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LAWRENCE G. DUNBAR, P.E. 
WATER RESOURCES & ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEER/CONSULTANT 

(Registration No.F-5214) 
6342 Dew Bridge Dr. 

Sugar Land, TX 77479 
281-980-2225 

FAX: 713-782-5544 
 
 

Ms. Marisa Perales       January 10, 2011 
LOWERRE, FREDERICK, PERALES, 
ALLMON & ROCKWELL 
707 Rio Grande, Ste. 200 
Austin, TX 78701 
 
Re: Expert Report on the Application of Genan, Inc. for Scrap Tire Storage 
Facility Registration No. 6200673 
 
Dear Ms. Perales: 
 
 As requested, I have reviewed some of the information regarding the 

above-referenced matter and provide the following Expert Report summarizing 

my comments and opinions regarding drainage issues associated with the 

referenced application:  

 
EXPERT REPORT 

I. Documents reviewed 

In reaching the opinions and comments that I have expressed herein, I 

primarily reviewed pertinent portions of the following documents: 

- The Application submitted in September 2010 by Genan, Inc. for Scrap 

Tire Storage Facility Registration No. 6200673; and 

- The (incomplete) Detention Pond Study dated October 2009, revised 

February 2010, prepared by Provident Engineers, Inc. for Genan, Inc.  
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II. Summary of Opinions 

Having reviewed the aforementioned documents, the following is a 

summary of my opinions: 

A. The application does not include a drainage analysis; 

B. The Detention Pond Study demonstrates that peak flow rates will be 

significantly altered as a result of this proposed facility; 

C. The Detention Pond Study lacks pertinent information; 

D. Neither the Application nor the Detention Pond Study adequately describes 

how the detention pond will effectively serve as a wet pond for fire fighting and a 

detention pond to address the increase in peak flow rates;  

E. The revised Detention Pond Study was not signed or sealed by a 

professional engineer; and 

F. The application misrepresents that it contains an approval letter for the 

proposed project from the Harris County Flood Control District. 

 

III. Discussion of Opinions 

A. The Application does not include a drainage analysis. 

Section 328.60(b)(10)(B) of the Commission rules requires a drainage plan 

showing drainage flow throughout the scrap tire storage site area and calculations 

showing that normal drainage patterns will not be significantly altered. Moreover, 

that rule provides that if the executive director determines that significant 

alteration will occur, the owner/operator shall design and provide additional 

surface water drainage controls, which shall be designed and provided to mitigate 

the effects of the altered watershed. 

Genan’s application does not include a drainage plan with calculations 

showing whether drainage patterns will be significantly altered. And although an 

“excavation and fill overall” figure was included in the application, presumably to 

show how drainage will flow throughout the scrap tire storage site area, it does not 

clearly show how surface water will be routed off the site and into the detention 
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pond. It also fails to show where the outfall from the detention pond will be 

located, and how the outflow from the pond will get into the roadside ditch.  It also 

does not reveal how the detention pond is designed to mitigate the effects to the 

altered watershed. 

In sum, the materials included in the Genan Application do not comply 

with TCEQ’s requirements. There is simply no information regarding normal 

drainage patterns, how those drainage patterns will be altered as a result of the 

proposed facility, and whether such alterations will have adverse impacts off-site. 

 

B. The “Detention Pond Study” demonstrates that peak flow rates will be 

significantly altered as a result of this proposed facility. 

A separate document, entitled “Detention Pond Study”, does not appear to 

have been included in the Application. Also, the copy provided to me appears to 

be incomplete, as it does not include all of the attachments/exhibits referenced in 

the Study. 

A review of this Study reveals that the existing/normal drainage patterns 

were not identified or shown for the 40-acre project site, such that it is impossible 

to determine if they will be significantly altered by the proposed facility. The only 

calculations included in the Study relate to the peak flow rate, and show that for 

the “10-Year Pre-Development Condition” the peak flow rate is 41.94 cfs, as 

compared to the “10-Year Post-Development Condition” shown as 124.82 cfs. 

Likewise, the “100-Year Pre-Development Condition” has a peak flow rate shown 

as 69.20 cfs, while the “100-Year Post-Development Condition” has a rate 

reported as 187.49 cfs. I have not verified these numbers, as the referenced 

Exhibits were not included in the Detention Pond Study.  However, this study does 

not explain where these peak flow rates being reported are leaving the site, both 

under pre-development conditions as well as post-development conditions, nor 

whether there are more than one discharge point since only one peak flow rate is 

being calculated for the entire 40-acre site.  Also, these peak flow rates are simply 
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being calculated for a typical 40-acre site, using standard runoff curves for Harris 

County as if the entire site drains to a common discharge point.  Yet the 

topography of the site shows otherwise.    

