1981.

Federal Emergency Mansgement Agency, Flood Insurance Studv, Shelby
County, Unincorporated Areas, Ohio, September 1982,

———, Elood Insurance Studv, Logan County, Unincorporated Aress,
Ohio, May 1985.

» Elood Insurance Study, Mercer County, Unincorporated Areas,

Ohig, in progress.

, Hood Insuramce Study, Allen County, Unincorporated Are&s,

Ohio, in progress.

13



18,

‘18,

LS, Department of Hous;hg and Urban Development, Federal Insurance

Administration, Wmm City of Wapakoneta, Auglaize
County, Ohio, May 1974, .

, Federal -Insurance Administration, w_mmm

- Village of Buckland, Auglaize County, Ohio, February 1979,

14



FLEVATION REFERENCE MARKS

FLOOD INSURANCE

REFERENCE RATE MAP
. MARK PANEL

1 0019

2 0020

3 020

4 0020

5 0020

6 )

7 0080

8 (085

9 0165

10 0105

ELEVATION

822.93

834.12

843.52

896,60

DESCRIPTION
OF LOCATION

top of northwest abutment of Deep
Cut Roed bridge over the Auglaize
River

northwest corner of northwest
wingwall of National Road bridge over
the Auglaize River

top of southeast wingwall of Monroe
Rosad bridge over the Auglaize River

metal plate on southwest wingwall of
County Route 190 bridge over the
Auglaize River

standard tablet stamped "84 MAT 1959
855" get in southeast corner of
conerete base loeated in front of
Buckland Coop, about 48 feet west of
intersection of Main Street Road and
Norfolk Southern Railway

standard tablet stamped ™0 MAT 1959
897" set in concrete headwall of
culvert located 34 feet northeast of
intersection of State Route T03 amd
Beach Line Road

standard tablet stamped "88 MAT 1959
887" near south end of headwail of
culvert located 32 feet southwest of
intersection of State Route 703 and
State Route 364

boat spike in power pole located on
north side of Glynwood Road about 500
feet west of centerline of Glynwood
Road bridge over the Auglaize River

chiseled mark at corner of northwest

..abutment _of Hemilton Street  bridge

884.20

over the Auglaize River

chiseled square in northeast abutment
of Blackhoof Street bridge over the
Auglaize River



REFERENCE
—MABK

11

13

14

ELEVATION REFERENCE MARKS

FLOOD INSURANCE
RATE MAP

— PANEL
0105

0105

0145

015

ELEVATION

883.77

894.51

802.86

800.44

DESCRIPTION
OF LOCATION

brass plate set in southeast sbutment
of Harrison Street beidge over the
Auglaize River ' '

survey disk stamped "T 166 1954" set
in top of concrete post located in
southwest corner of intersection of
Willipie Street and Mechanic Street, 22
feet south of south curb of Mechanic
Street, 26,5 feet west of west curb of
Willipie Street

survey disk stamped "W 166 1354" set
in top east end of north concrete
abutment of CSX railroad bridge over
the Auglaize River, 8.5 feet east of
east rail

chiseled square on top of northwest
abutment of eulvert for Quaker Run
under Middle Street- = -
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rFage 1 0l 1

William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2010 3:14 PM

To: William J. Cole

Subject: De Groot copy of FEMA documents provided by ODNR 2

Attachments: 390392_1538.pdf

pdf file

Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
www.hydrosphete-cngineering.com
440-973-4054

6/4/2010
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age Lok

William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2010 3:18 PM
To: William J. Cole
Subject: De Groot copy of FEMA documents provided by ODNR 3

Attachments: 380392_1539.pdf

pdf file

Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530 .

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
www.hydrosphere-engineering.com
440-973-4054

6/4/2010
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rFage 1 oLt

William J. Cole

From: Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail com]

Sent: Saturday, May 08, 2010 3:20 PM
To: William J. Cole
Subject: De Groot copy of FEMA documents provided by ODNR 4

Attachments: 390392_1540.pdf

pdf file

Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engineer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.O. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009

440-973-4054

6/4/2010
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William J. Cole

e 1 Ul L

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Philip De Groot [hydrosphere.engineering@gmail.comj
Saturday, May 08, 2010 3:22 PM

William J. Cole

De Groot copy of FEMA documents provided by ODNR 5

Aitachments: 390392_1541.pdf; 390392V000.pdf; 390395V000.pdf

pdf files

Philip H. De Groot, Ph.D., P.E.
Principal Hydraulic Engincer
Hydrosphere Engineering

P.0. Box 360530

Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
www.hydrosphere-engineering.com

440-973-4054

6/4/2010
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MERCER COUNTY,

OHIO
UNINCORPORATED
AREAS

Mercer County

REVISED:
JUNE 6, 2001

Federal Emergency Management Agency

COMMUNITY NUMBER - 390392




NOTICE TO
FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY USERS

Communities participating in the National Flood Insurancc Program have established
repositories of flood hazard data for floodplain management and flood insurance purposes. This
Flood Insurance Study (FIS) may not contain all data available within the repository. It is
advisable to contact the community repository for any additional data. '

Part or all of this FIS may be revised and republished at any time. In addition, part of this FIS
may be revised by the Letter of Map Revision process, which does not involve republication or
redistribution of the FIS. It is, therefore, the responsibility of the user to consult with community
officials and to check the community repository to obtain the most current FIS components.

FIS Effective Date: September 6, 1989

Revised FIS Dates: June 6, 2001
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1.0

FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY
MERCER COUNTY, UNINCORPORATED AREAS, OHIO

INTRODUCTION

1.1

1.2

Purpose of Study

This Flood Insurance Study (FIS) revises and updates a previous FIS/Flood
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the Unincorporated Areas of Mercer County,
Ohio. This information will be used by Mercer County to update existing
floodplain regulations as part of the Regular Phase of the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP). The information will also be used by local and
regional planners to further promote sound land use and floodplain development.

In some States or communities, floodplain management criteria or regulations
may exist that are more restrictive or comprehensive than the minimum Federal
requirements. In such cases, the more restrictive criteria take precedence and the
State (or other jurisdictional agency) will be able to explain them.

Authority and Acknowledgments

The sources of authority for this FIS are the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968
and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973.

For the original September 6, 1989, FIS, the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses
were prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Louisville District
for the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), under Inter-Agency
Agreement No. EMW-86-E-2226, project No. 15. That work was completed in
May 1987,

For this revision, the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for Buck Creek were
prepared by Woodward-Clyde Federal Services for FEMA, under Contract No.
EMW-95-C-4678, Task Order 112, This work was completed in March 23, 1998.

Planimetric base map files were provided in digital format by the Mercer County
Auditor’s Office, 101 North Main Street, Room 105, Celina, Ohio 45822. These
files were compiled from county parcel maps. Additional ir formation may have
added in and around the floodplains from the previously compiled FIS for the
Unincorporated Areas of Mercer County, Ohio (FEMA, September 6, 1989).

The digital FIRMs were produced using Universal Transverse Mercator
coordinates referenced to the North American Datum of 1927 and the Clarke 1866
spheroid.



1.3

Coordination

The purpose of an initial Consultation Coordination Officer's (CCO) meeting is to
discuss the scope of the FIS. A final CCO meeting is held to review the results of
the study.

For the September 6, 1989, FIS, an initial CCO meeting was held in December of
1985, and a final CCO meeting was held on September 27, 1988. Both of these
meetings were attended by representatives of the USACE, the county, and FEMA.

For this revision, the county was notified by FEMA in a letter dated July 22,
1698, that its FIS would be revised using the analyses prepared by Woodward-
Clyde Federal Services.

2.0 AREA STUDIED

2.1

22

Scope of Study

This FIS covers the unincorporated areas of Mercer County, Ohio. The arca of
study is shown on the Vicinity Map (Figure 1).

For the September 6, 1989, FIS, the Wabash River and Beaver Creek were studied
by detailed methods.

For this revision, Buck Creek was studied by detailed methods.

Limits of detailed study are indicated on the Flood Profiles (Exhibit 1) and on the
FIRM (Exhibit 2). The areas studied by detailed methods were selected with
priority given to all known flood hazard areas and arcas of projected development
and proposed construction.

All or portions of the following streams were studied by approximate methods:
St. Mary’s River, Dennison ditch, Twelvemile Creek, Eightmile Creek, Big Black
Creek, Little Black Creck, Duck Creek, Wabash River, Little Beaver Creek, Little
Bear Creck, Coldwater Creek, Burntwood Creek, Montezuma Creek, Monroe
Creck, Chickasaw Creek, Little Chickasaw Creek, Stony Creek, Fort Creek, and
Thre>mile Creek. Approximate analyses were used to study those areas having
fow development potential or minimal flood hazards. The scope and methods of
study were proposed to, and agreed upon by, FEMA and the county.

Community Description
Mercer County occupies about 444 square miles in west-central Ohio and is

bordered by Darke County, on the south; Auglaize County on the east; Van Wert
County on the north and Jay and Adams Counties, Indiana on the west. The City
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2.3

2.4

of Celina, the county seat, is in the east-central part of the county. Mercer County
is served by U.S. Routes 127 and 23, State Routes 119, 219, and 707, CONRAIL,
and the Norfolk Southern Railway. The 1998 population of Mercer County was
reported to be 41,198 (UU.S. Census Bureau 1998).

Of the total annual precipitation, about 20 inches usually falls in April through
September, the growing season for most crops. In 2 years out of 10, the rainfall
from April through September is less than 17 inches. The heaviest on-day rainfall
during the period of record was 4.43 inches at Celina on September 17, 1969.
Thunderstorms occur on about 41 days each year, 20 of which are in the summer.
Average seasonal snowfall is 36 inches. The greatest snow depth at any one time
during the period of record was 14 inches. On the average, 22 days have at least
on inch of snow on the ground, but the number varies greatly from year to year.

Mercer County is part of two continental watersheds. The Ohio-Erie Divide
crosses the county in a general cast-west direction and is partly oriented to the
Wabash moraine through it’s central extension in the county. North of the divide,
the county is mostly drained into Lake Erie by the St. Mary’s River and its
tributaries. A few acres in northeastern Mercer County are drained by the Little
Auglaize River, which flows eventually to Lake Erie. South of the Ohio-Erie
Divide, the major part of the county is drained by the Wabash River and it’s
tributaries, which flow to the Ohio River. A few acres in southeastern Mercer

County are drained by Mile Creek, which flows eastward out of the county to the
Ohio River.

Principal Flood Problems

Flood problems in Mercer County are due primarily to the overflow of Beaver
Creek and Grand Lake St. Marys (USACE August 1981). Significant problem
areas are on the south shore of Grand Lake St. Marys and along Beaver Creek, the
western outlet channel of the lake. Flooding on the Grand Lake St. Marys shore
is caused by the ability of the 10.6 mile long westerly outlet channel to discharge
sufficient flows to keep pace with inflow to the lake during peak periods. The
effects of wind setup and wave runup on low-lying, developed areas also
contribute to the problem.

Flood problems from Beaver Creek are caused by a combination of a limited
flood control capability of Grand Lake St. Marys, poor surface drainage, low
stream gradient, constrictions to flow, and high stream stages for a long period of
time that cause inadequate outlet conditions for numerous artificial agricultural
drains.

Flood Protection Measures

Grand Lake St. Marys is a manmade lake, two-thirds of which is in Mercer
County. The lake was created by dams constructed at each end to provide water
for the Ohio-Erie Canal system. It drains to Lake Erie from the east and to the
Ohio River form the west. No measurable protection from major floods such as
the 100-year event is provided by this facility.



