AGENDA
RILEY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD/
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Monday, February 13, 2017
7:30 p.m.

Commission Meeting Room
Courthouse Plaza East

(Procedure: Open joint meeting of the Riley County Planning Board/Board of Zoning Appeals.)

I.

OPEN PUBLIC COMMENTS

II. CONSENT AGENDA
1.

Consider the minutes of the January 9, 2017 meeting.

2.

Consider the Report of Fees for the January 2017.

(Procedure: Adjourn the joint meeting of the Riley County Planning Board/Board of Zoning Appeals and convene
as the Riley County Board of Zoning Appeals.)

III. GENERAL AGENDA - RILEY COUNTY BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
(Declaration: At this time the Board Members may declare any conflict of interest or communications they’ve had
that could influence their ability to consider any items on today’s agenda impartially.)

1.

Public Hearing to consider the request of Troy & Jolee Coberly, petitioners and owners, for a
variance authorization to reduce the front yard requirement from 25 feet to nine (9) feet in
Section 14, Township 9 South, Range 7 East; Grant Township.

(Procedure: Adjourn as the Riley County Board of Zoning Appeals and reconvene as the Riley County Planning
Board.)

V. GENERAL AGENDA - RILEY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
(Declaration: At this time the Board Members may declare any conflict of interest or communications
they’ve had that could influence their ability to consider any items on today’s agenda impartially.)

1. Public Hearing at the request of Chad A. Parker and Tana L. Parker, petitioners and owners, to
receive a Residential Use Designator – Extraneous Farmstead and plat a 4.11-acre tract of
land in Ashland Township, Section 6, Township 11 South, Range 8 East, in Riley County,
Kansas. ACTION NEEDED: Approve/deny a Residential Use Designator – Extraneous
Farmstead and approve/deny Concurrent Plat of Parker Family Estate.
2. A Public Hearing to consider the request of Drew Vennum, petitioner, and Drew and Amber
Vennum, owners, to rezone two (2) unplatted tracts of land from “AG” (Agricultural District)
to “C-PUD” (Commercial Planned Unit Development) in Section 26, Township 7 South, Range
6 and Section 35, Township 7 South, Range 6 East, Jackson and Sherman Townships in Riley
County, Kansas. ACTION NEEDED: Recommend approval/denial of the rezoning to the
Board of County Commissioners.
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3. A Public Hearing to consider the request of James Slaymaker, petitioner, and Para-Dice
Properties LLC, owner, to replat Lot 1, Addition No. 2 to University Park to correct errors on
original plat, in Sherman Township, Section 12, Township 8 South, Range 6 East, in Riley
County, Kansas. ACTION NEEDED: approve/deny Final plat of Addition No. 3 to
University Park.
4. Big Blue Floodplain Management Plan update.
5. Zoning and Subdivision Regulations re-write update.
6. Fort Riley Joint Land Use Study update.
7. State of Kansas Agritourism Task Force.
8. Annual Comprehensive Plan review process.
(Procedure: Adjourn the Riley County Planning Board meeting.)
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MINUTES
RILEY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD/
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS

Monday, January 9, 2017
7:30 pm

Courthouse Plaza East
Commission Meeting Room
115 North 4th Street

Members Present:

Lorn Clement, Jr., Chair
Dr. Tom Taul, Vice-Chair
Diane Hoobler
John Wienck
John Osarczuk

Members Absent:

None

Staff Present:

Monty Wedel – Director, Bob Isaac – Planner and Lisa Daily Administrative Assistant

Others Present:

Elizabeth McQuade, Ron & Sharon Brown, David & Nancy Parker,
Stephanie Manes and Calley Hoffman
_____________________________________________________________________________
OPEN PUBLIC COMMENTS
None
CONSENT AGENDA
The minutes of the November 14, 2016 meeting were presented and approved. The Report of
Fees the month of November ($2,872.50) and December ($2,965.00) were presented and
approved.
Tom Taul nominated to re-elect Lorn Clement, Jr. as Chair. Lorn Clement nominated to re-elect
Tom Taul as Vice-Chair. John Wienck seconded. Tom Taul nominated to re-elect Bob Isaac as
Secretary of the Riley County Planning Board/Board of Zoning Appeals. The Board
unanimously re-elected Lorn Clement, Jr. as Chair, Tom Taul as Vice-Chair and Bob Isaac as
Secretary for 2017.
Diane Hoobler moved to adjourn the joint meeting of the Riley County Planning Board/Board of
Zoning Appeals and reconvene as the Board of Zoning Appeals. John Wienck seconded.
Carried 5-0.
BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS
Parker – Zoning Appeal
Chairman Clement asked members of the Board to declare any ex parte contact they may have
had regarding this item and to declare any conflict of interest or communications they may have
had that could influence their ability to be impartial.

All Board members confirmed no ex parte contact.
Chairman Clement opened the public hearing at the request of David & Nancy Parker,
petitioners and owners, for a zoning appeal of the denied request for an agricultural exemption to
allow for an additional house on a developed tract of land in the "AG" (Agricultural District)
zoning designation.
Mr. Wedel stated this is the first appeal for an agricultural exemption. He explained that in 2012,
Riley County adopted the Vision 2025 amendments for the new “Agricultural District” which
inserted procedures into the zoning regulations for agricultural exemptions. Mr. Wedel said all
Planning and Development staff and one Planning Board member, John Wienck, have been
administratively reviewing the applications using the criteria in the regulations.
Mr. Wedel said the application for Mr. David Parker was reviewed and the only concern was the
proposal that the existing residence would continue to be used as a rental. Mr. Wedel stated that
in the past with similar situations, such as the Downey Ranch request, the applicants had an older
home that wasn’t serving their purposes due to medical issues and the incompatible physical
layout of the home (e.g. having very steep, narrow stairways). Mr. Wedel explained that due to
the requirement for only one house per tract, staff gave the applicant options to either do a
residential designator lot/plat, use it in association to the ranching operation or not occupy the
house. Mr. Wedel said that in this case, the applicant chose not to have the home occupied.
Mr. Wedel stated had there been no existing house, Mr. Parker would have been given an
agricultural exemption based on the application. Mr. Wedel explained that staff gave Mr. Parker
the same options as the Downey’s, but Mr. Parker made it clear that he wished to keep the
existing home as a part of his agricultural operation and not subdivide the land.
Mr. Wedel suggested to have Mr. Parker come forward to explain his rationale for not being able
to use the existing house and not wanting to do a residential designator lot. Mr. Wedel stated
that if the Board felt comfortable with granting the agricultural exemption, staff would be fine
with their decision. Mr. Wedel explained that staff didn’t want to administratively approve the
request because it would have been a departure from normal procedure.
Chairman Clement asked Mr. Parker if he wanted to speak.
David Parker stated he was shocked to find out he couldn’t build a home on his own land. He
said he understood agreed with the purpose of Vision 2025 was to reduce or stop development
and subdivision of agricultural land. He said what they are wanting to do is nothing like that.
Mr. Parker said that their goal was to build a home for them to live in on land that they own; land
that has been in the family for five (5) generations. He said that they selected a site on the
property that has never been in production, never been farmed or in grass. He explained that the
specific home site was originally part of a lane where cattle traveled from the pasture to the barn
to be milked.
Mr. Parker explained that his mother is 94 years old and lives by herself. He said was not sure
how much longer that will be possible. He said they would like to have a home that she could
live with them and also fit their needs as they become older. Mr. Parker said the existing house
was built in 1870 and doesn’t accommodate walkers or wheelchairs. He said there are also quite
a few stairs involved.
Riley County Planning Board/Board of Zoning Appeals
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David Parker said they have been in contact with two different organizations about setting up a
conservation easement on the property so that it can’t be further developed in the future. He
stated that the property is where his father lived his entire life; where he grew up and where his
brother’s ashes were spread. Mr. Parker explained that at the time his father passed away, he
was living out-of-state and, since that time, the property has been leased out for farming. He said
that about three years later, his mother moved to town and, since that time, the existing house has
been rented.
Mr. Parker stated that house and the land both are part of their farm income. They purchased the
land from his mother when she moved to town. Mr. Parker said that the materials he provided
with the agricultural exemption application demonstrates a bona fide farm operation. He said the
issue is the existing home and we were told we could tear the house down or if we had someone
living there, they had to be part of the farming operation, such as a ranch hand; either of which
would allow for building the other house. He said the farm is not large enough to require an
additional farm hand, so that leaves out that possibility. Mr. Parker said if we tear the house
down, we lose that source of income that has been supporting the farm for 24 years.
Mr. Parker said everything we have done on this farm was done before Vision 2025 was enacted
and we have been told if we plat that off, we can build the house. Mr. Parker said that his
thought on that was: if we plat out that 4.1 acres, what we will have accomplished? He said that
they would jump through the hoops, spend $3,000 to $5,000, and still have the same number of
houses on the same number of acres. He said it has also been suggested that having that piece of
property with the existing home platted out would possibility be a benefit to our heirs. Mr.
Parker said that his thought on that was: who is to say if I plat that it will fit their plans if they
decide to sell or whatever? He said that it seemed to him to build a new house once every 147
years isn’t really overdeveloping the land and he hoped the Board could see his perspective and
grant the exemption.
John Osarczuk asked if the same people have rented the house for 24 years.
Mr. Parker replied no, unfortunately they change.
Chairman Clements asked if there were any proponents.
Stephanie Manes stated she is with the Ranchland Trust of Kansas and they are affiliated with
the Kansas Livestock Association. She stated their mission is to preserve agricultural land and
help families keep their farms and ranches together.
Ms. Manes said she and Mr. Parker spoke just very recently about his situation. She said the
Parker’s property fits Ranchland Trust’s mission exactly. She said for those who may be not be
familiar, situations like these are very common in Colorado, California, Florida and other similar
areas. Ms. Manes said that highly scenic, agricultural land has very high development value, but
part of that value is the open space, the big prairies and nearby pastures. She said that in those
other states, whenever a county prevents development, the landowner is usually compensated by
the development fees that are charged in other areas that are approved.
Ms. Manes stated the Kansas Livestock Association feels it is very important to respect private
property rights and to compensate landowners if any of their fee title values are taken by
regulations.
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There were no other proponents or opponents.
Diane Hoobler moved to close the public hearing. John Wienck seconded. Carried 5-0.
Diane Hoobler stated her family farms near this property and that she knew Mr. Parkers parents.
She said most of the property is in grassland and that a lot of water runs through the property
when it rains a lot. She said there isn’t a lot of high ground except for one meadow and around
the house. Mrs. Hoobler stated that she personally didn’t see how they could build a house there
except in the meadow, which would take away more agricultural land.
Mrs. Hoobler said the reason why the task force completed Vision 2025 was to protect
agricultural land in the county because so much of it was being built up. She stated she is
concerned that if the Parkers are allowed to build a house, will the next property owners come
along and sell off land to build a house; where will it stop? She said she appreciates that they
want to put the land in a conservation easement.
John Wienck said the red flag for him was the rental house, which is not agriculturally related.
He said an agricultural exemption is for agricultural and his decision to deny the exemption was
based on the rental use of the existing house.
Tom Taul stated the Vision 2025 Committee tried to provide a lot options for property owners.
He said since implementation of Vision 2025, the Board has granted numerous extraneous
farmsteads all over the county. Mr. Taul stated that he knows, as a land owner, there are options
that will work in most situations.
Mr. Taul said you didn’t want to plat separately because it might not meet the needs of your
heirs. He said this is the root to the reason we put this in there is because we get so many
presentations before the Board on what is currently an ideal situation that we have to look at
what it will be like in 20, 30 or 40 years down the road. Mr. Taul made the suggestion to wait
until the proposed conservation easement is put into place and then come back with the
exemption request. He said at that time, we will know there are some guidelines in place.
John Osarczuk asked if the residential use designators have been used a lot.
Monty Wedel stated designator lots were designed for the house and buildings that no longer
meet the needs of the farmer to be easily divided out and sold off. He said we want to encourage
continued utilization of these older home sites, not tear them down. Mr. Wedel clarified with the
Board whether or not, in this case, if the Parkers request an extraneous farmstead and then
requested an exemption to build their house, would it be acceptable to give them the exemption.
The Board by consensus agreed to the exemption in that scenario.
Chairman Clement re-opened the public hearing.
David Parker visually showed the Board where he proposed to build the new house and stated it
would be on the high side of the creek. He said the area is approximately 20 feet higher than the
stream bed, so flooding would not be an issue.
John Wienck moved to close the public hearing. John Osarczuk seconded. Carried 5-0.
Tom Taul moved to affirm the administrative decision denying the request for an agricultural
exemption to allow for an additional house on a developed tract of land for reasons listed in the
Riley County Planning Board/Board of Zoning Appeals
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staff report, as well as the discussion held between the Board members citing the existence of the
house that is not being used for agricultural purposes.
Lorn Clement asked that it be noted that an agricultural exemption should not be given due to the
existing rental property (house) not being used in conjunction with the proposed agricultural
operation.
John Osarczuk seconded. Carried 5-0.
Diane Hoobler moved to adjourn the Board of Zoning Appeals meeting and reconvene as the
Riley County Planning Board. John Wienck seconded. Carried 5-0.
RILEY COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Brown – Residential Use Designator – Reconversion Lot & Plat
Chairman Clement opened the public hearing at the request of Ronald K. Brown, petitioner and
Ronald K. & Sharon K. Brown Trust, owners, to receive a Residential Use Designator –
Reconversion Lot and plat a 3.3-acre tract of land into one (1) lot in Zeandale Township, Section
21, Township 10 South, Range 9 East, in Riley County, Kansas.
Bob Isaac presented the request. Mr. Isaac described the background, location and physical
characteristics of the proposed tract.
Staff recommended approval of the request to receive a Residential Use Designator –
Reconversion Lot as it was determined that the request met the minimum requirements of the
Riley County Zoning Regulations. Staff also recommended that the Board approve the
concurrent plat of Better Than I Deserve Addition, as it was determined that it met all
requirements of the Riley County Subdivision Regulations, Zoning Regulations and the Sanitary
Code.
Chairman Clement asked if the Applicant wanted to speak.
Ron Brown said his request appears to go right along with the goal of Vision 2025 to preserve
agricultural land. Mr. Brown said that Bob Isaac takes customer service to a level that you don’t
find very often.
Chairman Clements asked if there any proponents or opponents in attendance of the meeting.
Elizabeth McQuade stated she lives directly west of the subject property. She asked if this plat is
approved for the reconversion lot, can the remaining property be subdivided into a subdivision or
does it have to stay as an agricultural lot.
Bob Isaac stated that the threshold requirement for platting is anything under 20 acres, as per the
subdivision regulations. He explained that this subdivision request will render the remaining
property less than 20 acres. Mr. Isaac said by rule, it should be platted unless the tract is
agriculturally exempted. The next step is to join the remaining property with the tract to the east,
into one big tract. Mr. Isaac cautioned that platting approval of Mr. Brown’s property did not
place restrictive covenant on the property preventing further subdivision for development. Mr.
Isaac explained that if someone one wanted to build houses, they would have to go through the
standard platting and rezoning process, which would require approval by the Planning Board and
the Board of County Commissioners.
Riley County Planning Board/Board of Zoning Appeals
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John Wienck moved to close the public hearing. John Osarczuk seconded. Carried 5-0.
Diane Hoobler moved to approve the Residential Use Designator – Reconversion Lot and the
concurrent plat of Better Than I Deserve Addition for reasons listed in the staff report.
John Wienck seconded. Motion carried 5-0.
Mr. Isaac announced that the Board of County Commissioners will hear the request to plat the
property on January 19, 2017, at 9:00 am, in the County Commission Chambers.
Update on Zoning and Subdivision Regulations re-write
Monty Wedel informed the Board that the project has been delayed due to Elizabeth Garvin
having surgery. He said he is hoping to have a draft this month or early February. Chairman
Clement asked staff to extend well wishes from the Board.
Update on Big Blue Floodplain Management Plan
Monty Wedel stated the Manhattan Urban Area Planning Board and the City have
adopted the plan and have incorporated it into their comprehensive plan. He said staff is
done with this project.
Update on Fort Riley Joint Land Use Study
Monty Wedel stated public meetings will be January 31st and February 1st in Manhattan
and Junction City.
Update on Corridor Overlay Districts
Monty Wedel stated this project is on hold until Elizabeth Garvin has the first draft
completed.
State of Kansas Agritourism Task Force
Monty Wedel said he believes there will be one more meeting.
Pictometry Training
Monty Wedel said pictometry training is being offered if any of the Board members are
interested. Bob Isaac provided the Board with a demonstration and several Board members
indicated they would like to attend the training.
John Wienck moved to adjourn. Tom Taul seconded. Carried 5-0.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:37 P.M.
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RILEY COUNTY
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

REPORT OF FEES

January 2017
DATE
01-03-2017
01-03-2017
01-03-2017
01-03-2017
01-03-2017
01-03-2017
01-03-2017
01-04-2017
01-04-2017
01-05-2017
01-06-2017
01-06-2017
01-09-2017
01-09-2017
01-10-2017
01-10-2017
01-11-2017
01-12-2017
01-12-2017
01-12-2017
01-13-2017
01-17-2017
01-18-2017
01-18-2017
01-20-2017
01-20-2017
01-25-2017
01-25-2017
01-26-2017
01-27-2017
01-30-2017
01-30-2017
01-30-2017

NAME
Mansel, Well Permit
Taylor, Water Screening Report
Parker, Residential Use Designator, Plat & Utilities
Katalyst Sign, Sign Permit
Vennum, Commercial Planned Unit Development
Lind, Water Screening Report
Rogge, Building Permit #17-0001
J&G Plumbing, Private Wastewater Disposal System Installer License
Shepek, Building Permit #17-0002
Cat Cans, Private Wastewater Disposal System Installer License
Sump, Repair Permit
Para-Dice Properties, Replat & Utilities
Taylor, Water Screening Report
Eyestone, Environmental Evaluation
Cat Cans, Repair Permit
Peterson, Well Permit
Richter, Repair Permit
McGuyer, Building Permit #17-0003 & #17-0004
Carpenter, Building Permit #17-0005 (overpaid $25.00)
Johnson’s Portable Toilet, Septage Hauler License
Dukes, Repair Permit
Spradling, Environmental Evaluation Re-inspection
Blume, Water Screening Report
Bayer, Copy fees
Gullegos, Building Permit #17-0007
Erickson, Floodplain Development Permit #17-0001
Kozy Kids, Water Screening Report
Chinway, Environmental Evaluation
BAM, Repair Permit x 2
Clark, Profile Analysis
Berges, Water Screening Report
Glassford, Building Permit #17-0008 & #17-0009
Hubbard, Water Screening Report
TOTAL

AMOUNT
$ 75.00
14.00
410.00
50.00
450.00
16.00
150.00
50.00
150.00
50.00
75.00
260.00
2.00
100.00
75.00
75.00
75.00
200.00
250.00
50.00
75.00
50.00
17.00
4.00
150.00
75.00
10.00
100.00
150.00
150.00
14.00
200.00
8.00
$3,580.00

DEPOSITS MADE:
01-04-2017
01-06-2017
01-10-2017
01-13-2017
01-20-2017
01-31-2017

$ 150.00
1,340.00
75.00
1,087.00
296.00
632.00

TOTAL

$3,580.00

Application for Permit to Build

02/06/2017

Permit # App Date
Ownr
17-0001 01/03/2017 Royce & Christine Rogge

Property Address
9216 N 60th St

City & Zp
Riley (66531)

Type of Bldg
Storage (residential)

Use of Bldg
Residential storage

Type of Permission Inside DGA Amnt Paid
$150.00

Const Cost
$38,000.00

17-0002

01/04/2017 Steven Shepek

6700 W 63rd Ave

Manhattan (66503) Storage (residential)

Residential storage

$150.00

$40,000.00

17-0005

01/12/2017 Rob Taylor

6364 TUTTLE CREEK
BLVD

Manhattan (66503) Storage (commercial) Storage rental units

$225.00

$120,000.00

17-0004

01/12/2017 Roger McGuyer

11217 Rimrock Dr

Manhattan (66503) Garage (detached)

Residential storage

$50.00

$10,000.00

17-0003

01/12/2017 Roger McGuyer

11217 Rimrock Dr

Manhattan (66503) House (residential
design)

Dwelling

$150.00

$183,000.00

17-0006

01/17/2017 GALEN A HOFMANN TRUST
NANCY K HOFMANN TRUST

15500 Barton Rd

Leonardville
(66449)

Storage of AG
equipment and
machinery

$0.00

$30,000.00

17-0007

01/20/2017 POULTRY CONTRACT SERVICES 4437 TUTTLE COVE RD Manhattan (66503) Storage (residential)
LLC

Shed

$150.00

$200.00

17-0008

01/30/2017 Chad P. & Janell M. Glassford

11308 Rimrock Dr.

Manhattan (66503) Storage (residential)

Residential Storage

$150.00

$8,000.00

17-0009

01/30/2017 Chad P. & Janell M. Glassford

11308 Rimrock Dr.

Manhattan (66503) Storage (residential)

Deck

$50.00

$4,000.00

Storage (ag related)
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
STAFF REPORT
Variance
PETITION:

(#17-04) Variance

APPLICANT:

Troy & Jolee Coberly
5304 Terra Heights Dr
Manhattan, KS 66503

PROPERTY OWNER: Troy & Jolee Coberly
5304 Terra Heights Dr
Manhattan, KS 66503
TYPE OF REQUEST:

Variance to reduce the front yard requirement from 25 feet to nine (9)
feet.

SIZE OF TRACT:

The subject site is approximately 1.19 acres.

LOCATION:

Generally located approximately 2,450 feet west of Tuttle Creek
Boulevard, on the west side of Terra Heights Drive; Section 14,
Township 9 South, Range 7 East; Grant Township.

# 17-04 Coberly

Page 2

BACKGROUND: The property was originally platted as Lots 14 and 15 Terra Heights Addition
(April 1960). A building permit for the existing home was issued in April 1967 for Lot 14, predating the 1974 Zoning Conversion Process and thus, not subject to yard requirements (building
setbacks) at the time. The property was rezoned “SF-1” (Single Family Residential) in 1974,
which made the existing house a legal non-conformity. Later, Lot 14 and a portion of Lot 15
were replatted as Lot 2 of Blue Bird Hill Subdivision (October 1990). The 25-ft. front yard
building setback is shown on that plat. The applicant is seeking a variance in order to build a
detached two-car garage in-line with the front elevation of the existing home. Although there is
a noticeable jog along east property line, it was advised that the variance sought should take into
account the existing home and bring it into compliance with the same action.
DESCRIPTION:
Physical site characteristics: The property is developed with a single family house and a parking
pad. The lot slopes sharply to the west from the rear of the home. Buildable areas of the lot are
extremely limited.
General character of the area: The general character of the area is suburban density residential
development.
ZONING:
Zoning: Currently, the subject property is zoned “SF-1” (Single Family Residential). There are
no variances, conditional or special uses associated with the property.
STAFF EVALUATION OF VARIANCE CRITERIA:
a.

The variance request arises from conditions which are unique to the property in
question and which are not ordinarily found in the same zone or district and that
such conditions are not created by an action of the owner or applicant.
The condition which is unique to the property is the physical attributes of the lot, i.e. the
relatively limited buildable area due to steep slopes. As mentioned previously, the
existing home was constructed during a time when there were no building setback
limitations. Once the property was zoned, the house immediately became a legal nonconformity. Such conditions were not created by the actions of the applicant. Although
the primary reason for the request is for a detached accessory structure, a variance would
still be needed in order for the garage to be built in-line with the front elevation of the
home. Building the garage at the 25-ft. building setback does not assist with bringing the
home into compliance. The variance would bring both the existing home and future
garage into compliance.

b.

The granting of the variance will not adversely affect the rights of adjacent property
owners or residents.
The addition of a detached accessory structure built in-line with the existing home will
not adversely affect adjacent property owners.

c.

The strict application of the provisions of the zoning regulations from which the
variance is requested will constitute unnecessary hardship upon the property owner
or applicant.
The reasons for the request stems from the intention of improving the quality of the home
and property, while providing a new structure to protect the family vehicles and other
items from the elements. Due to the topography and existing orientation/placement of the
home, there are few options available to relocate the garage elsewhere on the property.

# 17-04 Coberly
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Thus, not granting the variance could constitute an unnecessary hardship upon the
property owner, as compared to what the public would gain by denying the request.
d.

The variance requested will not adversely affect the public health, safety and
welfare.
There are at least two concerns that should be evaluated when considering a reduction of
a minimum front yard requirement; first, is the impact of placing a structure (principle or
accessory) closer to the designated right-of-way of a road that would limit a community’s
ability to widen the road if and when deemed necessary; and second, the creation of a
potential safety hazard for drivers on Terra Heights Drive and those entering and exiting
the subject property, due to limited sight distance attributed to curves, hilly terrain,
insufficient road width, vehicle speed and weather conditions. In this particular case,
however, the residence has occupied the subject property for several years without
incident and appears to have satisfied the above concerns over time. It is expected that
the proposed addition also will not extend into the platted right-of-way and will not
interfere with the flow of traffic in the area. Thus, the granting of the variance should not
adversely affect the public health, safety and welfare.

e.

