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Submit your own items or suggestions for future topics to column editor Rebecca Quinn, CFM, at 
rcquinn@earthlink.net.  Comments welcomed! 
 
Here’s Something You Might Find Interesting . . .  
If it’s so hard to convince people with homes that are in mapped special flood hazard areas to buy flood 
insurance – why is that about 26 percent of all NFIP’s policies are Preferred Risk Policies” (PRPs)?  An 
item in the October issue of News & Views cited that number: Looking for Policy & Claims Data on the 
NFIP?  A check of recent data, available at http://bsa.nfipstat.com/ (under Reports), tells another 
surprising part of the story – for the 12 month period ending October 31, 2007, a whopping 69 percent of 
the total increase in NFIP policies is PRPs.   
 
It isn’t surprising that the states with large number of policies also have a lot of PRPs.  The top five states 
listed below together account for nearly 80 percent of all policies, and over 70 percent of all PRPs.  A 
closer look at the numbers for those states doesn’t shed any light:  only 9% of New Jersey’s policies are 
PRPs; California, Louisiana and Florida each have about 33% PRPs; and TX leads the pack with PRPs 
accounting for 67% of all of its policies. 
 

 NFIP policies # PRPs 
NJ 222,434 19,1999 
CA 266,845 87,109 
LA 501,558 158,832 
TX 663,584 443,421 
FL 2,205,283 372,497 
 4,391,033 

(78.9% of all 
policies) 

1,081,058 
(72.6% of all 
PRPs) 

 
I can only speculate about the factors that are behind the national PRP picture, an exercise made all the 
more difficult when I consider the states with the greatest growth in PRPs since October 2006.  Led by 
Tennessee with a nearly 92% increase, the states with more than 25% PRP growth are:  Kansas (44%); 
South Dakota (40%); Oklahoma (39%); New York (26%); and New Mexico (25.6%).  Most of these 
states have few PRPs to begin with, so adding just a few more can show up as significant growth 
(together they account for only about 4% of all PRPs).  Still, it’s interesting to think about what has 
prompted that growth.  
 
Factors that contribute to the growth in PRPs likely are interrelated – which do you think are in play? 

 The occurrence of more floods that affect areas outside of mapped SFHAs, including levee 
failures 

 General public awareness increased because of Map Mod and state, local and FloodSmart 
activities 

 Homeowners understanding the benefits of getting “grandfathered” rates before map revisions 
increase SFHAs 

 Publicity about risk behind levees that won’t be certified on revised maps 

 Growing concern about increased flooding caused by global warming 
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 Informed insurance agents helping homeowners understand low risks 

 Others? 
 
The PRP is a policy that offers fixed combinations of building/contents coverage or contents-only 
coverage at modest, fixed premiums for 1-4 family residential buildings and non-residential buildings.  
The PRP is available B, C, and X Zones in Regular Program communities, except that flood claim history 
is taken into account to determine if a specific building is eligible for a PRP.  As always, you should 
check official documents for a precise definition and limitations.  Access the current edition of the Flood 
Insurance Manual at http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/manual.shtm.  
 
 
In My Opinion . . .  
There’s growing evidence that communities and builders are elevating lowest floors correctly.  For 
example, see the results in the NFIP Evaluation report, An Evaluation of Compliance with the National 
Flood Insurance Program Part B:  Are Minimum Building Requirements Being Met?.  Also, FEMA 
reports that 78% of post-FIRM, elevation-rated buildings insured by the NFIP are rated as being one foot 
or higher above the BFE – over one million!   
 
Unfortunately, the same rate of compliance doesn’t apply to enclosures under many of those elevated 
buildings.  In line with the findings in the NFIP Evaluation, in my experience (echoed by others), the 
most common aspects of noncompliant enclosures are flood openings (vents) that don’t meet all of the 
requirements, equipment that isn’t elevated, and walls and floors that are finished with materials that 
aren’t flood-resistant materials.  Add to those the fact that owners tend to convert enclosures to uses other 
than allowed uses (parking, storage, building access).   
 
Owners pay higher flood insurance premiums if enclosures are not compliant.  I’m told that a growing 
number of owners are being advised by their insurance agents to retrofit noncompliant enclosures, even 
when homes are fairly new.   
 
