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Providing leadership in the cooperative management of Ohio’s floodplains to 
reduce flood damage and recognize their natural benefits.  �
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Crawlments / Base space:  Is there a subgrade drainage option? 
By Christopher Thoms, CFM—Program Manager 
ODNR, Division of Water—Floodplain Management Program 

Floodplain, swale, valley, glen, ravine, gorge, wetland, meadow, puddle, burn, creek, river, pond, lake, reser-
voir, well, ditch, crawlspace, and basement; all are terms used to refer to low-lying areas and corresponding 
wetness. The lower the area, the more likely that water will collect and remain.  
 
When preparing a development, builders must consider soil types, compaction, moisture, and drainage to 
ensure sound construction. When excavating, these considerations are even more pressing (pun intended). 
Again, the lower the area, the more likely that water will collect and remain.  
 

Surface and sub-surface water pressing against a basement wall (hydrostatic pressure) 
can cause leaks, flooding, and may also result in catastrophic failure of the wall or the 

entire structure. In recognition of this, sound flood risk reduction standards discourage 
basements in floodplains.  

 
Some confusion arises when builders propose to construct a subgrade 

crawlspace. In NFIP-participating communities, a basement is defined as any area of a building having its 
floor subgrade (below ground level) on all sides.  
 

A structure with at least one side of the lowest floor at-or-above exterior lowest adjacent 
grade, is not a basement by this definition. Such a structure may be designed to reduce 
flood risk and so, also benefit from lower flood insurance premiums, using performance 

standards specified for an Enclosure Below Lowest Floor as found in the flood damage 
reduction regulations of NFIP-participating communities (see related article in The Antedi-

luvian, Spring 2008, page 4). These standards include use restrictions for that en-
closed area and require a design that will equalize hydrostatic pressure.  

 
FEMA’s Technical Bulletin 1-93 Openings in Foundation Walls... (page 3) provides guidance for the pre-
ferred flood risk reduction standard that would require at-or-above grade crawlspaces and cautions against 
creating a basement by ...placing fill dirt around the outside of a foundation. …To meet the NFIP require-
ments, fill placed around the foundation walls must be graded so that the grade inside the enclosed area is 
equal to or higher than the adjacent grade outside the building on at least one side of the building...       
 
So, can a basement or crawlspace be designed to meet the enclosure below lowest floor openings require-
ments by using subgrade gravity-drained pipe(s) to equalize hydrostatic pressure by conveying floodwater to 
a remote at-grade level? The answer is no, but...          
 

Although discouraged, a community may choose to adopt performance standards that 
allow subgrade crawlspaces. But, even then, there are restrictions including a require-
ment for adequate drainage by gravity (porous soils, pipes, tiles, gravel, etc.) or mechani-

cal means. Though FEMA states that a (b)elow-grade crawlspace construction in accor-
dance with the requirements listed above will not be considered basements (Interim 

Technical Bulletin 11-01 Crawlspace Construction... page 5), they caution that 
(Continued on page 2) 



subgrade crawlspaces will incur higher flood insurance premiums (page 6).  
 
Citing CFR §60.3(c)(5), FEMA also stresses that (t)he non-engineered opening requirements are designed for 
openings in exterior walls. When a pipe is added to the opening, for the purpose of extending it, the opening 
then falls under the requirements for engineered openings. Concluding that (u)nless communities meet the 
opening requirements, structures will be considered in violation of the NFIP regulations and the bottom of the 
crawl space will be rated as the lowest floor for insurance purposes.     
 
Therefore, only in communities that have incorporated it into their law, the FEMA Technical Bulletin 11-01 pro-
vides guidance for a subgrade area that is neither basement nor enclosure, but will permit engineer-certified 
pipes, with the additional feature of having higher insurance premium rates. 

