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1 Executive summary 

1.1 Overview 
As part of the San Jacinto Regional Watershed Master Drainage Plan (SJRWMDP) completed in 
2020, two regional detention basins were recommended to be constructed along Birch Creek and 
Walnut Creek to reduce the potential for flood risk throughout the Spring Creek watershed. The 
master plan recommended completing feasibility studies for both projects to further investigate 
the potential for funding and constructing the basins as well as optimizing the design.  
The Spring Creek Watershed Flood Control Dams Conceptual Engineering Feasibility Study was 
sponsored and funded by the San Jacinto River Authority (SJRA), Harris County Flood Control 
District (HCFCD), the City of Humble, and MUDs within the Woodlands, with partial funding 
from the Texas Water Development Board Flood Infrastructure Fund (FIF) as a Category 1 
study. The purpose of the study was to perform a conceptual level design analysis of detention 
basins for each of the two identified project sites, including identifying benefits and costs 
associated with individual and joint project implementation. This analysis allows regional 
stakeholders to determine the most feasible project(s) for future implementation. 
The study area includes Waller County, Montgomery County, Harris County, the City of 
Pinehurst, the City of Tomball, the City of Houston, and the City of Humble. All are participants 
in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and are currently enforcing floodplain 
management standards at least equivalent to NFIP minimum standards. The study extents and 
modeled streams are shown in Figure 1-1. 

 
Figure 1-1. Spring Creek Watershed.  
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The two detention basins will store flood waters during storm events by constructing 
embankments across the floodplains for each creek and restricting flow through specified outlets. 
Multiple configurations were considered for the two detention basins during the alternative 
analysis. The alternative configurations, shown in Figure 1-2, considered multiple alignments to 
manage the required fill, environmental permitting for crossing streams and potential wetlands, 
geotechnical investigation of nearby soils, embankment design options, spillway options to meet 
high and low flow requirements, required freeboard, and other dam safety permitting 
specifications.  

 
Figure 1-2 Walnut and Birch Creek Alternative Configurations 
 

A desktop environmental investigation was conducted to determine the necessary steps for 
permitting the detention basins and potential cost for mitigating any conflicts. The result of this 
investigation modified the recommended dam alignment to minimize potential stream mitigation 
and reduce the required permitting.  

HEC-HMS version 4.8 and HEC-RAS version 5.0.7 models were used to determine the extents 
of flooding within the watershed as well as the benefits of the proposed detention basins. The 
analysis used the latest HCFCD models for the watershed as a basis and were modified as 
necessary within the Walnut and Birch Creek watersheds to reflect existing conditions. The 
analysis showed that there are currently over 800 residential and commercial structures 
susceptible to flooding within the Atlas 14 1% ACE (Annual Chance Exceedance) event and 
over 9,000 within the Atlas 14 0.2% ACE floodplain. This indicates that structure flooding is 
generally infrequent along Spring Creek; however, when large storm events occur, there is the 
potential for widespread damages. 
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Table 1-2. Recommended Project Flood Risk Benefit. 
Mitigation 

Measurement  Walnut Birch  Birch &Walnut  

Structures with reduced 
1% ACE flood risk. 1 738 802 629 

Structures removed 
from 1% ACE flood 
risk.  

225 160 335 

Structures with reduced 
0.2% ACE flood risk. 2 9,032 9,207 8,762 

Structures removed 
from 0.2% ACE flood 
risk.  

484 303 795 

Residential structures 
removed from 1% ACE 
flood risk.  

122 103 192 

Population removed 
from 1% ACE flood 
risk.  

458 336 655 

Critical facilities 
removed from 1% ACE 
flood risk (#).  

1 1 1 

Farm & ranch land 
removed from 1% ACE 
(acres) 

4.82 3.87 7.16 

Pre-Project Level-of-
Service  10% ACE 10% ACE 10% ACE 

Post-Project Level-of-
Service  10% ACE 10% ACE 10% ACE 

Cost/ Structure 
removed. 

