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PREFACE

FROM THE DIRECTOR

Historically, major disasters have occurred in Colorado,
and given Cclorado’s growth environment, it is highiy
likely they will continue to occur in the future with
greater frequency.

This report provides a record of one such major disaster.
It describes what occurred and how government responded.
It identifies those innovative actions that evolved, such
as the use of computers, and the integration of
mitigation into the disaster recovery process. It further
" identifies lessons learned and provides recommendations
as a road map for future disaster recovery programs. It
is the first report of its kind in Colorado, and as such,
provides a model for future such reports.

I offer it to you for your professional understanding of
major disasters, their impacts and the disaster recovery
activities that follow in their wake.

tate Coordinating Officer
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Reflections
of the
Covernor’ s aAauthorized
Representative

Having worked on three different Presidential Major Disasters (1976
Big Thompson, 1982 Lawn Lake, and this one) it has been interesting
to note the changes that have taken place in the disaster public
assistance program over the years. The increasing use of computers,
development of standardized scopes of work, unit pricing and the
increase in applicant liaison are all items that have led to a
more effective program, even in light of the growing complexity of
program issues that face us today. The current federal philosophy
of giving more program responsibility to the states, even though
it may encounter some rough spots during the transition period,
will in the long run prove to be beneficial to the program.

The increased emphasis on hazard mitigation and its refinement
should help to significantly lower future disaster costs. The
program is a long way from being perfect but significant
improvements have been made and more are to come. Future emphasis
should lie in shortening the recovery period, and being more cost
efficient in the process. There is always the tendency, especially
with the availability of more data, to want to micro manage even
when it is cost ineffective and inefficient to do so. This must be
avoided so that the intent of the program, to provide supplemental
disaster assistance to the state and local governments, and
selected private nonprofit entities in time of crisis, can be
achieved in a timely, efficient, and cost effective way.

The report you are about to read provides, in summary fashion, an
accurate overview of Colorado’s Presidential Major Disaster and the
recovery process associated with it. In reading through it you will
get a feel for the complexity of the disaster recovery process and
the issues that arise which must be addressed.

For the first time, in this disaster, the state became deeply
involved in the recovery process providing continucus applicant
liaison, technical advice and assistance, and in general operating
the program on a day-to-day basis. The result was a highly
beneficial, and from most perceptions, a successful disaster
recovery program.
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Reflections
(Continued)

Even though there are acknowledgements in another section of this
report, special recognition should be given to the state temporary
hire disaster recovery staff without whom the disaster recovery
program may have been a disaster in and of itself. Members of this
staff included:

Deputy Governor’s Authorized Representative.......Bill Martin
Public Assistance Officer ......¢cccecteeeecscecs....RObert Kistner
Public Assistance Officer .....c.v2cveseses0......RObert Wold
Secretary/Administrative Assistant ...............Nora Rimando
Secretary/Administrative Assistant ...............Amalia Johnson

Bob Kistner, the author of this report is especially deserving of
the credit for this product. His interest, professionalism, and
attention to detail in researching and compiling the material for
this report goes far beyond that normally expected in a contractual
arrangement thus resulting in what I believe, and what you will
find to be, an excellent example of what an after—action report
should be.

Lecnard A. Boulas
Governor’s Authorized Representative
FEMA~-719-DR
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the Spring of 1984, severe and extensive snowmelt runoff over
a short duration caused widespread flood and landslide damage on
the Western Slope, impacting population areas, causing damages to
roads and bridges, agricultural 1lands, and public facilities.
Damages from the flooding totaled over $29 million. On July 27,
1984, President Ronald Reagan issued a major disaster declaration
for Colorado.

During the preceding year, heavy winter snowpack and rain along the
Western Slope caused flooding and contributed to the subsequent
year’s major events. During early May, temperatures in the 80’s and
90’s caused rapid snowmelt resulting in flooding along major
Western Slope streams. By July 4th, all flood warnings and watches
were withdrawn as weather conditions indicated a cooling trend
slowing stream flows.

Ten counties and the state of Colorado were included in the initial
Presidential Major Disaster Declaration. Five additional counties
were added later following additional justification for their
eligibility. This declaration covered sixty six separate political
subdivisions (cities, towns, counties, and special districts) and
four state ‘agencies. Federal-State inspectors completed 606
individual damage survey reports throughout the disaster area.

Each of the fifteen counties included in the disaster declaration
presents a unique story in both disaster events and recovery
activities. Each of these is reviewed individually to detail

the types of impacts in each location, the recovery activities
completed and in progress, and the hazard mitigation planning
instigated during the 1984 disaster. With few exceptions, the
recovery effort has been effective at all levels and hazard
mitigation planning has become instrumental in local and state
government recovery activities.

The total cost of the 1984 Western Slope Disaster will not be fully
realized for a long time. Indirect and direct costs are currently
estimated at $29 million for floods and landslides. The federal
government expended over $9 million compared to $2 million of state
dollars, a four to one ratio. Local governments spent over $3.5
million in their recovery efforts, with private dollar damage
estimates at $14.5 million.




EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(Continued)

During the recovery phase of the disaster, several communities
implemented creative hazard mitigation measures. Experts, public
officials, and laymen alike worked long and hard to analyze the
existing problems, create solutions, and devise implementation

strategies.

As a product of this report, sixteen recommendations have been
identified to improve federal and state response and recovery
activities. Actions on many of the recommendations are now
underway. The Colorado Division of Disaster Emergency Services
(DODES) will pursue implementation of all of the various
recommendations.
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CHAPTER 1 — INTRODUCTION

PURPOSE

This after-action report
provides an assessment of the
1984 Western Slope flood,
investigates the severity of
the impacts, reviews actions
taken by the various
jurisdictions and agencies, and
identifies the lessons learned
for use in administering future
disaster recovery programs.

The contents of this report can
be used as the basis for future
preparedness, response, and
recovery actions in similar
flood incidents.

SCOPE

This report addresses issues
relevant to the fifteen
counties impacted by the 1984
spring flooding. From a county-
by-county inventory of flood
impacts and specific recovery
efforts to a report on specific
mitigation measures undertaken,
this report will discuss the
major achievements of
Ceolorado’s 1984 recovery as
well as the ongoing mitigation
and recovery planning process.
The geographic area of the
report includes the counties of
Colorado’s Western Slope:
Delta, Dolores, Eagle,
Garfield, Gunnison, Hinsdale,
Mesa, Moffat, Montrose, Ouray,

Pitkin, Rio Blanco, Routt,
Saguache, and San Miguel. Also
included are the forty-nine
cities, towns, special
districts, electric co-op’s,
and four state agencies which
were applicants for federal
disaster public assistance (see
Figure 1. Page 2 Presidentially
Declared Counties).

BACKGROUND
DESCRIPTION

One of the most severe and
extensive snowmelts in the
history of Colorado occurred
during the spring of 1984.
Widespread flood and landslide
damage on the Western Slope
impacted populated areas
causing damages to roads and
bridges, agricultural lands,
and public facilities. Damages
from the flooding totaled over
$29 million dollars.

Although the presidential
disaster declaration was made
on July 27, 1984, important
conditions in the preceding
year contributed to the
subsequent year’s major events.
Puring 1983, Theavy winter
snowpack and rain caused
flooding throughout the Western
Slope.
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Figure 1. Presidential Declared Counties

Soil moisture remained
abnormally high as the next
year’s snow accumulated. This
cumulative effect caused soils
along the river banks to lose
their consistency and begin to
deteriorate even before the
1984 runoff season reached its
peak.

Beginning in early January
1984, snow surveys indicated a
higher than average snowpack
depth at the higher elevations

throughout Colorado. Berthoud
Summit broke an old record set
in. 1957 by 5.1 inches of snow
water equivalent.Lower
elevation precipitation at
National Weather Service
Stations reported above average
April accumulations. The
central and northern portions
of the state received a large
increase in snowpack in May. An
increase of 22% during May
brought the statewide figure to
149% of average. The Arkansas



River Basin received  the
highest snowpack at 191% of
average. The Colorado River
Basin was well above average at
169% of average, followed
closely by the Gunnison River
Basin at 162%. Nearly 40% of
the snow course measurements
made in the Colorado and
Gunnison River drainages set
new records for May.

During early May, an abrupt
change in weather conditions
with temperatures in the 80’s
and 90’s caused rapid snowmelt
affecting many of the small
tributaries feeding into the
major vriver Dbasins. The
Uncompahgre River reached the
second highest flow on record
at 3500 c.f.s. In addition to
the Yampa, Colorado and
Uncompahgre Rivers, the
Gunnison was flowing near flood
stage with flood warnings
issued for the upper reaches of
the Gunnison.

Flooding in Delta County caused
the evacuation of five
families. At Ssilt, the
Colorado River threatened to
overtop the Water Treatment
Plant located on an island in
the river. Corps of Engineers,
Town crews, and volunteers
waged a valiant flood fight,
including the  use of a
helicopter, to save the
facility. The Town of Oak
Creek in Routt County lost all
four of its bridges, which
divided the town in two.

In Eagle County, the northern
road into Red Cliff was closed
due to a landslide. Landslides
in both east and west Vail
caused damage to several
condominiums and threatened
others. On the morning of May

Photo 1. Landslide at vail
Innundates Home.

26th, a Landslide east of Vail

-closed all four lanes of

Interstate 70 for
hours.

several

Continual high flows, at or
near flood stage at many
locations along the major river
basins of the state, continued
to take their toll of public
works facilities at or near the
streams and rivers towards the
end of May.

Flooding and landslides
throughout the state affected
dozens of communities.
Flooding occurred in  the
streets o©of several towns,
bridges were washed out, roads
were closed, water lines were
broken, water supplies were




contaminated, farm lands were
flooded, and several areas were
evacuated.

By June 4th, all flood warnings
and watches were withdrawn as
weather conditions indicated a
cocling trend slowing stream
flows. By mid-June, initial
damage assessments were
progressing and massive clean
up efforts were underway.

Both the public and private
sectors responded to the
emergency in the state. Local,
state, and federal government
entities worked closely with
private citizens, local
industries, and community
groups to mount an effective
response to each situation.
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CHAPTER

WESTERN

ST.OPE DAMAGE

IMPACTS AND DIRECT
RECOVERY ACTIONS

The magnitude of Colorado’s
disaster is well illustrated by
the overall financial impact to
the state. It is also apparent
in each effected county’s
story. This section details the
damage conditions that occurred
as extracted from information
in 606 Damage Survey Reports
(DSR’s}. It depicts the damage
and its causes. In nearly all
cases, damage was the direct
result of high stream flow
runocff or unanticipated
landslides. This county-by-
county inventory identifies
problens, damages, and
associated recovery and
mitigation activities.

DOLORES COUNTY

Landslides impacted county
roads within this rural county.
Along County Road 31, and one
mile south of the San Miguel
County 1line, a new slide
developed in the
"Disappointment Slide™ area.
County road crews spent many
man and equipment hours
removing slide
attempting to maintain
emergency use of the road. Over
1640 ft. of roadbed slumped out
above and below the road.

County officials consulted with
private, state and federal
geoclogists for recommendations
in stabilizing the slide. The
Federal Highway Engineer (FHWA)
reconmended road stabilization
at the present location,
however, private consultants

material

recommended relocating the
road. Further investigations
by engineers revealed no
practical way of rerouting the
roadway.

Sedd Bt

Photo 2. New Alignment of the
Disappointment Slide, Dolores
County.

The road was eventually re-
routed, to an area still
subject to movement, however,
the new site is considered to
be safer than the original
location which was used on an
emergency basis. The road is
now stabilized and traffic is
able to pass safely. County
officials expended over $75,000
in Federal, State, and local
funds in their efforts.



DELILS COUNTY

The Uncompahgre River, swollen
with snownelt floodwaters,
threatened railroad tracks, a
county reoad, and the developed
area near County Road G. Over
$33,000 was spent constructing
a levee to protect the sites.
Near Pacnia, and the confluence
of the North Fork of Gunnison
River and Le Roux Creek, Delta
County work crews and
volunteers placed rip-rap and
sandbags to protect adjacent
improved lands. At County Road
1700 bridge over the
Uncompahgre River, damage to
bridge piers and wingwalls
occurred from the force of the
floodwaters. At County Road
1600 bridge over the
Uncompahgre River, damage to
bridge abutments, wingwalls,
and piers occurred. Along
Smith Road near County Road
3850, a washout and slide
closed the road for extended
periods. The Black Bridge over
the North Fork of the Gunnison
suffered damage to both
wingwalls. Along County Road
3300 near State Highway 92, Le
Roux Creek, swollen with
floodwaters, washed out a large
culvert and portions of
roadway.

City of Delta - Over 6,000
sandbags were installed by city
crews and volunteers protecting
homes along Vine Street from
floodwaters of the Uncompahgre
River. The 5th Street Bridge
over the Uncompahgre River was
closed during the flood due to
a damaged abutment. The City’s
waste water lagoons adjacent to
the Uncompahgre River were
threatened, however, city crews

placed fill and rip-rap
successfully protecting the
facility.

A sewage intercepter line to
the sewage treatment plant was
destroyed. The new intercepter
line has been encased in
concrete and protected with
rip-rap at a cost of over
$135,000. Over 450 ft. of
twelve inch water line crossing
the Gunnison River was washed
away by floodwaters. The
replacement water 1line was
installed on the downstream
underside of the Fifth Street
Bridge to prevent future
damages.

Delta-Montrose Electric
Association - Landslides near
the Cimmaron Substation
inundated transmission poles,
laying the poles over,
disrupting service, and
creating a public safety
hazard.:- Over 9,000 ft. of 3
phase transmission 1line was
destroyed at this site.
Electric officials relocated
the new line and transmission
poles out of the landslide
area. Along the Gunnison River
numerous transmission poles
were undermined by the high
floodwaters of the river. Near
Delta, the main service
crossing the Gunnisocon River was
destroyed. In every case, the
replacement 1lines and poles
have been relocated to prevent
future damage from landslides
and flooding.

Hotchki Sanitation District
Floodwaters 1in the North Fork
of the Gunnison River eroded
the stream banks near the
District’s waste water
treatment plant. Over 300 ft.
of stream bank was destroyed




including 40 ft. of sewer out-
fall sewer drain. The Soil
Conservation Service provided
assistance in the construction
of emergency stream bank
protection under the scs
Emergency Watershed Program.
A new levee/stream bank
protection project now is in
place to protect the waste
water treatment plant against
future floodwaters.

Tri-County Water Conservation
District - A water line on

Delta County Road "B" bridge
over the Uncompahgre River near
the Town of Chipeta was
threatened by floodwaters.
Debris carried by floodwaters
collected against the water
line positioned on the upstreanm
side of the bridge. District
crews installed valves on both
sides of the crossing and
removed the line before damage
could occur. After the
floodwaters subsided, the
district installed the line on
the downstream side of the
bridge. FEMA paid for the
removal and installation of the
line at its original location,
however, District dollars paid
for the additional costs of
installation at the new
location.

Paonia - High flood flows along
the North Fork of the Gunnison
River caused a loss of erosion
control rip-rap at the location
of the Riverside Estates
subdivision. Two homes were
destroyed when bank ercsion
washed away their foundations
(see Photo 3). Over 10,000
cubic yards of material was
replaced along the banks. An
effort to relocate the
remaining homes failed due to
a lack of local support (see

Chapter 10 -
Section).

Mitigation

Photo 3. Riverside Estates
Paonia.

An eight inch water line under
the river near the Highway 187
bridge was washed away. The

replacement water 1line .was
relocated to the downstream
underside of the bridge to
protect it against future
damage . High flows aleng
Minnesota Creek destroyed
portions of a sewer line

causing a sewage discharge into
the creek. The damaged sewer
line was replaced and relocated
away from the stream to
minimize future damage. At the
Third Street Bridge in town,
over 230 ft. of six inch water
line under the river was washed
away. An emergency water line
was installed to maintain
service to the town. The
replacement water line was
installed on the underside
downstream side of the bridge
and insulated to protect
against future damage.
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County Road crews cleared a
landslide from High Street just
outside Red Cliff’s corporate

limits. Along Sgquaw Creek Road
near the Forest District,
landslides inundated the
roadway. Along the Gypsum

Creek Road to Lede Reservoir,
a landslide, timber and debris
closed the road for extended
periods. Along County Road
301, road crews installed rip-
rap protection where the
Colorado River undercut the
roadway. At Colorado River Road
(RD. 301) bridge, floodwaters
destroyed the socuthwest
approach to the bridge. Along
Frying Pan Road at Taylor
Creek, a large culvert was
plugged with debris. Road
crews attempted to clear the
culvert, however, the flow was
so0 great the 72 inch culvert
washed away with sections of
roadway.

Beaver Creek HEE;opglitan-
District - 2 landslide along

Elk Track Road inundated the
roadway and drainage system.
The slide also destroyed a
major portion of one new home.

' »
"

Floodwaters of the Eagle River
and Brush Creek impacted the
District’s recently constructed
waste water treatment plant and
lift station just downstream of
the Town of Eagle. District
crews and volunteers installed
over 350 cubic yards of rip-~rap
preventing possible loss of the
facility.

Minturn - High flood water in
the Eagle River impacted
several bridges within the town
limits. The Cemetery bridge

was nearly knocked from its
abutments, however town crews
installed cables and "dead men"
to anchor the bridge against
the flows. A debris flow
inundated the Town’s ball field

and nearly toppled a local
radio station transmission
tower. Over 3,000 sand bags
were placed at strategic

locations throughout the town
to protect buildings, roads and
residents from flood waters of
the Eagle River.

Red Cliff - Snowmelt and high

water in the Eagle River and
Turkey Creek impacted bridges
and the waste water treatment
plant. Town volunteers waged

a flood-fight effort to save
several buildings.

Photo 4. Landslide Closes High
Road into Red Cliff.

A landslide originating on a
north hillside above the Town
inundated one of the only
access roads into town, pushed
one home from its foundation,
and caused damage to two
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others. Following the landslide
clean-up, a Colorado Geological
Survey geologist noted unstable
landslide material on the
mountainside above town. A
landslide warning system was
installed to warn residents of
future flows (see Mitigation
Section).

Vail - Spring flooding and
landslides damaged buildings,
closed roads, and forced
evacuations within vail. Vvail
fire department and volunteers
waged a flood-fight effort to
direct floodwaters and debris
flows away from homes and
businesses. Some buildings were
damaged from mud that smashed
through windows on the uphill
sides of buildings, filling
ground floor units. Ten units
were flooded with mud and forty
units in the were
evacuated.

area

Photo 5. Landslide Along Bald
Mountain Road in vail.

Over 300 cubic vyards of
material was deposited on the
roads, culverts and ditches.
The town spent over $100,000 in

emergency protective measures,
including sandbagging and
hauling off materials from
debris flows along Snowberry
Drive, Booth Creek, Bald
Mountain Road and Vail Valley
Drive.

A large section of Snowberry
Drive rocadway above the town
slunmped out due to wet

conditions; the roadway was
relocated into more stable
material for emergency use.

FEMA reimbursement was limited
to restoring the rcad to its
original condition, however,
the town spent several thousand
dollars more in their
mitigation efforts.

vail Valley C olidated Water
District -~ 2 1landslide above
Booth Creek on the east side of
Vail inundated the District’s
water infiltration gallery.
The District installed new
lines and relocated Booth Creek
to minimize possible future
landslide damage. The slide
also caused minor damage to two
homes in the area.

asa Sanitati i i -
High water in the Roaring Fork

River threatened the waste
water treatment plant near
Basalt. The District, under

emergency flood~-fight
conditions, constructed over
250 ft. of levee to protect the
plant from flocod inundation.

GAREFIELD COUNTY

The Colorado River, swollen
with flood waters, breached the
north bank near the UNA Bridge
and threatened County Road 300.




Photo 6. Colorado River East
End of Glenwood Canyon Along US
6 and I-70, Floodwaters are One
Ft. Above Highway.

Over 1,500 cubic yards of rip-
rap and fill were required to
protect the embankment. At
County Road 113 and cCattile
Creek,. a seven ft. culvert
washed out destroying the road
crossing. A temporary bridge
was installed until new
culverts could be placed. A
bridge at County Road 343 over
West Divide Creek suffered
damage when the stream eroded
the embankment, wing wall, and
abutment. County Road and
Bridge Crews replaced the wing
wall, abutment, and re-set the
bridge.

Along County Road 324, a bridge
over West Divide Creek was
destroyed by raging floodwater.
Road and Bridge crews replaced
the bridge to new state bridge
standards at a cost of over
$39,000, only to discover the
bridge had not been surveyed by
the Jjoint federal-state-local
government damage estimation
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team in 1984. Garfield County
has requested reimbursement for
the bridge repairs in their
final claim.

The Rulison Road Bridge over
the Colorade River suffered
damage to the abutment and wing
wall due to high snowmelt flows
of the river. '

Glenwood Springs - A landslide
inundated the 1900 block of

Midland Avenue within the city.
The landslide deposited over
1,800 cubic yards of material
onto the roadway. Near the
KMTS radio tower a landslide
covered the road stopping all
traffic into the area for a
short period. The replacement
road was relocated to minimize
future impact from slides in
the area.

Holy Cross Electric Association
A landslide southwest of the
Aspen city limits destroyed
primary circuits and caused
temporary power outages in
Aspen. Electric crews re-routed
the electric lines to minimize
possible future damages. Two
overhead transmission Ilines
were lost when the Crystal
River near Aspen overtopped its
banks. These lines were also
relocated to prevent future
damage.

New Castle - High'water flows
along East ElKk Creek threatened

to destroy the Town’s raw water
line and control structure
upstream of town. Town crews
installed rip-rap protection at
both locations and were
successful in preventing
thousands of deollars in damage
to the facility.



ar e - Town crevs
constructed over 400 ft. of
five ft. high earth berm to
protect Cottonwood Park located
on the north bank o¢f the
Colorado River. The town used
over 600 sand bags in their
efforts to save the park. Only
a small portion of the park was
damaged due toc the flood-fight
efforts. High floodwaters along
Parachute Creek washed away two
small diversion dams upstream
of town and destroyed a four
inch water line within the
town. The diversion dams were
replaced with private and local
funding. The replacement water
line was flood protected by
encasing the line in concrete.
At the town’s water treatment
plant, high floodwaters of the
Colorado River washed away over
175 ft. of rip-rap and
threatened the plant.

Rifle - Within the town, a road
culvert was removed by town
crews during high flows when it
became plugged with debris. A
water main mounted on a bridge
over the Colorado River was
damaged by high flows.
Additional high flows along
Rifle Creek damaged the town’s
mountain park picnic tables,
parking areas and road systen.

8ilt - The Colorado River,
swollen with spring snownmelt,
threatened the town’s water
intake and treatment facility
located on Keithery Island.

Town crews and volunteers waged
a fierce flood-fight battle on
Keithery 1Island to prevent
floodwaters from overtopping
the island. When the
floodwaters supsided, it was
evident that the infiltration
galleries and water intake were

1l

Photo 7.
Sandbagging Efforts at the Silt
Water Plant on Keithery Island.

Volunteers Assist in

damaged. Town officials
requested assistance from FEMA
in relocating the facility to
a flood protected location at
a cost of over $1,000,000.
However, Public Law 93-288 only
allows for funding in repairing
the existing facility or a
Grant-in-Lieu for relocation.
FEMA reimbursed the Town for
flood fight costs, a new filter
at the plant, and funds for
repair of the plant totaling
over $100,000 (see Mitigation
Section).

GUNNISON COUNTY

Over forty eight Damage Survey

Reports (DSR’s) were written
within this rural county
totaling over $300,000.

Landslides and flooding along



county roads kept county road
crews busy during the spring
runoff. Major damage occurred
to County Road 32 bridge over
the Gunnison River when
floodwaters undercut a main
support bridge caisson
resulting in partial failure of
the structure. High floodwaters
in Ohio Creek caused total
failure of a bridge abutment at
County Road 727. Massive
landslides along County Road 21
at three sites plugged culverts
and washed away sections of the
roadbed. At County Road 749
bridge over the East River,
floodwaters destroyed portions
of the structure forcing
detours in the area. Landslides
along County Road 765 forced
closure of the Natiocnal Forest
access. Near the Kebler Mine
along County Road 737, road
slip-outs occurred closing
portions of the road for
extended periods. A railroad

flatcar was installed along

County Road 45 as a temporary
crossing for stranded cattle.
Along County Road 771, the
roadbed was washed out at six
locations.

= In the
northwest area of the City,
high floodwaters of the
Gunnison River threatened
reoads, public facilities, and
150 residences. City work crews
and volunteers constructed over
750 ft. of levee near Spencer
Street and successfully
protected the City from
floodwaters. The City’s actions
prevented thousands of dollars
in damage to public and private
investments. Five homes within
the Dos Rios Subdivision
located on Tomichi Trail were
inundated with floodwaters.
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Photo 8. Protect

Sandbags
Subdivision in Gunnison

City crews constructed a 120
ft. levee and successfully
prevented damage to additional
homes .and property.

Crested Butte - During early
May, floodwaters of Coal Creek
within the town limits
threatened public and private
facilities. Town crews and
volunteers waged a four day
flood-fight along the banks of
the creek sandbagging and
removing debris from bridge
openings. After floodwaters
subsided, work crews were faced
with the loss of over 376 ft.
of a rock flood wall that had
collapsed. The replacement
flood wall was constructed with
better materials and reinforced
to prevent future damage.

cunnison County Electric

Association - High flows along
Quartz Creek eroded the strean
bank destroying a utility pole
and service. Along Cebolla
Creek near Gunnison, an




underground utility line
carrying 25,000 volts was
exposed and destroyed. Utility
crews installed an overhead
line away from the creek to
mitigate possible future flood
damage. Floodwaters along Blue
Creek caused damage to an
underground conduit and cable.
Within the City of Gunnisoen,

Clark Stream exposed and
damaged portions of an
underground conduit.

Gunnison Health Care Center -~
High floodwaters in the
Gunnison River forced the
evacuation of the Gunnison
Health Care Center located

within the City of Gunnison. An
evacuation was ordered by the

Gunnison County Sheriff when.

floodwaters surrounded three
sides of the facility. Staff,
supplies, and egquipment were
moved to Western State College
until floodwaters subsided. The
building did not suffer flood
damage and was covered by a
Naticnal Flood Insurance
policy. Personnel and moving
funds were the only costs
associated with this
applicant’s claim.

- Spring
flooding of Armstrong and
Quartz Creeks caused problems
for town crews and volunteers
at numerous locations. At
Second Street emergency work
involved the installation of a
second culvert to increase the
capacity of Armstrong Creek.
The Fifth Street Bridge over
Quartz Creek was destroyed. A
new bridge was constructed to
accommodate 25-~year flood
design standards.
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HINSDATLRE COUTNTY

Within the Town of Lake City,
county crews placed over 800
ft. of levee along Wade Gulch
Creek when floodwaters
threatened businesses, hones,
and the local sewer systen.
Over 200 ft. of levee was
placed along the Gunnison River
within the +town limits to
protect businesses and homes
against floodwaters. High water
along Rock Creek on County Road
5 destroyed the south bridge
abutment. At Slumgullion Creek
and East Lake Road, a wooden
box culvert was washed away.

