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FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

44 CFR Parts 201 and 206
RIN 3067-AD22

Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program

AGENCY: Federal Emergency
Management Agency.
ACTION: Interim final rule.

SUMMARY: This rule addresses State
mitigation planning, identifies new
local mitigation planning requirements,
authorizes Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program (HMGP) funds for planning
activities, and increases the amount of
HMGP funds available to States that
develop a comprehensive, enhanced
mitigation plan. This rule also requires
that repairs or construction funded by a
disaster loan or grant must be carried
out in accordance with applicable
standards and says that FEMA may
require safe land use and construction
practices as a condition of grantees
receiving disaster assistance under the
Stafford Act.
DATES: Effective Date: February 26,
2002.

Comment Date: We will accept
written comments through April 29,
2002.

ADDRESSES: Please send written
comments to the Rules Docket Clerk,
Office of the General Counsel, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C
Street, SW., room 840, Washington, DC
20472, (facsimile) 202—646—4536, or
(email) rules@fema.gov.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Margaret E. Lawless, Federal Insurance
and Mitigation Administration, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C
Street, SW., Washington, DC, 20472,
202—646-3027, (facsimile) 202—646—
3104, or (email)
margaret.lawless@fema.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Introduction

Throughout the preamble and the rule
the terms “we”’, “our” and “us’’ refer to
FEMA.

Section 322 of the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistance Act (Stafford Act or the Act),
42 U.S.C. 5165, enacted under § 104 the
Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, (DMA
2000) P.L. 106—390, provides new and
revitalized approaches to mitigation
planning. This section: (1) Continues
the requirement for a Standard State
Mitigation plan as a condition of
disaster assistance; (2) provides for
States to receive an increased

percentage of HMGP funds (from 15 to
20 percent of the total estimated eligible
Federal assistance) if, at the time of the
declaration of a major disaster, they
have in effect a FEMA-approved
Enhanced State Mitigation Plan that
meets the factors listed in this rule; (3)
establishes a new requirement for local
mitigation plans; and (4) authorizes up
to 7 percent of the HMGP funds
available to a State to be used for
development of State, tribal, and local
mitigation plans. We will give Indian
tribal governments the opportunity to
fulfill the requirements of § 322 either as
a grantee or a subgrantee. An Indian
tribal government may choose to apply
for HMGP funding directly to us and
would then serve as a grantee, meeting
the State level responsibilities, or it may
apply through the State, meeting the
local government or subgrantee
responsibilities.

Section 322, in concert with other
sections of the Act, provides a
significant opportunity to reduce the
Nation’s disaster losses through
mitigation planning. In addition,
implementation of planned, pre-
identified, cost-effective mitigation
measures will streamline the disaster
recovery process. The Act provides a
framework for linking pre- and post-
disaster mitigation planning and
initiatives with public and private
interests to ensure an integrated,
comprehensive approach to disaster loss
reduction. The language in the Act,
taken as a whole, emphasizes the
importance of strong State and local
planning processes and comprehensive
program management at the State level.
The new planning criteria also support
State administration of the HMGP, and
contemplate a significant State
commitment to mitigation activities,
comprehensive State mitigation
planning, and strong program
management.

The planning process also provides a
link between State and local mitigation
programs. Both State level and local
plans should address strategies for
incorporating post-disaster early
mitigation implementation strategies
and sustainable recovery actions. We
also recognize that governments are
involved in a range of planning
activities and that mitigation plans may
be linked to or reference hazardous
materials and other non-natural hazard
plans. Improved mitigation planning
will result in a better understanding of
risks and vulnerabilities, as well as to
expedite implementation of measures
and activities to reduce those risks, both
pre- and post-disaster.

Section 409 of the Stafford Act, 42
U.S.C. 5176, which required mitigation

plans and the use of minimum codes
and standards, was repealed by the
DMA 2000. These issues are now
addressed in two separate sections of
the law: mitigation planning is in
section 322 of the Act, and minimum
codes and standards are in section 323
of the Act. We previously implemented
section 409 through 44 CFR Part 206,
Subpart M. Since current law now
distinguishes the planning from the
codes and standards in separate
sections, we will address them in
different sections of the CFR. We
address the new planning regulations in
Part 201 to reflect the broader relevance
of planning to all FEMA mitigation
programs, while the minimum
standards remain in Part 206, Federal
Disaster Assistance, Subpart M. The
regulations implementing the Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program are in Part
206, Subpart N. This rule also contains
changes to Subpart N, to reflect the new
planning criteria identified in section
322 of the Act.

The administration is considering
changes to FEMA’s mitigation programs
in the President’s Budget for FY 2003.
However, States and localities still
would be required to have plans in
effect, which meet the minimum
requirements under this rule, as a
condition of receiving mitigation
assistance after November 1, 2003.

Implementation Strategy. States must
have an approved hazard mitigation
plan in order to receive Stafford Act
assistance, excluding assistance
provided pursuant to emergency
provisions. These regulations provide
criteria for the new two-tiered State
mitigation plan process: Standard State
Mitigation Plans, which allow a State to
receive HMGP funding based on 15
percent of the total estimated eligible
Stafford Act disaster assistance, and
Enhanced State Mitigation Plans, which
allow a State to receive HMGP funds
based on 20 percent of the total
estimated eligible Stafford Act disaster
assistance. Enhanced State Mitigation
Plans must demonstrate that the State
has developed a comprehensive
mitigation program, that it effectively
uses available mitigation funding, and
that it is capable of managing the
increased funding. All State Mitigations
Plans must be reviewed, revised, and re-
approved by FEMA every three years.
An important requirement of the
legislation is that we must approve a
completed enhanced plan before a
disaster declaration, in order for the
State to be eligible for the increased
funding.

We will no longer require States to
revise their mitigation plan after every
disaster declaration, as under former
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section 409 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 5176.
We recommend, however, that States
consider revising their plan if a disaster
or other circumstances significantly
affect its mitigation priorities. States
with existing mitigation plans, approved
under former section 409, will continue
to be eligible for the 15 percent HMGP
funding until November 1, 2003, when
all State mitigation plans must meet the
requirements of these regulations. If
State plans are not revised and
approved to meet the Standard State
Mitigation Plan requirements by that
time, they will be ineligible for Stafford
Act assistance, excluding emergency
assistance.

Indian tribal governments may choose
to apply directly to us for HMGP
funding, and would therefore be
responsible for having an approved
State level mitigation plan, and would
act as the grantee. If an Indian tribal
government chooses to apply for HMGP
grants through the State, they would be
responsible for having an approved
local level mitigation plan, and would
serve as a subgrantee accountable to the
State as grantee.

This rule also establishes local
planning criteria so that these
jurisdictions can actively begin the
hazard mitigation planning process.
This requirement is to encourage the
development of comprehensive
mitigation plans before disaster events.
Section 322 requires local governments
to have an approved local mitigation
plan to be eligible to receive an HMGP
project grant; however, this requirement
will not fully take effect until November
1, 2003. FEMA Regional Directors may
grant an exception to this requirement
in extenuating circumstances. Until
November 1, 2003, local governments
will be able to receive HMGP project
grant funds and may prepare a
mitigation plan concurrently with
implementation of their project grant.
We anticipate that the Predisaster
Mitigation program authorized by
section 203 of the Act, 42 U.S.C. 5133,
will also support this local mitigation
planning by making funds available for
the development of comprehensive local
mitigation plans. Managing States that
we approve under new criteria
established under section 404 of the
Act, 42 U.S.C. 5170c(c), as amended by
section 204 of DMA 2000 will have
approval authority for local mitigation
plans. This provision does not apply to
States that we approved under the
Managing State program in effect before
enactment of DMA 2000.

Our goal is for State and local
governments to develop comprehensive
and integrated plans that are
coordinated through appropriate State,

local, and regional agencies, as well as
non-governmental interest groups. To
the extent feasible and practicable, we
would also like to consolidate the
planning requirements for different
FEMA mitigation programs. This will
ensure that one local plan will meet the
minimum requirements for all of the
different FEMA mitigation programs,
such as the Flood Mitigation Assistance
Program (authorized by sections 553
and 554 of the National Flood Insurance
Reform Act of 1994, 42 U.S.C. 4104c
and 42 U.S.C. 4104d), the Community
Rating System (authorized by section
541 of the National Flood Insurance
Reform Act of 1994, 42 U.S.C. 4022), the
Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program
(authorized by section 203 of the
Stafford Act), the Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program (authorized by section
404 of the Stafford Act), and the
mitigation activities that are based upon
the provisions of section 323 and
subsections 406(b) and (e) of the
Stafford Act. The mitigation plans may
also serve to integrate documents and
plans produced under other emergency
management programs. State level plans
should identify overall goals and
priorities, incorporating the more
specific local risk assessments, when
available, and including projects
identified through the local planning
process.

Under section 322(d), up to 7 percent
of the available HMGP funds may now
be used for planning, and we encourage
States to use these funds for local plan
development. In a memorandum to
FEMA Regional Directors dated
December 21, 2000, we announced that
this provision of section 322 was
effective for disasters declared on or
after October 30, 2000, the date on
which the Disaster Mitigation Act of
2000 became law. Regional Directors are
encouraging States to make these funds
immediately available to local and
Indian tribal governments, although the
funds can be used for plan development
and review at the State level as well.

As discussed earlier in this
Supplementary Information, subsection
323(a) of the Stafford Act, 42 U.S.C.
5166(a), requires as a precondition to
receiving disaster assistance under the
Act that State and local governments, as
well as eligible private nonprofit
entities, must agree to carry out repair
and reconstruction activities “in
accordance with applicable standards of
safety, decency, and sanitation and in
conformity with applicable codes,
specifications, and standards.” In
addition, that subsection authorizes the
President (FEMA, by virtue of Executive
Order 12148, as amended) to “require
safe land use and construction practices,

after adequate consultation with
appropriate State and local officials” in
the course of the use of Federal disaster
assistance by eligible applicants to
repair and restore disaster-damaged
facilities.

At the same time that we implement
the planning mandates of section 322 of
the Stafford Act, we are also
implementing the Minimum Standards
for Public and Private Structures
provision of section 323 of the Act. This
rule appears at Subpart M of Part 206 of
Title 44 of the Code of Federal
Regulations. As mentioned earlier, the
section 322 planning regulations are in
Part 201, while Part 206, Subpart M
includes only the minimum codes and
standards regulations mandated in
§ 323. The rule to implement § 323 of
the Act reinforces the link between pre-
disaster planning, building and
construction standards, and post-
disaster reconstruction efforts.

We encourage comments on this
interim final rule, and we will make
every effort to involve all interested
parties prior to the development of the
Final Rule.

Justification for Interim Final Rule

In general, FEMA publishes a rule for
public comment before issuing a final
rule, under the Administrative
Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 533 and 44 CFR
1.12. The Administrative Procedure Act,
however, provides an exception from
that general rule where the agency for
good cause finds the procedures for
comment and response contrary to
public interest. Section 322 of the
Stafford Act allows States to receive
increased post-disaster grant funding for
projects designed to reduce future
disaster losses. States will only be
eligible for these increased funds if they
have a FEMA-approved Enhanced State
Mitigation Plan.

This interim final rule provides the
criteria for development and approval of
these plans, as well as criteria for local
mitigation plans required by this
legislation. In order for State and local
governments to be positioned to receive
these mitigation funds as soon as
possible, these regulations must be in
effect. The public benefit of this rule
will be to assist States and communities
assess their risks and identify activities
to strengthen the larger community and
the built environment in order to
become less susceptible to disasters.
Planning serves as the vital foundation
to saving lives and protecting
properties, having integrated plans in
place can serve to both streamline
recovery efforts and lessen potential
future damages. Therefore, we believe it
is contrary to the public interest to delay
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the benefits of this rule. In accordance
with the Administrative Procedure Act,
5 U.S.C. 553(d)(3), we find that there is
good cause for the interim final rule to
take effect immediately upon
publication in the Federal Register in
order to meet the needs of States and
communities by identifying criteria for
mitigation plans in order to reduce risks
nationwide, establish criteria for
minimum codes and standards in post-
disaster reconstruction, and to allow
States to adjust their mitigation plans to
receive the increase in mitigation
funding.

In addition, we believe that, under the
circumstances, delaying the effective
date of this rule until after the comment
period would not further the public
interest. Prior to this rulemaking, FEMA
hosted a meeting where interested
parties provided comments and
suggestions on how we could
implement these planning requirements.
Participants in this meeting included
representatives from the National
Emergency Management Association,
the Association of State Floodplain
Managers, the National Governors’
Association, the International
Association of Emergency Managers, the
National Association of Development
Organizations, the American Public
Works Association, the National League
of Cities, the National Association of
Counties, the National Conference of
State Legislatures, the International
City/County Management Association,
and the Bureau of Indian Affairs. We
took comments and suggestions
provided at this meeting into account in
developing this interim final rule.
Therefore, we find that prior notice and
comment on this rule would not further
the public interest. We actively
encourage and solicit comments on this
interim final rule from interested
parties, and we will consider them in
preparing the final rule. For these
reasons, we believe we have good cause
to publish an interim final rule.

National Environmental Policy Act

44 CFR 10.8(d)(2)(ii) excludes this
rule from the preparation of an
environmental assessment or
environmental impact statement, where
the rule relates to actions that qualify for
categorical exclusion under 44 CFR
10.8(d)(2)(iii), such as the development
of plans under this section.

Executive Order 12866, Regulatory
Planning and Review

We have prepared and reviewed this
rule under the provisions of E.O. 12866,
Regulatory Planning and Review. Under
Executive Order 12866, 58 FR 51735,
October 4, 1993, a significant regulatory

action is subject to OMB review and the
requirements of the Executive Order.
The Executive Order defines
“significant regulatory action” as one
that is likely to result in a rule that may:

(1) Have an annual effect on the
economy of $100 million or more or
adversely affect in a material way the
economy, a sector of the economy,
productivity, competition, jobs, the
environment, public health or safety, or
State, local, or tribal governments or
communities;

(2) Create a serious inconsistency or
otherwise interfere with an action taken
or planned by another agency;

(3) Materially alter the budgetary
impact of entitlements, grants, user fees,
or loan programs or the rights and
obligations of recipients thereof; or

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues
arising out of legal mandates, the
President’s priorities, or the principles
set forth in the Executive Order.

The purpose of this rule is to
implement section 322 of the Stafford
Act which addresses mitigation
planning at the State, tribal, and local
levels, identifies new local planning
requirements, allows Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program (HMGP) funds for
planning activities, and increases the
amount of HMGP funds available to
States that develop a comprehensive,
enhanced mitigation plan. The rule
identifies local mitigation planning
requirements before approval of project
grants, and requires our approval of an
Enhanced State Mitigation plan as a
condition for increased mitigation
funding. The rule also implements
section 323 of the Stafford Act, which
requires that repairs or construction
funded by disaster loans or grants must
comply with applicable standards and
safe land use and construction practices.
As such the rule itself will not have an
effect on the economy of more than
$100,000,000.

Therefore, this rule is a significant
regulatory action and is not an
economically significant rule under
Executive Order 12866. The Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) has
reviewed this rule under Executive
Order 12866.

Executive Order 12898, Environmental
Justice

Under Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and
Low-Income Populations, 59 FR 7629,
February 16, 1994, we incorporate
environmental justice into our policies
and programs. The Executive Order
requires each Federal agency to conduct
its programs, policies, and activities that
substantially affect human health or the

environment, in a manner that ensures
that those programs, policies, and
activities do not have the effect of
excluding persons from participation in
our programs, denying persons the
benefits of our programs, or subjecting
persons to discrimination because of
their race, color, or national origin.

No action that we can anticipate
under the final rule will have a
disproportionately high or adverse
human health and environmental effect
on any segment of the population.
Section 322 focuses specifically on
mitigation planning to: Identify the
natural hazards, risks, and
vulnerabilities of areas in States,
localities, and tribal areas; support
development of local mitigation plans;
provide for technical assistance to local
and tribal governments for mitigation
planning; and identify and prioritize
mitigation actions that the State will
support, as resources become available.
Section 323 requires compliance with
applicable codes and standards in repair
and construction, and use of safe land
use and construction standards.
Accordingly, the requirements of
Executive Order 12898 do not apply to
this interim final rule.

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995

As required by the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C.
3507(d)) and concurrent with the
publication of this interim final rule, we
have submitted a request for review and
approval of a new collection of
information, which is contained in this
interim final rule. Under the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995, a person may
not be penalized for failing to comply
with an information collection that does
not display a currently valid Office of
Management and Budget (OMB) control
number. The request was submitted to
OMB for approval under the emergency
processing procedures in OMB
regulation 5 CFR 1320.1. OMB has
approved this collection of information
for use through August 31, 2002, under
OMB Number 3067-0297.

We expect to follow this emergency
request with a request for OMB approval
to continue the use of the collection of
information for a term of three years.
The request will be processed under
OMB’s normal clearance procedures in
accordance with provisions of OMB
regulation 5 CFR 1320.10. To help us
with the timely processing of the
emergency and normal clearance
submissions to OMB, we invite the
general public to comment on the
collection of information. This notice
and request for comments complies
with the provisions of the Paperwork
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Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C.
3506(c)(2)(A)).

Collection of Information

Title: State/Local/Tribal Hazard
Mitigation Plans under Section 322 of
the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.

Abstract: Section 322 of the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency
Assistant Act, as amended by Section
104 of the Disaster Mitigation Act of
2000, provides new and revitalized
approaches to mitigation planning. To
obtain Federal assistance, new planning
provisions require that each state, local,
and tribal government prepare a hazard
mitigation plan to include sections that
describe the planning process, an
assessment of the risks, a mitigation
strategy, and identification of the plan
maintenance and updating process. The
Act provides a framework for linking
pre- and post-disaster mitigation
planning and initiatives with public and

private interests to ensure an integrated,
comprehensive approach to disaster loss
reduction. Under Section 322 there is a
two-tiered State mitigation plan process.
State mitigation plans must be
reviewed, revised, and submitted to us
every 3 years.

(1) A Standard State Mitigation Plan
must be approved by us in order for
States to be eligible to receive Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program (HGMP)
funding based on 15 percent of the total
estimated eligible Federal disaster
assistance. This plan demonstrates the
State’s goals, priorities, and
commitment to reduce risks from
natural hazards and serves as a guide for
State and local decision makers as they
commit resources to reducing the effects
of natural hazards.

(2) An Enhanced State Mitigation
Plan must be approved by us for a State
to be eligible to receive HMGP funds
based on 20 percent of the total

estimated eligible Federal disaster
assistance. This plan must be approved
by us within the 3 years prior to the
current major disaster declaration. It
must demonstrate that a State has
developed a comprehensive mitigation
program, is effectively using available
mitigation funding, and is capable of
managing the increased funding.

To be eligible to receive HMGP
project grants, local governments must
develop Local Mitigation Plans that
include a risk assessment and mitigation
strategy to reduce potential losses and
target resources. Plans must be
reviewed, revised, and submitted to us
for approval every 5 years.

To receive HMGP project grants, tribal
governments may apply as a grantee or
subgrantee, and will be required to meet
the planning requirements of a State or
local government.

Estimated Total Annual Burden:

- No. of re- Hours per re- | Annual burden
Type of collection/forms spondents spoﬁse hours

Update state or tribal mitigation plans (standard state mitigation plans) .........ccccccoccvevviivenieennn. 18 320 5,760

State review Of 10CaI PIANS .......eiiiiiie et 500 local 8 4,000
plans

States develop Enhanced State Mitigation PIaNnS ...........ccccoiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 7 100 700

Local or tribal governments develop mitigation PIans .........cccccveeviiieiiiie e 500 local 300 150,000
plans

LI ] 2= U o TU T o (= o H TSP B TP UUPP TOURRTROPPRRPPRN 160,460

Comments: We are soliciting written
comments to: (a) Evaluate whether the
proposed data collection is necessary for
the proper performance of the agency,
including whether the information shall
have practical utility; (b) evaluate the
accuracy of the agency’s estimate of the
burden of the proposed collection of
information; (c) obtain
recommendations to enhance the
quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected; and (d)
evaluate the extent to which automated,
electronic, mechanical, or other
technological collection techniques may
further reduce the respondents’ burden.
FEMA will accept comments through
April 29, 2002.

Addressee: Interested persons should
submit written comments to Muriel B.
Anderson, Chief, Records Management
Section, Program Services and Systems
Branch, Facilities Management and
Services Division, Administration and
Resource Planning Directorate, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C
Street, Street, SW., Washington, DC
20472.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: You
may obtain copies of the OMB
paperwork clearance package by

contacting Ms. Anderson at (202) 646—
2625 (voice), (202) 646—3347 (facsimile),
or by e-mail at
muriel.anderson@fema.gov.

Executive Order 13132, Federalism

Executive Order 13132, Federalism,
dated August 4, 1999, sets forth
principles and criteria that agencies
must adhere to in formulating and
implementing policies that have
federalism implications, that is,
regulations that have substantial direct
effects on the States, or on the
distribution of power and
responsibilities among the various
levels of government. Federal agencies
must closely examine the statutory
authority supporting any action that
would limit the policymaking discretion
of the States, and to the extent
practicable, must consult with State and
local officials before implementing any
such action.

We have reviewed this rule under
E.0.13132 and have concluded that the
rule does not have federalism
implications as defined by the Executive
Order. We have determined that the rule
does not significantly affect the rights,
roles, and responsibilities of States, and
involves no preemption of State law nor

does it limit State policymaking
discretion.

However, we have consulted with
State and local officials. In order to
assist us in the development of this rule,
we hosted a meeting to allow interested
parties an opportunity to provide their
perspectives on the legislation and
options for implementation of § 322.
Stakeholders who attended the meeting
included representatives from the
National Emergency Management
Association, the Association of State
Floodplain Managers, the National
Governors’ Association, the
International Association of Emergency
Managers, the National Association of
Development Organizations, the
American Public Works Association, the
National League of Cities, the National
Association of Counties, the National
Conference of State Legislatures, the
International City/County Management
Association, and the Bureau of Indian
Affairs. We received valuable input
from all parties at the meeting, which
we took into account in the
development of this rule. Additionally,
we actively encourage and solicit
comments on this interim final rule
from interested parties, and we will
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consider them in preparing the final
rule.

Executive Order 13175, Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

We have reviewed this interim final
rule under Executive Order 13175,
which became effective on February 6,
2001. Under the Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program (HMGP), Indian tribal
governments will have the option to
apply for grants directly to us and to
serve as ‘‘grantee’’, carrying out ‘“State”
roles. If they choose this option, tribal
governments may submit either a State-
level Standard Mitigation Plan for the
15 percent HMGP funding or a State-
level Enhanced Mitigation Plan for 20
percent HMGP funding. In either case,
Indian tribal governments would be able
to spend up to 7 percent of those funds
on planning. Before developing this
rule, we met with representatives from
State and local governments and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, to discuss the
new planning opportunities and
requirements of § 322 of the Stafford
Act. We received valuable input from all
parties, which helped us to develop this
interim final rule.

In reviewing the interim final rule, we
find that it does not have “tribal
implications” as defined in Executive
Order 13175 because it will not have a
substantial direct effect on one or more
Indian tribes, on the relationship
between the Federal Government and
Indian tribes, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities between the
Federal Government and Indian tribes.
Moreover, the interim final rule does
not impose substantial direct
compliance costs on tribal governments,
nor does it preempt tribal law, impair
treaty rights or limit the self-governing
powers of tribal governments.

Congressional Review of Agency
Rulemaking

We have sent this interim final rule to
the Congress and to the General
Accounting Office under the
Congressional Review of Agency
Rulemaking Act, Public Law 104-121.
The rule is a not “major rule” within the
meaning of that Act. It is an
administrative action in support of
normal day-to-day mitigation planning
activities required by section 322 and
compliance under section 323 of the
Stafford Act, as enacted in DMA 2000.

The rule will not result in a major
increase in costs or prices for
consumers, individual industries,
Federal, State, or local government
agencies, or geographic regions. It will
not have “significant adverse effects” on
competition, employment, investment,

productivity, innovation, or on the
ability of United States-based
enterprises to compete with foreign-
based enterprises. This final rule is
subject to the information collection
requirements of the Paperwork
Reduction Act, and OMB has assigned
Control No. 3067-0297. The rule is not
an unfunded Federal mandate within
the meaning of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995, Public Law 1044,
and any enforceable duties that we
impose are a condition of Federal
assistance or a duty arising from
participation in a voluntary Federal
program.

List of Subjects in 44 CFR Part 201 and
Part 206

Administrative practice and
procedure, Disaster assistance, Grant
programs, Mitigation planning,
Reporting and recordkeeping
requirements.

Accordingly, Amend 44 CFR,
Subchapter D—Disaster Assistance, as
follows:

1. Add Part 201 to read as follows:

PART 201—MITIGATION PLANNING

Sec.

