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______________________________________________________________________________
Objectives:

By the end of this session, students should be able to:

17.1
Remember key flood policy-related terms and definitions. 

17.2 
Understand national flood mitigation and disaster laws and policy; how they are implemented at the Federal, State, and local levels; and how politics are involved.

17.3
Recall how the National Flood Insurance Program works as a policy tool.

17.4 
Articulate the political challenges posed in structural and non-structural flood hazard mitigation efforts.

17.5 
Describe political issues associated with flood disasters and the recovery process, especially those encountered in the Midwest floods of 1993.

17.6 
Offer observations on the mounting costs of flood damage and the political issues which surround the coverage and assumption of these costs.

17.7
Summarize the major features of the Flood Mitigation Assistance program, along with hazard mitigation assistance programs available to address the flood hazard.

______________________________________________________________________________
Scope

Floods are America’s most frequently occurring agent of natural disaster. More than half of all Presidential Declarations of major disaster are for floods.
 Owing to more than 100 years of dissension, confusion, political controversies, inadequate infrastructure, high costs and losses, and unavailability of flood insurance, etc., the Federal Government in the 1960s decided to make available flood insurance and to re-orient flood hazard mitigation from exclusively building dams and other flood works to a combination of structural and non-structural efforts.

Political challenges in flood disaster involve, zoning for floodplain usage, building regulation decisions, the planning and funding of flood control projects—including relocation actions—and the coordination of efforts from locality to locality and from State to State. No less important is the value of flood insurance provided by FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program.
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Requirements

A short history of American flood management is necessary.
 Also, it is imperative that the instructor make clear that, besides FEMA, there are several other Federal agencies involved in flood control, among them, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation Service of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the Bureau of Reclamation and the Bureau of Land Management of the U.S. Department of the Interior, the National Weather Service of the U.S. Department of Commerce, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency—to name a few.

Flood disaster video is available from National Public Television through programs such as The American Experience and NOVA.  Often links allow instructors to run the video for free and if the classroom can be configured for such video displays, this may be a worthwhile way to introduce the subject and draw out greater student interest.

More challenging will be the discussion and review of the National Flood Insurance Program. The Supplemental Considerations section below contains some key terms which may be of help.

Objective 17.1
Remember key flood policy-related terms and definitions. 

A FLOOD or FLOODING is defined as the temporary inundation of normally dry land areas from the overflow of inland or tidal waters, or from the unusual and rapid accumulation or runoff of surface waters from any source. The rise in water may be caused by excessive rainfall, snow melt, natural stream blockages, and windstorms over a lake, or any combination of such conditions.
 
A FLASH FLOOD is a flood that crests in a short period of time and is often characterized by high velocity flow. It is frequently the result of heavy rainfall in a local area.

Flood mitigation comes in two general forms: STRUCTURAL MITIGATION and NON-STRUCTURAL MITIGATION. Each has its own associated politics and policy.

STRUCTURAL approaches include the elements of building design and construction aimed at reducing flood vulnerability. Among structural flood management measures has been the highly controversial construction of “hard”-engineered public works projects such as dams, dikes, LEVEES, channel enlargements, diversions, and, along coastlines, seawalls, jetties, sea groins, and other physical structures. These actions are taken to modify the way floods behave. Owing to a mixed record of performance, high cost, negative environmental side-effects, and the realization that such structures often inadvertently contribute to over-development in flood-prone areas, the National policy has begun to back away from heavy reliance on “hard” engineered flood mitigation works.

A LEVEE is a man-made structure, usually an earthen embankment, designed and constructed in accordance with accepted engineering practices, to contain, control, or divert the flow of water so as to provide protection from temporary flooding. A LEVEE SYSTEM is a flood protection system comprised of a levee, or levees, and associated structures, such as enclosure and drainage devices.

NON-STRUCTURAL approaches entail the restricting of development in flood-prone areas as well as the use of natural buffers, such as wetlands which help absorb flood waters. Non-structural practices modify the exposure of buildings to floods through flood-proofing, land-use planning, setback rules, warning measures, and insurance. One practice involves the ELEVATION of structures located in V-ZONES (vulnerability zones), that is, areas prone to flooding or coastal storm surges. “Elevation” means raising a structure to place it above flood waters on an extended support structure.

