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States at Risk: America’s Preparedness Report Card, prepared by the
States at Risk Project, a collaboration of Climate Central and ICF International, is the first-ever quantitative assessment of its kind. The report
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build and implement action plans to increase their preparedness levels.
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Larson said that while the report didn’t identify everything floodplain
managers might find important in preparing for risks, such as whether
all flood risks had been identified and assessed in each state, the report
clearly did show the need for states to invest in mitigation early to reduce risk impacts. He said there are effective tools states can use to
keep the public safe, such as land use ordinances and stronger building
codes. “A lot of states do have hazard mitigation plans that address today’s threats, but not much in the way of future risk threats. This report is a good tool for states to know where their focus could be.”

DC Legislative Report………….…..Pg. 22
Editorial Guidelines…………….…..Pg. 25

Mark Begich, former Alaska senator, said the report card is, “based on
a simple premise. To be prepared you need three things: awareness,

planning and action…So what will policy makers do with this information? This report can help guide them in longterm preparedness.”
Steve Ellis with Taxpayers for Common Sense said, “Under the current system, the federal government steps in
after disasters when states cannot handle a response on their own…With this free money—manna from Heaven—
what’s the incentive for states to be prepared? Some tough love from Uncle Sam is needed…There are opportunities for policy reform that can drive investment in mitigation actions that can reduce disaster costs. Bottom line:
we cannot afford not to take action now.”
Carl Hedde, head of risk accumulation at MunichRe America, agreed with Ellis’ assessment of the public sector
paying much of the nation’s disaster recovery costs, and that investment in hazard mitigation saves money in the
long run. He said the States at Risk report will help states focus attention on where resilience and preparedness
dollars should be spent.
Kathy Jacobs, current director of the Center for Climate Adaptation Science and Solution at the University of Arizona, and former director of the National Climate Assessment, said, “This report shows what we know to be true:
human risk from weather-related threats is increasing as a result of climate change. It is critical that we provide
policymakers and emergency managers with as much data as possible about the future to inform their decisions.”
She went on to say that the report card is only a starting place for looking at where to improve, but it’s the most
comprehensive catalog that’s been done and it’s critically important.
To learn more about the report, go to the StatesAtRisk.org website.
Story written by Michele Mihalovich, ASFPM public information officer.

No need to put your career on hold while you earn your master degree. University of Washington is offering a
mostly online Master of Infrastructure Planning and Management, with two summer classes lasting only two
weeks each. Classes set to start next summer. For more information contact Professor Bob Freitag at
bfreitag@uw.edu. Western Kentucky University offers a Bachelors of Interdisciplinary Studies degree with a concentration in floodplain management. For information on that program, contact Warren Campbell at warren.campbell@wku.edu.

Floodplain Management Training Calendar
For a full nationwide listing of floodplain management-related training opportunities, visit ASFPM Online Event
Calendar. Looking for training opportunities to earn CECs for your CFM? Check out our event calendar with LOTS
of training opportunities listed for 2015 and 2016! Search the calendar by state using the directions below, or use
the category drop down menu to search by event category. Go to the calendar and click on the search feature
icon at the top of the calendar. Type your state’s initials in parenthesis (for example (WI)) into the search field and
it will pull all the events that are currently listed on the calendar for your state. The only events without a state
listed in the event title are EMI courses, which are listed with their FEMA course number and are all held in Emmitsburg, MD.
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Factoring in Residual Risk
Written by Wendy Lathrop, PS, CFM
This article, Vantage Point: The Longer (Wetter) View,
first appeared in the American Surveyor. It is reprinted
with permission.

Every dam, levee, berm, sea wall or other
structure intended to restrain or divert water
from its natural course has an inherent risk of
failure, whether due to aging, improper construction, inadequate design or unexpected
volumes of water overcoming even the
Photo of Mansfield Dam, Texas taken by Craig Allen (via flickr,
strongest and newest structures. Therefore,
CC).
every property situated on dry land due to the
presence of such a structure is subject to some level of risk of being inundated.
But there is a generally unacknowledged residual risk of flooding in every such situation even prior to failure, due
to inability of any structure to fully protect the land behind it (in the instance of levees and sea walls) or downstream of it (in the instance of dams). Beyond structural failure, overtopping by sea level rise and increasing storm
intensities can surpass the ability of structures to withhold water from normally dry areas. All of these examples
underscore why we should study the effects of future conditions on current land use, construction practices and
standards and the use of floodplain mapping as a tool to inform and build awareness about residual risk.
For the most part, in the United States we currently do not consider areas protected by such structures as subject
to any risk whatsoever. The only acknowledgement of any residual risk in the NFIP is the imposition of AR and A99
flood zones on non-coastal areas where levees temporarily cease to offer protection during repair and reconstruction, when those areas are re-categorized from minimal hazard areas (unshaded Zone X) to being subject to "Special Flood Hazards", or 1 percent annual chance floods, and therefore suddenly subject to mandatory flood
insurance coverage for all buildings serving as collateral on federally-backed mortgages and loans. Zone A99 results from decertification of a previously accredited flood protection system that is in the process of being restored to provide base flood protection.
When enough progress has been made on the dike, dam or levee to consider it complete for insurance rating purposes, 100 percent of the project cost of the completed system has been authorized, and at least 60 percent of
that cost has been appropriated, then the area behind the protective structure is categorized as Zone AR; insurance is still required until actual completion and recertification. As a side note, these areas are designated as Zone
AR/AH for shallow flooding areas and Zone AR/AE where there is more relief (see 44 CFR 65.14. Zone A99 areas
are grouped in rating tables with B, C and X areas, meaning they are "preferred risk policies," with Zone AR rates
essentially the same but in different tables).
However, when the levee is completed and recertified, then the area landward of it returns to its minimal hazard
status, mandatory flood insurance requirements are removed and awareness of residual flood risk plummets.
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Residual risk is very real. We witnessed it vividly in New Orleans after Hurricane Katrina when the levees holding
back Lake Pontchartrain failed. After the storm left the area, leaving its own watery reminder, the water level in
the city continued to rise as the lake drained into the city.
Residual risk represents a future condition not currently depicted on floodplain mapping except during limited
times of planned levee reconstruction. Therefore buildings in areas of unmapped residual risk currently are not
addressed by building codes to withstand 1 percent annual chance events, and communities are generally unprepared for future increases in flood risk and flood hazards.
We must also consider that over time, residual risk changes as external conditions change beyond the area protected by structural flood control projects. Additional hardening of the watershed upstream of a dam, for example, can increase runoff to overcome existing structural approaches to floodplain management. This is currently
an ignored future condition beyond the narrow scope of "cumulative effects" addressed in 44 CFR 60.3 (c)10.
Should we reconsider the lifespan of dams and other structures and their planned level of protection? Is today's
freeboard standard enough to offer protection in the future? What are the repercussions if structural protection
is not maintained or is removed? We need future conditions floodplain data and mapping to assist in answering
such questions as we plan for safety and advise the public of flooding dangers.
In southern New Jersey, Gibbstown in Gloucester County is attempting to anticipate future flooding conditions to
figure out the best way to deal with them. This is an area along the tidal reaches of the Delaware River that is already subject to regular severe flooding with heavy rains. Taking into consideration the effects of sea level rise
over 50 years, the Army Corps of Engineers has completed a feasibility study in the Delaware River Basin with
three potential approaches for Gibbstown that propose additional armoring through floodwalls, ringwalls and/or
levees, with one alternative including buyouts of repetitively-damaged areas that simply can't be protected. The
tentative plans will be the subject of local meetings that are likely to be lively considering the immense cost, although the benefit/cost ratio is about 1.8:1, well beyond to minimum 1:1.
Wendy Lathrop is licensed as a professional land surveyor in NJ, PA, DE and MD.

