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PREFACE

As indicated by its title, this publication is intended to provide guidance to local
officials in their efforts to reduce flood losses in high risk flood areas.

Since some of these high risk flood areas have not been specifically identified by
the Federal Insurance Administration, the implementation of appropriate floodplain man-
agement criteria for those areas is not required for participation in the National Flood In-
surance Program. However, for those communities which have experienced losses to life
and property in those high risk flood areas and which have an interest in addressing those
hazards, the community options and management strategies which follow are available for
their consideration and, where appropriate, their use. The community options, with ac-
companying examples of adopted local/state measures, or suggested model ordinance lan-
guage, should provide useful guidance to the local decision maker.

The Federal Insurance Administration believes that reducing flood damages in
high risk flood hazard areas can and should be addressed at the local or state level.
Therefore, while not a condition of participation in the National Flood Insurance Pro-
gram, the use of these community options and management strategies is encouraged. This
guidebook should greatly facilitate that effort.
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HOW TO USE THIS GUIDEBOOK

This guidebook has been prepared to help local governments improve the effec-

tiveness of their floodplain management programs for high risk flood hazard areas. It is

designed to:

1. Identify general areas where special risks are posed to life and property due to the

depth, velocity and duration of flooding, debris in the water or other factors.

2. Describe a process for amending existing regulations or adopting new regulations

for high risk areas.

3. Provide examples of innovative community programs and approaches for high risk

areas.

4. Direct guidebook users to sources of more detailed information on high risk areas.

Chapter 1 of this guidebook gives an overview of nine types of high risk areas.

Chapter 2 explains the importance of managing high risk areas and describes generic op-

tions and steps for improving their management. Chapters 3 through 11 provide descrip-

tions and guidance for managing development in high risk areas. All chapters follow a

common framework, where each of these items is included if appropriate:

The Hazard

Existing Mitigation Efforts

Options for Action

Policy and Program Elements

Mapping

Regulatory Action

Nonregulatory Action

Selected References

Appendices

Appendices contain examples of ordinances, regulations, guidelines and descrip-

tions of community programs.

I iii





CHAPTER 1: THE HIGH RISK AREAS

Anytown, USA -- The sun sinks behind the hills, giving way to a sky
full of stars. As the lights of town darken, so does the sky. Thunder
rumbles faintly in the nearby mountains. The rumble becomes a roar.
Blinding rain pelts the landscape for an hour; then a second hour. Dry
land becomes a rushing river, carrying trees, boulders and mud. The
next morning's sunrise reveals that homes several blocks from the river
are undercut by deep gullies. Countless basements and first floors are
filled with mud and debris. Not a store window remains intact on Main
Street.

We all know that flooding can have dramatically different impacts in different ar-

eas. Our example illustrates some of the characteristics of high risk flooding. There are

four in all:

High velocity

Debris in the flood water

Suddenness

Long duration

Under one or a combination of these conditions, buildings seldom just get wet.

They are severely damaged or destroyed. Reuse of the flooded land may be difficult.

All fifty states have high risk flood hazard areas. Preliminary estimates show that

20 to. 25 percent of the nations's floodplains are high risk areas. Much of the current

floodplain development is concentrated in these areas. The total flood risk in the U.S. is

increasing as more people build on and live in these areas. Development also increases the

level of risk on adjacent lands by altering natural hydrologic conditions (e.g., restricting

stream channels, increasing runoff or changing slopes and stream gradients).

In this guidebook, we explain the risks - and suggest possible risk reduction tech-

niques - for nine types of high risk flood hazard areas not presently addressed in most

state and local programs. Floodways and coastal velocity zones are not considered in this

guidebook because they are already regulated by many states and local governments.

ALLUVIAL FANS

An estimated 20 to 30 percent of the land in the Southwest consists of deposits of

soil washed down from mountain slopes in fan-like deposits. These include many urban

areas such as Los Angeles County and Clark County (Las Vegas). Often the entire fan is
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at high risk because of the high velocity of the water, erosion and drainage channels me-
andering across the surface of the fan.

AREAS BEHIND UNSAFE OR INADEQUATE LEVEES

Twenty-five thousand miles of levees line streams and rivers throughout the
United States. Breaching or overtopping of levees causes unexpected floods that are deep
and have high velocity. When levees are overtopped, floodwaters are held back from re-
turning to the river and inundation is prolonged .

AREAS BELOW UNSAFE OR INADEQUATE DAMS

More than 2000 communities are at risk from dams that have been identified as
unsafe. Even dams classified as safe may be overtopped or breached by extraordinary
floods, earthquakes, or improper maintenance. Flooding from breaching or overtopping is
often deep, of high velocity and likely to occur with little or no warning.

COASTAL FLOODING AND EROSION AREAS

Erosion and flooding combine to increase flood damage along thousands of miles
of coastline. The most serious problems are on barrier islands, along the Great Lakes
shoreline and along the Gulf coast. Erosion removes natural protective barriers - beaches,
dunes and bluffs - causing direct damage as well as exposing buildings to larger waves
and storm surges.

FLASH FLOOD AREAS

Although they may occur in all fifty states, flash floods are most common in the
arid and semi-arid west where there is steep topography, little vegetation and intense but
short-duration rainfall. They rank first as a cause of flood-related deaths in the United
States. Heavy rains, sometimes in combination with spring snowmelt, often lead to rapidly
rising, fast moving water which can cause severe erosion as well as flood damage. Flash
floods occur in both urban and rural settings, principally along smaller rivers and
drainageways.
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FLOODING DUE TO GROUND FAILURE: SUBSIDENCE AND LIQUEFACTION

Subsidence occurs in parts of all fifty states. The problem is particularly serious in

southern California, the Houston-Galveston area and southern Louisiana. Lowering of the

land surface - caused by extraction of subsurface fluids and other materials, soil com-

paction or other processes - can increase flood depths and duration.

Liquefaction occurs when unconsolidated sands and silts temporarily flow like

thick fluids, usually triggered by earthquakes. Liquefaction can be a major cause of

flooding if dams or levees are damaged or if structures on filled wetlands sink below

water level.

FLUCTUATING LAKE LEVELS

Thousands of inland lakes, including the Great Lakes and the Great Salt Lake, are

subject to long-term fluctuations in water levels. Recent fluctuations of the Great Salt

Lake have caused over one hundred million dollars in losses in a single year. Lake levels

can rise and remain high for years, with damage compounded by ice and shore erosion

and detrimental impacts on water quality.

ICE JAMS

Thirty-five northern and Midwestern states suffer high risk flooding due to ice

jams. Dams of ice increase flood levels upstream, then unleash ice floes and deep, high

velocity floodwaters downstream. The combination of ice, debris and water can cause

tremendous physical damage to structures.

MUDSLIDES

Heavy rains can trigger mudfloods or mudflows in areas of steep slope, limited

vegetation and unconsolidated soils. Flows can be sudden and deep, but the greatest dam-

age is often done by the debris. Mudflows and mudfloods are a particular problem in

Southern California, the San Francisco Bay area and the communities surrounding the

Great Salt Lake.
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WHY UPGRADE EXISTING PLANS AND REGULATIONS?

Existing community maps and regulations for flood hazard areas often provide in-
adequate protection for high risk areas. Most local regulations, adopted to implement state
and federal floodplain management guidelines, are designed to address normal flood haz-
ards. Here the depth of inundation is the primary factor causing damage and waters are
relatively free of sediment and debris. Flooding is temporary and the configuration of the
flood channel is relatively stable. Areas subject to normal flood hazards include low ve-
locity flow areas along major rivers and streams and relatively flat coastal areas inun-
dated by the storm surge where waves and erosion are not major factors.

State and national criteria based upon such a concept of the "norm" have proven
satisfactory for 70 to 80 percent of the country. However, the failure to consider other
flood damage factors has resulted in serious deficiencies in management approaches for
the high risk areas, including the following:

Maps usually understate hazards in areas with velocity, debris or other high risk
problems. For example, flood maps for alluvial fan areas designating them as shallow
flooding areas incorrectly imply low risk. Usually the risks there are quite serious due to
high velocities, debris and erosion.

Regulatory criteria designed for the "norm" also underestimate the hazard from
high velocity flow, erosion, debris loading and duration of inundation. This can result in
damage or destruction of structures built in compliance with regulatory criteria.

THE HIGH RISK FACTORS

Depth of inundation is the basic cause of damage in most floods and is also an im-
portant factor in high risk areas. Factors that cause additional damages in high risk areas
include:

High velocity. The damage potential of flood waters increases dramatically, some-
times exponentially, with velocity. Velocity is determined by slope, waves and several
other factors. Unless the potential for high velocities is considered in building design,
floodproofed structures often collapse from the pressures and stresses applied by fast
moving water. Water moving at speeds of ten (or more) feet per second can undermine pil-
ings and slab foundations. Water velocity is a major cause of damage in four areas:

-- Areas subject to coastal wave action (velocity zones), coastal inlets and overwash
areas;
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-- Steep inland floodplain areas along smaller rivers and streams, on alluvial fans,

in some riverine floodways, and in mudflow and high gradient sheet flow areas.

Steep areas are often flash flood areas with additional damage due to the sudden

rise of the water;

-- Areas behind levees or dams where the protective structure suddenly fails or the

design capacity is suddenly exceeded;

-- Areas subject to inundation when an ice jam breaks.

Debris in the water. The damage potential of floodwaters may be increased hun-

dreds of times when rapidly flowing floodwaters contain substantial amounts of rock, sed-

iment, ice or other natural or man-made materials. Normal standards for floodproofing

and elevation may be inadequate in the following situations:

-- Alluvial fan flood waters, carrying rocks and sediment;

-- Mudflow and mudfloods carrying sediments, rocks, trees and other debris;

-- Meandering streams carrying mud and rocks;

-- Ice jam flood waters carrying ice, rock, trees, parts of structures;

-- High velocity flood waters along rivers and streams carry rocks, sediment, trees,

lumber, bridges and other debris;

-- Flood waters from dam or levee failure carrying trees, rocks, lumber and other

debris;

-- Coastal waves and storm surges carry rocks, gravel, lumber, and other debris.

Suddenness. Areas subject to rapid inundation by floodwaters or flash floods pose

special threats to life and property because there is insufficient time for evacuation,

emergency floodproofing or other protective measures. Suddenness is a serious problem in

four areas:

-- Steep rivers and streams in mountainous or hilly areas subject to sudden rainfall

and rapid runoff;
-- Areas behind dams or levees subject to failure or overtopping;

-- Barrier islands and other areas principally along the Gulf or Atlantic coasts

which may be subject to relatively rapid hurricane storm surge; and

-- Coastal areas (principally along the west coast) subject to tsunamis.

Long-term or permanent inundation. Unlike the normal riverine or coastal flood situ-

ation where flood waters rise and fall quickly, certain areas are subject to long term or

essentially permanent flooding. In such areas, structures elevated on pilings or flood-

proofed are often permanently unusable and must be abandoned unless they are specially
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designed for long term inundation with adequate access and utility services. Long term
flood areas include:

-- Barrier islands and beaches inundated by rising sea levels;
-- Areas around lakes subject to long-term fluctuations of ground water;
-- Erosion-prone areas such as bluffs, where the land is destroyed;

-- Areas subject to subsidence caused by ground water or oil and gas withdrawals,
hydrocompaction or gradual solution of the underlying strata; and
-- Areas behind dikes and levees where high ground water levels may persist for
months or years.

Two or more of the special risk factors often occur in combination in high risk ar-
eas. For example, high velocity, debris and rapid rise of water combine to cause severe
damage on alluvial fans, in ice jam failures, mudflow and areas subject to flooding by the

failure of dams or levees. Erosion or blockage of channels by sediment or debris is also
common in alluvial fan, mudflow and coastal areas.
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CHAPTER 2: COMMUNITY OPTIONS FOR REDUCING FLOOD DAMAGES

Floodplain regulations are the most effective way to reduce future
flood losses in high risk areas. They can keep people from locating in
the most dangerous areas and require safe building designs for other
flood prone areas. But regulations alone cannot deal with all high risk
area problems nor can they usually reduce flood damages to existing
structures. A variety of measures is often needed.

Regulations. Zoning, subdivision regulations, building codes and other special codes

can be used to prohibit or to establish special conditions for development in high risk ar-

eas. Conditions include setbacks, additional freeboard or other elevation requirements for

building lots, roads, bridges, pipelines and buildings themselves.

Acquisition. Land can be purchased and structures relocated from high risk areas ei-

ther before a disaster or after buildings have been damaged in a flood. Acquired lands

can then be used for public recreation and open space.

Flood warning systems and evacuation plans. Flood warning systems and evacuation

plans are critical for areas protected by levees or dams and for areas where flood waters

rise suddenly. A system can range from volunteer observers to highly automated equip-

ment. Warning systems and evacuation plans can save lives and may reduce losses to con-

tents of structures.

Engineering measures. Engineering measures have been applied to high risk areas

with varying degrees of success. Such measures include groins and bulkheads for coastal

erosion areas, debris basins for alluvial fan and mudflow areas, pumping systems for in-

ternal drainage behind dikes and levees, the dewatering of mudflood and mudflow ar-

eas,and grouting and reinforcement for unsafe dams and levees.

Table 1 presents appropriate flood risk reduction techniques for each of the high

risk areas.

STEPS IN REDUCING HIGH RISK FLOOD LOSSES

A comprehensive risk reduction program includes the seven steps described below.

If your community has no floodplain management program, or a minimal one, start at step
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Table 1: Reducing Flood Losses in High Risk Areas..

Special
Risk Area of

Hazard Factors Occurrence Management Options

Alluvial * Lack of Primarily moun- * Prohibit development on fans or, if
Fans permanent tainous areas in it is to occur, require elevation on

drainage the west and pilings or other enclosures to protect
channels southwest against water velocities and debris.

* Velocity $ Map fans as high risk areas.
* Sediment * Develop and implement a drainage

and debris master plan if development is to
* Erosion occur on fans.

* Limit grading, paving, and channel-
ization unless consistent with master
plan.

* Construct floodwalls, drainage chan-
nels, debris basins.

Areas * Velocity Riverine areas * Map levees; assess their adequacy.
Behind * Duration throughout * Define inundation zones for areas
Unsafe or * Suddenness the country behind unsafe or inadequate levees.
Inadequate * Require periodic inspection,
Levees maintenance of levees.

* Adopt building standards based on
risk of breaching or overtopping.

* Require pump systems; other methods
for dealing with internal drainage
behind levees.

* Install or require installation of
warning-systems and evacuation
plans for areas protected by unsafe
or inadequate levees.

Areas * Velocity Riverine areas * Coordinate floodplain management
Below * Suddenness throughout and dam safety programs.
Unsafe or $ Debris in the country * Map dams; assess their adequacy.
Inadequate water * Identify inundation zones for
Damns inadequate or unsafe dams as if

dams were not in place; map
floodway and flood fringe areas.

* Abate or require abatement of unsafe
or inadequate dams.

* Restrict new development below
unsafe or inadequate dams.
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Table 1, cont.: Reducing Flood Losses in High Risk Areas.

Special
Risk Area of

Hazard Factors Occurrence Management Options

Areas * Require dam owners to prepare dam
Below. inspection schedules and maintenance
Unsafe or plans; meet yearly with dam owners
Inadequate to review.
Dams, * Prepare or require dam owners to
cont. prepare warning systems and

evacuation plans for areas below
unsafe or inadequate dams.

* Manage reservoirs to optimize flood
hazard reduction.

Coastal * Structural Barrier * Gather existing erosion studies and
Flooding damage as islands, bluff historic data, prepare general or
and buildings are areas (Great specific maps based upon these or
Erosion undermined Lakes, West other maps.

* Suddenness Coast), beaches * Adopt setback lines to prohibit
* Complete (Louisiana) development in erosion prone land

destruction and on protective land features such
of land as dunes.
(in some * Adopt building performance
instances) standards pertaining to depth and

specifications for pilings, groins,
seawalls, use of septic tanks, surface
drainage.

* Acquire undeveloped coastline and
relocate structures.

* Construct groins, seawalls, rebuild
beaches and dunes.

Flash * Suddenness Principally * Collect historical data on flash
Flooding * Velocity mountainous flooding; use it and engineering

* Debris regions in studies to map flash flood
(often) valleys with inundation areas.

steep slopes; * Prohibit development and other
also urbanizing activities (e.g. campgrounds) in
areas high risk areas.

Require that new development in
other areas be constructed
consistent with water velocities and
potential debris.

* Install or require developers to
prepare warning systems; prepare
and implement evacuation plans.
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Table 1, cont.: Reducing Flood Losses in High Risk Areas.

Special
Risk Area of

Hazard Factors Occurrence Management Options

Flash * Require that subdividers install
Flooding, onsite flood detention; design
cont. drainage systems to reduce flash

flood potential.
* Mark areas.
* Construct reservoirs and other

engineering devices to reduce
flash floods.

Long-Term * Long Primarily * Map historical bed of lake.
Fluctuations duration northern states * Adopt floodplain, shoreland and
in Lake * Waves and (glacially wetland ordinances to direct
Levels ice formed lakes) development.

* Lake with water * Require elevation of structures and
quality elevations public utilities on fill (not pilings).
degradation dependent * Prohibit septic and water systems in
as flooded upon ground flood areas is development is to
sewage water levels' occur.
systems fail lakes in * Adopt setback back lines or

* Ground water western states additional freeboard if develop-
quality without ment is to occur to reduce damage
degradation outlets from waves and ice damage to
as flooded structures.
wells act * Acquire flood-prone lands and
as conduit relocate threatened structures.
to transfer Install pumps, other engineering
lake water works to reduce or stabilize lake
to aquifers levels.

Ground * Collapse of San Francisco * Conduct special studies to deter-
Failure: structure Bay, Alaska, mine areas and levels of risk.
Liquefaction * Suddenness New Madrid $ Adopt special building design

of flooding Fault Zone Area, standards for pilings, densities of.
other areas development, loading factors.
with saturated * Acquire highly unstable lands and
soils and relocate structures.
earthquake
threat

* a
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Table 1, cont.: Reducing Flood Losses in High Risk Areas.

Special
Risk Area of

Hazard Factors Occurrence Management Options

Ground * Structural Houston/ * Prepare maps showing mines, organic
Failure: damage and/ Galveston, soils, karst formations, areas subject
Subsidence or collapse New Orleans, to hydrocompaction, etc.

* Permanent Sacramento * Conduct frequent site inspections
inundation Delta, and and restudies to determine currently

* Increasing many other expected flood levels and revise 100-
flood areas year flood protection elevations.
elevations (localized) * Require pre-development site
(over time) investigations.

* Damage to * Prohibit development in high risk
buildings, areas; require adequate foundation
roads and support through zoning or building
service codes in other areas.
lines * Add freeboard to 100-year flood

elevations.
* Limit ground water, oil & gas

withdrawal where it is causing
subsidence; computer models can
predict subsidence related to amount
of withdrawal.

* Require reinjection of water
in oil & gas drilling operations.

* Purchase and relocate structures out
of high risk areas.

Ice Jam * Unexpected Principally 35 * Collect historical data on ice jam
Flooding flood levels northern states floods; use it or engineering studies

* Suddenness including to map ice jam inundation areas.
* High velocity Alaska; jams * Adopt setback lines.
* Debris occur most * Require additional freeboard to

(ice floes) often at protect against ice.
constriction * Adopt construction standards, esp-
points in ecially for floodproofing, that
river valleys consider ice damage.

* Acquire hazardous lands and relocate
structures that cannot be protected.

* Develop a warning system and
emergency action plan.

* Undertake remedial engineering
measures.

B-5



Table 1, cont.: Reducing Flood Losses in High Risk Areas.

Special
Risk Area of

Hazard Factors Occurrence Management Options

Mud floods * Debris. The arid and * Gather and use available data to map
and * Velocity semi-arid west; mud flow areas.
Mud flows (in some Appalachia * Require developers in slope areas

instances) with unconsolidated soils to prepare
* Suddenness engineering studies.

* Prohibit development in high risk
areas; require that developments in
other areas be constructed on com-
pacted fill or with adequate founda-
tions on pilings to accommodate ex-
pected water and debris.

* Construct debris basins, retaining
walls, other remedial measures.
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one and work in order. Communities with ongoing floodplain management efforts may

simply need to upgrade existing plans and regulations.

Step One: Set Policy

To begin a high risk area program, your community should evaluate existing plans

and regulations and decide whether additional measures are needed. An initial declaration

of intent to upgrade existing measures should be the first action. This intent is known as

a policy.

Policy expresses your government's commitment to reducing damage from high risk

flooding and provides the authority and guidance. for mapping, regulation and other ac-

tivities. Policy can be thought of as an expression of political will. Elected leaders and

administrators want to get something done -- in this case save lives and reduce private

and public costs of flooding. Policy guidelines establish the form and content of a high

risk flood program:

Content. Is it a regulatory program or does it include acquisition, flood warnings

or other techniques?

Intergovernmental relationships. Is one agency or office given the lead over others?

Is coordination formal or informal?

Funding. Is there a constant allocation from general revenues? Are federal or state

grants needed? Can funds be raised from a permit application fee or through spe-

cial assessments?

Policy can take several forms:

-- Proclamations or orders by a chief executive;

-- Resolutions of committees or councils;

-- Formal statements of agreement between government bodies or agencies;

-- Adoption of plans and regulations.

The policy-making process starts whenever any individual or group realizes that

.there is a public problem and begins to take action. For example, a floodplain manager

may realize that sedimentation has decreased the capacity of an upstream reservoir and

that the dam could be overtopped. In addition to making sure that the dam is regularly

checked for safety, the manager may draft a policy statement for the city council recog-

nizing that the dam is unsafe. The statement may also suggest that the parks, civil defense

and planning departments cooperate with a neighborhood advisory council to prepare an
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evacuation plan. Upon learning the facts, the city governing body could, by resolution,
adopt this statement to guide further community action.

This new policy would form the basis for more specific plans or regulations, for
enforcing protective laws to their fullest extent and for obtaining funds and other assis-
tance to plan and implement a risk reduction program. An initial declaration of policy
will be refined as high risk areas are studied and more detailed plans are made for reduc-
ing potential future losses.

Step Two: Assess the General Location and Extent of Hazards
The second step is to identify and evaluate potential high risk areas. Where are the

high risk areas in your community? Have there been past flood losses in such areas?
Often considerable public information already exists in the form of flood damage

reports, flood records, flood maps, newspaper accounts or other historical data to suggest
where high risk flooding has occurred. If damages have not occurred in the area before,
the potential risk may be unknown. For example, alluvial fans in the arid west are often
not recognized as high risk areas due to lack of recent flood damage. People living half a
mile from a small meandering stream may not realize that the stream can change its
course rapidly.

Hazard assessments can be conducted by emergency management personnel, plan-
ners, city engineers or consultants. Information on hazard assessment is available from the
sources listed in the appendices of the individual chapters which follow.

Step Three: Map High Risk Areas

Once the general location of a high risk has been identified, mapping is usually
needed to determine the more precise extent of the area affected. Once areas are mapped,
regulations and other management measures can be adopted. Maps can be of two types:

1) General, indicating the area where conditions create the potential for dam-
age; or

2) Specific, delineating locations of known frequency and level of flooding.
Generalized maps are useful for initial planning and zoning but often must be

supplemented with more detailed onsite investigations when development is proposed.Such
a regulatory procedure is incorporated in the single district floodplain zoning ordinance
proposed in Volume 1 of Rexgulatiotn of Flood Hazard Areas to Reduce Flood Losses. (U.S.
Government Printing Office, 1971 and 1972.) The general map only establishes the
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regulatory jurisdiction. The specific hazard at a site is determined by case-by-case analy-

sis as individual permit applications are submitted.

Relatively large scale maps (at least 1 inch = 1000 feet) are usually needed for zon-

ing urban high risk areas. Smaller scales may be sufficient for rural settings. A frequency

analysis of the hazard is desirable to identify the extent of the 100-year event.

Historical data and other readily available information can be used to identify

high risk areas if engineering studies are not available or cannot be undertaken due to

time limitations or inadequate budget. Request assistance in mapping from the U.S. Army

Corps of Engineers, U.S. Soil Conservation Service, the Federal Emergency Management

Agency or the U.S. Geological Survey. Your state floodplain management program may

also help.

Step Four: Prepare Plans

A plan provides the background for future public and private decisions which can

be made to reduce flood risk. Regulations are one way of implementing plans. Plans and

regulations are developed in similar ways, using technical information to apply policies to

local conditions.

Plans for reducing flood risk can take several forms:

-- Land use or development plans;

-- Evacuation and other emergency operation plans;

-- Drainage and watershed management plans;

-- Acquisition and/or relocation plans.

The form and content of the plans needed for your community will depend upon

the nature and extent of high risk flooding and possible solutions.