3.0

ENGINEERING METHODS

For the flooding sources studied in detail in the community, standard hydrologic and
hydraulic study methods were used to determine the flood hazard data required for this
study. Flood events of a magnitude which are expected to be equaled or exceeded once
on the average during any 10-, 50-, 100-, or 500-year period (recurrence interval) have
been selected as having special significance for floodplain management and for flood
insurance rates. These events, commonly termed the 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year floods,
have a 10-, 2-, 1-, and 0.2-percent chance, respectively, of being equaled or exceeded
during any year. Although the recurrence interval represents the long-term average
period between floods of a specific magnitude, rare floods could occur at short intervals
or even within the same year. The risk of experiencing a rare flood increases when
periods greater than 1 year are considered. For example, the risk of baving a flood which
equals or exceeds the 100-year flood (1-percent chance of annual exceedence) in any
50-year period is approximately 40 percent (4 in 10), and, for any 90-year pericd, the risk
increases to approximately 60 percent (6 in 10). The analyses reported herein reflect
flooding potentials based on conditions existing in the community at the time of
completion of this study. Maps and flood elevations will be amended periodically to
reflect future changes.

3.1 Hydrologic Analyses

Hydrologic analyses were carried out to establish the peak discharge-frequency
and peak elevation-frequency relationships for each flooding source studied in
detail affecting the community.

For the September 6, 1989, FIS, natural frequency-discharge values for Beaver
Creek, without Grand Lake St. Marys outflows, were based on analyses of data
from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) gage station of Greenville Creek near
the City of Bradford. Analyses of additional gage stations with similar basin
characteristics were compared to ensure the accuracy of regionalized valucs.
Frequency-discharge values were then adjusted to include Grand Lake St. Marys
frequency outflows based on historical lake records and present lake regulation to
obtain the final values. Frequency-discharge values for the Wabash River were
derived from an analysis based on the USGS gage station on the Wabash River
near the City of New Corydon.

A frequency-discharge versus drainage area relationship was developed using
data from those gages and guidelines contained in Bulletin No. 17B (U.S.
Department of the Interior, March 1982). Determination of the final discharge
versus drainage area relationship considered omission of low and high outliers,
weighting with the generalized skew, and historical adjustment where possible.

For this revision, Buck Creek was studied in detail using the Natural Resources
Conservation Service or NRCS, (formerly the Soil Conservation Service, or SCS)
TR-55 methodology and the USACE HEC-1 computer model were used fo
develop peak discharges for the Buck Creek watershed (USACE, April 1984).
The discharges were determined for the 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year 24-hour
storms. The rainfail amounts for the 10-, 50-, 100-year storms were taken from



the NRCS Technical Paper No. 40 (TP-40). The 500-year rainfall was
extrapolated from a plot of the other three events. The rainfall distribution was
Type 1l and an antecedent moisture condition 11 (AMC 1I) were used. The
drainage area for Buck Creek was estimated to be 1.1 square miles.

Aerial photographs and additional topographic mapping were obtained from
Kucera International Inc., a photogrammetry firm located in Willoughby, Ohio.
For purposes of this study and consistency with previously used aerial mapping,
Woodward-Clyde Federal Services contracted with Kucera to obtain a digital 2-

“foot contour topographic strip map for the length of Buck Creek at a scale of 1

inch equals 100 feet (Kucera International Inc. April 1995).

The runoff curve numbers were determined using the land use and soil
information and were cither 83 or 84. The NRCS Technical Release No. 55 (TR-
55) Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds (NRCS, 1986) was used to calculate
the times of concentration for each of the sub-areas. The flow paths used to
calculate the times of concentration are shown on the drainage map.

A summary of the drainage area-peak discharge relationships for the streams
studied by detailed methods is shown in Table 1, “Summary of Discharges.”

TABLE | - SUMMARY OF DISCHARGES

FLGODING SOURCE DRAINAGE AREA PEAK DISCHARGES (cfs)

AND LOCATION {sq. miles) 10-YEAR 50-YEAR 100-YEAR 500-YEAR
WABASH RIVER

At 235 East Road 262.0 * * 1,000 *
BEAVER CREEK

At mouth 125.0 * * 5,850 *
BUCK CREEK

At mouth i1 250 336 449 702
*ata not available

The stillwater elevation has been determined for the 100-year flood Grand Lake
St. Marys which was studied by detailed methods. A summary of the stillwater
Elevations is presented in Table 2, “Summary of Stillwater Elevations.”



TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF STILLWATER ELEVATIONS

FLOODING SOURCE PEAK DISCHARGES (cfs)
AND LOCATION 10- YEAR 50-YEAR 100-YEAR 500 YEAR
GRAND LAKE SAINT MARYS
Entire shoreline ¥ * 8729 ®
*Data not available
32  Hydraulic Analyses

Analyses of the hydraulic characteristics of flooding from the source studied were
carried out to provide estimates of the elevations of floods of the selected recurrence
intervals. Users should be aware that ftood elevations shown on the FIRM represent
rounded whole-foot elevations and may not exactly reflect the elevations shown on
the Flood Profiles or in the Floodway Data tables in the FIS report. For construction
and/or floodplain management purposcs, users are encouraged to use the flood
elevation data presented in this FIS in conjunction with the data shown on the FIRM.

Cross sections for the flooding sources studied by detailed methods were obtained
from field surveys. All bridges, dams, and culverts were field surveyed to obtain
elevation data and structural geometry.

Buck Creek cross sections for the below bank portion of the channel were field
surveyed and the over bark portion was obtained from the Kucera mapping.

Locations of selected cross sections used in the hydraulic analyses are shown on
the Flood Profiles (Exhibit 1). For stream segments for which a floodway was
computed (Section 4.2}, selected cross-section locations are also shown on the
FIRM (Exhibit 2).

Water-surface elevations of floods of the selected recurrence intervals were
computed using the USACE HEC-2 step-backwater computer program (USACE,
April 1984).

Roughness coefficients (Manning’s “n”) were determined by field inspection and
considered such factors as type and amount of vegetation, channel configuration,
and water depth. High-water marks from the 1959 flood on Beaver Creek were
reproduced in order to verify the roughness values for that stream. Roughness
coefficients averaged 0.04 for the channel and 0.06 for the overbank areas.
Roughness factors (Manning's "n") used in the hydraulic computations for Buck
Creek were based on field inspection, a review of ficld photographs taken in 1996
and the 1995 acrial photographs from Kucera. The values ranged from 0.06 for
the channel to 0.1 for the overbank area in the upstream rural areas and from
0.030 for the channel to 0.045 for the overbank arca within the developed areas of
the viilage



4.0

The hydraulic analyses for this study were based on unobstructed flow. The flood
clevations shown on the profiles are thus considered valid only if hydraulic
structures remain unobstructed, operate properly, and do not fail.

All elevations are referenced to the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929
(NGVD29). Elevation reference marks (ERMs) used in this study, and their
descriptions, are shown on the FIRM. ERMs shown on the FIRM represent those
used during the preparation of this and previous FISs. The elevations associated
with each ERM were obtained and/or developed during FIS production to
establish vertical control for determination of flood elevations and floodplain
boundaries shown on the FIRM. Users should be aware that these ERM
elevations may have changed since the publication of this FIS. To obtain up-to-
date elevation information on National Geodetic Survey (NGS) ERMs shown on
this map, please contact the Information Services Branch of the NGS at (301)
713.3242, or visit their website at www.ngs.noaa.gov. Map users should seek
verification of non-NGS ERM monument elevations when using these elevations
for construction or floodplain management purposes.

3.3 Vertical Datum

All FISs and FIRMs are referenced to a specific vertical datum. The vertical
datum provides a starting point against which flood, ground, and structure
elevations can be referenced and compared. Until recently, the standard vertical
datum in use for newly created or revised FISs and FIRMs was the National
Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD29). With the finalization of the North
American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDS8), many FIS reports and FIRMs are
being prepared using NAVIDSS as the referenced vertical datum.

All flood elevations shown in this FIS report and on the FIRM are referenced to
NGVD29. Structure and ground elevations in the community must, therefore, be
referenced to NGVD29. It is important to note that adjacent communities may be
referenced to NAVDS88. This may result in differences in base flood elevations
across the corporate limits between the communities.

For more information on NAVD of 1988, sce Converting_the National Flood
Insurance Program to the North American Vertical Datum of 1988, FEMA
Publication FIA-20/June 1992, or contact the Vertical Network Branch, National
Geodetic Survey, Coast and Geodetic Survey, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Rockville, Maryland 20910 (Internet address
http://www.ngs.noaa.gov).

FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT APPLICATIONS

The NFIP encourages State and local governments to adopt sound floodplain
management programs. To assist in this endeavor, each FIS provides 100-year floodplain
data, which may include a combination of the following: 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year
flood clevations; delineations of the 100-year and 500-year floodplains; and 100-year
floodway. This information is presented on the FIRM and in many components of the



FIS, including Flood Profiles, Floodway Data tables, and Summary of Stillwater
Elevation tables. Users should reference the data presented in the FIS as well as
additional information that may be available at the local community map repository
before making flood elevation and/or floodplain boundary determinations.

4.1

4.2

Floodplain Boundaries

To provide a national standard without regional discrimination, the 1-percent
annual chance (100-year) flood has been adopted by FEMA as the base flood for
floodplain management purposes. The 0.2-percent annual chance (500-year) flood
is employed to indicate additional areas of flood risk in the community. For the
flooding sources studied in detail, the 100- and 500-year floodplains have been
delineated using the flood elevations determined at each cross section. Between
cross sections, the boundaries were interpolated. '

In the September 6, 1989, FIS, the boundarics were interpolated between cross
sections, using topographic maps at a scale of 1:24000 with a contour interval of 5
feet {USGS, 1960

For this revision, the boundaries were interpolated between cross sections, using
digital topographic maps at a scale of 1:100 feet with a contour interval of 2 feet
(Kucera International Inc., April 1995).

For the streams studied by approximate methods, the 100-year floodplain
boundaries were taken from the previously printed FIS/FIRM for Mercer County
Ohio (FEMA, September 6, 1989). For the streams studied by approximate
methods, only the 100-year floodplain boundary is shown on the FIRM (Exhibit 2).

The 100- and 500-year floodplain boundaries are shown on the FIRM (Exhibit 2).
On this map, the 100-year floodplain boundary corresponds to the boundary of the
areas of special flood hazards (Zones A and AE), and the 500-year {loodplain
boundary corresponds to the boundary of areas of moderate flood hazards. In cases
where the 100- and 500-year floodplain boundaries are close together, only the
100-year floodplain boundary has been shown. Small areas within the floodplain
boundaries may lie above the flood elevations but carnot be shown due to
limitations of the map scale and/or lack of detailed topographic data.

For streams studied by approximate methods, only the 00-year floodplain
boundary is shown on the FIRM (Exhibit 2).

Floodways

Encroachment on floodplains, such as structures and fill, reduces flood-carrying
capacity, increases flood heights and velocities, and increases flood hazards in areas
beyond the encroachment itself. One aspect of floodplain management involves
balancing the economic gain from floodplain development against the resulting
increase in {lood hazard. For purposes of the NFIP, a floodway is used as a tool to
assist local communities in this aspect of floodplain management. Under this
concept, the area of the 100-year floodplain is divided into a floodway and a



floodway fringe. The floodway is the channel of a stream, plus any adjacent
floodplain areas, that must be kept free of encroachment so that the 100-year flood
can be carried without substantial increases in flood heights. Minimum Federal
standards limit such increases to 1.0 foot, provided that hazardous velocities are not
produced. The floodways in this study are presented to local agencies as a
minimum standard that can be adopted directly or that can be used as a basis for
additional floodway studies.

The floodways presented in this study were computed for certain stream segments
on the basis of equal conveyance reduction from each side of the floodplain.
Floodway widths were computed at cross sections. Between cross sections, the
floodway boundaries were interpolated. The results of the floodway computations
are tabulated for selected cross sections (Table 3). The computed floodways are
shown on the FIRM (Exhibit 2). In cases where the floodway and 100-year
floodplain boundaries are either close together or collinear, only the floodway
boundary is shown.

Portions of the floodway for Buck Creek extend beyond the corporate limits.