The granting of the variance will not be opposed to the general spirit and intent of
the regulations.
According to the criteria for variance approval set forth in the Riley County Zoning
Regulations, Section 20 (4), the granting of the request will not violate the general spirit
and intent of the regulations.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS: Staff recommends that the requested variance be approved.
ATTACHMENTS:
-

Vicinity/site map
Surrounding zoning map
Certificate of Survey

Prepared by: Bob Isaac, Planner
January 17, 2017
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
STAFF REPORT
Residential Use Designator & Platting
PETITION:
APPLICANT:

(#17-05)
(#17-06)

Residential Use Designator - Extraneous Farmstead
Plat

Chad A. Parker and Tana L. Parker
3120 S 20th St
Manhattan, KS 66502

PROPERTY OWNER: Chad A. Parker and Tana L. Parker
3120 S 20th St
Manhattan, KS 66502
TYPE OF REQUEST:

Receive a Residential Use Designator – Extraneous Farmstead for a
4.11-acre tract of land and plat said tract into a single lot.

SIZE OF TRACT:

The subject site is approximately 4.11 acres.

LOCATION:

The request is generally located at the northwest corner of the south
intersection of McDowell Creek Spur and McDowell Creek Road;
Section 6, Township 11 South, Range 8 East; Ashland Township.

JURISDICTION:

This application is subject to the requirements of the Riley County
Subdivision Regulations.
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BACKGROUND: The subject site is an approximately 4.11-acre portion of an approximately
6.1-acre parent tract. The site is developed with a single family dwelling (built approx. 1904), a
horse barn, a detached garage and a shed. Shane Creek transects the property from northwest to
southeast. Much of the riparian area that runs along the creek consists of several mature trees
and is located within an unnumbered A Zone (1% annual chance floodplain). The owner stated
that he wishes to divide out the homestead from the parent tract, including the creek, in order to
sell that portion northeast of the creek to his neighbor Frank Lyons. Rather than requesting to
rezone the subject property to a single-family residential zoning designation, he is seeking
approval by the Board to receive a Residential Use Designator - Extraneous Farmstead and plat
the farmstead into a single lot. The remaining portion of the 6.1-acre parent tract must be
absorbed as part of Mr. Lyons tract or be approved for an agricultural exemption.
DESCRIPTION:
Physical site characteristics: (see background)
General character of the area: The general character of the area is very rural, with a mix of
agricultural activities, primarily cropland and pasture.
SUITABILITY OF ZONING:
Zoning History: The subject property has been zoned “AG” (Agricultural District) since at least
1974. There are no variances, conditional uses or special uses associated with the site.

SURROUNDING ZONING/LAND USE
NORTH

ADJACENT ZONING
“AG” (Agricultural District)

LAND USE
Cattle ranch

SOUTH

“AG” (Agricultural District)

Pasture

EAST

“AG” (Agricultural District)

Cropland

WEST

“AG” (Agricultural District)

Cropland

POTENTIAL IMPACT
Public Facilities and Services:
Streets and bridges: The subject property has direct access and abuts McDowell Creek Road, a
paved two-lane County road (major collector). No new entrances are being proposed with this
request.
Water and sewer: The subject property is served by a septic system/lateral field and private water
well.
Fire: Riley County Fire District #1 will serve the site. The nearest County Fire Station is the
Ashland Fire Station (#2), located at 2881 W. 32nd. The subject site is located within five road
miles of a fire station.
Effect on public facilities and services: It is not anticipated that the proposed plat or residential
use designation will have an adverse impact on public facilities and/or services.

#17-05 - Chad A. Parker and Tana L. Parker

Page 3

CONFORMANCE TO THE LAND USE PLAN
Goals, Objectives and Policies
Goal for residential:
To allow for the development of a diversity of housing types, sizes and price levels to meet
the changing needs of all county residents.
Objective R4: Allow for adequate amounts of single family housing in suitable locations
throughout the county.
Policies:
R4.2 Roads serving residential developments should safely accommodate anticipated traffic.
Future Land Use Map
According to the Future Land Use Map South (Figure 11.2) found in the Plan, the subject
property is located outside of a designated growth area.
The Land Evaluation/Site Assessment (LESA) Score
Due to the type and nature of the request, a LESA was not generated.
Hardship on the landowner
The Applicant submitted has not indicated a hardship as a reason for the request.
Staff analysis: Due to the character of the existing development and the criteria set forth in the
zoning regulations for a Residential Use Designator –Extraneous Farmstead, it is not anticipated
that the request will cause conflicts; thus, the request is consistent with the Plan.
RILEY COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS
The zoning regulations describe the Residential Use Designator-Extraneous Farmstead. The
conditions for approval are as follows:
1. The site to be divided from the existing agricultural operation should be the minimum
required to accommodate the existing residence and any outbuildings or to
accommodate a site that is logically separated from the existing agricultural operation.
Conversion of existing productive agricultural land should be avoided.
2. The site shall be large enough to meet sanitary code minimum requirements.
3. A residential use designator for an extraneous farmstead is limited to one per original
parent agricultural tract.
4. The site must be platted and must meet all requirements for a plat, including adequate
public road access as specified in the subdivision regulations. The platted lot may not
be further subdivided unless approved through the standard platting/rezoning process.
5. An Agricultural Protection Easement (APE), as specified in Section 21A, shall be filed
with the plat.
Staff analysis: The request is consistent with the above criteria.
COMMENTS AND CONCERNS
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH: The Environmental Health staff has reviewed this plat and
found it is in compliance with the Riley County Sanitary Code.
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COUNTY ENGINEER: The County Engineer has reviewed the request and stated there were no
concerns with the request.
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS
Staff recommends that the Board approve the request to receive a Residential Use Designator–
Extraneous Farmstead, as it has been determined that it meets the minimum requirements of the
Riley County Zoning Regulations. Staff also recommends that the Planning Board approve the
concurrent plat of Parker Family Estate, as it has been determined that all requirements of the
Riley County Subdivision Regulations, Zoning Regulations and Sanitary Code have been met.
ACTION NEEDED FOR RESIDENTIAL USE DESIGNATOR:
A. Motion to approve the request to receive a Residential Use Designator–Extraneous
Farmstead, as it has been determined that it meets the minimum requirements of the Riley
County Zoning Regulations.
OR
B. Motion to deny the request to receive a Residential Use Designator–Extraneous Farmstead, as
it has been determined that it does not meet the minimum requirements of the Riley County
Zoning Regulations.
ACTION NEEDED FOR PLAT:
A. Motion to approve the concurrent plat of Parker Family Estate, as it has been determined that
it meets the requirements of the Riley County Subdivision Regulations.
OR
B. Motion to deny the concurrent plat of Parker Family Estate, as it has been determined that it
does not meet the requirements of the Riley County Subdivision Regulations.
ATTACHMENTS:
-

Vicinity/site map
Surrounding zoning map
Floodplain map
Preliminary Plat map
Final Plat map

Prepared by: Bob Isaac, Planner
February 3, 2017
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PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
STAFF REPORT
Rezoning
PETITION:

(#17-07) Rezone from “AG” (Agricultural District) to “C-PUD”
(Commercial Planned Unit Development)

APPLICANT:

Drew Vennum
1808 Kingwood Dr
Manhattan, KS 66503

PROPERTY
OWNER:

Drew and Amber Vennum
1808 Kingwood Dr
Manhattan, KS 66503

TYPE OF REQUEST:

Rezone two (2) unplatted tracts from "AG" (Agricultural District) to
"C-PUD" (Commercial Planned Unit Development).

SIZE OF TRACT:

The subject site is approximately 50.42 acres.

LOCATION:

Generally located approximately 9100 feet east of Gardiner Road, on
the south side of Secrest Road; Section 26, Township 7 South, Range
6 and Section 35, Township 7 South, Range 6 East; Jackson and
Sherman Townships.
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BACKGROUND: A building permit was issued September 4, 2002 for a house (BP#02-0064).
The house was demolished by a straight-line wind in July 2016. In order to provide assurance
that the home could be legally replaced, the applicant requested staff complete a Lot of Record
Determination for the north 40 acres of the site. Staff completed the Lot of Record
Determination (#16-15) and determined the tract to be a Lot of Record (September 2016). Thus,
the applicant can replace the single family dwelling that once occurred on the site without further
action. However, the applicant is wishing to further develop the site with an all-terrain vehicle
rental shop, event center w/lodging, single family residence (caretaker) and several camping
areas that will eventually be developed with cabins. The applicant is seeking to rezone the
property in order to combine the various uses under one zoning designation.
DESCRIPTION:
Physical site characteristics: The tract is a mix of grassland and wooded hillsides, situated north
and west of Tuttle Creek Reservoir.
General character of the area: The area is predominantly agriculturally inactive, natural open
space, with extremely low-density residential development in the area.
SUITABILITY OF ZONING:
Zoning History: The property has been zoned “AG” (Agricultural District) since at least 1974.
Proposed zoning: Due to the proposed mix of an All-Terrain Vehicle rental business, event
center/barn, campgrounds/cabins and single family residence, it was advised the applicant rezone
the subject property to “C-PUD” (Commercial Planned Unit Development) in order to combine
the uses under a use-specific zoning designation.

SURROUNDING ZONING/LAND USE
NORTH

ADJACENT ZONING
“AG” (Agricultural District)

LAND USE
Grassland/pasture

SOUTH

“AG” (Agricultural District)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

EAST

“AG” (Agricultural District)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

WEST

“AG” (Agricultural District)

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

DETAILS OF DEVELOPMENT PLAN:
Permitted Uses:
1. Rental and maintenance of all-terrain vehicles (ATV’s)
2. Guest Lodging
3. Single family residence and accessory uses
4. Camping
5. The keeping of goats, ducks, llamas and miniature donkeys,
6. Event Center for the conduct of conferences, meetings, business or professional training,
retreats, and recreational, social and religious functions, activities, or purposes.
7. Weddings
8. Sale of local foods and souvenirs.
9. On-premise directional signs.
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Permitted Structures:
1. One (1) Lodge consisting of shop/house (“shouse”); a meeting area; a residence that will
convert into guest lodging (main level and upper level), All Terrain vehicle (ATV) rental
shop with prep kitchen, and public restrooms (lower level).
2. Four (4) storage structures ancillary to ATV shop (lower level).
3. One (1) events center (barn)
4. Nine (9) tent platforms/cabins – to be east facing for noise mitigation.
5. Four (4) greenhouses
6. One (1) entrance sign
7. Gated entry into ORV Park pending permission from US Army Corps of Engineers
8. Training, trail, & parking signage – directional signs to assist patrons
9. Wastewater lift station(s)
10. Wastewater lagoon
11. Outdoor pavilion/outdoor pizza oven
12. Single Family Residence – home for the caretaker’s family
13. Accessory structure(s) incidental to single family residence.
14. Goat house approximately 20’ x 20’
15. Milking Barn approximately 10’ x 20’
16. Duck house 20’ x 20’
Notes:
1. Bearings used on this survey are based on deed description.
2. No gaps and overlaps were found on this property.
3. If an entrance pipe is required, the minimum size shall be calculated in accordance with the
Riley County Standards and Specifications. In no case shall the diameter of the pipe be less
than 15-in.
4. All drives and parking areas shall consist of all-weather surfacing. The drive accessing the
lodge and the events center must be 20 feet wide and a vertical clearance of 13.6 feet, in
accordance to fire code and to provide two-way traffic.
5. The gravel driveway to the events center and lodge shall be maintained in condition that is
traversable by emergency response vehicles.
6. Owners will resurface and maintain all drives and parking area surfaces on a regular
schedule or as needed to provide overall good-looking appearance for visitors. The road
will be fully maintained for complete access to all vehicles year round.
7. Site and all uses therein shall be in compliance with the Riley County Sanitary Code. The
lodge, event center, and single family residence will be served by properly engineered
lagoon and on side wells or rural water.
8. Location(s) and extent(s) of fencing and trails may be modified at the owner’s discretion as
required to serve the permitted uses.
9. Buildings and structures shall comply with State of Kansas minimum building and life
safety codes per the 2006 IBC and the 2000 NFPA 101. Maximum permitted occupancy
shall be posted in the lodging and events center buildings.
10. The “shouse”/lodge and large event center (barn) buildings shall meet the minimum
building code requirements as per the State Fire Marshall.
11. All structures and signs are shown in approximate locations.
12. All signs shall be subject to Section 15-Signs of the Riley County Zoning Regulations.
13. A maximum of nine (9) cabins set in a semi-circle along the south and east perimeter of the
site must be constructed above the 1140 elevation line. No habitable structures may be
constructed within areas labeled U.S. Army Corps of Engineers perpetual flowage easement.
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All other improvements within these areas, such as roadways, outbuildings, ponds. Sewage
disposal facilities, lateral lines, etc. will require prior consent from the Corps.
Cabins shall be approximately 12’ x 16’, include electricity and will be served by water and
sewer (wastewater lift station to lagoon).
Current stormwater drainage patterns shall not altered as to negatively impact surrounding
properties.
Mobile Homes are prohibited.
Owner has agreed to allocate funds for dust control and signage along Secrest Road as per a
signed Development Agreement recorded in the Riley County Office of the Register of
Deeds Bk. _______ Pg. _______.
There shall be no individual camp fires or fire pits at cabin locations.
Parking shall be permitted in designated areas.
Any buildings or structures in which dances or planning of music or other amplification of
sound occurs must be enclosed and shall be reasonably insulated, including insulation of
walls and entire ceiling, to mitigate the migration of noise to adjoining properties.
Noise levels from amplification of sound (indoor or outdoor) shall be controlled and
mitigated so as to not exceed 65 dBa at the property line (dba shall be EquivalentContinuous sound levels (Leg.) which shall measure amplified noise generated within the
property over a 10 minute period along the involved property line.
Quiet hours, during which no amplified sound will be permitted, shall be posted on site and
shall be between 11:00 pm and 8:00 am for Friday, Saturday and observed holidays.
Sunday – Thursday the quiet hours will be in effect between the hours of 9:00 pm and 8:00
am. The quiet hours relate to all structures in this plan (lodge, barn, cabins/tent platforms
etc.).
A maximum indoor occupancy for the Event Center (barn) will be 240 persons.

Schedule for Improvements:
1. Lodge (as described herein) – June 2017.
2. An entrance sign – May 2017.
3. A gate for entry into ORV park – May 2017.
4. A wastewater lagoon – May 2017.
5. Two (2) of four (4) ATV storage structures – May 2017.
6. Training, trail & parking signage – May 2017.
7. Goat Structure, duck house, and milking barn – May 2018.
8. Large event center (barn) approximately 50’x120’ – May 2018.
9. Three (3) tent platforms – May 2018.
10. Two (2) of four (4) ATV storage structures – May 2018.
11. Three (3) tent platforms – May 2019.
12. Four (4) 10’ x 20’ greenhouses – May 2019.
13. Outdoor pavilion and outdoor pizza oven – May 2019.
14. Three (3) tent platforms – May 2020.
15. A single family residence – June/July 2020.
16. Convert residential component of “shouse” into lodging facilities following completion of
single family residence.
17. Three (3) of nine (9) cabins – May 2021.
18. A wastewater lift station will be constructed in conjunction with the construction of cabins –
May 2021.
19. Three (3) of nine (9) cabins – May 2022.
20. Three (3) of nine (9) cabins – May 2023.
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POTENTIAL IMPACT:
Public facilities and services:
Streets and bridges: The site has direct access to Secrest Road, a gravel two-lane local road,
maintained by the township. No new entrances are proposed.
Water and sewer: The applicant is proposing that the development will be served by an existing
on-site well and wastewater lagoon. The applicant has stated that he intends to extend rural
water to the site in the future.
Fire: Riley County Fire District #1 will serve the site. The nearest County Fire Station is the
Randolph Fire Station, located at 111 S. Front Street in Randolph. The subject site is located
within five (5) road miles of a fire station. Due to the proposed commercial use of certain
structures, a determination will be needed by Pat Collins, Director of Riley County Emergency
Management/Riley County Fire Chief that said structures shall be subject to the State of Kansas
minimum building and life safety codes, including the submittal of code footprints.
Effect on public facilities and services: It is not anticipated that the proposed development will
have an adverse impact on public services.
Effect on nearby property: It is the general purpose of zoning to protect the health, safety and
welfare of the general public. Regulations must be written with reasonable considerations of the
character of the district and its peculiar suitability for particular uses. Furthermore, they must
also maintain a view toward conserving the value of buildings and lands and encouraging the
efficient and best use of land. The factors that go into the decision to rezone a property appear to
be more than the list of concerns stated herein. For example, certain criteria spelled out in the
Kansas Supreme Court case Golden vs. Overland Park, 224 K. 591, 584 P. 2d 130, also examine
the following:
1. Is the rezoning compatible with the character of the neighborhood?
2. Is the rezoning compatible with the zoning and uses of properties nearby?
3. Will removal of the current restrictions by rezoning detrimentally affect nearby property?
4. Will the gain to the public health, safety and welfare by denying rezoning not be as great
as the hardship imposed upon the individual landowner?
With the specific use limitations noted on the Preliminary Development Plan, restricting the type
and intensity of the commercial activity, it is not anticipated that the proposed development will
have an unreasonable adverse impact on nearby property.
CONFORMANCE TO THE LAND USE PLAN:
The request was reviewed with the 2009 Vision 2025 Riley County Comprehensive Plan,
specifically the Development Guidance System (Chapter 12). The analysis is as follows:
Conformance to the Goals, Objectives and Policies
Goal for residential:
To allow for the development of a diversity of housing types, sizes and price levels to meet
the changing needs of all county residents.
Objective R4: Allow for adequate amounts of single family housing in suitable locations
throughout the county.
Policies:
R4.2 Roads serving residential developments should safely accommodate anticipated traffic.
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Goal for commercial:
To allow sufficient areas efficiently distributed throughout the county and adequate
opportunity for commercial development.
Objective C2: Allow for clustered and coordinated commercial development outside of the
cities.
Policies:
C2.5 Promote home-based, information technology based, entrepreneurial, and other nontraditional business models to help establish a diversified economic base.
Objective C3: Assure the provision of adequate vehicular access and parking at all
commercial and employment centers.
Policies:
C3.1 Require adequate off-street parking for all new commercial and office development
and require buffering between parking areas and adjacent residential uses
Future Land Use Map
According to the Future Land Use Map North (Figure 11.2) found in the Plan, the subject
property is not located within a designated growth area.
The Land Evaluation/Site Assessment (LESA) Score
According to the final score of the LESA analysis, the subject property achieved 2814 points
(Strong for Preservation). No bonus points were factored into the analysis.
Hardship on the landowner
The Applicant stated that his family’s ability to afford the property is dependent upon conducting
the described business activities. He further added that they want their children to grow up in a
rural setting, as his wife did; and to create a business that benefits the community.
Staff analysis: Although the specific location of the property is projected for agricultural use, as
shown on the Future Land Use Map North (Figure 11.2) found in the Plan, and the subject
property is not located within a designated growth area, the uses listed in the request logically
correspond to uses on adjacent properties (ORV Park to the west) and correspond to the rural
character of the area (agricultural, rural resort, retreat & event center & camping). Rezoning the
subject property for the specific uses proposed is consistent with goals and objectives of the Plan.
RILEY COUNTY ZONING REGULATIONS:
Agricultural Buffer: As part of this development, the Applicant is proposing a single family
residence to be used as a caretaker’s home. Section 21C-Development Standards requires that
the minimum setback for a residence or a structure for animal habitation shall be 200 feet from
all property lines adjoining an existing agricultural use. Although it is questionable whether
there is an “active” agricultural operation occurring on the neighboring property at this time, the
property situated north of the subject property is in grass and thus could be used as pasture at any
time in the future. In addition, a natural buffer (topographical and vegetative) currently exists
between the occasional haying operation on said neighboring property and the location of the
proposed residence. Consequently, due to the natural buffer in place, the applicant is requesting
that the Planning Board reduce the required setback distance from 200 feet to 50 feet.
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COMMENTS AND CONCERNS:
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH: Riley County Environmental staff has reviewed the request for
a Commercial Planned Unit Development and found it to be in compliance with the Riley
County Sanitary Code. Septic systems (including lagoon) will be constructed concurrently to
meet the building requirements for the development. All potable water provided to the public
from a well on site must meet the State of Kansas public water supply requirements.
COUNTY ENGINEER: The County Engineer reviewed the request and stated that future dust
abatement on Secrest Road may be needed.
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT: The Director of Riley County Emergency Management
reviewed the request and stated that he could not support the project without written
acknowledgement that fire code compliance will be achieved. Co-locating the shop/business and
residence in the same building will be an expensive venture seldom taken on once the total cost
of compliance is realized. He said his other concerns are the lack of water for fire protection and
sprinkler systems. He stated that based on the limited amount of information provided, he
cannot support this project. In subsequent discussions following the submission of this review,
the applicant and the Director agreed that the “lodge” and “event center” would meet the
minimum requirements of the State Fire Code and that roads to access those structures would be
constructed and maintained pursuant to that code.
TOWNSHIP TRUSTEE (Jackson Township): The request was reviewed by Jackson Township.
The township trustee reported concerns about the maintenance and repair of the road and that
they need help with the cost of material and trucking. He said the traffic will increase
considerably; school bus also. He said the township would like to know how much traffic it
takes for a township (maintained) road to become a county (maintained) road.
LAW ENFORCEMENT CENTER: The Riley County Law Enforcement Center staff reviewed
the request and stated no objections.
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommends approval of the request to rezone the proposed property, as it has been
determined that it meets the requirements of the Riley County Zoning Regulations and the Riley
County Sanitary Code.

POSSIBLE MOTION(S)
ACTION NEEDED FOR REZONING:
A. Move to approve the request to rezone the subject property from “AG” (Agricultural District)
to “C-PUD” (Commercial Planned Unit Development) for the following reasons:










The rezoning is compatible with the character of the neighborhood.
The rezoning is compatible with the zoning and uses of properties nearby.
The subject property is not suitable for the uses allowed by the current zoning.
Removal of the current restrictions by rezoning will not detrimentally affect nearby property.
The subject property has remained vacant as zoned for a substantial time period.
The gain to the public health, safety and welfare by denying rezoning is not as great as the
hardship imposed upon the individual landowner.
The rezoning is consistent with the recommendations of permanent or professional staff.
The rezoning conforms to the adopted comprehensive plan.
The rezoning will not detrimentally affect the conservation of the natural resources of the
County.
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The rezoning will result in the efficient expenditure of public funds.
The rezoning will promote the health, safety, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of
the inhabitants of the County.

Or
B. Move to deny the request to rezone the subject property for the following reasons:












The rezoning is incompatible with the character of the neighborhood.
The rezoning is incompatible with the zoning and uses of properties nearby.
The subject property is not suitable for the uses allowed by the proposed zoning.
Removal of the current restrictions by rezoning will detrimentally affect nearby property.
The subject property is developed or utilized as zoned for a substantial time period.
The gain to the public health, safety and welfare by denying rezoning is greater than the
hardship imposed upon the individual landowner.
The rezoning is inconsistent with the recommendations of permanent or professional staff.
The rezoning does not conform to the adopted comprehensive plan.
The rezoning may detrimentally affect the conservation of the natural resources of the County.
The rezoning will result in the inefficient expenditure of public funds.
The rezoning will diminish the health, safety, convenience, prosperity and general welfare of
the inhabitants of the County.

ATTACHMENTS:
-

Vicinity/site map
Surrounding zoning map
Confined Animal Feeding Operation map
Fire Stations map
Floodplain map
Preliminary Development Plan
LESA

Prepared by: Bob Isaac, Planner
February 6, 2017
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Floodplain
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Floodway

1% Annual Chance Flood (1'-3' Depth)
.2% Annual Chance Flood

FACTOR 1
CHARACTER OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD
(Surrounding Area within 1/4 Mile)

Agricultural Character Test
● Percent of Cropland/Grassland
More than 95%
80% to 95%
60% to 79.99%
Less than 60%

Points Score
0
80
80
165
250
TOTAL
80

● Overall Housing Density
Greater than 160 acres/residence
80 to 160 acres/residence
40 to 79.99 acres/residence
20 to 39.99 acres/residence
Less than 20 acres/residence

0
65
130
195
250
TOTAL

● Number of Non-Farm Residences
0
1
2
3
4
5 or more

0
50
100
150
200
250
TOTAL

● Number of Tracts Less Than 20 acres
0
1
2
3
4
5 or more

0
50
100
150
200
250
TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

SCALE
Strongly Agricultural

0

Moderately-Strong Agricultural
Moderately Agricultural
Moderately-Mild Agricultural

0

Mildly Agricultural
50

Mildly Non-Agricultural
Mildly Non-Ag Residential
Moderately-Mild Non-Ag Res.

