


 

2006 FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PLAN 
IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS REPORT  

 

PURPOSE 
The City’s Floodplain Management Plan (FMP) was first adopted in November 
2001, by the City Council. This document is the  Implementation Progress Report 
for the year 2006. 

1. CRS RATING UPGRADE 
The City's CRS program was subject to a 5-year audit during November 2004. 
The results of the audit enabled the City to upgrade its CRS rating from a Class 8 
to a Class 7. Effective October 1, 2005, new or renewed flood insurance policies 
in Special Flood Hazard Areas will receive a 15-percent premium discount (a 
five-percent subsidy increase has been added to the previous 10% premium 
reduction). 
 

2. PLANNING REGULATIONS 

Floodplain Management Plan (FMP) Update 
The City has been notified that the due date for the FMP update is in 2009. Until 
then, the City will continue to prepare annual progress implementation reports 
and annually recommend new flood mitigation programs. 
Los Angeles Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) 
The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000) required local entities to have an 
approved local hazard mitigation plan in place to be eligible for participation in 
the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP). In November 2004, the City 
Council adopted the City's LHMP (http://www.lacity.org/epd/LHMP.htm).  
 
The LHMP incorporates the FMP, but it does not replace it. The FMP continues 
to be necessary to maintain the City's CRS status. 
 
Tsunami 
Based on the recommendations of the Committee in 2004, the following 
programs were submitted for inclusion in the LHMP.  
A copy of the final version of the LHMP discussing Tsunamis and proposed 
mitigation programs can be obtained from the website  
http://www.lacity.org/epd/pdf_lhmp. 
 
Rainfall 
In contrast to the record rainy season in 2004-2005 with 32.45 inches of rain, the 
2005-2006 rainy season resulted in above normal but not record rains in many 
areas of the County. Per County records, during the 2005-2006 rainy season the 
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rain gage at Ducommun St (Downtown Los Angeles) totaled 13.19 inches of rain 
(the record was set in 1883-84 with 38.18 inches of rain).  
 
For the 2006-07 wet weather season, NOAA indicates that an El Nino climate 
effect has developed and is causing a heavier than average rainfall season.  
Even though Los Angeles is affected by the currect El Nino, that doesn’t 
necessarily mean that more rainfall is expected.  Up until April 2007, rainfall has 
been less than normal which may also be the result of El Nino.  Other parts of the 
U.S. especially in the Midwest and South have received rainfall that is above 
average as expected for an El Nino condition. 
 
Other Flood Disasters 
Three major flood disasters took place during the last two years, which have 
placed a spotlight on flood plan management issues. These events were a 
tsunami in Indonesia that took place in December 2004, Hurricane Katrina and 
Rita and the flooding of major commercial and residential areas in California’s 
Delta area due to levee failures. 
 
The first event took place in the Indian Ocean, resulting in at least 200,000 
deaths and widespread destruction that spurred the world to begin establishment 
of a tsunami warning and mitigation system. Before the end of 2005, it is 
anticipated that 23 real-time-sea-level stations will be established in the Indian 
Ocean. Appendix A includes an Abstract of Inundation maps for the State of 
California prepared in 2001 by Richard K Eisner, Jose C. Borrero, and Costas E. 
Synolakis. A detailed description of the mapping efforts and limitations is 
included in this paper. 
 
The second flood disaster took place in the Louisiana Gulf Coast.  The disaster 
of New Orleans has brought the structural integrity of levees and their 
maintenance record to the spot light. Although most of the risk due to levee 
failure seems to affect Northern California in the Sacramento area, the City is not 
completely immune.  There are a number of levees through the City that fall 
under the jurisdiction of various agencies or private sector.  Also found in 
Appendix A is a paper written by the Association of State Floodplain Managers 
(ASFPM) titled “Hurricane Katrina & Rita – Using Mitigation to Rebuild a Safer 
Gulf Coast.”  Some of these mitigation measures may be applicable in the City of 

os Angeles. L 
The Department of Water resources floodplain Management Branch has initiated 
the compilation of a comprehensive levee database in the State. The goal is to 
map each levee and identify the basic management information about each such 
as ownership, maintenance entity, etc. Structures that function as levees, such 
as railroad embankments, will also be included.   
 

3. REPETITIVE LOSS PROPERTIES 

As a result of the last year’s rains, thirteen (13) properties that were damaged 
during the rainy season, became new Repetitive Loss Properties. The total 
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number of RLP is now 154. Most of these properties are located in FEMA 
designated areas considered of "minimal flood risk". Many of them are located in 
the hillsides. 
Since the FMP was first adopted in 2001, the total number of Repetitive Loss 
Properties (RLPs) increased by 37 for a total of 154 properties.  Figure 1 shows 
an increasing trend of RLP.  As indicated in Figure 2, one hundred and 
seventeen (117), out of the total 154 RLPs, are considered to have flood risks 
("active"). This year, 6 RLPs were recommended to FEMA to be designated 
"inactive". Inactive properties have had flood mitigation provided because the 
property owners have provided sufficient flood hazard mitigation.  
The RLP maps in Appendix B show the RLPs distribution by Council District and 
Citywide.  

Figure 1 - RLP Trend 
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Figure 2 - Repeated Loss properties 

Inactive, 
37

Active, 
117

Active Inactive

 
 

