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Date: February 25, 2016 

Time: 8:30 am – 12:00 pm 

Location: Lake Estes Conference Room 

Contact: Eric Tracy, Larimer County Engineering Department 

 
Staff Present: Eric Tracy, Crystal Lesmeister 
 
Board Members Present: Greg Koch, Chris Carlson, Mike Oberlander, John Hunt 
 
Applicants Present: Peter Weiland, Charlie Larson 
 
Mr. Koch called the meeting to order at 8:36 
 
Introductions 
 
STROH PIT MAP REVISION 
 
Mr. Tracy gave a brief summary of the process and a summary of previous submittals. 
 
Mr. Weiland introduced the project and noted the areas where changes were made. 
 
Mr. Larson gave a technical summary. They used the Anderson CLOMR, used the old hydrology and the 
new hydrology recently done. Mr. Larson said they contacted Anderson Consulting for the new LOMR 
model and didn't receive it. Mr. Larson said he originally contacted Oakwood Homes.  
 
Mr. Larson noted the majority of the work was looking at the previous work with the updated flows. In 
general, the BFE went up about 2 feet for the 100-year. Surprisingly did not result in any major changes 
to the pipeline. Mainly just increased riprap sizing due to increased velocity. It would take about 2 
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hours for the hydrograph to fill the pond., so headcutting could be an issue. The solution was to take 
the berm and wrap it around.  
 
Mr. Weiland noted the operating life of the pit would be less than 5 years. After the reclamation, the 
normal pool would be higher and decrease the chance of headcutting. 
 
The board reviewed the surface elevations.  
 
Mr. Koch asked if the berm is there in perpetuity or will it be removed.  
 
Mr. Weiland noted they would prefer to leave it in place as a protection measure for the open pit. 
 
Mr. Hunt asked if the berm is in the floodfringe. Mr. Tracy noted the berm is in the effective 
floodfringe, but with the new LOMR model and floodway, the berm would be in the floodway. Mr. 
Tracy noted that a comment from staff would be to incorporate the LOMR model and thus the berm 
would be a floodway encroachment. 
 
Mr. Larson clarified the pond in the floodway is not the issue, it is the berm. The board agreed. 
 
Mr. Carlson noted that using the proposed flows, they do cause a rise. Cross section 29.1 102984  
 
Mr. Oberlander suggested removing the berm as part of the reclamation could help reduce the 
potential for erosion as the potential energy would not be as great coming down off an additional 5 
foot berm. 
 
Mr. Hunt noted the energy gradeline goes down, which suggests that actually rather than a net 
decrease in conveyance from a rise, there is a net increase in conveyance.  
 
Mr. Koch described the cross sections as he saw in the model.  
 
Mr. Hunt said he'd prefer a berm over a burried riprap scenario. It is hard to get a burried riprap right.  
 
Mr. Carlson noted that CDOT should have a substantial amount of rock available from the construction 
of Highway 34 in the Big Thompson Canyon. 
 
Mr. Oberlander noted he'd never seen a riprap calculation come in that low.  
 
Mr. Koch asked if there were any modifications to the cross sections in the CLOMR model. Comparing 
the models, it appears that significant changes were made. 
 
Mr. Larson said there was new survey, but couldn't verify if changes were made. 
 
Mr. Weiland noted the topo should be identical, but maybe it was the way it was processed.  
 
Mr. Oberlander noted that the water surface elevations converge downsteam, but they don't 
upstream. Referencing Table 2 and Table 3.  
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Mr. Hunt noted the risk to the pipeline remains after reclamation. This was witnessed at Namaqua 
after the 2013 flood.  
 
Mr. Carlson noted that any pond that wasn't protected by backwater was blown out in the flood.  
 
Mr. Hunt said the risk is a permanent risk unless you backfill the pond.  
 
Mr. Oberlander noted a rise is occurring on the property to the north.  
 
The board and applicant discussed potential alternatives for protection. 
 
Mr. Weiland asked if they could agree to a method of riprap sizing for the over topping condition.  
 
Mr. Hunt asked if operations would go to bedrock. 
 
Mr. Weiland said it would be roughly 20 feet below current grade. 
 
Mr. Hunt said they are very concerned due to the gas pipeline, but noted a potential for headcutting in 
the other pond as well.  
 
Mr. Weiland asked about having the berm as permanent protection. 
 
The board suggested the tips of the berm be fully protected and the berm be high enough to not 
overtop in the 500-year. The burden would be on the applicant to show that it would be geotechnically 
stable. 
 
Mr. Weiland noted the increased cost and feasibility of doing this protection. The board and applicant 
discussed moving the pond limits, extending the pond into the floodway with controlled spill 
structures, etc.  
 
The board and applicant discussed connecting the pond on the neighboring property to the west to the 
proposed western pond on the property to eliminate the potential for failure of the berm between the 
two ponds. This was not a desired option by the applicant. 
 
Mr. Carlson moved to table the Stroh Pit Map Revision for up to 120 days to allow the applicant to 
incorporate the Thompson River Ranch LOMR modeling that was reviewed by the Flood Review Board 
and determine permanent protection measures for the pipeline. 
 
Mr. Oberlander seconded the motion. Motion passed 4-0. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 10:34 am. 
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