Map Maintenance: The Case for FEMA Delegation to te CTP
Northwest Florida Water Management District

SUMMARY

Flood hazard map modernization to develop DigitabB Insurance Rate Maps
(DFIRMS) is only going to be successful if FEMAwWsling to continue to support
modern map upkeep through the funding and delegaficnaintenance activities. The
approach for map modernization envisioned by theheest Florida Water
Management District (NWFWMD) as a FEMA Cooperatireghnical Partner (CTP) is
to develop a locally available, economically susthie, map maintenance program and
utilize an integrated watershed management approasipport Letter of Map Change
(LOMC) processing along with other related maintergaactivities. Given that the
current map modernization program is CTP basedevstaged, it follows that this
would be an opportune time and there are advantagé&MA to delegate their map
maintenance program to the local CTP.

DELEGATION OF MAP MAINTENANCE DFIRM PROCESSING

A modern map maintenance program should includasplécts of maintenance,
including both letter revisions (LOMCs) and DFIREVisions (Physical Map Revisions
and full countywide revisions). The delegated rtemiance program should be long term
to avoid the start up costs or remapping. FEMAusthcecognize that the CTP, as the
lead for existing mapping activities, would be ne test position to coordinate and
integrate maintenance activities as part of mapemnuodation. However, the CTP will
only accept this responsibility if it receives adatg FEMA funding support. As
discussed below there are also a number of fattiarensider that may influence FEMA
in the decision to support the CTP in this new.role

Compared to the cost of development, earned vahgk|everaged value of DFIRMS,
there is no question that map maintenance in teddigital mapping environment will
pay for itself and is a relatively minor cost.wé considered what would happen if map
maintenance were simply abandoned, the maps weneriraway after ten years, and the
map creation started all over, it is obvious themeon investment through funding of
map maintenance is many times the costs of thenafigmvestment. The CTP is
currently involved with the development and digitibn of a number of new data layers
that have not yet been incorporated into the “modeaps”. Accurate and up-to-date
digital orthophotos and LIDAR data sets are acqljideveloped and made publicly
available. These products will continue to be aegliand developed by the CTP and its
local government, state, and federal partners tirout Northwest Florida. These data
will likely be heavily used by the CTP as well s mapping community to request map
updates. This local source of data has becometegral component of DFIRMs that
traditionally was not funded or supported by FEMwWwolugh the Map Modernization
program but the CTP has developed, managed, apddag its use. This new source
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information has become essential for watershedlandplain management. It is crucial
to be able to access and coordinate its use t@ssitdly apply it for flood hazard
mapping and maintenance purposes.

In the new digital environment, there is much lesgork and administrative burden than
there was previously to convey flood hazard infararato the local community. As soon
as map changes are approved, they can and shoslbta on the web. There is no
need to wait for these changes to be distributech&y on paper maps. The CTP map
maintenance delegation program would include agg®ty which changes can be
automatically incorporated into the existing fldeakzard data in a web-based
environment. As mentioned earlier there are aiferdnt forms of map maintenance
that need to be performed (hopefully by the CTEiding Physical Map Revisions
(select panels) and county-wide updates. Newatnts may also be undertaken or
envisioned by FEMA and the CTP. Detailed coastiadies and incorporation of new
LiDAR for redelineation in the riverine areas arae examples of new work likely to
be undertaken by the CTP. When timed and coamtinaroperly with these other map
update activities, map changes would be incorpdratel developed in a more efficient
and effective manner.

There is also an economic advantage to a locaépoesin those cases where on the
ground local familiarity or face to face discussamth customers becomes necessary.
Keeping a case under the single local roof of th® ©r individual with local familiarity
also provides greater customer confidence and efteetive customer service.

