Mapping Flood Risk and Planning
Misalignment in Harris County,
Texas

Temidayo Popoola, Kaifa Lu, Jesse Andrew, Ali Nejat

Texas Tech University

Introduction

ood risk is changing with climate and urban development.?: 2

= Planning must consider both past flood impacts and emerging future

risk.

Research Question:
Are flood-planning actions aligned with areas where historical and future flood

risk is greatest?
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- FEMA flood maps: 78.5% of high future-risk tracts were

not fully captured.

» Mitigation: Actions align more with p

laces that flooded in

the past than places facing future risk.

* Local planning: Priorities show broader alignment,

covering 76.1% of elevated-risk tracts.

* Overall: 52% of tracts with multiple s

have gaps in at least two parts of floo

igns of high flood risk
d planning.
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FLOOD-RISK EVIDENCE PLANNING SYSTEM
Historical risk Risk identification
e Historical losses (mean NLR) » FEMA Special Flood

e Historical claim frequency Hazard Areas (SFHA)

Mitigation implementation

Projected future risk » Mitigation investments

¢ Climate-Housing Exposure Index (CHEI) * Voluntary property buyouts

FE|EHEtEd—FiSk tracts: 691

Targeted review: 180
Compound-gap review: 296
High priarity: 127

Highest priority: 40

Mo identified system gap: 48
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Conclusions
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Contribution: Integrates historical and future flood risk with multiple parts
* Flood planning remains uneven across high-risk of the planning system in one spatial framework.

areas, with the largest gaps in flood-map coverage
and mitigation.

Implication: Combining past and future risk evidence can help target

planning and mitigation to the areas that need them most.
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