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TABLE 6.10

Comparison of State and Local Elite Mean Opinions of the National Ficod Insurance
Program by State

State State Elite Mean Local Elite Mean Difference?
AL 1.63 (N = 16) 1.62 (N = 71) +.01
cA 1.57 (N = 21) 1.88 (N = 177} -.31
co 1.65 (N = 23) 1.68 (N = 104) -.03
cT 1.48 (N = 21) 1.48 (N = 64) .00
bL 2.00 (N = 22) 1.56 (N = 1B) ot
FL 1.646 (N = 22) 1.76 (N - 194) -.10
IL 1.60 (N = 20 1.93 (N = 70) -.33
LA 1.56 (N = 1§) 1.50 (N = 96) +.08
MA 1.36 (N = 22) 1.58 (N = 78) -.22
Mo 1.82 (N = 22) 205 (d=116) -.23
N 1.35 (N = 20) 1.73 (N = 40) -.38%
NJ 1.64 (¥ = 23) 1.26 (N = 54) +.18
NY 1.05 (N = 21) 1.5 {N = 75) —.o*
NC 136 (N = 22) 1.68 (N = 60) -.32*
oK 2,00 (N = 21) 1.59 (N = &1) a1
PA 113 (N = 24) 1.35 (N = 133) -.22
sc 1.75 (N = 24) 1.6 (N =72} + 11
X 1.80 (N = 25) 1.80 (N = 183) .00
uT 2,06 (4= 24) 1.1 (N = 32) +.23
VA 1.56 (N = 24) 1.55 (N = 36) -.01

3State elite mean opinion minus the local elite mean opinion.

*k
Staristically significant at Alpha = .10,

different circumstances, perhaps surrounding the specific experiences of
local communities with the NFIP program and its provisions.

THE REACTIONS OF LOCAL ELITES

The targets of the NFIP are local commununies At a very general level,
most local elites in our 100 communities either *'strongly favor” (49.1%) or
“somewhat favor’” (38 6%) NFIP. Only 7.9% were “somewhat opposed,”
and 4.4% were "'strongly opposed.” Therefore, as among state elites, local
elites are generally quite favorable toward the NFIP

The Reactions of Local Elites
Awareness of the NFIP

How knowledgeable are local elites about NFIP? In order 10 deal with this
issue, the loca! elites were asked if they had heard of the NFiP, if their
community had been notified by the Federal Insurance Administration that it
was eligible to participate, and if their community was currently participat-
ing 1n the program. Table 6.11 presents our findings, Only 10.9% had not
heard anything about the NFIP; knowledgeability varies according to pro-

TABLE 6.11

Local Elite Awareness of NFIP by Community Status in NFIP Program

1. "Have you heard anyching about the Federal {.overpment's Flood Insur-
ance Program?"

Eomnunity Status Yes No or Don't Know N
Those living {in communities 5% 5% € 251}
not yet in the NFIP

Those living in communities 90% 10 (L174)

in the emergency phase

Those living in communities
in the regular phase 95% 5% [ 406)

Total 89% 11% (1831)

2. "As far as you know, has {LPJ) been notified by the Federal Tnsurance
Adninistration that it has a flood hazard problem and is eligible to
participate ip the Flood Insurance Program®"

Not
Community Status Yes  No Don't Know Applicable® N
Those living in communities 69.3% B8.1% 12.6% 10% (1174)
in the emergency phase
Thoge living in communities BO.H% 2.0% 12,3% h. 9% { 406)
in the regular phase
Total T2 ¥ 6.5% 12.5% 8.7% (1580}

3. "le your community now participating in the program, or nor?"

Not
Communiry Status Yes No  Den't Know ﬁpplicableh N
Those llving in communities  $3.62% 5.5% 10.2% 30 Fx {1174
in the emergency phase
Those living in communities 72,4% L7 7.74 19 2% ( 40&)
in the regular phase
Total 58.4% 4.4 9.6% 27.77%  (1580)

?Those who had not heard of the program

hThnae who had naot leard of the program and those whn did not know that
their community had been notified
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gram phases. Some 95% of those living in communities in the regular phase,
and 90% of those living in communities in the emergency phase, had heard
of the program; among those from communities not yet in the program, only
75% had heard of the NFIP Regardless of phase, awareness of the NFIP
among local elites 15 relatively high.

Respondents are less knowledgeable about whether or not the community
has been notified by the Federal Insurance Administration that it is flood
prone and eligible to participate in the NFIP. Of those living in participating
communities, 72.3% knew that therr community had been notified: the

percentage 15 figher among elites from local political jurisdictions 1n the,

regular phase, lower among elites from communities in the emergency
phase (80.8% versus 69.3%).

More than 58% of the elites from participating communities were aware
of that participation; again, more elites from regular phase communities are
aware of this than are those froam communites in the emergency phase
{72.4% versus 53.6%). Overall, then, awareness of the NFIP in general, and
of the NFIP status of one’s community in particular, increases as a commu-
nity moves through the various program implementation stages The re-
mainder of our data deal only with respondents from the 82 participating
communities; our measure of awareness is whether respondents know that
their communities are participants.

In some states, local elites from participating communities exhibit very
low levels of awareness {Table 6.12). In five states, the majority of local elites
in all participating communities are not aware that their communities are
participating; these communities are in Massachusetts, California, Sduth
Carolina, Connecticut, and Illinois In some other states, 75% or more of the
local elites are aware of their communities’ NFIP participation.