There is no doubt that the mapping communities lvalbetter served through a faster
response and local presence. These communitiegeargdal public typically already
have good working knowledge of the CTP and if neagsare within easy driving
distance to the local office if it becomes necgssameet and discuss map maintenance
issues. Telephone response to mapping commuaitgsitizens making inquiries on
map accuracy or related issues is always immedradeaddressed with local knowledge,
concern, and presence. Through outreach as wethas water management programs
the CTP has developed a local, long lasting retatigp with the FEMA mapping
community. Outreach on the local level is cust@diand would continue to be an
important component of the CTP program. Locatpmeleases, web site postings,
public noticing, and email-type transmittal andmsithal process are all easily integrated
with ongoing map maintenance activities and woudd@insure a smooth transition
towards a CTP rooted program and at the same tithpramote a better understanding
of the need for a map maintenance process.

DELEGATION OF LOMC PROCESSING

Delegation of the LOMC process to the CTP and ool CTP involvement is an
important end step for FEMA to take if the map nrodsation program is going to be a
long term continued success. One of the map er@anice activities currently supported
almost exclusively by FEMA is the LOMC process.h€@tLOMC delegation programs
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currently in place include the MT-2 LOMC DelegatiBrograms in North Carolina
Floodplain Mapping Program, Mecklenburg County, &l the Denver Urban Drainage
District. Table 1 provides a summary of the LOMgscessed by FEMA for the
NWFWMD communities and costs averaged over thefikastyears. Based on current
trends, the costs for map amendments on an anas@l - $129,600) are also a
relatively minor cost (~ 2%) compared to the co$tdevelopment (~ $7,300,000 for
Map Mod). Cost estimates for LOMCs based on rebiestory for Northwest Florida
indicate an average per county cost will be $810089,000 per annum. One concern is
that most of the LOMC activity is for Letters of Pl&dmendment (LOMAS) and no fee is
collected for the average 170 cases which occtiisncategory. FEMA or the NFIP
would have to continue to fund this category ormanual basis if the CTP were to
perform this task since there is no financial iric@nto undertake this type of activity
without a source of income. However, the operati@amd implementation costs for
LOMAs are relatively minor because FEMA already imisrnet-based applications in
place that lessen the burden to both the custontkmap amendment processor. There
are also modern data base tools such as the Mapgorghation Platform (MIP) where
storage of mapping information as well as admiatsire data is well organized into a
central depository and later may be retrieved thhoelectronic media.

Table 1 Summary of LOMCs

s— MT-2(LOMRor[ MT-L [ o,:\AAL-lF,(%IL%l\&AFi-F, Approved De'&'ﬁi; %'V‘;rs]ed/ 5-YEAR
CLOMR) (LOMA) otc) LOMCs P TOTAL
BAY 0 117 49 130 36 166
CALHOUN 0 5 0 3 2 5
ESCAMBIA 0 69 7 40 36 76
FRANKLIN 0 10 3 9 4 13
GADSDEN 0 7 0 6 1 7
GULF 2 117 12 74 57 131
HOLMES 0 10 0 3 7 10
JACKSON 0 5 0 4 1 5
JEFFERSON 0 4 0 1 3 4
LEON 8 91 5 73 31 104
LIBERTY 0 2 0 1 1 2
OKALOOSA 3 190 63 204 57 261
SANTA ROSA 3 38 4 32 13 45
WAKULLA 0 67 2 64 5 69
WALTON 9 115 42 130 36 166
WASHINGTON 0 7 0 4 3 7
5-YEAR TOTAL 25 854 192 778 293 1071
AVE. ANNUAL
CASE LOAD 5 170.8 38.4
FEMA FEE $4,000 - $6,000 $0 $325 - $800
AVE.
PROCESSING FEE $5,000 $500 $500
AVE. ANNUAL
REVENUE $25,000 | $85,400 $19,200 JAverage Annual Revenue =  $129,600

Under a CTP agreement (known as a Mapping Actstgtement or MAS), the
NWFWMD has proposed funding arrangements to FEM&& would very easily
accommodate this map maintenance activity whiksdaing the administratrive burden
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on FEMA in tracking reliable or new data used toegat the map change request.
However, since it is not necessary to transfeffitee” LOMA processing work to the
CTP, FEMA could just continue with the current aggarh and either appears feasible.
The major advantage of implementation by the CTiRasthe local knowledge of a map
deficiency as well as new data developed wouldarelled and become more familiar to
the CTP. This is important if it is the CTP wha@ing to be directly involved in the
development of updates and maintenance of mapgaiiéle CTP is also the entity who
has in the long term and short term become intitpéeniliar with new or local data
through its other watershed or water managemeigir@nas.