Navigating the Crazy Social Media World, Tip No. 7
By Michele Mihalovich, ASFPM’s public information officer
Normally I write the social media tip. However, CitizenLab did such a great job with the article, “5 Reasons Why
Your City Should Start Online Civic Engagement,” that I’m just going to share it.
Civic engagement refers to the practice of encouraging citizens to become involved in community life and help
shape the community’s future. Thanks to the rise of modern technologies, your city government can also use
online means to get closer to its citizens. Here are the five highlights on why your government agency should get
the ball rolling now, if it hasn’t already.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Increase interactivity with citizens
Easy and wide access to different citizen groups
Create synergies by bringing city stakeholders together
Boost and reward citizens’ engagement easily
Measure, analyze and improve civic engagement

And once again, if you have a specific question for navigating the crazy world of social media, shoot me an email
at michele@floods.org
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Visualization for Community Engagement in Flood Mitigation Planning
by Micaella Penning, Geospatial Analysis Center, University of Minnesota Duluth
Engaging community members is often one of our biggest challenges in updating Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plans.
At the Geospatial Analysis Center at the University of Minnesota Duluth, we are experimenting with new methods
to interest the public through web mapping. We have started using ArcGIS Online, a cloud-based mapping and GIS
platform by Esri, and their Story Map templates to map the recent history of floods and other natural hazards in
counties throughout Minnesota.
Story maps combine mapping and analysis with multi-media content such as images, videos, text and hyperlinks.
Data layers such as the 100-year floodplain and potential economic loss produced with the FEMA Hazus-MH tool
are seamlessly integrated with poignant imagery from past events, in the hope that the story map will serve as a
helpful tool for visually “reminding” residents about hazards to encourage their participation in future mitigation.

Screenshot of an image from Wright County (Minnesota) Flood Hazards story map: http://arcg.is/1HG14N6
Depending on the content included, this interactive web story can be used to provide additional information such
as storm and precipitation data, maps of current county mitigation projects and information about federal and
state grant funding.
Simple to create and available in a variety of templates, story maps have their own interactive builders that don’t
require any coding to use. Imagery can be stored in various ways, from Flickr, Picasa and Facebook, to simple URL
links. ArcGIS Online provides a large database of publicly-available spatial data, which can be supplemented with
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Screenshot from Scott County (Minnesota) Natural Hazards History story map: http://arcg.is/1gklswD
the user’s own data in varying formats, from shapefiles to spreadsheets. For those who want to delve further into
customizing a template, there is also the option to download the source code and configure the application to
their own specifications.
Once the story map is complete, it can easily be shared on social media or embedded in a website, for example,
on a county’s Emergency Management Department webpage.
Esri offers free and subscription-based versions of ArcGIS Online. With free public accounts, you can access, share
and manage content; add your own data to maps;
and store maps, apps and data in Esri’s cloud. However, there is a 2-gb storage limit and only noncommercial use allowed. Subscription accounts include many additional benefits, such as spatial analysis capability, commercial use, technical support
and more cloud-based storage.

Screenshot of an image from Wright County (Minnesota)
Flood Hazards story map: http://arcg.is/1HG14N6

While still in an experimental stage, it is our hope
that story maps will improve community engagement in mitigation planning by combining spatial
analysis and visual narrative in an easily-digestible
online format.

Micaella Penning is a GIS Specialist and Research Assistant at the University of Minnesota Duluth’s Geospatial
Analysis Center. She can be reached at kinzl011@d.umn.edu or http://d.umn.edu/gac
The Insider November 2015

6

ASFPM Foundation opens its 6th Annual
Collegiate Student Paper Competition
Deadline for abstract submittal is Jan. 31, 2016
This is the sixth year the ASFPM Foundation has
hosted the student paper competition at our national conference, which will be held in Grand Rapids, Michigan in 2016.
The goal of the competition is to encourage student
engagement in floodplain management topics. But
also, we want to identify talented individuals with
the potential to make lasting contributions to floodplain management.
Above are our 2015 winners. From left: Adnya Sarasmita, University of Washington, 2nd place; Patrick Johnson, University of
Idaho, 1st place; and Md Nowfel Mahmud Bhuyian (Tanvir), University of Tennessee Technological University, 3rd place. You can
also read the papers they submitted for the competition here:
http://www.asfpmfoundation.org/activities/scholarships/student-paper.

Go to Student Paper Competition page for details.

Five Star and Urban Waters Restoration Grant Program
2016 Request for Proposals is Open!
The National Fish and Wildlife Foundation announced an RFP for this public-private partnership, funded in part by EPA’s Wetlands and Urban Waters Programs, US Forest Service, US Fish and Wildlife Service and in
conjunction with the Urban Waters Federal Partnership.
Approximately $2.1 million in combined total funding will be available to support projects such as stormwater
management, addressing water scarcity, source water protection as well as wetlands, riparian, forest and water
quality protection and restoration projects in local communities, especially underserved communities across the
country. In 2016, the Urban Waters Federal Partnership will give special consideration to projects which directly
advance priorities of the 19 Urban Water Federal Partnership designated locations. For more information the priorities of the 19 designated locations, go to: http://www2.epa.gov/urbanwaterspartners/news-about-urban-waters#projectbackgrounds. The geographic boundaries of the designated locations can be found in the RFP on the
NFWF website.
This RFP closes Feb. 3, 2016. For more information go to www.nfwf.org/fivestar.
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Ethics in Floodplain Management
Written by John Ivey, CFM, retired PE from Halff Associates,
and instructor on “Ethics in Floodplain Management”
One might ask what ethical situations may be or have been encountered by CFMs and floodplain management
professionals. The following is an example from the recent ASFPM Floodplain Management Ethics Webinar and
other ethics training events:
Permitting residential development in areas subject to “deep flooding” and/or high velocity floodwater. Before
you form your answer, consider the following “what ifs”:
What if the community participates in the NFIP, but only has a Flood Hazard Boundary Map or Flood Insurance
Rate Map in a Zone A with no Base Flood Elevations and no floodways identified.
a. Keep in mind that a 44 CFR 60.3.b community is only required to make sure the proposed development is
“reasonably safe from flooding.” This is where ethics and minimal National Flood Insurance Program requirements often collide. The community official is expected to utilize “best available” technical information, and in many situations that may be the FHBM or FIRM with only approximate flood hazards
mapped.
In the absence of technical and/or historical flood information, it is always best to require a hydrologic and hydraulic study that identifies the flood risk: BFE and floodway boundary. Remember that 44 CFR 60.3.b (3) requires
proposed developments "greater than 50 lots or 5 acres, whichever is the lesser, include within such proposals
base flood elevation data."
b. Now, what if the community participates in the NFIP and has never been mapped? Best available information may only be a USGS quadrangle map. Hopefully the community permit official has access to other
information such as historical flood events, high water marks or flood photos. Unmapped communities
fall under 44 CFR 60.3 (a) requirements that include, "Review all permit applications to determine
whether proposed building sites will be reasonably safe from flooding." However, if the community believes the building site is in a flood-prone area, then the ethical action would be requiring a hydrologic and
hydraulic study be performed that identifies the flood risk: BFE and floodway boundary. When the site has
been determined to be within a flood-prone area, we have progressed beyond minimum NFIP requirements and need to concentrate on "reasonably safe from flooding," and the ethical solution is to define
the flood risk.

