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2. FLOODWAY INFORMATION I 7. Does the affected flooding source have a floodway designated on the effective FIRM or FBFM? [j71 yes UNO 
8. Does the revised floodway delineation differ from that shown on the effective FIRM or FBFM? Q ~ e s  C]NO 

I 
I 
I 

I I . . vised hv-ted t~gopraohc mas. The flood If yes, give reason: Thls is a restudy using re - - wav has been r e - d e t s  

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
REVISION REQUESTOR AND COMMUNITY OFFICIAL FORM Expires July 31,1997 

I 

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE 
Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 2.13 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the time for reviewing 
instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and 

. . .  the needed data, and completing and reviewing the form. Send comments 
regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions for reducing this burden, to: Information Collections Management, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork 
Reduction Project (3067-0148). Washington, DC 20503. 

I FEMA Form 81-89, OCT 9 4  Revision Requestor and Community Official Form 
K:\Z4O\FORMS\l FEMA386.FRM 

MT-2 Form 1 Page 1 of 4 

I 1. OVERVIEW 

1. The basis for this revision request is (are): (check all that apply) 
[=I Ph sical change 

Existing 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

( 

I 
I 
I 

El Improved methodology 
El Improved data 

Ew/y revision 

Explain 

2. Flooding Source: S 
3. Project NameIIdentifier: CA V B CRF-BOVE CAREFREE HIGHWAY F y  

4. FEMA zone designations affected: ZONE AE 

(example: A, AH, AO, A1-A30, A99, AE, V, V1-30, VE, B, C, D, X) 

5. The NFIP map panel(s) affected for all impacted communities is (are): 
Community Community Map Panel Effective 

No. Name County State No. No. Date 

EX: 480301 Katy, City Harris, Fort Bend TX 480301 0005D 02/08/83 
480287 Harris County Harris TX 48201C 0220G 09/28/90 

040037 Maricopa County Maricopa County AZ 040037 802F 12/03/93 

040037 Maricopa County Maricopa County AZ 040037 805F 12/03/93 

040037 Maricopa County Maricopa County AZ 040037 815F 12/03/93 

SEE ATTACHMENT 1 
6. The area of revision encompasses the following types of flooding, structures, and associated disciplines: (check all that apply) 

Fl* 8ructures 
Riverine Channelization rn Water Resources 

C] coastal Levee/Floodwall rn Hydrology 
Alluvial Fan BridgeICulvert Hydraulics 
Shallow Flooding (e.g. Zones A 0  and AH Dam Sediment Transport 
Lakes • Coastal Interior Drainage 

Fill structural 
Afiected by Pump Station Geotechnical 
wind/wave action None  and Surveying 

yes Channel Relocation Other (describe) 
El No Excavation 

C] Other (describe) 
Other (describe) 

* Attach completed " C e r t i f i n  by Registered Professional Engineer andlor Land Surveyor" Form for each discipline checked. 
(Form 2) 



Attachment 1 

Form 1 

I ~ommunity Community Map Panel Effective 
No. Name County State No. No. Date 

I 0401 29 Town of Cave Creek Maricopa County AZ 040037 802F 12/3/93 
0401 29 Town of Cave Creek Maricopa County AZ 040037 805F 12/3/93 
0401 29 Town of Cave Creek Maricopa County AZ 040037 81 5 12/3/93 



Attach copy of either a public notice distributed by the community stating the community's intent to revise the floodway or a statement 
by the community that it has notified all affected property owners and affected adjacent jurisdictions. 
9. Does the State have jurisdiction over the floodway or its adoption by communities participating in the NFIP? 

O ~ e s  O N O  

If yes, attach a copy of a letter notlfjlng the appropriate State agency of the floodway revision and documentation of the approval of the 
revised floodway by the appropriate State agency. 

3. PROPOSED ENCROACHMENTS I I 1,. with floodways: 

If no to either of the above questions, please explain: 

Please note that community acknowledgement and/or notification is required for all requests as outlined in Section 65.4 
(b) of the NFIP Regulations. 

6. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

I 15. Does the physical change involve a flood control structure (e.g levees, floodwalls, channelization, basins, dams)? 
a y e s  O N O  

I 
1 
I 
I 

I I If yes, please provide the following information for each of the new flood control structures: 

1 A. Does the revision re uest involve fill, new construction, substantial improvement, or other development 
inthe floodway? ?I yes O N O  

1 B. If yes, does the development cause the 100-year water surface elevation to increase at any location by more 
than 0.000 feet? Yes NO 

1 1. without floodways: 

2A. Does the revision request involve fill, new construction, substantial improvement, or other development in 
the 100-year floodplain? yes NO 

2B. If yes, does the cumulative effect of all development that has occurred since the effective SFHA was 
originally identilied cause the 100-year water surface elevation to increase at any location by more than 
one foot (or other surcharge limit if community or state has adopted more stringent criteria)? [7 Yes NO 

If the answer to either Items 1B or 2B is yes, please provide documentation that all requirements of Section 65.12 of the 
NFP regulations have been met, regarding evaluation of alternatives, notice to individual legal property owners, 

B. Based on the results of scheduled periodic inspections, appropriate maintenance of the flood control facilities 
will be conducted by 

(entity) 
to ensure the integrity and degree of flood protection of the structure. 

I' 
concurrence of CEO, and certification that no insurable structures are impacted 

4. REVISION REQUESTOR ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

12. Having read NFIP Regulations, 44 CFR Ch. I, parts 59,60,61, and 72, I believe that the proposed revision is is not in 

I compliance with the requirements of the aforementioned NFIP Regulations. 

5. COMMUNITY OFFICIAL ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

I 

C. A formal plan of operation, including documentation of the flood warning system, specific actions and 
assignments of responsibility by individual name or title, and provisions for testing the plan at intervals 
not less than one year, q has q has not been prepared for the flood control structure. 

1 

A. Inspection of the flood control project will be conducted periodically by 
(entity) 

with a maximum interval of months between inspections. 

I Revision Requestor and Comnunity Official Fonn 
K:UWORMS\l FEMA305.FRM 

13. Was th~s  revision request reviewed by the community for compliance with the community's adopted floodplain 
management ordinances? Yes NO 

14. Does this revision request have the endorsement of the community? yes NO 

MT-2 Form I Page 2 of 4 



D. The community is willing to assume responsibility for performing overseeing compliance with the maintenance and operation 

I plans of the I 
(Name) 

flood control structure. If not performed promptly by an owner other than the community, the community will provide the necessary 

1 services without cost to the Federal government. 