(Continued from page 1) 
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LOMR-F Applications:  Do you know what you’re acknowledging? 
By Jonathan Sorg, CFM—Environmental Specialist 
ODNR, Division of Water—Floodplain Management Program 

A Letter of Map Revision Based on Fill (LOMR-F) is a letter from FEMA stating that an existing structure or par-
cel of land that has been elevated by fill would not be inundated by the base flood. Any individual interested in 
obtaining a LOMR-F must complete FEMA Form 81-87, Application Forms and Instructions for Conditional and 
Final Letters of Map Amendment and Letters of Map Revision Based on Fill (MT-1). This involves obtaining 
multiple pieces of information, including a copy of the property deed, a map showing the surveyed location of 
the property, a plat map, a copy of the effective Flood Insurance Rate Map panel showing the property, and 
certified lowest adjacent grade and lot elevations (by a licensed land surveyor). 
 
In addition to the property information, the applicant must have the local floodplain administrator sign the Com-
munity Acknowledgement Form that is a part of the MT-1 application. There are three major elements of this 
acknowledgement: compliance with floodplain management regulations, “reasonably safe from flooding,” and 
compliance with the Endangered Species Act. It is imperative that local floodplain administrators understand 
what they are “acknowledging” when they sign this form to complete a LOMR-F application. 
 

 Based upon the community’s review, we find the completed or proposed project meets or is 
designed to meet all of the community floodplain management requirements … In addition, we 
have determined that the land and any existing or proposed structures to be removed from the 
SFHA are or will be reasonably safe from flooding as defined in 44CFR 65.2(c), and that we 
have available upon request by DHS-FEMA, all analyses and documentation used to make 
this determination. 

 
The terms “existing” or “proposed” indicate all development must meet the requirements listed in the commu-
nity’s flood damage reduction regulations and be “reasonably safe from flooding.” Therefore, if someone is 
seeking a LOMR-F on an undeveloped parcel of land, any structure placed in perpetuity on that parcel must 
comply with the regulations. 
 
Local officials should ask themselves, “Why would an individual request a LOMR-F for land only?” In terms of 
flood insurance, there is no advantage to seeking a LOMR-F for land only because land is not insurable. If 
there is no proposed structure to be placed on the lot, there would be no cost of complying with community 
  

(Continued on page 3) 



building standards. FEMA’s expectation is that structures are intended for lots removed from the SFHA via fill. 
 
FEMA Technical Bulletin 10-01 is a means of evaluating “reasonably safe” development, such as structures 
adjacent to flood hazard areas or structures built prior to the flood risk being identified (pre-FIRM structures). 
However, this guidance has also been interpreted by some as providing guidance for building basements in 
filled floodplains. It was not intended for proposed residential structures in flood hazard areas. CAUTION 
should be taken with this technical bulletin because LOMR-F processing is based on the federal minimum 
standards found in 44CFR §65.5, not TB 10-01. 
 
Local permitting authority is tied to areas identified as flood prone (on FIRMs these are Special Flood Hazard 
Areas). Once a LOMR-F is approved, the land is no longer subject to floodplain regulations. Communities 
cannot in good faith certify that future development will be compliant and “reasonably safe” unless they have 
other authorities to regulate such development. If there is no local authority after a LOMR-F is obtained, we 
recommend the community not sign the acknowledgement form. 
 

 … and that all necessary Federal, State, and local permits have been, or in the case of a 
Conditional LOMR-F, will be obtained…For LOMR-F or Conditional LOMR-F requests that 
have the potential to impact an endangered species, documentation will be submitted to 
show that we have complied with Sections 9 and 10 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 

 
Even though this seems to be an addition to the Community Acknowledgement Form in the December 2007 
update of the MT-1 application, it was always a requirement for floodplain development reviews. Prior to issu-
ing a floodplain development permit, floodplain administrators must ensure all other necessary federal, state, 
and local permits have been obtained (44CFR §60.3(a)(2)). That said, all developments should be evaluated 
for potential impacts to threatened or endangered species, and the burden of proof should be placed on the 
entity proposing the development. Landowners/developers should contact their closest US Fish and Wildlife 
Service Ecological Services office for the state of Ohio at (614) 469-6923 to determine if their activities may 
impact threatened or endangered species. Further general information regarding this requirement can be 
found at the National FWS website: www.fws.gov/endangered/hcp/index.html with Ohio-specific guidance 
available at the Ohio FWS office website: www.fws.gov/midwest/reynoldsburg/letter.html. 
 