Levels of awareness also vary sharply across the participating com-
munities, In two communtties, for example, all elites knew that their com-
munities were participating; yet, in one community that had been in the
program since 1974, only 1 of 19 respondents was aware of the commu-
nity’s status. What accounts for this widespread vanation? Table 6.13 shows
how community awareness correlates with other selected variables. Com-
munity awareness is determined by the percentage of respondents in a
community who knew that their community was participating. We find that
the higher the total general revenue of a community, the larger the 1970
population, and the higher the percentage unemployed, the lower the lcvel
of awareness. We also find that the higher the percentage of a community’s
labor force is employed in construction, the higher the percentage of houses
that are owner-occupied, and the greater the population growth of the
community from 1960 to 1970, the higher the level of awareness

Most of the disaster variables are significantly correlated with community

The Reactions of Local Elites

TABLE 6.12

Awareness of Community Status by State Among Local Elites Living in
Participating Communities

State FlA Region N % Aware % Unaware
Alabama v 53 64,2 35 8
Califorunia X 148 34.5 65.5
Colorado V1ii 82 73.2 6.5
Connect fcut 1 65 47,7 52.3
Delaware 1994 18 77.8 22.8
Florida Iv 193 537.0 43.0
1llinois v 64 48.4 5.6
Louiglana v1 98 74,5 255
Massachusetts I 82 25.6 i b
Missouri VIl 46 62.0 37.0
New Hampshire 1 42 76.2 21.8
New Jersey I 58 65.5 34 5
New York iI 78 60.3 39 7
North Carolina iv 37 64.9 35 1
Oklahoma VI 42 88.1 1.9
Pennsylvania IIf 138 75.4 4.6
South Carolina Iv 6] 47.6 2.4
Texas V1 177 55.9 44,1
Utah VIII 35 54.3 45,7
Virginia 111 61 62.% 377

awareness, especially those variables dealing with fleods. The mare serious
flooding or hurricanes are seen to be, the higher the probability of a return
flood, and the more consensus there is among commumty elites that the
community experienced a serious flood or hurricane within the fast 10 vears,
then the higher the level of community awareness Only two of the disaster
philosophy items correlate significantly with awareness, both rather weakly.
Awareness is highest i1n communiies with high levels of support for the
compulsory insurance approach and with low levels of support tor the post-
disaster relief approach



Original en
mal estado

6. Elite Appraisals of the NFIP

TABLE 6.13
Correlations of Overall Community Awareness With Sefected Community Variables

Scructural Veriables x P L]
1970 Popularion -.29 L0035 82
Grewth {1960-1970) .20 .037 80
Median Income .02 RS 717
X Houses Owner-cccupied .29 505 - 17
X Usemployed -.27 .008 7
X ip Coastruction .22 .028 77
Total General Revenue -.32 003 73
Medien Years of Education .04 NS 17
Digaster Variahles

Sericusness of Flooding .60 .000 82
Seriousness of Hurricanes iz .002 g2
Probability of Flood .63 .000 82
Probabilicy of Hurricane W15 KS 82
Community Flood Experience 49 -000 82
Community Hurricane Experience W31 .002 82
Opinion of NFIP -.25 .013 82

Awareness is positively and significantly correlated with support for the
pragram: The mare favorable the community is toward NFIP, the more
-are the community is of its status. Variation in awareness is aiso related to
) position {Table 6.14). The Taxpayers Association, police and fire chiefs,
ilding trades councils, lelevision station managers, and the League of
ymen Voters are least aware of their communities’ status in NFIP; planners
predictably the most aware, by a substantial margin. Other groups with
atively high levels of awareness include city managers, zoning officials,
ic works officials, Civil Defense members, Regional Alliance of Local
vernment {(RALG), flood contral officials, and Farmer's Horme Administra-
1 officials. Finally, awareness varies with disaster experience (Table 6.15).
ividuals who said that their community had experienced a serious flood
wrricane are most aware of their community’s status. Similarly, most
viduals who had personally experienced a flood or hurricane are also
re of their community’s participation.

Local Outlook: General Opinions of NFIP

titudes toward NFIP vary across the 100 communities in the sample.
average favorability of the least favorabile community among our sample

The Reactions of Local Elites

TABLE 6.14

Proportion Aware of Community’s Status in the Flood Insurance Program by Position®
(Local Elites)

Position Regularb N Emergenczb n Totalb LS
Mayor~Exec. 79% {14} 59% {54) 633 (68)
Managers 822 (11) B1% (32) 81% (43)
Legislators 163 (70) 53% (227) 587 (293)
Planning Off. - (20) 8% (55&) 81X (74)
Zoning Off. 922 (12) 65% (34) 2% (46)
Police-Fize 34% (38) 20% (108) 243" (146)
Public Works Off. 762 LN 77% {44) 76% {61)
Civil befense 651 (23) 73% (56) nx (76
Chamber ¢f Comm. B4AY (%) 0% (54} 447 (€5}
Red Cross 90% (20} 512 (57) 61% (77)
Taxpayers - (kY] 25% {20} 2 (23
League of Women 44% {18) kY (43) 6% (61}
Voters
Bldg. Trades Council 50% (16) 14z (39) 25% £53)
Bankers 76X (17) 59X (56) 63% (71
Real Estate BO% (20) 58X (52) 642 (72)
Hewspaper Editors 58% (19} 53% (59) 54% (78)
Homebuilders 62% (16) 52% (40) 557 (56)
TV Managers 69Y (13) 23 (35) 352 (48)
Reg. All. Loc, Govt. - (14) T2% (36) B8Oz (50)
Flood Control 3% (11) 81% (2n 79% (38}
Farmer's Home Admin. 891 (18} 67% (49) 3% (67)
TOTAL 722 (406) 542 (1174) 58% (1580)

aI!.espc:mdents living in communities which are in either the regular or emergency
phase of the program who have either not heard of the program, do not know
that their community has been notified by FIA or do not know that their com-
munity is participating in the program.

t’The columns present the percentage of the respondents in a given positfon whe

are aware of theilr community's status in the program and the total N represent-
ing the total number of respondents in a given position, of the respondents in
communities in the regular, and emergency phases and for the two, combined (in
the- column labelled, Total).

was 1.05 on our scale of 1-4; the highest was 3.00. This is a wider spread
than among the states.