I also have no way of reviewing the total volume for each hydrograph used, 

as the referenced Exhibit 6, which purportedly includes a hydrograph calculating 

the total volume, is not in the Detention Pond Study I reviewed. I therefore cannot 

tell if the proposed facility will significantly alter the volumes of surface water 

runoff leaving the site, as compared to the volumes leaving the site in the 

existing/pre-development condition.  It is expected, however, that runoff volumes 

will increase as a result of the proposed development. 

Also, since the peak flow rates for undeveloped and developed acreage as 

provided in the Detention Pond Study are not tied to any particular drainage point, 

it is not possible to determine whether the proposed detention pond will 

adequately address and mitigate the increase in peak flow rates leaving the site at 

whatever discharge points exist currently. 

 

C. The Detention Pond Study lacks pertinent information 

 The Detention Pond Study (revised Feb. 2010) that I reviewed does not 

include any of the referenced exhibits in order to determine if the study is 

adequate.  For example, there is no map showing the existing drainage patterns to 

determine the direction of runoff throughout the site and where it leaves the site.  

Likewise, there is no map showing the proposed drainage patterns, to determine if 

and how the runoff will get into the proposed detention pond, and where the pond 

will discharge its water.  For example, the revised report states that the pond will 

have two discharge points, one to the east and another to the west.  Yet, the 

roadside ditch that is the ultimate discharge location for the runoff from this site is 

to the north, so it is unclear how the water to be pumped from the detention pond 

to the east and to the west will find its way to the northern roadside ditch.   
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 The Study also does not provide the documentation of the runoff volumes 

for both pre- and post-development conditions in order to determine if there will 

be any significant alteration of this component of natural drainage patterns. 

 

D. Neither the Application nor the Detention Pond Study adequately 

describes how the detention pond will effectively serve as a wet pond for fire 

fighting and a detention pond to address the increase in peak flow rates  

 The application states that the detention pond will serve as a source of 

water for fire-fighting purposes; however, a detention pond is to be emptied in a 

short period of time (usually within a day or two) so as to have the capacity to 

accept additional runoff in the event of a subsequent rain event.  In the Detention 

Pond Study, it is stated that the pond will be emptied in 90 hours (although this 

calculation is incorrect, as discussed below).  If this is true, then the pond will not 

have water in it for use in fire fighting.  If the pond is not intended to be fully 

emptied, so as to leave enough water in it at all times for fire fighting, then where 

is the calculation showing that the pond will still have sufficient capacity to handle 

the runoff during a 100-year event? 

 The Detention Pond Study states that the Required Detention Volume 

needed is only 22.65 acre-feet; however, this was calculated using the Harris 

County criteria for a pond that would discharge directly into a HCFCD ditch.  

Since this is not the case here, the required detention volume is dependent on the 

capacity of the outlet system (i.e. the roadside ditch in this case).  As such, the 

applicant contacted TxDOT and found that the discharge rate into the roadside 

ditch for Beaumont Highway was much less than the HCFCD would allow into 

one of its ditches.  Thus, the “required detention volume” is actually much greater 

than the 22.65 acre-feet shown in the study; it is closer to about 40 acre-feet 

(which is what the applicant is proposing to provide).  Given this larger “required 

detention volume” being about the same as is being proposed by the applicant, 
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then there is no additional volume capacity being provided to handle the water to 

be reserved for fire fighting. 

 

E. The revised Detention Pond Study was not signed or sealed by a 

professional engineer. 

 The Detention Pond Study that was provided to me to review is dated 

October 2009, with a revision date of February 2010.  The study shows it was 

signed and sealed by Michael Baldwin on October 20, 2009.  However, there is no 

signature or seal associated with the revised report, as the revision is dated Feb. 

2010 and there is no signature or seal purporting to reflect that date.  Therefore, it 

is unclear as to who revised Mr. Baldwin’s original report, and whether it was 

revised even by a professional engineer.  This is of concern as there are numerous 

errors in the revised report without any professional engineer willing to take 

responsibility for it. 

 

F. The application misrepresents that it contains an approval letter for 

the proposed project from the Harris County Flood Control District. 
  The applicant has stated that Attachment 29 contains an approval letter from the 

Harris County Flood Control District for the proposed project.  However, a review of that 

letter dated Nov. 15, 2009 reveals that the District did NOT approve the project, but 

rather stated that its approval was not needed. Instead, the HCFCD referred the applicant 

to Harris County Permitting Department and/or the TxDOT for possible approvals that 

may need to be obtained.  Therefore, there is no County approval of the proposed 

Detention Pond Study or drainage plan for this project.   Also, the TxDOT letter dated 

Oct. 2010 that refers to the Detention Pond Study is also not an approval letter, but rather 

a letter of No Objection to the  
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