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Message from the Chair:    
 
Thirteen counties in New York are receiving 
new flood risk maps this year, which has 
raised public awareness about the maps and 
about flood insurance requirements.  But 
this may not be accompanied by enough 
awareness of the actual hazards and risks of 
flooding.  Much of the public attention has 
focused on the areas where revised 
boundaries incorporate additional properties 
into the regulated floodplain.  Property 
owners are alarmed by the high cost of flood 
insurance, which is now required as a 
condition of their mortgages.  Why aren’t 
they also alarmed by the increased flood 
risk indicated by their inclusion in a “high 
flood hazard risk zone?”  Maybe it’s human 
nature to be more concerned about certain 
and immediate consequences (i.e. the annual 
cost to purchase flood insurance coverage) 
than about the less certain but more 
devastating consequences of a flood, which 
has a 1% or greater chance of impacting 
properties in the regulated floodplain this 
year.  If you consider all of the future years 
in which that floodplain property may be 
occupied, the chance of flooding is, of 
course, much higher.  But there is only 
limited recognition that the owners of 
buildings in the regulated floodplain have a 
greater chance of filing a claim against their 
flood insurance policy (which they insist 
they don’t need) than on their fire insurance.   
 
Those of us who are involved in flood risk 
management and stormwater management 
are faced with the difficult challenge of 
guiding our communities toward a more 
realistic understanding of flood risks, the 
impacts of land use decisions (in and out of 
the floodplain), and strategies for reducing 
those risks.  In order to promote better 
decision making at the local level, each of 
us needs to have a solid understanding of 

both the technical and the social/economic 
aspects of these issues. The Association is 
supporting this need by providing training.  
We co-sponsored a day-long course on 
Floodplain Management in Dryden, 
followed by an opportunity to take the 
Certified Floodplain Manger exam.  Our 
annual conference in September will 
provide additional opportunities for 
training, professional certification, and 
networking.  In particular, I’d like to 
invite you to join us for a facilitated 
lunchtime discussion on Tuesday (Sept. 
22) about flood risk mapping, levee, and 
insurance issues. 
 
See you at the conference, 
Janet Thigpen, CFM 

2009 Conference 
of the  

New York State Floodplain  
Stormwater Managers Association  

September 21-23, 2009 
Century House, Latham, New York 

 
Program Topics Include: 

o Floodplain Management Training  

o Post-Flood Stream Restoration 

o Floodproofing 

o Flood Risk Mapping Topics 

o Ice Jams 

o Floodplain / Stormwater Bus Tour 

o Certified Floodplain Manager  Exam 

o EnviroCert International Exams 
(CPESC, CPSWC, and CESSWI) 

o Annual Membership Meeting 
 
 
More info at http://ny.floods.org  
 

NYS Floodplain and Stormwater  
Managers Assoc. 
P.O. Box 1673                                                                                           name and address sticker here                                                                                        postage mark 
Albany, NY 12201-1673 
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A Plea to Floodplain Managers: 
 
Please, stop talking about “flood maps!”  They are not maps of floods!  
The so-called “flood maps” cannot possibly depict the limits of any 
future flood, but the term somehow implies that they do.  And when a 
real-world event behaves differently, people conclude that “the maps are 
wrong.”  If they aren’t “flood maps,” what should we call them?  The 
proper name is “Flood Insurance Rate Maps,” but insurance rating is 
only one of many uses.  “Floodplain maps” is better.  But the name I 
prefer is “flood risk maps.” 
 
And what about areas delineated on flood risk maps?  People generally 
recognize that if they are in “the flood zone,” they might flood (or if 
they’re in denial they claim that the map is wrong).  But they also tend to 
conclude that areas on the other side of that line will remain high and 
dry.  We, of course, know that the real world consists of many flood 
zones with varying risks.  But how can we help the public increase their 
understanding of this?  “Special Flood Hazard Area” doesn’t exactly roll 
off the tongue.  “Regulated floodplain” is better.  I propose that we start 
calling the various zones depicted on the maps “flood risk zones.”   
 