Sixty-two of the communities in our sample are in the emergency phase of
the flood insurance program. An additional 20 are in the regular phase
Another 14 have been identified as flood prone. The remaining 4 have had
their flood-hazard areas identified by the Federal tnsurance Adnvnisteation
Ten of the 20 communities in the regular phase are among the top 25 mont
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TABLE 6.15

Disaster Experience and Awareness

"Thinking back over the last ten years, has (LPJ) experienced a flood that
you would congider to be a serious event®”

Yes ¥o

X Aware Th. b 49.8
% Unawars 5.6 50.2
100% « (566) {1000}

"Thinking back over the last ten years, has (LPJ} experienced a hurricane
that yuu would congider to be a serious evear?"

Yes No

% Aware 75.7 55 1
% Unaware 24.3 LUPS )
100% = (255) (1315}

"Have you ever personally experienced a flood, elither here or elsewhere?

tes No

X Aware 62.0 53.2
1 Unaware 38.0 46.8
1002 = (928) {652)

"Have you ever personally experienced a hurricane, either here or elsewhere’”

Yes Mo

I Aware 59.4 56.6
1 Unaware 40.6 43,4
100% =(1000) (580)

favorable communities; 10 of the 14 communities that are not 1n the pro-
gram but have been identified as flood prone are among the 25 least favor-
able. Table 6.16 shows the correfations between aggregate community fa-
vorability to NFIP and selected other community characteristics.

Across the 100 communities, we find that the more serious the community
rates flooding, the more they favor the flood insurance program; likewise,
the more serious a problem hurricanes are, the more the community tends to
favor the NFIP Simmlar effects are also shown for the esumated return prob-
abilities for floods and hurricanes, and for both personal and community
disaster experiences.

Three of the five disaster philosophy measures are significantly correlated
with attitude toward the NFIP at the local aggregate level The communities
most favorable 1o the NFIP tend to oppose the free-market and postdisaster

The Reactions of Local Elites

TABLE 6.16

Correlations of Community Average Opinions of the Flood Insurance Program with
Other Selected Community Characteristics (N = 100)

Independent Variaples T

*
Flood Seriousness -.26:‘
Hurricane Seriousness ~.36
Return Probability-Flood -t
Return Probability - Hurricane -
Fleod Experience - LPJ -.18*
Hurricane Experience - LPJ -.28*
Flood Experience - Personal 2
Hurricane Experience - Personal -.la!."
Free~Market - 45"
Structural Works =07 4
Land Use Controls 231
Insurance .07
Relief-Rehabilitation - 66"
Republican -.05
Economic Liberalism - 26::
Social Liberalism -.40
Pro-Government Regulations —.45::
Seriousness of "Too Little Growth” - 247
Population 1970 -.12“
Area .27
Age 1970 L2
Education - 19702 - 20%*
Manufacturing - 19707 -t
Income - 19702 - 3
% Owner Occupied 19702 S
% White Collar? -.27
% Builr After 19603 15,
Median Value - 19704 —'32.*
X Rural W4l
Construction - 1970 13
5BA Flood Home Loans - Dollar Damage 196G-1970 .08
5BA Flood Business Loans - Dollar Damage 1960-1970 -.12
$BA Hurricane - Home Leans Dellar Damage 1960-1970 - 16%
SBA Hurricane Business Loans Dollar Damage 1960-1970 - 177
Independent Variables T
Number of Flash Floods 1945-1971 -.19%*
Number of Flood Events 1945-1975 - 20**
Annual Damage from Hurricanes in Thousands -.10
Mortality Rate Per 10 Million Population from Hurricanes ~.11

a
N = 95 for these varlables which are not given In the census for
certain political units.

%
Statistically significant as Alpha = .05

"
Staristically mignificant a¢ Alpha = .10
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relief approaches and favor the land-use approach. Interestingly, favorability
toward compulsory hazards insurance does not predict favorability toward
the NFIP across these 100 communities. All measures of community
liberalism are significantly correlated with aggregate attitudes toward the
NFiP. The more liberal a community is on economic Issues, social issues,
and government regulations, the more it tends to favor the program.

Some of the census variables characterizing the communities in our sam-
ple are also significantly correlated wrth aggregate attitudes toward the NFIP.
The less favorable communities tend to be rural, have a high percentage of
owner-occupied homes, and are disproportionately lower on all measures of
aggregale socioeconomic status Finally, communities with the most exten-
sive prior disaster experiences also tend to be more favorable toward the
NFIP. This pattern obtains across seven of the eight indicators, although all
effects are moderate to weak.

Personal Variation in Opinions of the NFIP

Attitudes toward the NFIP vary by elite job position as well as by commu-
nity. In the predictable manner, Red Cross officials, planning and zoning
officials, mayors and city managers, the Regional Alliance of Local Gov-
ernments, and fire chiefs all are significantly more favorable toward the
NFIP than the average. The Chamber of Commerce, real estate representa-
tives, the HMomebuiiders Association, and the Taxpayers Association are sig-
nificantly less favorable.

Table 6.17 shows the regression of local elites’ attitudes toward the NFIP
on selected characteristics of elites. Overall, the model explains 16% of the
variance in opinons. Three disaster philosophy items are significant. The
more respondents oppose the free-market approach to disaster mitigation,

TABLE 6.17

Regression of Local Elites Opinions of the NFIP on Selected Characteristics of Local Elites
(N = 1490)

Independent Variables g: se
1. Disaster Philosophies®
Free-Matket Position -.140** .021
Structural Works -.0l3 Q21
Non-Structural Mitigation .038* 019
Razard Insurance L067** .020
. -.017 .020
2. Respondent's Pelitical Idegology
Republican -.011 D44
Economic Liberalism -.003 034
Secial Liberalism -.061** .027

{Continued)

The

Keactions o1 Local Liiees

TABLE 6.17 (Continued)

Pro-Governaent Regulatiecn
Seriousness of "Too Little Growth"

3. Personal Characteristics

5.