$858,100 $658,370  $890,780 

Percent Nature-based 
Solution  0% 0% 0% 

Negative Impact No No No 
Negative Impact 
Mitigation  -  -  - 

Social Vulnerability 
Index (SVI)3  0.42 0.42 0.42 

Water Supply Benefit 
(Y/N)  No No No 

Traffic Count for Low 
Water Crossings  0 0 0 

Low water crossings 
removed from 1% ACE 
flood risk 

0 0 0 

Reduction in road 
closure occurrences in 
1% ACE  

0 0 0 



https://twdb-flood-planning-resources-twdb.hub.arcgis.com/pages/population-datasets-for-texas
https://twdb-flood-planning-resources-twdb.hub.arcgis.com/pages/population-datasets-for-texas




Spring Creek Watershed Flood Control Dams  
Conceptual Engineering Feasibility Study 

7 
 

2 Introduction and background 
Spring Creek serves as the boundary between the rapidly urbanizing counties of Montgomery, 
Harris, and Waller, and has a history of widespread flooding in large storm events caused by 
heavy rainfall and high flows within the watershed. Regional organizations act on behalf of the 
public to develop strategies to implement effective flood mitigation projects.  
In 2020, the Harris County Flood Control District (HCFCD), Montgomery County, City of 
Houston, and San Jacinto River Authority (SJRA) initiated the San Jacinto Regional Watershed 
Master Drainage Plan (SJRWMDP). This plan was the first comprehensive regional study of the 
upper watershed. The primary objectives of this study were to identify existing flood risks within 
the upper San Jacinto River basin, including Lake Houston, and evaluate flood risk reduction 
alternatives on a regional scale. The study identified 25 flood mitigation projects along major 
streams and recommended 16 for future implementation based on their cost-effectiveness, 
benefits, and feasibility. The recommended projects are shown in Figure 2-1. 

 
Figure 2-1. San Jacinto River Watershed Recommended Project Locations. 
 
A sub-task of the master plan involved identifying locations for regional detention within the 
Spring Creek watershed, leading to the recommendations for regional detention basins on 
Walnut and Birch Creeks. These proposed projects aim to reduce flooding along Spring Creek 
and provide mitigation volume for recommended future conveyance improvement projects. The 
recommendations for the Spring Creek watershed are shown in Figure 2-2. 
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2.2 Study area 
Spring Creek forms a boundary between Harris County, Montgomery County, and Waller 
County and serves over 300 square miles of drainage area before merging with the West Fork 
San Jacinto River just upstream of Lake Houston. The creek retains a natural state, featuring a 
meandering low flow channel along with an expansive and densely vegetated floodplain and 
ranges between 203 and 37 feet in elevation. Spring Creek also acts as the outfall for both the 
Willow Creek and Cypress Creek watersheds prior to its confluence with the West Fork. Most of 
the drainage area lies within Montgomery County and includes four major tributaries: Threemile 
Creek, Walnut Creek, Mill Creek, and Panther Branch.  

 
Figure 2-3. Spring Creek channel downstream of I-45. 
 
The watershed has experienced rapid development due to the northward expansion of the 
Houston metropolitan area in recent decades. The eastern portion of the watershed, primarily 
encompassing areas within Spring and The Woodlands, is predominantly developed. The 
Woodlands spans most of the Panther Branch watershed and consists mainly of residential 
properties. Key features include Lake Woodlands and Bear Branch Reservoir, which serve as 
regional detention for the township. The Magnolia area within the Mill Creek watershed is 
undergoing significant growth, along with the City of Tomball and its surrounding areas, which 
directly drain to Spring Creek. Development within the Walnut Creek, Birch Creek, and 
Threemile Creek watersheds remains relatively sparse but is expanding rapidly under 
considerable growth pressure in Waller County. Several large lot subdivisions exist along Riley 
Road, Joseph Road, and FM 1488. 
The watershed has a documented history of flooding in recent decades, including the severe 1994 
flood that recorded the highest elevation within the creek, Hurricane Harvey resulting in over 28 
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inches of rainfall within the watershed, and consecutive years of flooding during the Memorial 
Day 2015 and Tax Day 2016 events. 
 

 
Figure 2-4. Spring Creek at I-45 During Hurricane Harvey. 
 
Comprehensive modeling for this study encompassed the entire watershed, including the major 
tributaries of Threemile Creek, Walnut Creek, Birch Creek, Mill Creek, and Panther Creek. This 
study was conducted within the boundary of HUC 10-1204010202. The entire study extents are 
illustrated in Exhibit 1 and Figure 2-5 below. 
 