Currently the NWFWMD is working with

FEMA to update it's DFIRMs on a county by

county basis. With new detailed elevation

imagery (LIDAR), better orthophotos (see

examples in Figures 1 and 2), and new

hydrologic data already dating the DFIRMs

developed under map modernization, the case

load for map change requests is likely to grow.

These new data are also being made available

and being updated as a publicly accessible

product by the CTP to all mapping community

stakeholders and with or without the updates

there is most likely going to be more demand

for map change requests by the public. The

DFIRMs are also more accessible through the

web, providing the map user with clearer more

detailed map images and location information Figure 1 Leon County: LIDAR Hillshade
than ever before. Another consideration is
that the case load for map change requests is
unpredictable and liable to grow. This is likely
to encourage a much greater volume of map
change requests if not the need to update :
countywide maps sooner than later. Thus thef
cost structure for any agreement with the CTH
would likely need to account for this increaseg# %
demand for flood map revisions and updates. &
This is easily overcome by a MAS structured [
to accurately account for actual program costgs
and to adjust funding when program expenses
exceed the revenue available to support them
An incentive for FEMA and the NFIP is that ; 1
there would be less overall administratrive Sitie

tasks for individual case handling and this [ el %2 2

burden would shift to the CTP. Of course DS A e = L
maintaining or updating the map panels as Figure 2 Leon County: Flood Data, Hillshade, ard@®
soon as possible with the more reliable and

2, Flood Zone
A
i @ =

t it
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up-to-date LIDAR and digital orthophoto sourcesvadl as other flood layer data sources
which are now available will also be very importa@verall map maintenance or panel
updates will provide more confidence to the consumseng them to asses flood risk and
purchase flood insurance and ultimately reducesidleel for LOMC requests.

Another approach that the CTP may take advantagepmbcessing LOMCs is its ability
to provide “just in time” on-demand service. Adlre past, existing staff resources were
utilized but when adequate in-house staffing isawatilable to support map maintenance
requests, these would be out sourced to the CTdAntiing services contractors. The
CTP’s continuing services contractors have extenkiowledge and experience in the
LOMC process, including an understanding of thesle&gry requirements (44 CFR Part
65), processing LOMCs through the MIP, and pubtitification requirements. CTP
procurement for services is similar to FEMA's preséor acquiring well qualified 1D/1Q
contractors. The CTP’s approach to out-source maptenance work is a very
economical approach because it does not requiifengtto always be available to handle
increased volume and it results in costs savingsnwiork load or demand is less than
the full time equivalent of a salaried employedsoA due to the modern age of
computers, there is almost no distance factorerndhal processing or cost of cases.

CONCLUSION

Over the period 2005 to 2010, all the DFIRMs in tharest Florida adopted by the local
mapping communities will have been developed byGh®. FEMA'’s need for actual
map making should be greatly diminished. As atpratmatter, the maintenance task is
best performed by the agency who develops themsatmmmitted with the long term
intuitional knowledge and technical capability taintain them. Once map changes are
made through the map maintenance process it shatadde important to FEMA that
there will be local CTP ownership for all partstieé DFIRM including the amended and
updated portions.

Local knowledge, community relationships, ownershgministration, leverage of local
data, flood hazard map longevity, CTP technicapsup public access, local delivery of
services, continued involvement by the CTP, mapenadation program consistency
and continuity, are all going to be important fastto be taken into consideration if the
map modernization program is to have a successtubme. Development of a long—
term, economically sustainable map maintenanceranogvith significant potential for
long-term cost savings is feasible in the futurhd program is implemented through a
CTP. With the continued financial backing andaemagement by FEMA, the will CTP
be able to successfully undertake such endeavdrs. NWFWMD recognizes map
maintenance as a new and challenging venture tllatsult in a long lasting
relationship with FEMA and the CTP.
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