That brings me to a more difficult question:  What should we call the 
model flood on which our regulations and insurance requirements are 
based?  The term “100-year flood” is widely used and widely 
misunderstood.  Any time part of the “100-year floodplain” gets flooded, 
some people conclude that it must have been a “100-year flood.”  And if 
they think they’ve already had three “100-year floods” this year, they 
figure that the chances of another flood are really low (so they do 
nothing, when they should be acknowledging that they’re in a very high 
risk zone).  But what can we call it?  I’ve tried the “1% chance flood,” 
but the public doesn’t grasp that.  “Base flood” also fails to convey the 
message.  The best term I can suggest is “regulatory flood.”   Do you 
have a better name? 
 
As floodplain managers, we often bemoan the fact that the public has a 
poor understanding of flood risks.  But maybe we share the blame by 
using inaccurate terminology.  Let’s pay more attention to words we use 
and what those terms imply to people who don’t understand the complex 
issues associated with flood hazards.  A shift in terminology is a small 
step, but it may provide a better foundation for other efforts to improve 
the public’s understanding of flood risks. 
 
Thank you, 
Janet Thigpen, CFM 

 
 
  

“Floods are ‘acts of God,’ but flood losses are largely acts of man.” 
      -Gilbert F. White 
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Flood Risk Mapping Update 
 

Bill  Nechamen, Chief 
Floodplain Management Section, NYS DEC 
 
FEMA’s ambitious five year map modernization program reaches the end of its five year plan this year.  
This is resulting in a large number of counties receiving preliminary maps or final maps this year or next 
year.  The new maps are mostly county-wide and utilize up-to-date GIS technologies so that the maps are 
fully compatible with other GIS data.  The accompanying table shows the current schedule of new maps: 

 
About a month after a preliminary map is released, 
FEMA and NYSDEC hold a meeting with 
representatives of all local communities in the mapped 
county.  At those meetings, the mapping process is 
discussed, as well as the legal review and map adoption 
process that will follow.  There is also information about 
how to use the new maps to manage development within 
mapped flood hazard areas. 
 
In most cases, FEMA and NYSDEC will also host public 
open houses, where anybody can come, review the map 
with program experts and have their questions answered 
with respect to floodplain management and flood 
insurance issues. 
 
Due to the tight schedule of the new map releases, it will 
be difficult to provide the needed outreach to all affected 
communities, but speaking for NYSDEC, we will do our 
best. 
 
When first released, the new maps are preliminary.  
There is a statutory 90-day appeals period for any 
location that has a new Base Flood Elevation.  The BFE 
is the elevation of the 1% annual chance flood, more 
commonly thought of as the 100-year flood.  Appeals 
must be based upon technical, scientific or mathematical 
data that disputes the mapping data.  There is also a 
“protest” period that runs concurrently.  A protest is less 

formal, and may involve errors in labeling, topography or boundary locations.  In spite of the recent press 
accounts, FEMA’s goal is to produce maps that are as accurate as possible. 
 
After the 90-day appeals/protest period, if there is no appeal then the maps move to final production.  If 
there is an appeal, then map production for the entire county stops until the appeal is resolved.  Most 
protests are handled during final map production.  All affected communities then receive a letter from 
FEMA informing them that the maps will be final in six months.  By the end of the six months, each 
community must update or replace its local law for flood damage prevention to adopt the new maps and 
to enforce floodplain development standards at least as stringent as those contained in FEMA’s 
regulations.  DEC works closely with communities to update their local laws, including distribution of a 
model local law and optional more restrictive standards to further reduce flood risk.  From preliminary 
map to final map takes about a year. 
 

County 

Preliminary 
Maps 
Issued 

Final Map 
Date 

Orange 6/29/07 Aug. 2009 
Suffolk 9/4/2008 Sept. 2009 
Nassau  6/2/2008 Sept. 2009 

Ulster (Part) 9/29/07 Sept. 2009 
Onondaga 6/30/2008 Feb. 2010 

Dutchess 8/22/2008 March 2010 
Cortland 4/23/2008 Feb. 2010 
Niagara 10/1/2008   
Sullivan 5/15/2009   