Attach operation and maintenance plans 

7. REQUESTED RESPONSE FROM FEMA 
I I 
16. After examining the pertinent NFIP regulations and reviewing the document entitled "Appeals, Revisions, and Amendments to Flood 

Insurance Maps: A Guide for Community Officials," dated January 1990, this request is for a: 
I 

i - a. CLOMR A letter from FEMA commenting on whether a proposed project, if built as proposed, would justify a map revision 
(LOMR or PMR), or proposed hydrology changes (see 44 CFR Ch. I, Parts 60, 65, and 72). 

b .  LOMR A letter from FEMA officially revising the current NFIP map to show changes to floodplains, floodways, or flood 
elevations. LOMRs typically depict decreased flood hazards. (See 44 CFR Ch. 1, Parts 60 and 65.) 

X c .  PMR A reprinted NFIP map incorporating changes to floodplains, floodways, or flood elevations. Because of the time and 
cost involved to change, reprint, and redistribute an NFIP map, a PMR is usually processed when a revision reflects 
increased flood hazards or large-scope changes. (See 44 CFR Ch. 1, Parts 60 and 65.) 

d. Other: Describe I 

17. Form 2 entitled "Certification by Registered Professional Engineer And/or Land Surveyor" must be submitted. 

The following forms should be included with this request if (check the included forms): 

i 
Hydrologic analysis for flooding source differs from that 
used to develop FIRM 

Hydraulic analysis for riverine flooding differs from that 
used to develop FIRM 

The request is based on updated topographic 
information or a revised floodplain or floodway 
delineation is requested 

I 
The request involves any type of channel modification 

3 The request involves new bridge or culvert or revised 
analysis of an existing bridge or culvert 

I The reauest involves a new revised leveelfloodwall 

3 system 

The request involves analysis of coastal flooding 

3 The request involves coastal structures credited as 
providing protection from the 100-year flood 

Hydrologic Analysis Form 
(Form 3) 

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form 
(Form 4) 

kd RiverinelCoastal Mapping Form 
(Form 5) 

Channelization Form (Form 6) 

BridgeICulvert Form 
(Form 7) 

Levee/Floodwall System Analysis Form 
(Form 8) 

Coastal Analysis Form (Form 9) 

Coastal Structures (Form 10) 

The request involves an existing, proposed, or modified Dam Form (Form 1 1) 
dam 

The request involves structures credited as providing Alluvial Fan Flooding Form 
protection from the 100-year flood on an alluvial fan (Form 12) 

9. INITIAL REVIEW FEE 

Revision Requestor and Community Official Form 
:\240\FORMS\lFEMA395.FRM 

MT-2 Form 1 Page 3 of 4 



18. The minimum initial review fee for the appropriate request category has been included. • yes  NO 
Initial fee amount: 

Check or money order only. Make check or money order payable to: National Flood Insurance Program. If 
paying by Visa or Mastercard please refer to the credit card information form which follows this form. 

or 

19. This request is for a project that is for public benefit and is intended to reduce the flood hazard to existing development in identified flood 
hazard areas as opposed to planned floodplain development. D y e s  ONO 

or 

20. This request is to correct an error or to include the effects of natural changes within the areas of special flood hazards. 
El yes  ON^ 

Note: I understand that my signature indicates that all information 
1 submitted in support of this request is correct. 

INTERIM CHIEF ENGINEER & GENERAL MANAGER 
Printed Name and Title of Revision Requestor 

I FLOOD CONTROL DISTRICT OF MARICOPA COUNTY 
Company Name 

(602) 506-1501 Lj l0 /0-97 
Telephone No. Date 

+!/0)43 
Date 

I 
Does this request impact any other communities? Yes No 

Note: Signature indicates that the community understands, from 
the revision requestor, the impacts of the revision on flooding 
conditions in the community. 

- -  1 
Sig ture of Community Official 0 

Dennis 2 w e r  mob ! @R(OPMCQ~ 
Printed ~ a M e  and Title of cornmuAity Official 

TOWN OF CAVE CREEK 
Community Name 

i f yes, attach letters from all affected jurisdictions acknowledging revision request and approving changes to floodway, if applicable. 

r ote: Although a photograph of physical changes is not required, it may be helpful for FEMA's review. 

Revision Requestor and Community Official Form MT-2 Form 1 Page 4 of 4 



FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 0.M.R Burden No. 30674148 OmY I CER~RCInOW I V  R E Q  MFESUONAL B W W W  I Ex~iresh*ul1 .1OD7 I 
I 

-~ - - -- --~, - .. . -- - 
AND/OR LAND SURVMOR FORM I 

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE 
Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average .23 hour per response. The burden estimate includes the 
time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and 
completing and reviewing the form. Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any 
suggestions for reducing this burden, to. Intormation Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, 500 C Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Office of Management and Budget, Paperwork 
Reduction Project (3067- 01481, Washington, DC 20503. 

I I. This certification is in accordance with 44 CFR Ch. I, Section 65.2 

2. I am licensed with an expertise in WATE.(L &S~OISW /A CI .> 
[example: water resources (hydrology, hydraulics, sediment tramprt,\inhrio~draiwe)* structural, 
geotechnical, k n d  surveying. 1 I 

3. 1 have 2 5  years experience in the expertise listed above. 

4. I have prepared %viewed the attached supporting data and analyses related to my expertise. 

I 5. 1 w a v e  have not visited and physically viewed the pmject. 

6. In my opinion, the following analyses and lor designs, idare being certified: 

7. Base upon the following review, the modifications in piace have been constructed in general accordance with plans 
and specifications. 

Basis for above statement: (check all that apply) 

a. Viewed all phases of actual construction. 

I b. 0 Compared plans and spdcations with as-built survey information. 

c. 0 Examined plans and specificlitions and compared with completed projects. 

d. a O t h e r  i \ l o ~  A CoJUTRLK.-r€W -60T 

8. All information submitted in support of this request iscorrect to the best of my knowledge. I understand that any 
false statement may be punishable by fine or imprisonment under Title 18 of the United States Code, Section 1001. 