Lake City Area Water and
Sanitation District -

Henderson Creek, swollen with
spring snow melt floodwaters,
inundated and threatened to
destroy the District’s water
infiltration gallery. District
crews assisted by Hinsdale
County road crews successfully
protected the “facility with
rip-rap. The heavy runoff
inundated the waste water
treatment plant causing the
groundwater to rise within the
lagoons and pump pit. In the
eastern portion of town a six
inch water line was washed away
disrupting service to
residents. The District
replaced the service with a six
inch ductile iron pipe buried
deeper and protected with rip-
rap in the stream  bed.
Relocating the water line on
the bridge was not an option
due to the extreme cold winter

weather of this mountain
community.
MESA COUNTY

High flows along the Colorado
River, Buzzard and Plateau




Creeks inundated rcads,
bridges, and public facilities.
Along Buzzard Creek at the
Gunderson Bridge, one county
enployee lost his life when
swept from the bridge in a
county truck. The Brush Creek
road bridge over Bugzzard Creek
lost its wingwalls and
abutments forecing county crews
to place a temporary bridge at
this 1location. The Colorado

River eroded a levee system
near 32 1/4 road and destroyed
portions of an open space bike
path/levee near the Conhected
Lakes Park.

Photo 9. Floodwaters Near the
Grand Valley Rendering Plant in
Mesa County.

Landslides near Vega Lake
closed portions of the only
access road for emergency
vehicles for days.

c - - - L]

No,1 -~ High flows in the

Colorado River overtopped and
washed out over 200 ft. of
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flood control levee protecting
the District’s sewage treatment
plant. The levee was restored
to its pre-disaster condition
using rip-rap protection.

Clifton Sapitation No. 2 - High
flows of the Colorado River
alsc impacted the District’s

levee protecting the sewage
treatment plant. The levee was
constructed at a cost of

$165,000 after the flood of
1983 and before the incident
period of this disaster. Over
$17,000 was authorized by FEMA
for repair of the levee system.

Clifton Water District - The

Cclorado River threatened the
District’s water plant.
District officials contracted
with Elam Construction to
construct a rock and earth
levee to protect the plant.

Cellbran - Spring snowmelt and
resulting high water in Plateau
Creek washed away water and
sewer lines, damaged the town’s
rodeoc grounds, tennis courts,
threatened homes, and damaged
two bridges. Over 500 ft. of
sewer line was destroyed along
Plateau Creek. The replacement
sewer 1line was relocated to
protect against possible future
damage. The Buzzard Creek
Bridge was damaged when high
flows along the creek impacted
the bridge. Over 12,000 cubic
yards of debris was removed
from the rodeo grounds and
tennis courts, The rodeo
facility was reestablished in
its original location, however,
a levee was constructed
upstream to protect it. The
tennis courts were moved to
high ground above the town and
expanded. The town was able to
take a FEMA Grant-in-Lieu to




move and expand the tennis
facility. The contractor
involved in the rodeo ground
renovation defaulted during re-
construction, causing the
contractor’s bonding company to
complete the dJob with time
delays.

Debeque - The Colorado River
eroded over 900 ft. of rip-rap
protected levee protecting the
Town’s sewage lagoon. DeBeque’s
Town Park and lake located on
the south bank of the Colorado
River was overtopped by
floodwaters and deposited with
silt and debris. A Damage
Survey Report (DSR) was written
by the Corps of Engineers to
remove the debris and restore
the facility. Town officials
elected to take FEMA "flexible
funding" instead of restoring
the facility citing liability
insurance problems associated
with the lake.

Grand Junction - City Public
Works crews waged a flood fight
along the right bank of the
Colorado River when high flows
threatened public and private
improved  property. High
floodwaters of the <C{olorado
River switched channels near
the Broadway Bridge and scoured
the channel bottom destroying
eight and ten-inch sewer lines.
FEMA authorized mitigation
measures to relocate the lines
on the downstream side of the
Broadway bridge. Over $100,000
in FEMA, state and local funds
were spent at this location and
the new lines are protected
from future floodwaters. A 24
inch water main crossing the
Coloradoe River near 9th street
was destroyed. The original
water line was constructed in
1969 across the Colorado River.

15

The line was encased in

concrete under the river
channels, however, at Watson
Island the water line was not
encased. During 1984, the
Colorado River overtopped
Watson Island destroying a

major portion of the water line
and disrupting service to an
area south of the river. Over
$140,000 in FEMA, state and
local funds were expended in
replacing the water line and
encasing the entire length with
concrete.

¢rand vValley Rural Power

Lines - Flooding along Roan
Creek, Clear Creek, and the
Colorado River caused

distribution lines in various
locations to be washed away.
Grand Valley Electric relocated
many of the replacement lines
to prevent future damages.

s
District - Near the Town of
Mesa, Mesa Creek swollen with
spring snowmelt runoff, caused
erosion damage to a section of
the levee protecting the sewage
treatment lagoons. A section of
eight-inch drain pipe was also
destroyed. District officials
restored the dike and pipe to
their pre-disaster condition.

Ute Water Conservancy
District - In early May,
mountain snow courses above
Plateau Creek had stored
abnormally large accumulations
of snowpack. Early high
temperatures caused spring
flooding along Plateau Creek.

The District’s 24 and 48 inch
water mains located within
Plateau Canyon along Colorado
Highway 65, which provide water
to the Grand Junction area,




were in severe danger. The
District’s experience in 1983

with flooding and resulting
water main breaks prompted
officials to contract with

Parkerson Construction of Grand
Junction to construct dikes and
rip-rap protection of water
mains within the canyon

Photo 10. Levee Protecting Ute
Water Conservancy District’s
Water Line in Plateau Creek
Canyon.

Parkerson opened up a borrow
pit and ultimately used over
52,000 cubic yards of £fill and
5,000 cubic yards of rip~-rap
protecting the District’s
investment.

When the flooding was over, ten
sites along Plateau creek had
suffered damage including 200
ft. of 24 inch water main.
Along the Colorado River near
Rapid Creek and Interstate 70,
high floodwaters entered the
District’s pump station causing

damage to the pumps (see
Mitigation Section, Chapter 8
for more details). The

District expended over $850,000
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in district, state, and federal

funds in ©preventing flood
damages and restoring their
facilities.

MOFFAT COUNTY

Roads and bridges were
inundated by floed and
landslide incidents. Along
County Road 129, the Snake

River Bridge suffered the loss
of one of the abutments,
causing the temporary closure
of the road. At County Road 51
along Wilson Creek, the
embankment and rocadway slipped
out in five locations due to
landslide action. FEMA
estimated over 7,000 cubic
yards would be required to
restore the road (Note: this
site is mentioned later in
mitigation actions taken by the
County). In the northeastern
area of the county, the Lower
Slater Creek bridge suffered
the loss of both abutments due
to high flows. The County
replaced this bridge with an
improved structure (this is
also mentioned later in the

mitigation section of this
report).
At the Moffat County Golf

Course, an emergency levee was
constructed during flood~fight
efforts and is credited as
protecting the club house and
caretaker’s residence from
flood waters. The golf course
suffered damages to fairways
and roads adjacent to the Yampa
River. The golf course was
constructed next to the Yampa
River since this use, in the
past, has been considered good
use of floodplain land. It is
noted however, golf courses and
parks throughout this disaster
area have proven very expensive




to restore or replace.

Craig - At the city’s sewage
treatment plant the Yampa River
washed away a 30 inch sewage
out~-fall line and a four inch
sludge line. A sewage out-fall
line, which was buried and
crossed the Yampa River, was
not encased 1in concrete and
protected at each bank of the
river.

Photo 11.

The new 1line is encased in
concrete at a cost of $120,000.

At the municipal water
treatment plant, the Yampa
River changed course and

deposited a sand bar at the raw
water intake. A sand bar caused
the secondary raw water intake
structure to fail. During
repairs by the City, the Yampa
River was diverted back to the
structure using rip-rap jetties
and the sand bars removed at a
cost of over $80,000.

High Water Along
Fortification Creek in Craig
Threatens the Middle School
Building.

17

ampa V. C

Co~Op - ©Oak Creek flooded
resulted in the washout of
Keystone Substation due to
failure of a culvert. A
substation was installed
the culvert relocated to
prevent future damages. Power
poles and associated electric
equipment were destroyed
throughout the Yampa Valley
Electric’s area. At all repair
sites, the restoration
incorporated such measures as
required to mitigate future
occurrence.

and
the
the
new
and

MONTROSE COUNTY

County road crews were busy in
many locations due to the heavy
runcff of the streams. Near
the Ironstone Irrigation
headgate, the Uncompahgre River
scoured over 220 ft. of river
bank to a depth of 12 ft. Road
crews were able to save the
headgates with rip-rap
protection. Near the Calamity
Road Bridge over the San Miguel
River, road crews waged a
successful flood fight battle
installing rip-rap to save the
bridge.

The Montrose-Delta Irrigation

Canal headgates on the
Uncompahgre River were
endangered also, however,
county crews were able to
install emergency bank
protection and saved the
facility. The loss of this

facility would have caused long
term effects on agricultural
producers.

Along Beaton Creek on the
Buckhorn Lakes road, intense
rainstorms washed out two major
culvert bridges. County crews



attempted to replace the
culverts for 1local traffic,
only to have them washed away.

Photo 12. Beaton Creek Bridge
in Montrose County.

Road and Bridge Department
crews replaced the bridges with
steel bridges that will pass
the 25-year flood frequency.
FEMA inspectors allowed $12,000
for repairs, however, the
County spent $30,000 in the
replacement of the two bridges.

City of Montrose - The spring
runoff from the mountains
caused the Uncompahgre River to
overtop its banks within the
City. City crews constructed
energency levees to protect Ute
Park and the main sewage line
to the new sewage treatment
plant. The City was successful
in protecting the new plant and
the park, saving thousands of
dollars in repairs to the
facilities. Although the flood
fight effort cost in excess of
$35,000, everyone has agreed
the money was well spent.
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Mo OS creat]

District - The Uncompahgre
River overflowed its banks near
Ute Park in the City of
Montrose. The District
constructed a 400 £ft. levee to
protect the park, spending over
$20,000 in their flood fighting
effort. This effort saved the

park from damage. In an
unprecedented move, the
District hired a local

engineering company to manage
their flood fighting efforts.
The District explained their

lack of expertise and
qualifications for their
actions. The engineering firm

had experience in design,
construction, and a knowledge
of where to obtain machinery,
manpower and material.

Naturita - The Town’s water
treatment plant located on the
San Miguel River suffered the
loss of over 2,000 cubic yards
of rip-rap material at the raw
water intake facility. A large
number of auto tires cabled
together for bank protection
upstream of the plant broke
loose during the flood causing
the San Miguel River to divert
towards the facility, resulting
in the loss of the rip-rap. In
reconstructing the bank the
tires were removed and suitable
rip-rap placed.

Olathe - The Uncompahgre River
caused damage to the Church
Street bridge when the river
overflowed on the upstream side
of the bridge. A six inch
water line located on the
upstream underside of the
bridge was lost. At the
Colorado Highway 348 bridge,
extensive erosion occurred on
both approaches to the bridge.
A two—-inch and four-inch gas



main and a six inch water line
also located on the upstream
underside of the bridge were
damaged by the high water and
debris at the bridge.

Photo 13. Olathe Sewage Lagoon
Bank Protection Provided by

Colorado Highway
During Flood Fight.

Department

The bank erosion was so severe
a home nearly fell into the
river. The town received
assistance from the Colorado
Highway Department in £flood
fighting measures to protect
the Town’s sewage lagoons. At
the E~Bar-J Traller Court, rip-
rap was placed on the east bank
south of the 348 Bridge,
thereby preventing at least one
trailer from falling into the
river.

Project 7 Water Authority - The
Authority, under an agreement
with Chipeta Water Company,
completed the repairs to the
six inch water line crossing
the Uncompahgre River. The new
ductile iron pipe was encased
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in concrete for future
protection at a cost of over
$33,000.

Chipeta Water Company - High
water from the Uncompahgre
River washed away a six inch
water main crossing the river

in late May. The Company
installed a temporary 1line
until a new line could be

buried deeper in the stream
bed. The Project 7 Water

-Authority completed the repairs

for the Company as mentioned
above.

OURAY COUNTY

Anticipating high flocdwaters,
County road crews constructed
a 1,000 ft. levee to protect
Highway 23 from floodwaters of
the Uncompahgre River. Along
Highway 23 near Coal Creek, a
lavee was constructed to
protect the  embankment and
roadway from erosion. Heavy
flood flows over the shoulder
of Engineer Pass Road closed
the road for an extended
period. A new road shelf was
constructed by blasting into
the side of the mountain.
Landslides covered County Road
17 in numerous places during
spring runoff creating access
problems for residents.

OQuray - During early May of
1984, the ity was already

receiving reports of possible
high floodwaters due to the
abnormal heavy snowpack in the
mountains above the city. The
City decided to prepare for the
worst scenario by increasing
the capacity of Cascade Creek
and the Uncompahgre River.
Over 3,000 cubic yards of rock
and gravel were removed from




Cascade Creek and deposited on
the stream banks for future
protection. Along the
Uncompahgre channel, material
removed from the channel was
used to construct jetties to
protect stream banks and
improved facilities. The City’s
efforts, although costing more
than $35,000, saved thousands
of dollars in damages to public
and private property.

PLTERIN COUNTLY

County crews assisted in flood
emergency operations by
sandbagging the Aspen Art
Museum and Hunter Creek Trail.
The Brush Creek Subdivision
near Snowmass Village suffered
damage to roads from landslides
and slump-outs.

Photo 14. Destroyed Culvert and

Roadbed on Frying Pan Road in
Pitkin County.

Frying Pan Road suffered damage

when landslides inundated
portions of the road. A
landslide near the airport

business district covered the
access road into the
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Consolidated Sanitation
District’s settling ponds.

Near Horseshoe Bend on Frying
Pan Road, the downhill slope of
the roadway slumped out. A 30
inch culvert was destroyed and
a major portion of roadbed
slumped out (see Photo 14). The
Roaring Fork River undercut the
roadway of the Lower River Road
causing closure of the road.
FEMA authorized the
construction of a $161,000 bin
wall to stabilize and protect
the roadway from future flood
damage. The south abutment of
the Emma Bridge over the
Roaring Fork River was damaged
by floodwaters.

Aspen -~ Damage occurred to the
Hopkins Street foot bridge when
the Roaring Fork River eroded
the river bank near the bridge.
Repair work included elevating
the bridge and replacement of
a permanent support pier. Near
the Aspen Visual Arts building,
an auto was washed into the
Roaring Fork River causing the
river to be diverted towards
the structure. A landslide,
located above the City,
threatened the Aspen Art
Museum. Consulting geclogists
advised the excavation of
emergency de-watering trenches

~at the landslide site. These
trenches were credited in
mitigating damage to the
museum.

- Snowmass Village - Three public
pedestrian bridges were

destroyed by spring floodwaters
along Brush Creek. Flooding
along Brush Creek also
destroyed portions of a public
bike/foot path. Over 8,000
cubic vyards of material was
required to protect the




facilities.

Sno Wat Sanitation
District - Brush Creek
overflowed its banks carrying
debris downstream, destroying
sewer lines, water lines and
depositing debris into the
sewage treatment plant
clarifiers and sediment tanks.
Near Wood Road along Brush
Creek, over 600 ft. of sewer
line located within the stream
bed was destroyed. The
replacement sewer lines were
relocated out of the stream bed
and all stream crossings were
encased in concrete to mitigate
future damages. A landslide
destroyed over eight hundred
ft. of a raw water line. The
replacement water 1line was
relocated 1in stable soil to
prevent future damage.

RIO DILANCO
COUNNTY

Snowmelt and resulting runoff
caused road embankments to wash
out in five locations along
County Road 7. A bridge over
the Williams Fork River along

County Road 121 was washed
away. A replacement bridge
passing the 25~year flood

frequency was constructed at
the damage site. Since the
County had not adopted State
bridge standards, FEMA limited
replacement bridge dollars to
original bridge dimensions. A
bridge over East Douglas Creek
collapsed and was washed away.
A replacement bridge passing
the 100-year flood frequency
was constructed at the site.
FEMA allowed $33,651 for the
bridge; however, the County
spent over $42,000. County
officials are confident that
the hew bridges, as
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constructed, will not fail in
future flood events.

Photo 15. White River Electric
Power Lines Damaged by a
Landslide Along Wilson Creek in
Rio Blanco County.

Association - Utility 1lines
along Wilson Creek and County
Road 51 in Moffat County were
downed by landslide activity.
The Co-0Op elected to reroute
the power 1lines out of the
landslide area. Co~0Op officials
spent the next year obtaining
easements and right-of-way for
the relocation only to have the
new area become victim to
slides. Officials finally
abandoned the utility 1line
until the slide area
stabilizes. Although FEMA
authorized over $47,000 in
repair and relocation costs,
the Co-0p spent less than
$3,500 in emergency costs by
abandoning the relocation
efforts. Problems within this
slide area will occur again in
the near future (see Moffat
County this section).



ROUL] COUNTDY

Landslides and flooding
impacted the County causing
road and bridge damage. Along
County Rcoad 55 at Dunkley Pass,
a large wuphill 1land mass
movement shifted the road over
25 ft. horizontally and 15 ft.
vertically. County road crews
were able to stabilize the road
at a cost of over $25,000.
Along County Recad 52 at Wolf
Creek, high flows washed away
portions of roadbed. Landslides
along County Road 27 North of
Oak Creek closed portions of
the road for extended periods.
Along County Road 54, two and
one half miles from Road 129,

extensive land movement
occurred. A 400 ft. section of
roadway shifted twenty £t.
horizontally and six ft.
vertically closing the access
until road crews could

stabilize the rocad.

At County Road 129 over the
Snake River, a 90 ft. 1long
bridge was destroyed. FEMA
damage inspectors authorized
replacement with a new bridge
at the site estimated at
$205,000 (of which  Routt
County’s share would have been
$ 31,000). County officials,
citing lack of funds, elected
not to replace the bridge.

Hayden - High floodwaters in
Dry Creek washed out the
roadway approach to the Third
Street Bridge. The bridge
approach was replaced and heavy
rip-rap was installed to
prevent £future erosion. High
floodwaters in the Yampa River
destroyed portions of the
access road into the Town’s
water treatment plant. Town
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crews replaced over 235 cubic
yards of rip-rap to protect the
road.

Qak Creek - Spring snowmelt
transformed Oak Creek into a
raging torrent, destroying the
town’s raw water source, sewer
lines, culverts and damaging

the town’s park facilities (see
Photo 16).

Photo 16. Flooding in Oak Creek
bowntown Area.

(S

The town was without water for
emergency fire use and drinking
water for several days. The
Coors  Brewvery, in Golden,
delivered packaged drinking
water in guart beer bottles to
town residents. Flood damages
to the Town exceeded a quarter
of a millon deollars. An
emergency water system was
installed and used while the
raw water system was under
construction. The Governor’s
Emergency Contingency Fund and
Department of Local Affairs
provided financial assistance
to the Town for the rebuilding



of the water system (mentioned
later in Mitigation Section).

Volunteers c¢leaned the town
park and assisted business
owners in their clean-up. The
town lacked the capability to
design, inspect or construct
the new facilities and relied
solely upon consulting
engineers for assistance.

a i - A landslide
inundated a cul-de~sac on
Laurel Lane. The slide
deposited over 2,000 cubic

yards of material which had to
be removed. In downtown
Steamboat Springs, city crews
uged over ten thousand sand
bags in a flood-fighting effort
along the banks of the Yampa
River. A landslide at the
Howelsen Hill ski complex
destroyed a poma tower, a snow-
making machine pedestal, and
underground electrical lines.
The Burgess Creek Rcad suffered
surface damage from slides.
The City spent over $65,000
constructing two concrete
retaining walls along the sides
of the road to mitigate future
landslide problems at this
site. The City’s action at this
site was an improvement and did
not qualify for FEMA or State
funding.

SAGUACHE COUNTY

Abnormal snow depths and early
spring melt caused Saguache
Creek to overflow its banks
causing the majority of damage
within the County. Danages
within the County occurred as
flood debris filled culverts
causing high flows to overtop
roadways. A dragline was used
in Saguache Creek three mnmiles
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South of Saqguache in an effort
to open the channel and prevent
damage to a private residence
and County Road X. The
County’s hot mix plant was
flooded resulting in the need
to haul hot mix for spring road
repairs from Del Norte.

Bonanza - This small rural
community was heavily impacted
by Spring floodwaters. With a
very limited ©budget, town
officials were faced with the
replacement of a major access
bridge., Kerber Creek washed out
a large culvert under the main
north-south road through town.
County road crews assisted the
Town in the replacement of the
new bridge structure.

SAN MIGUEL
COUNTEY

High floodwaters in Fall Creek
downed trees and inundated
roadways making travel along
County Road M44 nearly
impossible. Floodwaters in
Bear Creek destroyed trees,
caused log jams, and destroyed
bank protection. A beaver pond
dam located above forest access
road 625 breached sending water
flowing at super <critical
velocities down the steep
hillside, destroying portions
of the road. Along Specie
Creek Road 44, Specie Creek
caused heavy damage to the rocad
and bridge structures in seven

locations totaling over
$66,000. A large landslide
above Haskell Hill Road

inundated the roadway, stopping
traffic for extended periods.



STATE OF
COLORADO
AGENCIES

- State
Highway 187 Bridge over North
Fork of the Gunnison River
suffered damage from
floodwaters. Heavy rip-rap was
lost at the left abutment when
debris accumulated on the three
bridge pier supports. Over
$53,000 in federal and state
funds were expended in repairs
of the bridge. Other federal
aid system road and bridge
damage occurred which was
addressed under Federal Highway
Administration emergency
programs.

Division of Parks =~ Near
Palisade, the 1Island Acres
State Park was inundated by
floocdwaters of the Colorado
River. Floodwaters breached an
existing levee, depositing
silt, sand, and gravel, and
destroying sprinkler systens
and flooding septic tanks. The
park suffered over $100,000 in

damages from the flooding
event.

Expenditures from the
Governor'’s Emergency
Contingency Fund and State

emergency supplies issued in
support of local jurisdictions
during the emergency phase of
the disaster were partially
reimbursed by FEMA. Included in
these activities was the hiring
of a retired State employee to
provide 1liaison between the
Corps of Engineers and flood
threatened western slope
communities. The State was
requested to provide geological
technical assistance to both
Vail and Aspen to assist these
communities in determining the
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" Area

level of threat posed by
landslides. The State
Department of Highways provided
technical or resource
assistance on road and bridge
matters. A grant issued as a
supplement to a grant from the
State Emergency Water and Sewer
Fund assisted in providing
restoration of the Town of Oak
Creek’s water supply system on

an emergency basis. Over
101,000 sand bags were
purchased by the State and

consumed by local governments
during the flood fight period
at a cost of over $33,000.

Division of wildlife - High
floodwaters of the Gunnison

River washed out over 1,500 ft.
of protective levee allowing

overland flooding at the
Escalante Wildlife area.
Flooding at the facility

destroyed over $157,000 in fish
habitat, water control
facilities, roads and support
equipment. The Walker Wildlife
near Grand Junction
suffered damage from high
floodwaters of the Colorado

River. Rock jetties protecting
the north bank of the area were
destroyed and required
replacement. A levee
protecting the area was also
destroyed. State wildlife
officials used Corn

Construction to reconstruct the
levee at a cost of over
$850,000; rather than seek FEMA
funding. These services were in
repayment of a fine levied by
the courts. At the Pitkin Fish
Hatchery near Pitkin, Quartz
Creek destroyed a diversion and
intake structure. At the
Roaring Judy Hatchery, high
flows in the Gunnison River
destroyed portions of a levee
and rip-rap protection.
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PREPAREDNESS

ACTIVITIES
AND EMERGENCY
OPERATIONS

I.OCAL
ACTIVITIES

In early February of 1984,
DODES planners were already
conducting flood preparation
meetings with Grand Junction
and Mesa County officials in
anticipation of 1984’s spring
flooding. Mesa County was
recovering from the high flood
waters of 1983 along the
Colorado River. Potential flood
mitigation discussions centered
on the removal of vegetation on
three islands along the
Colorado River to facilitate
potential flood flows.

Near the Riverside area,
reinforcing the existing dike
was discussed, since this area
had suffered damage in 1983,
Mesa County and Grand Junction
officials agreed on
establishing a central
clearinghouse for information
and official flood actions. The
County contracted with an
engineering firm to study the
county’s flood problem and
provide officials with flood
mitigation guidance.

County officials in a letter to
then Governor Richard D. Lamm,
revealed that over twoc and one-
half millon dollars in damages
resulted from the 1983 flooding
in Mesa County. The County
requested equipment and
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technical assistance from the
Colorado Department of Highways
in preparation for the 1984
spring flood season.

on March 6, 1984, the Governor
provided all that remained of
his 1983 emergency contingency
fund ($53,000) to Mesa and
Clear Creek Counties to assist
with their 1983 flood costs.
These funds were to help offset
the costs of flood fighting
during 1983. Both Mesa and
Clear Creek counties outlined
plans to undertake work which
would reduce the impact of the
high flood waters anticipated
again in the spring of 1984.

STATIE
ACTIVITIES

COLORADO DIVISION
OF DISASTER EMERGENCY
SERVICES (DODES)

During March of 1984, a
Potential  Flood Threat
Questionnaire (see Appendix a)
was mailed to target
communities, requesting the
communities evaluation of those
specific areas within their
jurisdiction which they felt
night be a problem during the

Spring runoff ©period. The
questionnaire also included
questions on the emergency

preparedness activities being
undertaken by the community and



the number of sandbags
available for use. In response,
Fort Collins reported the newly
formed Flood Task Force had
developed a public education
program with articles appearing
in the local newspaper. The
Town of Pagosa Springs reported
they were reviewing the Town’s
Emergency Flood Plan. Jefferson
County reported a flash flood
exercise would be conducted in
early May.

On April 12, 1984, a variety of

state, local and federal
agencies and private
organizations met at the

Division of Disaster Emergency
Services (DODES) in Golden,
Colorado to discuss potential
spring flooding. During the
meeting, a number of rivers and
streams in Colorado were
identified as having a medium
to high flood threat. The upper
and middle regions of the
- Colorado River were identified
as having a medium threat,
while the lower Colorado and
the Uncompahgre Rivers were
identified as having a high
flood threat.

During the last two weeks of
April, heavy snowfall with a
high moisture content was
reported in several areas of
the state. The flood potential
was augmented with temperatures
over 70 degrees F. for several
days. As a result, the areas
effected by the flows of the
Colorado and Uncompahgre Rivers
faced substantial flood
problems. County commissioners
from Delta and Montrose
Counties reported that by April
18 and 19, 1984, the
Uncompahgre River had already
reached its highest level of
1983-84.
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On April 30, 1984, Governor
Lamm, in a letter to the
Sacramento Corps of Engineers,
requested Corps advance
measures under Public Law 99
for Mesa, Delta, and Garfield
Counties and the communities of
Ridgway, Montrose, Olathe and
several other communities along
the Uncompahgre River.

Oon May 9, 1984, the Division
hosted a second meeting  of
federal and state agencies to
reassess the April 12th
estimate of the potential flood
threat in the state during the

Spring runoff period. The
average depth of snowpack
across the state increased
during April due to above

average snowfall and lower than
nermal temperatures. The flood
threat was assessed as high for
twelve rivers and creeks as
follows:

oABlue River in Summit County

o Crystal River in Gunnison
and Garflield Counties

o Upper Region of the Colorado
River in Gunnison and
Garfield Counties

0o Uncompahgre River in Ouray,
Montrose and Delta Counties

o Arkansas River in Chaffee,
Fremont and Pueblo Counties

o Cottonwood Creek and Chalk
Creek in Chaffee County

o Poncha Creek in Fremont
County

o Saguache Creek in Saguache
County



o0 Clear Creek in Clear Creek
County

News releases were issued to
inform the public of the threat
of spring flooding, cautioning
citizens to be alert to flash
flood watches and warnings when
issued by the National Weather
Service.