 
Figure 2-5. Spring Creek Watershed Overview. 
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2.2.1 Proposed Walnut Creek detention basin 

The Walnut Creek watershed consists of approximately 75 square miles within both Waller and 
Montgomery Counties before flowing into Spring Creek just upstream of SH 249. The proposed 
detention basin will impound floodwaters on Walnut Creek by constructing a dam located 0.6 
miles upstream of FM 1488. The maximum area inundated by the detention basin from the 
SJRWMDP was proposed to be approximately 1,490 acres and benefited over 9,000 structures. 
During the study, a large solar farm was constructed onsite that covers a portion of the proposed 
basin. Other land use within the basin footprint includes undeveloped land as well as rural and 
large residential lots. A location map for the proposed detention basin is included in Figure 2-6.  

 
Figure 2-6. Location of Proposed Walnut Creek Detention Basin. 

2.2.2 Proposed Birch Creek detention basin 

The Birch Creek watershed consists of approximately 15 square miles within both Waller and 
Grimes Counties before flowing into Walnut Creek just downstream of FM 1488. The detention 
basin will impound floodwaters on Birch Creek by constructing a dam located 1.2 miles 
upstream of FM 1488. The maximum area inundated by the detention basin from the SJRWMDP 
was proposed to be approximately 1,060 acres and benefited over 9,000 structures. Most of the 
land within the basin footprint is undeveloped or rural lots. Residential development has begun 
construction in portions of the study area. A location map for the proposed detention basin is 
included in Figure 2-7.  
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3 Project coordination and outreach 
Coordination occurred throughout the project to engage the project stakeholders as well as 
receive feedback from both impacted and benefited residents. These took place in the form of 
workshops, project coordination, and public meetings.  

3.1 Project coordination meetings 

Around 15 coordination meetings occurred with the primary project partners to discuss project 
status and provide/gather input on the goals and product of the study. Several project workshops 
were held that included discussion of the updates to the hydrologic and hydraulic analysis, dam 
design recommendations, and potential project hurdles such as coordination with large 
landowners within the proposed basin footprint.  

3.2 Website 
Coordination with the public was performed throughout the feasibility study through an active 
website describing the project scope, status, and schedule as well as public meetings held during 
different phases of the project.  
The project website (springcreekstudy.com) keeps the public informed of the overall project 
scope, the project schedule, initial and final findings, and study recommendations. It also 
provided an avenue for the public to provide input on the study and submit questions or 
comments. The website was updated as changes to the schedule and project status occurred. The 
draft report for the project was provided to the public for review on May 16, 2025 and public 
comments were accepted through June 16, 2025 and were considered for incorporation within 
the report.  
Formal public comments received during the study period, as well as general discussion topics at 
public meetings, were focused on impacts to local roadways, impacts to private property, project 
timelines, and future development in Grimes County. Comments also mentioned the importance 
of future conveyance projects along the creek. Formal public comments and general discussion 
items are included in Appendix E.  Public comments and concerns received during this phase of 
the project should be considered in future design efforts to mitigate impacts to private property, 
development, and transportation to the greatest extent possible, and should ensure no adverse 
drainage impacts to surrounding properties.  The future project sponsor should coordinate with 
owners of planned and constructed developments to develop solutions allowing the project and 
development to coexist, if possible.  Future design phases should also strive to minimize the 
extent of land acquisition required to construct the project.   
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3.5 Study quality control 
Quality control was conducted throughout the entirety of the project including all analysis and 
reporting. The process, based on Halff standard practices, included milestone peer reviews at 
major deliverables by staff not directly involved in the project. Comments at these checkpoints 
were tracked and verified that comments were responded to and addressed appropriately. An 
example of the quality control forms used throughout the project is shown in Exhibit 2. 
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4 Conceptual design 
The basin configurations as proposed in the master planning effort were adjusted to account for 
potential soil conditions, iterations of the spillway and outlet structure, alignment of the 
embankment, and potential configuration of the embankment section. These considerations 
provided additional detail for a revised cost estimate and included conceptual schematics of the 
proposed dams. The full conceptual design analysis is included as Appendix B. 

4.1 Alignment options 
Dam alignments for the proposed dams were evaluated and optimized considering (1) the 
amount of soil borrow/fill required, (2) impacts to detention basin maximum storage, and (3) 
environmental permitting implications. The recommended alignments minimize the stream 
impacts outside the project site, tie into the surrounding topography, and maintain downstream 
flood benefits. The Walnut and Birch Creek alignment options are shown in Figure 4-1. 
Alternative 2 alignment was recommended for Walnut Creek as this alignment minimized the 
environmental stream impacts while maintaining the upstream volume. Alternative 3 for Birch 
Creek was recommended due to the reduction in fill material as well as the minimization of 
environmental stream impacts.  