Name: +AWE 5 a w 0 ~  
(pleus print or type) 

Title: 5 .  k a s ~ a - r &  
(pbus  prinbor type) 

I I Registration No. \ 7 2 5 

Dab 

Expiration Date: G U 3 0 - 7 %  



FEDERALEMERGENCYMANAGEMENTAGENCY 
0.U.B. Burden No. 3067-0148 

EEMA USE ONLY 
CERTIFICATION BY REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER 

AND/OR LAND SURVEYOR FORM 
Es,irea Jury 3 1  1997 

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE 
Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average -23 hour per response. The burden estimate includes the time for 
reviewing imtmctions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and completing and reviewing the 
f o n  Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions for reducing this burden, to: Information 
Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500 C Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Office 
of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (3067-0148), Washington, DC 20503. 

1. This certification is in accordance with 44 CFR Ch. I, Section 65.2. 

2. Iamlicensedwithanexpertisein Landsu rvey ing  
[example: water resources (hydrology, hydraulics, sediment transport, interior drainage) *, structural, geotechnical, land 
surveying.1 

3. I have 33 years experience in the expertise listed above. 

4. I have prepared reviewed the attached supporting data and analyses related to my expertise. 

5. I have have not visited and physically viewed the project. 

6. In my opinion, the following analyses andlor designs, islare being certified: 
Survev f i e l d  n o t e s  

7. Based upon the following review, the modifications in place have been constructed in general accordance with plans anc 
specifications. 

Basis for above statement: (check all that apply) 

a. Viewed all phases of actual construction. 

b. Compared plans and specifications with as-built survey information. 

c. Examined plans and specifications and compared with completed projects. 

d. mother  Th i s  is no t  a c o n s t r u c t i o n  ~ r o i e c t  . ' 8. All information submitted in support of this request is correct to the best of my knowledge. I understand that any falsr 
statement may be punishable by fine or imprisonment under Title 18 of the United States Code, Section 100 1. 

Name: Richard Alcocer 
(please print or type) 

Title: Regis te red  Land Surveyor 
(please print or type) 

Registration No. 13 168 Expiration Date: 3-31 -99 

State Arizona 

1 Signature 

Date 

I *Specify Subdiscipline Seal 
(OptioMI) 

Note: Insert not applicable (NIA) when statement does not apply. 

I FEMA Form 8189A, OCT 94 

K:UWORMS\2FEMA395.FRM 

Certification by Registered Professional 
Engineer andlor Land Surveyor Form 



of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (3067-0 148), Washington, DC 20503. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
CERTIFICATION BY REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER 

AND/OR LAND SURVEYOR FORM 

1. This certification is in accordance with 44 CFR Ch. I, Section 65.2. 
2. 1 am licensed with an expertise in HYDRAULICS 

[example: water resources (hydrology, hydraulics, sediment transport, interior drainage)*, structural, geotechnical, land 

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE 
Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average .23 hour per response. The burden estimate includes the time for 
reviewing ~ o n s ,  searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and completing and reviewing the 
form. Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions for reducing this burden, to: Information 
Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500 C Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Ofice 

O.M.B. Burden No. 3067-0148 
Exprres July 31,1997 

I have 15 years experience in the expertise listed above. 

4. I have prepared reviewed the attached supporting data and analyses related to my expertise. 

5. I have have not visited and physically viewed the project. 

FEUA USE ONLY 

I 6. In my opinion, the following analyses andlor designs, islare being certified: 
Determination of 100-vear water surface elevations. floodwav elevations. floodplain/floodwav maps and flood zones. 

7. Based upon the following review, the modifications in place have been constructed in general accordance with plans and 
specifications. 

Basis for above statement: (check all that apply) 

a. C] Viewed all phases of actual construction. 

b. Compared plans and specifications with as-built survey information. 

c. C] Examined plans and specifications and compared with completed projects. 

d. other NIA . not a constructed ~ro,ect 
8. All information submitted in support of this request is correct to the best of my knowledge. I understand that any false 

statement may be punishable by fine or imprisonment under Title 18 of the United States Code, Section 1001. 
Name: Frank Edward Brown 

(please print or type) 

Title: Civil Engineer 
(please print or type) 

Registration No. 23969 Expiration Date: 0313 1/99 

II *Specify Subdiscipline 

) 

1 

) Note: Insert not applicable (N/A) when statement does not apply. 

I 

State Arizona 

Type of License Reeristered Professional Engineer / Civil 

a4fu, r,, 
Signature 

17 Februarv 1997 
Date 

I 
FEMA Fonn 81-894 OCT 94 

kU4#0RMSVFEMA385.FRM 

Certification by Registered Professional 
Engineer andlor Land Surveyor Form MT-2 Form 2 



m 
I 
I 
m 
! Community Name: d d , r ~ ~ ~ y o ~ ~ s ~  MAR) L D ~ A  &f ly '  @JD ,& C?+T~O~ OF 

-w,.j 4~ C A ~ E  L F G E ~ ,  ARIZ-JA 

B Flooding Source: E CREE& 
(One form for eoch w d i n g  wurce) 

Project Name I ldenUfi~:  CAVE. CREE% A.Q@~S C~PEF-E d \&u F - ~ D ~ ~ ~  

I D E L I ~ J G - ~ T I O ~ ~  5 ~ d w - f  45-20 
1. HYDROL~GIC ANALYSIS IN FIS 

No existing analysis 
@ Improved data (see dab revision on poge 3) 

Changed physical conditions of watershed (explain) L ~ D  c-Q~DIT~ orJ5 

C k - l b - t J C ~ € D  

Alternative methodology (justify why the revised model is better than model used in the effective FIS) 
/ 1 M 

al-lo Anp-r MGT~ODDLO~-(  &~.JD I-\EL- 1 ( ~ E G  C ~ P ~ L O C , - I  -rt)lj, -QW lor 2, 
%LTIOLJ 3 .2 .  2:3 , P A ~ E  3-i ). 