FLOODPLAINS are normally dry land susceptible to being inundated by water from any natural source. These areas are usually low land adjacent to a river, a stream, a watercourse, an ocean or a lake. Flood frequency studies and flood hazard boundary mapping have been used to calculate a “100-YEAR FLOOD,” which means a flood of magnitude expected to be equaled or exceeded on the average of once every hundred years. Such a flood has a one-percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year. The general public, often mistakenly, believes that such 100-year floodplain areas are only subject to flooding every 100 years. Meteorological and natural forces may produce 100-year magnitude floods at anytime.

Cigler and others advocate better floodplain management through a combination of structural and non-structural approaches.
Objective 17.2
Understand national flood mitigation and disaster laws and policy; 



how they are 
implemented at the Federal, State, and local levels; and 



how politics are involved.

Floods, like many other forms of disaster, are low probability, high consequence events. From a National Government perspective, such disasters appear common and are a major problem. Floods are responsible for the majority of President declared major disasters. For officials at the State and local level, however, flood disasters are experienced with relatively less frequency than they are on a National level. In other words, Federal emergency managers therefore tend to judge flood disasters to be more common and frequent than do State and local emergency managers. This is largely due to the fact that Federal emergency managers see flood disasters as distributed over the entire nation, whereas State and local emergency managers observe and experience flood disasters within the confines of their State and local jurisdictions, in other words within their respective subset of national political geography.
Cigler explains that local officials are less likely (than State and Federal officials) to perceive the flood problem as important and so, they tend to give the topic low priority on their policy agendas. She defines this as an “intergovernmental paradox,” in that local government officials are unlikely to judge floods or other disasters as a major problem, but it is local authorities who must assume the center-stage as the first responders and emergency managers when floods or other disasters occur. Whether it is first-line emergency response, or land use planning and implementation activities associated with the mitigation of hazards, local governments have cardinal responsibilities.
 
Cigler’s observation is important because it explains a conundrum of flood policy in the United States.  Any single flood disaster in the U.S. transpires at a local, State, and National level simultaneously. However, it is local government’s responsibility to respond first and in the U.S. it is the local government which possesses the most important flood mitigation policy tools. If local governments are assumed to be “persons,” they consciously or unconsciously determine much of their flood vulnerability through the land use policies and building regulations they adopt and enforce. Certainly the Federal and State governments offer various inducements and incentives for local governments to engage in sensible flood mitigation, but in the end it is local government flood hazard assessment, floodplain management, stormwater management, and land use management that makes the most difference in local flood prevention.
The Flood Control Act of 1936
The first National flood control law was the Flood Control Act of 1936. Its central premise was that floods could be controlled or averted through the building of engineered structures such as levees, dikes, spillways, channels, jetties, reservoirs, dams, and flood walls, et cetera. The principal Federal agency involved in the construction of flood and erosion control projects is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, although other agencies have major roles. The Federal water resources development projects traditionally have multiple purposes and often include a flood- or erosion-control element. The U.S. Congress selects the Corps’ projects through a two-phase authorization and construction appropriations process which is highly political. In the authorization phase, members of Congress vote collectively on a group of water projects in an “omnibus” rivers and harbors bill. In the appropriations phase, Congress then decides which of the authorized projects will receive appropriations and in which amounts. Owing to budgetary constraints, only a share of authorized projects will receive full, or even partial, appropriations funding.
Sometimes flood control projects (i.e., dams and levee building) are alleged to embody “PORK-BARRELING,” under which Federal resources are concentrated or dispensed in a way which over-benefits certain areas at the expense of the National taxpayer. Pork-barreling refers to the political adage that elected lawmakers are expected to “bring home the bacon” for their states or legislative districts. One legislator’s accusation of “pork” is likely to be countered by another legislator’s claim that the public spending for the project is absolutely necessary and in the broader public interest. Implicit in claims of pork-barreling are assertions that public resources (taxpayer dollars) are being allocated to projects in excess of need. 

