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BECTOE Walers ied, aging infrastructure, Increasing
gogL lla't]of & urbanization
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=~ = structure 0.5 million people (Paterno vs CA, 2003)
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== Li'éb'ility for flood damages in Central Valley (Paterno vs
CA, 2003)
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® Should we stop
development In
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& |paccurate and outdated FEMA maps which
were developed for insurance purposes, not
for land use planning and disaster response
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e Are we prepared for climate change?
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S H00ds cannot always be prevented (residual
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= :_S?[ructural (keeping water away from people) vs.
~ non-structural methods (minimizing the damage
potential of floods)
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» Optimal protection level

Levee Height or Flood Probability
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— ‘Coordmate land-use and public safety by:
1. sharing liability for flood damages,
2

establishing urban and rural boundaries and protection
standards,

3. compensating rural areas for urban benefits,
4, planning for contingencies.
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= Flood protection system design codes (similar to
- building codes)

® Stricter building requirements, 2-story homes



> Cellifegqite as always floeded and always will

ahror_ms pay. fier fleod management or It
sl Pay. more for mismanagement

__,.-

Jme vihg Infrastructure alone will not eliminate
'c')od risks

.
ey

—

**-; Kcomblnatlon of approaches is needed

® Flood systems must provide land and water use
services for most years, not just flood years
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