So, there is more to the Community Acknowledgement Form than simply recognizing that someone is apply-
ing for a map change. The form may place a small burden on local officials, but it ensures that development is 
both compliant with NFIP development standards and “reasonably safe from flooding.”  If you have any ques-
tions about the Community Acknowledgement Form, please contact Jonathan Sorg at (614) 265-6780. 

(Continued from page 2) 
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With the pending national election, you have no doubt been exposed to all the political rhetoric that is flying 
around the airwaves.  A common nonpartisan theme is definitely out there – we need change!  The major parties 
disagree on how we get there and what the “change” will look like, but they agree it is time to change. 
 
The question of change, related to the management of floodplains, has also been asked at the national level.  
Current debates in Washington, DC on proposed modifications to the National Flood Insurance Program, suggest 
a change that will require flood insurance for areas that are protected by structures such as levees and dikes.  
This shift in thinking is based on recent flood experiences and a realization that not all risk can be eliminated with 
structural protection.  Many are worried that this requirement will negatively affect development and the already 
financial-strained homeowners and businesses.  These concerns over expanding the requirements for flood in-
surance are being refuted with the same worries expressed forty years ago when the NFIP was created.  Is it 
time to change our thoughts about the need for flood insurance and flood risk?  

 

(Continued on page 4) 

Is it time for change? 
By Cindy Crecelius, CFM—Program Manager (retired) 
ODNR, Division of Water—Floodplain Management Program 
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(Continued from page 3) 

 

Government periodically evaluates whether the pro-
grams and services offered need to change.  Strate-
gic planning is one approach for evaluating.  You 
know the questions:  are you doing things efficiently; 
are you effective at what you do; and are you doing 
the things you need to do to accomplish the mis-
sion/vision/goal?  In other words, should we change 
things or stay on track?  A hint at the answer, may 
be found in the Will Roger’s quote used by Greg 
Main (Indiana National Flood Insurance Program 
State Coordinator) in his keynote address at Ohio’s 
2008 Statewide Floodplain Management Confer-
ence, “Even if you are on the right track, you’ll get 
run over if you just sit there.”  Greg used the quote to 
demonstrate that action is needed.  A broader inter-
pretation is that staying on the track with motion, 
may still not get us what we need.  With all the po-
litical excitement in the air it’s a good time to ask 
- do we need to “change” how we are managing 
floodplains? 
 
To answer this question we need to understand what 
we are doing and why we do it.  Depending on 
where you are in a career, you will use different in-
formation as you evaluate the need for change.  I 
tend to draw on nearly 30 years of working in flood-
plain management and my “history” of the NFIP in 
my decisions about what and how to change the pro-
gram as we now know it.  I’m not sure how I would 
answer the questions of change with only 2-3 years 
of experience.  Some might say that no experience 
means no ability to assess.  Others may think that 
those with the history or experience, are closed to 
new or different approaches.  I think there is some 
truth in both perspectives.  To help both those with 
tenure and the rookies of floodplain management in 
deciding if “change” is due, the rest of the article pro-
vides background on why floodplain management is 
what it is. 
 
In the late 1970’s the United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) funded a team of researchers 
from the University of Massachusetts, to study the 
fragmentation of floodplain management authority 
and the coordination between those with authority.  
The study focused on small to medium size streams 
that were in areas likely to develop.  The original 
study was published in 1980 and was later con-
densed into a FEMA document titled Multi-
Government Management of Floodplains in Small 
Watersheds (Federal Emergency Management 
Agency, September 1981).  FEMA’s document was 
compiled to support their training and outreach for 
reducing flood losses.  Some of the major concepts 
and principles outlined in the document follow. 
 