College-Educated
Years Residing in LPJ

Respondent's Disaster Experience

Hurricanes
Floods

Respondent's Rating of Seriousness

Hurricanes
Floods

C ity Disaster Experience

Hurricanes
Floods

Community NFIP Status

Regular Program
Not Participaring

Community Characteristics

Population 1970
Growth (1960-1970)
%2 Houses Ouwner—-Qccupied

Position Dummies®

Executives
Legislators
Buginess
Development

Media

Hazard Specialists
Supralocals
Appointed

Congtant = 2.05

N

A

= 1490

L110%*
.002

046
.003

.030
.012

. 008
Lot

-~ 142%*

024

.058
L2504

_9271031
.001
.o05™*

.018
.1l0
141
.182**
.102
094
.076
093

.030
007

046
G0l

.044
.04l

.013
.010

069
-051

050
.062

RYILL

.001
.002

.099
.082
090
.091
.095
.080
.079
.087

8Unstandardized regression coefficients,

b

For the exact wordings of these items, see pp., 4-6 to 4-7.

“position Groupa:

Executives = mayorg, city managers
Legislators = lJocal legislators

Business = Chamber of Commerce, taxpayers, bankers

Davelopment = Building trades, realtors, homebullders

Media = newspaper editors, television managers
Bazard Specialists = Civil Defense, Red Cross, Flood Control
Supralocals » League of Women Voters, Reglonal Alliance, Farmers’ Home

Administration

Appointed = police and fire and public works officials

Planners and Zoners = planning and zoning officials (the omitted category).

*Indicates scatistical significance Alphs = .0%

a*Indicatea statistical aignificance Alpha =

10
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the more favorable their opinions of the NFIP. Likewise, the more respon-
dents oppose nonstrutctural mitigation or hazards insurance, the less favor-
able their opinion of the NF{P.

Two items involving the respondent’s political 1declogy are also signifi-
cant. The more liberal respondents are with regard to social issues or gov-
ernment regulation, the more favorable they are toward the flood insurance
program. Also, the longer residents have resided in the community, the more
favorable they are to the NFIP. Only one disaster experience item was
significant: Respondents who state that their community experienced a seri-
ous hurrnicane have more favorable opinions toward the NFIP than do other
respondents. Alsa, the more seriousness respondents attribute to flooding,
the more favorable they are toward the NFIP,

Respondents from communities that are not yet participating 1 the NFIP
have less favorable opinions than those from emergency phase com-
munities. We also find that the larger the community and the greater the
percentage of houses that are owner-occupied, the less favorable the re-
spondent. Finally, as in the previous analyses, respondents representing real
estate and development interests are less enthusiastic about the NFIP than
are other respondents. in short, the correlates of favorability 1o the NFIP
among local elites are very similar to those shown previously for state ehtes.

Justification of Community Participation

Regardless of their opinions of the NFIP and its objectives, all respondents
who had heard of the flood insurance program were asked, “In your opin-
ion, does [Local political junsdiction] have a serious enough problem—at
Jeast in some areas—to justify participating in the Flood Insurance Program?
Seventy-eight percent said that their community did have a serious enough
problem; these respondents were, of course, more favorable to the NFIP.
The tendency to believe that the problem was serious enough to justify
participation also varted across elite job positions: Planners, zoners, and
hazards specialists are most hkely to say yes; respandents in the media,
business, or in real estate and development groups are most likely to say no
(Table 6.18). Also of some interest, respondents from regular phase com-
munities were more likely to feel that community participation was justified
{91 %) than were respondents in emergency phase communities (76%)

THE PROBLEMS, CONTROVERSIES, AND
FUTURE OF THE NFIP

Since its inception, the NFIP has received a fair ameount of publicity, a lot
of 1t bad and mest of u focusing on one or more of several implementation

The Problems, Controversies, and Future of the NFIP

TABLE 6.18"

Justification of Community Participation in the National Flood Insurance Program
by Local Elite Position

"In your opinion, does (LPJ) have a serious encugh
problem ~ at least in some areas - to justify par-

Groups® ticipating in the Flood Insurance Program?”

% Yes N
EXEC 79.5 117
LEG1S T4 4 289
PLZON 88.5 122
APPOINT 78.0 191
BUS 10.3 182
DEV 69.0 i74
MEDIA 66.9 130
HAZARD B3 4 211
SUPRALOC B4.3 191

l‘St—:e Table 6-17, Note o,

problems. Floodplain mapping has been especially vexing. For example, In
a letter to HUD, one insurance company complained about the “inordinate
amount of difficultes 1n obtaining maps of the Southern Caiifornia area for
distribution” and about the fact that "page 3 of the map for Imperial Beach
(California) was not of imperial Beach, but had printed on it portions of the
city of Milwaukee, Oregon.” The complaints with mapping are by no means
confined to those invaolved in implementing the program. 1n another letter to
HUD, a resident of Florissant, Missour stated, ' live in a house which is
located on a hill not near a major niver for at least five to ten miles. .. |
believed someone just glanced at a map and said the whole area needs flood
insurance.” Others complain about the consequences of having their prop-
erty designated as flood prone. A resident of Eimhurst, Hlinois wrote to HUD
about his frustration with the NFIP: “I cannot believe that a governmental
agency would go into a program hke this without some study or considera-
tion of the effects of what they are doing. They are hurting innocent people
through diminishing the valuation of their homes, and affecting the future
marketability of these homes ' (All matenal here is from FIA files )

How widespread are these and related problems? Respondents who saicl

that their communities were participating m the program were shown a hst
of 11 possible problems and asked whach, f amv had Been » paresbsteasy 1oy
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their communities, and if so, how serious the problem(s) had been. The
results are shown in Table 6.19 The problem most frequently cited was that
eligible homeowners were not interested in buying the insurance. Problems
with the maps were also frequently mentioned; they were either not detailed
enough or had too many errors and inaccuracies. The least frequently men-
tioned problem was that ongoing development projects had to be aban-
doned before completion. There is a predictable relationship between men-
tioning a problem and overall favoring the program: Mentioning a problem
and low favorability toward the NFiP were positively and significantly corre-
lated for 7 of the 11 problems. All 11 of the preblems questions are posi-

