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Mr. Koch called the meeting to order at 8:15 a.m.   
 
Introductions were made. 
 
Boxelder Basin Regional Stormwater Authority Modification to a Condition of Approval 
 
Mr. Peterson introduced a request by the Boxelder Basin Regional Stormwater Authority (BBRSA) to 
modify a condition of approval of the Boxelder 6 CLOMR requiring an automated flood warning system 
be installed on County Road 52.  
 
Mr. Sampley, BBRSA Board of Directors President, spoke on behalf of the BBRSA. Mr. Sampley 
described what the BBRSA does and who is involved in this regional approach. He then spoke about the 
modification request. County Road 52 has approximately 3.3 feet of water going over the road. The 
planned improvement to put box culverts underneath the road will reduce overtopping to about 2.2 
feet which is a 25-yr storm event. The cost of flashing lights and warning system is around $33,000. The 
BBRSA Board questioned why it was required given the cost. As a result, the BBRSA requests that the 
Flood Review Board eliminated the condition that requires an automated flood warning system be 
installed on County Road 52 and replace  it with a condition that requires additional flooding and flood 
awareness signage instead. 
 
Mr. Koch asked if there would be an automated warning system on the reservoir. 
Mr. Sampely replied, no. But it could be added in the future. The question would be who would use it 
and who would maintain it. The BBRSA is maintaining things now but who would maintain it in the 
future if the BBRSA goes away. 
 
Mr. Koch asked the Flood Review Board for their thoughts. 
 
Mr. Oberlander explained that when the condition was made everyone, including the applicant’s 
engineer, thought the warning system would not be very expensive. Mr. Koch noted that cost was part 
ot the discussion but they were under the impression that the system would not cost very much. 
 
Mr. Oberlander remarked that knowing a 25-yr event goes under the road makes him feel better about 
it. Other roads in the area are not overtopped so there are ways to get around. Mr. Sampley stated that 
County Road 50 is dry. Flows are also reduced in that area on a number of roads. 
 
Mr. Oberlander thought signage would be good. 
 
Ms. Blankenheim would like to see monitoring on the reservoir. Mr. Sampley explained that there is 
monitoring on the outlets but it is not tied into an automated flood warning system.  
 
Mr. Carlson asked where are the Fort Collins and Wellington GMAs in relation to this. Mr. Sampely 
replied that it is within the Tinmath GMA.  
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Mr. Hunt suggested using the NOAA/FloodSmart standard signage. Mr. Sampely said the BBRSA would 
be okay with that. 
 
Mr. Carlson moved to recommend to change the previous condition of approval that required 
automated early warning devices to have just signage on County Road 52.  
 
Ms. Blankenheim seconded the motion. Motion passed 4-0. Two abstentions. 
 
Larimer County Amendment to 4.2.2 of the Larimer County Land Use Code 
 
Mr. Peterson introduced a request for input from the Flood Review Board on an amendment to 4.2.2 of 
the Larimer County Land Use Code to to allow substantially damaged structures in the floodway to be  
re-built if damaged by something other than a flood.  
 
Mr. Hunt asked for clarification. Revisions are to handle the issue in the interim and pilot study in 
future. Mr. Peterson explained that Option 3 allows rebuilding for something other than a flood. 
 
Mr. Koch mentioned that Environmental and Science Advisory Board had met and commented on the 
proposed amendment. Ms. Lesmeister passed out copies of the comments from the Environmental and 
Science Advisory Board. 
 
Mr. Thorton asked what would happen today if a structure is bulldozed. Mr. Peterson replied that there 
is a variance process. Mr. Koch noted that the code change will not change the fact that you can’t 
rebuild if damaged by a flood. Mr. Thorton responded that people should be able to rebuild if damaged 
by something other than a flood. Mr. Peterson also added that the loss of your house means you lose 
your non-conformity status. Mr. Hunt noted that something in the floodway may not mean that 
something is in a high hazard zone, which is why we are doing the pilot study. We don’t have that 
information about high hazards right now. He agreed with Mr. Thorton that the current standard is 
overly burdensome, unless we have identified something as particularly hazardous. 
 
Mr. Koch brought up the elevation component of the code amendment and the need to show no-rise. 
Mr. Oberlander thought that modeling wouldn’t be needed if utilizing the same footprint based on a 
discussion he had with Eric Tracy. An example of this would be piers or straight walls with 
mechanical/utilities elevated. 
 