Encroachment into arcas subject to inundation by floodwaters having hazardous
velocities aggravates the risk of flood damage, and heightens potential flood
hazards by further increasing velocities. A listing of stream velocities at selected
cross sections is provided in Table 3, "Floodway Data." To reduce the risk of
property damage in areas where the stream velocities are high, the community may
wish to restrict development in areas outside the floodway.

The area between the floodway and 100-year floodplain boundaries is termed the
floodway fringe. The floodway fringe encompasses the portion of the floodplain
that could be completely obstructed without increasing the water-surface
elevation of the 100-year flood by more than 1.0 foot at any point. Typical
relationships between the floodway and the floodway fringe and their significance
to floodplain development are shown in Figure 2, “Floodway Schematic”,

10
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lt——————-——LIMIT OF FLOODPLAIN FOR UNENCROACHED 100-YEAR FLOOD———————P‘

e FLOODW. bie FLOODWAY. wia FLOODVE.
e~ SHANNEL
| £LOOD ELEVATION WHEN
GROUND SURFACE CONFINED WITHIN FLOODWAY
ENCROACHMENT ENCROACHMENT
B T

m AREA OF ALLOWABLE
ENCROACHMENT, RAISING
GROWND SURFACE WILL ;lé(;gEEﬂéi\C’%Ei%HMENT
NOT CAUSE A SURCHARGE ON FLOODPLAIN

THAT EXCEEDS THE
INDICATED STANDARDS

LINE A - B IS THE FLOOD ELEVATION BEFORE ENCROACHMENT
LINE C - D IS THE FLOOD ELEVATION AFTER ENGROACHHENT

“SURCHARGE NQT TO EXCEED 1.0 FOOT (FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY REGUIREMENT) OR LESSER HEWGHT IF SPECIFIED BY STATE.

FLOODWAY SCHEMATIC Figure 2

50 INSURANCE APPLICATIONS

For flood insurance rating purposes, flood insurance zone designations are assigned to a
community based on the results of the engineering analyses. The zones are as follows:

Zone A

7Zone A is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 100-year
floodplains that are determined in the FIS by approximate methods. Because
detailed hydraulic analyses are not performed for such areas, no base flood
clevations or depths are shown within this zone.

Zone AE
7one AE is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 100-year
floodplains that are determined in the FIS by detailed methods. In most instances,

whole-foot base flood elevations derived from the detailed hydraulic analyses are
shown at selected intervals within this zone.

12




Zone AH

Zone AH is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the arcas of 100-year
shallow flooding (usually areas of ponding) where average depths are between 1
and 3 feet. Whole-foot base flood elevations derived from the detailed hydraulic
analyses are shown at selected intervals within this zone.

Zone AO

Zone AQ is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the areas of 100-year
shatlow flooding (usually sheet flow on sloping terrain} where average depths are
between 1 and 3 feet. Average whole-foot depths derived from the detailed
hydraulic analyses are shown within this zone.

Zone A99

Zone A99 is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to areas of the
100-year floodplain that will be protected by a Federal flood protection system
where construction has reached specified statutory milestones. No base flood
elevations or depths are shown within this zone.

Zone V

Zone V is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 100-year coastal
floodplains that have additional hazards associated with storm waves. Because
approximate hydraulic analyses are performed for such areas, no base flood
elevations are shown within this zone.

Zone VE

Zone VE is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 100-year coastal
floodplains that have additional hazards associated with storm waves. Whole-foot
base flood elevations derived from the detailed hydraulic analyses are shown at
selected intervals within this zone.

Zone X

Zone X is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to areas outside the
500-year floodplain, areas within the 500-year floodplain, and areas of 100-year
flooding where average depths are less than 1 foot, areas of 100-year flooding
where the contributing drainage area is less than 1 square mile, and areas
protected from the 100-year flood by levees. No base flood elevations or depths
are shown within this zone.

Zone D

Zone D is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to unstudied arcas where
flood hazards are undetermined, but possible.

I3



6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP

The FIRM is designed for flood insurance and floodplain management applications.

For flood insurance applications, the map designates flood insurance rate zones as described
in Section 5.0 and, in the 100-year floodplains that were studied by detailed methods, shows
selected whole-foot base flood elevations or average depths. [nsurance agents use the zones
and base flood elevations in conjunction with information on structures and their contents to
assign premium rates for flood insurance policies.

For floodplain management applications, the map shows by tints, screens, and symbols, the
100- and 500-year floodplains. On selected FIRM panels, floodways and the locations of
selected cross sections used in the hydraulic analyses and floodway computations are shown
where applicable.

OTHER STUDIES

Because it is based on more up-to-date analyses, this FIS supersedes the previously
printed FIS for the Unincorporated Areas of Mercer County, Ohio (FEMA, September 6,
1989).

FISs have been prepared for the following communities: Auglaize County, Ohio; Darke
County, Ohio; and Adams County, Indiana. FIRMs only have been prepared for the
following communities: the City of Celina, the Villages of Fort Recovery and Rockford
and the Unincorporated Areas of Van Wert County, Ohio.

LOCATION OF DATA

Information conceming the pertinent data used in preparation of this study can be
obtained by contacting FEMA, 536 South Clark Street, Sixth Floor, Chicago, [llinois
60605.
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Federal Emergency Management Agency. (June 6, 2001). Flood Insurance Rate Map,
Village of Fort Recovery, Mercer County, Ohio.
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Auglaize County, Ohic, and Incorporated Areas.
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NOTICE TO
FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY USERS

Communities participating in the National Flood Insurance Program have established
repositories of flood hazard data for floodplain management and floed insurance purposes. This
Flood Insurance Study (FIS) may not contain all data available within the repository. It is
advisable to contact the community repository for any additional data.

Part or all of this FIS may be revised and republished at any time. In addition, part of this FIS
may be revised by the Letter of Map Revision process, which does not involve republication or
redistribution of the FIS. It is, therefore, the responsibility of the user to consult with community
officials and to check the community repository to obtain the most current FIS components.

FIS Effective Date: May 1, 1987 (Flood Insurance Rate Map only)

Revised FIS Dates:  June 6, 2001
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1.0

FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY
VILLAGE OF FORT RECOVERY, MERCER COUNTY, CHIO

INTRODUCTION

1.1

1.2

1.3

Purpose of Study

This Flood Insurance Study (FIS) revises and updates a previous Flood Insurance
Rate Map (FIRM) for the Village of Fort Recovery, Mercer County, Ohio. This
information will be used by the Village of Fort Recovery to update existing
floodplain regulations as part of the Regular Phase of the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP). The information will also be used by local and
regional planncrs to further promote sound land use and floodplain development.

In some States or communities, floodplain management criteria or regulatmns
may exist that are more restrictive or comprehensive than the minimum Federal
requirements. In such cases, the more restrictive criteria take precedence and the
State {or other jurisdictional agency) will be able to explain them.

Authority and Acknowledgments

The sources of authority for this FIS are the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968
and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973.

For this revision, the hydrologic and hydraulic analyses for Buck Creek were
prepared by Woodward-Clyde Federal Services for FEMA, under Contract No.
EMW-95-C-4678, Task Order 112. This work was completed in March 1998,

Planimetric base map files were provided in digital format by the Mercer County
Auditor’s Office, 101 North Main Street, Room 105, Celina, Ohio 45822. These
files were compiled from county parcel maps. Additional information may have
been derived from other sources.

The coordinate system used for the production of the digital FIRM is Universal
Transverse Mercator referenced to the North American Datum of 1927 and the
Clarke 1866 spheroid.

Coordination

The purpose of an initial Consultation Coordination Officer's (CCO) meeting is to
discuss the scope of the FIS. A final CCO meeting is held to review the results of
the study.

For this revision, the community was notified by FEMA in a letter dated July 22,
1998, that its FIS would be revised using the analyses prepared by Woodward-
Clyde Federal Services. A final CCO meeting was held on December 6, 1999,

and was attended by representatives of the Village of Fort Recovery, the State of
Ohio, and FEMA.
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AREA STUDIED

2.1

2.2

23

Scope of Study

This FIS covers the incorporated area of the Village of Fort Recovery, Mercer
County, Ohio.

For this revision, Buck Creek was studied by detailed methods, from its
confluence with the Wabash River to a point approximately 2,300 feet upstream
of Center Road.

Limits of detailed study are indicated on the Flood Profiles (Exhibit 1) and on the
FIRM (Exhibit 2). The areas studied by detailed methods were selected with
priority given to all known flood hazard areas and areas of projected development
and proposed construction. ' '

All or portions of the Wabash River and Buck Creek were studied by approximate
methods. Approximate analyses were used to study those areas having a low
development potential or minimal flood hazards. The scope and methods of study
were proposed to, and agreed upon by, FEMA and the Village of Fort Recovery.

Community Description

The Village of Fort Recovery is a small rural community located in the
southwestern comer of Mercer County, Ohio, with Darke County, Ohio, located 5
miles to the south, the Ohio — Indiana (Jay County) state line Jocated within a mile
to the west, the Village of St. Henry 7 miles to the east, and Lima, Ohio,
approximately 40 miles to the northeast. Fort Recovery covers approximately 1.5
square miles and has a population of 1,421 as reported in 1998 (U.S. Census
Bureau, 1998). The surrounding area is mainly agricultural usage.

Fort Recovery is a part of the Wabash River watershed area. One of the Wabash
River tributaries, Buck Creek, meanders directly through town from the southeast
corner to the Wabash River on the northwest corner of the Village. The
headwaters of the Wabash River begin approximately 5 miles south of the
Village. The river winds for 13 miles of riverbed prior to getting to the east edge
of the Village. From Fort Recovery, the Wabash River flows through Indiana and
on to the Ohio River.

Principal Flood Problems

Several flood events along Buck Creek have caused damages to property within
the Village in recent years. Funds from two Federal Disaster Declarations (1989
and 1995) and a separate State Declaration (1993) have been spent for the Village.

Due to the frequency of these damages, the Region V Mitigation Division
requested that data be developed for Buck Creek to implement a Hazard
Mitigation Plan.
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The need for a mitigation plan is demonstrated by the damages caused by
moderate to heavy rainfall events. The storm of April 26, 1989, involved four
inches of rain which fell in 30 minutes and caused content and structural damage
to 77 homes, several trailers, several apariment buildings, a furniture store, the
Village fire station, and a number of fuel storage tanks. A regional flood
impacted both Buck Creek and the Wabash River watersheds after six inches fell
over the Fort Recovery area on August 7 and 8, 1995 (peaking on August 8,
1995). The 1995 event caused structural damage to 23 homes, 6 businesses, and
the Village fire station while also causing major contents damages to 35
basements and minor content damages to 60 basements.

24 Flood Protection Measures

There are no flood protection measures existing at this time that affect flooding
- along the Wabash River and Buck Creek in the Village of Fort Recovery.

ENGINEERING METHODS

For the flooding source studied in detail in the community, standard hydrologic and
hydraulic study methods were used to determine the flood hazard data required for this
study. Flood events of a magnitude which are expected to be equaled or exceeded once
on the average during any 10-, 50, 100-, or 500-year period (recurrence interval) have
been selected as having special significance for floodplain management and for flood
insurance rates. These events, commonly termed the 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year floods,
have a 10-, 2-, 1-, and 0.2-percent chance, respectively, of being equaled or exceeded
during any year. Although the recurrence interval represents the long term average
period between flcods of a specific magnitude, rare floods could occur at short intervals
or even within the same year. The risk of experiencing a rare flood increases when
periods greater than 1 year are considered. For example, the risk of having a flood which
equals or exceeds the 100-year flood (1-percent chance of annual exceedence} in any 50-
year period is approximately 40 percent (4 in 10), and, for any 90-year period, the risk
increases to approximately 60 percent (6 in 10). The analyses reported herein reflect
flooding potentials based on conditions existing in the comununity at the time of
completion of this study. Maps and flood elevations will be amended periodically to
reflect future changes.

3.1  Hydrologic Analyses

Hydrologic analyses were carried out to establish the peak discharge-frequency
relationships for the flooding source studied in detail affecting the community.

