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CHAPTER 3. FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND
FLOOD PROTECTION GOALS

The overarching goal of all RFPs must be “to protect against the loss of life and property” as set forth in
the Guidance Principles, 31 TAC §362.3. This includes the need to:

1. Identify and reduce the risk and impact to life and property that already exists, and
2. Avoid increasing or creating new flood risk by addressing future development within the areas
known to have existing or future flood risk.

The San Jacinto Regional Flood Planning Group (RFPG) was tasked with evaluating and recommending
floodplain management practices (Task 3A), flood mitigation needs (Task 3B), and flood protection goals
(Task 3C) within the region. This chapter describes the processes undertaken by the RFPG to achieve
these tasks and summarizes the outcomes of this effort.

Chapter 3.A. Evaluation and Recommendations on Floodplain

Management Practices

Floodplain management practices are crucial to accomplishing these objectives at regional and local
levels. Institutional support for floodplain management comes in multiple forms from the state and local
levels. Local institutional support includes adequate budgeting for the floodplain administration office,
general support from governing boards, and departmental support from local public works and finance
departments. Regional and state institutional support comes in the form of agency cooperation,
guidance and information sharing, technical guidance on complex matters, and general political support.
External professional support for floodplain management practices typically comes in the form of
professional engineers, surveyors, insurance professionals, environmental planners, and technicians.
These subject matter experts are often relied on to provide the technical materials and understanding
needed to properly complete floodplain development permit applications and execute their
requirements. The relative number and availability of qualified professionals play an important role in
the efficiency of regulatory compliance.

Floodplain management is defined in Title 31 Texas Administrative Code §361.10 as “the operation of an
overall program of corrective and preventative measures for reducing flood damage.” The nature and
implementation of floodplain management practices vary across the region. The following sections
provide a qualitative assessment of regional trends in existing floodplain management practices within
the San Jacinto region.

3.A.1. Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Existing floodplain management practices for regulatory entities within the region, specifically
municipalities and counties, were collected and assessed. For the purpose of this chapter, floodplain
management practices refer to the ordinances and regulations enacted by regulatory entities to manage
flooding in their respective communities. Floodplain management documents available via open-source
searches were first collected. Parallel to this effort, a web-based survey, detailed in Chapter 1, was sent
to the region to gather additional information. A high-level summary of existing floodplain management
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practices is included in Table 6 in Appendix 3A-1. Values for entities were classified as “Unknown” if
data were not provided through the survey or could not be found online. Figure 3-1 summarizes the
classification distribution of floodplain management practices for regulatory entities in the region.

4%

® None

46%
Low

® Moderate

m Strong

FIGURE 3-1: LEVEL OF FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) establishes Base Flood Elevations (BFEs) and
Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs) along rivers, creeks, and large tributaries that are shown on Flood
Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) and adopted by municipalities and counties. FIRMs define the geographic
area for which local floodplain regulations are applicable. They are developed by FEMA through a
discovery process that includes input from hydrologic and hydraulic analyses as well as local
stakeholders. The most important geographic zones defined on FIRMs are Special Flood Hazard Areas
(SFHAs), floodways, and, to a lesser extent, 0.2% ACE areas designated as shaded Zone X. Other
designations and zones are also defined on FIRMs, such as coastal zones and jurisdictional boundaries.
The geographic accuracy of zones defined on FIRMs, or the degree to which FIRMs accurately reflect
flood risk, is dependent on changes in land use or rainfall patterns after the published date.
Communities use the FIRM, BFE, and SFHA data in their floodplain permitting processes as a
requirement for participating in the NFIP. Insurance agents use FIRMs to determine if flood insurance is
required for a property. Flood insurance rates are determined for individual properties based on their
location in the SFHA.

To participate in the NFIP, a community must adopt minimum standards that are outlined in Title 44 of
the Code of Federal Regulations, 44 CFR § 60.3. Map 13 in Appendix 3A-2 demonstrates the widespread
coverage of floodplain management practices throughout the region that meet or exceed NFIP minimum
standards. NFIP participation allows residents of a community to purchase flood insurance and makes
the community eligible for disaster assistance following a flood event. FEMA maintains records of
community eligibility in a publicly available report, the Community Status Book, and suspends
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communities that fail to meet the minimum requirements. The Community Status Book, consulted on
July 27, 2026, indicated that all counties and the majority of municipalities within the San Jacinto region
actively participate in the NFIP. The one municipality listed as a non-participant in the Community Status
Book is the City of North Cleveland. It is also noted that the City of Plantersville, the City of Spring, and
The Woodlands Township are not listed in the Community Status Book.

Municipalities and counties have the authority to establish their own policies, standards, and practices
to manage land use and permitting within associated legal jurisdictions and when developed properties
utilize infrastructure that is owned and operated by these regulatory entities. Regulatory entities have
the responsibility and authority to permit development that is reasonably safe from flooding. They can
adopt and enforce standards higher than FEMA NFIP minimum standards to better protect people and
property from flooding. FEMA supports entities that choose to establish higher standards to better
protect life and property, which many entities throughout the San Jacinto region have implemented.

The ability and terms by which regulatory entities enforce floodplain ordinances or regulations are
typically codified in sections documenting specific penalties for noncompliance. Specific penalties
codified in adopted regulations imply an understanding of, preparation for, and support from local
officials, administrative boards, and code enforcement. A designation of “None” was assigned to entities
for which no data were obtained through the methods discussed below or that lacked a flood damage
prevention ordinance (FDPO).

3.A.1.a. Low Floodplain Management Practices

Entities were considered to have “low” floodplain management practices if current ordinances or
regulations met the minimum requirements per the NFIP. Approximately 14% of regulatory entities
within the Region have “low” floodplain management practices.

Floodplain management criteria for flood-prone areas and minimum requirements per Title 44 of the
Code of Federal Regulations, 44 CFR § 60.3, are listed at the end of this section and summarized below.

e Require permits for all proposed construction in the community to determine whether
construction is proposed within flood prone areas

e Review all permit applications to determine whether proposed building sites will be reasonably
safe from flooding:

o If a proposed building site is in a flood prone area, all new construction and substantial
improvements shall be designed to adequately prevent flotation or collapse and be
constructed with materials resistant to flood damage

e Review subdivision proposals to determine whether such a proposal will be reasonably safe from
flooding:

o If a subdivision proposal is in a flood prone area, any such proposal shall be reviewed to
ensure that all such proposals are consistent with the need to minimize flood damage
within the flood prone area and

= All public utilities and facilities, such as sewer, gas, electrical, and water systems
are located and constructed to minimize or eliminate flood damage;
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= Adequate drainage is provided to reduce exposure to flood hazards
e Adopt and enforce a FDPO

e Require new or substantially improved homes and manufactured homes to be elevated above
the BFE

e Require elevation certificates to ensure compliance

e Conduct field inspections, cite violations, resolve noncompliance issues, and consider and
manage variances

e Require within flood prone areas new and replacement water supply systems to be designed to
minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the system

e Require within flood prone areas new and replacement sanitary sewage systems to be designed
to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the systems and discharges from the
systems into flood waters and onsite waste disposal systems to be located to avoid impairment
to them or contamination from them during flood events

3.A.1.b. Moderate Floodplain Management Practices

Entities were designated as having a “moderate” level of floodplain management practices if current
regulations exceeded the minimum requirements of the NFIP. Some of these higher standards include
detention requirements, compensatory fill requirements in the 1.0% ACE regulatory floodplain, and
requirements that minimum finished floor elevations of new habitable structures exceed the BFE.

3.A.1.c. Strong Floodplain Management Practices

Entities were designated as having a “strong” level of floodplain management practices if the entity
currently regulated to the effective 0.2% ACE regulatory floodplain or had adopted NOAA Atlas 14
rainfall data. Most entities within the San Jacinto region fall within this category of floodplain
management practice.

Within the San Jacinto region, the effective 0.2% ACE rainfall is widely considered to be a proxy for the
Atlas 14 1.0% ACE rainfall. Approximately 46% of regulatory entities within the region have “strong”
floodplain management practices. Regulations implemented by these entities include requiring
compensatory floodplain fill mitigation for fill placed within the effective 0.2% ACE floodplain as well as
requiring that finished floor elevations of new habitable structures be built above the 0.2% ACE
floodplain elevation.

Regulatory entities with “strong” floodplain management practices have chosen to implement
regulations that go well beyond NFIP minimum requirements and demonstrate some of the strongest
floodplain management practices in the state.

3.A.1.d. Enforcement of Floodplain Management Practices

After the level of floodplain management practices was determined, the level of enforcement of those
floodplain management practices was analyzed. Entities with no designated floodplain management
practices or regulations were categorized as having a level of “None.” Entities were categorized as
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having “Low,” “Moderate,” and “High” levels of enforcement if they issue fines less than $500, equal to
$500, and greater than $500, respectively. Additionally, if entities utilize Section 1316 of the National
Flood Insurance Act of 1968, the level of enforcement was classified as “High.” Section 1316 of the
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 denies new flood insurance coverage for properties in violation of
floodplain regulations to limit use and development in flood-prone areas.

3.A.2. Impacts of Floodplain Management Practices on Population and
Property

Since the 1980s, communities in the San Jacinto region have incrementally improved floodplain and
development regulations. These regulations are targeted at new development; there is typically a delay
between when floodplain management practices are implemented and when the benefits of those
practices may be realized and quantified. An analysis of flooded structures within Harris County
occurred after Hurricane Harvey in August 2017. What was notable regarding the analysis was that,
although 75,000 homes were built in unincorporated Harris County since 2009, only 467, or 0.6% of
those 75,000 homes, flooded during Hurricane Harvey. The year 2009 was when HCFCD implemented
significant updates to its hydrologic and hydraulic analysis criteria, which improved the safety of
structures. None of the 467 flooded homes were substantially damaged. For context, it is estimated that
roughly 154,000 homes flooded within Harris County as a result of Hurricane Harvey, amounting to
between 9% and 12% of the total number of buildings in the county. Improved floodplain management
and development regulations have directly benefited communities within Harris County and the San
Jacinto region.

The implementation of floodplain management practices is the first line of defense to avoid increasing
flood risk or creating new flood risk and can yield significant returns on investment. A study by the
National Institute of Building Sciences published in 2019 concluded that investment in updating building
codes and improving development regulations can result in major savings, as much as $7 for every $1
invested, in avoided fatalities, damages, and other indirect costs associated with riverine flooding, such
as diverted resources required to facilitate the recovery process and interruption to business. Improving
floodplain management practices and elevating minimum standards within a region present some of the
lowest-cost, proactive solutions to protecting both existing and future populations from worsening flood
risk.

3.A.3. Recommendation of Minimum Floodplain Management
Standards

Task 3A requires the RFPG to “make recommendations regarding forward-looking floodplain
management and land use recommendations, and economic development practices and strategies, that
should be implemented by entities within the FPR.” The San Jacinto RFPG is required to consider the
possibility of recommending and/or adopting region-wide minimum standards, land use practices, or
economic development practices and strategies that should be implemented by flood-related
authorities to manage flood risk in the region. Recommending minimum standards encourages entities
with flood-related authority to implement standards that meet or exceed those minimum standards.
Adopting minimum standards requires entities to meet or exceed the minimum standards adopted by
the RFPG as a pre-requisite for Flood Management Strategies (FMSs), Flood Management Evaluations
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(FMEs), and Flood Mitigation Projects (FMPs) sponsored by that entity to be included in the RFP. Funding
programs administered by the TWDB will require that activities be recommended in the RFP to be
eligible for future financial assistance.

Due to already widespread active participation in the NFIP by communities within the San Jacinto region,
discussion on minimum standards was focused on higher standards. During the July 2025 Technical
Committee meeting, the committee agreed to propose five new recommended floodplain management
practices for discussion at the August 2025 San Jacinto RFPG meeting. During the August and September
2025 San Jacinto RFPG meetings, feedback was solicited on the existing and proposed recommended
floodplain management practices. Input from the RFPG at the April 2025 meeting centered on ensuring
that adequate flexibility was incorporated into the identified standards to allow entities to adopt
regulations that best suited both the needs of their community and their current staffing capabilities.
During the November 13, 2025, San Jacinto RFPG meeting, the San Jacinto RFPG voted to continue to
recommend three minimum standards, update five minimum standards from the first cycle, and
recommend five new minimum standards, for a total of 13 recommended minimum standards, all listed
in Table 3-1. If the San Jacinto RFPG had chosen to adopt standards, only entities that already have
regulations in place that meet or exceed those standards would be eligible for future funding through
programs administered by the TWDB. Therefore, the San Jacinto RFPG chose to recommend standards
as opposed to adopting them so as not to limit the funding eligibility of entities within the region.

TABLE 3-1: RECOMMENDED MINIMUM FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT STANDARDS

Recommended Definition

Minimum Standard

e All regulatory entities to implement ordinances that meet minimum requirements per the
NFIP

e Allregulatory entities to remain active NFIP participants in good standing

e All regulatory entities to participate in the Community Rating System (CRS) Program to
reduce flood insurance rate premiums across the region.

e Allregulatory entities to define a no adverse impact policy.

e The no adverse impact policy should be focused on preventing negative impacts. Evaluation
of impacts should be completed using best available hydrologic and hydraulic modeling,
where appropriate.

Participation in the
National Flood
Insurance Program
(NFIP)

Development of No
Adverse Impact
Policies
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Definition

All new habitable structures shall have a finished floor elevation established at or above or
waterproofed to the FEMA effective 0.2% ACE flood elevation as shown on effective FIRMs
except in areas designated as coastal flood zones.

Where regulatory mapping has been updated using Atlas 14 or newer rainfall data, all new
habitable structures shall have a finished floor elevation established at or above or
waterproofed to the FEMA effective 1.0% ACE flood elevation as shown on effective FIRMs
except in areas designated as coastal flood zones.

In areas designated as coastal flood zones, all new habitable structures shall have a finished
floor elevation established at or above or waterproofed to the FEMA effective 1.0% ACE
flood elevation as shown on effective FIRMS plus 1 foot of freeboard.

All new critical facilities shall have a finished floor elevation established at or above or
waterproofed to the FEMA effective 0.2% ACE flood elevation as shown on effective FIRMs
plus 2 feet of freeboard except in areas designated as coastal flood zones.

Where regulatory mapping has been updated using Atlas 14 or newer rainfall data, all new
critical facilities shall have a finished floor elevation established at or above or waterproofed
to the FEMA effective 1.0% ACE flood elevation as shown on effective FIRMs plus 2 feet of
freeboard except in areas designated as coastal flood zones.

In areas designated as coastal flood zones, all new critical facilities shall have a finished floor
elevation established at or above or waterproofed to the FEMA effective 1.0% ACE flood
elevation as shown on effective FIRMS plus 2 feet of freeboard.

Encourage Use of Best
Available Data

Utilize the latest rainfall data, NOAA Atlas 14 or newer rainfall data, when conducting new
analyses, designing drainage infrastructure, or developing regulations and criteria.

Compensatory
Storage Requirements
in the 1.0% ACE
Floodplain

Any reduction in floodplain storage or conveyance capacity within the 1.0% ACE regulatory

floodplain must be offset with a hydraulically equivalent (one-to-one) volume of mitigation

sufficient to offset the reduction, except in areas identified as coastal flood zones.

A full hydrologic and hydraulic analysis should be performed to demonstrate that floodplain
fill mitigation provided is sufficient.

Compensatory
Storage Requirements
in the 0.2% ACE
Floodplain

Any reduction in floodplain storage or conveyance capacity within the 0.2% ACE regulatory

floodplain must be offset with a hydraulically equivalent (one-to-one) volume of mitigation

sufficient to offset the reduction, except in areas identified as coastal flood zones.

A full hydrologic and hydraulic analysis should be performed to demonstrate that floodplain
fill mitigation provided is sufficient.

Development of
Detailed Hydrologic
and Hydraulic Analysis
Criteria/Requirements

All regulatory entities to develop hydrologic and hydraulic modeling criteria or requirements.
All regulatory entities to identify features of a proposed development that would warrant a
full hydrologic and hydraulic analysis.

Incentivizing the
Preservation of the
Floodplain

All regulatory entities to explore and develop systems for incentivizing the preservation of
the floodplain directly within the regulatory floodplain or within 100 feet of the banks of
unstudied streams.

Nature-Based
Solutions

All regulatory entities should adopt criteria for the design of nature-based solutions for
drainage infrastructure and stormwater quality management. TWDB’s nature-based
solutions guidance manual should be referenced when adopting criteria.

All regulatory entities should establish criteria that would require new construction to
incorporate, or at minimum consider, nature-based solutions in the design of drainage
infrastructure and mitigation.