Evaluation of proposed conditions (CLOMRs only) (explain) 

0 Other 

If a computer program/model was used in revising the hydrologic analysis, please provide a diskette with the input 
files for the lo-, 50-, 100 - and 500-year recurrence intervals. SE E ~ - ~ ~ D ~ L O L T - (  TEd , kQQ6 @F 2 

DI+I&T-E W L D E R  
Only the 100-year recurrence interval need be included for SFHAs designated as Zone A. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
HYDROLOGIC ANALYSIS FORM 

( 

0 Approval of hydrologic analysis, including the resulting peak discharge value (s) has been provided by the 
appropriate local, state, or Federal Agency. (i.e., 

1 
Attach evidence of approval. 

,J&lpproval of the hydrologic analysis is not required by any local, State, or Federal Agency. 
: 

Approximate study stream (Zone A) 
fl ~e ta i l ed  study stream (briefly explain methodology) ~ E E  d<iwio6-( T Q ~  , Doow 1 or_ 2 ) 
5 0  3 1 , .Pb.&?,E 3-\ 

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTlCE 

Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 3.67 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the 
time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and 
completing and reviewing the form. Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions 
for reducing this burden, to: Information Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500 C 
Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Ofice of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (3067- 
0148), Washington, DC 20503. 

i 

O.M.B. Burden No. 3067-0148 
Expires July 3 1, 1997 

FEMA USE ONLY 

I 
M 
1 
8 
I 
I 
I 

2. REASON FOR NEW HYDROLOGIC ANALYSIS 

u 3. APPROVAL OF ANALYSIS 

B 
1 
I FEMA Form 81 -891. OCT 94 Hydrologic Analysis Farm MT-2 Form 3 Page 1 of 7 



4. REVIEW OF RESULTS 

/- r Stream: C A ~ E  --RE€& 

Comparison of 100-year Discharges 

Location: Drainage area FIS (cfs) : Revised (cfs) : 
(Sq ml.) 

a,-w CARE- ~ d ~ k v  --. 12fr .-A 35 - 3C, 6150 33,771 

G ~ F ,  w /  A t ~ e u p *  duSWUC) i\e0 79 35, QOO 31, 17b 

& ~ C E  Upcjre~st t?  L1rri7 11.5 Z S ,  330 23,235 
~ R M  3 5 . e  ) 

Note: When revised discharges are not significantly different than FIS discharges, FEMA may require a 
confidence limits analysis on attachment D a t  a later date to complete the review. 

As is often the case with revision requests, only a portion of a stream may actually be revised or be affected by a 
revision. Therefore, transition to the unrevised portion is important to maintain the continuity of the study. NFIP 
regulations stipulate that such a transition must be assured. What is the transition from the proposed discharges to the 
effective discharges? Please explain how the transition was made (attach separate sheet ifnecessary) 

ATTACH A COMPLETED REVIEW OF RESULTS PAGE FOR EACH FLOODING SOURCE. 

I 
Is the new hydrologic analysis being developed solely to revise the flow values presented in the FIS (i.e. no changed 
hydraulic conditions)? Yes o P 
If yes, does the 100-year water surface elevation change by 1.0 foot or more? Yes No 

FEMA does not normally revise NFIP maps solely due to insignificant flow changes where changes in 100-year water 
surface elevation are less than 1.0 foot. 
, 

Hydrologic Analysis Form MT -2 Form 3 Page 2 of 7 



5. HISTORICAL FLOODING INFORMATION 

Is historical data available for the flooding source? Yes 0 No 
If yes, provide the following: p 

Location along flooding source: o. Sm' 5W C'.?E~~E.~; k h h k ~ ~ b r ' j  

Maximum peak discharge: \2,400 cfs 

Second highest peak discharge: 8,570 cfs 
G ~ ~ T J - ,  stl., 4m ~ E W ~ ~ E C & ,  Q. , \44\ , u565 

Source of informa tion: 0661d ~ ~ k R I L ; k p \ 4 7 " 1 ~ 5  &dD %EAMRoY\/ e/r&T5r\& 
IN bC;1 lqsq : NPz wp+T 9)-40q\; 7G40, 

6. GAGE RECORD INFORMATION 

Location of nearest gage to project site (along flooding source or similar watershed; specify) 
~J5C45 Gee b t d G  FLOOD~)-JG SOOWE 

Gaging Station: C d d ~  C~ZE+L d ~ p . e  C A ~ E  C f m z g  k 2  u%+ C & ~ G  t?q 41 2300 
Drainage area a t  gage: t 2.1 mi2 * A pep L15GCs 
Number of years of data: 4-1 -&@5 

7. DATA REVISION 

Please use the following table to list all the data andlor parameters affected by this request and identify them as 
new data (New) or as  revising existing data (Revised). ( I f  necessary, attach a separate sheet.) I 
Data Parameter New Revised Data Source 

Data source can be from a Federal, State, or local government agency, or from a private source. Some State and 
local governments may have less strict data requirements than Federal agencies, in which case the hydrologic 
data may not be accepted by FEMA unless it is demonstrated that the data give a better estimate of the flood 
discharge. 

a Attach documentation corroborating each data source (i.e., certified statement, report, bibliographical reference to 
a published document). In the case of a published document or a government report, providing copies of the cover 
and pertinent pages may be helpful. CAE &-m!5\mfl 2 

8. METHODOLOGY FOR NEW ANALYSIS 

Statistical Analysis of Gage Records (use Attachment A) 

Regional Regression Equations (use Attachment R)  

C] PrecipitationlHunoff Model (use Attachment C )  

0 Other (specify; attach backup computations and supporting data) 

I Hydrologic Analysis Form MT-2 Form 3 Page 3 of 7 



Attachment 2 

Form 3, Section 7 (Data Revision) 

I 
Hydrology TDN 

Data Section and Page 
Parameter Reference NewIRevised Source 

Soils Section 3.2.2.3, pg 3-7 Revised SCS, USFS - Tonto National Forest 

I Land use Section 3.2.2.3, pg 3-14 Revised FCDMC, Aerial photos, Field survey 

Hydrograph Section 3.2.2.3, pg 3-1 6 New FCDMC Hydrology Manual 

Routing Section 3.2.2.3, pg 3-22 New Field survey, Jan 96 mapping 

u Rainfall Section 3.3.4, pg 3-29 New NOAA Atlas 11, FCDMC Hydrology Manual 



ATTACHMENT C: PRECIPITATIONiRUNOFF MODEL 

Version: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  I J ~ ~ ~ ~ o v V t J  + . D I E  

Date: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  IJ~JWOMI~J MAY 1791 I 
I PIS: Revised 

1. Method or model used: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  TR- To  EL- 1 

7. Hydrograph development method: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~ t d k t 4 0 W t J  SEE 4T&LAMENr 3 
GREE~J AN0 AMpT + 

8. Loss rate method: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  CVPVE- & I . ~ ~ E K   st^ rr fl10t-J 

Source of soils information: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  S C  5 
Source of land use information ......................... u N &N ON hj FLDML,/AE~A P M ~ /  

9. Channel routing method: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  \J td KrJ0 Wb! fl ODIFI ED 

10. Reservoir routing: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes No a y e s  9 NO 

1 1. Baseflow considerations: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes IJ No a y e s  W N o  

If yes, explain how baseflow was determined: 

-- 

I 
I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12. Snowmeltconsiderations: CI Yes No 

2. Source of rainfall depth: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  us ~ 4 ~ b n - l ~ ~  B L J ~ U  UOAA ATLbA 3L 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  3. Source of rainfall distribution: UKtJD Ntd 545 W ~ ~ - 5 5 5  FCDHC 4% ,myLErc 
4. Rainfall duration: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24 - h u e  24- UDUK 

5EE U ~ W ~ L D ~ I ~  TDJ e w F  
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  5. Areal adjustment to precipitation (96): LJNWDWF\I \ oi= 2 ,  ?-&LC +-ID, 76 3 3 3  

6. Maximum overland flow length . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  L I F J W O W ~ J  7 . 4 4  

I 

NOTE: FEMA policy is to base flooding on existing conditions. 