The Natural Resources Conservation Service or NRCS, (formerly the Soil
Conservation Service or SC8) TR-55 methodology (U.S. Department of
Agricuiture {USDA], 1986) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
HEC-1 computer model (USACE, May 1991, HEC-1) were used to develop peak
discharges for the Buck Creek watershed. The discharges were determined for
the 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year 24-hour storms. The rainfall amounts for the 10-,
50-, and 100-year storms wcre taken from the NRCS Technical Paper No. 40




(TP-40) (USDA, 1963). The 500-year rainfall was extrapolated from a plot of the
other three events. The rainfall distribution was Type I and an antecedent
moisture condition I (AMC II) were used. The drainage area for Buck Creek was
estimated to be 1.1 square miles.

Aerial photographs and additiona! topographic mapping were obtained from
Kucera International Inc., a photogrammetry firm located in Willoughby, Ohio.
Woodward-Clyde Federal Services contracted with Kucera Intemational Inc., to
obtain a digital 2-foot contour topographic strip map for the length of Buck Creek

-at a scale of 1 inch equals 100 feet (Kucera International Inc., 1995).

The Buck Creek watershed was divided into three sub-areas based on the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) topographic quadrangle map (U.S. Department of the
Interior, 1960, et cetera) with 10-foot contour intervals. The land use of each sub-
area was determined from field observations, the USGS quadrangle (U.8.
Department of the Interior, 1960, et cetera) and aerial photographs (Kucera
International Inc., 1995). The dominant soil types werc obtained from the Mercer
County soil survey (USDA, 1979). Land use types included commercial, crops,
farmstead, impervious, industrial, institutional, open, residential (3 to 4 lots per
acre), and woods.

The runoff curve numbers for each sub-arca were determined using the land use
and soil information and were either 83 or 84. The NRCS Technical Release No.
55 (TR-55) (USDA, 1986) was used to calculate the times of concentration for
each of the sub-areas. The times of concentration were 1.33, 1.96, and 1.59 hours
for sub-areas 1, 2, and 3, respectively.

A summary of the drainage area-peak discharge relationships for the stream
studied by detailed methods is shown in Table 1, "Summary of Discharges.”

TABLE 1 - SUMMARY OF DISCHARGES

FLOODING SOURCE DRAINAGE AREA PEAK DISCHARGES (cfs)
AND LOCATION (541, miles) 10-YEAR 50-YEAR 100-YEAR S500-YEAR
BUCK CREEK
At the confluence with
the Wabash River 1.1 250 336 449 702
Just downstream of
Wayne Street 0.1 216 300 405 611
3.2 Hydraulic Analyses

Analyses of the hydraulic characteristics of flooding from the source studied were
carried out to provide estimates of the elevations of floods of the selected recurrence
intervals. Users should be awaie that flood elevations shown on the FIRM represent
rounded whole-foot elevations and may not exactly reflect the elevations shown on
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the Flood Profiles or in the Floodway Data tables in the FIS report. For construction
and/or floodplain management purposes, users are encouraged to use the flood
elevation data presented in this FIS in conjunction with the data shown on the FIRM.

Cross sections for Buck Creek were obtained from field surveys and 1995 aerial
photographs (Kucera International Inc., 1995). All bridges, dams, and culverts
were field surveyed to obtain elevation data and structural geometry.

Locations of selected cross sections used in the hydraulic analyses are shown on
the Flood Profiles (Exhibit 1). For stream segments for which a floodway was
computed (Section 4.2), selected cross-section locations are also shown on the
FIRM (Exhibit 2).

Water-surface elevations of floods of the selected recurrence intervals were
computed using the USACE HEC-2 step-backwater computer program (USACE,
May 1991, HEC-2).

Roughness factors (Manning's "n") used in the hydraulic computations for Buck
Creek were based on field inspection, a review of field photographs taken in 1996
as well as the 1995 aerial photographs (Kucera International Inc., 1995). The
channel “n” values ranged from 0.030 to 0.060 and the overbank “n” values
ranged from 0.045 to 0.100.

The hydraulic analyses for this study were based on unobstructed flow. The flood
elevations shown on the profiles are thus considered valid only if hydraulic
structures remain unobstructed, operate properly, and do not fail.

All elevations are referenced to the National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929
(NGVD29). Elevation reference marks (ERMs) used in this study, and their
descriptions, are shown on the FIRM. ERMs shown on the FIRM represent those
used during the preparation of this and previous FISs. The elevations associated
with each ERM were obtained and/or developed during FIS production to
establish vertical control for determination of flood elevations and floodplain
boundaries shown on the FIRM. Users should be aware that these ERM
elevations may have changed since the publication of this FIS. To obtain up-to-
date elevation information on National Geodetic Survey (NGS) ERMs shown on
this map, please contact the Information Services Branch of the NGS at (301)
713-3242, or visit their website at www.ngs.noaa.gov. Map users should seek
verification of non-NGS ERM monument elevations when using these clevations
for construction or floodplain management purposes.

Vertical Datum

All FISs and FIRMs are referenced to a specific vertical datum. The vertical
datum provides a starting point against which flood, ground, and structure
elevations can be referenced and compared. Until recently, the standard vertical
datum in use for newly created or revised FISs and FIRMs was the NGVD29.
With the finalization of the North American Vertical Datum of 1988 (NAVDER),
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many FIS reports and FIRMs are being prepared using NAVDSES as the referenced
vertical datum.

All flood elevations shown in this FIS report and on the FIRM are referenced to
NGVD?29. Structure and ground elevations in the community must, therefore, be
referenced to NGVD29. It is important to note that adjacent communities may be
referenced to NAVDS8. This may result in differences in base flood elevations
across the corporate limits between the communities.

For more information on NAVD of 1988, see Converting the National Flood
Insurance Program to the North American Vertical Datum of 1988, FEMA
Publication FIA-20/June 1992, or contact the Vertical Network Branch, National
Geodetic Survey, Coast and Geodetic Survey, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, - - Rockville, Maryland 20910 (Internet address
http:/fwww.ngs.noaa.gov}.

FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT APPLICATIONS

The NFIP encourages State and local governments to adopt sound floodplain management
programs. To assist in this endeavor, each FIS provides 100-year floodplain data, which
may include a combination of the following: 10-, 50-, 100-, and 500-year flood ¢levations;
delineations of the 100-year and 500-year floodplains; and 100-year floodway. This
information is presented on the FIRM and in many components of the FIS, including Flood
Profiles, Floodway Data tables, and Summary of Stillwater Elevation tables. Users should
reference the data presented in the FIS as well as additional information that may be
available at the local community map repository before making flood elevation and/or
floodplain boundary determinations.

4.1

Floodplain Boundaries

To provide a national standard without regional discrimination, the I-percent
annual chance (100-year) flood has been adopted by FEMA as the base flood for
floodplain management purposes. The 0.2-percent annual chance (500-year)
flood is employed to indicate additional areas of flood risk in the community. For
the stream studied in detail, the 100- and 500-year floodplains have been
delineated using the flood elevations determined at each cross section.

For this revision, the boundaries were interpolated between cross sections, using
topographic maps at a scale of 1:1,200 with a contour interval of 2 feet (Kucera
International Inc., 1995).

For the streams siudied by approximate methods, the 100-year floodplain
boundaries were taken from the previously printed FIRM for the Village of Fort
Recovery (FEMA, 1987).

The 100- and 500-year floodplain boundaries are shown on the FIRM (Exhibit 2).
On this map, the 100-year floodplain boundary corresponds to the boundary of the
areas of special flood hazards (Zones A and AE), and the 500-year floodplain
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boundary corresponds to the boundary of areas of moderate flood hazards. In cases
where the 100- and 500-year floodplain boundaries are close together, only the
100-year floodplain boundary has been shown. Small areas within the floodplain
boundaries may lLic above the flood elevations but cannot be shown due to
limitations of the map scale and/or lack of detailed topographic data.

For the stream studied by approximate methods, only the 100-year floodplain
boundary is shown on the FIRM (Exhibit 2).

Floodways

Encroachment on floodplains, such as structures and fill, reduces flood-carrying
capacity, increases flood heights and velocities, and increases flood hazards in areas
beyond the encroachment itself. One aspect of floodplain management involves
balancing the economic gain from floodplain development against the resulting
increase in flood hazard. For purposes of the NFIP, a floodway is used as a tool to
assist local communities in this aspect of floodplain management. Under this
concept, the area of the 100-year floodplain s divided into a floodway and a
floodway fringe. The floodway is the channel of a stream, plus any adjacent
floodplain areas, that must be kept free of encroachment so that the 100-year flood
can be carried without substantial increases in flood heights. Minimum Federal
standards limit such increases to 1.0 foot, provided that hazardous velocities are not
produced. The floodway in this study is presented to local agencics as a minimum
standard that can be adopted directly or that can be used as a basis for additional
floodway studies.

The floodway presented in this study was computed for certain stream segments on
the basis of equal conveyance reduction from each side of the floodplain.
Floodway widths were computed at cross sections. Between cross sections, the
floodway boundaries were interpolated. The results of the floodway computations
are tabulated for selected cross sections (Table 2). The computed floodway is
shown on the FIRM (Exhibit 2). In cases where the floodway and 100-year
floodplain boundaries are either close together or collinear, only the floodway
boundary is shown.

Encroachment into areas subject to inundation by floodwaters having hazardous
velocities aggravates the risk of flood damage, and heightens potential flood
hazards by further increasing velocities. A listing of stream velocities at selected
cross sections is provided in Table 2, "Floodway Data." To reduce the risk of
property damage in areas where the stream velocities are high, the community may
wish to restrict development in areas outside the floodway.

The area between the floodway and 100-year floodplain boundaries is termed the
floodway fringe. The floodway fringe encompasses the portion of the floodplain
that could be completely obstructed without increasing the water-surface
elevation of the 100-year flood by more than 1.0 foot at any point. Typical
relationships between the floodway and the floodway fringe and their significance
to floodplain development are shown in Figure 1, "Floodway Schematic.”
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Id-——————————LIMiT OF FLOODPLAIN FOR UNENCROACHED 100-YEAR FLOOD-————-—DI

FLOGDWAY A1  FLOODWAY
FRINGE b FLOGDWAY FRINGE
STREAM
CHANNEL

FLOGD ELEVATION WHEN
GROUND SURFAGE CONFINED WITHIN FLOODWAY

ENCROACHMENT ENCROACHMENT

SURCHARGE‘}_

AREA OF ALLOWABLE U

ENCROACHMENT; RAISING FLOOD ELEVATION
GROUND SURFACE WLL BEFORE ENCROACHMENT
NOT CAUSE A SURCHARGE ON FLODDPLAIN

THAT EXCEEDS THE

INDICATED STANDARDS

LINE A - B IS THE FLOOD ELEVATION BEFORE ENCROACHMENT
LINE € - D IS THE FLODD ELEVATION AFTER ENCROACHMENT

*SURCHARGE NOT 70 EXCEED 1.0 FOOT (FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY REQUIREMENT) OR LESSER HEIGHT IF SPECIFIED BY STATE.

FLOODWAY SCHEMATIC Figure

5.0 INSURANCE APPLICATIONS

For flood insurance rating purposes, flood insurance zone designations are assigned to a
community based on the results of the engineering analyses. The zones are as follows:

Zone A

Zone A is the flood insurance rate zone that comresponds to the 100-year
floodplains that are determined in the FIS by approximate methods. Because
detailed hydraulic analyses are not performed for such areas, no base flood
elevations or depths are shown within this zone.

Zone AE

Zone AE is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 100-year
floodplains that are determined in the FIS by detailed methods. In most instances,
whole-foot base flood elevations derived from the detailed hydraulic analyses are
shown at selected intervals within this zone.



Zone AH

7one AH is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the areas of 100-year
shallow flooding (usually areas of ponding} where average depths are between |
and 3 feet. Whole-foot base flood elevations derived from the detailed hydraulic
analyses arc shown at selected intervals within this zone.

