e t———

-z, e
/r!_l PRI G

/‘}/y’f/ (’a/ * .../

FUNDING FLASI FLOOD ALARM SYSTIM

Currently MNWS is purchasing the Flash Flood Alarm Svstenm (FFASY,
performing the required site surveys, handling the installation and
providing ro”tina semi-annual mainternance inspactions. The community
provides for any required rights-—of-way and pays for pover and communi-
cations costs. Formal written agreements arae signed by WS and community
officials. These practices are in compliance with an inter policy
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established by Dr. White during February 1972.
To date nine of these systems have bean installed, and are working very
;ell. The alarm's success is in a large part due to extensive tasting,
fail-safe design, careful site selection by flash flood hydrologists and
installation by NWS electronic technicians. Approximately 34 additional
svstems are on order from FY73 funds and installation is scheduled duriug
FY74. '

We know that the sites where FFAS's can serve a useful purpose number in
o 131

the thousands. The Office of Hydrolo ogy is analyzing lists of flood prone

communities compiled by the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Gzological Survey,

Housing ard Urban Davzal t and other azancies, to determine the mazni-

tude of the problem and to determine a rational priority system for the

installation of FFAS's. ThiJ uroqect (a2 review of coffice material) will
te surveys needed for a firnal

Dr. White asked the NAS/NAL Committee Advisory to NOAA to study this
problem as part of their in depth study of the flash flood problen.
The matter was considaered by the Committees Panel on Hydrology at its
meeting in February 1973. Thneir recommendation was:

The Panel believes that the HW3 fiz2ld personnel should
these devices to commnunities wnich can

in selecting the site, and, if n=zces
tion. We suggest, however, that the t
and make arrangzements for its necessary maintenance. Weath
Service personnel should irake periodic checks oa the device to
assure that it is receiving proper maintenance and that it will
function if needed.

The devices are not so costly asz to preclude local pur"hasp
s belie
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cost, government installation would be indicated. Howvever, even
in the poorest communities, there is usually someone with the
abilitiex required for rourina rmaintenance

It should be noted that the Committee was: dizsolved before the Panel's
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recommendations could be considered. , PR it ot L
~Meanwhile, thes\Defeuse Civi1 tre)ﬁvadﬂe:s 7 e Federal Disaster
Assistance Agency have becom xa inferested in purchasing FFAS's and making
them availaule to states and/or cormunities. This possibility appears

~attractive on the surface However, NWS would remain as the agency
responsible for flood forecasts and warnings, and it is understood our
xpertise would still be requirad for selection of sites. Estimates of
manpowver required for these functions are at*agnod It iS evident that
naeded for a

equipment cost is only a small part of the resource

continuing program.
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Five solutions to the FFAS funding might be considered as follows:

1. Establish a
local govarmae i
Those presen c
would be use o} 2mon
preparedness specialists.
! :
! Lo 5“@Fi~*2 NYS fund for FFAS's at higzh priority sites (approximately
_ 250) selected on a national priority basis and the remainder
i "be handled by other.
|
i ¥ 3. NWS fund for FFAS's at high priority sitezs but make site
i selections onlv for other sites according to established
criteria) for FFAS's financed by federal agencies such as
DCPA aud FDAA having ferlij capability to work with state
and local agencies
4. 9SS fund for FFAS's at high priority sites and perform both
site selection and maintenzrce (according to established
criteria) for FFiS8's financed by other federal and/or state
and local agencies.
5. Strive for an OMB decision that FFAS's fall within N5 total
forecast and warning responsibility and that NS assume lead
! agency role and receive appropriate Yesources.
J
! A review of each alternative follows:
' 1. This approach wmould be in accord with thz position of the
j present ad £ Lo encouraze state and lecal respon-—
i éigj}i;y T i own zanability. Present
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NS budgated resources for FFAS's are relatively small;
consequently, there is a real possibility that technical
consultation services could not cepe wita a nationwide
£Yass roots reaquest for services. 1 is, however, the
dangar that many communities would o or cheaper alarms,
lacking fail-safe features, which co fa

times, thus placing lives apd property in jecpardy to the
discredit of NWS and local authorities as well. Reliance
on a warning that fails to come can be devastating.