Step Five: Prepare and Adopt Regulations

With the exception of some coastal velocity zones and floodways, normal regula-

tions usually underestimate the hazard in high risk areas and therefore do not require

adequate protection measures. Amendments or new ordinances are often needed. In some

instances, such as ice jam flooding, the protection elevations must be increased. In others,

the management approaches must be changed. For example, elevation of structures on

pilings does not provide flood protection from long-term lake level fluctuations unless

roads and utilities are also elevated and the pilings and structures are designed for

permanent or semi-permanent inundation.
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On their own initiative or at the urging of the states, several hundred communities
have adopted special hazard regulations for alluvial fan, mudflood, coastal erosion and
other risk areas. Regulations are usually part of broader zoning, subdivision controls or
building codes. Strengthened regulatory approaches for high risk areas may include:

1) Absolute prohibition of development in areas of high risk, where development
will substantially increase flood heights or erosion on other lands or where engi-
neering solutions are impractical. Interim prohibitions or moratoria that stop recon-
struction are especially appropriate after a disaster.
2) Added elevation requirements through freeboard or increased base elevations to
reflect the additional risk (e.g., wave heights, ice jams).
3) Strengthened performance standards to reflect not only water depth but also
velocity, debris and other risk factors. Applicants for building permits or
subdivision plat approval can be required to undertake hydrologic and geologic
investigations to specifically determine the hazards at sites and then to design the
proposed structure consistent with the hazards.

Step Six: Implement and Enforce Plans and Regulations

Adoption is only the first step in implementing plans and regulations. Formulation
of plans and regulations is primarily a technical effort; the implementation and enforce-
ment which must follow is in part an educational process. Administrators, elected offi-
cials, interest group leaders and the general public must be informed of the content of
plans and regulations and how they will work. Their support is essential to long-term
success.

Step Seven: Incorporating Nonregulatory Approaches

Plans and regulations alone cannot remedy threats to existing structures. A combi-
nation of education, public acquisition, financial incentives, warning and evacuation sys-
tems, technical assistance and engineering measures is often appropriate to reduce damage
from high risk flooding. The appropriate combination will depend upon your community's
needs, problems, levels of funding, amount of existing development and other factors.

Use of the recommended sources of information presented in Table 2 will aid in
the execution of your flood risk reduction program.
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Table 2: Sources of Mapping Assistance.

Type of Mapping Methods, Data
Hazard

Alluvial * Topographic maps from U.S. Geological Survey
Fan * County Soil Surveys from U.S. Soil Conservation Service
Flooding (type of sediment)

* Aerial photographs - from U.S. Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service (locate fan formations)

* Map methodology from Federal Emergency Management Agency
(See bibliography for other methods.)

Areas Behind * FEMA flood maps
Unsafe or * U.S. Soil Conservation Service flood-maps
Inadequate
Levees

Areas Below * U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Dam Safety reports
Unsafe or * State Dam Safety Reports.
Inadequate * FEMA map feasibility study.
Darns * Colorado and California Dam Safety Programs

Coastal * State maps and a variety of data from state coastal zone
Flooding management and floodplain management programs, state university
and sea grant and college programs.
Erosion * Historic and current maps from the U.S. Geological Survey,

U.S. Coast and Geodetic Survey, U.S. Agricultural Stabilization
& Conservation Service, state university cartographers.

Flash * List of flash-flood prone communities, National Weather Service
Flooding * FEMA flood maps

* State floodplain management agencies
U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps

* Records of events, damages and hydrologic studies from the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Soil Conservation Service, state water re
source and floodplain management agencies

* Local newspaper archives, long-term residents.

rnkn * YT-ftnr~nl lalce Ievrel diata frnm UT. Genlnogicl Survev (tnnnornnhic
burr

Level
Fluctuation

maps show lake area)
* State agency records (regular lake gauge reading program, special

studies in conjunction with permits)
* Long-term residents (survey and photographs)
* State historical society (land survey records).
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Table 2, cont.: Sources of Mapping Assistance.

Type of Mapping Methods, Data
Hazard

Ground * General and detailed assessments of earthquake and liquefaction
Failure: probability from U.S. Geological Survey.
Liquefaction

Ground * Geological studies, water atlas from U.S. Geological Survey karst
Failure: strata, ground water information)
Subsidence * Soil surveys from U.S. Soil Conservation Service (organic soils).

* Mine and irrigation locations from state regulatory agencies.
* Historic events and damages from local newspaper archives
* Information on karst terrain mapping methods and assistance in

studies from Florida Sinkhole Research Institute.

Ice Jam * Historical records of ice jam floods from local newspaper archives.
Flooding * Historical data concerning locations where ice jam floods have

occurred from long-term residents
* Some flood insurance rate maps from the Federal Emergency Man

agement Agency show ice jam flood-prone areas
* Map method from U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Cold Regions Re-

search and Engineering Laboratory (see bibliography)

MAud floods $ Historical records of events and damages from U.S. or state
and geological surveys, archives, university geology departments
Mudflows * Topographic maps from U.S. Geological Survey

* Soil surveys from U.S. Soil Conservation Service
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CHAPTER 3. ALLUVIAL FANS

THE HAZARD

Alluvial fans are fan-shaped deposits of rock and soil which eroded
from mountainsides and accumulated on the valley floors. The deposits
are narrow and steep at the head of the valley, broadening as they
spread out onto the valley floor -- hence the name fans. Rain runs off
of steep valley walls, gaining velocity and carrying large boulders and
other debris. When the debris fills the runoff channels on the fan, flood
waters spill out and cut new channels. The process is then repeated, re-
sulting in shifting channels and combined erosion and flooding prob-
lems over a large area.

Flood and erosion problems on fans are often complicated by the activities of man.

Roads act as drainage channels, carrying high velocity flows to lower portions of the fan.

Fill, leveling, grading and structures can divert waters and cause new and unexpected pat-

terns of flooding and erosion.

Alluvial fans occur principally in dry, mountainous areas. They are common in

California, Nevada, Utah, Arizona, Idaho, New Mexico, Wyoming, Montana and Washing-

ton. Some fans are also found in Alaska, West Virginia, Kentucky and Tennessee.

Flooding on alluvial fans causes greater damage than clear water flooding for sev-

eral reasons:

1. Floodwaters move at high velocities due to steep slopes and lack of vegeta-

tion. Velocities of 15 to 30 feet per second are common. At these velocities,

water has tremendous erosive force and damage potential.

2. Floodwaters contain large amounts of sediment and debris including boul-

ders and trees.

3. Floodwaters are not confined to a single channel. The channels meander,

threatening development over a broad area.

EXISTING MITIGATION EFFORTS

Often alluvial fans have been mapped and regulated as shallow flooding areas re-

quiring minimal flood protection through fill or elevation on pilings. These maps and reg-

ulations underestimate actual risk on fans because they are based on depth of flooding

alone. They do not reflect potential damage due to high velocity, debris, erosion or the
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meandering channel. Some progress has been made in mapping, regulating and managing

fans consistent with their true hazard.

Federal

In 1982, the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) commissioned a study of mapping,

modeling and land management standards for alluvial fan areas. The study resulted in the

development of suggested management standards for these zones on the fan: a channelized

zone, a braided zone and a sheet flow zone (see Figure 3-1, Appendix 3-A). In addition to

this study, the NFIP has promulgated mapping guidelines for flood insurance study

contractors (see Appendix 3-B). FEIMA's Region X has also drafted a model ordinance for

communities with alluvial fan flood problems (see Appendix 3-C). This has been presented

to several communities.

The U.S. Geological Survey and the Corps of Engineers have also mapped some

alluvial fan areas and are working on alluvial fan mapping methods.

State
State efforts to develop special maps and regulations for alluvial fans have been

limited, although Colorado has recommended to local governments a model ordinance ad-
dressing fans and other geological hazard areas (see Appendix 3-D).

California's geologic hazard investigation and reporting system requires local gov-

ernments to identify and regulate geologic hazard areas. This requirement applies to some

types of hazards on the fans. Developers seeking a building permit or subdivision ap-

proval for projects on fans must have a certified geologist prepare a geologic report assur-

ing the risk.

Nevada has developed an alluvial fan management handbook for local governments

but has not adopted regulatory requirements.

Local

Most of the innovative efforts to map, regulate and otherwise manage alluvial fans

have occurred at the local level.

Riverside County, California, has developed an alluvial fan methodology and

mapped alluvial fans in the Cabazon area. It has also adopted special regul-

ations reflecting flood velocities, erosive force and debris.

Los Angeles County, California has mapped alluvial fans and adopted a grading

code for these and other areas.
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Figure 3-1. Hydraulic zones on a typical fan. Source: FEMA.
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Figure 3-2. Factors affecting flood hazards on alluvial fans.



Wenachee, Washington, mapped alluvial fan areas and adopted special regulations

The maps were later sustained in court (see Figure 3-3).

Rancho Mirage, Whittier, Palm Desert, and Palm Springs, California have adopted

- alluvial fan regulations.
Clark County, Nevada and the City of Las Vegas have adopted a master plan for

an alluvial fan system and regulations to implement the plan.

OPTIONS FOR COMMUNITY ACTION

Policy and Program Elements

A community with alluvial fan flooding should adopt a policy and program which

contains the following elements:

1. A statement that alluvial fans are much more hazardous than shallow flood-

ing areas or normal riverine floodplains due to the combined erosion and

flooding problem;

2. A mapping program, perhaps as an overlay system for existing land use base

maps;

3. Special standards for siting and constructing on fan areas to address veloc-

ity, debris and erosion;

4. A master drainage and development plan for the fan as a whole, including

careful design and siting of roads, drainageways and other public works on

the fan;

5. Construction of debris basins or other engineering measures for the fan,

particularly where existing development is at risk.

Mapping

At a minimum, alluvial fan areas should be identified on flood maps as high risk

areas. Some alluvial fans have already been identified on flood insurance study maps as

"shallow flooding" areas. Fans so designated should either be remapped or an overlay map

should be prepared to indicate areas where water velocities, debris, erosion and channel

migration are potential problems.

It may be possible to identify alluvial fan areas at modest cost using existing air

photos, soils maps and topographic data. Alluvial fans are often highly visible in arid and

semi-arid areas due to their distinctive shape and the presence of boulder trains. In
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Figure 3-3. Topographic characteristics of typical alluvial fans and 
alluvial aprons (Wenatchee, Washington). Source: FEMA. 

Figure 3-4. Trailer park built on alluvial fan. Source: R. Platt. 



forested areas, fans may be more difficult to map. Topographic and soils maps may be

used to identify areas with steep slopes and alluvium.

An outline of alluvial fan areas can, even without more detailed identification of

risk zones within the fans, be an important "red flag" for land use decisions. Once out-

lined, fans can be zoned as high risk areas. Developers can be required to conduct de-

tailed studies of the flood risk and design accordingly.

Engineering methods, although quite expensive, are available for mapping fans in

more detail and determining the relative risks within the fans. With these maps, zoning

regulation can be quite specific. However, site-specific studies and master planning will

still be needed as new development is proposed.

Regulations

Regulations for alluvial systems should have two principal goals: to prevent accel-

eration or diversion of runoff and increased erosion, and to insure that individual struc-

tures and infrastructures are adequately protected from high velocity flows, debris and

erosion.

If the fan is undeveloped, future flood damages can be avoided by prohibiting de-

velopment. Development should only be permitted if a master plan has been prepared. An

alluvial fan master plan should show the drainage system, roads, grading and filling

needed for drainageways, debris walls and other flood protective measures, such as bank

stabilization, erosion control measures and floodways to be maintained as open space.

Where the fan is in multiple ownership, the community should prepare the master plan.

Developers can be required to implement their portion as a condition of plat approval or

building permits. Las Vegas takes this approach. Where the fan is in single ownership,

regulations may require the developer to prepare a master plan for the fan as a whole.

Zoning, subdivision controls or grading codes can be adopted to limit development

densities, impervious surfaces and modifications to natural topography.

To help protect individual structures, include the following provisions in your

building codes, zoning regulations, grading codes and subdivision regulations:

1. Prohibit building in areas where velocities exceed a selected threshold level

(e.g., 7 feet per second).

2. Require that structures in other areas be elevated on stabilized fill or rein-

forced pilings to a height above the 100-year flood elevation, taking into ac-

count debris as well as water elevations.
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3. Require pilings below scour depth (see Figure 3-5).
4. Require slope protection for fill.
5. Require that fill be provided not only for individual structures but also for

roads and public utilities since much of the damage due to alluvial fan
flooding is to infrastructure.

Non-Regulatory Approaches

Regulations should be combined with non-regulatory options depending upon the
levels of existing development (see Figure 3-6). Two of the principal non-regulatory
approaches for reducing losses on fans are to acquire fans or portions of fans and to
construct debris basins and other engineering works to stabilize the drainage pattern on
the fan and reduce erosion as well as flooding.
Acquisition

Fans may be kept in an undeveloped condition through public purchase rather than
regulation. Fans can be used as parks, recreation areas or open space where public access
is desirable. Such an approach is expensive but avoids constitutional problems and allows
active public use of the fan.

Debris Basins

Dams may be constructed on the upper portion of fans or along drainage channels
to collect sediment, rocks and floodwaters. Such dams and the resulting debris basin are
effective in temporarily stopping debris flows but are expensive and must be periodically
emptied. Disposal of a large amount of debris is a major problem. The cities of Los An-
geles and San Diego have constructed debris basins.
Floodwalls, Channels. Other Engineering Works

A variety of engineering works such as flood walls and concrete channels can help
prevent channel migration and accommodate runoff. If any engineering works are to be
constructed on a fan, a master plan for development and drainage should be prepared.
The location and design of roads must be part of such a plan since roads often block or
convey flood waters.
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Figure 3-5: Suggested floodproofing criteria for structure in alluvial
fan area. Source: Riverside County Flood Control and
Water Conservation District's Cabazon Flood Study.



IMITED DEVELOPMENT 

Figure 3-6: Regulations should be combined with nonregulatory 
options depending upon the levels of existing development. 



Appendix 3-A: Suggested Development Guidelines for Various Hydraulic Zones on the Fan.

The following applications of management tools were recommended by Flood plain
Management Tools for Alluvial Fans, a report prepared for the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (1981). The recommendations apply to each hydraulic zone on the
fan and for the placement of single structures:

Channelized Zone
Development prohibited unless whole-fan measures are implemented.

Braided Zone
Basements and mobile homes prohibited.

Streets aligned and designed to convey entire flood flow.

Use of local dikes to direct flows into streets.

Use of drop structures between homes built on high slopes to prevent excessive
erosion.

All management tools must be coordinated with tools in existing developments.

Whole-fan management tools can be used instead of the above provisions.

Shallow Flooding Zone
Elevation of structures on piles or armored fill.

Street orientation to maximize flood conveyance.

If up-fan subdivisions use depressed streets or channels to convey floods, these
tools must be continued down to the fan toe.

Use of drop structures between homes built on high slopes.

Whole-fan management tools can be used instead of the above provisions.

Placement of Single Structures
In undeveloped areas, place structures on armored fill or use local dikes provided
that no added flood damage to other structures results.

In developed areas, local dikes, channels and armored fill must tie in with existing
flood control tools.

Elevation on piles should be used if above criteria cannot be met.

No single placement should be allowed in the channelized zone.
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Appendix 3-B: FEMA's Guidelines for Study Contractors: Alluvial Fan Studies

From Guidelines and Specifications for Contractors, September 1982, FEMA - 37/July
83 printing, Federal Emergency Management Agency, Washington, D.C.

1. INTRODUCTION

The methodology outlined in this Appendix is based on procedures developed by
Dawdy (Reference 1) and later modified (Reference 2) to account for split flow condi-
tions generally found in the lower reaches of active alluvial fans. It is recommended that
the Study Contractor review these publications for a complete discussion of the theory,
rationale and assumptions used to develop this methodology. In portions of alluvial fans
in which natural alluvial fan processes may not occur, such as in areas of entrenched
channels, areas protected by flood control works, and heavily developed areas, the Study
Contractor should exercise good engineering judgment in determining the most appropri-
ate methodology or combinations of methodologies.

When it is determined that an area in a community is subject to alluvial fan flood-
ing, a thorough reconnaissance of the alluvial fan should be made in order to determine
the source of flooding, the apex of the fan, the boundaries the fan, the areas of coales-
cence of contiguous fans, the limits of entrenched channels, single and multiple channel
regions where evident, and the areas of active alluvial fan processes. The reconnaissance
should make use of available topographic, geologic, and soil maps; aerial photographs; his-
toric records; and site inspection. ,

Prior to undertaking any computations, the Study Contractor should obtain ap-
proval from the PO for the use of the methodology outlined in this Appendix.

2. ASSUMPTIONS AND OBSERVATIONS

The approach outlined in this Appendix makes use of statistical analyses that re-
late the probability of given discharges at the apex of a fan to the probability of certain
depths and velocity of flow occurring at any point on the fan below the apex. The
methodology presented in this Appendix is based on assumptions and observations regard-
ing floodflows on active alluvial fans outlined in the following sections.

a. Channel Pattern and Location

At the time of maximum flow during a major flood event on an active fan, flow
does not spread evenly over the fan but is confined to only a portion of the fan surface
that carries the water from the apex to the toe of the fan. In upper region of the fan,
flood flows are confined to a 'single channel which is formed by the flow itself through
erosion of the loose material that makes up the fan. Because of the relatively steep slopes
in the upper region, flood flows are at critical depth and critical velocity. Below the apex
of fan (or the zone of entrenchment in the case of mature fans), the channel will occur at
random locations at any place on the fan surface; under natural conditions, it is no more
likely to follow a pre-existing flowpath than it is to follow a new flowpath. This channel
has an approximately rectangular cross section for which depth, width, and velocity of
flow can be expressed as functions of discharge at the apex of the fan.
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In the lower region of the fan, flood flows split and form multiple channels. For
purposes of this procedure, the concept of a single eguivalent channel is used to compute
flood depths and velocities. Normal flow conditions are considered to exist in the multiple
channel region due to the relatively flatter slopes.

The probability of a point being flooded in a given flood event decreases from the
apex to the toe of the fan because the downslope widening of the fan surface provides a
greater area over which a channel of given width may occur.

b. Depth of Flooding

For flood mapping purposes, the depth of flooding computed on alluvial fans is the
depth of flow (depth of channel) in the channel that carries a given discharge to the toe
of the fan surface.

c. Velocity of Flooding

For alluvial fan flood mapping, the velocity of flooding computed for alluvial fan
flood mapping is the velocity of flow in the channel that carries the given discharge to
the toe of the fan surface.

d. Avulsions

During major floods on active alluvial fans, peak flows may abruptly abandon one
channel that had been formed during the flood, and form a new channel This phe-
nomenon, termed an avulsion, can cause a significant increase in the probability of flood-
ing at a given point on a fan because of the increased channel widths that may cross a
given contour during a given flood event. The treatment of avtilsions is an important fac-
tor in the application of the methodology presented in this Appendix.

3. FLOOD HAZARD ZONES

Special flood Hazard Areas on alluvial fans are identified as Zone AO with the
following definition:

*Zone AO: Zone AO is the flood insurance rate zone that corresponds to the areas
of 100-year shallow flooding (usually sheet flow on sloping terrain) where
average depths are between 1 and 3 feet. Average whole-foot depths derived
from the detailed hydraulic analyses are shown within this zone.

* Exception to the 3-foot depth limit for zone AO is permitted for alluvial fans wherg
approved by the P0.

The Special Flood Hazard Area on each alluvial fan is subdivided into separate
AO zones with similar depths and velocities. Zones are delineated that have depths or
velocities differing by an average of 1.0 foot in depth or 1.0 foot per second (fps) in
velocity..

In areas of coalescent alluvial fans, separate depth-frequency relationships should
be developed for each source of flooding and combined based on the probability of the
union of independent events.
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4. COMPUTATIONAL INSTRUCTIONS

Step-by-step instructions are provided below for computing the boundaries of flood
hazard zones on alluvial fans using log-Pearson Type III analyses in accordance with
Bulletin No. 17B (Reference 3).

a. Determine Flood Discharge-Frequency Distribution

For the source of flooding at the apex of each alluvial fan, a complete flood dis-
charge-frequency distribution should be determined using log-Pearson Type III analyses in
accordance with Bulletin No. 17B. The determination of flood discharges in arid regions,
where alluvial fans are most frequently found, should be closely coordinated with the PO
to ensure agreement on methodology.

The skew coefficient, standard deviation, and mean of logarithms of discharges
must be determined for the flooding source at the apex of the fan. When an analysis ac-
cording to Bulletin No. 17B is done, these statistics are known. For most alluvial fans,
however, these statistics will not be available. Therefore, flows of various recurrence in-
tervals should be computed from appropiate regional methods, and the synthetic log-Pear-
son Type III parameters should be derived.

Derivation of Skew Coefficient. Derive the skew coefficient using the ollowing
equations:

G = -2.50 + 3.12 Log [(Q.0 l/.l 0)/(Q.l 0 /.5 0 )] (1)

Using the skew coefficient computed above and the K values for the skew as
shown in Bulletin No. 17B, the standard deviation should be derived according to the
following equations:

S = [Log(Q 0 1/.5 0 )/(K. 0 1 - Ko5 0)] (2)

(2) Derivation of Mean of Logarithms. Using the values determined in Equations 1
and 2, the mean of logarithms should be derived according to the following equation:

X = log (Q.50 ) - Ks5 0 (S) (3)

where S and X are the standard deviation and mean respectively; Q 01' Q 10, and
Q.50 are discharges with 0.01, 0.10 and 0.50 exceedance probabilities; and k0 1 and K5 0
are Pearson Type III deviates for respective exceedance probabilities of 0.01 and 0.50 and
skew coefficient G. Equation (1) above is an approximation appropriate for use between
skew values of +2.5 and -2.0.

b. Compute Transformation Variables

To permit solutions by use of log-Pearson Type III analysis and Bulletin No. 17B,
the log-Pearson Type III parameters must be transformed.

Variables for transforming these parameters should be computed as follows:
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m = X - 2S/G

alpha = 2/GS

lambda = 4/G2

and

a = alpha - 0.92

If the skew coefficient is zero (log normal distribution), the transformation vari-
ables should not be computed.

c. Transform log-Pearson Type III Parameters

Where skew coefficients are not zero, the log-Pearson Type III parameters should
be transformed using the variables above according to the following equations:

Z = nm + lambda/a

SZ2 = 2/lambda 1/2

Where the skew coefficient is zero (log normal distribution), compute the parame-
ters as follows:

Z = X + 0.92S2

SZ = S

Gz = C.

d. Compute Transformation Constant

C = (alpha/a)lambda e 0.92m

Where the skew coefficient is zero (log normal distribution), the transformation
constant should be computed as follows:

C = eo.92X+0.42S*S

e. Determine Discharges for Depth and Velocity Zones

The alluvial fan flooding can be determined by a combination of two methods.
They are based on a single channel region and a multiple channel region in the analyses.
The single channel region is defined by the length of the single channel measured from
the mouth of the canyon to the point where the flood channel splits. If there is no clear
indication as to the length of the single channel from data collected during the reconnai-
sance phase, the length of the single channel can be determined using Figure B-l. Below
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the single channel region of the fan is the multiple channel region. The fan width along
the boundary between the single channel and multiple channel regions can be measured
from the topographic map, once the length of the single channel is known.

I. Single Channel Region

Within this region, discharges, Q (in cubic feet per second), that correspond to the
various depth zone boundaries should be selected using the table below. This table was de-
rived from the relationship:

Q = 280 D

where D is the total depth in feet due to pressure head and velocity head.

Q I 49.5 772 2770 6420 12000

D I 0.5 1.5 2.5 3.5

Depth zones are designated from zone boundaries as follows:

Depth of
Lower Boundary

0.5
1.5
2.5
3.5

Depth of
Upper Boundary

1.5
2.5
3.5
4.5

Discharges, Q (in cubic feet per second), that correspond to the various velocity
zone boundaries should be selected using the table below. This table was derived from the
relationship:

Q = 0.13 V5

where V is velocity in feet per second.

Q I 68

V 1 3.5

240

4.5

654

5.5

1510

6.5

3080

7.5

5770

8.5

Velocity zones are designated from zone boundaries as follows:

Velocity of
Lower Boundary

3.5
4.5
5.5
6.5
7.5

Velocity of
Upper Boundary

4.5
5.5

*6.5
7.5
8.5
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Depth of
Zone

1

2
3
4

Zone
Velocity

4.0
5.0
6.0
7.0
8.0



II. Multiple Channel Region

Within the multiple channel region, discharges, Q (in cubic feet per second), that
correspond to the various depth zone boudaries may be calculated by iteratively solving
the following equation:

D 0.0917 n' 6 S' 3Q 36 + 0.001426 nl. 2 s.6 Q 48

where D is the total depth in feet due to pressure head and velocity head, S is the fan
slope, and n is Manning's roughness coefficient for the alluvial fan flood channel.

Discharges, Q (in cubic feet per second), that correspon to the various velocity zone
boundaries should be calculated using the equation:

Q = 99314 n4 .1 7 1-.25 nr4.17

where V is velocity in feet per second and S is the fan slope.

Depth zones and velocity are designated from zone boundaries in the same manner as
shown in the analysis for the single channel region.

f. Compute Fan Widths for Zone Boundaries

The fan widths (i.e., arc lengths from one lateral limit of the fan to the other
taken parallel to contours) that correspond to each upper and lower zone boundary depth
and velocity listed in Section 4e should be computed both for the single channel region
and the multiple channel region. The following formulas should be used:

I. Single Channel Region

Fan Width = 950ACP

II. Multiple Channel Region

Fan Width = 361OACP

In the above two formulas, A is the avulsion coefficient, C is the transformation constant,
and P is the probability of the discharge that corresponds to each given depth and veloc-
ity.