50

Moderately Non-Ag Res.
50

Moderately-Strong Non-Ag Res.
Strongly Non-Ag Residential

50
180

Rural Character Test
● Development conforms to rural character guidelines

Conforms to guidelines
Does not conform to guidelines

TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE:
(Not Including Bonus Points)

Bonus
Points
500
0
TOTAL

Score
500
500

1000 Points

Points
0
50
100
150
200
250
300
350
400
450
500
550
600
650
700
750
800
850
900
950
1000

FACTOR 2
THE ZONING AND USES OF NEARBY PROPERTY
(Surrounding Area within 1 Mile)
Compatible Zoning Test
Perimeter Component
● Percent of Perimeter Adjacent to Similar Zoning
Points
0
50
100
200
250
TOTAL

No Adjacency
1% - 9.99%
10% - 24.99%
25% - 50%
Over 50%

Score
0

0

Proximity Component
● Number of Acres of Similar Zoning Within Certain Distances
Acres

Points

0
.1-2
2.1-5
5.1-10
10.1-15
Over 15

0
10
20
30
40
50
Weighting

SUBTOTAL

Within 1000'

Between 1000'
and ½ mile

Between ½ mile
and 1 mile

10

2.5
0

1.5
15

50
1
50
TOTAL

65

Points
0
50
100
200
250
TOTAL

Score
0

Compatible Land Use Test
Perimeter Component
● Percent of Perimeter Adjacent to Similar Land Use
No Adjacency
1% - 9.99%
10% - 24.99%
25% - 50%
Over 50%

0

Proximity Component
● Number of Acres of Similar Land Use Within Certain Distances
Between 1000'
Between ½ mile
Acres
Points Within 1000'
and ½ mile
and 1 mile
0
0
.1-2
10
10
2.1-5
20
5.1-10
30
30
10.1-15
40
Over 15
50
Weighting
2.5
1.5
1
SUBTOTAL
25
0
30
TOTAL

TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE:

1000 Points

55

FACTOR 3
THE SUITABILITY OF THE PROPERTY FOR THE USES ALLOWED
UNDER THE CURRENT ZONING
Crop Capability Test
LAND
CAPABILITY
CLASS

RELATIVE
VALUE (RV)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

NUMBER OF
ACRES IN SITE

PRODUCT OF
RV & NO. OF
ACRES

0.12837

9.62775

9.645507
0.024781

2170.239075
7.4343

9.798658

2187.301125 Acres in Site
Average Site Value

0
25
50
75
150
225
300
375
TOTALS

Product of RV & Acres / Number of
= Average Site Value

223

Rangeland Productivity Test
TOTAL DRY
WEIGHT
PRODUCTION NORMAL YEAR
(lbs)
8500+
7500-8499
6500-7499
5500-6499
4500-5499
3500-4499
2500-3499

RELATIVE
VALUE (RV)

NUMBER OF
ACRES IN SITE

PRODUCT OF
RV & NO. OF
ACRES

3.79637
6.002287

854.18325
1800.6861

9.798657

2654.86935
Acres in Site
Average Site Value

0
50
100
150
225
300
375
TOTALS

Product of RV & Acres / Number of
= Average Site Value

271

Site Suitability Test
● Attributes Reducing Agricultural Site Suitability
Size of site (in acres)
0-3
3.1-5
5.1-10
Over 10

Points
125
90
45
0
TOTAL

Score

Points
125
0
TOTAL

Score
125

45
45

Isolation of site from other agricultural land
(Site must be < than 10 acres; isolation may be created by ownership
or physical features, e.g. riparian areas, roads, topography, etc.)

Isolated
Not Isolated

TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE:

1000 Points

125

FACTOR 4
Agricultural Conflict Test
● Proximity of Residence to Confined Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO)
Points
250
0
-250
TOTAL

More than 1 mile from CAFO
Between 1 mile and 1/4 mile
Within 1/4 mile

Score
250

250

● Proximity of Site to Other Agricultural Activities

DISTANCE
Over 1000'
500 - 1000'
250 - 499'
50 - 249'
Less than 50'

DISTANCE
Over 2000'
1000 - 2000'
500 - 999'
100 - 499'
Less than 100'

POINTS
125
100
75
50
0
SUBTOTALS

POINTS
125
100
75
50
0
TOTAL

Permanently
Preserved Land

Cropping
Operation

Grassland
Tract (>20 acres,

125

125

125

125

125

125
TOTAL

no home)

375

Livestock
Enclosure (No
125

125

Non-Agricultural Conflict Test
● Proximity of Site to Fort Riley Noise Zones
Points
250
125
0
TOTAL

Outside of Noise Zone II and LUPZ
Within LUPZ
Within Noise Zone II

Score
250

250

ADDITIONAL POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POINTS FOR MITIGATIVE/DETRIMENTAL IMPACTS
● Effect of Rezoning on Valuation of Adjoining Property*
Evidence that rezoning will increase value of adjoining property
Evidence that rezoning will not devalue adjoining property
No evidence that rezoning will/will not devalue adjoining property
Evidence that rezoning will devalue adjoining property
* Evidence must be from a professional source

TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE:

1000 Points

Points
250
125
0
-250
TOTAL

Score

0
0

FACTOR 5
Public Health Test
● Availability of and Connection to Public Sanitary Sewer System
Available at site
Within 400'
400' - .24 mile
.25 - .49 mile
.5 miles - .99 mile
More than 1 mile

Points
200
175
150
100
50
0
TOTAL

Score

Points
200
175
150
100
50
0
TOTAL

Score

Points
500

Score
0

150

0

Points
200
100
0
TOTAL

Score

Points
200
0
-200
TOTAL

Score
200

Points
200
0
-200
TOTAL

Score
200

Points
150
0
-150
-150
TOTAL

Score

0
0

● Availability of and Connection to Public Water Systems
Available at site
Within 400'
400' - .24 mile
.25 - .49 mile
.5 miles - .99 mile
More than 1 mile

0
0

BONUS POINTS
● Development will result in the creation/extension
of new/additonal public sewer system
● Development will result in the creation/extension
of new/additonal public water system

Public Safety Test
● Public Protection Classification (Fire Insurance Rating)
Within ISO Class 7
Within ISO Class 9
Within ISO Class 10

0
0

● Location of building site relative to floodplain
Not in the floodplain
Within 500-year floodplain
Within 100-year floodplain

200

● Access to building site relative to floodplain
Not in the floodplain
Within 500-year floodplain
Within 100-year floodplain

200

● Expected Impact of Proposed Development
on Existing Road*
Current Road Adequate, No Changes Required
Minor Improvements Needed
Major Improvements Needed
Additional Off-Site Improvements Needed**

* Determination of anticipated traffic impacts from traffic study using assumed trip
generation models. Minor/major improvements determined by County Engineer
based on evaluation of degree of surface alterations required to meet the impact.
Maximum points given for improvements funded by developer.
** Additional off-site improvements include addition of turning lanes, improvement of
drainage structures and similar improvements that are not re-surfacing improvements.
If alteration of surface and additional off-site improvements are needed, both point
totals shall apply. No points subtracted for improvements funded by developer.

TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE:

1150 Points

0

FACTOR 6
Transportation Test
● Adequacy of the Access Road Surface
Paved
Gravel w/ 24' roadbed
Gravel w/ 22' roadbed
Gravel w/ 20' roadbed
Gravel w/ 18' or less roadbed
Unimproved
Trail or Undeveloped

Points
150
100
50
0
-50
-100
-150
TOTAL

Score

Points
150
100
50
0
-50
-100
TOTAL

Score

Points
150
100
50
0
-50
-100
TOTAL

Score

Points
200
150
100
50
0
-50
TOTAL

Score

Points
200
100
0
-100
TOTAL

Score

0

0

● Distance from site to Paved Road
Direct access onto paved road
Within .25 mi
.25 to .49 mi
.50 to .99 mi
1-3 miles
Over 3 miles

-50
-50

● Distance from site to major/minor trafficway
Direct access onto major/minor trafficway or frontage road
Within .5 mi
.5 to .99 mi
1 to 2.9 mi
3-5 miles
Over 5 miles

0

0

Efficient Development Test
● Distance from a City*
Contiguous to City Limit
Within .25 mile of City Limit
.26 to .5 mile from City Limit
.51 to 1 mile from City Limit
1.1 to 3 miles from City Limit
Beyond 3 miles from City Limit

0
0

* Any Incorporated City within Riley County

● Distance from Nearest Public School*
Within 1 mile
1.1 mile - 2 miles
2.1 miles - 3 miles
Beyond 3 miles
* Distance to Either Elementary or Secondary School
Using the Shortest Travel Distance Via Improved Roads

TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE:

850

0
0

FACTOR 7
CONFORMANCE TO THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
Future Land Use Map Test
● Conformance of the Proposal to the Future Land Use Map
Points
1000
500
250
0
TOTAL

Within a Designated Growth Area (DGA)
Within ¼ mile of DGA
Between ¼ and ½ mile of DGA
Over ½ mile from DGA

TOTAL POINTS AVAILABLE:

1000 Points

Score

0
0

SUMMARY SCORESHEET
Factor
1
Agricultural Character Test

Score

Percent of Cropland/Grassland
Overall Housing Density
Number of Non-Farm Residences
Number of Tracts Less Than 20 acres

2

3

4

5

6

7

80
0
50
50

Compatible Zoning Test
Perimeter Component
Proximity Component
Compatible Land Use Test
Perimeter Component
Proximity Component

0
65
0
55

Crop Capability Test
Rangeland Productivity Test
Site Suitability Test
Site Size
Site Isolation

223
271
45
125

Agrictultural Conflict Test
Proximity to CAFO
Proximity to Other Ag Activities
Proximity to Livestock Enclosures
Non-Agrictultural Conflict Test
Proximity to Fort Riley Noise Zones

250
375
125
250

Public Health Test
Availability of Sewer
Availability of Water
Public Safety Test
Fire Protection Rating
Site to Floodplain
Access in Floodplain

0
0
0
200
200

Transportation Test
Adequacy of Road Surface
Distance to Paved Road
Distance to Trafficways
Impact on Existing Road
Efficient Development Test
Distance to City Limits
Distance to Schools

0
-50
0
0
0
0

Future Land Use Map Test

0
SUBTOTAL

2314

ADDITIONAL POSITIVE/NEGATIVE POINTS

1

Rural Character Test

500

4

Additional +/- Points
Effect on Valuation

0

5

New/Additional Public Sewer System
New/Additional Public Water System

0
0
SUBTOTAL:

GRAND TOTAL:
VERSION: 02/07/2017

FINAL LESA DETERMINATION:

500

2814
Strong for Preservation

AS//A

m

aaron schump//architect

1016 Pierre Street
Manhattan , Kansas 66502
T: 816.679.3932
men of detail
E: aaron@aaronschump.com
www.aaronschump.com

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONLot Four(4), in Section Twenty-six(26) and the North Five (N5) chains of Lot (5), in Section
Thirty - Five(35), all in Township (7) South, Range six(6) East of the 6th P.M. in Riley County,
Kansas.
SECREST RD.

RANDOLPH

STATEMENT OF LANDOWNER'S INTEREST
I, Drew Vennum, and my wife, Amber Vennum are co-owners of the land and will be residing on the
premises. Drew Vennum, sole owner of all businesses proposed herein, will be the manager of all
operations conducted on the property. We, Drew and Amber Vennum, have the financial wherewithal to
effectuate the plan.

1140FT. EL.

20' GRAVEL ENTRANCE

LOCATON OF LODGE
AND EVENT CENTER
ENTRANCE SIGN

20' GRAVEL ENTRANCE

PERMITTED USES:

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Rental and maintenance of all-terrain vehicles (ATV's)
Guest Lodging
Single family residence and accessory uses
Camping
The keeping of goats,ducks, llamas and miniature donkeys.
Event Center for the conduct of conferences, meetings, business or professional training,
retreats, and recreational, social, or religious functions,activities, or purposes.
7. Weddings
8. Sale of local food and souvenirs.
9. On-premise directional signs.

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
PERPETUAL FLOWAGE
EASEMTENT

SE

CR

ES

6" GRAVEL PARKING AREA
(GRADED TO DRAIN)

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF GOAT
STRUCTURE,DUCKHOUSE,AND
MILKING BARN

"
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48 PARKING SPACES

9'-0"
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David Miller
1135 Westport Dr.
Manhattan, Kansas 66502
E:david@thinkingmodern.com
www.thinkingmodern.com

W

1140F

W

W
W

FARM POND/FIRE
RESERVOIR

W

W

W

W

LAGOON

W

W
W

W

W

4 ADA ACCESSIBLE PARKING
SPACES

W
W

ON SITE WELL 6 GPM

W

W

W

W

OOP

NOTES:

ON SITE WELL 20 GPM
8' CONCRETE SIDEWALK
2 ADA ACCESSIBLE PARKING SPACES
2 PARKING SPACES
Gated entry into ORV Park
APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
50'X120' EVENT CENTER (BARN)

1140F

PROPOSED "SHOUSE"

.
T. EL

SCHEDULE FOR IMPROVEMENTS
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

Lodge (as described herein) - June 2017.
An entrance sign - May 2017.
A gate for entry into ORV park - May 2017.
A wastewater lagoon - May 2017.
Two(2) of four(4) ATV storage structures - May 2017.
Training, trail, & parking signage - May 2017.
Goat Structure, Duckhouse, and milking barn - May 2018.
Large event center (barn)approximately 50'x120' - May 2018.
Three (3) tent platforms - May 2018.
Two (2) of four(4) ATV storage structures - May 2018.
Three (3) tent platforms - May 2019.
Four (4) 10'x20' greenhouses - May 2019.
Outdoor pavilion and outdoor pizza oven - May 2019.
Three (3) Tent platforms - May 2020.
A single family residence - June/July 2020.
Convert residential component of "shouse" into lodging facilities following
completion of single family residence.
Three (3) of nine(9) cabins - May 2021.
A wastewater lift station will be constructed in conjunction with the
construction of cabins - May 2021.
Three (3) of nine(9) cabins - May 2022.
Three (3) of nine(9) cabins - May 2023.

10' GRAVEL PATH

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
SEWER LIFT STATION

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF PIZZA
OVEN AND OUTDOOR PAVILION

AREA FOR OUTDOOR
WEDDING CEREMONIES
ETC.

AeccDbFace (AeccLand110)

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
12'X16' TENT PLATFORM/CABINS

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
12'X16' TENT PLATFORM/CABINS

1140FT

. EL.

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS
PERPETUAL FLOWAGE
EASEMTENT

FLOODPLAIN NOTE:
Flood Zone AE, an area determined to be within the 1% annual chance
floodplain, FEMA FIRM (Flood Insurance Rate Map) Community Panel
Number 20161CO175G, Effective date, March 16, 2015.

1140FT. EL.

1. Bearings used on this survey are based on deed description.
2. No Gaps and overlaps were found on this property.
3. If an entrance pipe is required, the minimum size shall be calculated in accordance with the Riley
County Standards and Specifications. In no case shall the diameter of the pipe be less than 15 in.
4. All drives and parking areas shall consist of all-weather surfacing. The drive accessing the lodge
and the events center must be 20 feet wide and a vertical clearance of 13.6 feet, in accordance to
fire code and to provide two-way traffic.
5. The gravel driveway to the events center and lodge shall be maintained in condition that is
traversable by emergency response vehicles.
6. Owners will resurface and maintain all drives and parking area surfaces on a regular schedule or as
needed to provide overall good-looking appearance for visitors. The road will be fully maintained for
complete access to all vehicles year round.
7. Site and all uses therein shall be in compliance with the Riley County Sanitary Code. The lodge,
event center, and single family residence will be served by properly engineered lagoon and on site
wells or rural water.
8. Location(s) and extent(s) of fencing and trails may be modified at the owner's discretion as required
to server the permitted uses.
9. Buildings and structures shall comply with state of Kansas minimum building and life safety codes
per the 2006 IBC and the 2000 NFPA 101. Maximum permitted occupancy shall be posted in the
lodging and events center buildings.
10. The "shouse"/lodge and large event center (barn) buildings shall meet the minimum building code
requirements as per the State Fire Marshall.
11. All structures and signs are shown in approximate locations.
12. All signs shall be subject to Section 15-Signs of the Riley County Zoning Regulations.
13. A maximum of nine(9) cabins set in a semi-circle along the south and east perimeter of the site
must be constructed above the 1140 elevation line. No habitable structures may be constructed
within areas labeled U.S. Army Corps of Engineers perpetual flowage easement. All other
improvements within these areas. such as roadways, outbuildings, ponds, sewage disposal
facilities, lateral lines,etc. will require prior consent from the Corps.
14. Cabins shall be approximately 12' x 16', include electricity and will be served by water and
sewer ( wastewater lift station to Lagoon).
15. Current Stormwater drainage patterns shall not be altered as to negatively impact surrounding
properties.
16. Mobile Homes are prohibited.
17. There shall be no individual camp fires or fire pits at cabin locations.
18. Parking shall only be permitted in designated areas.
19. Any buildings or structures in which dances or playing of music or other amplification of
sound occurs must be enclosed and shall be reasonably insulated, including insulation of walls and
entire ceiling, to mitigate the migration of noise to adjoining properties.
20. Noise levels from amplification of sound (indoor or outdoor) shall be controlled and mitigated so as
to not exceed 65 dBa at the property line (dBA shall be Equivalent-Continuous sound levels (Leg.)
which shall measure amplified noise generated within the property over a 10 minute period along
the involved property line.
21. Quiet hours, during which no amplified sound will be permitted, shall be posted on site and shall be
between 11:00 pm and 8:00 am for Friday, Saturday and observed holidays. Sunday - Thursday the
quiet hours will be in effect between the hours of 9:00 pm and 8:00 am. The quiet hours relate to all
structures in this plan (Lodge,Barn,Cabins/Tent platforms etc.).

OWNER: Drew and Amber Vennum
T:
E:

FIRE L

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF ATV
SHOP STORAGE STRUCTURES

PROJECT NUMBER: 17-01-02

VICINITY MAP
(Not to Scale)

20' GRAVEL FOR FIRE ACCESS

PROJECT ADDRESS: 8399 Secrest Rd.
Randolph, KANSAS

APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF
PROPOSED GREENHOUSES

Blue Vista - Preliminary Developement Plan

W

ORV PARK

1. One(1) Lodge consisting of shop/house ("shouse"); a meeting area; a residence that will
convert into guest lodging (main level and upper level), All Terrain vehicle (ATV) rental
shop with prep kitchen, and public restrooms (lower level).
2. Four(4) storage structures ancillary to ATV shop (lower level).
3. One(1) event center (barn)
4. Nine(9)Tent Platforms/ cabins - To be East facing for noise mitigation.
5. Four (4) greenhouses
6. One (1)Entrance Sign
7. Gated Entry into ORV Park pending permission from US Army Corps of Engineers
8. Training, trail, & parking signage - directional signs to assist patrons
9. Wastewater lift station(s)
10. Wastewater Lagoon
11. Outdoor pavilion/outdoor pizza oven
12. Single Family Residence - home for the caretaker's family
13. Accessory structure(s) incidental to single family residence.
14. Goat house approximately 20' x 20'
15. Milking Barn approximately 10' x 20'
16. Duckhouse 20' x 20'

.
T. EL

W

W

W

PERMITTED STRUCTURES

DRAWING SET
NUMBER
DATE

22. A maximum indoor occupancy for the Event Center (barn) will be 240 persons.

L E G E N D
W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

WATER LINE
2' CONTOUR INTERVAL
STORMWATER DRAINAGE DIRECTIONAL ARROOWS
PROPOSED PERMANENT STRUCTURES

NORTH

NOTES:
ZONING - EXISTING
- AG (AGRICULTURE DISTRICT)
ZONING - POPOSED
- CPUD (COMMERCIAL PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPEMENT)
OWNER/DEVELOPER
DREW VENNUM
1808 Kingwood Dr, Manhattan, KS 66502

SITE PLAN
SHEET NO:

A-1.00
SCALE:
SHEET SCALE
Scale =1'0=100'0"
DATE:

1 OF

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
STAFF REPORT
Replatting
PETITION:

(#17-08) Replat

APPLICANT:

James Slaymaker
11126 Lakeview Dr
Manhattan, KS 66503

PROPERTY OWNER: Para-Dice Properties LLC
11126 Lakeview Dr
Manhattan, KS 66503
TYPE OF REQUEST:

Replat Lot 1 of Addition No.2 to University Park to correct errors on
original plat.

SIZE OF TRACT:

The subject site is approximately .36 acres.

LOCATION:

The request is generally located approximately 1,475 feet north of HiView Drive, on the east side of Mound Ridge Road; Section 12,
Township 8 South, Range 6 East; Sherman Township.

JURISDICTION:

This application is subject to the requirements of the Riley County
Subdivision Regulations.

#17-08 - Slaymaker
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BACKGROUND: The subject property was platted as Lot 1 of Addition No. 2 to University
Park, Riley County, Kansas in January 1966. The applicant wished to acquire a building permit
to construct a single family residence on the lot. Concerned about possibly needing a variance in
order to maximize the buildable area of the lot, the applicant had the lot surveyed by SMH
Consultants. Tim Sloan, surveyor, contacted Riley County Planning & Development with
concerns that the original plat was in error. It was recommended by Mr. Sloan that the
inaccuracies associated with the lot be corrected. Riley County legal counsel and Mr. Sloan
agreed that the only way to properly correct the plat is to replat the lot.
DESCRIPTION:
Physical site characteristics: The lot is currently undeveloped and is covered with multiple
mature trees. The lot slopes toward the south and southeast.
General character of the area: The general character of the area is a mix of developed and vacant
suburban density single family residential lots.
SUITABILITY OF ZONING:
Zoning History: The subject site was zoned “A-1” (Single Family Residential) during the 1974
Zoning Conversion Process. The “A-1” zoning designation was renamed “SF-1” (Single Family
Residential) in May 2012. There are no variances, conditional or special uses associated with the
site.

SURROUNDING ZONING/LAND USE
NORTH

ADJACENT ZONING
“SF-1” (Single Family Residential)

LAND USE
Residential

SOUTH

“AG” (Agricultural District)

Open space

EAST

“SF-1” (Single Family Residential)

Vacant

WEST

“SF-1” (Single Family Residential)

Residential

POTENTIAL IMPACT:
Public Facilities and Services:
Streets and bridges: The subject property has direct access to Mound Ridge Road, a two lane
paved local road maintained by the County.
Water and sewer: The site is served by central water and central sewer through University Park
(county benefit district).
Fire: Riley County Fire District #1 will serve the site. The nearest County fire station is the
University Park station, located at 7412 Redbud Drive. The subject site is located within five
road miles of a fire station.
Effect on public facilities and services: It is not anticipated that the proposed replat will have an
adverse impact on public facilities and/or services.

#17-08 - Slaymaker
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COMMENTS AND CONCERNS:
ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH: The Environmental Health staff has reviewed this plat and
found it is in compliance with the Riley County Sanitary Code.
COUNTY ENGINEER: The County Engineer has reviewed the request and stated there were no
concerns with the request.
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff recommends that the Board approve the Final Plat of University Park Unit Ten, as it has
been determined to meet the minimum requirements of the Riley County Zoning and Subdivision
Regulations and Sanitary Code.
ACTION NEEDED FOR PLAT:
A. Motion to approve the request to replat the subject property into one (1) lot, as it has been
determined that it meets the requirements of the Riley County Subdivision Regulations.
OR
B. Motion to deny the request to replat the subject property into one (1) lot, as it has been
determined that it does not meet the requirements of the Riley County Subdivision
Regulations.
ATTACHMENTS:
-

Vicinity/site map
Surrounding zoning map
Final Plat map

Prepared by: Bob Isaac, Planner
February 3, 2017
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Big Blue and Kansas Rivers
Floodplain Management Plan
For Communities Along the Confluence of the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers
I.

I NTRODUC TION

A floodplain management plan (FMP) serves to communicate many important decisions about the
use of a floodplain. The FMP includes important historical details, considerations, and an action
plan about the activities and features that help to manage flood risks. The Big Blue and Kansas
Rivers Floodplain Management Plan is sponsored by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE),
State of Kansas, City of Manhattan, Riley County, and Pottawatomie County. These pages serve as
a living document for the local communities to use to manage flood hazards along the Big Blue and
Kansas Rivers. Managing these flood risks is a shared responsibility of the local communities, the
state and federal agencies.

Description of the Area
The City of Manhattan, Riley County, and Pottawatomie
County are at the downstream end of the Big Blue River
watershed. This is the largest tributary in the Kansas River
Basin. The counties’ boundaries are generally defined as
the Big Blue River channel. The City and the rural areas of
the counties below Tuttle Creek Dam are at the extreme
downstream end of the watershed, where the rainfall runoff
is eventually concentrated.

Big Blue Watershed Facts
This is the largest tributary in the
Kansas Basin. Tuttle Creek Lake
was built in 1962 and the
Manhattan Levee was built in 1963.