Chenango 7/30/2009   
Delaware 8/1/2009   

Tioga 9/30/2009   
Erie 

Remainder 9/30/2009   
Broome 9/30/2009   
Otsego 9/30/2009   

Putnam 9/30/2009   
Schenectady 9/30/2009   
Montgomery 10/31/2009   

Rockland 12/11/2009   
Herkimer  10/31/2009   

Albany 12/14/2009   
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By the end of 2009, 28 of the state’s counties, counting New York City as one entity, will have 
preliminary or final digitized flood risk maps, leaving 30 counties to be done.  However, those completed 
or preliminary maps represent nearly 90% of the state’s population.  Much remains to be done, not only to 
provide digital flood risk maps for the rest of the state, but to restudy many miles of streams and 
shorelines that did not receive new studies during the first round of map modernization. 
 
FEMA is entering a new phase that they call Risk MAP.  MAP stands for Mapping, Assessment and 
Planning.  FEMA is planning to better integrate floodplain mapping with risk assessment, analysis and 
hazard planning.  They also intend to focus new or revised mapping on the areas of greatest risk.  In 2010, 
FEMA expects to begin the effort of restudying the Great Lakes shorelines, though other mapping work 
will also get done.  Meanwhile, if you are in one of the counties listed above, be on the lookout for your 
new flood risk maps and related mapping meetings. 

 
 
Agriculture Secretary Vilsack Announces $45 Million for Rehabilitating Flood 

Control Structures 
Recovery Act Projects to Protect Public and Property Nationwide 

 
Reprinted with additions from USDA Newsroom Press Release No. 0088.09 
  

  

WASHINGTON, April 6, 2009 - Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack announced today that the US 
Department of Agriculture is distributing $45 million in Recovery Act funds to rehabilitate aging flood 
control structures nationwide. These projects will help revitalize dams and rural economies by creating 
jobs and supporting local businesses that supply needed products and services.  
 
"President Obama is committed to strengthening much-needed infrastructure in rural communities and 
this support will enhance water quality, create more dependable water supplies and decrease soil erosion 
across the country," Vilsack said. "This is good news for America's environment and economy."  
 
There are many dams and other important flood control structures across the country that are in a race 
against time when it comes to their ability to protect people and property from flooding. USDA's Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) will deliver this assistance through its Watershed Rehabilitation 
Program and direct the funding toward the most cost-effective projects where there is the greatest risk of 
infrastructure failure and threat to life and property. State and local sponsors will provide 35 percent of 
the funding for their projects.  
 
Projects to be constructed in New York State include: 

·  Little Choconut Creek Flood Control Dam Site 2 Rehabilitation Project located in Broome 
County with a cost of $344,000.  The work includes rehabilitating the site in order to extend the 
useful life of the structure and meet current dam safety criteria.  Planned work includes sediment 
removal from behind the dam and increasing the height of the auxiliary spillway.  (Federal 
Register/Volume 73, No. 161/ Tuesday August 19, 2008 /Notices) 

·  Conewango Creek Watershed Site 3 dam rehabilitation project located in Chautauqua County 
with a cost of $1,200,000 will protect 80 homes and several commercial properties in the Town 
of Ellington and the Village of Ellington from flooding. 

·  Conewango Watershed Site 6 dam rehabilitation project located in Chautauqua County with a 
cost of $1,200,000 protects 150 residents and over 10 private, public and industrial 
establishments in the Town and Village of Cherry Creek from flooding.  

 
Information about USDA's efforts regarding the Recovery Act is available at www.usda.gov/recovery.  
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Floodplain Easement Selections Through Recovery Act Funding 
Builds on USDA Efforts to Create Jobs, Help Rural Communities 

and Conserve Natural Resources 
 
Reprinted from USDA Newsroom 
 
TERRE HAUTE, Ind., June 2, 2009 – Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack today selected 289 applications 
for the first national sign-up for floodplain easements under the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act (ARRA) of 2009.  The easements will cover more than 36,000 acres of land in 36 states.  
 
"The floodplain easements made possible through the Recovery Act generated tremendous interest and 
response from across the country, which underscores the need to restore flood-prone areas to their natural 
state," said Vilsack.  "We are working to create jobs and ensure the most effective use of the funds by 
enrolling land with the greatest benefit to protect against future floods, improve water quality, enhance 
wildlife habitat and reduce the need for future disaster assistance."  
 