An avulsion coefficient (factor) greater than 1 should be selected by the Study
Contractor in consultation with the PO. A factor of 1.5 is recommended in the absence of
other data.

In summary, the steps for the determination of the flood velocity and depth
boundaries are listed as follows:

1. Compute all flood depth and velocity zone boundaries by the standard single
channel method.
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2. Determine point of bifurcation into multiple channel region through use of
Figure B-1 and the calculation of near fanhead canyon slope to fan slope ratio.

3. If the point of bifurcation is downfan from the lower boundary of the one-foot
depth zone as computed by the standard single channel method, the standard single
channel method will be used for the determination of all flood boundaries on the
fan.

4. If the point of bifurcation is upfan from the upper boundary of the one-foot
depth zone as computed by the standard single channel method, the one-foot depth
zone boundaries will be changed to that computed for the multiple channel method.
Substitute those boundaries for the boundaries computed by the standard single
channel method.

5. If the point of bifurcation is upfan from the one-foot depth zone boundaries as
computed by the standard single channel method, compute the depth and velocity
at the point of bifurcation by the standard single channel method. Compute the
velocity and depth boundaries for velocities and depth less than those determined
for the point of bifurcation by use of the multiple channel method. Substitute
those boundaries for the boundaries computed by the standard single channel
method.

5. FIRM

When the fan arc widths that form flood hazard zone boundaries have been com-
puted, these distances should be scaled onto topographic base maps, taking care to make
the boundaries parallel to contours.

The sketch map shown in Figure B-1 depicts the typical distribution of flood in-
surance rate zones on an active alluvial fan, as determined by the methodology outlined
in this Appendix.
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Appendix 3-C: Excerpts from Sample Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance, Prepared by
FEMA, Region X, Bothell, Washington.

5.2 STANDARDS FOR ALLUVIAL FANS

Areas subject to alluvial fan flooding have irregular flow paths that result in ero-
sion of existing channels and the undermining of fill material. Those areas are identified
on the Flood Insurance Rate Map as AO Zones with velocities.

1. All structures must be securely anchored to minimize the impact of the
flood and sediment damage.

2. All new construction and substantial improvements must be elevated on pil-
ings, columns, or armoured fill so that the bottom lowest floor beam is ele-
vated at or above the depth number.

3. Use of all fill materials must be armoured to protect the material from the
velocity of the flood flow.

4. All proposals for subdivision development must provide a mitigation plan
that identifies the engineering methods used to:

a. Protect structures from erosion and scour caused by the velocity of
the flood flow.

b. Capture or transport flood and sediment flow through the subdivi-
sion to a safe point of deposition.

5. All mobile homes shall be prohibited within the identified hazard area ex-
cept within existing mobile home parks or subdivisions.
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Appendix 3-D: Excerpts from Colorado's Model Geologic Hazard Area Control Regulations.

The following model regulations for identification, designation, and control of
land use in areas of geologic hazard were prepared by the Colorado Geological Survey in
accordance with statutory charges contained in Colorado HB-1041. Whereas, at least to our
knowledge, comparable laws or regulations dealing with geologic hazard areas have never
been written, this has been a pioneer effort. However, since laws, regulations, and admin-
istrative procedures for floodplain hazard areas have been developed and tested during
the past, they have drawn heavily upon the language of tested floodplain regulations in
drafting these model regulations.

WHEREAS, authority for the governing body of a municipality or a county to
adopt, amend, repeal, enforce and otherwise administer under the police power reasonable
Geologic Hazard Area Land Use Control Regulations and orders pertaining to land use
within the areas of its jurisdiction..., and

WHEREAS, the uncontrolled use of land within geologic hazard areas...adversely
affects the public health, safety and welfare of the citizens..., and

WHEREAS, the governing body...is empowered...to designate and administer areas
of state interest in a manner that will minimize significant hazards to public health and
safety or to property due to a geologic hazard, and

WHEREAS, geologic hazards are declared to be matters of state interest and are
defined...to include but not be limited to avalanches, landslides, rockfalls, mud flows, un-
stable or potentially unstable slopes, seismic effects, radioactivity and ground subsidence;

...NOW, THEREFORE, the Board of County Commissioners (City Council) does en-
act the following Geologic Hazard Area Control Regulation:

SECTION 1.0 PURPOSES

To promote the public health, safety and general welfare, to minimize the effect of
significant hazards to public health and safety or to property due to a geologic hazard by
the proper administration of all land use changes within such geologic hazard areas, and
to promote wise use of geologic hazard areas. This Geologic Area Control Regulation has
been established with the following purposes intended:

1.1 To reduce the impact of geologic hazards to life and property by:

1.11 Prohibiting certain land uses...

1.12 Restricting the uses which would be hazardous...

1.13 Restricting the uses which are particularly vulnerable to geologic hazards so
as to alleviate hardship and reduce the demands for public expenditures for
relief and protection.

1.14 Restricting permitted land uses in geologic hazard areas, including public
facilities...to be protected...by providing for geologic hazard investigation
and avoidance or mitigation or hazard impacts at the time of construction.
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1.15 Adopting Chapter 70 of the Uniform Building Code...for the regulation of
excavation and grading of lands...

1.2 To protect geologic hazard area occupants or users from the impacts of geologic
hazards which may be caused by their own, or other, land use and which is or may
be undertaken without full realization of the danger by:

1.21 Regulating the area in which, or the manner in which, structures designed
for human occupancy may be constructed...

1.22 Designating, delineating and describing areas that could be adversely af-
fected by geologic hazards so as to protect individuals from purchasing or
improperly utilizing lands for purposes which are not suited.

1.3 To protect the public from the burden of excessive financial expenditures from the
impacts of geologic hazard and relief by:

1.31 Regulating land uses within geologic hazard areas so as to produce a pattern
of development or a soundly engineered manner of construction which will
minimize the intensity and/or probability of damage to property and loss of
life...

1.32 Regulating the cutting, filling, or drainage changes...which could initiate or
intensify adverse conditions within geologic hazard areas.

SECTION 2.0 GENERAL PROVISIONS

2.1 Jurisdiction: This regulation is applicable to all lands within Designated Geologic
Hazard Areas...

2.2 Boundaries: The boundaries of the Designated Geologic Hazard Areas shall be as
they appear on the official recorded Designated Geologic Hazard Area Maps as
adopted... and kept on file...

2.3 Interpretation: In their interpretation and application, the provision ... shall be held
to be minimum requirements and shall be liberally construed in favor of the gov-
erning body... Interpretations... shall be consistent with GUIDELINES AND CRI-
TERIA FOR GEOLOGIC HAZARD AREAS prepared by the Colorado Geological
Survey...

2.4 Warning and Disclaimer of Liability: The degree of protection from geologic haz-
ards intended to be provided by this Regulation is considered reasonable for regu-
latory purposes, and is based on accepted geologic and scientific methods of
study...unforeseen or unknown geologic conditions or natural or man-made changes
in conditions such as climate, ground water, drainage, or structural strengths of the
rocks and other geologic materials may contribute to future damages to structures
and land uses even though properly permitted...

2.5 Adoption of Official Maps: The location and boundaries of the Designated Geo-
logic Hazard Areas established by this Regulation are shoxvn upon the official Des-
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ignated Geologic Hazard Area Maps...which are hereby incorporated into this
Regulation...

SECTION 3.0 NONCONFORMING USES.

SECTION 4.0 DESIGNATED GEOLOGIC HAZARD AREAS.

4.1 Application

4.2 Description of Designated Geologic Hazard Areas

4.3 Description of Permitted Uses: The following open uses shall be permitted within
Designated Geologic Hazard Areas...

4.31 Agricultural uses such as general farming, grazing, truck farming, forestry,
sod farming and wild crop harvesting;

4.32 Industrial-commercial uses such as loading areas, parking areas...and storage
yards for equipment...easily moved or not subject to geologic hazard damage.

4.33 Public and private recreational uses not requiring permanent structures de-
signed for human habitation...if such uses do not cause concentrations of
people in areas during periods of high hazard probability.

SECTION 5.0 ADMINISTRATION

5.1 Designated Geologic Hazard. Area Administrator...

5.2 Application for Development Permit...

5.3 Permit Review...

5.4 Permit Approval or Denial...

5.5 Mapping Disputes...

SECTION 6.0 ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES

SECTION 7.0 AMENDMENTS

SECTION 8.0 SEVERABILITY

SECTION 9.0 DEFINITIONS
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CHAPTER 4: AREAS BEHIND UNSAFE OR INADEQUATE LEVEES

THE HAZARD

An estimated 25,000 miles of levees have been built nationwide. Levees
are the most common type of flood control works. They do reduce flood
losses. However, results of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers non-fed-
eral dam inspection program suggest that a large percentage of private
or locally built levees provide a low level of protection or are poorly
designed and maintained. Some privately-built levees may have had no
design standards at all. Over time, a levee's history -- and the limita-
tions on its protective capability -- are easily forgotten. Levee overtop-
ping or failure is involved in approximately one-third of all flood dis-
asters.

Levees provide only partial protection from flood problems for several reasons:

1. Many levees (emergency, agricultural) are designed to provide protection

only from smaller floods (e.g., 5-15 year flood frequencies) or a specific

flood event.

2. Only a portion of all earthen levees built with crown elevations at the

computed 100-year flood elevation can provide the expected protection

because of changing hydrologic conditions and the possibility of structural
failure before overtopping.

3. Areas behind levees are often subject to severe internal drainage problems.

The exclusion of flood waters also serves to retain stormwater runoff.

Surfacing ground water may be another problem. For example, containment

of the Colorado River flows within the levee has resulted in high water

table levels along hundreds of miles of levees in Arizona. This high water

table has damaged crops and municipal facilities, including sewer and water

supply lines and streets, although there is no direct river flooding.
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Figure 4-1. Levees run the gamut from carefully designed and built 
structures to haphazard devices of unknown protective 
capability. Source: unknown. 



Types of Levees

Flood Control Levees

During the last three decades, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the
U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service, the U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation and the Tennessee Valley Authority have
designed and constructed flood control levees. Most major federal
levees are structurally sound, but levels of protection and maintenance
vary. Their integrity may also be threatened by changing hydrologic
conditions.

Emergency Levees

In 1969, Congress authorized the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to
construct emergency levees, in cooperation with states and local
governments. When flooding is imminent, the Corps will construct
emergency protective devices if the community agrees to

1. provide rights of way,
2. provide common labor,
3. supply fill,
4. retain responsibility for damages.

Theoretically, the community must also remove the levee and dispose of
materials. This last requirement, removal of all emergency levees, has
not been steadfastly enforced. As a result, many miles of unsafe levees
now exist.

Agricultural Levees

Earthen agricultural levees are typically constructed to protect cropland
from frequent floods. While their failure may not cause significant
property damage as long as structures are not built behind them,
agricultural levees may contribute to risks. Often built at the edge of
the channel by the landowner and without adequate technical analysis,
agricultural levees can increase flood velocities or elevations upstream,
downstream or on adjacent lands. In addition, if the farmland is later
developed, local communities and landowners will tend to assume that
the levees provide a larger degree of flood protection than they do.

Other Locally Constructed Levees

Independently constructed levees are often built by communities or
individuals after a history of frequent flooding Various design
standards and construction materials have been used. It is rarely
possible to determine the structural adequacy of these levees without an
extensive evaluation.
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Areas behind levees may be at risk of greater than normal flood damage for sev-
eral reasons. Floodplain residents believe that they are protected from floods and do not
feel it necessary to take proper precautions. A levee breach, like a dam break, unleashes
flood waters with very high velocity. After a breach, the downstream portion of levee sys-
tem may also act as a dam, prolonging the flooding behind it.

EXISTING MITIGATION EFFORTS

Efforts to control development behind levees have been limited. The National
Flood Insurance Program has established minimum standards for levees (see Appendix 4-
A). Buildings behind substandard levees pay insurance rates as if the levee did not exist.
Several states also regulate lands behind inadequate levees as if such levees do not exist.

Levees -- A Curse or a Blessing?

-The story of the Santa Cruz Flood Control Project

The San Lorenzo River drains approximately 140 square miles in the
Central California Coast Range. Most of the drainage basin is covered
with dense redwood forest. Steep slopes are common in the upper
portion of the watershed. Widespread occurrence of unstable soils in
much of the watershed and an average 47 inches annual rainfall cause
landslides and severe erosion in certain parts of the basin. Intense
logging, quarrying and other activities associated with urban and rural
development disturb the natural vegetation and have escalated the
erosion and sedimentation problem downstream? during floods.

Many communities in the watershed, including Santa Cruz, have
recorded numerous floods. When the Corps of Engineers began design-
ing a flood control project for Santa Cruz in the 1950's they relied
heavily on the data accumulated from the Standard Project Flood
(SPF). Then, in December 1955, the flood of record occurred. The dis-
charge in Santa Cruz was estimated to be 39,820 cfs. Seven people
died and 28,030 people were displaced from their homes. Damages
amounted to about $8.7 million, mostly within Santa Cruz itself. This
flood prompted the Corps to reevaluate the design discharge for the
project. Tile new SPF estimate was increased to 50,000 cfs.

Construction of the flood control project began in 1957. It involved
constructing levees and excavating 770,000 cubic yards of sediment
from the existing channel to increase its slope and capacity. The design
channel bottom was lowered as much as six feet below the natural river
bottom. In July 1959 the Corps completed the project and deeded the
levees to the City of Santa Cruz. The City agreed to maintain the chan-
nel to design specifications based on a maintenance and procedure plan
supplied by the Corps
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Over the next ten years the City intensively developed the "former"
floodplain. This development included a new shopping mall located
next to the project. In 1975, a survey of the channel centerline indi-
cated that approximately 400,000 cubic yards of sediment had accu-
mulated between the levees, significantly reducing the project's capac-
ity. The City had not dredged the channel annually during this period.
Local officials had believed that .high winter flows would scour the ac-
cumulated sediment and carry it out to sea.

The California Department of Water Resources threatened to dredge
the channel for the City and charge it for the cost. The City then began
to remove small amounts of the sediment in the channel; as of
December. 1981 fewer than 100,000 cubic yards had been removed. The
City is now unable to finance removal of the remainder of the sediment
estimated to cost $3 million initially and $200,000 annual maintenance.

A recent evaluation indicates that at present the levees could contain
only a 25 to 30 year flood, or 35,000 cfs without freeboard (Griggs and
Paris, 1981). While the FIRM indicates that the 100 year floodplain is
contained by the levees, an updated map depicting current conditions
would show most of downtown Santa Cruz to lie in the floodplain.

This example illustrates the sorts of problems that can affect a flood control

project. The original design discrepancies have contributed to the current situation. Even

though the tools and methods available to hydrologists have improved substantially since

the 1950's, many hydrologic studies must still be based on scarce streamflow records and

other historical data.

OPTIONS FOR ACTION

Policy and Program Elements

If there are levees in your community, adopt a policy and program with the fol-

lowing elements:

1. A policy statement that levees involve risks due to overtopping, inadequate

design, inadequate maintenance, internal drainage and other factors;

2. A map of levee location, also indicating safety and degree of provided

protection. Inundation zone maps should be prepared for unsafe or

inadequate levees;

3. A program for periodic levee inspection. The continued safety of the levee

system depends upon maintenance;

4. Protective regulations for areas behind levees. At a minimum, new

construction and rebuilding behind levees unable to provide protection from

the 100-year flood event should be elevated or floodproofed. For
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construction behind levees considered satisfactory to provide protection

from a 100-year flood (with necessary freeboard elevations) new
construction should be equipped with drainage, pumping and other facilities

to prevent internal drainage problems.

5. A regular schedule for communication between engineering, planning and

emergency management personnel to provide consideration of levee hazards
in land use decisions.

Mapping

Two types of maps can help you reduce risks from levees:

1. Levee location and assessment maps. Maps should be prepared locating all
levees in the community and indicating their degree of protection.

2. Inundation map. Flood inundation maps should be prepared for areas
behind inadequate or unsafe levees (see sample map, Figure 4-2).

Levee location maps can be prepared from air photos, engineering or public works

department records, floodplain maps and field inspections. The levee location and assess-
ment map should show who constructed the levee and who is responsible for its mainte-
nance. Once levees are located, the degree of protection can be assessed with varying de-
grees of specificity based upon the following types of information:

1. Levee type (see above). This is the minimum indicator of degree of
protection.

2. Levee design standard. Expressed as the recurrent interval of the flood that
the levee is designed to contain. It can usually be determined from design
plans.

3. Comparison of levee height to the 100-year flood elevation. Calculate the
number of feet above or feet below or search for previous determinations in
engineering reports.

4. Inspection and evaluation of the levee to determine design adequacy and
maintenance. This requires field surveys.

If a flood insurance study has been done for your community, it will indicate lev-
ees that may provide protection from the 100-year flood (see Appendix 4-A for FEMA re-
quirements). A staff engineer or consultant can make the field inspections necessary to
determine intended degree of protection, current conditions and maintenance record for
other levees.

D-6



Figure 4-2. Sample map segment showing how levee failure inundation 
areas could be designated. 

Figure 4-3. House behind levee in Soldier’s Grove, Wisconsin being 
elevated after severe flooding in 1978. Source: T. Hirsch. 



Once location and assessment maps are completed, inundation maps can be pre-
pared for areas behind unsafe or inadequate levees. These are prepared much like a nor-
mal flood map, making the assumption that the levee will be overtopped. The inundation
maps should show:

1. The 100-year floodway and flood fringe as if the levee did not exist.
2. Potential velocity areas at low or weak points in the levee system where

overtopping or breaching would most likely occur.
Inundation maps should show areas subject to flooding from internal drainage as

well as those at risk due to potential overtopping or breaching. These areas can be
identified using historic flood data, local inquiries, topographic maps and field studies.
Areas where water is expected to collect to a depth of one foot or more during a specified
storm event should be mapped. FEMA's guidelines for mapping of ponding areas, in
Appendix 4-A, may be applied.

Regulations

Two types of regulations can reduce flood losses behind levees:
1. Standards for construction, maintenance and rebuilding of levees.
2. Land use controls and building standards for land behind levees.
In formulating your own regulations, check first to see whether your state dam

safety or floodplain management program has established minimum standards for con-
struction and maintenance of levees. If so, they may be incorporated by reference in your
regulations. Another source of assistance is the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers which has
developed standards for the design and construction of levees as well as interior drainage
(see references).

In preparing your regulations, a minimum levee crest elevation related to the
design flood elevation should be established. At least three feet of elevation (freeboard)
should be required over the normal regulatory flood elevation for structures (usually the
100-year flood elevation) to ensure protection from waves, erosion and ice.

Land use standards for buildings and other structures behind "adequate" and "safe"
levees raise difficult questions. In one sense, no levee can be considered safe. And yet, to
deny the protection afforded by a well-designed and maintained levee may be -unreason-
able. One approach being considered by Wisconsin is to compare "annual damages" of de-
veloping behind a levee, given that the levee will overtop for a flood event which exceeds
the design level of the levee. A direct comparison can be made between structures
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elevated to the 100-year elevation and those built on grade behind a levee. In cases where

the natural ground is 5-6 feet lower than the 100-year elevation, annual damages for

structures built "on grade" can be greater than structures which are elevated on fill, in

spite of "100-year" protection by the levee. To equalize or "optimize" annual damages be-

hind a levee; regulations that require new structures to be elevated on fill must be

adopted. Further discussion on this approach is contained in Appendix 4-B..

Non Regulatory Actions

Building Standards

Pennsylvania has developed special building standards for new construction in ar-

eas protected by dikes or levees against 100-year flooding. Buildings must be able to resist

specified flood forces. A handbook for builders suggests some of the construction prac-

tices that meet the requirements (see reference section).

Warning and Evacuation Systems

A warning system and evacuation plan should be established for areas behind un-

safe and inadequate levees. Installation of the system could be made a requirement of

permits for subdivision or rezoning. All residents and all applicants for construction per-

mits in the floodplain (as mapped without levees) should also be notified that they are in

an area protected by such levees and are subject to flooding if the levees are breached or

overtopped. Hold an annual public information meeting on the levee warning and evacua-

tion plan.

Inspection and Maintenance

Where a local government agency has constructed or assisted in construction of lev-

ees, it should initiate a careful levee inspection and maintenance effort to protect backly-

ing landowners and avoid possible legal liability. Where levees have been constructed by

another level of government or by a private entity, communities should conduct their own

regular inspection programs as a safety check. They can then require upgrading for

inadequate levees. The community engineer or a consultant should make an annual

inspection of the levee system. Other community employees should be encouraged to make

casual checks for problems whenever they are in the vicinity of levees.

Relocation

Relocation of development should be considered for areas behind inadequate levees

or levees where serious and recurring flood damages may result. Soldiers Grove, Wisconsin

relocated its entire business district to a hillside location after overtopping of a levee in
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1978 caused severe flood damage. Funding came from federal, state and local sources.
Some remaining low-tying structures were floodproofed or elevated on fill.
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Appendix 4-A: Excerpts from FEMA's Guidelines for Evaluating Local Flood-Control
Structures.

The following paragraphs describe procedures for evaluating earthen riverine lev-
ees. In evaluating the ability of levee systems to provide protection against the 100-year
flood, the following criteria and procedures shall be used.

1. Ownership. Privately owned, operated, or maintained levee systems will not be
considered unless a local ordinance or State statute mandates operation and maintenance.
Levees for which the community, State, or Federal government has responsibility for op-
eration and maintenance will be considered provided that the criteria discussed below are
met.

2. Freeboard. A minimum levee freeboard of 3 feet shall be necessary, with an ad-
ditional 1 foot of freeboard within 100 feet of either side of structures within the levee
or wherever the flow is constricted, such as at bridges. An additional 0.5 foot above this
minimu is also required at the upstream end, tapering to the minimum at the downstream
end of the levee.

3. Field Inspection and Maintenance. The study contractor must make a field in-
spection to verify that the levee appears structurally sound and adequately maintained.
Certification from a Federal agency, State agency, or a registered professional engineer
that the levee meets the minimum freeboard criteria above and that it appears, on visual
inspection, to be structurally sound and adequately maintained may be used in lieu of a
site specific inspection by the contractor. Levees that have obvious structural defects, or
that are obviously lacking in proper maintenance, will not. be considered.

4. Internal Drainage. Where credit will be given to levees providing 100-year pro-
tection, the adequacy of interior drainage systems will be evaluated. Areas subject to
flooding from inadequate interior drainage behind levees will be mapped using standard
procedures. Often, shallow flooding zones, or even numbered A zones, may be applicable
in these instances.

5. Human Intervention and Operation. In general, levee evaluation shall not con-
sider human intervention (e.g., capping of levees by sandbagging, earthfill, or flashboards)
for the. purpose of increasing a levee's. design. level of protection during an imminent
flood. Human intervention will only be accepted for the operation of closure structures
(e.g., gates or stoplogs) in a levee system designed to provide at least 100-year flood pro-
tection, including adequate freeboard as described earlier. Where levee closures are in-
volved, FEMA must review and approve the operation plan prior to the study contractor's
assumption that protection against the 100-year flood does exist.

6. Analysis. For the area protected by a levee (inside) providing less than 100-year
protection, the base flood elevation shall be computed as if the levee did not exist. For the
area outside of such a levee, the elevations to be shown are those obtained from either the
flood profile that would exist at the time levee overtopping begins or the profile com-
puted as if the levee did not exist, whichever is higher.

This procedure recognizes the increase in flood elevation in the unprotected area
that is caused by the levee itself. This procedure may result in flood elevations being
shown as several feet higher on one side of the levee than on the other. .Both profiles
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should be shown in the study report and labeled as "before levee overtopping" and "after
levee overtopping", respectively. Separate Floodway Data Tables should be prepared for
each side of the levee, and these tables should be adequately labeled. The FIRM work map
should show a line, running along the levee centerline, separating the areas of different
base flood elevations and zones. ... Floodways will be delineated at the landside toe of
mainline and tributary levees that are credited on a map. This will assure that no devel-
opment will occur on the outside of the levee, which may jeopardize the levee's integrity
or ef f activeness.

7. Certification. During the course of the Flood Insurance Study, when. the study
contractor determines that an area of a community has no special flood hazards because it
is protected by a flood-control structure, the contractor must obtain from the agency re-
sponsible for the structure a written statement that the structure is properly designed,
constructed, maintained, and operated to provide protection from the 100-year flood. This
certification must be accompanied by copies of the applicable operation and maintenance
plans and forwarded to FEMA for approval as soon as possible.

8. Exception Procedures. FEMA will accept certification from another Federal
agency that an existing levee system is designed, constructed, maintained and operated to
provide protection against the 100-year flood in lieu of the specific requirements of items
2, 3, and 5 above. Under certain circumstances, FIA may also grant exceptions to the
above requirements or approve alternate analysis techniques. The Study Contractor must
obtain written approval of'all such exceptions or alternate analyses from the PO before
proceeding.
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Appendix 4-B: Excerpts from the Levee Policy Proposed by the Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources, 1984.