The watershed presents a unique flood risk to the south and eastern side of the City of Manhattan
and residents and business owners in the rural areas of the two (2) counties. This presents a
noticeable risk to development
from flooding.
The Big Blue
River Watershed is 9,733 square
miles in area and reaches into
Central Nebraska. In the middle
of the 1900s, the country was in
the “Big Dam Era,” when large
structures, including levees, were
constructed to help manage flood
risks. Tuttle Creek Lake was
built in 1962, and not long after,
the Manhattan Levee System
was built in 1963. Runoff from F I G U R E 1 : T H E B I G B L U E B A S I N
the watershed is collected in
Tuttle Creek Reservoir, just to the north of the City. Tuttle Creek Reservoir is the only man;made
reservoir of its size in the Big Blue River Basin. Tuttle Creek Dam has provided flood protection to
the area below since its completion.
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FIGURE 2: REGIONAL MAP, WHICH REFLECTS THE FOCAL POINT OF FLOOD RISK FOR THE
STAKEHOLDERS AT THE CONFLUENCE OF THE BIG BLUE RIVER AND KANSAS RIVER

In addition, the flood stage and the associated flood risk on the Kansas River is directly related to the
flooding on the Big Blue River. The Big Blue River has its confluence with the Kansas River to the
east of Manhattan, near the U.S. Highway 24 Bridge. Upstream of the Big Blue River/Kansas River
confluence, additional dams were built on the Kansas River. The next USACE lake upstream of
Manhattan on the Kansas River is Milford Lake, which was impounded in 1967. Kanopolis, Wilson,
and Harlan County (Nebraska) lakes were impounded in 1948, 1964, and 1952, respectively. Figure
2 shows these USACE reservoirs in the region. The system is operated in coordination with the
Bureau of Reclamation dams, such as Cedar Bluff, Glen Elder (Figure 2), Keth Sebelius, Kirwin,
Lovewell, Salt, Waconda, and Webster (although some are not visible in the Figure 2). This system
of reservoirs can directly impact flooding in the area of concern of this floodplain management plan.
Area floodplain managers should be familiar with this reservoir system.
The areas susceptible to flooding discussed under this plan are in the Big Blue River and the Kansas
River floodplains. This includes an approximate six mile stretch of the Big Blue between the
confluence with the Kansas River and the Tuttle Creek Dam. Specifically, the area studied in the
floodplain management plan includes the protected and unprotected areas surrounding the
Manhattan Levee; the residential areas along Casement Road and Marlatt Avenue; the commercial
corridor along U.S. Highway 24 in Pottawatomie County; and the residential, commercial, industrial
and agricultural areas within the rural areas of both counties.
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FIGURE 3: FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PLAN AREA OF CONCERN

Purpose of the Floodplain Management Plan
The purpose of a Floodplain Management Plan (FMP) is to make a community or a coalition of
communities improve its resiliency to flooding. “Resiliency” refers to addressing the cumulative
effects of development within the floodplain and impacts on areas adjacent to the floodplain.
Resiliency also means the community, as a whole, can quickly recover from the natural occurrence
of floods, because the community is able to lessen or avoid the impacts of flooding to their economy
and to the lives of those living there. The FMP attempts to lessen the damaging effects of floods,
maintain and enhance natural floodplain values, and assist in making effective use of water and
related land resources within the floodplain. An effective FMP should result in continuing
consideration of the flood hazard in the use of land and water resources in the floodplain and provide
benefits to all government levels and the public, including:
1. Reducing loss of life, injury and hardship due to floods;
2. Reducing flood damages;
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3. Reducing public expenditures for construction of additional flood damage reduction
measures, emergency response actions, and post;disaster assistance; and,
4. Preserving and enhancing natural floodplain values for fish and wildlife habitat along with
their attendant benefits of groundwater recharge, moderation of floods, water quality
improvement, and reduced erosion and sedimentation.
A FMP also attempts to balance benefits obtainable from the use of
the floodplain with the potential losses arising from such use. The
comprehensive nature of such a plan stresses consideration of the
full range of large and small measures potentially useful in achieving
its objectives. The concepts contained in this FMP were developed
to closely follow the 1994 Unified National Program for Floodplain
Management and to ensure compatibility with the National Flood
Insurance Program’s Community Rating System.

Effective Flood Risk
Management.
Effective management of
both floodplains and
floodwaters can break the
cycle of damage and
rebuild.

Effective management of both floodplains and floodwaters can break the cycle of damage, rebuild
and repeat. A dedicated effort allows the government to break this cycle and create a sustainable
flood risk management cycle (see Figure 4) and a resilient community.

FIGURE 4: SUSTAINABLE FLOOD RISK
MANAGEMENT CYCLE

FIGURE 5: VARIOUS TOOLS MUST BE ACCEPTED
AT THE STATE, LOCAL, AND THE INDIVIDUAL
LEVELS TO DRIVE DOWN FLOOD RISKS

The most difficult challenge is determining which of the strategies and tools for reducing flood risks
are most appropriate. Figure 5 illustrates lower levels of risk require increasing involvement from the
community. Flood risk management is a shared responsibility, therefore, a variety of stakeholders
must be involved in the decision making process.
Flood risk management is a constant effort and requires staff dedicated to the work. The work
includes building features that manage floodwaters and also conducting a variety of floodplain
Page | 8

management activities. Floodplain management plans are a
shared planning methodology that documents a community’s
approach to reduce flood risks. This plan serves to show flood
management decisions reached over long periods. These long
periods often overlap the careers of many different people in the
communities, including professional staff.
The floodplain
management plan serves to operationalize flood risk
management for the long term benefit of a community.

Driving Down Flood Risks.
Floodplain management plans
are a shared planning
methodology that can drive
down flood risks.

Local, state, and federal planners have prepared this FMP in accordance with Federal standards
originating from Executive Order 11988, which began unified floodplain management in 1977. The
standards are consistent with Public Law 104;303 of the Water Resources Development Act
(WRDA) of 1996, which amends Section 402 of the WRDA of 1986 (also see 33 U.S.C. 701b;12;
100 Stat. 4133). Below is an excerpt from the Federal requirement.
SECTION 202( c ) OF WRDA 1996
FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PLANS
c) Floodplain Management Plans.
(1) In general. Section 402 of such Act (33 U.S.C. 701b 12; 100 Stat. 4133) is amended to read as
follows:
SEC. 402. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT REQUIREMENTS.
a) Compliance With Floodplain Management and Insurance Programs. –Before construction of any project
for local flood protection, or any project for hurricane or storm damage reduction, that involves Federal
assistance from the Secretary, the non Federal interest shall agree to participate in and comply with
applicable Federal floodplain management and flood insurance programs.
b) Floodplain Management Plans. Within 1 year after the date of signing a project cooperation
agreement for construction of a project to which subsection a) applies, the non Federal interest shall
prepare a floodplain management plan designed to reduce the impacts of future flood events in the project
area. Such plan shall be implemented by the non Federal interest not later than 1 year after completion of
construction of the project.
c) Guidelines.
(1) In general. Within 6 months after the date of the enactment of this subsection, the Secretary shall
develop guidelines for preparation of floodplain management plans by non Federal interests under
subsection b). Such guidelines shall address potential measures, practices, and policies to reduce loss of
life, injuries, damages to property and facilities, public expenditures, and other adverse impacts associated
with flooding and to preserve and enhance natural floodplain values.
(2) Limitation on statutory construction. Nothing on this subsection shall be construed to confer any
regulatory authority upon the Secretary or the Director of the Federal Emergency Management Agency.
d) Technical Support. The Secretary may provide technical support to a non Federal interest for a project
to which subsection a) applies for the development and implementation of plans prepared under subsection
b).
(2) Applicability. The amendment made by paragraph (1) shall apply to any project or separable element
thereof with respect to which the Secretary and the non Federal interest have not entered into a project
cooperation agreement on or before the date of the enactment of this Act.
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Minimum standards of the FMP has components that comply with the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) planning guidance for floodplain management plans (USACE 2), as required
when a cost share construction project using USACE funding is proposed for flood risk management
projects. In this case, the project is the Manhattan Levee project site. A recently completed USACE
feasibility study, called the Manhattan, Kansas Local Protection Project Section 216 Feasibility Study
(2015), documents a federal interest in assisting Manhattan with improving its existing levee system.
This FMP also meets the minimum standards for two Federal Emergency Management Agency’s
(FEMA) programs. The first is Section 510 of the Community Rating System (CRS), as described in
the CRS coordinator’s manual (FEMA 1), and secondly, the FMP complements the local hazard
mitigation plan for Region I of Kansas.

II.

D EV ELOPMENT P ROCESS O F TH E F LOODPLAIN M AN AGEMENT
P LAN

This section includes the documentation of the process used to develop the floodplain management
plan (FMP). The process begins with a thorough assessment of flood hazards, whether for loss of
life or property damage. Additional steps include the detailing of records of meetings and public
involvement activities, which appears below in this FMP.

Future Conditions Flows
The flood hazard area will be altered over time as changes occur in impervious areas in the basin, in
the location and “morphology” of river channels or with stormwater infrastructure and flood protection
measures, such as stormwater sewers, detention basins and levee systems. The creation of future
condition flood models and stream flow models are designed to account for these changes. The
USACE Manhattan Levee feasibility study (Manhattan, Kansas Local Protection Project Section 216
Feasibility Study, 2015), has selected final alternatives that could be funded by Federal dollars to
improve the flood protection functions of the Manhattan Levee System. These proposed levee
improvements can affect flows on the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers for less frequent events or higher
flood elevations, which may affect more upstream land owners. During the USACE study, analysis
indicated effects were minimal, less than 0.4;foot of a rise of the flood waters, for these less frequent
events would possibly occur (2015).

Floodplain Hazard Assessment
Numerous reports and studies exist that describe the problems associated with flooding along the
Big Blue and Kansas Rivers. The References section presents a bibliography of these resources.
The following sub;sections describe the flood hazards for different reaches along the Big Blue River.
The reaches begin at the downstream end and work sequentially toward upstream. The left bank
(looking upstream) floodplains are listed first, then the right bank floodplains.

HISTORY
AMEC’s Levee Certification Report for the Manhattan Levee System (January 4, 2013) states 43
flood events occurred between 1904 and 1951. The most historic flood occurred in 1951, which led
to the decision to build the Tuttle Creek Reservoir for flood control of the area and the Kansas River
Basin. The Manhattan Levee System was also built to protect the City of Manhattan and
surrounding areas. The dam was completed in 1962 and the levee was completed in 1963.
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Tuttle Creek Reservoir Flood Control
One of the authorized purposes for Tuttle Creek Reservoir is flood control. The term “flood control”
is used to describe the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) efforts to reduce flood damages
from the more frequent, less intense flood events that occur in the river valley. The reservoir is not
designed to prevent all floods. Larger, infrequent storm events will occur that exceed the capacity of
reservoir, requiring water to be released from the reservoir, impacting homes and businesses
downstream.
According to the USACE, since the construction of Tuttle Creek Reservoir in 1962, eighty+five (85)
individual storms created runoff that would have exceeded the capacity of the Big Blue River
channel near Manhattan. These storm events would most likely have caused flooding in the areas
described in the following sections. Several of these storms occurred in a single year. Of the eighty+
five (85) storm events described, six (6) storms (1973, 1983, 1984, 1987, 1990, 1992, & 2008) had
flows entering into Tuttle Creek Reservoir that were larger than the flood event that caused the 1993
flood and would have likely caused substantial damage in the Manhattan area. The storm event in
1973 was so intense that, if Tuttle Creek Reservoir was not in place, the flood waters would have
overtopped the Manhattan Levee System. Fortunately, the reservoir had enough capacity to contain
the flood events so the flood waters could be released from the reservoir at a controlled rate.
According to USACE economists, Tuttle Creek Reservoir has provided over $6.5 billion in
cumulative flood damage protection since it was constructed. As previously mentioned, the dam
structure and reservoir is not designed to prevent flooding, but to minimize potential risks.

1993 Flood Event
Conditions were right in 1993, to cause significant flooding on the Big Blue River, Kansas River and
other river basins in the Upper Mississippi River Valley. The flood in the summer of 1993 was a
historic event that impacted nine (9) states in the Upper Mississippi River Valley, including Kansas.
Starting in January, snow and rain storms filled ponds and lakes and saturated the ground in the
region. The rain did not stop until the end of July. According to the U.S. Geological Survey (Wahl et
al., 1993), the Manhattan area had over five (5) times its normal amount of rain in July alone. From
July 22nd to 24th, two (2) to thirteen (13) inches of rain fell in parts of Kansas and Nebraska alone.
On July 23rd, USACE officials were forced to open the flood gates to 58,800 cfs to control the
capacity of the reservoir based on the amount of water flowing into the already full reservoir. This
release from Tuttle Creek Reservoir caused significant flooding to residences and businesses in
rural Riley County, the Dix Addition in the City of Manhattan, the Fairmont neighborhood south of the
Kansas River and the Blue Township area of Pottawatomie County.
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Month

Year

Name of Water Body

Estimated Probability of Occurrence
in Each Year
(limited by uncertainty in period of
record, also uncertainty varies
depending on year)

June

1903

Kansas River and Big Blue River

Not Available

June

1935

Kansas River and Big Blue River

Not Available

July

1951

Kansas River and Big Blue River

0.2% (500 year return frequency)

1962

Tuttle Creek Reservoir Construction
Completed

1963

Manhattan Levee System Construction
Completed

1993

Kansas River and Missouri River

July

1.4% (about 70 year return frequency)

TABLE 1: BIG BLUE RIVER FLOOD HISTORY (SOURCE: POTTAWATOIME COUNTY FLOOD

INSURANCE STUDY, 2015 AND RILEY COUNTY FLOOD INSURANCE STUDY, 2015)

Page | 12

FIGURE 6: THE PROJECT AREA

REACH 1 FLOOD HAZARDS: KANSAS RIVER (UNPROTECTED SIDE
LEVEE)

OF

1. Identification of the Area. This area is west and south of the Manhattan Levee alignment
outside of its protection area. This includes the Kansas River area west and upstream of the
confluence with the Big Blue River. Hunter’s Island is within this reach. Wildcat Creek is
adjacent to the northwest side of this area (see Wildcat Creek Floodplain Management Plan,
separate document).
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FIGURE 7: KANSAS RIVER (UNPROTECTED SIDE OF LEVEE)

2. Source of the Problem. The main source of the flood risk for this reach is the Kansas River
and its interaction with the Big Blue River and Wildcat Creek. As previously mentioned, both
the Kansas River and the Big Blue River are controlled waterways, which diminish the
potential for flash floods. Wildcat Creek is uncontrolled and creates flash flood conditions in
this reach. The extent of Wildcat Creek’s flooding can be impacted by the flows in the
Kansas River. When the Kansas River’s stream flows are high, Wildcat Creek has limited
abilities to drain, causing a backwater effect into Hunter’s Island and other areas upstream
along Wildcat Creek. This same backwater effect occurs on the Big Blue River at the
confluence with the Kansas River.
3. Flood Data. The vast majority of this reach is within a mapped floodplain or floodway. The
Summary of Discharge table from the 2015 Riley County Flood Insurance Study (FEMA,
2015) lists the peak discharge at the confluence with the Big Blue River during the 1%
Annual Chance Flood event (100=year flood) as 177,300 cfs. The 2015 flood model shows
the flood elevation of the 1% Annual Chance Flood elevation at the K=177 Bridge to be
1017.1 feet. At the intersection of S. Manhattan Avenue and Collins Lane, the 1% Annual
Chance Flood elevation is 1020.8 feet.
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4. Recent Flood History. As described above, the Kansas River and the Big Blue River
experienced frequent flooding during the early to mid=1900, the worst event being in 1951.
Since the construction of Tuttle Creek Reservoir and the Manhattan Levee System, the
largest flood of record was in 1993. This flood threatened to overtop and/or breach the levee
system, inundating the City of Manhattan. Fortunately, the flood waters receded and the
levee system remained intact; protecting the City from catastrophic flooding.
Although 1993 is the major flood of record since the 1960’s, there has been flooding in this
reach of the study area in recent years. This has primarily been the result of flash flooding
along Wildcat Creek. These flood events have occurred in 2007, 2010 and 2011. During a
flood on Wildcat Creek, the floodwater inundates this portion of Riley County and spreads
out in the low, flat areas adjacent to the Kansas River. Homes and businesses along S.
Manhattan Avenue were significantly impacted by these floods.
5. Land Use & Building Data. The area can be classified as predominately agricultural, with a
few farm houses, large lot, single=family residences and a few businesses. The businesses
include, but not limited to, a sand and gravel dredging operation, a contractor business and
Riley County’s solid waste facility. The businesses are approximately 20 to 30 years old.
Most of the homes within this reach of the study were built from the 1930’s through the
1960’s. A number of homes were purchased by Riley County, using Federal Disaster Grant
funds, following the 1993 flood event. These tracts of land are vacant and held by Riley
County as open space, with development controlled by deed restrictions.
6. Development Trends. The Hunter’s Island area has remained relatively agricultural and
largely undeveloped. Because of the risk of flooding from the floodway and the 1% Annual
Chance Floodplain, this area is projected to remain relatively undeveloped.
7. Development Constraints. The majority of this reach is either in the Floodway or in the 1%
Annual Chance Floodplain.
The risk of flooding is the largest constraint towards
development. Essentially no development can occur in the Floodway. Development in 1%
Annual Chance Floodplain requires at least one (1)=foot of freeboard above the base flood
elevation. This would require fill or floodproofing of approximately 2 = 5 feet throughout much
of the area.
8. Critical Facilities. Riley County Rural Fire Department’s Hunter’s Island fire station and Riley
County’s solid waste facility are located within this reach.
Manhattan Township’s
maintenance facility is also located within this reach.
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REACH 2 FLOOD HAZARDS: BLUE TOW NSHIP
Identification of the Area. This reach is the suburban and highway commercial area of Pottawatomie
County on the east bank (left bank looking downstream). The area includes community commercial,
industrial, and agricultural land uses. U.S. 24 Highway, including the properties north and south are
part of this reach.

FIGURE 8: BLUE TOWNSHIP

1. Source of the Problem. The flood risk associated with this reach is from the Big Blue River
and the backwater effect at the confluence of the Big Blue River and Kansas River. The
flood risk is also caused by two constrictions: the U.S. Highway 24 Bridges and the Union
Pacific railroad bridge. As with other ravine flooding conditions, unmonitored and controlled
vegetation in the stream channel can adversely impact flooding.
Near the confluence with the Kansas River, much of the flood risk is due to property being in
the floodway of the Big Blue or backwater effects created by the confluence of the two major
rivers. Both of these scenarios significantly impact the commercial and agricultural uses in
this reach of the study.
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During an event at or larger than a 1% Annual Chance Flood event, floodwaters will overtop
U.S. Highway 24, which increases the flood risks in this reach by allowing more floodwaters
to flow freely throughout the area.
In addition, of the flood risks associated with the Big Blue River, Elbo Creek flows into the
Big Blue River. This small creek is the outflow of Lake Elbo to the north and creates a flood
risk for several single5family homes adjacent to the creek. Elbo Creek does have steep
banks, so the flood risk is largely contain within those banks. However, the creek is
extremely windy; with several, nearly 90 degree turns. Because of the creek form, severe
erosion can be a concern for landowners adjacent to Creek.
2. Flood Data. The significant portion of this reach is within a mapped floodplain or floodway.
The Summary of Discharge table from the 2015 Riley County Flood Insurance Study (FEMA,
2015) lists the peak discharge at the mouth of the Big Blue River at the during the 1% Annual
Chance Flood event (1005year flood) is 71,600 cfs. The 2015 flood model shows the flood
elevation of the 1% Annual Chance Flood elevation at the US524 bridge to be 1013.9 feet.
At the Green Valley Road Bridge, near Elk Creek Road, the 1% Annual Chance Floodplain is
1026 feet.
3. Recent Flood History. The Kansas River and the Big Blue River saw frequent flooding in the
early to mid51900. The 1908 flood event on the Big Blue River altered the river channel,
moving it to the east and generally way from the City of Manhattan. The most damaging
event being in 1951. This flood event was caused by significant rains in the region in both
the Kansas River and Blue River Valley. The result was massive flooding in Manhattan’s
older neighborhoods, central business district and industrial areas along the rivers, as well as
the rural areas throughout the region. Since the construction of Tuttle Creek Reservoir and
the Manhattan Levee System, the largest flood of record was in 1993.
At the time, the 1993 flood was assumed to be larger than the 1% Annual Chance Flood
event, as shown in the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) and the Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs) at that time. The current FIS and FIRMs have studied the flood situation, in part,
using the 1993 flood event, and have concluded the event was more likely a “755year storm”
and not as intense as originally assumed. The 1993 caused significant damage to the
homes and businesses in this reach.
4. Land Use & Building Data. This reach has a mix of agricultural uses near the Big Blue River,
commercial and industrial uses along U.S. Highway 24 and single5family homes to the north
and south of U.S. Highway 24. The commercial and industrial areas along the highway
range from 20 – 30 year old developments to new developments. The residential uses in the
reach are similar in age. This area has been a major residential growth area for the region
over the past several years.
5. Development Trends. Blue Township is a growth corridor for Pottawatomie County and the
region. Several new commercial areas have been developed in recent years along the
highway corridor. To the north and south the of highway corridor, a large number of single5
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family residential neighborhoods have been developed. This trend will continue for the
unforeseeable future, as the region continues to grow. Areas along U.S. Highway 24 will
continue to develop or re5develop as commercial space.
6. Development Constraints. To the north and west side of the Blue Township is floodway and
floodplain of the Big Blue River. The floodway will be a significant constraint to development,
as development or re5development is largely prohibited. Development in the floodplain will
require new commercial or industrial development be elevated or floodproofed to one (1)5foot
above the base flood elevation, which is roughly 1015 feet along the highway.
7. Critical Facilities. A number of critical facilities are located in Blue Township, including a fire
station, a sheriff’s department sub5station office and a parochial school. However, none of
these facilities are located in a high risk flood zone.
There are a number of businesses in this reach of the Big Blue River that sell, store and/or
produce hazardous materials above the Tier II threshold that are considered critical facilities.
Because of the need to keep these critical facilities confidential, the exact location has not
been provided; however, officials of Pottawatomie County, Riley County, the City of
Manhattan and the State of Kansas have the location and information regarding these
facilities.

REACH 3A5D FLOOD HAZARDS: URBAN MANHATTAN, VARIOUS SUB5
WATERSHEDS
Reach 3a: City of Manhattan Protect ed by Levee System
1. Identification of the Area. The Manhattan Levee System protects a large portion of the
originally platted land of Manhattan and all of the commercial and industrial areas along
Tuttle Creek Boulevard and McCall Road.
The older portion of the City protected by the levee system includes Manhattan’s Central
Business District, the commercial and industrial areas along Ft. Riley Boulevard and the
original Ward District neighborhoods of Manhattan. Specifically, the area impacted by the
1% Annual Chance Floodplain or 0.2% Annual Chance Floodplain if the levee was not
present would generally be a diagonal line starting near the intersection of S. 17th Street and
Ft. Riley Boulevard and ending near the corner of Bertrand Street and N. 5th Street.
Everything to the east of this approximate line is at an elevation, which if the levee was not
constructed, would be impacted by a 1% Annual Chance Flood or a larger flood event.
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FIGURE 9: CITY OF MANHATTAN PROTECTED BY LEVEE

2. Source of the Problem. The existing Manhattan Levee System protects a large majority of
the area described above from the 1% Annual Chance Flood event. The levee system was
certified by FEMA on February 3, 2013 to protect against at least the 1% Annual Chance
Flood elevation event plus three (3) feet.
The March 16, 2015 Flood Insurance Study and corresponding Flood Insurance Rate Maps
shows ponding affects for some of the commercial and industrial properties along Tuttle
Creek Boulevard, particularly the large drainage ditch, and low lying areas near the Big Blue
River Levee segment. This area along McCall Road and Hayes Drive has experienced rapid
redevelopment. The redevelopment activity has added substantial fill in the area to improve
site drainage and prevent flood risks from shallow ponding. Generally speaking, the mapped
flooding related to ponding is a function of the stormwater runoff being “trapped” behind the
levee system when drainage gates are closed due to high water stages on the Big Blue River
and the Kansas River. In these situations, pump systems are required to move the water up
and over the levee system to reduce the flooding impacts behind the levee.
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Localized flooding can also occur due to minor changes to the local terrain, drainage
channels or failures of private or public infrastructure, such as plugged rain spouts, street
inlets or culverts.
3. Flood Data. As previously described, the Manhattan Levee System protects a vast majority
of this reach from at least the 1% Annual Chance Flood event. The portion of the reach that
is in a mapped 1% Annual Chance Floodplain is the result of shallow flooding that ponds
behind the levee and collects in the roadway, in various roadside ditches and the large
drainage structures along Tuttle Creek Boulevard, commonly referred to as the “Pretty
Ditch”. The Base Flood Elevation for this area is a static 1008 feet.
4. Recent Flood History. As described above, the Kansas River and the Big Blue River
experienced frequent flooding in the early to mid51900. The worst event being in 1951.
Since the construction of Tuttle Creek Reservoir and the Manhattan Levee System, the
largest flood of record was in 1993. This flood threatened to overtop and/or breach the levee
system, inundating this area. Fortunately, the flood waters receded and the levee system
remained intact; protecting this area from catastrophic flooding.
Although 1993 was the only major flood since the 1960’s, there has been flooding on the dry
side of the levee that has impacted several properties. This localized flood risk has been a
result of the relatively flat land in the area, undersized and/or lack of stormwater
infrastructure in the residential and commercial areas of the Ward Districts and the limited
points for the stormwater to drain towards the river. A number of stormwater infrastructure
improvement projects were outlined in the Eastside Drainage Report (BG Consultants, 2006)
to improve drainage to the east of Tuttle Creek Boulevard. A number of these projects were
completed with the McCall Road improvements in 2013. However, localized flooding still
remains an issue in this reach.
5. Land Use & Building Data. The Manhattan Levee System protects over $1 billion dollars of
existing development. This includes a mix of residential, commercial, industrial land uses,
schools and public infrastructure.
The residential land uses comprise a mix of single5family and multiple5family development
ranging in age from the early Manhattan homes, some of which have been designated as
historic properties or districts, to newly renovated, and brand new residential structures, most
of which are multiple5family apartment buildings.
The commercial properties include the historical Central Business District, Manhattan Town
Center Mall, and the new redevelopment areas situated to the north and south of the Central
Business District. The area to the east of Tuttle Creek Boulevard is a mix of commercial and
industrial uses. The properties along McCall Road and the Tuttle Creek Boulevard Frontage
Road have experienced a recent trend to redevelopment the properties to big box
commercial stores, drive5thru restaurants and similar highway commercial uses.
Industrial uses, such as manufacturing, warehouses, trades offices; and service commercial
uses, like auto mechanics and self5storage are present in the McCall Road area and along
Ft. Riley Boulevard.
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6. Development Trends. This reach has experienced area of preservation of historic structures
and neighborhoods, including the Central Business District, as well as large areas of
redevelopment. The areas to the north and south of Poyntz Avenue have had a significant
amount of both public and private redevelopment activity. The areas along McCall Road and
Tuttle Creek Boulevard have also had a number of redevelopment projects that has shifted
the area along the major arterial roadways from industrial uses to highway commercial uses.
Additional redevelopment can be expected in this reach for residential, commercial and
industrial uses.
7. Development Constraints. With the protection of flooding by the Manhattan Levee System,
there are no significant constraints on development or redevelopment.
8. Critical Facilities. A number of critical facilities are located in this reach that service the
entire City, suburbanized and rural areas of Pottawatomie County and Riley County
(Executive Order 11988).
The City’s Water Treatment Plant, including some of the raw water wells and the Waste
Water Treatment Plant are located on the protected side of the Manhattan Levee System.
Through inter5local agreements, the City wholesales water and in some situations, sanitary
sewer services to the suburbanized and rural areas of the two (2) aforementioned counties.
Manhattan City Hall, a number of the City’s department buildings, the Riley County
Courthouse and administrative buildings are located behind the Manhattan Levee System.
Three (3) USD 383 Manhattan/Ogden elementary schools, the 9th Grade Center and the
Manhattan Catholic School are protected by the levee system. There are also a number of
businesses and residential uses that cater to the young or elderly (i.e. childcare centers &
assisted living centers) in this area that are also behind the Manhattan Levee System.
There are a number of businesses in this reach of the Big Blue River which sell, store and/or
produce hazardous materials above the Tier II threshold and are therefore considered critical
facilities. Because of the need to keep these critical facilities confidential, the exact location
has not been provided; however, officials of Pottawatomie County, Riley County, the City of
Manhattan and the State of Kansas have the location and information regarding these
facilities.
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Reach 3b: City of Manhattan – Northeast Park Area ( Unpr otected)
1. Identification of the Area. This area is generally located to the north of the Manhattan Levee
System – Big Blue River Segment, east of Casement Road and along Knox Lane. This area
historically was the old river channel of the Big Blue River until the flood of 1908, which
moved the portion of the Big Blue River to the east, away from the City of Manhattan (“Riley
County,” n.d.). This area of the City was most impacted by the 1993 flood event.