"For example, a 490-acre project area involving three easements along the Wabash River in Indiana will 
convert cropland damaged by flooding and erosion to permanent native vegetation," Vilsack said.  "In 
addition to reducing flood damage to the floodplain, these restoration activities will protect the habitats of 
two state-listed threatened and endangered species, increase available carbon sequestration, restore 
riparian habitats and reduce commodity payments on 260 acres of cropland."  
 
USDA received $145 million in the ARRA to acquire floodplain easements and restore the land to its 
natural state while helping maintain jobs in rural America.  
 
The Emergency Watershed Protection (EWP) Program's floodplain easement component allows USDA's 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) to acquire permanent easements on private land, or 
certain land owned by units of state and local governments, that have been damaged by flooding at least 
once in the last 12 months or twice in the past 10 years.  Once the easements have been established, 
NRCS will fund conservation work necessary to restore the land to its natural state.  
 
Restoring floodplains to a natural state ensures they function properly – conserving and improving fish 
and wildlife habitat, water quality, flood water retention, ground water recharge, and open space; reducing 
long-term federal disaster assistance; and safeguarding lives and property from floods, drought, and 
erosion.  Landowners retain several rights to the property, including quiet enjoyment, control of public 
access, and undeveloped recreational use such as hunting and fishing.  
 
During this ARRA floodplain easement sign-up, USDA received more than 4,200 applications, totaling 
over $1.4 billion and representing 479,000 acres of flood-prone land in 47 states and territories.  All 
applications were submitted voluntarily and were rigorously screened to ensure they met specific criteria 
before selection, such as the impact and connectivity of streams and floodplains, their proximity to 
wetlands and wildlife habitat, and the likelihood of generating jobs through restoration activities.  These 
activities include, but are not limited to, removal of structures that impede or alter water flow; re-
establishing natural vegetation; and restoring fish migration routes.   
 
Funding provided through the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 is part of the Obama 
Administration's plans to modernize the nation's infrastructure, jumpstart the economy, and create jobs.  
For more information, visit www.recovery.gov. To learn more about your eligibility for USDA projects 
underway through the Recovery Act, go to www.usda.gov. 
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Local Floodplain Administrators Face Uncertainty 
Along the Lake Ontario Shoreline 

 
By Paul Czapranski, NYSFSMA Region 8 Director  
 
As the Region 8 Director for NYSFSMA, I was encouraged to write an article about the potential 
adoption of a coastal flood zone designation for the south shore of Lake Ontario and some of the unique 
hazards the lake presents.  As I started I was thrown a bit off task and decided to center on the current 
challenges faced by municipal floodplain administrators in New York State, who must create and 
implement effective local development policy along the Lake Ontario shoreline. 
 
The task of developing a coherent future-looking local policy is somewhat daunting.  Operationally we 
are able to meet minimum legal standards when we use the results of the recent Map Modernization/ 
FIRM project to regulate floodplain development, but we do so with a growing uncertainty in the face of 
2 variables.   
 

The first unknown is the regulatory impact of a pending modification of the floodplain designation 
for the near shore lands of Lake Ontario and its embayments.  The proposed approach is to shift 
from an AE zone classification to a Coastal Flood Zone, or more likely a modified VE, to recognize 
the velocity hazard of wave action, and the impact damage potential of waterborne debris.  

 
The second and related uncertainty arises from the pending modifications to the management plan 
for the regulation of the levels of Lake Ontario.  The adoption of a new water level management 
plan is a pending International Agreement or Treaty issue.   

Water levels on Lake Ontario are determined by the quantities of rain and snow from its own basin, 
combined with the basin contributions to the other Great Lakes, which drain into Lake Ontario.  Although 
man cannot control the natural contribution of rain and snowmelt, we can and do influence the water level 
by regulating the outflows along St. Lawrence River through the Moses-Saunders Dams at Cornwall and 
Massena. 

