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Mr. Koch called the meeting to order at 8:40 AM 
 
Introductions 
 
DAVID THOMPSON VARIANCE 
 
Mr. Tracy gave some background. Property address is 5420 W Highway 34. The property did sustain 
some damage in the 2013 flood. The Thompson's have elevated their residence even though it wasn't 
required. During that process, it was found that an addition was added to the detached garage without 
a permit. They are here to request a variance to allow the structure to remain. 
 
Mr. Thompson noted the engineering prints prepared by Van Horn Engineering show the garage is in 
the hydraulic shadow. The area in question was the least damaged during the flood. It appears the 
concrete was poured at the same time as the garage, but the shingles do not match. There is a date 
etched into the concrete of 1980.  
 
Mr. Tracy noted that even if the addition was put on before it was mapped in a floodway, they need to 
meet today's regulation since it was never permitted. Mr. Tracy noted that the residence and garage 
with exception of the addition are considered legal non-conforming with regards to floodplain 
regulations. 
 
Dr. Thornton moved to approve the David Thompson Variance. Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim seconded the 
motion. 
 
Mr. Koch noted the shadows shown on the plans are somewhat generous.  
 
The motion passed 6-0 
 
 
FLOOD REGULATION DISCUSSION  
 
Mr. Tracy gave general background on the process to date. During the last FRB meeting 
recommendations for criteria were made by Mr. Carlson and it was decided that the sample criteria 
would be presented to the Board of County Commissioners during a worksession for their approval to 
move forward. With permission to proceed from the Board of County Commissioners, the item is back 
to the Flood Review Board for final recommendations. 
 
Mr. Koch and Mr. Tracy discussed the general purpose of the meeting. 
 
Mr. Tracy presented "FEMA P-259, Engineering Principles and Practices of Retrofitting Floodprone 
Residential Structures, Third Edition (2012)" to the board for consideration in adoption of criteria. 
 
Mr. Hunt wanted clarification if these criteria would apply to non-flood damaged properties. 
 
Mr. Tracy noted that Larimer County has already adopted regulations related to non-flood damaged 
homes in the Floodway overlay zone and they are already allowed to rebuild.  
 

https://maps.google.com/?q=5420+W+Highway+34&entry=gmail&source=g


April 28, 2016 
Flood Review Board 
Page 3 
 

 

 

Mr. Hunt said he was not inclined to go back on the non-flood related damage regulation. 
 
Mr. Hunt noted he likes depth velocity product of 8. It's not overly restrictive and to allow anything 
other than that would be irresponsible. Mr. Hunt asked if access needs to meet the depth/velocity 
criteria. 
 
Mr. Tracy clarified that if these regulations move forward, the County will not be remapping 
depth/velocity zones at this time. In the event of a flood, available data could be used if it represents 
the existing situation, or new modeling/mapping can be done. That may need to be done by the 
property owner. These regulations would not apply to new structures. New structures will continue to 
be prohibited in the regulatory Floodway Overlay Zone. 
 
Mr. Hunt noted that in variances we allow a lot of latitude. The applicant has to have a registered 
engineer make the case. The engineer has to make the case in a way that satisfies them and the Flood 
Review Board. He suggested that prescriptive criteria be placed in the regulations describing how the 
depth/product number would be determined. There will be cases where a one dimensional model will 
not satisfy the requirement and a two dimensional model should be used. 
 
Dr. Thornton said prescribing how they do the analysis isn't right. The board should set criteria and how 
they get to it is up to them. 
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim noted that being too prescriptive would hamstring us and the homeowners 
 
Mr. Carlson noted that putting it into code locks the engineer into how they do the analysis. His 
position is to keep it more generic.  
 
Mr. Koch noted it would create a lot for the board to review in the event of a flood, but it's impossible 
to foresee every situation. It needs to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Mr. Koch asked the board their opinion on whether the criteria should be applicable for the non-flood 
damage situation. 
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim has concerns with the requirements not being consistent.  
 
Mr. Carlson and Dr Thornton don't want to go back on the non-flood related damage regulation. 
 
Dr. Thornton asked if there has been any dialog with the search and rescue group.  
 
The Emergency Manager was part of the discussion early on, but direct communication with the Search 
and Rescue has not been done. 
 
Mr. Carlson said the discussion in the last meeting was based on the studies and documentation that 
had been performed on the subject. 
 
Mr. Oberlander noted that Poudre Fire Authority doesn't like their trucks wet over the axles. Past the 
middle of the wheels starts to damage their equipment. He thinks a product number of 8 is ok from the 
building to the public road. 
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Mr. Oberlander asked what process this criteria would go through. 
 