4. NEW DEVELOPMENT 

As new flood hazard areas are identified, the City needs to establish an effective 
long-term approach to floodplain management. Effective floodplain management 
can start during the discretionary process by making sure the Zoning 
Administrator is well aware of the flood issues of concern when making 
discretionary decision for both large and small developments. 
One area of concern is the hillsides, where most undeveloped lots in the City are 
located. These parcels are usually not located in FEMA designated 100-yr 
floodplains, but impact of development on these lots to downstream properties 
may be significant enough to create or magnify an existing drainage problem.  
A second area of concern are alluvial fans.  Alluvial fans are gently sloping, fan-
shaped landforms created over time by deposition of eroded sediment. They are 
common at the base of mountain ranges in arid and semiarid regions such as the 
American West. Alluvial fan flooding is characterized by flow path uncertainty so 
great that this uncertainty can not be ignored in the mitigation of the hazard. 
Alluvial fans in the City of Los Angeles such as the Tujunga and the Pacoima 
wash are the last remaining undeveloped areas in the City. Care must be taken 
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when permitting construction of any type of development in these areas because 
of the uncertainty of the risk. 
 In some cases, levees exist that are believed by developers to provide needed 
protection, however, unless the levee is (at minimum) certified by FEMA to 
withstand the 100 year event, these levees are considered non-existent. 
Understanding of hydraulic processes in alluvial fans is a young field. State level 
efforts are underway to provide additional guidelines to local jurisdictions to help 
determine when the minimum protection is provided by a proposed development. 
Until detailed guidelines are available (either through State of Local studies), all 
development (including discretionary actions) must take care in considering the 
risks that may not be mapped in the FEMA FIRMs, but where due to the 
Geologic and Morphologic conditions, flood hazards are likely.  
At this time, ensuring that enough guidance to City staff is available to ensure 
proper protection is a process that will need to be continued on a persistent 
basis. It is expected that information provided in this report will be distributed by 
those Departments that have any involvement in permitting discretionary and 
ministerial projects. 
Further detailed descriptions of how these ministerial and discretionary permits 
are issued is beyond the scope of this report at this time. However, Appendix A 
includes an excerpt from the City Charter describing the adoption process of the 
Planning Department in amending the General Plan. More effort is needed to 
influence the project approval process and include a comprehensive assessment 
of flood hazards when making recommendations to the Zoning Administrator.   
Better communication between city departments (especially Public Works – 
Engineering, Planning and Building & Safety) and other agencies is needed to 
ensure enforcement of regulations particularly in hazardous areas. 
Another item of interest currently developing is the national effort of FEMA to 
inventory and certify all levees or structures acting like levees.  FEMA is in the 
process to inventory all existing levee or levee-like structures with the assistance 
of the Army Corps and local communities in which those levees are found.  After 
this database is established, it will be the responsibility of the Army Corps or local 
community to prove a levee or similar structure is certified or should be certified.    
If a levee is not certifiable, FEMA will redraw the coorresponding FIRM with an 
expanded floodplain as if the levee did not exist.  Since FEMA is currently in the 
process of updating and creating digital versions of the FIRMS, expanding the 
boundaries of the floodplains will be done also.  Obviously, if floodplains are 
expanded many areas will feel the effects in their insurance costs, insurance 
needs and economies in general in order to meet the floodplain development 
requirements. 

5. FMP IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS 
This chapter reports the progress of the programs identified to meet the Goals, 
Objectives, and Policies of the Floodplain Management Plan (FMP) adopted in 
2001. These programs include the original 63 recommended programs plus 
nine new programs recommended by the FMP Committee in 2004 and three 
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new programs recommended in 2005, two of which were moved to “Not Yet 
Scheduled “ (RP-10 & 11). 
 
All programs are listed by implementation categories. These implementation 
categories are: 
  
• Recommended Programs (New programs) 
• Moved to LHMP 
• Completed and/or On-Going 
• Started but not Yet Completed 
• Cancelled 
• Deferred 
 
Activities specifically related to Repetitive Losses under the City’s jurisdiction 
are addressed in programs P-54 through 57. Other program relevant to 
repetitive losses (although not specific to RLPs) are P-12, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 
19, 24, 25, 27, 28, 29, 32, 33, 34, 39, 42, 48, 58, 59, 61 and the newly 
recommended programs RP-1, RP-2, RP-3, RP-4, RP-5. 
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2005 RECOMMENDED PROGRAMS (RP):  
 
RP-11 City-wide Watercourse Permit Manual 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: Started 2005 - June 2006 

Policy Addressed: 2.c.01, 2.d.04 
Responsible Agency: Bureau of Engineering  

Financing: General Funds; Possible grants  
 
RP-12 Tujunga Wash Streambank Protection Project 

Cost: $600,000 minimum 
Schedule: TBD 

Policy Addressed: 2.a.08, 2.a.09, 2.a.11 
Responsible Agency: Bureau of Engineering  

Financing: Army Corp of Engineers; Possible grants  
 
2004 RECOMMENDED PROGRAMS (RP):  
 

RP-8 Develop evacuation plans for those areas potentially affected by a 
catastrophic dam failure as identified in the Dam inundation map of the 
General Plan, and forward these evacuation plans to other appropriate 
agencies for coordination (i.e. Police, Sheriff, Los Angeles County, etc.). 

 
Cost: TBD; 

Schedule: Start (October /2004); Finish (TBD) 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.04 

Responsible Agency: Fire Department  
Financing: General Funds; Possible grants  

RP-9 Identify high-density-vulnerable /low mobility population and sources of 
public safety hazards caused by a catastrophic dam failure and develop 
evacuation/response plans. 

 
Cost: TBD; 

Schedule: Start (October /2004); Finish (TBD) 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.04 

Responsible Agency: Fire Department  
Financing: General Funds; Possible grants  
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COMPLETED AND ON-GOING PROJECTS 
 
RP-1 Develop an official Mandeville Canyon flood risk map and recommend the 
City Council to include this map into the Local Flood Hazard Map. 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: Start 10/04 -  TBD 

Policy Addressed: 2.a.03, 2.a.08, 2.a.12, 2.b.01, 2.b.04, 2.c.01, 2.c.03, 
2.d.02, 2.d.03, 2.d.04, 2.d.05 

Responsible Agency: Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund, Grants 

 
P-08 Continue to dispatch reservoir inspection and damage teams following 

natural disasters to inspect and report the condition of facilities. 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: On Going 

Policy Addressed: 1.a.03 
Responsible Agency: Department of Water and Power 

Financing: Department of Water and Power 

P-09 Continue to routinely monitor the existing structural condition of City-
owned water storage facilities. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.03 

Responsible Agency: Department of Water and Power 
Financing: Department of Water and Power 

P-10 Identify a flood warning system for properties located downstream of City 
owned water tanks. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Existing; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.04 

Responsible Agency: Department of Water and Power 
Financing: Department of Water and Power 

P-12 Continue implementing the City’s Annual Emergency Preparedness Fair. 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: Annual; On Going 
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Policy Addressed: 2.a.04, 2.a.05, 2.a.07 
Responsible Agency: Department of Emergency Preparedness 

Financing: General Fund 

P-13 Maintain the City web page to provide emergency preparedness 
information to the general public and media. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.04, 2.a.05, 2.a.07 

Responsible Agency: Department of Emergency Preparedness 
Financing: General Fund 

P-14 Distribute information regarding flood prevention and flood insurance at 
emergency operations and emergency preparedness events. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Annual; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.c.03 

Responsible Agency: Department of Emergency Preparedness 
Financing: General Fund 

P-15 Maintain the City’s Emergency Operations Master Plan and Procedures. 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: On Going 

Policy Addressed: 2.a.04, 2.a.05, 2.a.07, 2.c.04 
Responsible Agency: Department of Emergency Preparedness 

Financing: General Fund 

P-16 Make sand and sand bags available to flood risk property owners during 
the wet season, provide notifications of the availability of these materials, 
and track the distribution of the materials. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Annual; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.04, 2.b.01, 2.b.04 

Responsible Agency: Fire Department; Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Street Services and Bureau of 
Engineering 

Financing: General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 
Fund 
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P-17 Establish and maintain a technically based prioritization methodology for 
use in developing the stormwater capital improvement program. 

