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As this was strictly a preparatory and administrative meeting, no non-TMAC or non-
support staff attendees were permitted and there were no public comment periods. As it 
was not open to the public, there were no votes permitted. Just as background, there are 
four types of Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACA) meetings allowed: 

 Preparatory meeting (members gather information, conduct research, analyze 
issues and facts, or draft position papers for later deliberation) 

 Administrative meeting (self-explanatory title) 
 Open public meetings (require public notice and public comment time) 
 Closed meetings must meet very specific requirements. TMAC is not likely to do any 

of these as nothing we address has privacy or public security issues 
 
A proposed schedule for the 2016 activities of TMAC included monthly two-day meetings, 
some of which were virtual and four physical. This presents a problem for those of us who 
are limited by FACA rules to 60 days (being one hour or more) within 365 rolling days, as it 
leaves little additional time for research and writing.   
 
Roy Wright, Deputy Associate Administrator of FEMA complimented TMAC on the 
meaningful input provided in our 2015 Annual and Future Conditions reports.  He and his 
staff agree with all recommendations put forward in the interim reports, although how to 
implement is major discussion within FEMA. They must prioritize the recommendations 
and assess them as to FEMA’s ability to accomplish with current resources and authority. 
 
At the beginning of January, TMAC members received a list of a total of 42 potential topics 
to address in the 2016 annual report.  Some of these were suggested as 2015 topics for 
which we had insufficient time to address, and some were new topics suggested in the 
interim.  TMAC members had an opportunity to rank them as to what each preferred to 
include this year – we cannot do them all.  Two approaches to ranking results came up with 
slightly different lists, one of eight topics and the other containing 14, with six topics 
overlapping.  TMAC discussed how to consolidate some of the topics into a smaller set of 
topics, both in terms of being able to address them fully and in terms of not creating too 
much of a backlog of work for FEMA that its resources limit (funding, staffing, etc.). While 
we could not vote on which topics to address (due to not being an open public meeting), 
the consolidated lists will be the subject of voting during the February 10-11, 2016 physical 
meeting at USGS offices in Reston. 
 
We discussed logistics, deadlines, and writing assignments for 2016.  Our approach to 
writing the report will be a little less rigid this year than last, which will hopefully expedite 
some of the process and allow for better interaction of TMAC members in writing the 
annual report.  
 
We have a second report to submit this year, which is in relation to the requirement of 
Biggert-Waters Act 42 USC 4101d to assess the technical credibility of the mapping 



program so that FEMA’s administrator can certify it to Congress. This process and 
approach instigated a lengthy discussion of what the legislation means for us to do. The Act 
calls for a mapping program that “results in technically credible flood hazard data in all 
areas where FIRMs are prepared or updated”, and FEMA to provide that certification in 
writing to Congress when implemented. Moving toward reauthorization of the NFIP in 
summer 2017, presenting credible information and mapping is crucial to get resources 
needed and continue the safeguarding of the public. FEMA believes implementing TMAC 
recommendations will assist in improving program credibility, standards, and guidance. 
Three days before this virtual meeting we received a draft of FEMA’s assessment of the 
current mapping program.  This is a confidential draft at this point, and although requiring 
a significant amount of discussion, the content cannot be shared presently.  FEMA intends 
for this to be the basis of TMAC’s assistance to FEMA in identifying credibility. 
TMAC pointed out that there may be technical credibility on moving forward, but older 
inventory is not so credible: map age and process to produce older maps are part of 
“credible” question. Further, flood data needs are different for the floodplain administrator 
and the insurance agent, so “credibility” may not be the same for different users. 
 
FEMA has no schedule on formal response to TMAC’s 2015 recommendations. However, 
apparently are considered in the twice-yearly updates of standards for the program 
(already some aspects included in November 2015, others likely to be in May 2016). 
 
TMAC had requested moving physical meetings to other locations, partly for member 
convenience, partly to facilitate constituent attendance. Kathleen Boyer, Designated 
Federal Officer (DFO), explained financial and security constraints.  The USGS facility in 
Reston, VA may not be convenient to some TMAC members, but is best for FEMA regarding 
cost, technical facilities, and public access (without escort once through security). 
 