 
Figure 4-1. Walnut Creek (left) and Birch Creek (right) Dam Alignment Options. 

4.2 Hazard classification and freeboard 
Based on the lidar data, the maximum capacities including all volume to the top of dam of the 
proposed Walnut and Birch Creek Dams are approximately 13,000 acre-feet and 9,000 acre-feet, 
respectively. This classifies the dams as intermediate sized dams per 30 Texas Administrative 
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5.4 Federal permitting 
Based on the pre application meeting discussion with USACE Galveston District staff, the 
project's scope and potential impacts to waters of the U.S. will require a CWA Section 404 
permit and an Environmental Assessment (EA). The EA is a National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) document that examines the purpose, need, and environmental outcomes of the project 
to determine whether a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is necessary. The EA will 
provide a comprehensive analysis of the proposed project, exploring various alternatives and 
their potential environmental impacts. This process ensures that all feasible mitigation measures 
are considered and that stakeholders are informed about the project's environmental footprint 
with the goal of balancing development needs and environmental stewardship.  
Approval of an EA would generally be expected to have an approximately 12 to 18-month 
timeline. Therefore, an EA might extend the typical timeline of a general Section 404 permit by 
up to 6 months. If a nationwide Section 404 permit is appropriate for the project, the EA might 
extend the federal permitting process at 6 to 12 months beyond what is typical. Both of these 
anticipated timelines are initiated at USACE receiving an administratively complete permit 
application that includes all necessary support documents. 
Considering that there are no plans to acquire additional water rights or perform basin 
excavation, coordination between USACE and Texas agencies (i.e., TCEQ, TPWD) will likely 
be the extent of state environmental permitting. 
Overall, the environmental due diligence process is designed to identify, assess, and mitigate 
potential environmental impacts of the project. This ensures compliance with regulatory 
requirements while protecting valuable natural resources. 



Spring Creek Watershed Flood Control Dams  
Conceptual Engineering Feasibility Study 

28 
 

6 Probable project cost 
The project cost analysis included developing Class 4 Opinion of Probable Construction Cost 
(OPCC) estimates for the detention basins, estimating land costs, screening utilities, and 
assuming relocation or demolition of infrastructure and buildings. The task also included 
estimating environmental mitigation costs, annual operations, maintenance, and financing costs 
over 30 years, plus an additional 20 years without financing. The full cost analysis is included as 
Appendix C. 

6.1 Construction cost 
The cost estimate totals for both the Walnut Creek and Birch Creek detention basins are 
summarized in Table 6-1 and Table 6-2 to include all labor, materials and equipment reflecting 
the current scope of work as defined by the received documents detailed in Basis of Estimate 
Section of the Cost Analysis Appendix. The estimates reflect the preliminary nature of the 
projects, and costs have been derived using a unit cost estimating approach. The cost estimates 
include a contingency markup based on unknown project site conditions. 
Table 6-1. Walnut Creek Construction Cost Estimate Summary (cost rounded). 

Description  Cost Estimate  

Mobilization $4,465,200 

Demolition and Temporary Measures $3,419,000 

Embankment $29,333,850 

Outlet $10,970,775 

Site Stabilization $12,091,130 

Construction Cost Subtotal $60,279,955 

Total Construction Cost1 $82,884,938 

 
Table 6-2. Birch Creek Construction Cost Estimate Summary (cost rounded). 

Description  Cost Estimate  

Mobilization $3,450,200 

Demolition and Temporary Measures $3,169,500 

Embankment $20,934,950 

Outlet $8,600,450 

Site Stabilization $10,422,100 

Construction Cost Subtotal $46,577,200 

Total Construction Cost1 $64,043,650 

1Includes 35% contingency and 2.5% for bond and insurance 
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6.2 Land cost 
The estimation of land costs for the proposed detention basins on Birch and Walnut Creek 
involves several key considerations, including land acquisition, purchase types, existing land use, 
roadway access, and future land use. These factors contribute to the overall costs, which have 
been evaluated to ensure accurate budgeting for the projects. 
For the Walnut Creek detention basin the land acquisition extends up to 1,370 acres, impacting 
72 tracts, some of the land may include relocating or retrofitting 880 acres of solar panels costing 
up to $50 million in addition to land purchases for additional land and relocation of the solar 
panels. For the Birch Creek detention basin the land acquisition extends up to 920 acres, 
impacting 19 tracts.  
Potential costs for each project will vary depending on individual negotiations with property 
owners and whether the acquisition will be in fee or as an easement. The range of potential land 
costs are summarized in Figure 6-1 below.  
Figure 6-1. Detention Basin Land Cost Summary. 