 
Cost: 0.5 FTE 

Schedule: Completed 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.06, 2.a.09, 2.a.11, 2.c.05, 2.c.07, 3.a.01, 3.a.02, 

3.a.03 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 

and Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-19 Maintain regular contact with surrounding cities, the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works, State and Federal agencies regarding flood 
hazard mitigation and the National Flood Insurance Program. 

 
Cost: 0.1 FTE 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.01, 2.a.09, 2.b.02, 2.b.06, 3.d.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering; 
Department of Recreation and Parks 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund; General 
Fund 

P-20 Participate in organizations such as the Association of State Floodplain 
Managers and the National Association of Flood and Stormwater 
Management Agencies to network with other agencies and remain current 
in the field of floodplain management. 

 
Cost: 0.05 FTE 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.01, 2.a.03, 2.a.04, 2.a.05, 2.a.07, 2.b.02, 2.b.05, 

2.b.06, 2.c.01 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 

and Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-22 Conduct an annual National Flood Insurance Program seminar for City 
agencies responsible for applying and enforcing floodplain management 
regulations. 

 
Cost: 0.1 FTE 

Schedule: Annual 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.01, 2.a.08, 2.b.02, 2.b.04 

Responsible Agency: Department of Building and Safety, Bureau of 
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Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-23 Based on the annual National Flood Insurance Program seminar, update 
operational procedures and training materials for staff that apply and 
enforce floodplain management regulations and provide annual training. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Complete;  On Going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.02, 2.a.01, 2.a.02, 2.a.05, 2.a.08, 2.a.10, 2.b.02, 

2.b.05, 2.c.06 
Responsible Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Department of 

City Planning; Harbor Department 
Financing: General Fund 

P-24 Conduct a stormwater facilities condition assessment based on the age of 
the stormwater infrastructure.  No physical inspections will be performed 
as part of this effort. 

 
Cost: 1.0 FTE 

Schedule: Completed - Start (June/2001); Finish (June/2003) 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.06, 2.a.11, 2.c.05, 2.c.07, 3.a.01, 3.a.02, 3.a.03 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
and Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-25 Develop Geographic Information System mapping and modeling capability 
to support the stormwater facilities condition assessment program. 

 
Cost: 4.0 FTE 

Schedule: Completed - Start (June/2001); Finish 
(December/2003) 

Policy Addressed: 2.a.06, 2.a.11, 2.c.05, 2.c.07, 3.a.01, 3.a.02, 3.a.03 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 

and Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-26 Continue to maintain precise survey benchmarks throughout the City. 
 

Cost: 4.0 FTE 
Schedule: On going 

Policy Addressed: 2.b.02, 2.b.05 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: General Fund 
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P-27 Develop and maintain a Citywide list of priority maintenance-related flood 
problem sites. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.b.01, 2.b.02, 3.a.01, 3.a.02, 3.a.03, 3.b.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
and Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-28 Based on P-27, conduct necessary inspection and maintenance at priority 
maintenance-related flood problem sites prior to the wet season and after 
significant storms. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Annual; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.b.01, 2.b.02, 3.a.01, 3.a.02, 3.a.03, 3.b.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-29 Provide public education about maintaining the stormwater system free of 
debris and reporting violations. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.b.02, 3.a.01, 3.b.01, 3.c.02 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
and Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-30 Post “No Dumping” signs at points of entry to the stormwater system. 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: Completed; On Going 

Policy Addressed: 2.b.02, 3.a.01, 3.b.01, 3.c.02 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation; 

Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund (City); Benefit 

Assessment for Flood Control (County) 

P-35 Establish a policy for identifying significant (substantial) improvement 
projects that is consistent with Federal Emergency Management Agency 
requirements. 

 
Cost: [0.2 FTE] 
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Schedule: Completed 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.01, 2.a.02, 2.b.02 

Responsible Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Financing: General Fund 

P-36 Verify, through the plan check process, that new development complies 
with the regulations in the City’s Specific Plan for the Management of 
Flood Hazards, Ordinance No. 172,081, including freeboard requirements 
on new construction and substantial improvements. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.02, 2.a.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Department of 
City Planning; Harbor Department; Department of 
Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 

Financing General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 
Fund 

P-37 Require that all land division proposals within FEMA designated flood 
zones include base flood elevation data.

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.01, 2.a.08, 2.a.10, 2.c.06, 3.a.01, 3.a.04, 3.e.02 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering; 
Department of City Planning 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund; General 
Fund 

P-40 Provide information to the Flood Hazard Mitigation Coordinator for 
preparation of the Annual FMP Evaluation Report that describes the 
progress made for each Program and any floodplain management 
regulatory actions and compliance actions conducted during the reporting 
period, including (a) the number of permits approved in designated flood 
hazard areas, (b) the number of waivers applied for, (c) the number of 
waivers approved. The information shall be provided to the Flood Hazard 
Mitigation Coordinator on July 1 of each year. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.02, 2.a.01, 2.a.08, 2.a.10 

Responsible Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Department of 
City Planning; Fire Department; Harbor Department; 
Department of Water and Power; Department of 
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Public Works, Bureau of Engineering and Bureau of 
Sanitation. 

Financing: General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 
Fund 

P-41 Maintain a filing system for all Elevation Certificates and evaluate and 
improve the process for obtaining accurately completed Elevation 
Certificates. 

 
Cost: 0.1 FTE 

Schedule: Completed - On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.01, 2.b.02, 2.b.05 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering; 
Department of Building and Safety 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund; General 
Fund 

P-42 Continue to refine the use of the Plan Check and Inspection System 
(PCIS) to track high-risk properties and ensure that drainage is adequately 
addressed through the plan check process. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Existing; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.01, 2.a.02, 2.a.08, 2.b.01, 2.c.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Department of 
Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation and Bureau of 
Engineering 

Financing: General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 
Fund 

P-44 Annually transfer electronic data regarding structures damaged due to 
flooding caused by catastrophic events to the Flood Hazard Mitigation 
Coordinator. 

 
Cost: [0.1 FTE] 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.04, 2.a.12, 2.b.04 

Responsible Agency: Department of Building and Safety 
Financing: General Fund 

P-46 Continue to notify insurance agencies and realtors of the requirement that 
all lessors or renters give written notice to all prospective and interested 
parties, including but not limited to, purchasers, lessees and renters, prior 
to finalization of such a transaction when the subject land and/or 
structures are located within FEMA designated flood zones. The notice 
shall contain the following information: 
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1) The nature and classification of the designated flood zone, 
2) The zone designation, 
3) Whether waivers have been granted for development located within 

the designated flood zone, and 
4) That premium rates for flood insurance of new structures built at 

elevations below the base flood shall substantially increase as the 
elevations decrease. Failure to give such notice shall be a basis for 
rescinding any sale, lease or rental agreement. 