(1) GENERAL. Adequately designed, constructed and maintained levees, floodwalls
and channel impvovements provide for reduced damages and relief from flooding. The
following standards shall apply . to municipal floodplain zoning regulations for areas
landward of. levees, floodwalls and channel improvements.

(2) ADEQUATE LEVEES OR FLOODWALLS.

(a) A levee or floodwall shall be considered adequate if all of the, following criteria and
the requirements of sub. (b) are met:

1. a. Except as provided in sub. par. b. the minimum top elevation of the levee
or floodwall shall be 3 feet above the calculated 500 year flood profile with
the flood confined riverward of the proposed levee or floodwall, under ei-
ther of the following conditions in this subparagraph.

b. The minimum top elevation of a levee may be adjusted by the' department
to an elevation of not less than 3 feet above the calculated 100 year profile.

..with the flood confined riverward of the proposed levee or floodwall, under
either of the following conditions in this subparagraph.

i. If the calculated expected annual damages to structures land-
ward of the proposed levee or floodwall that do not comply
with [floodplain regulations] are equal to or less than the
calculated expected annual damages to structures landward of
the proposed ,levee or floodwall that do comply with
[floodplain regulations] at a flood with a recurrence interval
of less than 500 years, the minimum top elevation of the levee
or floodwall shall be at least 3 feet above the calculated pro-
file for that flood.

ii. If the department is' satisfied that the additional 3 feet of
height above the calculated profile is not necessary to prevent
flood damages due to overtopping of the levee during the de-
sign recurrence interval flood, it may waive the requirement
for a portion of this added height.

2. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers standards for design and construction of lev-
ees and floodwalls shall be the minimum standard for levees and floodwalls.

3. Interior drainage shall be provided using designated ponding areas, pumps
or other similar means, in accordance with U.S. Army Corps, of Engineers
standards.

4. An emergency action plan, concurred in by the division of emergency gov-
ernment and approved by the department, shall be in effect for the area
behind the levee or floodwall that would be in the floodplain without the
proposed levee or floodwall in place.
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5. The municipality shall provide notification to all persons receiving con-
struction permits in the area behind the proposed levee or floodwall that
would be in the floodplain without the proposed levee or floodwall in place
that they are in an area protected by a levee or floodwall which is subject
to flooding if the levee or floodwall is overtopped.

6. The levee or floodwall shall be annually inspected and certified, by a pro-
fessional engineer registered in Wisconsin, that the levee or floodwall meets
the standards in Subds. 1. to 5. Annual reports of the inspection and certifi-
cation shall be sent to the department for review.

7. The department reviews and approves the material submitted under subds. 1.
to 5.

(b) No obstruction to flood flows caused by construction of levees or floodwalls may
be allowed unless amendments are made to the floodway lines, regional flood pro-
files, floodplain zoning maps and floodplain zoning ordinances. Calculations of the
effect of the levee or floodwall on regional flood heights shall compare existing
conditions with the condition of the regional flood confined riverward of the pro-
posed levee or floodwall.

(c) Floodplain areas protected by an adequate levee or floodwall shall be desig-
nated as flood fringe but may be regulated as areas outside of the floodplain unless the
department determines that the levee or floodwall is no longer adequate.

(3) INADEQUATE LEVEES OR FLOODWALLS. If the department determines that
an existing levee or floodwall does not meet the criteria of sub. (2)(a), all floodplain areas
landward of the inadequate levee or floodwall shall be regulated as if the levee or flood-
wall does not exist.

(5) NEW CONSTRUCTION OF LEVEES, FLOODWALLS OR CHANNEL IM-
PROVEMIENTS. No anticipated changes in the flood protection elevations or floodplain
and floodway limits, based upon proposed levees, floodwalls or channel improvements,
may be effective until the improvements are constructed, operative and approved by the
department.
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CHAPTER 5: AREAS BELOW UNSAFE DAMS

THE HAZARD

While severe loss of life and property from catastrophic failures of
dams such as the Grand Teton Dam have focused national attention on
the safety of large dams, the aggregate losses from the failure of
many smaller dams during major flood events may be even greater.
Dam failure -- the wall 'of water rushing downstream, the devastation
of property, the loss of life -- is a threat to thousands of communities.

Dams have been a part of civilization for several millennia. Archaeological studies

of ancient China, India, Iran and Egypt display evidence of dams 6,000 years ago. Over

the centuries, significant advances have been made in both construction techniques and

the size of the structure. Still, impoundment of water is never without risk. Millions of

people live and work in the shadow of dams. No matter how safely dams are designed,

constructed and maintained, the threat of failure due to structural failure, earthquakes or

sabotage exists.

When a dam fails, the unexpectedness and high velocity of the water make the

damage severe. Once signs of dam failure become visible, breaching often occurs within

hours. There is little time for evacuation.

Over time, dams magnify the downstream risk of flooding with or without failure.

Dams often attract new floodplain development with the availability of water, power or

recreation opportunities. Dams create a sense of flood protection which is, in part, false.

Reservoir sedimentation can significantly reduce flood control capability. Competing uses

of the reservoir can impair flood control since those relying on the dam for recreation

and water supply (including irrigators, manufacturers and residential users) often press

for continued high pool levels. When floods occur, little or no reservoir storage space may

remain.

EXISTING MITIGATION EFFORTS

Federal Ef f orts

Two dam failures in the early 1970s encouraged Congress to adopt national dam

safety legislation. One hundred twenty-five people died in the failure of a dam created by
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a mine refuse embankment on Buffalo Creek in West Virginia. Less than four months
later, 238- persons lost their lives when the Canyon Lake Dam failed near Rapid City,
South Dakota.

In adopting the National Dam Inspection Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-367) Congress
required the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to inspect all dams in the United States except
those under the jurisdiction of certain federal agencies and various other classes of dams.
The Corps was also required to compile an inventory of all dams in the nation. Congress
provided funding for the inspection of all high hazard dams after yet another disaster:
the November 6, 1977 failure of the Kelley Barnes Lake Dam at Toccoa, Georgia.

Under the 1972 law, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers classified all dams
(totalling 67,451) in the United States over 25 feet in height or impounding 50 or more
acre-feet of water. Dams were classified as "high", "significant" or "low" hazard depending
on the degree of anticipated damage if the dam failed:

High Hazard - A failure of a high hazard dam would result in loss of life and ex-
treme flood damage.

Significant Hazard - A dam is considered a significant hazard if extreme flood
damage would occur upon failure.

Low Hazard - A low hazard dam would cause little or moderate damage upon fail-
ure.

Between December, 1977 and October, 1981, the Corps of Engineers inspected over
8800 high hazard dams. About one-third were judged unsafe. A dam was classified as un-
safe if it had a deficiency that, if left uncorrected, could result in a failure with conse-
quent loss of life and substantial property damage. Many unsafe dams were so classified
because their spillways could not pass the maximum probable flood.

After the failure of the Grand Teton Dam in Idaho on April 23, 1977 (see Figure
5-1), President Carter directed federal agencies to convene an ad hoc interagency
committee to coordinate dam safety programs. In 1979, federal agencies concerned about
dam safety published national guidelines for planning, design, construction, operation and
regulation of dams (see references).

Efforts to reduce risks from unsafe or inadequate dams have also been adopted at
the state level. Most states have dam safety programs that establish minimum design
standards. Far fewer have maintenance specifications or a mandated dam inspection pro-
gram. Some states require periodic reports by dam owners and authorize inspections. See
Appendix 5-A for an example.
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Figure 5-1. The Teton Dam, a Bureau of Reclamation project, collapsed in 1976 killing 11 people 
and causing millions of dollars in damages. The dam’s collapse illustrated, once 
again, that structural solutions to flood problems are not without inherent risks. 



Safety surveys for both new and existing dams have been carried out by many
states. Some states, such as California and Iowa, map inundation zones below all new
dams. Colorado requires the owners of unsafe dams to prepare inundation zone maps. A
suggested inundation zone mapping procedure from Colorado is included in Appendix 5-B.
Wisconsin has drafted guidelines requiring community regulation of areas below unsafe
dams (see Appendix 5-C).

OPTIONS FOR ACTION

Policy and Program Elements

A community with dams or downstream of dams in other governmental jurisdic-
tions should adopt a policy and program with the following elements:

1. A policy statement recognizing the inherent dangers in all dams due to
unexpected failure or overtopping by a flood exceeding the level for which
the dam was designed, by sedimentation, by earthquake or by other causes.
It may be prudent to assume that any dam can fail.

2. An assessment of all dams within or affecting the community to determine
the degree of protection provided, maintenance or rehabilitation needs for
each dam, and of the need for land use controls or emergency preparedness
below the dam.

3. A process for regular review and updating of this information.
4. Maps of the inundation zones for areas below all unsafe or inadequate

dams.

5. A set of stringent floodplain regulations for inundation areas below unsafe
or inadequate dams.

6. Dam safety regulations requiring owners of unsafe or inadequate dams to
repair or upgrade such structures.

7. A flood warning system and evacuation plan for areas below unsafe dams.
8. A schedule of regular (at least yearly) meetings with dam owners to insure

proper dam operation and maintenance and to inform owners of new or
proposed downstream developments. Reiterate your mutual interests in
protecting lives and property and in avoiding liability for any damages.
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9. A schedule of regular communication between engineering, planning and

emergency management personnel to consider dam safety in land use

decisions and to update preparedness systems to reflect new developments.

10. A policy to give floodwater storage high priority in setting levels and

timing drawdown of reservoirs. Water users and the public should be

educated about the need for flood storage.

Mapping

Two types of maps or surveys are needed to reduce threats posed by unsafe or in-

adequate dams:

1. An inventory of all dams in the community with an evaluation of their

safety and effectiveness, and,

2. Inundation zone mapping for dams considered unsafe or inadequate.

A preliminary survey of dams in your community may be based, in part, on state

and federal surveys. Be aware that state and federal surveys often do not include small

structures which may be of local concern. Air photos and field surveys can also be used to

locate structures. Local conservation officers are also often familiar with the location and

condition of dams. Once dams have been located, a more detailed investigation of safety

parameters is needed. State and federal surveys may help here as well. A number of

sources of technical assistance are available to assist in evaluating dams. If data are not

available, it will be necessary to have surveys done by an engineer or engineering

geologist.

In evaluating dams, consider design, construction and maintenance. Check spillway

capacity even if the dam appears safe in other respects. A 1971 study by Biswas and Chat-

terjee of 300 dam failures concluded that 35% of them were the direct result of floods in

excess of the spillway capacity. Foundation problems such as seepage, piping, excess pore

pressures, inadequate cutoffs, fault movement and settlement of rockslides were the cause

of 25% of the failures. Improper design or construction, inferior materials, wave action,

acts of war or lack of proper operation and/or maintenance accounted for the remaining

40% of the failures (see Figure 5-2).

Once the location and degree of protection afforded by existing dams have been

determined, inundation zones should be mapped for unsafe or inadequate dams. The in-

undation zone is the area that would be flooded in the event of a failure. While a dam

may fail on a sunny day, the most likely and most dangerous situation is failure during a

E-5



flood when water levels are highest (see Figure 5-3). It is advisable, therefore, to identify
the area that would be inundated by failure during the 100-year flood. Both the broad
inundation zone and the floodway within this zone should be outlined.

There are several published methods for mapping inundation zones (see Appendix
5-B for one example.) The analysis should be done by a professional engineer. Technical
assistance may be available from your state dam safety program or the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers.

The inundation zone map has four important uses:
1. To establish the regulatory jurisdiction for zoning;

2. To identify the area needing evacuation or other emergency procedures in
the event of failure of the dam;

3. To promote consideration of the risk in land use planning;
4. To build citizen awareness of the potential hazard.

Regulations

Dam safety regulations should address three topics:

1. Dam design standards;

2. Dam safety inspection and maintenance requirements; and

3. Zoning of downstream areas.

State dam safety programs may already address the first two.
Design standards

Design standards are most commonly adopted at the state level, but counties and
cities in some states have adopted their own standards. Design standards should apply to
new dams and to the reconstruction of existing dams. Since dam specifications vary with
the purpose of the dam, location and other factors, each design should be reviewed by a
staff engineer or consultant. The reviewer must judge whether the proposed design pre-
sents a hazard to the health, safety or welfare of the public.

Some state dam safety laws establish specific spillway requirements based on exist-
ing development and existing land use controls in the vicinity of the dam site. Adequate
spillway capacity can prevent overtopping and upstream flooding from floods up to and
including the design capacity of the structure. To ensure that the construction is done ac-
cording to plan, a professional engineer can be required to supervise the operation. The
owner can be required to file a bond.

E-6



Floods in
excess of
spillway
capacity

Foundation problems:Y/ seepage, piping,
excess pore
seismic fault movement,
ground settling

K Improper design, construction,
poor materials, wave action,
act of war, improper operation

Figure 5-2. Causes of dam failure.
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Figure 5-3. The worse-case inundation scenario from the failure of the
Thistle Dam. A simply drawn map can help inform residents
who are at risk and ensure that the risk of dam failure is
considered in land use decisions. Source: National
Research Council.



Inspection and Maintenance

Inspection and maintenance should be required by your dam safety ordinance. If

your state has a dam safety law, find out whether it applies to the dams in your commu-

nity. If so, obtain the results or schedule of inspections. Dams are also inspected by the

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and under the Federal Dam Safety Inspection

Program. These reports will be useful.

Whether or not the dams in your community fall under one of these programs, es-

tablish a schedule for regular (at least yearly) inspection by municipal staff or consul-

tants. Encourage casual checks by municipal employees whose work brings them into the

vicinity. If problems arise, request inspection by state or federal officials. Appendix 5-C

contains a quick inspection procedure.

In your contacts with dam owners, review their maintenance plans. Obtain written

certification of their ability and intent to operate and maintain the dam.

An unsafe dam may legally be a nuisance. If a dam owner cannot or will not re-

store safe conditions, contact state dam safety officials or your community's legal counsel.

Zoning

The best way to avoid danger in the event of a dam failure is to prohibit or care-

fully control development in inundation zones. Floodplain zoning, subdivision and build-

ing code requirements can be used to prohibit new development in the high risk area be-

low dams or to establish performance standards for elevation of new structures. The most

critical area is in the floodway of the inundation zone where water velocities will be very

high.

Areas below dams should be zoned based on the design and structural integrity of

individual dams. The following approach has been proposed by the State of Wisconsin:

Below dams that meet safety requirements:

Developed areas should be zoned as if the dam is in place during the 100-year

flood. Undeveloped areas should be zoned as if the dam does not exist since it may

become unsafe or be removed.

Below dams that do not meet safety requirements:

Developed and undeveloped areas should be zoned as if the dam would fail during

the 100-year flood.

Such zoning changes can be carried out by amendment to existing zoning, flood-

plain management, subdivision, building, stormwater management or other regulation.
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Figure 5-4. Buffalo Creek, West Virginia: Aftermath of a dam failure. The 
tangled wreckage shows the force unleashed when a dam fails. 
One hundred, twenty-five people lost their lives in this dam 
failure. Source: unknown. 

Figure 5-5. Routine dam inspection is a necessary part of a dam safety 
program. This rather dramatic erosion problem was identified 
during a routine inspection. 
Natural Resources. 

Source: Minnesota Dept. of 



Nonregulatory Actions

Warning and Evacuation Systems

Any dam with development in the inundation zone of the maximum probable flood

should have a warning and evacuation system. Dam owners can be required to install and

operate the system. Emergency plans should be discussed at a public information meeting

after notification of all residents in the inundation zone.

Reservoir Management.

Reservoir management for flood control means regulating water levels and flows

from the pool behind the dam to allow for storage of flood waters. Management proce-

dures for flood control should be built into dam operating procedures and into legally es-

tablished levels and flows. Large reservoirs that are used for irrigation or power genera-

tion require particularly careful computation of drawdown curves based on long-term

precipitation records and hydrologic models in order to maximize water storage or power

production while allowing for flood storage.

For smaller reservoirs where storage capacity can be more quickly created, operat-

ing plans for accommodating floodwaters are often more easily prepared. Pool levels can

either be dropped for a specified length of time to accommodate anticipated seasonal

flooding or the discharge can be increased in response to current weather forecasts.
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Appendix 5-A: A Sample Dam Safety Inspection Guide.

insert credits here

CONDITION OF DAM

I. EMBANKMENTS

a. Seepage: indicate the location of seepage areas and estimate quantity of flow. Note
whether flow is clear or carries material.

b. Slope stability: note areas of slumps or slides. Look for soft ground, depressions, or
wet areas on the embankment. Note evidence of recent movement or trees which
are not growing vertically.

c. Surface erosion: note bare patches of soil or other evidence of erosion.

d. Animal burrows: inspect all earthen embankments for evidence of burrowing
animals.

e. Embankment-structure junctions: examine these junctions for evidence of sliding,
deformation or movement. Look for potential slippage planes and weakness zones.
Carefully check for seepage and erosion along junction planes.

f. Slope protection: note presence and condition of riprap along toe of embankments.

g. Vegetation: the embankment should have a good covering of grass, free from broad
leaf vegatation, shrubs and trees. Note areas that lack suitable cover and especially.
note the presence of large trees on the dikes.

II. SPILLWAY(S)

a. Surface condition: Check for spillway spalling and areas of broken or missing
concrete. Check for effects of cavitation and freeze/thaw.

b. Cracks: Note width of existing cracks. Noting crack widths will allow monitoring
of structural integrity.

c. Joints: look for misalignments or evidence that joint size has changed.

III. GATES

a. Steel, timber: note number and size of each gate section.

b. Gate seals: examine for leakage and seal deterioration.

c. Gate pins: look for cracking of concrete near pins which could indicate potential
failure. Check for pin deterioration, including metal corrosion.

d. Gate hoist and chains: determine if gate is operable and the condition of the lifting
equipment.
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IV. MISCELLANEOUS

a. Debris: examine trash racks for accumulated debris. Examine interior of drop inlets
and outlet pipes for lodged trash and debris which could reduce flood capacity.
Note elevation of debris line around flowage to indicate level fluctuations and
operation of the dam.

b. WfTalkway and railing: examine for missing or broken railings, broken steps, or other
safety related hazards. Check for access to controls during high-water.

c. Paint: look for rust spots or other evidence of deteriorated paint (particularly on
structural members of the dam).

d. Downstreamn apron: check for spalling, slumping, uplift, cracking or other
deterioration. Note any undercutting of apron and give dimensions.

e. Stilling basin: examine stilling basin for scour and undercutting at the toe of the
dam. Check for displaced or deteriorated stone. Check depth of water in the
stilling basin if possible.

f. Foundation seepage: check for evidence of seepage, aquatic vegetation or areas of
discoloration. Note any changes from past seepage patterns, particularly new areas
of seepage. Estimate quantity of seepage flow if possible.

g. Downstream channel: check for erosion and scour which could undermine the dam.
Also look for buildups of material (shoals or islands) which might indicate
turbulent flows.

h. Other observations: list all- other observations which bear on the safety and
performance of the dam. Include past evidence of overtopping or failures. Include
any cultural changes, such as subdivision development below the dam, which could
change the hazard classification of the dam.

BOATING SAFETY

a. Warning devices and signs: describe the location of all signs and devices. Indicate
need for new signs and adequacy of existing signs.

b. Portage signs and facilities: indicate what provisions are needed for portaging and
if such provisions have been made and are adequate.

HYDROPOWER USER

a. Last date used for power: indicate, if known.

b. Current installed capacity: list rated kilowatt on generating unit.

c. Average powver output during inspection: list power output while you were inspecting
the dam (also any flow not being used for power).
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Appendix 5-B. Excerpts from "A Method for the Rapid Approximation of Dam Failure
Floodplains in Colorado."

by William P. Stanton, P.E., Supervising Water Resource Specialist, Flood Control and
Floodplain Management Section, Colorado Water Conservation Board, July, 1983.

Pref ace.

Since 1890, there have been at least 130 known dam failures in Colorado.
Following the failure of Lawn Lake dam and subsequent flooding through the town of
Estes Park, Colorado on July 15, 1982, considerable attention has been focused on
reducing damages from potential dam failure floods.

In January 1983, state agencies prepared a Flood Hazard Mitigation Plan for
Colorado which included recommendations to improve state programs in dam safety,
floodplain management and emergency preparedness. One of the ideas was a
recommendation that the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) develop a technique
for mapping approximate dam failure floodplains. below all dams in Colorado. Because no
state agency had a program to map dam failure inundation zones, the idea was to develop
a manual which would outline a simple, cost effective procedure which would allow dam
owners and local officials to determine an approximate inundation zone themselves.

On June 1, 1983, Governor Lamm signed House Bill 1416 which, among other
things, directed the Division of Water Resources (State Engineer) to prepare a report on
approximately 238 dams in the state formerly classified as "high hazard." The hazard
rating is determined by the potential for loss of human life or property damage in the
area downstream for a dam and does not pertain to the safety of the structure.

Each report included a map indicating the possible extent of flooding in the event
of failure to a point where such floodwaters would no longer exceed the boundaries of
the 100-year floodplain. The dam failure floodplain for approximately 337 "moderate
hazard", 1,680 "low hazard" dams and thousands of highway embankments and stock ponds
which were not included in H.B. 1416 remain to be mapped.

Knowing where the water might go from a dam failure flood may help to reduce
development in areas which effect the hazard rating of the dam. It may also help local
officials plan for emergency response activities which could reduce flood damages and
save lives.

1.0 Purpose.

The purpose of this document is to provide dam owners, floodplain managers,
emergency planners and citizens with a quick and simple method to find out where the
water from a dam failure might be reasonably expected to go. The suggested level of
detail is intended to be consistent with readily available base map information. The
approximate flood boundaries developed with this method are for planning purposes only
and should be conservative, that is, the flooded area should be slightly overestimated.

E-13



2.0 Tools You Will Need.

A. Best available topographic base map(s) for the stream below the dam. The 7.5
minute, 1:24,000 scale quadrangle maps published for sale by the U.S. Geological
Survey ...are recommended....

B. Engineer's scale (but you don't have to be an engineer).

C. Colored pencils and a heavy black felt tip pen.

D. Information about the dam including location and height or drainage area.

3.0 Dam Failure Floodplain Boundary

Procedure to Delineate Approximate Dam Failure Floodplain Boundaries

1. Starting at the top of the dam and working downstream to the end of the study
reach, draw a reference line down the center of the channel and mark each mile
post.. Making this center line and marking regular intervals is called "stationing."

2. Find where the topographic map contours cross the river and mark each point on
the reference line. 3. Find the height of the dam in feet measured from the top of
the spillway to the lowest point in the channel just below the dam.

4. From the height of the dam, estimate the depth of the dam failure floodplain at
intervals below the dam based on the assumed rate of attenuation given below.

Miles downstream Assumed flood depth as a
from dam percent of dam height

0- 1 100
1 - 2 70
2- 10 60
1 0 -20 50
20 -30 40
30 -40 30
40 -80 20
80+ 10

5. Using the contour interval on the topographic base map, ... compute the horizontal
scaling ratios for each stream interval to be applied in the downstream direction
from where the topographic map contours cross the river.

6. Locate the flood contours on the channel and extend them perpendicular to the
direction of flow until they meet the corresponding ground contour.

7. Connect the endpoints of the flood contours, looking out for islands and an even
spacing of flood contours. Flood boundaries should cross ground contours on a
tangent.
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8. At major obstructions, such as highway or railroad bridges, an adjustment in the
flood depths may be appropriate to reflect water backed up just upstream of the
obstruction and shallower depth just downstream of the obstruction. By advancing
or bending flood contours slightly downstream, a greater depth will be apparent,
and vice versa.

The procedure to estimate flood boundaries may be conservative for the following
reasons:

1. The topographic map contours show top of the water and not the true thalweg
(lowest point in the channel). The depth of flow that was in the river at the time
of mapping will be added to the assumed depth.

2. A conservative stair-step approximation of the assumed attenuation curve was
used to interpret flood depths.

3. The flood boundary is shown as a heavy line which, on a scale of 1 inch equals
2,000 feet, may be as much as 200 feet wide.
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Appendix 5-C: Wisconsin's Proposed Guidelines for Community Regulation of Areas Below
Dams.

(1) General. Adequately designed, constructed and maintained dams provide reduced
damages and relief from flooding for developed areas. Areas downstream of dams
shall be zoned and regulated by municipalities with floodplain zoning ordinances
in compliance with the standards in this section, to reduce potential loss of life
and property located downstream of the dams. Except as provided in sub. (2), areas
downstream of all dams shall be delineated on floodplain maps.

(2) Exemptions. All dams having a structural height of 6 feet or less, or a storage
capacity of 15 acre feet or less, and all dams having a structural height of more
than 6 feet but less than 25 feet with a storage capacity of 50 acre feet or less are
exempt from the requirements of this section.

(3) Safe dams.

(a) A dam is considered safe if the requirements in this paragraph are met.