201.1
201.2
201.3
201.4

Purpose.

Definitions.

Responsibilities.

Standard State Mitigation Plans.
201.5 Enhanced State Mitigation Plans.
201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42
U.S.C. 5121-5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3
of 1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp.,

p- 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3
CFR, 1979 Comp., p. 412; and E.O. 12673, 54
FR 12571, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.

§201.1 Purpose.

(a) The purpose of this part is to
provide information on the polices and
procedures for mitigation planning as
required by the provisions of section
322 of the Stafford Act, 42 U.S.C. 5165.

(b) The purpose of mitigation
planning is for State, local, and Indian
tribal governments to identify the
natural hazards that impact them, to
identify actions and activities to reduce
any losses from those hazards, and to
establish a coordinated process to
implement the plan, taking advantage of
a wide range of resources.

§201.2 Definitions.

Grantee means the government to
which a grant is awarded, which is
accountable for the use of the funds
provided. The grantee is the entire legal
entity even if only a particular
component of the entity is designated in
the grant award document. Generally,

the State is the grantee. However, after
a declaration, an Indian tribal
government may choose to be a grantee,
or may act as a subgrantee under the
State. An Indian tribal government
acting as grantee will assume the
responsibilities of a “‘state”, as
described in this part, for the purposes
of administering the grant.

Hazard mitigation means any
sustained action taken to reduce or
eliminate the long-term risk to human
life and property from hazards.

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
means the program authorized under
section 404 of the Stafford Act, 42 U.S.C
5170c and implemented at 44 CFR Part
206, Subpart N, which authorizes
funding for certain mitigation measures
identified through the evaluation of
natural hazards conducted under
section 322 of the Stafford Act 42 U.S.C
5165.

Indian tribal government means any
Federally recognized governing body of
an Indian or Alaska Native tribe, band,
nation, pueblo, village, or community
that the Secretary of Interior
acknowledges to exist as an Indian tribe
under the Federally Recognized Tribe
List Act of 1994, 25 U.S.C. 479a. This
does not include Alaska Native
corporations, the ownership of which is
vested in private individuals.

Local government is any county,
municipality, city, town, township,
public authority, school district, special
district, intrastate district, council of
governments (regardless of whether the
council of governments is incorporated
as a nonprofit corporation under State
law), regional or interstate government
entity, or agency or instrumentality of a
local government; any Indian tribe or
authorized tribal organization, or Alaska
Native village or organization; and any
rural community, unincorporated town
or village, or other public entity.

Managing State means a State to
which FEMA has delegated the
authority to administer and manage the
HMGP under the criteria established by
FEMA pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5170c(c).
FEMA may also delegate authority to
tribal governments to administer and
manage the HMGP as a Managing State.

Regional Director is a director of a
regional office of FEMA, or his/her
designated representative.

Small and impoverished communities
means a community of 3,000 or fewer
individuals that is identified by the
State as a rural community, and is not
a remote area within the corporate
boundaries of a larger city; is
economically disadvantaged, by having
an average per capita annual income of
residents not exceeding 80 percent of
national, per capita income, based on
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best available data; the local
unemployment rate exceeds by one
percentage point or more, the most
recently reported, average yearly
national unemployment rate; and any
other factors identified in the State Plan
in which the community is located.

The Stafford Act refers to the Robert
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act, Public Law
93-288, as amended (42 U.S.C. 5121—
5206).

State is any State of the United States,
the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, Guam, American
Samoa, and the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands.

State Hazard Mitigation Officer is the
official representative of State
government who is the primary point of
contact with FEMA, other Federal
agencies, and local governments in
mitigation planning and
implementation of mitigation programs
and activities required under the
Stafford Act.

Subgrantee means the government or
other legal entity to which a subgrant is
awarded and which is accountable to
the grantee for the use of the funds
provided. Subgrantees can be a State
agency, local government, private non-
profit organizations, or Indian tribal
government. Indian tribal governments
acting as a subgrantee are accountable to
the State grantee.

§201.3 Responsibilities.

(a) General. This section identifies the
key responsibilities of FEMA, States,
and local/tribal governments in carrying
out section 322 of the Stafford Act, 42
U.S.C. 5165.

(b) FEMA. The key responsibilities of
the Regional Director are to:

(1) Oversee all FEMA related pre- and
post-disaster hazard mitigation
programs and activities;

(2) Provide technical assistance and
training to State, local, and Indian tribal
governments regarding the mitigation
planning process;

(3) Review and approve all Standard
and Enhanced State Mitigation Plans;

(4) Review and approve all local
mitigation plans, unless that authority
has been delegated to the State in
accordance with §201.6(d);

(5) Conduct reviews, at least once
every three years, of State mitigation
activities, plans, and programs to ensure
that mitigation commitments are
fulfilled, and when necessary, take
action, including recovery of funds or
denial of future funds, if mitigation
commitments are not fulfilled.

(c) State. The key responsibilities of
the State are to coordinate all State and

local activities relating to hazard
evaluation and mitigation and to:

(1) Prepare and submit to FEMA a
Standard State Mitigation Plan
following the criteria established in
§201.4 as a condition of receiving
Stafford Act assistance (except
emergency assistance).

(2) In order to be considered for the
20 percent HMGP funding, prepare and
submit an Enhanced State Mitigation
Plan in accordance with § 201.5, which
must be reviewed and updated, if
necessary, every three years from the
date of the approval of the previous
plan.

(3) At a minimum, review and, if
necessary, update the Standard State
Mitigation Plan by November 1, 2003
and every three years from the date of
the approval of the previous plan in
order to continue program eligibility.

(4) Make available the use of up to the
7 percent of HMGP funding for planning
in accordance with § 206.434.

(5) Provide technical assistance and
training to local governments to assist
them in applying for HMGP planning
grants, and in developing local
mitigation plans.

(6) For Managing States that have
been approved under the criteria
established by FEMA pursuant to 42
U.S.C. 5170c¢(c), review and approve
local mitigation plans in accordance
with §201.6(d).

(d) Local governments. The key
responsibilities of local governments are
to:

(1) Prepare and adopt a jurisdiction-
wide natural hazard mitigation plan as
a condition of receiving project grant
funds under the HMGP, in accordance
with §201.6.

(2) At a minimum, review and, if
necessary, update the local mitigation
plan every five years from date of plan
approval to continue program eligibility.

(e) Indian tribal governments. Indian
tribal governments will be given the
option of applying directly to us for
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
funding, or they may choose to apply
through the State. If they apply directly
to us, they will assume the
responsibilities of the State, or grantee,
and if they apply through the State, they
will assume the responsibilities of the
local government, or subgrantee.

§201.4 Standard State Mitigation Plans.

(a) Plan requirement. By November 1,
2003, States must have an approved
Standard State Mitigation plan meeting
the requirements of this section, in
order to receive assistance under the
Stafford Act, although assistance
authorized under disasters declared
prior to November 1, 2003 will continue

to be made available. In any case,
emergency assistance provided under 42
U.S.C. 5170a, 5170b, 5173, 5174, 5177,
5179, 5180, 5182, 5183, 5184, 5192 will
not be affected. The mitigation plan is
the demonstration of the State’s
commitment to reduce risks from
natural hazards and serves as a guide for
State decision makers as they commit
resources to reducing the effects of
natural hazards. States may choose to
include the requirements of the HMGP
Administrative Plan in their mitigation
plan.

(b) Planning process. An effective
planning process is essential in
developing and maintaining a good
plan. The mitigation planning process
should include coordination with other
State agencies, appropriate Federal
agencies, interested groups, and be
integrated to the extent possible with
other ongoing State planning efforts as
well as other FEMA mitigation programs
and initiatives.

(c) Plan content. To be effective the
plan must include the following
elements:

(1) Description of the planning
process used to develop the plan,
including how it was prepared, who
was involved in the process, and how
other agencies participated.

(2) Risk assessments that provide the
factual basis for activities proposed in
the strategy portion of the mitigation
plan. Statewide risk assessments must
characterize and analyze natural
hazards and risks to provide a statewide
overview. This overview will allow the
State to compare potential losses
throughout the State and to determine
their priorities for implementing
mitigation measures under the strategy,
and to prioritize jurisdictions for
receiving technical and financial
support in developing more detailed
local risk and vulnerability assessments.
The risk assessment shall include the
following:

(i) An overview of the type and
location of all natural hazards that can
affect the State, including information
on previous occurrences of hazard
events, as well as the probability of
future hazard events, using maps where
appropriate;

(ii) An overview and analysis of the
State’s vulnerability to the hazards
described in this paragraph (c)(2), based
on estimates provided in local risk
assessments as well as the State risk
assessment. The State shall describe
vulnerability in terms of the
jurisdictions most threatened by the
identified hazards, and most vulnerable
to damage and loss associated with
hazard events. State owned critical or
operated facilities located in the
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identified hazard areas shall also be
addressed;

(iii) An overview and analysis of
potential losses to the identified
vulnerable structures, based on
estimates provided in local risk
assessments as well as the State risk
assessment. The State shall estimate the
potential dollar losses to State owned or
operated buildings, infrastructure, and
critical facilities located in the
identified hazard areas.

(3) A Mitigation Strategy that provides
the State’s blueprint for reducing the
losses identified in the risk assessment.
This section shall include:

(i) A description of State goals to
guide the selection of activities to
mitigate and reduce potential losses.

(ii) A discussion of the State’s pre-
and post-disaster hazard management
policies, programs, and capabilities to
mitigate the hazards in the area,
including: an evaluation of State laws,
regulations, policies, and programs
related to hazard mitigation as well as
to development in hazard-prone areas; a
discussion of State funding capabilities
for hazard mitigation projects; and a
general description and analysis of the
effectiveness of local mitigation
policies, programs, and capabilities.

(iii) An identification, evaluation, and
prioritization of cost-effective,
environmentally sound, and technically
feasible mitigation actions and activities
the State is considering and an
explanation of how each activity
contributes to the overall mitigation
strategy. This section should be linked
to local plans, where specific local
actions and projects are identified.

(iv) Identification of current and
potential sources of Federal, State, local,
or private funding to implement
mitigation activities.

(4) A section on the Coordination of
Local Mitigation Planning that includes
the following:

(i) A description of the State process
to support, through funding and
technical assistance, the development of
local mitigation plans.

(ii) A description of the State process
and timeframe by which the local plans
will be reviewed, coordinated, and
linked to the State Mitigation Plan.

(iii) Criteria for prioritizing
communities and local jurisdictions that
would receive planning and project
grants under available funding
programs, which should include
consideration for communities with the
highest risks, repetitive loss properties,
and most intense development
pressures. Further, that for non-
planning grants, a principal criterion for
prioritizing grants shall be the extent to
which benefits are maximized according

to a cost benefit review of proposed
projects and their associated costs.

(5) A Plan Maintenance Process that
includes:

(i) An established method and
schedule for monitoring, evaluating, and
updating the plan.

(ii) A system for monitoring
implementation of mitigation measures
and project closeouts.

(ii1) A system for reviewing progress
on achieving goals as well as activities
and projects identified in the Mitigation
Strategy.

(6) A Plan Adoption Process. The plan
must be formally adopted by the State
prior to submittal to us for final review
and approval.

(7) Assurances. The plan must
include assurances that the State will
comply with all applicable Federal
statutes and regulations in effect with
respect to the periods for which it
receives grant funding, in compliance
with 44 CFR 13.11(c). The State will
amend its plan whenever necessary to
reflect changes in State or Federal laws
and statutes as required in 44 CFR
13.11(d).

(d) Review and updates. Plan must be
reviewed and revised to reflect changes
in development, progress in statewide
mitigation efforts, and changes in
priorities and resubmitted for approval
to the appropriate Regional Director
every three years. The Regional review
will be completed within 45 days after
receipt from the State, whenever
possible. We also encourage a State to
review its plan in the post-disaster
timeframe to reflect changing priorities,
but it is not required.

§201.5 Enhanced State Mitigation Plans.

(a) A State with a FEMA approved
Enhanced State Mitigation Plan at the
time of a disaster declaration is eligible
to receive increased funds under the
HMGP, based on twenty percent of the
total estimated eligible Stafford Act
disaster assistance. The Enhanced State
Mitigation Plan must demonstrate that a
State has developed a comprehensive
mitigation program, that the State
effectively uses available mitigation
funding, and that it is capable of
managing the increased funding. In
order for the State to be eligible for the
20 percent HMGP funding, FEMA must
have approved the plan within three
years prior to the disaster declaration.

(b) Enhanced State Mitigation Plans
must include all elements of the
Standard State Mitigation Plan
identified in § 201.4, as well as
document the following:

(1) Demonstration that the plan is
integrated to the extent practicable with
other State and/or regional planning

initiatives (comprehensive, growth
management, economic development,
capital improvement, land
development, and/or emergency
management plans) and FEMA
mitigation programs and initiatives that
provide guidance to State and regional
agencies.

(2) Documentation of the State’s
project implementation capability,
identifying and demonstrating the
ability to implement the plan,
including:

(i) Established eligibility criteria for
multi-hazard mitigation measures.

(ii) A system to determine the cost
effectiveness of mitigation measures,
consistent with OMB Circular A-94,
Guidelines and Discount Rates for
Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal
Programs, and to rank the measures
according to the State’s eligibility
criteria.

(iii) Demonstration that the State has
the capability to effectively manage the
HMGP as well as other mitigation grant
programs, including a record of the
following:

(A) Meeting HMGP and other
mitigation grant application timeframes
and submitting complete, technically
feasible, and eligible project
applications with appropriate
supporting documentation;

(B) Preparing and submitting accurate
environmental reviews and benefit-cost
analyses;

(C) Submitting complete and accurate
quarterly progress and financial reports
on time; and

(D) Completing HMGP and other
mitigation grant projects within
established performance periods,
including financial reconciliation.

(iv) A system and strategy by which
the State will conduct an assessment of
the completed mitigation actions and
include a record of the effectiveness
(actual cost avoidance) of each
mitigation action.

(3) Demonstration that the State
effectively uses existing mitigation
programs to achieve its mitigation goals.

(4) Demonstration that the State is
committed to a comprehensive state
mitigation program, which might
include any of the following:

(i) A commitment to support local
mitigation planning by providing
workshops and training, State planning
grants, or coordinated capability
development of local officials, including
Emergency Management and Floodplain
Management certifications.

(ii) A statewide program of hazard
mitigation through the development of
legislative initiatives, mitigation
councils, formation of public/private
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partnerships, and/or other executive
actions that promote hazard mitigation.

(iii) The State provides a portion of
the non-Federal match for HMGP and/
or other mitigation projects.

(iv) To the extent allowed by State
law, the State requires or encourages
local governments to use a current
version of a nationally applicable model
building code or standard that addresses
natural hazards as a basis for design and
construction of State sponsored
mitigation projects.

(v) A comprehensive, multi-year plan
to mitigate the risks posed to existing
buildings that have been identified as
necessary for post-disaster response and
recovery operations.

(vi) A comprehensive description of
how the State integrates mitigation into
its post-disaster recovery operations.

(c) Review and updates. (1) A State
must review and revise its plan to
reflect changes in development,
progress in statewide mitigation efforts,
and changes in priorities, and resubmit
it for approval to the appropriate
Regional Director every three years. The
Regional review will be completed
within 45 days after receipt from the
State, whenever possible.

(2) In order for a State to be eligible
for the 20 percent HMGP funding, the
Enhanced State Mitigation plan must be
approved by FEMA within the three
years prior to the current major disaster
declaration.

§201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.

The local mitigation plan is the
representation of the jurisdiction’s
commitment to reduce risks from
natural hazards, serving as a guide for
decision makers as they commit
resources to reducing the effects of
natural hazards. Local plans will also
serve as the basis for the State to
provide technical assistance and to
prioritize project funding.

(a) Plan requirement. (1) For disasters
declared after November 1, 2003, a local
government must have a mitigation plan
approved pursuant to this section in
order to receive HMGP project grants.
Until November 1, 2003, local
mitigation plans may be developed
concurrent with the implementation of
the project grant.

(2) Regional Directors may grant an
exception to the plan requirement in
extraordinary circumstances, such as in
a small and impoverished community,
when justification is provided. In these
cases, a plan will be completed within
12 months of the award of the project
grant. If a plan is not provided within
this timeframe, the project grant will be
terminated, and any costs incurred after

notice of grant’s termination will not be
reimbursed by FEMA.

(3) Multi-jurisdictional plans (e.g.
watershed plans) may be accepted, as
appropriate, as long as each jurisdiction
has participated in the process and has
officially adopted the plan. State-wide
plans will not be accepted as multi-
jurisdictional plans.

(b) Planning process. An open public
involvement process is essential to the
development of an effective plan. In
order to develop a more comprehensive
approach to reducing the effects of
natural disasters, the planning process
shall include:

(1) An opportunity for the public to
comment on the plan during the
drafting stage and prior to plan
approval;

(2) An opportunity for neighboring
communities, local and regional
agencies involved in hazard mitigation
activities, and agencies that have the
authority to regulate development, as
well as businesses, academia and other
private and non-profit interests to be
involved in the planning process; and

(3) Review and incorporation, if
appropriate, of existing plans, studies,
reports, and technical information.

(c) Plan content. The plan shall
include the following:

(1) Documentation of the planning
process used to develop the plan,
including how it was prepared, who
was involved in the process, and how
the public was involved.

(2) A risk assessment that provides
the factual basis for activities proposed
in the strategy to reduce losses from
identified hazards. Local risk
assessments must provide sufficient
information to enable the jurisdiction to
identify and prioritize appropriate
mitigation actions to reduce losses from
identified hazards. The risk assessment
shall include:

(i) A description of the type, location,
and extent of all natural hazards that
can affect the jurisdiction. The plan
shall include information on previous
occurrences of hazard events and on the
probability of future hazard events.

(ii) A description of the jurisdiction’s
vulnerability to the hazards described in
paragraph (c)(2)(i) of this section. This
description shall include an overall
summary of each hazard and its impact
on the community. The plan should
describe vulnerability in terms of:

(A) The types and numbers of existing
and future buildings, infrastructure, and
critical facilities located in the
identified hazard areas;

(B) An estimate of the potential dollar
losses to vulnerable structures identified
in paragraph (c)(2)(i)(A) of this section

and a description of the methodology
used to prepare the estimate;

(C) Providing a general description of
land uses and development trends
within the community so that mitigation
options can be considered in future land
use decisions.

(iii) For multi-jurisdictional plans, the
risk assessment section must assess each
jurisdiction’s risks where they vary from
the risks facing the entire planning area.

(3) A mitigation strategy that provides
the jurisdiction’s blueprint for reducing
the potential losses identified in the risk
assessment, based on existing
authorities, policies, programs and
resources, and its ability to expand on
and improve these existing tools. This
section shall include:

(i) A description of mitigation goals to
reduce or avoid long-term
vulnerabilities to the identified hazards.

(ii) A section that identifies and
analyzes a comprehensive range of
specific mitigation actions and projects
being considered to reduce the effects of
each hazard, with particular emphasis
on new and existing buildings and
infrastructure.

(iii) An action plan describing how
the actions identified in paragraph
(c)(2)(ii) of this section will be
prioritized, implemented, and
administered by the local jurisdiction.
Prioritization shall include a special
emphasis on the extent to which
benefits are maximized according to a
cost benefit review of the proposed
projects and their associated costs.

(iv) For multi-jurisdictional plans,
there must be identifiable action items
specific to the jurisdiction requesting
FEMA approval or credit of the plan.

(4) A plan maintenance process that
includes:

(i) A section describing the method
and schedule of monitoring, evaluating,
and updating the mitigation plan within
a five-year cycle.

(ii) A process by which local
governments incorporate the
requirements of the mitigation plan into
other planning mechanisms such as
comprehensive or capital improvement
plans, when appropriate.

(ii1) Discussion on how the
community will continue public
participation in the plan maintenance
process.

(5) Documentation that the plan has
been formally adopted by the governing
body of the jurisdiction requesting
approval of the plan (e.g., City Council,
County Commissioner, Tribal Council).
For multi-jurisdictional plans, each
jurisdiction requesting approval of the
plan must document that it has been
formally adopted.
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(d) Plan review. (1) Plans must be
submitted to the State Hazard Mitigation
Officer for initial review and
coordination. The State will then send
the plan to the appropriate FEMA
Regional Office for formal review and
approval.

(2) The Regional review will be
completed within 45 days after receipt
from the State, whenever possible.

(3) Plans must be reviewed, revised if
appropriate, and resubmitted for
approval within five years in order to
continue to be eligible for HMGP project
grant funding.

(4) Managing States that have been
approved under the criteria established
by FEMA pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 5170c(c)
will be delegated approval authority for
local mitigation plans, and the review
will be based on the criteria in this part.
Managing States will review the plans
within 45 days of receipt of the plans,
whenever possible, and provide a copy
of the approved plans to the Regional
Office.

PART 206—FEDERAL DISASTER
ASSISTANCE FOR DISASTERS
DECLARED ON OR AFTER
NOVEMBER 23, 1988

2. The authority citation for part 206
is revised to read as follows:

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42
U.S.C. 5121-5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3
of 1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp.,

p- 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3
CFR, 1979 Comp., p. 412; and E.O. 12673, 54
FR 12571, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.

2a. Revise Part 206, Subpart M to read
as follows:

Subpart M—Minimum Standards

Sec.

206.400 General.
206.401 Local standards.
206.402 Compliance.

§206.400 General.

(a) As a condition of the receipt of any
disaster assistance under the Stafford
Act, the applicant shall carry out any
repair or construction to be financed
with the disaster assistance in
accordance with applicable standards of
safety, decency, and sanitation and in
conformity with applicable codes,
specifications and standards.

(b) Applicable codes, specifications,
and standards shall include any disaster
resistant building code that meets the
minimum requirements of the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) as well
as being substantially equivalent to the
recommended provisions of the
National Earthquake Hazards Reduction

Program (NEHRP). In addition, the
applicant shall comply with any
requirements necessary in regards to
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain
Management, Executive Order 12699,
Seismic Safety of Federal and Federally
Assisted or Regulated New Building
Construction, and any other applicable
Executive orders.

(c) In situations where there are no
locally applicable standards of safety,
decency and sanitation, or where there
are no applicable local codes,
specifications and standards governing
repair or construction activities, or
where the Regional Director determines
that otherwise applicable codes,
specifications, and standards are
inadequate, then the Regional Director
may, after consultation with appropriate
State and local officials, require the use
of nationally applicable codes,
specifications, and standards, as well as
safe land use and construction practices
in the course of repair or construction
activities.

(d) The mitigation planning process
that is mandated by section 322 of the
Stafford Act and 44 CFR part 201 can
assist State and local governments in
determining where codes,
specifications, and standards are
inadequate, and may need to be
upgraded.

8§206.401 Local standards.

The cost of repairing or constructing
a facility in conformity with minimum
codes, specifications and standards may
be eligible for reimbursement under
section 406 of the Stafford Act, as long
as such codes, specifications and
standards meet the criteria that are
listed at 44 CFR 206.226(b).

§206.402 Compliance.

A recipient of disaster assistance
under the Stafford Act must document
for the Regional Director its compliance
with this subpart following the
completion of any repair or construction
activities.

Subpart N—Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program

3. Revise §206.431 to read as follows:

§206.431 Definitions.

Activity means any mitigation
measure, project, or action proposed to
reduce risk of future damage, hardship,
loss or suffering from disasters.

Applicant means a State agency, local
government, Indian tribal government,
or eligible private nonprofit
organization, submitting an application
to the grantee for assistance under the
HMGP.

Enhanced State Mitigation Plan is the
hazard mitigation plan approved under
44 CFR part 201 as a condition of
receiving increased funding under the
HMGP.

Grant application means the request
to FEMA for HMGP funding, as outlined
in § 206.436, by a State or tribal
government that will act as grantee.

Grant award means total of Federal
and non-Federal contributions to
complete the approved scope of work.

Grantee means the government to
which a grant is awarded and which is
accountable for the use of the funds
provided. The grantee is the entire legal
entity even if only a particular
component of the entity is designated in
the grant award document. Generally,
the State is the grantee. However, an
Indian tribal government may choose to
be a grantee, or it may act as a
subgrantee under the State. An Indian
tribal government acting as a grantee
will assume the responsibilities of a
“state’’, under this subpart, for the
purposes of administering the grant.

Indian tribal government means any
Federally recognized governing body of
an Indian or Alaska Native tribe, band,
nation, pueblo, village, or community
that the Secretary of Interior
acknowledges to exist as an Indian tribe
under the Federally Recognized Tribe
List Act of 1994, 25 U.S.C. 479a. This
does not include Alaska Native
corporations, the ownership of which is
vested in private individuals.