REGION 6 SAN JACINTO

3-7




CHAPTER 3 - FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND FLOOD AUGUST 2026
PROTECTION GOALS

Recommended Definition
Minimum Standard
e All flood-related authorities who own and operate drainage infrastructure to create a
maintenance plan for those assets to manage and reduce future replacement costs.
Operations & e All flood-related authorities who own and operate drainage infrastructure to develop and
Maintenance maintain an asset management plan, including GIS dataset of assets, to support maintenance
of infrastructure. Datasets to leverage infrastructure toolkit that has been prepared by the

TWDB to improve the assessment of drainage infrastructure condition and functionality.

Property Acquisition | ® All regulatory entities should develop property acquisition programs for repetitive loss
Program structures.

Flood Warning System | e  All regulatory entities should develop flood warning systems for public awareness.

e Allregulatory entities should develop and maintain Hazard Mitigation Plans to help prepare
for, respond to, and recover from flood events and maximize funding eligibility for disaster
recovery funding.

Hazard Mitigation
Plan

Chapter 3.B. Flood Mitigation Needs Analysis

The Texas Water Development Board utilized Task 3B to conduct a high-level assessment of the San
Jacinto region with the goal of identifying areas with the greatest flood risk knowledge gaps and greatest
known flood risk and mitigation needs. Guidance from the TWDB Technical Guidelines for Regional Flood
Planning (Exhibit C) indicates that the gaps in flood risk information should be of “flood prone areas with
poorly defined or inadequate flood risk information to the extent that it would prevent the RFPG from
identifying potentially feasible FMSs and/or FMPs to mitigate flood risks.” The guidance for areas of
greatest flood risk indicates that ongoing and planned flood risk reduction projects with funding should
be considered when determining areas of greatest need. The results of Task 3B help guide the
subsequent Task 4A effort of identifying FMEs, FMPs, and FMSs. Table 3-2 provides a summary of the
Technical Guidelines factors that were identified in Exhibit C, as well as factors that were considered by
the Regional Flood Planning Group.

TABLE 3-2: TWDB GUIDANCE AND FACTORS CONSIDERED FOR THE NEEDS ANALYSIS
Guidance from TWDB ‘ Factors Considered by the RFPG

e  Existing Conditions and Future Conditions

e Areain the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain

e  Structures within 0.2% ACE floodplain

e Agricultural area within 0.2% ACE floodplain

e Quantity of roadway miles in the 0.2% ACE floodplain
e  Number of roadway stream crossings

e Number of critical facilities in 0.2% ACE floodplain

1. Areas most prone to flooding that
threatens life and property
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Factors Considered by the RFPG

2. The relative locations, extent and
performance of current floodplain
management and land use policies and
infrastructure located within the Flood
Planning Region

Community participation in National Flood Insurance Program
Presence of a city and/or county Drainage Criteria Manual
Presence of higher floodplain standards

Rating of higher floodplain standards

Level of enforcement

A community’s Community Rating System score

3. Areas with an emergency need

FEMA-designated Repetitive Loss/Severe Repetitive Loss structures
Critical facilities within the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain

Hurricane evacuation routes

Early warning flood monitoring gauges

Historical fatalities associated with floods

4. Existing modeling analyses and flood
risk mitigation plans

Presence of Master Drainage Plans, including watershed-wide Master
Drainage Plans and watershed planning studies
Presence of Hazard Mitigation Plans and year in which they were adopted

5. Previously identified and evaluated
flood mitigation projects

Previously evaluated flood mitigation efforts by watershed

6. Documentation of historic flooding
events

Number of FEMA claims
Claim property damage
FEMA disaster declarations

7. Previously implemented flood
mitigation projects

Number of active construction projects

8. Additional other factors deemed
relevant by RFPG

Social Vulnerability Index
Nighttime population density

9. Areas identified that do not have
adequate inundation mapping

10. Areas identified that lack hydrologic
and hydraulic (H&H) models

Age and level of detail of best available floodplain analysis

3.B.1. Process and Scoring Criteria

Task 3B utilized compiled data from Tasks 1 through 3A to conduct a geospatial assessment of the region
by assigning scoring based on calculated metrics associated with the factors listed in Table 3-2. The
geospatial assessment was performed at a HUC-12 watershed level of detail, which is consistent with
the minimum watershed size as specified in the Technical Guidelines. As watersheds are subdivided into
smaller watersheds, the number of digits used to identify them gets longer. The smallest unit of division
used to identify a watershed is 12 digits, also referred to as a HUC-12. The San Jacinto region has a total
of 109 HUC-12 watersheds, with an average size of 47 square miles. Due to the topography of the
region, the HUC-12 boundaries in the southern (coastal) zone of the region are much larger than those
in the northern part of the region. Four of the 109 HUC-12 boundaries have an average area of 220
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square miles, while the remaining 105 HUCs have an average area of 40 square miles. As a result, the
average HUC area is skewed, which will lead to uneven results in the distribution of flood risk and
knowledge gaps. To address this concern, the four large HUC-12 boundaries were divided further using
local watershed boundaries. The result was a total of 118 watersheds, with an average area of 68 square
miles.

Based on guidance from the RFPG, a total of ten data categories with 29 subcategories were used in the
geospatial assessment. A scoring system was determined for each data category based on the statistical
distribution of the data, with an effort made to evenly distribute the number of HUCs with each score
within a certain category to differentiate HUCs in the identification of higher need areas. The process for
the analysis was:

1. Selected datasets were intersected with HUC-12 watershed boundaries to quantify relevant
features within each HUC. For data evaluated at the entity level, values were aggregated to the
HUC-12 scale using an area-weighted method.

2. The resulting values were grouped into scoring ranges corresponding to scores from one to five.
Scoring ranges were defined such that a similar number of HUC-12 watersheds fell within each
score where feasible. In some cases, this resulted in broader scoring ranges to maintain a
relatively even distribution of HUCs across score values.

3. Each HUC-12 was assigned a score for each category or subcategory, where higher scores
indicate greater flood risk or larger knowledge gaps.

4. For categories with multiple subcategories, scores were averaged to obtain a category score for
each HUC-12.

5. Relevant categories were summed to create an overall score for each HUC in both the flood risk
and flood risk knowledge gap calculations based on the breakdown in Table 3-3.

TABLE 3-3: CATEGORY FACTORS FOR FLOOD RISK KNOWLEDGE GAPS AND KNOWN FLOOD RISK

Category Knowledge Gap Flood Risk Need

1 X
2 X
3 X
4 X
5 X
6 X
7 X
8 X

9&10 X
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Further documentation of the scoring methodology is provided in the sections below. The following
sections describe all factors used in the Task 3B assessment and explain how each category and
subcategory was scored. The objective of Task 3B is to evaluate the overall magnitude of need within
each HUC-12 watershed based on the collective presence of relevant factors, rather than to isolate the
relative contribution of individual categories. Therefore, no weighting factors were applied at the
category level, although weighting was applied within certain subcategories, as described below.

3.B.1.a. Areas Most Prone to Flooding that Threatens Life and Property (Category 1)

Compared to other flood planning regions, the San Jacinto region has more complete mapping coverage
based on more detailed and newer flood risk information. A significant remapping effort was
undertaken by the HCFCD, whose jurisdiction covers a significant portion of the region. Consideration
was given to both existing and future conditions for the determination of areas most prone to flooding
that threaten life and property. To calculate total points for this category, the points assigned based on
existing floodplain mapping were weighted at 70% while the points assigned based on future floodplain
mapping were weighted at 30%. Note that the depth of flooding was not modeled and therefore not
utilized for the analysis; instead, only floodplain extents or areas were utilized.

A total of six subcategories contributed to the total points for this category. Calculated metrics and
assigned points related to existing conditions were referred to as Category 1A while those related to
future conditions were referred to as Category 1B. Scoring criteria for this category is shown in For this
analysis, if a critical facility was located within the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain, it was counted as
flooded without consideration of structure elevation. Furthermore, no critical facility footprints were
added under future conditions; the existing critical facility footprints dataset was also used to determine
facility counts based on the future floodplain extents. Consideration of structure elevations could be
evaluated in future flood planning cycles.

Table 3-4, Existing Conditions, and Table 3-5, Future Conditions. The points from the six subcategories
were averaged to get the total scores for Categories 1A and 1B.

Areas Within the Floodplain

The total area within the existing and future 0.2% ACE floodplains was determined in Tasks 2A and 2B,
respectively. The total area within each 0.2% ACE floodplain was calculated for each HUC-12 and used to
assign points for this subcategory.

Number of Structures in the Floodplain

The building footprints dataset was provided by the TWDB on the Data Hub. This dataset was utilized in
Task 2A to determine the total number of buildings in the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain. A similar exercise
was performed to determine structures within the future 0.2% ACE floodplain by intersecting existing
structures with the future conditions floodplains delineated in Task 2B. For Task 3B, points were
assigned for this subcategory based on the count of existing buildings within the 0.2% ACE floodplain for
each HUC-12 watershed.

For this analysis, if a structure were located within the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain extent, it was
counted as flooded without consideration of the structure elevation. Furthermore, no additional
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building footprints were added under future conditions due to the challenge and time required to
determine the number and location of future buildings; thus, the existing building footprints dataset was
also used to determine structure count based on the future floodplain extents. Consideration of
structure elevations could be evaluated in future flood planning cycles.

Agricultural Areas

Agricultural areas have been defined for this task as land used for farming. The agricultural areas dataset
was provided by the TWDB. This dataset was utilized in Task 2A to determine the total agricultural area,
in square miles, within the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain. A similar exercise was performed to determine
future impacted agricultural areas within the 0.2% ACE floodplain by intersecting existing agricultural
areas with the future conditions 0.2% ACE floodplains delineated in Task 2B. For Task 3B, points were
assigned for this subcategory based on the square miles of total impacted agricultural area for each
HUC-12 watershed.

For this analysis, no additional agricultural areas were added under future conditions; the existing
agricultural areas dataset was used to determine areas based on the future floodplain extent.
Consideration of future agricultural areas could be evaluated in future flood planning cycles.

Quantity of Roadway Miles

The roadway segments dataset was provided by the TWDB on the Data Hub website. This dataset was
utilized in Task 2A to determine the total number of roadway miles in the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain. A
similar exercise was performed to determine roadway miles within the future 0.2% ACE floodplain by
intersecting existing roadways within the future conditions floodplain delineated in Task 2B. For Task 3B,
points were assigned for this subcategory based on the quantity of roadway miles within the 0.2% ACE
floodplain for each HUC-12 watershed.

For this analysis, if a roadway intersected the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain, it was counted as flooded
without consideration of roadway elevation due to a lack of consistent topographic data and the time
required to extract roadway elevation information. Consideration of roadway elevation could be
evaluated in future flood planning cycles. Furthermore, no additional roadways were added under
future conditions; the existing roadway dataset was also used to determine roadway miles based on the
future floodplain extent.

Number of Stream Crossings

Low water crossings were identified in Task 1 and were downloaded from the TWDB Data Hub website.
This dataset was utilized in Task 2A to determine the total number of stream crossings in the existing
0.2% ACE floodplain. A similar exercise was performed to determine low water crossings within the
future 0.2% ACE floodplain by intersecting number of existing low water crossings within the future
conditions floodplain delineated in Task 2B. For Task 3B, the count of low water crossings within the
0.2% ACE floodplain for each HUC-12 watershed was used to assign points for this subcategory.

For this analysis, no low water crossings were added under future conditions. Consideration of future
low water crossings could be evaluated in future flood planning cycles.

Critical Facilities
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Critical facilities include but are not limited to fire stations, hospitals, shelters, schools, water and
wastewater treatment plants, correctional facilities, aviation facilities, waste disposal facilities, power
generation, and chemical manufacturing and processing facilities. The critical facilities footprints dataset
was provided by the TWDB on the Data Hub website. This dataset was utilized in Task 2A to determine
the total number of critical facilities in the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain. A similar exercise was
performed to determine critical facilities within the future 0.2% ACE floodplain by intersecting existing
critical facilities with the future conditions floodplains delineated in Task 2B. For Task 3B, points were
assigned for this subcategory based on the count of existing critical facilities within the 0.2% ACE
floodplain for each HUC-12 watershed.

For this analysis, if a critical facility was located within the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain, it was counted
as flooded without consideration of structure elevation. Furthermore, no critical facility footprints were
added under future conditions; the existing critical facility footprints dataset was also used to determine
facility counts based on the future floodplain extents. Consideration of structure elevations could be
evaluated in future flood planning cycles.

TABLE 3-4: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORY 1A: EXISTING CONDITIONS

Score (Points)

Area within the Floodplain Range 0-12.0 12.0-166 | 16.6-26.5 26.5-37.0 >37.0
(Square Miles)
HUC-12 Count 23 24 24 24 25
Number of Structures in the Range 1-220 221-1,752 | 1,753-6,000 | 6,001-16,000 | >16,000
Floodplain
HUC-12 Count 24 23 23 25 23
Numt.>er of Critical Fe.1C|I|t|es Range 0 1.7 8-50 51-180 ~180
in the Floodplain
HUC-12 Count 30 23 22 21 22
Agricultural Areas in the Range 0-1.54 154250 | 2.50-4.31 4.31-8.80 >8.80
Floodplain (Square Miles)
HUC-12 Count 23 23 24 24 24
Quantity of Roadway Miles Range 0-10 10-32 33-102 103-300 >300
in the Floodplain
HUC-12 Count 24 23 24 24 23
Number of Stream Range 0-24 2538 39-60 60-113 >113
Crossings
HUC-12 Count 25 22 25 23 23
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TABLE 3-5: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORY 1B: FUTURE CONDITIONS

Score (Points)

AUGUST 2026

Area within the Floodplain Range 0-13.0 13.0-17.8 17.8-28.5 28.5-40.0 >40.0
(Square Miles)
HUC-12 Count 24 22 23 25 24
Number of Structures in the Range 0-250 251-1,900 | 1,901-6,500 | 6,501-20,000 20,001
Floodplain
HUC-12 Count 23 23 24 24 24
Numk.)er of Critical F?CI“tIES Range 0 16 755 56-230 5230
in the Floodplain
HUC-12 Count 27 23 23 23 22
AINUTIEL AR I Range 0-1.65 1.65-2.89 2.89-4.80 4.80-10.20 >10.20
Floodplain (Square Miles)
HUC-12 Count 24 24 24 23 23
Quantity of Roadway Miles Range 0-35.5 35.5-120 120-350 350-1,000 1,000
in the Floodplain
HUC-12 Count 23 23 25 24 23
Number of Stream Range 0-27 28-44 45-67 68-117 >118
Crossings
HUC-12 Count 25 24 23 22 24

3.B.1.b. Current Floodplain Management and Land Use Policies and Infrastructure
(Category 2)

Communities Participating in the NFIP

Communities participating in the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s National Flood Insurance
Program were identified during Task 1 effort. Entities that participated in the NFIP were assigned a score
of 1, indicating that they have a lower flood risk due to the regulations enforced by entities. Meanwhile,
entities that did not participate were assigned a score of 5. HUC-level scores were then calculated using
an area-weighted method based on the entities located within each watershed.

Communities with a Drainage Criteria Manual

Communities can regulate development utilizing drainage criteria manuals. These manuals are tools that
can regulate detention and local drainage infrastructure. A list of drainage criteria manuals for the
counties and communities within the San Jacinto region was compiled in ArcGIS, and then overlaid with
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the HUC watershed boundaries. For this exercise, the documentation needed to explicitly be labeled as a
Drainage Criteria Manual for the documentation to be considered. Entities with an adopted drainage
criteria manual were assigned a score of 1, while entities without a drainage criteria manual were
assigned a score of 5. HUC-level scores were calculated using an area-weighted method based on the
entities located within each watershed.

Communities with Higher Floodplain Standards

When regulating development in a floodplain, communities can utilize higher floodplain standards than
NFIP minimum standards to help reduce the risk of flooding. Higher standards are indicated by
additional guidance documents and stricter requirements for new developments or significant
redevelopment, such as requiring higher finished floor elevations. Communities with higher floodplain
standards were identified utilizing the survey responses compiled in Task 1. Entities that adopted higher
floodplain standards were assigned a score of 1, while entities without higher floodplain standards were
assigned a score of 5. The score for each HUC was calculated using an area-weighted method based on
the entities located within the watershed.

Rating of Practices for Communities

The rating of community practices was developed by reviewing the information compiled in Task 1 and
confirming the floodplain management actions each community has in place. This included looking at
whether communities maintain up-to-date procedures and follow adopted policies, or rely on informal
practices when addressing development within the floodplain. Each community was assigned a score
based on the overall strength of its documented practices. Scores reflect whether practices were clearly
established or absent. The rating of floodplain management practices for each entity was categorized as
strong, moderate, low, or null, and assigned scores of 1, 2, 3.5, and 5, respectively. The final score for
each HUC was calculated using an area-weighted method based on the entities present within the
watershed.