1. The dam is structurally adequate to meet the conditions in ss. NR
333.05(2)(g) and 333.07(4)(b).

2. The dam is hydraulically adequate to meet the standards in s. NR 333.07(2).

3. The dam has been certified by a professional engineer, registered in
Wisconsin, to meet the requirements of subds. 1. and 2.;

4. Written assurance of the dam owner's ability to operate and maintain the
dam in good condition is obtained from the dam owner:

5. An emergency action plan to minimize loss of human life has been adopted
by the municipality for the area downstream of the dam based on the
assumption that the dam fails during the regional flood; and

6. The department reviews and approves the material submitted under subds. 1.
to 5.

(b) Developed areas downstream of a safe dam shall be zoned and regulated assum-
ing that the dam is in place during the regional flood.

(c) Undeveloped areas downstream of a safe dam shall be zoned and regulated as-
suming that the dam does not exist.

(4) Unsafe dams.

(a) if an existing dam does not meet the standards in Sub. (3)(a), the dam is consid-
ered unsafe.

(b) Both developed and undeveloped areas downstream of an unsafe dam shall be
zoned and regulated assuming that dam failure occurs during the regional flood.
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(c) The regional flood profile of the area downstream of the dam shall be calcu-
lated in accordance with s. NR 333.05(2)(b)

(5) Construction of new dams.

(a) Dams constructed after the effective date of this rule shall be considered safe
if the requirements in sub. (3)(a) are met.

(b) Developed areas downstream of the construction of a new dam shall be zoned
and regulated as if the dam does not exist until construction is 100% complete and all the
conditions of sub. (3)(a) are met.
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CHAPTER 6: COASTAL FLOODING AND EROSION

THE HAZARD

From California to the Great Lakes to Cape Cod, houses built along the
immediate coastline are often destroyed by a combination of caving of
bluffs or erosion of beaches and dunes and flooding. Combined erosion
and flooding affects all coasts but is particularly serious on barrier
islands and on exposed Atlantic and Gulf Coasts and the Great Lakes.
In 1971, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers estimated that a quarter of
the national shore front (20,500 miles) was subject to significant ero-
sion. While erosion losses were not systematically tallied, average annual
losses due to erosion in 1975 were conservatively estimated to exceed
$300 million.

Erosion increases flood damages in several ways. Once a beach or dune is eroded,

high velocity waves penetrate further inland, often destroying buildings and infrastruc-

ture. In addition, erosion can permanently lower the elevation of beaches, bluffs and

dunes, resulting in deeper flooding. Erosion also undermines pilings and foundations,

causing structures to topple into the water. Erosion and flood damage may be indistin-

guishable during major storms.

Coastal erosion is caused by hurricanes, winter storms, rising sea levels, tides and

currents, and human activities. Most erosion damage occurs in major storms since the ero-

sive force of water is related to its velocity.

Coastal erosion and flooding affect bluff, beach, dune and marsh areas somewhat

differently:
Bluff erosion occurs along the California and Oregon coasts; Lakes Michigan, Su-

perior and Erie; the Chesapeake Bay and unconsolidated shoreland areas along the Gulf

and Atlantic coasts such as Cape Cod, Massachusetts. Bluff erosion is most serious where

the coast consists of unconsolidated sediments and is caused primarily by waves. (See

Figure 6-1). Other causes include currents, sea level rise, surface runoff and the activities

of man.

Bluff erosion is irreversible. Unless the bluff is stabilized or the building moved

back, houses built along bluffs are sooner or later destroyed. Many houses built at what

was once considered a safe distance from the edge are now threatened. Bluff stabilization

or relocation of homes are both extremely expensive.
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The enormous erosive force of storm waves is illustrated by the
following description from a report on Great Lakes erosion:
Very few people, who have not lived on the shore, can visualize the ex-
traordinary energies that can be thrown against the shore by breaking
waves. At Duluth, waves 23 feet high have been recorded with hydraulic
pressures of 2370 pounds per square foot. In November 1950, storm
waves on Lake AMichigan moved a concrete cap on a breakwater at
Gary, Indiana. The concrete cap, 200 feet long and weighing 2,600 tons,
was moved four feet by waves 13.5 feet high. The wave pressure re-
quired to move the cap was calculated to have been as much as 2,500
pounds per square foot (Hanson, et al., 1976).

Beach erosion occurs along all of the coasts but is most serious along the eastern

seaboard. Rapid erosion of wetlands rather than beaches along the Louisiana coast threat-
ens much of the Mississippi Delta. Wetlands rather than beaches form the interface here
between the land and open sea. Most beaches are eroded by currents, waves and high tides

each year and, to some extent are rebuilt by the same natural processes. Beaches often
retreat and rebuild dozens or even hundreds of feet each year.

Were it not for sea level rise, discussed below, most beaches would naturally re-
build. Although beaches naturally rebuild, houses constructed on eroding beaches do not.
Combined flooding and erosion is a serious problem not only for buildings located on
beaches but those in backlying areas subject to wave runup. During major storms, waves
can run up beaches to elevations twice the storm wave height above normal sea level.

Dune erosion is a serious problem along the Gulf and Atlantic coasts but also occurs
along Lake Michigan and some stretches of the California, Oregon and Washington
shorelands. Dunes are located shoreward of beaches and may rise from three to more than
100 feet in height. Geologically, they are part of the beach system and provide a reservoir
of sand for the beach. Historically, dunes are eroded and rebuilt by wind and waves,
gradually moving inland with sea level rise.

Severe erosion of dunes is common during a major hurricane or during a winter

storm like the Ash Wednesday Northeaster of 1962. The '62 storm leveled the dune system
along much of the New York, New Jersey, Maryland and Virginia coasts, destroying

thousands of houses built on, in front of and immediately behind the dunes. People con-
tinue to locate houses on dunes to take advantage of the view and because their height
above the water gives a sense, albeit false, of safety from flooding.
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Figure 6-1. Bluff erosion problems and some solutions. 
Source: Great Lakes Basin Commission. 

Figure 6-2. Shore erosion control structure in Massachusetts. 
Source: Jon Kusler. 



Permanent recession of beaches and dunes along the Pacific, is primarily due to sea
level rise. Until recently, the sea was rising at the rate of about 1 foot per century. Now,
this rate may be much greater, resulting in thousands of feet of shoreline retreat. (See in-
sert).

Importance of Sea Level Rise

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has projected serious
increases in sea level as a result of melting of the polar ice caps due to
concentration of atmospheric C02 and other greenhouse gases
(Hoffman, et al., 1983). EPA concluded that a global rise of bet ween
4.8 feet and 7.0 feet by year 2100 is possible. A one foot per century
rise in sea levels will, on the average, cause beaches to migrate inland
100 to 300 foot per century. The report describes the effect of sea level
rise:

"Sea level rise will have three major types of physical
effects: shoreline retreat, increased flooding, and landward
movement of salt water. Shorelines will retreat because very
low land will be inundated and other land along the shore will
erode. For example, a thirty centimeter (one foot) rise in sea
level would erode most sandy beaches along the Atlantic and
Gulf coasts at least thirty meters (one hundred feet)."

"Whether or not EPA's projections, assumptions, and
methods are fully accepted, there is ample documentation of
serious long-term increases in sea level and landward
migration of beaches, dunes, bluffs and barrier islands along
ocean and Great Lakes shores. For further reading on sea level
rise see the paper by Hoffman, et al. in the bibliography."
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Figure 6-3. Barrier islands and dunes are forever shifting. 
Source: Jon Kusler. 

Figure 6-4. Beach erosion threatens tens of thousands of structures on 
barrier islands along the Atlantic coast. Source: NOAA. 



Figure 6-5. This bluff along Lake Michigan near Racine, Wisconsin is 
pictured on a calm day to highlight its vulnerability to wave 
action. Storm waves on Lake Michigan have been calculated to 
wield forces of up to 2500 pounds per square foot. 
Source: Jon Kusler. 

Figure 6-6: Buildings in the path of coastal floods seldom just get wet. 
Erosion worsens flooding as well as causing physical 
damage. Source: Jon Kusler. 



EXISTING MITIGATION EFFORTS

Efforts have been made at all levels of government to separately address coastal

flooding and erosion. While damages have been reduced, the combined erosion and

flooding problem requires a coordinated approach to further reduce losses.

Federal

Four major federal programs address coastal erosion. These include:

Federal Erosion Control

In 1930 Congress created the Beach Erosion Control Board, a branch of the U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers, and authorized it to study erosion. The Corps' role was at first

limited to studies; but was expanded by the Flood Control Act of 1936, which authorized

the Corps carry out erosion control projects where federal interests were involved.

After the 1954 and 1955 hurricanes, Congress directed the Corps to develop

broader hurricane protective measures and authorized federal payment of 70% of the con-

struction costs.

The March 1962 "Ash Wednesday" storm, which caused severe erosion along much

of the north Atlantic seaboard and essentially destroyed the dune systems in many locali-

ties, resulted in a public outcry for more federal involvement in beach erosion control.

Congress increased federal financial participation in erosion control projects to protect

publicly owned beaches and shores and some privately owned beaches (primarily as

demonstration projects).

Federal Flood Insurance

Congress reacted to recurring and serious erosion problems along the Great Lakes

by directing the Federal Insurance Administration (FIA) to extend insurance coverage for

the collapse or subsidence of land along the shore of a lake or other body of water as a

result of erosion or undermining.... Standards for addressing erosion were also included in

FIA guidelines for community programs. See Appendix 6-A.

To qualify, a community must prohibit man-made alteration of both sand dunes

and mangrove stands within velocity zones. However, such an approach is minimal since

FIA usually does not map sand dunes or mangroves as velocity areas. Coastal erosion is

also not separately mapped in the FIA program nor is it normally considered in flood

mapping.
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Coastal Zone Management Program

The federal Coastal Zone Management Program has, since its inception in 1972,

encouraged state erosion mapping, planning and regulation. In order to qualify for federal

grants, state Coastal Zone Management plans are required to include the following

components (CFR 023.26[1979]):

1. A method for assessing the effects of shoreline erosion;

2. Policy statements pertaining to erosion, including policies regarding

preferences for nonstructural, structural or no controls;

3. A method for designating areas for erosion control, mitigation and/or
restoration as areas of particular concern or areas for preservation and
restoration, if appropriate;

4. Procedures for managing the effects of erosion, including nonstructural

procedures; and

5. A list of legal authorities, funding programs and other techniques that can

be used to meet management needs.
Coastal Barrier Resources Act

Adopted in 1982, this Act prohibits flood insurance after October 1, 1983, for all
new or substantially improved structures on certain undeveloped and unprotected barriers
mapped by the U.S. Department of the Interior. No new expenditures or new financial

assistance were to be made available for any purpose within the mapped barrier resources

system after the cutoff date, including the construction or purchase of structures, roads,

airports, boat landings or bridge causeways.

Congress considered such a prohibition necessary because: "Coastal barriers serve as

natural storm protective buffers and are generally unsuitable for development because

they are vulnerable to hurricane and other storm damage and because natural shoreline

recession and the movement of unstable sediments undermine man-made structures."

(Findings of Fact, Coastal Barrier Resources Act of 1972.)

State
A number of coastal states have adopted planning and regulatory programs ad-

dressing bluff, dune and beach erosion. Some of these include:

1. North Carolina, Michigan and Rhode Island and have adopted 30-year
erosion recession lines for bluffs and other erodable areas as part of

their coastal zone regulatory programs.
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2. Rhode Island, Maine, and North Carolina prohibit development on dunes

as part of their coastal programs.

3. North Carolina, Rhode Island, and Maine prohibit development on

beaches (See Appendix 6-B for an excerpt of the policy portion of

the North Carolina Ocean Hazard Area regulation).

4. Massachusetts tightly regulates the removal of beach materials. An Exec-

utive Order limits public investment on beaches (see Appendix 6-C).

5. California's Coastal Commission has adopted guidelines for bluff top de-

velopment which require. stringent erosion control measures for new

development on bluff tops to assure stability (see Appendix 6-D).

Local

A number of local communities have adopted bluff, dune or erosion control

ordinances. For example:

1. Onslow, North Carolina, Avalon, New Jersey, and many other

communities, have adopted dune protection ordinances prohibiting or

tightly controling dune alteration.

2. Sanibel and Pensacola, Florida and a number of other communities

prohibit development on beaches.

Setbacks have also been established by some west coast communities in California,

Oregon and Washington and by east coast communities in Maine, Massachusetts, Rhode

Island, New York, Maryland, North Carolina and Florida.

OPTIONS FOR COMMUNITY ACTION

Policy and Program Elements

A community with a combined flooding and erosion problem needs a policy and

program recognizing the interrelationships between erosion and flooding and establishing

minimum standards for location and design of structures. This policy should consider both

immediate problems and long-term issues posed by sea level rise and retreat of the shore.

A policy concerning rebuilding and repair after major storm is also desirable.

A community policy and program should include the following elements:

1. A limitation on the expansion of roads, sewers and water supply to areas

potentially impacted by erosion;
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2. Setbacks for all new structures in erosion areas reflecting the useful life of

the structures;

3. Building code or zoning provisions including anchoring and piling
requirements for structures outside of the setback area which may be

impacted by storm waves and erosion;
4. Dune and wetland protection provisions to preserve protective barriers;

5. Construction of erosion protective or beach nourishment works (where ab-

solutely necessary) for existing construction;

6. Public acquisition of selected high risk areas and relocation of structures.

It is particularly important that communities should, through public utility plans,

avoid new public infrastructure in rapidly eroding bluff, dune or beach areas. This policy

makes sound fiscal sense for the community itself and will discourage new private con-

struction. It is consistent with broader Congressional policies to limit infrastructure on
erodable coastal barriers.

Mapping

Both erosion maps and revised flood maps are needed to properly consider com-
bined erosion and flood problems. National Flood Insurance maps, including flood insur-
ance rate maps prepared by FIA, traditionally do not reflect erosion.

FIA examined the possibility of mapping erosion areas in a 1977 workshop
concluding that erosion mapping was impractical at that time. The workshop revealed the
complexity of combined erosion and flooding problems and the difficulties encountered
with mapping or insuring erosion areas.

States have made considerable progress since 1977 in determining erosion recession
rates and in actually mapping erosion areas. Because of this, FIA has partially modified

its policy. Flood Insurance Study contractors are now required to consider state-generated

erosion and recession data where it is considered reliable. Erosion is not, per se, being
mapped.

State erosion maps indicating areas of bluff, beach, or dune erosion are now avail-
able for much of the coast from a variety of state and local sources, at differing scales.
Many of these maps have been prepared by state or local Coastal Zone Management Pro-
grams. Examples of innovative or comprehensive approaches include:

North Carolina's Coastal Zone Management Program studies indicate
that almost 40% of the ocean frontage is subject to a long-term erosion rate
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of 3 feet per year or more. Based on historic shoreline records, time series

air photos and field information.. North Carolina has identified a 30-year

erosion recession line plus the recession expected from a 100-year storm for

much of the state's 320 miles of ocean frontage.

Michigan is identifying a 30-year recession line along 300 miles of

high risk Lake Michigan shoreline. High risk areas have been defined to

include areas with recession rates of one foot or more per year. Data

includes time-sequence air photos combined with historical shoreline data

and field studies.

Florida is establishing coastal construction setback lines along the

Atlantic and Gulf coasts under its 1970 Beach and Shore Preservation Act.

Setbacks reflect dune/bluff erosion rates calculated through a time-series

model. They are based upon 100-year storm surge and include wave

elevations and anticipated erosion. More than 3,400 beach profiles and about

1,200 offshore profiles have been developed. Aerial photographs are used as

base maps. Raw data are stored in a computerized system. The program has

developed coastal construction setback lines for all 24 coastal counties

having sandy beaches fronting on the Gulf or Atlantic.

Regulations

A community can reduce combined erosion and flooding damage for bluff, dune

and beach areas through a combination of setbacks and performance guidelines. If

development is to be permitted in high risk areas, much of cost and responsibility for the

detailed data-gathering and engineering may be shifted to developers.

The damage from bluff erosion can be reduced through regulations:

1. Setbacks for structures through zoning or building codes such as California has

done for bluff top development,

2. Drainage codes or subdivision controls to require that surface and subsurface

drainage systems be installed in bluff areas to reduce erosion and slumping;

3. Use sanitary codes to prohibit the use of septic tanks where additional sub-

surface drainage may increase slumping;

4. Use grading codes, zoning or subdivision controls to prohibit the removal of

sand and gravel from beaches in front of bluffs and the construction of

groins and other activities which may increase beach erosion on other lands.
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Figure 6-7. Coastal mangroves like these in the Florida Keys reduce the 
height and force of hurricane waves and reduce erosion. 
Source: Jon Kusler. 

Figure 6-8. Reestablishing vegetation on sand dunes is critical to help 
keep sand in place. Beach users need to be aware of the 
value of dune plants. Source: Jon Kusler. 



To reduce damage from dune erosion:

1. Use dune protection ordinances, zoning, grading codes or subdivision regulations

to prohibit development on dunes. If development is to be permitted, require

adequate engineering (pilings, etc.) to withstand waves and erosion' and

require reestablishment of natural vegetation. See the North Carolina statute

excerpts in Appendix 6-B.

2. Use grading codes or zoning to prohibit extraction of sand from dunes, the

beach or offshore bars which act as reservoirs for sands.

3. Use zoning, grading codes or special codes to prohibit vegetation removal on

dunes or activities such as cattle-grazing, off-road vehicles or footpaths that

may destroy natural vegetation;

4. Use zoning or special codes to prohibit the use of groins and seawalls which may

increase erosion in some areas while reducing it in others.

To reduce damage from beach erosion:

1. Use zoning, building codes, or subdivision controls to prohibit development on

beaches. If development is to occur, require adequate engineering to

withstand waves and erosion;

2. Use zoning, grading codes or special regulations to prohibit extraction of sand,

gravel or other materials from the beach, dunes and offshore bars.

Massachusetts has prohibited removal of rocks and gravel from beaches

since 1760. Restriction on the use of state and local funds were contained in

a 1980 Executive Order (see Appendix 6-D).

3. Use zoning or special codes to prohibit or carefully control the use of groins,

seawalls, revetments and other structures that increase erosion in one area

while reducing it in another.

Some state and local examples of bluff, dune and beach regulations include:

Bluf f s

California's Coastal Zone Management Act, adopted in 1972, requires

that new coastal development be designed to (a) insure geologic stability and

structural integrity; (b) not significantly contribute to erosion; and (c) not

require a protective structure (e.g., groin) during the design life of the

structure. In 1976, the California Coastal Commission adopted guidelines for

implementing the Coastal Act, including a section entitled "Geologic

Stability of Blufftop Development." These guidelines, included in Appendix
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6-D, require a setback for development if the blufftop is deemed unstable.

The developer must have geotechnical studies performed by a registered
professional engineer and/or geologist. In granting a permit, the Commission
may require that an applicant sign a waiver of all claim against the public
for future liability or damage resulting from permission to build.

Michigan prohibits new structures in the 30-year erosion recession
area along Lake Michigan under its 1970 shoreline zoning statute. Flood
protection from the 100-year storm is also required. Local governments are
given the option of adopting regulations meeting minimum state standards.
Racine County, Wisconsin has adopted a 100-foot setback for bluff erosion areas

along Lake Michigan. Bluff areas are also being acquired. In order to better study rates
and causes of erosion, a volunteer "coast watch" was created. These volunteers monitor
wave heights, rain, rates of erosion and other factors.

Highland Park, Illinois regulates development on bluffs and in ravine areas near
Lake Michigan and established a 50-year setback requirement.
Dunes

North Carolina requires that all barrier island communities adopt dune protection
ordinances. North Carolina more broadly addressed flooding and erosion in its 1974
Coastal Zone Management Act, which is the most comprehensive in the nation. Under this
law, the Department of Natural Resources has established regulatory guidelines for
mapped "ocean hazard" areas. Local governments are directed to regulate development
consistent with these guidelines. If they fail to do so, the state will directly regulate
development.

Rhode Island prohibits building in its 30-year critical erosion setback area, under
its 1976 Coastal Commission Statute. The state requires a minimum construction setback
of 50 feet from the-shoreline, prohibits building and rebuilding on dunes, requires that
new structures in high hazard areas be elevated an additional six feet in addition to storm
surge elevation to allow for waves on top of flood waters, prohibits additional shoreline
protection on barriers, prohibits most new building on undeveloped barriers, and requires
wind protection for structures in high hazard areas.

Examples of local dune protection ordinances include:
East Hampton, New York was severely damaged by the 1938 hurricane. Combined

coastal erosion and flooding plague this wealthy Long Island community. Some of the
most expensive development in the community is located on and behind the dune system.
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The community adopted a dune overlay district that includes all land within 100 feet of

the dune crest. It has acquired between 400 and 500 scenic easements to protect wetlands,

dunes and other areas. The Nature Conservancy and the town both have active dune and

wetland acquisition programs underway.

Avalon, New Jersey, a small barrier island town of 2,500 residents, adopted a dune

setback line in 1970. Its aggressive dune protection and reestablishment program won an

Outstanding Conservation Advancement Achievement Award from the New Jersey

Association of Natural Resources District in 1980. This program has involved planting of

beach grass, erection of snow fences, control of foot traffic over the dunes and an active

public education effort including mailing of dune protection information with its annual

property tax bills.

Beaches

Most state programs addressing bluffs, and dunes also tightly control development

on beaches and the removal of beach materials. Other state and local regulations which

apply to beach and other areas include:

Florida's Beach and Shore Preservation Act of 1970 requires that flooding, erosion

and wind protection be provided for all structures seaward of its coastal construction

setback line. Protection elevations must allow for wave heights (including wave runup).

Buildings must be designed to withstand the impact of 140 mile per hour winds.

Structures are to have limited impact on the dune/beach system. Erosion must be

considered. These requirements are, in general, more stringent than FEMA's, since they

take into account erosion, wave runup and the use of different approaches to surge

modeling.

Massachusetts has prohibited the removal of rocks and gravel from beaches since

1760 to reduce erosion and storm damage. In 1980 Governor King adopted a barrier beach

executive order tightly controlling the use of federal and state funds on barrier beaches.

See Appendix 6-C.

Examples of local regulations for beach and velocity zones include:

Gulf Shores, Alabama. In 1979, Hurricane Frederic destroyed or damaged over 500

structures in this small barrier island community. Much of that damage was a result of

combined erosion and flooding. Storm waves essentially destroyed the dune system and

severely eroded pilings and slab foundations. After the storm, the community adopted re-

vised regulations requiring deeper pilings, bracing of pilings and additional elevation to

provide protection from waves. The community also purchased some damaged properties.
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Pensacola Beach, Florida. This small barrier island community, located on Santa

Rosa Island, has both flood and erosion problems. It was severely damaged by Hurricane

Frederic. Prior to Hurricane Frederic, the community had adopted a 50-foot dune setback

line. After Hurricane Frederic, the community adopted new regulations requiring
increased pile dimensions for elevated structures, minimum pile embedment (five feet
below mean sea level), direct tie-ins betveen corner pilings and roof members, windload
protection requirements for at least 140 mile-per-hour winds and minimum elevation
requirements of 13 feet.

Nonregulatory Actions

The principal nonregulatory actions for bluff, beach and dune areas are erosion
control measures and relocation.

Erosion Control Measures

Erosion control may include both structural and nonstructural measures. To reduce
erosion for bluff erosion areas:

1. Drain excess moisture from the site and strata susceptible to slumping through
surface and subsurface drains;

2. Seal the ground surface to reduce infiltration and slumping;

3. Grade or terrace the bluff face to decrease the slope and increase stability. This

is rarely practical for high bluffs. Once grading is completed, the terraced

slope should be planted.

4. Stabilize the toe of the bluff through armoring or shore protection devices to
reduce wave erosion and caving.

5. Build up and maintain a protective beach through beach nourishment, other
techniques;

6. Construct retaining walls or grout unstable slope areas.
For dune areas:

1. Replant dune vegetation;

2. Encourage reestablishment of dunes through snow fence or other devices that
trap sand transported to the dune area by winds, currents, waves;

3. Reconstruct dunes by mechanical means (e.g. grading, pumping, hauling).
For beach areas:

1. Construct bulkheads, seawalls, revetments groins;

2. Nourish the beach through pumping or hauling of sand from shore sources;
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The potential impacts of proposed remedial measures to control coastal erosion

should be carefully studied before constructing bulkheads, seawalls, groins or other en-

gineering works. These measures have been criticized for exacerbating erosion in adjacent

areas and causing environmental damage. They are temporary and costly. They increase

the beach profile and raise wave heights during, storms. Nevertheless, they may be the

only practical approach to protect existing structures in some situations.

A number of states, including Maryland and New Jersey, have beach erosion con-

trol programs. Some federal funds are available on a cost-share basis for various types of

erosion control works including groins, bulkheads and beach nourishment. Most federal

programs are available to protect public areas but some funding is also available for pri-

vate protection. Technical and planning assistance and financial help are also available in

from some state beach erosion control programs.

Acauisition and Relocation

Public acquisition of undeveloped beach front areas for parks and other public

purposes is often desirable. Acquisition can protect dunes, mangroves and natural protec-

tive barriers while preventing hazardous development.

