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Contact: Eric Tracy, Larimer County Engineering Department 

 
Staff Members Present 
Eric Tracy 
Mark Peterson 
Crystal Lesmeister 
 
Board Members Present 
Chris Carlson 
Elisabeth Irven-Blankenheim 
Mike Oberlander 
 
Other 
Greg Koch (Anderson Consulting Engineers), abstained from the flood review board 
 
Public Present 
Kathy Merritt 
Jony Suther 
Judy Reed 
Doug Bigge 
Ray Burnam 
Alan Kling 
Dave Hughes 
Brian Williams 
Gloria Williams 
Scott Tally 
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Collin Talbert 
 
Mr. Carlson called the meeting to order at 1:05pm 
 
Introductions 
 
Mr. Carlson described the meeting procedures. 
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim moved that the Larimer County Flood Review Board approve designating the 
official posting location for the notice of Board meetings will be the same as the official posting location 
for the Board of County Commissioners.  
 
Mr. Oberlander seconded the motion. Motion passed 3-0. 
 
FLOODWAY REGULATION/HIGH HAZARD  
 
Mr. Tracy described the background of the item and the numerous meetings in the past year regarding 
high hazard regulations. The desired outcome of today's meeting is to summarize the previous 
worksession and formulate a formal recommendation to the Board of County Commissioners. 
 
Ms. Lesmeister reviewed the two dimensional information obtained by CDOT for areas within the Big 
Thompson Canyon and a draft two dimensional model prepared by her for the Cotton Willows area.  
 
It was noted the model is meant to be a representation for discussion purposes and not detailed 
enough for regulation purposes. 
 
There was board discussion regarding the modeling results.  
 
Mr. Carlson opened the meeting for public comment. 
 
Mr. Tally I think the study in the canyon shows what we thought it would show... a very extreme area. 
That's exactly what we thought, versus what we can see in our neighborhood, the numbers show it. We 
are between 8-10 in between houses.  
 
Mr. Tally asked if the topo was taken before or after we added two feet of extra pavement on the 
streets.  
 
Mr. Tracy and Mr. Peterson questioned the statement. Mr. Tally said in the past two years, it has been 
paved and added two feet. Mr. Peterson again questioned two feet. Mr. Tally said, well maybe it was 
six inches... it was significant. Mr. Peterson clarified that they are talking about a chip seal.  
 
Mr. Tally asked if an emergency vehicle could now access the neighborhood with the presumed raised 
road pavement. This is a one time event that we are already in. The study shows there are risk areas, 
but we are not in a canyon. Don't go with anything under a 10 for a high hazard zone.  
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Ms. Suther stated that homes are selling on Shannon Drive, but to them wealth is not a big deal. In my 
situation, my home is a big part of my wealth, I'm in a different situation. Ms. Suther noted the 
velocities and product number near her home. We are not compared to Cedar Cove. I heard Tom 
Donnely say, "Can't we come in and help some of these people?" I would like to see that. There is no 
velocity,  just standing water, when the river was flooding, water went out northeast corner of 
detention pond. 
 
Ms. Williams asked that they be looked at as plains rather than canyon. Our river doesn't get as much 
water as the Thompson because of the shear canyons... it is very very different. There was so much 
destruction at Cedar Cove and again we did not lose any homes. I've lived there for 27 years and have 
never had water in my first floor.   
 
Mr. Bigge  owns 5 different properties in Cotton Willows. We've been there since 1974. In 1976 flood 
water went through our yard and flattens out. We need a culvert at the end of the pasture. We have a 
vacation home in Estes and I'm about neck deep in bureaucracy and county decisions.  
 
Mr. Tracy showed NOAA map clarifying that the Poudre River did not experience a 100-year flood in 
2013. If the storm had been 10-15 miles north, we would have seen much higher flows in the Poudre. 
There were substantially damaged structures in the plains on the Little Thompson.  
 
Mr. Carlson closed public comment. 
 
Mr. Oberlander asked Mr. Peterson if there has been discussion about doing product corridors for all 
the floodplains in the county.  
 