Mr. Hunt asked for clarification on what the Board should be doing. Mr. Peterson replied that this is the 
Board’s opportunity to make a recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners similar to that 
made by the Environmental and Science Advisory Board. Mr. Koch noted that there is going to be a 
study there is no guarantee that the Board of County Commissioners will adopt either of a high hazard 
or erosion buffer zone. The code change could be permanent. Ms. Blankenheim commented that 
codifying before having the study information is difficult. The pilot study is small. Mr. Thorton did not 
believe the study will show much more than what we know now. It could also be pretty subjective. 
Rebuilding from something other than a flood would be okay but if it is a flood, that is something 
different. Mr. Hunt thought the pilot study would just the beginning. A study of entire county would 
take much longer. 
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Mr. Hunt asked if the Board has many of these types of variance requests and how do we usually 
handle them. Mr. Peterson said that in 18 years on the Board, I haven’t seen anything. It usually takes a 
really big event. Mr. Hunt presented a hypothetical example. If a variance like this came before us 
today, we would look specifically at where it is located and we would look at something to determine 
the hazard. We already have the prevue to do that (flood safety) without changing the code. However, 
it would be helpful to have some sort of trigger to give notice to future homeowners.  
 
Mr. Thorton noted that if we don’t change the code, we would see every case but we wouldn’t see all 
of them if we change the code. He didn’t know if he could hypothetically say “No, you can’t rebuild” 
but it might be nice to discuss it with the homeowner. Mr. Koch added that if the code is changed, it 
would not require Flood Review Board approval but the Floodplain Administrator would still see it. Mr. 
Peterson also added that if a structure looses its non-conformity status, it has to be elevated. 
 
Mr. Oberlander thought that the code change would be okay but after the pilot study is completed, the 
code should be re-looked at. Mr. Thorton could see both sides. The variance process would let us see 
them all. We would probably not deny a request if damaged by something other than flood but it 
would be good opportunity to educate. Mr. Carlson agreed with Mr. Thorton. Mr. Carlson likes the 
variance process but thought the code change probably wouldn’t change things much. If we haven’t 
seen a varianace like this in 18 years, this code change probably doesn’t have a whole lot of impact. The 
cost of elevating could also be a limiting factor. Ms. Blankenheim agreed as long as we revisit this after 
the pilot study is complete. Mr. Koch noted that revisiting the code would be up to Board of County 
Commissioners. 
 
Mr. Koch opened the floor for public comment. 
 
Ms. Gloria Williams stated that she lives in Cotton Willows. The variance process concerns her because 
it is based on a hypothetical. There is no guarantee what the Board’s opinion would be if the situation 
were to come up in the future. Her home was built in the floodplain and built to county standards at 
the time. In her opinion the variance is a maybe, it is not a guarantee. 
 
Mr. Scott Tally explained that the reason why the Board hasn’t heard of this issue before is because 
FEMA mapped their subdivision into the floodway in 2006. They didn’t know of the regulations. That 
wasn’t disclosed when he bought his house in 2008.  
 
Mr. Tally asked if there were any variance requests related to the Big Thompson flood. The Board 
replied that no requests had been made. Mr. Peterson added that no properties had been bought by 
the County. 
 
Mr. Tally commented that it is tough to sell your property because it could be substantially damaged in 
the future and you would be stuck with a huge mortgage. There are lots of financial decisions to 
consider. 
 
Mr. Hunt asked if Mr. Tally had issues with code change. Mr. Tally thought that this is step in the right 
direction. We know the risk of flood. Our goal would be to have a high hazard zone because we are not 
in a high hazard zone. 
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Mr. Ray Burmham shared photos of his property during the flood. His home was built in 1984. At the 
time it was built, we raised the elevation and that system worked. He thought the current code is an 
overstep. He believes we should get rid of the no rebuild but he understands it if it is a flood. 
 
Mr. Alan Kling explained how this issue came about. He listed his home and the potential buyer did his 
due diligence. The buyer’s concern was that he didn’t want to pay that kind of money if he couldn’t 
rebuild. The buyer was worried about fire. If home is damaged, we understand we would have to meet 
current codes but no rebuilding is a pretty harsh pill to swallow. The variance process is one more level 
of bureaucracy. Just let us live like every other citizen in the County. We are aware of our risks. Don’t 
take our rights away. 
 