The rate of discharge at the dams is currently guided by a set of written rules adopted by the two federal 
governments and called Plan 1958-D.  The International St. Lawrence River Board of Control makes 
decisions on the rate of release in accordance with that 50-year old plan.  Before 1960, when the 1958-D 
plan was implemented, the St. Lawrence River flowed naturally and the Lake Ontario shoreline flooded 
regularly.  Historical information indicates that before the seaway project gave man the ability to 
influence the levels of Lake Ontario, seasonal water levels differed by as much as 6 feet.  In the “dust- 
bowl” era the lake levels dropped so much that water retreated from entire bays leaving marinas of that 
period high and dry. 

An agreement between the United States and Canada that took effect in the late 1950s limited the lake 
elevation range to approximately 4 feet.  This created an environment of certainty that stimulated major 
economic development along the waterfront.  To sample the level of investment we need only to look 
back to 1997, when the International Joint Commission (IJC) Control Board convened a roundtable 
discussion of damage assessments related to the high water events of 1993.  At that roundtable, the 
Monroe County Emergency Management Office (my county) reported that the 1997 assessed valuation 
along the county’s 36 miles of shoreline, exceeded $86 billion.  

From an IJC report on the results of the Great Lakes Coastal Infrastructure Scoping Workshop of October 
2007, arose a chart that demonstrated for the first time the projected 1% probability of high water level 
'exceedence' and related that chance of occurrence to both the 1958 –D governance plan, and various new 
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lake level management plans under consideration.  The 1958-D plan indicates that the high water 1% 
event is 248 feet (IGLD 1985), and the likely new management plan, referred as plan B+, indicates in 
excess of a 248.5 feet (IGLD 1985) elevation for the 1% high water event. 

FEMA’s recent MAP-MOD effort has generated new Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) delineations 
that are assumed to be related to the objectives and limits of the current lake level management plan.  
Land now identified as marginally outside the SFHA, is likely to be developed in a manner inconsistent 
with the principles which would guide development in the regulated floodplain. 

For each municipal regulator, the quandary comes when a proposed development arises for a near-shore 
property that is barely removed from an adjacent SFHA by topography/elevation.  Literature review of 
material on the web and IJC publications about the likelihood of an agreement between nations that would 
cause increased lake levels, coupled with the potential regulatory impact of a modified Coastal VE 
designation for the Lake Ontario shoreline, should give the local floodplain administrator pause.  All 
things considered, it would appear possible in the future to see an increase in the identified regulatory 
flood elevation, and therefore an expansion of the coastal areas mapped as SFHA. 

Without enforceable regulations, the local permit administrator can only try to persuade a developer to 
follow floodplain regulations in near-SFHA areas, as a protection against the financial implications of an 
expansion of the identified at-risk areas.  The degree of elevation protection may only be estimated by 
assessing and interpolating the possible projected lake elevations from the various published authoritative 
studies.  In our community, we have taken this counseling approach and have been successful to date in 
discouraging below grade construction below the FEMA identified base flood elevation for properties 
adjacent to the identified SFHA.  We would encourage other lakeside communities to consider the same 
approach until we all have a greater understanding of the treaty impacts and the possible changes to the 
flood zone designations. 

There are other considerations that are equally important in the approval of development proposals, such 
as increased erosion losses.  It is important to understand the potential for recession over the expected life 
of a building when placing a structure near the shoreline.  The mean high water mark used for permit 
determinations under the Protection of Waters Regulations (NYCRR 608) is identified as 247.3 feet 
IGLD (Corps of Engineers determinations based on 1985 International Great Lakes Datum).  Events that 
exceed this mean high water lake level result in accelerated shoreline erosion.  Above this level many 
lakeshore residents lose property, infrastructure does not perform as intended, and in the past has resulted 
in such emergency actions as the closing of lakeside state parks (Hamlin Beach, April 1993). 

It remains to be seen if the agreement between the two nations will result in an increased elevation of the 
1% chance flood, and if the adoption of a coastal designation will influence the critical elevations in a 
manner that expands the SFHA area.  Oddly, there has been little discussion in the literature about 
reparation mechanism(s) to be included in the treaty/agreement.  One would think that if a decision is 
reached adopting a lake level management plan that increases exposure for some, there would be 
provisions to make whole any public and private entities that would be disadvantaged.   