Zone AO

Zone AO is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the areas of 100-year
shallow flooding (usually sheet flow on sloping terrain) where average depths are
between | and 3 feet. Average whole-foot depths derived from the detailed
hydraulic analyses are shown within this zone.

Zone A99

Zone A99 is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to areas of the
100-year floodplain that will be protected by a Federal flood protection system
where construction has reached specified statutory milestones. No base flood
elevations or depths are shown within this zone.

Zone V

7one V is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 100-year coastal
floodplains that have additional hazards associated with storm waves. Because
approximate hydraulic analyses are performed for such areas, no base flood
elevations are shown within this zone.

Zone VE

Zone VE is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the 100-year coastal
floodplains that have additional hazards associated with storm waves. Whole-foot
hase flood elevations derived from the detailed hydraulic analyses are shown at
selected intervals within this zone.

Zone X

7one X is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to areas outside the
5(0-year floodplain, arcas within the 500-year floodplain, and areas of 100-year
flooding where average depths are less than 1 foot, areas of 100-year flooding
where the contributing drainage area is less than 1 square mile, and areas
protected from the 100-year flood by levees. No base flood elevations or depths
are shown within this zone.

Zone D

Zone D is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to unstudied areas where
flood hazards are undetermined, but possible.

10



6.0

7.0

8.0

9.0

FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP

The FIRM is designed for flood insurance and floodplain management applications.

For flood insurance applications, the map designates flood insurance rate zones as described
in Section 5.0 and, in the 100-year floodplains that were studied by detailed methods, shows
selected whole-foot base flood elevations or average depths. Insurance agents use the zones
and base flood elevations in conjunction with information on structures and their contents to
assign premium rates for flood insurance policies.

For floodplain management applications, the map shows by tints, screens, and symbols, the

100- and 500-year floodplains. Floodways and the locations of selected cross sections used
in the hydraulic analyses and floodway computations are shown where applicable.

OTHER STUDIES

An FIS has been prepared for the unincorporated areas of Mercer County (FEMA, 2001).

Because it is based on more up-to-date analyses, this FIS supersedes the previously
printed FIRM for the Village of Fort Recovery (FEMA, 1987).

LOCATION OF DATA

Information concerning the pertinent data used in preparation of this study can be
obtained by contacting FEMA, Mitigation Division, 536 South Clark Street, Sixth Floor,
Chicago, llinois 60605.
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William J. Cole

From: William J. Cole

Sent: Wednesday, May 19, 2010 4.04 PM

To: 'Fusonie, Thomas H.'; Ingram, Bruce L.: Mitter, Joseph R.; Wilhelmy, Kristi K.; Brewer, Martha
C.

Ce: Dale T. Vitale; Jennifer Croskey; Rachel H. Stelzer; Daniel J. Martin; Mindy Worly

Subject: RE: Doner, et al. v. Logan, et al.

Attachments: DeGroot Contract pdf; DeGroot Invoice.pdf, DeGroot Comments.pdf
Tom:

Ttems 1 and 4 were inadvertently omitted from yesterday's production. Sec attached. However, the "scope
of work" part of the De GGroot contract is partially redacted on the basis of attorney work product. Also
attached is ftem 3, which is also pattially redacted on the basis of attorney wotk product. We do not aggee
that you are entitled to documents, cmails, and other items that Stantec or Dt. De Groot had but did not
consider ot rely upon in forming their expert opinion, Therefore, we decline to provide you with items 2
and 5, since Dr. De Groot did not rely on either in forming his expert opinion in this case. We also disagree
that you are entitled to email that is attorney-client privileged and/ot protected attorney work product. The
fact that Mr. Henson and Dr. De Groot are not clients of the Attorney General is immaterial, as both ate
consulting experts for the AG's Office and ODNR. And we do not agree that either Mr. Henson or Dr. De
Groot testified to any instructions regarding the work to be performed, beyond their gencral understanding.
Accordingly, we must decline your demand to provide you with every document identified in the privilege
log.

William J. Cole

Senior Assistant Attorney Genetal

Ohio Attorney General Richard Cordray's Office
Execcutive Agencies Section

30 Bast Broad Street, 26th Floot

Columbus, Ohio 43215

614.466.2980 (phone), 866.354.4086 (fax)
william.cole(@ohioattorneygeneral. gov

From: Fusonig, Thomas H. [mailto:thfusonie@vorys.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2010 5:25 PM

To: William 1. Cole; Ingram, Bruce L.; Miller, Joseph R.; Wilhelmy, Kristi K.; Brewer, Martha C.
Cc: Dale T. Vitale; Jennifer Croskey; Rachel H. Stelzer; Daniel 3. Martin; Mindy Worly
Subject: RE: Doner, et al. v. Logan, €t al.

Bill,

| received the Stantec and Dr. De Groot files. V've yet to have a chanee to review the Stantec documents. As for
Dr. De Groot, | did not see the following requested documents:

1) copy of his contract;
2} copy of the Stantec preliminary report as he testified that he received;
3) his emails exchanged related to his expert testimony and review of Stantec work;

EXHIBIT
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4} copy of his invoice;
5) the Stantec HEC-HMS & RAS CD he testified receiving

As such, Dr. De Groot has failed to comply with the subpoena. In alast effort to avoid involving the Court, we
will give Stantec one more day, unti the end of business tomorrow to produce the unredacted Supplemental
Agreement.

ODNR/Stantec’s decision to withhold an unredacted version of the Stantec Supplemental Agreement despite no
objection by Stantec to the subpoena lacks merit. Ms. Worly did not object to the question about the scope of
the project that led to Mr. Henson's affidavit. ODNR misreads Mr. Henson’s deposition. Mr. Henson was asked
not only about his understanding of the scope of the potential project, but “ultimately, what was the scope of
the project” that led to his affidavit. ODNR did not object to that line of questioning. Mr. Henson then
answered that the scope of the project was described in his report. 1f the scope of the project is ali within his
report as Mr. Henson testified, ODNR and Stantec have no basis to withhold the portion of the Supplemental
Agreement that describes the scope of the work.  As such, Stantec has not complied with the subpoena.

In a last effort to avoid involving the Court, we will give Stantec one more day, until the end of business
tomorrow to produce the unredacted Supplemental Agreement.

Finally, Stantec and De Groot cannot withhold communications they had with ODNR on the basis of attorney
work product or attorney/client. First, Stantec and Dr. De Groot are not clients of the Ohio Attorney General.
Second, Relators are entitled to discovery of all documents that Stantec and Dr. De Groot considered in forming
their opinions. We'll give Stantec and Dr. De Groot until the end of business tomorrow to produce every
document identified in the privilege log provided to us today.

Tom Fusonie

From: William 1. Cole [mailto:william.cole@ohioattorneygeneral .gov]

Sent: Tuesday, May 18, 2010 3:44 PM

To: Fusonie, Thomas H.; Ingram, Bruce L.; Miller, Joseph R.; Wilhelmy, Kristi K.; Brewer, Martha C.
Cc: Dale T. Vitale; Jennifer Croskey; Rachel H. Stelzer; Daniel J. Martin; Mindy Worly

Subject: RE: Doner, et al. v. Logan, et al.

Tom:

Out joint-submission coordinator will be Beth Eckersley, a patalegal in our Office. Ms. Weiss may contact
her at 614-728-0467, or by email at b_eth.eckcrsicy@ohioatt_,c_)_mevgencral.gqy_. Tn addition to the Relator
depositions, are you agteeable to a joint submission of the supplemental affidavits of Relatots who were not
deposed? If so, these would also be conditioned upon Respondents' right to object to any of them i whole
ot in part. Considering the volume of jointly submitted material (affidavits, depositions, and exhibits), I still
believe a joint request to reduce the number of copies of joint submissions {perhaps to 5) to the court is
approptiate. If you agree, we should file such a request soon.

Stantec and Dr. De Groot have supplied us with. their files responsive to your subpoenas. Copies will be
delivered to your office today. Much of Stantec's production is on two DVDs, most of

which should be directly accessible by office computer. However, you will need the appropriate HEC
software to open the modeling files contained within the Hattman Reports folder, and you will need GIS
software to open some of the files in the OneRain Gage Adjusted Radar folder.

We ate withholding some emails that are attorney-client privileged and /or attorney work-product. A
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Who will be coordinating the preparation of the joint submission from ODNR's end? I'd like to have our
paralegal on the case, Courtney Weiss start working out the logistics of gathering and preparing the joint
submission.

We do intend to submit additional affidavits. We can’t answer when yet, as we're still waiting on Dr. De Groot’s
compliance with the subpoena served on him.

Tom Fusaonie

From: William J. Cole [maifto:william.cole@ohioattorneygeneral.gov]

Sent: Monday, May 17, 2010 11:58 AM

To: Fusonie, Thomas H.; Ingram, Bruce L.; Miller, Joseph R.; Wilhelmy, Kristi K.; Brewer, Martha C.
Cc: Dale T. Vitale; Jennifer Croskey; Rachel H. Stelzer; Daniel J. Martin; Mindy Worly

Subject: RE: Doner, et al. v. Logan, et al.

Tom:
We propose jointly submitting all (not just Relator) depositions with exhibits thereto, provided that
Respondents (and presumably, Relators) reserve the right to object to any testimony and/or exhibit

(s) therein. We also support a joint modon to reduce the number of submissions of any jomt material.

Do you intend to submit any more affidavits? If so, when might we expect to receive a copy(s)?

Bill

From: Fusonie, Thomas H. [mailto:thfusonie@vorys.com]

Sent: Friday, May 14, 2010 3:11 PM

To: William J. Cole; Dale T. Vitale; Mindy Worly; Jennifer Croskey; Rachel H. Stelzer; Daniel J. Martin
Cc: Ingram, Bruce L.; Miller, Joseph R.; Withelmy, Kristi K.; Brewer, Martha C.

Subject: RE: Doner, et al. v. Logan, et al.

Bill,

Thank you for the email. As to the Relator Depositions, it is all or nothing. Either ODNR agrees to submit all of
them jointly or none of them. We need to know Monday, May 17, 2010, which depositions the State is
interested in submitting jointly. Given the number of depositions that need copying and that the deadline for
submitting evidence is the day after Memorial Day, if we don’t hear from ODNR by the end of the day Monday,
May 17, 2010, we're just going to have to go ahead and copy and submit depositions separately.

We've already planned for having to submit an original and 12 copies so we cannol agree to a joint motion to
reduce the number of copies of evidence. We might be able to agree to a joint motion to submit a reduced
number of any joint submission of depositions.

On an agreed statement of facts, we’ll get back to you.

On the issues related 1o the experts, how is it that the State of Ohio believes it can withhold copies of
documents from Dr. De Groot's files on the basis that we already have copies of the complaint and Relator
affidavits. Dr. De Groot was served a valid subpoena for his files, which would include the complaint and
Relator affidavits in his files. He did not object to production of those documents.  We're not aware of
authority that a party can withhold a portion of an expert’s files because the other party already has a copy of
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some of the documents in the file.  In fact, ODNR has taken the exact opposite approach in ODNR v. Baucher.

Likewise, Dr. De Groot did not object to producing documents in his file he did not rely on. Again, we're not
aware of a party refusing to turn over portions of an expert’s files because the expert did not rely on that
portion in preparing his affidavit or report. The absence of reliance on portions of an expert’s files is certainly
information likely to lead to the discovery of admissible evidence. Again, ODNR took the opposite approach in
ODNR v. Baucher, ODNR v. Linn, QDNR v. Minch, ODNR v. Post and QDNR v. Zumberge.

please advise Dr. De Groot that if we do not receive a complete production of the requested documents by the
end of the day Tuesday, May 18, 2010, we'll have to seek the Court's assistance.