Level of Enforcement for Communities

The level of enforcement for communities was determined during Task 3A by reviewing how
consistently local ordinances and requirements are applied. This assessment used any publicly available
documentation that indicated how communities handle compliance and inspections. Communities that
demonstrated regular enforcement of floodplain standards received higher scores, while those with
minimal enforcement records received lower scores. The level of enforcement of floodplain
management regulations for each entity was categorized as strong, moderate, low, or null, and assigned
scores of 1, 2, 3.5, and 5, respectively. HUC-level scores were determined using an area-weighted
method based on the entities within each watershed.

Communities with CRS Score

Communities with a FEMA Community Rating System score were identified using publicly available data
from FEMA. A CRS score indicates that a community has adopted higher standards for floodplain
management than the basic requirements for participation in the NFIP and is granted a discount on
flood insurance premiums. The scores for this category were based on the CRS score received from
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FEMA, ranked such that a lower CRS score (indicating stricter standards) garnered fewer points than a
higher CRS score, in line with FEMA scoring requirements. Where HUC boundaries contained multiple
CRS-participating communities, the score was calculated utilizing a weighted average of CRS score based
upon the communities’ area within a HUC watershed. CRS scores were converted to a five-point scale for
consistency with other subcategories, where a CRS score of 5 received a score of 1, a CRS score of 6
received a score of 2, a CRS score of 7 received a score of 3, and a CRS score of 8 received a score of 4.
Communities without a CRS score were assigned a score of 5.

TABLE 3-6: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORY 2

Subcategory

3-16

Communities Score
Yes=1 N/A N/A N/A No=
Participating in NFIP Assumption es / / / 0=5
Range of Scores 1 1.1-2.59 2.6-3.39 3.4-4.19 4.2-5
HUC-12 Count 111 1 1 2 3
Communities with a Score
Yes=1 N/A N/A N/A No=
Drainage Criteria Manual Assumption es / / / 0=5
Range of Scores 1-1.64 1.65-2.28 | 2.29-2.92 | 2.93-3.56 3.57-5
HUC-12 Count 80 10 8 17 3
Communities with Higher Score
. . Yes=1 N/A N/A N/A No=5
Floodplain Standards Assumption es / / / °
Range of Scores 1-1.8 1.81-2.6 2.61-3.4 3.41-4.2 4.21-5
HUC-12 Count 108 3 2 0 5
Rating of Prac_tl.ces for Score. Strong=1 | Mod=3.5 Low=4 N/A Null=5
Communities Assumption
Range of Scores 1-1.6 1.61-2.2 2.21-2.8 2.81-3.4 3.41-5
HUC-12 Count 43 8 11 9 47
Level of Enf tf S
evel ot Enforcement for core Strong=1 | Mod=3.5 | Low=4 N/A Null=5
Communities Assumption
Range of Scores 1-1.94 1.95-2.88 | 2.89-3.82 | 3.83-4.76 4.77-5
HUC-12 Count 22 12 32 21 31
Communities with CRS score CRS5=1 | CRS6=2 | CRS7=3 | CRS8=4 | Null=5
Scores Assumption
Range of Scores 1-1.88 1.89-2.75 | 2.76-3.62 | 3.63-4.49 4.5-5
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Subcategory

HUC-12 Count 9 18 13 17 61

3.B.1.c. Areas with Emergency Needs (Category 3)

With input from the RFPG, the following subcategories were included in the Task 3B emergency needs
assessment:

FEMA Repetitive Loss (RL)/Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) data

Critical facilities within the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain

Hurricane evacuation routes, calculated in miles

Early warning flood monitoring gauges

Historical fatalities associated with floods and heavy rain

The FEMA RL/SRL data was taken from publicly available FEMA data for events from 2009 — 2015, the
most recent year available. The data was overlaid with the HUC-12 boundaries to determine the number
of structures that suffered damage during historical storm events within each HUC-12 watershed.

Critical facilities include but are not limited to fire stations, hospitals, shelters, schools, water and
wastewater treatment plans, correctional facilities, aviation facilities, waste disposal facilities, power
generation, and chemical manufacturing and processing facilities.

The critical facilities footprints dataset was provided by the TWDB on the Data Hub website. This dataset
was utilized in Task 2A to determine the total number of critical facilities in the existing 0.2% ACE
floodplain. Points were assigned for this subcategory based on the count of existing buildings within the
0.2% ACE floodplain for each HUC-12.

For this analysis, if a critical facility was located within the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain extents, it was
counted without consideration of the structure elevation. Consideration of structure elevations could be
evaluated in future flood planning cycles.

Hurricane evacuation route data was downloaded from the Houston-Galveston Area Council (H-GAC)
website. The routes were overlaid with the existing conditions 0.2% ACE floodplain that was created
during Task 2A to calculate miles of evacuation routes within each HUC-12 watershed. Watersheds with
a greater quantity of evacuation route mileage received higher scores, indicating increased emergency
needs.

Flood monitoring gauges were included to represent the availability of real-time hydrologic information
for emergency response and decision-making. Gauge locations were overlaid with HUC-12 boundaries,
and the total number of gauges within each watershed was calculated. Watersheds with a greater
number of gauges received lower scores, while watersheds with fewer gauges received higher scores,
reflecting reduced monitoring coverage and increased emergency vulnerability.

Historical fatalities were evaluated using available records associated with coastal flooding, hurricanes,
severe storms, flash floods, lakeshore flooding, and heavy rainfall events that occurred within the most
recent ten-year period from 2015 through 2025. Fatality data were aggregated at the HUC-12 watershed
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level to capture recent patterns in emergency risk. Watersheds with fewer recorded fatalities received
lower scores, while watersheds with higher fatality counts received higher scores, indicating increased
emergency needs.

Scoring criteria for this category is shown in Table 3-7. The points from the five subcategories were
averaged to get the total score for Category 3.

TABLE 3-7: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORY 3

Score (Points)

Repetitive Loss Range 0 1-15 19-54 77-590 =764
HUC-12 Count 80 10 9 9 10

Hurricane E(‘Sﬁ:;t'on Routes Range 0 0.002-0.4 0.4-1.4 1.4-4.0 >4.0
HUC-12 Count 63 14 14 14 13

Critical Facilities Range 0 1-7 8-44 45-175 =176
HUC-12 Count 30 23 21 22 22
Gauges e 11-58 7-10 3-6 1=2 0
HUC-12 Count 20 24 20 21 33
Fatalities Range 1 N/A 2 N/A >3
HUC-12 Count 56 0 46 0 16

During a RFPG meeting, one suggestion was to track where emergency services personnel or vehicles
have trouble reaching people in a time of need. However, this approach was not considered further in
this cycle due to a lack of data. Additional research could be performed perhaps in the survey responses,
in future flood planning cycles.

3.B.1.d. Existing Modeling Analyses and Flood Risk Mitigation Plans (Category 4)

To score this category, planning-related studies and documents were compiled for the region and
associated with their corresponding entities, such as cities or counties. This category includes four
subcategories: the presence of a Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP), the presence of a watershed-wide study,
the presence of a Master Drainage Plan (MDP), and the year in which the HMP was adopted.

Communities with Master Drainage Plans, Watershed Studies, and Hazard Mitigation Plans

Master Drainage Plans provide detailed technical information based on hydraulic and hydrologic
modeling and floodplain mapping, including infrastructure level of service, local drainage conditions,
mitigation alternatives, and implementation and policy recommendations. Watershed-wide planning
studies, such as the Watershed Planning Studies completed by the Harris County Flood Control District
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(HCFCD), similarly provide regional-scale analysis and identification of mitigation strategies. Hazard
Mitigation Plans document identified hazards, vulnerabilities, and mitigation actions at the local or
county level.

For the HMP subcategory, all entities within the region were considered to be covered by an HMP. If an
entity did not have its own standalone HMP, it was assumed to fall under its respective county’s Hazard
Mitigation Plan. As a result, all entities received an HMP score of 1 for this subcategory.

For the watershed study and MDP subcategories, entities were evaluated based on whether a study or
plan was present. Entities with an identified watershed study received a score of 1, while those without
a watershed study received a score of 5. The same scoring approach was applied to MDPs, where the
presence of a Master Drainage Plan resulted in a score of 1 and the absence resulted in a score of 5.

Adopted Year of HMP

The fourth subcategory accounted for the year in which the HMP was adopted to reflect the relative
recency of planning efforts. More recent plans were assigned lower scores, indicating more current
planning, while older plans were assigned higher scores to reflect a greater potential need for updates.
HMPs adopted in 2025 received a score of 1, plans from 2024 received a score of 2, plans from 2023
received a score of 3, plans from 2022 received a score of 4, and plans adopted in 2020 received a score
of 5. Since entities are required to update their plans every 5 years, there were no plans found that were
older than 2020.

All four subcategory scores were aggregated to the HUC-12 level using an area-weighted method,
consistent with the approach used in other scoring categories. This method accounts for multiple

entities within a single watershed by weighting each entity’s score based on the portion of its area
located within the HUC-12 boundary.

The scoring for this category was structured such that HUC-12 watersheds with fewer planning
documents or older hazard mitigation plans received higher scores, indicating a greater need for
updated or additional planning efforts. Scoring criteria for this category are presented in Table 3-8.

TABLE 3-8: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORY 4

Subcategory
Communlt!es with a Master Score Assumption Yes=1 N/A N/A N/A No=5
Drainage Plan
Range of Scores 1-1.99 2-2.99 3-3.99 4-4.99 5
HUC-12 Count 23 19 14 49 13
Cotmpmtiiiss vilidn & TR Score Assumption Yes=1 N/A N/A N/A No=5
Study
Range of Scores 1-1.8 1.81-2.6 2.61-3.4 3.41-4.2 4.21-5
HUC-12 Count 45 9 13 10 41
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Subcategory
Communities with a Hazard . _ _
Mitigation Plan Score Assumption Yes=1 N/A N/A N/A No=5
HUC-12 Count 118 0 0 0 0
Adopted year of Hazard Score Assumption 2025=5 | 2024=4 2023=3 | 2022-2 | 20%0°
Mitigation Plan 5
Range of Scores 1-1.99 2-2.99 3-3.99 4-4.99 5
HUC-12 Count 20 45 8 34 11

3.B.1.e. Already Identified and Evaluated Flood Mitigation Projects (Category 5)

Flood mitigation projects documented during the previous Regional Flood Plan were compiled to
understand how much work had already been initiated or evaluated within each watershed. These
include projects listed in local drainage studies, county programs, and regional flood mitigation efforts.
Each project was mapped and associated with its HUC watershed to determine the level of existing
activity. For scoring, watersheds with fewer identified or active flood mitigation projects received higher
scores, reflecting greater unmet need and less prior investment. Watersheds with a larger number of
previously identified projects were given lower scores, since those areas have already undergone a
greater level of planning or evaluation. The scoring approach for this category is summarized in Table
3-9.

TABLE 3-9: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORY 5

Score (Points) 1 2 3 4 5
Number of Active Range >10 6-9 4-5 23 0-1
projects
HUC-12 Count 11 11 20 37 39

3.B.1.f. Historic Flooding Events (Category 6)

Number of FEMA Claims

To summarize flooding history in the San Jacinto region, redacted FEMA flood claims dating from 1975
through 2022 were obtained in tabular form. The data were redacted to remove street-level identifiers
while retaining sufficient spatial information for regional analysis. Flood claims were overlaid with
census tract boundaries to determine their general geographic location, and the census tracts were
subsequently intersected with HUC-12 watershed boundaries. The number of claims was apportioned to
each HUC-12 watershed based on the area of intersected census tracts. Points for this subcategory were
assigned based on the total number of FEMA claims within each HUC-12 watershed, with a higher
number of claims indicating greater historical flood impacts and corresponding to higher scores. Scoring
criteria for this subcategory are shown in Table 3-10.
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Damage Amount of FEMA Claims

The FEMA redacted flood claim dataset was also used to evaluate the total amount of damages paid
within the region. Because the claims span several decades, with events dating back to the 1970s, all
claim amounts were converted to 2022 dollars to ensure consistency and comparability across time. The
conversion was performed using the Bureau of Labor Statistics Consumer Price Index, adjusting each
claim based on the year in which it occurred. The spatial distribution of damage amounts was
determined using the same methodology applied to the number of FEMA claims, with census tracts
intersected with HUC-12 watershed boundaries and damages apportioned by area. For Task 3B, points
were assigned based on the total inflation-adjusted dollar amount of FEMA claim payouts within each
HUC-12 watershed, with higher total damages corresponding to higher scores. Scoring criteria for this
subcategory are shown in Table 3-10.

FEMA Disaster Declarations

Flood related FEMA disaster declarations were included in the assessment to capture the frequency and
severity of federally recognized hazard events affecting the region. Disaster declarations reflect large-
scale flooding, coastal flooding, hurricanes, severe storms, and heavy rainfall events that exceed local
response capabilities and require federal assistance. The number of FEMA disaster declarations
associated with each HUC-12 watershed was determined by spatially associating declared events with
watershed boundaries. Watersheds with a greater number of FEMA disaster declarations received
higher scores to reflect repeated exposure to significant hazard events and elevated emergency
response needs, while watersheds with fewer declarations received lower scores. Including FEMA
disaster declarations provides important context beyond individual flood claims by highlighting areas
that have experienced recurrent, high-impact events requiring federal intervention. Scoring criteria for
this subcategory are shown in Table 3-10.

TABLE 3-10: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORY 6

Score (Points)

Numlf)er of Range 0 1-47 48-577 596-2411 22677
Claims
HUC-12 Count 25 23 23 23 24
Cost of Claims Range ($1,000s) 0 0-1,370 1,714 - 25,147 25,833 -140,990 >150,545
HUC-12 Count 25 22 24 23 24
Deci:rﬁons Range 0-3 N/A 4 N/A >5
HUC-12 Count 41 0 23 0 54
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3.B.1.g. Already Implemented Flood Mitigation Projects (Category 7)

Ongoing construction projects that are being implemented were considered for this subcategory. Based
on input from the RFPG or other publicly available information, a list of active construction projects was
compiled. Most of these projects were HCFCD 2018 Flood Bond projects. The list of projects was created
by cross-referencing bond project status lists with HCFCD’s website. An ArcGIS shapefile was created
which contained the general locations of these construction projects, associated with approximate
boundaries such as for a city or watershed and intersected with the HUC-12 watershed boundaries to
determine if construction projects were present within a HUC-12. The magnitude of a project, such as
flood reduction amounts, was not included in the category due to variations in project calculations
among projects. In future flood planning cycles, the magnitude of the project could also be considered.

The scoring for this category was established so that a HUC-12 watershed with no active construction
projects has a higher score, indicating that projects should be recommended for implementation to
reduce future flood risk. Scoring criteria for this category is shown in Table 3-11.

TABLE 3-11: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORY 7

Score (Points) 1 2 3 4 5
Number of Active Range 72-105 | 61-71 7-60 4-6 23
projects
HUC-12 Count 23 23 24 26 22

3.B.1.h. Social Vulnerability Index and Population Density (Category 8)

Social Vulnerability Index relates to the potential negative effects on communities caused by external
stresses on human health, which include natural or human-caused disasters such as floods and disease
outbreaks. In the context of Task 3B, SVI is being used as a metric for assessing the vulnerability of
communities. The CDC calculates the SVI at the census tract level within a specified county using 15
social factors including poverty, housing, ethnicity, and vehicle access. SVI is ranked on a scale of 0 to 1.
Communities on the lower end of the score range have access to more resources and can recover more
quickly after a natural disaster.

To support Task 2, the TWDB provided a regionwide building footprints feature class which contained
SVl values provided by the CDC appended to each building record within the dataset. For Task 3B, the
SVI values within these building records were spatially associated to a specific HUC-12 watershed and
then an average SVI per HUC-12 was calculated. Points were assigned for this subcategory to reflect that
higher SVI values correlate with a higher flood risk mitigation need, since high SVI areas tend to have
greater difficulty recovering from natural disasters.

The RFPG requested that consideration of the impact of flooding on residents be included. Therefore,
nighttime population density was added as a subcategory. The population values were obtained from
the TWDB during Task 1. They were overlaid with the existing floodplains created in Task 2A. The total
impacted population values in the existing 0.2% ACE floodplain using HUC-12 watershed population
density were used to assign points. Scoring criteria for this category is shown in Table 3-12Table . The
points from the two subcategories were averaged to get the total score for Category 8.
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TABLE 3-12: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORY 8

Score (Points)

Svi Range 0-0.50 0.50-0.595 0.596-0.705 0.705-0.860 >0.860

HUC-12 Count 2 2 23 24 23
N'ghtt'rg:nzi’,”'atm” Range 0-220 | 221-2,400 | 2,401-11,200 | 11,201-60,200 | >60,200
HUC-12 Count 23 2 2 24 23

3.B.1.i. Areas Identified as Flood Map Gaps and Areas Without Hydrologic and
Hydraulic Models (Category 9 and 10)

The analyses for mapping and modeling were combined for the purpose of Task 3B. It was assumed that
areas with maps would have associated H&H models that would correlate in accuracy and age to the
mapping level of detail and effective date. Model coverage within the region is shown in Appendix 3B-1,
Map 14. For the scores within this category, regulatory FEMA maps were used, rather than watershed
study or master drainage plan maps. The analysis was based on the most predominant map type and
age within each HUC-12 watershed based on the following scale in order of most detailed to least
detailed:

e MAAPnext or NFHL Effective Detailed 2018 and newer
e NFHL Effective Detailed 2014
e Base Level Engineering (BLE) 2018 and newer

The breakdown was created based primarily on the age of terrain data along with the level of mapping
study detail. Scoring criteria for this category is shown in Table 3-13. Note that no HUC-12 watersheds in
the San Jacinto region had only Zone A flood maps or no maps available. Because of the robustness of
modeling and mapping within the region, no watersheds were assigned scores of 4 or 5. The MAAPnext
models and maps produced for Harris County have greatly reduced the gaps in flood risk information
since Cycle 1.