Need a little
review of the
CFM Code of Ethics?
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What’s happening around the world?
A collection of the most viewed stories on our Facebook page

Florida—Sen. Jeff Brandes is looking to help Florida communities address the effects of coastal flooding. On Oct. 20, the St. Petersburg Republican filed SB 584, a bill
to create a statewide flood mitigation and assistance program, providing up to $50
million per year in matching grant money. The money would help reduce the risk and
severity of coastal flooding.

Rhode Island—Raising buildings in Rhode Island also helps property owners adjust to the restructuring of
the federal flood insurance program, which, in an effort to eliminate subsidies, has increased some flood insurance premiums to as much as $60,000. Homeowners that
raise the first floor above the flood elevation pay less for their insurance. Read “To
Meet Rising Waters Homeowners Must Rise Up or Get Out.”

Illinois—With some major large-scale flood mitigation efforts underway, Elmhurst, Illinois officials are turning
their attention to smaller projects, including flood-proofing of individual homes that are subject to overland flooding. Read “Elmhurst looks to flood proof private homes.”

United States—“Whoops, a half million fewer folks have federal flood insurance.” What’s that mean? “More
people will be completely uninsured in terms of floodwater damage,” said Robert Hartwig, president of the industry-funded Insurance Information Institute. In turn, that just leaves a heavier burden on remaining customers in
the government-backed program.
"There was a tendency after a disaster had hit for some people to move into that area, which is consistent with a
kind of thinking that lightning isn't going to strike in the same spot twice," said Professor Ben Newell. Read
“People may risk living in disaster zone if they think threat is a once-in-a-lifetime event.”

South Carolina—“But the conflict between rebuilding quickly and rebuilding smart means that in some
communities the risk of flooding will not be reduced, and those at risk will remain so for
the next event." Read “5 steps to smart post-flood rebuilding,” an opinion piece from Dr.
Susan Cutter, director of the University of South Carolina’s Hazards & Vulnerability Research Institute. Photo of a South Carolina home flooded in October was taken by North
Carolina National Guard via flickr.

Washington—Rusty cars not the best material for holding back rivers. Who knew?
Read “Old cars no longer hold back Snoqualmie River.”
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CFM® Corner
Your CFM® is the cornerstone of your success
What is your answer when people ask, “What is a floodplain manager”? If your elevator speech includes your CFM
as part of your explanation, count yourself among an elite cadre of professionals. This month, grab one colleague
and see if you can coach them to become a CFM. It will not only help your career, but also theirs!
Nov. 1 marked a new era in maintaining your CFM. Without affecting the integrity of your CFM designation, we
have changed the Continuing Education Credit policy, which now includes online learning, and eliminates some of
the confusing rules. Floodplain management related 16 credits over two years will assure that you have fulfilled
your requirements. Contact us at cfm@floods.org with your suggestions on specific topics or questions to be covered in future newsletters.
CFM Renewal 1/31/2016
ASFPM CFMs who are up for their biennial CFM renewal Jan. 31, 2016 will receive a letter and renewal form
via “snail” mail this month. If you do not receive your information in the mail by Dec. 1, please contact
cfm@floods.org to ensure your CFM does not lapse. Please note that your address of record is your
principal home address for certification and reciprocity purposes.

Time is Running Out to Renew your Membership
Be sure to renew your membership by Dec. 31 and help ASFPM keep doing great work—nationally and locally!

Renew your ASFPM 2016 membership.
If you have any questions about your membership, please email memberhelp@floods.org.
Remember, as an ASFPM member, you not only grow with the association, you help shape it.

Grant Opps…
Grant opportunities are being offered from the National Science Foundation for “Interdisciplinary Research in Hazards and Disasters.”
Just a reminder to bookmark the Florida Climate Institute’s website for a comprehensive list of funding
opportunities. It’s a fabulous resource.
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There’s a New Face at the ASFPM Executive Office
ASFPM is very happy to introduce our new events planner and training coordinator, Jenny
Seffrood.
She was selected for her previous not-for-profit experience, having served as an event coordinator for the Rowland Reading Foundation in Middleton, Wisconsin, as well as her experience
in event management working for Destination Irvine Convention & Visitors Bureau in California, Embassy Suites
and others. Seffrood is a social media and database power user and was most recently the event manager and
lead trainer for Bonefish Grill. She will be able to assist in the development of training and budgets as well as analysis and management of all meetings and conferences.
Seffrood earned a BS in Tourism Development and Management (summa cum laude) from Arizona State University and a Convention Sales and Meeting Planning Certificate. She has been a member of Meeting Professionals
International since 2009.
Seffrood is a Wisconsin native, born and raised in Monroe, the Swiss cheese capital of the USA. She’s also a HUGE
dog lover. “My boyfriend and I have two fur babies that we absolutely adore. Kingsley our goldendoodle and
Ranger our beagle puppy! In the summer you can find us boating on Lake Waubesa or exploring the many beautiful state parks of Wisconsin. In the winter you can find me cheering on my two favorite sports teams: the Green
Bay Packers and the Los Angeles Kings.”
Her responsibilities will include management of the annual conference, planning smaller ASFPM and special issue
meetings, and assisting in training coordination and execution.
Seffrood said, “I am looking forward to joining the ASFPM team and providing our members and partners the best
educational, training and networking opportunities possible at the national conference and beyond.”
Seffrood, who started Nov. 16, can be reached at jenny@floods.org.