I If data is not available, indicate by NIA. 

13. Modelcalibration: ......................................... Yes No Yes  NO 
If yes, explain how calibration was performed 

I 

Attach precipitationlrunoff model, hydrologic model schematic, curve number calculations, time of concentration ( calculations, and supporting maps, delineating the watershed boundary and drainage area divider. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14. Future land use condition: yes  NO 

If yes, explain why 

Hydrologic Analysis Form MT.2  For,m 3 Page 6 of 7 



Attachment 3 

Form 3, Attachment C, Item 7 

Subbasin 
SSWl 
CC 1 
BC 1 
CC2 

B M M l  
CC3 

UNT1 
STC I 
CC4 
GG 1 
MF 1 
CC5 
CC6 
CC7 

CWC 1 
CC8 
CC9 

CClO 
WSWl 
UNT2 
CC11 
GVW1 
GVW2 
GWWl 
GVW3 
AHWI 
AHW2 
AHW3 
AHW4 
AHW5 
AHW6 
AHW7 
AHW8 
AHW9 
UNT3 
CC12 
CC13 

Hydrograph Type* 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 

DesertlRangeland S-Graph 
DesertlRangeland S-Graph 

Clark Unit Hydrograph 
Clark Unit Hydrograph 
Clark Unit Hydrograph 
Clark Unit Hydrograph 
Clark Unit Hydrograph 
Clark Unit Hydrograph 
Clark Unit Hydrograph 
Clark Unit Hydrograph 
Clark Unit Hydrograph 

DesertIRangeland S-Graph 
Mountain S-Graph 

DesertlRangeland S-Graph 

note*: as provided in FCDMC 
Hydrology Manual 



I Community Name: Unincomorated Marico~a County and a portion of the Town of Cave Creek. Arizona 

I 
I 

FEDERALEMERGENCYMANAGEMENTAGENCY 0M.B. Burden No. 3067-01 48 
RlVERlNE HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS FORM Ecp~rer July 31, 1997 

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE 
Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 2.25 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the time for reviewing 
instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and completing and reviewing the form. Send comments 
regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions for reducing this burden, to: Information Collections Management, Federal 
Emergency Management A-, 500 C Shed, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the OBce of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction 
Project (3067-0148), Washington, DC 20503. 

2. EFFECTIVE FIS 

Not studied 

C] Studied by approximate methods 

Flooding Source: Cave Creek 
(One fom for e a c h j h d ~ t t g  source) 

) Project NameAdentifier: Cave Creek Above Carefree Highwav Floodolain Delineation Studv. FCD No. 95-28 
1. REACH TO BE REVISED 

Downstream limit of study I 

I 

Upstream limit of study 

Studied by detailed methods 

Downstream limit of study Cave Buttes Dam (Panel 1210 of 4350) 

Upstream limit of study Tonto National Forest (Panel 4 14 of 4350) 

Downstream limit: River Mile 30.2. which is about 2.500 feet upstream (north) of the Carefree Highwav. 

Upstream limit: River Mile 35.57. which is about 300 feet upstream (north) of Morning Star Road. 

Floodway delineated I 
Downstream limit of Floodway Cross Section CT shown on Panel 795 of 4350 I 
Upstream limit of Floodway Tonto National Forest Panel 4 14 of 4350) I 

3. HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS 

I Why is the hydraulic analysis different fiom that used to develop the FIRM? (Check aN that apply) 

C] Not studied in FIS 

rn Improved hydrologic datalanalysis. Explain: Hydrolonic analvsis is bv the current method approved bv the Flood Control 

District of Maricopa County I 
C] Improved hydraulic analysis. Explain: I 

Flood control structure. Explain: I 
Other. Explain: Updated topomavhic maDs I 

I FEMA Form 81-89C. OCT 94 
K:U40\FORMSWFEMA395.FRM 

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form MT-2 Form 4 Page 1 of 6 



3. RlVERlNE HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS FORM 
Models Submitted 

For areas which have detailed flooding: 

Full input and output listings along with files on diskette fiyavailable) for each of the models listed below (items 1,2,3 ,4 ,  and 5) and summary 
of the source of input parameters used in the models must be provided. The summary must include a complete description of any changes made 
firm model to mcdel (e.g. duplicate effective model to corrected effective model). At a minimum, the Duplicate Effective (item 1) and the Revised 
or Post-Project Conditions (item 4) models must be submitted. See instructions for directions on when other models may be required. 

For areas which do not have detailed flooding: 

Only the 100-year flood profile is required. A hydraulic model is not required for areas which do not have detailed flooding; however, BFEs may 
not be added to the revised FIRM. If a hydraulic model is developed for the area, items 3 and 4 described below must be submitted. 

If hydraulic models are not developed, hydraulic analyses for existing or pre-project conditions and revised or post-project conditions must be 
submitted. All calculations must be submitted for these analyses. (See item 6 below) 

1. Duplicate Effective Model Natural Floodway 

Copies of the hydraulic analysis used in the effective FIS, referred to as the effective models (1 0- El Ed 
5 0 ;  lo&, and 5 W y a r  multi-profile runs and thejloodwcry run) must be obtained ax$ then Below River Mile 35.49 
reproduced on the requestor's equipment to produce the duvlicate effective model. This is (Harris-Toups) 
required to assure that the effective model input data has been transferred correctly to the 
requestor's equipment and to assure that the revised data will be integrated into the effective 
data to provide a continuous FIS model upstream and downstream of the revised reach. 

