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Date: April 27, 2017 

Time: 8:30 am – 12:00 pm 

Location: Lake Estes Conference Room 

Contact: Eric Tracy, Larimer County Engineering Department 

 
Board Members Present:  
Greg Koch 
Chris Carlson 
Chris Thornton 
Mike Oberlander 
Elisabeth Ervin-Blankenheim 
John Hunt 
 
Staff Present: Eric Tracy 
 
Applicants Present:  
Adam Prior (City of Greeley) 
Andrew Earles (Wright Water Engineers) 
Diane Dunkin (XCEL Energy) 
Clint Brown (Engineering Analytics)  
Trevor Crane (Engineering Analytics) 
 
Public Present: Connor Earles  
 
Mr. Koch called the meeting to order at 8:32am 
 
Mr. Tracy gave a brief overview of the three projects and noted these are all three Floodplain Special 
Reviews and the Flood Review Board will be making a recommendation to the Board of County 
COmmissioners.  
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Introductions 
 
XCEL GAS PIPELINE - POUDRE @ BELLVUE - FLOODPLAIN SPECIAL REVIEW 
 
Mr. Earles gave a technical summary of the project. 
 
Mr. Koch opened for questions from the board. 
 
Ms. Blankenheim asked about the geotechnical information. Mr. Earles described the bedrock, but said 
it would be hard to  
 
Dr. Thornton noted a discrepancy between the report and goetech report describing it as a 2" vs 4" 
line. Ms. Dunkin confirmed it is a 4" line. 
 
Mr. Koch said figure 4 doesn't show the soil profile well and requested a cleaner copy for the file.  
 
Mr.  Carlson  moved to approve the XCEL Gas Pipeline - Poudre @ Bellvue Floodplain Specia l Review. 
Dr. Thornton seconded the motion. Motion Passed 6 to 0. 
 
XCEL GAS PIPELINE - BIG THOMPSON @ BOISE AVE - FLOODPLAIN SPECIAL REVIEW 
 
Mr. Earles said this one is a similar situation, but a little more techncial analysis. He submitted this 
project to Kevin Gingery in Loveland as well and he is ok with it.  
 
The bore pits are actually in the road, but out of the floodplain. There is potential the bore pits could be 
moved into the floodplain, but it would be a temporary impact.  
 
The minimum depth of the bore is 15' below the bottom of the channel. Right now the gas line runs 
under the bridge. The channel is a sandy, gravel bed. Mr. Earles described the method for calculating 
scour depth. He hasn't seen geotechnical borings on this project, but believes the pipe is deep enough. 
 
Mr. Hunt said there was a lot of contraction scour in 2013 and the channel bed moved. 
 
Mr. Carlson said a sanitary sewer was destroyed in this location in the flood, but it wasn't that deep. 
 
Mr. Hunt asked how deep the claystone shale is. Mr. Earles said he hasn't seen a geotechnical boring 
on this site. He noted the only area susceptible to scour is right below the bridge since the rest of it is 
below the road. With conservative assumptions, his scour calculation was not as deep as the line. 
 
Dr. Thornton asked Mr. Hunt how deep the contraction scour was during the flood. Mr. Hunt described 
the damage as he saw it.  
 
Mr. Tracy got the Boise Sanitary sewer report. The Board looked at the results of the sanitary sewer 
report for reference.  
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Mr. Oberlander suggested the pipeline goes as deep as possible since the county has been going with 
deep foundations. Or, go outside the limits of where caissons would be drilled.  
 
Mr. Hunt said the sanitary sewer report shows bedrock elevation at 4886. Mr. Koch suggested they 
look at the results from that report. Mr. Earles requested a copy of the Boise Ave Sanitary Sewer 
report. 
 
Mr. Carlson asked if they know the depth of the abutments. Mr. Earles said they can check on that. Mr. 
Carlson said it is old enough it may not have good plans.  
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim moved to table the XCEL Gas Pipeline - Boise Floodplain Special Review to 
consider scour for 90 days. Mr. Oberlander seconded the motion. Motion passed 6-0.  
 
NORTH FORK POUDRE BRIDGE @ GATEWAY PARK - FLOODPLAIN SPECIAL REVIEW 
 
Mr. Tracy gave a brief background. 
 
Mr. Brown described the changes to the bridges. The abutments will be placed on drilled caissons. They 
did a scour analysis to show scour and took the most conservative one. All indicated the base of the 
foundations will be deeper than the calculated scour. The hydraulic model shows a decrease in the 
flood elevation for both bridges.  
 
Mr. Carlson asked how the bridges performed during the flood.  
 
Mr. Prior said the bridge that is being replaced now wasn't damaged, but it needs to be replaced. The 
bridge that was replaced prior was damaged.  
 
Mr. Prior said the forest service wouldn't allow them to remove the center pier.  
 
Mr. Koch noted the hydraulic model is backwards. The whole model needs to be flipped. None of the 
results in the report are valid. 
 
Ms. Ervin-Blankenheim asked if they should use different scour equations.   
 
Mr. Hunt asked about what protection standards are applicable for this bridge. Mr. Tracy said as a 
public bridge, it would need to pass the 50-year flow and protection to the 100-year flow. Mr. Hunt 
asked about the no-rise standard and if a floodway analysis would need to be done. Mr. Tracy said if 
they show no-rise they wouldn't have to do a floodway analysis.  
 
Mr. Tracy described his preliminary 2-d look at this area and the split flows.  
 
There was board discussion about scour requirements.  
 
Mr. Oberlander said there should be some description in the plans for the riprap. The plans currently 
just say install riprap. There should be a spec for the riprap. 
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Mr. Koch moved to table the application for up to 120 days pending a revised hydraulic model, a 
reevalutation of the erosion counter measures, evaluation of scour around the bridges using bridge 
scour techniques, design plans showing how the erosion counter measures will be placed, a better 
geometric drawing of the new and old abutments and floodplain workmaps through the reach showing 
cross sections, bridge location, floodplain delineation, etc.  
 
Mr. Brown asked about bridge scour equations for this project. There was discussion about the scour 
equations.  
 
Dr. Thornton seconded the motion. Motion Passed 6 to 0 
 
Mr. Carlson provided some suggestions.... 
 
1) Revise the abutment seat elevation. Mr. Crane noted this has already been changed. 
2) take a look at the mannings n values again. 
3) the model is short. The downstream cross section is only about 200 feet downstream and normal 
flow has been set as the boundary condition, so it may not be able to balance by the time it meets the 
bridge 
4) Mr. Koch suggested using the option for computing critical depth for each cross section  
 
Mr. Koch moved to approve the minutes from the March 23, 2017 Flood Review Board meeting. Mr. 
Oberlander seconded the motion. Motion passed 3 to 0. With 3 abstentions (Hunt, Ervin-Blanenheim 
and Thornton) since they were not present at the March 23 meeting.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:35 am.  
 