Ms. Debbie Hayhow described how she is considering mitigating her house. We elevated our utilities. It 
cost a lot of money but I don’t know if we would have done that if we knew we couldn’t rebuild our 
house.  
 
Ms. Joni Suther explained how she can’t sell her home because banks don’t want to lend money. We 
can’t sell because we have to have cash offer. Mr. Kling thought that may not be the case. It might have 
something to do with the realtor. 
 
Ms. Suther stated that property value decline could also affect the 50% mark for substantial damage. 
We can’t represent our property like it was when we bought it. I feel that property taxes are inflated. 
There are ramifications and I don’t know if the code changes are enough. 
 
Ms. Judy Reed said that buyers and lenders are understanding things better and the lender would not 
loan on her property now. I don’t see how lose of life is an issue for this area. Buyers, agents, lenders 
need to know the issues with this zone. No appraisals noted this. We are limbo now and I agree with 
Joni. No one wants to take responsibility for not knowing. 
 
Mr. Tally noted that there was guidance from the someone in the County explaining how you could 
rebuild two years ago, so even people at the County didn’t know of this regulation. 
 
Mr. Dave Hughes stated that although the code was on the books, this was all new to us. 
 
Mr. Hunt asked Mr. Carlson to explain how the percent of damage calculated. Mr. Carlson explained 
that the substantial damage estimate is tied to market value of the home. Market value does have an 
impact but we don’t have any control over that. Mr. Oberlander asked how the County calculated it 
after the 2013 Flood. Mr. Peterson explained that the County went through them with FEMA and used 
the Assessor’s valuation. All property owners were notified and could provide additional information 
for a different valuation and cost estimate. 
 
Mr. Hunt noted that from the public comment the sentiment seemed to be that changes to the code 
would be beneficial and would remove uncertainty for rebuilding if damaged by something other than 
a flood. Mr. Thorton added that he agreed with the comment that Board members may rule differently 
in the future. Mr. Carslon agreed with comments that uncertainty is a big struggle. Code change would 
not change risk and he would be in favor of the code change. Mr. Koch said that he understood the 
sentiments, but flood risk is still much higher than risk of other causes. This doesn’t really reduce risk. 
Mr. Throton suggested that it doesn’t change risk but changes perceptions. 
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Mr. Koch summarized that if this is passed, and people are allowed to rebuild for other reasons and 
then the Board of County Commissioners adopts a high hazard zone, we will be back to changing the 
code again to restrict building. As an example, the City of Boulder has a Product 4. Their product high 
hazard zone doesn’t just apply in the Canyon. That hazard zone could apply to lots of places in the 
County. Mr. Carlson agreed. The high hazard zone may help some but may hurt others. 
 
Ms. Suther commented that there were things that were overlooked when the development went in 
and wondered how that ties into the high hazard study. Road should have been left open for flow 
conveyance. Mr. Peterson replied that road side borrow ditches were taken out by property owners. 
Ms. Williams stated that the swale was less when the roads were redone. Mr. Peterson answered that 
he did not know what exactly what happened but that we needed to get back on topic. Mr. Koch 
explained that the study won’t speak to what happened on private properties. The ground we have is 
the ground that we have.  
 
Mr. Hunt brought the Board’s attention to heading three about Zone As. In Zone A, they would have 
the additional cost of determining the floodway. Mr. Koch noted that they would have that additional 
cost anyway. Mr. Hunt acknowledged that the revision doesn’t increase the burden but it is a major 
cost. Mr. Koch asked if rebuilding with the same footprint would require analysis. Mr. Peterson replied, 
No, if rebuilding in the same footprint, it would not need the analysis.  
 
Mr. Hunt suggested changing the code language related to Zone As and substantial damage. A 
discussion on the wording for that section of the code followed. 
 
Mr. Tally asked if there is going to be any notification to Zone A property owners about rewording the 
code change language. Mr. Peterson replied that the wording recommended by the Board would not 
result in a substantial code change for Zone A, it just adds clarity to the code. 
 