Mr. Peterson said there were preliminary discussions about that all along. Mr. Peterson described the 
current regulation and proposed wording that would allow you to rebuild if the risks can be 
mitigated.  In the event that damage occurs, the impacted party would potentially need to do studies 
to show they can mitigate impacts, be safe against erosion, and rebuilding in a way they can be below 
depth velocity product. 
 
Mr. Peterson says there may be money on a larger scale if the descruction is not a single property. If it 
is a single property the individual may need to do the studies themselves.  
 
Mr. Peterson noted that with the destruction on the Big Thompson, there were homes outside the 
floodway that were damaged and the property owner had to take the initiative to go out and get the 
studies needed to support rebuilding, or wait for the studies to be done by others.  
 
Mr. Oberlander said I like the idea, and I've also been thinking a lot about the Midwest floods after 
watching the news. The biggest, burliest guy, in broad daylight was sitting on the roof of his truck, 
stuck, and 17 rescuers were trying to save him.  If the Commissioners want a line, rather than have a 
product corridor, have it be depth in the floodway of 4 ft. That doesn't take more modeling, it is just 
comparing BFE's to existing ground. The difference in product corridors looking at low lying areas of the 
Poudre between two models is significant. I'm thinking mapping and regulating a product corridor 
would be challenging. My thought is I like the idea of allowing rebuilding with standards or prove that 
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your rebuilt structure can withstand the 100-year storm and that really takes FEMA out of the equation 
because there would be no additional modeling.  
 
Mr. Tracy noted they would still have to show no-rise in the regulatory Floodway. 
 
Mr. Peterson noted you could in theory have someone rebuild a home in a product of 70 with a depth 
less than 4 feet, so he advised against depth only.  
 
Mr. Peterson left the hearing to attend another meeting. 
 
Mr. Carlson said it could be a challenge when you go with only depth. If you are trying to use some type 
of hazard definition, if you just use depth it would get just as subjective as something else. Velocity is 
such an important factor. If we create additional regulatory maps, it will cost the county or property 
owners or developers money to change the maps anytime anything changes.  
 
Mr. Oberlander doesn't see it as a valuable tool. Maybe I'm focused on depth because the 
differentiator between canyon and plains is depth.   
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim notes we are shifting the cost from the County to homeowners and it could be 
a significant cost, but it could alleviate the current concerns.  
 
Mr. Tracy noted the cost would be on the property owners only if the flood happens.  
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim noted the climate is changing. We don't talk about it. Maybe we don't want to 
talk about it. Storm severity is changing, we can't regulate for that.  We almost do it retrospectively.  If 
the storm cell was over the Poudre, maybe it would be a different discussion. I look at things with a 
longer view in my training and background I like to bring a slightly different perspective. I'd like to 
interweave depth and velocity into the discussion. 
 
Mr. Tracy noted that staying outside a certain product corridor may be one of the criteria for 
rebuilding. 
 
Mr. Carlson said there is a value in knowing the depth velocity at the time the substantial damage 
occurs. I do like that part of Mark's suggestion. Technically that would be a burden on the property 
owner at that time, just like its their burden to redesign and rebuild their home and meet all the other 
criteria. This would allow a common sense approach to does it make sense. This respects private 
property rights. The risk is real, so we don't want to deny the fact that risk is there. This would leave 
the decision to the property owner to decide if it is feasible to build. If somebody may want to rebuild 
but the product corridor is too high, you may have to call time out and say hazard is too great. You 
almost have to protect people from themselves at that point.  
 
Mr. Oberlander asked if they are making a recommendation for criteria at this point.  
 
Mr. Carlson made suggestions for criteria. He suggested that homes substantially damaged by a flood 
event could be allowed to rebuild under a number of stipulations. 
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1) The lowest floor is set even higher than the regulatory flood protection elevation.  It should be built 
6 inches higher than the flood protection elevation which would bring it to 24 inches. This provides an 
additional level of freeboard. The hydraulics are not perfect, the hydrology is not perfect. We cannot 
predict exactly what a flood will do. We have good science, but we can't predict certain floods. Mr. 
Tracy noted that would be 30 inches on the Poudre in the Fort Collins GMA. Mr. Carlson said he would 
be fine with 24 inches anywhere. 
 