On Stantec, ODNR takes the position that despite having Stantec prepare a report and affidavit pursuant to the
supplemental agreement, it can redact the portion of the supplemental agreement that describes the scope of
Stantec’s work. I you have authority to support ODNR's position, we'd appreciate it.  Again, itis contrary to
ODNR’s stance in ODNR v. Baucher and in ODNR v. Linn, ODNR v. Minch, ODNR v. Post, and ODNR v. Zumberge.
All cases in which ODNR produced its contracts with its expert in unredacted form. Finally, ODNR’s position is
contrary to its decision to not object when Relators asked Mr. Henson in deposition to describe the scope of
Stantec’s work for ODNR in this action.  Unless we receive authority from ODNR to support its stance by the
end of the day on May 18, 2010, we will be forced to seek the Courtl's assistance. Please advise Stantec
accordingly.

Tom

From: William J. Cole [maiito:witliam.cole@ohioattorneygeneral.gov]

Sent: Friday, May 14, 2010 10:34 AM

To: Fusonie, Thomas H.; Ingram, Bruce L.; Miller, Joseph R.; Wilhelmy, Kristi K.; Brewer, Martha C.
Cc: Dale T. Vitale; Mindy Worly; Jennifer Croskey; Rache! H. Stelzer; Daniel 1. Martin

Subject: Doner, et al. v. Logan, et al.

Counsel:

Our side is meeting on Monday to discuss which, if any, depositions that we are interested in submitting
jointly, and will get back to you. Whatever we decide, what are your thoughts regarding 2 joint motion to
the court to reduce the number of tequired copies of evidence? The rule is original + 12 copies, and with
what both sides have, that will be no small effort or cost. We should also think about an agreed statement
of facts. While we obviously disagree significantly on key factual issues, there may be some facts we can
agree upon which can make things easier on us and the court.

In addition to what Jennifer Croskey provided on Monday, we've received documents/material tesponsive
to your subpoena to Philip De Groot, and will provide to you what is not protected wotk-product by eatly
aext week, While both Dr. De Groot and Mr. Henson ate testifylng expetts, we do not agree that you are
entitled to requested docutnents /matetial which they testified they did not rely upon in forming their expert
opinions and repoxts. We also object to producing documents / matetial already in your possession, such as
copies of the complaint and Relator affidavits. Finally, we do not agtec to your tequest to remove the
redaction from the supplemental agreement with Stantec, because the redacted portion is protected work-
product material. Mt. Henson only testified generally about the scope of Stantec's work at GLSM duting his
deposition.

William J. Cole
Senior Assistant Attorney General
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BERSONAL SERVICES
AGREEMENT

TG AGREEM NT 55 made s i day @f_r 6”}’5‘0"{/ 2018, By and betwesr e

:St%x__i@ ot Cille, Depatment of Nt Re‘s(mrc&s:, 2045 Morse: Boad, 10-3, Columbus, Dlio

Treeeinnfier vafocred 6 65 $he “Srate™ or “Departmett”, oting, threugh its director,
Sean. Er, Lagay, pursuant torseefion 150101 of fhic Dlite. Revised Cod anid Phitip DeGionl,
PRI, PE, andl Yepdrogghers anmearmg, P.O, Beox, 36053, Cleveiand, Ohio 44136,
Iaﬁi‘-cﬁ?ﬁaft‘élr refetued 1o 45 the “Consoltant.” .

WlTNﬁ"SLTE}

WHEREAS; the Efepammm s fae Rﬁspeﬂdem in an Oglginal Action div Manﬂamas
known ¥ Sare of Ot ex rel. Wayne T Doner, ef ul., w. Sean . Lpgan, Dirgetor, Ohiv
Dgpartmid. oF Nururel Resovrees and Ohiv Depureniont-of Natswal Resources, Supreme Cowt of
i Cyse N6, 09- 1201 {1lie Cc}m'tc'zse;") wizgd

WHERBAS, the Pypaifitient wishes. t: pgage Wi shrvides of the Consultant o pivvide
contidential, sxpeit ddbefcr aid Sestimony as d})}li"()pifa‘;{f in discovery, pre-ledring, and heming of
i¥iailers pertalibag o byiatosy dnd xydmuhcs of the Guwnd Laks 8, Maiys, Ohifo Water shred
insotaras those mates concers the Eourt (“as& and :

it advisony sprvices by
it of exferidive experionee taagking and a@nmt}nng i Al feld of water tesomdes

WHEREAS, The conslint is walgrely qualifisd to prcm,&‘ ek

ergpiCHing:

N@W HEREFORE; for thepucposs of providing safd. sepvived aﬁd in-consideiation of

the compensation o Yie prid, tig pardes heteto covenait dnd agree ag tollows:

A. The Deparenient retains.the Consuliantto tindertake and perform all work, dulissand

sotivives -as Expert Colisuldnt to the Depaitpaent, which shall includs con‘ﬁééutial el
consiligit.cerviess azondited in thefoltovilig seope v witk.

BEOPE OF WURK




This Deparmient rserves the xight fo pitidity the range #hd sebpé of serviess
providerby she:Consultmitand assoctamd costs thereto.

#, TheConsilong agrees b patfort thuely any duties witliin fhe sgope ofhis expertise
and expelidngs 45 dn exberh a8 gk desingd necessiny by the Drepactiient or the Offie of the
Aporriey General. These furdes are 16 b performed fa a professiondl manter i ageordaiice With
aceepted cstablished praviloss and procedures. These dutiss are to b perfbred exclnsively by

the Consultiant wnder the supervision of the Department or the-Offie of the Attorney Gerreral,

€. Tlis Consultant Agrees that he, will not discuss ot disclose any information or materials
platied puigoant 1 Consultant’s vegponsibilities under this Agregtoent without the consént of
the Teepnitment and the Office of the Attormey eneral. The Consitltant agress to be hiound by
the terms of all protective orders entered by any court in any case fhiat may develop.

D, In the cweit that flsis case has fot been, seftted or dilierwise-dismissed at the time that
e Consuliant STENE hlsdutics vnder this Agsesment, the State and 1hE Consditant wiay extend
ok modity iis Agreenventyas décined necessary by the State Fordte remainder.of this case:

E. This document constimies tie eutire Agreement hetween the parties, Neither parly
dify o send the tems of iy Agrecment, except by mutual, writteni -agicement.
> vany rights, duitigs or oblipations deseiibedihsibin shall e assigned by
efther party Tevero without the prior express Sitiol conseit of the.gtheigarty, This Aprésnnnt
shialt be conshruedunderthe Tays of e Siate of Ohie:

Compensaiisly

#A. Tn comsideration of fhe services to bi vendered by Consultaiit the State ¢ovénaits and
qurees: 6 pay to said Consultant p swa not to excoed Fifteen Thowsand and Ne/100 Doliars
($15:600.,00) in the mggregate payable npon submission of dnwvoiees riot t¢ exceed Fifteen
Thpusand aad Mol F00 Dollars ($15,000.00) by the Constiltarit, wnd approved by. the Department,
i for paging Hir the sevvipes: e been encuribered by Rirchase Order Number s
il 87¢ 5o gertifisd by e Director 4] the fiffice of Budger aid Managément on ‘ o
3010, Dblieations of e State ave whlsject to the provisions of seeridn 126.07 o the Ohio
Revised Code,

B Consubtiin siiall be paid atthe followlug rates:

1y Philip, Derovt, PLD., P:E~—Onedndred, Twenty-Eight & No100 Dollars
{S128.00y pey Tox, _

2) Withasl Memoes, PhD., PE—Ons Hunded, Eight & No/160 Dollars
108,005 per o,

C. Additional.compensation fortravel costs, including mileage, lodging, or othier costs, is

expréssty wdived,

Thyvient T Date

& Paymoits wider this Agreenent shall be due on the 30" calendar day-atier the later
of:



1} The dite of ac tuial receipt of # proper invoice by ﬁic_: State.

. 7Te dhage sorvicss ave aceepted in acpordunce with the tekus of the Agreement.
B. The date of the wamant issued by paymént shall be congidered the dale paymunt &
fzde. ’

nvptes Reguirementy

A Htyoioes shall be sybipitied in oriping) and theee (3) copies to this State.  Proper
inveleemust include the folloving fnfornmtion andfor attached duocumentation:

TNy  idigsd o hidingss concbrinas Qddsimated in the: Agreement.

2y Fedb tifration Motk of Business coniden,
Yy livoicromittance dldress '

coutains -defiset ot fmpropriery and/or ftds not agroper invoice 4 défifed

pHils: : st ion s fhe Smproper invoide shail bg.sent to Consultant for e
Stetie-within, fiftesn, {15) talendir Uuys after rceipt of the invelcs: Thte npvice shall contin &
description of flie: deféet ordmproptiety and.any additipal, Information, nigcessany to gorrest thie
defuct or mpropriety. $Fsush vofifioation bas been sent, the reqitired payment date shall be sixty
(60) Gays after retelpt of @ ptoper inviiee or setvice asceptance, whichevet is later.

Inrerestand Overdud Payments

Seetion 126.30 of the Ohio Revised Gode {5 apphicable to this Agrecurent and requived
pavenent of fivetést on overdué payients fur all froper invdices foi whichi Hie s&quized. payment
datts peanss &8 pr aferJuly 1, 1985, “Tliecimerost hurge shull e at vats per calondar mionth that
equalis oije-twaliHy.of the rateper amim préscibid by Seetion §703.47 ofthe Riovised Code.

Righis ia Data, Paients and

3 C’G sl

Thie Spats shiall fuve tintestrietsd diithority to xéproduce, distibutesnd wse any subimitied
- vepion, data or iatesdl i whofe or in part. No epott; Socument ar siher rotesial producet) i
whole or in part. with the fonds provided io the Consultant. by the State shall be subject o0
copyilit by the: Consultant in the Unied States or anty other country.

No persenng! of the Consultant who exexcised any fnotions or responsibilities ity

o i Freviey of dpplov at of thie undertaking or cartying ont of sy sugh ok

shall, pirtoe 1o thig corietian ot satd wirk, volubtaiily asquité any prsonal biterest, ditsor.or
jrediveit, witich islncompatibie or oo piffict with The discliagee ot falfillnent of heir funefions
ot réspansibilidies with respectio e carying-out of said work, Ay sueh personwhio, priof to
fre exaention of this Agresment, acquives any sueh incompatible or eonflicting personal inferest,
araffer the effietive dateof this Agréstent voluntarily or inveluntarily dequires.any such
sennipatitleor confliatng persorial Jnterest, shall iminediptely dsclosehis orher interest to the
Beparmnenin wiiting, ‘Eherdafter, he-orshishall por.participate In any action affetiing:the
wyoricurder s Agretnient; anttess the Depurtrentelall deferming that; Jiz. Hghisof the personat
inteéat diaclosed. s of her phrficigution in any-suchachion-would net be conirary 1o the public




iy
Phuiation
This Aggrsemeitt shall terinate on Juiie 30, 2010 unless the Agreement is extended by

siuityial Agpcepieis and 35 vriting, /AL fiisnolal obligations BT the Btate winder fils Agresinnt #e
stibjest to tig apprapriation of gpiticient funds by therGeveral Alsembily andlor apbroval ol the

gﬁ-'_mg@uﬁfgfg, 3, I at any tiyie suffisient fynds are pot dppropriated to continue funding the

payments die undw his: Agreerehi, this Agreement will terminate om the dute the avaflable
appropriation expiies without any furthetobligation by the State.

Terininaiion and Suspeision

A, “The State iy fecitngfe or suspend this Agreswent if'it appenss to-the State thar t
Consultant has fatled fo perforia sattsfactorily any requirement of this Agresment or i
Constittant 3¢ i vistatfonof i sgécifie provision of this Agrtemerit or ypon just cause.