FIGURE 10: CITY OF MANHATTAN – NORTHEAST PARK AREA

2. Source of the Problem. The source of the flooding problem is when the Big Blue River is at
or above the flood stage for the 1% Annual Chance Floodplain (1002year floodplain). The
Summary of Discharge table from the 2015 Riley County Flood Insurance Study (FEMA,
2015) lists the peak discharge for the Big Blue River at the mouth of the river during the 1%
Annual Chance Flood event (1002year flood) is 71,600 cfs. During this size of a storm, the
Big Blue River leaves the confines of its banks and impacts the area in a variety of ways. A
wide, natural overflow channel is created, causing an oxbow in the river. This overflow
channel directs the flood waters immediately to the south towards the confluence with the
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Kansas River. Due to the relatively flat ground in the area, the flood waters spread out from
this natural overflow channel and impacts the immediate area.
During this size of flood event, the river follows the former river channel that was altered
during the 1908 flood (Riley County, n.d.) The old river channel generally runs in a diagonal
line from the intersection of Spruce Street and Knox Lane to the intersection of Hayes Drive
and Casement Road. The flood water than meets the Manhattan Levee System and is
diverted back to the natural overflow channel via a drainage ditch on the west side of the
levee.
Localized flooding can also occur due to minor changes to the local terrain, drainage
channels or failures of private or public infrastructure, such as plugged rain spots, street
inlets or culverts.
3. Flood Data. The Summary of Discharge table from the 2015 Riley County Flood Insurance
Study (FEMA, 2015) lists the peak discharge for the Big Blue River at the mouth of the river
during the 1% Annual Chance Flood event (1002year flood) is 71,600 cfs. The 2015 flood
model shows the flood elevation of the 1% Annual Chance Flood elevation for the Dix
Addition, generally south of Knox Lane and east of Casement Road ranged from 1015.7 feet
on the northern edge of the residential neighborhood to 1015.2 feet on the southern edge of
the area. The 1% Annual Chance Flood elevation in the Countryside Manufactured Home
Community to the south of Knox Lane is 1016.0 feet. The Countryside Manufactured Home
Community to the north of Knox Lane has a flood elevation ranging from 1016.5 feet on the
north to 1016.1 feet to the south.
4. Recent Flood History. The Kansas River and the Big Blue River experienced frequent
flooding in the early to mid21900’s. The 1908 flood event on the Big Blue River altered the
river channel, moving it to the east and generally way from the City of Manhattan. The most
damaging event being in 1951. This flood event was caused by significant rains in the region
in both the Kansas River and Blue River Valley. The result was massive flooding in
Manhattan’s older neighborhoods, central business district and industrial areas along the
rivers, as well as the rural areas throughout the region. Since the construction of Tuttle
Creek Reservoir and the Manhattan Levee System, the largest flood of record was in 1993.
At the time, the 1993 flood was assumed to be larger than the 1% Annual Chance Flood
event, as shown in the Flood Insurance Study (FIS) and the Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs) at that time. The current FIS and FIRMs have studied the flood situation, in part,
using the 1993 flood event, and have concluded the event was more likely a “752year storm”
and not as intense as originally assumed. The 1993 flood caused significant damage to the
homes in this reach.
5. Land Use & Building Data. This reach is predominately single2family homes, some of which
are manufactured homes. The Manufactured Home Parks were established in the 1960’s.
The Dix Addition was built in the 1970’s and the Knoxberry Addition began developing in the
1980’s.
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6. Development Trends. The area is almost completely built out. Single2family homes are built
on moderately sized lots (7,500 square feet to 10,000 square feet). The home designs are
generally ranch style, some with basements or walkout basements. Other homes are built
with slab on grade foundations. The manufactured homes in the area are part of a large
manufactured home park, Countryside Estates. The layout of the residential neighborhoods
is a function of the subdivision design. No significant terrain elements dictated how the
homes were developed.
7. Development Constraints. The reach is almost completely built out. Vacant land located to
the east towards the Big Blue River has been designated as Flood Hazard Area on the
Future Land Use map of the 2015 Manhattan Urban Area Comprehensive Plan. This
designation corresponds to the effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (March 16, 2015) or the
vacant land inundated by the 1993 flood event. Through the Comprehensive Plan process,
the community has determined that development should be prohibited in the Flood Hazard
Area because of the “potential to endanger life, resources, and property.”
8. Critical Facilities. There are no critical facilities due to the small size of the reach.

Reach 3c: City of Manhattan – Prairie Lakes Area ( Unpr otected)
1. Identification of the Area. The residential area is defined by the manmade lake, Prairie
Lakes and its manmade and natural drainage channel that drains into the Big Blue River.
The reach includes the residential properties in the Knoxberry and Hackberry Subdivisions to
the east of Casement Road, as they are adjacent to the confluence of the Prairie Lakes
drainage channel with the Big Blue River.
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FIGURE 11: CITY OF MANHATTAN – PRAIRIE LAKE AREA

2. Source of the Problem. The source of flooding is both from the drainage of Prairie Lakes, a
small lake designed to handle the stormwater runoff from the surrounding residential
neighborhoods and from the effects of the Big Blue River.
Prairie Lakes is an approximately eleven (11) acre body of water that is approximately 10 –
15 feet deep. The wet basin is on a separate tract of land and is owned and maintained by
the home owners association. The separate tract is adjacent to the rear yards of several
homes in the neighborhood. Near the intersection of Brookhaven Drive and Brooklawn
Drive, the basin drains to a concrete lined drainage channel that directs the overflow from the
lake to the Big Blue River. The channel is in the rear of many homes. The channel crosses
under Casement Road, where the channel becomes unimproved and is in its “natural state”.
The channel then flows to the southeast, adjacent to the Hackberry & Knoxberry
Subdivisions until it reaches the Big Blue River.
In addition to the flood risks associated with Prairie Lakes, the Big Blue River impacts these
areas by inundating low lying areas associated with the old river channel. The low lying
areas, including some residential areas in the Knoxberry subdivision are in the mapped
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floodway. There is also a risk of flood waters backing up into the drainage channel of Prairie
Lakes.
3. Flood Data. The entire area is relatively flat. The mapped 1% Annual Chance Floodplain
generally follows the natural and manmade channel and the low lying areas, as described
above. The elevation of the 1% Annual Chance Floodplain throughout the reach is
approximately 1018 feet.
4. Recent Flood History. As previously described, the last major flood event on the Big Blue
River was in 1993. The only developments in this reach that existed at the time of the 1993
flood were in the Knoxberry Addition on the extreme eastern edge of the City, adjacent to the
Big Blue River. These homes were impacted by the flooding in 1993.
All other existing developments in this reach were constructed after 2002. Before these
neighborhoods were constructed, it was farmland within the Big Blue River Valley. The
developer of these newer homes took additional measures to minimize the risk of flooding by
increasing the ground or building elevation above the flood elevations known at that time.
However, as previously discussed, the FEMA and USACE mapping products at the time
underestimated the base flood elevations, as they are related to the USACE operation of
Tuttle Creek Reservoir.
5. Building Data. The reach consists of single2family, single2family attached, and two2family
homes built from 1990’s to present. The foundations of the homes range from full
basements to slab2on2grade.
6. Development Trends. The area is almost completely built out. A small area on the east side
of Prairie Lakes is currently under construction. This is the last remaining vacant area of
residential land.
Single2family homes are built on moderately sized lots (7,500 square feet to 10,000 square
feet). The home designs are generally ranch style homes with slab on grade foundations.
The layout of the residential neighborhoods is a function of the subdivision design. Other
than the location of the retention basin, no significant terrain elements dictated how the
homes were developed.
7. Development Constraints. The reach is almost completely built out. Vacant land located to
the east towards the Big Blue River has been designated as Flood Hazard Area on the
Future Land Use map of the 2015 Manhattan Urban Area Comprehensive Plan. This
designation corresponds to the effective Flood Insurance Rate Maps (March 16, 2015) or the
vacant land inundated by the 1993 flood event. Through the Comprehensive Plan process,
the community has determined that development should be prohibited in the Flood Hazard
Area because of the “potential to endanger life, resources, and property.”
8. Critical Facilities. Due to the small size of the reach there are no critical facilities.
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Reach 3d: City of Manhattan – Marlatt Avenue Ar ea (Unpr otected)
1. Identification of the Area. This reach of the unprotected areas of the City of Manhattan is
along the Marlatt Ditch. The headwaters of the small watershed are generally on the Kansas
State University property to the west. This land is currently used for row crop agricultural
research.
The flood hazard analysis was focused on the area east of Tuttle Creek
Boulevard to the Big Blue River.

FIGURE 12: CITY OF MANHATTAN – MARLATT AVENUE AREA

2. Source of the Problem. The main source of flooding issues for the reach is due to backwater
effects from the Big Blue River during significant storm events. The flood waters on the Big
Blue River would travel upstream in the ditch and inundate affected areas. The potential
exists for stormwater runoff from developments in the upper reaches of the drainage basin to
impact properties downstream. This could be exacerbated during flood stages on the Big
Blue River.
The City of Manhattan hired AMEC Foster Wheeler to conduct a study to determine if placing
flap gates or other structures on existing culverts along Marlatt Ditch would lessen the
backwater effects on properties to the north of Marlatt Avenue, while not increasing the
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flooding impacts on the properties to the south of the roadway. The study determined that
placing a flap gate on two (2) culverts along Marlatt Avenue could reduce the flood elevation
of a 1% Annual Chance Storm by as much as 0.4 feet (AMEC, 2013). These two (2) culverts
are adjacent to a rural Riley County residential neighborhood.
3. Flood Data. The entire area is relatively flat. The mapped 1% Annual Chance Floodplain
generally follows the natural and manmade channel and the low lying areas, as described
above. The elevation of the 1% Annual Chance Floodplain throughout the reach is
approximately 1019 feet to the south of the Marlatt Ditch and 1020 feet to the north of Marlatt
Ditch.
This area is considered a growth corridor of Manhattan, primarily to the north of Marlatt
Avenue. Because of this, the City had the Future Conditions Flood Study done for this area.
The Future Conditions Flood Study was done by Foster Wheeler, using the base FEMA
Flood Model used for the 2015 Riley County Flood Insurance Study Update (FEMA, 2015)
and used the runoff values based on a complete build out of the watershed, as shown on
Future Land Use Map of the 2003 Manhattan Urban Area Comprehensive Plan (City of
Manhattan, 2005). The Future Conditions Flood Study predicts the 1% Annual Chance Flood
area and elevations for future floods without stormwater management measures taken into
account. The flood model predicts the most conservative future floodplain. The Future
Conditions Flood Study is shown on the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) as “Zone X
Future Base Flood.” The base flood elevation for the Future Conditions Floodplain is
approximately 1022 feet.
4. Recent Flood History. As previously described, the last major flood event on the Big Blue
River was in 1993. The majority of the new homes in this area were built after 2005. The
residential developments outside of Manhattan City limits were built around 1980’s. Older
farmstead homes in the area were built in the early 1900’s.
The Brookfield Neighborhood began developing in 2005. Before these neighborhoods were
constructed, the land use was farmland. The developer of these newer homes took
additional measures to minimize the risk of flooding by increasing the ground or building
elevation above the flood elevations known at that time. However, as previously discussed,
the FEMA and USACE mapping products at the time underestimated the base flood
elevations, as they are related to the USACE operation of Tuttle Creek Reservoir.
5. Building Data. The reach consists of single@family, single@family attached, two@family homes
and a few apartment buildings constructed from the 1990’s to present. The foundation
construction of the homes consists of mostly slab@on@grade designs.
6. Development Trends. The area to the south of Marlatt Avenue is generally built out with
single@family, single@family attached, two@family dwellings and a few apartments. The area to
the north of Marlatt Avenue is a growth area of the City. This area is also where a number of
existing single@family homes in rural Riley County are located. Recent developments include
the Northwing Neighborhood, a single@family development and The Links at Manhattan
apartment complex. The 2015 Manhattan Urban Area Comprehensive Plan shows this as
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Low to Medium Residential, which generally equates to a residential density of less than 1 –
11 dwelling units per net acre.
7. Development Constraints. The largest development constraint to the undeveloped areas
and future redevelopment areas is adequately managing stormwater runoff and protecting
against floodwaters. Because of relatively flat grades, creating adequate slopes to drain
stormwater runoff from a site to Marlatt Ditch and/or Casement Road is challenging. Unique
stormwater management designs and construction has been developed for the Northwing
Neighborhood and The Links at Manhattan apartment complex. These unique stormwater
management designs also incorporated measures to protect again flood damages.
8. Critical Facilities. The only critical facility in the reach study area is a USD 383 Middle
School site.

REACH 4 FLOOD HAZARDS: RURAL RILEY COUNTY, BIG BLUE RIVER
1. Identification of the Area. This reach of the study is the unincorporated, rural areas of Riley
County north of the City of Manhattan, within the immediate Blue River Valley. This reach
includes private property bordered by the Big Blue River to the east, U.S. Highway 24 to the
west, the city limits of Manhattan to the south and the State of Kansas and Army Corps of
Engineers land associated with Tuttle Creek Reservoir to the north.

FIGURE 13: RURAL RILEY COUNTY – BIG BLUE RIVER
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2. Source of the Problem. The main source of flooding for this reach of the study is the Big
Blue River. However, localized flooding in low@lying areas can occur due to the relatively flat
grade of the reach and possible poor drainage throughout the area. The areas of concern
for flooding are primarily along Casement Road and from Casement Road to the east
towards the Big Blue River. Areas along road ditches and drainage channels are also
susceptible to flooding due to backflow of floodwaters from the Big Blue River.
3. Flood Data. The entire area is relatively flat. The mapped 1% Annual Chance Floodplain
generally follows the natural and manmade channel and the low lying areas, as described
above. The elevation of the 1% Annual Chance Floodplain throughout the reach is
approximately 1020 feet to the north of Marlatt Ditch and 1023 feet at the northern edge of
the reach.
4. Recent Flood History. As described above, the Kansas River and the Big Blue River
experienced frequent flooding in the early to mid@1900’s. The worst event being in 1951.
Since the construction of Tuttle Creek Reservoir and the Manhattan Levee System, the
largest flood of record was in 1993. This flood event adversely impacted several of the farm
houses, buildings, equipment, agricultural lands and livestock throughout the area.
5. Building Data. The area is mostly agricultural, with row crops and small livestock operations.
There are a few single@family homes associated with the farms and “outbuildings” for
equipment and livestock. The single@family subdivision on Nelson’s Landing is located in this
reach. This subdivision was developed in the mid@ to late@1980’s with slab@on grade homes
and manufactured homes.
6. Development Trends. This area is considered a growth area for Manhattan and the region.
The Manhattan Urban Area Comprehensive Plan, adopted in March 2015, shows this area
low to medium residential density on the Future Land Use Map. A large apartment complex
was approved by the City in 2015 on the southern edge of this reach. Development in this
reach can be expected in the future if Manhattan and the region continue to grow.
7. Development Constraints. The largest development constraint to the undeveloped areas
and future redevelopment areas is adequately managing stormwater runoff and protecting
against floodwaters. Because of relatively flat grades, creating adequate slopes to drain
stormwater runoff from a site to Barnes Road, the Marlatt Ditch and/or Casement Road is
challenging.
Unique stormwater management designs and construction have been
developed for the recent developments in the City. These unique stormwater management
designs also incorporated measures to protect again flood damages.
8. Critical Facilities. There are no critical facilities in this reach of the study area.
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REACH 5 FLOOD HAZARDS:
BLUE RIVER

RURAL POTTAW ATOMIE COUNTY, BIG

1. Identification of the Area. This is the unincorporated, rural areas of Pottawatomie County
outside of the commercial and suburban residential areas of Blue Township. This reach
would be the east bank of the Blue River, bordered by Blue River Road to the east.

FIGURE 14: BIG BLUE RIVER – RURAL POTTAWATOMIE COUNTY

2. Source of the Problem. The main source of flooding for this reach of the study is the Big
Blue River. The risk of flooding also occurs on the smaller, unnamed streams and dry water
courses found draining from the Flint Hills to the east in Pottawatomie County.
3. Flood Data. The landforms found in this reach of the study include relatively flat lands
adjacent to the Big Blue River and steep ravines to the east, which are typically found in the
Flint Hills. The mapped 1% Annual Chance Floodplain generally follows the natural and
manmade channels and the low lying areas along the river, as described above.
The elevation of the 1% Annual Chance Floodplain throughout the reach is approximately
1017 feet to the north of Marlatt Ditch and 1023 feet at the northern edge of the reach.
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Lake Elbo is a man:made lake with a surface area of approximately 30 acres. The Big Blue
River Tributary that flows out of Lake Elbo has a steep grade and the elevations of the 1%
Annual Chance Floodplain range from 1058 feet near the lake to 1016 feet near its
confluence with the Big Blue River. Because of the size of the lake, this would generally be
considered a high:risk dam.
Many of the unnamed streams and ravines found in the Flint Hills do not meet FEMA’s
mapping standards because of the low density of development within these minor
watersheds, thus there is not a mapped floodplain for these areas.
4. Recent Flood History. As described in other parts of the section, flooding of the Kansas and
Big Blue Rivers impacted the region through the early and mid:1990’s. Since the
construction of Tuttle Creek Reservoir, the largest flood of record was in 1993. This flood
event adversely impacted several farm houses, buildings, equipment, agricultural lands and
livestock throughout the area.
5. Building Data. Outside of the residential and commercial properties that were previously
described in the Blue Township Reach, few residential and commercial developments exist
in the reach. There are several large lot, single:family homes found in the upper sections of
the Flint Hills. The lower areas of the reach adjacent to the Big Blue River consist of
primarily row crop agricultural.
6. Development Trends. Currently, it is envisioned that development patterns for this reach
would remain similar to what has been developed, open rangeland associated with the Flint
Hills or large lot, single:family residential homes.
There is discussion and research being conducted by officials with Pottawatomie County and
Riley County on the viability of a major road improvement in this reach to connect northern
Manhattan and adjacent rural Riley County to Blue Township and U.S. Highway 24. This
major transportation project is a long range planning project, so the development impacts in
this reach are currently unknown.
7. Development Constraints. As with other reaches, the floodway and floodplain along the Big
Blue River is the major constraint to developing near the river. Development either is
prohibited in the floodway by local regulations or is cost prohibitive due to required fill or
floodproofing to protect against the flood risks. No significant constraints on development
are known for the land in the Flint Hills portion of this reach.
8. Critical Facilities. There are no critical facilities in this reach of the study area.
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Public Involvement Process
Three public meetings have been held regarding how to manage flood risks along the rivers.
Meeting Name

Location

Date

Technical Advisory Group

City Hall

November 13, 2013

Technical Advisory Group

City Hall

November 21, 2013

Technical Advisory Group

City Hall

December 12, 2013

Technical Advisory Group

City Hall

January 30, 2014

Technical Advisory Group

City Hall

February 20, 2014

Technical Advisory Group

City Hall

February 27, 2014

Public Open House

County Commission Room

March 11, 2014

Technical Advisory Group

City Hall

March 27, 2014

Public Open House

Denison Fire Station

April 16, 2014

Public Action Working0group

County Commission Room

June 10, 2014

Public Action Working0group

County Commission Room

September 23, 2014

Public Action Working0group

County Commission Room

October 28, 2014

Public Open House

Denison Fire Station

November 5, 2014

TABLE 2: RECORD OF PUBLIC MEETINGS

The public meeting in November 2014 discussed the following issues:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

Causes and extent of flooding
What is being done about flooding
What to do during a flood
How people can protect their homes
Flood insurance
Maintaining drainage ways
Status of implementing this FMP and the development of the FMP goals

Public outreach is a continual process by all parties involved. This includes implementing annual
awareness campaigns that should be done by the City and the counties. The local authorities can
use these public outreach efforts for credits in the CRS program as defined in Strategies and Tools
section.
Through the public meetings in 2014, a documented interest from stakeholders was identified for
taking steps to reduce flood damages on an individual basis. Individual businesses and residents
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FIGURE 15: SURVEY RESPONSES SHOW INTEREST IN TOOLS INDIVIDUALS CAN PURSUE
FOR THEIR HOME OR BUSINESS

can take various steps to reduce flood damages, which are outlined in this plan. A survey from
November 5, 2014 indicated several tools for addressing flood damage are of interest (Figure 16).
The tools from Figure 15 are discussed in detail in the Strategies and Tools section of this
document.
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Public Involvement Plan
A separate plan developed to engage the public better was created. It includes findings by the
Technical Advisory Group (TAG) and the temporary Public Action Working!group (PAW).

BIG BLUE RIVER TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP
The Technical Advisory Group (TAG) is a planning group established by the City and counties. This
group includes planners, Certified Floodplain Managers (CFMs), engineers and emergency
managers dedicated to this project. The TAG helped guide the development of the floodplain
management plan and was responsible for the completion of the FMP.

BIG BLUE RIVER PUBLIC ACTION WORKING

GROUP

The Public Action Working!group (PAW) was envisioned to consist of various people living, working
or otherwise related to the Big Blue River Valley, which could provide guidance to the TAG in
developing the project elements and informing the public. It was envisioned the PAW would be
active for a shorter amount of time than the TAG. The PAW would provide more targeted outreach
than a public meeting, where only a select few might attend. The PAW was expected to meet 3 ! 4
times throughout the year and help to advance the community’s interest in public meetings.
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III.

G OALS AND O BJECTIVES

This section presents the goals and objectives that are based on the outcomes of the TAG and PAW
meetings (see public involvement section on TAG and PAW) and the public outreach efforts,
documenting the consensus from stakeholders. Below are the resulting goals for how to manage
the shared flood risks along the Big Blue River. It is important to re!affirm these goals as annual
revisions are made due to changing needs and desires.