In the intervening time, lakeside floodplain administrators should study the available technical material 
and seek guidance from their NYSDEC Regional Office in order to estimate and understand any potential 
impact on their communities and strive to encourage a built environment that will be free from 
unnecessary risk of hazard.  Today is another day without simple solutions for those of us on the shore. 
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Rural Stormwater Coalition 
Promoting:  “Slow It Down; Spread It Out; Soak It I n” 
 
By Diane Fiorentino and Janet Thigpen, CFM 
 
Drainage and other stormwater problems aren’t confined to urban centers.   Rural areas may be spared 
from the stormwater program requirements imposed on their urban neighbors (through the MS4 program), 
but they aren’t spared from the impacts of poorly managed runoff from development, road management, 
timber harvesting, resource extraction, and other activities.  The Rural Stormwater Coalition of Chemung, 
Schuyler, and Steuben Counties was established in December 2007 to tackle drainage problems in a 
manner suited to the issues and capacities of rural communities.  Coalition partners include the three 
county Soil & Water Conservation Districts, Water Quality Coordinating Committee members, Chemung 
County Stormwater Coalition, and Southern Tier Central Regional Planning and Development Board. 
  
The Coalition’s first project was to conduct four workshops for municipal staff, elected officials, and 
planning boards.  The objective was to provide them with information about the State Construction 
Permit so they can provide developers with accurate information and promote compliance with state 
stormwater management requirements.  Each municipality in the region was given a “stormwater 
toolbox” with resources about the construction permit, building code requirements, stormwater outreach 
materials, and other information.   
 
The Coalition also produced a Water Quality Resident Survey to assess the public’s priorities and 
concerns regarding water resource issues.  Over 200 surveys have been completed.   
 
Utilizing the NYSDEC 4–hour course in erosion and sediment control, the coalition coordinated six 
workshops, training approximately 150 contractors.   
 
With funding from a FL-LOWPA Special Projects Grant, the coalition is promoting improved 
management of runoff from home sites.  More than 150 rain barrels have been distributed to homeowners 
throughout the 3-county region.  Each county is building a rain garden demonstration area; educational 

signs about rain gardens are 
being developed.  The 
Coalition has presented 
workshops about reducing the 
volume and velocity of 
stormwater runoff from 
residential sites.  Rain garden 
sites and the rain barrel 
program will be added to the 
Southern Tier Central Low-
Impact Development Sampler 
(a booklet documenting local 
examples of Low Impact 
Development projects).  The 
Coalition has also developed 
an informational brochure for 
homeowners and is working on 
standards for rural driveways. 
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Gauge Funding Update 
 

By Janet Thigpen, CFM 
Chair, NYSFSMA Public Policy Committee 
 
In spite of tight budgets, government agencies and other partners have secured additional funding for 
continued operation of priority stream gauges in New York.  Data from these gauges are essential for 
flood risk mapping, flood warning, flood mitigation, and other purposes.  Earlier this year, 54 of the 310 
gauges in New York were threatened with discontinuation due to insufficient funding.   That list has now 
been reduced to 24 gauges and no longer includes any stations utilized by the National Weather Service 
for flood forecasting (http://waterdata.usgs.gov/ny/nwis/rt).   
 
The Association is grateful to the many organizations 
(federal, state, local, regional, and private) that provide 
financial support for continued operation of the US 
Geological Survey stream gauge system.  However, the 
repeated pattern of funding threats followed by 
scrambling to secure the needed resources is an inefficient 
way to run the program.  The NYSFSMA will continue to 
advocate for permanent funding through a single agency 
for priority gauges in the nationwide system. 

