
 

 

May 11, 2009  

 

Ms. Suzanne Shields, P.E.  

Director 

Pima County Regional Flood Control District 

97 E. Congress 

Tucson, AZ  85701-1797 

 

Dear Ms. Shields: 

 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to 

the Floodplain and Erosion Hazard Management Ordinance. These are important 

issues for the residential development industry. As you will see below, there are 

some issues that we would like to see addressed prior to going to the Board of 

Supervisors. We look forward to a constructive dialogue as the process continues.  

1) 16.04.020.3 “Authority” – What are the criteria (developed by the director 

of water resources) by which developers are to delineate floodplains?  

2) 16.08.020 “Appeal” – What are the criteria used for decision making by 

the Chief Engineer for issues related to riparian habitat? Aren’t riparian 

habitat issues determined by the Riparian Mitigation Guidelines?  

3) 16.08.350 “Floodway Area” – These changes will likely have the effect of 

further restricting floodplain encroachments. The generalization of this 

requirement could lead to future limitations upon development unless 

there are provisions to waive the requirement under certain 

conditions. What is the intent behind these changes and will there be 

provisions to waive the requirements?  

4) 16.08.600 “Regulatory Floodplain or Floodprone area” – We have 

concerns about the language “may be subject to.” This creates uncertainty 

and subjective regulation. Perhaps the language can be modified for a 

tighter definition or an explanation of the thresholds for what will be 

considered a flood hazard during base flood.  

5) 16.08.640 “Sheet Flooding Area” – Same issue as 16.08.600.  

6) 16.16.070 “Floodplain – New delineations required when”– We are 

concerned about the requirement to have LOMRs and CLOMRs approved 

by the District and submitted to FEMA prior to recording of the final plat. 

This adds uncertainty and time delays with this process. Will some 

Release of Assurances be approved in a phased subdivision prior to 

LOMR approval by RFCD?  

7) 16.20.020 “Permit Information Requirements” – Do FEMA and PCRFCD 

have the same definition of “watercourse”? 



 

 

8) 16.26.055 “Critical Facilities” – Is all-weather access defined as a 500 

year or 100 year flood?  

9) 16.36.030 “Grading, Storm Water, and Drainage Improvement” – Why 

was the requirement for as-built plans added? How does it address phased 

developments? Are as-builts necessary for the whole development? How 

does it impact model home permits? Is the intent of adding ‘F’ to provide 

an additional layer of authority for the County to regulate the Clean Water 

Act? 

10) 16.36.070 “Building Site Location Restrictions” – We are concerned that 

the addition of “riparian habitat” is an unnecessary and potentially 

burdensome layer of regulation. This is already regulated by the Riparian 

Mitigation Guidelines and we would prefer that this not be included in 

this ordinance.  

11) 16.54.050, D – How are the members of the Technical Review Committee 

selected and what are the criteria for selection? 

12) 16.56.050, 1 and 2 – “Technical Evidence” – Requiring seals of approval 

seems to be excessive. A botanist or biologist may be more qualified than 

a landscape architect. We’d like to see flexibility with this language. 

(Similar language also found in 16.64.070, 2).  

13) 16.64.010, B “Violations” – Why was “1/3 of an acre” added and how 

was that amount chosen? Again, this is an issue of additional regulation 

already covered by the Riparian Mitigation Guidelines.  

14) 16.64.020, 2, E “Abatement” – Please elaborate on the process for 

monetary penalties and specify the amounts.  Are they the same as the 

amounts referenced in 16.64.010, G? 

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at 795-5114. In 

addition to my formal comments, I ask you to consider the comments or 

questions raised by SAHBA members either during the two stakeholder meetings 

or in written form.  

Sincerely,  

 

David Godlewski  

Gov’t Liaison, SAHBA  

 

 