Mr. Hunt moved to recommend approval to the Board of County Commissioners the recommended 
changes to the code with one exception; modifications will be made to Section 3 as recorded by Staff. 
 
Mr. Thorton seconded the motion. Motion passed 6-0. 
 
Mr. Koch suggested taking a meeting break. 
 
Mr. Koch called the meeting back to order at 10:20 a.m. 
 
Larimer County Pilot Study Hazard Criteria Recommendations 
 
Mr. Koch introduced the next agenda item, the pilot study. The County has asked Anderson Consulting 
Engineers to do the pilot study. They previously developed a mapping tool for a similar study for the 
City of Boulder. Mr. Koch added that he will abstain from voting. We would like to get input from the 
Board on the study and what hazard criteria should be used.  
 
Mr. Peterson gave a short presentation describing the purpose of the study and providing examples of 
commonly used risk criteria. 
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Mr. Thorton asked if the City of Boulder’s product based on 1-D or 2-D model. Mr. Peterson replied that 
it was 1-D because the benefits of 2-D didn’t outweigh the cost. Mr. Koch added that they ran a 2-D 
model on Boulder Creek and used that as check for the rest of the City. From regulatory standpoint, a 
2-D model is much more difficult to maintain. Mr. Hunt asked if the idea was to use this on an existing 
regulatory model. Mr. Koch said, Yes, that was correct.  
 
Mr. Oberlander asked if this mapping would go to FEMA. Mr. Koch replied, No, it would be a local 
regulatory tool. Mr. Peterson added that the floodway and floodplain are regulatory zones based on 
our overlay zones. We we would add an additional zone called a high hazard zone. 
 
Mr. Hunt was interested to hear that Mr. Koch had used the 2-D as a check. Mr. Hunt noted that as 2-D 
become more widely available, it will become almost easier to use than a 1-D model. Mr. Peterson 
reminded that Board that the County was looking for recommendations on the criteria that should be 
used for the study, not necessarily the modeling method. 
 
Mr. Thorton suggested the Board start by looking at the most comprehensive study. Mr. Oberlander 
said he had considered the product corridor for house floating downstream vs. a person floating 
downstream. From the standpoint of a risk zone, he would be in lower range. For a damage or property 
zone, he wouldn’t recommend building where a house floating would cause damage downstream. Mr. 
Hunt mentioned that he liked the idea of having a product because it is a defined number but 
wondered if there was really any logical connection between human safety. Fifty-three percent of flood 
fatalities are from people in their cars. From that perspective, houses are a secondary consideration 
compared to road safety. Mr. Hunt also liked what Mr. Oberlander said about a product that would 
move a structure. Two fatalities in the last flood were in an elevated house.  
 
Mr. Oberlander commented that where he sees us going with this is the rebuilding of structures. Mr. 
Koch  added that he thinks the issue is the people that go with the structures. Mr. Oberlander asked 
Mr. Koch if he could change the product. Mr. Koch replied, Yes, we are going to reprogram it. 
 
Mr. Peterson pointed out that the focus should be on where structures can be rebuilt. If you have 
conditions that are hazardous to people, then you wouldn’t want to build there. Mr. Carlson suggested 
that the City of Boulder might be thinking, we don’t want homes where people may be at risk with their 
criteria. Ms. Blankenheim suggested that from looking at the parameters, keeping it more as a depth x 
velocity criteria may be better because it is easier to explain.  
 
Mr. Hunt asked Mr. Carlson, when you evacuated to whole 100-yr floodplain during the 2013 Flood, did 
you get everyone evacuated that you wanted to before the flood came? Mr. Carlson replied, No. In 
some areas it worked well but not everywhere. Even with plenty of notice with a slow moving storm, 
some people didn’t get warning because the power went out. I would say the results were mixed. Mr. 
Hunt added that people often change their mind about evacuating when it is too late.  
 
Mr. Hunt remarked that he agreed with Mr. Thorton that we should see what the results are and then 
develop criteria. Mr. Peterson pointed out that there is a cost limit and he was hoping for technical/risk 
criteria rather than something where we might be looking at the impacts to individual. What we are 
after is a high hazard criteria looking at the floodplain/floodway regulation aspect. Mr. Thorton agreed 
but thought it would be difficult pick an arbitrary number. He would like to see the range. 
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Mr. Koch explained how the modeling process and reiterated that Mr. Peterson is asking, based on 
what we know, is there a threshold that we should be considering. A 2-D model would require 
additional data. Mr. Thorton asked if the product could be changed. Mr. Koch replied, Yes, we can 
change the criteria but it might come with time and cost constraints. 
 