2) It should be shown by a licensed engineer that the depth velocity product at the structure is less 
than 8. Everthing we've seen indicated that anything over a product number 8 is essentially unpassable 
even for equipped, trained individuals.  If you can't show that it is in a product corridor less than 8, you 
can't rebuild. 
 
3) Show that the structure is not at risk, or the risk can be mitigated for bank erosion or channel 
stability. We need to ensure protection from high velocities and bank erosion or stream stability. 
 
4) The structure must meet other applicable sections of 4.2.2 and show no-rise.  
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim clarified ALL conditions would have to be met.  
 
Mr. Oberlander asked how do you determine product corridor right at the house. In theory velocity is 
zero on the upstream wall of the structure.  
 
Mr. Carlson that is the beauty of a 2-D model.  You can see the velocity around entire structure. If one 
or none of these criteria work, we would still have a variance process which leaves the door open.  
 
Mr. Tracy said this would be much easier to administer than product corridor maps. He suggested we 
bring this to the BCC for their approval to move forward, then bring it back to the Flood Review Board 
for discussion regarding certain criteria.  
 
Mr. Oberlander asked if 4 foot depth would be applicable. Mr. Carlson suggested focusing on the 
product.  
 
Mr. Koch said this sets a good framework. Every case will be different. This is a good step towards 
where the problem really is. It all comes down to erosion protection.There shoudl be a limitation on 
depth velocity but a limitation on depth alone could be added too. They need to show they won't lose 
the structure again. Even if you are in the overbank area and the structure is on piers, how erosion 
resistant are they?  
 
Mr. Koch 
 
Mr. Oberlander Move that the FRB recommend to the County Commisisoners a revion to the current 
land use code floodplain regulations that would allow rebuilding a substatially damaged structure in 
the floodway unthe event of flood damage if risk can be mitigated. Criteria would be recommended for 
approval by County Staff to be reviewd and approved by the Flood Review Board and Board of County 
Comissioners.  
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Mr. Oberlander noted county built bridges in the floodway. They have to be designed to withstand a 
major flood, and so should any other structure.  
 
Mr. Carlson would like to see this move forward. Everybody is tired of waiting on this.  
 
Mr. Oberlander made a motion to present this to the County Commissioners for their approval to move 
forward.  
 
Mr. Carlson asked what the process would be. Mr. Tracy said this would go to a worksession with the 
BCC to get their approval to move forward, then bring it back to the Flood Review Board or to a joint 
meeting.  
 
Mr. Koch also suggested the erosion protection criteria would be fairly broad to ensure the structure is 
protected. You need to look at the system as a whole to show it is stable, and also erosion on the 
structure itself. 
 
Mr. Tracy read the revised motion.  
 
Mr. Oberlander moved that the FLood Review Board recommend to the County Commissioners a 
revision to the Larimer County Land Use Code section 4.2.2 that would allow rebuilding a substantially 
damaged structure in the Floodway Overlay Zone in the event of flood damage if risk can be mitigated. 
Criteria would be recommended by the Flood Review Board and adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners.  
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim seconded the motion. 
 
Motion passed 3-0. 
 
Mr. Tracy also noted that if we move in this direction, he doesn't see any conflict of interest with 
Anderson Consulting Engineers and would like to have Greg Koch be brought back in as a member of 
the Flood Review Board for further discussions. If there is any opposition from the public, we'd be 
happy to hear about it.  
 
Mr. Koch asked if any additional criteria should be presented to the BCC at this time. It was concluded 
that these items would be presented as examples of criteria and that more refined criteria would be 
presented at a later date.  
 
A clarification after the motion was that this would only apply in the event of flood, not with other 
damage. 
 
Mr. Carlson closed the meeting at 2:30pm 
 
 
 
 