During the 9th of May meeting,
it was brought to the
Division‘’s attention that the
last snow course survey is
taken on the 15th of May during
normal years. Because of the
late snowpack accumulation,
cold temperatures and the
concern over the significant
flood threat, the snow courses
would be read again on the lst
of June by SCS. Representatives

of the National Weather
Service, Sacramento Corps of
Engineers, Colorado Water

Conservation Board, Department
of Natural Resources and the
Division agreed the additional

information would be
invaluable. The Division
requested the State

Conservationist take the 1 June
readings.

The additional data assisted
the state immensely in
monitoring and evaluating the
spring runoff, and provided a
historical data base of what
occurs during the melting
sequence of the high elevation
snowpack during abnormal
weather years.

By the 15th of May, high flows
had caused Oak Creek’s and
Silt’s water supply system
failures, resulting in health
and sanitation problenms. In
Garfield County, two workers
were killed while attempting to
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repair a natural gas line
damaged by landslides. One Mesa
County employee was swept from
a bridge deck by floodwaters
while trying to save the
bridge. A landslide in Vvail
caused the evacuation of 70
persons. Several counties were
involved in floodfight
activities, expending
considerable resources. Local
Emergency Declarations were
made by Delta, Montrose, Routt,
Moffat, and Mesa Counties.

On May 15th, Pat Byrne, DODES
Director, issued the first of
five Disaster Situation Reports
to the Federal Emergency
Managenment Agency Regional
Office in Lakewood, Colorado.
The DODES Director also advised
the Governor through Situation
Reports on a daily basis as to
the status of emergency
operations underway throughout
the state.

Oon May 15, 1984, Governor Lamm
requested advance measures from
the Albugquerque Corps of
Engineers under Public Law 99
for Costilla, Saguache,
Fremont, and Chaffee Counties
in anticipation of potential
flooding problems.

DODES, in Disaster Situation
Report No. 2 to FEMA, reported
the addition of Montrose County
as a local declared emergency.
The report centered on the
physical impacts of the
disaster and the fact that
local governments were rapidly
expending their road and bridge
department budgets along with
whatever contingency funds they
had.



Photo 17.

Helicopter Provided
by the Corps of Engineers Under
PL 99 to Assist in Flood Fight

Activities at S8Silt’s
Treatment Plant.

Water

The Governor issued a State
Disaster Emergency Declaration
specifically for the Town of
Silt’s threatened water
treatment facility in order to
make state and federal (Corps
of Engineers) assistance
available.
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on May 24, 1984, Disaster
Situation Report No. 3 was
issued to the FEMA Regiocnal
Office in Denver. This report
stated that the most heavily
impacted counties at that time
were Montrose, Delta, and
Moffat. The Governor issued
State Disaster Emergency
Declarations for Delta,
Montrose, Mesa and Routt
Counties in order to facilitate
providing state resources as
well as requesting Corps of
Engineers assistance for flood
fighting. The Corps was at the
time involved in a flood fight
at Silt attempting to save the
town’s water treatment plant.

The Albugquergue Corps of
Engineers District expressed
concern that Terrace and Rio
Grande reservoirs were spilling
over the emergency spillways
and offered their assistance if
required.

On May 25th, the National
Weather Service, Denver, issued
Flood Warnings in effect until
midnight Saturday the 26th of
May along the Colorado,
Gunnison, Eagle, Uncompahgre,
North Fork of +the Gunnison,
Yampa, East, and Arkansas
Rivers, Flood warnings were
also issued for Saguache and
Poncha Creeks. The Weather
Service upgraded from a "Watch"
category to a "Warning"
category because of increasing
river levels which were
assuming dangerous proportions
in some areas.

Disaster Situation Report No.
4 was issued to FEMA advising
that flood fighting efforts
were ongoing in the Western
Slope drainage basins of the
Gunnison, Uncompahgre,



Colorado, and Yampa rivers and
in some other areas. The
Sacramento Corps of Engineers
arrived in Grand Junction and
established a field office for
emergency operations.

On May 29th, a meeting was
conducted for state and federal
agencies at the State Emergency
Operations Center due to the
potential flood threat and the
long heoliday weekend.
Information was exchanged on
flood potential and emergency
response activities to date.
The Emergency Operations Center
at Golden remained open each
day over the weekend in
anticipation of potential flood
impacts. The heavy use of
recreational facilities over
the holiday caused the state
and local governments
considerable concern. In some
areas recreational area uses
were curtailed or placed under
severe restrictions.

During the first week of June,
the DODES Director, requested
that the Colorado Geoclogical
Survey investigate the threat
of mudflows, landslides, and
other related impacts likely to
cause damage in the state.
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On June 1st, the U.S8. Soil
Conservation Service (SCSs)
State Conservationist, Sheldon
G. Boone, reported that the
high veolume of runoff already
experienced was the result of
melting low to mid level
snowpacks. The high elevation
snow normally produces peak
stream flows.

on June 5th, the DODES
Director, in a letter to
effected counties, requested

assistance in gathering damage
assessment information and
comments on the local emergency
response activities (see Damage
Assessment Section).

By the 5th of June, the spring
runoff threat had subsided for
a time with a cooling trend
which caused streamflows to
gradually fall. The National
Weather Service indicated that
the cool weather would last for
at least five days, giving a
much needed rest to floodfight
crews throughout the state. The
Sacramento Corps of Engineers
closed out their floodfighting
efforts on the morning of the
4th of June. The Governor
granted $25,000 from  his
emergency fund to the Town of
Oak Creek for their destroyed
water system. The Colorado
Department of Local Affairs
also assisted the town with
emergency funds. The funds were
used to get the town’s water
system back on 1line on an
emergency basis. Landslides
continued to occur in the Town
of Vail threatening additional
improved property.

By the second week of June,
initial efforts were already
underway to seek long term
solutions to some of the most



critical flood problems. As the
flocdwaters receded to a
reasonable 1level, repair and
restoration of damaged public
facilities by local governments
began.

On June 12th, the Colorado
State Emergency Board met at
the ASCS office in Denver to
discuss farm and crop damage
assessment. This meeting was in
response to the Governor’s and
DODES reguests to local
jurisdictions to prepare Damage
Assessment Reports (DAR’s) (see
Preliminary Damage Assessment,
Chapter 4).

As the ©preliminary damage
assessments began arriving at
the Colorado Emergency
Operations Center, it became
apparent that flood dJdamages
were exceeding the financial
capacity of state and 1local
governments (see Preliminary
-Damage Assessment, Chapter 4).

On June 11th, DODES Director,

Pat Byrne, in a memorandum to
Governor Lamm, requested
consideration for a

Presidential Disaster
Declaration. This reguest was
based on efforts and data
compiled by the joint federal-
state damage assessment team.
Governor Lamm agreed with the
DODES recommendation and
requested a Presidential
Disaster Declaration on June
11, 1984.

then President
Ronald Reagan declared ten
western Colorado counties
disaster areas as a result of
flooding, and landslides. The
counties of Delta, Garfield,
Gunnison, Mesa, OQuray, Pitkin,
Rio Blanco, Routt, and San

On June 27th,

a0

Miguel were eligible for public
assistance to help restore
damaged public facilities.
Additional counties were added
as the damage assessment
continued. These were Dolores,
Eagle, Hinsdale, Montrose, and
Saguache Counties.

COLORADO WATER
CONSERVATION BOARD
(CWCB)

The Colorado Water Conservation
Board (CWCB) prepared a Spring
1984 Flood Threat Outlook.
Their analysis was based on the
Soil Conservation Service (SCS)
"Advanced Snow Survey
Information" dated April 1,
1984 and the CWCB’s knowledge
of community flood problem
areas. CWCB stated that
snowmelt events are the result
of three climatic parameters:

snowpack, temperature, and
timing.
Snowpack - When an average

basin snowpack exceeds 150% of
the recorded average, concern
should be stressed regarding
flood potential. When the
snowpack exceeds 200% of the

recorded average, downstream
community officials should
begin advance mitigation
measures.

Temperature -~ From CWCB’s past
experience in the monitoring of
snowpacks and their resultant
runoffs, high water occurs
within a basin following an
extended warm temperature trend
of 5-7 days without freezing in
the snowfields above elevation
10,000 £t. M.S.L.

Timing - A late season runoff
-- mid May through June -- with



snowpacks above 150% increases
the flooding potential.

CWCB, in cooperation with
DODES, gathered information and
data from NOAA, USGS, SCS, and
the State Engineer’s Office
regarding runoff parameters and
interpreted the flood risks to
specific communities or sites.

CWCB, in their report, stated
the snowpack of the watershed
of the Uncompahgre River was
above average with the Ironton
gauge reading approaching 200%
of average. CWCB predicted that
streams within the basin would
experience flood problems and
named Ridgway, Montrose,
Olathe, and Delta as critical
locations.

CWCB representatives assisted
the Corps of Engineers, DODES,
and others in preliminary
damage assessment and technical
assistance to communities
during the emergency floodfight
activities.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

Health departmental field
representatives were involved
with water quality problems at
Silt, Oak Creek, Paonia, Delta

and a numbex of other
communities. The Department
assisted DODES emergency

operations center
representatives in evaluating
damage reports from effected
communities. '

COLORADO GEOLOGICAL

SURVEY

The Geological Survey {CGS)
responded to floodplain and
geologic hazards during the

emergency operations period of
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the disaster. DODES requested
CGS to evaluate the landslides
at Vail and Aspen and provide
guidance for local officials.
CGS assisted the Town of Red
Cliff in evaluating the
potential landslides impacting
the Town and provided a
planning analysis, which proved
invaluable as Red Cliff began
to plan for mitigating +the
effects of landslides.

STATE HIGHWAY
DEPARTMENT

Highway Department crevs
assisted with heavy equipment
in the Town of Olathe to
protect a sewer treatment
plant. At Olathe, crews were
credited with saving the town
from floodwaters that
threatened residents. They also
worked alongside county crews
in several areas in addition to
working on the State highway
system.

DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL
AFFAIRS (DOLA)

DODES notified the Department
of Local Affairs (DOLA) of the
potential spring flood threat
and the impact on 1local
government utilities. DODES
recommended that DOLA review
and identify those water and

sewer utilities that wmight
require emergency financial
assistance from the State

Emergency Water and Sewer Fund.
POLA, as a result of the
flooding, issued  emergency
grants totaling over $80,000 to
the communities of Oak Creek,
Delta, Olathe, Silt, Naturita,
and Montrose County for repairs
to damaged equipment and
utility lines.



FEDERAT.,
ASSITISTANCE

CORPS OF ENGINEERS

In answer to the Governor’s
request for assistance, the
Sacramento District Corps of
Engineers provided emergency
floodfight assistance to
various local governments along
the west slope of the Rockies.
The Corps operated out of an
office in Grand Junction and
provided assistance to the
following communities:

Silt - Provided 900 tons of
sand for sandbags and
helicopter service to transport
40,000 sandbags to protect the
water treatment plant.

Delta - Corps representatives
contracted with local
contractors to construct over
600 ft. of an emergency flood
protection levee to save town
property.

Olathe -~ Local contractors,
under the supervision and by
contract with the Corps,
constructed over 700 ft. of
emergency protective levees to
prevent floodwaters of the
Uncompahgre River from
destroying portions of town.

Gunnison - The Corps provided
900 tons of sand to fill over
20,000 sandbags that were
furnished by both the State and
the Corps. The sandbags were
used to protect residential
areas at Dos Rios Unit Number
three, Tomichi condos and the
Town of Crested Butte. Over
300 tons of rip-rap were placed
to protect a county bridge over
Tomichi Creek serving 45
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families.

Grand Junction - An emergency
operations field office was set

up in their Grand Junction
cffice for floodfight
activities. The Corps also

provided over 100,000 sandbags
to Grand Junction for use in
the area. Corps represen-
tatives also provided
engineering assistance to six
other communities.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

The Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) is the
federal coordinating agency for

emergency response, disaster
relief funding, and hazard
mitigation planning. Although

FEMA was not directly involved
in the emergency operations of
the state, they were monitoring
conditions through Situation
Reports furnished by DODES.
Fellowing the presidential
disaster declaration, FEMA took
the lead in coordinating
federal funding for state and
local needs.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE

SOII. CONSERVATION
SERVICE (SCS)

The scCs adninisters the
cooperative snow survey progran
in cooperation with other
federal, state and local
agencies, as well as private
organizations and individuals.
SCS publishes a monthly
accounting of snowpack values
and basin water contents. These
monthly reports are available
December 31 through May 30 each



showmelt season. This
information is gathered from
SNOTEL and manual reporting
stations throughout the state.
The SCS was invaluable during
the 1984 runoff season in
predicting when runoff would
occur.

As the runoff season closed,
the SCS was busy implementing
their Resource Conservation and
Development Program for the
Town of Paonia and their sewage
treatment plant that suffered
damage as a result of flooding.
Scs provided monetary
assistance to construct levee
protecticn for the facility.

NATIONAL: WEATHER
SERVICE

The National Weather Service is
responsible for weather
forecasting and issuing severe
weather warnings and watches,
flash flood warnings and
watches, and flood warnings.
The Service participated in
DODES flood alert meetings,
providing weather forecasts on
long range temperature,
precipitation, and stream flow
information. As the flood
runoff and flood fight season
began, the Service provided
weather alerts to news services
and the State ECC, as well as
streamflow data from the River
Forecast Centers.
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CHAPTER 4 —

PREL.ITMITNARY DAMAGE

ASSESSMENT

Early spring flood meetings
conducted at the DCDES EOC
instructed local jurisdictions
when and how to report disaster
damages. However, as counties

became more involved in
floodfighting activities,
damage information of a

detailed nature became more
difficult, if not impossible,
to obtain. A number of nmethods
were implemented to obtain

damage information, such as
telephone contacts and the
Colorado Crime Information

Center (CCIC) computer link to

local sheriffs and police
departments. The actual
floodfight activities were

taking place during the middle
to last week of May. DODES EOC
personnel were attempting to
coordinate emergency support
activities and at the same time
assemble damage estimates.

On June 5th, the DODES Director
in a memorandum to 1local
emergency management directors
and elected officials,
requested a detailed damage
assessment of flood damages.
The local government assessment
was to include the physical
damages caused by flooding,
landslides and mudslides, and
was to be sorted by the
following categories:

o Roads and Bridges
0 Agriculture

o Private Businesses

0 Water and Sewer Systems
o Water Control Facilities
o Other Utilities

additional information as to
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extent of damage and dollar
estimates on emergency expenses
incurred by the local
governments was also requested.
The DODES Director suggested
that County Agricultural
Emergency Beoards should be used
to perform agricultural damage
assessment. Local Red Cross
Chapters provided assistance in
estimating damage to private
residences.

DODES requested that local
jurisdictions provide a letter
of request for State Financial
Aid as a preliminary step to
receiving financial assistance
in restoring their facilities.
The DODES Director also
dispatched one staff member and
one temporary hire professional
to the flood damage area to
assess the situation. The duo
met with the Corps of Engineers
in Grand Junction and observed
the sandbagging operation at
Silt’s water treatment plant.
Following inspections at
Gunnison, Grand Junction,
Hotchkiss, Delta, and Olathe,
the team returned to the DODES
EOC and briefed the director on
flooding conditions and
damages.

By June 6th, major streamflows
around the state were lower and
the floodfight activities were
tapering off. It was apparent
to DODES that damage estimates
received to date did not fully
describe the impact of the
spring flooding. Also, it was
unknown whether or not the
damages were within the
capacity of 1local and state



government without

assistance.

federal

COLORADO STATE
EMERGENCY BOARD
(CSEB) (USDA)

On June 6th, the Colorado State
Emergency Board (CSEB),
requested Damage Assessment
Reports (DAR’s) pertaining to
livestock, farm dwellings, and
crops be prepared and submitted
by County Emergency Boards
(CEB’s) for the effected
counties. This request by the
CSEB was 1in response to a
request from the Governor and
DODES for additional damage
information pertaining to farm
fields and homes, farm
reservoirs, fences, roads, and
irrigation systems.

Reported six farm service
buildings destroyed and major
damage to eighty farms. Losses
included over five miles of
fences and severe damage to
irrigation systems.

carfield-Eagle—-Pitkin-C !
Emergency Board - Reported
damage to irrigation systems,
fences, farm structures,
bridges, and pasture land as a
direct result of spring snow
melt runoff.

Mesa County Emergency
Board ~ Board members reported
diversion structures in stream
beds suffered severe damage.
Ditches carrying irrigation
water to farms and ranches were
reported as washed away. Crop
damage was reported as minimal.
Farm officials stated that the
possibility of not being able
to divert irrigation water
might cause a feed shortage.
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e
- The Cimmarron Canal, McDonald
Irrigation Ditch and other
structures suffered over
$500,000 in damages. One farm
was destroyed and  another
severely damaged. Heavy
snowpack prevented normal
spring grazing. Broken and
damaged ditches prevented
spring irrigation and planting
of crops. The Board reported
that individual farms had
suffered greater damage than
the cooperatives,

d -
Board members reported spring
snowmelt runoff had caused over
$8 million dollars damage to
irrigation pump sites, ditches,
fences, crops, and had created
significant debris problems.
Crop losses reported were
primarily alfalfa and grass hay
which were covered with flood
sediment. Crop losses included
loss of the 1984 crop due to
the inability to plant spring
crops.

Rio Blanco County Emergency
Board - Reported severe winter
weather conditions had caused
livestock losses from exposure
to prolonged snows. Additional
losses from the weakened
condition of ewes, cows and
their lambs and calves was
reported. Flood runoff in
creeks discharging into the
White River washed out farm
reservoirs, fences, roads and
irrigation systems. On the
Horlock Ranch stream runcff cut
gullies through fields to a
depth of over 20 ft. County
ASCS officials requested
Emergency Conservation Funds
(ECS) for restoration of
facilities.



Routt County Emergency Board -

Farm officials reported heavy
losses during calving and
lambing season due to excessive
wet  weather. Headgate and
irrigation facilities  were
destroyed including 15 miles of
ditches.,

San Miguel-Ouray County
Emergency Board -~ Officials

reported spring snowmelt runoff
had saturated hillsides causing
landslides resulting in the
destruction of several
irrigation ditches. Local
ranchers warned officials
another disaster might occur
due to non-planting of spring
crops if irrigation facilities
were not repaired quickly.
Total agricultural damage was
estimated at over $12 million
throughout the fifteen western
slope counties.

PRELIMINARY
TJTOTNT
FEDERAL.—STATE
DAMAGE
ASSESSMENT

On June 25th, the Federal-State
Damage Assessment Team was
formed in Grand Junction. The
purpose was to conduct a Joint
DODES-FEMA Region Eight damage
assessment as a result of
snowmelt associated damage
which occurred during the
period 1 May to 25 June 1984.
This team action was
preliminary and normally occurs
when a major presidential
declaration is under
consideration. State disaster
officials, in coordination with
other state and local
officials, surveyed the
effected area jointly with FEMA
regional disaster specialists
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to determine the extent of
public, private, and
agricultural damage. The survey
proved invaluable in
determining the type and extent
of federal disaster assistance

required. The following
organizations and agencies were
involved in the preliminary

damage estimates:

Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA)
Colorado Division of Disaster
Emergency Services (DODES)
Department of Natural Resources
Division of Water Resources
Water Conservation Board (CWCB)
State Geological Survey
Department of Health
Department of Highways
Environmental Protection Agency
Federal Highway Administration
Corps of Engineers

Each Federal-State team was
responsible for assessing

. damage to public and private

non-profit groups. Individual
assistance assessment teams
were performing a separate
effort concurrently. Each
effected county had assigned a
point of contact for the team,
usually the Emergency
Management Coordinator.
imi m Asse e

5id Estimat 3
Assessment Summary Forms (FEMA
Forms 90-80 and 8l) were used

for data collection, supported
by maps, sketches, and
pictures. The teams completed
their assessment on June 29th
and presented the results to
state and federal officials.

The total preliminary damage
assessment, including
individual assistance, was
estimated to be greater than
$29 million.
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CHAPTER 5

DISASTER DECLARATION

AND REQUEST FOR
ASSTSTANCE PROCESS

LOCATL,
GOVERNMENT
DECLARATIONS

Local governments were already
undergoing major financial
problems when the spring flood
disaster occurred. Following
the floods of 1983, many local
governments were under
considerable stress and their
money reserves were small and
inelastic. As 1local budgets
became more restricted, local
ability to manage the overall
environment suffered. By June,
most of the fifteen western
slope counties had declared a
disaster for their
jurisdictions and sought
financial assistance from the
state.

STATE .
GOVERNMENT
DECLARATIONS

On May 18th, Governor Lamm
declared a state of disaster
emergency for the Town of Silt
in Garfield County. Similar
actions followed with
subsequent declarations for
Mesa, Delta, Montrose,
Gunnison, and Routt Counties.
Execution of the State
Emergency Plan was directed on
May 18th and all appropriate
actions directed under State
Law were accomplished.

on June 11ith, following review
of the preliminary Federal-
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State damage assessment, DODES
officials presented Governor
Lamm with a request package for
a Presidential Major Disaster

Declaration. The package
included estimated recovery
cost figures and identified

other potential impacts to the
state.

The advantage of a Presidential
Declaration versus a State
Declaration is that the
recovery program is less costly

to state and 1locals. Early
aestimates of state costs
without a Presidential

Declaration were $3.7 million
state and $1.3 million local

costs (total $5 million).
Without a Presidential
declaration, the state would
have had to limit  their
expenditures.

With a Presidential
declaration, a more thorough

recovery process could ensue,
including debris clearance from
rivers and streams and around
bridges, which was identified
as a critical need. Without a
Presidential, the state would
have only been financially able
to address the higher priority
emergency needs. Also, without
a thorough recovery program and
full mitigation efforts, future
costs pertaining to flooding
would have only been magnified.
An additional advantage of
federal assistance was the
availability of Small Business
Administration (SBA) 1loans to



business and private residence
ownhers.

On July 11th, Governor Lamm
requested a major disaster
declaration for Colorado, under
provisions of Section 301(b),
Public Law 93-2838, as
implemented by 44CFR 205.41.
The Governor, in a letter to
President Reagan, stated the
impacts came as a result of
extensive flooding, mudslides
and landslides which began on
14 May 1984, and continued
through the latter part of June
1984. The request listed
preliminary disaster related
damages as follows:

Residential $ 1,774,800

Businesses 2,735,800
Agriculture 12,236,000
Public 15,727,897

TOTAL $ 31,462,097

Preliminary estimates of the
nature and extent of Federal
assistance required under P.L.
93-288 were tabulated including
assistance from certain federal
agencies under their statutory
authorities.

The Governor stated that
sufficient individual disaster
related losses existed within
the flood area, beyond those
which could have been covered
by other programs, to Jjustify
the implementation of the
Individual Family Grant Program
(IFGP).

The Governor also requested:
(1) The SBA personal-business-
economic injury disaster loan
program, and

(2) The Emergency Conservation
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Program (ECP) managed by the
U.S. Department of Agricultural
(USDA)}.

In the initial declaration
document, the Governor
certified that the state was
unable to pay its 25 percent
share of the IFG Program and
requested the state’s share to
be advanced by the federal
government (see Appendix B).
The Governor requested the
State’s share of the Public
Assistance Program be provided
for in a special appropriation
during the Legislative Session
convened in January of 1985.

The Governor designated John P.
Byrne, Director of Disaster
Emergency Services as the State
Coordinating officer and
Lecnard A. Boulas as the
Governor’s Authorized Represen-
tative for the disaster.

FEDERAL,
GOVERNMENT
DECLARATIONS

FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

The PFEMA Region Eight office
had been nonitoring the
developing disaster on the
Western Slope. The FEMA
Regional Director was in close
contact with the DODES Director
and with other federal
agencies, such as the Army
Corps of Engineers, having
disaster assistance
responsibilities. DODES had
issued numerous Disaster
Situation Reports to the FEMA
Regional Director indicating
problems, damages, local and
state actions taken to date,
and anticipated actions. The



FEMA Region Eight office was
also informing the FEMA
Washington National office of
the situation developing on the
Western Slope of Colorado.

Following the Joint Federal-

State Preliminary Damage
Assessment (PDA) and the
Governor'’s reguest, FEMA

regional disaster specialists
estimated the type and extent
of federal disaster assistance
required. The Regional Director
evaluated the damage and
reguirements for federal
assistance and made the
recommendation to the FEMA
National Director who, in turn,
made a recommendation to the
President.

on July 27, 1984, President
Ronald Reagan determined that
damages resulting from flooding
beginning on May 1, 1984,
caused a major disaster. When
the President declares a major
disaster, immediate
notification is made to the
Governor, appropriate Members
of Congress, and federal
agencies. FEMA designated that
Delta, Garfield, Gunnison,
Mesa, Moffat, Ouray, Pitkin,
Rio Blanco, Routt and San
Miguel Counties were eligible
for Federal public assistance.
Eagle, Montrose, Dolores,
Hinsdale, and Saguache Counties
were added later following
additional justification.
Individual Assistance was not
authorized under the
Declaration.
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The - PFederal Coordinating
Officer (FCO) made an initial
appraisal of the types of
relief most urgently needed. He
then coordinated all federal
disaster assistance programs
authorized to ensure their
maximum effectiveness and took
appropriate action to help
affected citizens and public
officials obtain the necessary
assistance to which they were
entitled.

The FCO established a temporary
Federal-State Disaster Field
Office in Grand Junction to
coordinate the disaster relief
and recovery effort. This
office was staffed with
representatives of federal and
state agencies having disaster
assistance responsibilities.
The State Coordinating Officer
(SCO0), served as the primary
point of contact between the
Federal Coordinating oOfficer
and state and local officials.
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DISASTER ASSISTANCE

AGREEMENT

FEDERAIL—STATE

AGCREEMENT
Following the President’s
declaration of a major

disaster, a FEMA-State
Agreement is prepared which
prescribes the manner in which
federal aid under the Disaster
Relief Act of 1974 is made
available. The Agreement lists
the areas within the State
eligible for assistance;
stipulates any division of
costs among federal, state, and
local governments; and outlines
other conditions of assistance,
including an incident period
officially recognized as the

. duration of the disaster.

On July 27, 1984, a FEMA-State
Agreement was prepared for the
Colorado Western Slope
Disaster, designated FEMA-719-
DR, under the Disaster Relief
Act of 1974, Public Law 93-288,
as amended, 42 USC 5121 et seq.
("the Act"), in accordance with
44 CFR 205.39.

The Agreement was signed on
August 1, 1984 by Richard D.
Lamm, Colorado Governor, and
John D. Swanson, FEMA FCO and
Federal Disaster Recovery
Manager. It limited assistance
to damage resulting from the
major disaster which took place
from May 1, 1984, through and
including June 30, 1984.
Individual Assistance was not
authorized under this disaster
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declaration. The Agreement
limited assistance to the
following areas:

Delta, Garfield, Gunnison,
Mesa, Moffat, Ouray, Pitkin,
Rio Blanco, Routt and San
Miguel Counties.

Dolores, Eagle, Hinsdale,

Montrose, and Saguache Counties
were included following an
appeal and additional damage
assessment information.

