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During the interim between the October meeting and this meeting, all TMAC 
members submitted our visions for FEMA and the NFIP for 6 years from now.  The 
distributed compilation revealed commonalities in concerns about data quality, data 
analysis, data distribution, regulatory and policy changes, and better coordination 
between all agencies at all levels of government.  The list also included several 
overarching opinions as well as specific technical topics.  Chair John Dorman 
gathered all of these into a single summary document that we are currently 
reviewing and will respond to in the coming weeks.  (Distributing the draft now 
would be premature, but I will forward it when our consensus is reached.) 
 
At the last meeting, TMAC had elected John Dorman as Chair, and he appointed Scott 
Edelman, Sally Ann McConkey, and Leslie Durham to assist as sub-committee chairs 
to lead research and report writing in the three main areas of our Congressionally 
assigned tasks. This new grouping of topics (future conditions; flood hazard and risk 
generation and dissemination; and operations, coordination, and leveraging) is a 
better approach. I am in the second group.  
 
Our first day began with discussion of how we would accomplish the multiple 
reports required of us, including the “principle of the objective” approach to 
documenting all recommendations.  For those unfamiliar with this “principle,” it is 
basically this: know your goal, figure out how to get there, do you really what that 
outcome (addressing repercussions), and why that outcome is desired.  
  
The rest of the day was filled with technical presentations by ten different speakers 
addressing topics related to the Congressional charges to TMAC: RiskMAP flood 
products (FEMA); flood data acquisition, maintenance, dissemination (USGS); 
private industry’s role in data acquisition (MAPPS); future conditions and 
uncertainties (USGS); uncertainties with sea level rise scenarios (NOAA); risk 
insurance rating (Canadian perspective from Institute for Catastrophic Losses); 
database, mapping & digital display (AECOM); HAZUS risk assessment and mapping 
(FEMA); flood risk assessment and mapping (ESP Associates); NFIP metrics and 
aerial survey results (FEMA). 
 
While this was a lot of information to take in over such a short time frame, all of 
these topics are directly related to the charges to TMAC and provided us with some 
basic overviews to begin asking questions and seeking subject matter experts to 
give us future presentations that will help us formulate our recommendations.  
 
At the end of Day One we returned to our hotel rooms to do some homework.  From 
a list of 30 relevant prior recommendations collected from “The Impact of Climate 
Change and Population Growth on the National Flood Insurance Program Through 
2100” by AECOM, “Mapping the Zone: Improving Flood Map Accuracy” by the 
National Research Council, and “Evaluation of Erosion Hazards” by The Heinz 



Center, we each ranked which ten we felt most important for us to restate and 
which of our own committees might address them.  If there are prior 
recommendations that have not been followed but should be, those are possible 
starting points for us to begin our recommendation process. Perhaps my bias from 
being on the committee that wrote “Mapping the Zone” influenced my choices, but 
most of my top ten came from that report (although one of those was also 
recommended in the Heinz report on erosion).  
 
Day Two began with more presentations: engineering/study production for 
riverine, levee, and coastal areas (USACE); current and future possibilities for 
delegation of responsibilities in the NFIP (FEMA); a second discussion on delegation 
from a different perspective (ASFPM); explanations and examples of flood risk 
management by Cooperating Technical Partners (Illinois, New York City, and North 
Carolina = the first two presenters also being members of TMAC). 
 
TMAC then broke out into three groups representing our three main areas of focus.  
In my subcommittee (flood hazard and risk generation and dissemination), we each 
voiced our three top priorities for areas of recommendations.  As a reminder, our 
four general charges in this particular subcommittee are as follows: how to improve 
in a cost-effective manner the accuracy, general quality, ease of use, and distribution 
and dissemination of FIRMs and risk data; how to improve in a cost-effective 
manner the performance metrics and milestones required to effectively and 
efficiently map flood risk areas in the US; mapping standards and guidelines for 
FIRMs; mapping standards and guidelines for data accuracy, data quality, and data 
eligibility.  The discussion was passionate and lively, and it was impressive how the 
diverse backgrounds of our group allowed us to find was to expand on each other’s 
ideas.  We had a long list of recommendations, falling into a number of categories, 
but the primary concerns seemed to focus on making data trustworthy and making 
it understandable to a wide range of NFIP stakeholders.  We talked about 
documenting methodology and sources, about moving into the digital world and 
how that would allow different resolution data for different users, about changing 
some terminology for clearer communication, and much more, both specific and 
general in nature.   
 
My work group reconvened with the other two to hear recaps of all our break out 
sessions, and the lists will be compiled and circulated for us to decide on top 
priorities for our first report.  Each work group will, of course, have opportunity to 
comment on the other work groups’ reports, as all TMAC recommendations must be 
by consensus. Before our next physical meeting in February we will also finalize our 
TMAC vision statement, which will guide our reports.  There will be phone meetings 
in January before the meeting February 3 and 4, 2015 at USGS headquarters in 
Reston, VA, and of course a flurry of emails in between.  
  
 


