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DEVIATION REQUEST (Attach diagrams, figures, and other documentation to clarify request) 

A deviation from the standards of or in Section ECM section 3.3.3 Open Channel Design Standards of the Engineering Criteria 

Manual (ECM) is requested for the Sand Creek Channel Design – Low Flow Channel Capacity. 
 

Identify the specific ECM standard which a deviation is requested: 

Per ECM Section 3.3.3 Item B.  All open channels shall conform to DCM Volume 1 and Volume 2.  Per DCM Vol. 1 chapter 6.5 
Open Channel Design Criteria, Section 3 Channel Cross Sections, the Low Flow Channel shall generally be designed to convey 
10% of the 100 year storm. 

 

State the reason for the requested deviation: 

The geomorphology study recommended a much smaller “low flow” channel section. 

 

Explain the proposed alternative and compare to the ECM standards (May provide applicable regional or national standards used 
as basis): 

See Exhibit A for a representation of the “geomorphologist recommended” low flow channel cross section.   
 
The proposed low flow channel in the Sterling Ranch Sand Creek design is approximately 16.9 feet wide and 1.54 feet deep and 
has a capacity of 29 cubic feet per second.  The low flow channel is armored with 24” deep type M void filled rip rap. 
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Note: DCM Update Section 9.1
Q low-flow = 103DA^0.4 was checked => 150-170 cfs
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LIMITS OF CONSIDERATION  

(At least one of the conditions listed below must be met for this deviation request to be considered.) 
 

☐  The ECM standard is inapplicable to the particular situation. 

☐  Topography, right-of-way, or other geographical conditions or impediments impose an undue hardship and an equivalent 

alternative that can accomplish the same design objective is available and does not compromise public safety or accessibility. 

☒  A change to a standard is required to address a specific design or construction problem, and if not modified, the standard will 

impose an undue hardship on the applicant with little or no material benefit to the public. 
 
Provide justification: 

The geomorpologist’s reasoning for the smaller low flow channel cross section was that base flows in this reach of the channel are 
a fraction of the ECM criteria. Base flows in this portion of Sand Creek are a fraction of the required low flow capacity and the 
required low flow channel would be far larger than necessary to deal with the base flows, eventually leading the channel to cut its 
own low flow section for base flows. By using a narrower multi-stage section within the bankfull, dense vegetation can establish 
itself, particularly along the inner berm. Instead of the bankfull being sized for the larger events, the flood terrace has been sized to 
convey the two year storm. The frequency that the flood terrace sees inundation will also allow for denser vegetation within the 
flood terrace extents. Since the bankfull will be carrying a smaller proportion of the larger events, the floodplain is wide enough to 
ensure that flow depth remains low outside of the flood terrace. Shear stresses in the overbanks are low enough that seeding and 
riparian plantings will be sufficient to withstand the high flow events, with only a few areas requiring more substantial treatment.  

 

CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL 

Per ECM section 5.8.7 the request for a deviation may be considered if the request is not based exclusively on financial 
considerations.  The deviation must not be detrimental to public safety or surrounding property.  The applicant must include 
supporting information demonstrating compliance with all of the following criteria: 

 
The deviation will achieve the intended result with a comparable or superior design and quality of improvement. 

This request is not based on financial considerations. The primary reason for the reduced size low flow channel is keep base flows 
contained and allow for a wide shallow flood terrace to promote dense wetland vegetation growth. 

 
The deviation will not adversely affect safety or operations. 

The deviation will not adversely affect safety or operations. 
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The deviation will not adversely affect maintenance and its associated cost. 

By using the recommended widths of the geomorphology study, a more stable channel thalweg is achieved which is more 
consistent with what has naturally occurred.  Maintenance requirements should be minimal. 
 

 
The deviation will not adversely affect aesthetic appearance. 

The deviation does not affect aesthetic appearance. 

 
The deviation meets the design intent and purpose of the ECM standards. 

Yes, the deviation meets the design intent and purpose of the ECM standards and is a balance of the various ECM and other 
agency standards for natural channel planning and design. 

 
The deviation meets the control measure requirements of Part I.E.3 and Part I.E.4 of the County’s MS4 permit, as applicable. 

Yes, the deviation meets the control measure requirements of Part I.E.3 and Part I.E.4 of the County’s MS4 permit.  As a 
streambed restoration project, it is exempted from MS4 water quality standards. 
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REVIEW AND RECOMMENDATION: 

 

Approved by the ECM Administrator 

This request has been determined to have met the criteria for approval.  A deviation from Section __________________ of the ECM is 
hereby granted based on the justification provided. 

┌                                                                                                                       ┐ 

 

 

 

└                                                                                                                       ┘ 

 

Denied by the ECM Administrator 

This request has been determined not to have met criteria for approval.  A deviation from Section __________________ of the ECM is 
hereby denied.  

┌                                                                                                                       ┐ 

 

 

 

└                                                                                                                       ┘ 

 

 

ECM ADMINISTRATOR COMMENTS/CONDITIONS: 
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Note: If the ECM Administrator decides to accept maintenance of the channel, full stabilization and vegetation density will be required prior to preliminary acceptance



 
 

Page 6 of 6 PCD File No. __CDR 20-4__ 

1.1. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this resource is to provide a form for documenting the findings and decision by the ECM 

Administrator concerning a deviation request. The form is used to document the review and decision concerning 

a requested deviation. The request and decision concerning each deviation from a specific section of the ECM 

shall be recorded on a separate form. 

1.2. BACKGROUND 

A deviation is a critical aspect of the review process and needs to be documented to ensure that the deviations 

granted are applied to a specific development application in conformance with the criteria for approval and that 

the action is documented as such requests can point to potential needed revisions to the ECM. 

1.3. APPLICABLE STATUTES AND REGULATIONS 

Section 5.8 of the ECM establishes a mechanism whereby an engineering design standard can be modified 

when if strictly adhered to, would cause unnecessary hardship or unsafe design because of topographical or 

other conditions particular to the site, and that a departure may be made without destroying the intent of such 

provision. 

1.4. APPLICABILITY 

All provisions of the ECM are subject to deviation by the ECM Administrator provided that one of the following 

conditions is met: 

 The ECM standard is inapplicable to a particular situation. 

 Topography, right-of-way, or other geographical conditions or impediments impose an undue hardship 

on the applicant, and an equivalent alternative that can accomplish the same design objective is 

available and does not compromise public safety or accessibility. 

 A change to a standard is required to address a specific design or construction problem, and if not 

modified, the standard will impose an undue hardship on the applicant with little or no material benefit to 

the public. 

1.5. TECHNICAL GUIDANCE 

The review shall ensure all criteria for approval are adequately considered and that justification for the deviation 

is properly documented. 

1.6. LIMITS OF APPROVAL 

Whether a request for deviation is approved as proposed or with conditions, the approval is for project-specific 

use and shall not constitute a precedent or general deviation from these Standards. 

1.7. REVIEW FEES 

A Deviation Review Fee shall be paid in full at the time of submission of a request for deviation.  The fee for 

Deviation Review shall be as determined by resolution of the BoCC. 

 



Exhibit A 

Typical Channel Cross Section 

 

 






