Federal funds provided for
Public Assistance were limited
to 75 percent of the total
eligible costs in the
designated area. The remaining
25 percent of the non federal
share was provided by the state
as follows based on a state
policy decision:

Zero percent for private non-
profit applicants:

At least 10 percent of total
eligible costs for local

government applicants; and

For state applicants, the
State’s share would amount to
25 percent of total eligible
costs.

The Agreement listed certain
exhibits pertaining to audits,
Advance of Funds, Letters of
Credit, and reimbursements, all
of which are mentioned in
Chapter 11 (see Appendix C).
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CHAPTER 7

DISASTER FIELD

OPERATIONS

GRAND JUNCTION
FIEILD OFFICE

The FEMA Federal Coordinating
Officer (FCO) established a
Federal~-State Disaster Field
Office (DFO) in Grand Junction
to coordinate the initial
disaster relief and recovery
effort of the Western Slope
disaster, The office was
staffed with representatives of
federal and state agencies
having disaster assistance
responsibilities. The Office of
the State Coordinating Officer
(SCO) and Governor’s Authorized
Representative {GAR) was
collocated with FEMA in the
Grand Junction office. The DFQ
was in operation from August
until late September of 1984.

A P PL I CANTS
BRIEFINGS

Beginning on August 2. 1984,
following the President’s
Declaration, Applicants’
Briefings were conducted
jointly by DODES and FEMA
officials at three locations on
the Western Slope: Delta,
Glenwood Springs, and Craig.
The principal reasons for the
applicants’ briefings were to
explain the federal assistance
programns and related
regulations, eligibility
criteria, application and
record-keeping procedures, and
to determine what types of
damages prospective applicants
had incurred. Applicants were
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encouraged to participate in

State Hazard Mitigation
Planning and to coordinate
their recovery efforts with
other state and federal

programs in order to maximize
their recovery dollars.

At the applicants’ briefings
two forms were distributed to
the applicants:

Notjcs (o] -
The NOI form lists the various
categories of repair work and
is used to establish a schedule
whereby federal /state officials
will survey damaged facilities
to determine eligibility and
the amount of financial
entitlement. The form was
filled out at the briefing for
immediate use by cofficials.

Desi £i . ApDLi L

= The
applicant was notified at the
briefing of the requirement for
the designation of an
applicant’s local agent before
a project application could be
processed. DODES recommended
that the applicant appoint the

county auditor, county road
engineer, local Disaster
Emergency Services coordinator,
or other full-time county
employee who should be readily
available for project
application signing and/or

other administrative details
for the entire period of the
project. DODES also recommended
that an alternate local agent



be designated.

FEDERAT.—STATE
DAMAGE STURVEY
TEAMS

The FCO mission assigned the
following federal agencies to
participate as team members in
the preparation of the Damage
Survey Reports (DSR's):

Corps of Engineers (COE)

Federal Highways (FHWA)

Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA)

The DODES Director mission
assigned state agencies to
accompany federal inspectors as
the process of damage
assessment was acconplished.
The following state agencies
were involved in the damage
survey process:
Colorado Water Conservation
Board (CWCB)

Division of Parks and Outdoor
Recreation

Division of Wildlife
Department of Highways
Department of Health

DAMAGE SURVEY
TEAM
INSPECTORS “
BRIEFING

An inspectors’ briefing was
conducted jointly by DODES and
FEMA officials at the Grand
Junction Field oOffice. The
briefing served to organize the
state-federal inspection teanms,
familiarize inspectors with the
eligibility criteria, discuss
any problem or priority area
discovered at the applicants’
briefing, and provided
inspecting agencies with
completed Notice of Interest
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(NOI‘’s) forms.

DAMAGCGE SURVEY
REPORTS

The importance of the Damage
Survey Report was emphasized
from the beginning to 1local
government applicants as these
reports form the basis for the
determination of eligible work
by FEMA.

The Damage Survey Inspectors
were required to wvisit each
damage site, review applicable
records, identify the damaged
facility, and describe the
extent of damage in terms of
its existing structural
components. They defined the
scope of eligible work,
indicated reasonable costs of
repair work, and recorded the
scope of work using narrative
notes, pictures and/or
sketches. Quantitative measures
of the work to be performed and
cost estimates to show -
pertinent details such as labor
or eguipment rates, or hours of
work, quantities of materials
and components, etec. were
obtained.

The completed DSR included a
report on floodplain
management, hazard mitigation,
and environmental assessment,
when appropriate, for each
damage site. Federal, state and
local inspectors made every
effort to provide clear and
concise DSR’s.

PROJECT
APPLICATIONS

Following the completion of the
federal-state-local Damage
Survey, a DSR was submitted by
the federal representative on



the survey team to FEMA‘s
Public Assistance
representative. This occurred
during the field operation at
Grand Junction. FEMA reviewed,
corrected, indicated their
approval, and packaged approved
DSR’s by Project Application,
which were then forwarded to
the state for review and
approval by the Deputy GAR. The
state representative prepared
the Project Application (based
on the approved DSR’s) and
delivered it to the applicant.

RECOVERY
MANAGEMENT
STAFFEF

The State of Colorado was just
completing its second year of

disaster recovery
administration with the 1982
Lawn Lake Disaster in Estes
Park and already had in-place
the necessary - knowledge for
administration of the Western
Slope Disaster.

The DODES Director mission
assigned the Department of
Administration (DOA) to assist
in staffing the Grand Junction
Field Office. A representative
of DOA was on the scene in
Grand Junction for a number of

weeks staffing the office,
obtaining supplies,
automobiles, and general

logistical support. Two local
area secretaries were hired on
a temporary basis to assist in
the preliminary filing, typing
and setting up of the field
office. Three professional
disaster assistance employees
were hired on a personal
services contract to perform
Public Assistance liaison work
between the federal government
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and 1local applicants. One
retired DODES employee served
as Deputy GAR. The temporary
local hire secretaries remained
on board until the Disaster
Field Office closed in 1late
September.

Following the closure of the
Grand Junction Field office,
the State Disaster Recovery
Management office reopened at
the State EOC in Golden.
Another temporary secretary was
hired to perform general
administrative duties. Two of
the Public Assistance Cfficers
continued to perform applicant
liaison, process advances of
funds and appeals, and perform
other disaster recovery related
administrative duties. The
other Public Assistance
employee serving as Deputy GAR
was released when the Grand
Junction office closed.

APPILICANTS “
FOLLOW—UP
BRIEFINGS

Applicants’ follow-up briefings
were conducted by Disaster
Recovery Management Staff for
most applicants in their
offices. The purpose of the
follow-up briefings was to
discuss in detail the necessary
administrative procedures and
review assistance programs and
funding options. During these
briefings special needs of the
applicants were discussed, such
as obtaining additional grant
money from DOLA to construct
new facilities at Oak Creek and
Silt. The special need for
record Keeping was also
discussed.




APPLICANT
LTATSON

The two Disaster Recovery
Management staff employees

insured that adequate applicant
liaison was maintained. During
the operation of the Grand
Junction Field office it was
not unccmmon to log over 500
miles each day visiting the
applicants. The 1liaison was
necessary to insure adequate
record Kkeeping methods were
underway from the bheginning.
The staff insured that time
deadlines were being met or the
proper requests for extensions
were  submitted. The staff
assisted in the preparation of
grants to DOLA for funding of
the Red Cliff Water Treatment
Plant and assisted applicants
with special hazard mitigation
planning.

APPL.ICANT
RECORD KEEPING

The Disaster Recovery
Management Staff stressed the
critical importance of record
keeping to the applicants.

The recovery
samples of proper record
keeping and blank forms to each
applicant (see Appendix D). The

staff provided
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applicant was instructed to
provide a minimum filing system
which included a separate file
folder for each work project
(DSR). The applicants were
instructed to pick someone in
their organization, and train
them 1in the proper record
keeping necessary to receive
the maximum recovery dollars.

The Force Account Labor,
Equipment, and Supply record
keeping caused the greatest
problems from a documentation
standpoint. The documentation
for force account is far more
involved and necessarily
regquires that someone be
trained to accomplish the
record keeping. Somecne must
start keeping the records
immediately upon the onset of
a disaster emergency situation.

Several applicants lost
thousands of dollars because of
inadequate record keeping
following the disaster.

One community, after receiving
a $50,000 Advance of Funds,
stated they were not going to
prepare the paper work.
However, after DODES threatened
to request the return of the
$50,000, they hired a
consultant to prepare the
documentation and received an
additional $25,000.

One community used a computer
to process all of the force
account work, however they
coded all of the entries into
one cost code instead of
maintaining records by each
DSR. FEMA disallowed their
project application until the
community provided the proper
documentation.



One county rocad and bridge
foreman when, asked why
disaster records were not being
maintained, stated.........

Z;FIFﬁﬁiﬁiﬁiﬁﬁﬁwauéﬁb,

The foreman was told to find
some person, have him or her
follow you around, filling out
a note pad for later
transcribing into the permanent
records, as you make decisions
on emergency  work, debris
clearance, and permanent work.

Although the extra person was
not reimbursable under this
disaster, the amount of salary
the applicant paid out was
offset by the thousands of
dollars recouped by good record
keeping.
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CHAPTER 8

DISASTER COSTS

(PUBLIC ASSISTANCE

PROGRAM)

1984 Westarn Slope
Damage Costs

Pederal
Public Assistance Grants (75% FPEMA).....

4,771,580
Small Business Administration (Loans)... 738,000
Pederal Highway Administratiom..... resas 1,190,000
TUSDA So0il Conservation Service.....e.... 69,000
U.5. Forest Service.......-. sersramEmenn 2,500,000
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(Flood Fight Activities).....secseee- 122,200
Sub Total..... 9,390,730
State
Colorado Legislature 1985....-rc0scsssss 700,000
Other State Non Operating Accounts...... 120,000
State Agencies (Indirect CostS)....s-e.. 250,000
Department of Local Affairs (DOLA) Grants
Silt Water Plant......... Wearasvanss - 480,000
Oak Creek Water Systel....-..ss=smsse 150,000
Red Cliff Water Systel...sesesce=seces 275,000
Red Cliff Mndslide bDeflection Wall... 75,000
Sub Total..... 2,050,000
Local
Public Assistance Local Match (15%)..... 899,508
Moffat County Bridges
and Wilson Creek Slide Area..... beran 950,000
Garfield County for $ilt wWater Plant.... 439,000
Ote Water Mitigation Actions...... caerae 250,000
Delta COunty BridgeS...eeececesssvasnranes 190,000
Pitkin County (Retaining Walll.... 315,000
Disester Claims Not Reimbursed......-... 750, 000
Sub Total...... 3,423,508
Brivate
Private Residence Damage..... Cemaererans 1,714,006
Estimated Agricuitural Dumage and Losses 12,300,000
Private ROEAB...v.vsnsravsssnnasaannnnons 540,000
Sub Total...... 14,514,000
TOTAL. . ccocnanss vesses 5$29,378,288

Table 1. 1984 Western Slope Damage Costs

The total cost of the 1984
Western Slope Disaster will not
be fully realized for a long
time. Indirect and intangible
costs continue to surface and
even direct costs change
(invariably increases) as time
and recovery progress. Total
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damage, and

loss,
mitigation costs are currently
estimated at $29,378,288 for
1984’s floods and landslides.
Table 1 (above) details these
costs by federal, state, local,
and private origins. Under the

recovery,

provisions of the Disaster



Relief Act of 1974 (Public Law
93=-288), federal financial
assistance is provided for
recovery from presidentially
declared disasters. This
assistance is supplementary to
state, local government, and
private sector efforts and
resources. This assistance can
cover up to 75 percent of the
total public assistance costs.

The federal disaster assistance
program provides public
assistance (aid to state and
local governments) and in some
cases, 1individual assistance
(aid for disaster victims and
their families).

Public assistance grants are
made for emergency protective
measures, debris clearance, and
the repair and/or restoration
of damaged public and certain
nonprofit facilities. Public
damages of this nature are put
into nine categories: (A)
debris clearance; (B)
protective measures; (C) road
systens; (D) water control
facilities; (E) public
buildings and equipment; (F)
public utilities; (G)
facilities under construction;
(H) private non-profit
facilities; and (I) other
public facilities. Public
assistance from federal, state,
and local governments totaled
over $6.3 million in 1984.
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The 1984 Federal-State
Agreement, consistent with the
requirement that Federal
assistance be supplenmental,
provided that Federal funds
provided under the Act for
Public Assistance be limited to
75 percent of total eligible
costs in the designated area.
The remaining 25 percent of
eligible costs were provided as
follows:

o The State’s portion of the

. non-federal share will
amount to zero percent for
private non-profit
applicants and at least 10%
of total eligible costs for
local applicants.

o For State applicants, the
State’s share will amount
to 25 percent of total
eligible costs.

Table 2, Disaster Costs (Public
Assistance Program) details
each applicant and their costs
to date. Several applicant
projects are still open pending
final claim and appeals.



PUBLIC FEDERAL STATE LOCAL
ASSISTANCE SHARE SHARE SHARE

APPLICANT TOTAL (75%) (10%) (15%)
DELTA COUNTY 238,629 178,972 23,863 15,794
PAONTA 115,306 86,480 11,530 17,296
DELTA CITY (1) 217,627 163,220 21,763 32,644
DELTA MONTROSE ELECTRIC 53,751 40,313 13,437
TRI COUNTY WATER 1,363 1,023 136 204
HOTCHKISS SANITATION 31,174 24,646 3,686 5,529
DOLORES COUNTY (1) 36,861 27,646 3,686 5,529
EAGLE COUNTY 86,238 64,679 8,624 12,936
VAIL 113,143 84,857 11,314 16,972
RED CLIFF 6,972 5,229 697 1,046
VAIL VALLEY WATER 15,198 11,399 1,520 2,279
BASALT SANITATION 877 658 as 132
RED CLIFF SANITATION 17,951 28,463 3,795 5,693
MINTURN 6,503 4,877 650 975
BEAVER CREEK METRO DIST 16,474 12,355 1,647 2,471
EAGLE SANITATION 6,519 4,889 652 978
GARFIELD COUNTY 59,417 44,562 5,942 8,913
STLT 107,371 80,528 10,737 16,106
NEW CASTLE 8,704 6,528 870 1,306
RIFLE 7,087 5,315 709 1,063
GLENWOOD SPRINGS 14,943 11,207 1,494 2,241
PARACHUTE ‘ 16,840 27,630 3,684 5,526
HOLY CROSS ELECTRIC 24,306 18,230 6,076
GUNNISON COUNTY 297,204 222,903 29,720 44,581
GUNNISON HEALTH CENTER 7,052 5,289 1,763
GUNNISON CITY 18,761 29,071 3,876 5,814
CRESTED BUTTE 37,688 28,266 3,768 5,653
GUNNISON COUNTY ELECT 22,019 16,514 5,505
PITKIN TOWN 43,877 32,908 4,388 6,582
HINSDALE COUNTY 24,539 18,404 2,434 3,681
LAKE CITY SANITATION 30,037 22,527 3,004 4,506
MESA COUNTY (1) 162,680 121,635 16,268 24,777
UTE WATER CONSERVANCY 809,851 607,388 80,985 121,478
GRAND JUNCTION 339,716 254,787 33,972 50,957
CLIFTON SANITATION 1 13,132 9,849 1,313 1,970
CLIFTON SANITATION 2 17,276 12,957 1,728 2,591
CLIFTON WATER DISTRICT 1,000 750 100 150
DEBEQUE 56,246 42,184 5,625 8,437
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PUBLIC FEDERAL STATE LOCAL

ASSISTANCE SHARE SHARE SHARE
APPLICANT TOTAL (75%) (10%) (15%)
MESA WATER & SANITATION 1,278 959 128 191
GRAND VALLEY POWER 34,265 25,699 8,566
COLLBERAN 292,879 219,659 29,288 43,932
MOFFPAT COUNTY 358,568 268,926 35,857 53,785
YAMPA VALLEY ELECTRIC 168,615 126,461 42,154
CRAIG 263,208 197,406 26,321 39,481
MONTROSE COUNTY 72,188 54,141 7,219 13,828
MONTROSE CITY : 44,405 33,304 4,441 6,660
NATURITA 31,660 23,745 3,166 4,749
OLATHE 18,995 14,246 1,900 2,849
MONTROSE RECREATION 21,318 15,989 2,132 3,197
PROJECT 7 WATER AUTHORITY 32,598 24,449 3,260 4,889
CHIPETA WATER COMPANY 2,490 1,867 623
OURAY COUNTY 59,024 44,268 5,902 8,854
OURAY CITY 31,280 23,460 3,128 4,692
PITKIN COUNTY (1) - 228,059 171,044 22,806 34,209
SNOWMASS WATER & SAN 126,232 94,674 12,623 - 18,935
SHOWMASS VILLAGE 103,110 77,332 10,311 15,467
ASPEN _ 15,830 11,873 1,583 2,374
RIO BLANCO COUNTY 266,091 199,568 26,609 39,914
WHITE RIVER ELECTRIC 3,234 2,424 8o08
ROUTT COUNTY 78,668 59,001 7,867 11,800
OAK CREEK (1) 221,859 166,394 22,186 33,279
HAYDEN - 8,957 6,718 896 1,343
STEAMBOAT SPRINGS 31,741 23,806 3,174 4,761
SAGUACHE COUNTY 29,260 21,945 2,926 4,389
BONANZA 2,357 1,767 236 354
SAN MIGUEL COUNTY 93,726 70,294 9,373 14,059
COLORADO HIGHWAYS 56,162 42,122 14,040
COLORADO PUBLIC SAFETY 108,971 81,728 27,243
COLORADO PARKS (1) 110,922 83,192 27,730
COLORADO WILDLIFE (2) 299,824 224,868 74,956
' 6,405,984 4,804,488 695,406 906,090

NOTES: -
{(1)..Appeal Pending (2)..Project Application
Pending Close-out

Table 2. Disaster Costs (Public Assistance
Program) (Continued)

49



CHAPTER 9
FINANCING THE

DISASTER RECOVERY




CHAPTER 9

FINANCING THE

DISASTER RECOVERY

FEDERAL
GOVERNMENDT

Source of Funds

The Federal Disaster Relief Act
provides for a relief fund
which covers the costs of the
federal government in providing
supplemental assistance to
state and local governments as
well as to certain private non-
profit entities who have
suffered disaster impacts.
Included in the Act are
provisions for the expenses of
the federal government in
managing such assistance as
well as providing for
reimbursement of disaster
related emergency and permanent
work and protective measures.
This was the major federal
program involved in providing
disaster recovery assistance,

although there are other
federal programs of lesser
significance or routine in
nature that applied.

Fi ci ent

Advances of Funds

FEMA’s disaster recovery
financial management is

provided through the use of
Disaster Damage Survey Reports
(DSR’s) an engineering
estimate of scope of work and
related costs for each disaster
site as well as for emergency
protective measures. These
DSR’s are accumulated by
jurisdiction or agency into an
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approved project application
which provides authorization
for advances of federal funds
to reimburse actual and
contenplated expenses as work
progresses.

Inplementation of the recovery
program was accomplished
through FEMA’s use of a "Letter
of Credit" to DODES, who acted
on behalf of the federal
government in financial
transactions. This Letter of
Credit provides funds for the
State to issue warrants to
eligible applicants for the
federal share of approved
projects. FEMA maintains
management control by limiting
State approval of advances to
75% of the federal share
(retaining approval of
additional advances beyond 75%
of the federal share) and final
approval of clains. FEMA
reguires periodic status
reports as well as financial
reports to monitor the status
of the financial transactions
taking place.

All disaster recovery grants
are subject to federal audit
requirements. Changes in scope
of work as defined in the DSR
or cost overruns must Dbe
approved by FEMA. The disaster
public assistance program is a
cost shared program: 75%
federal and 25% state/local
based on FEMA eligible program
costs.



STATE
COVERNMENT

(o] of
Colorado does not have a

disaster emergency fund, rather
it operates routinely on a
small emergency contingency
fund ($100,000 annually) in the
Office of the Governor. The

emergency contingency fund is

supplemented by emergency
transfers, when Jjustified and
authorized by the Governor and
Colorado Disaster Council, from
other funding sources and from
legislative appropriations,
when approved for a specific
purpose.

During the 1984 disaster flood
fight phase, the Governor’s
emergency contingency fund
($100,000), as well as a
special flood fund ($100,000),
were rapidly expended dewn. The
emergency funds were used in
providing for sandbags,
emergency levee construction,
aerial photography, emergency
grants to local jurisdictions,
and for hiring temporary
personnel to provide state
flood fighting liaison.

After the 1984 Western Slope
disaster was declared, the
majority of flood fighting
expenditures, including those
of the State, became eligible
under the federal disaster
public assistance program as
emergency protective measures.
FEMA reimbursed the state on a
75% basis, amounting to
$81,728. The Governor
authorized DODES to use these
funds to assist in the cost of
recovery.
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" approved.

Once the decision to seek a
presidential declaration was
made, it was noted that certain
state expenses were inherent,
especially if the request was
These include costs
of:

o disaster recovery
management
(Applicant Liaison),

© preparation of
Damage Survey
Reports (DSR’s),

0 processing of
advances of funds

( financial
transactions),

.0 development of a
State Hazard
Mitigation Plan,

o conducting required
audits and financial
reviews,

o performing final
inspections of
completed work, and

o managing the State
share of approved
disaster projects.

Initiation of the disaster
recovery program was
accomplished with the transfer
of $120,000 from a non-
operating account into the
State Disaster Emergency Fund.



Summary of State Funds
Forxr
Disaster Recovery

1. Federal Reimbursement of
Governor’s Disaster Emergency
Fund Expenditures . . . . . . . . . . . $ 81,728

2, Fund Transfer from Non-Operating
Accounts Created by Executive

Order Number 0-003993 . . . . . « « « 120,000
3. Supplemental Appropriation . . . . . . 700,000
4. Other (Estimate of Indirect Costs

Absorbed by Various State Agencies) . . 250,000
5. Special Flood Fund Transfer . . . . . . 14,000

TOTAL . . . . . . .$ 1,165,728

Table 3. Summary of State Funds and Their Sources Directed to the
Disaster Recovery.

This fund transfer enabled DODES to get the program off the ground
until a detailed analysis of the State’s total costs could be
developed. Following the fund  transfer, a supplemental
appropriation was submitted to the State Legislature to cover these
and other costs in January of 1985. It was submitted and approved
by the State Legislature with funding available in July of 198S5.

52



The time delay between the
request for funds and their
availability caused
considerable problems for both
the State Disaster Recovery
Management Staff and the local
government applicants.

The applicants were required to
cover their own share, the
state’s share, and a portion of
the federal government’s share
of approved disaster work. In
many cases this led to severe
cash flow problems on behalf of
the applicant.

The State Disaster Recovery
Management Staff had to seek
other sources of funding to
cover their program expenses
until supplemental funds became
available.

A summary of state funds and
their source directed to the
disaster recovery are shown in
Table 3.

One element that directly
effected the State’s costs was
the extended duration of the
recovery program; going on four
and one half years at the time
of this report. It is noted
that three levels of government
are involved in the disaster
recovery program:

o) The federal
government (FEMA)
whose program it is
and who retains key
program decision
authority;

o The local government
or applicant who is
responsible for
doing the work; and
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o The State who acts as the

bridge between the
federal and local
governments.

The schedule of priorities of
the three levels of government
vary causing considerable
delays, resulting in drawing
out the recovery period and the
associated recovery management
expenses.

DODES initiated several
innovative mechanisms to hold

down these costs including
staff reductions and
linitations on hours worked

during slow periods to attempt
to hold the line on costs.

Fi ial M !

DODES and the Department of
Public Safety, in a Jjoint
effort, used the State’s
accounting and procurement
system to meet program goals
and objectives. This effort
was expedited, when necessary,
using the emergency authority
of the Governor as provided for
in his emergency declaration.

A general ledger account was
established for administering
the federal share of approved
payments, as well as a sub-
accounting system by applicant
for federal disaster recovery
funds. The state share of
approved projects, as well as

the State disaster recovery
management funds, were
deposited intc a separate
account. DODES recovery
management staff processed all
vouchers with supporting
documentation through the

Coloradc Department of Public
Safety.



Warrants for eligible
applicants were hand delivered
to the Governor’s Authorized
Representative and forwarded to
the applicant by certified
mail, return receipt. A letter
of transmittal explaining the
financial transaction and a
copy of the supporting
documentation for the action
accompanied the warrant to the
applicant.

A computerized financial status
report was issued on a periodic
basis and distributed to the
Department of Public Safety
(DPS), the State Coordinating
Officer (SCO), and the Office
of State Planning and Budget
(OSPB) (see Appendix E).

0SPB, within the Governor’s
office monitored the recovery
program closely and acted upcon
all requests requiring funding
decisions. The State followed
FEMA‘s example and only issued
advances of funds for
reimbursement of actual
expenses to date and those
contemplated within the next 30
days, with a ceiling of not
more than 75% of the State
share until all work was
completed and inspected.

The applicants’ requests for

advances of funds were
processed as frequently as
possible, leading to numerous

advances for each applicant.
DODES recovery staff maintained

a copy of all financial
transactions and a program file
for each applicant. The

Department of Public Safety
issued financial reports to the
U.S. Treasury and FEMA under
the Letter of Credit
reimbursement procedures.
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Financial -reviews of the
applicants records were made by
the Department of Public Safety
(DPS) auditor as assigned by
DODES. The applicants’ audit
records were reviewed by DPS
under the provision of the
Federal single audit act. State
warrants, in many cases, were
issued for both the State and
Federal Shares 1in a single
warrant. This action caused
some confusion on the part of
applicants as to the source of
the funds (that is, whether
they were state or federal
funds and how to account for
them).

ILOCAT,
GOVERNMENT

Source of Funds

Local government funding of the
disaster came from revenues
already on hand in the
community for providing
governmental services, or from
existing contingency funds.
Some local governments
transferred funds within
accounts to address the
emergency response and recovery
impacts of the disaster.
Several locally planned
community projects had to be
postponed or canceled in order
to facilitate these transfers
of funds.

Local governments used special
mill levies, increases in
taxes, fund raisers, and grants
to generate the necessary local
funds for the disaster costs.

Fi ial ement

Applicant financial management
systems in most cases continued
to mirror the day-in-day-out




routine system of the
jurisdiction. Each applicant
modified their existing system
to accommodate the record-
keeping and docunmentation
requirements o©of the federal
grant program.

The need for adegquate and
accurate documentation was
stressed by the DODES recovery
staff throughout the recovery
period. Even with this emphasis
of frequent applicant liaison,

several applicants had a
difficult time maintaining
adequate records to fully

support their disaster eligible
costs as c¢laimed. This was
especially true in many of the
smaller jurisdictions which had
part time staffs, many of whom
frequently changed during the
recovery process. Even the
larger jurisdictions were
impacted by the employee
turnover problem.
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Financial management, for the
most part, was based on general
government principles. Local
Government annual audits
incorporated disaster recovery
financial management as part of
their normal audit process, in
accordance with the federal
single audit act.