A big THANK YOU to all 300 plus of you who submitted
a presentation for consideration in the Grand Rapids
technical program. We greatly appreciate your efforts
in providing the best possible education to our conference participants. The program team, led by Steve
McMaster and Kait Laufenberg, are hard at work sorting and reviewing the submissions and selecting the
cream of the crop. Acceptance notices will go out after
Jan. 1.
Don’t forget to regularly check out the Great Lakes—Grand Partners conference page. We’ve posted conference
registration fees so you can get those travel authorizations submitted accurately, even though registration will not
open until February. You can even book your hotel rooms now if you’d like. And to our invaluable sponsors and
exhibitors, check out ASFPM’s 2016 Sponsors & Exhibitors Prospectus to learn why the Grand Rapids conference is
not to be missed. The website will be updated often and you should check it periodically for new information.
We’ve also put together an information page on all there is to do and see in Grand Rapids.
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…NEWS YOU CAN USE
FEMA's Intent to Implement the Federal Flood Risk Management Standard
FEMA's Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration announced Nov. 17 the release of FEMA's Leadership
Intent to implement the Federal Flood Risk Management Standard. The Intent describes the framework FEMA is
proposing to implement for Executive Order 13690 and the FFRMS.
On Jan. 30, the President issued EO 13690, establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process
for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, which amended EO 11988 and established the FFRMS.
Copies of EO 13690 and the FFRMS can be found at www.fema.gov/federal-flood-risk-management-standardffrms.
EO 13690 provides federal agencies flexibility to choose from one or more approaches to identify an elevation
requirement above the base flood elevation. Additionally, EO 13690 amended EO 11988 to set forth a higher level
of resilience for activities where even a slight chance of flooding is too great. The Intent outlines FEMA's approach
to standardize its use of the multiple elevation requirements above the base flood elevation.
Continuing a commitment to an open, collaborative, stakeholder-focused process in implementing the FFRMS,
FEMA is sharing this framework for public comment on its website. Public comments received will continue to inform the regulatory and policy development process.
For more information, visit www.fema.gov/federal-flood-risk-management-standard-ffrms or send comments to
FEMA-EO11988-13690@fema.dhs.gov

Fiscal Year 2015 Pre-disaster Mitigation and Flood Mitigation Assistance Submissions and
Selections
On May 29, 2015, FEMA opened the Pre-Disaster Mitigation and Flood Mitigation Assistance application period
with a deadline of Aug. 28, 2015. FEMA also announced its priorities for the PDM and FMA programs at that time.
For the FMA program, priorities included funding for mitigation planning applications, mitigation of severe repetitive loss properties, and mitigation of repetitive loss properties.
FEMA reviewed submitted applications to ensure they were eligible, cost-effective, technically feasible and effective in reducing the impacts of hazards.
Applicants can review the status of each FY15 application online at: www.fema.gov/pre-disaster-mitigation-program-fy-2015-subapplication-status for PDM and www.fema.gov/flood-mitigation-assistance-fy-2015-subapplication-status for FMA. FEMA will not send initial notification letters to each applicant regarding their application
status.
FEMA will work with applicants to conduct programmatic reviews of the selected applications identified for further review before making a final decision. Grant applicants should contact their FEMA Regional Office for additional information. Further information is available at www.fema.gov/hazard-mitigation-assistance.
If you have any questions, please contact FEMA’s Intergovernmental Affairs Division at (202) 646-3444 or at
FEMA-IGA@fema.dhs.gov.

The Insider November 2015

12

Extension of Revision to Compliance Date for Large-Font Policy Docs until April 1, 2016
In several previous bulletins, most recently W-15014 dated March 27, 2015, FEMA extended the stay for compliance with Section 5 of Attachment A of NFIP WYO Bulletin W-13070, “June 1, 2014 Program Changes” dated Dec.
16, 2013. FEMA has engaged in multiple consultations with WYO companies to determine how to best meet the
requirement to mail out revised policy forms and/or allow electronic access. Effective immediately, WYO companies have the option to email the newly reformatted policy forms for new business and renewal policyholders
who have not already been sent a large-font version.

USDA announces $350 million available to help states, private partners
protect and restore grasslands, wetlands and working lands.
Center for Neighborhood Technology collecting flood stories to help support
Urban Flooding Awareness Act Legislation
In an effort to urge Congress to support the Urban Flooding Awareness Act, the Center for Neighborhood Technology/Rain Ready is asking for stories from home and
business owners who have suffered flood damage.
The Urban Flooding Awareness Act is aimed at reducing damage to properties caused
by sewer backups and flooding caused by severe weather.
Harriet Festing, director of the water program and RainReady with the CNT in Chicago, said these "personal stories are critical to our success." Sharing the story can be done at this link, and will take less than five minutes. Following are the target cities Festing is hoping to collect stories from.
Alabama: Birmingham, Montgomery, Mobile, Huntsville, Tuscaloosa, Hoover
California: San Francisco, Los Angeles, San Diego, Sacramento, Fullerton, Yorba Linda, Diamond Bar, Inglewood,
Lawndale, Torrance
Florida: Jacksonville, Miami, Tampa, Orlando, St. Petersburg, Hialeah, Tallahassee, Fort Lauderdale
Idaho: Boise, Nampa, Meridian, Idaho Falls, Pocatello, Caldwell
Illinois: Chicago, Aurora, Rockford, Joliet, Naperville, Springfield, Peoria, Elgin, Waukegan, Cicero
Louisiana: New Orleans, Baton Rouge, Shreveport, Metairie, Lafayette, Lake Charles
New Jersey: Newark, Jersey City, Paterson, Elizabeth, Edison, Toms River
New York: New York, Buffalo, Rochester, Yonkers, Syracuse, Albany
Ohio: Columbus, Cleveland, Cincinnati, Toledo, Akron, Dayton
Pennsylvania: Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Allentown, Erie, Reading, Scranton, Harrisburg, Fayette
Rhode Island: Providence, Warwick, Cranston, Pawtucket, East Providence, Woonsocket, Coventry, Cumberland,
North Providence, West Warwick
Tennessee: Memphis, Nashville, Knoxville, Chattanooga, Clarksville, Murfreesboro
Texas: Houston, San Antonio, Dallas, Austin, Fort Worth, El Paso, Arlington, Corpus Christi, Lubbock, Abilene
Virginia: Virginia Beach, Norfolk, Chesapeake, Richmond, Newport News, Alexandria, Hampton, Roanoke, Winchester, Fairfax
If you live in the Chicago area, you may contact Festing at hfesting@cnt.org. If you live in another U.S. city affected by urban flooding, please get in touch with Burrell Poe at bpoe@cnt.org.
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Deputy Director Report – Ingrid D. Wadsworth
Recently, I had the chance to stop by my local county planning and zoning department over a
simple zoning issue with my residence here in Wisconsin. While waiting in line, mostly anonymously, I got a rare opportunity to see my planning and zoning officials in action. One older couple obviously walked in angry and it wasn’t getting any better. A younger couple was having a
hard time understanding what their next steps should be despite a very patient explanation. And yet another
added to the chaos with a not-so-quiet cellphone conversation. All the while, the patient county folks behind the
desk answered questions, unfolded maps, handed out documents, wrote notes and otherwise stayed cool. And it
reminded me what ASFPM was created to do.
Out in the world, after the obvious first question of “What does ASFPM do,” I get the second question, “Why
Madison and not DC?” It really has to do with how we began in the first place. ASFPM started when a group of
floodplain managers, upset with some National Flood Insurance Program actions back in the mid-1970s, gathered
together to explain to federal agencies that certain federal programs weren’t working at the state and local level.
They understood that their position was stronger if they spoke with a collective voice. At that time, Larry Larson,
one of our founding organizers, was with the Wisconsin DNR and lived in Madison. The idea of an organization
having a voice for state and local floodplain managers caught fire, and just kept on growing. First as a network of
professional colleagues, but then continuing to grow into a larger and larger floodplain family nationwide. Counting our 36 state chapters, we now have more than 17,000 members and a respected and unbiased voice for effective floodplain management. And, we remember our roots.
That is how ASFPM will continue to serve and why it continues to grow. ASFPM is that local official who manages
the counter and only gets small chunks of time to keep up with news relevant to his or her daily work. ASFPM is
that department head who tries to implement
higher standard recommendations for their board.
ASFPM is that state official who gathers the best
climate data for statewide standards and mitigation planning. ASFPM is the firm working on a proposal for mapping. ASFPM is that federal official
looking for the state and local perspective as they
post their regulatory comment period. And ASFPM
is a network of mappers, planners, engineers, surveyors, geologists, county planning administrators,
academics and more, but mostly it’s a network of
colleagues and a family.
As I write checks for my ASFPM dues and CFM renewal this week, I remember that ASFPM is one of those rare
organizations that not only meets my professional needs, but my personal needs, too. I have met some of the
greatest people in this organization, and if you have not, or you are new, let me build some bridges for you. Contact me anytime at ingrid@floods.org