The current approach is multi-government manage-
ment of floodplains for many different purposes.  
Communities and agencies have been given the 
challenge of managing their floodplains in the best 
interest of public entities, private citizens, and future 
generations.   A shared “mission” has been created 
to keep people and property safe, maintain natural 
floodplain functions, and to sustain positive growth.  
There are many decision-makers, public authorities 
and private interests that need to be served.  Public 
and private decision-making for land use is at the 
heart of the challenge in managing the floodplains. 
 
It is documented that the responsibility for managing 
the floodplains is placed in the hands of many, but 
that they individually control only pieces or parts of 
the watersheds and floodplains.  Each decision-
maker is focused on the biggest individual benefit 
that they receive from use and development of their 
floodplain.  These decision-makers consistently try to 
avoid the consequence of the flooding by filling or 
building floodwalls or levees to protect their develop-
ment.  They rarely consider increased flood prob-
lems elsewhere, because they are only responsible 
for their jurisdiction.   Have we set ourselves up for 
conflicting policies and inconsistent responses 
to flooding using the current approach?  Maybe, 
if we can’t find a way to effectively coordinate and 
choose flood solutions that are mutually responsible. 
 
The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) was 
designed to work across multiple levels of govern-
ment (federal, state, and local roles), and address 
the need for better intergovernmental coordination.  
It also partially addresses the private-public decision-
making process involved when using and developing 
the floodplain.  Through a sensible framework, the 
NFIP sets up a basic floodplain management system 
using minimum criteria.  This increases the public’s 
awareness of flooding, but has not done well in com-
municating the true flood risk.  People focus on the 
identified hazard instead of seeing the connection 
between the use of land (urbanization) and the full 
watershed impacts (depth, extent, and rate of flood-
ing). 
 
Research indicates that the public and many state 
and local governments do not appreciate the true 
cost of flood disasters.  Federal and state disaster 
assistance as well as the federal subsidy of flood 
insurance premiums offset their understanding of the 
real damage costs.  This approach vaguely assigns 
responsibility for floodplain management to “public” 
entities or government (federal, state and local) with 
the NFIP being one of the clearest strategies for de-
fined roles and responsibilities. The authority for  
 

(Continued on page 5) 



Page 5 The Antediluvian 

(Continued from page 4) 

 
regulation of land use and development is tied to 
political jurisdictions; however, often floodplains 
(rivers and streams) form boundaries between pri-
vate-property owners, states, counties, cities, and 
villages.  This results in an environment with shared 
responsibility for management, but where no one 
entity has the authority to fully address their flood 
problems.  That’s why coordination is so important. 
 
The USACE research considered both how we man-
age floodplains and who is managing those flood-
plains.  In the final study, both key players and their 
roles are identified.  Private property owners have 
discretion over the use of land.  Generally, they are 
constrained in use or development decisions by 
broad health, safety and welfare concerns.  The 
most effective floodplain management will result 
when owners are well informed about flood risk and 
cooperate in managing that risk. 
 
Municipalities are granted authority to plan and regu-
late land use as well as to acquire land for public 
purposes.  They possess “power” to guide develop-
ment away from the hazardous floodplain.  The ef-
fectiveness of a municipality’s floodplain manage-
ment is related to how much of the watershed it con-
trols, their financial commitment to planning, and 
how well the long-term costs of flooding are inte-
grated with development decisions. 
 
Counties have authority to plan and zone outside of 
the incorporated areas and can also act as coordina-
tors for all of the cities and villages within their geo-
graphic boundaries.  Floodplain management effec-
tiveness, at this larger unit of government, can be 
limited by specific legal powers and the fact that the 
geographic boundary may still not be large enough 
to cover an entire watershed or flooding source.   
The counties have also been instrumental in helping 
to form and support “special districts” that crosscut 
local, county and state boundaries and manage 
based upon a common policy or program.  Two Ohio 
examples are the conservancy districts and local 
watershed organizations. 
 