TABLE 3-13: TASK 3B SCORING CRITERIA — CATEGORIES 9 AND 10

Score (Points) 1 2 3 4 5
MAAPnext or NFHL Detailed NFHL Detailed
D ipti BLE
Map Description Range Effective (2018+) Effective (2014) N/A N/A
HUC-12 Count 55 37 26 0 0

3.B.2. Analysis Results

The HUC scoring methodology described above was implemented across the entire San Jacinto region to
address the two goals of Task 3B. The first goal is to identify areas where the greatest flood risk
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knowledge gaps exist. The Flood Map Gap/Hydrologic and Hydraulic Modeling (Category 9/10) and
Existing Modeling Analysis (Category 4) categories were selected as the basis for identifying these areas.

To create the flood risk knowledge gap maps, the scores from Categories 9/10 and 4 were added for
each HUC. The resulting scores are illustrated in Appendix 3B-2, Map 15, with areas of the most flood
risk knowledge gaps shown in red.

The results of this preliminary assessment show that much fewer portions of the San Jacinto region have
both inadequate mapping/hydrologic and hydraulic models compared to Cycle 1. HCFCD is currently in
the process of updating all the floodplain maps within Harris County through the Modeling, Assessment,
and Awareness (MAAPnext) project. Adoption of these maps is anticipated to occur imminently, and
therefore, they were considered adopted for the Cycle 2 effort.

A large portion of the high knowledge gap area is in the northern part of the region, which reflects older
mapping, models, and few, if any, Master Drainage Plans. With development spreading from Houston to
the west and north, these areas should be reviewed to reduce their knowledge gap score.

The second goal of Task 3B is to determine the areas of greatest known flood risk and flood mitigation
needs. For each HUC-12 watershed in the San Jacinto region, the scores across the remaining categories
were added to obtain a total score. All categories have equal representation in the total score; however,
the composite score for Category 1 was weighted 70% for existing conditions and 30% for future
conditions. The resulting scores are illustrated in Appendix 3B-3, Map 16, with areas of the greatest
known flood risk and flood mitigation needs shown in red. It is important to note the fact that a HUC-12
watershed that resulted in a low score does not necessarily mean that there is no flood risk in this area,
only that flood risk is lower when compared to other watersheds in the San Jacinto region.

HUC-12 watersheds determined by this analysis to have high flood risk are distributed throughout the
San Jacinto region, but especially in the middle and southern portions of the region. This includes large
portions of the City of Houston, as well as the Cities of Pearland, League City, Texas City, and Galveston.
Harris, Brazoria, and Galveston Counties are among the areas determined to have the highest flood risk.

Each of these areas tends to score high from a combination of risk factors. For instance, areas in Harris
County score high due to the higher population and number of buildings and critical facilities in the
floodplain as well as magnitude of flood claims. Watersheds in the southern (coastal) portions of the
region also score high due to the vast areas of floodplains present in those areas.

Ultimately, the results of Task 3B assisted the RFPG with subsequent efforts in addressing flood risk
knowledge gaps and high flood risk mitigation needs. Map 15 identifies areas with high flood knowledge
gap scores in the San Jacinto region where watershed studies (FMEs) should be prioritized and added to
the regional flood plan. Map 16 in Appendix 3B-3 identifies areas where the RFPG should strive to
identify and implement FMSs and FMPs to reduce the known flood risks within those areas.

Chapter 3.C. Flood Mitigation and Floodplain Management Goals

The objective of Task 3C is to define and select a series of goals that will serve as the drivers of the
regional flood planning effort. The RFPG must identify goals that are specific and achievable and, when
implemented, will demonstrate progress toward the overarching goal for the statewide planning effort.
The overarching goal of all RFPs is to protect against the loss of life and property. Identifying SMART
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goals (Specific, Measurable, Attainable, Relevant, and Time-bound) will allow the San Jacinto RFPG to
track progress toward reducing flood risk to life and property in the San Jacinto region. To help guide the
overall approach and recommendations in the plan, every project, evaluation, and strategy to mitigate
flood risk identified will be associated with adopted and defined goals. Per TWDB requirements and
guidelines, the goals selected by the RFPG must include the information listed below:

e Description of the goal

e Term of the goal set at 10 years (short-term) or 30 years (long-term)
e Extent or geographic area to which the goal applies

e Residual risk that remains after the goal is met

e Measurement method that will be used to measure goal attainment

e Association with overarching goal categories.

3.C.1. Adoption of Flood Mitigation and Floodplain Management Goals

The RFPG utilized the assessment of current floodplain management and land use practices from Task
3A, as well as the existing and future condition flood risk analyses from Task 2, to guide the
development of the goals for the region.

During the August 2025 San Jacinto RFPG meeting, updates to the data requirements of goals were
presented. These updates included the addition of defining Goal Themes, Status of Goals, and Percent
Complete which help identify progress. During the meeting, progress towards these 1st cycle goals was
also presented to the group. The updates and progress for each first cycle goal are detailed in Table 3-14
below.

TABLE 3-14: FIRST CYCLE GOAL UPDATES

Percent of
Goal ID Goal Status Description
Complete
There will be 0 flood-related fatalities No Change to Goal
06-20-0000000001 | annually within the San Jacinto region 0 1 death in Harris County in Houston, TX on
by 2053. July 8, 2024.
Status Complete, Adopt New Goal
Increase the value of state and Clarifying Baseline and Type of Funds
06-20-0000000002 | federal funds awarded within the San 100 (New Goal 06-20-0000000017)
Jacinto Region by 10%. 15 FIF Projects; $64,450,947 committed
funds as of August 2025.
No Change to Goal
Reduce the miles of major roadways Estimated Risk Reduction of Roadway Miles
06-20-0000000003 | subject to inundation during the 100- 0 if Every FMP is Implemented: 1,949
year event by 10% by 2033. Total Roadway Miles: 4,350
Theoretical Percent: 45%
No Change to Goal
Reduce the miles of major roadways Estimated Risk Reduction of Roadway Miles
06-20-0000000004 | subject to inundation during the 100- 0 if Every FMP is Implemented: 1,949
year event by 25% by 2053. Total Roadway Miles: 4,350
Theoretical Percent: 45%
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Status Description

Increase the number of public entities
that invest in stormwater

Complete

No Change to Goal
FMEs elevated to FMPs

-20-
06-20-0000000005 infrastructure and planning by 10% by 65 Progress documented based on 93 Flood
2033. Regulatory Authorities
Increase the number of entities that No Change to Goal
. . . FMEs elevated to FMPs
06-20-0000000006 invest in stormwater infrastructure 26
and planning by 25% by 2053 Progress documented based on 93 Flood
) Regulatory Authorities
All flood regulatory authorities within Update Goal to reflect second cycle
the region will adopt standards equal minimum standards
06-20-0000000007 to or exceeding minimums as 82 Flood Regulatory Authorities with Higher
recommended by the San Jacinto Standards: 76
RFPG. Total Flood Regulatory Authorities: 93
Improve interjurisdictional
coordination through participation in No Change to Goal
the SIRF Planning process. Target to Stakeholders Involved: 125
06-20-0000000008 ensure that 50% of identified 23 e
Total number of Entities: 1,101
stakeholders complete the SIRFP Goal is based on 50%
stakeholder survey and provide data ?
for inclusion in the RFP by 2033.
Improve interjurisdictional
coordination through participation in No Change to Goal
the SIRF Planning process. Target to Stakeholders Involved: 125
06-20-0000000009 ensure that 90% of identified 13 o
Total number of Entities: 1,101
stakeholders complete the SIRFP Goal is based on 90%
stakeholder survey and provide data ?
for inclusion in the RFP by 2053.
Expand the understanding of flood Status Complete
-20- 1 L . . 1 .
06-20-0000000010 risk in the San Jacinto region. 00 Region Mapped by Atlas 14
No Change to Goal
Reduce the number of critca Structures f Bvery FMP 5 mplemened:
06-20-0000000011 | facilities subject to inundation during 0 il '
R 9 !
the 100-year event by 5% by 2033. Total Critical Structures: 3,185
Theoretical Percent: 76%
No Change to Goal
Reduce the number of critca Structures f Bvery FMP s mplemened:
06-20-0000000012 | facilities subject to inundation during 0 ‘; poo P '
- 0, ’
the 100-year event by 20% by 2053. Total Critical Structures: 3,185
Theoretical Percent: 76%
e No Change to Goal
0,
At Iea'st 35% of all flood mltlfg?tloh 2 out of 106 Recommended FMPs with NBS
strategies (FMSs) and flood mitigation Practices
06-20-0000000013 prOJ.ects (FMPs) |dent|.f|e.d within the 11 5 out of 76 Recommended FMSs with NBS
regional flood plan will incorporate .
nature-based practices by 2033 Practices
) Goal is based on 35%
. —
06-20-0000000014 At least 90% of flood mitigation 4 No Change to Goal

strategies (FMSs) and flood mitigation

2 out of 106 Recommended FMPs with NBS
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Percent of
Goal ID Goal Goal Status Description
Complete
projects (FMPs) identified within the Practices
regional flood plan will incorporate 5 out of 76 Recommended FMSs with NBS
nature-based practices by 2053. Practices
Goal is based on 90%
No Change to Goal
Reduce the number of structures Estimated Risk Reduction of Structures if
06-20-0000000015 | subject to inundation during the 100- 0 Every FMP is Implemented: 71,812
year event by 25% by 2053. Total Structures: 240,093
Theoretical Percent: 30%

Additionally, San Jacinto RFPG feedback was solicited at both the July 2025 Technical Committee
meeting and the August San Jacinto RFPG meeting, where three new goals were proposed to be
adopted. Throughout the goal development process, the Technical Committee, San Jacinto RFPG
members, and members of the public were able to provide feedback and comments during multiple
public meetings as well as direct comments to the Technical Consultant. After careful consideration, the
San Jacinto RFPG adopted the updated first cycle goals as well as the addition of two new goals (06-20-
0000000016 and 06-20-0000000017) by a simple majority of voting members present at its planning
committee meeting held on September 11, 2025. The final goal (06-20-0000000018) was adopted by the
San Jacinto RFPG at the planning committee meeting held on November 13, 2025. These goals are all
listed in Table 11 of Appendix 3C-1.

3.C.2. Transformed and Residual Risk

Flood risk will be reduced by the implementation of the actions and construction of the projects
necessary to achieve the identified goals. However, the San Jacinto RFPG acknowledges that it is not
possible to protect against all potential flood risk. The RFPG has determined the residual and
transformed flood risk remaining in the San Jacinto region after each goal is achieved. Residual risk is
defined as the risk remaining after the execution of a flood mitigation action, while transformed risk is
defined by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) as the change in the nature of flood risk for some areas
that is associated with the presence of flood hazard reduction infrastructure. For example, a community
within the region could choose to construct new flood infrastructure that protects buildings up to the
1% ACE flood elevation. However, the residual risk associated with this action would be that the new
infrastructure does not protect buildings for events that exceed the 1% ACE. Using the same scenario,
while the new flood infrastructure helps mitigate the flood risk previously posed by the 1% ACE, the risk
is now "transformed" into a risk of structural failure of the flood infrastructure, whether it be by a larger
storm event or lack of future maintenance. The risk intended to be addressed by the adopted goal
combined with the residual and transformed risk represents the totality of flood risk faced in the San
Jacinto region. An explanation of residual risk and the measurement method that will be used to
determine the progress towards achieving each adopted goal are listed in Appendix 3C-1.

3.C.3. Goals as a Guide for the Regional Flood Plan

The selected specific goals will guide the development of the FMSs, FMEs, and FMPs for the San Jacinto
region. They build upon TWDB regional flood planning guidance and provide a comprehensive
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framework for future strategy development focused on reducing flood risk to people and property,
while not negatively affecting neighboring areas.

An abbreviated list of adopted RFP goals is provided in Table 3-15. The complete description of adopted
goals by the RFPG are included in Appendix 3C-1.

TABLE 3-15: ADOPTED FLOOD PROTECTION GOALS

Goal ID Goal Term of Goal Target Metric
- Year
06-20-0000000001 | There will be 0 flood-related fatalities annually Long Term 2053 Number of direct flood-related
within the San Jacinto region by 2053. (30-year) fatalities
06-20-0000000002 Increase the value of state and federal funds Short Term 2033 State and federal funds awarded to
awarded within the San Jacinto Region by 10%. (10-year) communities within the San Jacinto
region
06-20-0000000003 | Reduce the miles of major roadways subject to | Short Term 2033 Number of miles of major
inundation during the 100-year event by 10% by (10-year) thoroughfares subject to 100-year
2033. flood risk
06-20-0000000004 | Reduce the miles of major roadways subject to Long Term 2053 Number of miles of major
inundation during the 100-year event by 25% by (30-year) thoroughfares subject to 100-year
2053. flood risk
06-20-0000000005 | Increase the number of public entities that invest | Short Term 2033 Number of public entities that
in stormwater infrastructure and planning by (10-year) dedicate funding towards stormwater
10% by 2033. infrastructure and planning
06-20-0000000006 | Increase the number of entities that invest in Long Term 2053 Number of public entities that
stormwater infrastructure and planning by 25% (30-year) dedicate funding towards stormwater
by 2053. infrastructure and planning
06-20-0000000007 | All flood regulatory authorities within the region | Short Term 2033 Number of flood regulatory authorities
will adopt standards equal to or exceeding (10-year) that adopt standards equal to or
minimums as recommended by the San Jacinto exceeding recommended minimums
RFPG. by the RFPG in the second cycle
06-20-0000000008 | Improve interjurisdictional coordination through | Short Term 2033 Number of identified stakeholders
participation in the SIRF Planning process. Target | (10-year) who submit survey responses or
to ensure that 50% of identified stakeholders provide data for inclusion in the San
complete the SIRFP stakeholder survey and Jacinto Regional Flood Plan
provide data for inclusion in the RFP by 2033.
06-20-0000000009 | Improve interjurisdictional coordination through | Long Term 2053 Number of identified stakeholders
participation in the SIRF Planning process. Target | (30-year) who submit survey responses or
to ensure that 90% of identified stakeholders provide data for inclusion in the San
complete the SIRFP stakeholder survey and Jacinto Regional Flood Plan
provide data for inclusion in the RFP by 2053.
06-20-0000000010 | Expand the understanding of flood risk in the San | Short Term 2033 Percentage of the floodplain quilt, by
Jacinto region. (10-year) studied stream length, that is based on
NOAA Atlas 14 rainfall data
06-20-0000000011 | Reduce the number of critical facilities subject to | Short Term 2033 Number of critical facilities subject to
inundation during the 100-year event by 5% by (10-year) 100-year flood risk
2033.
06-20-0000000012 | Reduce the number of critical facilities subjectto | Long Term 2053 Number of critical facilities subject to
inundation during the 100-year event by 20% by (30-year) 100-year flood risk

2053.