GENERAL GOALS
These goals were developed to guide planning and decision!making regarding the strategies and
tools discussed in later sections of this FMP:

Goal 1.
Develop a collaborative, multi!jurisdictional approach to manage the floodplains and
address flood risks and concerns along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers. The multi!
jurisdictional approach should encompass public stakeholders, local, state and federal
agencies.
1.1 Objective: Establish an organizational framework to facilitate ongoing collaboration,
coordination and discussion of floodplain management issues and activities.
1.2 Objective: Adopt and implement a Big Blue and Kansas Rivers Floodplain Management
Plan by Riley County, Pottawatomie County and the City of Manhattan.

Goal 2.
Actively manage and reduce the flood risks along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers to
protect life and property.
2.1 Objective: Reduce risk to life, property and the economy to acceptable levels identified
by the community and policy makers.
2.2 Objective: Identify and mitigate damage in repetitive loss areas.
2.3 Objective: Revise floodplain and subdivision policies and regulations to better prepare
for and protect against flooding issues.
2.4 Objective: Identify and understand the unique flood risks associated with the Big Blue
River Watershed below the Tuttle Creek Reservoir Dam related to flood risk.

Goal 3.
Improve the public’s understanding of flooding risks along the Big Blue and Kansas
Rivers and the impacts of those risks on residents, property owners and businesses.
3.1 Objective: Develop a range of educational tools to inform the general public, elected
officials and interested parties (i.e. realtors, property owners, tenants and developers) of
the flood risks and the unique characteristics of the Big Blue and Kansas River Valleys
to promote floodplain stewardship and connect citizens to the riparian environments.
3.2 Objective: Develop a range of educational and informational tools between the Federal
Government (i.e. US ACE), the local jurisdiction and local media outlets to better
communicate before, during and after a flood event.
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3.3 Objective: Continue the existing early warning siren and voice modulated system in the
Big Blue River Watershed and expand it to include the National Weather Service Big
Blue River Prediction Model, Northeast Kansas Emergency Notification system, as well
as other internet based systems and area media outlets (i.e. radio and television).
3.4 Objective: Coordinate the emergency preparedness and evacuation plan with federal,
state and public officials and business partners (i.e. radio and television stations) for
residents and property owners within the floodplain.

Goal 4.
Create a balance between the development needs in the Big Blue River Watershed
and the proper functions of the natural floodplains along the river.
4.1 Objective: Implement appropriate policies and regulations that incorporate the
Community Base Floodplain and address needs of existing properties.
4.2 Objective: Implement appropriate Best Management Practices (BMP’s) for water quality
for new and redevelopment public and private projects. Encourage green infrastructure
through incentives and development standards for redevelopment areas and with new
development.
4.3 Objective: Encourage BMP’s for water quality related to agriculture and range land
through appropriate incentives.
4.4 Objective: Identify and preserve undeveloped land critical to the integrity and
maintenance of the various flood controls and protection of infrastructure in the Big Blue
River Watershed and the confluence with the Kansas River.

Goal 5.
Project and preserve the natural environment of the riparian corridor to enhance
habitat connectivity, water quality, erosion and sediment management, bank and channel
stabilization, and provide compatible recreation opportunities.
5.1 Objective: Implement appropriate Best Management Practices regulations and
guidelines to stabilize channel and stream banks, protect wildlife and habitat, conserve
open space and re!establish riparian corridors.
5.2 Objective: Research, plan for and implement ways to restore the natural functions of
floodplains including the storage capacity, when appropriate.
5.3 Objective: Identify compatible recreation opportunities in the floodplain along the Big
Blue River.
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IV.

S TRATEG IES AND T OOLS

The Technical Advisory Group considered a long list of
strategies and tools that could address the flood risk on the Big
Blue River. This section serves to describe the reasons for
inclusion or rejection of those tools. The Big Blue and Kansas
Rivers Floodplain Management Plan categorize the list of
strategies and tools as follows:
•
•
•
•

Modifying Human Susceptibility to Flood Hazards
○ Flood Risk Adaptive Measure
Modifying the Impact of Flooding
Preserving and Restoring the Environmental
Quality of Floodplains
Modifying Floodwaters

The Actions, the Tools, the
Measures.
The tools are in fact the
“measures” the planning
community refers to with very
deliberate terminology,
because these will lead to the
eventual action items in the
floodplain management plan.

These four categories of strategies and tools were created by the Federal Interagency Floodplain
Management Task Force (FIFM!TF) during the formation of a Unified National Program for
Floodplain Management. The four categories and corresponding tools are the “measures” the flood
risk management professional refers to with very deliberate terminology, as they lead to the eventual
action items in the floodplain management plan. This terminology serves to clarify the measures fall
under the category of either
•
•

an “activity” or
a “feature.”

An activity is an effort done by the city, counties or partnering state and federal agencies to study,
inform or react to a flood risk. Examples of an activity could be an informational outreach program,
an updated study of a flood!prone area or an emergency action plan.
Features are actual construction projects on a property or properties that an individual, the city,
counties or partnering agencies can perform. Features can include major civic works projects such
as levees, or smaller “flood risk adaptive measure,” such as elevating an existing home or business.
USACE typically calls these smaller features “nonstructural measures,” which originates from FEMA
policy. This plan will refer to these types of features as “flood risk adaptive measures.”
Stakeholders will view each tool differently and a consensus will be
established over time.
The city and counties evaluated and
designated each of the possible tools using one of the following terms
after involving the stakeholders through public involvement in the
decision process:
•
•
•

Not Advisable
Further Evaluation Needed
Advisable

These specific terms will appear with each tool prior to the discussion
section, and also in the body text in bold format, because these
represent important supporting information to the action items later in
the floodplain management plan. These terms help stakeholders to
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Decision History
This decision history is an
important part of the
floodplain management
plan because a
community’s unique story
is made up of a risk
assessment followed by
years of decisions about
how to manage
floodwaters and the
floodplain.

better understand the decision history for flood risk management along the rivers and their
tributaries. This decision history is an important part of the floodplain management plan, as a
region’s unique story is made up of a risk assessment followed by years of decisions about how to
manage floodwaters and the floodplain. The specific terms also help improve public involvement
and can be applied to specific reaches of a river or a tributary. Since the public needs to be involved
with defining their individual acceptable level of risk, these terms facilitate buy!in and get the
community focused on the actual action items identified later in this plan. These action items
eventually lead to more effective hazard mitigation by the City, the Counties and State and Federal
agencies, whom are all partners sharing the responsibility of reducing the risks from flooding and
other natural disasters.
This input based approach allows an FMP to be established and work to begin on realizing the goals
of the plan. Communities can work on annual revisions to the FMP and update evaluations on the
tools’ effectiveness.
Over a period of several years, consensus will be established and a collaborative approach to
building projects can be done, effectively leveraging the invested infrastructure dollars in the City
and Counties. This can assist with implementing various tools in the Action Plan.

Strategy 1:
Hazards

Modifying Human Susceptibility to Flood

This strategy and set of tools relates to measures directed toward managing the floodplain. These
measures include specific activities and features. Activities include land use regulations, public
redevelopment policies, flood warning systems and flood emergency preparedness plans (including
emergency action plans and flood fighting plans). Features include flood!proofing buildings in the
floodplain, berms and floodwalls for buildings, elevation of buildings, filling basements, acquisition of
buildings (for demolition), and relocation of buildings. This deliberate terminology distinguishing
between activities and features, will help the reader understand that floodplain management plans,
emergency action plans, flood fighting plans and hazard mitigation plans are not the same.

TOOL: DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

AND

LAND USE REGULATIONS

Advisable
In several meetings of the TAG and PAW, land use policies and regulations were at the top of the list
of objectives. Topics that are more specific included:
•

Prohibit development in the:
○ Floodway
○ Historical flood areas
○ 1% Annual Chance Floodplain
○ Future Conditions Floodplain
• Establish higher standard floodplain regulations
• Limit repair/improvements of existing structures in the floodplain
• Establish Comprehensive Plan policies identifying appropriate
development/redevelopment areas outside of floodplain.
• Compensatory Storage
This tool covers both development policies and land use regulations. Development policies can be
found in the Comprehensive Plans for the City and the two counties. These policies help guide the
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community’s decisions of where new development or redevelopment should occur. An example of
this tool put into practice, is the Manhattan Urban Area Comprehensive Plan documenting the area
inundated by the 1993 flood, designating this area as environmentally sensitive, and implementing
policies to adequately protect this area.
Land use regulations can be used to implement a wide variety of site and building requirements,
restrictions, and prohibitions to protect new and existing developments. The National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) and the State of Kansas have established a minimum standard of
floodplain regulations. Some of these minimum standards may not be appropriate for a growing
community like Manhattan and the surrounding areas in Pottawatomie and Riley counties, or for
places located directly below a major dam and reservoir.
This tool is readily acceptable as an effective measure to protect existing homes, businesses and
new developments from flooding. This tool is advisable to be included in the Action Plan of the
FMP to invoke changes to development practices to better protect existing and future development
from flood damages.

TOOL: FLOOD W ARNING SYSTEMS
Advisable
Flood warning systems are a flood risk adaptive measure and are categorized
as both an activity and a feature. Flood warning systems include several
components and are usually part of a process written into an emergency
response plan (not to be confused with this floodplain management plan).
The first component is a flood threat recognition system. The next component is a warning
dissemination system for risk communication. Emergency response follows and should be
integrated through use of an emergency response plan. This means collaborative involvement
across several professional groups, including emergency responders, public works, and staff
charged with operation and maintenance of flood features like levees or dams. Because a flood
warning system is inter!related with an emergency action plan, the tool is not simply a feature.
Maintaining the system and integrating it with the emergency action plan make this an on!going
activity.

Flood Forecast Inundation Map
Advisable
Through an interagency project, a tool has been developed for the Big Blue River known as a Flood
Forecast Inundation Map (FFIM). The FFIM is tied to the USACE flow releases from Tuttle Creek
Reservoir. This tool was of high importance during the TAG and the PAW meetings to visually
communicate special impacts of flooding. The FFIM is similar to the Wildcat Creek FFIM located
near Scenic Drive. Agencies involved in creating the FFIM are the Kansas Hazard Mitigation Team,
the KDA Division of Water Resources, the USACE, KDEM, the NOAA National Weather Service
(NWS), and USGS. The system is hosted on the NWS Advanced Hydrologic Prediction Service
(AHPS) and is operated by NWS in perpetuity. The system includes a set of static map books tied to
the USGS gage (#06887000) near Rocky Ford on Barnes Road. This system provides valuable
information to the public and to emergency responders. As an example of the effectiveness of this
tool, during a series of rain events in June, 2014, the Wildcat Creek AHPS site received over 600
unique visits. This website activity during storm events shows the public and those responsible to
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act in an emergency are using the FFIM to make decisions in response to the elevation of Wildcat
Creek, before the creek reaches flood stages. It is further advisable the FFIM be tied to emergency
action plans, since the action stages developed with the NWS are thresholds for specific response
tasks.

Warning Dissemination, Flood Warning Lights & Sirens
Advisable
A flood risk communication tool, such as flood warning lights on roadways, can notify travelers of
high water on roadways and can help motorists from being trapped in moving water or worse,
drowning, by warning of the dangers and the need to turn around. During the Manhattan Levee
study, the hydraulic engineers noted the U.S. Hwy 24 Bridge and the associated roadway will
overtop for the 0.5% annual exceedance probability (a 200!year storm). This highway corridor is the
most direct evacuation route for some people living and working in the area. A set of flood warning
lights tied to the Flood Forecast Inundation Map and the associated NWS forecast point and USGS
gage is recommended to be located near the U.S. Hwy 24 Bridge that crosses the Big Blue River.
Other areas along the Big Blue River may benefit from a flood warning light system for motorists.
Similar warning lights that are tied to action stages have been established by a joint City/Counties
emergency preparedness plan for Wildcat Creek (includes emergency action plan and flood fighting
emergency operation plan). It is advisable that this general system be provided along the Big Blue
and Kansas Rivers.

Warning Dissemination, Multi'Media
Advisable
As a flood risk communication tool, multi!media approaches, such as Instant Messaging and Short
Message Services (SMS), have advanced considerably, although other traditional means, such as
radio and television, are also still relevant. An objective noted during public involvement work with
the TAG and the PAW was to use public warning systems via multi!media outlets. One advisable
step is to further promote the region’s use of the Northeast Kansas Notification system and website
announcements. During major flooding events similar to 1993, daily status updates could be
channeled through the local television and radio stations, and social!media outlets, such as Twitter
and Facebook. Pre!identified roles could be established to present daily updates during the flood to
local “traditional” media outlets, as well as through the newer outlets. Another advisable step is to
formalize public media engagement through a section in a new emergency action plan. This may
include predefined messages that correspond to action stages identified with the NOAA NWS for the
FFIM for the Big Blue Kansas Rivers, based on existing river gauges in the area.
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TOOL: EMERGENCY OPERATIONS PLANS
Advisable
Corresponding with the previously mentioned flood warning system is an emergency operations plan
(EOP) for flooding. Generally speaking, emergency operations plans include several topics related
to preparing for, responding to, and mitigating against the risk:
•
•
•
•

Flood risk management;
Emergency communications;
Emergency response; and
After event actions.

Each of these is relevant, but all have a unique focus and audience.
Flood Risk Management: Flood risk management is an element of every EOP. The plan is
designed to provide necessary actions based on water levels released from Tuttle Creek Reservoir
or the water elevations on the Big Blue River. Using the FFIM described above, Emergency
Managers for Manhattan, Riley County and Pottawatomie County can outline when certain actions
should be initiated. These action stages could be the activation of the Emergency Operation Center,
the activation of outdoor warning sirens, mobilization of emergency personnel, closure of roads at
risk of flooding and the evacuation of impacted areas.
Pottawatomie County and Riley County are part of the Regional I Hazard Mitigation Plan. Each
county has an EOP, which is based on all2hazards planning. These emergency plans support
functions rather than individual hazards for planning and guidance during an event.
Emergency Communication: As with any emergency situation, communicating to the public is key to
describe the event, discuss the risks, and explain appropriate actions to be taken. An emergency
situation is often chaotic and sometimes communicating the risk and other necessary information is
not always done adequately. An emergency communication guide can create a framework of roles
and responsibilities, templates, and suggested media outlets. This would then cause the release of
effective information, timely flow of information, and reduce the duplication of messages and/or
conflicting messages from different sources.
Pottawatomie County and Riley County participate in and promote the Northeast Kansas Notification
system. This is a subscription based service that provides emergency notifications such as storm
warnings, road closures, and other emergency information via text message, telephone call, or
email. This system can be promoted more effectively to reach a broader audience and provide more
timely emergency notification.
Emergency Response: Riley County and Pottawatomie County have Emergency Operations Plans
(EOP). Riley County has several documents attached to their EOP which pertain to evacuation
procedures for known flood2prone locations in the county, as well as action stages for several
rivers/creeks in the area.
After Event Action Plans: After an event, items such as damage assessment, material disposal,
clean up, recovery communications, and economic recovery need to be addressed. These are
completed using the Emergency Support Functions in the EOP or referring to the Debris
Management Plan.
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This is an advisable activity to create a prepared and resilient community in the face of the flood risk
along the Big Blue River. These plans should be periodically practiced and vetted via table top
exercises and small scale simulated drills to ensure the variety of plans are up to date and accurate.
Flood Risk Adaptive Measure
Flood risk adaptive measures are construction projects and/or operational actions that can be taken
to lessen the likelihood of damages from flooding. Careful consideration needs to be made before
selecting the appropriate flood risk adaptive measure. Items to consider are:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The probability/frequency of flooding
The depth of flood waters
The velocity of flood waters
The duration of the flood event
The cost of the construction project or actions
The financial benefits from the measures taken, including
○ Reduction in flood insurance costs
○ Reduction in structural and content damage costs

These tools can be applied to several of the reaches defined in the study area. Figure 17 helps
illustrate some of the subdivisions that should consider nonstructural measures.

FIGURE 16: SUBDIVISIONS IDENTIFIED FOR CONSIDERING NONSTRUCTUAL MEASURES
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TOOL: ELEVATION

OF

BUILDINGS

Advisable
This flood risk adaptive measure lifts an existing building to an
elevation that is greater than the elevation of the 1% annual
chance flood. The elevation of buildings is a tool that can be
used with several approaches. The most common approach in
this region is to elevate a building on earthen fill material. For
structures with poured concrete foundation walls, extending the
stem walls is possible. Elevation of slab2on2grade foundations can be elevated in a similar fashion.
In some cases, the structure may be elevated on piles. In others cases, pillars or columns could be
used. These last two cases are not frequently used in the region, but are accepted methods to meet
the objective of protecting a home from the flood risk.

FIGURE 17: ELEVATION BUILDINGS TO MINIMIZE FLOOD RISK

Individuals need to remember the challenge of accessing an elevated home or business when a
flood occurs. The effect of an elevated building could be the creation of an island within the
floodplain. Considering the type of flood risk for the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers, the island effect
could last for an extended period. The challenge could be evacuating from the elevated structure or
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the ability of emergency service personnel to reach the building during a flood event. The elderly or
disabled should take this challenge into consideration.
This tool is generally accepted as a mitigation option for new and existing structures at risk of
flooding. Through the public involvement process and surveys gathered in 2014, 16% of
respondents indicated interest in elevating their home. This tool is advisable for its effectiveness
and the interest expressed.
Further research and evaluations are required to understand better cost2engineering aspects of the
tool for the variety of structures in the Big Blue and Kansas River floodplains. Several federal
programs are available to assist in mitigating the flood risk in the area. Because of the federal funds
available, a comprehensive flood hazard mitigation study should be considered. This study could be
created across the Big Blue and Kansas River floodplains, and even throughout the two (2) counties.
For each mitigation area, off2the2shelf projects should include groupings of structures which may be
tied to subdivisions, types of flood risk (considering flood depth, velocity, rate2of2rise and duration of
inundation), and population at risk. Groupings may also be tied to the type of structure and common
elements, as this may lead to a more effective future construction contract. This approach could
assist in developing a prioritization list and increase the benefit2to2cost ratio to meet federal grant
program requirements. By evaluating this tool for specific properties and developing a prioritized list
of projects, these projects can be mobilized when the next round of hazard mitigation funds become
available.

TOOL: RELOCATION

OF

BUILDINGS

Advisable
This flood risk adaptive measure requires physically moving the at2risk
structure away from the floodplain area. In some cases, relocation of a
structure can occur on the same property where it is currently located, but is
safely away from the high2risk flood area. In other situations, the structure is moved entirely away
from the property on which it is currently located because there is no viable location where the
structure would be safe from flooding. When the structure is moved away from the property, the
land is typically purchased and future development is prohibited.
This tool is generally accepted as a flood risk adaptive measure for existing structures at risk of
flooding. The public involvement process and the 2014 survey indicated 33% of the respondents
were interested is this tool. This tool is an
advisable feature. Once again, further
research and evaluations are required to better
understand cost2engineering aspects of the tool
for the variety of structures in the Big Blue and
Kansas River floodplains. As discussed above
in the Building Elevation tool, opportunities exist
to study this tool in a comprehensive manner to
create a list of 2projects that would be prioritized
and ready to submit for federal grant funding.
FIGURE 18: EXAMPLE POST$PROJECT AERIAL
VIEW OF A SITE WHERE RESIDENCES WERE
RELOCATED
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TOOL: FLOODPROOFING BUILDINGS

IN THE

FLOODPLAIN

Floodproofing is a possible approach to defending against rising floodwaters outside a residential
home or commercial building. Two approaches are wet or dry floodproofing measures (explained
below). It should be noted these tools may not reduce the cost of flood insurance for residential
structures. Only commercial, industrial and accessory structures are allowed to be floodproofed
according to the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Residential structures could benefit from
floodproofing measures in certain situations; however, the effort will not reduce the cost of the flood
insurance premium for the residential structure.

TOOL: W ET FLOOD PROOFING
Further evaluation needed
Dependent on its application, this tool was found to be acceptable. The
evaluation is supported by public involvement and surveys gathered in
2014, where 16% of respondents indicated interest in wet floodproofing.
Wet floodproofing is defined as permanent or temporary/contingent
measures applied to a structure and/or its contents to prevent or provide
resistance to damage by allowing floodwaters to enter the structure. This
flood adaptive measure is applicable either as a stand2alone measure or as a measure combined
with other measures, such as elevation.
As a stand2alone measure, all construction materials and finishing materials need to be water
resistant and all utilities must be elevated above the design flood elevation. Wet floodproofing is
quite applicable and generally advisable for commercial and industrial structures when combined
with a flood warning and flood preparedness plan. This measure is generally not applicable to deep
flood waters and/or high velocity flows.
Due to the structural and health risks associated with allowing flood waters to inundate a dwelling,
wet floodproofing is generally not advisable as a mitigation option for residential applications. The
one exception is the use of engineered openings in an elevated or “crawl space” foundation of a

FIGURE 19:
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WET FLOOD PROOFING

home. In this application, openings or vents of a specific size are installed in a new or existing
foundation to allow flood waters to enter the elevated foundation and equalize the hydrostatic
pressure of the flood waters. Without these vents, the force of the flood waters could be enough to
damage or destroy the foundation. The specific requirements of FEMA (FEMA, August 2008) and
local floodplain regulations require permits and oversight by local officials. The installation of this
type of wet floodproofing could reduce the cost of flood insurance premiums for a home if installed
appropriately. Property owners wishing to utilize this method should contact their local Floodplain
Administrator.

Dr y Flood Proofing
Further evaluation needed
Dependent on its application, this tool was found to be Acceptable.
The evaluation is supported by public involvement and surveys
gathered in 2014, where 50% of respondents indicated interest in
dry floodproofing.
Dry floodproofing is defined as a measure involving sealing the walls of a structure with water2
proofing compounds, impermeable sheeting or other materials and using closures for covering and
sealing openings from floodwaters.
This tool is Acceptable for commercial and industrial structures and can be used in residential
homes in specific circumstances, such as when flood waters are not anticipated to be deep or move
at fast speeds. This tool achieves flood risk reduction, but is not recognized by the NFIP for any
flood insurance premium rate reduction if applied to a residential structure. Commercial and
industrial structures can use this tool and realize an improved flood insurance premium. Based on
laboratory tests, a “conventional” built structure can generally only be dry floodproofed up to 32feet in
elevation. A structural analysis of the wall strength would be required for higher protection.
Openings into the structure, such as doors and windows below the base flood elevation, would need
watertight closures to achieve the desired results. Sump pumps and French drain systems should
be installed as part of the measure. For buildings with basements and/or crawlspaces, the only way
dry floodproofing could be effective is for the first floor to be made impermeable from inundation of
floodwaters.
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FIGURE 20:

DRY FLOOD PROOFING

As discussed, dry flood proofing for residential structures may be applicable in limited situations, but
is not an eligible measure to reduce the cost of flood insurance premiums. This tool would be an
acceptable application for homes on the outer fringe of the area of the base flood, and/or within the
0.2% annual chance floodplain (5002year floodplain). These areas are generally impacted by
shallow, low velocity floodwaters that cause damage to flooring, HVAC and other utility equipment
low to the floor. In these situations, temporary water2proof barriers to building openings, such as
doors, could be installed and foundations could be sealed to prevent infiltration into the home. This
would not be an acceptable solution for deep or fast moving floodwaters. This tool would also not be
acceptable to a homeowner seeking to lower their flood insurance premiums, as these flood damage
reduction measures do not qualify under the NFIP.

TOOL: BERMS

AND

FLOODWALLS

FOR

BUILDINGS

Further evaluation needed
This tool could be advisable if certain measures are undertaken to limit or prevent adverse impacts
on adjacent properties. The evaluation was supported by public involvement and surveys gathered
in 2014, where 33% of respondents indicated interest in installing a berm or a floodwall around their
building.
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FIGURE 21: BERMS AND FLOODWALLS

This flood adaptive measure is applicable on a small2scale basis. It is intended to reduce the
frequency of flooding, but currently would not eliminate floodplain regulation and flood insurance
requirements. These measures can be placed around a single structure or a small group of
structures. As a flood2adaptive measure, berms and floodwalls should be constructed to no higher
than six (6) feet above grade and generally cannot raise the elevation of the floodwaters. The “No
Rise” requirement is to ensure the berm or floodwall will not displace the floodwaters onto an
adjacent property and increase their risk and cost of flooding.
In order to eliminate the need for flood insurance and floodplain regulations, the berm or floodwall
would need to be substantially built to the level of a major civic works project, such as a levee, which
would generally not be financially feasible for most property owners and neighborhoods.
Berms and floodwalls for buildings would be a tool for a smaller number of the homeowners in the
Big Blue and Kansas River floodplains. This tool requires a larger effort and engineering cost to
ensure it will not adversely impact adjacent properties and is designed to withstand the forces of
floodwaters. Also, space constraints between structures can be a significant issue, requiring
floodwalls instead of berms to be installed, which may be more expensive. Businesses may find this
the best approach for their property. Further evaluation is needed to study applicability of this
measure and outreach to stakeholders is needed to identify local interest. This could be organized
through a workshop with homeowners associations or neighborhood groups. Cost engineering is
needed to help individuals understand what the estimated cost and benefits would be to implement
berms or floodwalls. For the most part, individual property owners need to pursue implementation of
this tool.
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TOOL: FILL OR CONVERSION OF A BASEMENT
MAIN FLOOR ADDITION FOR BUILDINGS

WITH

Further Evaluation Needed
This nonstructural technique consists of filling in the existing basement or
converting the basement space to an uninhabitable crawl space, without
elevating the remainder of the structure. The measure is applicable only if the
1st floor of the structure that is above grade is higher than the base flood elevation. In addition to
filling in an existing basement, homeowners may also consider placing an addition onto the side of
the structure or add an additional floor above to compensate for the lost living space. In rare cases,
the former basement area could become space for storage; however, this is generally discouraged
because of the possibility of the space being converted back to living space. New owners may wish
to “re3purpose” the storage area as a basement again and since inspections for compliance would
be difficult, use of this area for storage is not recommended.
As this measure results in the reduction of living space and the loss of the primary area for
protection against tornadoes, the survey participants did not openly accept this measure. There
were zero respondents that indicated interest in this tool. However, it still is an acceptable tool to
minimize the risk of flooding and can substantially decrease the cost of flood insurance. This tool is
listed as further evaluation needed to better understand the cost of this tool and determine whether
or not some property owners may be interested.