Acquisition can be especially appropriate after flood disasters. Cituate, Mas-

sachusetts and Gulf Shores, Alabama relocated damaged structures with assistance by

FEMA's Section 1362 relocation program. The key to taking advantage of post-disaster op-

portunities is pre-disaster planning.

Avalon, New Jersey and Sanibel, Florida are preparing pre-storm plans to guide re-

building, acquisition and other mitigation measures after the next disaster. This is a sen-

sible approach and will yield long-term benefits.
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Appendix 6-A. FEMA Guidelines for Community Regulations. CFR, Title 44 Emergency
Management and Assistance Chapter 60.5 (1980).

60.5 Floodplain management criteria for flood-related erosion-prone areas. The
administrator will provide the data upon which floodplain management regulations for
flood-related erosion-prone areas shall be based. If the Administrator has not provided
sufficient data to furnish a basis for these regulations in a particular community, the
community shall obtain, review and reasonably utilize data from the Administrator. How-
ever, when special flood-related erosion hazard area designations have been furnished by
the Administrator they shall apply. The symbols defining such special flood-related ero-
sion hazard designations are set forth in part 64.3 of this subchapter. In al cases the min-
imum requirements governing the adequacy of the flood plain management regulations for
flood-related erosion-prone areas adopted by a particular community depend on the
amount of technical data provided to the community by the Administrator. Minimum
standards for communities are as follows:

(a) When the Administrator has not yet identified any area within the community
as having special flood-related erosion hazards, but the community has indicated the pres-
ence of such hazards by submitting an application to participate in the Program, the
community shall:

(1) Require the issuance of a permit for all proposed construction, or other devel-
opment in the area of flood-related erosion hazard, as it is known to the community;

(2) Require review of each permit application to -determine whether the proposed
site alterations and improvements will be reasonably safe from flood-relater erosion and
will not cause flood-related erosion hazards or otherwise aggravate the existing flood-re-
lated erosion hazard; and

(3) If a proposed improvement is found to be in the path of flood-related erosion
or to increase the erosion hazard, require the improvement to be relocated or adequate
protective measures to be taken which will not aggravate the existing erosion hazard.

(b) When the Administrator has delineated Zone E on the community's FIRM, the
community shall:

(1) Meet the requirements of paragraph (a) of this sections; and

(2) Require a setback for all new development from the ocean, Lake, bay, riverfront
or other body of water, to create a safety buffer consisting of a natural vegetative or con-
tour strip. This buffer will be designated by the Administrator according to the flood-re-
lated erosion hazard and erosion rate, in conjunction with the anticipated"useful life" of
structures, and depending upon the geologic, hydrologic, topographic and climatic charac-
teristics of the community's land. The buffer maybe used for suitable open space pur-
posed, such as for agricultural, forestry, outdoor recreation and wildlife habitat areas,
and for other activities using temporary and portable structures only.
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Appendix 6-B: Excerpts of the North Carolina Ocean Hazard Area Regulations.

North Carolina Ocean Hazard Areas
The ocean hazard system identified by the Department of Natural Resources in-

cludes three components: (1) an "ocean erodible zone," which runs from the mean water
landward equal to 30 times the long-term annual erosion rate plus the recession expected
in a 100-year storm; (2) a "high hazard flood area" defined to include open coasts subject
to wave action and flooding in a 100-year storm; and (3) inlet hazard areas defined
through statistical analysis of past inlet movement.

A stringent minimum ocean setback is imposed, which requires that development
be located behind the furthest landward of four points: (1) 30 times the long-term annual
erosion rate, measured from the vegetation line; (2) the crest of the "primary" dune
(defined as the first dune with an elevation equal to the 100-year storm level plus six
feet); (3) the landward toe of the frontal dune (defined as the first dune with sufficient
height, continuity, configuration, and vegetation to offer protective value); or (4) 60 feet,
measured from the vegetation, line.

.0302 SIGNIFICANCE OF THE OCEAN HAZARD CATEGORY

(a) The primary causes of the hazards peculiar to the Atlantic shoreline are the
constant forces exerted by waves, winds, and currents upon the unstable
sands that form the shore. During storms, these forces are intensified and
can cause significant changes in the bordering landforms and to structures
located on them. Hazard area property is in the ownership of a large num-
ber of private individuals as well as several public agencies and is used by a
vast number of visitors to the coast. Ocean hazard areas are critical, there-
fore, because of both the severity of the hazards and the intensity of inter-
est in the areas.

(b) The location, and form of the various hazard area landforms, in particular
the beaches, dunes and inlets, are in a permanent state of flux, responding
to meteorologically induced changes in the wave climate. For this reason,
the appropriate location of structures on and near these landforms must be
reviewed carefully in order to avoid their loss or damage. As a whole, the
same flexible nature of these landforms which presents hazards to develop-
ment situations immediately on them offers protection to the land, water,
and structures located landward of them. The value of each landform lies in
the particular role it plays in affording protection to life and property.
Overall, however, the energy dissipation and sand storage capacities of the
landforms are most essential for the maintenance of the landforms' protec-
tive function....

.0303 MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE OF OCEAN HAZARD AREAS

(a) The CRC recognizes that absolute safety from the destructive forces indige-
nous to the Atlantic shoreline is an impossibility for development located
adjacent to the coast. The loss of life and property to these forces, however,
can be greatly reduced by the proper location and design of shoreline struc-
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tures and by care taken in prevention of damage to natural protective fea-
tures particularly primary and frontal dunes. Therefore, it is the CRC's ob-
jective to provide management policies and standards for ocean hazard ar-
eas that serve to eliminate unreasonable danger to life and property and
achieve a balance between the financial, safety, and social factors that are
involved in hazard area development.

(b) The purpose of these regulations shall be to further the goals...with particu-
lar attention to minimizing losses to life and property resulting from storms
and long-term erosion, preventing encroachment of permanent structures on
public beach areas, and reducing the public costs of inappropriately sited
development.
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Appendix 6-C: Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Executive Order 181, 1980, Barrier
Beaches.

Preamble
A barrier beach is a narrow low-lying strip of land generally consisting of coastal

beaches and coastal dunes extending roughly parallel to the trend of the coast. It is sepa-
rated from the mainland by a narrow body of fresh, brackish, or saline water or marsh
system. It is a fragile buffer that protects landward areas from coastal storm damage and
flooding.

The strenth of the barrier beach system lies in its dynamic character; its ability to
respond to storms by changing to a more stable form. Frequently man induced changes to
barrier beaches have decreased the ability of landform to provide storm damage preven-
tion and flood control.

Inappropriate development on barrier beaches has resulted in the loss of lives and
great economic losses to residents and to local, state and federal governments. The tax-
payer, who often cannot gain access to barrier beach areas, must subsidize disaster relief
and flood insurance for these high hazard areas.

Since barrier beaches are presently migrating landward in response to rising sea
level, future storm damagte to development located on the barriers in inevitable.

WHEREAS, the Commonwealth seeks to mitigate future storm damage to its barrier
beach areas;

NOW, THEREFORE, I, Edward J. King, Governor of the Commonwealth of Mas-
sachusetts, by virtue of the authority vested in me by.the Constitution and the laws of the
Commonwealth, do hereby order and direct all relevant state agencies to adopt the follow-
ing policies:

1. Barrier beaches shall be given priority status for self-help programs and this
priority status shall be incorporated into the Statewide Outdoor Com-
prehensive Recreation Plan. The highest priority for disaster assistance
funds shall go towards relocating willing sellers from storm damaged barrier
beach areas.

2. State funds and federal grants for construction projects shall not be used to
encourage growth and development in hazard prone barrier beach areas.

3. For state-owned barrier beach property, management plans shall be prepared
which are consistent with state wetland policy and shall be submitted to the
Secretary of Environmental Affairs for public review under the provisions
of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act.

4. At a minimum, no development shall be 'permitted in the velocity zones or
primary dune areas of barrier beaches identified by the Department of En-
vironmental Quality Engineering.
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5. Coastal engineering structures shall only be used on barrier beaches to
maintain navigation channels at inlets and then only if mechanisms are em-
ployed to ensure that downdrift beaches are adequately supplied with sedi-
ment.

6. Dredge material of a compatible grain size shall be used for barrier beach
nourishment, if economically feasible.

7. The Coastal Zone Management Office shall coordinate state agency man-
agement policy for barrier beach areas.
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Appendix 6-1): California Coastal Commission Statewide Interpretive Guidelines. Adopted
1977.

Geological Stability of Blufftop Development
Section 30253 of the 1976 Coastal Act provides that "new development shall: (1)

Minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geologic, flood and fire hazard; (2)
Assure stability and structural integrity, and neither create nor contribute significantly to
erosion, geologic instability, or destruction of the site or surrounding area or in any way
require the construction of protective devices that would substantially alter natural land-
forms along bluffs and cliffs." Section 30251 provides that: "Permitted development shall
be sited and designed...to minimize the alteration of natural landforms..."

A bluff or cliff is a scarp or steep face of rock, decomposed rock, sediment or soil
resulting from erosion, faulting, folding or excavation of the land mass. The cliff or bluff
may be simple planar or curved surface or it may be steplike in section. for the purposes
of this guideline, "cliff" or "bluff" is limited to those features having vertical relief of ten
feet or more, and "seacliff" is a cliff whose toe is or may be subject to marine erosion.
"Bluff edge" or "cliff edge" is the upper termination of a bluff, cliff or seacliff. When the
top edge of the cliff is rounded away from the face of the cliff as a result of erosional
processes related to the presence of the steep cliff face, the edge shall be defined as that
point nearest the cliff beyond which the downward gradient of the land surface increases
more or less continuously until it reaches the general gradient of the cliff. In a case
where there is a steplike feature at the top of the cliff face, the landward edge of the
topmost riser shall be taken to the cliff edge.

To meet the requirements of the act, bluff and cliff developments must be sited
and designed to assure stability and structural integrity for their expected economic life-
spans while minimizing alteration of natural landforms. Bluff and cliff developments
(including related storm runoff, foot traffic, site preparation, construction activity, irri-
gation, waste water disposal and other activities and facilities accompanying such devel-
opment) must not be allowed to create or contribute significantly to problems of erosion
or geologic instability on the site or on surrounding geologically hazardous areas.

Alteration of cliffs and bluff tops, faces, or bases by excavation or other means
should be minimized. Cliff retaining walls should be allowed only to stabilize slopes, or
sea walls at the toe of seacliffs or to check marine erosion where there is no less envi-
ronmentally-damaging alternative and when required:

1. to maintain public recreational areas or necessary public services (such as
protection of coastal highways or energy facility) or to protect port areas;

2. to protect principle structures in existing developments that are in danger
from erosion; or

3. in Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego Counties, to infill small sections of
wall in subdivisions where a predominant portion of a wall is already in
place, provided that such infilling would have no substantial adverse envi-
ronmental effects.
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A geologic investigation and report will be required when a development is pro-
posed to be sited within the area of demonstration as defined below.

As a general rule, the area of demonstration of stability (Illustration A) includes
the base, face and top of all bluffs and cliffs. The extent of the bluff top considered
should include the area between the face of the bluff and a line described on the bluff
top by the intersection of a plane included at a 20 degree angle from horizontal passing
through the toe of the bluff or cliff, or 50 feet inland from the edge of the cliff or bluff,
whichever is greater. However, the Commission may designate a lesser area of demonstra-
tion in specific areas of known geologic stability (as determined by adequate geologic
evaluation and historic evidence) or where adequate protective works already exist. The
Commission may designate a greater area of demonstration or exclude development en-
tirely in areas of known high instability.

The report should indicate the location of the cliff or bluff edge, the toe of the
cliff or bluff and other significant geologic features by distance from readily identified
fixed monuments such as the centerline of the road nearest the bluff or cliff.

The applicant for a permit for blufftop development should be required to demon-
strate that the area of demonstration is stable for development and that the development
will not create a ecologic hazard or diminish the stability of the area. The applicant
should file a report evaluating the geologic conditions of the site and the effect of the
development prepared by a registered geologist or professional civil engineer with exper-
tise in soils or foundation engineering, or by a certified engineering geologist. The report
should be based on an on-site investigation in addition to a review of the general charac-
ter of the area. Where there is a dispute over the adequacy of the report, the Commission
may request that the report be reviewed by a state geologist from the Division of Mines
and geology, the costs of that review and any necessary site inspections to be borne by the
applicant. The report should consider, describe and analyze the following:

1. cliff geometry and site topography, extending the surveying work beyond
the site as needed to depict unusual geomorphic conditions that might affect
the site;

2. historic, current and forseeable cliff erosion, including investigation of
record land surveys and tax assessment records in addition to the use of his-
toric maps and photographs where available and possible changes in shore
configuration and sand transport;

3. geologic conditions, including soil, sediment and rock types and characteris-
tics in addition to structural features, such as bedding, joints, and faults;

4. evidence of past or potential landslide conditions, the implications of such
conditions for the proposed development; and the potential effects of the
development on landslide activity;

5. impact of construction activity on the stability of the site and adjacent
area;

6.- ground and surface water conditions and variations, including hydrologic
changes caused by the development (i.e. introduction of sewage effluent and
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irrigation water to the ground water system; alterations in *surface
drainage);

7. potential erodibility of site and mitigating measures to be used to ensure
minimized erosion problems during and after construction (i.e. landscaping
and drainage design);

8. effects of marine erosion on seacliffs;

9. potential effects of seismic forces resulting from a maximum credible
earthquake;

10. any other factors that might affect slope stability.

The report should evaluate the off-site impacts of development (e.g. development
contributing to geological instability on access roads) and the additional impacts that
might occur due to the proposed development (e.g. increased erosion along a footpath).
The report should also detail mitigation measures for any potential impacts and should
outline alternative solutions. The report should express a professional opinion as to
whether the project can be designed so that it will neither be subject to nor contribute to
significant geologic instability throughout the lifespan of the project. The report would
use a currently acceptable engineering stability analysis method and should also describe
the degree of uncertainty of analytical results due to assumptions and unknowns. The de-
gree of analysis required should be appropriate to the degree of potential risk presented
by the site and the proposed project.

In areas of geologic hazard, the Commission may require that a development per-
mit not be issued until an applicant .has signed a waiver of all claims against the public
for future liability or damage resulting from permission to build. All such waivers should
be recorded with the County Recorder's Office.
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CHAPTER 7: FLASH FLOOD AREAS

THE HAZARD

Flash floods, as their name implies, occur quickly. Flash flooding encompasses a

broad range of flood problems on alluvial fans, in narrow and steep valleys, along

drainage courses in urban settings, below unsafe dams and behind unsafe or inadequate

levees, and upom release of ice jam flooding. In these situations, flood waters not only

rise rapidly but are high velocity and contain large amounts of debris. They tear out

trees, undermine buildings and bridges and scour out new channels.

The damage caused by flash floods has doubled in the last ten years. They now

rank first as a cause of weather-related deaths in the United States. Over three-quarters

of all Presidentially declared disasters involve flash flooding. Examples of recent flash

floods with serious loss of life include:

* February, 1972, Buffalo Creek, West Virginia. - 118 killed and hundreds of

homes washed away as a dam made of coal mine waste material gave way

after heavy rains.

* June, 1972, Rapid City, South Dakota and adjacent areas - 236 dead and

$100 million in property damage after a large, slow-moving thunderstorm

unleashed torrents of rain on the slopes of the Black Hills.

* July, 1976, Big Thompson Canyon, Colorado - 139 drowned and millions in

property damage after a thunderstorm deluged the western third of the

canyon with 12 inches of rain in less than 6 hours.

$ July, 1977, Johnstown, Pennsylvania. - 77 dead and more than $200 million

in property damage when violent thunderstorms caused up to 11 inches of

rain to fall in a 7-county area over 9 hours. This contributed to the failure

of several dams which compounded the stream flooding and accounted for

44 of the deaths.

* September, 1977, Kansas City, Missouri. and adjacent areas - 25 killed and

$90-million in property damage when thunderstorms turned several streams

into raging torrents, such as the "gentle" Brush Creek, which flows through

the heart of Kansas City.
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* November, 1977, Taccoa, Georgia. - 40 dead, half of them children, when
heavy rains ruptured an earthen dam and demolished residential structures
in the valley below.

Flash flooding occurs in all fifty states. Steeply sloping valleys in mountainous
areas are the most common setting, but flash flooding can also occur along small
waterways in urban areas. Urban flooding is an increasingly serious problem due to
removal of vegetation, placement of debris in channels, construction of culverts and
bridges which constrict flood flows, paving and other replacement of ground cover by
impermeable surfaces which increase runoff, and construction of drainage systems which
increase the speed of runoff.

The intensity and duration of rainfall and the steepness of watershed and stream
gradients are the key factors in flash flooding. Other features include the amount of wa-
tershed vegetation and natural or artificial flood storage areas and the configuration of
the streambed and floodplain. In general, the more intense the rainfall -- the rate of rain-
fall or how much rain falls in a given period of time -- the greater the probability of
flash flooding. As one might also expect, the longer it rains in a given area, the greater
the probability of flooding. Stationary or slow moving thunderstorms produce the most se-
rious flash floods because of their intensity and duration. A series of fast moving storms
over a short time can also produce huge volumes of runoff.

Flash floods cause greater damage than ordinary riverine floods because of the
suddenness of flooding (which may prevent evacuation), the velocity of the water and the
debris load. In addition, one, two or more flood crests may occur during a flash flood
when a series of fast moving storms occur. Sudden destruction of structures and washout
of access routes may result in loss of life. Deaths are common when motorists underesti-
mate the depth and velocity of flood waters and attempt to cross swollen streams.

Collectively, many small subdivisions in a stream's watershed -- not just the flood-
plain -- can drastically increase flash flooding. Watershed changes are often not reflected
in current maps and regulations governing floodplain development, underestimating the
damage potential in urban settings.

EXISTING MITIGATION EFFORTS

Flash flooding has not been separately treated in mapping, regulatory and insurance
efforts of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) or most state programs. Neverthe-
less, more than 800 local governments have adopted flash flood warning, evacuation plan-
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Figure 7-1. Too close for comfort: tourist cabins in Big Thompson
Canyon, Colorado housed many people who were unaware
of flash flood dangers. One hundred, forty-four lives were
lost in the 1978 flash flood here. Source: Rutherford Platt.

Figure 7-2. Flash flooding repeatedly damaged campgrounds at
Whitewater State Park, MN. Area is now used only for day-
time activities. See further discussion in Appendix 7-B.
Source: Minnesota Dept. of Natural Resources.
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ning or other mitigation efforts for particular streams or reaches of streams. Often these
have been adopted with state or federal assistance. Examples include San Diego and Ven-
tura Counties; California; Brattleboro, Vermont; Lycoming County, Pennsylvania; Keene,
New Hampshire; Estes Park, Colorado; and Tulsa, Oklahoma. Estes Park; Colorado; Rapid
City, South Dakota; and Tulsa, Oklahoma have adopted restrictive floodplain regulations
for flash flood areas. Many communities, including Denver, Colorado; Chicago, Illinois;
Tulsa, Oklahoma; Austin and Dallas, Texas;and King County, Washington have adopted
stormwater management regulations to require onsite detention and reduce increased run-
off due to urbanization. Rapid City, South Dakota; Larimer County, Colorado and Tulsa,
Oklahoma have purchased areas subject to severe flash flood problems and relocated
structures.

At the federal level, the National Weather Service has prepared a list of 2000
communities with potential flash flood problems. The Service issues flash flood watches
and warnings as part of its weather reporting service (See Insert). It has developed both
self-help and automated warning systems for implementation at the local level including
the ALERT system which uses small microcomputers. Information about this system is
available from the National Weather Service. The Soil Conservation Service, The Ten-
nessee Valley Authority, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and U.S. Geological Survey have
also provided technical assistance to states and communities in developing and implement-
ing flash flood warning systems.

Several states have adopted their own flash flood warning systems or provide assis-
tance to local governments:

Colorado has designated canyons with flash flood potential. The State
Department of Transportation has erected "Climb to Safety" signs
along roads in canyons with flash flood potential.

Connecticut is implementing a two-tiered flood warning system in
cooperation with local governments and the weather service. This
system will include statewide warnings and individual town
warnings. Two towns, Norwich and Sothington have already joined
the system and allocated $20,000 each. The system will involve 20 of
its own rain gaging stations; 5 weather stations, and a complete radio
network. Data from the National Weather Service will be combined
with data from the state and local gaging efforts.
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Maryland is cost-sharing in design, equipment and installation of local flood

warning systems as part of the watershed management program.

Warning systems must be coordinated with local response plans.

New York has developed a Prototype Local Flood Warning Plan, available

from the New York Department of Environmental Conservation.

All told, considerable progress has been made in identifying flash flood prone

communities and in installing warning systems. Less progress has been made in adopting

evacuation plans, and other implementation measures.

OPTIONS FOR ACTION

FLASH FLOOD WATCH

there may be flooding;
stay alert;
watch for thunderstorms;
keep an eye on rivers and streams;
be ready to take necessary actions if a FLASH FLOOD WARNING is issued
or if flooding is observed.

FLASH FLOOD WARNING

there is flooding;
act at once;
move out;
go to a safe area on high ground.

Policy and Program Elements

A community with a flash flood problem should adopt a policy and program with

the following elements:

1. A resolution or ordinance stating that certain flood areas are subject to special

risks to life and property due to rapidly rising water and in some instances, high

velocity, erosion and debris.

2. The mapping or designation of streams or drainageways with potential for rapid

inundation, high velocities and erosion or debris potential.

3. Regulations for new development in flash flood areas to either prohibit such

development or require that it be designed and located to withstand flash flooding

and so that rapid evacuation is possible. Warning systems and evacuation plans

should be required for hotels and other establishments open to the public. Where
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flooding will be worsened by development in the watershed, zoning and

subdivision regulations should adopt a zero excess discharge goal for stormwater

runoff.
4. Implementation of flood warning systems and evacuation plans for areas with

existing development. (See Appendix 7-A for an inventory of organizations to be

involved.)

5. Marking of flash flood areas with "climb to safety" or other indicators of risk.

6. Implementation of flood control measures (where appropriate) including

construction of levees, dikes, reservoirs.

7. Relocation of structures from truly high risk areas.

Mapping

A community should prepare maps for areas subject to flash flooding. If areas are

already mapped by the NFIP, the preparation of new overlay maps may be advisable.

NFIP maps indicate floodway and flood fringe boundaries but do not indicate areas with

rapidly rising water, high velocity (except in floodways), debris or erosion potential. New

maps may also be needed for smaller streams and drainageways which typically have not

been mapped by the NFIP. In mapping flash flood areas, an inventory should also be

made of specific sites where threats to private and public safety may occur in the event

of a flash flood such as low road crossing at hotels, motels, houses or other structures

threatened by the flood waters and having inadequate access.

A community effort to identify areas with flash flood potential can begin with the

collection of historical flood data. Local residents and newspaper accounts often indicate

streams or reaches of streams subject to flash flooding. Historical data can be supple-

mented with preliminary watershed surveys based upon topographic maps, soils maps, and

air photos. High gradient streams in areas of steep topography with limited vegetation or

natural detention areas are often potential flash flood areas.

If sufficient funds are available, more detailed engineering studies can be used to

identify streams and reaches of streams with flash flood potential, areas along these

streams subject to potential debris and erosion problems or areas where threats to public

or private safety may occur.

Stormwater runoff models are available to identify flash flood areas in urban set-

tings. See the selected reference for a description of some models. In general, these models

require slope, soil and land use information. Regional streamflow and precipitation as

well as other data can often be obtained from published sources.
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Regulation

New floodplain regulations should be adopted for existing community floodplain

regulations upgraded for flash flood areas. After a flood disaster, moratoria on rebuilding

can be adopted to. permit mapping, planning, relocation and other mitigation. Such

moratoria were adopted by both Rapid City after the 1972 flood and Larimer County

after the 1976 flood in Big Thompson Canyon. Other options in both pre- and post-flood

contexts include:

1. Zoning can be used to broaden floodways to include areas where the rapid rise

of water may threaten life, areas subject to high velocity flows (if such areas are

not already included) and areas subject to severe erosion. Alternatively, additional

building setbacks or open space zoning can be applied to such high risk areas.

2. Building codes and zoning can require that buildings be designed to withstand an-

ticipated velocities, erosion and debris. Storage of vehicles, mobile homes and other

materials on the floodplain should also. be regulated to insure adequate time is

available for their removal in the event of a flash flood.

3. Housing codes can be used to require that owners of existing multi-family struc-

tures in high risk areas install warning systems and prepare evacuation plans.

4. Drainage and subdivision regulations can be used to require installation of

drainage systems in subdivisions. They can also be used to reduce increases in

runoff due to urbanization by limiting development densities and percentages of

impermeable surfaces and by requiring onsite detention and flood storage areas.

5. Land and water conservation regulations can be adopted in rural areas to guide

management of farming and forestry practices which may increase runoff.

For both urban and rural areas performance standards should be adopted for:

-- Vegetation changes or removal. On steep slopes vegetation should not be dis-

turbed; elsewhere vegetation may be removed if revegetation is completed

within a specific period of time after construction.

-- Slope changes. Any change that shortens runoff path should be carefully

evaluated for impact on flooding.