Best wishes,
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Flood Insurance Committee Corner

The New Elevation Certificate
—updates and common discrepancies
Before we explore common discrepancies, let’s first update you on where the new Elevation Certificate is. The
current EC (and Floodproofing Certificate) expired July 31, 2015, but luckily, the world of floodplain management
and flood insurance did not. The Office of Management and Budget has been extending the expiration date
month by month with the latest extension going until Nov. 30, 2015 while they finish their review and approve the
updated form. In the meantime, continue using the existing form (see WYO Bulletin W-15056 for more details).
The ASFPM Flood Insurance Committee has reviewed the proposed EC and noted there are just minor modifications with the exception of a new diagram number 2B. This new diagram is a basement situation like the current
diagram 2 (which will now be labeled 2A), but where there is an area “dug out” on one side to provide outside
access to the basement. We anticipate additional guidance from FEMA once the new EC is made available.
COMMON DISCREPANCIES
Whether new or existing, the accurate completion of the EC is critical, not only for insurance agents and companies to properly rate, but also for the local floodplain administrator in properly managing the floodplain.
If you are a local floodplain administrator, please do not simply accept submitted ECs and put in your file. It is imperative that you review for accuracy and completeness. ECs are reviewed during Community Assistance Visits
and Insurance Services Office verification visits for those participating in the Community Rating System and are
often the source of impending headaches for the community. So, please…review each EC.
While not all inclusive, some of the common discrepancies and overlooked areas found during review of the ECs
include the following:
Section A
A2 and A3. If the street address is not yet determined, make sure to include the parcel data, legal description and
even an attached map showing the location of the structure.
A4. Building use is not completed or correctly identifying the type of structure. Additions should be noted with
further explanation in the Comments Section D as to where the elevations were shot (addition only or in combination with the existing structure). It can be confusing when the new construction is an addition, but the elevations
in C2 are for the entire structure.
A7. Verify the correct building diagram is used. It may have huge implications on the insurance rate. If unsure of
the proper diagram, select the one that most closely resembles the building being certified and add comments or
even a sketch so it is clear where the elevations in C2 are shot.
A8 and A9. Verify there are the correct number of permanent openings within 1.0 foot above adjacent grade (interior or exterior) and the proper NET AREA is calculated. If engineered, please keep this certification with the EC
on file. Note: Vents for diagram 6 are not required in the VE Zones having breakaway walls. Even if the requirement for vents do not apply or there is not an attached garage, make sure N/A is included in the blanks. ISO will
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be conducting an automated review of the ECs annually for those communities participating in the CRS and if left
blank they will be noted as a deficiency.
Section B
Floodplain administrators should verify information in B1-B9 is correct before accepting the EC. This is a simple
review, but often overlooked. Sounds basic, but make sure the correct Community Identification Number is used
for your community. Many times surveyors work in neighboring communities and may forget to change the CID. If
you are a CRS community, it may lose the benefit of your efforts in the insurance rate. Verify the panel number,
suffix, index date and Flood Insurance Rate Map date are the most current.
B10. Verify the source of the Base Flood Elevation is correct. For detailed studies with profiles, the Flood Insurance Study profile block should be checked. If only the FIRM is checked as the source of the BFE, it should be
questioned. For situations such as coastal BFEs, AH Zones, where there are no profiles, checking the FIRM block
would be appropriate. There has been some confusion as to when to check the “community determined” or
“other” block. When the community requires the BFE for Zone As to meet their regulatory requirements, the community determined block should be used. When the EC is used to support a Letter of Map Amendment or Letter
of Map Revision-Based on Fill (LOMR-F) in these cases, FEMA reviewers are looking for the BFE to be community
determined, and therefore regulated.
C1. The “finished construction” EC should not be submitted until all mechanical equipment and final grading is
complete per EC instructions. The finished construction EC must be maintained in your community files forever.
C2. Check to make sure the benchmark utilized references the Permanent Identifier or other unique identifier as
explained in the instructions. Using “GPS,” “USGS,” “Private,” “N/A” or leaving it blank is not acceptable. Some
surveyors reference reported lake levels as their benchmark. While this may be suitable to determine buffer zones
along a lake, be very cautious if using the reported water surface elevation of the lake as the benchmark to complete ECs. If you have any questions, please call your state NFIP coordinator for support.
C2a-h. Make sure to include “N/A” if the elevation does not apply for that section.
C2e. Please read the instructions on the bottom of page 4 of the EC instructions. While the International Residential Code, NFIP regulations and your local ordinance requires the ductwork to be elevated or protected to the BFE
or Regulatory Flood Protection Elevation, it is encouraged this elevation be noted in the comment section and not
in C2e. The EC instructions list the items that would be included in C2e on the EC, so it can be used for proper insurance rating. The instructions continue to explain that local floodplain management officials may require the
inclusion of ductwork for regulatory purposes. This should be noted in the comment section so the property
owner will not be penalized on the flood insurance rate if the ductwork is compliant, but lower than the other mechanical equipment.
Also, please make sure the type and location of the equipment is included in the comments.
Section D
There should always be comments in this section. The more explanation the better.
Section G
PLEASE use this section to document the items noted and include comments. This information can be very useful
to you as staff changes allowing their assumptions or decisions to be tracked and documented. It also helps in our
review during a CAV when the EC is reviewed and approved by a previous staff member that is no longer available.
The Insider November 2015
16

Finally, don’t forget the photographs. They are required for insurance rating, but should be mandatory for permitting. They are valuable for documentation of what was there when you signed off on the permit, so if future conversions are made without your knowledge, you have an accurate reference.
One final note. Many individuals located in a Zone X are told by insurance agents that an EC is required if they
want a flood insurance policy. They think insurance and then automatically think—EC. Being told that, they hire a
surveyor to complete the elevation information in Section C and note the flood zone is X in B8. This is an unnecessary expense since the Zone X rates and Preferred Risk Policies are not based on elevation data and ECs are not
required. Please help get the word out wherever you can. This is one less expense property owners need on top of
the new surcharges and fees.
Some of you readers may have other areas you constantly see errors made. Please share them with us (or if you
disagree with any of the points above, let us know). We’ll share them in a future column when the “Where is
Waldo” new EC finally appears. Meanwhile, if you need a refresher on the EC, take the online NFIP training course
(now on Emergency Management Institute’s website) EC Made EZ. There is also a really good online course for
surveyors appropriately called: Elevation Certificates for Surveyors.
--Your Humble Insurance Committee Co-chairs
Bruce Bender and John Gerber and Liaison Gary Heinrichs
This column is produced by the ASFPM Insurance Committee. Send questions about flood insurance issues to
InsuranceCorner@floods.org and they will be addressed in future “Insider” issues.