 
Cost: 0.05 FTE 

Schedule: Annual; On going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.02, 2.a.01, 2.a.04, 2.b.02, 2.c.03 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-47 Provide flood zone information to all residents; provide notifications when 
flood insurance is required; and provide notifications when FEMA 
designated flood zones changes are made. 

 
Cost: 1.0 FTE 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.04, 2.b.02, 2.c.03 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-48 Develop and distribute flood protection information and materials to 
property owners and developers in high-risk areas. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Annual; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.c.03 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering; 
Department of City Planning; Department of Building 
and Safety; Fire Department; Department of 
Emergency Preparedness; Library Department 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement , General Fund 

P-49 Maintain a list of Critical Facilities throughout the City, provide flood 
protection information to operators of critical facilities located in FEMA 
designated flood zones, and encourage the implementation of flood 
protection measures at such facilities. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
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Policy Addressed: 2.a.04, 2.a.05, 2.a.11, 2.c.03, 2.c.04 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering; 

Department of Emergency Preparedness 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund; General 

Fund 

P-51 Prepare a list of City owned/leased properties that are located in FEMA 
designated flood zones. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Completed 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of General Services; Department of 
Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 
Fund 

P-54 Continue to investigate Repetitive Loss Properties, as they are identified 
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), annually notify 
Repetitive Loss Property owners regarding local flood hazards and proper 
protection activities, provide technical advice regarding flood protection 
and flood preparedness, and distribute a revised Repetitive Loss Property 
Questionnaire to new Repetitive Loss Properties. 

 
Cost: 0.4 FTE 

Schedule: Completed; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.d.01, 2.d.02, 2.d.03, 2.d.04, 2.d.05 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-55 Repetitive Loss Properties shall be flagged in the Plan Check and 
Inspection System (PCIS) database for review and approval of building 
permit applications by the Flood Hazard Mitigation Coordinator. 

 
Cost: 0.2 FTE 

Schedule: Completed; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.d.03 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering; 
Department of Building and Safety 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund; General 
Fund 

P-56 Request that FEMA modify the Repetitive Loss Property list based on 
mitigation projects already implemented by the owner or other responsible 
party. 

 16



 
Cost: 0.1 FTE 

Schedule: Annual; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.d.02, 2.d.03, 2.d.04 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-57 Identify possible sources of funding including Increase Cost of Compliance 
funds and mitigation grant funds among others, and provide this 
information to Repetitive Loss Property owners. 

 
Cost: 0.1 FTE 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 2.d.05 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
and Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 
 
P-58 Identify and maintain a list of high-risk properties that could be acquired 

for conversion into open space. 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: On Going 

Policy Addressed: 2.a.03, 2.c.02 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 

and Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-59 Establish standards and/or incentives for the use of structural and non-
structural techniques that mitigate flood-hazards and manage stormwater 
pollution. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 3.c.01, 3.c.02 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
and Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-60 Plan and design stormwater projects so that water quality is protected 
without creating a flood risk through the alteration of water flow. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
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Policy Addressed: 3.c.02, 3.d.01, 3.a.04 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 

and Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-61 Continue to require environmental review in the development process to 
provide for the protection of natural resources. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 3.e.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of City Planning 
Financing: General Fund 

P-62 Continue to implement environmentally sensitive property management 
at City owned sites. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: On Going 
Policy Addressed: 3.e.02 

Responsible Agency: Department of Recreation and Parks; Department of 
Public Works; Harbor Department; Department of 
Water and Power; Department of Airports 

Financing: Various 

P-63 The Floodplain Management Committee will meet at least one time during 
the year to develop the Annual FMP Evaluation Report and recommend 
any updates to the Plan. 

 
Cost: 0.1 FTE 

Schedule: Annual 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.12 

Responsible Agency: FMP Committee; Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund; General 
Fund 

 
IN PROGRESS BUT NOT YET COMPLETED 
 
RP-6 Develop evacuation plans for those areas potentially affected by a 

Tsunami event according to OES maps and the City's General Plan and 
forward these evacuation plans to other appropriate agencies for 
coordination (i.e. Police, Sheriff, Los Angeles County, etc.). 
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Cost: TBD; 
Schedule: Start (October /2004); Finish (TBD) 

Policy Addressed: 1.a.04 
Responsible Agency: Fire Department  

Financing: General Funds; Possible grants  

RP-7 Identify high-density-vulnerable /low mobility population and sources of 
public safety hazards caused by a Tsunami event and develop 
evacuation/response plans. 

 
Cost: TBD; 

Schedule: Start (October /2004); Finish (TBD) 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.04 

Responsible Agency: Fire Department  
Financing: General Funds; Possible grants  

 
P-43 Incorporate floodplain management information into the Zoning 

Information and Map Access System (ZIMAS). 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: Start (June/2003); Complete (TBD) 

Policy Addressed: 2.a.01, 2.a.04, 2.a.10, 2.b.02, 2.b.04, 2.d.01 
Responsible Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Public 

Works, Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 

Fund 

P-53 Maintain adequate flood insurance on public structures located in FEMA 
designated flood zones. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Start September 2003 - Complete (TBD) 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of General Services 
Financing: General Fund 

P-50 Distribute a revised Flood Hazard Assessment Questionnaire to an 
additional sector of the population to gather flood damage data. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Start July 2004 - finish September 2005 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.03, 2.c.02, 3.a.02, 3.a.03, 3.b.01 
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Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-52 Evaluate flood hazards to City owned/leased properties located in FEMA 
designated flood zones and develop mitigation recommendations. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Start September 2003 - September 2005 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

 
NOT YET SCHEDULED  
 
RP-2 Develop a model educational program for hillside properties in general 
and Mandeville canyon in particular. Target audience should be at minimum, 
residents and real estate agents. 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: Start 10/04 -  TBD 

Policy Addressed: 2.a.03, 2.a.08, 2.a.12, 2.b.01, 2.b.04, 2.c.01, 2.c.03, 
2.d.02, 2.d.03, 2.d.04, 2.d.05 

Responsible Agency: Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund, Grants 

RP-3 Develop an annual inspection program of watercourse obstructions and 
revetments in Mandeville Canyon. 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: Start 10/04 -  TBD 

Policy Addressed: 2.a.03, 2.a.08, 2.a.12, 2.b.01, 2.b.04, 2.c.01, 2.c.03, 
2.d.02, 2.d.03, 2.d.04, 2.d.05 

Responsible Agency: Bureau of Street Services, Bureau of Engineering, 
Bureau of Sanitation, City Administrative Office, City 
Attorney, Council Office 

Financing: General Fund, Grants 
 

RP-5 Modify the drainage complaint database to make complementary to 
identifying flood risks and make it compatible with the assessment 
methodology adopted in the FMP. 