Local Mitigation Plan is the hazard
mitigation plan required of a local or
Indian tribal government acting as a
subgrantee as a condition of receiving a
project subgrant under the HMGP as
outlined in 44 CFR 201.6.

Standard State Mitigation Plan is the
hazard mitigation plan approved under
44 CFR part 201, as a condition of
receiving Stafford Act assistance as
outlined in § 201.4.

State Administrative Plan for the
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program means
the plan developed by the State to
describe the procedures for
administration of the HMGP.

Subgrant means an award of financial
assistance under a grant by a grantee to
an eligible subgrantee.

Subgrant application means the
request to the grantee for HMGP funding
by the eligible subgrantee, as outlined in
§206.436.

Subgrantee means the government or
other legal entity to which a subgrant is
awarded and which is accountable to
the grantee for the use of the funds
provided. Subgrantees can be a State
agency, local government, private non-
profit organizations, or Indian tribal
government as outlined in § 206.433.
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Indian tribal governments acting as a
subgrantee are accountable to the State
grantee.

4. Revise § 206.432(b) to read as
follows:

§206.432 Federal grant assistance.

* * * * *

(b) Amounts of assistance. The total of
Federal assistance under this subpart
shall not exceed either 15 or 20 percent
of the total estimated Federal assistance
(excluding administrative costs)
provided for a major disaster under 42
U.S.C. 5170b, 5172, 5173, 5174, 5177,
5178, 5183, and 5201 as follows:

(1) Fifteen (15) percent. Effective
November 1, 2003, a State with an
approved Standard State Mitigation
Plan, which meets the requirements
outlined in 44 CFR 201.4, shall be
eligible for assistance under the HMGP
not to exceed 15 percent of the total
estimated Federal assistance described
in this paragraph. Until that date,
existing, approved State Mitigation
Plans will be accepted.

(2) Twenty (20) percent. A State with
an approved Enhanced State Mitigation
Plan, in effect prior to the disaster
declaration, which meets the
requirements outlined in 44 CFR 201.5
shall be eligible for assistance under the
HMGP not to exceed 20 percent of the
total estimated Federal assistance
described in this paragraph.

(3) The estimates of Federal assistance
under this paragraph (b) shall be based
on the Regional Director’s estimate of all
eligible costs, actual grants, and

appropriate mission assignments.
* * * * *

5. Section 206.434 is amended by
redesignating paragraphs (b) through (g)
as paragraphs (c) through (h),
respectively; adding a new paragraph
(b); revising redesignated paragraphs (c)
introductory text and (c)(1); and revising
redesignated paragraph (d) to read as
follows:

§206.434 Eligibility.
* * * * *

(b) Plan requirement. (1) For all
disasters declared on or after November
1, 2003, local and tribal government
applicants for subgrants, must have an
approved local mitigation plan in
accordance with 44 CFR 201.6 prior to
receipt of HMGP subgrant funding.
Until November 1, 2003, local
mitigation plans may be developed
concurrent with the implementation of
subgrants.

(2) Regional Directors may grant an
exception to this requirement in
extraordinary circumstances, such as in
a small and impoverished community

when justification is provided. In these
cases, a plan will be completed within
12 months of the award of the project
grant. If a plan is not provided within
this timeframe, the project grant will be
terminated, and any costs incurred after
notice of grant’s termination will not be
reimbursed by FEMA.

(c) Minimum project criteria. To be
eligible for the Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program, a project must:

(1) Be in conformance with the State
Mitigation Plan and Local Mitigation
Plan approved under 44 CFR part 201;

* * * * *

(d) Eligible activities. (1) Planning. Up
to 7% of the State’s HMGP grant may be
used to develop State, tribal and/or local
mitigation plans to meet the planning
criteria outlined in 44 CFR part 201.

(2) Types of projects. Projects may be
of any nature that will result in
protection to public or private property.
Eligible projects include, but are not
limited to:

(i) Structural hazard control or
protection projects;

(ii) Construction activities that will
result in protection from hazards;

(iii) Retrofitting of facilities;

(iv) Property acquisition or relocation,
as defined in paragraph (e) of this
section;

(v) Development of State or local
mitigation standards;

(vi) Development of comprehensive
mitigation programs with
implementation as an essential
component;

(vii) Development or improvement of
warning systems.

* * * * *

6. Revise § 206.435(a) to read as

follows:

§206.435 Project identificaiton and
selection criteria.

(a) Identification. It is the State’s
responsibility to identify and select
eligible hazard mitigation projects. All
funded projects must be consistent with
the State Mitigation Plan. Hazard
Mitigation projects shall be identified
and prioritized through the State, Indian

tribal, and local planning process.

7. Revise § 206.436 to read as follows:

§206.436 Application procedures.

(a) General. This section describes the
procedures to be used by the grantee in
submitting an application for HMGP
funding. Under the HMGP, the State or
Indian tribal government is the grantee
and is responsible for processing
subgrants to applicants in accordance
with 44 CFR part 13 and this part 206.
Subgrantees are accountable to the
grantee.

(b) Governor’s Authorized
Representative. The Governor’s
Authorized Representative serves as the
grant administrator for all funds
provided under the Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program. The Governor’s
Authorized Representative’s
responsibilities as they pertain to
procedures outlined in this section
include providing technical advice and
assistance to eligible subgrantees, and
ensuring that all potential applicants are
aware of assistance available and
submission of those documents
necessary for grant award.

(c) Hazard mitigation application.
Upon identification of mitigation
measures, the State (Governor’s
Authorized Representative) will submit
its Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
application to the FEMA Regional
Director. The application will identify
one or more mitigation measures for
which funding is requested. The
application must include a Standard
Form (SF) 424, Application for Federal
Assistance, SF 424D, Assurances for
Construction Programs, if appropriate,
and an narrative statement. The
narrative statement will contain any
pertinent project management
information not included in the State’s
administrative plan for Hazard
Mitigation. The narrative statement will
also serve to identify the specific
mitigation measures for which funding
is requested. Information required for
each mitigation measure shall include
the following:

(1) Name of the subgrantee, if any;

(2) State or local contact for the
measure;

(3) Location of the project;

(4) Description of the measure;

(5) Cost estimate for the measure;

(6) Analysis of the measure’s cost-
effectiveness and substantial risk
reduction, consistent with § 206.434(c);

(7) Work schedule;

(8) Justification for selection;

(9) Alternatives considered;

(10) Environmental information
consistent with 44 CFR part 9,
Floodplain Management and Protection
of Wetlands, and 44 CFR part 10,
Environmental Considerations.

(d) Application submission time limit.
The State’s application may be amended
as the State identifies and selects local
project applications to be funded. The
State must submit all local HMGP
applications and funding requests for
the purpose of identifying new projects
to the Regional Director within 12
months of the date of disaster
declaration.

(e) Extensions. The State may request
the Regional Director to extend the
application time limit by 30 to 90 day
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increments, not to exceed a total of 180
days. The grantee must include a
justification in its request.

(f) FEMA approval. The application
and supplement(s) will be submitted to
the FEMA Regional Director for
approval. FEMA has final approval
authority for funding of all projects.

(g) Indian tribal grantees. Indian tribal
governments may submit a SF 424
directly to the Regional Director.

Subpart H—Public Assistance
Eligibility

8. Revise § 206.220 to read as follows:

§206.220 General.

This subpart provides policies and
procedures for determinations of
eligibility of applicants for public
assistance, eligibility of work, and
eligibility of costs for assistance under
sections 402, 403, 406, 407, 418, 419,

421(d), 502, and 503 of the Stafford Act.
Assistance under this subpart must also
conform to requirements of 44 CFR part
201, Mitigation Planning, and 44 CFR
part 206, subparts G—Public Assistance
Project Administration, I—Public
Assistance Insurance Requirements, ]—
Coastal Barrier Resources Act, and M—
Minimum Standards. Regulations under
44 CFR part 9—Floodplain Management
and 44 CFR part 10—Environmental
Considerations, also apply to this
assistance.

9. Section 206.226 is amended by
redesignating paragraphs

(b) through (j) as paragraphs (c)
through (k), respectively; adding a new
paragraph (b); and revising redesignated
paragraph (g)(5) to read as follows:

§206.226 Restoration of damaged
facilities.
* * * * *

(b) Mitigation planning. In order to
receive assistance under this section, as

of November 1, 2003, the State must
have in place a FEMA approved State
Mitigation Plan in accordance with 44
CFR part 201.

* * * * *

(g) * x %

(5) If relocation of a facility is not
feasible or cost effective, the Regional
Director shall disapprove Federal
funding for the original location when
he/she determines in accordance with
44 CFR parts 9, 10, 201, or subpart M
of this part 206, that restoration in the
original location is not allowed. In such
cases, an alternative project may be
applied for.

* * * * *

Dated: February 19, 2002.
Michael D. Brown,
General Counsel.
[FR Doc. 02—4321 Filed 2—25-02; 8:45 am]|
BILLING CODE 6718-05-P
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PART 1 — STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

The mitigation plan demonstrates the State’s commitment to reducing the risks from natural
hazards, and should serve as a guide for all levels of State decision makers. The plan should
detail how the State will address planning for natural hazards and the resources they are going
to commit to the process.

The Plan, whether a first-time submittal or an updated plan, must meet certain basic
requirements to receive approval, including:

» The mitigation strategy should be based on local and State vulnerability analyses and
risk assessments.

» The State must describe how they will coordinate with local mitigation planning efforts.

» The State must describe how they will provide funding or technical assistance to local
governments.

» The State must discuss how they will prioritize jurisdictions that will receive mitigation
planning and project grants and other State assistance.

= There must be a formal plan maintenance process.

Each requirement must receive a satisfactory score for the plan to be approved. Each State
submitting a hazard mitigation plan must meet the Prerequisite — Adoption by the State, before
the plan can be approved by FEMA.

In those cases where FEMA reviewers provided “recommended revisions” for those
requirements that the previously approved plan met, the plan update process provides an
excellent opportunity to incorporate these recommendations into the revised plan. When FEMA
reviews the updated plan, it will assess whether and how the plan addresses these
recommendations, although it is not required that the plan does so.

The sections covered in Part 1 — Standard State Mitigation Plans include:

" Prerequisite — Adoption by the State

" Planning Process

. Risk Assessment

. Mitigation Strategy

" Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning
. Plan Maintenance Process

. Severe Repetitive Loss Strategy

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
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PREREQUISITE

ADOPTION BY THE STATE

Requirement
§201.4(c)(6) and
§201.4(c)(7):

Explanation:

Plan Update:

The plan must:

be formally adopted by the State prior to submittal to [FEMA] for final
review and approval [and]
include assurances that the State will comply with all applicable

Federal statutes and regulations in effect with respect to the periods
for which it receives grant funding, in compliance with 44 CFR
13.11(c). The State will amend its plan whenever necessary to reflect
changes in State or Federal laws and statutes as required in 44 CFR
13.11(d).

An appropriate body in the State must adopt the plan. This could be, for
example, the State Legislature or the Governor, depending on the
State’s established procedures. States with hazard mitigation teams or
councils may choose to use these bodies to adopt the plan. At a
minimum, the plan must be endorsed by the director of the State agency
responsible for preparing and implementing the plan, as well as the
heads of other agencies with primary implementation responsibilities.

Adoption by the State:

» Demonstrates the State’s commitment to fulfilling the mitigation
objectives outlined in the plan.

= Legitimizes the plan and authorizes the responsible agencies
identified in the plan to execute their responsibilities.

The section on assurances relates to the State’s understanding and
accountability in complying with Federal statutes and regulations in
effect when it receives grant funding as prescribed in 44 CFR 13.11(c).

Additionally, as required in 44 CFR 13.11(d), the State must amend its
plan to reflect new or revised Federal regulations or statutes, or changes
in State law, organization, policy, or State agency operation. The
amendment can be added as an annex to the plan and later
incorporated into the appropriate section(s) when the plan is formally
updated as required in §201.4(d) of the Rule.

The resolution of adoption can include a statement assuring FEMA that
the State will comply with both of these CFR requirements.

The plan must include a copy of the resolution of adoption.

An appropriate body in the State must adopt the updated plan
regardless of the degree of modifications to the original plan.

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
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Resource: For more information about adopting a mitigation plan, see:
v' Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 1.

Scoring: L Not Met. The plan has not been formally adopted by the State.

L Not Met. The plan has been formally adopted by the State, but a
copy of the signed resolution is not included.

L Met. The plan has been formally adopted by the State, and a copy of
the signed resolution is included.
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PLANNING PROCESS

§201.4(b) recommends that the State coordinate with other State agencies, appropriate Federal
agencies, and interested groups during the planning process. Early involvement of other parties
provides the opportunity for integration of mitigation actions with other planning efforts. It also
allows for building partnerships with other agencies and interested groups to facilitate data
gathering, analysis, and later implementation of mitigation strategies. §201.4(c)(1) requires that
the State document this planning process.

The planning process is the heart of both the original mitigation plan and updates to that plan.
In a plan update, the description of the planning process is intended to inform the reader what
steps the planning team took to review, evaluate, and update each section of the plan, as well
as provide the rationale for sections that were not changed. It should be based on the update
process described in the plan maintenance section of the previously approved plan. This is the
blueprint for constructing the updated plan, and instills within it a necessary continuity.

States may experience fluctuations in staffing and in-house knowledge of the hazard mitigation
planning process. The description of the planning process will be especially valuable to new
staff and successive leaders as it provides a clear and coherent picture of the steps taken to
update the plan. Also, during intense decision-making situations, such as the period following a
catastrophic event', an understanding of the planning process and the rationale used to develop
the risk assessment and mitigation strategy will be of assistance as mitigation priorities are
reassessed and revised.

This section includes the following three subsections:

" Documentation of the Planning Process
" Coordination Among Agencies
" Program Integration

! any large scale event, the result of either man made or natural hazards, that, for a protracted period,
affects governments’ ability to conduct and deliver the day to day civil functions and services, and has
long-term consequences for the local, state or national economy.
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DOCUMENTATION OF THE PLANNING PROCESS

Requirement [The State plan must include a] description of the planning process used

§201.4(c)(1): to develop the plan, including how it was prepared, who was involved in
the process, and how other agencies participated.

Explanation: A description of the planning process must include how the planning
team or committee was formed, how input was sought from individuals
or other agencies, and how the plan was prepared.

Plan Update: A description of the planning process is required for the update. The

update must describe the process used to review and analyze each
section of the plan. If the planning team or committee finds that some
sections of the plan warrant an update, and others do not, the process
the team undertook to make that determination must be documented in
the plan.

Resource: For more information on the planning process, see:
v Getting Started (FEMA 386-1), Steps 1 — 4.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
The State Hazard Mitigation Plan (the Plan) was prepared by the State
Hazard Mitigation Section. This section, created in 2001 and headed by
the State Hazard Mitigation Officer, is responsible for leading and
coordinating mitigation and long-term redevelopment efforts.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE
PLAN

§201.4(c)(1) = The description does not provide
details on how various parties were
involved in the planning process,
what meetings were held to solicit
involvement, how long the process
took, etc.

= The plan was prepared by only one
State agency, with no mention of
participation by other agencies or
groups.

RULE SECTION REVIEWER’S COMMENTS
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Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must provide more details on how
the plan was prepared and what agencies were involved.

N 3 Revised Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Plan (the Plan) was prepared by the State
Hazard Mitigation Section. This section, created in 2001 and headed by
the State Hazard Mitigation Officer, is responsible for leading and
coordinating mitigation and long-term redevelopment efforts. The
Hazard Mitigation Section organized a Hazard Mitigation Committee
(HMC), composed of 14 representatives from Federal and State
agencies, as well as local governments, the private sector, and
non-profit and civic organizations to assist the section in preparing
the Plan (see pages X, Y, and Z for a list of these agencies). Not all
invited civic or non-profit groups or business leaders agreed to join
the HMC. However, two regional public forums were organized: one
at the beginning of the planning process to elicit concerns and
solicit ideas; and a second public forum was held for the general
public to review and comment on the draft plan. These forums were
widely publicized in local newspapers, and flyers were mailed to
agencies that had expressed an interest in participating in some
capacity. Citizens and interested groups could also access the
State public Web site to review the draft plan and provide
comments online. The HMC met every two weeks for the first three
months and later once per month. The plan was completed over a
12-month period.
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COORDINATION AMONG AGENCIES

Requirement The [state] mitigation planning process should include coordination with
§201.4(b): other State agencies, appropriate Federal agencies, interested groups,

and ....

Explanation: In order to encourage States to develop plans that will be used as
guides for statewide mitigation activities, and for citizens and the private
sector to support such activities, the Rule recommends States
demonstrate coordination with all levels of government, and
representatives from the private and non-profit sectors. The plans
should describe how the State interacted with Federal, State, regional,
and local agencies, as well as other interested parties such as business,
industry, and professional associations, non-profit groups, and
community representatives in the development of the plan.

Of particular importance is the participation by agencies and groups that
can contribute resources to prepare the plan and by agencies that will
likely implement mitigation actions. By including these agencies in the
planning process, the State can build partnerships that will facilitate the
implementation phase of the plan. Merely contacting agencies to solicit
input or sending a draft plan for an agency to review does not constitute
active participation. Participants should play an active role throughout
the planning process and, whenever possible, be involved from the
beginning. The State should identify additional participants as
opportunities arise (e.g., after a disaster).

Examples of how coordination may be demonstrated:
= Description of outreach efforts to engage interested parties.

= Description of the types and frequency of meetings of task forces
and committees, inter-disciplinary/inter-agency mitigation planning
teams, or with interested agencies and private sector organizations.

» Discussion of the nature of the Memoranda of Understanding (MOU)
or other work agreements.

» Description of how interested parties who could not participate on a
regular basis were kept informed and how they provided comments.

Plan Update: The updated plan should describe how the State interacted with all
levels of government as indicated above. It should also describe how
coordination among agencies changed since approval of the previous
plan.

Resource: For information on establishing a mitigation planning team and building
partnerships, see:

v' Getting Started (FEMA 386-1), Step 2.
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Examples:

o/

Special
Considerations:

"Wl

Original Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) distributed the
mitigation plan to other State, Federal, and local agencies. Each
participating agency had an opportunity to comment on preliminary and
draft versions of the plan. The HMC incorporated appropriate
comments and distributed a final copy of the plan to the participants.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’S COMMENTS
§201.4(b) = Coordination only involved
notification of other government
agencies.

= No effort was documented regarding
contacting or soliciting involvement
from civic, private, or not-for profit
groups, including those known to
assist in the event of disasters.

Required Revisions:

A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will not preclude the
plan from passing. For a “Satisfactory” score, the mitigation plan must
demonstrate that the planning process included active coordination with
and participation by other agencies and/or groups.

This may not be an easy item to “fix” if adequate coordination has not
occurred to date. The State would have to take its plan back for review
by potential participants and revise the content according to their input.
This could be a substantial effort. On the other hand, if the State
actually did the coordination, but did not describe it adequately, then
the State needs to do a better job of documenting its coordination effort.

Revised Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) distribated coordinated
the development of the mitigation plan te with other State, Federal,
and local agencies. The HMC, on behalf of the Governor, also
solicited participation from industry associations, volunteer
agencies, and other private and non-profit sector representatives.
Fourteen representatives in total committed their time and
available resources to develop a mitigation strategy that would
protect life, property, and the environment as well as contribute to
the economic well being of the State.
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Each participating agency and group presented its programs,
identified mitigation opportunities, and subsequently had an
opportunity to comment on preliminary and draft versions of the plan.
The HMC jointly reviewed each agency’s function and identified
more opportunities, including some applicable to agencies not
present. The HMC incorporated appropriate comments and distributed
a final copy of the plan to the participants.

Agency Designated Responsibilities
State Office of Natural To review mitigation project applications and
Resources plans to ensure their environmental

soundness.

State Building Code
Office

To provide information about State building
code requirements and best construction
practices.

State Office of
Economic Development

To identify opportunities to promote
economic development through mitigation
initiatives. To act as a liaison between local
economic development agencies and the
HMC to identify ways in which economic
development initiatives can encourage
mitigation.

State Office of
Emergency
Management

To coordinate mitigation planning and
project implementation. To serve as a liaison
between FEMA'’s Federal Insurance and
Mitigation Administration and the HMC.

State Public Works and
Utility Office

To help local communities identify mitigation
actions for public infrastructure. To identify
state resources and infrastructure vulnerable
to hazards.

State Department of
Transportation

To help local communities identify mitigation
actions for State roads and bridges. To
identify state resources and infrastructure
vulnerable to hazards.

State Planning Office

To educate local governments (specifically
local planning departments) on new hazard
mitigation planning requirements and to aid
in the incorporation of mitigation concerns
into local comprehensive planning efforts.

State Historic
Preservation Office

To help communities identify ways to
mitigate hazards that threaten historic
resources in their communities. To assist
communities identified in Section 106 review
processes for mitigation projects in
compliance with Federal and State historic
preservation regulations.
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Agency Designated Responsibilities

State Parks Association | To identify resources for acquiring funding to
create green- and open-spaces as mitigation

actions.
Association of To represent private development interests
Homebuilders and concerns in relation to mitigation

projects and regulations.

Manufactured Housing To identify best practices in constructing or

Association reconstructing low-cost, manufactured
housing threatened by hazards.

Big River Watershed To coordinate efforts to improve water

Society quality, recreation activities, and other
concerns with State mitigation activities.

State Association of To provide insight into mitigation actions as

Disaster Relief they relate to response and recovery.

State Association of To liaison between HMC and local

County Govt. governments about hazard mitigation

planning requirements. To educate local
officials about the resources available for
mitigation planning assistance and training.
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PROGRAM INTEGRATION

Requirement [The State mitigation planning process should] be integrated to the
§201.4(b): extent possible with other ongoing State planning efforts, as well as

other FEMA mitigation programs and initiatives.

Explanation: Coordination can result in identifying opportunities to integrate planning
efforts and mitigation actions. FEMA has found that mitigation plan
implementation is most effective when States integrate mitigation
planning efforts with those of other State planning programs and
initiatives.

States might demonstrate that they have made efforts at integration by:

" Reviewing existing plans and reports to identify opportunities to
integrate mitigation actions.

" Having mitigation planners/specialists serve on other State
program and planning teams.

. Consolidating the planning requirements for all State mitigation
programs (e.g., HMGP, FMA, CRS, local comprehensive plans, and
land use plans).

" Identifying overall goals or priorities common to other State
planning efforts.

. Requesting that legislation be passed or issuing an Executive
Order mandating integration of mitigation actions into other planning
initiatives.

. Outlining the State’s approach and providing a timeline for

integrating actions.

. Describing actual ongoing efforts where mitigation actions have
been integrated into planning mechanisms (e.g., comprehensive
plans, capital improvement plans, and emergency operation plans)
and implementation tools (e.g., building codes, floodplain
ordinances, and land use regulations).

Plan Update: In addition to discussing what integration efforts have taken place to
date, the update should discuss State planning integration efforts and
opportunities that were identified in the previously approved plan, and
any unforeseen obstacles that emerged since approval of the previous
plan.

Resource: For information on integrating hazard mitigation actions with other
initiatives, see:

v Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.
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Examples:

v

Wi

Original Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) reviewed several State
agencies’ plans to identify programs and policies that promote hazard
mitigation.

Twenty communities currently participate in the Community Rating
System (CRS), part of the National Flood Insurance Program. Each has
prepared a flood mitigation plan and has received funding for flood
mitigation projects.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

RULE SECTION LOCATP'&“N THE REVIEWER'S COMMENTS

§201.4(b) = The plan does not describe all
programs or policies examined, nor
does it identify the mitigation efforts
to be integrated into the State’s CRS
program.

Required Revisions:

A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will not preclude the
plan from passing. For a "Satisfactory” score, the mitigation plan must
document how mitigation actions are integrated into other State
planning efforts as well as Federal mitigation programs.

Revised Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) reviewed several State
agencies’ plans to identify programs and policies that currently
promote hazard-mitigatien or could potentially further mitigation
initiatives around the State (see Table XX for a summary of these
findings).

One program the State is implementing is the Growing Smart
Initiative, administered by the Division for Sustainable
Development in the State Department of Planning and
Development. The Growing Smart Initiative has several
components related to hazard mitigation, including funding to
encourage local governments to remove structures from high
hazard areas, creating open space in environmentally sensitive
areas such as the 100-year floodplain, and providing financial
incentives to encourage businesses to upgrade facilities in central
business districts. The HMC will continue its efforts to integrate
hazard mitigation-related concepts into the existing Growing
Smart framework through:

= Developing brochures using the Growing Smart logo to

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
JANUARY 2008 1-12




PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

promote hazard mitigation in the business community.

* Discouraging development in hazard areas such as steep
slopes with landslide potential.