To date, no major significant
audit exceptions or misuse of
disaster recovery funds has
been noted. One weakness noted
throughout this disaster
recovery was in the compiling
of force account records
naintained by local
governnents, which in many
cases were hard to decipher and
link to specific disaster
sites/projects.
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HAZARD MITIGATION

Hazard Mitigation is defined as
a plan "to alleviate by
softening and making less
severe the effects of a major
disaster or emergency and of

future disasters in the
effected areas, including
reduction or avoidance"
(reference 1). "Hazard
mitigation can reduce the
severity of the effects of

flood emergency on people and
property by reducing the cause
or occurrence of the hazard:;
reducing exposure to the
hazard; or reducing the effects
through preparedness, response
and recovery measures. Hazard
mitigation 1is a management
strategy in which current
actions and expenditures to
reduce the occurrence or
severity of potential flood
disasters are balanced with
potential losses from future
floods" (Reference 1). ’

Section 406 (now Section 409),
Public Law 93-288 requires, as
a condition to receiving
federal disaster aid, that
repairs be done in accordance
with applicable codes,
gspecifications, and standards.
It also requires that state or
local government recipients of
federal aid evaluate the
natural hazards of the area in
which the aid is to be used
and, if appropriate, take
actions to mitigate them,
including safe land use and
construction practices in
accordance with standards
prescribed or approved by the
President after consultation
with local elected officials.
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In response to this
legislation, FEMA promulgated
regulations (44 FR 64809,
November 8, 1979). These
regulations (44CFR 205, Subpart
M - Hazard Mitigation
Regulations) were intended to
respond to Section 406, and to

conplement and reinforce
Executive Order 11988,
Floodplain Management;

Executive Order 11990 -Wetlands
Protection; and the National
Environmental Policy Act of
1969, P.L.91-190.

FEMA HAZARD
MITITIGATION
REPORT

FEMA assembled a small cadre of
professionals to examine the
1984 West Slope Damage Survey
Reports for possible mitigation
opportunities. Since the State
had prepared the Flood Hazard
Mitigation Plan for Colorado in
1983, FEMA and the State agreed
to update the 1983 Plan.
Paragraph 10 of the Federal
State Agreement, dated July 27,
1984, mentions the hazard
mitigation plan (see Appendix
C).

COLORADO FLOOD
HAZARD
MI'TIGATION PLAN

The first Colorado Flood Hazard
Mitigation Plan was prepared
following the Estes Park
disaster in 1982. The Plan was
written by a steering committee
consisting of The State Hazard
Mitigation Coordinator from the
Coloradce Water Conservation



Board, Department of Natural
Resources, the State
Coordinating Officer from the
Division of Disaster Emergency
Services, and their respective
staffs. The steering committee
members prepared the body of
the report and arrived at a
series of conclusions and
recommendations that
represented their best
judgement of the most effective
flood hazard mitigation
measures. The authors of the
report were assisted by an
inter-governmental task force
organized by the State Hazard
Mitigation Coordinator. This
approach guaranteed sufficient
input from federal, state, and
local government agencies which
appear to have potential
opportunities for flood hazard
nitigation (reference 1).

STATE INPUT

The following state agencies
participated on the task force
that helped prepare the Plan
(Reference 2):

Governor’s Office

Department of Natural
Resources

Colorado Water Conservation
Board

Colorado Geological Survey

Division of Water Resources

Colorado Soil Conservation
Board

Division of Parks and Outdoor
Recreation

Division of Wildlife

Division of Mined Land
Reclamation

State Land Board

Division of Disaster Emergency
Services

Department of Highways

Department of Health

Department of Local Affairs

Department of Administration

Department of Education

Department of Higher Education

Urban Drainage and Flood
Control District

LOCAL INPUT

The following local governments
were especially supportive of
the hazard mitigation plan
concept and provided valuable
comments from their perspective
in preparing the Plan
(Reference 2):

City of Craig
Town of Silt

Town of New Castle
Eagle County
Moffat County
City of Gunnison
Gunnison County
Garfield County
Rio Blanco County
City of Rifle

FEDERAL INPUT

The following federal
government agencies provided
valuable technical assistance
in the preparation of the Plan
{Reference 2):

Federal Emergency Management
Agency

Corps of Engineers

U.S. Geological Survey

U.S. Soil conservation Service

U.S. Forest Service

National Weather Service

Environmental Protection Agency

HAZARD
MITIGATION
OPPORTUNITIES

FEMA authorizes permanent
repair work under Section 402
of the Disaster Act and the



regulations,

The Act includes assistance to
eligible applicants to repair,
restore, reconstruct, or
replace eligible facilities on
the basis of the design of the
facilities as they existed
immediately prior to the
disaster and in conformity with
applicable standards. The Act
does not provide assistance to
improve the facility, however,
certain additional costs (not
to exceed 15%) for disaster
proofing or hazard mitigation
may be added to the DSR amount,
subject to approval by the FEMA
Associate Director (Reference
3).

A number of Colorado political
subdivisions suffered partial
losses of public facilities.
Many of these were faced with

possible future losses and
decided to improve the
facility. Certain mitigation

projects and alternate sources
of funding were explored by the
following communities to
improve the facility and
prevent future losses again.

DEI.TA COUNTY

aonia - Swelled by
snowmelt, the North Fork of the
Gunnison River ravaged the
Riverside Estates subdivision
in Paonia. One home’s
foundation was undercut and
fell into the river while
another home was seriously
endangered. This was not the
first time Riverside Estates
had experienced problems.

In 1980, the Governor'’s
Emergency Fund provided $25,000
in matching funds to construct
rip-rap protection for the
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subdivision. The subdivision
was located in the flocdplain
on the banks of the river, a
questionable decision of local
officials.

The National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) has paid out
over $70,000 in ¢laims for this
subdivision over the years.
Town officials seized the
opportunity to pursue Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG)
funding to purchase the
properties, relocate the
residents, and build a park on
the site. The application for
CDBG funds was denied by State
officials due to a 1lack of
local supporting match funds.
After receiving the notice of
negative CDBG funding, the
levee and bank of the Gunnison
adjacent to the homes was
armored with rip-rap utilizing
FEMA and State disaster funds.
A failure on the part of the
NFIP to purchase the properties

. due to lack of funds in the

program and other priorities
nationwide is noted. The NFIP
paid the homeowners for their
damages. This site will cause
problems again with the next
high flows on the North Fork.

EAGLE COUNTY

Red Cliff -~ During the
snowmelt period in May of 1984,
several landslides occurred on
steep slopes above the Town of
Red Cliff. The landslide
poured down the slope
intersecting the main road into
town. The slide buried the road
to a depth of four ft. and
closed the road for over a
week. Several homes sustained
water and mud damage to
basements and one home was
dislodged from its foundation.



During 1985, the Colorado
Geological Survey noted several
detached land slides above the
town and cautioned residents of
the potential for additicnal
damage. A landslide warning
device was installed by the
town, with assistance of the
Colorado Geological Survey and
Colorade Division of Disaster
Emergency Services and
financial assistance from the
Governor’s Emergency Fund.

The warning device was a

preliminary mitigation action
until additional studies and
structural mitigation actions
could be undertaken.

Photo 18. Landslide Deflection
Wall Constructed at Red Cliff.

A debris wall was constructed
along the road to protect homes
in the path of potential
landslides. DOLA funded the
landslide deflection wall at a
cost of over $75,000.

Red i t d itati
District - The Red Cliff Water
treatment facility suffered

damage when snowmelt occurred
and resulting landslides and
high water inundated the
treatment plant. The plant is
located along Turkey Creek one
mile upstream of the Town of
Red Cliff. FEMA authorized
$28,000 in repair work to
restore the plant to its pre-
disaster condition. However,
prior to the 1984 disaster
damage, the water treatment
facility failed to meet the
minimum  standards of the
Colorade Department of Health
(CDOH). A raw water line,
severely rusted and

deteriorated, needed
replacement. The treatment
plant filter required

replacement and improvements to
the Tates Gulch raw water
supply were also needed.

In light of a threatened "Cease
and Desist" order from CDOH and
in view of the obvious health
threat to the Town of Red Cliff
residents, the Red Cliff Water
and Sanitation District Board
declared the improvements to
the system to be their highest
community priority. DODES staff
provided assistance in
preparing an application to the
Colorade Department of Local
Affairs Impact Assistance
Office for grant funds to make
the necessary improvements.
FEMA and State disaster dollars
provided the matching funds
required to successfully obtain
a $275,000 grant.

PROJECT FUNDING

FEMA Disaster Funds..$ 28,463
State Disaster Funds. 3,795
Town of Red Cliff.... 5,692
DOLA Impact Grant.... 275,000

Total $352,040



The plant is now repaired and
the Town'’ residents are
enjoying safe drinking water.
This is an excellent example of
using FEMA and State funds to
"leverage" other grant sources
to improve a disaster damaged
facility beyond the federal and
state funding capabilities.

GARFIEIL.D COUNTY

Silt - The Colorado River
threatened the Town‘s water
intake and treatment facility.
After a fierce flood-fight, the

river had infiltrated the
intake galleries and parts of
the plant. The town’s

consulting engineer estimated
that over $435,000 would be
required to protect the plant
at the island location. The
Colorado Water Conservation
Board, State Engineers Office,
State Heath Department and the
Town’s Consulting Engineer all
agreed that the plant should be
relocated to a flood free
location. '

The town requested FEMA
assistance in relocating the
plant at a cost of $950,000,
however, Public Law 93-288 only
allows funding for repairs to
existing facilities or a Grant-
in-Lieu for relocation. FEMA
assisted the town with flood
fighting costs, a plant water
filter at $70,000, and repairs
to the access road and walk
bridge into the plant. The town
constructed a new plant at a
flood free location adjacent to
its original location at a cost
of over $1,000,000.

The project was funded using
the following sources:
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Photo 19. Aerial View of (New)
Silt Water Treatment Plant.

PROJECT FUNDING

FEMA Funding
(Grant-in~Lieu).....$ 105,000
State Disaster

Funding......2ecc--- 14,000
Colorado Water

and Sewer Fund...... 6,000
Colorado Impact
Assistance.......... 480,000
Garfield County 0il

Shale Trust Fund.... 439,000
Town of Silt Funds... 20,000

Total $ 1,064,000
MESA COUNTY

Collbran - Spring floodwaters
along Plateau creek at Collbran
destroyed the town’s rodeo
grounds and tennis courts. The
town was unable to move the
rodeo grounds due to its size,
however, the tennis courts were
relocated to high ground above
Town.



The new tennis courts are now
accompanied by a new basketball
court. The basketball court is
an improvement to the original
tennis court and funded by the
Town. The new facility is
removed from the floodplain,
thus eliminating future flood
damages. Funding for the new
facility is as follows:

ING

FEMA Disaster Funds

(Tennis Court)....... $ 19,688
State Disaster Funds

(Tennis Court)........%$ 1,969
Town of Collbran Funds

(Tennis and Basketball

Courts).cicccecces...$ 27,553

S 49,210
Ute Water Conservancy District

- During 1983, high floodwaters
along Plateau Creek and the
Colorado River prompted
District officials to begin to
mitigate possible future
losses. Along Plateau Creek,
where 24 and 48 1inch water
mains follow the boundaries of
the Creek, repeated damages
over the years had taken their
toll on District facilities.

During May of 1984, District
officials, in advance of the
flood season, contracted for
levees and rip-rap protection
to prevent damages to the water
lines saving thousands of
dollars in damages.

During 1983, the District’s
pumping station along the
Colorado River near Interstate
70 suffered high damages to the
electric motors, switch gear,
and pumps.

When the station

pump was
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Wall
to

Photo 20.
Constructed during

Retaining
1983
Protect Ute Water Conservancy
District Pump Station located
on Colorado River Near Grand
Junction (Note: 1984 Floodwater
Nearly Overtopped Wall).

constructed, District officials
believed they had constructed
the operating floor to the 500-
year flood elevation. However,
when floodwaters entered the

facility in 1983, officials
discovered the elevation was
actually a 50~year flood
elevation. Following the

damage to the facility in 1983,
Pistrict work crews spent over
$100,000 constructing a
floodwall around the building
and elevating pump motors and
the electric switch gear three
ft. During the flood of 1984,
floodwaters again entered the
building, damaging only the



pump sumps. Thousands of
dollars in District, State and
Federal funds were saved in
this mitigation effort.

MOFFAT COUNTY

M at  Count Sliater Cree
Bridge - This bridge suffered
damage to one abutment and
footing.

Photo 21.

Slater Creek Bridge
in Northern Moffat County Re-
constructed After the Flood of
1984.

FEMA would only authorize the
replacement of the one abutment
at $4600. The Slater Creek
Bridge is located in a remote
northern area of Moffat County
and is the only access for
residents and emergency
vehicles to this part of the
County. The County decided to
replace the bridge, since it
was below State and County
standards, due to its remote
location. The new bridge was
constructed at a cost of
$43,000.

62

PR T ING
FEMA Disaster Funds...$ 3,450
STATE Disaster Funds..$ 460

Moffat County Funds...$ 39,090

Total $ 43,000

The new bridge, as constructed,
will accommodate the higher
stream flows along Slater Creek
and will not 1likely wash away
during the next flood event.

Moffat C t Wi n_Cre
Slide and Road - Near the Rio
Blanco County line along Moffat
County Rocad 51 the embankment
and road slipped out at five
locations. FEMA authorized the
replacement of over 7,000 cubic
vards of material to bring the
road back to its original
condition at an estimated cost
of $49,000. During 1982-83,
Moffat County spent  over
$250,000 to maintain the road
and embankments only to have it
slip out again in 1984. The
road serves as the only access
to the Texaco oil fields and
six families. The County has
investigated alternate road
locations with no success. The
County continues to maintain
the road in the best possible
condition until such time the
"wet cycle" subsides and the
slides stabilize.

The Colorado Geological Survey
surveyed the area and gave
their assessment to Moffat
County Officials. Landslide
mitigation at this site will
require the installation of
drainage facilities; however,
the cost of such facilities,
estimated at $500,000, are
difficult to Jjustify. This
area will continue to cause
problems for the County in the



future.

Moffat County Golf Course - The
County owned golf course, near
Craig and adjacent to the Yampa
River, suffered damage to the
levee and fairways when the
river overflowed its banks.
FEMA damage estimates totaled
$60,000 for repair and
replacement of fairways and
levee portions.

Golf course officials applied
for a Corps of Engineers 404
permit for replacement of bank
material along the Yampa River
and were told by Corps
officials that rip-rap
protection would be required as
a condition of receiving the
permit. The additional rip=-rap
protection estimated at $35,000
was installed by the County.
The County successfully
appealed to FEMA for the
additional funding for the rip-
rap.

This mitigation case is unique

since the rip-rap 1is an
improvement to the original
golf course embankment and

another Federal agency required
the additional work effort.

ROUTT COUNTY

Town of OQak Creek - Spring
snownmelt transformed Oak Creek
into a raging torrent
destroying the town’s raw water
system.

The Colorado Department of
Local Affairs assisted the town
with a $150,000 grant to
rebuild the water system to new
standards. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA)
assisted in the design of the
new system. The new raw water
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storage dam and water 1lines
were relocated out of the
stream bed to prevent future
damage.

PROJECT FUNDING

FEMA Disaster Funds..$ 123,000
DOLA Grant ..........$% 150,000
Colorado Disaster

Emergency Funds ....$ 16,400
Town of Oak Creek ...$ 24,600

Total $ 314,000
Within the town, enlarged
culverts are now in-place to
accommodate future high flows.

OTHER
MITIGATION
ACTIONS

The above actions by several
Colorado communities to reduce
the future effects of disasters
through mitigation action are
only some of the more
significant opportunities
pursued during the course of
the recovery program. Many
other communities completed
projects of lesser significance
that contributed to the overall
effect of incorporating
mitigation strategies into the
recovery program.
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CHAPTER 11

PUBLIC ASSISTANCE
PROGRAM

ADMINILISTRATION

DISASTER FIEILD
OFFICE, GOILDEN

During September of 1984, the
Grand Junction Field Office
closed and the Disaster
Recovery Staff and disaster
recovery operation was moved to
the State EOC in Golden.

The recovery staff immediately
went about the process of
establishing adninistrative
procedures and development of
the necessary forms such as
Advance of Funds and Summaries
of Documentation Forms (see
Appendix D). In order to
expedite the paper process, an
Apple computer was leased with
accompanying software. This was
the first use of a computer in
the DODES office by clerical
personnel for clerical work and
was soon expanded to the rest
of the DODES office staff. The
computerized word processing,
data base development, and
financial spread sheets Kkept
track of the recovery effort in
an expeditious manner. As time
passed, the Apple was phased
out in favor of an IBM.

The Disaster Recovery Staff,
consisting of two professionals
and one secretary, provided
guidance to applicants with
respect to Public Assistance
pregram rules and regulations,
hazard mitigation, floodplain
management and special recovery
programs. The State maintained
liaison with applicants
throughout the entire public
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assistance process to insure
that (a) proper record-keeping
methods were being used, (b)
time limits were being met, and
{(c) problems and questions were
resolved in a timely manner.

It is noted that the recovery
staff devoted a significant
portion of day~to-day
activities in travel, regular
correspondence and telephone
coordination activities. Due to
the remoteness of the effected
area from Golden, a great part
of staff time was involved in
travel to and around the
Western Slope. It is estimated
that at least half of the field
work time was spent in travel
between applicant sites. The
following aspects of program

administration were regular
staff functions as well as
indicators of the staff
workload.

Principal components in the

administration of the program
are discussed individually
below,

PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATION

The Division of Disaster
Emergency Services (DODES) was
the point of contact for local
applicants’ information, advice
and technical interpretations

regarding federal and state
assistance.
Program Status Reports - The

use of the computer data base



allowed DODES staff to prepare
a number of Program Status
Reports for +the Governor’s
Office, Office of Planning and
Budget and other state
agencies. The Program Status
Reports were informative as to
financial status of the program
and progress of applicants (see
Appendix E for sample reports
and financial spread sheets

used during the recovery
period).
New ject A i

On December 4, 1984, Eagle
County was included under the
President’s July 27th disaster
declaration, bringing to 15 the
number of counties eligible for
assistance. The inclusion of
Eagle County generated eight
new project applications from
the County and other
subdivisions. The Recovery
Staff was required to perform
or assist in applicant’s
‘briefings, inspections, Damage
Survey Report (DSR) preparation
and processing advance of funds
for the new applicants.

)91 ey Re
. (DSR’s) - Occasionally, FEMA
staff would suspend a DSR
pending additional information
from the applicant. The
Disaster Recovery Staff
assisted the applicant in the
preparation of documentation,
re-inspection reports or
technical opinions as required
to determine eligibility of the
suspended project.

Supplements to Project
Applications - Supplements were

prepared and processed to
increase funding, thereby
allowing the applicant to
perform new work, additional
work or work previously
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suspended on a DSR.

Record-Keeping Training and
Technical Assistance =~ The
DODES Recovery Management Staff
provided guidance to public
assistance applicants in the
preparation of Summary  of
Documentation forms (see
Appendix D). A primary task of
the recovery staff was
assisting applicants with
record-kKeeping methods to
smooth the way for future
audits and inspections and to
simplify final claim
procedures. Formal record-
keeping training was provided
during the Grand Junction
office period and continued
throughout all phases of the
program. Many applicant agents
were replaced through  the
recovery period, necessitating
the re-training of new agents
in record-keeping and project
management.

Appeals - Applicant appeals of
FEMA determinations were

processed through the State and
forwarded by the Governor’s
Authorized Representative (GAR)
to FEMA with appropriate
comments, recommendations, and
supporting documentation.
Several applicants, including
the communities of 0Oak Creek,,
Delta, S8ilt, Parachute, Dolores
and Mesa Counties, submitted
appeals or expressed their
intent to appeal FEMA
decisions. The recovery staff
assisted in supplying
information for the appeal
action to FEMA,

Advances of Funds - During
September of 1984, DODES staff
issued a memo to all public
assistance applicants
concerning Advance of Funds.



The memo included a "Sample
Letter™ for advance of funds
and instructions for requests
(see Appendix F). Under normal
conditions final settlement of
the project does not occur
until the applicant completed
all approved work on a Project
Application and all related
bills are paid. In the interin,
funds were advanced to meet
current obligations for
eligible work and those
anticipated for the next 30
days. Regquests for additional
advances of funds were received
reqularly. The review, approval
and processing of such requests
was primarily a State function.

Time Extensions - Several

requests for time extensions of
the time limits prescribed by
FEMA for individual projects
were made by applicants to the
State. Each request was
evaluated individually as to
the justification for delay in
completion of the work and
forwarded to FEMA with the
State’s recommendations.

Grants-In-Lieu - Several grant-
in-lieu requests were made to
the State. This normally
occurred when an applicant
preferred to construct a larger
or more elaborate facility on
a specific approved project
(exceeding pre-disaster
condition). A grant-in-lieu,
equal to that for approved
repair or replacement, could be
obtained. The most common
request occurred when  the
applicant wanted to replace a
culvert with a larger culvert
or bridge. The water plant at
Silt is an excellent example of
the value of a grant-in-lieu.
Silt was able to use the
estimated damage dollars
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($100,000) towards a new plant
which totaled over $1.2 million
dollars (see Chapter 10 -
Hazard Mitigation, Garfield
County, Silt example).

ClL.OSE—OUT
PROCEDURES

Audits - On July 8, 1987, the
Governor's Authorized
Representative informed all
public assistance applicants of
the Program Audit Requirements
in a memo (see Appendix H). All
applicant project applications
were initially subject to an
Office Management and Budget
(OMB) Circular A-102 Attachment
P Audit and later to the
Federal Single Audit Act
requirements. This requirement
for audit was to be performed
as a portion of the first
normally scheduled
organizational or
jurisdictional audit following
conmpletion of all disaster

related work undertaken under

the Disaster Public Assistance
Program and payment of all
claims for the work. The local
jurisdiction’s audit
firm/agency were required to
use the instructions in federal
regulations and the audit was
to specifically cover the
Disaster Public Assistance
Program. All transactions made
during the program were to be
reviewed, including those made
in other years. The auditor was
instructed to notify State
officials if any irregularities
were found. The cost of the
audit was not an eligible
program cost and was to be
absorbed by the applicant.

The applicant was required to
maintain all records related to
the project application for a




period of three years from the
date of the audit, or final
FEMA settlement of the claim,
whichever was later.

DODES enlisted the services of
a Department of Public Safety
Auditor to conduct eleven On-
Site Financial Reviews of
applicant’s files. The reviews
were conducted on selected
local applicant’s and have
provided a greater degree of
assurance as to the validity of
both federal and state
requirements to both FEMA and
the State. Since the time of
passage of the Federal Single
Audit Act, a copy of all audit
reports is maintained by the
Department of Public Safety.
These are reviewed for any
irregular audit findings.

Final Inspections - FEMA may
reqguire federal and state final
inspections for any categorical
grant, flexible funding grant,
or small project grant, as the
Regional Director deems
necessary.

The following requirements for
Federal final inspection were
applicable to categorical and
flexible funding grants for
this disaster:

(1) For any DSR in which the
final claim exceeds $10,000.

(2) For any DSR for which the
total doces not exceed $10,000,
the Regiocnal Director may
accept a written certification
by the applicant’s Authorized
Representative, describing the
project and certifying the
claimed actual costs in
sufficient detail to permit a
desk review by the Governor’s
Authorized Representative and
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by the Regional Director.

Public Assistance
arranged for and
scheduled interim and final
inspections as were deemed
necessary in addition to the
required inspections by FEMA.
The applicant’s representative
was required to assist in the
final inspections. In all
cases, one of the Public
Assistance Officers accompanied
FEMA’s authorized inspector in
the field.

The State
Qfficers

Final inspections
conducted on a number of
applicants to determine the
validity of the applicant’s
claim and the scope of the
work. In some cases, the final
claim was reduced due to the
applicant exceeding the
approved scope of work with
improvements not eligible for
reimbursement. Some claims for
final payment were increased
due to problems - - during
construction or damage items
omitted from the original
Damage Survey Reports.

were

Final Claim - On February 11,
1986, the Governor’s Authorized

Representative, in a memo to
public assistance applicants,
cutlined the Project
Application Close-out
Procedures (see Appendix G).
The State Recovery Staff
processed all claims by
applicants for final payment
following completion of all
work by one of three methods.

and
the
all
and

(a) Limited Project Review
Pinal cClaim - Required
Recovery Staff to review
final claim documents
related costs.



(b) Detailed Project Review and
Final Claim - Recovery Staff
performed an on-site review of
all project costs and claims.

(c) Project and Financial
Review ~ required a review of
all Summaries of Documentation
and Final Inspection reports
and preparation of applicants
file for the State Auditor’s
Office. The Recovery Staff
reviewed auditor’s reports,
prepared state comments, and
processed the final claim and
payment to the applicant.

For all proiject applicaticns
over $25,000, the applicant was
required to submit Summaries of
Documentation and other
supporting materials to the
DODES Disaster Field Office as
the work for each damage site
was completed. The applicant
assisted in the final
inspections and completed a
Blanket Certificate indicating
all work was complete and where
final claims records could be
obtained.

The applicant was required to
assist 1in the final program
review and claims process as
necessary. A desk review based
on Summaries of Documentation
and Final Inspection Reports
was conducted by the State
Public Assistance Officers. In
sone cases, a detailed review
based an the above
documentation as well as an on-
site visit by State and Federal
Program personnel to review
supporting documentation and
records was necessary. In cases
of claim dispute or questions,
an on-site financial review by
an independent auditor was
provided by the State.
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Final claim recommendations
were prepared by the Public
Assistance Officers and
submitted to the Governor’s
Authorized Representative for
his review and action. The
Final Claim was then subnitted
to FEMA Region VIII for their
review and final claim acticn.

Bill of Collection - Following
the completion of FEMA‘s Final
Claim Review, a determination
is made of the amount of
federal share remaining to be
paid to the applicant.

In cases of over advance of the
federal share, =a 9"Bill of
Collection" is issued by the
federal government to the state
for return of these funds. The
state is responsible in the
first instance for repayment to
the federal government (FEMA).
This action is acconplished
through a reverse "Letter of
Credit®™ transaction. The state
then collects the overpayment
from the specific applicant.

A problem occurs for both the
state and applicant in this
action since FEMA issues the
"Bill of Collection®™ at the
time of the final <claim
decision and begins to charge
interest on the amount owed
within thirty days. Since the

final claim decision is an
appealable action of the
applicant, the "Bill of
Collection® imposes an undue

burden upon the state and its
applicants while appeals are
pending.

This issue was brought to the
attention of FEMA officials.
Luckily, the state had the
funds available to pay the
federal government while appeal



actions were being processed.
Four "Bill of Collection"
actions were associated with
this disaster. Some of the
actions were due to over-
estimating of Damage Survey
Reports (DSR’s) and their
eligibility on the front-end of
the disaster. Several actions
involved complex programmatic
issues in which there was a

considerable difference of
opinion <concerning eligible
costs.

The state has recommended that
"Bill of Collections"™ not be
issued until all program
appeals are exhausted and the
interest involved not commence
until the actual "Bill of
Collection®” is issued. The
thirty day grace period before
interest 1is charged for the
state to initiate action with
applicants, and to process a
PReverse Letter of Credit”™
transaction, is too short a
time span. This period should
be extended tec sixty days.
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SPECIAL
PROJECTS
Paonia Riverside Estates - The

State Recovery Staff provided
technical support and staff
assistance to the Town of
Paonia in their application for
a State Community Development
Bilock Grant to resolve a
perennial public health and
safety hazard along the North
Fork of the Gunnison River (see
Chapter 2 - Paonia).

i Wate nd_Sanitatio

- Recovery Staff assisted the

District in successfully
obtaining a $275,000 grant to
improve their water system
beyond the grant-in-lieu from
FEMA {see Chapter 10
Mitigation).