 
Cost: 0.1 FTE; 

Schedule: Start (October /2004); TBD 
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Policy Addressed: 2.a.06, 2.a.11, 2.c.05, 2.c.07, 3.a.01, 3.a.02, 3.a.03 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

RP-10 Soto Street Steep Hillside Mudslide Mitigation 
 

Cost: $8,000,000 
Schedule: TBD 

Policy Addressed: 2.b.01 
Responsible Agency: Bureau of Engineering  

Financing: General Funds; Possible grants  

P-31 Conduct a systematic evaluation of FEMA designated flood zones and 
revise/update designated flood zones to reflect current conditions. 

 
Cost: [1.0 FTE] 

Schedule: TBD 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.03, 2.a.12, 2.b.01, 2.b.02, 2.b.03 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
and Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-32 Revise the Map of Hillside Areas (Bureau of Engineering Basic Grid Map 
A-13372) to more accurately reflect areas subject to hillside regulations 
based on current data and technology. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: TBD 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.12, 2.b.01, 2.b.04 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
and Bureau of Engineering; Department of Building 
and Safety; Department of City Planning 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund; General 
Fund 

P-33 Develop a map of known landslide and mudflow areas. 
 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: TBD 

Policy Addressed: 2.a.12, 2.b.01, 2.b.04 
Responsible Agency: Department of Building and Safety; Department of 

Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 

Fund 
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P-34 Evaluate current development regulations, including the grading 
ordinance, to determine whether the standards provide sufficient 
protection for adjacent (downstream or downslope) development. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: TBD 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.02, 2.c.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building 
and Safety; Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering 

Financing: General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 
Fund 

P-38 Study and recommend solutions to conflicts between height limitations 
and flood mitigation elevation requirements for structures. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: TBD 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.01, 2.a.02, 2.a.05, 2.a.12, 2.c.01, 2.d.01 

Responsible Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 
Fund 

P-39 Research and continue to improve Municipal Code regulations regarding 
soil stability and erosion abatement. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: TBD 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.07 

Responsible Agency: Department of City Planning; Department of Building 
and Safety; Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Engineering 

Financing: General Fund; Stormwater Pollution Abatement 
Fund 

P-45 Annually transfer electronic data regarding hazardous materials storage 
(including water reactive chemicals) to the Flood Hazard Mitigation 
Coordinator. 

 
Cost: [0.1 FTE] 

Schedule: TBD 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.04, 2.a.11, 2.a.12 

Responsible Agency: Fire Department 
Financing: General Fund 
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CANCELLED PROJECTS 
P-05 Provide dam inundation maps to the public. 

Cost: TBD 
Schedule: Cancelled 

Policy Addressed: 1.a.03 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Engineering 

Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

P-11 Submit copies of emergency plans for water tank storage and other non-
dam storage systems to the Flood Hazard Mitigation Coordinator and 
provide updates as they become available. 

 
Cost: TBD 

Schedule: Cancelled 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.04 

Responsible Agency: Department of Water and Power 
Financing: Department of Water and Power 

P-21 Provide the training and support necessary to maintain a Certified 
Floodplain Manager within the Department of Public Works. 

 
Cost: 0.05 FTE 

Schedule: Completed; On Going 
Policy Addressed: 1.a.01, 2.a.03, 2.a.04, 2.a.05, 2.a.07, 2.b.02, 2.b.05, 

2.b.06, 2.c.01 
Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 

and Bureau of Engineering 
Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund 

 
DEFERRED 
 
P-18 Conduct quarterly coordination meetings with the Los Angeles County 

Department of Public Works to communicate the City’s list of priority 
stormwater projects, to discuss watershed management programs, and to 
develop countywide standards. 

 
Cost: 0.1 FTE 

Schedule: Deferred 
Policy Addressed: 2.a.09, 3.a.02 

Responsible Agency: Department of Public Works, Bureau of Sanitation 
and Bureau of Engineering, Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works 
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Financing: Stormwater Pollution Abatement Fund (City); Benefit 
Assessment for Flood Control (County) 
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 Hurricanes Katrina & Rita 
Using Mitigation to Rebuild a Safer Gulf Coast 

 
Release date 9-9-05 

 
The devastation in the Gulf Coast and New Orleans from Katrina is unprecedented 
in recent US History.  Yet, our nation’s history and the world’s history provide 
ample evidence that large natural disasters occur frequently and with a vengeance.  
Whether we are discussing tsunamis, hurricanes, floods, wildfires, or earthquake, 
natural hazards remain a primary force that can bring about catastrophic 
consequences to every region of the United States. Once the monumental job of 
attending to the pressing human needs through rescue and relief, immediate 
response and short term recovery is well underway, the nation will turn its attention 
to the rebuilding of the heavily damaged communities and properties.  All of us will 
contribute to this rebuilding through not only our personal contributions, but with 
our tax dollars.  Likewise, there must be an evaluation of how we plan, mitigate, 
and respond to natural hazards that ensures the nation is not ignoring natural 
hazards while positioning to deal with human caused disasters and acts of terrorism. 
 We must rebuild in a way that will reduce the risk of flooding and hurricanes in the 
future, and the human suffering that follows.   
 

And while the damage to the Gulf Coast and the New Orleans area is 
unprecedented, at the same time similar large events taught us valuable lessons that 
we must consider in the days, weeks, and months ahead. 
 

Hurricane Andrew demonstrated that we had inadequate policy to deal with the 
situation when a large area is impacted and that significant pressure will be brought 
forth politically to relax reconstruction standards perhaps leaving the rebuilt 
structures more hazard prone than prior to the disaster.  Many of these inadequacies 
were corrected during the Great Midwest flood recovery of 1993 that led to 
resources being made available such that the recovery and reconstruction were 
compliant with good practices.  Since that time, some of these advances have been 
reversed and warrant reconsideration.   
 

Likewise, the nation has ignored critical infrastructure, including levees, for years.  
Following the failure of the Teton Dam in 1976, it was apparent that a national dam 
safety program was warranted and a highly effective federal-state-dam owner 
partnership was established that reduces the risk of catastrophic dam failure in the 
nation.  Levees are simply dams that guide water downstream and there is a need 
for us to implement a levee safety program patterned after this successful dam 
safety program. 
 

This paper will outline some of the approaches that should be incorporated to reduce 
that risk. 