2. Corrected Effective Model Natural Floodway 

The corrected effective model is the model that corrects any errors that occur in the duplicate El El 
effective model, adds any additional cross sections to the du~licate effective mode!, or Above River Mile 35.49 
incorporates more detailed topographic information than that used in the currently effective (CH2M-Hill) 
model. The corrected effective model must reflect any man-made physical changes since 
the date of the effective model. An error could be a technical error in the modeling procedures, 
or any construction in the floodplain that occurred prior to the date of the effective model but 
was not incorporated into the effective model. 

3. Existing or Pre-Project Conditions Model Natural Floodway 

The duplicate effective or corrected model is modified to produce the existing or e re-~roiect 
d t i m  model to rdect any modifications that have occurred within the floodplain since the 
date of the effective model but prior to the construction of the project for which the revision is 
being requested. If no modification has occurred since the date of the effective model, then this 
model would be identical to the corrected effective or duplicate effective model. 

4. Revised or Post-Project Conditions Model Natural Floodway 

The existing or pre-proiect conditions model (or duplicate effective or corrected effective 1;;1 G;1 
model, as appmpriate) is revised to reflect revised or post-project conditions. This model must 
incorporate any physical changes to the floodplain since the effective model was produced as 
well as the effects of the project. When the request is for proposed project this model should 
reflect proposed conditions. 

5. Other: Please attach a sheet describing all other models or calculations submitted. Natural Floodway 

6. Hydraulic Analyses (Only if Hydraulic Models are not developed) Natural Floodway 

Please attach all calculations for the existing or pre-project conditions and the revised or post- 
project conditions. Proceed to Form 5, "RiverineICoastal Mapping FormM. 

FEMA FORM 8149C. OCT 94 
K:UWORMSWFEMA395.FRM 

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form MT-2 Form 4 Page 2 of 6 



1 4. MODEL PARAMETERS (from model used to revise 100-year water surface elevation) 

100-year . . . . . . . . .  23,200 cubic feet per second 33,800 cubic feet per second I 

I 
1. Discharges: Upstream Limit Downstream Limit 

. . . . . . . . . .  lo-year 

I 

Give range of friction loss coefflcients (Manning's "N'y 

Attach diagram showing changes in 100-year discharge See Hydrology TDN, Section 3. 

I 

. . . . . . .  Channel 0.045 - 0.070 

" Explain how the starting water surface elevations were determined The starting water surface elevation is taken fiom the concwent 

downstream study. Cave Creek Below Carefree Hi&wav. FCD No. 95-30. 

Overbanks . . . .  

If fiction loss coefficients are different anywhere along the revised reach fiom those used to develop the FIRM, give location, value 
used in the effective FIS, and revised values and an explanation as to how the revised values were determined. 

Location Revised 

Explain: This a com~lete restudy. using new hvdroloeic information. u~dated to~ographic map. and a new hvdraulic analvsis. 

The friction loss coefficients are determined in accordance with acmted Flood Control District of Marico~a Countv methodolog 

based uvon Manninn 's Rouphness Coefficients for Stream Channels and Flood Plains in Marico~a Couny. Arizona. USGS 1991. 

4. Describe how the cross section geometry data were determined (e.g., jield survey, topographic map, takenfrom previous study) and 
list cross sections that were added. 

Cross sections were determined bv vhotopammetric methods taken fi-om the stereo model used to develop the updated topogra~hic 

maw. and a limited number of cross sections were determined bv field survw (at River Mile 31.34.32.33.34.19. and 35.54. a 

total of four surveyed cross sections). 

I' channel. or at the toe of the low-flow channel side slooes. 

I 

I FEMA FORM 8189C. OCT 94 
K:\240\FORMSWFEMA38J.FRM 

' Were natural channel banks selected as the location of the left and right channel banks in the model? 

Yes No If no, explain why not: Channel bank stations are generallv located at the edge of the unvegetated portion of the 

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Form MT-2 Form 4 Page 3 of 6 





I 5. RESULTS (Cont'd) 

I ~f Yes, explain: I 

I 
I 

6. Is the discharge value used to determine the floodway anywhere eA-t h that used to determine the natural i 00- ear f l d  
elevations? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  6 Yes NO 

I . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  " Do 100-year water surface elevations increase at any location? Yes No 

I 
I 

If yes, please attach a list of the locations where the increases occur, state whether or not the increases are located on the requestor's 
property, and provide an explanation of the reason for the increases. (For example: State if the increase is due to fill placed within the 
floodway h g e  or placed within the currently adopted floodway limits) 

This is a comvlete re-studv ushe new hvdroloeic information and u~dated to~otzraphic mar>.%. In some areas the channel has naturally 

acrraded or dearaded. 

I Please attach a completed comparison table entitled: Water Surface Elevation Check (See page 6) 

I 

6. REVISED FlRMlFBFM AND FLOOD PROFILES 

A. The revised water surface elevations tie into those computed by the effective FIS Model (I 0-(hC/AA]), 50-[N/A] lo&, and 500-year 
/N/A]), downstream of the project at cross-section 30.2* within 0.0 feet (vertical) and upstream of the project at cross 
section 35.770 within 0.0 feet (vertical). *See adjacent concurrent study "Cave Creek Below Carefree Highway " FCD 
NO. 95-30. 

I 
I3 The revised floodway elevations tie into those computed by the effective FIS model, d o e  of the project at cross section 30.2* 

within 0.0 feet (vertical) and upstream of the project at cross section 35.770 within 0.0 feet (vertical). *See 
adjacent concurrent study "Cave Creek Below Carefree Highway" FCD No. 95-30. 

I 
I 

I I Proceed to RiverinelCoastal Mapping Form. 

C. Attach profiles, at the same vertical and horizontal scale as the profiles in the effective FIS report, showing stream bed and profiles of all 
floods studied (without encroachment). Also, label all cross sections, road crossings (including low chord and top-of-road data), culverts, 
tributaries, corporate limits, and study limits. If channel distance has changed, the stationing should be revised for all profile sheets. 
See Hydraulics Technical Data Notebook, Appendix D. 

I 

I FEMA FORM 81-89C, OCT 91 
K:U40\FORMS\4FEMA305FRM 

D. Attach a Floodway Data Table showing data for each cross section listed in the published Floodway Data Table in the FIS report. 

Riverine Hydraulic Analysis Fonn MT-2 Form 4 Page 6 of 6 



FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
WATER SURFACE ELEVATION CHECK 

COMMUNITY NAME Maricopa County 

EFFECTIVE 

-- 

COMMENTS: 
A. Corrected Effective has +0.5 feet added to adjust datum. See Section 2.1 of Hydraulics TDN for Cave Creek Above Carefree Highway. 
B. This is a re-study using completely new cross sections. Revised cross section numbers do not correlate to Effective cross section numbers. 
C. The NCWSEL column in  the Revised Table is taken from the flood profile, and the FCWSEL column is interpolated from the Floodway HEC-2 at the specified Effective River Mile, and are 

shown in parentheses. 