» Educating local governments about the benefits of adopting
building standards to mitigate against wind and earthquake
hazards.

Additionally, the Department of Public Works takes into account
hazard-prone areas when siting facilities and infrastructure such
as water and sewer lines. The Public Works Department avoids
such areas, thereby discouraging development while protecting
services in the event of a disaster.

Twenty communities currently participate in the Community Rating
System (CRS), part of the National Flood Insurance Program. Each
community has prepared a flood mitigation plan and has received
funding for flood mitigation projects (see Appendix XX for details).
Additionally, the State is currently developing a strategy to assist
other communities to participate in the CRS, having set a goal to
provide technical support to five communities per year. The
strategy includes providing additional funding to communities
that have adopted FMA Plans, to upgrade these plans into all-
hazard plans.
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RISK ASSESSMENT

§201.4(c)(2) of the Rule requires that States undertake a risk assessment that provides the
factual basis for developing a mitigation strategy. This provision encourages States to produce a
meaningful analysis of the hazards and vulnerabilities that affect them, enabling States to
prioritize jurisdictions or geographic areas to receive funding and technical assistance for
conducting more detailed local risk and vulnerability assessments.

The purpose of the updated risk assessment is to present the current statewide overview of
potential losses to guide implementation of mitigation measures, to prioritize jurisdictions most
at risk from natural disasters, and to integrate data provided in local risk assessments.

The updated risk assessment will also include the integration of new data, where available, such
as National Flood Insurance Program maps or studies, HAZUS analyses, or reports from other
Federal and State agencies. If the previously approved plan identified data deficiencies that
would be addressed at a later time, then FEMA would expect the new information to be
incorporated in the updated risk assessment. However, if the data deficiencies have not been
resolved, they must be addressed in the updated plan, accompanied by an explanation of why
they remain and an updated schedule to resolve the issue.

When the State plans were originally prepared, there were few local plans that met FEMA’s
planning requirements. Therefore, States had limited local information on which to base their
plans. Since then, many local plans have been approved and adopted, providing States with
the opportunity to better coordinate with local jurisdictions and ensure that local risk
assessments complement the State risk assessment.

Additionally, section 201.4(d) requires the State plan be updated regularly to address changes

in development and mitigation priorities. This is reflected in the guidance language under
§201.4(c)(2)(ii) and §201.4(c)(2)(iii).

This section includes the following six subsections:

" Identifying Hazards

" Profiling Hazards

" Assessing Vulnerability by Jurisdiction

" Assessing Vulnerability of State Facilities

. Estimating Potential Losses by Jurisdiction

. Estimating Potential Losses of State Facilities
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IDENTIFYING HAZARDS

Requirement

§201.4(c)(2)(i):

[The State risk assessment shall include an] overview of the type ... of all

natural hazards that can affect the State ... .

Explanation:

Plan Update:

Special
Considerations:

Resources:

A State hazard mitigation plan will only be effective if it accounts for all
sources of risk. The intent of this requirement is to insure that all hazards
potentially affecting the State are identified.

During the State’s planning process (as evaluated in the Planning
Process section of this document), it may be determined that some of
these hazard types do not pose a significant enough threat to justify
further study or the identification of corresponding mitigation actions.
However, the mitigation plan should clearly document that a thorough
and comprehensive identification of hazards was performed by the State,
including the fact that certain hazards were deemed not to be significant
enough to warrant further study, to receive a satisfactory score for this
requirement.

This section should include a description of how the State collected the
information to identify these hazards, including the sources of
information. This process should also include incorporating the results of
local level mitigation planning efforts to identify hazards as that
information becomes available.

The updated plan must address any newly identified hazards or hazards
that have been determined to pose a more significant threat than was
apparent when the previously approved plan was prepared. If improved
descriptions of hazards identified in the previous plan are available, they
must be incorporated into this section.

Although the Rule requires that States only identify natural hazards,
States may include manmade hazards (i.e., technological or accidental
events such as hazardous material accidents and terrorism or intentional
acts such as the release of chemical agents) to provide a more complete
analysis of hazards that may affect the States. However, plans will not be
penalized for not including this information.

For more information on identifying hazards, see:

v Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Step 1.

v Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v HAZUS MH http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/
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Examples:
S Original Submittal:
|§D The State Mitigation Plan addresses the risk associated with the
following hazards:
= Drought
* Flooding

=  Hurricanes

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.4(c)(2)(i) = The plan did not include wildfires
that have occurred in the past.

= The State did not indicate how
these hazards were identified. As a
result, it cannot be determined if
this is a valid list of all relevant
hazards.

= The State did not indicate if
hazards identified as part of
mitigation planning by local
jurisdictions are or will be included
in this listing.

Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must include wildfires. The State is
experiencing a drought and has had wildfires in the past under such
conditions. While not required by the Rule, the plan should also
document the process followed to identify hazards and identify the
extent to which hazards identified through local mitigation planning have
been or will be included in the State plan.
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NS Revised Submittal:
d The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) pursued the

following steps to identify hazards that may affect the state:

Review of past State and Federal disaster designations.
Review of current Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs).

Review of available local mitigation plans (see Appendix XX for
a complete listing of local mitigation plans, including DMA
2000, FMA, and CRS, consulted as part of this planning
process).

Review of recent risk assessment related research by State
and Federal agencies, as well as the State University’s (SU)
Emergency Management Program within the Department of
Planning. This research involves long-range weather trends
per the U.S. Meteorological Service as a predictor of potential
periods of drought or increased hurricane activity and the
probability of dam failures within the State per the recent SU
study (see Appendix XX for a complete listing of studies
consulted as part of this planning process).

The HMC representative from the State Geological Survey was
consulted regarding the earthquake risk in the State. She
indicated that the risk was minimal (.001%/year of a 4.0+
earthquake); therefore, the HMC decided not to study the
earthquake hazard any further.

As a result, the HMC determined that the State Mitigation Plan
needed to address addresses the risk associated with the following
hazards:

Drought

Flooding, including related potential for dam failures
Hurricanes

Wildfires
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PROFILING HAZARDS

Requirement [The State risk assessment shall include an overview of the] location of

§201.4(c)(2)(i): all natural hazards that can affect the State, including information on

previous occurrences of hazard events, as well as the probability of
future hazard events, using maps where appropriate ... .

Explanation: The plan shall provide an overview of the location of all natural hazards
that can affect the State. The plan should describe the geographic
boundaries in the State that would be affected by these hazards.

Where appropriate, the hazard analysis should also broadly identify on a
map the areas of the State affected by each hazard, noting those areas
most severely affected by each hazard. A composite map (i.e., a map
showing combined information from different thematic map layers) can be
provided for hazards that have a recognizable geographic boundary (i.e.,
hazards that are known to occur in particular areas of the State), such as
floods, coastal storms, wildfires, tsunamis, and landslides.

For those hazards that are not geographically determined, plans should
indicate their probable intensity. For example, for areas where tornadoes
occur, plans should indicate the recorded intensities of previous events.

The plan shall also provide a discussion of past hazard events. This
discussion should include:

= |nformation on the damages that occurred (e.g., costs of recovery,
property damage, and lives lost) to the extent practicable.

= Level of severity (i.e., flood depth or extent, wind speeds, earthquake
intensity).

= Duration of event.
= Date of occurrence.

= Sources of information used or consulted for assembling a history of
past occurrences.

The plan shall also include information on the probability of future
hazard events. In addition, it should describe the analysis or sources
used to determine the probability and their magnitudes.

The plan should also describe conditions (i.e., topography, soil
characteristics, meteorological conditions, etc.) in the planning area that
mitigate the hazard effects or make the area more vulnerable to hazards.
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Plan Update:

Resource:

Examples:

o/

The plan update must continue to include occurrences of hazards
profiled in the previous plan, and discuss new occurrences of hazard
events. The updated plan must incorporate any new studies or technical
information related to profiling hazards, such as new National Flood
Insurance Program maps or studies, HAZUS studies, or reports from
other Federal or State agencies that relate to:

e Location of natural hazards;
e Past hazard events;
o Probability of future hazard events.

While maps are not required, any maps included in the updated plan
must be consistent with the updated information.

For more information on profiling hazards, see:
v Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Step 2.

v Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v HAZUS MH http://www.fema.qgov/plan/prevent/hazus/

Original Submittal:

[For illustrative purposes, only the flood hazard is profiled in this
example.]

Through analysis of existing Federal Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs)
and Flood Insurance Studies (FISs), the Hazard Mitigation Committee
(HMC) determined that every County in the State may be affected by the
flooding hazard. A variety of factors affect the type and severity of
flooding throughout the State, including topography, urban development
and infrastructure, and proximity to the coastline.

The State has been affected by a number of floods over the past several
years. Most notably, Hurricane Young in 1997 caused flooding that
generated a Presidential Disaster Declaration for the Counties of
Allwater, Bedlam, Calm-before-the-Storm, and Turmoil. The flood caused
several million dollars in damages.
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Wi

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.4(c)(2)(i) = The plan did not include the location
of the type of floods.

= The history of floods is only of recent
years.

= The plan does not discuss
probability.

= The State did not provide details
about conditions, such as
topography, that could make areas
more or less vulnerable to each
hazard.

= There is no indication of areas of the
State that are more severely affected
by each hazard.

= The State did not provide a map that
identified the areas affected by each
hazard.

Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must describe the hazard areas,
provide a more complete history of past events, and include the
probability of future hazard events. While not required by the Rule, the
plan should also document the process used to determine differences in
vulnerability to the hazard; differentiate the ways in which areas of the
State are affected; and provide a map or other tool to delineate hazard
areas.

Revised Submittal:

Flooding

Through analysis of existing Federal Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs) and Flood Insurance Studies (FISs), the Hazard Mitigation
Committee (HMC) determined that every County in the State may be
affected by the riverine flooding hazard (see Flood Hazard Map in
Appendix XX). The State regularly experiences 10-year floods and
has on several instances suffered the devastating effects of 500-
year floods. See Appendix XX for a history of floods and their
related damages dating back to 1850. This history was assembled
from the information provided in local hazard mitigation plans as
well as the previous State Hazard Mitigation Plan.

The probability of a flood event is expressed as the percent chance
that a flood of a specific magnitude will occur in any given year.
Table 1 summarizes the associated chance of occurrence for the
type of floods the State has experienced.

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
JANUARY 2008 1-20




PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

Table 1: Flood Probability of Occurrence

Chance of
AT T Occurrence in Any

Intervals .

Given Year
10-Year 10%
50-Year 2%
100-Year 1%
500-Year 0.2%

A variety of factors affect the type and severity of flooding throughout the
State, including topography, urban development and infrastructure, and
proximity to the coastline.

Riverine Flooding
Mountain Region (Allwater, Bedlam, Calm-before-the-Storm, and
Turmoil Counties)

Flooding in the Mountain Region is characterized by high-velocity
waters flowing to the valleys. During heavy rains from storm
systems, including severe thunderstorms and tropical storms,
water flows down from the mountain, collecting in, then
overtopping, valley streams and rivers. The steep slopes of the
region induce high velocities as the water flows downhill and
downstream, in many cases producing flash flooding conditions.
Because some towns in the Mountain Region have the majority of
the corporate limits located in the valley and, therefore, often in the
floodplain, flood waters have the potential to affect or even severely
harm whole towns. Because of the steep topography, developable
areas of the town are within the 100-year floodplain, and some are
affected by 10- and 50-year floods. These conditions, especially in
areas where flash floods are a problem, make response operations
and evacuation very difficult, adversely affecting the safety of the
residents.

These flash flooding response and evacuation problems were
illustrated in Bedlam County during the summer of 1999. The
passage of Tropical Storm Zoe created flash flooding in the towns
of Chaos and Pandemonium. While the floodwaters only reached an
estimated 10-year flood elevation, the sudden onset of the flood
and swift waters did not allow warning to the residents and,
consequently, a driver attempting to drive through waters that had
overtopped a secondary road was swept away by the waters.
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Furthermore, about 10 homes in Chaos and 15 homes in
Pandemonium were flooded, creating an estimated $100,000 in
damages (see Appendix XX for a detailed history of floods in this

area).
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ASSESSING VULNERABILITY BY JURISDICTION

Requirement
§201.4(c)(2)(ii):

Update:
§201.4(d):

Explanation:

Plan Update:

[The State risk assessment shall include an] overview and analysis of the
State’s vulnerability to the hazards described in this paragraph (c)(2),
based on estimates provided in local risk assessments ... . The State
shall describe vulnerability in terms of the jurisdictions most threatened
by the identified hazards, and most vulnerable to damage and loss
associated with hazard events ... .

Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in
development...

The plan shall describe which jurisdictions are most threatened and
vulnerable to hazards and the process used to identify them.
Identification of these jurisdictions shall be based on an analysis of
available local risk assessments conducted throughout the State, and
where not available, on State risk assessments.

The State shall describe any changes, clarifications, or refinements to
the previous overview of the State’s vulnerability resulting from any new
or updated data, as well as information generated through local mitigation
plans.

The update must explain the process used to analyze information from
the local risk assessments and adjust the statewide risk assessment, as
necessary. Recognizing the differences in local risk assessments,
information from local mitigation plans allows the State to better
understand or describe its vulnerability in terms of the jurisdictions most
threatened by natural hazards. However, the update should not attempt
to include the details provided in every local mitigation plan.

Recognizing that statewide vulnerability may not change much in any
given three-year update cycle, this section provides an opportunity to
anticipate future risk. The State must consider in its assessment, for
jurisdictions in hazard prone areas, changes in development that may
impact vulnerability such as:

¢ Significant population increases and shifts in population to
vulnerable areas;

e A concentration or changes in land use or land use activities in
vulnerable areas; and/or

¢ Implementation of mitigation actions that have reduced
vulnerability.

Taking into account that some previously approved local plans included a
general overview of land uses and development trends, it is up to the
State to describe jurisdictions most threatened and vulnerable to damage
and losses associated with hazard event based on such factors as:
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Resource:

Examples:

o/

o The review and incorporation of development trends provided in
local mitigation plans; and,

o Statewide population growth estimates, projections, and land use
data.

The State determines the level of detail provided in the updated plan but
it must demonstrate that land uses, development trends, and population
were assessed to obtain a statewide picture of changes to vulnerability.
This information can be presented generally or specifically, using text,
graphics, maps, or a combination of these methods.

In most cases, changes in population and anticipated development
trends are tracked by one or more State agencies as well as Regional or
Metropolitan Planning Organizations. Expected development patterns
may also be described in other State plans, such as Operation Plans and
Land Development Plans, or in functional plans, like transportation and
economic development plans. These agencies, organizations, and plan
documents can provide valuable information to indicate where growth is
likely to occur in the future.

For an explanation on ways to determine what areas are the most
vulnerable to damage and loss, see:

v' Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Steps 3 and 4.

v Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v' HAZUS MH http://lwww.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/

Original Submittal:

[For illustrative purposes, only the flood hazard vulnerability is included in
this example.]

Flood Hazard Vulnerability

As development has increased in and along floodplains, urban and
suburban areas of the State have been increasingly impacted by flash
flooding and flooding along streams and rivers. Across the State, an
estimated 1.5 million people live within areas designated as 100-year
floodplains.
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REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

RULEsECTIoN | LOCATON NTHE REVIEWER’S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(2) » The plan did not differentiate areas of
(i) the State that have greater vulnerability

to flooding than others.

Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must detail the factors determining
vulnerability to the State. While not required by the Rule, the plan should
provide information at the local/County level to the extent possible,
allowing the State to contrast areas of higher and lower vulnerability.

Revised Submittal:

Flood Hazard Vulnerability

The State Department of the Environment used GIS technology to
overlay aerial photographs with the 100-year floodplain. The
Department determined that some Counties have a higher
percentage of structures located within the 100-year floodplain, and
therefore have a higher vulnerability to the flooding hazard than
other Counties. In addition, using FIRMs, FISs, and topographic
mapping, the Department identified areas where steep slopes could
increase flood velocity. By reviewing the flood hazard assessments
provided in local mitigation plans (including FMA and CRS plans),
the HMC identified exacerbating circumstances that may lead to
greater flood vulnerability, including stormwater management
issues and a high percentage of impervious surfaces in or near the
floodplain. A detailed analysis of the flood hazard and related map
are provided for each County of the State in Appendix XX. The
following table summarizes flood attributes by County.
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Table XX: Flood Vulnerability by County
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'Stormwater Management Issues encompass assessments by local governments, such as debris in
stormwater collectors, culvert sizes, etc. that lead to increased localized flooding during heavy rains.

2Impervious Surfaces describe the percentage of acres of paved surfaces in or near floodplains.
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ASSESSING VULNERABILITY OF STATE FACILITIES

Requirement [The State risk assessment shall include an overview and analysis of the
§201.4(c)(2)(ii): State’s vulnerability to the hazards described in this paragraph (c)(2),

based on estimates provided in] the State risk assessment. ... State
owned critical or operated facilities located in the identified hazard areas
shall also be addressed ... .

Explanation: The plan shall describe the State-owned or operated buildings,
infrastructure, and critical facilities located in areas subject to hazards
described previously. The description should include the uses,
approximate sizes, types, and values of buildings, infrastructure, and
critical facilities.

Plan Update: The State shall update the overview and analysis of vulnerable State

owned or operated buildings, critical facilities, and infrastructure, based
on available data. The update should reflect acquisition or development
of new properties and infrastructure.

Resource: For an explanation on ways to determine what areas are at risk and
vulnerable, see:

v' Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Steps 3 and 4.

v' Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v' HAZUS MH http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
Vulnerable State Facilities
Using FIRMs, the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) ascertained that
three State facilities are located in the floodplain.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

RULESECTION | LOCATIONINTHE REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(2) »= The plan does not provide an analysis
(i) of the vulnerability of these facilities in

the floodplain.
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Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must document the process by which
the State developed its vulnerability assessment for State facilities and
also provide enough detail of the findings to make the relative
vulnerability of the structures evident. While not required by the Rule, the
analysis should include an assessment of the facilities’ first floor
elevations in relation to the base flood elevation, an indication of the
value of the buildings and contents, and a description of the buildings’
functions and how the buildings’ functions would be compromised if
flooded.

N S Revised Submittal:
d Mulnerable Vulnerability of State Facilities to Flooding

At the request of the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC), surveyors
and engineers from the State Department of the Environment and
the Department of Public Works conducted site assessments of all
State facilities located within the 100-year floodplain to determine
their vulnerability to flooding. First floor elevations, construction
types, square footages, content types, and approximate value of the
structures and contents were documented for each facility. The
table below summarizes these findings, including the location,
function, approximate value of the structure and its contents, and
the number of feet above or below base flood elevation.
Approximate values of structure and contents were estimated using
the judgment of the facilities managers of the respective structures
and following the guidelines detailed in the FEMA document,
Understanding Your Risks: Identifying Hazards and Estimating
Losses, Step 4. A detailed list of these findings can be found in
Appendix XX.

Table XX: State Facilities in the 100-Year Floodplain
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Allwater Offices 250 $1M $1M +5 [
Bedlam State Emergency 50 $1M $1.5M +3 ()
Operations
Center
Calm- Warehouse/Gara 15 $1M $1.5M -2 [
before- ge for Snow
the-Storm | Removal
Equipment
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ESTIMATING POTENTIAL LOSSES BY JURISDICTION

Requirement [The State risk assessment shall include an] overview and analysis of

§201.4(c)(2)(iii):  potential losses to identified vulnerable structures, based on estimates
provided in local risk assessments ... .

Update:
§201.4(d): Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development...

Explanation: This requires States to incorporate the findings of local jurisdiction loss
estimates in the State plan. The plan shall describe the distribution of
losses across the State and should include specific reference to
quantifying losses to local critical facilities.

Plan Update:
The State shall incorporate any changes, clarifications, or refinements,
obtained from State-wide or local loss estimates. Recognizing the
differences in local risk assessments, information from local mitigation
plans allows the State to better understand or describe its vulnerability in
terms of the potential losses. However, the update should not attempt to
include the details provided in every local mitigation plan.

Comparable to the estimating vulnerability by jurisdiction, the state must
consider changes in development that may affect the statewide loss
estimates.

Special Although the Rule requires that States only analyze losses to structures,
Considerations: States are highly encouraged to analyze the potential economic and
human impact each hazard would have statewide.

Resource: For more information on assessing vulnerability/estimating losses, see:
v' Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Step 4.

v' Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v’ HAZUS MH http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/. FEMA has
developed the HAZUS-MH Risk Assessment Tool (RAT) to help
produce risk assessment outputs for earthquakes, floods, and
hurricanes. The summaries can support the presentation of data to
decision-makers and other stakeholders and can be used in the risk
assessment section of the mitigation plan.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
[For illustrative purposes, only the flood hazard is discussed.]
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Flood Vulnerability

Across the State, an estimated 150,000 people and 40,000 structures are
located within the boundaries of the 100-year floodplain, putting at risk
the State’s revenue of $1 billion.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN

RULE SECTION THE PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(2) = The plan does not describe the State’s
(iii) potential losses.

= The plan does not explain how the State
developed the loss figures.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must provide an overview and
analysis of losses to local jurisdictions. While not required by the Rule,
the plan should also document how it developed its loss estimations and
include information to assess relative losses across the State.

NS Revised Submittal:
d Fleod-\Vulnerability Potential Flood Losses by Jurisdiction

Across the State, an estimated 150,000 people and 40,000 structures
are located within the boundaries of the 100-year floodplain, putting at
risk the State’s revenue of $1 billion.

The table below represents the estimated losses to residential,
commercial, and critical facilities and buildings by County. The
estimates were taken from local hazard mitigation plans and are
added to provide an estimated total State loss for each category.
Except for Allwater County, which has not updated its plan, each
county determined losses using the procedures explained in the
FEMA document, Understanding Your Risks: Identifying Hazards
and Estimating Losses. The process used by the Hazard
Mitigation Committee (HMC) for determining Allwater County’s
potential losses is explained in the table’s footnote.
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Estimated Estimated Estimated .
. A . Losses to Relative
Residential Commercial Iy .
County . . Critical Losses (in
Losses (in Losses (in A .
L A, Facilities (in Millions)
Millions) Millions) -
Millions)
Allwater* $75.0 $2.4 $2.0 H
Bedlam $0.3 $0.1 $0.1 L
Calm-before- $6.5 $3.0 $1.0 H
the-Storm
Turmoil $2.2 $1.5 $0.5 M
Total Losses to $84.0 $7.0 $3.6 94.6
State

* Because Allwater County has not yet submitted a plan that estimates losses to
residential, commercial, and critical facilities, all figures for this County were estimated
by multiplying the percentage of structures in the floodplain (50% of all structures) with
County economic data included in State demographic and tax information.

Estimated Residential Losses = 50% x No. of residences x median housing value.

Estimated Commercial Losses = 50% x No. of businesses x median building value x
median business revenue.

Estimated Critical Facilities = 50% x No. of police and fire stations, hospitals, schools x
median estimated losses to critical facilities of all other counties.

This method is not an accurate measure of vulnerability because depth of flooding for
each structure in the floodplain was not assessed.

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE

JANUARY 2008

1-31



PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

ESTIMATING POTENTIAL LOSSES OF STATE FACILITIES

Requirement [The State risk assessment shall include an overview and analysis of

§201.4(c)(2)(iii):  potential losses to identified vulnerable structures, based on estimates

provided in] the State risk assessment. The State shall estimate the
potential dollar losses to State-owned or operated buildings,
infrastructure, and critical facilities located in the identified hazard areas.

Explanation: This requires States to estimate losses to State-owned or operated
facilities and infrastructure. The plan shall describe the distribution of
losses across the State, with specific reference to quantifying losses to
critical facilities.

States should also describe their approach for determining losses for
State-owned infrastructure and buildings.

Plan Update: If there are changes to the hazard profile and/or to the State facilities and
infrastructure as described under Assessing Vulnerability of State
Facilities, this section must be updated to reflect potential losses to
identified vulnerable structures and infrastructure. If the approach for
determining these losses has changed since the first approval, the plan
should describe the new methodology.

Resource: For more information on assessing vulnerability/estimating losses, see:
v' Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Step 4.

v Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v’ HAZUS MH http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/. FEMA has
developed the HAZUS-MH Risk Assessment Tool (RAT) to help
produce risk assessment outputs for earthquakes, floods, and
hurricanes. The summaries can support the presentation of data to
decision-makers and other stakeholders and can be used in the risk
assessment section of the mitigation plan.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
Vulnerability of State Facilities to Flood

Using FIRMs, the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) ascertained that
three State facilities are located in the floodplain.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS

§201.4(c)(2) = The plan does not discuss the actual

(iii) vulnerability and potential losses to the
facilities in the floodplains.
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Required Revisions:

The plan must make clear the potential losses to State facilities and
infrastructure. These losses should be estimated as a function of the
vulnerability to the hazard (here, flood depth), with potential losses
calculated based on the estimated value of the structure.