 
Dedicated to reducing flood losses in the nation. 

http://www.floods.org/
mailto:larry@floods.org


 
Needed Actions 

 
Reconstruction along the Nation’s Coasts 
 
Reconstruction in the coastal high hazard areas of Mississippi, Louisiana, Alabama and 
Florida panhandle.  Huge amounts of funding will go into reconstruction of these 
devastated areas over the next weeks, months and years.  We must ensure that 
reconstruction will be done to create safer, more disaster resistant homes, businesses and 
infrastructure.  These actions are not only needed in the affected Gulf Coast area, but in 
all coastal areas of the nation, where the population at risk is increasing daily as people 
move to the coast.  A number of steps in this process will be necessary: 
 

1. Assess the damage to each structure to determine if it should be reconstructed.  
If reconstruction is appropriate, the rules and standards for safe construction must 
be adhered to.   

2. Evaluate the current maps and construction standards for needed 
adjustments to protect lives and property 

FEMA should perform an analysis of the flood maps and damages in the 
Gulf coast to determine if the current standards for mapping and 
managing those areas are adequate.  Did the maps correctly reflect the 
expected storm surge and flood hazard? Did the existing flood maps show 
properties not at risk that were destroyed or badly damaged?  Did those 
maps accurately reflect the 1% chance (100 year) flood?  Will the new 
mapping process address any such problems? Did those structures on the 
coast built to existing standards survive? If not, do the standards need to 
be strengthened?  Did the development along the coast expose supporting 
infrastructure to costly damages?  This analysis can provide information 
for stronger reconstruction, and possible adjustments.  Is the 1% chance 
flood an adequate standard? (See the Forum report on the 1% adequacy) 

 
3. Mitigate wherever possible. Reconstruction in coastal areas must incorporate the 

tenets of natural hazards mitigation. All options for mitigation must be 
considered, including elevating or floodproofing the structure, or acquiring and 
relocating those in areas too hazardous for habitation.  In some cases it may be 
more economical to demolish a damaged building and replace it with another one 
built to disaster resistant standards.  Those that can be repaired must be carefully 
cleaned and dried to eliminate moisture and mold.  While mitigating the structures 
against flooding, also modify them to protect against wind and storm surge.  

 
4. FEMA/DHS is just now completing its review of an independent analysis on the 

benefits of mitigation, requested by Congress in 2003.  That report should be 
released immediately -it is expected to reinforce the cost-effectiveness of 
federal, state, local and private investment in mitigation. 

 
5.  Communities and states should adopt higher standards for reconstruction to 
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reflect their hazards.  The standards of the National Flood Insurance Program 
are minimum nation-wide standards.  Each community and state should review its 
hazards in light of recent events and determine if higher standards are necessary 
to protect its citizens, properties and infrastructure.  Many states and communities 
throughout the nation have adopted better protection standards, such as 
prohibiting construction in the high hazard areas, requiring “freeboard” above the 
100 year flood level for structures, and ensuring that land use development is 
compatible with expected hazards.  It has been stated that New Orleans was 
already considering higher construction and building codes.  This is the time to 
make those adjustments.  FEMA’s Community Rating System rewards higher 
standards with lower flood insurance costs in those communities. 

 
Provide funding for federal mitigation cost sharing programs 
 
Post-disaster mitigation funding must be restored.  The Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program (HMGP) provides mitigation funds after a disaster as part of the Disaster Relief 
Act.  Funding for that program was started in 1988, but was inadequate to be effective 
until the Midwest floods of 1993, when Congress increased funding to 15% of the 
disaster costs.  In FY 2003, the funding level was reduced to 7.5%, and has again proved 
inadequate.  Property owners are most receptive to mitigating their property at a time 
when they have to rebuild anyway.  Communities are more responsive to assisting in cost 
sharing mitigation in the wake of disasters.  Mitigation cost sharing with federal funds 
under this program is only done after a rigorous test to ensure that benefits over the life 
of a project exceed the cost of the mitigation. .  This opportunity for mitigation should 
not be missed.  Rebuilding after Hurricanes Dennis and Katrina will be expensive enough 
once, lets not set ourselves up to do it again when the next major hurricane takes aim at 
the Gulf coast. 

 
Repetitive loss structures—programs must be funded so they can be mitigated.   
Many of the nation’s repetitive loss structures (those with repeated flood insurance 
claims) are in the areas hit by Hurricanes Dennis and Katrina.  Now is the time to 
mitigate the damages to those structures.  Many property owners will have problems 
finding the resources to simply rebuild, let alone mitigate their structures.  The 2004 
NFIP Reform Act provides authority for added funding to help property owners mitigate 
repetitive loss structures, through a variety of generally non-structural means, including 
voluntary buyouts and relocations, elevation of buildings and floodproofing.  That 
funding needs to be provided in the FY 06 budget so the NFIP can help reduce this drain. 
 This matter should be of concern to everyone in a flood zone.  Repetitive claims and 
large numbers of claims will drive up the cost of flood insurance for everyone. 
 
Protecting and restoring natural systems and water resource projects policy 
 
Natural systems such as wetlands, marshes and barrier beaches provide a level of 
protection against coastal storm events.  The Gulf coast is rapidly losing barrier islands 
and the coastal wetlands that buffer the impact of hurricanes and flooding of the gulf 
coast and Southeast Louisiana.  The State of Louisiana and Federal agencies in 
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conjunction with parishes and public developed the Louisiana Coastal Area Ecosystem 
Restoration Plan to address these losses.  In order to have a sustainable working Gulf 
coast and New Orleans area, we must invest now in sound redevelopment and restoration 
practices. Future public financial investment in redevelopment along the Gulf coast and 
New Orleans area must be completed in a manner that respects the natural processes 
occurring along the Gulf coast. Reconstruction must balance the critical nature of coastal 
wetlands and other shoreline processes with the economic uses unique to coastal 
Louisiana and the Gulf. If we do not account for the delicate nature of this balance, we 
will simply be reconstructing a coast that will be even more vulnerable to the destruction 
caused by natural disasters.   
 
Modernize the national Guidance for Floodplains and Reducing Flood Damages. 
Procedures for planning and implementing water resources developments, including 
flood damage reduction projects, should be modernized with much greater attention to 
setting priorities for investments. The current rules for planning and evaluating federal 
water resource projects have not been updated for 22 years, since 1983. In addition, the 
current Executive Order on Floodplain Management outlining federal polices and goals 
for managing the nation’s floodplains has not been updated for 28 years, since 1977.  
Despite a flood of high-level reports from agencies, the National Academy of Sciences 
and professional organizations calling for an updating effort, neither Congress nor the 
Executive Branch have taken critical actions to ensure that these guiding documents 
incorporate key lessons that have been learned since the rules were established.  
 