TABLE 6.19
Mean Opinion of the Flood inssirance Program by Problems With the Program®
Average Oplnion of NFIP Among Those
Who Replied
pROBLEM 2 "Yes'| “Yes" N "Ngh X
Property values fell 31 1.59 (269) 1.35 (588)
Development abandaned 12 174" (106) 1.56%  (785)
* *
FHBM had too many errors 45 1.76 (366) 1.45 (441)
*
FHBM not detailed enough 43 1.65“ (349) 1.53 (457)
Eligible howeowners not
interested 36 1.59 (424) 1.57 (336)
Program is a burden to X
administer 22 1.86 (188) 1.48 {667}
Program does not offer
enocugh coverage 24 1.47 (154) 1.5% (492}
insurance companies don't x »
understand the program 22 1.72 (149) 1.54 (523)
Homeownera complain about * *
the progtram 27 1.76 {229 1.48 (626)
There are too many ap-
peals and variances 33 1.58 (256) 1.56 (521)
Insurance costs are x .
excesaive 28 1.80 {224) 1.46 {568}

%2ach of these problems was in & series of queations which preceded the fol-
lowing remark: "Earlier you mentioned that (LPJ} is parricipating im the
Flocd Insyrance Program. Some communities have had good experiences with
the Flood Insurance Frogram, and others have had some problems. I am going
te resd you a list of some of the problemg communities have had with the
program. As I read each problem, please tell me whether or not this commu-
nity has ever had that problem with the Flood Insurance Program ..."

l’l’l.‘u',' the exact wording of these questions, see the fnterview schedule, ques-—

tions L3Ol to L3011, 4in Appendix A.

*
Statfatically significant at p < .05.

The Problems, Controversies, and Future of the NFIP

tively intercorrelated among themselves, with coefficients ranging from r
= .04 to r = .52, averaging r = +.17.

The average respondent in this sequence mentioned 3.76 prob.ems (Table
6.20). The average number of problems mentioned varies, rather predicta-
bly, by job position. Developers see the greatest number of problems, with
an average 5.58 problems mentioned, local chief executives see the fewest
£2.71 average). Of some possible interest, the average number of problems
mentioned was about the same in regular phase and emergency phase
communities (3.85 and 3.69 averages, respectively).

The hostility of real estate and development interests 1o the NFIP also
comes through on an item-by-itern analysis we performed. Indeed, for each
of the 11 problems, the percentage of respendents in those fields mentioning
it is above the overall average. For 9 of the 11, the developers show the
highest percentage of mentions of all elite groups. Respondents in real estale
and development were more lkely to mention problems of admimstrative
burden than were the planners who actually administer the program, and
they were more likely to mention problems with appeals and variances than
were the zoning officials who actually deal with appeals and variances.

Two of the 11 problems are more frequently mentioned in regular phase
than in emergency phase communities; these are the problems of ““too many

TABLE 6.20

Average Number of Problems with the Flood Insurance Program by Local
Elite Groups

s Average No, of Proplems

Groups with NFIF N
EXEC 2.71 80
LEGISL 3.38 177
PLZON 3.98 105
APPOINT 3.36 91
BUS 3.96 93
DEV 5.58 100
MEDLA 1.25 65
HAZARD 3.51 143
SUPRALOC 4.02 130
TOTAL 3.76 984

35ee Table 6-19, Note c.
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appeals and variances™ and ‘“‘ongoing development projects had to be
abandoned.” In contrast, the problem of insurance companies not under-
standing the program was more often mentioned in emergency phase than in
regular phase communities. There were no significant differences by partici-
pation status for the remaining 8 problems.

Respondents were also asked how serious these problems had been (1 =
very serious, 2 = somewhat serious, 3 = not serious at ali). On average,
most problems were viewed as being ‘“somewhat serious” (Table 6.21). The
most serious problem was that of flood-hazard maps not being detailed
enough (1.79 average), closely followed by other mapping problems (1.80
average); the least serious problem was that of homeowners complaining
about the program (2 06 average). The average seriousness attributed to
each problem did not vary significantly by elite position. Also, these prob-
lems were usually seen as rather more serious by respondents in regular
phase communities than by those 1n emergency phase communities

Aggregating the problem data over the 100 communities shows that the
intercorrelations among problems are substantially higher 1n the aggregated
data than in the individual data; that is, a community that has any one of
these problems is also likely to have all the others, not a favorable finding so

TABLE 6.21
The Mean Seriousness Ratings of Various Problems with The Flood Insurance
Program
Sericusness Ratinga
Problem X sd N

Property values fell 1.92 .523 266
Development abandoned 1.98 . 557 104
Flood Hazard Maps had tco many errors 1.80 676 364
Flood Hazard Maps not detailed enough 1.79 ,619 348
Eligible homeowners not interested 1.9% L6013 4l4
Program is a burden to administer 1.94 .539 188
Program does not offer enough

coverage 1.92 .571 154
Insurance companies don't undetrstand

the program 1.95 . 540 147
Homeowners complain about the program .06 . 609 228
There are too many appeals and

variances 1.98 .627 255
Ingurance costs are excessive 1 94 .631 220

aSeriousness rating ranged from 1 = very serious to 3 = not at all
serious
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far as the future of the NFIP is concerned Also of some interest, levels of
awareness of the community’s status within the program are highest in
communities reporting the most problems. Thus, a high level of awareness s
not necessarily a good sign for the NFIP, Also, aggregate favorability toward
the NFIP tends to decrease as the number of problems mentioned increases;
as one would expect.

The “Fairness’ of the NFIP

Local elites who saird that their community was participating in the pro-
gram were asked how fair they felt the NFIP was to vanous groups: 1o
homeowners who live on floodplains or seacoasts; to persons who own
undeveloped land on floodplains or seacoasts; to business and mdustnes
located in floodplain areas; and to local officials who have to administer the
plan. Farrness was measured on a 4-point scale {1 = very fair, 4 = very
unfair). The respondents felt that the program was most fair to the home-
owners (X = 1.67}; followed by business and industry (X = 1.84) and local
officials (X = 1.87); the program was felt to be least fair to landowners
(X = 1.96).