- Recovery

Staff assisted the Town in the
funding, design, and
installation of a landslide
warning device (see Chapter 10
Mitigation).
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CHAPTER 12 —

RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter has been reserved
for a presentation of "Lessons
Learned" and "Recommendationsg®
examples that have surfaced
during the four years of the
recovery period. Actions on the

Although responsible
organizations are identified
for implementation of each
lession learned, the Colorado
Division of Disaster Emergency
Services (DODES) will assume a

lessions learned are already coordinating and monitoring
underway in many cases. role.
ILLESSONS LEARNED

PROBLEM LESSON LEARNED AGENCY *
1. The use of permanent The use of temporary (1)
staff for disaster recovery hire personnel under a
work creates a FEMA personnel services
emergency preparedness contract to augment

program management problem.

2. Without applicant
liaison thousands of
deollars would have been

lost by state agencies and
local applicants.

3. Several applicants
suffered extreme financial
hardship due to economic
conditions prior to the
disaster and aggravated by
it.

* gsee page 74 for KEY

state staff is the best
way to meet the staffing
requirements for
disaster recovery.

State applicant liaison
on a continuing basis
over the duration of the
disaster recovery period
is a cost effective
activity and should be
pursued in all future
disasters.

Process as many advance
of funds requests as
appropriate to insure a
continuous and timely
flow of funds to each
applicant.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

PROBLEM

IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

AGENCY =*

4. State disaster funding
mechanism needs to be agreed
upon.

5. Program evaluation
criteria needs to be built
intc the disaster recovery
program.

3. Applicants lost thousands
of dollars due to poor
record-keeping during the
recovery period.

4. Present disaster recovery
is not as cost effective as
it should be.

5. Data processing
innovations are not fully
relied upon for disaster
recovery.

* See Page 74 for KEY

An 1in-place, agreed upon
state disaster funding
mechanism, whether it be a
standing disaster fund or
spending authority, needs to
be adopted by the State.

A system for program
evaluation needs to be
developed and built into the
program from the start and
continue throughout the
pregram, thus allowing for
timely program corrections
and development of an after
action report.

Additional emphasis needs to
be placed on record keeping
for applicants, especially
in the area of force account
records. Development of
Lotus type NCR sheets and/or
data base development for
applicants should be
pursued. Turn over of Kkey
applicant personnel during
the recovery period should
be anticipated.

Pursue ways to streamline
disaster recovery program to
insure cost effectiveness
and efficiency. Include
milestones, more applicant
liaison, and efficient use
of computers to speed up the
process.

Study ways to Dbetter use
data processing and
computers for the recovery
program. Develop data base
for applicants and recovery
office use.
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RECOMMENDATTONS

(Continued)

PROBLEM

IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

AGENCY *

6. Damage Assessment
following the Flood of 1984
did not go as smoothly as
possible. Problems arose in
sharing of information.

7. Problems may arise in the
processing of Damage Survey
Reports (DSR’s) in future
disasters with FEMA’s
augmentation of standardized
unit pricing and
standardized scopes of work.

8. Several applicant project

files lacked the detail
necessary to recap scope of
work changes and other
matters.

9. Several applicants waited
until project close-out to
claim changes in scope of
work and other similar costs
and lost thousands of
dollars due to late claims.

* See Page 74 for KEY

Develop a training session
on damage agsessment for
local political
jurisdictions; include as a
common functicon in each
Local Emergency Operations
Plan (LEOP). Development of
a computerized data base for
use by local governments and
the State is needed.

State should pursue
coordination with FEMA’s
Public Assistance Program to
insure state is up-to-date
on latest survey technigques.
Training sessions should be
conducted for state
emnployees used during
disaster survey.

Implementation of standard
applicant files, including
memos for record, telephone
conversations and the like.
The more complete the file
the easier it is to track
what has occurred several
years later.

Cost overruns, changes in
scope of work and other
items should be addressed as
early as possible and
brought to a resolution. A
newsletter or periodic
briefing letters should be
sent to applicants on a
regular basis. This action
would tend to alert any new
applicant enployees to
program regquirements.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

(Continued)
PROBLEM IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE AGENCY =*
10. Although hazard Hazard mitigation should be

mitigation was stressed as
an important issue from the
beginning of the disaster,
several applicant
restoration projects slipped
through the system without
needed emphasis on reducing
the hazard due to lack of
funding.

11. Problems exist in FEMA
program management where 404
permits are required.

12. Farmers/ranchers are not
fully informed as to their
options following a
disaster.

13. A clearer definition of
flood fight response
criteria for the Corps of
Engineers to assist state
and local governments should
be made available.

14. There are currently no
documents to assist local
governments in such areas
as: flood fighting,
mitigation, recovery, and
preparedness techniques.

* See Page 74 for KEY

stressed as one of the most
important recovery programs
following future disasters.
Training and c¢oordination
with other state funding
agencies should be
implemented. The (new) State
Hazard Mitigation Council
could assist in future
disasters in identifying
sources of funding, etc.

FEMA and the Corps of
Engineers should resolve the
issues that exist between
the 404 permit program and
the Disaster Assistance
Program on the question of
eligible costs.

An information brochure
should be prepared and ready
to go to fully explain the
options available to the
farmers/ranchers (such as
how to obtain reimbursement
for preventive measures).

A clearer definition of
flood fight response for the
COE. In some cases the COQCE
were called in later than
they should have been. In
some cases, the damage had
already occurred.

Several states have
developed informational
pamphlets for use by local
government. Obtain the
necessary information and
prepare the pamphlets for
use of local officials,

73

(1)¥(5)(8)
(7)(8)

—
o =
[N
—
O o
Tt st

(1)(10)

(1)(4)(5)
(9)

(1)(3)(9)
(4)




' concerning program

RECOMMENDATIONS
{Continued)

PROBLEM

IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE

AGENCY *

15. Several rip-rap projects
have proven ineffective in
controlling bank erosion.

16. During the course of the
disaster recovery, several
differences of opinion
issues
relating to road relocation,
water treatment plant
relocation, wildlife values,
and use of applicant owned
borrow pits surfaced.

(1) Colorado Division of Disaster Emergency Services (DODES)
(2) Colorado Governor’s Office

(3) Colorado Legislature

FEMA and the Corps of
Engineers should study
various alternatives to rip-
rap protection that afford
the same protection but are
more efficient and cost
effective. These should be
considered where appropriate
in lieu of rip-rap.

FEMA should study the issues
and develop and publish a
standard operating procedure
for such problems areas.

(4} Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
(5) Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)
(6) Colorado Department of Local Affairs (DOLA)
(7) Colorado Department of Health

(8) Colorado Department of Highways

(9) U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE)

(10) Colorado Department of Agriculture.
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5 March 1984

POTENTIAL FLOCD THREAT QUESTIONNAIRE
(1284 Spring Runoff Pariod)

As a part of the Spring Seminar Program, DODES will be covering from
a State perspective the potential high risk flood threat areas for
the Spring runoff pariod. We wonld like your evaluation of those
specific areas within your jurisdiction which you ara concerned about.
hdditional remarks: on any apeciﬁc preparednass activities you are
angaged in or contemplating in r-gard to these threats would be
appreciated.

Jurisdicticnm Eagle County

Potential Flood Threat Areas

Red Cliff, both from Eagle River and Turkey Creek

East and adjacent to Eagle on the Eagle River

Gypsum traller park and Eagle River Estates subdivision
Frying Pan River upstream from Bagalt

Basalt area, downstream from Emma Bridge

Preparedness Activitjes Related o Flood Threat

Red Cliff has purchased a supply of sand bags,

Arvea east of Eagle will be covered by the County sand bag supply.

Gyosum area will be covered by the Town of Gypsum sand bag supply.

Frying Pan River upstream from Basalt will be covered by County sand

hag supply. '

Basalt area, downstream from Emma Bridge will be covered by Basalt sand
bag supply. Alsc 6 dredqing permits have been izsuad to individuals by

the County, to allow removal of material from the Roaring Fork and Frying
Pan Rivers which will ultimately lower the water level and reduce the flood
danger, This dredging is in operation at this time.

3. Number of Sandbags Presently on Hand in Jurisdictiom

Eagle County 1200 VAL - Soe
Red CLiff 200
Gypaum 200
Basalt 200
Total 500
+ _goog
feed

Submitted hy Jack W, Johnson, Director- - : m.&g

To ba ratwrned by mail prior to S April 1934
Attn: Ien Boulas Eagle, Colo. 81631
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STATE OF COLORADO

EXECUTIVE CHAMBERS
Isﬁﬂw
m-ammm

March 21, 1985

#r. Alton D. Cook

Regional Director, Region VIII
Federal Emergency Management Agency
pDenver Federal Ceater, Bullding 110
Denver, LD 80225

Dear Mr. Cook:

1 am pleased to transmit to you Colorade's Flood Hazard Witigation
Frogram report. On July 27, 1984, 2 FEMA/State agreement was negotlated
pursyant to the Prestdent's Major Olsaster Declaration (Number
FEMA-719-DR) for several Western Slope countles. A major responsibility
accepted by the State under Paragraph 10 of the Agreement was to review
the status of 1implementation measures from the current 406 Hazard
#itigation Flan in light of the recent flooding. Where appropriate, the
plan was to be modified and updated to address new or additional hazard
mitigation needs or issues. .

The enclosed report 13 essentially an expanded and reformatted
yersion of the sriginal gifan which was prepared following the Estes Park
disaster n 1982, It was written by a steering committee consisting of
the State Hazard Mitigation Coordinator from the Colorado Water
Conservation Board, Department of MNatural Resources, the State
Coordinating Officer from the Division of Ditaster Emergency Services,
and their respective staffs, The steering committee members prepared the
body. of the report and arrived at a sertes of conclusions and
recommendations that represeant their best judgment of the most effective
flood hazard witigation measures. The authors of the report were
assisted by an intergovernmental task force orgamized by the State Hazard
Mitigation Coordimator. This approach quaranteed sufficient trput from
the federal, state, and local gevernment agencies which appear to have
potential owortu!t!es for flood hazard mitigation,

The report will be 3 useful teol n formulating Colorade's budgetary
and policy positions regarding flood hazard amitigation. A serles of
meetings will be held each year to momitor the Impiementation process.
These periodic meetings will form the basis of a state management system
for mitigation of Flooding and other major hazards that face Coloradans
now and in the future.

_Sinure\y.

Yergor

Enclosyre

cc:  Pat Byrne
David Getches
Ranald Cattany
B111 McDonald
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ot of Milivary Adfair
DWIS;'EDTH 3r DISASTER EMERGENCY SERVICES

10: Richard D. Lamm, Governor, State of Colorado

John P. Byrne, Director, DODES

Request for a Presidential Maj r Declaration Beig. Gen. Jobn | France
. The Adptaet Geawna)

»’.
11 July 1984 Bt

Ken Torp
Sae O'Brisn

Attached for your review and consideration ism a request package for a

Presidential Major Disaster Declaration (Enclosuce 2). It is bazed on the

data obtained thus far through a recently conducted State-—Federal damage

agsessment team effort. The damage assessment covers thirteen severely T
izpacted western slope coynvies and the atfected jurisdictions within them W
including State owned facilitiesa.

This assessment indicates the following:

Public Facility Damage 15,700,000
Mgriculture Damage 12,300,000
Private Reaidential~-

Businesa Damage _ 5,000,000

TOTAL DAMAGES ) 33,000,000

In making your review geveral factora should be considered, the most prosinent
of which are the financial implications, recovery impacts on both the State
and its local governments, and consequent overall environmental deterioration,
To highlight these factora, the following is provided.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The advantage ©f a Presidential Declaration in this sitvation is that it
will be less cogtly than if only a State declaration is in force. Our
eftimates are 1.7 million of state costs and 1.3 million of local costs (total
5 million} with a Presidential {match fund requirements). Without a
Presidential we can limit the range of cur espanditures, but there is littls :
likelihood of being below S5 million. Probably State and local costs will !
range betwesn 5 and 8 million. (Bee Enclosure 1 for cost summary) :
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MEMO RICHARD D. LAMM, GOVERNOR, ETATE OF COLORADO
PAGE TWO/11 JULY 1584

RECGVERY IMPACTS AND ENVIRONMENT

With a Presidential declaration a more thorough recovery process will ensue;
for exanple, more thorcugh debris clearance from rivers and stirenms and
arcund bridges is & critical need; more money will be available for the
clearance process. Local governmentf are under considerable stress after last
year's floods and their money reserves are small and inelastic. As logal
budgets becole more restricted, local ability to manage the overall environ-
ment will auffer. Without a Presidential, the State will probably be able to
cover only blgher priority emergency needs. Without a thorough recovery and
full mitigation effort, future costs surrounding flooding can only be
magnified.

A sumpary of impacts is as follows:

_ A With a Presidential Declaration

{1) Majority of iapacts will be addressged by federal government.

{2) Recovery effort will take place in a timely manner.
Mitigation and the environment will be enphasized during the recowvery
phase. This broader, more thorough recovery effort will lessen
future disaster emergency problems.
Individual and private business loan, and possibly grant assistance
may be provided, L€ approved, across the complets spectrum of
individual assistance programs.
The brosder federal recovery program could prove more costly to
the state than expected (match fund requirements) and our control of
costs will be limited, -

B. Without a Presidential Declaration

{1} Majority of impacts will fall on local government.
Recovery effort will be slow and drawm out.

{3) Many items will pnot be addresaed due to financial constraints.

(4) (3} abova will lead to future dizaster epergency or envirormental
problems of aven more severe conseguences.

(5) —Endividual and- private bosjiness assistance will be limited or non-
existent.

(6} The beavy local financial impact will provide stimplus for future
local witigation, but the ability to pay for impoxtant mearures
will be-severely limited.
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MEMD RICHARD D. LAMM, GOVERROR, STATE QF COLORADD
PAGE THREE/11 JULY 1984

pased on the above inforsation and that inciuded in the request package, le is
my recommendation from a program standpoint that 'a Presidential Major Disaster
Declaration be requested. It is both justified and likely to be approved.

Without such a declaraticn, the infrastructure and enpvironment of t.lie Western
slope will deteriorate, since it iz highly unlikely the State (given ita

budget constralnts) will be able to provide adequate financial assistance.
This detericration will atfest the guality of life, limit governmental
gervices and contribute to future disaster emergencies in the area,

YES
hpprove action as recommended E ni : lr{_
)
h Desize to discuss in detail with ql
you

Disapprove action as recommended

{Note in Action 1 and 3 abowe it will be with your stafe
the details involved).
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Financial Implications

W/0 A Presidential 2/ Presldential
(soma costs are optional) {Costs become an cbligation)

{1). STATE COSTS
A. - Stats agency costs for debris removal,
smergency protective measures - repair 2,852,730 713,182

restoration of damaged facilities not
inclwiing State Highway System Damage.

State Highway System Road ~ Bridge
Damage .

With Title 23 481,875 481,875
Without Title 23 1,927,500 1,927,500

Disaster Recovery Management Activities ' 50,000 400,000
Individual - Family Grant Pragram -0 - 50,000

Cost sharing of local Government Public. 3,000,000 1,669,899
Facility Damages (Total Damages » (Emergency Work only) (state part of non Federal

gd XIANASJAJAV

$11,132.,667

IOCAT, COSTS

A.

local Government Public Facility

Damage

Disaster Racovery Hanagement
Activities !

Total

At option of State

3 - §8,000,000 depending
on Title 23 funding and
dacision on item

8 - $11,000,000 depending
on what part State picks
wp in B above,

100,000

share - eastimated at 158)

$3,314,956 to $4,760,581
depending on title 23 funding

51,113,265
{local part of non Fedaral
share-estimared ak J0%)

200,000

. 8« $11.,000,000 -

$1,323,265




g XITANATFaddAVY

Financial Implications

GRAND TOTAL Appox. 14 = $16,000,000 4 = $6,000,000
COMBINED STATE LOCAL COSTS Depending on Titla 23 Depending on Title 23

It is noted that these calculations are based on damage assessments. Thate may be additional damages

not yet identified., Additlionally actual costa for repaix, restoration could ba higher than present
astimaten. :



STATE OF COLORADCO

11 July 1984

The Eoncrable Ronald Resgan
The President

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Throogh: Alton D. Cook
Regional Director
FEMA Region VIII
Danvar, CO 80225

Dear Mr, President:

Under the provisions of Section 301 (b), Public Law 93-288, as implemented
by 44CFR 205,41, I reqoest that you declare & major dimaster for Colorada,
as a result of extenszive flooding, mudslides and landslides which began
on 14 May 1984 and continued through the latter part of June 1984, The
geographic area impacted includes the following counties of Colorado's
Western Slope: Mcffat, Routt, Ri¢ Blanco, Mess, Garfield, Montrose, Delta,
Gunnison, San Miguel, Ouray, Eagle, and Pitkin. Impacts are attriboted to ap
above average snowfall and consequent high spowpack, an abrupt five day
warning trend, and rain storms on already bank full streams and rivers, Part
of the lmpact 1s also attributed to the severe conditions of the twe previous
Years which resulted in State declared disaster emergencies for several
countiess many of which were impacted again this year. Soll moisture ana
reservoir storage levels were both high at the stazt of this spring's showmelt
runoff period, dus to the above average snowpack and intensive precipitation
received during the previous year. Alsn, this year's early ancwfall insuiated
large areas of ground which is normally frozen, resulting in bigh soil
porosity and saturation as snow melted. This has resulted in nunerous
mudslides and landslides which impacted both public facilities and private
property. The most significent of thess slides occurted in the Town of Vail.
The abnormally intensive warming trend (well into the ninties for over five
days} caused the beavy snowpack to runoff in higher than normsl volumes,
rapidly £illing the major streams and rivers. Rain storms occurring on thess
streans and rivers caused them to exceed their capacity, flooding many built
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The Honorable Ronald Reagan
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up areas and dasaging roads and bridges as well as other public and private
properky. The continuing high flows (both in volume and velocity) lasting
through the latter part of June caused considerable bank erosion and stabli-
zation problems along all of the major river bazins in the jmppoted area.

These river basins are the Colorade, Yampa, Gunnison, and Uncompaghre and
include many smaller tributary streams.

The amount and geverity of disaster celated damages are broken down by type
and preliminacry estimates as follows:

Private Reaidential § 1,774,800

Business $ 2,735,800
Agriculture $ 12,236,000
Public § 15,727,897

TOTAL $ 21,462,097

A8 a result of this situation, I declared a state of disaster emergency on
18 May 1984 for the Town of Silt in Garfield County. I followed this action
with subsequent declarations for Mesa, Delta, Montrose, Gunnison and Routt
Counties. Based on the damage assessment findings I have also issued a
declaration for Moffat, Ric Blanco, San Miguel, Quray, Bagle and Pitkin
counties. Execution of the State Emergency Plan was directed on 18 May 1984,
Since that time all appropriate actions directed under State Law have been
accomplished. On 18 May 84 the Sacramento Corps of Engineers District was
requested to participate under their statutory authority, in those flocd
tighting activities which were on-going. The corps approved this request and
provided much needed technical and resource assistance to supplement the
efforts of State and local government during the flood fight.

I have determined that this incident is of such severity and magnitude that
effective response is beyond the capabilities of the Stata and the affected
local gevermments and that supplementary Federal asalstance isn necessary.

Preliminary estimates of the nature and extent of Pederal assistance needed
under Public Law 93-288 a5 apended, are tabylated in Enclosures A and B,
Estimated requirements for Federal assistance from certain Federal agencies
under other statutory authorities are tabolated in Enclosure C,

The following information ie furnished on the extent and nature of State

resources which have been or will be used to alleviate the conditionm of this
disasters .

{1) The Division of Dimaster Emergency ~Services provided 'imeidiate
assistance in marshaling State and private sector rasources to
supplesent local rescucces for emargency action and ald to wictimm.
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The w»tate issued approximately 100,000 sandbags from its stocks
to asxist local governments; alse, additicnal sandbags to replenish
pra-positioned sandbag stocks were purchased.

The following expenditures in sddition to those for sandbag
restocking were made from my smergency fund:

{a) Town of Dak Creek — Water System ~- 525,000

{(b) Gaological advice relative to mudalides and landslides ==
provided by the ataff of the State Geologist -~ §3,000 (for
Yail-Aspen areas)
Aerial photography of flood impacted rivers — $5,000

Montrose County for contractual work perforned as part of
Energency Protective Measures -—— $14,000

Technical Assistance -~ hauling of sandbags provided by State
Highway Department -- $3,000

Temporary staff to provide State liaison to Corps of Engineers
for flood fighting activities — $1.800

The State Emergeancy Water and Sewer Fund — Department of Local
Affairs —- made grants in-excess of $90,000 for emergency protective
maasures to iapacted water and amewer utilities,

The State Righway Department provided and continues to provide
technical and resource assistance to impacted communities on
emergency protective measures involving roads and bridges, and
field expedient dikes and levees.

Colorsdo Water Consecvation Board and Division of Water Resources
in the Department of Hatural Resources have provided and will
continue to provide technical zssistance on evalvating flood threat
potential, ascertaining appropriate measures to be token to address

this threat, and 1dentifying long range solutions to the floocd
problem.

office of the State Geologist in the Department of Natural Resources
has been involved in evaluating mudslide and landslide threats apd

recommending emergency protective measures to address thess threaks,
(see para. 4 b)
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The Department of Health has ‘assisted local govaernments in

evaluation of threats to public health, particularly with respect
to water and sewer systems.

The Colorado State Patrol provided assistance to local law
enforcement agencies in the areas of traffic control and protection

of damaged property as well as providing emergency coamunications
supporct,

Many State agencies have been involved in the damsge assesswent
effort to gain & more detailed insight into the severity and
magnitude of the impacts. These agencies include Division of
Disaster Energency Services, Departments of Highways, Health,
Agriculture, Watural Resocurces and Social Services: and the Office
of State Planning and Budgeting.

Continued effort on the part of State Government and all of its

agencies will be necessary to insure a timely and effective recovery
affort.

(12) Local Governments have been and are continuing to address the
disaster ispacts to the extend of their rescurces.

I intend to implement the Individual and i’uuy Grant Program (IPGP) as

deascribed in Enclosure A. Sufficient individual disaster related losses exist

in the flood area, beyond those which can be covered by other programs, to

jostify the inplesentation of IFGP as an slement integral to the owerall

program get forth in this declaration request. I certlfy the State is unable

te immediately pay its 25 percent share of the cost to implement the program .
and teguest that the state's 25 percent share be advanced by the federal

government. In ofder to repay this advance, I will consider the following

optionst a special appropriation from the State Legislature when the next -
session convenes in January 1985; or extracrdinary actions pursuant to the

Colorado Disaster Emergency Act. I anticipate the funda will become available

and will be repaid to the federal government by 31 December 1985,

This letter also constitutes an official request for the counties mentioned
above for: (1) the SBA (Small business Mminlstration personal/tusiness/eco-
nomie injury) disaster loan program, and (2) the Emergency Congervation
Program {ECP, USDA). Pursuant tc Federsl Emergency Management Agency
regulations, I certify that the total obligations for this major disaster for
which no federal reimburzemant will be requested are expected to exceed
$2,000,000 in accordance with the table in Enclosure D.

[ A
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1 have designated John P. Bytne, Dlrector of the Division of Disaster
Energency Servicez as the State Coordinating Officer for this request. He
will work with the Federal Emergency Manag Agency in damaga assessasnta
and may provide further information of justification on my behalf.

Sincerely,

R A

Enclosures A-E
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Federal Emergency Management Agency

Denver Federal Center, Building 710 Denver, CQ 80225

FEMA-STATE AGREEMENT

July 27, 1984

Honorable Richard D, Lamm
Governor of Colorado
State Capitol Bldg.
Denver, G 80203

Dear Governcr Lamm:

1. ©On July 27, 1984, the President determined that damages resulting from
flooding beginning on May 1, 1984, have caused a major disaster in your
State and you hereby acknowledge notice of this declaration, This letter
is the FEMA-State Disaster Assistance Mgreement for this major disaster,
designated FEMA-719-DR, under the Disaster Relief Act of 1974, Public Law
93-288, as amended, 42 USC 5121 et seq. ("the Act™}, 'in accordance with 44
CFR 205.39. Also attached and made a part of this Agreement are:

Exhibit A, Federal Financial Assistance

Exhibit B, A list of State officials authorized to execute
certifications and otherwise to act on behalf of the
State.

Exhibit C, A copy of your request.

2, Federal assistance will be made available in accordance with the Act,
Executive Order 12148, ard the implementing regulatiors found in Title 44
of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), as amended, and currently
applicable handbooks. You hereby waive any consultation process under
Executive Order 12372 and 44 CFR, Part 4, for grants, loans or other
financial assistance under Secticns 402 and 414 of the Act for this major
disaster.

3. Consistent with the requirement that Federal assistance be
supplemental, any Pederal funds provided under the Act for Public
Assistance will be limited to 75 percent of total eligible costs in the
designated area.
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FEMA-State Agresment
July 27, 1984
Page 2

The remajning 25 percent of eligible costs will be provided as follows:

The State‘s portion of the nem-Federal share will amount to 0% for
private nor-profit applicants and at least 10% of total eligible costs for
local applicants. For State applicants, the State’s share will amount to
25% of total eligible costs.

You have certified additional commitments in your request on behalf of
State and local goverrments.

- The State and FEMA agree to utilize the Letter of Credit procedures for
adhministration of the Public Assistance Program,

4. No Federal assistance under the Act shall be approved unless the damage
or hardship to be alleviated resulted from major disaster which took place
from May 1, 1984, through and including June 30, 1984,

5. Pederal assistance under the Act and this Agreament shall be limited to

the following areas of the State of Colorado, and such additional areas as

may be subsequently designated by the Associate Director, State and Local
Pregrams and Support, FEMA (“the Associate Director™):

Public Assistance only: Dslta, Garfield, Gunnison, Mesa, Moffat,
Quray, Pitkin, Rio Blanco, Routt and San
Miguel Counties.

6. If a State or local govermment, or eligible private, non-profit
organization violates any of the conditions of disaster relief assistance
urder the Act, -this Agreement, or applicable Federal regulations, the
Associate Director shall notify the State that additional financial
assistance for the project in which the violation occurred will be withheld
until such viclation has been corrected to the satisfaction of the
Associate Director. If the Associate Director is not satisfied with the
corrective action taken in response to such notification, then the
Associate Director will notify the State that further financial assistance
for the project in which the violation occurred will be withheld until
adequate corrective action is taken. In addition, the Associate Director
may also withhold all or any portion of financial assistance which has or
is to be made available to the State, local govermments, or eligible
private, non-profit crganizations for other disaster relief projects under
the Act, this or other Agreements, and applicable Federal regulations,
until adequate action is taken. The State further agrees that FEMA or
State auditors, the Governor’s Authorized Representative, the Regional
Director, the Associate Director, and the Comptroller General of the United
States or their duly authorized representatives shall for the purpose of
audit and examination have access to any books, documents, papers and
records of any recipients of Federal disaster assistance and of any persons
or entities which perform any activity which is reimbursed to any extent
with Federal disaster assistance funds distributed under the authority of
the Act.
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7. ¥o member of or delegate to Congress, or resident camissioner, shall

be admitted to any share or part of this Agreement, or to any benefit to

arise thereupon; provided, however, that this provision shall not be

g:\mlf:?aed to extend to any contract made with a corporation for its general
nefit,

8. The State will establish and maintain an active State program of
nondiscrimination in disaster assistance as outlined in 44 CFR 205.16.

This program will encampass all State and local government actions pursuant
to this Agreement.