Levees and Structural protection works 

 
The Association of State Floodplain Managers (ASFPM) does not advocate new levees to 
protect undeveloped areas, and finds that using levees to protect existing development 
often results in creating situations where the expense of ongoing operation and 
maintenance costs may, over time, exceed the costs of other mitigation alternatives such 
as acquisition and relocation or elevation.  Combinations of setback levees with some 
floodplain clearance can avoid pinching rivers in and creating added problems elsewhere. 
Even the Corps of Engineers staff has been known to say “there are only two kinds of 
levees, those that have failed and those that will fail”.  Levees are only built to a certain 
level of protection, which will be exceeded at some point in the future. Reliance on 
levees should be an option of last resort. 

 
Current levee design and construction standards are inadequate.  Levees that protect 
critical facilities, such as hospitals, emergency operations centers, police, emergency 
medical services and fire stations, major infrastructure and large and vulnerable urban 
centers such as New Orleans must be constructed to a higher level of protection than 
those protecting rural or sparsely populated areas.  A comprehensive and adequate levee 
policy would recognize the need for these differences.  Levees in rural areas can utilize 
the 100 year flood (1% chance flood) level of protection, but only if local land use 
requirements prevent the area from becoming a highly urbanized area.  Existing urban 
areas and critical facilities need protection to at least the 500 year (0.2% chance flood, 
and in coastal areas a category 5 hurricane) standard to avoid the catastrophic 
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consequences, such as those experienced in the New Orleans area.   It is important to 
recognize that levee failures in the New Orleans area is simply the tip of the iceberg---we 
have thousands of miles of levees “protecting” large and critical urban communities in 
this nation.  We must prevent this sort of damage and suffering. 
 
Residual risk insurance and minimum construction standards should be required for 
structures behind levees. Under current standards, structures behind a levee providing 
100 year “protection” are not required to purchase flood insurance and are not required 
to be elevated.  When the bigger flood occurs (and it will), and the levee is overtopped 
or fails, that development may be flooded not just with a foot or so of water, but to the 
rooftops, such as we’ve seen in New Orleans.  This all or nothing approach in current 
national policy encourages communities to seek federal funding for just the 100 year 
levee, leaving not only the property owners and community, but federal taxpayers 
exposed to the catastrophic event.  At a minimum, those structures “protected by levees 
must pay a small amount (residual risk insurance) into a fund for when that 
catastrophic event occurs that exceeds the levee capacity.  Structures behind levees 
should also be required to be elevated a minimum of two feet above natural ground to 
protect against low level incidents and internal drainage.   
 
A National Levee Safety Program is needed.  We have no national inventory of levees, 
nor do we know the condition (the adequacy or safety) of many of these levees.  Property 
owners behind levees assume they are protected, and are surprised and angry when levees 
fail.  The state of California has been told by its courts that the state is responsible for 
damages caused due to failure of levees for which they are the sponsors. That exposes the 
state to perhaps billions of dollars in liability.  Communities with levees throughout the 
nation face these issues.  Congress should hold hearing on this issue with the intent to 
identify actions that will be initiated to address documented deficiencies. 
 
The Corps of Engineers should be charged and funded to undertake a National Levee 
Safety Inspection Program similar to the national Dam Safety Program.  No federal 
funding should be provided for levees unless standards for the construction, operation 
and maintenance of the levee are in place and maintained, and unless states and 
communities accept their share of the costs and responsibilities.  Emergency action plans 
in the event of failure or overtopping of those levees must be in place and exercised 
yearly.  These standards can differentiate between rural and urban levees, but must 
require that communities have land use standards in place which would prevent a rural 
levee at lower standards from becoming an urban levee, where large urban areas and 
critical facilities would not then be adequately protected. 
 
Further information about flooding and flood mitigation issues can be found on the 
ASFPM web site---www.floods.org  or by calling Larry Larson, Executive Director at 
(608) 274-0123 
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CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT – Sec. 555 
 
 

Sec. 555. General Plan - Procedures for Adoption. 
Procedures pertaining to the preparation, consideration, adoption and amendment of the General Plan, or any of its 
elements or parts, shall be prescribed by ordinance, subject to the requirements of this section. 
(a) Amendment in Whole or in Part. The General Plan may be amended in its entirety, by subject elements or 
parts of subject elements, or by geographic areas, provided that the part or area involved has significant social, 
economic or physical identity. 
(b) Initiation of Amendments. The Council, the City Planning Commission or the Director of Planning may 
propose amendments to the General Plan. The Director of Planning shall make a report and recommendation on all 
proposed amendments. Prior to Council action, the proposed amendment shall be referred to the City Planning 
Commission for its recommendation and then to the Mayor for his or her recommendation. 
(c) Commission and Mayoral Recommendations. The City Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing 
before making any recommendation on a proposed amendment to the General Plan and shall act within the time 
specified by ordinance. If the Commission recommends disapproval of an amendment initiated by the Commission, 
it shall report its decision to the Council and Mayor. After the Commission recommends approval of an amendment 
initiated by the Commission, or takes action concerning an amendment initiated by the Director or the Council, the 
Commission shall forward its recommendation to the Mayor. The Mayor shall have 30 days to forward his or her 
recommendation to the Council regarding the proposed amendment to the General Plan. If either the City Planning 
Commission or the Mayor does not act within the time specified, the Commission or Mayor shall be deemed to have 
recommended approval of the proposed amendment. 
(d) Council Action. The Council shall conduct a public hearing before taking action on a proposed amendment to 
the General Plan. 
If the Council proposes any modification to the amendment approved by the City Planning Commission, that 
proposed modification shall be referred to the City Planning Commission and the Mayor for their recommendations. 
The City Planning Commission and the Mayor shall review any modification made by the Council and shall make 
their recommendation on the modification to the Council in accordance with subsection (c) above. 
If no modifications are proposed by the Council, or after receipt of the Mayor’s and City Planning Commission’s 
recommendations on any proposed modification, or the expiration of their time to act, the Council shall adopt or 
reject the proposed amendment by resolution within the time specified by ordinance. 
(e) Votes Necessary for Adoption. If both the City Planning Commission and the Mayor recommend approval of a 
proposed amendment, the Council may adopt the amendment by a majority vote. If either the City Planning 
Commission or the Mayor recommends the disapproval of a proposed amendment, the Council may adopt the 
amendment only by a two-thirds vote. If both the City Planning Commission and the Mayor recommend the 
disapproval of a proposed amendment, the Council may adopt the amendment only by a three-fourths vote. If the 
Council proposes a modification of an amendment, the recommendations of the Commission and the Mayor on the 
modification shall affect only that modification. 
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MINUTES (prepared by Rod Tashima & Mohammad Al-Jamal) 
FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PLAN STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING 
- held at L.A.-Glendale Wastewater Treatment Plant 
December 11, 2006 
1:00 – 3:00 p.m. 
 