Mr. Tracy suggested that any application for rebuilding a flood damaged structure and needing to meet 
this criteria should be reviewed and approved by the Flood Review Board.  
 
Dr. Thornton noted the purpose of this is safety. Instead of 8 being "go-no-go" make it be a trigger that 
makes the product corridor be an item that needs to have additional data prepared and be reviewed by 
the board if it exceeds the number. The item still goes to the Board, but additional data would not be 
needed specific to the product corridor. 
 
Mr. Hunt asked again about access. He doesn't know how PFA would get to people into some of those 
areas that need help. It is the emergency responders we are thinking about. Leads him to think the rule 
has to say something about access to property. 
 
Dr. Thornton said we don't have the emergency personnel at the table to make that decision. We will 
have the benefit of hindsite. When someone comes to the board with a request, we will know what 
happened and how they got there. Instead of prescribing criteria for access, look at it after the fact.  
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim agrees it would be difficult to include entire access, but believes we need to go 
beyond the footprint of the building with the requirements. 
 
Mr. Tracy noted some people live on the other side of the river and it would be impossible to meet the 
depth/product criteria across the channel. 
 
Mr. Koch tends to think we should be looking at access in some degree, but unsure on how we would 
regulate it. 
 
Mr. Carlson noted examples of rescues from the 2013 flood and said every case will be different. In the 
canyons, they were able to string cables accross the river and save people. Out of canyon, it was harder 
because of the width and you simply could not access people. 
 
Mr. Oberlander said the access is what it is unless you have major reconstruction efforts that are 
changing the situation. 
 
Mr. Hunt said he has been persuaded that we should not tie this up with prescriptive rules on access. 
However, he believes that access should still be considered. 
 
Mr. Hunt asked about the CWCB erosion hazard study. That study will be a very valuable resource.  Dr. 
Thornton noted that study could be used to make a case. 
 
The board discussed the additional freeboard criteria. 
 
The Flood Review Board shall review and approve or deny all applications for rebuilding a legal non-
conforming structure that has been substantially damaged by a flood event in the Floodway Overlay 
Zone based on the following criteria: 
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1) The regulatory flood protection elevation for rebuilding a substantially damaged structure in the 
regulatory Floodway shall be 24 inches. 
 
2) It shall be shown by a licensed professional engineer that the depth velocity product surrounding 
the structure is less than or equal to 8.  
 
3) It shall be shown by a licensed professional engineer that the structure is not at risk, or the risk will 
be mitigated for bank erosion and channel instability.  
 
4) The structure must meet other applicable sections of 4.2.2 and show no-rise. 
 
5) Engineering design shall consider guidance outlined in the latest edition of FEMA technical document 
"P-259 Engineering Principles and Practices for Retrofitting Flood Prone Residential Structures".  
 
6) Access to the residence through areas greater than a product corridor of 8 shall be evaluated. 
 
The board discussed adding a condition for an evacuation plan, but decided that it could be discussed 
on a site-by-site basis at the time of application. 
 
Mr. Koch opened the meeting for public comment: 
 
Mr. Tally noted his frustration with the status and progress of the process. He says he agrees with most 
everything the board has come up with. Mr. Tally noted it sounds more restrictive than what was 
discussed before. Now the way it's worded, it sounds like everyone has to have plans stamped by 
engineers and go to Flood Review Board before they can rebuild. Mr. Tally discussed the comparison 
with rebuilding after a fire and how flood properties are being held to a higher standard.  Mr. Tally 
requested that the Flood Review Board members attend the Commissioner Hearings.  
 
Mr. Tracy said the proposed code change will go to Planning Commission for a recommendation, then 
to the Board of County Commissioners for approval considering both the Flood Review Board and 
Planning Commission recommendations.  
 
Mr. Koch noted that these requirements are no stricter than before. It still required a design from a 
professional engineer. The only difference may be that now the recommendation is that it goes before 
the Flood Review Board for approval. If there is an extra burden, it would be time to come to the 
Board. 
 
 
Mr. Greenwell claims that FEMA design criteria manual is the code that must be complied to within all 
the jurisdictions he works in. He said it [the manual] complies with the "I-codes" and claimed that the 
county staff and board members have never seen them or read through them. He noted nobody was in 
the meeting from the building department. 
 
Mr. Tracy clarified that the building codes [Larimer County Amendments to the 2015 International 
Building Code and the 2015 International Building Code] refers to the Larimer County Overlay Zoning 
Regulations for floodplain regulations. 
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Mr. Greenwell insisted that the document [FEMA TB P-259] refers to the "I-codes". He asked "do we 
want more or less". The document delineates and dictates all the ways you can do things. We want to 
talk about access to the street, what about access to the house... we can go on and on and on. The 
question is, how involved does the board want to be in this regard. He suggested the Flood Review 
Board simply state that the property owner follow the book [FEMA TB P-259] and then let the building 
department decide from there.  
 