The State has delegated land use authority to the 
local government level.  The statewide interest to 
reduce flood loss, protect floodplain natural re-
sources, and protect people and property from flood 
damage is addressed by state legislation and 
ODNR, DOW, Floodplain Management Program’s 
efforts to build effective local floodplain management 
capability.  The State standards for floodplain man-
agement are the minimum criteria of the National 
Flood Insurance Program. 
 

Although others may provide support in addressing 
floodplain management, three Federal agencies are 
recognized as leaders.  The Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) is the lead on mitigat-
ing or reducing risk through the NFIP, disaster assis-
tance, and mitigation funding.  The U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) is lead for structural flood 
control solutions (e.g., dams, levees, and channel 
modifications), but they also provide floodplain man-
agement services that include planning and non-
structural activities.  The Natural Resource Conser-
vation Service (NRCS) has led in floodplain manage-
ment solutions for rural watersheds.  They have pro-
grams and resources that accomplish building small 
flood control dams, acquiring land, and watershed 
planning studies. 
 
You now have a flavor of the multiple government, 
multiple purpose, and public-private nature of flood-
plain management today.  There have been several 
successes under this approach including:  reduced 
individual economic impact through flood insurance 
and disaster assistance; reduced property damage 
due to flood protec-
tion standards; in-
creased awareness 
that flooding is a risk; 
and intergovernmen-
tal coordination.  
Even with the suc-
cess, change is 
needed to better in-
tegrate flood risk 
management with 
planning and devel-
opment decisions.  
We are currently 
mitigating, but pre-
venting may be more 
efficient and effec-
tive. 
 
Between now and the November election, I’m sure 
we will continue to hear much more about change 
and the need for it.  Remember that “change” can 
include everything from replacing with a similar kind, 
to converting to a new function.  Floodplain manage-
ment can be a process for bringing private and pub-
lic interests together to discuss individual objectives 
and policies.  It is the framework for coordinating, 
planning and choosing mutually responsible actions.  
Federal, state, county and local governments share 
the responsibility to use and develop floodplains 
wisely alongside private property owners.  As we 
think about “change”, consider where we are coming 
from and where we need to go!  Is it time for a 
change in your floodplain management pro-
gram? 



 

Thank You for Your Support! 
OFMA would like to thank the following Sponsors for their support of the 2008 
Ohio Statewide Floodplain Management Conference: 
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2008 Ohio Statewide Floodplain Management Conference 
On August 27-28, 2008, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Ohio Department of Natural 
Resources (ODNR), and Ohio Floodplain Management Association (OFMA) coordinated the ninth annual 
Ohio Statewide Floodplain Management Conference at The Columbus, A Renaissance Hotel in downtown 
Columbus. The conference theme “Taking Action After the Disaster” directed the agenda, which discussed 
community responsibilities and strategies for post-flood recovery throughout Ohio.  The conference featured 
Mr. Greg Main, Vice Chairman of the Association of State Floodplain Managers (ASFPM) and Indiana Na-
tional Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Coordinator, as the Keynote Speaker.  His presentation focused on 
the conference theme as he reviewed his experience working with communities in post-flood situations. 
 
The conference convened with over 200 public and private sector professionals learning about current issues 
in floodplain management.  The agenda offered three concurrent tracks (48 sessions and 46 speakers) ad-
dressing post-flood responsibilities and experiences, floodplain management regulations, mitigation, levees, 
floodplain mapping, and flood insurance.  The conference also included several new features this year, in-
cluding a Mock Disaster, “Floodplain Management Essentials” Workshop Modules, individual CRS consulta-
tions, a tour of the West Columbus Local Protection Project (Franklinton Floodwall), and a Letter of Map 
Change (LOMC) Workshop.  OFMA also proctored the Certified Floodplain Manager (CFM) exam on August 
26th to seven individuals. 
 