3-28

REGION 6 SAN JACINTO




AUGUST 2026

Target

CHAPTER 3 - FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND FLOOD

PROTECTION GOALS

Goal ID Goal Term of Goal Year Metric
06-20-0000000013 | At least 35% of all flood mitigation strategies Short Term 2033 Number of FMSs and FMPs that
(FMSs) and flood mitigation projects (FMPs) (10-year) incorporate nature-based practices as
identified within the regional flood plan will defined within the San Jacinto
incorporate nature-based practices by 2033. Regional Flood Plan
06-20-0000000014 | At least 90% of flood mitigation strategies (FMSs) | Long Term 2053 Number of FMSs and FMPs that
and flood mitigation projects (FMPs) identified (30-year) incorporate nature-based practices as
within the regional flood plan will incorporate defined within the San Jacinto
nature-based practices by 2053. Regional Flood Plan
06-20-0000000015 Reduce the number of structures subject to Long Term 2053 Number of structures subject to 100-
inundation during the 100-year event by 25% by (30-year) year flood risk
2053.
06-20-0000000016 | Collect 75% of infrastructure data from flood Short Term 2038 Number of flood regulatory authorities
regulatory authorities by 2038. (10-year) providing infrastructure data through
survey and outreach efforts
06-20-0000000017 | Increase the FIF funds awarded within the San Short Term 2038 FIF funds awarded to communities
Jacinto Region by 10% based on $65 million (10-year) within the San Jacinto region
previously awarded as of August 2025.
06-20-0000000018 Increase the number of entities regulating Short Term 2038 Number of flood regulatory authorities
floodplains based on Atlas 14 rainfall data to (10-year) with adopted and regulated
100%. floodplains based on NOAA Atlas 14
rainfall data

REGION 6 SAN JACINTO

3-29




Appendices



Appendix 3A-1 Table 6 - Existing Floodplain Management Practices
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Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

https://library.municode.com/tx/alvin/codes/code of o

City of Alvin 27,098 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No rdinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR APXAFLDAPR
City of Arcola 2,034 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Unknown No
https://webgenifilesl.revize.com/bayouvistatx/CHAPTE
City of Bayou R%203%20-
Vista 1,763 Yes ves ves No Yes Moderate Moderate No %20BUILDING%20AND%20CONSTRUCTION%20INCLUSIV
E%2003-28-2023%20-%20Copy.pdf
) https://library.municode.com/tx/baytown/codes/code
City of Baytown 83,701 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate Yes of ordinances?nodeld=SPBLADECO
https://webgenifiles.revize.com/beachcitytx/SIGNED%2
. . 00rdinance%202019-
City of Beach City 3,221 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No 05%20%20Flo0d%20Damage%20Prevention%20Amendi
ng%202015-02%20-%2009.24.19.pdf
. . https://library.municode.com/tx/bellaire/codes/code of
City of Bellaire 17,202 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No ps:// . [/ / /

ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR CH9BU ARTII-AFLDAPR

City of Brookside

Village 1,548 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Moderate No http://brooksidevillage-tx.elaws.us/bookview
Citv of Bunker https://library.municode.com/tx/bunker hill village/cod
Hy'IIV'II 3,822 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Moderate No es/code of ordinances?nodeld=COOR CH4DEBUCO AR
! 1age TVDRFLDAPR
City of Clear Lake https://library.municode.com/tx/clear lake shores/cod
Shores 1,258 ves ves ves No Yes Strong Moderate No es/code of ordinances?nodeld=COOR CH38FLDAPR
. https://library.municode.com/tx/cleveland/codes/code
City of Cleveland 7,471 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No eSSy
City of
"y . 819 No Yes Yes No No Low Unknown No
Coldspring

https://library.municode.com/tx/conroe/codes/code of

City of Conroe 89,956 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No ordinances?nodeld=SPBLADERE CH78FL ARTVPRFLHA
RE
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Low/ None)
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Enforcement

of Practices
(High/
Moderate/

Low/ None)

Existing

Stormwater or
Drainage Fee

(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

City of Cut and https://cutandshoot.org/documents/272/Ordinances 1
Shoot 1,087 Yes Yes Yes No No Low Moderate No _ 59.pdf21695079512
https://www.cityofdaytontx.com/home/showpublished
. document/10/638115375920170000
City of Dayton 8,777 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Unknown No https://library.municode.com/tx/dayton/codes/code of
ordinances
. - FLOOD i D 3
City of Deer Park 34,495 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate Yes Chapter4,6 F O,O 5 | Code of Ordinances | Deer Park
TX | Municode Library
. . https://library.municode.com/tx/dickinson/codes/code
City of Dickinson 20,847 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate Yes e s e G
City of El Lago 3,090 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No ecode360.com/39472544
City of https://library.municode.com/tx/friendswood/codes/co
Friendswood 41,213 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No de of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICICO CH3A4EL
https://lib . icode. tx/fulsh d d
City of Fulshear 16,856 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Moderate No o2 _//I rany.municode.com/tx/fulshear/codes/code o
f ordinances
City of Galena https://library.municode.com/tx/galena_park/codes/co
Park 10,740 Yes ves ves No ves Strong Low No de of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR CH26FLDAPR
https://library.municode.com/tx/galveston/codes/code
City of Galveston 53,695 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOCI CH10BUCO ARTVIICI
GAFLDAPROR
City of Hedwig https://library.municode.com/tx/hedwig village/codes/
Village 2,370 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Moderate No code of ordinances?nodeld=COOR CH38EL
City of Hill t
I yo. eres 705 Yes Yes Yes No No Low Unknown No
Village
City of Hilshire /i . i . ilshi i
y . 316 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Sirena Unknown No https //I|brary municode.com/tx/hilshire village/codes/
Village code of ordinances
https://lib . icode. tx/hitchcock/cod d
City of Hitchcock 7,301 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Low No ps://library.municode.com/tx/hitchcock/codes/code

of ordinances?nodeld=TITXVLAUS CH152FLHAAR
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Level of

Enforcement
of Practices

(High/

Moderate/
Low/ None)

Existing

Stormwater or

Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

https://library.municode.com/tx/houston/codes/co
de_of_ordinances?nodeld=COOR_CH19FL

City of Houston 2,304,580 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate Yes https://www.houstonpermittingcenter.org/office-
city-engineer/floodplain-management-
office#tagency-links-2096

City of Humble 16,795 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Moderate No City of Humble, TX Flood Hazard Reduction Standards

ity of H
C(I:ty ok Vl_JI:‘]ters 4,385 Yes Yes Yes No No Low High No Secs. 10-12—10-19. - Reserved. | Code of Ordinances |
reex Village Hunters Creek Village, TX | Municode Library
City of Huntsville 45,941 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Unknown Yes
C't‘cf °|f lowa 8,154 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Low No Chapter 20 - FLOOD DAMAGE PREVENTION | Code of
olony Ordinances | lowa Colony, TX | Municode Library
City of Jacinto https://library.municode.com/tx/jacinto_city/codes/cod
City 9,613 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Low No e of ordinances?nodeld=CH3BURE S7FLDAPRRE
City of Jamaica
y 1,078 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Unknown No . . .
Beach City Ordinances | Jamaica Beach, TX
https://library.municode.com/tx/jersey_village/cod
. es/code_of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR_CH14BU
City of Jersey
Village 7,921 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No DE_ARTIXSTDRFLDAPR
g https://www.jerseyvillagetx.com/page/city.flood_c
ontrol
City of Katy 21,894 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Unknown No
) https://library.municode.com/tx/kemah/codes/code of
City of Kemah 1,807 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No ordinances?nodeld=CHAGEL
City of La Rttps://lbrary.municode.com/tx/la_marque/codes/code
18,030 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No

Maraue

of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR CH32FLDAPR ARTIG
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Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

http://laportetx.gov/495/Public-iImprovement-
Criterial-Manual
https://library.municode.com/tx/la_porte/codes/co
de_of ordinances?nodeld=SPBLAUSRE_CH94FL

City of La Porte 35,124 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No

https://www.leaguecity.com/1693/Development-

City of League Requirements

114,392 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No

City https://library.municode.com/tx/league_city/codes
/code_of ordinances
City of Liverpool 475 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Unknown No
City of Magnolia 2,359 Yes Yes Yes No No Low Low No https://ecode360.com/MA6399/home

https://library.municode.com/tx/manvel/codes/code of
City of Manvel 9,992 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No ordinances?nodeld=PAIICOOR CH32FLDAPR ARTIIIPRF
LHARE S32-58MAHO

https://cityofmeadowsplace.org/departments/public-
works/flood-plain-management/

City oL:\:::dows 4,767 Yes Yes Yes No No Low None No https://library.municode.com/tx/meadows place/codes
/code of ordinances?nodeld=TITIGEPR CH10RUCOGEP
E
http://www.missouricitytx.gov/489/Floodplain-
Management
. . . http://www.missouricitytx.gov/88/Storm-Water-
City of Missouri
City 74,259 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No Manager_nent—Progr_am _ .
https://library.municode.com/tx/missouri_city/cod
es/code_of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR_CH42FL
MA
City of Mont https://library.municode.com/tx/mont belvieu/codes/c
. 7,654 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No ode of ordinances?nodeld=COOR CH10BUBURE ARTIII
ey FLMA DIV2ADEN S10-100FLADES
City of Chapter 42 - FLOODS | Code of Ordinances |

1,948 Yes Yes Yes No No Low Moderate No i )
Montgomery Montgomery, TX | Municode Library




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . .. .. S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
City of Morgan's https://library.municode.com/tx/morgans point/codes/
Point 273 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No = S —
City of Nassau https://library.municode.com/tx/nassau_bay/codes/cod
Bay 5347 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes strong Moderate No e of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR CH8.5FLDAPR
City of New
v 914 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Unknown No
Waverly
City of North
"y 225 Unknown No No No No None Unknown No
Cleveland
City of Oak Ridge https://library.municode.com/tx/oak ridge north/code
North e ML ML ML A M Uit Uit AT s/code of ordinances?nodeld=COOR CH42FLDAPR
City of P
d ovmznzrama 2,515 Yes Yes Yes No No Low None No
g Planning-Zoning-Ordinance-2022-452.pdf
City of Pasadena 151,950 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate Yes Chapter 13% - FLOOD CONTROL AND DRAINAGE | Code
of Ordinances | Pasadena, TX | Municode Library
City of Patton
. 1,647 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Unknown No
Village
) https://library.municode.com/tx/pearland/codes/code
City of Pearland 125,828 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Low No 0 ol e e i (e e
City of Piney https://library.municode.com/tx/piney point village/co
Point Village 3,128 ves ves ves No ves Strong Moderate No des/code of ordinances?nodeld=COOR_CH34FL
City of
'ty © i 464 Unknown No No No No None Unknown No
Plantersville
City of PI
'ty or Fium 1,245 Unknown Yes Yes No No Low Unknown No
Grove
City of Prairie i irie Vi i
Yy ! 8,184 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate None No City of Pr.alrle View, T)f Requirements for Improvements,
View Reservations, and Design
City of Roman i i
y 1781 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No C_ode of Ordinances | Roman Forest, TX | Municode
Forest Library




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . L.
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
City of Santa Fe 12,735 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No https://library.municode.com/tx/santa fe/codes/code
of ordinances?nodeld=CH3CORE S19FLHAARRE
. https://library.municode.com/tx/seabrook/codes/code
City of Seabrook 13,618 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR CH38EL
City of https://library.municode.com/tx/shenandoah/codes/co
Shenandoah 3,499 Yes ves ves No No Low Low No de of ordinances?nodeld=SPBLADERE CHS6FL
City of - FLOOD i
y 1,566 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No Chapter 3'0 F 0.0 S | Code of Ordinances | Shoreacres,
Shoreacres TX | Municode Library
Citv of South https://library.municode.com/tx/south houston/codes/
¥ 16,153 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Moderate No code of ordinances?nodeld=COOR CH6BUGEBURE AR
Houston
TIVELDAPR
City of Southside https://www.southsideplacetx.gov/DocumentCenter/Vi
Place 1,835 ves ves ves No Yes Strong Moderate No ew/1256/Flood-Damage-Prevention-Ordinance
. https://library.municode.com/tx/splendora/codes/code
City of Splendora 1,683 Yes Yes Yes No No Low Moderate No o e el SOl (e L
Spring 67,562 No No No No No None Unknown No
Gitv of Sorin https://library.municode.com/tx/spring valley village/c
y p g 4,229 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No odes/code of ordinances?nodeld=CH3BUCO ART3.160
Valley Village
OFLDAPR
Citv of Stafford 17 666 v v v N y Moderat Moderat N https://library.municode.com/tx/stafford/codes/code o
'ty ot Stattor ’ es es es ° es oderate oderate ° f ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR CH26DRFLCO
City of . .
St h 580 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No https://files.ecatholic.com/1291/documents/2018/5/0-
agecoac 2018-258%20Signed.pdf?t=1544818611000
City of Sugar https://library.municode.com/tx/sugar land/codes/land
Land 111,026 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate Yes development code?nodeld=CH8FLDARERE




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Citv of Tavlor https://library.municode.com/tx/taylor_lake_village
LaT<e ViII:Z o 3,704 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No /codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeld=COOR_CH34FL
e https://www.taylorlakevillage.us/flood-information
City of Texas City 51,898 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No httpsz/,/wde“brarv'amIegaI'Com/COdes/texascItV/IateSt/
texascity tx/0-0-0-8877
The Woodland
e oo .an > 117,436 No No No No No None Unknown No
Township
. . https://library.municode.com/tx/tiki island/codes/code
City of Tiki Island 1,106 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No of ordinances?nodeld=COOR CH14EN ARTIIFLPRCO
City of Todd https://toddmissiontx.gov/wp-
Mission 121 Yes Yes Yes No No Moderate Moderate No content/uploads/2024/09/2022-07.pdf
https://library.municode.com/tx/tomball/codes/code o
City of Tomball 12,341 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Moderate No f_ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR CH10BUBURE ARTVIIIF
LDAPR
) https://library.municode.com/tx/waller/codes/code of
City of Waller 2,682 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No el e el =D O (@ BT
. https://library.municode.com/tx/webster/codes/code o
City of Webster 12,499 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate Yes ¢ ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR CHA2EL
City of West https://library.municode.com/tx/west university place/
Uni v ity Pl 14,955 Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Strong Moderate No codes/code of ordinances?nodeld=PTIICOOR CH18BU
niversity Face DE_ARTIXFLDAPR
. . https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/willis/latest/willi
City of Willis 6,431 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No s tx/0-0-0-10090#JD 153.40
City of
Woodbranch 1,330 Yes Yes Yes No No Low Unknown No
Village
Town Of Neeps://n.paz.net/1/u/ 1024 /743U/17/URD 7 ZUdNA7 ZURES/
186 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No 2009/0RD/2009-
WOOdIOCh NAN1201602101A07A4A0 Eland Damaaco Drovantinn ndf




Overall

Population of
Entity

Floodplain
Management
Regulations
(Yes/ No/
Unknown)

Adopted
minimum
regulations
pursuant to Texas
Water Code
Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

NFIP
Participant
(Yes/ No)

CRS
Participant
(Yes/ No)

Higher
S ENENH
adopted
(Yes/ No)

Floodplain
Management

Practices
(Strong/

Moderate/
Low/ None)

Level of

Enforcement
of Practices

(High/

Moderate/
Low/ None)

Existing

Stormwater or

Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Brazoria County 372,031 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate None No https://www.brazoriacountytx.gov/home/showpublishe
ddocument/1380/638303884108300000
Chambers https: .co.chambers.tx.us/D tCenter/Vi
46,571 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No Bs //WYVW €0 C,an? ers.t.us/DocumentCenter/View/
County 1168/Drainage-Criteria-Manual-PDF
Fort Bend
822,779 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong None No ) o
County Drainage Criteria Manual | Fort Bend County
Galveston https: dd.dst.tx.us/d loads/GCCDD _Criteria Eff
350,682 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Moderate No _ps [gcc st.tx.us/downloads/ riera_the
County ctive 01 27 2025.pdf
Grimes County 29,268 Yes Yes Yes No No Low Unknown No
Harris County 4,731,145 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Strong Strong No REGULATIONS OF HARRIS COUNTY, TEXAS
https://www.cityofliberty.org/sites/g/files/vyhlif16321/f
iles/media/community-development-department-
Liberty County 91,628 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No permits-
licensing/file/401/wcid no.5 drainage criteria_manual.
pdf
Montgomery https://cmsjlflI'es.reV|ze.com/montgomerycountvtx/Dral
C ; 620,443 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate None No nage%20Criteria%20Manual%20-
ounty %20%20Update%2007112019.pdf
San Jacinto
27,402 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Unknown No
County
https: .co.walker.tx. d ts/1747080
Walker County 76,400 Yes Yes Yes No Yes Moderate Moderate No os://www.co.walker.tx.us/egov/documents/
478 07038.pdf
https://www.co.waller.tx.us/upload/page/0265/Subdivis
ion%20-
dieliar Couy A0k, UEE UEE UEE e VEE SIS S e %20Development%20Regulations%20REVISED FINAL-12
06-2023.pdf
Baybrook
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
Coastal Prairie
- No No No No No None None No
Conservancy
Woodlands
- No No No No No None None No

Water Agency




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Gulf Coast
Protection - No No No No No None None No
District
Brazoria County - No No No No No None None No
MD 1
Houston-
Galveston Area - No No No No No None None No
Council
Chambers-
Liberty Counti
|bery_ OL_m 'es - No No No No No None None No
Navigation
District
Brazos Valley
Council of - No No No No No None None No
Governments
City of Kemah
MMD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Conroe MMD 3 - No No No No No None None No
Conroe MMD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Conroe MMD 2 - No No No No No None None No
Deep East Texas
Council of - No No No No No None None No
Governments
Fall Creek
Management = No No No No No None None No
District
East Aldine
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
Galveston
C t
o'un y - No No No No No None None No
Navigation
District 1