Job Corner
The U.S. Department of the Interior is hiring a natural resources specialist; The Nature Conservancy is
looking for an urban spatial planner; and ASFPM is hiring a project manager. Visit ASFPM Job Corner for
up-to-date job listings. Have a job opening you’d like to post? It’s free!
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By Rebecca Quinn, CFM
A couple of years ago when conducting Community Assistance Visits for a state, I pulled into a small, rural town in
the middle of a big county. The town officials had received the standard preliminaries: a letter from the state
scheduling the CAV, asking for permit records, maps and other documentation to be available, and letting them
know a contractor would conduct the visit. And I’d called the week before to confirm the appointment.
After driving through the town’s Special Flood Hazard Area, noting what looked like a couple of fairly recent buildings and some grading in the floodway, I got a cup of coffee and walked into the tiny town hall to greet the county
building inspector. No one from the town was present (indeed, the only person in the office seemed to be pulling
double-duty as police dispatcher). Why? Because the county did all the permitting for the town, with town council
handling only zoning reviews. After trying to reach the town clerk and mayor, I reluctantly proceeded with the
visit.
Why reluctantly? When a community decides to participate in the NFIP it makes commitments to do certain
things in return for the availability of NFIP flood insurance and certain forms of disaster assistance. The primary
commitment is to adopt and enforce floodplain management regulations. I definitely encourage small towns to
have interlocal agreements or memoranda of understanding with counties or larger cities, or even to contract out
permitting and inspections. It’s unreasonable to expect small towns to maintain full capacity and awareness of the
details of floodplain management, especially if they see very little development.
However, in my opinion, having such arrangements does not relieve a town of its responsibilities to the NFIP. It’s
one thing to delegate the work. It’s quite another to delegate full responsibility. Remember, regardless of who
does the permitting and inspections, if things go south, FEMA will sanction the town, not the county or a contractor.
And that is exactly why interlocal agreements should be in writing and executed by both parties. A few years ago I
helped the Florida State Floodplain Management Office develop a template agreement (under Local Coordination
Resources) that can also be modified and used as a contract scope of work with a private provider. In addition to
the typical legalese in contractual agreements, three elements should be included:
1. Identify the town’s floodplain management regulations, with a list of any requirements that vary from
the county’s. The most common difference is freeboard. I know towns that didn’t adopt freeboard, but
the county did. Would it surprise you to learn buildings in the town were elevated above the BFE? Why
would that happen? Well, the county floodplain administrator simply treated town permits just like
county permits, enforcing the county’s regulations. Now, imagine it going the other way, with the town
adopting freeboard while the county doesn’t. Neglecting differences means the county doesn’t really enforce the town’s ordinance and property owners in the town wouldn’t get the benefit of freeboard, including lower flood insurance costs.
2. Identify responsible officials on both sides and their duties. The town must still appoint a floodplain administrator. A good practice is for the two parties to develop written procedures to ensure all functions
and duties necessary to participate in the NFIP are conducted properly. Among those duties should be
reviewing applications, issuing permits, conducting inspections, checking for unpermitted activities, maintaining records, participating in meetings and communications with the state and FEMA (including CAVs,
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CACs and CRS verification visits), resolving problems identified during visits and coordinating after
damaging events.
3. Outline what happens if one party decides to
withdraw. While several aspects should be covered, one very important action is the transfer of
records to the town. The NFIP expects communities to maintain certain records permanently. The
alternative is for the county to give the town copies
of necessary documentation every time a permit is
issued.
From time to time I’m asked whether small towns can
simply adopt a county’s regulations by reference, instead
of a full soup-to-nuts ordinance. Another question is
whether a town can formally, in its ordinance, designate a
county official as its floodplain administrator. I’ve even
seen a town ordinance designate a private company! In my
opinion, the answer to both questions is no, because neither action meets the letter nor the intent of the NFIP regulations that the community be responsible. I do, however,
encourage towns to use the county’s regulations as the
starting point, tailoring it to their own situation. This minimizes the differences, which of course makes it easier for
the county to enforce.
Responding to a recent news story. No wonder people
have a negative reaction to floodplain management – yet
again I saw a news story (or heard a local official) say some
variation of “improvements on a building in the SFHA cannot exceed 50 percent of the value of the structure.”
Phrased that way, is anyone surprised when property owners object to government overreach? I can (almost) forgive
the press. I served as the ASFPM Legislative Officer during
the throes of Congressional debate leading up to the 1994
NFIP Reform Act. After one of many hearings, a reporter
for a major newspaper bungled what I thought an important detail. Wise counsel from one of our own, Dave Canaan of Charlotte-Mecklenburg, NC: “consider it a success
if the press gets the story at least half right.” That advice
has served me well.
But I’m less forgiving when floodplain management professionals use shorthand and mischaracterize what is already
one of the most misunderstood and difficult requirements.
Come on people, we can do better than that. Any owner of
any existing, nonconforming building can do any amount
and type of improvement. The kicker is if the cost of the
work equals or exceeds the market value of the building.
The Insider November 2015