Conference attendees can receive Continuing Education Credits (CECs) for attendance at the conference.  
The Association of State Floodplain Managers (ASFPM) has allocated 12 CECs toward CFM accreditation 
for two days’ attendance.  The Board of Building Standards (BBS) has awarded eight CECs for all disci-
plines, except NRIUI and RIUI. (Approval # BBS-2007-404). 
 
OFMA also coordinated the organization’s second annual golf outing on August 29th at the Darby Creek  
Golf Club in Marysville, Ohio.  The daylong networking event drew 40 players of varying skill levels.  Confer-
ence presentations and photos will soon be posted on the OFMA website at www.ofma.org . 

(Continued on page 7) 

OFMA Update 
By Alicia Silverio, CFM—Senior Environmental Specialist 
ODNR, Division of Water—Floodplain Management Program 

Platinum Sponsor:  

Stantec 
Gold Sponsors: 

AMEC 
CT Consultants 
ms Consultants 

SmartVent 

Silver Sponsors: 
Burgess & Niple 

Cooke & Associates 
EMH&T 
FTC&H 

Kucera International 



OFMA would like to extend its sincerest thanks to the following: 

• FEMA for providing support and funding to enable the coordination of the Statewide Conference. 

• 2008 Conference Planning Committee [Shawn Arden, Marty Bresher, Jim Mickey, Mike Mihalisin, Mary 
Sampsel, Ben Schattschneider, and Ray Sebastian] for all their time, effort, and dedication. 

• the Presenters for all their work to prepare and convey information to conference attendees with the pur-
pose of promoting wise and effective floodplain management throughout Ohio. 

• the Exhibitors [United States Geological Survey, Water Management Association of Ohio, ODNR Flood-
plain Management Program, Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the Hancock Regional Planning 
Commission] for sharing their expertise and resources with conference participants. 

• the Attendees for their time and effort to learn how to improve flood damage reduction throughout their com-
munities. 
 
Congratulations to Ohio’s Newest CFMs! 
Since the 2007 conference, Ohio has gained the following CFMs: James Decker (Mentor), Amit Ghosh 
(Cincinnati) Joseph Gonda (Canfield), Clyde Hadden (Mentor), Matthew Lesher (Westerville), Thomas Odenigbo 
(Centerville), Wayne Rinehart (Marietta), Harold Scobie (Richfield), and David Smith (Cleveland). 
 
OFMA Recognition Awards 
Each year at the Ohio Statewide Floodplain Management Conference, OFMA acknowledges individuals for their 
dedication and service in floodplain management by presenting Recognition Awards.  The OFMA Awards Com-
mittee solicits nominations throughout the year, to identify extraordinary individuals and programs for their pro-
fessionalism, enthusiasm, and support of floodplain management.  The Committee reviews nominations and se-
lects recipients based on the award criteria.  Congratulations to the 2008 OFMA Recognition Award Recipients: 
 
• Floodplain Administrator of the Year was awarded to Ray Mennega (Muskingum County) 
• Award for Innovation in Floodplain Management was awarded to the Hancock Regional Planning Com-

mission 
• Distinguished Member Service was awarded to Alicia Silverio (ODNR Floodplain Management Program) 
• Certificates of Appreciation were presented to Ray Sebastian (Clermont County Building Department), 

Mary Sampsel (Union County Engineer’s Department), and Miles Hebert (EMH&T) for their years of service 
on the OFMA Board. 

 
2008-2009 Ohio Floodplain Management Association (OFMA) Board 
Congratulations to the newly elected members of the OFMA Board:  Fred Fowler, CBO, (Delaware County) 
Todd Richard, CFM (City of Findlay) and Glenn Heistand, PE, CFM (EMH&T). 
 