Claims of pork barreling in emergency management are not unique to flood control.  Virtually any dimension of emergency management involving allocations of public funds may fall victim to accusations of “pork barreling.”  Whether any public endeavor can be characterized as an example of  “pork-barrel spending,” flows very much from whether one is a beneficiary of the project or not. Politics involves winners and losers, and those lawmakers whose projects were not funded (losers) often invoke the pork barrel claim when they observe precious public funds being dispensed to projects in the states and districts of other lawmakers (winners).   
Sometimes differences of political ideology emerge as well because some elected officials favor minimal government involvement in the private sector and they judge almost all publicly funded projects as unnecessary pork-barreling. Conversely, an opposing political ideology is apparent in the case of elected officials who endorse a broad array of publicly funded projects because they believe the private market will not on its own pay to create the same projects, or they conclude that public financing will produce a beneficial economic multiplier effect owing to the private gains (jobs, business orders, local economic stimulus) the public project will facilitate. 
Cost/benefit analysis has been used as a tool to rank projects in presumably more objective, and less political, ways. However, political factors sometimes enter into these calculations based on which variables are given the most weight in the cost-benefit calculations. Congress regularly intervenes in matters of public works decision making in terms of how it writes authorizations and appropriations legislation, how it budgets public funds, and how it conducts oversight of the agencies responsible for identifying, developing, constructing, and operating public works projects.
Members of Congress may insist that their States need costly structural flood control projects, regardless of the actual necessity, because such projects steer substantial Federal funds to their jurisdictions. Elected officials at the State and local levels derive tremendous political gain from “bringing home the bacon,” in the form of new Federally subsidized local infrastructure projects and facilities.

Cigler indicates that structural flood control projects are often very costly, often have limited utility, and routinely come with undesirable environmental side-effects. A National program was needed in order to curtail costly and confusing individual State flood-control efforts. 
Objective 17.3
Recall how the National Flood Insurance Program works as a policy 



tool.

The National Flood Insurance Program

Congress established the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) with the passage of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968. The act was broadened and modified later with passage of the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, and later the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, and then by the Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004. Rather than examine each of these laws in detail, it makes more sense to consult Objective 17.6 below, which arrays the major flood-related mitigation programs created and refashioned by these laws through the years. Objective 17.6 displays the major programs in place and still operating since enactment of the Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004.

The NFIP is administered by the Federal Insurance Administration (FIA) and is a component of FEMA. Shortly after its creation in 1979, FEMA assumed flood management responsibilities from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. FEMA is the lead agency in the implementation of the National flood disaster policy, but shares responsibility with several other Federal agencies.

The National response to flood disasters in the decades before NFIP consisted of building flood control works such as dams, levees, and the like and providing disaster relief to flood victims. Various policy evaluation and program evaluations conducted over the last fifty years tended to conclude that government-provided disaster relief did little to reduce flood losses or discourage unwise development. 
Moreover, from the 1940s onward private insurance companies discontinued the sale of residential flood insurance, symptomatic of a private market failure justifying government intervention. In other words, property owners could not buy flood insurance, as they could fire insurance, auto insurance, etc.  Those who purchased homeowner property and casualty insurance were not covered for flood loss.  On top of this, building techniques to reduce flood damage were often overlooked by builders, who had little incentive to worry about flood hazards once finished structures were sold. 
Owing to these problems, mounting flood losses, and the escalating costs of flood disaster relief, Congress created the NFIP. 

“The intent was to mitigate future damage and to provide protection for property owners against potential losses through an insurance mechanism that allows a premium to be paid for the protection by those most in need of it…”
 

The NFIP is based on an agreement between local communities and the Federal Government which states that, if a community will implement measures to reduce future flood risks to new construction in Special Flood Hazard Areas, the Federal Government will make flood insurance available within the community as a financial protection against flood losses which do occur.

If a local government adopts building codes and zoning regulations which limit development in floodplains and promotes flood mitigation, residents (homeowners and business owners) their residents then become eligible to purchase relatively low-cost National Flood Insurance (private flood insurance is unavailable). The National Flood Insurance Program provides to policyholders SUBSIDIZED RATES, meaning that the Federal Government encourages the purchase of National Flood Insurance on existing structures at “reasonable and affordable” rates, although these determinations are themselves a political issue. 
Unlike private insurers, the Federal Government, and by inference the NFIP, does not need to make a profit on the sale of the insurance its sells. Inherent in the political logic of the program is that the NFIP will at least partially pay for itself in terms of the flood damage it averts, damage which the Federal government might otherwise be expected to partially compensate under a Presidential declaration of major disaster. Obviously, whatever costs or losses the NFIP helps prevent advances a public interest or a public good.
The NFIP represents one of the Federal Government’s most significant policy tools for advancing disaster mitigation.  While it is true to there are various forms of Federal Government insurance directed to indemnify against disaster loss – U.S. Department of Agriculture crop insurance programs, limited Terrorism Risk Insurance measures, certain Federal health insurance program disaster coverage, etc. – there is as yet no Federal all-hazards insurance program, nor is their a Federal insurance program available to cover losses in catastrophic events. Congress has periodically considered both all-hazards insurance and catastrophe insurance, various bills have been drafted on these subjects and at least one was approved by the House of Representatives, however, as yet no all-hazards or catastrophe insurance programs have been approved in Federal law.
 