Table 6.22 shows the mean fairness ratings, by job position. Real estate
and development respondents have the highest scores in all four categones
They see the NFIP as unfair to everybody, but particularly to persons owning
undeveloped land in flood-hazard areas. In contrast, supralocal elites tend to
attribute more fairness to the NFIP than other elite groups do. Of some
additional interest, the attributed fairness of the NFIP was the same in both
emergency phase and regular phase communities, on all four indicators
Also, as one would expect. respondents who judge the NFIP as fair have
more favorable attitudes toward it than others

Controversy over the NFIP

Given the number and kinds of problems with the NFIP mentioned by our
respondents, it would follow that the program might be {or have been) a
source of controversy In many communities. We asked all respondents who
stated that therr commumty was parbcipanng, “Would you say that the
program, during its most controversial period, sparked much controversy,
some controversy, or no controversy at all?” Overall, approximately 50% ot
the respondents stated that the program had sparked at least some con-
troversy; 40.6% stated that the program sparked ““no controversy at all”’, and
9 1% stated that the NFIP had sparked “much controversy ™
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TABLE 6.22

The “Faimess”” of the Nationa! Flood Insurance Program By Loca! Elite Position

Fairness to

Gn:vupsa Homeownersb Landownersc Bus, & Im:l.“i Local Officials®
EXEC 1.60 (73) 1.93 (71) 179 (67) 1.70 (74}
LEGLS 1.66 {151} 1.92 (132) 1.89 (145) 1.89 (145)
PLZDN 1.74 (98) 1.87 {(96) 1.78 (96) 1.84 (l00)
APPOINT 1.80 (73 1.88 (72) 1.92 (1) 1.88 (69)
BUS 1.646 (85} 2.01 (76) 1.94 (82) 1.92 (75)
DEV 1.87 (93 2.55 (86) 2,17 (87) 2,10 (80)
MED1A 1.67 (52) 1.96 (4&) 1.82 (49) 1.86 (44}
HAZARD 1.60 (128) ' 1.90 (118) 1.71 (116) 1.79 (116)
SUPRALOC L.56 (1173 1.71 {111) 1,60 (111} 1.83 (117}

NOTE. The scale was 1 = very fair to 4 = very unfair

e groups are as follows:
EXEC - mayors, city managers
LEGIS - local legislacers
FLZON - planning and zoning cfficials
APPOINT - police, fire and public works officials
BUS - Chamber of (ommerce, taxpayers, bankers
DEV - Building trades. realtors, homebuilders
MEDIA - newspaper editors, televigsion managers
HAZARD - Civil Defense, Red Cross, Flood Control
SUPRALOC - League of Women Voters, Regional Allfance, Farmers' Home,

l"I‘he question was worded, "In your opinlon, does the Flood Insurance Program
appear 1o be verv fair, somewhat fair, somewhar unfair, or wvery unfair to each
of the following groups, Hemeowners who live on flood plains or seacoasts,

“persons who own underdeveloped land on [lood plains or seaceasts,
dBusinesses and 1ndustries that have huildings in the flood-prone areas,

®Local officials who have to administer the plan,

An examination of controversy ratings by elite groups shows us that most
elite groupings are within .05 points of the overall mean (Table 6,23} Pre-
dictably, realtors and developers see the NFIP as more controversial than
other elite groups (X = 2 09). Therefore, the group that found the most
problems with the program also tends to view the program as the most
controversial.

Respondents who said that the program had sparked “*much’” or “‘some’’
controversy were asked which, if any, of a hst of potential opponents of the
program had, in fact, been opposed to the NFIP in their community (Table
6.24). Developers were by far the most often cited group of opponents
(mentioned by 59%). They were followed by homeowners (34%), city offi-
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TABLE 6.23

Mean Controversy Scores by Elite Group (Only Local Elites Who Stated that Their
Commurity was Participating)

Was [GROUP] oppused to NFIP?

Yes No bK ]
Real Estate 2.1 56,4 16.3 563
Local Industry 18.3 66.0 15.7 562
Retail Businesses 12.4 1.6 16.0 563
Insurance Agents 14,4 67.5 - 18.1 563
Land Developers 59,4 37.8 9.8 563
Homgowners 33.9 56.7 9.4 564
Farmers 12.8 68,4 18.8 538
Construction Firms 25.7 59 0 15.3 561
City Officials 30.5 61.7 7.8 561
Conservationists 8.2 77.4 14.4 563
Construction Unions 11.7 66.1 22.2 555
Newspapers 11.0 74.8 14.2 563
Chamber of Commerce 13.7 72.7 14.6 560
Banky 13}.9 1.2 14.9 563

cials (30%), the local reat estate firms (29%), and construction firms (26%).
The least-cited group of opponents were local conservationist groups (men-
tioned as opponents by 8%).

We performed a detailed analysis of responses to the “who opposed
NFIP?* sequence by elite job positton that showed, interestingly, that real
tors and developers were consistently more likely than other respondents to
report that any given group haed been opposed to the NFIP. This obtained for
12 of the 14 groups asked about in the sequence. In short, realtors and
developers tend to see a lot of suppart for their position on the NFIP among
the various segments of the community—more support than is seen for their
position by any of the other elie groups. Local appointed officials cited the
fewest groups. Over the total sample, the average number of groups cited as
opposing NFIP was 1 64 groups (respondents were asked about 14 groups).
This low average shows that most of our respondents do not «ee a lot of
oppositton to the NFIP among those community groups. The average
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TABLE 6.24
Perceived Opposition of Groups to NFIP

GROUPS® Controversy Ratj.njh| N

EXEC Z.36 B0
LEGISL 2.37 173
PLZON 2.31 162
APPOINT 2,29 B7
BUS. 2.35 91
DEV. 2.9 97
MEDIA 2.29 63
HAZARD 2.37 137
SUPRALAC .32 123
TOTAL 2.32 953

%5ee Table 6-19, Note c.

t:'1 = much controversy; J = no tontroversy.

number of opposing groups mentioned, of course, did vary by respondents’
formal positions: Real estate and development interests cited the lafgest
number of opposing groups on average (X = 3.02); local appointed officials
cited the least number of groups on average (X = 1.08).