In my opinion, local officials need to better understand the enclosure requirements and pay more attention 
to them during construction inspections.  As with any discovered noncompliance, it is much easier to 
correct problems before the builder hands the keys to the owner.  Although perhaps a little late in the 
process, one way code officials can catch noncompliant enclosures is to review the as-built Elevation 
Certificate before signing off on the certificate of occupancy.  And when owners come calling because 
their enclosures don’t measure up, local officials can be prepared to offer retrofitting suggestions.  [RCQ] 
 
 
Feedback from Last Issue . . .  
In the November 2007 Insider, I wrote about flood openings and whether to use the interior or exterior 
grade to determine the proper position to meet the installation requirement that the bottom of opening be 
no more than one-foot above grade (the answer is the higher grade).  Two readers followed up with a 
question about a related issue:  supposed the depth of flooding is one-foot or less?   
 
Researching this question with a number of State Coordinators generated some interesting perspectives.  
One suggested it would be easy to avoid the issue altogether by putting the top of slab at the BFE, either 
by placing a thicker slab or using fill to raise it.  One colleague argued that the NFIP regulations and 
Technical Bulletin #1 clearly state that all enclosures below BFE must have openings – making the 
question moot (http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/floodplain/techbul.shtm).  Another pointed out that 
even if one could justify no openings, it would have to be explained on the Elevation Certificate and then, 
who knows how an insurance agent would handle it?  And lastly, one commented that ensuring that all of 



The Insider  January 2008 8 

the required “open area” of the vent must be below the BFE would be difficult if the flood depth is less 
than one foot.   
 
Although FEMA’s guidance materials do not contain a statement that explicitly addresses the question 
about whether flood openings are required if the base flood depth is less than one foot, let’s consider the 
reason openings are required:  openings are intended to prevent a difference of more than one foot in 
water levels on different sides of walls during the base flood.  Now, let’s look at two possible answers: 

1. The easiest answer all around is that openings are required.  However, care should be taken to 
ensure that all of the open area is below the BFE (otherwise they wouldn’t function as intended).  
This means either the vents must be installed with the bottom of the opening at the floor level 
(rather than 12” above) or narrow horizontal slits must be made in the walls near the enclosure 
floor.  An added benefit is that the walls won’t be subject to differential hydrostatic pressure 
when floodwaters rise higher than the predicted 1%-annual chance flood. 

2. Considering performance, a logical answer might be that openings are not required because depth 
of water below the BFE already is one-foot or less, thus the desired performance is achieved.  
However, as pointed out above, this would likely cause confusion for insurance agents and 
possibly questions about compliance when FEMA or the state comes to town for the next 
Community Assistance Visit!  [RCQ] 
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Congressional Session Wrapped Up 
 
By the time the Congress wrapped up its most pressing business for the 1st 
Session of the 110th Congress, it was just a few days before Christmas.    
The Senate did not finally adjourn until December 31st to make certain that the President could not make 
“recess appointments” to federal positions.  Both the House and Senate will officially convene for the 2nd 
Session on January 3rd.  All legislation introduced in the 1st Session will remain active. 
 
A major focus during December was completion of appropriations for the federal government in Fiscal 
Year 2008.  Since the fiscal year began on October 1, the government has operated on a series of four 
Continuing Resolutions.  After much negotiation and many veto threats, the budgets for all of the federal 
government except the Department of Defense were combined in an omnibus appropriations bill 
compiled in House Report 110-497.  The final document reflects the results of  negotiations to resolve 
differences between versions of the various regular appropriations bills acted on by the House and Senate.   
Instead of the usual House-Senate Conference process, these final numbers were arrived at through 
behind the scenes discussions among Appropriations Committee members and officials and House and 
Senate leadership.  A Senate amendment on December 18th added approximately $70 billion for 
continuing needs associated with the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.  The report can be reviewed by going 
to: http://thomas.loc.gov and typing in H.Rept. 110-497.  The measure was signed by the President on 
December 26, 2007. 
 
Overall funds for Disaster Relief are: $1.4 billion and language provides for many additional 
requirements for DHS/FEMA to report to the Congress. 
 