 

6.3 Utility  conflicts and relocations cost  

The site review confirmed no utility conflicts with the proposed project, based on the best 
available data, including the Texas Railroad Commission web viewer. Two large natural gas 
pipelines cross the site but do not conflict with the proposed alignments. Gas line relocation costs 
are not included in the construction cost estimate, but if needed, it would be about $3 million per 
mile per line. Minor overhead utility adjustments may be required at the construction entrance, 
with costs included in the mobilization estimate. No other utility conflicts were identified, 
though further coordination with utility providers may be needed during final design and 
construction. 

6.4 Environmental mitigation cost  

The Walnut Creek project involves constructing an approximately 3,373-foot-long dam with an 
approximately 12.0-acre footprint, using fill material from two nearby upland borrow pits. 
Additionally, it involves construction of approximately 6,160 feet of road improvements and an 
17.2-acre temporary construction area. Similarly, the Birch Creek project features an 
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Each project is assumed to be financed independently using a 30-year term loan at a fixed 
interest rate of 4.00%, which aligns with recent rates available to public entities (e.g., AA-rated 
municipal bonds). Level debt service is assumed, meaning the same payment is made each year, 
simplifying long-term financial planning. This structure assumes no refinancing, variable rates, 
or early payoff.  All cost figures are presented in 2025 dollars, with no inflation applied. The 
debt service amounts are calculated using a standard amortization formula, annual payments over 
the loan period. 
Table 6-4. Project Financing. 

 Walnut Creek Birch Creek 
Construction $193,071,637 $105,338,718  

Annual Maintenance $2,800,000 $2,100,000 
Debt Service Factor 0.05783 0.05783 
Annual Debt Service $11,165,000 $6,092,000 

30-Year Debt Service Total $334,950,000 $182,760,000 
50-Year Operations & Maintenance 

Total $140,000,000 $105,000,000 

50-Year Lifecycle Cost $474,950,000 $287,760,000 
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Table 7-2. Memorial Day (2016) WSE and Discharge Comparisons. 

 SH 249 FM2978 Kuykendahl I -45 

HCFCD Discharge 45,954 65,310 63,959 67,631 
Revised Discharge 46,839 63,941 62,511 66,918 

HCFCD WSEL 164.68 152.96 138.39 108.14 
Revised WSEL 164.12 152.37 138.61 108.61 

Observed WSEL 164.66 152.90 139.19 108.25 

 
The revised existing conditions model has similar results to the previous calibration as well as 
the observed conditions. These results showed that with the changes to the model, it remained 
calibrated and appropriate for the hydraulic analysis.  

7.4 Existing conditions results 

The models were simulated for the Atlas 14 50% ACE (Annual Chance Exceedance), 20% ACE  
10% ACE, 4% ACE, 2% ACE, 1% ACE, and 0.2% ACE, also known as the 2-year, 5-year, 10-
year, 25-year, 50-year, 100-year, and 500-year, events to determine discharges and water surface 
elevations throughout the watershed. Results were focused on the 10% ACE, 2% ACE, 1% ACE, 
and 0.2% ACE storm events since the FEMA benefit cost analysis can only consider four storm 
events.  Spring Creek serves as the major conveyance for the main northern tributaries from 
Waller and Montgomery Counties as well as the minor tributaries in Harris County. Being a 
mostly natural stream watershed, it can take three to four days for the creek to rise and fall 
following a large rain event. Peak flows for the 1% ACE event range between 16,000 cfs 
upstream of Threemile Creek to just over 70,000 cfs at the confluence with Cypress Creek. Point 
flows in the creek increase at the junction of each major tributary in-between. However, 
following the confluence of Mill Creek, the peak flows do not increase as drastically due to the 
timing of the large watershed. This confirms that upstream detention would be more effective 
than downstream detention in reducing overall flows in the creek. Figure 7-1 shows how the 
flows combine throughout the watershed and the 1% ACE peak discharges at key locations in the 
creek.  
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Figure 7-1. 1% ACE Discharges within Spring Creek. 