Aggregate Level Controversy over the NFIP

The amount of controversy touched off by the NFIP varies quite substan-
nally across the 82 sample commumties that are in either the regular or
emergency phases of the program. In two communities, for example, every
respondent who answered the question said that NFIP had sparked "'no
controversy at all.” At the other extreme, the mean leve! of perceived con-
troversy in Houston was 1.57—about mudway between “‘much’” and
“some’ controversy. What accounts for this city-by-city variation in the
contraversiality of NFIP?

Table 6.25 presents the zero-order correlations of mean aggregate con-
troversy scores with other selected community characteristics. The most
sinking finding is that all flood vartables are significantly correlated with
aggrepate mean controversy The more seriousness i< attributed 1o flooding,
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the higher the return probabiity of a flood, the more consensus about the
community having experienced a serious flood within the past 10 years, and
the more people in a community who have personally experienced a flood,
then the more controversy about the NFIP there is in the community NFIP
becomes more controversial as the salience of the community’s flood prab-
lem increases.

Only one disaster philosophy item was significantly correlated with mean
controversy scores at the aggregate level. The more the community, as a
whole, disagreed with the relief-rehabilitation approach to disaster mitiga-

TABLE 6.25

Zero-Order Correlations of Aggregate Controversy Means with Other Selected
Characteristics (N = 82, Only Those LPjs in the Emergency or Regular Phase of NFIP)

Independent Variables r N
Flood Sericugness Y 82
Hurricane Serf{ousness -.09,, 82
Return Probability - Flood —.47 82
Return Probability - Hurricane - 05, . 82
Flood Experience - LPJ -.35 82
Huyrricane Experlence - LPJ -.10, a2
Flood Experience - Personal -.28 B2
Hurricane Experience - Personal ~-.01 82
Free-Market -.19 82
Structural Works .03 82
Land Use Contrels J12 82
Insurance ., §2
Relief-Rehabilitation -.24 2z
’ W B
2 Republican -2 82
I Ovmner=Occupled -.20 77
X in Comstruction - 17 77
Population 1970 .003 82
Median Inceome 1970 -0 77
%1 Groups-Active Dis. Legisl. —.28“ 82
X Groups-Tupt. Dis. Legisl. -.04 32
% Groups-Favoer Land Use Control -.01 87
Z Groups-Support Environmeantal Concerns -.15 B2
Serious Enough Froblem - 27:: ¥4
Property Values =35 Bl
Development ~-.29 82
FHBM Too Many Errors -.14 81
FHBEM Not Detailed Enough -4 81
Homeowners Not Interested -.04, 82
Administering the Program --19,, 82
Coverage -.24 82
Ingurance Companies —.09** 81
Homeowners Complain R LN 2
Too Many Appeals and Vaylances _'[“"am 8z
Insurance Costs~Excessive -2 [
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tion, the more controversial the NFIP became. Also, the greater the percent-
age of Republicans, the greater the percentage of owner-occupied homes,
and the larger the number of groups or indlviduals active in disaster legisla-
tion in the community, the more controversial the NFIP became. Having had
problems with the program also increases the level of controversy; all coeffi-
cients are negative, and seven are statisticaily significant,

The Brighter Side

We have discussed respondents’ opinions concerning the problems and
controversies of the NFIP, but not their opinions regarding its accom-
plishments. Those who said their community was participating in the NFIP
were also asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement that,
“hameowners who live in flood-prone areas can now feel more secure that
flood damage will be cavered by insurance.’”” Over 90% of the respondents
agreed that this was true (Table 6.26); those agreeing, of course, have signif-
icantly more positive attitudes toward the NFIP. We also asked whether
respondents agreed or disagreed that ”’people who want to buy a home are
more conscious of flood risk hazards now that flood-prone areas have been
mapped.” A strong majority—70.2 % —agreed that this was true, and those
agreeing tended to have more favorable attitudes.

The data reveal some other bright spots as well. In discussions of the NFIP,
for exarmple, one often hears the complaint that areas identified as flood
prone by the Federal Insurance Administration “have never been flooded as
far back as anyone can remember.” We asked our respondents whether this
complaint had been voiced in their communities and found that 42% had
never heard the complaint, 36% had heard it ““once in a while,” and only
23% had heard it “frequently.”” We also asked whether each respondent felt
that the NFIP restrictions on building and development were “too strict,”
“too lenient,” or “about right.” About 67 % thought they were "“about right,”
and only 20% felt they were *'too strict,”

An analysis of these four questions by elite job position showed the by
now predictable pattern. Hazard specialists were most likely to feel that the
provisions of the NFIP were “too lenient.”” Respondems with careers in real
estate and development were most likely to disagree that prospective
homebuyers would now be more aware of flood hazard; they were riost
likely to have heard the complaint that flood-hazard areas had not been
flooded in receni memaory; and they were most likely to feel that the NFIP
provistons were 100 strict.” The consistency of their position on NFIP and
all of its components comes through in every data analysis,
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TABLE 6.26

Selected Views About What the National Flood Insurance Accomplishes
{Local Elites Only)

"The defenders of the Flood Insurance Program say that it has a num-
ber of good peints. For example, homeowners who live in flood prone
areas can now feel more secure that flood damages will be covered by
insurance. Do you agree or disagree with this statement?"

Agree Disagree 100% =
91.32 8.7% (941)

""People.who want to buy a home are more conscious of flood risk haz-
ards now that flood prone atreas have been mapped. Do you agree or
disagree with this statement?”