-- Impervious surfaces. Impervious surfaces in high risk watersheds should be

kept to a minimum. Regulations should allow conversion of only a small

percentage of each total site.
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-- Wetlands and other natural flood detention areas. Filling of natural deten-

tion areas should be prohibited. Creation of new detention areas should be

required as a condition of plat approval or of a building permit.

Stormwater management models can be used to determine critical slopes and ac-

ceptable vegetation coverage and impervious surface. Dallas, TX has conducted detailed

studies and mapping to develop such performance standards.

Nonregulatory Options

Principal nonregulatory options for flash flood areas include flood warning sys-

tems, evacuation plans and marking of hazard areas. Other options include relocation and

engineering works such as dams, dikes and levees.

Flood WarninR Systems

Flood warning systems can achieve a wide range of benefits outlined in tables

Such systems may take several forms:

1. Self-help warning system. In populated watersheds, volunteers can monitor

rainfall and stream levels during periods of intense rainfall. The inset describes

how the self-help flash flood warning system works for communities in the

Susquehanna River Basin of Pennsylvania. Many communities have adopted self-

help systems with substantial reduction in flood losses in some instances. The

National Weather Service provides technical assistance and training for

communities establishing self-help flash flood forecasting and warning systems.

How a Self-Help Flash Flood Warning System Works.
The self-help flood warning system is activated by weather forecasts
indicating the potential for heavy rain, by locally observed heavy rains,
overland runoff or rising streams or by specific information from the
National Weather Service. The initial alert starts a pre-planned system
of observation and reporting. Volunteer rain and stream gage observers
telephone a watershed coordinator who assembles their reports and calls
the county or city flash flood coordinator. Using the rainfall and
stream reports plus formulas, charts and graphs from the National
Weather Service, the flash flood coordinator makes a flood forecast. A
forecast can be made in 15 to 30 minutes after the reports are received.
Observers report new rainfall and stream data every 30 to 60 minutes;
flood forecasts are updated as needed. In addition to the rain and
stream gage observers, stream patrols provide on-the-spot reports of
conditions such as ice or debris jams and performance of dams, levees
and floodfighting efforts. The flood forecasts are used to activate
evacuation plants.
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Figure 7-3. Elements of Automated Flash Flood Warning System. 



2. Automated flash flood warning systems. Often, flash floods are caused by

storms in remote areas -- where volunteers are not available and hired observers

would be prohibitively expensive. Progress has been- made in designing fully

automated flash flood warning systems although few are totally operational. (See,

for example, discussion of Whitewater State Park Warning System in Appendix 7-

B.) Many systems use a combination of data gathered by manual and automated

gaging systems. Electronic gages monitoring rainfall and stream levels feed directly

into a computer programmed for flood forecasting. Many private firms now design

and install automated flash flood warning systems. The National Weather Service

has published specifications for communities to use when retaining a contractor to

design their flood warning system.

Whether a self-help or automated system is used, flood warning and preparedness

involves four major elements:

-- a flood recognition system

-- a flood warning arrangement

-- a preparedness plan and

-- maintenance arrangements.

A careful definition and coordination of roles for public service and safety orga-

nizations and the private sector are essential to the operation of each of the elements. Ap-

pendix 7-C discusses the benefits of flood warning in the 1985 flood at Ft. Wayne, IN and

also shows the need for a wide variety of groups to be involved.

Emergencv Response and Evacuation Plans

Warnings can be automated; emergency response and evacuation plans cannot. A

flash flood warning system is of little value without a sound emergency response and

evacuation plan. Residents and visitors alike must be educated as to the correct response

to a flood warning. This mayinclude the closing of flood doors and sewer backup valves,

elevation of motors and other electrical equipment, removal of rugs and personal belong-

ings and evacuation. The map of flash flood prone areas should be prominently posted in

public places. Information about the flash flood danger- and about the warning systems

should be discussed in the town, city, county, annual meeting. Other approaches for dis-

semination include local radio and television stations and brochures made available to

residents and visitors.

G-10



Marking of Areas

Various types of marking may be applied to flash flood areas. After one flood,

Crookston, MN posted markers on telephone poles and other public works indicating flood

heights. Although this was not a flash flood, a similar approach could provide invaluable

information for flash flood areas. After the Big Thompson Canyon disaster in 1976, the

Colorado Department of Transportation posted "climb to safety" signs along roads in

canyons along the Front Range.

Acquisition and Relocation

For areas of very high flash risk or in the aftermath of a disaster, acquisition and

relocation of structures can provide a permanent solution to flash flood dangers. Reloca-

tion may be easier to promote in the aftermath of a flash flood disaster since structures

are often severely damaged. Rapid City spent $45 million and purchased the entire flood-

plain of Rapid Creek for open space use after the disaster in 1972.

Engineering Works

Flash floods dangers may be reduced by constructing dams and levees, floodwalls

and other engineering works. However,such works may not be effective for small water-

sheds with buildings at risk at many sites along the streams and drainageways.
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Figure 7-4. The message on this billboard is prophetic. 



Figure 7-5. The marking of flood hazard areas is a very effective public 
education tool. Source: Jon Kusler. 



Appendix 7-A: Inventory of Public Service and Safety Organizations with Potential for or
Role Related to Flood Warning and Evacuation Activities.

I | Leader's I I Telephone

I Organization I name I Address f number

I Civil Defense

I Firemen I

Police (Municipal)

Sherif F I

I State Police

Municipal Highway Depts.

County Highway Depts. I I

State Highway Depts.

I Hospitals, Medical Clinics I I

I Ambulance Service Public

Ambulance Service Private

Civil Air Patrol

I HAM Radio Operators

I Red Cross

National Guard

Other

Other I I.

Other i

I Other

I Other I
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Appendix 7-B: Whitewater State Park -- Case Example, exepts from Minnesota Flood Pain
Management Newsletter, Vol. 1, No. 2, 1983.

Whitewater State Park is a well established regional recreational area in southeast-
ern Minnesota. In addition to the scenic bluffs, the park is a popular location for camp-
ing, hiking, fishing, swimming and cross-country skiing. Unfortunately, many of the parks
facilities are located in the floodplain of the Whitewater River.

The Whitewater River has flooded on numerous occasions. Poor soil conservation
practices during the late 1800's and early 1900's contributed to major flooding during the
1930's and 1940's. By the end of 1978, after four significant floods in five years, the De-
partment of Natural Resources began to make changes in the use of floodplains in the
park and explore methods of reducing the threat of floods to existing facilities.

The lack of access to the Group Camp and portions of other campgrounds was a
dominant problem surfacing after each flood event in the 1970's. Unfortunately, federal
disaster relief monies made available following floods in 1974 and 1975 could only be
used to restore facilities to their pre-flood conditions. The need to relocate certain park
facilities was-recognized and incorporated into the Management Plan for Whitewater State
Park.

The July, 1978 flood was the most damaging of all; federal disaster assistance ex-
ceeded $87,000. A portion of the federal relief funds was used to convert one campground
to a day-use-only picnic area. State funds were later used to expand camping facilities
outside of the floodplain.

The Group Camp, nestled in the narrowing valley of the Middle Fork of the
Whitewater River, consists of seven cabins accommodating a total of 132 persons. The only
road access to the site is over a bridge which has washed out on several occasions. The
floods of 1974, 1975 and 1978 did little structural damage to these buildings. However,
campers had to evacuate the area by climbing the adjacent. bluffs on one occassion and
were trapped in the dining hall on another occasion. Following the 1978 flood, the
decision was made to close the Group Camp during the peak summer thunderstorm months
until measures could be implemented to reduce the risk to human lives.

One alternative evaluated was relocating the Group Camp buildings to a site above
the flood level. This alternative would have required campers to [safely] remain at the site
during times of periodic flooding because the access road to the proposed site would still
have been inundated by flood water. Estimates for the cost of the project approached
$500,000.

Enhancing the ability to predict flood occurrences was also evaluated and ulti-
mately chosen as the preferred alternative for two primary reasons: 1) full utilization of
the Group Camp could be maintained while minimizing the threat to human safety, and 2)
this alternative could be implemented at a fraction of the cost of relocating the structures.

The National Weather Service (NWS) has determined that it takes anywhere from
one to five hours from the beginning of heavy rainfall to the flooding of the access road
to the Group Camp. Past experience indicates it can take up to 20 minutes to evacuate the
Group Camp. To insure to the greatest extent possible that prior warning of potential
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flooding is available, a three-tier approach to flood warning is now, utilized in the White-
water River valley.

First, the NWS will continue to provide advance warning of approaching storms.
The NWS will issue severe weather watches and warnings directly to the park headquar-
ters, using radio communications if necessary.

Second, an automated flood warning system was installed in the Middle Fork
Whitewater River watershed. This system consists of three precipitation gages and two
river level sensing gages which utilize radio telemetry to send instantaneous, "real-time"
data to the park office. A microcomputer in the park office is used to receive, display
and store the rainfall and river level data.

Finally, volunteers in the Whitewater River basin provide backup rainfall data in
the event of hardware failure in the automated system.

Flood advisory tables, developed by the NWS, provide a means to predict whether
flooding is imminent, based on antecedent soul moisture conditions and rainfall amounts.
Once a decision is made that flooding is likely, a written response plan is set into action.
This "Flash Flood Emergency Preparedness Plan" details actions to be taken for various
anticipated levels of flooding.

While the primary beneficiary of this flood warning system is Whitewater State
Park and the public it serves, much of southeastern -Minnesota also benefits from this
system. The NWS will have direct access to the data from this system to be used to corre-
late actual rainfall intensities with radar images. More accurate and timely flash flood
watches and warnings should result.
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Appendix 7-C: February 1985 Fort Wayne Flood Summary, excerpts from a paper by
Carrol, T.R. and R.D. Marshall, 1985.

NWS Airborne Snow Survey

January, 1985 was the fifth snowiest January on record in the Fort Wayne area.
From February 10 to 14, 1985, snowfall contributed to a total accumulation of 2.5 to 3.5
inches of snow water equivalent over large portions of Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio. It is
interesting to note that a total snow water equivalent accumulation of 3 inches at Fort
Wayne during the March 1 to 15 period has a reoccurrence interval of approximately 3300
years (U.S.DOC/WB, 1964). Soil moisture neat the surface over the region was at (or
above) field holding capacity. On February, 15, 16, and 17 (Friday, Saturday, and Sunday),
the National Weather Service made airborne snow water equivalent measurements over 92
flight lines covering 20,000 square miles in northern Indiana, southern Michigan, and
northwestern Ohio.

The airborne data were sent digitally to the office in Minneapolis, checked for ac-
curacy, entered into SHEF format, and sent over AFOS approximately one hour after the
aircraft landed each noon and evening during the three day survey. In this way, the ap-
propriate NWS offices had access to the airborne data within one hour after the aircraft
landed from each survey mission.

NWS WSFO and WSO Warnings and Statements

Monday, February 18, was a government holiday. Based on the airborne data, col-
lected on February 15-17, on February 18 WSO Fort Wayne notified Allen, Adams, and
DeKalb County government units that snowmelt flooding was possible for the region. On
Tuesday, February 19, the Indianapolis WSFO issued a severe flood potential statement
for northern Indiana. Additionally, the Indiana Governor and various state agencies were
warned of the threat of severe snowmelt flooding for the northern portion of the state
during the coming weekend. Weather forecasts for Thursday, February 21, called for
above freezing temperatures and precipitation. WSO Fort Wayne called a meeting on
February 21 with the Red Cross, Civil Defense, Lutheran Social Services, Salvation Army,
Church of the Brethern and the city of Fort Wayne to warn of the flooding threat over
the coming weekend. On February 25 at 1:15 PM, the Weather Service issued a crest
forecast of 9.50 feet above flood stage for the Maumee River at Anthony Boulevard in
Fort Wayne. Thirty-four hours and forty-eight minutes later on February 27 at 12:03 AM,
the Maumee River at Anthony Boulevard in Fort Wayne crested at 9.55 feet above flood
stage.

Flood Summary for 1978, 1982 and 1985

Fort Wayne has experienced substantial snowmelt flooding during the century. Ma-
jor floods occurred in 1913, 1943, 1950, 1959, 1978, 1982 and 1985. The Table below sum-
marizes the four greatest floods on the Maumee River at Anthony Boulevard in Fort
Wayne where flood stage is 15 feet. It is interesting to note that although the 1978 flood
crested 0.7 feet below the 1985 flood crest, the damage caused by the 1978 flood was over
$50 million greater that the damage estimated for the 1985 flood by Fort Wayne officials.
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- FOUR GREATEST FORT WAYNE FLOODS

Year Stage
(f eet)

Event
(years)

Actual Damage
(Feb. 1985 $)

1913 26.1 110 ?
1978 23.8 25 $56.8 million
1982 - 25.9 77 $56.1 million
1985 24.5 50 $ 4.0 million

1982 Flood Costs

Both the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Detroit District) and Fort Wayne officials have
estimated the 1982 flood damage cost at approximately $57 million (in February 1985
dollars). The. Corps has summarized the total 1982 flood costs for each of nine major cate-
gories given in the Table below.

ACTUAL 1982 FLOOD COSTS

(Estimated by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
Reconnaissance Report - June 1984)

(in February 1985 dollars)

FLOOD COSTS
(Feb. 1985 $)

1982
Actual

Structure and Contents Damage
Public (city and county) Costs
Agency Costs
Evacuation-Residential
Evacuation-Commercial
Lost Wages
Lost Business Revenue
Vehicle Operational Costs
Opportunity Costs for Vehicle Occupants

$11,138,000
10,079,000
2,332,000
1,964,000
2,910,000
6,370,000

19,943,000
743,000
611,000

In response to the 1982 flood, the City of Fort Wayne produced a "Fort Wayne -
Allen County Flood Protection Plan: April 1982" which outlines an 18 Month Work Pro-
gram designed to minimize the impact of future flooding. The $11 million dollar program
describes measures to:
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1. Install river gages, prepare emergency action plans, implement an early warning
system (ALERT) in cooperation with the National Weather Service, and develop a flood
proofing program,

-2. Build new dikes and repair and increase the height of old dikes,

3. Install backwater gates to prevent floodwater backup through the city water and
sewage system,

4. Improve existing channels,

5. Acquire floodplain property,

6. Install emergency pumping stations, and

7. Prepare damage survey reports.

In addition, the National Weather Service expanded the Airborne Snow Survey
Program operational flight line network to cover much of the area in Indiana, Michigan,
and Ohio which experienced significant snowmelt flooding in 1982.

1985 Flood Costs
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Reconnaissance Report (1984) provides a proce-

dure to estimate flood costs based on flood stage both with and without the implementa-
tion of the Fort Wayne 18 Month Work Program. Consequently, it is possible to take the
1985 flood stage and estimate what the flood damage would gave been without the im-
plementation of the Work Program, the flood ALERT system, or the Airborne Snow Sur-
vey Program. The Table below summarizes the estimate of the 1985 flood costs without
the previously mentioned improvements.

ESTIMATED 1985 FLOOD COSTS WITHOUT IMPLEMENTATION OF
THE FORT WAYNE 18 MONTH WORK PROGRAM,

THE FLOOD ALERT SYSTEM, FOR
THE AIRBORNE GAMMA RADIATION SNOW SURVEY PROGRAM

FLOOD COSTS 1985
(Feb. 1985 $) ESTIMATE

Structure and Content Damage $8,954,000
Public (city and county) Costs 7,239,000
Agency Costs 1,681,000
Evacuation-Residential 903,000
Evacuation-Commercial 1,064,000
Lost Wages ,739,000
Lost Business Revenue 5,445,000
Vehicle Operational Costs 541,000
Opportunity Costs for Vehicle Occupants $433,000

Total $27,999,000
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DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

Most of the recommendations suggested in the 18 Month Work Plan were imple-
mented before the 1985 flood. The flood ALERT system was installed and the operational
airborne flight line network was established in the region before the 1985 flood. These
three major improvements limited actual damage in the 1985 Fort Wayne flood to $4 mil-
lion. Consequently, it is reasonable to suggest that the improvements prevented approxi-
mately $24 million in 1985 flood damage.

The Work Plan improvements which were implemented were, no doubt, responsible
for preventing a major portion of the $24 million damage .which would have likely oc-
curred, without the three improvements. Additionally, the flood ALERT system con-
tributed to damage prevention by providing essential hydrometrological data required for
accurate and timely flood forecasts. The airborne snow survey conducted one day after a
major regional sniow storm and ten days before the flood crest provided information nec-
essary to issue an early severe-flood warning for the region. The early warning facilitated
timely flood fight planning and consequently contributed to the prevention of subsequent
flood damage.

It is, of course, impossible to accurately partition the relative merits of each of the
three major improvements implemented before the 1985 flood. It is possible, however, to
arbitrarily assign various relative importances to each of the three major improvements to
estimate, in a crude fashion, the contribution each improvement made to the total savings
of $24 million in damage prevention. The table below gives three arbitrary estimates of
the percent of the total $24 million savings associated with each of the three major im-
provements. In the first case, if the Work Plan contributed 80 percent to the total flood
damage prevention, then the savings directly attributable to the Work Plan improvement
would be approximately $19 million. In a similar fashion, -the flood damage prevented as a
direct result of the early warnings and river forecasts facilitated by the airborne snow
survey data can be variously estimated from $700,00 to $2,400,000 depending on the rela-
tive importance placed on the airborne data.

FLOOD DAMAGE SAVINGS BASED ON
IMPROVEMENT TYPE

Improvement type Case I Case 2 Case 3

18 Month Work Plan 80% $19.2 85% $20.4 90% $21.6
Flood ALERT system 10% $2.4 10% $2.4 7% $1.7
Airborne Snow Survey 10% $2.4 5% $1.2 3% $0.7

Note: $ in millions

The $7,700 cost of the February 1985 Fort Wayne airborne snow survey was sub-
stantially less than the. projected flood damage prevented as a result of the early warnings
and flood forecasts based on the airborne snow water equivalent data.
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CHAPTER 8: FLUCTUATING LAKE LEVELS

THE HAZARD

The shores of lakes are frequently developed without considering that
water levels can and do vary greatly over time. Most people know that
lake levels fluctuate daily or seasonally with rainfall and snowmelt.
Lake levels can also rise dramatically - remaining high for years or
even decades - in response to long-term climatic changes. Fluctuations
of five to fifteen feet are not uncommon.

Fluctuating water levels are a problem with all types of lakes including the Great

Lakes. Long-term fluctuations are a particular problem on lakes formed by glacial action

(the majority of the nation's lakes). Flooding can be especially acute on lakes which have

no outlet, water levels on these lakes are closely tied to regional ground water levels.

There are perhaps more than 100,000 glacially-formed lakes in the northern tier of states

(excluding Alaska).

Flooding is also a problem for lakes created by meandering stream channels. These

oxbow lakes are the depressions left behind when the main channel of a river moves to a

new position. Oxbow lakes are common in the floodplains of the Mississippi, its tribu-

taries, and other southern rivers.

In the lake regions of Wisconsin, Michigan, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New York

and Maine, recreational development is typically located on 50-100 foot-wide lots and

within 50-75 feet of the water. Much of this development is on a rim or ridge surrounding

the lake. This rim may be 3-15 feet above the mean lake level. Minor fluctuations in lake

level, due to severe thunderstorms or unusually large runoff from spring snowmelt, can

flood basements or first floors. Larger fluctuations of 5-15 feet due to long-term fluc-

tuations in ground water levels can cause severe flooding.

The traditional concept of a riverine flood is that normally dry land areas adja-

cent to the channel are temporarily inundated by flood waters. The waters rise to a peak

and then diminish as the water retreats to the channel. The whole process occurs over a

period of hours or perhaps a few days. This type of flooding also occurs on lakes with

adequate outlets. Flooding on lakes with no or an inadequate outlet is completely differ-

ent. Here, lake levels may rise and remain high for years, even decades.
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WHAT CAUSES LAKE LEVEL FLUCTUATIONS?

Water level fluctuations on lakes can be caused by both natural and
man-made events. Natural factors include precipitation, evaporation,
runoff, ground water, ice, aquatic growth, meteorological disturbances
and, in larger lakes, tides and crustal movement. Artificial factors in-
fluencing lake levels include dredging, diversions, consumptive use of
the water and regulation by structural works. The role of long-tern?
climate trends is imperfectly understood but does play a part in
defining the range of possible fluctuations.

Lonz-term fluctuations are the result of persistent low or high water
supply conditions affecting the basin. The extremely low levels of lakes
after the 1930's drought and the extremely high level of Great Salt
Lake at this time are examples of long-term fluctuations. The intervals
between periods of high and low levels and the length of such periods
vary widely and erratically. The extreme lake levels are likely to per-
sist eve l after the factors which caused them have changed.

Seasonal fluctuations reflect the annual hydrologic cycle. In the early
spring, as a result of snowmelt, heavier rains and reduced evaporation
over the basin, the water level begins to rise from winter low. This trend
continues until the lake peaks in the summer. During the summer, more
persistent winds and drier air intensify evaporation; also the runoff
and ground water flow reach their lowest values. As the water supplied
to the lake becomes less than the outflow, the water level begins the
downward trend to winter minimum.

Short-term? fluctuations are the most dramatic changes in water levels
and are caused by strong winds and by sharp differences in barometric
pressure. These fluctuations usually last less than one day and do not
represent any changes in volume of water of the lake.

Modified from "Great Lakes Water Level Facts", U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Detroit District.

Long duration flooding has serious implications. First, to map the 100-year flood-
plain is, in most cases, technically difficult or impossible if traditional methods are em-
ployed. Historical lake data, gage analyses and biological determinations based on land
and aquatic vegetations are needed. Second, traditional regulatory requirements such as
elevation of buildings on pilings or floodproofing of structures and utilities are inade-
quate since such protection approaches will not withstand years of water.

EXISTING MITIGATION EFFORTS

Floodplain management programs have rarely addressed lake flooding. Many of the

glaciated states do have shoreland management programs but most of these have primarily

addressed lake management from the perspective of aesthetics, water quality and recre-
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ation. Only when lake levels rise and flood structures does the need to incorporate flood
damage reduction parameters become apparent.

Some communities have adopted special management programs for lakes with long-
term fluctuations, for example:

Lake Pulaski. Minnesota

After 100 structures were flooded by rising lake levels, Wright County, MN, the

City of Buffalo, Buffalo Township and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

entered into a cooperative agreement to regulate and manage Lake Pulaski, a 770-acre

lake west of the Twin Cities Metropolitan area (see draft of management plan, Appendix

8-A). While the complete story of this mitigation effort is quite complex and is not yet

successfully concluded, many of the mapping and regulatory procedures formulated here

may be applied elsewhere. See the insert on one approach to the mapping of the
floodplain of a lake and Appendix 8-B)

Lake Elsinore. California

Flooding due to rains and the limited outlet of the lake is a periodic phenomenon

on Lake Elsinore and has occurred at least seven times over the last 200 years. Flooding
on Lake Elsinore in 1980 damaged or destroyed over 400 structures and required the
removal of 450 mobile homes. The City of Lake Elsinore adopted revised floodplain
regulations (see Appendix 8-C) prohibiting new development below the 100-year flood
elevation unless structures are located on land. Their previous ordinance, which was in
effect at the time of the flood, had allowed new structures on pilings; this had
contributed to flood damage. The city has also developed a plan for acquisition of flood-
prone properties to be funded by FEMA through its section 1362 program, state park
acquisition and local funding sources.

The Great Lakes

Eight states of the highly industrialized North Central region border on the Great

Lakes. The total area within the basin in the United States is 174,000 square miles, of
which 61,000 square miles is water. Except where bedrock outcrops or where protective

works have been constructed, the glacial debris comprising the shore of the Great Lakes is
highly erodible.

Shore erosion and flooding have been major problems, especially in periods of high

lake levels such as the late 1920's, mid 1940's, early 1950's, early 1970's and the present

time. Shore property damages increase with each high water period because of further de-
velopment of unprotected shorelands and continually increasing shore property values.
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Figure 8-1. When these photos were taken, these homes on Lake . 
Pulaski, Minnesota had been under water for approximately 
three years. See discussion in Appendix 8-A. 
Source: Minnesota Dept. of Natural Resources. 



Most of the affected states have adopted management programs that require build-
ing standards and setbacks for new construction. There will, however, continue to be
damages to existing properties, many of which are part of the public infrastructure.

Great Salt Lake. Utah

Great Salt Lake is a "terminal" lake which means it receives inflow but has no
outlet. It is a remnant of Glacial Lake Bonneville which covered 20,000 square miles in
Utah, Nevada and Idaho during the last Ice Age.

Since the Morman pioneers settled the valley in 1847, accounts of lake levels have
been well documented. Typical fluctuations have been between 4191.55 and 4205 feet. In
1963, the lake fell to a low of 4191.35 and there were concerns that the lake would go dry.
By 1975, its level had risen to 4202 and consideration was given to lowering the level by
pumping water out into the desert. The level was maintained with minor fluctuations
until the fall of 1982 when it began to rise in response to a series of storms. Between
September 18, 1982 and June 30, 1983, the lake rose 5.2 feet; the greatest seasonal rise ever
recorded. The level as of July 15, 1985 was 4209.4. Damage estimates for losses at the end
of 1983 were approaching $500 million.