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Harborside
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
Greater
h
Sharpstown - No No No No No None None No
Management
District
G int
re(?nsPom - No No No No No None None No
District
Greater
Northsi
orthside - No No No No No None None No
Management
District
Gulf Coast Waste
Disposal - No No No No No None None No
Authority
Harris County
Munici
unicipal - No No No No No None None No
Management
District 1
Galveston
Count
ounty - No No No No No None None No
Management
District 1
Houston
D t
owntown - No No No No No None None No
Management
District
Greater
Southeast
outheas - No No No No No None None No
Management
District




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Generation Park
Management - No No No No No None None No
District

Harris
Montgomery
Counties - No No No No No None None No
Management
District
Spring Branch
Management = No No No No No None None No
District
International
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
Towne Lake
Management = No No No No No None None No
District
NASA Area
Management - No No No No No None None No
District

West Galveston
Island
Conservation
District

- No No No No No None None No

Montgomery
County
Management
District 1

Port Freeport - No No No No No None None No

- No No No No No None None No

Port of Houston

. - No No No No No None None No
Authority




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Spectrum
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
Waller Town
Center
- No No No No No None None No
Management
District
Pearland
Municpal
- No No No No No None None No
Management
Dist 1
Near Northside
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
Montrose
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
We.stchase - No No No No No None None No
District
Near Northwest
Management = No No No No No None None No
District
Village at Katy
Development - No No No No No None None No
District
West Ranch
Managment = No No No No No None None No
District
Richfield Ranch
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
Midtown
Management = No No No No No None None No
District




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Westwood
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
Missouri City
Management = No No No No No None None No
District 1
Tarkington
Management - No No No No No None None No
District 1
Plum Creek
Management = No No No No No None None No
District 1
Liberty Count
MKAD 1 Y - No No No No No None None No
Wood Trace
Management - No No No No No None None No
District
North Harris
County Regional - No No No No No None None No https.//www.nhcrwa.com/wp-.
. content/uploads/2024/01/Design-Manual Jan-2024-
Water Authority :
Signed-Cover-Page.pdf
If W
Gulf Coast . ater - No No No No No None None No
Authority
Harris Count
MUD 571 Y - No No No No No None None No
West Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 5
Trail of the Lak
raiorthe takes - No No No No No None None No
MUD
Harris Count
MUD 458 Y - No No No No No None None No
West Harris
County MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Sunbelt FWSD - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
East
Montgomery
County - No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District
Greater East End
MGMT District - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 200 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 20
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 21
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 5
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 9
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 125
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 57 o o o o o one one o
Kick FWSD
ickapoo > - No No No No No None None No
of Waller County
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 393
Plum Creek
FWSD 1 - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 36
FOTT BEna
County MUD 134 - No No No No No None None No
C
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 34
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 415
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 1
Brazoria Count
MUD 29 Y - No No No No No None None No
Central Harris
County Regional - No No No No No None None No
Water Authority
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 132
Harris Count
MUD 531 Y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 360
Cinco Southwest
MUD 3 - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 460 Y - No No No No No None None No
Magnolia Woods
MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 61




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Galveston
County MUD 62 - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 63
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 319
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 491
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 115
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 401 o] o] o] (o] o] one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 119 o] o] o] o] o] one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 233 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o]
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 557
Magnolia Woods
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 1 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o]
Porter SUD - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County WCID 1
Bauer Landing No No No No No None None No
WCID
Harris Count
MUD 476 Y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 520
Harris County
MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 388 Y - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
NP Utili
¢ . Ut_l 'ty - No No No No No None None No
District
Harris County
MUD 497 - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 477 Y - No No No No No None None No
West Harris No No No No No None None No
County MUD 11
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 7
Airline
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District
Cinco Southwest
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 2 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1V61 - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 72
West Keegans
Bayou - No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District
West Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County RWA
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 83
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 144
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 11
Interstate MUD - No No No No No None None No
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Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
il vVall
Q_u_al ? e_y - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris Count
MUD 104 y - No No No No No None None No
Kleinwood MUD - No No No No No None None No
Sienna
. - Yes No No No Yes Moderate Moderate No
Plantation LID
Terranova West
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 82 y - No No No No No None None No
Chambers
County - No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District 3
Liberty County
MUD 6 - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend-Waller
Counties MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria Count
MUD 38 y - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 162
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 163
Fort Bend No No No No No None None No
County MUD 57
1L (el nigY No No No No No None None No
WCID 96




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant Web Link to entity regulations
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?

(Yes/ No)

Brazoria Count
MUD 25 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
F.Ia.lrrls .Cognty - No No No No No None None No
Utility District 16
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 439 o o o o] o] one one o
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 15
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 382
Harris Count
MUD 148 y - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 6
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 421
Cinco MUD 14 - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 161
Roman Forest
Consolidated - No No No No No None None No
MUD
East
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 13
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 21
Green Trails
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Faulkey Gully
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Em.e.rald .For.est - No No No No No None None No
Utility District




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Harris Count
MUD 536 y - No No No No No None None No
Chambers
County - No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District 2
Harris County
MUD 502 - No No No No No None None No
Waller County
MUD 9 - No No No No No None None No
CY Fair
Community - No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District
Harris Count
MUD 503 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 518 - No No No No No None None No
1L (CeNnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 525
Southern
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 103
Harris Count
MUD 505 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria County
MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No
West Park MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 504 y - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 107
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 101
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 32
Northeast Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 1
Harris Count
MUD 127 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 437
Brazos Benq - No No No No No None None No
Water Authority
East
Montgomery = No No No No No None None No
County MUD 8
East
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 9
East
Montgomery = No No No No No None None No
County MUD 10
East
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 11
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County WCID 1




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Clear Lake Clt,y - No No No No No None None No
Water Authority
Hardin Store
Road MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Chambers-
Liberty Counties - No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 64
Brazoria-Fort
Bend County - No No No No No None None No
MUD 1
Waller County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 1 o o o o] o} one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 191 o o o o o} one one o
Cinco Southwest
MUD 4 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 8
Harris County
Improvement = No No No No No None None No
District 13
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 15
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 290 o o o o] o} one one o
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 84




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Chambers
County - No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District 1
Chambers
County MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 102
Harris Count
MUD 427 Y - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 428 Y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 429
Coastal Water - No No No No No None None No
Authority
Galveston No No No No No None None No
County WCID 8
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 98
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 94
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 572
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1y77 - No No No No No None None No
East
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 14
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 65




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 128
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1y24 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County WCID 3
Southeast
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 1
Montgomer
Countylg\/IUD 1\/27 - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 478 Y - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 130
Luce Bayou PUD - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 54
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 34 o o o o o one one o]
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 498
Addlc.ks ,Utlhty - No No No No No None None No
District
Brazoria County No No No No No None None No
MUD 31
Highland MUD - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 100




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Harris County
Road
Improvement
District 2
Harris County
MUD 499
Prestonwood
Forest Utility - No No No No No None None No

District

- No No No No No None None No

- No No No No No None None No

Montgomery

- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 104

Montgomery

- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 117

Harris County
MUD 189
Spring West
MUD
Harris County
WCID 132

- No No No No No None None No

- No No No No No None None No

- No No No No No None None No

Harris-Waller

Counties MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No

Spring Creek
Utility District
Westwood
Magnolia

Parkway - No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District

- No No No No No None None No

Blaketree MUD 1
of Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Hal\rllrlijDCcz);gty - No No No No No None None No
Ha;;lizgo;onty = No No No No No None None No
Brazcli/rlﬁDC(;unty - No No No No No None None No
Ha“r/IrLijDCcl)zgty = No No No No No None None No
Hal\rllrlijDCcz);;ty - No No No No No None None No
Ha“r/IrLijDCcz);;ty - No No No No No None None No
Camfield MUD - No No No No No None None No
Hal\l;lrLsDC;ligty - No No No No No None None No
iji:;g&ndgrés - No No No No No None None No
szjor]:;g&tgr;7 - No No No No No None None No
Hal\l;lrSDCg:;ty - No No No No No None None No
CouFr?tr; E:Sg 37 - No No No No No None None No
Cofnatl;/T\jltL(J)S 13 - No No No No No None None No
Hallf\;liz[c)olugnty - No No No No No None None No
HarI:/ilsUCDognty - No No No No No None None No
Hal;IiZSOGUQnty - No No No No No None None No
Hal\l;lrSDC:;;ty - No No No No No None None No
Lib;\l;\';\gllj.alkes - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Cinco MUD 8 - No No No No No None None No
Ro.I!lng Fre(.ek - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 150 o o o] o] o] one one o]
Harris County
Improvement = No No No No No None None No
District 16
Harris Fort Bend
- N N N N N N N N
Counties MUD 1 ° ° ° © © one one °
North
Grand Northwest - No No No No No None None No
MUD
Harris County
FWSD 6 - No No No No No None None No
W|n.<:I.fern.F0|.'est - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Porter MUD - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria Count
MUD 26 Y - No No No No No None None No
Town Center
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County WCID 2
Chimney Hill
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 199
Harris Count
MUD 368 Y - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Timberlake
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 136 o o o o o one one o}
Grimes County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 1 o o o o} o} one one o
Galveston No No No No No None None No
County FWSD 6
South Shore
- No No No No No None None No
Harbor MUD 6
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 515
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 354
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 359 o o o o o one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 133 o o o o} o one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 74 o} o o o o one one o}
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 55 o o o o} o one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 160 o} o o o o one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 514 o o o o} o} one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 250 o o o o o one one o}
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County FWSD 2
Cinco MUD 7 - No No No No No None None No
Palmer
Plantation MUD - No No No No No None None No
2




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Th i
_L_mde_rblr_d - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris Count
MUD 275 y - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 124
San Leon MUD - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
County MUD 3 - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 2
Galveston
County MUD 12 - No No No No No None None No
Corinthian Point
MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No
Chat W
ateau Woods - No No No No No None None No
MUD
Montgomery
County Utility - No No No No No None None No
District 3
Wood Trace
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 3 o o o o o one one o
River Plantation
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Flamingo Isles No No No No No None None No
MUD
Bayview MUD - No No No No No None None No
Bacliff MUD - No No No No No None None No
Cinco MUD 9 - No No No No No None None No
Cinco MUD 6 - No No No No No None None No
Grand Lakes
MUD 4 - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris County
FWSD 48 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 12
Eas.t.PIan.tat|.0n - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris County
WCID-Fondren - No No No No No None None No
Road
Kirkmont MUD - No No No No No None None No
Klein PUD - No No No No No None None No
Pine Bough PUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
WCID 50 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
WCID 145
Harris County
WCID 89 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
WCID 113
League City
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District
Harris Count
MUD 321 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Waller County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 2 o] o] o] o o one one o]
Galveston No No No No No None None No
County MUD 52
Cinco Southwest
MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Galveston
County MUD 68 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 92
Galveston
County MUD 46 - No No No No No None None No
Crosby MUD - No No No No No None None No
The Woodlands
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 1 o o] o] o o one one o]
Texas National
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Roman Forest
- N N N N N N N N
PUD 4 o] o o o] o] one one o
Roman Forest
- No No No No No None None No
PUD 3
New Caney MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 463 o o o o o one one o
Galveston No No No No No None None No
County MUD 55
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 57
Harris County No No No No No None None No
FWSD 52
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 370
Northwest Harris
County MUD 29 - No No No No No None None No
Weston MUD - No No No No No None None No
West Memorial
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Woodcreek MUD - No No No No No None None No




Entity

Population of

Floodplain

Management
Regulations

(Yes/ No/
Unknown)

Adopted
minimum

regulations
pursuant to Texas

Water Code
Section 16.3145?

(Yes/ No)

Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

NFIP
Participant
(Yes/ No)

CRS
Participant
(Yes/ No)

Higher
S ENENH
adopted
(Yes/ No)

Floodplain

Management

Practices
(Strong/

Moderate/
Low/ None)

Level of
Enforcement
of Practices
(High/
Moderate/
Low/ None)

Existing
Stormwater or
Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No)

District

Tara Glen MUD No No No No No None None No
Harris County
N N N N N N N N
MUD 468 o] o] o] o o one one o]
Harris County
N N N N N N N N
MUD 454 o] o o o o one one o
North Park PUD No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 537 No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 154 No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 261
Brazoria Count
MUD 30 y No No No No No None None No
Bissonnet MUD No No No No No None None No
ParkV\./ay.Utlllty No No No No No None None No
District
Montgomery No No No No No None None No
County MUD 99
Fort Bend
No No No No No None None No
County FWSD 1
Five Corners
Improvement No No No No No None None No
District
Harris County
Improvement No No No No No None None No
District 10A
H B
orsepen Bayou No No No No No None None No
MUD
Post Wood MUD No No No No No None None No
Ponderosa
Forest Utility No No No No No None None No

Web Link to entity regulations




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Brazoria County
MUD 16 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 116
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 425 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 426 o] o] o] o] o] one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 485 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 483 o] o] o] o] o] one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 484 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 158 o] o] o] o] o] one one o]
Lake MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 282 - No No No No No None None No
H-M-W SUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 433 o] o] o] o] o] one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 449 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o]
Cl i
ear Brook City - No No No No No None None No
MUD
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 106 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o]
Galveston No No No No No None None No
County MUD 30
Smith Ridge
MUD & - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 211 o] o] o] o] o] one one o]




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Fort Bend
ort ben - Unknown No No No No None None No
County LID 12
Galveston
County MUD 18 - No No No No No None None No
Sheldon Road
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Heatherloch
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Kings Manor
MUD - No No No No No None None No
C F t
ypress rores - No No No No No None None No
PUD
Harris County
WCID 157 - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 36
Harris Count
MUD 167 v = No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 271
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 4
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 372 o o o o o one one o]
Oak.rpont.Pu!oIlc - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 130
Burney Road
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Grand Lakes
MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No
Grand Lakes
- N N N N N N N N
WCID o o o o] o} one one o]




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Liberty County
MUD 7 - No No No No No None None No
Rolling Fork PUD - No No No No No None None No
Southwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 1
ST kT - No No No No No None None No
PUD
Spring Creek - No No No No No None None No
Forest PUD
Tattor Road
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Meadowcreek
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
2} (GBI L - No No No No No None None No
MUD
Brazoria Count
MUD 35 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Grand Oaks MUD - No No No No No None None No
Ricewood MUD - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 44
Fort Bend Yes Yes Yes No No Low Low No
County MUD 23
e No No No No No None None No
MUD 173
Phelps SUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 239 o] o] o] o o one one o)
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 99 o o o o) o one one o
T|.rr.1ber.Lan.e - No No No No No None None No
Utility District




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris County
MUD 287 - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 36 y - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend No No No No No None None No
County MUD 26
1L (CelTnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 55
Harris County
MUD 432 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 457 - No No No No No None None No
Harris Fort Bend
- N N N N N N N N
Counties MUD 5 ° ° ° ° © one one °
Harris Fort Bend
Counties MUD 3 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
WCID 156 - No No No No No None None No
Mission Bend
MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No
North Green No No No No No None None No
MUD
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 45
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 71
Harris Count
MUD 61 y - No No No No No None None No
Cimarron MUD - No No No No No None None No
Intercontinental
- No No No No No None None No
MUD




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Montgomery
County Utility - No No No No No None None No
District 4
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 12
Harris Count
MUD 188 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
WCID 159 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 58
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 123
Northwest Park
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
North Mission
Glen MUD - No No No No No None None No
Northwest Harris
County MUD 21 - No No No No No None None No
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 24
Northwest Harris
County MUD 28 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 53
Harris Count
MUD 281 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 5




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant Web Link to entity regulations
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?