Dr. Thornton noted that if the engineer used the book [FEMA TB P-259], it would make the board's job 
easier and that is why they referenced to use it as a guideline. But for scour for instance, there are 
hundreds of ways to look at scour. Maybe the one equation the book references isn't appropriate in 
every situation. The book however creates a "checklist' to follow and will make the Boards job easier. 
 
Mr. Greenwell said everthing is covered in the manual. 
 
Mr. Tracy noted that access isn't covered, the 24 inch freeboard isn't covered, etc. 
 
Mr. Greenwell noted that if a community wants Federal Funding in the case of a disaster, they have to 
follow the "I-codes". The question is, do we want local regulations to be higher and supersede federal 
regulations. Building two feet above covers most of it already.  
 
Ms. Bakel said there have been two major floods that people have gone through. What happened to all 
the people in those floods. She suggested coming up with a questionnaire asking the citizens who were 
in the flood to state how they got out, was there erosion on the property, how much erosion was on 
the property, were you walking in the flood areas, how much do you weigh how tall are you, did you 
fall down? You could get an overall view of this mammoth problem we are facing. DId the police come 
down, did the fire trucks come, how fast did the water go down? If you knew the human factor, it could 
help the board be sure when someone is coming in for a variance. 
 
A citizen [didn't state name during comment, but was one listed as in attendance] asked if the 
regulation was going to state "variance" or if it was going to state that you "can rebuild".  
 
Mr. Hunt said if you can't meet the criteria, it will be a variance. If you can meet the criteria, the board 
will be reviewing the application from a technical perspective to make sure they concur with the 
results.  
 
Mr. Koch noted that bank erosion is a little more subjective than elevation and product corridor.  
 
Mr. Tally noted that this process [going to the Flood Review Board] would add two months onto 
someone getting back into their house.  
 
Dr. Thornton noted that now it is not allowed, so it would be a huge improvement. 
 
There was discussion about mitigation efforts prior to a flood event.  
 
Mr. Tracy noted that things could change during a flood event which would change the requirements 
for mitigation. 
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Mr. Greenwell again suggested that the property owners follow the book [FEMA TB P-259] and the "I-
codes" and let the building department handle it.  
 
Mr. Tracy noted that the building department staff are not the technical experts in flood regulation and 
they refer flood regulation to the Engineering Department.  
 
Mr. Hunt clarified that the role of the board is to review and concur with the results of the engineer's 
analysis.  
 
Mr. Tracy re-read the proposed language emphasizing that the approval is "based on the following 
criteria..." 
 
Mr. Tally said that is different than saying you "can rebuild" if you meet the criteria. 
 
Mr. Hunt moved to recommend approval of the proposed code change.  
 
Mr. Carlson seconded the motion.  
 
Mr. Tracy read the proposed wording for the proposed language one last time. 
 
The Flood Review Board shall review and approve or deny all applications for rebuilding a legal non-
conforming structure that has been substantially damaged by a flood event in the Floodway Overlay 
Zone based on the following criteria: 
 
1) The regulatory flood protection elevation for rebuilding a substantially damaged structure in the 
regulatory Floodway shall be 24 inches. 
 
2) It shall be shown by a Colorado licensed professional engineer that the depth velocity product 
surrounding the structure is less than or equal to 8.  
 
3) It shall be shown by a Colorado  licensed professional engineer that the structure is not at risk, or the 
risk can be mitigated for bank erosion and channel instability.  
 
4) The structure must meet other applicable sections of 4.2.2 and show no-rise. 
 
5) Engineering design shall consider guidance outlined in the latest edition of FEMA technical document 
"P-259 Engineering Principles and Practices for Retrofitting Flood Prone Residential Structures".  
 
6) Access to the residence through areas greater than a product corridor of 8 shall be evaluated. 
 
Mr. Tally asked if there was a way to get an approval before all the engineering and house design is 
complete.  
 
Mr. Tracy said if an applicant were to come in, he would list the criteria. He would suggest not spending 
money on full building plans before approval from the floodplain viewpoint. The board only needs to 
see the footprint and elevation requirements. If the house got taken out by erosion, you will need to 
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have an engineer look at it. Even if you didn't have erosion, you still would need to have an engineer 
look at it, but it would be more likely to meet the criteria.  
 
Motion passed 6-0.  
 
Dr. Thornton moved to approve the minutes of the March 2016 Flood Review Board Meeting. 
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim seconded the motion. Motion passed 6-0.  
 
The meeting adjourned at 10:50. 
 
 