N a Revised Submittal:

Using the procedure detailed in the FEMA document, Understanding
Your Risks, to determine the estimated percentage loss to structure
and contents, the HMC determined that the warehouse/garage
housing snow removal supplies and equipment was the only critical
facility in the floodplain that would suffer damages in a 100-year flood
event. The facility would suffer approximately $422,500 in losses to
the structure and its contents.
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Allwater Offices $1M $1M +5 0% 0% $0 $0 L
Bedlam State Emergency 1| siM | sim +3 0% 0% $0 $0 L

Operations Ctr.
Warehouse/
Calm-before- Garage for Snow $1.5 o o
the-Storm Removal Equip- 1 $1M M -2 13% 19.5% $130K | $292.5K H
ment
Total Losses to
State Critical $130K | $292.5K
Facilities

*BFE: Based Flood Elevation
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MITIGATION STRATEGY

According to §201.4(c)(3) the plan must include a mitigation strategy that provides the State’s
blueprint for reducing the losses identified in the risk assessment. The strategy shall include
goals that are based on the risk assessment and that should be consistent with goals from other
State and local jurisdictions’ plans and policies. While not required by the Rule, objectives could
also be included to define strategies or steps to achieve the identified goals. These goals and
objectives will guide the State’s strategies and selection of actions to achieve the desired, long-
term hazard protection. The State must also assess its own as well as its local jurisdictions’
capabilities to staff programs or projects and fund actions to achieve the goals of the plan. The
State must also identify funding from Federal, local, and private sources to complement its own
resources.

Section 201.4(d) requires that plans be reviewed and revised to reflect progress in statewide
mitigation efforts and changes in priorities. This is reflected in the guidance language under
§201.4(c)(3)(i) and §201.4(c)(3)(iii). Fundamental to the mitigation strategy update is the
demonstration that progress has been made to implement the mitigation strategy identified in
the previously approved plan. The updated mitigation strategy provides an opportunity for the
State to discuss efforts to ensure consistency between the goals and objectives of the State
plan, and those of the local plans that have been approved.

This section includes the following five subsections:

. Hazard Mitigation Goals

" State Capability Assessment
" Local Capability Assessment
" Mitigation Actions

. Funding Sources
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HAZARD MITIGATION GOALS

Requirement [The State mitigation strategy shall include a] description of State goals to
§201.4(c)(3)(i): guide the selection of activities to mitigate and reduce potential losses.

Update:

[The] plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in
§201.4(d): development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts and changes
in priorities...

Explanation: The State’s goals as written in the plan reflect the State’s vision for long-
term hazard mitigation and loss reduction. This section should describe
how the plan’s goals were developed.

These goals, along with their corresponding objectives, guide the
development and implementation of mitigation actions. Although the Rule
does not require a description of objectives, States are highly
encouraged to include a description of the objectives developed to
achieve the goals so that reviewers understand the connection between
goals, objectives, and actions.

The goals and objectives should:
= Be based on the findings of the local and State risk assessments.

= Represent a long-term vision for hazard reduction or enhancement of
mitigation capabilities.

Plan Update: The plan update provides an opportunity for the State to reconsider the
goals and objectives adopted in the previously approved plan to guide
the selection of activities to mitigate and reduce potential losses. Goals
may be reaffirmed or updated based on more current information,
including updated or new risk assessments or changes in State mitigation
priorities. It is not necessary to change previous goals if they remain
valid but the plan must demonstrate that State goals were assessed and
that they still remain valid.

If the previously approved plan included objectives, the updated plan
should point out which objectives have been met and identify new
objectives.

Resources: For more information on identifying and refining the State’s mitigation
goals and objectives, see:

v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 1.
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Special
Considerations:

Examples:

o/

Wi

Goals are general guidelines that explain what you want to achieve.
They are usually long-term and represent global visions such as
“eliminate flood damage.”

Objectives define strategies or implementation steps to attain the
identified goals. Unlike goals, objectives are specific, measurable, and
may have a defined completion date. Objectives are more specific, such
as “upgrade State building code to meet the provisions of the National
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program.”

(From Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 1.)

Original Submittal:

The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) identified the following goals for
the plan:

Goal 1: Document the hazards and vulnerabilities in the State.
Goal 2: Identify priority mitigation projects to fund.
Goal 3: Raise awareness of hazards and mitigation actions in the State.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) » Goals 1 and 2 are what is to be
(i) accomplished by the planning process.

= No explanation is provided for how the
goals were developed.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must tie the goals to the risk
assessment findings.

Revised Submittal:

The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) participated in a 2-day
workshop to review the risk assessment findings and develop the
mitigation goals and objectives for the Hazard Mitigation Plan. The
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risk assessment identified the following problems:

» Local communities in the State were unaware of the types of
assistance available to them for hazard mitigation planning.

= The State Division of Emergency Management often did not
coordinate with local communities or other State agencies in
hazard mitigation planning.

= Many State residents did not realize hazard mitigation planning
was occurring in their area.

» The State would benefit from incorporating GIS and other
technical information into their hazard mitigation planning
process.

» The State has one of the highest numbers of repetitive loss
properties in the country.

At the end of this session, the HMC identified the following goals,
objectives, and actions for the State of Emergency’s mitigation
strategy to address these issues.

Goal 1: Strengthen the Division of Emergency Management'’s
capability and its coordination with other State agencies to reduce
hazard vulnerabilities throughout the State.

Goal 2: Increase technical assistance to and coordination with local
jurisdictions to build local capacity to further reduce vulnerabilities
at the local level.

Goal 3: Build public awareness of proven, cost-effective mitigation
actions.

Goal 4: Formulate strategies using state-of-the-art knowledge to
reduce vulnerabilities for identified hazards.

Goal 5: Reduce the number of repetitive loss structures by 50%.

(For the purposes of this example, the following description applies to all
hazards. For illustrative purposes, only one goal will be described in more
detail.)

Goal 2: Increase technical assistance to and coordination with local
jurisdictions to build local capacity to further reduce vulnerabilities
at the local level.

Objectives 2.1: The State will work with local communities to
improve their hazard mitigation planning process.

Short Term Action 2.2.1:

Note: “short term” is defined as those actions which agencies are
capable of implementing within their existing resources and
authorities in the current fiscal cycle.

Improve hazard mitigation technical assistance for local
governments.

Lead Agency: State Office of Emergency Management
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Support Agency: State Department of the Environment
Timeline: 1 year

Resources: 1 Full Time Employee

Long Term Action 2.2.2:

Note: “long term” is defined as those actions which will require new
or additional resources or authorities to implement, and those
actions which cannot occur during the current fiscal cycle.

The State will develop and distribute local hazard mitigation
planning guidance.

Lead Agency: State Office of Planning
Support Agency: State Office of Emergency Management
Timeline: 3 years

Resources: 2 Full Time Employees
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STATE CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT

Requirement [The State mitigation strategy shall include a] discussion of the State’s
§201.4(c)(3)(ii): pre-and post-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and
capabilities to mitigate the hazards in the area, including:

» an evaluation of State laws, regulations, policies, and programs
related to hazard mitigation as well as to development in hazard-
prone areas [and]

a discussion of State funding capabilities for hazard mitigation
projects ... .

Explanation: The State shall include a discussion of its financial, legal, and
programmatic ability to carry out mitigation actions in the pre-and post-
disaster setting to achieve its mitigation objectives and, ultimately, its
goals. The mitigation strategy should not only address the ways the
State’s existing capabilities can aid the mitigation effort, but also address
areas in which the State needs to strengthen its capabilities. Without an
assessment of the State’s capability, implementation of the plan could
stall from inadequate resources.

The State shall conduct an evaluation of State laws, regulations, policies,
and programs related to hazard mitigation as well as to development in
hazard-prone areas. The State should discuss existing and emerging
State policies and programs for both pre- and post-disaster mitigation.
The discussions should include: implementation opportunities and
problems (e.g., financial/staffing resources, lack of informed public, non-
mandated improvements, etc.), opportunities for improving State
capabilities, conflicts created by public investment policies (e.g., policies
that have promoted public investment in hazard-prone areas), and
problems created by private development projects in hazard-prone areas.
The State should highlight implementation tools, policies, and programs
that have proven to be effective in achieving mitigation objectives (e.g.,
planning legislation requiring integration of mitigation actions in
comprehensive plans). The State should also identify those laws,
regulations, and policies that can be amended to integrate mitigation
actions or to remove provisions that hinder mitigation efforts.

The State shall describe its assessment of its funding capabilities for
hazard mitigation projects. The discussion should include positive
aspects, as well as problems encountered, and identify areas where the
State needs to seek outside funding sources.

Plan Update: The plan update provides an opportunity for the State to re-evaluate its
pre- and post-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and
capabilities. The plan update must address any hazard management
capabilities of the State that have changed since approval of the previous
plan.

The State shall also provide an updated assessment of its funding
capabilities for hazard mitigation projects.
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Resource:

Examples:

o/

In the previously approved plan, the State may have identified laws,
regulations and policies that could be amended to integrate mitigation
actions or to remove provisions that hinder mitigation efforts. Where
applicable, the updated plan should describe progress in modifying these
policies and legislation or identify where opportunities for integration still
remain.

For tips for assessing mitigation capabilities, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 2.

Original Submittal:

The State Mitigation Plan has identified those pre- and post-disaster
State regulations, policies, and programs related to hazard mitigation.

For example, a major hazard the State faces is flooding. The State has
taken steps to become more proactive in its approach to flood hazard
mitigation planning. The Emergency Management Agency has instituted
the Comprehensive Flood Management Grant Program and Repetitive
Loss Project, while the State Department of the Environment has
instituted the Technical Assistance Program. These programs are geared
towards providing mitigation planning assistance to communities in the
State.

The State has many funding programs in place which are available to
municipalities that need assistance. These funds are primarily from
various Federal grant programs.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) = The plan does not evaluate the laws,
(i) regulations, policies, and programs.

» The discussion on funding is too
general and incomplete to address the
requirement.

» The plan did not indicate how State
programs were identified or how they
were beneficial.

= There are no regulatory reviews or
regulations indicated that might be
improved for mitigation purposes.

= The plan does not discuss programs or
policies the State can use to improve
capabilities.
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Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must evaluate the State’s
capability to reduce losses and discuss in more detail the State’s funding
resources. While not required by the Rule, the plan should include what
effort was made to identify programs and policies under consideration,
including executive orders or new legislation needed to implement the
plan recommendations.

NS Revised Submittal:

d The State Mitigation Plan has identified those pre- and post-disaster
State regulations, policies, and programs related to hazard mitigation. As
a result of this, the State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) held
several meetings with various State Agencies. Those programs
selected as most beneficial are described as follows.

State-

The State Emergency Management Agency identified the
Comprehensive Flood Management Grant Program and Repetitive
Loss Projects as the most beneficial programs. The Comprehensive
Flood Management Grant Program has allowed the State to assist
communities in all aspects of floodplain management, including the
development of local floodplain plans, the provision of funding for
various flood control and watershed studies, and the acquisition of
flood-prone properties. The Repetitive Loss Project uses GIS
software to map repetitive loss structures and areas in an effort to
determine which types of mitigation actions are most appropriate.

The State Department of the Environment indicated that the
Technical Assistance Program has been very beneficial. The
Technical Assistance Program provides help to communities on a
variety of topics and acts as a clearinghouse for information on
mitigation planning, including such things as providing guidance on
the planning process and funding sources available to
communities.

The State has many funding programs in place which are available to
municipalities that need assistance. These funds are primarily from
various Federal grant programs. Currently, the State uses HMGP,
FMA, and Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) funds to
promote mitigation activities. The State supplements these sources
with funding from its State Office for Mitigation Funding and
partnerships with the private sector (see Table XX for a list of
projects funded by these programs).
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The State Legislature recently passed the State Resource Protection
and Hazard Mitigation Planning Act. This act gives the State the
authority to make certain that State government activities are
consistent with the policies of the State Mitigation Plan. Although
this is a new act and agencies are just beginning to implement it, it
is expected to have a significant positive impact on hazard
mitigation planning within the State (see Section XX, Goals, for
more details on the expected results of this act).
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LOCAL CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT

Requirement [The State mitigation strategy shall include] a general description and

§201.4(c)(3)(ii): analysis of the effectiveness of local mitigation policies, programs, and
capabilities.

Explanation: The plan shall include a general description of local mitigation policies,
programs, and capabilities. The State shall also describe how local pre-
and post-disaster mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities, such as
building codes, zoning, or land use policies, were evaluated to determine
their effectiveness. This should include existing and emerging
capabilities. The description can be kept general and does not need to be
detailed for all localities.

The State should include in its description the following: implementation
opportunities and problems (e.g., financial /staffing resources, lack of
informed public, non-mandated improvements, etc.), opportunities for
building local capabilities, and problems created by public investment
policies (e.g., policies that may have inadvertently promoted public
investments in hazard-prone areas). The State should highlight local
implementation tools, policies, and programs that have proven to be
effective in achieving mitigation objectives (e.g., adoption of planning
legislation requiring integration of mitigation actions in comprehensive
plans).

Plan Update: The updated plan shall include an updated general description and
analysis of the effectiveness of current local mitigation policies,
programs, and capabilities.

Resource: For tips on how to assess mitigation capabilities, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 2.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
The State has a history of being a strong property rights State. Therefore,
local governments have taken a longer time implementing some hazard
mitigation actions. The State, however, has provided guidance to the
local communities.

The mitigation actions most local governments already have in place are
zoning regulations and building codes. Many local governments are
currently working on adopting the most recent International Building Code
(IBC) and rewriting their zoning regulations so they have more “teeth” to
them to allow enforcement of the regulations.

New approaches that local governments are working on, with help from
the State, are restrictive zoning, capital improvements planning, land use
planning, and subdivision regulations. It is believed that local hazard
mitigation will be more effective once these actions are implemented.

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
JANUARY 2008 1-43



PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) » The State did not identify why the
(i) policies mentioned are believed to be

beneficial to hazard mitigation.

» The State did not mention how they are
helping the local communities to adopt
the recommended policies.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must include what effort was
made to assess the effectiveness of programs and policies under
consideration.

NS Revised Submittal:
d The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) has been actively
working with its local governments to identify those actions most
effective for hazard mitigation planning. The State has a hlstory of
belng a strong property rlghts State.

support is growmg for poI|C|es that WI|| help with hazard m|t|gat|on
Through working with local governments, the HMC has identified
policies currently in place and their effectiveness with hazard
mitigation. The HMC has also identified policies that local
communities are interested in adoptlng and how they can benefit
mitigation.
communities=The State does prowde gmdance to the communities
by providing model ordinances and example plans, and even has
funds available to communities interested in adopting hazard
mitigation actions.

The existing and planned future poI|C|es of local governments are
|nd|cated in the following table

expected that thelr implementation will make Iocal mltlgatlon more
effective.
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Existing Local Policies

Policy

Description

Applicability

Effectiveness

Building Codes

The State has adopted a
building code and local
governments are required to
adopt and enforce this code.

The adoption and enforcement
of building codes relates the
design and construction of
structures to standards
established for withstanding
high winds and flooding.

All structures built after 1999
comply with the new building
code, which includes special
provisions for building in the
floodplain.

Zoning

Laws and ordinances regulate
development by dividing the
community into zones and by
setting development criteria for
each zone.

Zoning can keep inappropriate
development out of hazard-
prone areas and can designate
certain areas for such things as
conservation, public use, or
agriculture. Zoning can also be
used to control construction by
dedicating areas for cluster
development or planned unit
development. The State is
currently working with local
governments on implementing
these last two policies.

Eight out of 12 counties have
passed open space ordinances
that have preserved over 20%
percent of hazard-prone and
environmentally sensitive areas
(wetlands, aquifer recharge
zones, and hillsides) in the
State. These ordinances are
based on local land use plans.

Future Planned Loca

| Policies

Policy

Description

Applicability

Effectiveness

Land Use Planning

Comprehensive land use
planning provides a mechanism
to prevent development in
hazardous areas or allows
development in a manner that
minimizes damage from
hazards. Land use planning
gives local governments “the
big picture” of what is
happening in their jurisdiction.

Local governments can use
land use planning to identify
those areas subject to damage
from hazards and work to keep
inappropriate development out
of these areas. Land use
planning can also be used for a
more regional approach when
local governments work
together.

Under the new local planning
legislation, new development
can be minimized in identified
hazard areas.

Subdivision Sets construction and location Contains standards for such New subdivisions in flood
Regulations standards for subdivision layout | things as stormwater hazard areas will be required to
and infrastructure. management and erosion cluster homes outside of the
control. floodplain, and will be given
more flexibility in using varied
densities within the subdivision.
Capital Identifies where major public Capital Improvement Plans can | Realigned utilities in highest
Improvements expenditures will be made over | secure hazard-prone areas for earthquake risk area.
Planning the next 5 to 10 years. low risk uses, identify roads or

utilities that need
strengthening, replacement, or
realignment, and can prescribe
standards for the design and
construction of new facilities.
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MITIGATION ACTIONS

Requirement [The State plans shall include an] identification, evaluation, and

§201.4(c)(3)(iii):  prioritization of cost-effective, environmentally sound, and technically
feasible mitigation actions and activities the State is considering and an
explanation of how each activity contributes to the overall mitigation
strategy. This section should be linked to local plans, where specific local
actions and projects are identified.

Update:

§201.4(d): [The] plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in
development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts and changes
in priorities....

Explanation: Based on the risk assessment portion of the plan, the State shall include
in its statewide mitigation strategy actions it has identified through its
planning process as well as those actions identified in Local Plans. The
State should describe what agencies and interested parties were
involved in identifying priorities, how actions were evaluated, and how
such actions correspond to the plan’s mitigation goals and objectives.
Mitigation actions should be directly tied to goals and objectives and
provide the means to achieve them. Actions can be:

= Statewide or property specific.

= Regulatory or programmatic.

» Targeted at government agencies or private industry.
= Construction activities or public outreach.

Plan Update:

The updated plan must identify the completed, deleted, or deferred
actions or activities from the previously approved plan as a benchmark
for progress. Further, the updated plan shall include in its evaluation and
prioritization any new mitigation actions identified since the previous plan
was approved or through the plan update process.

If the mitigation actions or activities remain unchanged from the
previously approved plan, the updated plan must indicate why changes
are not necessary.

The system identified under §201.4 (c)(5)(ii) and (iii), plan maintenance,
will be useful in demonstrating progress in statewide mitigation efforts.

Resources: For more information on evaluating mitigation actions, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 2.

v' Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 3.
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Examples:

W

Original Submittal:

STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

The State has compiled a list of mitigation projects, listed here by

jurisdiction.

Mitigation Projects

O (]
55 5 g 5
28 o E 3 g 3
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State Comprehensive loss Flooding State Dept. of Emergency/ | $50 Million | PDM/ HMGP
Repetitive reduction program State Dept. of Public
Loss involving acquisition, Works/Local Planning
Reduction elevation, relocation, Agencies
Program and floodproofing of
structures
Allwater Increase culvert size Flooding Allwater Dept. of Highway | $6 Million PDM (multiple
County and retrofit bridge and Safety/ State Dept. of grant application
along State Highway Emergency cycles)
101
Bedlam Conduct site visits to Flooding Bedlam Dept. of Historic $35,000 Heritage Fund,
County determine appropriate Preservation/ Bedlam Association for
best practices for Dept. of Env. Historic
mitigating flooding of Preservation,
flood- prone historic Bedlam Historic
structures Society
State Review existing plans Coastal State Dept. of Env./State $150,000 Existing budget
Coastal to determine Erosion Dept. of Emergency
Zone effectiveness/ success
Management | of coastal erosion
Program policies
State Earth- | Update the State Earth- State Dept. of Planning/ $100,000 Existing Budget
quake Building code to the quakes State Dept. of Emergency/
Hazard recommended Local Planning Depts.
Reduction provisions of the
Program National Earthquake

Hazards Reduction
Program and promote
local adoption
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REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) * The plan does not describe how these
(iii) projects were evaluated and selected.

» There is no indication as to the priority
for implementing these projects.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must describe the approach
used to evaluate and prioritize mitigation actions.

N a Revised Submittal:

j The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) hired a
consultant to assist the HMC to evaluate potential projects and
prepare a capital improvement plan for mitigation actions to be
carried out over the next 10 years. The consultant met with the
HMC to review projects identified in local plans and by the HMC.
The consultant gathered relevant structure information (e.g.,
replacement value, square footage, percent of damage to structure
likely, etc.) and relevant hazard information (e.g., probability of
occurrence, magnitude of the event at the project site, etc.) and
then analyzed the costs and benefits for each project to generate a
cost-benefit estimate. The summary of results is included in the
plan as Appendix XX. Each project was then judged against these
three criteria: cost-benefit ratios greater than 1 (all projects
receiving a cost-benefit ratio less than 1 were not considered for
Federal funding), social benefits (or least negative impacts) to the
communities, and environmental benefits (or least negative
impacts) to the communities. The table below summarizes the
HMC'’s findings. In cases where the probabilities, costs, or benefits
were difficult to calculate due to lack of data, the HMC considered
the amount of damage from past occurrences or the geographical
extent of the hazard area, to assign a rank.

Projects that had additional considerations, such as historic,
environmental, or social value, while not meeting the economic
criteria, have been included and indicated in the Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP) with an asterisk. Funding for such projects
will be pursued from private sources and State and local funds
allocated whenever possible.

The State is focusing its mitigation efforts on reducing flood-
related losses as a result of flooding hazards causing the highest
losses of all the natural hazards in the state. One of its innovative
programs is the comprehensive Repetitive Loss Reduction
Program. The goal of this program is to reduce repetitive loss
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properties by 50% within 10 years. The state has the highest

number of repetitive loss properties in the country. While the focus

of mitigation efforts is flooding, the State will continue to support
other hazard mitigation activities such as those under the
Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program.

Mitigation Projects
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State Comprehensive | Flooding | State Dept. of $50 Million | PDM/ HMGP + L L |H
Repetitive loss reduction Emergency/
Loss program State Dept. of
Reduction involving Public
Program acquisition,
elevation, Works_/LocaI
relocation, and Planning
floodproofing of Agencies
structures
Allwater Increase culvert Flooding | Allwater Dept. $6 Million PDM (multiple + L M | H
County size and retrofit of Highway and grant
g?dtgeHa_lohng Safety/ State application
103;6 ighway Dept. of cycles)
Emergency
Bedlam Conduct site Flooding | Bedlam Dept. of | $35,000 Heritage Fund, | N/A | L L | M
County visits to Historic Association for
determ'r_‘et best Preservation/ Historic
zf:(:gg;ffgr es Bedlam Dept. of Preservation,
mitigating Env. Bed]am Historic
flooding of flood- Society
prone historic
structures
State Review existing Coastal State Dept. of $150,000 Existing budget | N/A | L L M
Coastal plans to Erosion Env./State Dept.
Zone determine of Emergency
Manage- effectiveness/
ment Pro- success of
gram coastal erosion
policies
State Earth- | Update the State | Earth- State Dept. of $100,000 Existing Budget | N/A | L L L
quake Building code to | quakes Planning/ State
Hazard the Dept. of
Reduction recommended ’
Pro-gram provisions of the Emeligpelncy/-
National ocal Planning
Earthquake Depts.
Hazards
Reduction
Program and
promote local
adoption
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FUNDING SOURCES

Requirement *_1he State mitigation strategy shall include an] identification of current
§201.4(c)(3)(iv): The State mitigation strategy shall include an] identification of current

and potential sources of Federal, State, local, or private funding to
implement mitigation activities.

Explanation: The plan shall describe the current funding sources as well as potential
sources that will be pursued to fund proposed mitigation projects and
actions. It should also identify where funding is required to implement a
project/activity identified in the mitigation strategy. Funding alternatives
shall include Federal, State, local, and private sources.

The description can also include novel or alternative ways to fund
actions, such as:

=  Combining funding from various programs to implement a mitigation
project.

» Integrating mitigation actions in implementing agencies’ work plans.

» |dentifying mitigation opportunities that may arise during scheduled
infrastructure improvements, maintenance, or replacement, or other
capital improvements.

» Building partnerships with businesses and non-profits whose
properties, employees, or clients may be affected by hazards.

= Combining funding from various Federal programs to fund a
comprehensive plan with a mitigation component.

Plan Update: ) ) )
The updated plan must describe current and potential sources of funding

to implement mitigation activities. The updated plan should associate
current and potential funding with identified mitigation actions in the
mitigation strategy, not just a general statement of funding.

The updated plan must identify the sources of mitigation funding used
since approval of the previous plan to implement activities in the
mitigation strategy.