 
 

 
 

Calendar of Upcoming Events, Conferences and  
Training Opportunities 

 
 

Date 
 

Event 
 

Sponsor 
 

Information 
August 10 Post Disaster Flood Responsibilities 

for Community Officials 
Dryden, NY 

Southern Tier Building 
Officials Association 

Kevin W. Ezell 
607-844-8888, ext. 214 

August 10 Site Design for Enhancing 
Floodplain Functions and 
Stormwater Management 

Dryden, NY 

Southern Tier Building 
Officials Association 

Kevin W. Ezell 
607-844-8888, ext. 214 

September 
21-23 

NYSFSMA Annual Meeting and 
Conference 
Latham, NY 

NYS Floodplain and 
Stormwater Managers 

Association 

William Nechamen 
518-402-8146 

wsnecham@gw.dec.state.ny.us 
October 5 NFIP Introductory Workshop  

Watertown, NY 
NYSDEC Jen Voss 

315-785-3144 

October 15 Southeast NY Stormwater 
Conference 

(includes 1-hour floodplain 
presentation) 
Beacon, NY 

Lower Hudson Coalition 
of Conservation Districts 

Brian Scoralick 
845-677-8011, ext. 3 

October 21 NFIP Introductory and Advanced 
Workshop 

Lindenhurst, NY 

NYSDEC Fred Lang 
631-702-1837 

October 31-
November 5 

Annual Meeting and Conference  
Orlando, Florida 

International Association 
of Emergency Managers 

http://www.iaem.com 
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New York State Floodplain and Stormwater Managers Association 
Membership Application 

 
Name:_____________________________Company/Agency:__________________________________
_ 
 
Phone Number:__________________________ Fax Number:__________________________________ 
 
Address:___________________________ City/State/Zip Code:_________________________________ 
 
County:__________________E-mail:________________________________ Total Enclosed:________ 
 
Please make your check or voucher out to:  New York State Floodplain and Stormwater Managers Association 
Mail to:  PO Box 1673, Albany, New York  12201-1673 
 

New York State Floodplain and Stormwater Managers Association 
                                   Membership Application     (http://ny.floods.org) 

Name:_____________________________Company/Agency:___________________________________ 
 
Phone Number:__________________________ Fax Number:__________________________________ 
 
Address:___________________________ City/State/Zip Code:_________________________________ 
 
County:__________________E-mail:________________________________ Total Enclosed:________ 
 
Please make your check or voucher out to:  New York State Floodplain and Stormwater Managers Association 
Mail to:  PO Box 1673, Albany, New York  12201-1673 
 
Type of Membership:  (attach additional names and contact information where appropriate) 
 
______ Individual – $30     _____ Associate Member – $250 

Business or individual engaged in products, materials or 
______ Student – $15       related services.  Non-voting classification.  Entitles 

members to mailings and other considerations.  
______ Organizational – $50  

Public, academic or not-for-profit group.    ______ Sponsoring Member  – $500 
Membership includes up to 10 individuals and  Business or individual engaged in products, materials or 
one vote.      related services.  Membership includes up to 10   

individuals with full voting rights.  Sponsoring  
______ Professional – $100      members will get appropriate recognition within the   

For-profit enterprise.  Membership includes up   organization.   
to 10 individuals and one vote. 

 
The New York State Floodplain and Stormwater Managers Association is a professional association dedicated to 
promoting effective floodplain and stormwater management as a means of reducing flood damage and protecting, 
restoring and enhancing water quality.   
 
What the Association Does:     Get Involved: (check committees of interest) 
  ®   Foster public awareness of sound floodplain and  
        stormwater management       ______ Public Policy Committee 
 
  ®   Promote the professional status of those involved in   ______ Conference Planning Committee 
        floodplain and stormwater management 

______ Newsletter Committee 
  ®   Provide educational opportunities and a way to share 
        general and technical information    ______ Website Committee 
 
  ®   Keep people appraised of and involved with state and   ______ Outreach & Education Committee 
        federal activities related to floodplain and stormwater 
        management        ______ Other (please specify) 
 
  ®  Promote coordination and cooperation between the various 
       organizations active in floodplain and stormwater management 
       
Who Should Join?  Everyone involved in floodplain management, stormwater management, and/or flood mitigation activities.  
Includes:  local officials, code enforcement and building officials, not-for-profits, students, faculty, insurance agents, lenders, 
realtors, businesses, planners, consultants, engineers, surveyors, architects, state and federal officials, etc.   
 
For more information, contact:   Janet Thigpen, Chair, 607-737-5271, JThigpen@co.chemung.ny.us 

Bill Nechamen, Executive Director, 518-402-8146, wsnecham@gw.dec.state.ny.us 