Over the years about 90 percent of America’s flood-prone jurisdictions have enrolled in the NFIP. Local governments remain principal providers of flood mitigation while FEMA’s role is one of information support and coordination. With approximately 18,500 of the 20,000 U.S. flood-prone communities currently participating in NFIP, the Federal Government’s role is to build the commitment of local governments to floodplain management and to develop the local governments’ capacities to design, enact, and enforce the required floodplain regulations.

Total Policies in Force by Calendar Year

1978 through December 2007


Source: U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agency, Total NFIP Policies in Force by Calendar Year, 1978 through December 2007. http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/statistics/cy2007pif.shtm Last accessed 27 July 2009.

The State role in NFIP continues to evolve. However, Cigler and Burby’s research discloses that State officials view the States as appropriate vehicles for providing flood abatement local technical assistance,  planning, and coordination activities. Federal flood management laws have pressed States and localities to apply a combination of structural and non-structural methods. 

The NFIP is not free of problems. While some 20,000 local governments belong to the program, many of these and other local governments find it difficult to strictly comply with NFIP rules. Most local governments are greatly tempted to issue waivers or grant permission to private development located in local floodplains.
 

Objective 17.4
Articulate the political challenges posed in structural and non-




structural flood hazard mitigation efforts.
A political challenge confronting the flood mitigation incentives offered by the NFIP comes in the form of “MORAL HAZARD.” Moral hazard is a term developed by economists and applicable in the realm of insurance. It refers to the intentional behavior of an insurance policyholder. The effect of this behavior is to increase the possibility of loss. In short, once people know they are covered by insurance for flood loss (for example), they then have little incentive to reduce their risk of loss from flooding. Owing to the risk-sharing offered by insurance, policyholders become reluctant to spend their money on things that would reduce their risk of loss from flooding.
  Moral hazard is exacerbated when the Federal government provides flood-ravaged property owners generous recovery assistance. While Federal law prohibits use of FEMA Individual and Family Assistance funds to cover losses already covered by insurance policies (like NFIP), property faith that government funds will cover uninsured losses further discourage individual flood mitigation spending.
It is the role of local governments to determine the kind of flood mitigation efforts they will use to protect their communities and the options they will choose. The choices to be made, the process of deciding, and the ultimate decisions made all involve politics. Historically, structural flood control measures, like building levees and dams, were popular since they created jobs and were financed largely by the Federal Government.

Over time, flood prone areas protected by structural means have been heavily developed. Even if non-structural means might be more suitable for an area today, they are still harder for elected officials to adopt because people already in the affected areas do not want to relocate, do not want to adopt more floodproof building code requirements, and do not want future development limited. As with land use planning efforts for other natural disasters (hurricanes and earthquakes), locally elected officials face similar opponents of non-structural mitigation efforts. Non-structural methods often conflict with private property rights for homeowners, farmers, and developers alike.

Non-structural mitigation options include regulations, education, and a variety of financial incentives, as well as technical assistance or capacity-building tools. Examples include zoning and other land-use regulations (e.g., restricting development in flood basins), elevation and other floodproofing of buildings, flood insurance, flood warning systems, land acquisition, permanent property relocation, and disaster preparedness and response planning.

A Unified National Program for Floodplain Management was prepared independently of the Galloway Report and provided a conceptual framework that calls for managing floodplains as integrated systems of both human activities and natural functions.
 It has been highly praised by environmentalists and harshly criticized by property rights advocates, including many farmers. A growing property rights movement in the United States is attempting to end nearly all forms of land-use regulation. Thus, the goals and objectives of the report may be difficult to implement.