B, Inthe event of reuniuation of sispetsion of this Agreenient, the State shall- have
awnerskiy atdt Bossession of all dppons; dopuments and other materidlsasseiblad and prépired
puisian to This Ameerment; Upon shirender-of such materisls, the & onsultant will regeive
eoppensaiion for gt werk parformed piior to e date: of tetmindtion O shepansion:on 4 pro ratg
basis,

In the performancs of this gontiact, tiie Consuftant agrees 45 follows:

The Consultant shalt not diserimifnate agaliist any-employee or applicant for empleymeid
becauss of Face, color, religion, sex, 820, disability oramilifary statusas defined i seption
411301 of tire Revised Code, riational origis, orancestey. TheConsuliantshall take affitrnative
netitsh to engise that applicads areemiloyed, and that erployess arg tisated dufing
eplogmieit, without regaidl o shef zave; color, religion, sox, 4, disability-er mifitary §ttiss as.

defined Tisection 411201 of the Revised Code, national origin; o dnvestry. Sich agtion shail

include, but is-nut lindted to, the following: omployment, upgrading, demotion, brivansfer
ceBiiltiett b b Enedt advarising Isyoff of termitatiof, incliding apprenticeship. The
Consultaitt Aatedsto wost i conspiuony places, available to-eployees andapplicants 6
en?@’[my;‘n'i&h’n«ﬁQt%&xﬁE"iﬁ:b‘G:‘gﬁWiﬂiﬁdib},ﬁi‘ﬂlﬁs Depastiient setting forthethe vrovistonsof this
wondiserimination elaust;.

The Consultant shall, in all salicitation of ddvertisenents for employees placed by or oo
behalf o the Consultant, staethat 41} qualified spplicants will reeeive consideration far
aﬂ'ﬁ;ptbwneﬁywit_izﬁaﬁf vognrd fo rack, color, Teligion, sex, Ag, disabifity or milituty stams as
defined fivsection 41 12:61 offle Revised Code; national orfin, or ancesty,

"Fhe Corisultant agries to cofply with all pertifient provisiotis of the Amesicans with
Pigabilities Aet and agres to assumie fidl respongibility for roficampiiamce therewith.

The Consultant shall attermpt fo-parchase: serviges from minority-owned field service
apenéles and.éfher companies whenewer possible. The Consulfant shall altempt-4e procure



DepEnsaty menidls fom inerity<oviied businesses wheneverpessible.

The Consultant sgress it Towill Rilly votperdts with tie Siate Equal Bruploymeiit
‘.ppf}l’tunﬂy Cogedinator, with any officlal or agencyofithe-State of Fedoial Government which
seekito oltininate wnlawfuf employment diserimination, and with all ofhier State and Federal
il foasaie eem&l employrent practices undét fhis 4 IETIGHL, and said Censaliant shall
comply prﬁmptiy waith zlh reguiestsand direotions Bors fie Stateof Ohiid-or ang 68 its officals
dnd Ageneies, iy this regard bisth befole: and duri ing: geﬁ@rﬂmnce Consuttant dzreesio cormfhy
vith:all provislons of Section 1251 11, of dieGhio Revised Code:

i e wventof e Consnltiins Agiicotplianee with the: nondiscrimingtion clauses of this
Agreginent, iy Agrdementiay bemmicelled, retroimited or-suspended Th wheldor in past and
fie Gonsyltant may beineligible for fyrther State Conterets, awth sthiér such sanidfions may be
imposed. and romedies ngtituied % otherwise provided by faw,

Ty Consultais agines to cofply with all applicable state and fedessd fawws regarding
drug-fewworkplive. The Eonsultant shall ridke.a good faith effart to ensure that all Consuftaut
enployeés wifile working on i Agreementwill hot purehase, fransfer, 1se or possess Megal
diugs ordlevhol ovabusé prescription drugs in any way.

Thi Cofsulfont esttifies diat néither it nor- its employees are public employdes of the
Digpasth 1 toder dedegdl wnd stats D for ik, fetirement deduetion, and Workens!
Cotirehisation puiposes dl that the Gonsuhaitpartics Woitlars' Compiirsation saverage,

3

~ The Consmitant sluil be:wlrolly responsible for any and atl-claimyg, actions, danages,
Hability aind expensedn conmedtion with and aising frem-work perfornimey under this.
Agresmet

The Censplany affivns thar, a5 applicablete &, no-pacty listed T Diwision (1) or (J) of
Scation 351718 of Hre-Ohjo Revised Gode or spouss of such -patty hids mﬁde ag oo individual,
within tie two provious: calendar yeass, one oramore contributions totaling iy exoess of £1,000 w

therGoverioy or to i canpaigl eompiistkes.

Fhe Consultait affieratively represents. anid warfants to thie State that ft s tigt sulbject toa
findling fot réeovisty ynder R.G-9.24, or that it has taken appropriate reniedisl steps reqmred
underR.C. §:24 ot vfherwise qualifies under thaf seetion. Contrachor agises thatif
mpreﬁema‘bfot: oF Waitarty is.deéed to be false, the Conlract stiall be void gh fitio-as befween
tio parties to this Cmtamat, and asy fonds paid By the Sthte bereunder inmmediately shall be
repaid fo e State, eranaotion forvesovery finmediately may be colmmenced by tie State for

revovery of sajd funds.

‘This, Agreeiait Kby B excchted i two on faere aau:ﬁerpqrts each of which-shalf b
deed o boar avivindl and ket togethershati be dewiied to he-Give.aid the satie Instiument.
‘Thiis Agreemeniivay be execuisd and delivered by faosimile or elestonivally ih Miciosoft Word
.or PRF format.



Ths

Pl DoGroot, PhuIk, P B Sedin D, Logan; Divector for)

Hrespriveditt do sorpiisiint to Seetion 2509.33 of the Ohis Revised.code, the Consultant
herebyrepresents and-wagianty-thel Gargulfant: {1} hiag not pmvmted eyl 2ssisEnee (o ol
mgf;mzahfan jigred 6n the Torroist Excluston List ofthe State Dapaloiens of the Upied St
{1 s obrahyed ool Bfthe Tevorist Bxtlusion Tist; and, (3) truthfuty hesangswered
“No™ togveiy yasstionson the Ohvie Pepsimaent of Public Safety % forny “Declaration Regarding
Material Aeshstanceotiagsistanes fha Teworlst Organization® I tils reprétsntation is degivied.
falie, this Agreertentds void ab initio and Consulfant fmmediately shiall yepay o {hie-Btite any
and all furidspaid 1mdei this Agreemént. Informmtion-and Yorms voncerning the Declarstion way
b fonind &t ttpsbiwwiv Jisrnelaidiecraity.obfo, mv}’dma;’amﬂs geperdl, fnfo.asy

T Aecordancs with BExepnitive Order2007-018, the Cansuliait, By-Sighatuve on this
‘document, cextifies that iy (13 has reviewsd aid understands Bxecutfvd O 2007018, £ has
teefeved and undemtanids e Ohioethics and condlict of interest laws as fowsd in Ohio- Réwsed
Code Chaprer 102 and inOhio Revised Code Sections 2921.42 and 202143, and (3) will tke rio
agtion Mgensistent withfhose Tavis dnd/or the Bxevutive Order, The Consultant understainds that:
mplywiic Glito®s etlites mid vonflict of interest laws Grwith Bxeentive Order 2007-
m:s,as, ity ﬂsa!:f’, aunds fortenninatipn of this Agreanent and niay rosull i1 the Joss of other
potiteasts ergpanits:with the Statewf Ohip. The Exeoutive Orderean be fouindat
Dt it e A0, foviRortals/0ExecutiveOrder2007 018, pdf

N TESTIMONY WHEREQF, the sald parties bersto set their bayds ds-of the-day
indfiedet heveinbelow:

Hydrosphere Brigineertag, STATE OF OHIO

PO, Box 360530 ' DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RES@URCES
Claveland, Ohio 44136
1440) 973- 4{)54

\ﬁ/@zsfw fcéuf/? fillyr, 21

ch‘hard Millesarn, Assistant Dirootor

Dhage: 7£Z{5 /O; .2@/ 0 Date ?2&- ZZ, :Zéfa-.

Fedbral Tax Tdentiticativn Nuwmbei:

2@?5“0308? /




HYDROSPHERE ENGINEERING
PO, Box.360530
Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
440-973-4054 or 330-721-2722

March 81, 2010

Ghi{‘}'D&Bﬁﬁﬁiéﬁfﬁf Natural Resources

Division of Soil.and Water Conservation

2045 Morse Road Building B-3

Columbus, Ohio 43220

Attentéoh: Jilt Evans, Fiscal Administrator

Subject:  Invoice for consulting engineering services

Project: Grapd Lake St Marys Dates: February 10, 2010 to March 9, 2010
Coniributing Personnel ‘ Deesoription of work | - Hours |
Philip H. De Groot, Meetings, document review, report pigpatation,

Principal hydraulic engineer: | report review, project administration, affidavit 34.5
processed. Detailed time sheet attached.

Michael C. Ménoes Maetings, document re‘izéew, repoft prepatation | 53.0
Senior hydraulic engineer: and raview; perform simulations. Detailed time
I _ sheet attached.
Gregory De Groot
- Engineering Intern Meeting ‘ - 140
Engineering Rates: Principal hydraulic engineer $ 128/hour
Senior hydraulic engineer: $ 108/hour
Engineering intern: $ 72/hour

Total Fee:  ($ 128/hr * 24,50 hy) + (3 108/hr*53.0 h) + (§ 72hr* 4.0 hr) = $ 10,428

Invoice is payable upon recelpt and past due after 30 days. Please send & check for
$10,428 made payable to Hydrosphere Engineering at the above address.

Sincerely,

Philip H. Dé& Groot



Date

10-Feb
11-Feb
19-Fab
20-Fsb
21-Feb
22-Feb
24-Feh
01 -Mar

09-Mar

Date

16-Feb
17-Feb
18-Feb
19-Feb
20:Feb
21-Feh
22-Feh
23-Feb
24-Feb
25-Feb
O't-Mar
03-Mar
0B-Mar

11-Feb

Time sheet for Philip H, De Groot

Task

Phone conversation with Jay Dorsey

Meet with Jay Dorsey and Bill Cole

Review documents obtained from Jay Dorsey
Report preparation, meet with Mike Menoes
Report preparation

Meet with Stantec, Jay Dorsey, Biill Cole, eit...
Report revisions

Review and process affidavit

Review questions developed for atforneys

Hours

0.5
4.0
5.0
8.0
6.0
6.0
2.0
1.0
2.0

Total hours  34.5

Time shest for Michael C. Menoes

Task

Downiload documents from ODNR website
Review documents

Review dogumenits, report preparation

Review documenis; report preparation

Meet with Phil De Groot, réport preparation
Review atiditional materials

Meet with Stanteg, Jay Darsey, Bill Cole, efo...
Edit reports, develop questions for attorneys
Edit reports, perform peak flow simulations .
Review new material, perform peak flow simulations
Review Jay's commerits, edit reports

Review affidavit and preparé report

Prepare quaestions for attorneys

Total hours

Time sheet for Gregory De Groot

Hours

3.0
4.0
7.0
7.0
5.5
3.0
6.0
4.0
4.0
3.0
1.5
20
3.0

53.0

Meet with Jay Dorsey and Bill Cole 4 hours
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William J. Cole

From: Dorsey, Jay [Jay.Dorsey@dnr.state.oh.us]

Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2010 1:28 PM
To: Henson, Tadd; Ringley, Bryon
Ce: Williarm J. Cole; Dale T, Vitale; Mindy Worly; Jennifer Croskey, Rachel H. Stelzer; Daniel J.

Martin; Rowan, Charles; Mohr, Dave; Dorsey, Jay

Subject: FyV: CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION AND ATTORNEY WORK
PRODUCT Doner updaie

Attachments: Hydrosphere Comments 23 Feb 2010.pdf
Tadd,
See attached comments an hydrologic modet.
Al

Please see second set of comments/suggestions on presentation of findings and focus on more frequent (1, 2, 5,
10-year) events,

Jay

————— Original Message——-

From: Michael C. Menoes [mailto:mikemenoas@zoominternet.net)

Sent: Tuesday, February 23, 2010 1:05 PM

To: Dorsey, Jay

Subject: Re: CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY-CLIENT COMMUNICATION AND ATTORNEY WORK PRODUCT Doner
ypdate

Jay,

Attached is a PDF file with comments from Phil and | regarding the Stantech model and report. Lef me know if
you have any questions. Thanks.

