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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

Federal Emergency Management Agency

OVERVIEW & CONCURRENCE FORM 

PAPERWORK BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE 
 

Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 1 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the time for reviewing 
instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and completing, reviewing, and submitting the form. 
You are not required to respond to this collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB control number. Send comments regarding the 
accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions for reducing this burden to: Information Collections Management, Department of 
Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500 C Street, SW, Washington, DC 20472 , Paperwork Reduction Project 
(1660-0016). Submission of the form is required to obtain or retain benefits under the National Flood Insurance Program. Please do not send 
your completed survey to the above address.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT 
 

AUTHORITY: The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, Public Law 90-448, as amended by the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, Public 
Law 93-234. 
PRINCIPAL PURPOSE(S): This information is being collected for the purpose of determining an applicant's eligibility to request changes to 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). 
ROUTINE USE(S): The information on this form may be disclosed as generally permitted under 5 U.S.C § 552a(b) of the Privacy Act of 1974, 
as amended. This includes using this information as necessary and authorized by the routine uses published in DHS/FEMA/NFIP/LOMA-1 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP); Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) February 15, 2006, 71 FR 7990. 
DISCLOSURE: The disclosure of information on this form is voluntary; however, failure to provide the information requested may delay or 
prevent FEMA from processing a determination regarding a requested change to a (NFIP) Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM).

A.  REQUESTED RESPONSE FROM DHS-FEMA 

This request is for a (check one):

CLOMR:  A letter from DHS-FEMA commenting on whether a proposed project, if built as proposed, would justify a map 
revision, or 

proposed hydrology changes (See 44 CFR Ch. 1, Parts 60, 65 & 72).  All CLOMRs require documentation of compliance with the 
Endangered Species Act.  Refer to the Instructions for details.

LOMR: A letter from DHS-FEMA officially revising the current NFIP map to show the changes to floodplains, regulatory floodway or

flood elevations. (See 44 CFR Ch. 1, Parts 60, 65 & 72).

B.  OVERVIEW 

1. The NFIP map panel(s) affected for all impacted communities is (are):

Community No. Community Name State Map No. Panel No. Effective Date

2.    a. Flooding Source:

        b. Types of Flooding:   Riverine   Coastal   Shallow Flooding (e.g., Zones AO and AH)

  Alluvial Fan   Lakes   Other (Attach Description)

3.    Project Name/Identifier:

4.    FEMA zone designations  (choices:  A, AH, AO, A1-A30, A99, AE, AR, V, V1-V30, VE, B, C, D, X)

       a. Effective:

       b. Revised:

360506 City of Niagara Falls NY 36063C 0309F, 
0307E

5/4/2021, 
9/17/2010

Gill Creek

Gill Creek SFHA Evaluation

AE, X

AE, X
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Figure 1: Project Location Map: Communities 

Other Studies 
The most recent effective Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for Niagara County, New York which included the 

City of Niagara Falls, was issued by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in November 

2017 (FEMA, 2017).  This was a revised version of an initial countywide FIS released in September 2010. 

The flows used for Gill Creek in the most recent FIS were from a Special Flood Hazard Evaluation Report 

of Gill Creek completed by the USACE Buffalo Distract in 2002 at the request of the city (USACE-LRB, 

2002).  This FIS was conducted to revise and update information on the existence and severity of flood 

hazards within the study area.  This information is intended to be used to establish floodplain 

boundaries and assist the community in its efforts to promote floodplain management.  

As specified in the Special Flood Hazard Evaluation Report for Gill Creek by the USACE Buffalo District 

(USACE, 2002), the study reach included Gill Creek from the Niagara River, upstream to the corporate 

boundary at Lockport Road. The study’s scope of Gill Creek started slightly upstream of the corporate 

boundary upstream of Lockport Road, as the upstream limit, and continues downstream to the 

confluence with the Niagara River, as the downstream limit, and for a total length of 3.8 miles. As per 

USACE (2002), the hydrologic method used was USACE HEC HMS (USACE HEC-HMS, 1995) and the 

hydraulic method used was USACE HEC-RAS (USACE HEC-RAS, 1995). 
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Discrepancies in base flood elevations (i.e., water surface elevation for the 1% annual chance 

exceedance flood) between the hydraulic model from this study and the model from the previous 2002 

study are significant; in some cases, the difference is over 3 ft (Table 10; Figure 11).  The overall reason 

for discrepancies in the results is due to the significant differences in calculated peak flows.  While there 

may be other contributing factors such as streambed profile, bridge geometries, topographic details, 

and channel/overbank Manning’s ns it is hard to determine how significant these factors were.  

The most obvious difference between models is the peak discharges.  The 2002 calculated peak 

discharges are significantly higher than those calculated in this study.  This is most likely due to a 

difference of approach.  Table 11 shows a summary of the differences between the peak discharges. 

Due to the peak discharged being so significantly different it is hard to determine how much other 

factors may have impacted the results. 

Beyond the peak discharge changes, some sections of the stream bed elevations are different from the 

previous flood profiles.  Between cross sections A and B there is a steeper slope to the stream bed as 

well as cross section A having a lower invert elevation by about 2 feet.  From just upstream of Hyde Park 

Dam to station 12000 the lake streambed is about 2.5.feet deeper and overall flatter.  From cross 

section Q to U the streambed elevation in this study is generally 2 feet higher.  This could also contribute 

to some of the differences seen, such as the larger BFE difference between cross sections A and B.  The 

deeper streambed elevations in Hyde Park Lake may contribute to greater storage resulting in less 

flooding downstream.  

Additionally, there are difference between the low and high chord of bridges modeled between this 

study and the previous study.  However due to the lower water elevations resulting from the lower peak 

discharges the differences between the models due to the elevation differences are relatively low.  

Additionally, this study includes a new bridge immediately upstream of Robert Moses Parkway and 

eliminates a foot bridge that no longer exists between Walnut Avenue and Ferry Avenue.  The table 

below, Table 12, summarizes the bridges where water reaches the low chords and compares the low 

chord and high chord elevations between this study and the 2002 Study for Gill Creek. 

 

  



This will briefly address the new bridge located just upstream of Robert Moses Parkway. Below are 

screenshots from the files of the previous FIS and a screenshot of the new profiles generated during the 

recent Gill Creek FPMS project (2022). The image on the left shows the previous FIS and the image from 

the right is from the recent FPMS project. The bridge mentioned in the report is the access bridge which 

is located on the factories upstream of Robert Moses Parkway. The new access bridge has a low chord 

that is well above the water profiles so it can be concluded that the new bridge would not impact/affect 

the floodway as the water never reaches the low chord.  

       