The FEMA effective model is the current standard in the Spring Creek watershed. Discharges for 
the 1% ACE event were compared between the effective model, HCFCD model, and the revised 
model developed for the purpose of this study. In general, the revised model discharges are 
higher than the effective due to the application of Atlas 14 rainfall in the watershed but match 
well with the HCFCD discharges.  
Table 7-3. 1% ACE (100-year) Existing Conditions Discharge Comparisons. 

 
On 

Walnut 
Creek 

Walnut 
Creek 

Confluen
ce 

SH 249 Kuykend
ahl Gosling I -45 

West 
Fork 

Confluen
ce 

Effective 
Discharge - 44,311 44,311 54,138 49,790 57,889 76,749 

HCFCD 
Discharge 23,646 53,004 49,458 60,143 56,818 63,757 70,074 

Revised 
Discharge 18,334 48,330 46,808 58,220 56,087 60,814 69,337 

 
Water surface elevations for the 1% ACE event were compared between the effective, HCFCD 
model and the revised model used for the study to identify major changes. In general, the revised 
model elevations are higher than the effective due to the application of Atlas 14 rainfall in the 
watershed. The increases in elevation show that the watershed has more potential for flood risk 
than that shown on current FEMA maps. 
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The facilities were also modeled with historical rainfall to assess potential benefits if they had 
been operational during events like Hurricane Harvey (2017), Memorial Day (2015), and Tax 
Day (2016). Table 7-9 show the potential benefited structures for the historical storm events.  

 
Table 7-9. Potential Structural Benefits for Historical Storms. 

 Birch  Walnut Birch + Walnut  

 Reduced1 Removed2 Reduced1 Removed2 Reduced1 Removed2 

Harvey 3,749 254 5,081 321 5,351 542 
Memorial 

Day 
1,230 160 1,234 233 1,237 359 

Tax Day 241 14 235 13 286 93 
         1 Structures that are still in the inundation area but the depth of flooding at the structure was reduced  
         2 Structures that would no longer flood 

In addition to the benefits shown in the tables above, the hydraulic analysis also showed that 
both detention basins produce no negative impacts to water surface elevations outside of the 
project footprint in accordance with the TWDB project criteria.  
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explored. The watershed also includes several different industrial and commercial developments 
that were significantly damaged in recent flood events and whose owners may be looking for 
opportunities to reduce flood risk in the area. 
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Fact Sheets

 



Walnut Creek Detention
https://springcreekstudy.com/ 

KEY TERMS
	�ƒ Probable Maximum 
Flood (PMF):  Largest 
possible flood at a given 
location

	�ƒ 100-Year Storm:  An 
event with a 1% chance of 
occurring any given year

Structures Anticipated to No Longer Flood
100-Year Storm

Structures Anticipated to No Longer Flood 
Hurricane Harvey

ESTIMATED COSTS
Design Cost............................................................................. $12M
Environmental Cost .............................................................. $2M
Construction Cost ................................................................ $83M
Land Cost .................................................................................$95M

TOTAL COSTS ........................................................ $193M
TOTAL BENEFITS ................................................. $202M

PROJECT BENEFIT-COST RATIO: 1.05

       	 Comparison Point  

	 Benefit Area  

    	 Spring Creek Watershed

Reduction in Flood Elevations After Project Construction

Comparison
Point Location 100-YR (ft)

1 On Walnut Creek -2.80

2 SH 249 -0.77

3 Kuykendahl -0.54

4 Gosling -0.50

5 I-45 -0.38

6 West Fork Confluences -0.22

Dam Footprint

Harris Co. 
Precinct 4: 1

ESTIMATED BENEFITS

ADDITIONAL BENEFITS

�ƒ Reduced flooding for 9,032 structures in 500- Year event 

�ƒ Removed 484 structures from flooding in 500- Year 

event

A proposed dry bottom dam facility 
located on Walnut Creek

Waller County Precinct 2

Harris County Precinct 3

Harris County Precinct 4

Montgomery County Precinct 2

Montgomery County Precinct 3

53 22

20

84

98

203

13

50

2
1
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	1 Executive summary
	1.1 Overview

	2 Introduction and background