Resource: For more information on funding mitigation actions, see:
v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.
v" Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
JANUARY 2008 1-50



PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

Examples:

o/

Wi

Original Submittal:

The State currently uses several funding sources to implement its hazard
mitigation actions. Funding sources include: FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program (HMGP), Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA), HUD’s
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) via the State’s Economic
and Community Development Administration, and Small Business
Administration (SBA) loans. These funds are used to implement a broad
range of hazard mitigation actions. The State is also planning to pursue
additional funding sources.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) » The plan did not provide details about
(iv) the funding sources and how they are

used, including current funding levels,
eligible types of actions, and
current/past projects.

= The plan did not mention which future
funding sources will be pursued.

» The plan did not mention State, local, or
private funding sources.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must include a description of
State and private sector partnerships in place or describe the strategy for
pursuing the private sector to take a more active role in implementing
mitigation actions.

Revised Submittal:

The State currently uses several fundlng sources to |mplement |ts hazard

—————— tionalfunding-sources- These funds primarily come from Federal
and State sources, and the State is interested in pursuing additional
private sources. These sources are listed in the following table.
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Funding Description Estimated
Source Annual Funding
HMGP Provides post-disaster funds to $15M (from three
Hazard communities to help implement long- past Presidential
Mitigation Grant | term hazard mitigation strategies. disaster
Program declarations)
FMA Provides pre-disaster funds. There are $500,000
Flood Mitigation | three types of grants: planning grants,
Assistance project grants, and technical assistance
Program grants. Requires a 25% non-Federal

match and is based on the total number

of NFIP policies in the State.
CDBG Although this funding comes from HUD, | $2M
Community it is made available to communities
Development through the State Economic and
Block Grant Community Development

Administration. The grants are used to

expand affordable housing and

economic opportunities, and to

revitalize communities by improving

community facilities and services.
SBA Post-disaster low interest, long-term $500,000 (based
Small Business | loans given to homeowners, renters, on past disasters)
Administration businesses, or private non-profit

organizations. Up to 20% of the loan

amount can be used for hazard

mitigation actions.
SOF This newly created State Office was $5M
State Office for | authorized by a recent act of the State
Mitigation Legislature. This Office will make funds
Funding available to local communities for

hazard mitigation planning through an

increase in the State’s gasoline tax.
Manufactured The State is interested in forming an In-kind services
Homebuilders agreement with this association to
Association develop an earthquake-resistant homes

campaign.
National The State is pursuing a relationship with | In-kind services
Association of this association and is discussing how
Homebuilders the association can assist the State in

promoting construction of safe rooms.
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COORDINATION OF LOCAL MITIGATION PLANNING

§201.4(c)(4) requires that Standard State Mitigation Plans describe the process by which they
provide funding and technical assistance for the development of Local Plans. This section also
requires a description of the State’s processes for incorporating local planning efforts into the
statewide plan and prioritizing assistance to local jurisdictions.

When the State plans were originally prepared, there were few local plans that met FEMA'’s
planning requirements under §201.6. Therefore, States had limited local information on which
to base their plans. Since then, many local plans have been approved and adopted, providing
States with the opportunity to better coordinate with local jurisdictions.

Section 201.4(d) requires that the State plan be updated regularly to address changes in
development and mitigation priorities. This is reflected in the guidance language under
§201.4(c)(4)(ii) and §201.4(c)(4)(iii).

This section includes the following three subsections:

" Local Funding and Technical Assistance
" Local Plan Integration
" Prioritizing Local Assistance
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LOCAL FUNDING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Requirement

§201.4(c)(4)(i):

[The section on the Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning must
include a] description of the State process to support, through funding
and technical assistance, the development of local mitigation plans.

Explanation:

Plan Update:

Resource:

With a new requirement for local mitigation plans in DMA 2000, many
communities will require additional assistance, particularly small
communities without adequate resources to develop a plan. Therefore,
the State must describe the process it has developed or will develop to
provide funding and technical assistance to local jurisdictions to prepare
mitigation plans. Funding sources may be Federal, State, or private (see
page 1-47 of the Mitigation Strategies section).

The description should include the departments or staff responsible for
providing funds, plan development assistance, and technical assistance
for developing risk assessments. This description could be included as
part of the goals, objectives, and actions in the Mitigation Strategy
section.

The updated plan must describe:

e The funding and technical assistance the State has provided
since approval of the previous plan to assist local jurisdictions in
completing approvable mitigation plans; and

¢ How the State will continue to provide this funding and technical
assistance for new plans as well as local plan updates.

Recognizing the limitations of some States’ authorities, the update should
discuss how technical assistance will be used to improve the
effectiveness of local plans, particularly those of the more vulnerable
jurisdictions. Examples include but are not limited to:

e Assistance to local jurisdictions to include in their mitigation
strategies effective an feasible mitigation projects;
Planning workshops/training;

Planning grant application development;

HAZUS technical assistance;

Improved risk assessment or hazard data;

Extensive plan review feedback.

If disasters have occurred, States should discuss what steps they have
taken or will take to encourage affected local jurisdictions to complete or
update their mitigation plans to reflect changes in vulnerability or revised
State priorities.

For information about writing a detailed mitigation strategy, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.
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Examples:

o/

Wi

Original Submittal:
Technical Assistance to Local Jurisdictions

The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) provides technical assistance
for plan development to local governments if requested by the
jurisdiction.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(4) » The plan does not describe what
(i) funding support is available to local

jurisdictions.

= The plan did not indicate how and what
kind of technical assistance is provided
to local governments.

» The plan did not indicate the staff or
departments tasked with the
responsibility of providing technical
assistance or funding.

= Technical assistance should include an
outreach component.

Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must document the process followed
to provide technical assistance and funding to local jurisdictions in the
development of Local Plans.

Revised Submittal:

s-Plan Development

Assistance

The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) provides technical assistance
and funding to local jurisdictions that request such asmstance for
plan development
These resources are offered annually to local jurlsdlctlons through
a brochure indicating: 1) the types of technical assistance provided
to jurisdictions (funding, planning process facilitation, risk
assessment study, capability assessment study, hazard analysis,
etc.); 2) the application procedure; and 3) the annual deadline for
applications. Using the information presented on the submitted
applications and the statewide risk assessment, the HMC
prioritized jurisdictions for assistance based on 1) their
vulnerability to hazards, 2) the lack of an updated hazard mitigation
plan, 3) their access to geographic information systems and
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planning resources, and 4) the availability of local funds to conduct
a planning process. The Plan Development Assistance
Prioritization Matrix below summarizes this process.

Funds for planning assistance come from two Federal sources—
the State’s HMGP 7% planning assistance funds and the State’s
Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program funds — and one State source, the
State Mitigation Action Fund. As a condition of having
representation on the HMC, all member agencies have the
responsibility to provide expertise to the local governments
approved to receive assistance.

Plan Development Assistance Prioritization Matrix

> e % g o B & (%D > 2 g
< = [=% c ™~ o c
E o | ¥ |83 |3 |85 |E8 [EfZ|Ec8 s8¢
& ° = 2 2 © = S
S) = = T =2 c o S’z |[@.2
S |§% | & |5% |g® |52 |Sg 888 QL% Fa®
TH X o < £
Allwater H H L 1
Bedlam H M L [ 2
Calm- L H [ ) ® ° ° 4
before-
the-Storm
Turmoil L M H L ® ® 3

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
JANUARY 2008 1 - 56



PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

LOCAL PLAN INTEGRATION

Requirement [The section on the Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning must include
§201.4(c)(4)(ii): a)] description of the State process and timeframe by which the local plans

will be reviewed, coordinated, and linked to the State Mitigation Plan.

Update: [The] plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in
§201.4(d): development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes in
e priorities...

Explanation: The plan must include a description, as well as a timeline, of the State’s
approach for reviewing, coordinating, and integrating Local Plans into the
statewide mitigation plan. An established process will streamline the review
and approval of Local Plans, coordinate local and State planning efforts,
and create a common knowledge base. While not required by the Rule,
FEMA recommends listing the offices or departments responsible for these
activities.

Plan Update: The plan update process provides the opportunity for the State to assess
how it reviews local plans and adjusts for any challenges or constraints to
implementing its review process. The plan update must describe the
process and timeframe by which the State reviews new and updated local
plans for compliance with the Local Mitigation Plan requirements under 44
CFR Part 201.6.

The plan update must describe the process by which the State coordinates
and links local plans to the State plan. The State plan update should
identify areas where local jurisdictions utilized State plan information (e.g.,
risk assessment data) to complete their plans, or alternatively where local
plan data were integrated into the State plan (e.g. local development
trends). The State plan update should describe how the State reviewed
local mitigation plans to ensure that State goals and objectives were
supportive of local strategies. In this case, the State should coordinate with
locals to ensure that identified mitigation goals are coordinated so that
resulting hazard mitigation projects and actions result in similar ends.

Resource: For more information about writing a detailed mitigation strategy, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.

Examples:

See page 1-22 for how local plan risk assessment findings, when available,
were reviewed and integrated into the statewide plan.

See page 1-43 for how locally identified mitigation actions are integrated
into the statewide plan.
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PRIORITIZING LOCAL ASSISTANCE

Requirement [The section on the Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning must

§201.4(c)(4)(iii):  include] criteria for prioritizing communities and local jurisdictions that

— would receive planning and project grants under available funding
programs which should include:

= consideration for communities with the highest risks,
= repetitive loss properties, and
= most intense development pressures.

Further that for non-planning grants, a principal criterion for prioritizing

grants shall be the extent to which benefits are maximized according to a
cost benefit review of proposed projects and their associated costs.

Update: ~ [The] plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in

development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes

§201.4(d): in priorities...

Explanation: The plan shall describe the criteria the State has developed for
prioritizing local jurisdictions to receive planning and project grant
assistance. Prioritization will assist the State in targeting the most at risk
communities. The criteria for selecting communities should include those
communities that are at highest risk, have repetitive loss properties, or
are facing intense development pressure. The description can also
include how assisting communities with their mitigation projects will
achieve the plan’s goals and objectives.

For project grants, States shall explain how they will use benefit-cost
reviews to determine which projects maximize benefits relative to their
costs. These projects would have the highest priority for available
funding.

Plan Update:

The State must evaluate its approach to prioritizing local jurisdictions to
receive planning and project grant assistance and provide a current
description of its process. The plan should identify successes and
challenges in its approach.

Resource: For more information on writing a detailed implementation strategy, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.
For information about performing benefit-cost analyses, call:
v' FEMA'’s BCA Hotline at 866.222.3580 to order the Mitigation BCA
Toolkit (July 2003) CD.

Examples:

See page 1-22 for how the most vulnerable jurisdictions were identified,
and page 1-43 for how mitigation actions were prioritized.
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PLAN MAINTENANCE PROCESS

The plan maintenance process section requires that States implement a mechanism to keep the
plan updated to reflect current conditions. §201.4(c)(5) requires States to have an established
method and schedule for monitoring, evaluating, and updating the plan. This includes a review
of goals, objectives, and actions the State is undertaking.

The Standard State Plan must be updated and resubmitted to FEMA for approval every three
years, as required in §201.4(d). While the Rule does not require the plan to be updated after a
disaster declaration, FEMA highly encourages States to review it and determine if the goals,
objectives, and actions still meet the needs of the State. If deemed necessary, these should be
reprioritized to reflect current conditions. It is especially important to update the plan if the
disaster is the result of a new hazard or is not addressed in the plan. This post-disaster update
can be an annex to the plan.

The updated plan assesses how the State’s plan maintenance process worked and identifies
whether any changes to the process are needed. Taking into consideration future updates, the
State may find that adjustments to the method and schedule for maintaining the plan are
necessary to ensure its value for comprehensive risk reduction.

Since the plan is an evolving document, the plan maintenance process identified in any State
plan serves as the basis for the next update. The process of updating the plan provides the
State the opportunity to document its progress in achieving its mitigation goals.

This section includes the following two subsections:
" Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan
" Monitoring Progress of Mitigation Activities
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MONITORING, EVALUATING, AND UPDATING THE PLAN

Requirement [The Standard State Plan Maintenance Process must include an]

§201.4(c)(5)(i): established method and schedule for monitoring, evaluating, and
updating the plan.

Explanation: The plan maintenance process provides a framework for gauging
progress and adjusting to new conditions, such as new policies, Federal
requirements, and new initiatives.

The State must describe how, when, and by whom the plan will be
monitored. For example, its monitoring system may consist of the
submittal of periodic reports by agencies involved in implementing
projects or actions; site visits, phone calls, and meetings conducted by
the person responsible for overseeing the plan; and the preparation of an
annual report that captures the highlights of the previously mentioned
activities.

The State plan must also include a description of how, when, and by
whom it will be evaluated. The description should include the criteria
used to evaluate the plan, such as whether:

» The goals and objectives still address current and expected
conditions.

*» The nature and magnitude of hazard problems and/or development
have changed.

» The current resources are appropriate for implementing the plan.

= There are implementation problems, such as technical, political, legal,
or coordination with other agencies.

= The outcomes of actions have been as expected.
» The agencies participated as originally proposed.

Ideally, the plan should be evaluated on an annual basis to determine the
effectiveness of programs, policies, and projects, as well as to reflect
changes in priorities and regulations.

The plan must describe how, when, and by whom it will be updated.
FEMA recommends identifying the interested parties to be included in the
process.

Plan Update:
In the previously approved plan, the State identified procedures to

monitor, evaluate, and update its mitigation plan and track mitigation
activities. The results of this evaluation and monitoring will assist the
State in updating each section of the plan as part of the established
update schedule. In particular, the plan maintenance section of the
previously approved plan should assist in establishing the process for
updating the plan.

The updated plan must include:
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Resource:

Examples:

o/

Wi

¢ An analysis of whether the previously approved plan’s method
and schedule for monitoring, evaluating, and updating the plan
worked, and what elements or processes, if any, were changed;
and

o The method and schedule to be used over the next three years to
monitor, evaluate, and update the plan.

For information on the plan maintenance process, see:
v Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Steps 2 - 4.

Original Submittal:

The State recognizes that the Hazard Mitigation Plan is not a static
document and requires regular review and evaluation. The State will
review the Plan annually to ensure that the plan is being properly
implemented and is achieving the objectives set forth in the plan. If
necessary, the Plan will be reviewed after a disaster declaration has
been made in the State. FEMA will be notified of any changes the plan,
or will be given a justification of why no changes were deemed
necessary.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(5) = The plan does not present a schedule
(i) for monitoring, evaluating, and updating

the plan, nor does it designate a
responsible agency.

= The plan does not describe how the
mitigation plan will be updated.

Required Revisions:

The plan must include a schedule or timeline for monitoring, evaluating,
and updating the plan. This section must also include a description of
how the plan will be updated. Include specific agencies responsible for
the monitoring, evaluation, and update of the plan.

Revised Submittal:

The State recognizes that the Hazard Mitigation Plan is not a static
document and requires regular review and evaluation. The State will
review the Plan annually to ensure that the plan is being properly
implemented and is achieving the objectives set forth in the plan. If
necessary, the Plan will be reviewed after a disaster declaration has
been made in the State.

The State has formed a Hazard Mitigation Plan Evaluation
Committee that will be responsible for reviewing and evaluating the
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Mitigation Plan. This committee consists of representatives from
State, County, and municipal government; regional planning
councils; independent special districts; and non-profit
organizations. This committee will meet once a year, in March, and
all members will be asked to analyze the overall success and
progress in implementing the Plan.

The committee will review each goal and objective to determine
their appropriateness with respect to changing situations in the
State as well as changes in policy, and to ensure they are
addressing current and expected conditions. The committee will
also review the risk assessment and capabilities portion of the Plan
to determine if this information needs to be updated or modified.
Each strategy and the associated actions will be reported on by the
party responsible for its implementation, and will include which
implementation processes worked well, any difficulties
encountered, how coordination efforts were proceeding, and which
strategies or processes need to be revised or strengthened.

The committee will then create a list of recommendations that
suggests ways to bring the Plan up to date, and any enhancements
that can be made. The State Office of Planning will be responsible
for making the necessary changes to the Plan, and the revised Plan
must be submitted for approval by the State legislature no later than
three months after the conclusion of the committee meeting.

FEMA will be notified of any changes to the plan, or will be given a
justification of why no changes were deemed necessary.

In the case of a disaster declaration in the State, the Hazard
Mitigation Plan can be updated if the State Office of Emergency
Management believes this is necessary.
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MONITORING PROGRESS OF MITIGATION ACTIVITIES

Requirement [The Standard State Plan Maintenance Process must include a]

§r21(c111(.l";iscf)(5)(l’) = system for monitoring implementation of mitigation measures and

project closeouts.

system for reviewing progress on achieving goals as well as activities
and projects in the Mitigation Strategy.

Explanation: The plan must describe the State’s monitoring system for tracking the
initiation and status of projects as well as project closeouts, indicating
who will be responsible for implementing and maintaining this system.
This is important because without regular monitoring, mitigation actions
may not be implemented as planned.

The plan must also describe how the State reviews the progress made
on actions and projects and how well these contribute to achieving the
plan’s goals. The description must also include who is involved in the
review and what the timeframe is for carrying out the review.

Plan Update:
anh Upcate The update must:

e Describe any modifications to the State’s system used to track
the initiation, status, and completion of mitigation activities;

¢ Discuss if mitigation actions were implemented as planned; and
Indicate who will be responsible for continued management and
maintenance of the monitoring system, including the timeframe
for carrying out future reviews.

The system identified in this section of the plan will support
demonstration of progress in statewide mitigation efforts under §201.4

(c)(3)(ii).

The update should:.

e Describe any challenges that hindered implementation of
mitigation measures and project close-outs and how these will be
dealt with in the future. These could include technical, political,
financial, legal, or agency coordination issues; and

e Describe any factors that contributed to successful
implementation of mitigation measures.

Resource: For information on the plan maintenance process, see:
v' Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Steps 3 and 4.

Examples:
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o

Wi

Original Submittal:

Mitigation Division staff are responsible for the monitoring and tracking
of progress of mitigation actions. The Division has an established
quantifiable approach for measuring outcomes.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(5) =  While the plan indicates who is
(i) and (iii) responsible for monitoring progress,

the plan does not describe the
approach being used.

= The plan does not describe the
Division’s approach for measuring
outcomes nor how these are tied to the
plan’s overall goals.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the State must set up a schedule and
assign responsibility and resources for monitoring and evaluating
mitigation actions and project close-outs as well as progress on goals
and projects. While not required by the Rule, special attention should
also be given as to when baseline data would be updated to keep the
plan current.

Revised Submittal:

Mitigation Division staff are responS|bIe for the monltorlng and tracking
of progress of mitigation actlons

assigned one person to foIIow up with other agency staff on a
quarterly basis. The person collects quarterly reports on
measurable outcomes, which are then input into a database
accessible to all participating agencies. Once a year these staff
meet to review overall progress on achieving the plan’s goals. This
team has developed an evaluation form (see Appendix XX) that
addresses outcomes or the success of projects; assesses new
information provided through research and disaster assessment
reports to update the baseline data; verifies project close-outs; and
reviews the level of coordination among agencies, a key to the
success in implementing the plan. A subcommittee of State
University professors convenes once a year to review the new
information and make recommendations to the HMC for updating
the baseline data used in the risk analysis. This information is used
to reassess project prioritization as necessary.

Goals, objectives, and projects will be reviewed in the event of a
disaster to determine whether they need to be modified to reflect
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the new conditions and the findings appended to the existing plan.

The Mitigation Division regularly updates the State mitigation Web
site with mitigation actions that have been successfully completed.
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SEVERE REPETITIVE LOSS STRATEGY

On June 30, 2004, the National Flood Insurance Act (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.) was
amended to introduce a mitigation plan requirement as a condition of receiving a
reduced local cost share for activities that mitigate severe repetitive loss properties
under the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) and Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) grant
programs. The October 31, 2007, interim final rule established this requirement under
44 CFR §201.4(c)(3)(v) to allow a State to request the reduced cost share under the
FMA and SRL programs if it has an approved State Mitigation Plan that also includes an
approved Severe Repetitive Loss Strategy.

Severe repetitive loss properties are defined as single or multifamily residential
properties that are covered under a National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) flood
insurance policy and:

(1) That have incurred flood-related damage for which 4 or more separate claims
payments have been made, with the amount of each claim (including building and
contents payments) exceeding $5,000, and with the cumulative amount of such
claims payments exceeding $20,000; or

(2) For which at least 2 separate claims payments (building payments only) have
been made under such coverage, with cumulative amount of such claims exceeding
the market value of the building.

(3) In both instances, at least 2 of the claims must be within 10 years of each other,
and claims made within 10 days of each other will be counted as 1 claim.

In order to be eligible for a reduced cost share under the FMA or SRL grant programs,
the State must have at the time of project application a FEMA-approved State or Tribal
Standard Mitigation Plan that also meets the requirement described in the two sections
below.

o Repetitive Loss Mitigation Strategy
e Coordination with Repetitive Loss Jurisdictions

Special Considerations: States and Federally recognized Indian Tribes are not
required to meet the requirements of 44 CFR §201.4(c)(3)(v) to be eligible for mitigation
assistance under any FEMA mitigation grant programs at the standard 75 percent
Federal cost share. However, they are encouraged to amend their plans to include a
strategy for mitigating severe repetitive loss properties in order to be eligible to receive
an increased Federal cost share of up to 90 percent for grants under the FMA and SRL
grant programs. States may address the severe repetitive loss strategy through either
an amendment to their existing FEMA approved State or Tribal Mitigation Plan, or during
the review and update of their Plan.
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REPETITIVE LOSS MITIGATION STRATEGY

Requirement 44 C.F.R. §201.4(c)(3)(v): A State may request the reduced cost share
authorized under §79.4(c)(2) of this chapter for the FMA and SRL programs, if it has an
approved State Mitigation Plan ... that also identifies specific actions the State has taken

to reduce the number of repetitive loss properties, which must include properties
identified as severe repetitive loss, and specifies how the State intends to reduce the
number of such repetitive loss properties.

Explanation: This requirement supplements the risk assessment and mitigation
strategy portions of the plan required under §§ 201.4(c)(2) and (3) by
specifically identifying goals, capabilities and actions that will reduce the
number of repetitive loss properties, including severe repetitive loss
properties.

The mitigation strategy is based on the State’s Risk Assessment as
required under §201.4(c)(3)(ii). Therefore, the State must address
repetitive loss structures in its risk assessment, where applicable. For
example, in its overview of Estimating Potential Losses by Jurisdiction
under §201.4(c)(2)(iii), the State may analyze potential losses to
identified repetitive loss properties based on estimates provided in local
risk assessments. The Plan should refer generally to geographic areas
where concentrations of repetitive loss properties are located for the
purpose of identifying and prioritizing areas for mitigation projects, or the
plan may list the number of repetitive loss properties with aggregate
repetitive loss data.

The State Hazard Mitigation Goals under §201.4(c)(3)(i) must support
the selection of activities to mitigate and reduce potential losses to
structures susceptible to flood damage, including repetitive loss
properties. In addition, the State and Local Capability Assessments
required under §201.4(c)(3)(ii) must include an evaluation of policies,
programs, and capabilities that allow the mitigation of repetitive losses
from flood damage.

The State must describe specific actions that it has implemented to
mitigate repetitive loss properties, and specifically actions taken to
reduce the number of severe repetitive loss properties as a subset of all
repetitive loss properties in the State. If the State cannot show that any
action has ever been taken to reduce the number of such properties, this
criteria cannot be met.

Based on the findings of the risk assessment, the State must identify
actions in the statewide mitigation strategy that specifically address
repetitive loss properties, including those that are severe repetitive loss
properties. This supplements the mitigation actions requirement under
§201.4(c)(3)(iii). Mitigation actions should be tied to goals and
objectives and provide the means to achieve them. Actions should have
been identified in the planning process, and local plans should be
consistent with state-wide actions.

As part of the mitigation strategy, the plan must also describe the
current funding sources as well as potential sources that will be pursued
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to fund proposed mitigation actions for repetitive loss properties. This
supplements the identification of funding requirement under
§201.4(c)(3)(iv).

Plan The updated plan must specifically address repetitive loss properties,

Update: including severe repetitive loss properties, in accordance with the Plan
Update requirements for the State’s Risk Assessment under
§201.4(c)(2) and under each of the criteria under the State’s Mitigation
Strategy under section 201.4(c)(3).

In addition, the updated plan must identify the completed actions or
activities since the previously adopted plan as a benchmark for
progress. If no mitigation actions or activities have been taken since the
previously approved plan, the updated plan must indicate why the State
has not been able to complete these actions.
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COORDINATION WITH REPETITIVE LOSS JURISDICTIONS

Requirement 44 C.F.R. §201.4(c)(3)(v): In addition, the plan must describe the
strategy the State has to ensure that local jurisdictions with severe repetitive loss
properties take actions to reduce the number of these properties, including the

development of local mitigation plans.