Non-structural flood mitigation efforts also have complicated intergovernmental considerations. There is a clear mandate for a Federal regulatory role in floodplain management, but, under the U.S. Constitutional system, the management of private land-use is the responsibility of the State and especially local governments. Local and State elected officials may decide not to implement floodplain management measures for several reasons.

1.
They may feel that the Federal Government has no right to infringe on their governmental responsibilities;

2. 
They assume it conflicts with their constituents’ beliefs (e.g., private property advocates);

3. 
They want to continue only structural flood mitigation measures for which the Federal Government used to provide most of the funding; or

4. 
They may obey the spirit of the NFIP by enacting appropriate floodplain management measures, but may fail to enforce those measures, believing that their non-compliance may go undetected as they bow to pressures to develop in the flood hazard areas of their communities.

Non-structural mitigation efforts have produced politically controversial debates at the Federal level also. The kinds of buyouts used after the 1993 Midwestern floods were not made part of National flood policy in 1994 because there was great opposition to placing restraints on new flood control dams and levees. In addition, some Federal lawmakers led opposition to the measure on behalf of some farmers who opposed adding new wetlands as a flood control measure.

Economic growth and the great political influence of development interests have combined to increase the demand for more building within floodplains. The interests promoting sound disaster mitigation land management at the local level are, in relative terms, very weak. Overhead governments, such as the State and Federal Government, must add a counterweight to the development interests, but this is not easy for a variety of reasons, including the resistance to non-local, outside pressures; the preservation of local land-use authority; and the political interference at higher levels of government by development interests, et cetera.

Many protective land-use regulations are not enacted or enforced due to unresolved conflicts between private property rights and local, State, and National interests in the flood problem. Attempts to resolve conflicts lead to costly litigation for all parties, including suits by FEMA’s Federal Insurance Administration (FIA) against localities for not complying with NFIP.

The future challenges of flood policy involve harmonizing city-county relations; getting communities which share a watershed to cooperate and coordinate; and moving functionally distinct municipal departments to promote flood mitigation (e.g., water, sewer, environment, public health, public safety, police, fire, permits, and inspections departments, etc.). 

Objective 17.5
Describe political issues associated with flood disasters and the 




recovery process, especially those encountered in the Midwest floods 



of 1993.
Disasters frequently triggered investigations and hearings. This was the case after both the Great Midwest Floods of 1993 and Hurricane Katrina of 2005. In the former case, President Clinton appointed an ad hoc sub-group to his Floodplain Management Task Force to determine the major causes and consequences of the 1993 Midwest flood, to evaluate the performance of floodplain and watershed management programs; and to recommend changes in policies, programs, and activities likely to achieve risk reduction, economic efficiency, and environmental enhancement in floodplains and watersheds. The Interagency Floodplain Management Review Committee released the report, “Sharing the Challenge: Floodplain Management into the 21st Century,” in June 1994. It was commonly referred to as the “Galloway Report.”
 

The GALLOWAY REPORT examined the functionality of Federal levees during the great Midwest flood of 1993. Its findings were controversial in that it praised the performance of Federal levees during the flood, but had little to add about the thousands of non-Federal levees in the region, many of which failed during the flood. Federal levees are those built in whole or in part by the Federal Government. The “non-Federal” levels are those that are owned and managed by the State, local, or special district governments, or which are privately owned and managed levees, and which may be subject to Federal regulation, but are not owned by the Federal Government. By suspending judgment of the performance of non-Federal levees, the Galloway committee seemed to be suggesting that “Federal” structural flood mitigation works had performed well, but that “private” structural flood control works had not, or at least were not worth reviewing.

The report recommended that many failed levees not be repaired, so that they could buffer against future flooding. This tactic proved beneficial when the areas again flooded in the 1995 Midwest floods. This had important ramifications. Farmers (and others) whose properties had been protected from flooding up until the great Midwest flood of 1993 by private levees, now were left with no official guidance on whether or not to rebuild the failed private levees. A decision NOT to rebuild means that properties behind failed private levees would be exposed to a much greater flood threat in the future. The Galloway committee left it up to the Army Corps of Engineers (in conjunction with the Soil Conservation Service) to decide which private levees warranted reconstruction.

In reviewing the aftermath of the Midwest floods of 1993, there was praise for FEMA’s effort to RELOCATE towns frequently flooded by their adjacent rivers. Completely relocating a town may be politically controversial for several reasons.