1 

1 - 100-year (natural) Water Surface Elevation 2 - Encroachment (floodway) Water Surface Elevation 3 - Surcharge Value 1 

FLOODING SOURCE Cave Creek 

DUPLICATE EFFECTIVE 

Include all cross sections in the models between tie-in points. Any interpolated values should be indicated in  parentheses. MT-2 Form 4 Page 6 of 6 
Sheet _Lof_;L 

K:\240\FORMS\4FEMA3@6,FRM 

PROJ. NAMEADENTIFIER Cave Creek Above Carefree Highway FCD No. 95-28 

L 

SECNO 

30.331 

30.644 

30.862 

31.057 

31.303 

31.485 

31.646 

31.820 

32.032 

32.237 

32.466 

32.655 

32.911 1 

CORRECTED EFFECTIVE EXISTINGIPRE-PROJECT 

NCWSEL' 

1891.7 

1909.9 

1918.7 

1928.2 

1941.5 

1949.4 

1957.5 

1965.0 

1973.4 

1979.3 

1991.6 

2001 .O 

2013.1 ( 

REVISEDIPROJECT 

FCWSEL~ 

1891.9 

1909.9 

1919.7 

1928.8 

1942.0 

1949.9 

1958.0 

1965.5 

1974.2 

1979.7 

1992.3 

2001 .O 

2013.9 1 

NCWSEL' 

1891.7 

1909.9 

1918.7 

1928.2 

1941.5 

1949.4 

1957.5 

1965.0 

1973.4 

1979.3 

1991.6 

2001.0 

2013.1 1 

SURC.~  

0.2 

0.0 

1 .O 

0.6 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.8 

0.4 

0.7 

0.0 

0.8 1 

NCWSEL'I 

1892.2 

1910.4 

1919.2 

1928.7 

1942.0 

1949.9 

1958.0 

1965.5 

1973.9 

1979.8 

1992.0 

2001.5 

2013.6 1 

FCWSEL~ 

1981.9 

1909.8 

1919.7 

1928.8 

1942.0 

1949.9 

1958.0 

1965.5 

1974.2 

1979.7 

1992.3 

2001.0 

2013.9 1 

SURC.~ 

0.2 

-0.1 

1.0 

0.6 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.8 

0.4 

0.7 

0.0 

0.8 1 

FCWSEL~ 

1892.4 

1910.3 

1920.2 

1929.3 

1942.5 

1950.4 

1958.5 

1966.0 

1974.7 

1980.2 

1992.7 

2001.5 

2014.4 1 

SURC.~ 

0.2 

-0.1 

1 .O 

0.6 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.5 

0.8 

0.4 

0.7 

0.0 

0.8 1 

I 

NCWSEL' 

I 

FCWSEL~ 

I 

SURC.~  



I FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 
WATER SURFACE ELEVATION CHECK 

I COMMUNITY NAME Maricopa County I FLOODING SOURCE Cave Creek I PROJ. NAMEnDENTlFlER Cave Creek Above Carefree Highway FCD No. 95-28 I 

1 - 100-year (natural) Water Surface Elevation 2 - Encroachment (floodway) Water Surface Elevation 3 - Surcharge Value I 
Include all cross sections in  the models between tie-in points. Any interpolated values should be indicated i n  parentheses. MT-2 Form 4 Page 6 of 6 

Sheet _2_ of _;L 
ofK:\240\FORMS\4FEMA396,FRM 

- 

_ SECNO 

33.112 

33.316 

33.468 

33.646 

33.741 

34.032 

34.202 

34.416 

34.615 

34.812 

35.005 

35.204 

35.46 

COMMENTS: 
A. Corrected Effective has +0.5 feet added to adjust datum. See Section 2.1 of Hydraulics TDN for Cave Creek Above Carefree Highway. 
B. This is a re-study using completely new cross sections. Revised cross section numbers do not correlate to Effective cross section numbers. 
C. The NCWSEL column in the Revised Table is taken from the flood profile, and the FCWSEL column is interpolated from the Floodway HEC-2 at the specified Effective River Mile, and are 

shown i n  parentheses. 

EXISTINGIPRE-PROJECT 

NCWSEL' 

REVISEDIPROJECT EFFECTIVE 

NCWSEL' 

12022.0) 

(2032.5) 

(2038.4) 

(2047.6) 

(2054.7) 

(2066.5) 

(2076.0) 

(2087.8) 

(2099.5) 

(2111.8) 

(2122.0) 

(2133.4) 

(2145.5) 

NCWSEL' 

2024.5 

2033.9 

2042.7 

2055.0 

2062.4 

2068.5 

2078.1 

2088.8 

2099.6 

2115.1 

2124.9 

2137.0 

2148.5 

FCWSEL~ 

I 

DUPLICATE EFFECTIVE 

SURC.~ FCWSEL~ 

(2022.7) 

(2033.2) 

(2038.5) 

(2047.7) 

(2055.5) 

(2067.2) 

(2076.6) 

(2088.7) 

(2100.3) 

(21 12.3) 

121 22.5) 

(2133.9) 

(2145.9) 

FCWSEL~ 

2024.5 

2034.0 

2042.7 

2055.2 

2062.4 

2068.5 

2078.1 

2088.8 

2099.6 

2115.1 

2124.9 

2137.0 

2148.5 

CORRECT ED EFFECTIVE 

NCWSEL' 

2024.5 

2033.9 

2042.7 

2055.0 

2062.4 

2068.5 

2078.1 

2088.8 

2099.6 

2115.1 

2124.9 

2137.0 

2148.5 

SURC.~ 

10.7) 

(0.7) 

(0.1) 

(0.1) 

(0.8) 

(0.7) 

(0.6) 

(0.9) 

(0.8) 

(0.6) 

(0.5) 

(0.5) 

(0.41 

SURC.~ 

0.0 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

SURC.~ 

-0.1 

0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

-0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

-0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

FCWSEL~ 

2024.4 

2034.0 

2042.7 

2055.2 

2062.3 

2068.5 

2078.1 

2088.8 

2099.6 

2115.1 

2124.7 

2137.0 

2148.5 

NCWSEL' 