Explanation: The State is required to identify strategies that encourage local
communities to mitigate severe repetitive loss properties, including the
development of local mitigation plans. This supplements the
Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning portion of the plan under
§201.4(c)(4). At a minimum, the State must include severe repetitive
loss in the description of its process for providing funding and technical
assistance to prepare mitigation plans (§201.4(c)(4)(i)), and in its criteria
for prioritizing communities that have such properties for planning and
project grant assistance (§201.4(c)(4)(iii)). Other strategies for
encouraging local communities to mitigate severe repetitive loss
properties should be demonstrated through specific actions identified in
the Mitigation Strategy.

Plan The updated plan must specifically address repetitive loss properties,

Update: including severe repetitive loss properties, in accordance with the Plan
Update requirements for the State’s Coordination of Local Mitigation
Planning under §§201.4(c)(4)(i) and (iii).
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An Enhanced State Mitigation Plan documents the State’s demonstrable and sustained
commitment to the objectives of hazard mitigation. This designation recognizes the State as a
proactive leader in implementing a comprehensive statewide program. The enhanced status
acknowledges the extra effort a State has made to reduce losses, protect its resources, and
create safer communities. For mitigation plans to receive this designation, the State must obtain
a "Satisfactory” score on all of the Standard State Plan requirements as described in Part 1 of
this manual. In addition, it must receive a “Satisfactory” score on each of the Enhanced State
requirements.

The June 2007 revisions to this Guidance provide important new information regarding
compliance with the Standard State Mitigation Plan requirements as discussed at 44 CFR
201.5(b). This change applies to both new and updated Enhanced State Mitigation Plans.
The sections covered in Part 2 — Enhanced State Mitigation Plans include:

= Prerequisite

= Comprehensive State Hazard Mitigation Planning Program
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PREREQUISITE

The State submitting a mitigation plan for designation as an Enhanced State Mitigation Plan
must meet the following prerequisite before FEMA can approve the plan.

1. COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARD STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS

Requirement Enhanced State Mitigation Plans must include all elements of the

§201.5(b): Standard State Mitigation Plan identified in §201.4 ... .

Explanation: In order to be considered for Enhanced Plan status, the plan must contain

all the elements of the Standard Plan (per §201.4), in addition to meeting
(Rev. June 2007) all the requirements listed in §201.5. All the elements required for the
Standard Plan must receive a score of “Satisfactory” before the plan is
reviewed for compliance with the Enhanced State requirements.

All Enhanced State Mitigation Plans submitted for FEMA'’s approval on or
after January 1, 2008, must include a current update of their Standard
Plan elements. Each State should submit its draft Mitigation Plan to
FEMA'’s Regional Office early enough to allow sufficient time for:

1. Region’s review of all required elements (Standard and Enhanced
portions);

Region’s review of the State’s program management capability;
National Evaluation Panel’s review;

State completion of any required revisions to the plan; and

o &~ 0D

Adoption of the plan by the State and approval by FEMA before
the existing plan expires.

Plan Update: If the Enhanced elements of the State Mitigation Plan are not approved
prior to the expiration of the existing plan, but the Standard requirements
have been met, the FEMA Region may approve the plan as a Standard
Plan. This will ensure continued program eligibility for the State, while still
allowing the Enhanced review process and any required revisions to be
completed. The approved Plan will be held to the initial three-year
approval timeframe, and will not be extended as a result of any additional
time needed for review, revision or approval of the Enhanced portion of
the plan. This requirement is intended to ensure that (1) all plans are
based on the most current information and (2) that there is a single
approval date for each State Mitigation Plan.

To provide consistency between the Standard and Enhanced sections of
the plan, the updated Enhanced portion of the Plan must be revised as
necessary to be consistent with all updates to the Standard portion of the
Plan.
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Resource: For more information on preparing and implementing a mitigation plan,
see:

v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.

v Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.
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COMPREHENSIVE STATE HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING
PROGRAM

44 CFR §201.5 addresses Enhanced State Mitigation Plans. This is FEMA'’s effort to recognize
those States that go above and beyond the minimum mitigation requirements by making them
eligible to receive an increased amount of mitigation grant funding. Strong State and local
mitigation planning processes and comprehensive mitigation program management at the State
level are important elements in reducing vulnerability to future disaster losses. It is hoped that
the Enhanced Plan option will encourage more States to take their planning to a higher level.
For the Enhanced State Plan, States must meet all of the requirements of the Standard Plan,
plus be able to demonstrate that the State already has a comprehensive mitigation program,
demonstrate that they effectively use available mitigation funding, and demonstrate that they are
capable of managing the increased funding.

The plan update process provides States the opportunity to revisit the information they originally
provided to demonstrate these capabilities. Any improvement, reduction, or other changes to
these capabilities should be noted in the plan.
This section includes the following six subsections:

= Integration with Other Planning Initiatives

»  Project Implementation Capability

= Program Management Capability

= Assessment of Mitigation Actions

= Effective Use of Available Mitigation Funding

=  Commitment to a Comprehensive Mitigation Program
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2. INTEGRATION WITH OTHER PLANNING INITIATIVES

Requirement
§201.5(b)(1):

Explanation:
(Rev. June 2007)

[An Enhanced Plan must demonstrate] that the plan is integrated to the
extent practicable with other State and/or regional planning initiatives
(comprehensive, growth management, economic development, capital
improvement, land development, and/or emergency management plans)

and FEMA mitigation programs and initiatives that provide guidance to
State and regional agencies.

This requirement is similar to §201.4(b) for the Standard Plan, which is
discussed previously in Program Integration (page 1-11), except that it
also requires the State to detail how the Enhanced Plan is specifically
integrated into other State, regional, and FEMA initiatives that provide
primary guidance for hazard mitigation-related activities.

States might demonstrate that they have integrated the plan with
planning initiatives that provide guidance by describing such activities as
coordinating with developers of State plans (e.g., statewide economic
development, capital improvement, or public works plans) to incorporate
hazard mitigation priorities; passing State laws or regulations that
mandate integration of mitigation considerations with other planning
initiatives at the State level; and/or working with Regional Planning
Authorities or Councils of Government.

When applying this requirement, reviewers should keep in mind the
differences in planning conditions among States. For example, in States
with extensive planning resources, integration with other plans may be
more comprehensive. However, States with limited resources and little
tradition of collaboration across agencies should receive credit for
demonstrating measurable progress towards integration of efforts.

Examples of demonstrated integration with State and/or regional planning
initiatives could include:

e How the State currently influences or coordinates with other
State and regional agencies to incorporate hazard mitigation into
their own programs, regulations and activities.

e How other agencies incorporate mitigation data or resources into
their planning initiatives;

e How other State or regional agencies’ planning initiatives are
linked to or support specific hazard mitigation strategies;

e How other State or Regional planning initiatives promote
mitigation as part of their authorities and responsibilities.

Examples of demonstrated integration with FEMA programs and
initiatives that provide guidance to State and Regional agencies could
include FEMA mitigation grant programs, as well as:

o Use of HAZUS within the State Plan and/or a description of how
the State encourages or supports the use of HAZUS in the
development of local mitigation plans;
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Plan Update:

Resource:

Examples:

Wi

e Discussion of how the mitigation plan is linked to Flood Map
Modernization activities within the State;

o How the State utilizes information provided in FEMA technical
documents related to building construction, codes and standards
to incorporate mitigation into retrofitting existing buildings and/or
strengthening new development;

e How the Enhanced Plan guides activities funded by Emergency
Management Program Grants (EMPG); and/or

e How the Enhanced Plan encourages and supports local
government participation in the Community Rating System (CRS)
of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).

States must demonstrate continued integration of the mitigation plan with
other state and/or regional planning initiatives as well as FEMA mitigation
programs. The update must include any planning initiatives that have
been established since approval of the previous plan and describe how
those initiatives help achieve progress toward the overall goals and
objectives of mitigation planning.

For more information on integrating hazard mitigation activities in other
initiatives, see:

v Getting Started (FEMA 386-1), Step 1.

v' Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.

Original Submittal:
Integration with Other Planning Initiatives

In furthering the concept and practice of hazard mitigation across the
State, the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) created a subcommittee to
explore the feasibility of integrating State hazard mitigation planning with
other statewide planning initiatives such as the State Smart Growth
initiative and the State economic development plan.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.5(b)(1) =  While it is encouraging that the HMC

created a subcommittee to explore
integration with other planning initiatives,
a strategy to promote integration has not
yet been developed.

Required Revisions:
The submittal must explain the steps that the planning committee has
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taken or intends to take to integrate hazard mitigation.

N 3 Revised Submittal:

Integration with Other Planning Initiatives

In furthering the concept and practice of hazard mitigation across the
State, the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) created a subcommittee to
explore the feasibility of integrating State hazard mitigation planning with
other statewide planning initiatives such as the State Smart Growth
initiative and the State economic development plan. The subcommittee
developed the following strategy to further this work:

*» The State Hazard Mitigation Officer met with the Director and
Assistant Director of the State Economic Development Agency to
discuss integration of hazard mitigation concepts into economic
development initiatives. The meeting produced a commitment
from the Director to invite HMC representatives to participate in
upcoming strategic planning sessions. The strategic plan is to be
completed before the next budget cycle.

* The Governor’s Authorized Representative, who co-chairs the
HMC, has agreed to have the Governor’s office develop an
executive order directing State agencies to work with the HMC to
integrate hazard mitigation concepts into State operations where
feasible.

= The HMC is developing a presentation and training program to
educate State workers about the need for hazard mitigation and
the ways that mitigation can be integrated into everyday
operations.

= The State Smart Growth Office, a strong supporter of hazard
mitigation, and with representation on the HMC, has developed a
new position, Hazard Reduction Policy Coordinator. The
Coordinator is the first paid hazard mitigation employee hired by
the State who is outside the State Office of Emergency
Preparedness.

These new initiatives will create a comprehensive approach to
reducing losses in the State. The State’s CRS and FMA programs
have been in place since these programs were created. Additionally,
the State received PDM funding for all planning and project grant
applications it submitted in fiscal year 2004.
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3. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CAPABILITY

Requirement

§201.5(b)(2)(i)
and (ii):

Explanation:
(Rev. June 2007)

Plan Update:

[The Enhanced Plan must document] the State’s project implementation
capability, identifying and demonstrating the ability to implement the plan,
including:

= Established eligibility criteria for multi-hazard mitigation measures.

= A system to determine the cost effectiveness of mitigation measures,
consistent with OMB Circular A-94, Guidelines and Discount Rates
for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal Programs, and

[A system] to rank the measures according to the State’s eligibility
criteria.

These requirements build on §201.4(c)(3)(ii), which is discussed in the
sections on State and local capability assessment on pages 1-37 through
1-42. However, while §201.4(c)(3)(ii) requires that the State demonstrate
its capabilities to implement policies and programs to mitigate hazards,
§201.5(b)(2)(i) requires that States identify their eligibility criteria for
mitigation actions during the planning process.

Development of such criteria was formerly undertaken during the grant
application process. These eligibility criteria should be integral to
developing a State’s mitigation strategy where, ideally, mitigation actions
would be categorized by short, medium, and long-term timeframes and
then further prioritized as high, medium, or low.

Per §201.5(b)(2)(ii), States must also describe their approach to
evaluating the cost-effectiveness of identified actions and explain or
demonstrate how this approach is consistent with OMB Circular A-94.
The description should include the agency and staff responsible for
conducting benefit-cost analyses, reviews, or any other assessment
method used.

For all State and FEMA mitigation programs, the plan must describe how
the State ranks mitigation measures according to its eligibility criteria.
The system must include a process for prioritizing projects among
jurisdictions and among proposals that address different or multiple
hazards. The system does not have to be a point system or grading
scale but should clearly explain how projects are prioritized.

The documentation of project implementation capability must explain any
changes to eligibility criteria, including any that have been added or
eliminated since the approval of the previous plan, and any changes to
the system of determining the cost effectiveness of mitigation measures
consistent with OMB Circular A-94.

States must, at a minimum, ensure their Mitigation Plan includes
eligibility criteria and a system for cost effectiveness determination for all
State and FEMA mitigation grant programs (HMGP, FMA, PDM, SRL,
RFC). Project implementation procedures for HMGP may be directly
included in the State Mitigation Plan or referenced back to the HMGP
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Resource:

Examples:

'S

v

"W

Administrative Plan.

For information on prioritizing actions and determining eligibility, and for a
discussion about methods to determine cost effectiveness, see
respectively:

v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 2.
v’ Mitigation Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) Toolkit Compact Disc (CD).

v' OMB Circular A-94: See
http:.//www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a094/a094.html

Original Submittal:

During the formation of its Mitigation Strategy, the State developed
eligibility criteria for determining how hazard mitigation projects will be
addressed. These criteria were initially developed for the HMGP
application and have been revised.

Each County within the State provided a prioritized list of mitigation
projects for their municipalities. These projects included such things as
buyouts for repetitive flood loss properties, the building of tornado
shelters, the application of certain communities to the CRS program, and
the development of new routes for the transportation of hazardous
materials. The State then categorized these projects by their priority to the
County, their cost, and the timeframe for implementation.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’'S COMMENTS
§201.5(b)(2) = The plan does not list the eligibility
(i) and (ii) criteria, the method used to determine

cost effectiveness, or the system for
ranking actions.

Required Revisions:

The plan must list its eligibility criteria and address how cost-benefit
analysis, review, or other methods were used to determine cost
effectiveness of actions. It must also describe the system for ranking
eligible actions.

Revised Submittal:

During the formation of its Mitigation Strategy, the State developed
eligibility criteria for determining how hazard mitigation projects will be
addressed. itorigy fitd >
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~This was done through the State
Hazard Mltlgatlon Planning Committee in regular meetings with the
Counties. The eligibility criteria requires projects to:

* Be cost effective.
= Address repetitive loss properties.

= Be located in the most vulnerable areas identified in the State
Hazard Mitigation Plan.; and

= Have local matching funds (including in-kind contributions).

The State helped the Counties apply a cost-benefit analysis to their
proposed mitigation projects. The Counties used this analysis to
prioritize their projects. Projects were prioritized by such items as
frequency of the disaster being mitigated, financial impact to the
community, human losses, and timeframe for completion. For
example, flooding is the biggest concern in certain areas of the
State, whereas in the “flats” tornadoes are the major concern. Each
County has a different prioritization for hazard mitigation projects
within its jurisdiction (see Appendix XX for a list of criteria provided
by County).

The State is then responsible for prioritizing each of the County’s
projects with respect to how much and when State help will be
available. The State takes the number one priority for each County
and then ranks these projects by giving a certain number of points to
as follows:

= Cost effectiveness (i.e., those projects that demonstrate that they
are the most cost effective) (20 to 35 points).

= Listing on the Repetitive Loss Property List (40 points).

= Location within the most vulnerable areas in the State (10 to 25
points).

In addition to funding, the State provides support to the Counties in
several ways, including actual project implementation, seeking
additional funding, project support, public involvement activities,
and the provision of additional information (see Appendix XX for a
list of ranked projects).

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) tracks when and how
projects are being implemented, as well as how their funding is
being used (see Section XX of the plan for more details). If there is a
problem or conflict with a project, the State acts as a mediator to
resolve the problem as quickly and efficiently as possible. The State
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also conducts “lessons learned” meetings with Counties as
necessary. As projects are completed, the State makes note of this in
each County’s file and maintains records on every project.
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4. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT CAPABILITY

Requirement
§201.5(b)(2)(iii
A-D):

Explanation:
(Rev. June 2007)

Plan Update:

[The Enhanced Plan must demonstrate] that the State has the capability
to effectively manage the HMGP as well as other mitigation grant
programs, [and provide] a record of the following:

= Meeting HMGP and other mitigation grant application timeframes and
submitting complete, technically feasible, and eligible project
applications with appropriate supporting documentation;

» Preparing and submitting accurate environmental reviews and
benefit-cost analyses;

=  Submitting complete and accurate quarterly progress and financial
reports on time; and

= Completing HMGP and other mitigation grant projects within
established performance periods, including financial reconciliation.

Because approval of an Enhanced Plan results in increased HMGP grant
funding, this section requires States to demonstrate their capabilities to
effectively manage the HMGP and other mitigation grant funds, including
funds from the Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM), Flood Mitigation
Assistance (FMA) and Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC) programs, they
have previously received. FEMA Regional offices will evaluate and certify
that the State has the capability to effectively manage FEMA mitigation
grant programs. The State is currently not required to document this in
their plan.

The criteria that are used for this evaluation are currently being refined
and will be revised with State input. FEMA has been utilizing an
Enhanced State Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan Program Information
Worksheet, dated May 2005, to evaluate the requirements under
§201.5(b)(2)(iii A-D). This worksheet will continue to be utilized until the
revised criteria are issued. The revised criteria will not be implemented
immediately upon release, but will be effective a sufficient interval of time
after publication to allow the State to demonstrate capability under the
revised criteria.

Any update of this element will be successfully met through the State’s
continued demonstration that, for the past 3-year period, it has
maintained the capability to effectively manage the HMGP as well as
other mitigation grant programs. FEMA regional offices will re-evaluate
and re-certify that, for the past 3-year period, the State has demonstrated
the capability to effectively manage the HMGP and other mitigation grant
programs.
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5. ASSESSMENT OF MITIGATION ACTIONS

Requirement [The Enhanced Plan must document the] system and strategy by which
§201.5(b)(2)(iv):  the State will conduct an assessment of the completed mitigation actions

and include a record of the effectiveness (actual cost avoidance) of each
mitigation action.

Explanation: §201.5(b)(2)(iv) builds on §201.4(c)(5)(ii) and (iii), which were discussed
previously in Monitoring Progress of Mitigation Activities (page 1-59).
States must describe how they would assess the effectiveness of each
completed mitigation action, what agency or agencies will be involved in
the assessment, and indicate the timeframe for carrying out this
assessment. The results of this assessment will be necessary during the
next plan update to verify achievement of the plan’s goals and objectives,
and to fine-tune or revise the mitigation strategy.

The State must describe how it will track potential losses avoided for each
action taken (e.g., by developing a database or GIS system) since, in
many cases, losses avoided cannot be accurately determined until a
disaster occurs and damages are assessed.

Plan Update: States must describe how they assessed, and how they will continue to
assess, the effectiveness of completed mitigation actions, including
discussion of those agencies whose involvement was initially proposed
and those who actually participated in the assessment, and the timeframe
required to complete the assessment.

The State must describe how it tracked, and will continue to track,
potential losses avoided for each action taken. Where disasters have
occurred since the approval of the previous plan, the update must include
a record of the actual cost avoidance of each completed mitigation action.

FEMA recognizes that there may be unforeseeable situations where, due
to the timing, magnitude of one or more disaster(s) and/or the large
number of completed mitigation actions for which losses avoided must be
assessed, it is impracticable for the State to complete the assessment of
losses avoided within the timeframe by which the updated plan must be
submitted to FEMA for approval. If such a situation exists, the plan must:

¢ Include a discussion of the unforeseeable circumstances (including
timing of the event or events and the number of mitigation actions
for which losses avoided must be assessed);

e The system or approach that will be used to assess losses
avoided, and

e A proposed timeframe for completing this work.

Resource: For information on how to evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation actions
see:

Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 3.
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Examples:

v

"W

Original Submittal:

The State has established a method to determine the effectiveness of
mitigation actions being undertaken in the State. During the preparation of
the State Hazard Mitigation Plan, the State partnered with the State
University to develop several economic analysis models to determine the
economic feasibility of various past mitigation actions. One of these
models considered reductions in physical damages and financial losses
that helped determine the effectiveness of mitigation actions by showing
the resulting reduction in damages and losses. Other models showed
various cost-benefit analyses to help communities decide which mitigation
activities to implement.

Several of the State’s communities currently have hazard mitigation plans
in place. The economic models can be applied to those existing plans as
well as help communities who are in the process of developing hazard
mitigation plans. The State will provide help to the local communities in
running and analyzing the economic models.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.5(b)(2) » The State is active in trying to assess

(iv) the effectiveness of its mitigation
actions; however, no specifics are

given.

» |tis not clear what agency or agencies
will be responsible for developing and
implementing the economic modeling
analyses or how the local communities
will benefit.

Required Revisions:

The plan must provide specific information about how the effectiveness of
mitigation actions will be assessed. Specific agency or agencies must be
mentioned and a timeframe for conducting these assessments must be
developed.

Revised Submittal:
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Economic Development partnered with the State University to
develop several economic models to assess the losses avoided by
various mitigation actions. These models used hazard data from
recent events to determine the likely damages to structures had
mitigation actions not taken place. The models then used the
probability of the event to calculate the avoided damages based on
the net present value of the benefits.

The Office of Economic Development is working with local
communities to help them apply these analyses. A majority of the
State’s communities already have implemented some mitigation
actions, and these models can be applied to quantify the benefits of
mitigation activities identified in previous mitigation plans. The State
Office of Planning is working with the remainder of the communities
to develop hazard mitigation plans, whereupon economic feasibility
analyses can be applied to specific mitigation strategies.

Following hazard events in the areas receiving mitigation action,
communities will be required to show what damages and losses
have been avoided (e.g., structural damages prevented, business
inventory damages prevented, rental income losses avoided,
personal property losses prevented) by implementing their
mitigation strategies. The communities are allowed discretion in
determining how they will track losses avoided (e.g., utilizing GIS or
database technology).

The Office will review these analyses and provide feedback to the
communities. The Office of Economic Development will conduct
yearly checks on the communities to ensure that they are using
these analyses effectively. It is recognized that non-economic factors
are a major consideration and are difficult to incorporate into
economic modeling.
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6. EFFECTIVE USE OF AVAILABLE MITIGATION FUNDING

Requirement [The Enhanced Plan must demonstrate] that the State effectively uses

§201.5(b)(3): existing mitigation programs to achieve its mitigation goals.

Explanation: In order for FEMA to increase the amount of HMGP funding available to a
State in subsequent disasters, it is important that the State document that
it has fully and effectively made use of FEMA and other funding already at
its disposal. States must demonstrate how they have taken advantage of
FEMA programs, such as FMA, HMGP, PDM, SRL and RFC to fund
mitigation actions. If States have used other FEMA and non-FEMA
funding to support mitigation, they should include this documentation as
well. The State should also discuss how it leveraged its own funds (i.e., to

(Rev. June 2007) provide match or cost share) with FEMA or other federal programs to
implement mitigation.

If the State has not made full use of existing mitigation programs, the plan
must explain the reasons why. Acceptable reasons include, but are not
limited to, unavailable non-federal match, uninterested property owners, or
insufficient program funds to implement prioritized mitigation actions.
Limited staff resources is not considered an acceptable reason, and would
invalidate §201.5(b)(2)(iii) that requires the State to demonstrate program
management capability (see pages 2-12 and 2-13, Part 1, items A.1.
through A.4.).

In addition to describing actions and projects that have been implemented,
the plan must link the projects to specific State goals and objectives and
assess the effectiveness of the projects in achieving the goals.

The plan should also describe the State’s strategy for ensuring continued
effective use of resources (e.g., forming partnerships to leverage funding).

Plan Update: The updated plan must document how the State has fully made use of
funding available through FEMA mitigation programs, including the
HMGP, PDM, FMA, SRL and RFC programs.

The updated plan must also document how the State effectively uses
existing mitigation programs to achieve its mitigation goals.

Resource: For information on how to evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation actions
in achieving the plan’s goals, see:
v Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 3.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
The State uses a variety of funds and programs to achieve its mitigation
goals, including the Flood Mitigation Assistance Program (FMA), the
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the State Hazard
Mitigation Assistance Initiative (HMAI).
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"W

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.5(b)(3) *» The plan needs to explain how the
State has taken advantage of all of the
hazard mitigation opportunities currently
available to them.

Required Revisions:

The revised plan must explain how the State uses Federal and State
hazard mitigation funds and programs to achieve its goals, including the
possible combination of two or more funding programs.

Revised Submittal:

The State uses a variety of funds and programs to achieve its mitigation
goals, including the Flood Mitigation Assistance Program (FMA), the
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the State Hazard
Mitigation Assistance Initiative (HMAI). These are described below:

Flood Mitigation Assistance Program (FMA): The State has facilitated
the use of FMA funds by local governments for the development of
local hazard mitigation plans and projects. The State Hazard
Mitigation Grant Coordinator visits each County yearly to develop
local project applications and provides project management
oversight for the grant. The State’s goal is to have one-quarter of its
communities using FMA project, planning, or technical assistance
funds each year to help fund planning initiatives, projects, or flood
hazard studies.