· Historic preservationists may oppose it because relocation destroys the history of the town (e.g., the buildings, town squares, and main streets, etc.).

· Private property advocates may oppose being ordered to move from their land, homes, and businesses—some of which have been passed down for generations; or

· Some may believe that more flood mitigation measures, like bigger dams and more levees, are the better solution to flooding than relocation.

The dilemma of relocation was part of the aftermath of the Midwest floods of 1993. It was politically controversial at first, but there was increasing agreement that the damage-rebuild-damage-rebuild cycle should, wherever possible, be terminated.

“One of the most celebrated buyouts was that of Valmeyer, Illinois. The

community of 900 souls was devastated by the 1993 Mississippi flood, the latest in a series of inundations endured by that community since 1910. The community moved to higher ground nearby, an effort involving

22 government agencies and a cost in the range of $28 million. In the process of rebuilding, the people of Valmeyer incorporated several sustainable design elements into their new town, including energy-efficient construction and passive solar technology.”
 However, such efforts demand strong community leadership.

Many have complained that too few communities participate in, and too few homeowners buy, National Flood Insurance. Presumably, if flooding occurs in a community which is not participating in NFIP, “no Federal financial assistance can be provided for the permanent repair or reconstruction of insurable buildings in Special Flood Hazard Areas.”
 Once a community’s Special Flood Hazard Areas have been identified on a Flood Hazard Boundary Map or Flood Insurance Rate Map, that community has up to a year to comply with and join the NFIP. Failure to do so may mean that those seeking to build in a Special Flood Hazard Area will be prohibited from receiving Veterans Administration loans or other mortgages from Federally regulated banks.

However, there is huge political pressure exerted after every flood disaster not to penalize communities or residents—the former for failing to join or comply with the NFIP and the latter for failing to purchase National Flood Insurance when it was available.

FEMA and the Small Business Administration (SBA) analyzed some 2,000 claims arising from the 1993 Midwest flood and found that about half of the applicants with mortgaged homes in the floodplain did not have flood insurance. In 1993, the National Performance Review recommended that FEMA enforce existing requirements for mandatory flood insurance and urged the administration and the Congress to explore incentives to expand insurance coverage against most natural hazards.

The Midwest floods of 1993 changed how governments would allocate the costs of future flood disasters. Several important policy and administrative reforms have been made since those floods. In January 1995, FEMA officials announced changes in regulations as part of the implementation of a new 1994 law. Among the changes were new rules that converted the existing five-day waiting period to a 30-day waiting period (with limited exceptions) before flood insurance coverage becomes effective under a standard flood insurance policy.
 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has also amended some of its rules governing construction cost sharing. Under a Congressional mandate to reduce the non-Federal share of flood mitigation projects based on “ability to pay,” the Corps established criteria for reductions in the non-Federal cost share. 

Moreover, recently General Gerald Galloway, a professor of engineering at the University of Maryland and former commander of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), observed that, “when Congress authorizes a USACE project, the money for it is quickly appropriated. But when it comes to appropriating money to remedy any environmental problems resulting from the project, Congress is very slow to allocate funds.”
 He added, that, “land development in floodplains is a perilous exercise. . . developers rely heavily on floodplain maps issued by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) that demarcate where we can expect so-called 100-year floods—the sort of flood that can be expected once every 100 years. People erroneously believe if they are outside that demarcation they are safe. However, Galloway cautions, such maps are estimates only. Moreover, he says, ‘The records of the past don’t necessarily match the pattern we’re in right now in terms of the weather.’”

Objective 17.6
Offer observations on the mounting costs of flood damage and the 



political issues which surround the coverage and assumption of these 



costs.

The cost of damages and recovery efforts from a flood disaster may enter the billions of dollars. The brunt of this cost is borne by the Federal Government and the property and casualty insurance industry. 

After the extreme Midwestern floods in 1993, Congress allocated 15 percent of the disaster aid for relocating people out of the floodplain. More than 7,000 have moved, including at least one entire town, making it the largest post-flood relocation in American history. Before the Midwest floods in 1993, $4.5 million was budgeted for relocation; after the flood, another $350 million was added, making this a pivotal turning point in American flood policy.
 