Under this proposal the NJS will have an FFAS activity that
will provide a good base.demonstration of a nationwide
progiram. This option is similar to alternate one excent
the NWS effort would be increased (pernaps we would install
as many as 5 systems per state) to serve thosa communities
with potentially critical flash flood hazards that could
best be served by the FFAS. This expanded NWS effort would
provide greater national visibility to the program and thus
acquaint a larger number of comnunities with this system.
Hopefully, the dar .0f rel'”uce on systens witnh inadequate
fail-safe features bj communities would ba diminished. This
option would not provide financial enceourageamant to those
comnunities that would not be included in the NWS demonstra-
tion program and other federal agencies would operate on
their own.

/

Community eligibility for site selection services would be
determined by criteria to be established by the federal
government. Site selection by individual inspections would
require nanpower slots along with funding by the sponsoring
federal agency. WS would req: 168 pesitions for each
one thousand sites for this reimbursable program. Presumably,
site selazctions would be a ona-time opasration for a community
and the manpower requirement would be related to the
"popularity" of the prozram.

1ity for site
sould increase
a sure that

This option proposes that KWS assume responsi
selection and maintenanczs. This drrangzement
substantially the NJS manoower raqLiraaen“ to Dbf
e i y 9 positions
T

equipment maintenzance was adequ 1
ba . Travel

per 1000 sites would be requir i
for routine maintenance to sites
would be expznsiva. This could b
i
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rmonitored contract na nce could he autho
NWS would require ap
reimbursahle activit
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5. This option requires a commitment to sizable NOAA budgelt requests
in the future. NJS.places a hicher priority on budget items for
additional R¥C's, extendad R“C coverase, and other approaches to

@ tnan tne FrAS.  If it is assumed

ut in a reasonable time frame,

8 s appreoach,. The USGS has

s working along the MNation's
tad in collaborating

isned watchinz~iund prograws

the ilash flcod warning nro
that DENR or DNR will come abh
thera are important

nany hydrologists and tech
streams, and that agency may
witn N&S. TWha USGS als
with states and many local =
support for an NWS lead
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MJS has a unique capability to provide the overall direction for a national
program related to the Flash Flood Alarm System. However, its traditional
role has been that of detection and prediction of natural disasters.such

as flash floods. Other federal agencies nave bean charged with respcnsi-
bilities that relatzs to minimizing the personal and ecoromic impact of .
such natural disasters on the individual and public institutions. Such

agencies as the Defense Civil Prevaredness Agzency and tne Federal Disaster
i i

Assistance Agency, although hezvily oriented toward fun - -far disaster
relief, are authorized to provide funding arrangements for facilities that
would provide warnings and assist in developing a comnunity's preparedness.
This feature of their 1i ;eion presents an early opportunity for nationwide
implementation of FFAS's on 2 scale that MNI3 could not hope to undertake
considering the overall pricrities for fuading within WOAA.  Assuming that
NJS is not likely to be designated as the Nation's sole agency for the
ompleta range of flash flood warning activities, alternative 3 seems to
provide the most workable arrangement for a national effort for the FFAS's-.

trong base zctivity within NWS by
h is curreantly only 'pilot type in size.
tate and rezional wvisibility for this

Altarnacive 3 would provide for a s
enlarging its present program, whict
This b;be progranm would gives good s
activity. An MWS progrom of this size (roughly 230 installarions) would
provide a coavenient reference, or modal instalilations, coping with
regional variations in service requirements that could give confidence
to local community officials as to tne svsten's usefulness to meet their
prob1ems. Manpower and funding recuirements would not upset normal
uvdgeting procedures. Finally, the greztest number of FFAS's would be
. <

O
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,000 sites) and ass fu
OYB or sponrsorinz agencies for thase positions.

i 0“;cd by local and [ederal matching fund arranzzments. This arranga-
mant calls upon local investment for services winich have support of the
prasent Administration. TFinancial and o g SuDT
from the disaster relief organizat
utilization of resources that coul
operation.
Alternativa 3 calls for a number of faderal pesiticns (18 positions per
ociatads funding -— L2AL would need the supporl of
nec ’



Option 4 is the same as 3 except the additional assumption of maintenance
by NWS for all sites. Since maintenancs can b o}
would bz a less costlr arrancement and morve ef
ja)
-

2 handled locally, option 3
ficient than having Federal

employees carry out this tesk.
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