A solution to the problems associated with the Great Salt Lake is difficult. The
economic impact on the private sector has already been tremendous. The public
infrastructure has also suffered. Structural solutions, such as upstream impoundments,
may not be economically or environmentally feasible. Regardless of the array of actions
that are ultimately taken, a strong floodplain management program and strict land use
controls need to be implemented.

OPTIONS FOR ACTION

Policy and Program Elements

Where there is potential for lake flooding problems, a policy and program with the
following elements may be appropriate:

1. A policy statement or resolution that long-term fluctuations in water levels
may result in flood damages quite different than those for riverine flood-
ing;

2. A ban on roads, water and sewer extensions to areas subject to long-term
inundation;
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3. A set of regulations that prohibit building in semi-permanently flooded ar-

eas. If building is to take place, it should occur only on fill with adequate

access, water supply and waste disposal during times of high water;.

4. A strategy for relocating or protecting structures in areas subject to long-

term fluctuations;

5. If the lake extends across the boundaries of more than one unit of govern-

ment, a formal agreement that insures intergovernmental coordination and

cooperation. The exact form of the agreement will vary with different state

laws. Examples of cooperative arrangements include joint powers agree-

ments, lake management districts and watershed districts. The management

plan for Lake Pulaski, Minnesota (see Appendix 8-A) contains a comprehen-

sive policy statement.

Mapping

Where a lake is part of a river system (e.g., a reservoir), conventional flood maps

may accurately portray lake flooding. When the lake is not part of a flowage, considera-

tion has to be given to the water budget of the lake and its watershed. Unfortunately, the

climatic, soil, lake level and ground water level needed exist to make a precise analysis is

rarely available. Biological and ecological characterization, historical high water remem-

brances, analysis of soils and analysis of landforms are alternative methods for outlining

the historical lake bed and potential flooding levels.

The following insert describes how biological and geomorphic data are used to

establish the Natural Ordinary High Water (NOHW) mark in Minnesota. The NOHW is the

line that separates state regulations of the bed of the lake from local regulation of the

shoreland. Several states have a similar mapping element although there is variation in the

specific parameters.

MIAPPING THE FLOODPLAIN OF A LAKE; ONE APPROACH

Resource management and riparian rights pertaining to an inland lake are de-
pendent upon identification and establishment of that lake's Natural Ordinary
High Wkater (AOH1,1) elevation. The NOSH is coordinated with the upper limit of
the lake basin and defines the elevation (contour) on the lakeshore wvhich delin-
eates the boundary of public wvaters. Identification of the NOHW comes fronm an
examination of the bed and banks of a lake to ascertain the highest water level
where the presence and action of water has been maintained for a sufficient
length of time to leave recoverable evidence. The primary evidence used to iden-
tify the NOHWT of a lake consists of biological (vegetation) and physical fea-
tures found on the banks of the lake. Data depicting historic lake levels are of-
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ten useful only as supporting data in NOHW studies. This is because the avail-
able data generally are not of sufficient detail, continuity, frequency and/or
length of record to alone identify the NOHW.

Because trees are the most predominant and permanent expression of upland
vegetation, they are used as NOHW indicators wherever suitable species and sites
can be located. Particular attention must be given to the species of upland
growth selected for consideration. In general, willow and most ash are very wa-
ter tolerant; maples and elms tolerant; most birch intermediately tolerant and
oak intolerant. The less tolerant trees make the best indicators, but factors in
addition to species also have to be considered such as age, the slope of ground,
the effect of water and ice action on the shoreline and the physical condition
and growing characteristics of the trees. Water dependent vegetation such as
cattails will follow lake levels as they rise and fall and therefore provide little
evidence about the lake's NOHW, except in cases where more permanent vegeta-
tion does not exist. Trees, like people, will follow receding water levels and in-
fringe upon the lake basin. When water levels rise to reclaim the basin such trees
are inundated and eventually die.

The tree analysis involves a relationship between the elevation of the ground at
the base of the tree and the diameter of the tree. Depending upon the species of
tree selected and the slope of the ground, it can be generally stated that a tree
requires a depth of unsaturated soil about equal to its trunk diameter to grow.
Most trees will not survive if water levels saturate their root systems for a suffi-
cient period of time and if they do survive, stress signs may be evident in the
growing characteristics of the tree. The diameter, height, shape of the stem,
branch shape, branch spread and foliage density reflect the extent to which the
tree roots have had an opportunity to penetrate into and spread through the soil
to reach the elements that stimulate growth. A tree growing near the basin's
fringe will often indicate by its general appearance whether .its root system has
had breathing space and sufficient nourishment and support from the soil in
which it grows. As an example, a seedling started in soil six inches above a zone
subject to saturation will grow normally until it reaches a diameter of approxi-
mately six inches, after which it will show by its general appearance the adverse
growing characteristics mentioned above.

Physical features searched for include soil characteristics, beachlines, beach
ridges, scarp or escarpment (more prominent scarp can often be found in the
form of the undercutting of banks and slopes), ice ridges, natural levees, berms,
erosion, deposition, debris, washed exposed shoreline boulders, high water marks,
movement of deposits as a result of wave action, top and toe of bank elevations
as well as water levels. Caution is taken to be aware that many of the listed ge-
omorphological features may take a long time to develop and also that several
sets of these features may be found. That is, a lake likely will have more than
one stage where the action of water has left recoverable evidence, however only
the stage coordinated with the upper limit of a basin is used to assist in identi-
fying the NOHW level. As an extreme example, water level stages resulting from
the drought years of the 1930's certainly were the result of natural conditions
extending over a number of years, but the resulting recoverable evidence is of no
use in NOHW determinations.

Credits: Excerpts from NATURAL ORDINARY HIGHWATER MARK DETER-
MINATION. Report for Pulaski Lake, MN. Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources, Division of Waters, March 1985.

H-7



Regulations

Floodplain zoning, shoreland zoning, subdivision control, building codes, and other

special codes can be used to establish:

Protection elevations. In determining protection elevations, allow substantial free-

board where there is the potential for wave action or ice damage. The amount of free-

board should be based on the fetch (open water area), anticipated wave heights, and

thickness of the ice (if this is a factor).

Buffers and setbacks. Wisconsin, Minnesota, Washington and Maine require mini-

mum setbacks of 75 feet for new structures on all lakes.

No Fill. Requirements that structures be located on land, not on fill, at an eleva-

tion above the natural high water level.

Prohibit basements. Basements can be prohibited, use of the basement as living

area can be prohibited.

Sanitary codes. Sanitary codes can be used to prohibit septic systems in expected

flood and high ground water areas where such systems will not function.

Well construction codes. Well construction can require proper abandonment of wells

to protect ground water and can contain requirements for siting new wells.

Flood loss reduction standards are often appropriately included not only in flood

hazard reduction ordinances, but also in shoreland zoning, wetland protection and broader

land use controls.

Nonregulatory Actions

Acquisition and Relocation

Relocating structures may be the only practical solution when long-term flooding

renders them useless. Relocation is taking place on Lake Elsinore and has been proposed

for some structures on Lake Pulaski.

Outlet Construction

Efforts have been made on both Lake Elsinore and Pulaski to construct outlets, re-

ducing water levels. The problem with this approach is that it may be difficult to find a

place to put the excess water.

Levees

Levees have been constructed to reduce flooding on the Great Salt Lake. However,

levees are usually a temporary solution to flood problems.
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Appendix 8-A: A Management Plan for the Developed Lake Bed Area of Lake Pulaski,
Wright County, Minnesota.

INTRODUCTION

Lake Pulaski is located near the center of Buffalo Township (Tl20N, R25W) in
Wright County Minnesota. The south half of the lake is located within the corporate limits
of the City of Buffalo.

A December 1981 report by the Division of Waters of the Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) estimated the Natural Ordinary High Water level (NOHW) of Lake Pu-
laski to be at an elevation 968.8 or roughly seven feet above present levels.

On June 11, 1982, in accordance with state law and after public hearings, the
Commissioner of Natural Resources signed an order officially establishing the 968.8 eleva-
tion as the NOHW of Lake Pulaski. All land located adjacent to Lake Pulaski that is be-
low this elevation is now considered lake bed. Upon signing this order, it is estimated that
roughly 100 structures are considered located on the bed of Lake Pulaski and at least 170
structures will receive some water-related damage. At the 968.8 elevation, roughly 60 acres
of land that is above the present lake level would be inundated by water.

This fact presents a very unusual but not unprecedented problem in Minnesota's
history of shoreline management. Several lakes in eastern Minnesota have similar prob-
lems, such as Big Marine Lake in Washington County. However, this is the first time that
the DNR has established the NOHW level to be above-this many residences before the lake
reclaimed itself. Experience from these eastern lakes has shown that the combination of
lakeshore owners trying to save their homes, together with conflicting and uncertain au-
thorities of state and local governments can lead to many problems. The Lake Pulaski
problem is unprecedented in the respect that this is the first time state and local govern-
ments have had the chance to prepare for the problem in advance of its becoming severe.

The City of Buffalo and Buffalo Township contracted with Zack Johnson and As-
sociates to study the Lake Pulaski problem and to work with a local task force in making
recommendations to state and local governments as to how to deal with it. The study enti-
tled "Lake Pulaski Area Development Study" was released in July of 1982 and it explored
many possible solutions to the low development problems including artificial control of
the lake level, filling and raising of all the structures, acquisition of the lake bed area,
relocation of homes, and adoption of development controls.

The task force which worked with Zack Johnson and Associates came up with sev-
eral recommendations on how to deal with the Lake Pulaski problem. Most of these rec-
ommendations involved non-structural means of addressing the problem. That is, they
concluded that artificial manipulation of the lake level and massive relocation programs
were not financially feasible. Instead, they recommended use of development controls
(zoning), public information, and further study as the most cost-effective way of address-
ing the problem. The Department of Natural Resources supports the task force's
recommendations and hopes to see all of them carried out.

The purpose of this plan is to address the environmental, social, and regulatory is-
sues involved in future management of the lake bed area of Lake Pulaski and to lay out
the framework and policies which state and local governments will follow in administer-
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ing the area. The purpose is also to make this information available to local residents, de-
velopers, real estate agents and particularly lake bed owners, so that they fully under-
stand the legal limitations that govern the existing and future use of the lake bed area.

This plan is prepared under authority granted the Department of Natural Re-
sources in Minnesota Statutes, Section 104.03 (Flood Plain Management), 105.39 (Authority
of Commissioner -DNR-), 105.403 (Water and related land resources plans), 105.42 (Public
water permits) and 105.48 (Shoreland management).

GEOLOGY AND HYDROLOGY

The geology and other physical characteristics of Lake Pulaski are addressed in
both the "Lake Pulaski Area Development Study" and the Department's "Natural Ordinary
High Water Determination for Pulaski Lake". The size of Lake Pulaski has been measured
at 837 acres in 1858, 770 acres in 1953, and 786 acres in 1979. The watershed, that is all
land that slopes towards Lake Pulaski, has been estimated to be roughly 3500 acres in size.
This results in a 3:1 watershed to lake area ratio, which is generally considered insuffi-
cient to maintain water levels in Pulaski. Therefore, it is assumed that the levels of Pu-
laski are in large part affected by ground water levels and ground water inflow
(commonly referred to as being "spring fed").

Since ground water inflow is extremely difficult to measure and since the extent
of and recharge capabilities of the aquifers affecting Lake Pulaski are largely unknown,
any calculations regarding projected levels and timing of those levels is impossible at this
time. The only thing that is known for certain is that levels in Lake Pulaski reached and
stayed at elevation 968.8 feet for extended periods at least once and possibly twice within
the past 125 years. It should be noted that there was also evidence that the lake had ex-
ceeded 968.8 feet by 2 or 3 feet sometime in the past.

Reading of the two previously mentioned reports is recommended for those inter-
ested in more detailed information on the physical characteristics and history of Lake
Pulaski.

EXISTING REGULATORY AUTHORITIES

Presently, five governmental units have some interest or authorities relating to
Lake Pulaski. They are the Federal Government, State Government, Wright County, the
City of Buffalo, and Buffalo Township. A summary of the general interests and authori-
ties of each unit follows:

Federal Government:
Direct authority over placement of fill in the lake or adjoining wetlands by the

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. No direct land use authority. Some Federal interest in Pu-
laski problems is through financial assistance type agencies such as HUD, VA, SBA, FHA,
etc. Some technical assistance available through SCS. Primarily federal interest is through
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) which administers the disaster assis-
tance programs and the Flood Insurance Program.

State Government:
DATR - Direct authority over all activities occurring below the ordinary high water

level. Indirect authority over all property located within 1000 feet of the lake, through
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the Shoreland Management Program and indirect authority over all land located below
any estimated 100-year flood level; through the State Floodplain Management Program.
Permits are required of all individuals, companies, agencies, or government units doing
any work that changes the cross-section of the bed of Lake Pulaski. Local governments are
required to adopt and enforce ordinances relating to Shoreland and Floodplain areas that
meet the minimum standards developed by the DNR.

Pollution Control Agency (PCA): Direct authority over water quality aspects of Lake
Pulaski relating to community sewage discharge, feed .lot location and construction of
landfills. Indirect authority relating to individual sewage treatment systems and general
ground and surface water quality.

Department of Health (DOH): Direct authority over well construction and location,
and commercial food or recreation related establishments. Well drillers have to be licensed
and must follow DOH well code which specifies various elevation requirements and set-
backs.

Local Government
Wright County: Has extensive direct land use authority which is administered

through the Wright County Planning and Zoning Ordinance. This ordinance contains pro-
visions which meet or exceed all DNR required shoreland and floodplain provisions. This
authority applies to the north one-half of the lake only. The County also. has taxing au-
thority over the area and property values of the area may affect county revenues.

City of Buffalo: Has extensive direct land use authority over the south one-half of
the lake, which is administered through the City's zoning ordinance. This ordinance does
not meet all of the DNR required shoreland and floodplain provisions, but the City re-
cently enacted a moratorium on any development below the ordinary high water level.
The City also has indirect control over land uses on Lake Pulaski through its municipal
sewage collector system.

Buffalo Township: Has the authority to adopt extensive land use controls provided
they meet or exceed the county standards. These controls would apply to the north half of
the lake only. However, the township presently addresses its land use concerns through the
County planning process.

The primary tool by which governmental units control uses of land is through a
permit or approval system. What follows is a listing of common development activities
that do or could occur in and around Lake Pulaski, and a summary of the various types
of permits and/or approvals that are required for each activity.

1. Erecting, moving or wrecking any building or structure. A building permit is re-
quired by either the City of Buffalo or Wright County any time this activity oc-
curs within their corporate boundaries. In the County, the permit may actually be
issued by a Township Building Inspector, but a permit is not required for a build-
ing of less than 150 square feet of area. On the lake bed area, a permit would also
be required by the DNR and possibly by the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers. Gen-
erally, DNR regulations would prohibit building or moving new structures onto the
lake bed; the city or county would normally issue building permits provided the
building code and all other ordinance provisions are met. On the lake bed both the
City and County prohibit the construction or location of new structures.
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2. Remodeling, enlargement, repair or modification of existing structures. A
building permit is required for any of these activities either in the City or County
controlled areas. On the lake bed area, DNR permits would also be required, except
for minor repairs such as reshingling and painting. Under the county ordinance,
lake bed structures are classified as a nonconforming use which cannot be ex-
tended or expanded. However, the county ordinance does allow normal mainte-
nance of structures. The City does not differentiate between lake bed or non-lake
bed areas.

3. Filling, excavation, landscaping, terracing, grading, and construction of retaining
walls. On the lake bed area, these activities all require a permit from the DNR.
Whether or not such permits are issued depends on the environmental effects and-
the purpose of the activity. Permits from the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers are
generally needed when material is placed in the lake bed, but not for excavation.
In the county controlled lake bed area, placement of fill requires a conditional use
permit, which can be issued if the applicant can show that the fill has some bene-
ficial purpose and the amount is as small as possible. Outside of the lake bed area,
but within the county controlled shoreland area, a land alteration permit is re-
quired any time more than 50 cubic yards of earth is to be moved. Within city con-
trolled lake bed and shoreland areas, a specific permit is not required for any of
these activities but they may be controlled by the City when done in conjunction
with another controlled activity.

4. Subdivision of land. In the County controlled area any division of property or
moving of lot lines requires approval of the County. Simple lot line adjustments
are handled through the Board of Adjustment. Division of tracts of land for devel-
opment requires that platting procedures be followed and requires County Board of
Commissioner's approval. Within the City, any time property is divided into parcels
smaller than 2 and one-half acres in size or 150 feet in width, platting provisions
must be followed and City Council approval is required.

5. Installation, repair, replacement, removal or use of individual on-site sewage
treatment systems. Within the County controlled area, a permit is required prior to
installation, alteration or repair of any individual on-site sewage disposal system.
On the lake-bed area, a DNR permit may also be required as such installation or
repair would involve a temporary or permanent change of the cross-section of the
bed of the lake. Within the City, on-site systems are prohibited and hook up to
public sewer is required.

RECOMMENDED POLICIES AND REGULATORY CHANGES

From reading the preceding section, one can see that the authority of the federal,
state, and local government units often overlap as regards control of the lake bed area. In
examining the various policies relating to each of the involved permit requirements, it be-
comes obvious that none of the affected regulations or ordinances were really designed to
deal with this unique situation. Therefore, it is felt that some general policies must first
be agreed upon by the state and local governments, before the regulatory conflicts can be
sorted out. These recommended policies and the action needed to implement the policies
f ollow:
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1. Policy - Existing structures located on the lake bed may remain in their present
location and continue their present level of use until water levels make their habi-
tation unsafe.

Action - The State, County and City shall implement a monitoring program in order
to notify owners when continued habitation of their homes could be hazardous.

2. Policy - Existing structures on the bed may be repaired or maintained provided
the degree of permanence of the structure and the outside dimensions of the
structure are not increased. Permits for such repair or modification shall be
required by the County and City in conformance with existing ordinances or codes.

Action - The DNR shall issue general permits to both the County and City so that
lake bed owners only have to deal with one agency. These general permits would
only apply if the above policy was met.

3. Policy - Existing structures on the lake bed shall comply with on-site sewage
treatment standards. Those whose systems are polluting shall be encouraged to
install temporary holding tanks or to find a disposal site out of the lake bed.

Action - The City should require city sewer hook-up for any homes not presently
served by such. The County should consider the issuance of variances to allow
temporary holding tanks to be utilized. The DNR will not require permits for ei-
ther of these activities provided adequate conditions are placed on the local per-
mits to prevent future pollution and to assure removal of the tank or disconnection
from the system when appropriate.

4. Policy - Fill for lots that are totally surrounded by lake bed shall be prohibited.
Fill for lots that connect to land above the bed may be issued provided that certain
conditions are met. Fill to raise public roads leading to lake bed lots shall be pro-
hibited unless the lots are connected to land above the bed.

Action - DNR shall institute the above policy in compliance with the Public Waters
Permits Standards. The County and City should adopt a policy to not take any ac-
tions that encourage filling that would not be allowed under this policy.

5. Policy - New or additional structures shall be completely prohibited from being
located on the lake bed. The reuse or reoccupation of lake bed lands shall be in
conformance with all state and local standards.

Action - None necessary

6. Policy - Temporary flood fighting measures such as sandbagging, pumping, or
dike construction should be discouraged. However, pumping and sandbagging
should not be strictly prohibited unless it is obvious that they will become
permanent features of the lake bed..

Action - Agreement by the State, County and City regarding enforcement policy
should be made.
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7. Policy - The "Management Plan" for Lake Pulaski shall be utilized to effectuate a
long-term solution for high water problems.

Action -- The state shall develop specific rules for dealing with future development
and reuse of lake bed lands. The County and the City should consider similar spe-
cific rules or guidelines for lake bed lands. In addition, the State, County and City
should cooperate in joint administrative actions to implement the "actions" recom-
mended in the Management Plan.

RECOMMENDED LONG-TERM APPROACHES

As the lake level rises, there is no doubt that considerable new interest will again
develop in things such as lake level control structures, dikes, relocation funding. Before
any of these activities are again explored, it is recommended that all efforts be directed
towards obtaining funding to study the lake and ground water hydrology in much detail.-
Dikes and lake level control could not even be considered without this information. Also
such information would be extremely useful in timing any relocation efforts-and in mak-
ing sure that any relocated homes are placed at a high enough level.

At this point in time, it appears that the best and most cost-effective long-term
solution would be relocation. Several home owners already have or are in the process of
doing so on their own. Also, relocation may also be at least partly accomplished through
the Federal Flood Insurance Program, as many of these landowners already have flood in-
surance coverage.
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Appendix 8-B: Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Conservation Regulations.
Standards for Local Government Regulation of Shoreland Areas

4.22 High Water Elevation
In addition to the setback requirements of Section 4.21:

For lakes, ponds or flowages: No structure, except boat houses, piers and docks,
shall be placed at an elevation such that the lowest floor, including basement
floors, is less than three feet above the highest known water level. In those in-
stances where sufficient data on known high water levels are not available, the el-
evation of the line of permanent shoreland vegetation shall be used as the esti-
mated high water elevation. When fill is required to meet this elevation, the fill
shall be allowed to stabilize, and construction shall not begin until the property has
been inspected by the Zoning Administrator.
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Appendix 8-C: Ordinance Prohibiting Construction, Additions and Alterations o-f Buildings
at or below Certain Levels.

ORDINANCE No. 604

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF LAKE ELSINORE, CALIFORNIA, PROHIBITING
THE CONSTRUCTION OF NEW BUILDINGS, ADDITIONS OR ALTERATIONS, IN

CERTAIN AREAS OF THE CITY AT OR BELOW CERTAIN ELEVATIONS.

The Mayor and the City Council of the City of Lake Elsinore, California, do or-
dain as follows:

Section 1: No person, firm or corporation shall construct any building upon any
property within the City of Lake Elsinore with the foundation or basement lower than
the elevation of 12.70' mean sea level around the lake and along the channel to the spill-
way. Development on the Temescal Wash floodplain or within 5 .vertical feet of the 100
year floodplain shall be subject to review on a case by case basis. No building permit shall
be issued -by the City which is in violation of the provisions of this ordinance and
Ordinance No. 603.

Section 2: That any and all septic tanks, cesspools, leach lines, seepage pits shall not
be constructed until written approval is obtained from the Department of Health of the
County of Riverside.

Section 3: This ordinance shall remain in full force and effect until July 1, 1981,
at which time this ordinance shall be of no effect except that the Ordinance No. 603 shall
remain in full force and effect.

Section 4: The City Clerk shall cause this ordinance to be published as required by
law.

Section 5: This ordinance is determined to be an urgency measure for the preserva-
tion of the Public Health, Safety and Welfare of the City of Lake Elsinore and will be-
come effective immediately upon its adoption to reduce the possibility of injury and
damage to persons or property due to possible, flooding.
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CHAPTER 9: GROUND FAILURE AREAS: SUBSIDENCE AND LIQUEFACTION

THE HAZARD

Subsidence and liquefaction are two types of ground failure which can
lower the ground surface, causing or increasing flood damage in areas
of high ground water, tides, storm surges or overbank stream flow.
Mudflows and landslides are other types of ground failures which can
cause flood damage. Subsidence is the most common type of failure
and occurs in at least 38 states.

Both natural processes and human actions cause subsidence. Principal natural

causes include solution (karst topography), consolidation of subsurface materials such as

wetland soils and movements in the earth's crust. Principal human causes include mining,

inadequate compaction of fill material during construction and withdrawal of oil or wa-

ter from subsurface deposits. Human activities frequently accelerate natural processes.

Subsidence can increase flood damages in two ways. First, the land surface can be

lowered so that it is more frequently or more deeply flooded. Second, subsidence can

block or otherwise alter drainage patterns leading to deeper or unexpected flooding.

Causes of subsidence that have increased flooding problems include:

Withdrawal of Oil, Gas, Water. The withdrawal of oil, gas and water from below

the earth's surface results in the collapse of the grain structure and compaction of subsur-

face materials causing the land surface to sink. The harbor at Long Beach, California has

subsided as much as 27 feet due to oil and gas withdrawals. In the Houston-Galveston

area of Texas, 2500 square miles have subsided one foot or more. Areas of Seabrook and

Baytown, Texas, are now subject to flooding from daily tides.

Compaction of Organic Soils. Subsidence occurs in organic wetlands as the soils are

compacted by fills and development and as ground water is withdrawn. The ground

surface then settles, but not at an even rate. Development on coastal wetlands in coastal

areas is most likely to experience subsidence.

Underground mining. Underground mining, both past and present, is the cause of

subsidence in an estimated 220 counties in 42 states. Locally, this subsidence has worsened

flooding and drainage problems in Pennsylvania and Illinois.

Karst Terrain. As ground water percolates through limestone, it dissolves the rock,

forming cavities or caverns. Fluctuating ground water levels can cause these caverns and
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Figure 9-1. These houses in Brownwood Subdivision are flooded by 
daily tides because withdrawal of fluids has resulted in 2.5 
meters of subsidence. Source: R. Platt. 