9. The State will establish and maintain a program to assure that State
ard local govermment recipients of Federal disaster assistance comply with
the Department of Housing and Urban Develcpment (DHUD) Consolidated List of
Debarred, Suspended and Ineligible Contractors. This program also will
encampass all State and local contracts pursuant to this Agreement.

10. The State shall review the status of implementation measures from the
current State 406 hazard mitigation plan in the light of the recent
flooding, and modify or update such plan as appropriate to address new or
additional hazard mitigation needs or issues. The State further agrees:

(A} To submit a report of this program review not later than 180 days
after t.he declaration to the Regional Director;

(B} To follow up with applicants, within State capabilities, to assure
that, as a condition for any grant or loan under the Act, appropriate
‘hazard mitigation actions are taken; and

{C) To review and update as necessary disaster mitigation portions of
the State amergency plan.

The Regional Director agrees to make Federal technical advice and
assistance available to support the planning efforts and actions. The
State understands that future Federal disaster assistance may be curtailed
in situations where hazard mitigation plans have not been implemented
properly.

11. The State will notify all State and local agencies and local
goverrments within the areas defined by this Agreement of the time
limitations agreed to herein and the temms and conditions of eligibility
for Pederal assistance,

12. The State agrees, on its behalf and on behalf of its political
subdivisions and other recipients of Federal disaster assistance, to
cooperate with the Federal Goverrment in seeking recovery of funds which
are expended in alleviating the damages and suffering caused by this major
disaster against any party or parties whose acts or omissions may in any
way have caused or contributed to the damage or hardship for which Federal

assistance is provided pursuvant to the Presidential declaration of this
major disaster.
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13. This Agreement may be amended at any time by written approval of

parties.
: Sirﬁmly,c g: ; . :

D. Swanson
saster Recovery Manager

For-by
Date
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EXHTBIT A
FEDERAL FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

General. The Director of the Federal Emergency Management Agency, or
his delegated representative, shall make available such amounts as
he/she finds necessary for Federal disaster assistance within the
limits of funds available fram Corgressional appropriations for such
purposes pursuant to the Act, Executive Order 12148, and applicable
Federal regulations,

Audit.

a. The State will maiptain a camplete listing of locations where
each applicant's records, including the original documentation
supporting each claim, may be audited by the Federal aditors. The
original documentation shall be retained for a period of not less than
three (3} years from the date of final payment, except that in the
case of small project grants {project applications under $25,000), :
original documentation shall be retained for a period of not less than i
three {3) years from the date of submission by the applicant to FEMA ;
through the State of the listing of approved projects showing
campletion of all work, dispcsition of any remaining funds, and
certification by the applicant as required by 44 CFR 205.

b. The State shall perform site audits and other reviews as are .
necessary to a certification by the State of each claim arising fram
an approved project under this disaster. The State official
authorized to make such certification in connection with the
performance of audit functions is designated in Exhibit B of this
Agreement. Such audits will be performed in accordance with audit
guides provided by the FEMA Inspector General and by the General
Accounting Office Standards and Office of Management and Pudget
Uniform Requirements for Grants to States and Local Gowverrments
Campliance Supplement.

Advances and Letters of Credit. w#hen reguested in writing by the
Governwir or his authorized representative, funds may be advarnced to
the State for approved individual project applications, The State
request will recomend the amount of each advance forapprovedpzoject
applications. However, the maximm amount to be advanced on each
project application will be detemmined by the Regiocnal Director of the
Federal Emergency Management Agency or his delegated representative ;
having responsibility for such actions. In requesting advances, the :
State thereby agrees-to the following tems and conditions which shall
. govern all such funds advanced:

a. That funds will be deposited in a manner that maintains thejr
identifications as disaster relief funds subject to withdrawal only
upon certification of the Gavermt: s Authorized Eepresentative {GAR).
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b, That the furds advanced shall be uSed solely for the approved
project application for which an advance was requested.

c. That the State will, upon receipt of the advance or advances,
immediately readvance to the applicant the amount approved by the
Regional Director or his/her designee for such applicant.

d. That the State will establish and maintain accounting records,
which will be subject to Federal audit, containing the following:

1. The amount of each advance to the State;

2, The amount of funds advanced to each applicant, including
the check number, amount, date and individual payee,

e. That the State will, with respect to its cwn disaster
assistance applications, maintain records which identify adequately
the source and application of Federal disaster assistance funds for
FEMA-supported activities, along with accounting records which are
supported by adequate source documentation. In addition, the State
will, with respect to the disaster assistance applicaticons of other
goverrmental entities and of eligible private non-profit entities,
recquire that such grantees maintain records which identify adaquately
the source and application of Federal disaster assiastance funds for
FEMA-supported activities, along with accounting records which are
supported by adequate documentacion,

f. That the State official responsible for the custody of the
furds shall be a bonded official or, if other than a bonded official,
assurances of satisfactory surety shall be provided.

g. That within 90 days of comletion of each project for which
advances were made fram the fund for costs approved for that project,
the State will furnish duly executed vouchers (in quadruplicate on
United States Goverrment Standard Form 90-27) accaompanied by such
itemized and substantiated documentation as the Federal Goverrment may

reqguire.

h. That any and all funds advanced to the State for individual
project applications which are in excess of the approved, actual
experdditures as accepted by final audit of each project by the State
and/or Federal Goverrment shall be refunded by the State by check
drawn payable to the Federal Pmergency Management Agency. If it
becomes evident that timely refunds will nct be made by the State, the
Federal Emergency Management Mgency shall apply the claims collection
procedures cutlined in Title 44, CFR Part 11, Subpart C and further
described in the claims collection regulations of the General
Accounting Office ard the 0.5, Department of Justice. i
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i. That in the event that advances to grantees and subgrantees
under this Agreement are accamplished by the use of Letters of Credit,
the State camits itself to {a) initiating cash drawdowns only when
actually needed for its disbursements, (b) maintenance of adeguate
accounting controls over Letters of Credit and advances of Federal
funds, (c} timely reporting of cash disbursements and balances as
required by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and (d) the
imposition of the same standards of timing and amount upon any
secondary recipient organizations, including the furnishings of
reports of cash disbursements and balances, with the understanding
that failure to adhere to these provisions may cause the unobligated
portion of the Letter of Credit to be revoked by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency or by the Department of the Treasury.

Reimbursements.

a. If no advance is made, reimbursement to the State for approved
costs shall be made upon the presentation by the State of duly
executed vouchers in accordance with paragraph 3(g) above.

b, 1f actual expenditures approved by the Federal Gowerrment
exceed a partial advance made for an approwved project application, the
balance not covered by the advance will be paid to the State upon
presentation by the State of duly executed vouchers in accordance with -
paragraph 3(g) above.
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(1) The Governor hereby certifies that  LFONARD A. BOUTAS is the
Governor's Authorized Representative (GAR) empowered to execute on ‘
behalf of the State all necessary documents for disaster assistance
including certification of applications for public assistance.

WILLIAM S. MARTIN is the Alternate Governor's Authorized
Representative and is similarly empowered. Their specimen signatures
follow:

GAR Altermate GAR

2 Lot Sl ST

(2) The Covernor's Authorized Representative, who is named above, is
responsible for State performance of hazard mitjigation activities
under this Agreement. Further, wIriiaM p. stawton  is designated the
State Hazard Mitigation Coordinator for the purposes of such hazard
mitigation activities.

The Governor hereby certifies that JOHN P. EYRNE and

WILLIAM S. MARTIN are the State Coordinating Officer {SCD)
and Alternate State Coordinating Officer respectively, who will act in
cocperation with the Federal Coocrdinating Officer under this declared
major disaster. '

The Governor hereby certifies that site audits and certifications as
referenced in Exhibit A shall be the responsibility of ROBERT J. SCOTT
who shall arrange for the performance of such audits and who shall
execute all such certifications on behalf of the State,

The Governor hereby certifies that DAVID H. LAWTON is the
representative of the State authorized to receive donations or loans
of surplus property on behalf of the State and to execute
certification, agreements and other necessary documents with regard
thereto.

The Governor hereby certifies that LEONARD A. is the
official of the State authorized to execute compliance reports, carty
cut campliance reviews and distribute informational material as
required by the Pederal Emergency Management Agency to assure that all
recipients of Federal disaster assistance are in full compliance with
FEMA nondiscrimination requlations. [located at 44 CFR 7.]
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The Governor hereby certifies that LEQNARD ». BOWLAS is the
official of the State who will execute conpliance reports, carry cut
conpliance reviews, and distribute informational material as required
by the Federal Bmergency Management Agency (FEMA) to assure that all
recipients of Federal disaster assistance are in compliance with the
Dnited States Department of Bousing and Urban Development List of
Debarred, Susperded and Ineligible Contractors,
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RECORD KEEPING

Purpose:

In the aftersath of disaster thers {s a particularly
strong need £o keep accurata mecords of expenditures and other actions
taken in order to insure amciaus rwismbursement for lossas and expenses
ineyred in the recovery pracess. This section describes the necessary
stepst in record keeping and includes suggestad forms which, Lf fully
utilized, should provide an adequats basis for expenditure substantiation.

CoNcERT:

Proper and accurats supporting documencaticn is a R
“"must® 13 ordar €5 insurw that local governmeants receive the meximm
financial reimbursemant for authorized disastar emsrgency ralated expenses
and losses. It is almogt impossible to document claims aftey the work has -
bean dene and 4 period of tipe has passad. Officials must datarmine vho is
going o keep the racords and insure that proper training has taken place.
It must be known what records are needed and how they are to be maintained. ~
and most izportant of all, officials must insure that records are kept "
immediatsly upon response to or recovery from a4 disastar emergency situation.
These situations have a way of rapidly expanding, and it is too late to go
back and creats records that should have been kept from the onset. Public
officials who are to use the system must be indoctrinated, so that they are -
at least familjiar with Lt. ’

Recommenpen LocaL RoLe:

Thers are basically three ways in which dizascer
emergency work can be accomplished by local governments. These are force
account [own forces), contract, and dirsct federal assistance. Local
governments may utilize each or all of thess programs. Each is discussed
in the following pages, It is important to note that local govmimments .
shoyld not over comait themselves by using force account work only. !

Force account work is that work sccomplished through utilization of one's .
cwn personnel, squipment, and supplies, In the majority of cases in the i
past, this has been the type of work vhich has caused greatest problens :
from tha & tation standpoint. Because of this, the documentation N
requireTents are quite involved and necessarily require that sooecne be
designated and trained to handle the record keeping. Someone must start
keeping the necessary records immadiately upon the onset of a disaster
emergency situation. IF the resources of another city or county are

used to perform the work (exazple: Larimer County for the City of Loveland}
the same documentation is required as if the resources wera that agency's
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owm. “hare must be an’ invoice showing what has been paid that city/county.
This iavoicw must show the date, and amount paid, check or warrant mumber,
or avidence of cash payment., Within force account work there are threse
arsas which must be docwmntsd in datail. Thesa are payrolls, aquipment
use (eitter l_pplicant ouned or rantad) and matarials used., In each case,
these zust be tied to a specific danage sita and item number on the project
applicaticn. This necessicatas tha satablishmant of a separata folder for
sach dapage sitea/work project, as soon as they ars identified so that all
pertinent data relative to that site can be filed in one place for future
refarence. Realizing chat 2 single employes may wark on more than one site
in one day and that he nay usa different types of equipwant and materials
on each of tha sites, an Individual Daily Report Form covering time, equip—
zent, and materials has been desicned to assist in keeping track of tha
actual vozk performed at each indfvidual site he works on. Thess forms
should ba turned into the foreman for verification and then turned over

to the cerscn designatad to keep tha foldars for sach site. Informaticn
from these reports is then to be transposed to the consolidated forms

for Payrolls, Equipmenc, and Material described later. For local use,

it is suggested that the forms described be reproduced in a color different
from that norzally used so that they may be readily ldantified as forms
associated with disaster emergency situations. ’
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FORCE ACCCUNT PAYIOLL

Payroll records must show as a minimn the pay period, name, job classifica-
tion, neaber of hours worked each day, toral hours worked each pay period,
rate of pav, "(reqular or overtine) tocal sarning, and paycheck number.
Racords rust additienally indicate which job site the employee wag v;:rk:‘.nq

on eash hour of the day, If he vorked on =aze than one job site in a single

day.

Informacion frcm tha Individoal Daily Report Forms should be extracted and

consalidated on the Payroll Record Form, This will enable the official to
. show exactly who 4id what, vhen and for how loeng on each job site. This

should be done at least once a wveek, .an:‘oll Record Forms should ba kept

in the azzrepriate folder for the work site.

COMPLETE ONLY AFTER MAJOR DISASTER DECLARATION FORCE ACCOUNT

Feve R PAYROLL PAGE

RECORD TIME PERICD:
PROJECT APPLICATION NO.:

CATEGORY OF WORK: LINE ITEM: LOCATION: _ JOB SITE NO.:

’ OATE TOTAL | pove | TOTAL PAYCHK.
NAME HOUAS WORKED EACH DAY HOURS PAY NUMBER

CERTIFIED BY:
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' Documantation for applicant cwmed ind rented squipment mast show
the equipcent type and description, date used, hours used each day. total
hours used, rate per bcu: (indicacing with or without operator)s total cost
for each item and total cost of all equipment used.

For rented equiroent, the official =rist also show the date and ancunt

Apa.i.d and <heck muber or evidence of cash payment. A cooy of the rental

agreenent must be maintained in the work site file and this agressent Sust
specifically state vho is respoasible for all repairs to the equipmenc.

Rates used on 3pplicant owned equifment oust be 5o more than those
on HUD's "Schedule of approved Applicant - Cwned Equirment Rates.” DODES
will provide these on requess.

Infor=ation from the Individual Daily Report Form=s should be extracted
and cens'talidlted on the Equirment Racord Form. A separate vendor invoice .
#ile vhich contains copies of all reatal agreements and invoices {rom
equiprent vendors should be established, if rantal equipmenz is used. It
iz important to remember that all squipment used on a work site must be
recorded daily on either the Evulrzment Record Fora for Owned Eguipment

or the Equipment Record From for Rented Equirment.

COMPLETE ONLY AFTER MAJOR DISASTER DECLARATION FORCE ACCOUNT PAGE OF PAGES -
FErA o EQUIPMENT TIME PERIOD: 10
ECORD 19 ‘
PROJECT APPLICATION-NO.:
CATEGORY OF WOH.K: LINE ITEM ! oot LOCATION: N JOB SITE NO.:
DATE
TYPE OF EQUIP. NO. TOTAL RATE TOTAL
EQUIPMENT REFEAENCE HOURS USED EACH DAY HRS. COsT
TOTAL TOTAL
HRS. CosT :
CERTIFIED BY: TITLE:
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. FORCE ACCOUNT

SUSPLITS AND MATERIAL

Supplies and material, both thac from stock and that which must be purchased,
mast be accounted for by individual work site and of course oust be
supporTed by full docuzentation. Thils documentation must show unit cost.

total cost, quamtity, descripticn, date purchased, date used, vork sice

date paid for, and check ber and ar evid of cash

paymenz. .
Unit cost must be supported by one of tha following:
. A+ The invoice covering the original pn.tcha.se af the itenm.
B. ™Me invoice covering the replacement of the itan-.
C. “he applicant's stock card showing how the average price usad was

R calculated.

- A file for vendor invoices should besstablished. Informaticn from these
invoiced and Zvom Jaily wark secords should ba tzansferzed on a daily
basis o 25 soon s5 prastical to & Supply Record Form which is to be kept
in the work site folder, - Supglies and material may be used from old scu'd:
or from those recently puvchased. I for some reason, the vendor's
invoice has not been received or ﬁas bean destroyed and no inveice is
available, confirm the needed informaticn with the vendor and make up a

Demorandim for record for the vendor invoice file.

a—
COMPLETE ONLY AFTER MAJOR DISASTER DECLARATION FORCSEUIA"EEYOUHT ) ]
FEMA- -DR : PAGE e OF PAGES
RECORD .
PROJECT APPLICATION NO.: TIME PERIDIJ:a 70
|1 J—
CATEGORY OF WORK: LINE ITEM: LOGATION: JOB SITE NO.:
. CHECK ONE
venoon bescaerion ounmry | ML | 01 | JOTE, | (BiEGK, | 0Ty | meomManion frow

INYQICE STOCK

TOTAL PRICE

i ceqlily that tha above lon was lrom vandod invoicas,
slock cards of other documends which are available (oF audi,

CERTIFIED BY:
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Cantzact Work

:n:em_:wq-pcsofcmmmuhichnybnused= lmep sum

asd cose. IS & lump sum contTact is usad, am invoicw and a copy
of the coptract is needed. If & cost contract is used, aot only is
a copy of the contract and an invoice needed, bug additicnally, a
detailed braakdown of tha cost, including dates, locatiém of work,
rpes of equipment, hours and hourly rate is required. 'm.}.s- re=
guirement should be spacified in the contract. In addiwtion to
these Tecuiremsnts, the applicant (local govarnment) must show on
each invoice the date and amount paid, check or WAXTIAT mmber

or wvidence of cash payment. Evidence of contract advartisement,

" bidders and selaction of low bid contractor should also be revained.

0TZ:  If only one bldder is wa.i.l;.ab!.e in the acea, this fact

should be noted by memorandum when issuing the coatzact.) All

Zederal and state regu.ln‘.:.ion; pertaining to non' discriminacion, fair N
Labor standaxds, satikickbacks and deberzed contwactars shall be
complied with. Cost-plus cont-acts can be rarely justified and

in no event shall a cost~pPlus-percent of cost contTact be approved.
for removal of uz-c..\uqc and debris clearance, fixed price ar unit
price contracts are prefsrred over equipment reatal or hourly Zate
contracts because they are ganerally less expensive. All negotiacted
oonTracts of ower $10,000 thall include a provision thac tha appli- |
cant, f‘h‘.‘ comptroller General of the U.5. or any of their authorized
representatives shall have accwss to any books, documents, papars
and recards of the contractar which are directly pestinent to the
gentract for a4 period of thrwe years after the last payment under

the contract.
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D. Direct Federal Assistance

17 apergency work is beyond the capability of a local govermmant

agplicant and that of the state and if a political encity is unable
to contract for the work, this work may be accomplished by federal
agencies. Normally, permanant restoration work will not be provided
L dirsct federal assistance, but thiz will be decided un a case by
case basis, Requests for direct federal assistance should be made -
‘.-u; local governing bodies in the form of a rasolution, through the
Governor's Authorired Representative to the FDAA Amgional Director
for aprroval. These requests Are o be submitted (separately from
oroject applications and cust be ac.conplished byz:
1. A certificatiom of local governuent resolation.
2. A statement outlining the reascns why the work cannot be cone by
the applicant. )
; . An assurance by the applicant of coopliance with regulacion
5. Civil Rights, Federal-State Disaster Asgsistance Agresanant
and 2205.15 Duglication of Benefizs 24C FA.
IZ approved, the appﬁcmt is responsible for assiscing the performing
faederal ageancies in all support and local jurisdiction matters that
k a private owner would assume in his relaticnship to a perfosming
I contractor. Feor all work performed by faderal ageacies, the state
or local government must provide without cost to the federal govern-
ment all land easesents and ziqht-;f-unys necessary for acco=plishing
the approved work, and must agree to indemnify the fideral government
against any claizns arising frcm the work. Sample copies of local

resolution and certification are attached. Experience has shown that

c-13
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this method of work is seldom used, although in a few cases it {x
the only mathod available to a local commmity to get a spacific

type of work accomplished. The Governor's Authorized Repressntative

will assist local governmants in preparing requasts for direct Federal

asiistance.
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3 summary, it ls Doted that each local quun;unt wust review les

owl record keeping procedurss and detarmine if they are adequate to
izsure the maintansnce of necassary records to support disastar ssergency
operations. The procedures contained in this snnex portray 4
sscoomended systam \d:lich will insure that fall documentation will be
raintained in such a way as to ba useabls in supporting disaster
wergancy clainms for celzbursement. Regardlaess of what system 14

usad, the requirement for full, understandibla documencation exiacs,

&3 part of tha audif procedurs, Realiring that no system ls without its

stTangths and weaknesses, you are ged ta t on thic syatens

it the hopes of izprowving wpon it. You arm al:o encouraged to modify

i1z for local use. Tha voe dgverriding criterion 1s a timely, orderly,
functional systen for maintaining records directly related to disaster -
scergency responsa and recovery operaticns, so that you can insure

that your community recéives the maximum amomt of financlal relmbursenent

o which tt i3 entitled.
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MEMORANDUM

Deparimen ol Milnacy Aflain .
DIVISION OF DISASTER EMERGENCY SERVICES

10: All Publir, Assistance Annlicants (FEMA-719-DR-Cn}

FROM: Bob WclE. Bob Kistner Public Assistance Officers

SUBHC: Summary of Documentation Fag Con il From
T Aelparioms tarma=s"

oate:  March 14, 1985 . [y .
- . Theenson

Attached are example “Summary of Documentation™ forms for you to use as a
guide in preparing your own summaries. A Summary of Documentation must be
completed for each Damage Survey Report in your Approved Project Applica-
tion. Remember, this form is essential if you want to be reimbursed for
your disaster recovery work. - ’

After you have completed the work in each damage category, prepare a Summary
of Documentation for each Damage Survey Report using the format shown on the
attached exawples and guidelines given below. )

@ Fill in the Applicant name and the Project Application Number
at the top of each Summary of Documentation.

Fill in category letter, DSR Number, Approved BDSR Amount, and a
brief description/comment of work authorized on the DSR.

This information can be obtained from the Engineering
Analysis Sheet in your Approved Project Application.
Prepare a separate Sumnary of Documentation for each
Damage Survey Report (DSR) listed on the Engineering
Analysis Sheet.

Show the date(s) the work was performed, not the date of the final
payment. You may have a span in dates, but make sure the dates
showa are within the vork deadlines as shown on the Engineering
Analysis in your Approved Project Application. When all work has
been completed :t that DSR site, enter the last date on this line.

List your voucher, check, claim or reference numbers. This informa-
tion 18 necessary as it provides an audit trail of your disaster
recovery work costs.

If the work was done by your own work force and equipment (Force
Account) 1isc all laber, equipment and material costs. All appli-
cants owned equipment sust be identified by size, model, horse
pover, stc. and the authorized rate from the current Federal
Emergency Manag Agency schedole of equipment rates.
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If the work was done by coatract, list the contractors name, and

other assoclated costs; 1.e. lezal advertisement, emgineering
services, etc.

List the total cost you incurred In completing the work as showm
on the approved DSR.

After the conpletion of the Summwary of Documentation(s) for each Work
Category submit a copy to this office.

After receipt of the Summary of
Documentation{s) we will arrange for the final inspection(s), if neces-
sary, by Work Category.

Just a final reminder, make sure chat you include all costs of your restora-
tion work on the respective Summary of Documentation, since this is the form

the Auditor will use in your audit and to determine the amount of your final
paymenct.

For additional information, please contact Mr. Robert Kistner or Robert Wold,
of my Staff, at 245-9761, )
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Slylenfitolumyy
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY

DIVISION OF DISASTER EMERGENCY SERVICES
CAMP GEORGE WEST
GOLDEN, COLORADO 80401

SUMMARY OF DOCUMENTATION iN SUPPORT OF AMOUNT CLAIMED
FROM THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAREMENT AGENCY
FOR ELIGIBLE DISASTER WORK @

APPLICANT _ Macon County PA NUMEER 100-00000
SITE NWMBER (DSR) ggo3 (B) DATE WORK COMPLETED _6/22/19 @
CATEGORY E APrROVED DSR avowr §_(8)
] R
s :
Applicant’y By 1 DOCUMENTATION AMOUNT -
Keference Mo, iu_-lr date Lint & iam A nnlicsmr roll, o of spplicant’ —— n = —
Warrant, #f atticles o ll:di. applizynt l-rul'uuipnr:n'::l anme of u-::: or r;-mu; L::P'l‘;:“ld. "'ﬂw‘;;: s
Youcher, Olim prtformance by category amd line iems i the app § propect apptication sad give Frojecs cla
“ a briel description of the arricles e serviceL Application o
G @ Dallars Dotlary Ceau
6/18779 Item 000! replace culvert,\ex'nfanknent,
@ thru gravel, rviprap $,226.00 t
6/22779
yroll 9280 John Deere 410 Eackhoe 12 hrs. a $22.00 § 264.100
Operator } 12 hrs. 2 6.29 75. 148
9281 D-§ Cat . 8 hrs. a 35.00 280, |00
. Operator . ' 8 brs, a ‘' 5.18 41, [44
9284 6 Yd Truck 2T - . 16 hrs. a 12.50 200, 00
Operator : 16 hrs. a 4.58 73.:28
9285 6 Yd Truck 2T ' 16 hrs. a 12.30Q 200. :00
Operator ’ 16 hrs. a  4.58 73.128 :
eck 369 42" x 48" new CMP a $26.00/ft. 1,082,100
369 1 - 8" x 24" nev band a 5$50.00 50. |00
412 80 yds. gravel a $4.00/yd . 200. o0
4256 200 yds. embankment a $1.00/yd - 200. {00
451 40 yds. riprap a $12.00/yd 430. {00
N .
SAUPLE - . I :
¢ .
|
L
TOTALS = $3,226.000 § 3,229,148
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. Oma No. 3067-0027
FEDEAAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 3. DECLARATION NO,

DAMAGE SURVEY REPORT FEMA ) &
DISASTER RESPONSE AND AECOVERY 4, merc'Tl N DATE
{Sas imtructions on revarsal * / O QCF
5. WORK Accomrusnm [13
.0 REGION 8 FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY :
'=> O canTRACT
] FONCE ACCOUNT

' APPLICANT [Stats Agency, County, City, stcd . . | PA NO.

