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April 29, 2020 
 
LOMC Clearinghouse 
ATTN:  Mr. Logan Maurer, STARR II. 
3601 Eisenhower Avenue, Suite 500 
Alexandria, VA 22304-6426 
 
Subject:    Response to AD Letter for CLOMR Case No. 20-04-1243R 

in City of Panama City Beach and Bay County, FL 
 
Dear Mr. Maurer: 
 
Included below are our responses to issues raised about our CLOMR application (case no. 20-04-1243R) in a letter dated January 31, 2020. 
 

1. Review of the submitted Curve Number (CN) calculations revealed that CN values used for any variety of 
wetlands (i.e. Mixed Scrub/Shrub Wetland, Wetland Forest Mixed, Mixed Wetland Hardwoods, etc.) are quite 
low for wetland areas, ranging from 45-48 for soil hydrogroup A and from 83-89 for soil hydrogroup D. 
Typically, wetland areas should be treated as impervious (CN between 95-100) for curve number 
calculations or as DCIA. Please revise the curve number calculations to better represent wetland areas or 
provide documentation supporting the CN values used. 
 
After reviewing the surrounding soils, and the aerial photography, for these few type A soil areas, we have 
revised the hydrologic soil group for wetland land types to “D”.  CN calculations have been updated and are 
provided in SUPPLEMENTAL ITEM 1.  Revised ICPR modeling is included in SUPPLEMENTAL ITEM 2. 
 
 

2. Review of the Post-Project CN and DCIA calculations revealed that the stormwater ponds were not 
accounted for in CN calculations for sub-basins “TVLAKE_A” and “TVLAKE_B”. The calculations for both 
basins assume landuse to be Medium-High or High Density Residential across the entirety of the basins. 
Please revise the CN/DCIA calculations for these basins to account for the stormwater ponds. Further, the 
basin area used in the calculations for basin “TVLAKE_A” is 38.8-acres, while the basin area in the ICPR 
model is only 31.3-acres. Please review. 
 
CN calculations have been updated for TVLAKE_A and TVLAKE_B and are provided in SUPPLEMENTAL 
ITEM 1. 

 
3. Review of the submitted Time of Concentration (TC) calculations revealed that a constant Manning’s n value 

of 0.25 was used for sheet flow to calculate TC for all basins. TR-55 recommends varying the Manning’s n 
value based on landcover for each individual basin. While 0.25 may be appropriate for many basins, it 
appears to be low for others (such as GLADESLAKE_D, BCKBCHS12C, LB180B, and LB180A) which are 
primarily wooded. Please review and revise the calculations as necessary. 

 
Manning’s N values have been updated in the TC calculations provided in SUPPLEMENTAL ITEM 1. 
 

4. Our review of the submitted Post-Project calculations showed that detailed hydrologic calculations were not 
provided for two basins: “TVLAKE_C” (CN calculations not provided) and “TVLAKE_A” (Tc calculations not 
provided). Please provide the missing hydrologic calculations. 

 
CN calculations have been provided for TVLAKE_C. TC calculations for TVLAKE_A were provided by the 
design engineer and are included in SUPPLEMENTAL ITEM 1. 

 
 

5. Our review of the submitted Pre-Project ICPR model reveals that the hydraulic data for within and adjacent to 
the area of proposed flood map change appears to come from several different data sources, including 
“PELICAN POINT ASBUILTS”, “GLADES 2 SURVEY”, “CITY RECONNAISSANCE”, and “GLADES STORM 
WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN”. Please provide these supporting documents for review. It should be noted 
that hydraulic input data should be supported by certified topographic information, bridge plans, construction 
plans, survey notes, etc. per FEMA requirements. 
 
Please find the as-built, plan, and field reconnaissance data which were utilized to refine the modeling 
adjacent to the site, in SUPPLEMENTAL ITEM 3. 
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6. Review of the submitted ICPR models revealed concerns related to the boundary data used for some 
location, specifically: 

a. Node GL01034 is a Time/Stage node with a fixed elevation of 4.0 feet (NAVD88). The FEMA 
Effective Flood Hazard for this area, however, indicates that this node is located in a Zone AE 
with a BFE of 14.0 feet located just downstream of Hutchison Blvd. Please review and revise the 
model as necessary to ensure boundary conditions are modeled appropriately. 

b. Node GULFBCH01 is a Time/Stage node with a fixed elevation of 14.0 feet (NAVD88). This pond 
is mapped in the Effective FIRM as Zone AE with a static BFE of 17.0 feet. Further, flow between 
this pond and the stormwater system at Node GL01142 appears to be expected during the 100-
year storm event, based on the contours provided, the effective floodplains, and the maximum 
stage observed in the model at Node GL01142. Please review this area and revise as necessary. 

c. Node GL01117A is a Time/Stage node with a fixed elevation of 5.0 feet (NAVD88), which 
represents free discharge conditions for the upstream pipe. Please provide documentation 
supporting the use of free discharge at this location, as aerials suggest this pipe system may 
continue south, discharging into a waterbody currently mapped as Zone AE with an elevation of 
11.0 feet. 

d. Channel link CH_LB080OUT discharges to a boundary node at Node BPSPORTS_21. Given 
that the boundary data at this node utilizes a constant stage that is less than the channel invert 
(6.0 feet vs. channel invert of 6.24 feet), it is recommended that the outlet control of the channel 
be set to normal depth (use dn or tw) rather than critical depth (use dc or tw). 

 
The stage hydrographs used in the time-stage nodes listed in items a-c have been changed to peak at the 
FEMA BFE, and a new overland weir link was added between nodes GL01142 and GULFBCH01. Channel 
CH_LB080OUT has been updated to use normal depth outlet control.  Revised ICPR models are included in 
SUPPLEMENTAL ITEM 2.  Revised GIS and Exhibits are included in SUPPLEMENTAL ITEMS 4 and 5. 

 
7. Our review revealed that the submitted property owner notification was in the draft format. Please ensure the 

correct case number is used, and provide proof of final publication of the property owner notification in the 
local newspaper showing that all affected property owners impacted by the increases and/or establishment 
of the base (1-perent-annual-chance) flood elevations on their property are notified. 

 
A copy of the revised newspaper notice is included for your review in SUPPLEMENTAL ITEM 6.  In order to 
avoid the risk of publishing multiple notifications, we would like to wait until the technical review is complete 
to publish the notification. Please let us know when the technical review is complete, and we will have the 
notification published. 
 

8. Our review revealed that the submitted Endangered Species Act (ESA) documentation provides written 
justification that a "Take," meaning to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, 
or to attempt to engage in any such conduct, has no potential to occur to threatened and endangered 
species present in the county as a result of the project. Please provide a statement from certified 
Professional Engineer confirming the validity of this justification. 

 
Based on our understanding of the current ESA requirements for conditional MT-2 applications, as published 
in “Endangered Species Act (ESA) Compliance for Conditional Letters of Map Change”, May 25, 2016, we 
have previously provided sufficient information to comply with these current requirements.  

 
 
 

Sincerely, 
 
Gemini Engineering & Sciences, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
Ki Hong Pak, FL PE #52052, CFM 
Project Manager 
 
 