2025.0 

2034.4 

2043.2 

2055.5 

2062.9 

2068.9 

2078.6 

2089.3 

2100.1 

2115.6 

2125.3 

2137.4 

2148.9 

SURC.~ 

0.1 

-0.1 

0.0 

0.2 

-0.1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

-0.2 

0.0 

0.0 

FCWSEL~ 

2024.9 

2034.5 

2043.2 

2055.7 

2062.8 

2068.9 

2078.6 

2089.3 

2100.1 

2115.6 

2125.1 

2137.4 

2148.9 



= = m = m = = = = = = = = = = =  
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

I WATER SURFACE ELEVATION CHECK 
I I I COMMUNITY NAME Maricopa County 1 FLOODING SOURCE Cave Creek 1 PROJ. NAMEIIDENTIFIER Cave Creek Above Carefree Highway FCD 95-28 ( 

COMMENTS: 
A. Corrected Effective has +0.5 feet added to adjust datum. See Section 2.1 of Hydraulics TDN for Cave Creek Above Carefree Highway. 
B. Cross sections upstream of 35.54 are from the Corrected Effective model, thus no interpolation is necessary. 
. The Revised model actually ties into the Corrected Effective model at Cross Section No. 35.77. 

1 - 100-year (natural) Water Surface Elevation 2 - Encroachment (floodway) Water Surface Elevation 3 - Surcharge Value 1 
Include all cross sections in  the models between tie-in points. Any interpolated values should be indicated in  parentheses. MT-2 Form 4 Page 6 of 6 
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FEDERALEMERGENCYMANAGEMENTAGENCY 
RlVERlNElCOASTAL MAPPING FORM Exprres July 31, I997 

PUBLIC BURDEN DISCLOSURE NOTICE 
Public reporting burden for this form is estimated to average 1.5 hours per response. The burden estimate includes the time f a  
reviewing ~ o n s ,  searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the needed data, and completing and reviewing the 
form. Send comments regarding the accuracy of the burden estimate and any suggestions for reducing this burden, to: Information 
Collections Management, Federal Emergency Management Agency, 500 C Street, S.W., Washington, DC 20472; and to the Ofice 
of Management and Budget, Paperwork Reduction Project (3067-0 148), Washington, DC 20503. 

I Community Name: Maricooa Countv 

Flooding Source: Cave Creek 

I Project Namehdentificr: Cave Creek Above Carefree Hihwav. FCD No. 95-28 
1. MAPPING CHANGES 

A topographic work map of suitable scale, contour interval, and planimetric definition must be submitted showing (indicate N/A when not 
applicable): 

Included 
A. Revised approximate 100-year floodplain boundaries (Zone A) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  yes NO NIA 
B. Revised detailed 100- and 500-year floodplain boundaries: 500-year not applicable . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes O N o O  NIA 
C .  Revised 100-year floodway boundaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes q NO NIA 

Location and alignment of all cross sections used in the revised 
hydraulic model with stationing control indicated . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  IXl Yes NO NIA 
Stream alignments, road and dam alignments . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  yes NO NIA 
Current community boundaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  yes NO N/A 
Effective 100- and 500-year floodplain and 100-year floodway 
boundaries from the FIRM/Fl3FM reduced or enlarged to the 
scale of the topographic work map: 500-year not applicable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes q NO NIA 
Tie-ins between the effective and revised 100- and 500-year 
floodplains and 100-year floodway boundaries: 500-year not applicable . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes No NIA 
The requestor's property boundaries and community easements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  yes NO NIA 
The signed certification of a registered professional engineer . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes NO NIA 
Location and description of reference marks. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes NO a NIA 

L. Vertical datum (example: NGVD, NAVD, etc.) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  yes NO NIA 
M. Coastal zone designations tie into adjacent areas not being revised . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Yes NO NIA 
N. Location and alignment of all coastal transects used to revise the 

coastal analyses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  yes NO NIA 
If any of the items above are marked no or NIA, please explain: Item A - No Zone A within Studv limits. 

I Item I. The reauestor is Flood Control District of Marima Countv and is not an individual propertv owner. I 
Items M & N. No coastal regions. 

2. What is the source and date of the updated topographic information (example: orthophoto maps, Juiy 1985;j?eldsurvey, May 
1979. beach profiles, June 1987, etc.)? Photowarnmetry. date of aerial photoera~hv is 111 2/96 

3. What is the scale and contour interval of the following workmaps? 
a. Effective FIS 400 scale 4 Contour interval 
b. Revision Request 200 scale 2 Contour interval 

NOTE: Revised topographic information must be of equal or greater detail. 
4. Attach an annotated FIRM and FBFM at the scale of the effective FIRM and FBFM showing the revised 100-year and 500-year floodplains 

and the 100-year floodway boundaries and how they tie into those shown on the effective FIRM and FBFM downstream and upstream of 
the revision or adjacent to the area of revision for coastal studies. 500-year not applicable 
Attach additional pages if needed. 
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1. MAPPING CHANGES (Cont'd) 

5. Flood Boundaries and 100-year water surface elevations: 

Has the 100-year floodplain been shifted or increased or the 100-year water surface elevation increased at any 
location on property other than the requestor's or community's? Yes NO 

If yes, please give the location of shift or increase and an explanation for the increase. I 
This is a complete re-study. In some areas the channel has naturallv aeraded. deeraded. or naturallv shifted laterallv. resulting in an 

increase or decrease in 100-year water surface or a shift in 100-year flood~lain. 

a. Have the affected property owners been notifled of this shift or increase and the effect it will have on their 
property? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  rn Yes NO 

If yes, please attach letters fkom these property owners stating they have no objections to the revised flood boundaries if a 
LOMR is being requested. I 

b. What is the number of insurable structures that will be impacted by this shift or increase? 0 None) 

Have the floodway boundaries shifted or increased at any location compared to those shown on the effective 
FBFM or FIRM? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  rn Yes NO 

This is a com~lete re-studv. In some areas the channel has naturallv agraded. degraded. or naturallv shifted laterallv. resulting in an 

increase or decrease in 100-vear water surface or a shift in 100-year floodplain. 
I 

Not applicable 

RiverineICoastal Mapping Form 

Manual or digital map submission: 

Manual 

MT-2 Form 6 Page 2 of 3 

I 
I 

Digital 

Digital map submissions may be used to update digital FIRMS (DFIRMs). For updating DFIRMs, these 
submissions must be coordinated with FEMA Headquarters as far in advance of submission as possible. 

I 
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