Mike

5/19/2010



HYDROSPHERE ENGINEERING

P.O. Box 360630
Cleveland, Ohio 44136-0009
440-973-4054 or 330-721-2722

February 23, 2010

ATTORNEY-CLIENT WORK PRODUCT: CONFIDENTIAL
To: Jay Dorsey
From: Phil De Groot and Mike Menoes

Subject: Comments about the hydrologic model developed for GLSM

REDACTED

H2. The peak flows determined by the hydrologic mode! should be checked against
the peak flows in the FEMA flood studies and the peak flows predicted by the
equations of Koltan (2003). If significant differences exist, Stantec should provide
documentation to suppport those differences.

REDACTED

Page 1 of 2



ATTORNEY-CLIENT WORK PRODUCT: CONFIDENTIAL 23 Feb 2010

Subject: Comments about the hydrologic model developed for GLSM (continued)

REDACTED

Page 2 of 2



Philip De Groot
April 29, 2010

THE SUPREME COURT OF OHIO

STATE OF QHMIO EX REL.
WAYNE T. DONER, ET AL.,
Relators,
VS. case NoO.
2009-1292

SEAN D. LOGAN,
DIRECTOR, OHIO DEPARTMENT
OF NATURAL RESOURCES, ET
AL .,

N e S S Yt S v St e S N N N

Respondents.

DEPOSTITION OF
PHILIP DE GROOT, PH.D.

Taken at the offices of
VORYS, SATER, SEYMOUR & PEASE, LLP
52 East Gay Street
Columbus, Ohio 43216-1008

on April 29, 2010, at 10:10 a.m.

Reported by: sara $. Clark, RPR/CRR/CCP/CBC
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Professional Reporters, inc. {(614)460.5000 or (800)229.0675
www.priohio.com
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PHILIP DE GROOT, PH.D.
APRIL 29, 2010

what you have there?

AL Yes.

Q. Okay.

a. And the remainder of the pages are notes
that were made during the review of the
documents by Pressley Campbell and the corps of
Engineers. -

g. oOkay. And were all of those documents
prepared prior to you signing your affidavit in
this case?

A. All of them, with the exception of the
directions on how to get here.

Q. 1Is what you have provided to us today
and what we've just talked about your entire
file regarding your work for the Attorney
General's office in this action?

A, NO .

Q. You have other documents?

A. I have a document which was a client --
attorney-client confidential.

Q. Okay. Does the Attorney General's
office represent you, Dr. De Groot?

MR. COLE: 1It's a work product document.

Q. What's the general nature of the

Professional Reporders, inc. (614) 460-5000 or (800) 228-0675
Pri@prichic.com ~ www. prichio.com
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PHILIP DE GROOT, PH.D.

APRIL 29, 2010

document?

A. It was a two-page memorandum, which I
prepared and provided to the ohio pepartment of
Natural Resources, if they wished to provide it
to Stantec. It was some Comments about the
hydrologic model that they prepared.

Q. So I understand correctly, you have also
reviewed Stantec's hydrological modeling in this
action?

A. I can't use the word review, because it

was only at the latter part of fFebruary, just

briefly.
Q. okay.
A. So a consequence of the meeting. SO

there is no quality control or assurances that I
did that. It was just an overview of the
approach that they were taking.

g. oOkay. Where is the -- what document did
you review of stantec?

A. That, I can't remember precisely,
because there's been so much e-mail exchanged.
Tt would have been whatever report that they had
started to put together at the end of February.

Q. Okay. Have you -- and were you provided

T

Professional Reporters, inc. (614) 460-5000 or (800} 229-0675
pri@prichio.com - WwWw. priohio.com
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PHILIP DE GROOT, PH.D.
APRIL 29, 2010

—
there should be one more. |

Q. okay. Without getting into the specific

detail of your -- did you -- as I understand 1it,

did you generate a -- You generated a document
and provided some comments about Stantec’s
hydraulic modeling; is that correct?

A, Yes,.

Q. without getting into the details of what
you wrote 1in that document, did you make any
suggestions on improving what they had done?

Al Yes.

Q. Did you also do any review of any of
their hydrology modeling?

A. The two are interconnected, SO Yes.

Q. oOkay.

A. Technically, I did not review their
hydraulic model. Technically, I reviewed their
hydrology model.

Q. ©Okay. And that was HEC-HMS?

A. Yes.

g. Okay.

A. tLet me rephrase that.

Q. Sure.

A

I did not actually look at the HEC-HMS

e

Professional Reporters, Inc. (614) 460-5000 or (800) 229-0675
prigpriohio.com - Www. priohio.com
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PHILIP DE GROOT, PH.D.
APRIL 29, 2010

infcrmatioﬁ. T read the summary -- wﬁat was 1n
the report and made a comment about what I would
do slightly differently if I used HEC-HMS,

9. okay. So you had suggestions as to what
they should do differently?

A Yes.

Q. And do you remember when you provided
that document to the Attorney General's office?
A. T would think it would be the latter

part of February.

Q. o©Okay. was that document, to your
knowledge, also provided to anyone at Stantec?

A. T do not know if it went beyond the
Attorney General's office.

Q. You e-majled your document TO the
Attorney General's office, or was it mailed, or
faxed? How was it delivered?

A. T e-mailed it, I believe, to the ohio
pepartment of Natural Resources.

Q. okay. Do you know who at -- and 1’11

refer to it as ODNR. Is that okay?

A. Yes.
Q. Do you know who you e-mailed it to at
ODNR?

Professional Reporters, inc. (614} 460-5000 or (800) 2253-0675
prig@priohio.cont - www.priohic.com
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PHILIP DE GROOT, PH.D.
APRIL 29, 2010

e

A. Yes.
0. And who was that?

A. Jay Dorsey.

Q. Anyone else that you e-mailed that
document to?

A. I don't think so.

Q. - Okay. And do you have a business e-mail
address?

Al Yes.

g. Is that what you e-mailed the document

from?
AL Yes .
Q. Are there any other documents in your

files that you have not come here with today?
A. No. I think you pretty well covered
them.
Q. So there's a contract, copy of the
stantec report, copy of e-mails that you have

exchanged in this matter, a copy of the invoice,

and there's also additional volumes of the Army

corps of Engineers survey report?
A. Yes.
Q. Correct?

MR. COLE: cCounsel, do you want the

Professional Reporters, Inc. (614) 460-5000 or (800} 229-0675
pri@priohic.com - www.prichio. com
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PHILIP DE GROOT, PH.D.

APRIL 29, 2010

a 15-digit code number and then it is a PDF
file.

Q. Okay.

A. I believe there were eight of them.

Q. oOkay. They provided --

MR. FUSONIE: I want a copy of all of
those.

Q. Do you know who provided you those?

A. Yes.

Q. who did?

A. Jay Dorsey.

Q. Any other documents you were provided
between your third contact with ODNR and your
fourth contact, as identified on your
handwritten notes dated April 27, 20107

A. No, I don't think so.

Q. Then your next -- the next contact
you've identified was February 22nd, 2010. And
that was at Stantec's office in Columbus?

A. Correct.

Q. were you provided a copy of any report
from Stantec prior to that meeting?

A NO .

Q. were you provided a copy at that
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meéiing?

A. Not a paper copy. we were looking at
computer slides.

Q. So you reviewed, on Stantec's computer,
a working report?

A. I would not use the word reviewed.

Q. You read it?

A. No. We were looking at various output
from the computer model. We were not reading
reports.

. So you were looking at some of the data
of the Stantec report?

A. Some of the maps.

Q. Some of the maps, okay.

Do you remember which maps you were
Jooking at?

A. It was generally floodplain maps of
Béaver Creek and the wabash River.

Q. Okay. Wwho was there with you?

A. There were about 10 people there. I
never received a sign-up Tist. But the ones
that I can remember were Bill Cole, Jay Dorsey,
charles Rowan, Ted Henson, Ted Henson's

supervisor, Michael Menoes, and there were some
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T

other representatives from ODNR that I had never
met before.

Q. who is Michael Menoes?

A. Michael Menoces is the other half of
Hydrosphere Engineering.

g. okay. Dpid these maps, do you recall,

show that the new -- the 500-foot spillway is

causing any increased flooding along the Beaver H
Creek?

A. 1f we go with the word any, yes.

Q. okay. How about any increased flooding
along the wabash River after its confluence with
the Beaver Creek?

A. I don't think so.

Q. Not that you recall?

A. The scale of the mapping, I could not

see the color differential on the wabash River.

Q. was there any discussion about the fact
that there was increased flooding caused by the
spillway -- the new spillway along the wabash
River?

A. Yes.

Q. And what was discussed?

A. Discussion is ~-- as far as my part, I
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was asking them questions -- what I considered
to be standard modeling questions if they had

considered things.

Q. oOkay.
A. I don't remember specifically what I
asked.

- Q. - A11 right. Going back to February 11,
2010, you identified in your notes the campbell
report. Which Campbell report are you referring
to?

A. The campbell report that you marked as
gxhibit B, Case bLeasing and Rental,
Incorporated.

Q. oOkay. So you've identified the May,
2006 cCampbell report?

A. Yes.

Q. Were you told that this was the entire
pr. Campbell report?

A. I believe there were attachments here
that -- exhibits and photos were also provided
(indicating).

Q. I'm talking about his Case teasing
report. Were you told by ODNR or the Ohio

Attorney General's office that the Case Leasing

Professional Reporters, Inc. (614) 460-5000 or (800) 229-0675
prigprichio.con - www priohio.com

79



10
i1
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

PHILIP DE GROOT, PH.

D.

APRIL 29, 2010

MR. COLE: Objection. How can he know?
MR. FUSONIE: I'm asking.

Q. You don't know one way oOr another?

AL correct.

a. vour work for this case, what is the
scope of your work, as you understand 1t?

A. _On. February 22nd, we realized with the
late date that I was involved, and my scope,
Hydrosphere Engineering's scope, had to be
limited to the review of the work by Presstey
campbell; that there was insufficient time to
prepare a hydrologic model.

Q. But you did also meet with Stantec
representatives and ask stantec representatives
guestions about some of their data or modeling;
is that fair to say?

A. T made some observations and had some
guestions, yes.

q. oOkay. I want To go pack to Exhibit C,
if you could turn to Exhibit C. That's going to
be your affidavit and report. It's right here,
poctor (indicating).

A. I'm just trying to reorganize the pile.

Q. If you could turn to your first report,
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CERTIFICATE

STATE QOF OHIO
55:
COUNTY OF FRANKLIN

I, Sara S. Clark, RPR/CRR/CCP/CBC, a
Notary Public in and for the State of oOhio, duly
commissioned and qualified, do hereby certify
that the within-named PHILIP Of GROOT, PH.D. was
first duly sworn to testify to the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the truth in the
cause aforesaid; that the testimony then given
was reduced to stenotypy in the presence of said
witness, afterwards transcribed; that the
foregoing is a true and correct transcript of
the testimony; that this deposition was taken at
the time and place in the foregoing caption
specified.

1 do further certify that I am not a
relative, employee or attarney of any of the
parties hereto; that T am not a relative ar
employee of any attorney or counsel employed by
the parties hereto; that I am not financially
interested in the action; and further, I am not,
nor is the court reporting firm with which I am
affiliated, under contract as defined in Civil
Rule 28(D).

ITn witness whareof, I have hereunto
set my hand and affixed my seal of office at
columbus, ohio, on this_ ..~ day
of e .., 2010.

i

sara §. Clark, RPR/CRR/CCP/CBC
Notary Public, State of Ohio.

My commission expires: March 1O, 2013
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