MNecony  Cown ' | {00 0000
YORK CATEGDRY {“X~Aopricabie Bon) Y . ' D5A NG. -

X Lx 4z 6. PERCENTAGE OF WORK
EMERGENCY I | I . OM'LErED TOQ DATE
O rermanent . (c Do Oe OF DuE‘.In Dl ' 24721 : Ll

DAMAGED FACILITIES 1L ban, tilcation snd descsiption] BA. FACILITY INOR AFFECTS
ﬁ ey - _3# G’rnvcf FLOOD PLAIN OR WET LANOS

”-7’/; maf-es L0 o SN S8
ot C“s "-‘.‘1 eMJL - ) ET/ES Owo
@r-:s. f Cp ﬂq C-u(v‘-d‘ *rfw&wggfcq—-

“-"'“"J’ o o u-v 205 hod  Gwrr Crbundnresi
0 e ewlvard - Gl jfs Fvoge L. Erreloe knien

Botlwd v ' D2 4S7L AV, — Grovel o Mew enchd X d5'4LN 25!0

Wiler svmvel losy S™% 287 X 00’ - Biprap R

SCOPE OF FROPOSED WORK .
[‘2 fﬂ-«:c Zoe Sant e n.J' Zoo < C{- -_ IR

2Ry B" e p Come Eﬁwb) fz-f-dﬂfﬁ-cz rﬂv-ﬂ/— v ee.lm.?aﬂs._

-

Naee KO cuyﬂs )ﬂg-ra-f (Sce- cﬂ.;{,..) .o »

DESCRIFTION OF DAMAGE

-

11. ESTIMATED COST OF PROPOSED WORK
WATERIAL AND/OR DESCRHTION WUNIT FRICE

ic) il

Eonbarktorent —To Phee SO
Lg P —(oma ﬁo-ng)--_fa} Lloee] m5 —
g;me/"' ?'/'(.— T... p/ﬂ-*s;L .(—
e Bmcdllvmg —. - f =
cbp v@vo ~ .Z'(M D2re2 /S-f

]

EXISTING INSURANCE Type)

's roram 3 33465 T

RECUMMEHDATION BY FEDERAL INSFECTOR [Signscwrs, Apency, data)

fronp _Khe lwg e Ow (7o e
‘I’BV STATE INSPECTOR fm CONCUR
g ‘, s Ql ]Qtf

ELIGIBLE ATTACHRMENTS

C-DoAd

CONTURRENCE 1N REFDRT BY LOCAL REFRESENTATIVE (Sgmsturs ) COHCUR ATTACHMENTS
fa. 0 punopey  Htcon. Ca 5&&9% 5/)4'/6'( yesCino
F:oenu nevl:was.,mm Apency, darel TEEhaa FREVIEW finitinis and datel

AT ENT RN R . eV ?[‘ -!‘l{r = L f/ff/g‘:/

Furm 3352, JAN B1iFormerly HUD Farm 484} COPY 1 — FEMA NEGION

EvEs O no
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COMPLETE QLY AFTER HAJOR DISASTER DECLARATION | * ' FORCE ACCOUNT
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YOAA == DR PAYROLL p—

‘PROJECT APPLICATION %0.1 _[O¢D— CHI D OO RECORD ) rama.rza:u:on;’ %é/ *
catecoRy of WoRKy @ e rtanl | werton MACOMN COUNTY o simewa OO
JOB

: cLs : . :
. TaT TOTAL | PAYCHE ]
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COHPLLTE OHLY AFPTER HAJOR DISASTER DECIARATION

FORCE ACCOUNT

of PACES

Gyd. 2700

5555

FDAA - = DR TIHE PEATOO _§3 =/ ta
FROJECT APPLICATION W02 {00 — AN - 8-22 w84
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MEMORANDUM

CIVISION OF DSSASTER John P. Byrre
EMERGENCY SERVICES CIRECTOR

{303) 273-1624

DATE: 1 semsery 1367

TO:
© John P. Byrne, Director

FROM:

> .
Lecnard A. Boulas, Governor's Authorized Representative

SUBJECT: Disaster Assistance Program Status Report
Presidential and Stata Declared Disasters

1. Presidential Declarad Digasters

A. FEMA-T13-DB- Western Slope Flood 1984 ]

Provided as attachments are copies of the wmost recent financial and -
program  status reports for this dismastar. Work effort is continuing on - '
precessing of final claims and project application close out. DODES )
temporary hire disaster recovery mtaff (1 professional, 1 clerical) have n
been extended, until 31 March 1987, to amsist in the project application b
close out process. Presently 33 of 70 applications have Lesn closed out,

18 additional are pregently at FEMA Region VIII for final review, with : ]
the remaining 19 in varicus stages of clomse out between the applicant and i
DODES. The majority of financial reviews by the DPS have been
accomplished with 4 anticipated ones still programmed to be accompplished. g -
FEMA Region VIII is giving priority to oclosing out the final clains A
packages they have froam Colorado. .

FEMA-665-DR- Lawn lLake Disaster
Two project applicaticns are still open under this disaster - State

Divigion of Wildlife and Town of Estes Fark. - Division of Wildlife's
final claim packege, Iis at DODES scheduled for a final State progras
review and submittal to FEMM Region VIII. Town of Estes park's request
for flaxible funding option is still pending FEMA National approval, In
the interim FEMA Region VIII has reviewed all costs related to work
completed to date and resolved what are FEMA eligible costs. In thix
regard, I met with Roger Frew, FEMA Reglon VIII in mid-December to go
over these figures. It was decided at this meeting, we could close out
Category A + B {Emergency Work) since this would not impact on the
flexible funding proposal, and at the same time request an additional .
advance of funds based on the State's recommended eligible costs. FEMA .
would adjust this request figure based on their calculations of eligible !
programs costs. '

It is presently contemplated that both of the above actions can be completed by 1
the end of January.

COLORADRO
DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SAFETY
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Johnn P. Byrne, Director
1 January 1987
Page 2

State Declared Disaster
No action pending - all State Declared Disasters closed out.

Genaral

DODES Disaster Recovery 5taff (State Coordinating officer, Governor's
Authorized Reprasentative and Public Assistance Officer) will attend a FEMA
Region VIII Disaster Recovery Conference sSchedule for February. The
conference will bring together representatives from all of the States In
Region VIII to discuss Disaster Recovery issues and .lessons learned. This is
the first conference of this type in over two years and sill give the States
the opportunity to provide feedback on the Disaster Assistance Program.

With the coming session of Congress it is likely that amendments to Public :
Law 93-288 {Federal Disaster Relief Act 1974) will again be considered. it -
is anticipated that the States will take a mich mors proactive role in this
process through the auspices of NEMA. Attespts at amending thix law have
been unsuccessful in the past, due to the complexity and controversial nature
of the issues involved andl lack of a concensus on thess issues.

TR

Attachnents: Financial Status Report - FEMA-719-DR

Program Status Report - FEMA-719-DR

APPENDIX E
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MEMORANDUM

Hepartisent of Mililai, AHars L
DIVISION OF DISASTER EMERGENCY SERVICES E P
- t
. .
TO: All Public Assistance Applicants ?!,“;,"
FROM: William S. Martin, Governor's Authorized Representative, Richard D, Lames
Alternate State Coordinating Officer _;/_"‘ Loniromm
SUBECT: FEMA-719-DR-Colorado v : g G Jober | Drareas
T Audnizoond Caome i
DATE: September 24, 1984 a1 o

Enclosed are Susmary of Documentation forms and Elanket Certificate forms
to close out the 1984 flood disaster project mantioned above and process
your final disaster claim for reimbursement.

The Blanket Certificate is to be completed for the wholae project; only one
is required. A Summary of Docuttentation, however, must be completed for
every eligible site, so there will be one Summary of Documentation £or each
eligible DSK. Please submit the 5 y of D tation indicating totals
and costs in summary form (as in the sample already provided). It will not
be necessary to attach coples of records or back-up documentation to the
Summary of Documentation as they will be examined by the Auditor on site as
a part of the auditing process. All bills, time sheets, equipment records,
ete., must be itemized or summarized on the Summary of Documentation form.
The records and back-up documentation for each eligible project should be
retained in your office for a minimm of three years following completion
of all work.

The Summary of Documentation forms should be prepared by cacegory of work
as each is completed and submitted to this office at that time or upen com-
pletion of all work., If completion of one or more projects will require am
extended time period, then return all documentation for completed projects
so that reimbursement for these projects 1s not unduly delayed.

Upon receipt of the Blanket Certificate, we will norify the inspecting agency
so that a final inspection (if required) can be made and a State audit per-
formed. When the audit is complated, final payment will be made.

If you should need additional forms or explanation, please contact Robert
Kistner or Robert Wold of my staff. :

wsM/fim - -

Lt
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MEMORANDUM

Dhepararment of Midsary Al1Jir
DIVISION OF DISASTER EMERGENCY SERVICES

ki3

FROM:

All Public Asslstance Applicants {(FIMA-719-DR-CO) Tt k E

William 5. Martin, Governor's Authorized Representative,
Alternate State Coordinating Officer - <upl 1 aneunn
Supplemental Advances of Funds T Harg, Lot Jobr | Vrape e

Ehee Aalpabagt! Cameral

Septeaber 24, 1984 i

Enclosed please find a sample letter for you to use in making

_ requests for additional advances of funds. Applicants should

consider eligible costs to date in addition to reasonable es- 8
timares of what eligible work will be perforwed over the next
thirty days. Please note that the total sum of all advances
cannot exceed 75% of the Federal share of your approved Project
Appliecacion.

We antfcipate thar ir will take approximately ten working days -
from veceipt of your request before a check is issued.

APPENDIX F



SUBJECT:

FROM:

DATE:

of §

SAMPLE LETTER

REQUEST FOR FURTHER ADVANCE OF FUNDS
Governor’'s Authorized Representative
Division of Disaster Emergency Services

Camp George Wesg
Golden, €O 80401

(Name of Applicant) {Example: Delta County)

{Dace of Requested Advance)

We understand that the fnitial advance of Eunds in the amount
wa3 intended to cover 75X of the Federal share of the

work which had been completed at the time the Project Applicarion was

approved.

Now we request an additional advance of funds, based on the

Eollowing information:

Amount of approved Project Applicaction §
Amount spent on approved work to date §
Estimated amount to be spent next 30 days $
Estisated amount to be spent within 60 days S

We understand that the maximum thact can be advanced is 75% of

the Federal share of the approved Project Application.

Sincerely,

Authorized Representative

APPENDIX F




Mchare O Lamen
GOVERNDA

Ty, Kpaira
i CUTIVE OTRECTON

Taie 420 Dase
LIT ]

Codnse Bessn
o vk

Colorrus Lie
Entorcymey
Trnrung Achtemy

Dewrangn of
Cromensa haice

Qe o Dttt
Erewepemey b

Dot of
< Fou hatety

VANCE OF FUNDS - - . fiyme. Div
DEPARTMENT OF :Dmu‘t:.ir: onrgﬁzzr ) “Dhvsion o Disssior
PUBLIC SAFETY FEMA-T19-DR ) Erergency Services

COLCRADO
APPLICANT, ____DATE

ADDRESS i A

(=)

P

PROJFECT APPLICATION (P.A.) NUMEER

g e e

Cash required for approved work based on Surparies of Pocupentation
{soh’s) received (Use actual costs or DSR approved amounts, whichever
i=s less).

1. summaries of Documentation (SOD's) Received $

05, e
|
l

2. inount of Federal Approved P.A. {100%} - 8. _ ——
3. lesser keount of Line 1 or Line 2 . § '
4. State of Colorado Share (Lime 3 x 10%) 5

5. Maxirum Eligible Advance {Based con line 3 anount)

b3 x 75% 3
{Line 4) :

6. Minus Previcus Adbance

Uy

L7
-

7. advance Reguested

COMMENTS:

waalst. AdVanCe....cv.ua
vee20d. RAVEADCE......a.
ervFinBlovervecaonceann

APPROVED: .. APPROVED:

Public Assistance officer Governors Authorized .
. Representative i T
Camp Getvpe Wes! : : o
Golden_ Colorado 80401
(303} 275-2511
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FEDERAL PECLARET DISASTER
Final Claims Calculation Sheat

PATE:

Disaster Declaration Number

APPLICANT

P_A. NUMBER

1. Federal share Calculation

A. Total Eligible Project Costs S e
B. Federal share
$ &
{(Line i)
Federal Snare hdvances To Date

kmount of Final Federal Share Paysent Due
(Line iB - Line 1¢)

Total Eligible Project Costs
State Share

]
{Line i}

State Share Advances Todate

Amount of Final State Share Payment Due

=§

{Line 10} {Line 2D}

COMMENTS:

Approved;

Governor's Authorized Representative

APPENDIX F
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OMVISION OF DISASTER
EMERGENCY SERVICES

(303} 2731624

July 8, 1987

TO: - All Federal Disaster Public Assistance Applicants
Westermn Slope Flood 1984 FEMA~T19-DR
FROM:

. it

. -
Lecnard A. Boulas - Governor's Authorized Representative

SUBJECT: Final Claims -~ Program Audit Requirements

With the disaster recovery program for the sbove dissaier coming to

closure, I thought it best to go over with you the audit requirements

related to this disastsr. First, let ne sny to those of you who bhave I
not recelved your final claims payment, as of this date, we continue

te raise this issus with FEMA Region VIII. The cutlook for resolution

of the human rescurce problem at FEMA L= pot bright and, thersfore, 1

can't be to optimistic about when these claims may be finalized. All

I =an do is say thay are bsing worked on and we continue to monitor

the progress of sach of thea.

Row for the program audit requirssents. There is no doubt the
guestion of audits related to this program has been scmewhat
confusing. In the £irst instance, at the time of the Presidential
Daclaration July 1984, FEMA's requirementz were for z project audit to
ba done by the State on each project application. The Stats fought
this requirement on the basjis of OMB Circular A-102, Attachment P, and
later under provision of the Federal Single Act of 1984. We finally
won out and on that basis on 11 February 1986, we put out the
memorandum on audit requirements found at Attachment A, Sincs the
time of that memorandus, the Colorado Department of Public Safety as
the State recipient agency for federal disaster assistance funds has
under the provisions of the Single Audit Act requested an annual awdit

report in each year, beginning in 1985, in which an applicant received
fedaral funds,

Given this fact, the only yvear then in question as pertains to the use .
of federal funds im 1984 the first year in which federal funds were '
provided. From a programsatic standpoint the State has to certify to

FEMA that the audit requirements <alled for in the Federal-State

Agreement have besn complisd with. In order to do this without

causing & uhole lot of confusion the sisplest way would be for sach

COLORADO

DEPARTMENT OF
PUBLIC SAFETY
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All Fedaral Disaster Public Assistance Applicantsy
Westarn Slope Flood 1984 FIMA-71%-DR

Juty 8, 1987

Pags 2

applicant who received federal] disaster assistance program funds in
1984 +o provide wme w copy of their 1984 audit report. With these
reports and the ones on band in the Department of Public Safety for
subssquent Years in which said federal funds were recsived, the State
will be in a position to certify that the FEMA program audit
requirenents have been met. The other dlternative would be to havs
sach spplicant cosply with the initial instructions put out in
February of 1986, as noted in the attached material. This requirament
iz much mof¢ stringent. Based on these facts, it is requested that if
you receivad federal disaster public assistance funds in calendar year
1984, you 3end a copy of your 1984 audit report to the following
addreas:

Divisicn of Disaster Emergency Service's
canp Geofge West
Golden, #olorado 80401

_ Attn:  Leo Boulas, GAR FEMA-715-DR

Bayond this requirement it is noted that you should retain all records
pertaining to his disaster for a period of 3 yeers from the date of
receipt of £inal payment. Should you bave any quastions concerning
your final claim or the audit requiresents pertaining to your project
application ior federal disaster public sssistance, please let me
koow.

Attachment: DODES Memorandum "Project Application
Closs Out Procsdures - Final Clais™
Dated 11 Fabruary 1986
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Clroular A-102

Attachment P—Audit Requiresient;

. L. This Altachment establishes audit
requirements for State and loesl -

governments, and Indian tribal
governments that receive Federal - - -

*Federnl agencies shall rely on them, snd
any additions} odit work shall build
vpon the wesk sirendy done.

5. Awdits chall be made in accordance
with the Ceneral Aczounting Offiea
+ Stondards for Awdit of G tl

i
£ Were properly tecorded (i.c.. conrea
smount, date) snd supporied by source
dorumentation,

£ Were approved in sdvence, if
subfect le prioe spprovil in xccordance
with Cirruler 74—,

Ity
. audiis of fnancial

rcompliance with cerlain pm:isbu o "

sFederal law and regulation. The -
+requirements are astablished Lo insos
that oudils ore made on &n organizations
wide basis, rather than on » grant-by-
-grant basls, Such sudits are to -
sdelennine whether (3] financial. .-
,'&p:nlinru are conducted propedy, [b] -
- ' o] gdal, '] & d.

tdes far ind, PN Progroms, Aclivities &
ac indepences Fanctions. the Cuidelines for Finoocial
¥ ond Complicace Audits of Federally

. Assisied Frogroms, an;

y commpliance
. wpplc:;nu approved by OMB, axd

3 auditing st

general ing
esiablished by 1he American Institute of,

& Audits will include, st & minimtmm,
an exsmination of the sysicma of
internal control, systems established to

ne p
fairly. () the organization has campliad
with laws snd regalation affecting the
expendilure of Federal funds, {d) :
internal procedures have been -

-established 1o meal the cbjectives of .

- Iederally assisied programs, and {¢)
financial reparts to the Federal
Covernment contain sccuraia and

sreliable information, Excepl where

‘specilically required by law, no~ -.
sdditional requirements for audit will be -
mpased unless epproved by the Offica

:f ’-{Bﬂgﬂﬂlﬂt nd Budget. .GM!"
e 2 Defiaitivas: "Cognizant ag

‘means lhe Federal agency thalls -
assigned audit respensibility for &
particular recipient arganization by (e

Ollice of Management and Hudget. :

e “Recipient organization” mesng a .
Stale department, & [ocal government,.
«n Indiag tribal government, ora -

-subdivislon of such entitles, that * -

eceives Federal 1 ltdoes not

"incleds State and loeal institutions of -
- Righer education or hespilals, which are
sovered by Clreutar A-110,

=¥ &-Slate and local governments and -

Indiaa tribal governments shall use thelr
own procedures lo ayrange for .
Independent audits, and to prescribe the

+Scope of sudits, provided 1hat the audity
. comply with the requirementa set forth
low. Whete contracts are awarded for
Suditservices, the contracia shall -
Include 4 ref; to this Attachment

= & The provisions of this Allschment *

complisnce with laws and , ;t
regulations effecting the expenditur
, Federsl furds. intaciol transactions
and aczounts. &nd finsnciol sistemaents
and reporis of reeipient organizations, -

These examinstions are lg deicrming
whether
_ & There iz cffeetive contrel over and *
proper dccounting for revenwes, -

i assets, and liabililien

princi ..
«= & The Federul financial reports .-

. [including Financiol Statys Reports,
Cash Heporie, sud clabns for covenees
and reimburteisenis) contain aecurate
and reliable fintucial doia: and are.

“presenied in accondance with the tenne-
of spplicable eprcements. amd in e
srcordance with Atiechment H of thos

Clrcular.
*+& Federal fusde sre being expended
In ccordance with the terms of - 7
.W?‘&:ﬁ‘e& ll:mi m:nllthnl
al luw o
.m‘mldhmawuhl cifoct on'the
'wnnaaddsmﬁm&em

* 7.In order 10 occounplish the purposes
et forth shove, o representutive pumber
of charpes to Federsi awards shall e

tested, The text chall Le representative
of {1} the univere of Federal swaads ..
received, and (2) el cost calegorics ibat

h. Were incurred in accordance with
compelitive perchasing procedurcs, if
covered by Atlachment O of Lhis
Clrculae,

' L Were allocated equitably to
benediting activitics, including none
Fedetal activities,

& Andils usuelly will be made
annuaily, bot oot Jess frequently than
£Very two years,

0. If the awditor becomes sware of
in the recipient

argunizavion, the cuditor shall

Dolify the copnizend sgency snd

recipient management olficials above

the level of imvoheoment. liregularities

. include such oiatters as condlicts of

* {vterest, Laleification of records or
reports, asd wiseppropriation of funds
of cther sasets. . .

10. The andit report shall include:
&, Financial itatemcents, including
“ footnotes, of the reeipient organization
b. Toe anditovs” comments on the
financiol sioiements which should:
(1) Identi’y the stzicmenis examined,

* and the period covered.

(2} ltentily the varions progra=s
under which ibe erprnizetion received
Federal funds, and the smount of the
awards rocoived. : P

» (3] State et the cucdit was done in
asccovdsnce with the suanderds In
IS e o wleto
. 10N CE 10 w!
the fivancial u.-umu are faicy
presented in accordznce wilh gererslly
eccepied scrownting pn'llﬁpblti- Han
wnnuatified vpinion cansot be

expresced, state the nature of the
itation. -

© The iwdilors’ cnnetents on ’

complisnce and intermel control which
- should: -

(1) Inchide commments on wesknesses
In and soncamplicnce with the sysicms
of i " " v

14 v
"do net lmdt the sythority of Federsl -, materially the aveard. The testis  identifying maverie] veshnesses. .
ngunciuhmnhmdiu,al Tpi  tadi ine wiecther the 12} Identify the nuture andiimpact of
organtzaiions. 3, , I independ nAre Y s reasovable for  any neted inttances of noncompliance
_::.diu Srranged for by recipients meet the proper sdministration of Lhe wﬂhﬁch:cdaple;mmu::um:
Tequirements prescribed below, all m. - pocvisions of Federal law or reguintions
- : b. Conform de sy limitations ar that could heve & material effect on the
’ exclesions in - - Anencisl statements and reperin.
- & Were piven consistent, ting (3] Coatain sn expression of potitive
- eaiment and spplicd uniformly 1o both with respect o compli
federally sasisted avl other scrivitics of  with requirements for (£5ted iterms, and
the recipient. - guiis for d itema,
d. Were nei of epplicalile credi. d. Commments on the accuracy snd
£ Did nak include conts propesly o of linancisl reports snd
charpesble 10 other federally susisted claime for advances or reimb 1
Pragrama. . 0 Federal sgencica,
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“ g Ta-

Commeols on conective action
a or plasned by the recipient.
- Work papers and reports shail
nad [or n minimurs of three years -
the dale of the audil report unless
uditer fs notificd in writing by the
izani sgency of the nred lo extend
etention pariod, The sudit -
ipapers shall be msde svailable
. requast bo Uie cognizant agency or
rsigness acd the Ceneral . - .
wnting Office or it designees.
. The Dific of Manngement and
1 will work with Federal agencies.
Suieand local goveruments o - .
re thal recinient amdita are made In.
rdance with ths slandards set forth,
ngaph S .. ER)
“The Oifice ol Mamrgeovent and|
el will designate.coguizant, .
cies for ousjor recipient,, }
Toe comiint dgency shalt bai
Nt agency s Ve -
Howiag respanaipiies . .
Jbtala or make qualily ossessment”
wy of ths wark of wwa-Federal -~
. organizations, and provide tha.
13 1o other intareatsd amdit | -
des. (I o non-Eedermlandll |
uzation i3 responaibls for audits o@®
lents that hava diffarsut eognizant,
agencies, n singloquality” "
1ment

i revigw shouhl ba lmiFed.]
Assure that al} nuditr2 o! .

ients that adfect foderally sasisted-
ams wro receivaed, mviewed, and
buted to approprinle Federal audit
als, Thesw afficials will be

maible fordistribuling audit reports
Hir progrem officials. -+ -
Vhensver sigzificent inadequacies-
andit arw discloysd, the recipient
dzation will be edvized and the -
orwill be called upon 1o take- -. *
ctive scticn I comective action 1s
vken, the cognizant azency shall

# the recipient organization and -
ral awsrding sgencies of the facta-
4 recosmendation. Major -
quacies or repetitive substandard
::r.? r:d independent auditors

relel o apptaprinia

ssional bodies.

Assure thet satislactory audit
“age 3 provided In o Umcly manner
sccordance with the provisions of
ttachmenl, -
‘rovide technical advica and actas
son between Federsl ageacies,
sendent aurlitors, snd tecipient
dzaliens, .
Aalintain u followup system on sudit
129 and ivestizalive matters ta -

® that sudil lindings are resolved. .
nlorm other affected sudit nzencies
rgularities uncovered. The audit .
Hesy In tum, shali Inform all
sprinte officials In their agencles.

or loeal sovermment law

goveraments to adopt the requiresients
i parsgreph L thremgh 11 above, The .
tecipiest shell engare thattha « -

(44FR60959.10/22/79)
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MEMORANDUM

John P, Byrne
DIRECTOR

February 11, 1986

TO: All Disaster Public Assistance Program Applicants FEMA-719-DR

1984 Western Colorado Flood)
.

FROM:

. Boulas, Govarnor's Authorized Representative

SUBJECT:

Project Application Close-Out Proceduras-Final Claim

Many of the project applications for disaster public assistance under FEFMA-T715-DR
are now or will in the pear future be ready for close out and fimal claim. This
process has been held up pending a resolution of the audit requirements betwesn
the State Auditor, the Federal Emargency Management Agency (FEMA) and the Office

of Manegement and Budget. Thisx situation has been resclved in coordineticn with
FEMA Region VIIIL.

The following precudur- are appliabh to all project applications over 525,000
except in selected cases.

I. Close-Out Procedures S r;mi Clains

A. Tha epplicant should submit Sumsaries of Documentatien and other

supporting saterials to this office a5 the work for sach damage site iz
coapleted.

B. The applicant is to assist with final inspections for specific dmgt
sites ax designatad and coordinated by this office.

Once all disaster relatsd work under the Project Application is completed,
the applicant Iz to submit a blanket certificate indicating =ane,
requesting a final clais be processed by thix office on his behalf.

The applicent is to assist in the Zinal program review and claias process
43 peces=ary. The final program rTeview may consist of one or a
combination of the following based on the dollar asounts invé.'l.vud_b,tho
program lszuex and their complexity.

1. A desk review Dbased on Sumsaries of Documentation, Daug._sur!tr
Reportx, Final Inspection Reports, State copy of the applicant's file

and othear source dann-nt.l supported by telcons with the applicant as
DECESSATY.

DEPARTMENT OF
D1 D1 | -
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a1l bisaster Public Assistance Progras Applicants : -
Page 2
February 11, 1586

2. A detalled program raview bazed on the above documentation as  well
&3 an on-site visit by State and Federal Program Personnal to review -
supporting documentation I.I!d Tecords.

An con~site finencial review by an indspsndent svalustor provided by
tb- Stlto.

‘E. TFinal ehh recommendations will be preparsd by thisz eoffice for FEMA
approval and, once approved, final payments will be made by the State
for both the Federal and State shares of the project eapplication.
Should scheduling of an on site review result in an applicant cash flow
problem pending final claim, this office will consider in coordination
with YEMA, advancing up ta 90% of the Federal and Stats shares.

I1. Audits

F. M1l preject applications are to be subject to an OMB Circular A-102
Attachment P audit (see Eandbook for Applicants, page M13 - ¥19: - copy
provided ax an enclosure). This audit requirement is to be performed as
& portion of the first normally acheduled organizational/jurisdictional
mdit follewing completion of all dizaster related work undertaken under
tha Disaster Public Aszistance Program and peyment of all claims for
this work. Instructions to ba given to the awdit firm/agency are that

© an Ot Circular A-102 Attachment P audit is o be conducted spaciilcally
covering the Dizaster Public Assistance Frogram. This weudit should
cover all tranmactions made during the progras, pot ealy those in fiscal
yoar being audited. 'If the auditor heccames aware of irregularities in
the recipient organization, this office, as wsll as the cognizant agency
and recipient management officials, is to be notified. Two copies of
the spplicant’s audit report sre to be provided to this offics upen
completion of the sudit. Note: The cost of this audit requirement is
oot an eligible program cost and iz to bé absorbed by the applicant.

. Applicant will maintain all records related to the project epplication
for three ysars from the date of the audit performed under oMp Circular

A-102 Attachment P, or final FEMA settlement of the claim whichever is
later.

All project applications will remain cpen, swen though a final claim has
besn paid, pending receipt of the audit report parformed undar OMB
Circular A-102 Attachment P or a federal audit. In those cases whers
irregularities are found, refund of previously paid Federal and stap-'
funds, may be required.

The r-d-r-.‘L Imergency Managsment Agency rstainm at l.'l.l tinmen the right #
to conduct a Federal sudit of & project spplication and te withhold ’
final payment of the Federal shars until the completion of sald audit or

until the results of the OM8 cCircular A-102 Attachsent ¥ uudit ars
Teceived. In such
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ceses the State would also withhold its Zinal payment of the State -
share. This type of action ix however a rarity, rinal State and FEMA

paynants are not norsally withheld pending recwipt and review of varicus
audit reports.

Based on the sbove procedures, I aa hopeful the majority of the project
applications can be closed out in the pear future, without too much confusion.
1f you should have any questions please let me or the Disaster Recovery Staff
(Bob Rold - Beb Kistner) know. We will be happy to answer your questicns.

Attachnents: ONB Circular k=102 Attachmsnt P
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