AN IMPORTANT TERM
“Flood opening” is the correct term, but we
know what it means if someone calls it a
“flood vent.” When it comes to construction,
the term “vent” is short for ventilation, which
has to do with the movement of air. NFIP
Technical Bulletin 1 uses “air vents” and “air
vent devices” to refer to the devices intended
for ventilation that are inserted in or installed
over enclosure wall openings to facilitate the
movement of air into and out of crawlspaces.
Air vent devices typically can be closed manually or may have detachable solid covers so
owners can close off the vents during cold
weather to prevent frozen plumbing. Flood
openings must allow the automatic entry and
exit of rising and falling floodwaters – in both
directions – to minimize unequal hydrostatic
force on foundation walls and walls of enclosures.
Flood openings come in two flavors: engineered openings (designed to perform, typically resulting in fewer holes) and nonengineered openings (provide 1 square inch of
net open area for each square foot of enclosed area). While an air vent device can be
used as a non-engineered flood opening if disabled in the open position, the net open area
must be measured taking into consideration
the presence of face plates, grills, screens,
grates or fixed blades or louvers. Most manufacturers of air vents indicate the number of
square inches each device provides for air
flow (a typical 8x16 air vent device or cover
provides between 45 and 65 square inch net
open area). TB 1 says the same number
should be used for the net open area calculation when air vent devices are installed as
flood openings. The Non-Engineered Openings
Guide is a handy source of net open area
measurements for 30 commonly used air
vents.
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I’m not suggesting we sugarcoat substantial improvement and substantial (there’s a reason it’s sometimes known
as the “dreaded 50 percent rule”). I’m suggesting we put a little more effort to be clear and correct: buildings can
be improved and repaired after damage, but if the costs are 50 percent or more of the market value of the building, it triggers a requirement to bring the building into compliance. And then the fun begins when you explain
what that means! Be sure to keep Substantial Improvement/Substantial Damage Desk Reference (FEMA P-758)
close at hand.
From last issue: In the September Insider I wrote about sources of information and guidance for floodplain managers to figure out what the regulations mean and I listed several FEMA publications. The other day I was asked
why I didn’t list FEMA 480, which ASFPM uses as the study guide for the CFM exam. I should have, although it’s
not at the top of my go-to sources largely because it doesn’t cover some issues thoroughly and some content is
out of date. Also, I should have expanded my note about building code resources. Two other sources are valuable
for communities enforcing building code with flood requirements: (1) the commentary for ASCE 24 Flood Resistant Design and Construction (in the back of the book); and (2) commentaries to the International Building
Code, International Residential Code, International Existing Building Code and the other I-Codes. When you buy
the I-Codes, consider buying the commentaries because they include the code text and explanatory material.
Submit your own items or suggestions for future topics to column editor Rebecca Quinn, CFM,
at rcquinn@earthlink.net. Comments welcomed!