Mr. Hunt stated that he thought they would all agree that the Australia study has the best available 
data. But then based on his opinion, he would suggest the moderate hazard zone. Ms. Blankenheim 
pointed out that this study doesn’t take everything into account. Shouldn’t we be a little more 
conservative? Mr. Koch pointed out that FEMA has rendered an opinion on this as well. 
 
Mr. Thorton said he agreed with Mr. Hunt the range should be 8 to 12. Mr. Koch pointed out that when 
we get above a 6, it is a hazard. Mr. Carlson added that he would chose 6, if he only got to pick one. But 
he thought there would be great value in choosing a range. It will get asked. Mr. Oberlander agreed 
with the product 6. If you’re in there you have a chance, but it doesn’t train people when is it time to 
go. Mr. Koch wondered if we do a range, then are we making a technical decision or a political decision 
based on who it affects? His feeling was that we should be making a recommendation based on what 
we consider dangerous. Mr. Thorton said he would argue for an 8. Mr. Peterson pointed out that 8 was 
for trained responders, not the general public. 
 
Mr. Koch opened the floor to public comment 
 
Mr. Tally noted that protecting houses from floating downstream is different than evacuating people. 
We are still working with the higher State of Colorado standards. There are life safety issues with other 
hazards such as fire. This would only be for one event. I think it should be based more on what it takes 
to float a house. 
 
Ms. Reed commented on the issue of life safety. She has worked with emergency response (911 call 
center) and thinks warnings are good. Warnings are getting better and there was adequate time to 
evacuate in the last flood.  
 
The Board continued to weigh the pros and cons of the different products. Mr. Peterson reminded the 
Board that pilot study reaches are only on the Poudre River. The County had looked at Boxelder and 
the Little Thompson River but there was too much going on in those reaches to do an adequate study. 
This leaves us with a very small subset. The Board of County Commissioners wanted this to be looked at 
fairly quickly. 
 
Mr. Thorton recommended 0.6, 0.8, and 1.2. Mr. Koch thought 12 was way too high. Mr. Thorton 
suggested 6, 8, and 10. Mr. Peterson asked if there would be a maximum depth. Mr. Hunt agreed with 
Mr. Thorton. If we pick three, use 6, 8, and 10. If we pick one, go with 8. Ms. Blankenheim added that 
she would be on the more conservative side. We do not want a bracket we can’t defend. She wanted to 
see more data. We are a technical board. 
 
Mr. Peterson asked if there were concerns about the methodology. He did not want to go down a path 
the Board was not comfortable with. Ms. Blankenheim suggesting doing a working session. Mr. Thorton 
noted that a 2-D model would be preferable but probably not possible for the pilot. Mr. Peterson 
added that his understanding was that this would be applied throughout the county, we probably 
won’t be able to do 2-D modeling throughout the County. Mr. Hunt noted that if we shrank the study 
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area maybe we could do to 2-D model. However, Mr. Koch has solid information why his approach 
works. HEC-RAS is typically not suitable for velocity distribution but the Boulder Creek analysis showed 
that it worked. Ms. Blankenheim suggested including some stretches of 2-D for verification of the 1-D 
model. Mr. Koch reminded the Board that the resources are somewhat limited based on the budget. 
The $75,000 is for both product and erosion criteria. Mr. Koch also noted that we may not want to have 
different hazard zones generated on different models.  
 
Mr. Thorton suggested putting the erosion criteria on hold. It is pretty subjective. Ms. Blankenheim and 
Mr. Hunt argued that erosion was more important. Mr. Koch explained that the erosion study would be 
based on mostly field recon, aerial photos, and some quantitative parameters. 
 
Mr. Thorton moved to recommend to the Board of County Commissioners that the pilot study move 
forward using existing models and evaluate velocity depth products of 6, 8, and 10 square feet per 
second and a 4 foot maximum depth limit. 
 
Mr. Oberlander seconded motion. Motion passed 4-0 with one abstention. 
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:56 a.m. 
 