Implementation Progress Report 
 

I. CALL TO ORDER 
        Committee was called to order at 1:10 p.m.  
 
II. ATTENDANCE 
A total of 16 members attended the meeting (25% citizens and 75% City 
representatives).   
 
III. Draft FMP IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS REPORT (IPR)-

DISCUSSION 
This is the fith update meeting of the FMP.  Tom Horn volunteered to chair the FMP 
meeting.  The purpose of the committee meeting was to comment and correct FMP 
draft and to evaluate the progress of the implantation of the FMP adopted in 2001. A 
preliminary report was sent to members for their review prior to this meeting.  1st , the 
committee went over the FMP, and then went over the programs for the FMP 
including the recommended, scheduled, ongoing and deferred etc. 
 
Issues were discussed in this meeting: 
 
1. Floodplain Management Plan (FMP)  Update 
The City received a confirmation from FEMA regarding the next FMP update which 
will be in 2009. Until then, the City will continue to prepare annual progress 
implementation reports and annually recommend new flood mitigation programs.  
The revised draft of the FMP is due every 5 yrs. based on when the last report was 
adopted and latest guidelines for this report and when the City’s National Floodplain 
Insurance Program (NFIP) was last audited.  The next audit will occur in 2009. 
 
2. CRS Rating Upgrade 
The City’s CRS program was subject to a 5-year audit during November 2004.  The 
results of the audit enabled the City to upgrade its CRS rating from 8 to 7. Effective 
October 1, 2005, new or renewed flood insurance policies in Special Flood Hazard 
Areas (SFHA’s) will receive a 15% premium discount. Properties outside SFHA’s 
qualify for a 5% premium reduction.  To get a bigger discount, the City would need 
the Dept. of Building & Safety (DBS) to adopt the International Building Code. 
 
3. Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) 
A City wide local hazard mitigation plan was developed and adopted in November 
2004. Based on the recommendations of the Committee in 2004, City departments 
(including Fire departments) identified four programs (RP 6-9) for Tsunami 



mitigation to be included in the local hazard mitigation plan.  The City Council 
(Council) directed the Emergency Preparedness Dept. (EPD) to write a report 
documenting the risks of a tsunami here. 
 

Tom Horn volunteered to chair the meeting. 
 
Stewart Flieg said that he didn’t notice much change to the FMP from last year.  He 
moved to just address any changes to the Plan, and if there weren’t any, then to adjourn. 
 
Rod Tashima said that the only changes to the FMP of note were the quantities and 
numbers that change from year to year such as the number of “repetitive loss properties” 
that increased from 141 to 154.  Updates were hard to get from other agencies and 
departments involved due to people moving or just due to lack of response. 
 
Tom Horn suggested that we should just address any changes to the plan since the plan 
was reviewed several times before in the last few years and is mostly unchanged. 
 
Faye Cousins asked for changes to pg. 1 under Section 2 Planning Regulations under 
“Los Angeles Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP)” in the 2nd paragraph.  “November 
2005” should read “November 2004” instead. 
 
Rod noted that an El Nino climate effect is supposed to be occurring this year so that was 
added to the text but little precipitation has actually occurred. 
 
Jim Doty said that there should be language added to the text indicating that an El Nino 
climate effect can mean different weather changes that result in more or less precipitation 
and not only more wet weather such as being experienced by Los Angeles this year. 
 
Stewart added that in 2004 there was no El Nino occurring yet we had the 2nd wettest 
year in Los Angeles on record. 
 
Tom Horn said that most of the citizens on the committee are from the hillside areas of 
L.A. and want to know if programs have been implemented or will be implemented soon. 
 
Jim said RP-10 “Soto St. Steep Hillside Mudslide Mitigation” filed a Notice of Intent to 
request Federal funds and was accepted by the Office of Homeland Security.  He 
recommended that RP-10 be moved to “On-going” status. 
 
Stewart was concerned that many of the programs had a cost or schedule status of 
“TBD.”  He suggested that progress with the programs needs to improve. 
 
Rod indicated that the only agencies and offices that can really update the programs are 
the departments responsible for those programs.  Unfortunately, getting updates or even 
contacts for those programs is not easily done from some of the City departments.  One 
department he couldn’t find a representative for was the Fire Dept. 
 



Faye indicated that they had a Fire Dept. rep. on their LHMP committee.  Faye thought 
his name was Jeff Elder. 
 
Rod said they were not able to get a phone # or  email for Jeff Elder. 
 
Faye said she would send Jeff’s info to Rod. 
 
Rod said he added a paragraph to Section 4 “New Development” concerning the FEMA 
Levee Certification program.  Levees need to be certified or the floodplains contained in 
the levees could be expanded to beyond the levees, flood channels or rivers.  If this 
occurs, many more properties would have to get flood insurance. 
 
Tom Grant suggested that RP 8 & 9 “Tsunami Evacuation and High Density/Low 
Mobility Plans” be expanded to discuss “levees” as recognized by the Federal 
government for the levee inventory.  He added that many of the hillside failures occur 
because the streets can not contain flooding with its curbs or berms and end up over 
hillsides.  Tom also suggested that RP 6 & 7 “Tsunami Evacuation Plans” have had little 
progress and need to improve.  He said that a status & progress report needs to be given 
by either the Fire Dept. or the Emergency Preparedness Dept. 
 
Faye Cousins indicated that a Tsunami Evacuation Task Force started about 6-7 months 
ago.  The task force is ongoing and meeting regularly.  Draft plans are in progress but 
have been stalled due to the need for information under development by consultants, 
Marcus & Nichols, who are working on developing tsunami inundation maps for the City 
of L.A. Harbor and Long Beach Harbor Departments.  Once the revised maps are done, 
they will be added to the LHMP and  FMP.  The task force is trying to make goals and 
deadlines and have started work on brochures but are still waiting on the consultant maps 
under development. 
 
Tom Cotter said that additional warning buoys for tsunami warning will be 
recommended. 
 
Faye indicated all aspects of the Tsunami programs in the FMP and LHMP are being 
worked on by the Tsunami Task Force. 
 
Rod requested to be part of the Tsunami Task Force and be invited to the meetings. 
 
Faye said she would put Rod on the distribution list for all future meetings and send draft 
material to him. 
 
Tom Grant suggested considering separating the tsunami and dam inundation maps.  He 
also requested a new picture for the cover of the FMP. 
 
We approve the FMP as amended.  Besides the Plan, we want the items discussed today 
added to the FMP and discussed at our next meeting. 
 



VI. ADJOURMENT 
The FMP committee adjourned at about 2:20 p.m.  
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