FIGURE 22: FILLED BASEMENT
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TOOL: ACQUISITION

OF

BUILDINGS

Advisable
This tool was found to be acceptable. The evaluation was supported by public
involvement and surveys gathered in 2014, where 66% of respondents
indicated interest in being bought out or selected the tool Acquisition of
Buildings on the survey.

FIGURE 23: PERMANENT ACQUISITION

This flood adaptive measure consists of buying the structure and the parcel of land. The structure is
either demolished or is sold and relocated to a site outside of the high risk floodplain. The
purchased land is then converted to passive open space, used for recreational purposes or allowed
to be reclaimed by the river. Part of a proposed project could be the development of adequate and
comparable home sites outside of the floodplain in order to provide locations where displaced
persons may build new homes within an established community.
This tool’s feasibility will depend heavily on a funding mechanism. Federal, state and local
resources exist. The most likely funding source is federal grants from Housing and Urban
Development, FEMA, or USACE. In all of these cases, the new use of the land would be required to
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be undeveloped in perpetuity or could be used for recreation, such as a playing field, environmental
enhancement, ecosystem restoration, or a combination of these. Concept projects should be
studied and developed and leverage as many opportunities as possible. The creation of open
space, public involvement processes and other similar activities could provide eligible credit for the
communities in the FEMA Community Rating System.
Groupings of structures in each impacted area may be conceptualized to create a list of potential
projects should funding become available. Groupings may be tied to subdivisions or neighborhoods,
types of flood risk (considering flood depth, velocity, rate3of3rise, duration of inundation and
population at risk). Groupings may also be tied to the type of structure and common elements,
which may lead to a more effective future construction contract.
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Strategy 2:

Modifying the Impact of Flooding

This strategy and set of tools has to do with managing the floodplain with the following specific
activities: information and education, flood insurance, tax adjustments, emergency relief, and post
flood recovery processes.

TOOL: INFORMATION

AND

EDUCATION

Advisable
A primary purpose of the FMP is communicating flood risks and increasing the public understanding
of flood hazards. City and County officials should, through a variety of methods and media, further
inform residents, business owners and the general public of the flood risks present on the Big Blue
and Kansas Rivers
Flood Risk Mapping: Both the City and the two Counties have a wealth of flood risk information
available for the public in the form of FEMA flood studies, local flood studies, as well as “non
regulatory” flood maps provided with these studies, and other flood risk efforts. Providing this
information, or at least advertising that this information is available to the public, is highly effective.
The standard way for a community to express the risk of flooding is through the FEMA Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). These floodplain maps were recently updated using the most up to
date information for both Counties and the City. In addition to the traditional paper floodplain maps,
this information is made available digitally for web maps through FEMA. The City of Manhattan,
Pottawatomie County and Riley County have all incorporated this digital information into their
existing web maps on their respective websites.
In addition to the FEMA floodplain maps, other information on flooding in the area, such as historic
floodplain maps, localized flood studies and “non regulatory” flood maps, should be provided to the
residents, businesses and property owners in an easy to acquire manner. An example of a “non
regulatory” flood map is depth grid maps representing not only the location of the floodplain for a
particular storm event, but also the depth of the floodwater. The City of Manhattan facilitated the
creation of depth grid maps for the floodplains in the City and the rural areas surrounding the City.
These maps provide valuable information to the impacted resident or business owner, as well as to
City and County officials for flood preparedness. Other non regulatory maps, such as flood risk
probability maps and floodwater velocity maps, could also be created to further explain the risk of
flooding for an area. The City and Counties should look to expand these map products and share
them with the residents and business owners, where available.
As a part of the USACE Silver Jacket Project Big Blue and Kansas River Flood Planning Project,
NOAA and the National Weather Service (NWS) has created Advanced Hydrologic Prediction
Service (AHPS) web pages for the Big Blue River, from the face of the Tuttle Creek Dam to the
confluence with the Kansas River. The core of the AHPS web pages is the flood forecast inundation
maps (FFIMs). The FFIM on the Big Blue River helps to correlate flow releases from Tuttle Creek
Dam and visualize the extent of flooding. It should be noted that because of the multitudes of
variables and complexities associated with the different water elevations on the two rivers, the Big
Blue FFIM ties to one specific water elevation on the Kansas River. The water elevations of the Big
Blue River are adjustable to represent the releases from Tuttle Creek Reservoir. Because of these
variables and limitations of the AHPS webpage, the flood information is for planning and
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preparedness efforts and should not be relied upon as exact locations of floodwaters on the Big Blue
or Kansas River.
The true benefit of the AHPS service is to provide individuals a mapping tool that can be used during
flood events as well as information to prepare for future floods. Property owners can reference the
AHPS services to plan for future development. Residents, business owners and community
emergency planners can develop accurate contingency plans ahead of flood events.
During major flood events, the NWS will also provide a forecast of stages, which is valuable
information to those needing to know the anticipated peak flood stage. Projecting the various stages
of the river will provide several hours of advanced warning for emergency management personnel
and impacted residents and business owners.
Information to Prepare and Recover: A number of local, state and federal agencies, such as the
Kansas Division of Water Resources, American Red Cross, FEMA and the National Flood Insurance
Program, have prepared detailed pamphlets, books and other informational pieces on how to
prevent, prepare for and recover from a flood event. Officials from the City and Counties should
continue to collect, review and maintain a sufficient library of information to assist residents with
these topics. This information should be readily available to residents and business owners via the
internet and also local libraries in the two counties.
Information on other topics related to flooding, such as water quality and water conservation, should
be collected and made public in similar fashion as the flood hazard and prevention information. This
information can be provided at the City and County offices and/or the public libraries in the two
counties. A variety of media types can be used to inform residents and other interested parties
about these flood related topics. The City of Manhattan, Pottawatomie County and Riley County
maintain informative websites where this information can be displayed. Newsletters, newspaper
advertisements, press releases, notices on utility bills and other government notices, social media
and direct mailings, could be used. The entities should be creative as to how these messages are
relayed to the public, both broadly and specifically, in an effort to have a well informed community
regarding the hazards of flooding.
During the distribution of these preventative, preparedness and recovery messages, it is
recommended to more actively address vulnerable population groups. During the 2014 public
involvement process, including the Public Action Working Group (PAW) meetings and the open
houses, two vulnerable populations were identified and discussed. Students and soldiers, who are
transient and may only be in the community for a short time, may unknowingly rent structures in the
floodplain. Being new to the community, these individuals often do not know of the risks associated
with flooding or how to prevent, prepare for and recover from a flood event. Specialized information
techniques are advisable to inform these vulnerable populations. Points of contact for living
arrangements at Kansas State University and at the Army garrison at Fort Riley should be utilized to
inform these new residents of the flooding risks in the area. Additionally, providing the information in
multiple languages is also advisable.
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FIGURE 24: EXAMPLE STEPS
ACCEPTABLE LEVELS

, INCLUDING OUTREACH, FOR REDUCING FLOOD RISK TO

TOOL: FLOOD INSURANCE
Advisable
Pottawatomie County, Riley County and the City of Manhattan are participating communities in the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).
The NFIP is similar to most other types of insurance; however, it is controlled by the Federal
Government and managed by FEMA. As the City and Counties participate in the NFIP, flood
insurance is available to home and business owners and tenants of the properties. If an insurable
structure is located in a high risk floodplain and a federally backed loan is involved, flood insurance
is mandatory. For properties not in a high risk floodplain or when federally backed loans are not
involved, flood insurance is optional.
Flood Insurance is one means of establishing a resilient community. Similarly to other types of
insurance, flood insurance transfers the financial risk of being impacted by a flood to a broader
population, even during a catastrophic event. This tool is considered to be highly effective.
Depending on the disaster and the situations, funds become available in the form insurance claims
or through low interest loans and grants to recover from a flood event and to mitigate against future
flood risks.
It is the individual property owners as well as the community who share the
responsibility of managing flood risks by having flood insurance that will cover damages. Therefore,
this evaluation lists this tool as advisable for the property owner to get flood insurance.
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TOOL: COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM
Advisable
The Community Rating System (CRS) is a national program through FEMA and the NFIP that
evaluates a community’s floodplain management efforts and rewards those efforts with reductions
on National Flood Insurance premiums based on the community’s floodplain management
performance. Riley County and the City of Manhattan are participants of CRS. To get the reduced
premiums, a variety of proactive steps can be done. This floodplain management plan (FMP) is an
element that can improve the community’s performance in the program and increase the premium
discounts. Other activities, such as higher floodplain regulations, dedication of open space in the
floodplain and the outreach of information related to flood risk, can qualify for premium discounts.
Several manuals on this topic are listed in the Reference section of this FMP.

TOOL: TAX ADJUSTMENTS

AND

REBATES

Further Evaluation Needed
The use of tax adjustments and tax rebates are potential tools to incentivize the establishment of
more open space and/or encourage the construction and renovations of homes and businesses that
are better protected from the risk of flooding.
Open space along a stream provides for an area free and clear of man7made structures to allow
stormwater runoff and flood waters to flow unobstructed, as nature intended. A tax incentive
program could provide a reduction of the property tax in exchange for the dedication of the open
space area on a parcel through conservation and drainage easements.
With the exception of US Army Corps of Engineers and State of Kansas land near Tuttle Creek
Reservoir, the majority of the property along the Big Blue River is privately owned. As a result, the
tax adjustment strategy may be effective.
Tax rebates could be made available to home and business owners for a portion of the cost of
materials and labor to build a new structure to a higher degree of flood protection or renovate an
existing structure to mitigate the flood risk. As an example, the tax credits could be used to offset
the cost to elevate the new home above what would typically be required. During the renovations to
an existing home, tax credits could be used to cover the cost of engineered openings in the
foundation, relocation & elevation of utility equipment or the use of flood resistant materials instead
of traditional materials.
More research is needed to determine if this tool would be a substantial benefit to both the property
owners and the community and what mechanisms would be needed to make these tax adjustment
and tax rebate programs successful.

TOOL: EMERGENCY RELIEF
Advisable
Thanks to the efforts of the Big Blue River Silver Jacket project, the FEMA Flood Insurance Study
update for Riley County and Pottawatomie County, efforts by the State of Kansas, USACE and the
local communities, a wealth of information is available to local emergency planners, responders, and
impacted residents and business owners, to provide accurate and timely information and to devise
specific planning efforts for flood events on the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers.
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This information can be included in the region’s Multi7jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan. Having
this vital information included in the region’s hazard mitigation plan creates the opportunity to use
emergency relief funds and hazard mitigation grants when they become available through a
Presidential Disaster Declaration, or other avenues from the State of Kansas and other federal
agencies. These funds can address property owners’ needs after an event and reduce or remove
the impacts of the flood hazards.

TOOL: POST7FLOOD RECOVERY PROCESSES
Advisable
The City of Manhattan, Riley County and Pottawatomie County have significant training and real7life
experience in post7flood events in their jurisdictions. Both the Manhattan Building Codes and the
Floodplain Regulations for the City and the two Counties require homes and businesses impacted by
flood waters be inspected to ensure they are habitable and meet all regulations and standards.
It is advisable that the entities along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers will continue to inspect
damaged homes and businesses after flood events to ensure they comply with all regulations. In
addition, the local entities should become a repository of post7flood disaster information on flood
safety, clean up and mitigation options for impacted property owners and their tenants.
Manhattan, Riley County and Pottawatomie County officials should also focus their post7flood
recovery efforts on long7term needs for a neighborhood and/or the region. These efforts could
include economic recovery and infrastructure recovery plans. A significant portion of the region’s
commercial and industrial uses is located along the Kansas and Big Blue Rivers. Likewise, a
substantial portion of the City and the rural areas source of potable water and sanitary sewer service
are located along these rivers. Fortunately, the Manhattan Levee System protects many of these
regionally vital amenities. However, the levee system does not eliminate the risk of flooding for
these areas, and contingency plans should be in place if the worst case scenario occurs. More
research is needed on this topic to develop this information.

Strategy 3: Preserving and Restoring the Environmental
Quality of Floodplains
This strategy and set of tools refers to managing the floodplain with the following specific activities
and environmental features: wetlands protection and restoration, erosion and sediment control,
water quality enhancement, enhancement of recreation and educational opportunities, and
preservation of cultural resources.

TOOL: WETLANDS PROTECTION

AND

RESTORATION

Advisable
Wetlands play an important role in reducing sediment and other pollutants from entering a stream
channel and can reduce flood waters in small intensity storms. The City has a number of known and
mapped wetlands within the city limits and there are several within the Big Blue and Kansas River
Watersheds. Federal and State regulations dictate the protection, restoration and creation of
wetlands. The continued protection of established wetlands in the City, Pottawatomie County and
Riley County is a priority of all entities.
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Where feasible, the restoration of wetlands should be considered in mitigation measures along the
Big Blue and Kansas Rivers and their tributaries.

TOOL: EROSION

AND

SEDIMENT CONTROL

Advisable
The City of Manhattan is required to follow the Environmental Protection Agency’s National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), Phase II program to prevent polluted storm water runoff
from entering U.S. water bodies. As part of NPDES, Phase II, the City requires Notice of Intent
Permits for construction projects that will disturb an acre or more of ground. The City also has
adopted best management practices (BMPs) for construction sites to prevent sediment from
reaching the stormwater system and staffs a full7time employee to enforce the BMP construction
requirements (City of Manhattan, 2012).
Riley County has adopted riparian buffer regulations requiring specific buffer zones based on the
order of the stream (Riley County, 2012).
These policies should be continued within the City and Riley County. A similar policy is encouraged
to be adopted in rural Pottawatomie County to reduce erosion of stream banks and improve water
quality of stormwater runoff entering tributaries of the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers.
Other agencies, such as the Riley County and Pottawatomie County Conservation Districts, provide
educational and technical support and possible funding sources to preserve natural resources in the
two counties.
The City has also adopted policies and procedures for post7construction BMPs, which through
structural and non7structural measures, are intended to provide for long7term water quality
improvement for individual lots and/or entire subdivisions (City of Manhattan, Kansas, 2012).
The City and Counties should continue to participate in these types of programs and projects to
protect existing homes and businesses.

TOOL: WATER QUALITY ENHANCEMENT
Advisable
As described above in Tool: Erosion and Sediment Control, the City, Counties and other agencies
have plans, policies, and regulations in place to begin addressing water quality issues. These items
include pre7 and post7construction BMPs and riparian buffer regulations. However, more can and
should be done, where feasible. A variety of local groups and organizations can partner to address
both water quality issues and other environmental concerns along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers
and in other parts of the City and the two counties. These groups include classes and organizations
at Kansas State University. Collaboration and cooperation projects, such as rain barrel giveaways
which have been done in the past at Sunset Zoo, can be accomplished. A number of classes at
Kansas State University can assist government entities in developing educational programs and
assist private property owners with technical assistance to address water quality concerns. More
collaboration and cooperative endeavors should be explored to tackle these needs.
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TOOL: ENHANCEMENT
OPPORTUNITIES

OF

RECREATION

AND

EDUCATIONAL

Advisable
A variety of recreation amenities exist along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers, including the Linear
Trail, Rocky Ford Recreational Area and the trails and recreational amenities in the Tuttle Creek
River Pond Area (see map below). Currently, there is no direct connection via a recreation trail
between all of these amenities. To date, no specific master plan has been created to study and
expand on this concept, however an opportunity exists. A trail network is established from the Tuttle
Creek River Pond area, to the Rocky Ford Recreation Area and Dyer Road. This trail network could
be extended to the city limits to connect to the Linear Trail network and area parks, making this a
regional park and trail network along the rivers. An update to the Manhattan Urban Area
Comprehensive Plan, jointly developed and adopted by the City, Pottawatomie County and Riley
County in 2012, includes applicable policies in Chapter 5 – Natural Resources and Environment that
promote the creation of trails and connected open space areas along riparian stream corridors,
including the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers.

FIGURE 25: PERMANENT ACQUISITION
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In addition to the expansion of recreation along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers, a regional trail and
park network, if done correctly, could also be used to preserve more open space in the floodplains,
which will assist in improving erosion and water quality and potentially reduce flooding in their
tributaries. This concept could also include an educational component to describe a variety of
functions and topics related to natural and cultural resources found in the watersheds. A joint
venture between the City and the two counties will most likely be needed to study the preferred
route, purchase easements and property, and work with the USACE and the State of Kansas
Department of Wildlife, Parks and Tourism. A funding source will need to be established to make
this trail network a reality.

TOOL: PRESERVATION

OF

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Advisable
Humans have been attracted to the Big Blue and Kansas River watersheds for more than 13,000
years. Clues to their activities exist in a rich record of varied cultural resources. Constructed
features, artifacts, and human remains of the prehistoric and historic inhabitants of this area include
those of early hunters, prehistoric farmers, early historic village dwellers (such as the Kanza [Kaw]
Indians), travelers along the Oregon Trail, Euroamerican and Afroamerican settlers, and others.
Among these are abundant remains revealing prehistoric and historic agrarian lifeways characteristic
of the Flint Hill.
The City of Manhattan, encouraged by the Historic Resources Board, obtained funding from the
National Park Service and Kansas Historical Society to seek expertise from Kansas State
University’s Department of Sociology, Anthropology, and Social Work to complete an archaeological
survey of the 2009 Manhattan Urban Area. This resulted in identification of more than 100
archaeological sites in the planning area, including within the Big Blue and Kansas watersheds. (The
archaeological and historic richness of the Blue River watershed is also indicated by various cultural
resource surveys conducted for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers related to Tuttle Creek
Reservoir.) These are but a small sample of the numerous cultural resources in this historically
significant region. Future land modification projects related to this Floodplain Management Plan
must include appropriate expertise and resources to identify those cultural resources not yet
recognized and evaluate their significance. Identification, evaluation, and preservation strategies
must be integrated into early stages of the planning process for full benefit of multiple stakeholders.

Strategy 4:

Modifying Floodwaters

This strategy and set of tools focuses on managing the floodwaters with the following specific
features: the dam, stormwater detention basins, levees and floodwalls, landforms, channel
alterations, diversions, and pump stations.
Since the late 1950s, communities have considered structural features to bring acceptable solutions
for the flood hazards. Several of these structures are currently in place along the Big Blue and
Kansas Rivers, including Tuttle Creek Dam and the Manhattan Levee System.
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TOOL: A DAM

AND

RESERVOIR

Advisable and Further Evaluation Needed
The Tuttle Creek Dam and Reservoir was built in 1962 and is managed by the USACE. The dam is
six miles north of Manhattan. The reservoir is a multipurpose project with the following authorized
purposes: Flood Control, Low Flow Supplementation (Big Blue and Kansas Rivers), Navigation
Supplementation (Missouri River), Water Quality, Water Supply, Recreation, and Fish and Wildlife.
The structure has been a highly effective tool for managing floodwaters on a regional basis, as
supported by the estimated $6.5 billion in flood damages prevented as of 2012. On a local basis,
the dam is effective at managing floods for the community, working in tandem with other measures
such as the Manhattan Levee and floodplain management measures required under the FEMA
National Flood Insurance Program. The dam is designed to prevent flooding, but the reservoir
operation can be very limited in water release flexibility in times of extreme drought and extreme
flood. Therefore, public understanding of this is important and was the subject of public involvement
efforts in 2014 and 2015 as the Flood Insurance Rate Maps were updated.
Sedimentation. The USACE anticipated that Tuttle Creek Reservoir would gradually silt in as soil
washed out of the land upstream. Despite land use practices encouraged by the Natural Resource
Conservation Service (NRCS), sedimentation has occurred slightly faster than originally projected.
However, the Flood Control Capacity does not face as much risk of being adversely affected as the
Multipurpose Pool. At some point, perhaps 10 to 20 years from now, Further Evaluation Is Needed
for studying the effectiveness of managing the sediment accumulated in the reservoir. A future
action item could be pursued with USACE, although a local sponsor for the study would have to step
forward.
As described, the Tuttle Creek Dam has been successful protecting property downstream from
significant, repetitive flooding in most situations and the support of the structure is advisable.
Additional structures of similar size and scale in the immediate area is unfeasible and is not
advisable.

TOOL: STORMW ATER DETENTION BASINS
Advisable
In 2009, the City of Manhattan updated its Design and Construction Standard Specifications and
Policies to require new subdivisions and infill projects that are 0.5 acres or larger to have stormwater
release rates equal to or less than the pre>developed condition for the 2>year, 10>year, and 100>year
storms. When the pre> vs. post>development stormwater releases are not achievable, stormwater
detention measures are required on the site, in an appropriate location. This stormwater
requirement has been implemented in new developments and redevelopment areas in the City. A
detention structure would typically be inappropriate near a stream and/or in the floodplain, because
the release of the stormwater from the detention basin could coincide with stormwater flowing into
the area from upstream, which would compound the amount of stormwater in the area; possibly
worsening the flood risks. The most appropriate location for stormwater detention structures in the
middle and upper reaches of watershed.
Few examples exist in the Big Blue and Kansas River Watershed, but examples of detention basins
in the Wildcat Creek Watershed on the west side of Manhattan have proven to be beneficial in
decreasing the risk of flooding as well as improving sedimentation control. These new basins have
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significantly reduced the rate of runoff from these developments and the surrounding areas to the
point they have lessened the base flood elevation and shrunk the mapped floodplain boundaries
below these basins, when comparing the 2010 and 2015 flood studies for Riley County.
In addition to requiring detention basins where appropriate, the City of Manhattan has also
implemented the practice of requiring restrictive covenants, running with the property, to identify who
will own and maintain the basins and what measures will be taken by the City in the event a
detention basin is not maintained. These measures may include the City doing the required
maintenance of the detention basin and assessing the property for the cost of the work.
Because of the dynamics of the Big Blue Watershed below Tuttle Creek Reservoir, detention basins
will not make any meaningful difference to the flood risks along the main stem of the river. However,
these basins can decrease localized flooding along tributaries of the Big Blue River to lessen the
flood risk and improve sediment and erosion control.
This policy should be continued within the City. A similar policy is encouraged to be adopted in rural
Pottawatomie County and Riley County to reduce the rate of runoff from new developments that
could go into tributaries of the Big Blue River and effect properties downstream.

TOOL: LEVEES

AND

FLOODWALLS

Advisable (current structure) and Not Advisable (new structure)
The Manhattan Levee System on the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers was constructed in 1964 by the
USACE. Since the completion of the levee system, the City of Manhattan has maintained the
structure and its accessory systems. The levee system protects a number of the region’s
commercial centers, including Manhattan’s Central Business District, industrial areas, the City’s
wastewater treatment plant and fresh water supply, as well as a number of homes in the older part of
Manhattan, totaling over $1 billion dollars of public and private investment.
The USACE Manhattan Levee Feasibility Report (2015) documented the opportunities for reducing
the flood risk behind the levee in the vicinity of the confluence of the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers.
The Big Blue River is the largest tributary of the Kansas River. The feasibility report clarified that a
federal interest exists in increasing the level of protection currently offered.
With the completion of the USACE feasibility report, federal funding is pending authorization for a
design and construction project. Federal funding appropriations for construction of improvements
will eventually follow. A recommended step is for the City to begin budgeting dollars towards the
City’s portion of property acquisition and construction.
Through the USACE feasibility report, analysis was made to determine if extending the levee system
to the north from the intersection of Casement Road and Hayes Road to Barnes /Dyer Road was
feasible. Although a new levee system would protect a number of homes and public infrastructure in
the northeast part of Manhattan, the initial cost>to>benefit analysis of such a levee did not meet the
parameters set forth by the USACE to justify it as a recommended civil works project. The rough
estimated price of the new levee was over $65 million, making it unfeasible for the local jurisdictions
to fund such a major structure. Because of the cost, a new levee is not advisable at this time.
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TOOL: LANDFORMS
Further Evaluation Needed
The City of Manhattan and Riley County recognize that some areas of the Big Blue and Kansas
River floodplains may benefit from structural measures that are less substantial than a levee, but
could direct floodwaters away from structures. A landform or training dikes have been used in
situations around the country to better manage flows and reduce the adverse effect upon land
owners. Analysis of a training dike that may help the land owners around the Dix Subdivision and
other subdivisions nearby could be done at a later date. During the development and plan
formulation for the USACE Manhattan Levee Feasibility Report (2015), this analysis was initially
examined for possible inclusion in the federal project. Although a federal interest was not justified
through the report, enough research was done to show some merits in a training dike or other similar
landforms to divert floodwaters away from existing structures. The feasibility report also pointed to
the need for flood risk adaptive measures, as described in the Modifying Human Susceptibility to
Flood Hazards and also Modifying the Impact of Flooding. Further Evaluation is Needed to
determine if a training dike or other kind of landforms are possible to reduce the risk of flooding in
the watershed.