The Federal Government is using financial incentives or disincentives to hasten State and local implementation of flood hazard mitigation methods. Examples include Federal income tax credits for investments to upgrade existing facilities and Federal matching grants for building retrofit. 

The Federal Insurance Administration has sought to promote wider sales of National Flood Insurance since 1981 under a “Write Your Own” program which encourages private sector insurance company involvement in selling NFIP policies. The program invites all licensed property and casualty companies to enter into an arrangement with FIA to sell and service flood insurance under their own names. Private firms which sell NFIP policies receive a fee for their work but all premiums paid on such policies go to FEMA’s FIA, and all claims made on such policies are handled by FIA officials.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has undergone a dramatic change in its role as a primary builder of dams, levees, dikes, and other “hard” engineering flood mitigation structures. Currently, the Corps spends  billions each year to maintain structures that it has erected. The Corps has a variety of ongoing flood control projects, not the least of which is rebuilding the levees in the New Orleans area to help prevent a disaster of the type which occurred in Hurricane Katrina in 2005.  Floodplain management efforts are receiving more attention and funding, in part as an outcome of the Midwest floods of 1993 and 1995, as well as from Hurricane Katrina in 2005. The Corps’ fastest growing spending category is for environmental projects.

National leaders expect State governments to induce their localities to make greater investments in all phases of floodplain management. To date, most States have been slow to respond. Increasing State disaster costs and less favorable Federal-State, post-disaster cost sharing constraints, may give States and their localities a greater financial incentive to engage in flood hazard mitigation.

A significant political challenge in U.S. flood disaster policy is the concern that Federal disaster relief is emerging as a new ENTITLEMENT program. Entitlement programs are those that require government compensation of applicant eligible parties regardless of whether the government has budgeted sufficient funds to address the need (the presumption is cost over-runs will be covered by government borrowing or other measures). Beneficiaries of entitlement programs sometimes organize to become power constituencies who tend to see the program as one of  “RIGHTS POLITICS.” Rights politics rest on the legal argument that no one who applies and proves need should be denied the benefits that the program provides. Policymakers often garner political support from program beneficiaries by making conditions of eligibility easier and/or by increasing the amount of dispensed government benefits.
 When people view Federal disaster relief as an entitlement, and even as a right protected in law, they will always demand Presidential declarations of major disaster for event the most lightly damaging event.  Budgeting for Federal disaster relief will then become a major challenge.
Objective 17.7
Summarize the major features of the Flood Mitigation Assistance 



program, along with hazard mitigation assistance programs available 



to address the flood hazard.
There are five current FEMA programs which target flood hazard mitigation.  These are:

♦ Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)

♦ Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM)

♦ Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA)

♦ Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC)

♦ Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL)

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)

The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) is authorized by Section 404 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, as amended (the Stafford Act), Title 42, United States Code (U.S.C.) 5170c. The HMGP promotes and subsidizes mitigation measures that help
reduce the risk of loss of life and damage of property from future disasters during the reconstruction period after a Federally declared disaster. In other words, HMGP becomes available under a Presidential major disaster declaration and applies in the areas of the State covered by the declaration (these are routinely areas requested by the respective State Governor). The
amount of HMGP funding available to the applicant is based upon the estimated total Federal assistance to be provided by FEMA for disaster recovery under the Presidential major disaster declaration granted to the State. 

HMPG funds are not restricted to flood disasters, but are mentioned here because so many presidential declared disasters involve flood as a primary or secondary cause of disaster that the program is a major pillar of Federally subsidized flood mitigation efforts.
Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM)

The Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program is authorized by Section 203 of the Stafford Act, 42 U.S.C. 5133. The PDM program is designed to assist States, Territories, Indian Tribal governments, and local communities. Its aim is to advance pre-disaster natural hazard mitigation program efforts. Such programs help reduce overall risk to the population and structures from future hazard events. They also help diminish the need for Federal funding after future disasters owing to the protection and prevention they provide. Here again, PDM is not exclusively flood-related but a great many PDM projects and efforts are aimed at reducing flood risk and mitigating flood damage.
Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA)
The Flood Mitigation Assistance FMA program is authorized by Section 1366 of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended (NFIA), 42 U.S.C. 4104c, with the goal of reducing or eliminating claims under the

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The program was revamped in 1994 in response to the Great Midwest Flood of the previous year. The FMA funds flood planning, offers flood mitigation grants, and provides additional inducements to support elevation of structures as a means of flood mitigation.

Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC)

The Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC) program is authorized by Section 1323 of the NFIA, 42 U.S.C. 4030. Its purpose is to help reduce flood damages to “individual properties” for which one or more claim payments for losses have been made under flood insurance coverage and that will result in the greatest savings to the National Flood Insurance Fund (NFIF) in the shortest period of time.
Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL)

The Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) program is authorized by Section 1361A of the NFIA, 42 U.S.C. 4102a. Much like the RFC program above, the Severe Repetitive Loss program seeks to curtail flood damages to “residential properties” that have experienced severe repetitive losses under flood insurance coverage and that will result in the greatest savings to the NFIF in the shortest period of time. The SRL is a more aggressive variant of the Repetitive Flood Claims program mentioned above.

Budget authority funding flows to the FMA, RFC, and SRL programs through the National Flood Insurance Fund. Funding for the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) ordinarily flows from the President’s Disaster Fund or in some cases from congressional supplemental appropriations. Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) funding comes through FEMA’s annual appropriation, itself a component of the Department of Homeland Security regular annual appropriation. The PDM, FMA, RFC, and SRL programs are subject to the availability of appropriated funds, and are subject to program directives and restrictions that apply to such funds.
 
Besides furnishing funding, many of these programs make possible flood retrofitting and floodproofing, elevation of structures, relocation of structures, or community or individual property-owner resettlement in locations less vulnerable to flooding..
Supplemental

Considerations

This session takes up American flood mitigation policy, the evolution of National floodplain management philosophy, the evolution of Federal and State flood policy, and the continuing problems associated with flood disasters. Be sure to highlight that National Flood Insurance is one of the few fully Federally-backed forms of disaster insurance in the United States. Ask students whether they believe the experience and effectiveness of the NFIP justifies the parallel creation of a National all-hazards insurance program. Be sure students know examples of structural, and non-structural, mitigation.
“Larry Buss, who chairs the USACE National Nonstructural/Flood Proofing Committee, says that when a levee is built in compliance with the requirements of the National Flood Insurance Program, there is no longer any floodplain management in the area behind the levee. All kinds of new development can then occur in the area landward of the levee as if the floodplain no longer exists—when in fact it does. “Politically, it’s more acceptable if politicians come to people and say ‘I’m going to remove the flood threat from you by supporting building a levee so you can live in that floodplain as if the floodplain no longer existed even though flood risk remains,’” Buss says. “That’s more politically acceptable than telling them ‘I’m supporting a buyout’ or ‘I’m supporting a relocation plan where we’ll move you to high ground and have you safe from floods forever.’” However, when the levee does have a problem, the damages are much greater than they might have been because of the increased development in vulnerable areas.”
 This might be a good topic of class discussion.
Haddow, Bullock, and Coppola remind us that of the top ten U.S. flood disasters, eight resulted from hurricanes and one from a tropical storm.
  Consequently, it would be a mistake to view flood policy as somehow distinct from policies directed toward other types of natural disasters.

Finally, the policy science of floods involves many research and engineering interests, who are quite capable of engaging the policy process to pursue their interests.

Helpful Link
One of the very major flood related professional organizations, quite adept at lobbying for their cause, is the Association of State Floodplain Managers.

The Association of State Floodplain Managers began in 1977 as the supporting organization of professionals involved in floodplain management, flood hazard mitigation, flood preparedness, and flood warning and recovery. It is the mission of the Association to mitigate the losses, costs and human suffering caused by flooding and to promote wise use of the natural and beneficial functions of floodplains. Today the ASFPM is the premier voice in floodplain management practice and policy throughout the nation. It has 6,500 national and chapter members who represent local, state and federal government agencies, citizen groups, private consulting firms, academia, the insurance industry, and lenders. ASFPM's influence is expressed through policy and practice changes that impact floodplain management in the U.S. and internationally. Its goals are to help the public and private sectors: 

· Reduce the loss of human life and property damage resulting from flooding. 
· Preserve the natural and cultural values of floodplains. 
· Promote flood mitigation for the prevention of loss and the wise use of floodplains. 
· Avoid actions that exacerbate flooding.
The ASFPM can be found at http://www.floods.org/index.asp?menuid=179&firstlevelmenuid=179&siteid=1 
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