Agree Disagree 100% =
70.2% 29,8 (941)

"One criticism that has been made of the FLood lmsurance Program is
that places that have never been [looded as far back as anyone can
remember have been identified as flood hazard prome. Have vou heard
this erfvicism here in (LPJ) frequently, once in a while, or not st
alp?”
Heard Frequently Once in a While Not at All  100% =
22.8% 35.6% 41.6% (961)

"Do you think the Flood Insurance Program's current restrictions on
building and development im flood hazard areas are too strict, about
Tight, or too lenieat?"

Tog Strict About Right Too Lenient 1007 =
20.0% 67.5% 12.6% {851}

A final question in this sequence asked, “‘In the long run, let’s say over the
next twenty years, how much effect do you think the flood insurance pro-
gram will have an development and construction in flood hazard areas—a
very strong effect, some effect, or no effect at all?”” Over 31% of the respon-
dents anticipated that the NFIP would have “‘a very strong effect,” and
another 53.9% felt it would have at least “‘some effect.” Thus, only 14,5%
feel that the NFIP will have no efiect along these lines.

Table 6.27 shows mean perceived NFIP effectiveness scores by elite
groupings. The anticipation that the NFIP will prove effective in restricting
development in hazardous areas does not vary substantially across elite
groupings. Of particular interest, the real estale and development interests
are just as likely to feel that the NFIP will prove effective toward this end as
all other groups shown, contrary to what might have been predicied.
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TABLE 6.27
Perceived Effectiveness of the Floed Insurance Program By Local Elite
Groups
“In the long run, let's say over the next twenty
years, how much effect do you think the flood in-
surance program will have on development and con-
N struction in flood hazard areas in (LPJ) - a very
GROUPS strong effect, smome effect, or no effect at all?”
X N
EXEC 1.85 79
LEGISL 1.73 168
PLZON 1,78 105
APPOINT 1.87 86
BUS 1.97 93
DEV 1.75 98
MEDIA 1.0 62
HAZARD 1.87 142
SUPRALOC 1.84 128

%5ee Table 6-19, Note €.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The evidence presented in this chapter concerning the reception of the
NFIP at state and local levels supports the following general conclusions:

1. At the state level, virtually all elites have at least heard of the NFIP.
General opinion about the NFIP is highly favorable, although opinions about
the NFIP itself are substantially more favorable than are opinions toward the
global risk-mitigation policies 1t expresses (see Chapter 4.). In general, the
favorability of a respondent or of a state toward the NFIP increases with the
seripusness aftributed to water-borne hazard problems and with general
politicai outlooks favorabie to the concepts contained within the program.
As in previous analyses, respondents’ generahzed political views
{liberalism -conservatism) provide a good fix on their outlooks toward the
NFIP: Liberals support the program; conservatives tend to oppose it,

2. On all relevant indicators, state elites representing real-estate and de-
velopment interests are least favorably disposed toward the NFIP.

Summary and: Conclusions

3. In general, state elites are not very well informed about the status of
floodplain regulations in their states. Among those with enough information
to answer the question, however, the large majority believe that the NFIP has
not interfered with other statewide efforts to regulate the use of land in
potential flood-hazard areas.

4. In most of the sample states, state elites are somewhat more favcrable
toward the NFIP than are local elites, probably reflecting the increase in
seriousness of hazards problems at the state level.

5. The findings for local elites are similar to those for state elites for the
NFIP question sequence. As among state elites, most local elites had at least
heard of the NFIP at the ime of the survey, although their awareness of one’s
community’s participation in the program was generally lower than was that
of the state elites. In general, awareness of community participation 1s high-
est where the salience of the hazard problem is also highest.

6. Local elites are generally favorable toward the NFIP; as among the
state elites, more people favor the program per se than the specific nisk-
mitigation philosophies inherent in it Favorability toward the NFIP increases
with disaster seriousness, salience, and prior experince, but, interestingly,
tends to decrease as community socioeconomic status increases.

7. Real estate and development interests at the local level represent the
major opponents to the NFIP on all relevant indicators

8. Most respondents in most commumties feel that the community’s flood
problem is suffictent to justify participation in the program.

9. Most communities have experienced at least some problems in im-
plementing the NFIP. Local respondents mentioned an average of about 4 {(of
11 1otal possible) problems with the NFIP arising 1n the local community.
Problems with the maps are most frequently mentioned; problems with
abandoned development projects are least frequently mentioned. in general,
real estate and development interests mention more problems than other
respondents,

10. Most local respondents feel that the NFIP is fair to all groups affected
by it. The NFIP is seen as being most fair to homeowners living in hazardous
areas and least fair 1o owners of undeveloped land in these same areas.
Realtors and developers tend to see the NFIP as less fair than do other
respondents.

11 Our respondents do not consider the NFIP to be a highly controver-
sial issue. Forty percent say that it sparked ‘“no controversy at all” in the
community, and only 10% say 1t sparked ~“much controversy.”” Realtors and
developers see the NFIP as berng more controversial than do other respon-
dents.

12. The real estate and development mterests” opposition ta the NI 1
common knowledge throughout the conununibies, mogs ressprerrtadereris erveeny
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tioned these interests than mentioned any other single group as having been
opposed to the NFIP.

13 The NFIP tends to be most controversial in communities where the
seriousness, salience, and prior experience with flooding 1s highest. As
suggested in previous chapters, prior experience with disaster seems to in-
crease the stakes involved in any hazard-mitigation program, but does not
create a community consensus regarding which policies shouid be pursued.

14. Finally, despite the problems and controversies noted by our sample,
the large majority of the respondents feel that the NFIP has increased the
security of persons living 1n hazardous areas and has raised the level of
consciousness of flood risk within the community. Most respondents also
feel that the the NFIP restrictions on construction in flood-hazard areas are
~“about right’’; only 20% feel they are “too strict.”” Likewise, the large major-
ity feel that, in the long run, NFIP will be at least somewhat (or strongly)
effective in reducing development and construction in flood-hazard areas.