(Yes/ No)

Harris County
MUD 451 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 68
West Harris No No No No No None None No
County MUD 2
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 371
Galveston No No No No No None None No
County MUD 14
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 96
Harris Count
MUD 364 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 405 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 411
Brazoria Count
MUD 6 y - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria County No No No No No None None No
MUD 23
k
Cy{a'ress 'Cre'e S No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 9
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
U 45 o) o o] (o] (o] one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 462 o) o o] o] o] one one o]
Me.r.norla?l H.IHS = No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 238 o o] o] o] o] one one o]




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris County
MUD 205 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 172
£ LB (CeINnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 390
Harris County
MUD 285 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
WCID 92 - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 151
Richey Road
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 280 o o o o] o] one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 110 o) o) o) o o one one o)
FaIIbrt.)ok. Utility - No No No No No None None No
District
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 171 o o] o] o o one one o]
Forest Hills MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 153 o] o o o o one one o
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 355
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 18
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 60
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 32




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris Count
MUD 375 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 410 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 473
Harris County
MUD 25 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 137
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 36 o] o) o) o o one one o)
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1&/38 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 142
Royalwood MUD - No No No No No None None No
Baybrook MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Lake Conroe Hills
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 452
Fort Bend
- Yes Yes Yes No No Lo Lo No
County MUD 2 W W
Harris County No No No No No None None No
FWSD 47
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 7
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 9




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 39
1L (CelTnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 91
Harris County
MUD 119 - No No No No No None None No
1 LB (CeITnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 132
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 149
Harris Count
MUD 180 y - No No No No No None None No
Reid R MUD
eid Ojd U - No No No No No None None No
Grand Mission
MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
WCID 70 - No No No No No None None No
1 LB (CelTnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 65
Harris County
FWSD 1-B - No No No No No None None No
1L (CelNTnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 344
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 276
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 16
Martin Creek No No No No No None None No
MUD
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 58
Galveston
County MUD 43 - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Harris Count
MUD 185 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 389
Sa'g'eme?do'w - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris Count
MUD 48 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery No No No No No None None No
County MUD 19
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 450
SEIEEEN No No No No No None None No
County MUD 53
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 489
Tarkington SUD - No No No No No None None No
Cinco MUD 12 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 56
Montgomer
CountygFWSDy6 - No No No No No None None No
£ LB (CEITnigY No No No No No None None No
FWSD 45
Mission Bend
MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Memorial MUD - No No No No No None None No
Beechnut MUD - No No No No No None None No
Mayde Creek
MUD - No No No No No None None No
M Creek
?éon -FEQ-E - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris Count
FWSD 51 y - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris County
MUD 170 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 168 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 500
Fort Bend
- Yes Yes Yes No No Low Low No
County MUD 30
Memorial
Villiages Water - No No No No No None None No
Authority
Morton Road
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 221 o o o o] o] one one o
Lan.g.ham.Crc?ek - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Point Aquarius
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Stanley Lake
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 6
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 20
Brazoria Count
MUD 19 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Harris Fort Bend
- N N N N N N N N
Counties MUD 4 ° ° ° ° ° one one °
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 163 o o o o) o one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 162 o] o] o] o o one one o




Entity

Harris County

Population of

Floodplain

Management
Regulations

(Yes/ No/
Unknown)

Adopted
minimum

regulations
pursuant to Texas

Water Code
Section 16.3145?

(Yes/ No)

Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

NFIP
Participant
(Yes/ No)

CRS
Participant
(Yes/ No)

Higher
S ENENH
adopted
(Yes/ No)

Floodplain

Management

Practices
(Strong/

Moderate/
Low/ None)

Level of
Enforcement
of Practices
(High/
Moderate/
Low/ None)

Existing
Stormwater or
Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No)

MUD 16 No No No No No None None No
Ha“;rlij;cl);;ty No No No No No None None No
Ha&rﬁ;i;;ty No No No No No None None No
Ha“t;lrlij;i;;ty No No No No No None None No
Ha&rﬁ;i;;ty No No No No No None None No
Ha“;rlij;cl):gty No No No No No None None No
Halr\;ilngosl:)nty No No No No No None None No
Ha;;lilsjgoélusnty No No No No No None None No
Ha&rﬁ;zggty No No No No No None None No
HaJS;Z;Zty No No No No No None None No
HaI\F/IFLiJSDCZ:gty No No No No No None None No
Ha“;rlij;cz):;ty No No No No No None None No
Ha,:,ﬂj;;;gty No No No No No None None No
Ha“;rlij;cz):gty No No No No No None None No
HaI\F/IFLiJSDCiggty No No No No No None None No
Ha“r/lrlij;iggty No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No

MUD 147

Web Link to entity regulations




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris County
MUD 101 - No No No No No None None No
Northgate
Crossing Road - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 36
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 358
REt Ro;d MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 49 o o o o] o] one one o
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 123
Harris County
MUD 44 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 345 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 341
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 33
Harris Count
MUD 316 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
1L (CelNTnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 284
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 264
Harris Count
MUD 255 y - No No No No No None None No
Galveston No No No No No None None No
County MUD 29




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Grand Mission
MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Bilma PUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 26 o] o] o] o o one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 278 o] o] o] o o one one o)
Rankin Road
- N N N N N N N N
West MUD o] o] o] o o one one o
Baker Road MUD - No No No No No None None No
LIS ELIEEED - No No No No No None None No
PUD
Lo.Lfetta Boa.d - No No No No No None None No
Utility Dristrict
North Ch I
orth € anm'e - No No No No No None None No
Water Authority
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 18
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
FWSD 61 o o] o] o o one one o)
Waller County
Road
- No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District 1
Harris-Liberty
- No No No No No None None No
Counties MUD 1
La Porte Are? - No No No No No None None No
Water Authority
Liberty County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 2 o] o] o] o o one one o)




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Liberty Count
M{JD 3 y - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 35
East
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 4
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 404
Galveston No No No No No None None No
County MUD 51
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 403
Pine Foest MUD - No No No No No None None No
Pine Village PUD - No No No No No None None No
Renn Road MUD - No No No No No None None No
Sedona Lakes
MUD 1 of - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria County
Cinco MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No
Inverness Forest
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
WCID 116
Harris Count
WCID 1 y - No No No No No None None No
West Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 6
West Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 4




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
West Harris
County MUD 16 - No No No No No None None No
West Harris
County MUD 14 - No No No No No None None No
West Harris No No No No No None None No
County MUD 10
Spanish Cove
- No No No No No None None No
PUD
Southbend MUD - No No No No No None None No
Sequoia
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District
Robin PUD - No No No No No None None No
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 27
Cinco MUD 5 - No No No No No None None No
Cinco MUD 3 - No No No No No None None No
Cinco MUD 10 - No No No No No None None No
Cinco MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Chelford Cit
MUD ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Blue Ridge West
MSD - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 53
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 45
Galveston
County WCID 19 - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 23 y - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Harris County
MUD 222 - No No No No No None None No
£ LB (CeINTnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 215
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 322
1L (CelnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 208
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 183
Harris County
MUD 179 - No No No No No None None No
Northwest
- No No No No No None None No
Freeway MUD
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 22
Northwolod MUD - No No No No No None None No
Clear Creek
- No No No No No None None No
Forest MUD 2
Clear Creek
- No No No No No None None No
Forest MUD 1
E Dor;.ado. s - No No No No No None None No
District
Clovercreek No No No No No None None No
MUD
Lazy River
Improvement = No No No No No None None No
District
Montgomery
County Utility - No No No No No None None No
District 2
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 17 o] o] o] o o one one o




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Harris Count
MUD 407 y - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
- Yes Yes Yes No No Low Low No
County MUD 35
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 480
Harris County
MUD 374 - No No No No No None None No
The Woodlands
Metro Center - No No No No No None None No
MUD
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 373 o] o) o) o o one one o)
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 273 o] o] o] o o one one o]
Harris Count
MUD 459 y - No No No No No None None No
Nottingham
- No No No No No None None No
Country MUD
Northgate
Crossing?\/lUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 81 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 62 - No No No No No None None No
West Harris
County MUD 9 - No No No No No None None No
Westador MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 91 o] o o o o one one o
Harri
.?rrls _COlfnty - No No No No No None None No
Utility District 15




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown) Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
|'.|E:II’FIS ,COLfnty - No No No No No None None No
Utility District 14
Shasla PUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
WCID 84 - No No No No No None None No
Fry Road MUD - No No No No No None None No
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1V67 - No No No No No None None No
Ench Pl
IS - No No No No No None None No
PUD
Castlewood MUD - No No No No No None None No
Oak Manor MUD - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria County
MUD 7 - No No No No No None None No
South Shore
Harbor MUD 7 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomer
CounthUDVS - No No No No No None None No
1 LB (CelnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 409
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 318
1 LB (CeINTnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 317
ing M
Spring Meadows - No No No No No None None No
MUD
Bear Creek MUD - No No No No No None None No
T ks Pl
owerl\SI)SDs aza - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Old Town Spring
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District
Cedar Bayou
Park Utility - No No No No No None None No
District
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 131
Harris County
MUD 217 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 96
Briar Ridge MUD - No No No No No None None No
Beltway 8 MUD 3 - No No No No No None None No
Beltway 8 MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No
Beltway 8 MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Baytown Are.a - No No No No No None None No
Water Authority
Cypresswood
. . - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Cornerstones
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Clay Road MUD - No No No No No None None No
Chelford One
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 80 v - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris County
FWSD 27 - No No No No No None None No
£ LB (CellTnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 63
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County WCID 12
Grand Lakes
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 1 o] o] o] o o one one o]
Harris Count
MUD 516 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 517
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 436
Far H,IHS ,Utlhty - No No No No No None None No
District
Montgomery No No No No No None None No
County MUD 86
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 66
Wood Trace
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 2 o o o o o one one o
Wood Trace
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 1 o] o] o] o o one one o]
Galveston No No No No No None None No
County MUD 66
Aldine PUD - No No No No No None None No
Arcadian
Gardens MUD - No No No No No None None No
Westlake MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 30




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 38
Montgomer
CountygI\/IUD ZS - No No No No No None None No
1L (CeInigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 136
Woodcreek
Reserve MUD - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County FWSD 7
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 43
Forests Edge
MUD g - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
M:JD 3;6 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 327 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 8
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 366
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 111
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 50
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1V64 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
WCID 163 - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 156




Adopted

Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Management regulations NFIP CRS . .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
SO ECIL No No No No No None None No
County MUD 142
Waller County
N N N N N N N N
MUD 17 o] o o o o one one o)
Northwest Harris
No No No No No None None No
County MUD 19
Harris County
MUD 220 No No No No No None None No
Hill MUD
Cypressl I u No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
No No No No No None None No
County MUD 163
Blaketree MUD 2
of Montgomery No No No No No None None No
County
Conroe MUD 1 No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 105 y No No No No No None None No
Mills Road MUD No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 216 y No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 109
Harris Count
MUD 492 y No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 554
Harri
arris County No No No No No None None No

MUD 506




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Harris Count
MUD 542 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 566
Willow Point No No No No No None None No
MUD
East
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 6
East
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 7
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 24
Montgomer
CountygI\/IUD ZZ - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 416
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 418
Charterwood
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria Count
MUD 53 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 558
Harris Count
MUD 461 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 95
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 106
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 90




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Montgomer
CountygI\/IUD 16 - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria Count
MUD 28 y - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 39
Harris Count
MUD 391 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 493
Whi kB
12 ORI - No No No No No None None No
MUD
Harris County
MUD 434 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 387 - No No No No No None None No
West Harris
County MUD 15 - No No No No No None None No
1L (CelNTnigY No No No No No None None No
WCID 155
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 185
G.r(.eenV\./oo.d - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 89
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 88
Charleston MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 481 o] o] o o 0] one one o)
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 32 o] o o] o o one one o




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris Count
MUD 424 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 482
SEIEEEN No No No No No None None No
County MUD 36
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 173
Harris Count
MUD 249 y - No No No No No None None No
Bamn.weI.Utlllty - No No No No No None None No
district
Fort Bend-Waller
Counties MUD 3 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 114
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 532
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 519
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 135
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 139
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 136
Harris-Brazoria
Counties MUD - No No No No No None None No
509




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harri
.a'rrls (?ou'nty - No No No No No None None No
Utility District 6
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 158
1L (el TnigY No No No No No None None No
WCID 109
Woodridge MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 412 y - No No No No No None None No
L h T
on_g_ orn_ o_wn - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 168
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 3
Hunter's Glen
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 131
LG e No No No No No None None No
County MUD 206
Brazoria Count
MUD 48 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria Count
MUD 49 y - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria Count
MUD 50 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 30




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Brazoria Count
MUD 43 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Newport MUD - No No No No No None None No
Barker Cypress - No No No No No None None No
MUD
East
Montgomery = No No No No No None None No
County MUD 5
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 465
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 16
Northwest Harris
County MUD 23 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 5 - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend No No No No No None None No
County MUD 58
1L (el ThigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 86
Fort Bend No No No No No None None No
County MUD 48
1L (CeINTnigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 547
Magnolia East
gMUD - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria Count
MUD 42 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 441 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 140




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Kingsbridge MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 399 Y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 419 - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 189
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 304 o o o o] o] one one o]
Harris Count
MUD 397 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 406 o] o] o] o o one one o
Cypress-Klein
o - No No No No No None None No
Utiltiy District
Brazoria County No No No No No None None No
MUD 56
Harris Count
MUD 365 y - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend No No No No No None None No
County MUD 182
MEE (el Bepd - No No No No No None None No
Water Authority
Fulshear MUD 3 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 113
Grant Road PUD - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 31
Harris County No No No No No None None No
WCID 161
East
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 3
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 530
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 529 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o]
Waller County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 2
Harris County
MUD 120 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 501
Bridgestone
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 538 Y - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 551 Y - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria Count
MUD 66 Y - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 18 Y - No No No No No None None No
Lake F t
?_e c?res_ - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris Count
WCID 114 Y - No No No No No None None No
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 379




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 178
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 534 o o o o o one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 533 o o o o o} one one o
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 61 o o o o o one one o
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 367 o o o o o one one o
Willow Creek
- N N N N N N N N
Farms MUD o o o o o one one o
Harris-
montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
Counties MUD
386
Dowdell PUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 400 Y - No No No No No None None No
Montgomer
CountygI\/IUD 17 - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 130
Meadowhill
- No No No No No None None No
Regional MUD
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 376
Harris Count
MUD 378 Y - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 396 Y - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant Web Link to entity regulations

adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Harris County
Road
- No No No No No None None No
Improvement
District 1
Rayford Road
y MUD - No No No No No None None No
West Harris
County MUD 7 - No No No No No None None No
1L (CeInigY No No No No No None None No
MUD 102
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 381
Fountainhead
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Waller County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 1
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 22 o) o) o) o o one one o)
Fort Bend No No No No No None None No
Coutny MUD 133
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 67
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 126
North Forest
- No No No No No None None No
MUD
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1y19 - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
FWSD 58 y - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris County
MUD 182 - No No No No No None None No
L North
ouetta Nort - No No No No No None None No
PUD
L Bello MUD
ago elo v - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 570 - No No No No No None None No
Valley Ranch
MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 15
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 190
Mount Houston
- No No No No No None None No
Road MUD
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
WCID 21 o] o] o] o o one one o]
LT No No No No No None None No
County MUD 76
North !BeI'F Utility - No No No No No None None No
District
Northgate
Crossing?\/IUD 5 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 490 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 361 - No No No No No None None No
East D t
as ow_n o_wn - No No No No No None None No
Mgmt District
AR (Ll No No No No No None None No
MUD 18




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Web Link to entity regulations

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Brazoria County
MUD 21 - No No No No No None None No
Fort Bend
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 122
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 39
Big Oaks MUD - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 60
Northpointe
WCID - No No No No No None None No
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 6
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 496 o) o) o) o o one one o)
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 420 o] o] o] o o one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 383 o] o] o] o o one one o]
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 544 o o o o o] one one o
Harris Count
MUD 540 y - No No No No No None None No
Waller County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 33 o] o] o] o o one one o]
Montgomery
County MUD = No No No No No None None No
154A
Brazoria County No No No No No None None No
MUD 73
Harris Count
MUD 495 y - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Harris County

Improvemend - No No No No No None None No
District 25
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 64 o] o] o] (o] (o] one one o]
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 70 o] o] o] o] o] one one o]
Trinity Lakes
MUD of
- No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
County
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 40 o] o] o] o] o] one one o]
Greens Parkwa
y - No No No No No None None No
MUD
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 230
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 196
Montgomer
8 y - No No No No No None None No

County MUD 180

Harris County

MUD 423 ] e No No No No None None No
Cou:z\r/tlazrl;dlﬂ ) No No No No No None None No
Col\:r?tr:/t;g\;ljsqoerlyos i No No No No No None None No
CoI\L/JI:tr:;gI\;I)lT;rlyss - No No No No No None None No

Galveston ) No No No o o oo o -

County MUD 56




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Chambers
County MUD 3 - No No No No No None None No
Waller Count
MUD 34 Y - No No No No No None None No
Green Tree Park
MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 553
East
Montgomery - No No No No No None None No
County MUD 12
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 158
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 179
Fort Bend
- Yes Yes Yes No No Low Low No
County MUD 34
Harris County
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District 14
Harris Count
MUD 157 Y - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria County
MUD 24 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
MUD 24 - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 155
CY Champ PUD - No No No No No None None No
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 59




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
West Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 17
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 176
Harris County
Improvement = No No No No No None None No
District 24
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 165
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 15
West Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 21
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 544
Harris County
- N N N N N N N N
FWSD 1A o o o o] o] one one o
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County WCID 4
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 565
Harris Waller
Counties MUD 4 - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria Count
MUD 77 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 248 Y - No No No No No None None No
Northwest Harris
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 10
Lak d MUD
@ ewo;) - No No No No No None None No




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 105
Montgomer
County;ngUD 1ylz - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 121
Texas Heritage - No No No No No None None No
Parkway ID
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1y59 - No No No No No None None No
Lak MUD
@ ewo;)d v - No No No No No None None No
Lakewood
Improvement - No No No No No None None No
District
Harris Count
MUD 552 Y - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria County
- N N N N N N N N
MUD 69 o o o] o] o] one one o]
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 569
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1y75 - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 555
E to Real
n_c_an O_ e_a - No No No No No None None No
Utility District