TOOL: CHANNEL ALTERATIONS, DIVERSIONS,

AND

BYPASSES

Further Evaluation Needed
The USACE Manhattan Levee Feasibility Report (2015) documented the levee system is an integral
component for achieving successful flood risk management for the communities. Two key elements
were discussed during the plan formulation work in regards to the channel adjacent to the levee and
the diversion nearby in the commercial area on U.S. 24 Highway. The first element relates to
constriction points at the U.S. 24 Highway Bridge and the Union Pacific Railroad Bridge, which
creates a series of bottle necks to the flow of floodwater in this area. This bottleneck does not allow
the floodwaters to flow freely and causes the water to back up further into the Big Blue River
floodplain. The second element is the protection against encroaching into the floodway to the north
of these two bridges. These issues relate to managing the flow of the floodwaters and the feasibility
of a channel alteration that may help by widening the river channel, as opposed to deepening.
Another measure would be managing the roughness of the channel, or more specifically how
unmanaged vegetation may adversely affect the performance of other vital structural features,
namely the Manhattan Levee.
Further Evaluation is Needed by KDOT and Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR) regarding the
replacement or major rehabilitation on the two bridges. City9county9county initiatives should
collaborate to engage both KDOT and UPRR to address the bridge improvement simultaneously.
An upstream conveyance improvement may put the downstream structure at risk for some higher
flood events, which is the reason to make future studies coincide.
During significant flood events, the floodway expands beyond the river channel and impacts a
number of private property owners and their structures. Because of the impact of these flood waters
on private property, as well as the potential impacts on adjacent property if the floodway is
encroached upon or obstructed, special floodplain management oversight should be implemented.
Although developing in the floodway is strictly discouraged, all three entities allow for development in
this high risk flood area, if it can be proven the development will not raise the elevation of the base
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flood. To mitigate this potential issue, changes to the floodplain regulations for the City and two
Counties should be made to prohibit development in the floodway, or the communities should
attempt to purchase the properties to control the area and maintain the land in a condition suitable
for the conveyance of floodwaters. An alternative approach to purchasing the land could be to
purchase the development rights to building structures, etc. on the property.
An important recommendation is to keep a well maintained channel that limits the potential for
obstructions caused by debris. Trees represent the highest vegetative restriction to the flood flows.
The bridge’s structural members will also be a place for flood borne debris to catch, causing an
increase in flooding as well as damages to the bridge. The action of debris management could be a
collaborative effort by the City of Manhattan, Riley County and Pottawatomie County and could be
described in detail as part of a future emergency action plan.
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TOOL: PUMP STATIONS
Advisable
The USACE Manhattan Levee Feasibility Report (2015) documented how pump stations for
managing floodwaters are important to the function of the levee along both the Big Blue and Kansas
Rivers. These facilities are aging and, in order to address flood risks, were evaluated as to whether
or not there was a federal interest in future improvements.
This tool is an important piece of the Floodplain Management Plan, and several aspects of the tool
are effective and have sub1elements or associated elements that are recommended. These pumps
stations are advisable to be addressed as the USACE feasibility report describes. In addition, the
City will need to continue the operation and maintenance in the manner required in the Operation
and Maintenance Plan for the Manhattan Levee System. It is advisable the City periodically review
the requirements of the Public Law 84199 and ensure the Floodplain Management Plan, the
Emergency Action Plan, and any flood fighting plan are in harmony with the requirements for
USACE assistance.
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V.

A CTION P LAN

Through recommendations developed and collected throughout the public input process, as
presented previously in the document; the action plan was developed to implement the FMP.
Possible strategies and tools of the action plan were evaluated for their relationship to the goals and
objectives of the FMP (Section III) and the feasibility to complete the action.
Pottawatomie County, Riley County and the City of Manhattan professional staff developed the
following detailed action plan for the implementation of the community’s selected strategy and/or
tools, and the schedule for implementation. A top priority for the FMP and the action plan is to
establish a reliable funding source that will allow the communities to pay for the level of effort
necessary to manage the floodplains along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers, as outlined in this
document. Following the development of the action plan, discussions of how to fund these items
through existing utility funds or through capital improvement must be conducted. Municipal funds
could match state and federal grant funds to further the progress of the action plan. Without a
sustainable and dedicated funding source, the FMP will fail to achieve the identified goals and
reduce the impacts of flooding along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers.

ACTION ITEMS

TABLE 3: SUMMARY OF ACTION ITEMS
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Description of Action Items
This section provides the detailed explanation of the FMP action items.

ADOPTION OF THE BIG BLUE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

AND

KANSAS RIVERS FLOODPLAIN

The Big Blue and Kansas Rivers Floodplain Management Plan is the culmination of over a year of
participation and work by the Technical Advisory Group, the Public Action Working Group,
concerned citizens and City and the Counties professional staff. The FMP documents these efforts
and creates an action plan to implement strategies and tools to promote mitigation of flooding along
the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers. To strengthen the resolve of this plan, a public approval process
shall be conducted. The public participation process will ultimately conclude with the governing
bodies of Pottawatomie County, Riley County and the City of Manhattan amending the Manhattan
Urban Area Comprehensive Plan, the Pottawatomie County Comprehensive Plan and the Riley
County Vision 2025 Comprehensive Plan to reference the document. This process should begin
immediately and is anticipated to be completed within three (3) months.

ESTABLISH
PROCESS

A

CITY

AND

COUNTY DEVELOPMENT COORDINATION

The Big Blue River runs along the border of Pottawatomie County and Riley County. The City of
Manhattan lies within these two counties. Development within the watershed can affect City and
rural County residents and business owners alike in all three jurisdictions. Professional staff
members from the entities, and when applicable, from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, should
form an informal technical working group to discuss development plans occurring within the
watershed and how the development may impact the dynamics of the floodplain. This group is
informal in nature and is in no way intended to replace the work of the respective planning boards or
governing bodies, but rather have planning and engineering employees who can comment on issues
and work in a coordinated effort to address them. Staff members who would be included in these
informal discussions would be planners, floodplain managers, emergency managers, city and county
engineers, and stormwater engineers. The process to create a system for coordinated review of
development within the watershed should begin immediately. This system is anticipated to be
completed within three (3) months; however, once created, it should remain as a permanent method
for promoting communication and coordination.

INCLUDE
THE
BIG
BLUE
AND
KANSAS
RIVERS
FLOODPLAIN
MANAGEMENT PLAN IN THE REGIONAL MULTI1JURISDICTIONAL HAZARD
MITIGATION PLAN
The region, including Pottawatomie County and Riley County, has an approved Hazard Mitigation
Plan. This Floodplain Management Plan and its accompanying details should be referenced in the
Hazard Mitigation Plan. Some elements that should be considered for inclusion to enhance the
understanding of flood risks are the flood hazard profiles associated with the 2015 Flood Insurance
Study update. Having a Hazard Mitigation Plan that specifically addresses flood risks on the Big
Blue, Kansas and other rivers, creeks and flood prone areas, will be creditable actions in the FEMA
Community Rating System and/or contribute to eligibility for FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program funding. Because of the timing of updates to the regional plan, this action item is
anticipated to be completed in five (5) years.
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DEVELOP

A

COMPREHENSIVE FLOOD HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

Wide varieties of flood risk adaptive measures are available to Pottawatomie County, Riley County
and the City of Manhattan to reduce the risk of flooding along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers. As
discussed in the Strategies and Tools Section, the Floodplain Management Plan process included a
public engagement component specifically revolving around this topic for property owners. The
Strategies and Tools section provides greater details of this topic.
This action item recommends a comprehensive approach to mitigating the risk of flooding on the Big
Blue and Kansas Rivers be created. The comprehensive Flood Hazard Mitigation Plan is envisioned
to consist of three (3) parts:
1. Structural solutions. This portion of the Comprehensive Flood Hazard Mitigation Plan would
be a collection of the City and the two County’s list of stormwater infrastructure projects and
should be periodically reviewed and potentially combined into shared projects that resolve
flood issues. Such projects could be:
•
•
•
•
•

Detention basins located in the upper reaches of tributaries to the Big Blue and
Kansas Rivers.
New or enlarged stormwater infrastructure, such as stormwater sewers, culverts, and
swales to divert stormwater runoff.
Stream bank improvements to minimize or prevent significant erosion.
Stream channel restoration projects to improve stream function of tributaries into the
Big Blue and Kansas Rivers.
Maintenance of existing stormwater infrastructure.

2. Major Flood Adaptive Measures. This section would be the heart of the plan to outline which
private properties would benefit from being elevated or moved away from the floodplain to
lessen the flood risk or bought out to eliminate the flood risks. As detailed in the Strategies
and Tools Section, all applicable flood adaptive measures will be considered. This section
should include a prioritized list of properties that would benefit from a flood adaptive
measure, based on risk factors of the structure and characteristics of the flood risk. These
factors could be:
•
•
•
•

Probability of being flooded
Repetitive flooding
Depth of floodwaters
Velocity of floodwater

Using a systematic approach to prioritize these properties, a benefit to cost analysis can be
created, which would determine not only the most at1risk properties and the ones needing to
be mitigated, but also properties that would be the best candidates for state or federal grant
dollars that require a benefit1to1cost ratio of 1.0 or greater.
An added benefit of developing such a prioritized list of properties needing flood adaptive
measures is the potential exists that clusters of properties, such as sections of streets or
entire neighborhoods, could apply for state or federal grants, which would address the risk
collectively, instead of having a “Swiss cheese” effect in an area.
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3. Personal Flood Adaptive Measures. Floods can occur in grand scales where homes are
destroyed by violent or prolonged flood events. Floods can also cause minor damage to
homes or businesses, such as wet carpets. These minor types of floods can be more of a
nuisance and would not generally necessitate spending tens of thousands of dollars to
elevate or move the house. The third component of the Comprehensive Flood Mitigation
Plan would be to develop a list of best practices or a user guide of tools that would create
simple barriers to prevent such minor flooding. These tools could be simple waterproof
barriers placed in a doorway or applying waterproofing materials on the foundation walls.
These strategies and tools generally would not reduce the premium costs of flood insurance,
but it could reduce the need for making small claims to the National Flood Insurance
Program
Because of the complexity of the Comprehensive Flood Hazard Mitigation Plan, this action item
could take two (2) or more years to complete.

Develop Future Conditions model and Flood Insurance Rate Maps
As explained in Section II, the City of Manhattan contracted with AMEC Environment &
Infrastructure (AMEC) to develop a flood model based on the Wildcat Creek watershed and the
Marlatt Ditch Drainage Area being completely built out, in conformance with the Manhattan Urban
Area Comprehensive Plan’s Future Land Use Map. This information has been valuable to residents,
developers, lenders, and public officials by more accurately depicting what flooding could occur in
the future (10 – 15 years) and how new development and redeveloped areas should be designed to
protect against flood dangers and to reduce future risks.
The “Future Conditions Model” has been incorporated into the City’s floodplain regulations, which
uses the future 1% annual chance flood as the basis for regulating new and redeveloped properties.
Regulating properties located in the future conditions floodplain and to future 1% annual flood
elevation will decrease the level of risk of flooding the property owners will face. The description of
adopting higher standard floodplain regulations is further discussed in the sub1section of Strategy 1,
under Development Policies and Land Use Regulations.
Limited funds at the time resulted in the future conditions flood model being limited to the two (2)
watersheds: the Wildcat Creek Watershed and the Marlatt Ditch Drainage Area. Both areas were
growth areas in the City and the Wildcat Creek Watershed had experienced significant and repetitive
flooding in the past. The flood model would provide the needed information to determine where
residential and business growth should safely occur and to address the flood risks in the areas.
The future conditions model should be expanded to the rest of the Big Blue River Watershed from
the face of the reservoir to at least the confluence with the Kansas River and its major tributaries.
This will provide the City and the two Counties additional information that can guide future
developments, redevelopments and how to mitigate existing properties to a safer extent. Due to
funding and the time it takes to develop this complete flood model, this action item will take over two
(2) years to complete.

Research and adopt higher standard floodplain regulations
The sub1section Stategy1: Modifying Human Susceptibility to Flood Hazards lists a number of broad,
higher standard floodplain regulation concepts that can be considered and adopted. This would
allow development within floodplains under certain conditions, while providing for lower risk of
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flooding and reduction or elimination of impacts on adjacent properties up or downstream of the
development.
The City of Manhattan has developed and adopted a set of higher standard regulations that uses the
boundary of the future conditions flood model and the elevation associated with that model. The
City’s higher standard of floodplain regulations also has compensatory storage requirements for fill in
the floodplain and has adjusted substantial damage and improvement requirements. The higher
standard regulations are designed to protect new developments, as well as existing homes and
businesses.
Pottawatomie County and Riley County should consider creating and adopting similar regulations to
establish a uniform development pattern with seamless regulations in the floodplains. This would
reduce confusion for property owners and developers and would avoid nonconforming issues for any
structures on property being annexed into the City of Manhattan. The City’s new regulations were
adopted along with the new Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) in March, 2015. Developing the
new future conditions maps and/or new FIRMs will take several years. However, other regulations
such as compensatory storage and lowering the substantial improvement/damage thresholds may
be completed in less time. This action item should be considered within the next two (2) years.

Develop Erosion Control and Water Quality Requirements
Erosion control is an ongoing problem along the banks of the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers. Erosion
control efforts by the City, Counties and property owners should work to prevent or repair eroded
stream banks to restore and stabilize the bank. Assistance can be in the form of sponsoring state
and federal grants and projects.
There are many plans, policies and regulations available to ensure water quality. These include pre1
and post1construction BMPs and riparian buffer regulations. However, more can and should be
done where feasible. A variety of local groups and organizations can be partnered with to address
both water quality issues and other environmental concerns. These groups include classes and
organizations at Kansas State University and local environmental groups.

Develop Stormwater Detention Requirements
On March 1, 2009, an update to the City of Manhattan’s Design and Construction Standard
Specifications and Policies was adopted that made changes to the Stormwater Detention
Requirements. The updated requirements are summarized as follows:
The stormwater detention requirement has changed for the post development condition for
new subdivision and infill projects that are 0.5 acres or larger. Previously the Stormwater
Management Master Plan (SWMMP) established maximum allowable release rates on Page
19 for the 2'year, 10'year and 100'year storm events on a per acreage basis. The new criteria
for both new subdivisions and infill developments shall provide stormwater detention on site
and the post'development condition shall have stormwater release rates equal to or less than
the pre'developed condition. Developers should continue to have licensed professional
engineers prepare drainage studies on all new developments and infill projects to determine
the impact and mitigating methods to keep post developed conditions for the 2'year, 10'year,
and 100'year storm events equal to or less than the pre'developed condition.
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The requirement has been implemented in new developments and redevelopment areas where it is
appropriate, such as the upper reaches of a watershed. A detention structure would typically be
inappropriate near a stream and/or in the floodplain. In addition to requiring detention basins where
they are appropriate, the City of Manhattan has also implemented the practice of requiring restrictive
covenants on the property identifying who will own and maintain the basins and what measures will
be taken by the City in the event a detention basin is not maintained. These measures can include
the City doing the required maintenance of the detention basin and assessing the property for the
cost of the work. A similar policy is encouraged to be adopted in Pottawatomie County and Riley
County to reduce the rate of runoff from new developments.
Detention basins are best used in the middle to upper reaches of a watershed where they can slow
the rate of runoff from an area before it reaches a stream. If designed properly, these basins should
lessen the impacts of a flood by reducing the amount of peak flows in a flood. A detention basin
located in a floodplain or close to the receiving body in the watershed is typically not appropriate
because it can hold back floodwaters and release the water at a time when floodwaters from
upstream reach the area. This can worsen a flood event by “stacking” the water released from a
detention basin onto the peak floodwaters, making the flood event deeper, longer lasting and more
significant.

Maintain and Expand Existing Flood Warning Systems
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Pottawatomie County, Riley County and the City of
Manhattan established an extensive system of tone and voice modulated sirens throughout the Big
Blue River Valley while the Tuttle Creek Reservoir Dam was being reinforced and retrofitted. This
siren system was originally developed in the rare case of a structural failure of the dam before the
retrofit and reinforcement project could be completed.
The project was completed by the USACE, in 2010 and the need for this siren system for a structure
failure is minimal. However, the equipment still is present and is operated by Riley County,
Pottawatomie County and the City of Manhattan to provide notifications to the public, including
flooding for the area. This existing system should be maintained and its use continued to warn
residents of flood threats and other disasters.
Pottawatomie County, Riley County and the City of Manhattan are using the Northeast Kansas
Notification system, a mass notification system that allows the emergency management officials to
alert residents of emergency and non1emergency situations. The system is an “opt1in” system,
where residents sign up to the service to get email, text or phone call notices of emergencies and
other public awareness announcements. Wireless Emergency Alerts (WEA) and Integrated Public
Alert and Warning System (IPAWS) may also be used to notify all cellular telephones during a
disaster.
The region’s emergency notice system should also be expanded to include areas where it currently
does not reach to provide complete coverage of the Big Blue Valley and Kansas River Valley. The
system should also be expanded to include new technologies that do not currently exist in the
mainstream of warning systems.

Page | 71

Develop a Comprehensive Public Outreach Plan
There is an extensive amount of information property owners and tenants in or near a floodplain
should know before, during and after a flood event. The City and Counties can be a valuable
clearinghouse for this information. Through traditional public information channels and newer
channels, such as social media and mobile applications, the following information should be
disseminated:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

National Floodplain Insurance Program (NFIP) information and requirements
Local Floodplain Regulations
Information and guidelines for developing in the floodplain
General flood risks for the community
Specific flood risks for areas of the City
Emergency preparedness information
Emergency evacuation information
Post*flood disaster recovery information

Through a comprehensive public outreach plan, these topics can be better disseminated to the
public. A comprehensive public outreach plan can also earn Community Rating System credits,
which may decrease NFIP premiums for property owners. The action item should be created within
twelve (12) months, then continually maintained, reviewed and refined to provide residents and
property owners with information about flood risks.

Develop a Post Disaster Recovery Plan
Due to the dynamics of the flood risk along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers and the public utility
services present in the river valleys, a post disaster recovery plan should be considered. The flood
protection offered by Tuttle Creek Reservoir significantly reduces the potential for flash flooding
along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers. Because of the integrated flood protection structures in the
Kansas River Watershed, the most likely type of flood event would be a prolonged inundation of
floodwaters, spanning over several days or weeks. This type of flooding can devastate the physical
and social infrastructure of neighborhoods and communities.
In addition to the prolonged flood risk from the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers, the region’s potable
water and sanitary sewer systems are located in these river valleys. A significant number of the
region’s business centers, including Manhattan’s Central Business District and several major
industrial parks are located in the Big Blue and Kansas River Valley. Restricted access to these
areas because of floodwaters, or complete inundation of these regionally important utilities and
economic centers, would risk the health and well*being of the region.
Examples of how this type of flooding impacts a city or region are numerous. The examples include
the 1993 flood events in the Midwest, flooding on the Red River in North and South Dakota and
Minnesota in 1997 and the effects of Hurricane Katrina in 2005. Lessons should be garnered from
these past events to develop plans on how the City would recover from such a devastating flood
event and other disasters. This plan should include repairing of the impacted utility systems, what
steps should be taken while these systems are being repaired and a housing and economic recovery
plan.
The complexity of such a plan requires this action item to take two (2) years or more to complete.
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Develop a Big Blue River Recreation Plan
As described in Tool: Enhancement of Recreation and Educational Opportunities, by expanding
upon existing facilities, opportunities are available to develop a recreation corridor along the Big Blue
River that could protect the riparian corridor, help maintain the floodway and floodplain as open
space, improve quality of life in the City, Pottawatomie County and Riley County and possibly create
educational programs and products.
The three (3) entities should jointly develop a recreation plan to create such a corridor. With the
complexity of such a master plan, the anticipated time line is at least two (2) or more years.

Join the Community Rating System
The Community Rating System (CRS) is outlined in Strategy 2: Modifying the Impact of Flooding.
The City of Manhattan was accepted into CRS in May 2013, with a Class 8, a 10% reduction in flood
insurance premiums for property owners located in the floodplain. The City should continue its
participation in the program and work to earn more activity credits through higher regulatory
standards, more public outreach and expanding the flood warning system.
Riley County has also been accepted into the CRS program as a Class 9 Community, which means
policy holders are receiving a 5% discount on their flood insurance premiums. Riley County should
also continue its participation in the program and work to expand the activity credits to achieve a
higher community rating and provide a larger insurance premium discount to NFIP policy holders.
Pottawatomie County should consider joining the CRS Program. Pottawatomie County should earn
enough credit points to enter the program and provide at least a 5% reduction in flood insurance
premiums to policy holders. The typical application process takes twelve (12) – eighteen (18)
months.

Maintain and Expand the Existing Flood Protection Facilities
The City of Manhattan maintains the levee system along the Big Blue and Kansas Rivers. All three
entities maintain an extensive system of stormwater infrastructure in their jurisdiction. The adequate
maintenance of these existing systems is important to residents, businesses and the environment to
reduce widespread flood issues and address erosion concerns.
Where feasible, the City and the two counties should look to expand these flood protection facilities
to further protect those in harm’s way. For any large civic projects, such as constructing a new levee
or dam structure, partnerships with state and federal agencies will most likely be required. For
instance, the City has partnered with the USACE to study the feasibility of raising the levee system
for added flood protection and to rehabilitate existing pumps and gates associated with the structure.
The continued maintenance of these structures should be ongoing. The study, design and
construction of any new stormwater infrastructure improvements can be complicated and may
require two (2) or more years to complete.
This action item will be ongoing.
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D EF INITIONS
The following words help to unify the communities and provide consistency in conducting the work
associated with this living document.
Best Management Practices (BMPs) , measures intended to provide an on–the,ground, practical
solution to diffuse pollution problems from all sources and sectors. They are technology and
education based requirements in federal stormwater regulations that call for the implementation of
controls to reduce the discharge of pollutants to the maximum extent practicable in municipal
stormwater systems.
Community Based Floodplain – A floodplain modeled based on hydrological and hydraulic data,
information and knowledge to predict current and/or future flood risks for an area.
Comprehensive Plan, a plan including recommendations for new and operating projects, primarily
for Corps implementation, but in coordination with other agency efforts, and focusing on one or more
Corps mission areas in Civil Works.
Geographic Information Systems (GIS) , a database of points, lines, shapes, and a set of
attributes that are geospatially referenced and enable quality communication of the interrelationships
of the data via visual aids, such as maps.
Ecosystem Restoration, the practice of restoring degraded significant ecosystem structure
function and dynamic processes to a less degraded more natural condition; to improve or re,
establish structural components and functions of natural areas; to mimic as closely as possible
conditions which would occur in the area in the absence of human changes to landscape and
hydrology. Considered one of several mission areas of Civil Works planning.
Feasibility Study, for the Corps of Engineers, this is a study lasting less than three years, when
adequately funded, that uses a specific six step planning process to form projects composed of
alternatives that are acceptable to the locals and the federal government to solve a problem. Also
synonymous with Feasibility Planning Study.
Flood Risk Management, the shared practice among local communities, state and federal agencies
of flood damage reduction that includes and extends beyond structural measures to include the
proper management of all parts of watersheds to address flooding, to address opportunities for
wider, shared, programmatic approaches and multi,purpose flood damage reduction projects, and to
better clarify the level of risk associated with flood damage reduction measures.
Non$Structural Measures, measures that do not include physical or constructed components but
rely sole on policies, maintenance practices, or management activities.
Risk Communication, integrating effective communication of risk and reliability concepts,
alternatives levels of risk, and the associated consequences to the public and other stakeholders.
Stakeholders, those that have a stake in the outcome of a project; those that can provide vital
input on issues that affect data, possible alternatives, and efforts of the project delivery team (PDT);
stakeholders includes sponsors, constituents, residents, businesses, groups, agencies, cities, not,
for,profit organizations, etc. and will all be respected even though external to the PDT; may become
part of the PDT when the PDT agrees to accept them to be involved with a level of effort identified in
a project’s project management plan.
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Structural Measures, measures that include physical alterations or constructed components as part
of an alternative or plan.
Water Quality, a measure of the suitability of water for specific uses based on chemical, biological
and physical characteristics. These characteristics are compared to standards and guidelines to
determine if the water meets designated uses. Water quality is affected by both natural process as
well as human activities, and a healthy environment supports a diverse community of organisms and
protects public health.
Watershed, the area that collects and conveys rainfall to a common point along a stream or river.
Synonymous with basin.
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