Following is a list of the 2008-2009 OFMA Executive board: 
 
Chairman:  Mike Mihalisin, CBO, CFM 
Vice-Chairman:  Shawn Arden, PE, CFM 
Secretary:  Jerry Brems, CFM 
Treasurer:  Tadd Henson, PE, CFM 
ODNR Representative:  Christopher Thoms, CFM 
Past Chair:  Alicia Silverio, CFM 
 
 
Regional Certified Floodplain Manager (CFM) Exam 
OFMA will be offering the CFM exam on November 4, 2008 from 1-4 p.m. at 470 Center Street, Building 8-C, 
Chardon, OH 44024.  The exam will be held in the meeting room.  If you are interested in scheduling or hosting 
a Regional CFM Exam, please contact Alicia Silverio at (614) 265-1006 or Alicia.Silverio@dnr.state.oh.us . 

(Continued from page 6) 
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Member-At-Large:  Chad Berginnis, CFM 
Member-At-Large:  Fred Fowler, CBO 
Member-At-Large:  Glenn Heistand, PE, CFM 
Member-At-Large:  Jim Mickey, CFM 
Member-At-Large:  Randy Pore, CFM 
Member-At-Large:  Todd Richard, CFM 
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2008 Ohio Statewide Floodplain Management Conference 
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FEMA has developed the Map Ser-
vice Center (MSC) as an on-line re-
source that offers a variety of flood 
map information for individuals and 
floodplain administrators to view and 
obtain flood risk information.  The 
MSC contains all of the effective 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), 
Flood Insurance Studies (FIS), Flood 
Boundary and Floodway Maps, and 
Letter of Map Changes (LOMC), as 
well as an archive of historic FIRMs.   
 
As with most on-line applications, 
there is more than one way to access 
the same information. The simplest 
option to view the current FIRM is to 
enter the address for the location in 
the “Product Search By” box on the 
main page.  Sometimes the search 
result does not provide the corre-
sponding map panel to the address provided.  If that is the case, the second option is to try searching for 
the FIRM panel under the “Product Catalog” tab.  The Product Catalog allows users to search for FIRMs, 
FISs and Historic FIRMs.  The method for obtaining all three of the above documents is through a process 
of elimination, first by identifying the state, county, and then community.  The Flood Boundary and Flood-
way Map is found by searching for the FIS under the “Product Catalog” tab.  There are tutorials that provide 
step-by-step direction on how to navigate the Product Catalog to find the current and historic FIRMs and 
FISs.     
 
The “Map Search” tab, which is found next to the Product Catalog tab, provides an option to search for 
flood map using a GIS based browser.  For this tool the user can either enter an address or coordinates for 
a specific location.  The result is a street level map with the specific location identified as well as a linked 
list of the map panel number that would cover the location.  If the result is not the desired location, then the 
user can pan the map in the appropriate direction to find the correct map panel.   
 
The Map Service Center allows users to print out small portions of the FIRM, called a FIRMette.  A FIR-
Mette is at 100% scale of the map panel and can be printed out on standard paper sizes.  It also includes 
the north arrow; scale; and legend including legal title, map number, map date, and other important infor-
mation. FEMA accepts the FIRMette as a legal copy of the effective FIRM panel.   
 
There are three ways to obtain Letters of Map Change on the MSC site.  The first way is using the map 
panel number.  There can be up to eight map panel number entries under the “Quick Order” tab, which is 
found next to the “Map Search” tab.  If there are any LOMCs for the specific map panel that was searched, 
then there will be a “plus sign” next to the map panel information.  Click on the “plus sign” to see all the 
available LOMCs for that panel.  The second way to search for LOMCs is by case number.  Choose the 
LOMC bullet under the “Product Catalog” tab.  The third way to obtain a LOMC is the same method de-
scribed above through the locational elimination procedure (state, county, community) Selecting the “plus 
sign” next to the map panel will display the LOMCs for that panel. 
 
Overall, the Map Service Center has quite a few ways to search for flood risk resources.  The MSC website 
is found at the following address: http://msc.fema.gov, For questions about using the website or ordering 
these products by phone the MSC can be reached at (800) 358-9616.   

Getting to Know the FEMA Map Service Center  
By Matt Lesher, CFM—Environmental Specialist 
ODNR, Division of Water—Floodplain Management Program 