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Wood Trace
WCID of - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
County
Northampton No No No No No None None No
MUD
Wood Trace
MUD 4 - No No No No No None None No
Brazoria-Fort
Bend Counties - No No No No No None None No
MUD 3
Montgomer
Countylg\/IUD 1y74 - No No No No No None None No
Malc.<.3m50.n R.oad - No No No No No None None No
Utility District
Harris County
Improvement = No No No No No None None No
District 27
Harris County No No No No No None None No
MUD 568
Waller County
WCID 3 - No No No No No None None No
Liberty Grand
MUD 1 - No No No No No None None No
Remi MUD
emmgtlon U - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 165
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 73
Galveston
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 74




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
Floodplain minimum
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS

Floodplain Level of
Higher Management Enforcement Existing
S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or
adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
(Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Low/ None) Low/ None)

Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145?
(Yes/ No)

Web Link to entity regulations

Brazoria County
MUD 51 - No No No No No None None No
Chambers
County MUD 2 - No No No No No None None No
Waller Count
MUD 35 y - No No No No No None None No
Harris-Waller
- No No No No No None None No
Counties MUD 3
Lakewo<1)d MUD - No No No No No None None No
Harris Count
MUD 202 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 157
Montgomery
- No No No No No None None No
County MUD 173
Richfield Ranch
- No No No No No None None No
WCID
Harris Count
MUD 377 ¥ - No No No No No None None No
Harris County
- No No No No No None None No
MUD 380
Montgomer
Countyi/IUD 1V48 - No No No No No None None No
- Ri
>an Jacmto' Ver - No No No No No None None No
Authority
B Ri
razos _|ver - No No No No No None None No
Authority
Trinity River
Authority of - No No No No No None None No
Texas




Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

Adopted
. . 'p Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
. . . .. .. S ENENH Practices of Practices Stormwater or . . .
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Willow Fork
) ow ?r , - No No Yes No No None None No
Drainage District
Montgomery
County Drainage - No No No No No None None No
District 10
Galveston
County Drainage - Yes No No No No None None No https://gcdd1.us/wp-content/uploads/2023/11/GCDD1-
District 1 DCM-October2023.pdf
Montgomery
County Drainage - No No No No No None None No
District 9
Brazoria County
Drainage District - No No No No No None None No
8
Galveston
County Drainage - No No No No No None None No
District 2
Montgomery
County Drainage - No No No No No None None No
District 6
Brazoria
Drainage District - Yes No No No Yes Moderate Moderate No Microsoft Word -
4 Pearland BDD4 Report 20190706 Final.docx
West Brazoria
County Drainage - Yes No No No Yes Moderate Moderate No
District




Adopted

Appendix 3A-1 - Table 6: Existing Floodplain Management Practices

. . . Floodplain Level of
Floodplain minimum . .
. Higher Management Enforcement Existing
Overall Management regulations NFIP CRS ] .
) ) ) .. .. Standards Practices of Practices Stormwater or . ) )
Entity Population of Regulations pursuant to Texas Participant Participant ) . Web Link to entity regulations
. adopted (Strong/ (High/ Drainage Fee
Entity (Yes/ No/ Water Code (Yes/ No) (Yes/ No)
. (Yes/ No) Moderate/ Moderate/ (Yes/ No)
Unknown)  Section 16.3145? Low/ None) Low/ None)
(Yes/ No)
Fort Bend
County Drainage - Yes No No No Yes Strong Strong No
District
Liberty C t
! .er Y o.un.y - Unknown No No No No None None No
Drainage District
. https://www.bkdd.dst.tx.us/upload/common/Debt/FINA
Brookshire Katy .
Drai Distri - Yes No No No Yes Moderate Moderate No L%20ACCEPTED%20Master%20Drainage%20Plan%20for
rainage District %20BKDD%2006%2020%2023%20%20Reduced%205Size.
pdf
Galveston
Count
) Y - Yes No No No Yes Moderate Moderate No
Consolidated https://gccdd.dst.tx.us/downloads/GCCDD _Criteria Effe
Drainage District ctive 01 27 2025.pdf
Harris County
Flood Control - Yes No No No Yes Strong Strong No
District
Brazoria County
Drainage District - No No No No No None None No

5




Appendix 3A-2: Map 13 - Floodplain Management






Appendix 3B-1: Map 14 - Model Coverage






Appendix 3B-2: Map 15 - Greatest Gaps in Flood Risk Information






Appendix 3B-3: Map 16 - Greatest Flood Risk






Appendix 3C-1: Table 11 - Regional Flood Plan Flood Mitigation and
Floodplain Management Goals



Table 11 Regional Flood Plan Flood Mitigation and Floodplain Management Goals

Goal ID Goal Goal Theme Term of Goal Target Year Applicable To Residual Risk
N tteed ch in flood risk. Risk to lif
There will be 0 flood-related fatalities annually . . o'guaran' ev?e C ange In tood risk. Riskto lite
06-20-0000000001 L . ) Multiple Long Term (30 year) 2053 Entire RFPG associated with indirect causes such as loss of power
within the San Jacinto region by 2053. . . . . .
generation or isolation from medical care remain.
06-20-0000000002 Increase t.he.value of state.and fed.eral funds Funding Short Term (10 year) 5033 S e Communities_that need but were not award(.ed funding.
awarded within the San Jacinto Region by 10%. No direct change to mapped flood risk
Does not address risks related to less frequent events (ex.
Reduce the miles of major roadways subject to . 500-year event); No change to the extent of inundation
. . . Roadway and early warning . . .
06-20-0000000003 inundation during the 100-year event by 10% by svstems Short Term (10 year) 2033 Entire RFPG along minor roadways; 90% of major thoroughfares
2033. y subject to inundation during the 100-year event maintain
the same risk
Does not address risks related to less frequent events (ex.
Reduce the miles of major roadways subject to . 500-year event); No change to the extent of inundation
. . . Roadway and early warning . ] .
06-20-0000000004 inundation during the 100-year event by 25% by S Long Term (30 year) 2053 Entire RFPG along minor roadways; 75% of major thoroughfares
2053. Y currently subject to inundation during the 100-year event
maintain the same risk
Increase the number of public entities that invest No change in mapped flood risk; however, new funding
06-20-0000000005 in stormwater infrastructure and planning by 10% Funding Short Term (10 year) 2033 Entire RFPG will maintain or reduce risk as stormwater O&M and
by 2033. capital improvement projects are implemented.
Increase the number of entities that invest in No change in mapped flood risk; however, new funding
06-20-0000000006 stormwater infrastructure and planning by 25% Funding Long Term (30 year) 2053 Entire RFPG will maintain or reduce risk as stormwater O&M and
by 2053. capital improvement projects are implemented.
All flood regulatory authorities within the region
will adopt standards equal to or exceeding . . No change in flood risk; reduced flood risk for new
06-20-0000000007 . . Floodplain management Short Term (10 year) 2033 Entire RFPG
minimums as recommended by the San Jacinto development
RFPG.
| interjurisdictional dination th h
mpro've |'n er'Jurls ctiona coc')r ination throug No change to flood risk. Participation in the San Jacinto
participation in the SIRF Planning process. Target Region is intended to reduce flood risk by improvin
06-20-0000000008 to ensure that 50% of identified stakeholders Outreach and education Short Term (10 year) 2033 Entire RFPG g. . . . y p. . g
coordination of data sharing, planning, and identification
complete the SIRFP stakeholder survey and of funding opportunities for mitigation solutions
provide data for inclusion in the RFP by 2033. S & ’
| interjurisdictional dination th h
mp.ro.ve |-n er_Jurls 'ctiona coc?r thation throug No change to flood risk. Participation in the San Jacinto
participation in the SIRF Planning process. Target L . . .
. . . . region is intended to reduce flood risk by improving
06-20-0000000009 to ensure that 90% of identified stakeholders Outreach and education Long Term (30 year) 2053 Entire RFPG L . . . e
coordination of data sharing, planning, and identification
complete the SIRFP stakeholder survey and . . L .
. . L of funding opportunities for mitigation solutions.
provide data for inclusion in the RFP by 2053.
. . Does not account for ongoing impacts of climate change;
Expand the understanding of flood risk in the San
06-20-0000000010 xP ! ing skt Studies Short Term (10 year) 2033 Entire RFPG improves understanding of flood risk by accounting for

Jacinto region.

updated rainfall data (NOAA Atlas 14)
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Table 11 Regional Flood Plan Flood Mitigation and Floodplain Management Goals

Goal ID

06-20-0000000001

Goal

There will be 0 flood-related fatalities annually
within the San Jacinto region by 2053.

How will the Goal be Measured

Number of direct flood-related
fatalities

Overarching Goal

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC §362.3.b.13-
14)

Associated Goal IDs

06-20-0000000002

Increase the value of state and federal funds
awarded within the San Jacinto Region by 10%.

State and federal funds
awarded to communities
within the San Jacinto region

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC § 362.3.b.13-
14)

06-20-0000000017

06-20-0000000003

Reduce the miles of major roadways subject to
inundation during the 100-year event by 10% by
2033.

Number of miles of major
thoroughfares subject to 100-
year flood risk

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC § 362.3.b.13-
14)

06-20-0000000004

06-20-0000000004

Reduce the miles of major roadways subject to
inundation during the 100-year event by 25% by
2053.

Number of miles of major
thoroughfares subject to 100-
year flood risk

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC §362.3.b.13-
14)

06-20-0000000003

06-20-0000000005

Increase the number of public entities that invest
in stormwater infrastructure and planning by 10%
by 2033.

Number of public entities that
dedicate funding towards
stormwater infrastructure and
planning

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC § 362.3.b.13-
14)

06-20-0000000006

06-20-0000000006

Increase the number of entities that invest in
stormwater infrastructure and planning by 25%
by 2053.

Number of public entities that
dedicate funding towards
stormwater infrastructure and
planning

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC § 362.3.b.13-
14)

06-20-0000000005

06-20-0000000007

All flood regulatory authorities within the region
will adopt standards equal to or exceeding
minimums as recommended by the San Jacinto
RFPG.

Number of flood regulatory
authorities that adopt
standards equal to or

exceeding recommended
minimums by the RFPG in the
second cvcle

Consider floodplain
management and development
regulation (31 TAC § 362.b.6-
7,26)

06-20-0000000008

Improve interjurisdictional coordination through
participation in the SIRF Planning process. Target
to ensure that 50% of identified stakeholders
complete the SIRFP stakeholder survey and
provide data for inclusion in the RFP by 2033.

Number of identified
stakeholders who submit
survey responses or provide
data for inclusion in the San
Jacinto Regional Flood Plan

No neighboring areas are
negatively affected and
consider floodplain
management and development
regulation (31 TAC § 362.3.b.6-
7.10.,26

06-20-0000000009

06-20-0000000009

Improve interjurisdictional coordination through
participation in the SIRF Planning process. Target
to ensure that 90% of identified stakeholders
complete the SIRFP stakeholder survey and
provide data for inclusion in the RFP by 2053.

Number of identified
stakeholders who submit
survey responses or provide
data for inclusion in the San
Jacinto Regional Flood Plan

No neighboring areas are
negatively affected and
consider floodplain
management and development
regulation (31 TAC § 362.3.b.6-
7.10.26

06-20-0000000008

06-20-0000000010

Expand the understanding of flood risk in the San
Jacinto region.

Percentage of the floodplain
quilt, by studied stream length,
that is based on NOAA Atlas 14

rainfall data

Based on the best available
science, data, models, and
flood risk mapping (31 TAC §
362.3.b, 2)

06-20-0000000018
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Table 11 Regional Flood Plan Flood Mitigation and Floodplain Management Goals

Goal ID Goal Goal Theme Term of Goal Target Year Applicable To Residual Risk
. i . Does not address risks related to less frequent events (ex.
Reduce the number of critical facilities subject to 500-year event); 95% of critical facilities subject to
06-20-0000000011 inundation during the 100-year event by 5% by Critical facilities Short Term (10 year) 2033 Entire RFPG . y S IO . y
inundation during the 100-year event maintain the same
2033. .
flood risk
. . . Does not address risks related to less frequent events (ex.
Reduce the number of critical facilities subject to 500-year event); 80% of critical facilities subject to
06-20-0000000012 inundation during the 100-year event by 20% by Critical facilities Long Term (30 year) 2053 Entire RFPG . y o > . !
inundation during the 100-year event maintain the same
2053. .
flood risk
At least 35% of all flood mitigation strategies
FMS d flood mitigati jects (FMP N idual risk dt ivalent tional
06-20-0000000013 (FMSs) and flood mitigation projects (FMPs) Nature-based Short Term (10 year) 2033 Entire RFPG O residualrisk as compared to equivalent conventiona
identified within the regional flood plan will practices
incorporate nature-based practices by 2033.
At least 90% of flood mitigation strategies (FMSs)
06-20-0000000014 an.d flood mitigation projects (FM P's) identified Nature-based Long Term (30 year) 5053 Entire REPG No residual risk as compared'to equivalent conventional
within the regional flood plan will incorporate practices
nature-based practices by 2053.
. Does not address flood risk related to less frequent
Reduce the number of structures subject to events (ex. 500-year event); 75% of structures subject to
06-20-0000000015 inundation during the 100-year event by 25% by Structures and population Long Term (30 year) 2053 Entire RFPG . T . y 1127 . )
inundation during the 100-year event maintain the same
2053. .
flood risk
No change to flood risk. Participation in the San Jacinto
Collect 75% of infrastructure data fi flood
06-20-0000000016 oflec o oriniras ruc.u.re ata from 100 Infrastructure Short Term (10 year) 2038 Entire RFPG Region is intended to reduce flood risk by improving
regulatory authorities by 2038. L .
coordination of data sharing.
Increase the FIF funds awarded within the San . .
] . o . . Communities that need but were not awarded funding.
06-20-0000000017 Jacinto Region by 10% based on $65 million Funding Short Term (10 year) 2038 Entire RFPG . .
. No direct change to mapped flood risk.
previously awarded as of August 2025.
Increase the number of entities regulating Does not account for ongoing impacts of climate change;
06-20-0000000018 floodplains based on Atlas 14 rainfall data to Floodplain management Short Term (10 year) 2038 Entire RFPG improves regulation of flood risk by accounting for

100%.

updated rainfall data (NOAA Atlas 14).
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Table 11 Regional Flood Plan Flood Mitigation and Floodplain Management Goals

Goal ID

06-20-0000000011

Goal

Reduce the number of critical facilities subject to
inundation during the 100-year event by 5% by
2033.

How will the Goal be Measured

Number of critical facilities
subject to 100-year flood risk

Overarching Goal

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC § 362.3.b.13-
14)

Associated Goal IDs

06-20-0000000012

06-20-0000000012

Reduce the number of critical facilities subject to
inundation during the 100-year event by 20% by
2053.

Number of critical facilities
subject to 100-year flood risk

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC § 362.3.b.13-
14)

06-20-0000000011

06-20-0000000013

At least 35% of all flood mitigation strategies
(FMSs) and flood mitigation projects (FMPs)
identified within the regional flood plan will
incorporate nature-based practices by 2033.

Number of FMSs and FMPs
that incorporate nature-based
practices as defined within the
San Jacinto Regional Flood Plan

Include nature-based features
(31 TAC § 362.3.b. 17,24)

06-20-0000000014

06-20-0000000014

At least 90% of flood mitigation strategies (FMSs)
and flood mitigation projects (FMPs) identified
within the regional flood plan will incorporate

nature-based practices by 2053.

Number of FMSs and FMPs
that incorporate nature-based
practices as defined within the
San Jacinto Regional Flood Plan

Include nature-based features
(31 TAC § 362.3.b. 17,24)

06-20-0000000013

06-20-0000000015

Reduce the number of structures subject to
inundation during the 100-year event by 25% by
2053.

Number of structures subject
to 100-year flood risk

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC § 362.3.b.13-
14)

06-20-0000000016

Collect 75% of infrastructure data from flood
regulatory authorities by 2038.

Number of flood regulatory
authorities providing
infrastructure data through
survey and outreach efforts

Based on the best available
science, data, models, and
flood risk mapping (31 TAC §
362.3.b, 2)

06-20-0000000017

Increase the FIF funds awarded within the San
Jacinto Region by 10% based on $65 million
previously awarded as of August 2025.

FIF funds awarded to
communities within the San
Jacinto region

Protect against loss of life and
property (31 TAC § 362.3.b.13-
14)

06-20-0000000002

06-20-0000000018

Increase the number of entities regulating
floodplains based on Atlas 14 rainfall data to
100%.

Number of flood regulatory
authorities with adopted and
regulated floodplains based on
NOAA Atlas 14 rainfall data

Based on the best available
science, data, models, and
flood risk mapping (31 TAC §
362.3.b, 2)

06-20-0000000010
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