U.S. Government Accounting Office released Nov. 19 the report from the July forum,
"Preparing for Climate Related Risks: Lessons from the Private Sector."
The GAO convened this forum because, according to the National Climate
Assessment, climate-related impacts can present wide-ranging and sometimes cascading risks across the economy and at all levels of government.
This assessment and a study by the Center for Climate and Energy Solutions, a nonpartisan, nonprofit organization, reported that climate-related
risks can affect businesses in a variety of ways. In addition, GAO has previously found that the federal government faces fiscal exposure from climate-related risks and that building in resilience to protect against future
damage is one strategy to help manage these risks.
Read "Preparing for Climate Related Risks: Lessons from the Private Sector," and/or check out the forum highlights.
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ASFPM Foundation announces its 2015 Nick Winter Memorial Scholarship Winner
Megan Wood, a graduate student at the University of South Carolina at Columbia, received the 2015 Nick Winter Memorial Scholarship Fund Award, which comes with a
$2,500 check. Wood plans to graduate in August 2016 with a Masters in Geography
with a focus on natural hazards. She did her undergraduate work at the University of
Maryland, Baltimore County where she was a Presidential Scholar and Honors College
member.
Woods was recommended for the scholarship by her professor, Dr. Christopher Emrich,
an associate director and associate research professor with the Hazards and Vulnerability Research Institute at USC.
Emrich wrote, “The research projects currently underway in the HVRI include numerous opportunities for students to travel into the field to collect vital information related to disaster impacts and long-term recovery. It has
quickly become clear to me that Megan would be an irreplaceable asset in the field because of her ability to communicate with real people about the problems they are facing in recovery from disaster. Her experience engaging
with citizens while working with the Red Cross tells me that she is interested in people over process and is highly
motivated to help vulnerable populations mitigate hazard impacts before they occur.
“Megan is an energetic student who engages her fellow students both inside and outside of the classroom,” he
said. “Megan’s goal is to complete a degree geography focused on identifying and assisting vulnerable populations
in disasters. To that end, she plans to utilize FEMA’s HAZUS in conjunction with data collected through a population survey about sheltering needs post disaster. Her findings will be used to create a model that lays on top of
HAZUS outputs to more accurately assess how many people will require sheltering and from which places these
people will evacuate. I do not think she realizes (yet) how useful this work will be for emergency managers interested in planning for disasters. Megan’s thesis research is unfunded and she would benefit greatly from any support ASFPM could provide.”
The next application round for the scholarship begins in January.
The Nick Winter Memorial Scholarship Award Competition is just one of the activities funded by your generous
donations to the ASFPM Foundation. Some of the others include the Annual Collegiate Student Paper Competition,
Gilbert White National Flood Policy Forums, No Adverse Impact initiatives, as well as reports and publications such
as Holistic Coasts: Adaptive Management of Changing Hazards, Risks and Ecosystems.
Please, make a donation to the ASFPM Foundation on #GivingTuesday, Dec. 1.
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Washington Legislative Report
Meredith R. Inderfurth,
ASFPM Washington Liaison
Almost the End of the Congressional Session
It is almost the end of this Congressional session
and still no appropriations for Fiscal Year 2016.
Congress has dispersed for the week-long Thanksgiving recess. The Continuing Resolution funding
the government will expire Dec. 11. Congress returns for legislative business Dec. 1, leaving just 10
days to take some action on government funding.
Current plans call for the first session of the 114th Congress to conclude Dec. 18.
Several scenarios could unfold. Congress could pass a couple of the 12 regular appropriations bills and then pass
an omnibus appropriations bill encompassing all bills not passed individually. There could be two or three smaller
mini-omnibus bills. Increasingly likely, there could be another short-term CR extending funding to Dec. 18 or extending funding to some date in the early part of the new year and new Congressional session. This last scenario
would, once again, set up the complicated situation in which Congress would be dealing with the budget for the
current fiscal year while initiating consideration of the President’s budget request for FY17. The FY17 budget request is expected to be submitted to Congress in early February.
More on Appropriations
This year, for the first time in many, Congress was actually in a position to pass most, if not all, of the 12 regular
appropriations bills individually – following “regular order” and arriving at conference agreements to resolve differences between House and Senate passed versions. That likelihood disappeared due to controversies over
amendments relating to flying the Confederate flag and funding for Planned Parenthood, as well as threats by
Senate Democrats to filibuster appropriations bills until a new overall budget agreement could be reached, which
would work around sequester-level spending limits.
After work on appropriations stalled and House Speaker John Boehner announced his resignation to take effect at
the end of October, a new budget agreement emerged in late October. With new Speaker Paul Ryan in place, the
Appropriations Committees got busy on developing an omnibus appropriations bill for FY16. “Listening sessions”
were held by the Republican members of the six Appropriations subcommittees whose bills have not yet been
considered on the House floor. The idea was to brief Republicans on their content, invite discussion and allow
members the chance to advocate for provisions they would like to see included in the final language in the omnibus.
The House and Senate subcommittee members and their staffs began the tedious task of comparing their bills,
item by item, to resolve differences. Six of the 12 bills had passed the House and one (Military Construction/VA)
had passed the House and Senate. The remainder had all been reported out of committee. An attempt to pass
one more (Transportation/HUD) in the Senate failed Nov. 19 when Sen. Rand Paul objected to amendments under
consideration unless his amendment restricting housing and other federal funding assistance to refugees could be
considered.
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Work on resolving differences in funding levels in the House and Senate bills was largely completed internally
Nov. 20. At that point, attention turned to the politically difficult decisions about how to handle the many policy
“riders” contained in the subcommittee bills. Among those are several notable environmental riders prohibiting
funds for implementation of the Administration’s Clean Power rule, Waters of the US rule and final guidance on
the Federal Flood Risk Management Standard. It is widely assumed that decisions will be made by leadership of
the House and Senate in addition to full committee leadership of the Appropriations committees.
There is considerable speculation over which riders will remain and whether or not the President will veto an omnibus appropriations bill if certain riders remain. There is still the possibility that a government shutdown could
occur after the CR expires Dec. 11.
Introduction of an omnibus is expected soon after Congress reconvenes the first week of December. Development
of the omnibus and resolution of the policy riders is ongoing during the Thanksgiving recess. Meanwhile, no information has been made available as to agreed upon funding levels for departments, agencies and specific programs.
Other Legislation
Although appropriations will dominate the closing weeks of this Congressional session, consideration of some
other legislation is possible. This session is the first of two sessions in the 114th Congress, so any pending legislation will carry over into the second session.
Listed here are a number of bills at various stages of the process – including one that is ready for consideration on
the House floor and others that have just been introduced.
S. 2325 Digital Coast Act
This bill, introduced Nov. 19 by Sen. Tammy Baldwin (D-WI) and Sen. Lisa Murkowski (R-AK), was referred to the
Senate Commerce, Science and Transportation Committee. Its lengthy title is: “A bill to require the Secretary of
Commerce, acting through the Administrator of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, to establish a constituent-driven program to provide a digital information platform capable of efficiently integrating
coastal data with decision-support tools, training, and best practices and to support collection of priority coastal
geospatial data to inform and improve local, State, regional and Federal capacities to manage the coastal region,
and for other purposes.”
ASFPM has been a founding member of the Digital Coast Partnership at NOAA.
While the program has functioned at NOAA for several years, it has not been codified as a program. This legislation would accomplish that for an effort that has proven its value. ASFPM representatives met with Senators Baldwin and Murkowski staffs Nov. 18 and encouraged Murkowski to join Baldwin in sponsoring the bill.
H.R. 2616 and S. 1481 Urban Flooding Awareness Act
The bill was introduced in June 2015 by Rep. Michael Quigley (D-IL) and Sen. Richard Durbin (D-IL). It was referred
to the Financial Services and Transportation and Infrastructure Committees in the House and the Banking Committee in the Senate. The measure requires FEMA to direct a study of urban flooding. The study would examine
the prevalence and costs of urban flooding, adequacy of existing flood risk information, causes of urban flooding
and its increase, most cost-effective methods to reduce impacts, most effective and sustainable methods of funding flood risk and damage reduction, research and education techniques for community leaders and others, appropriate application of the NFIP and CRS programs, strategies for protecting downstream communities and the
roles of federal and state governments. ASFPM has endorsed the bill.
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H.R. 1471 FEMA Disaster Assistance Reform Act
The bill could be brought up on the House floor at any time. It is a bipartisan measure and considered non-controversial. ASFPM provided a letter of support.
It reauthorizes several FEMA programs, reinstates a three year statute of limitations on FEMA reclaiming funds,
and establishes new aggregate limits on management costs under the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program and under Section 406 (PA) mitigation.
H.R. 2901 and S. 1679 Flood Insurance Market Parity and Modernization Act
These bills were introduced June 25 in the Senate by Senators Heller (R-NV) and Tester (D-MT) and in the House
by Reps. Ross (R-FL) and Murphy (D-FL). The identical measures seek to clarify requirements and processes for
private company flood insurance policies to meet the mandatory purchase requirements associated with the
NFIP.
The bills have the support of a broad range of insurance companies, insurance agent and broker groups, reinsurance companies and groups, major lender organizations and the SmarterSafer Coalition. All are urging movement
soon on the bills and urging House and Senate Committees to act on these bills soon without waiting for inclusion
in the 2017 NFIP Reauthorization.
ASFPM has suggested that a fee equivalent to the NFIP Policy Fee be associated with private insurance policies.
The fee would be submitted to FEMA to support the same activities supported by the NFIP policy fee – largely
mapping, floodplain management and some mitigation activities.
H.R. 348 Responsibly and Professionally Invigorating Development Act
The RAPID Act was introduced by Rep. Tom Marino (R-PA) and passed the House Sept. 24 by a vote of 233-170.
The measure establishes hard timelines for National Environmental Policy Act reviews. It is an element of various
efforts to limit the regulatory authority of the Executive branch and the vote results were largely partisan. A number of amendments offered by Democrats were defeated. The White House has issued a veto threat and it seems
unlikely that the bill will be taken up in the Senate this fall.
H.R. 3456 Flood Insurance Mitigation and Policy Holder Protection Act (FIMPPA)
FIMPPA was introduced by newly-elected Rep. Daniel Donovan (R-NY) and referred to the House Committee on
Financial Services. It was also included as a subcommittee amendment to the Prepare Act (H.R. 3583), which was
reported out of the House Homeland Security Committee Sept. 30. The Prepare Act has also been referred to the
Transportation and Infrastructure Committee and the Energy and Commerce Committee for consideration.
The flood insurance bill has three sections: one deals with the engineering reports that have given rise to concerns
about accuracy of claims payments. The second deals with the appeals process and the third requires FEMA to
issue its report on alternate mitigation options (required by earlier legislation) within 60 days.
H.R. 4107 and S. 2324 Flood Insurance Transparency and Accountability Act
The bill, introduced Nov. 19 in the House by Rep. Dan Donovan (R-NY) and Rep. Kathleen Rice (D-NY) and in the
Senate by Sen. Kirsten Gillibrand (D-NY), offers provisions designed to address claims and appeals issues that have
arisen since Hurricane Sandy. It would require damage inspection reports to go first to the policyholder. It would
amend the appeals process to provide policyholders more time, creates a claims and appeals function within the
Office of the Advocate, and prohibits denial of claims based on earth movement. The measures have been referred to the House Financial Services and Senate Banking Committees.
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The Legislation discussed in this article can be reviewed by going to www.Congress.gov and typing in the
bill number or title.
Written by Meredith R. Inderfurth, ASFPM Washington Liaison
This report appears regularly as a member benefit in “The Insider,” ASFPM’s member newsletter produced in the odd
months. See ASFPM’s Goals and Objectives for FY15 here.

ASFPM Editorial Guidelines: ASFPM accepts and welcomes articles from our members and partners. “The Insider” and “News & Views” have a style format, and if necessary, we reserve the right to
edit submitted articles for space, grammar, punctuation, spelling, potential libel and clarity. If we make
substantive changes, we will email the article back to you for your approval before using. We encourage
you to include art with your article in the form of photos, illustrations, charts and graphs. Please include
a description of the art, along with the full name of who created the art. If the art is not yours originally,
you must include expressed, written consent granting ASFPM permission to use the art in our publications. If you have any questions, please contact Michele Mihalovich at editor@floods.org.
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