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP): The State has facilitated
the use of HMGP funds for post-disaster hazard mitigation projects.
Because HMGP funds are post-disaster funds and their availability
from year to year is uncertain and limited, the State only allows
funding for local projects that are captured in existing local hazard
mitigation strategies. Also, the State uses its 5% HMGP set-aside to
help fund State technical assistance to local governments.

State Hazard Mitigation Assistance Initiative (HMAI): The State can
provide up to 12.5% matching funds through the HMAI to help fund
local hazard mitigation projects implemented through HMGP or FMA.
These funds are provided to localities based first on need (i.e., there
are few local resources to meet the 25% match requirement for
Federal grants), and then on a competitive basis that compares
benefit-cost analyses, environmental compatibility and justice, and
political viability across jurisdictions.
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7. COMMITMENT TO A COMPREHENSIVE MITIGATION PROGRAM

Requirement [The Enhanced Plan must demonstrate] that the State is committed to a
§201.5(b)(4)(i-vi): comprehensive state mitigation program, which might include any of the
following:

= A commitment to support local mitigation planning by providing
workshops and training, State planning grants, or coordinated

capability development of local officials, including Emergency
Management and Floodplain Management certifications.

= A Statewide program of hazard mitigation through the development of

legislative initiatives, mitigation councils, formation of public/private
partnerships, and /or other executive actions that promote hazard

mitigation.

The State provides a portion of the non-Federal match for HMGP
and/or other mitigation projects.

To the extent allowed by State Law, the State requires or encourages
local governments to use a current version of a nationally applicable
model building code or standard that addresses natural hazards as a
basis for design and construction of State sponsored mitigation
projects.

A comprehensive, multi-year plan to mitigate the risks posed to the
existing buildings that have been identified as necessary for post-
disaster response and recovery operations.

A comprehensive description of how the State integrates mitigation
into its post-disaster recovery operations.

Explanation: The intent of this requirement is to allow States to describe mitigation-
related activities that do not necessarily have a basis in a program or
regulation. These activities truly show State commitment to reducing
losses from hazards. States may demonstrate this commitment by
describing how they have successfully implemented programs or projects
that have reduced their exposure to hazards and how they will build on
these past successes. Each State’s mitigation strategy may include, but
is not limited to, any of those elements mentioned above. Other actions
that go “above and beyond” the requirements of the Standard Plan will be
considered. If a State has no previous experience with mitigation
initiatives, then the plan may only contain the various elements that the
State proposes to implement. In either case, States should provide a
timeframe for implementing these initiatives.

If the documentation to satisfy this plan requirement is not included in its
own section of the plan, the plan review crosswalk accompanying the
plan should identify where in the plan these various commitments are
described.
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Plan Update: The plan update process includes the review of those mitigation-related
initiatives identified in the previously approved plan. The update must
demonstrate progress in implementing a comprehensive state mitigation
program. Any additional mitigation initiatives that have been developed
and/or implemented in the intervening period must be described in the
updated plan.

Special Although the Rule requirements do not specifically mention the

Considerations: development of a statewide risk assessment as a means to facilitate
better coordination and detail in local mitigation planning, carrying out
such an activity is a good way to meet this particular requirement.

Resource: For information on implementing a hazard mitigation program, see:

v' Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.

For ideas and examples of mitigation programs, policies, and projects,
see:

v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Steps 1 and 2.
Examples:
S Original Submittal:
The State has developed a program by which it provides hazard mitigation
training workshops for local governments. The State advertises the

availability of the program through a brochure mailing that details the
procedures for requesting the workshop.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.5(b)(4) » The description of providing assistance
(i-vi) is very brief; it does not include such
details as the duration of the workshops,
the staff or agencies providing training,
or sources of funding.

Required Revisions:

The plan must document in detail the process by which the State
implements its hazard mitigation programs and initiatives. If the program
has been in place for some time, the plan should provide details about the
results or performance of the program.

N 31 Revised Submittal:

The State has developed a program by which it provides hazard mitigation
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training workshops for local governments. The State advertises the
availability of the program through a brochure mailing that details the
procedures for requesting the workshop. After a local government
requests the training workshop, the State coordinates the logistical
details with the local government for holding the workshop.

The following State HMC representatives have been trained and
authorized to conduct training for local governments on hazard
mitigation planning:

» The State Hazard Mitigation Officer, State Office of Emergency
Preparedness

* The Hazard Reduction Policy Coordinator, State Smart Growth
Office

= The Environmental Stewardship Officer, State Division of
Environmental Protection

Funding for the two-day workshop is provided through the State
Hazard Mitigation Assistance Initiative (HMAI) and local funds. Each
County government receives up to $1,500 to arrange the location,
audio/visual equipment, invitations to interested staff and other local
interested parties, and food. Any shortfall is made up through local
funds. Since the training workshop program'’s initiation in 1999, five
workshops have been conducted, and each of these localities has
submitted a compliant hazard mitigation plan within one year of the
workshop, as required.
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Once FEMA provided states with guidance and training materials for §322 planning during spring,
2002, VDEM and DCR staff saturated the state with presentations on the requirements of the
Stafford Act, the state’s strategy to develop a state plan and the requirements of local plans.
These presentations introduced the concepts of multi-hazard planning and emphasized the
relevance of pro-active hazard mitigation. Since the Commonwealth had experienced an active
cycle of natural disasters and suffered the impacts of September 11, 2001, audiences were
extraordinarily receptive to the concept of hazard mitigation planning.

Table 5.1 Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 Plan Marketing Events

Date

July 18, 2002

August 16, 2002

November 21,

2002

January 16,
2003

January 23,
2003

February 20,
2003

March 7, 2003

March 24, 2003

June 12, 2003

October 2, 2003

October 22,
2003

November 6,
2003

November 19,
2003

Organization, Event and Audience

The Association of Virginia Planning District Commissions Annual
Conference, Virginia Beach, VA. Approximately 70 staff of Virginia's
21 planning district commissions, statewide representation.

Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission Project Impact All-
Hazard Planning and Zoning Workshop, Harrisonburg, VA.
Approximately 80 predominantly Shenandoah Valley, Central
Piedmont and Northern Virginia local emergency, planning and
building officials.

Living within Nature; Roanoke Valley Impact Land-use Conference in
Roanoke, VA. 250 registered Roanoke Valley, Shenandoah Valley,
Virginia and mid-Atlantic local, state and federal government
representatives.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association Coastal Floodplain
Management Workshop; Williamsburg VA. Sixty-five registered
attendees from coastal and central Virginia local governments and
consulting firms.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association SW Virginia Floodplain
Management Workshop, Abingdon Virginia. Thirty-five
representatives from SW VA and New River Valley local governments
and consulting firms.

Virginia Municipal Government Managers Association Annual
Conference, Roanoke VA. One-hour presentation and workshop for
40 county administrators, city managers and town managers.
Statewide representation.

SW Virginia Mitigation Workshop for Planning District Commissions
and Local Governments, Radford, VA. 86 in attendance.

Virginia Lakes and Watershed Conference, Virginia Beach VA.
Presentation to about 60 local government representatives and
consultants. Statewide and mid-Atlantic representation.

National All Hazards Mitigation Workshop, EMI Emmitsburg MD; 25 in
attendance.

Virginia Association of Zoning Officials Annual Conference, Lexington
VA. 110 local and regional zoning officials and land-use planning
experts in attendance.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association Regional Floodplain
Management Workshop in Salem, Virginia. 30 local government
officials present.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association Regional Floodplain
Management Workshop in Farmville, Virginia. 35 local government
officials present.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association Regional Floodplain
Management Workshop in Fredericksburg, Virginia. 45 local



Organization, Event and Audience

government officials present.

February 11, Tidewater Chapter, Association of Civil Engineers Annual Workshops,

2004 Virginia Beach, VA. 78 local governments and consulting engineers
in attendance.

February 11, Virginia Independent Insurance Agents Association Annual

2004 Legislative Conference, Richmond VA. 150 in attendance.

June 10, 2004 VAMLIS Conference, Norfolk, VA. 80 local and regional GIS experts
in attendance.

June 16 — 18, Virginia Hazard Mitigation Summit, Charlottesville, VA. 120 in

2004 attendance.
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PART 1 — STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

The mitigation plan demonstrates the State’s commitment to reducing the risks from natural
hazards, and should serve as a guide for all levels of State decision makers. The plan should
detail how the State will address planning for natural hazards and the resources they are going
to commit to the process.

The Plan, whether a first-time submittal or an updated plan, must meet certain basic
requirements to receive approval, including:

» The mitigation strategy should be based on local and State vulnerability analyses and
risk assessments.

» The State must describe how they will coordinate with local mitigation planning efforts.

» The State must describe how they will provide funding or technical assistance to local
governments.

» The State must discuss how they will prioritize jurisdictions that will receive mitigation
planning and project grants and other State assistance.

= There must be a formal plan maintenance process.

Each requirement must receive a satisfactory score for the plan to be approved. Each State
submitting a hazard mitigation plan must meet the Prerequisite — Adoption by the State, before
the plan can be approved by FEMA.

In those cases where FEMA reviewers provided “recommended revisions” for those
requirements that the previously approved plan met, the plan update process provides an
excellent opportunity to incorporate these recommendations into the revised plan. When FEMA
reviews the updated plan, it will assess whether and how the plan addresses these
recommendations, although it is not required that the plan does so.

The sections covered in Part 1 — Standard State Mitigation Plans include:

" Prerequisite — Adoption by the State

" Planning Process

. Risk Assessment

. Mitigation Strategy

" Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning
. Plan Maintenance Process

. Severe Repetitive Loss Strategy
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PREREQUISITE

ADOPTION BY THE STATE

Requirement
§201.4(c)(6) and
§201.4(c)(7):

Explanation:

Plan Update:

The plan must:

be formally adopted by the State prior to submittal to [FEMA] for final
review and approval [and]
include assurances that the State will comply with all applicable

Federal statutes and regulations in effect with respect to the periods
for which it receives grant funding, in compliance with 44 CFR
13.11(c). The State will amend its plan whenever necessary to reflect
changes in State or Federal laws and statutes as required in 44 CFR
13.11(d).

An appropriate body in the State must adopt the plan. This could be, for
example, the State Legislature or the Governor, depending on the
State’s established procedures. States with hazard mitigation teams or
councils may choose to use these bodies to adopt the plan. At a
minimum, the plan must be endorsed by the director of the State agency
responsible for preparing and implementing the plan, as well as the
heads of other agencies with primary implementation responsibilities.

Adoption by the State:

» Demonstrates the State’s commitment to fulfilling the mitigation
objectives outlined in the plan.

= Legitimizes the plan and authorizes the responsible agencies
identified in the plan to execute their responsibilities.

The section on assurances relates to the State’s understanding and
accountability in complying with Federal statutes and regulations in
effect when it receives grant funding as prescribed in 44 CFR 13.11(c).

Additionally, as required in 44 CFR 13.11(d), the State must amend its
plan to reflect new or revised Federal regulations or statutes, or changes
in State law, organization, policy, or State agency operation. The
amendment can be added as an annex to the plan and later
incorporated into the appropriate section(s) when the plan is formally
updated as required in §201.4(d) of the Rule.

The resolution of adoption can include a statement assuring FEMA that
the State will comply with both of these CFR requirements.

The plan must include a copy of the resolution of adoption.

An appropriate body in the State must adopt the updated plan
regardless of the degree of modifications to the original plan.
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Resource: For more information about adopting a mitigation plan, see:
v' Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 1.

Scoring: L Not Met. The plan has not been formally adopted by the State.

L Not Met. The plan has been formally adopted by the State, but a
copy of the signed resolution is not included.

L Met. The plan has been formally adopted by the State, and a copy of
the signed resolution is included.
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PLANNING PROCESS

§201.4(b) recommends that the State coordinate with other State agencies, appropriate Federal
agencies, and interested groups during the planning process. Early involvement of other parties
provides the opportunity for integration of mitigation actions with other planning efforts. It also
allows for building partnerships with other agencies and interested groups to facilitate data
gathering, analysis, and later implementation of mitigation strategies. §201.4(c)(1) requires that
the State document this planning process.

The planning process is the heart of both the original mitigation plan and updates to that plan.
In a plan update, the description of the planning process is intended to inform the reader what
steps the planning team took to review, evaluate, and update each section of the plan, as well
as provide the rationale for sections that were not changed. It should be based on the update
process described in the plan maintenance section of the previously approved plan. This is the
blueprint for constructing the updated plan, and instills within it a necessary continuity.

States may experience fluctuations in staffing and in-house knowledge of the hazard mitigation
planning process. The description of the planning process will be especially valuable to new
staff and successive leaders as it provides a clear and coherent picture of the steps taken to
update the plan. Also, during intense decision-making situations, such as the period following a
catastrophic event', an understanding of the planning process and the rationale used to develop
the risk assessment and mitigation strategy will be of assistance as mitigation priorities are
reassessed and revised.

This section includes the following three subsections:

" Documentation of the Planning Process
" Coordination Among Agencies
" Program Integration

! any large scale event, the result of either man made or natural hazards, that, for a protracted period,
affects governments’ ability to conduct and deliver the day to day civil functions and services, and has
long-term consequences for the local, state or national economy.
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DOCUMENTATION OF THE PLANNING PROCESS

Requirement [The State plan must include a] description of the planning process used

§201.4(c)(1): to develop the plan, including how it was prepared, who was involved in
the process, and how other agencies participated.

Explanation: A description of the planning process must include how the planning
team or committee was formed, how input was sought from individuals
or other agencies, and how the plan was prepared.

Plan Update: A description of the planning process is required for the update. The

update must describe the process used to review and analyze each
section of the plan. If the planning team or committee finds that some
sections of the plan warrant an update, and others do not, the process
the team undertook to make that determination must be documented in
the plan.

Resource: For more information on the planning process, see:
v Getting Started (FEMA 386-1), Steps 1 — 4.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
The State Hazard Mitigation Plan (the Plan) was prepared by the State
Hazard Mitigation Section. This section, created in 2001 and headed by
the State Hazard Mitigation Officer, is responsible for leading and
coordinating mitigation and long-term redevelopment efforts.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE
PLAN

§201.4(c)(1) = The description does not provide
details on how various parties were
involved in the planning process,
what meetings were held to solicit
involvement, how long the process
took, etc.

= The plan was prepared by only one
State agency, with no mention of
participation by other agencies or
groups.

RULE SECTION REVIEWER’S COMMENTS
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Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must provide more details on how
the plan was prepared and what agencies were involved.

N 3 Revised Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Plan (the Plan) was prepared by the State
Hazard Mitigation Section. This section, created in 2001 and headed by
the State Hazard Mitigation Officer, is responsible for leading and
coordinating mitigation and long-term redevelopment efforts. The
Hazard Mitigation Section organized a Hazard Mitigation Committee
(HMC), composed of 14 representatives from Federal and State
agencies, as well as local governments, the private sector, and
non-profit and civic organizations to assist the section in preparing
the Plan (see pages X, Y, and Z for a list of these agencies). Not all
invited civic or non-profit groups or business leaders agreed to join
the HMC. However, two regional public forums were organized: one
at the beginning of the planning process to elicit concerns and
solicit ideas; and a second public forum was held for the general
public to review and comment on the draft plan. These forums were
widely publicized in local newspapers, and flyers were mailed to
agencies that had expressed an interest in participating in some
capacity. Citizens and interested groups could also access the
State public Web site to review the draft plan and provide
comments online. The HMC met every two weeks for the first three
months and later once per month. The plan was completed over a
12-month period.
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COORDINATION AMONG AGENCIES

Requirement The [state] mitigation planning process should include coordination with
§201.4(b): other State agencies, appropriate Federal agencies, interested groups,

and ....

Explanation: In order to encourage States to develop plans that will be used as
guides for statewide mitigation activities, and for citizens and the private
sector to support such activities, the Rule recommends States
demonstrate coordination with all levels of government, and
representatives from the private and non-profit sectors. The plans
should describe how the State interacted with Federal, State, regional,
and local agencies, as well as other interested parties such as business,
industry, and professional associations, non-profit groups, and
community representatives in the development of the plan.

Of particular importance is the participation by agencies and groups that
can contribute resources to prepare the plan and by agencies that will
likely implement mitigation actions. By including these agencies in the
planning process, the State can build partnerships that will facilitate the
implementation phase of the plan. Merely contacting agencies to solicit
input or sending a draft plan for an agency to review does not constitute
active participation. Participants should play an active role throughout
the planning process and, whenever possible, be involved from the
beginning. The State should identify additional participants as
opportunities arise (e.g., after a disaster).

Examples of how coordination may be demonstrated:
= Description of outreach efforts to engage interested parties.

= Description of the types and frequency of meetings of task forces
and committees, inter-disciplinary/inter-agency mitigation planning
teams, or with interested agencies and private sector organizations.

» Discussion of the nature of the Memoranda of Understanding (MOU)
or other work agreements.

» Description of how interested parties who could not participate on a
regular basis were kept informed and how they provided comments.

Plan Update: The updated plan should describe how the State interacted with all
levels of government as indicated above. It should also describe how
coordination among agencies changed since approval of the previous
plan.

Resource: For information on establishing a mitigation planning team and building
partnerships, see:

v' Getting Started (FEMA 386-1), Step 2.
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Examples:

o/

Special
Considerations:

"Wl

Original Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) distributed the
mitigation plan to other State, Federal, and local agencies. Each
participating agency had an opportunity to comment on preliminary and
draft versions of the plan. The HMC incorporated appropriate
comments and distributed a final copy of the plan to the participants.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’S COMMENTS
§201.4(b) = Coordination only involved
notification of other government
agencies.

= No effort was documented regarding
contacting or soliciting involvement
from civic, private, or not-for profit
groups, including those known to
assist in the event of disasters.

Required Revisions:

A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will not preclude the
plan from passing. For a “Satisfactory” score, the mitigation plan must
demonstrate that the planning process included active coordination with
and participation by other agencies and/or groups.

This may not be an easy item to “fix” if adequate coordination has not
occurred to date. The State would have to take its plan back for review
by potential participants and revise the content according to their input.
This could be a substantial effort. On the other hand, if the State
actually did the coordination, but did not describe it adequately, then
the State needs to do a better job of documenting its coordination effort.

Revised Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) distribated coordinated
the development of the mitigation plan te with other State, Federal,
and local agencies. The HMC, on behalf of the Governor, also
solicited participation from industry associations, volunteer
agencies, and other private and non-profit sector representatives.
Fourteen representatives in total committed their time and
available resources to develop a mitigation strategy that would
protect life, property, and the environment as well as contribute to
the economic well being of the State.
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Each participating agency and group presented its programs,
identified mitigation opportunities, and subsequently had an
opportunity to comment on preliminary and draft versions of the plan.
The HMC jointly reviewed each agency’s function and identified
more opportunities, including some applicable to agencies not
present. The HMC incorporated appropriate comments and distributed
a final copy of the plan to the participants.

Agency Designated Responsibilities
State Office of Natural To review mitigation project applications and
Resources plans to ensure their environmental

soundness.

State Building Code
Office

To provide information about State building
code requirements and best construction
practices.

State Office of
Economic Development

To identify opportunities to promote
economic development through mitigation
initiatives. To act as a liaison between local
economic development agencies and the
HMC to identify ways in which economic
development initiatives can encourage
mitigation.

State Office of
Emergency
Management

To coordinate mitigation planning and
project implementation. To serve as a liaison
between FEMA'’s Federal Insurance and
Mitigation Administration and the HMC.

State Public Works and
Utility Office

To help local communities identify mitigation
actions for public infrastructure. To identify
state resources and infrastructure vulnerable
to hazards.

State Department of
Transportation

To help local communities identify mitigation
actions for State roads and bridges. To
identify state resources and infrastructure
vulnerable to hazards.

State Planning Office

To educate local governments (specifically
local planning departments) on new hazard
mitigation planning requirements and to aid
in the incorporation of mitigation concerns
into local comprehensive planning efforts.

State Historic
Preservation Office

To help communities identify ways to
mitigate hazards that threaten historic
resources in their communities. To assist
communities identified in Section 106 review
processes for mitigation projects in
compliance with Federal and State historic
preservation regulations.

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE

JANUARY 2008




PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

Agency Designated Responsibilities

State Parks Association | To identify resources for acquiring funding to
create green- and open-spaces as mitigation

actions.
Association of To represent private development interests
Homebuilders and concerns in relation to mitigation

projects and regulations.

Manufactured Housing To identify best practices in constructing or

Association reconstructing low-cost, manufactured
housing threatened by hazards.

Big River Watershed To coordinate efforts to improve water

Society quality, recreation activities, and other
concerns with State mitigation activities.

State Association of To provide insight into mitigation actions as

Disaster Relief they relate to response and recovery.

State Association of To liaison between HMC and local

County Govt. governments about hazard mitigation

planning requirements. To educate local
officials about the resources available for
mitigation planning assistance and training.
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PROGRAM INTEGRATION

Requirement [The State mitigation planning process should] be integrated to the
§201.4(b): extent possible with other ongoing State planning efforts, as well as

other FEMA mitigation programs and initiatives.

Explanation: Coordination can result in identifying opportunities to integrate planning
efforts and mitigation actions. FEMA has found that mitigation plan
implementation is most effective when States integrate mitigation
planning efforts with those of other State planning programs and
initiatives.

States might demonstrate that they have made efforts at integration by:

" Reviewing existing plans and reports to identify opportunities to
integrate mitigation actions.

" Having mitigation planners/specialists serve on other State
program and planning teams.

. Consolidating the planning requirements for all State mitigation
programs (e.g., HMGP, FMA, CRS, local comprehensive plans, and
land use plans).

" Identifying overall goals or priorities common to other State
planning efforts.

. Requesting that legislation be passed or issuing an Executive
Order mandating integration of mitigation actions into other planning
initiatives.

. Outlining the State’s approach and providing a timeline for

integrating actions.

. Describing actual ongoing efforts where mitigation actions have
been integrated into planning mechanisms (e.g., comprehensive
plans, capital improvement plans, and emergency operation plans)
and implementation tools (e.g., building codes, floodplain
ordinances, and land use regulations).

Plan Update: In addition to discussing what integration efforts have taken place to
date, the update should discuss State planning integration efforts and
opportunities that were identified in the previously approved plan, and
any unforeseen obstacles that emerged since approval of the previous
plan.

Resource: For information on integrating hazard mitigation actions with other
initiatives, see:

v Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.
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Examples:

v

Wi

Original Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) reviewed several State
agencies’ plans to identify programs and policies that promote hazard
mitigation.

Twenty communities currently participate in the Community Rating
System (CRS), part of the National Flood Insurance Program. Each has
prepared a flood mitigation plan and has received funding for flood
mitigation projects.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

RULE SECTION LOCATP'&“N THE REVIEWER'S COMMENTS

§201.4(b) = The plan does not describe all
programs or policies examined, nor
does it identify the mitigation efforts
to be integrated into the State’s CRS
program.

Required Revisions:

A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will not preclude the
plan from passing. For a "Satisfactory” score, the mitigation plan must
document how mitigation actions are integrated into other State
planning efforts as well as Federal mitigation programs.

Revised Submittal:

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) reviewed several State
agencies’ plans to identify programs and policies that currently
promote hazard-mitigatien or could potentially further mitigation
initiatives around the State (see Table XX for a summary of these
findings).

One program the State is implementing is the Growing Smart
Initiative, administered by the Division for Sustainable
Development in the State Department of Planning and
Development. The Growing Smart Initiative has several
components related to hazard mitigation, including funding to
encourage local governments to remove structures from high
hazard areas, creating open space in environmentally sensitive
areas such as the 100-year floodplain, and providing financial
incentives to encourage businesses to upgrade facilities in central
business districts. The HMC will continue its efforts to integrate
hazard mitigation-related concepts into the existing Growing
Smart framework through:

= Developing brochures using the Growing Smart logo to
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promote hazard mitigation in the business community.

* Discouraging development in hazard areas such as steep
slopes with landslide potential.

» Educating local governments about the benefits of adopting
building standards to mitigate against wind and earthquake
hazards.

Additionally, the Department of Public Works takes into account
hazard-prone areas when siting facilities and infrastructure such
as water and sewer lines. The Public Works Department avoids
such areas, thereby discouraging development while protecting
services in the event of a disaster.

Twenty communities currently participate in the Community Rating
System (CRS), part of the National Flood Insurance Program. Each
community has prepared a flood mitigation plan and has received
funding for flood mitigation projects (see Appendix XX for details).
Additionally, the State is currently developing a strategy to assist
other communities to participate in the CRS, having set a goal to
provide technical support to five communities per year. The
strategy includes providing additional funding to communities
that have adopted FMA Plans, to upgrade these plans into all-
hazard plans.
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RISK ASSESSMENT

§201.4(c)(2) of the Rule requires that States undertake a risk assessment that provides the
factual basis for developing a mitigation strategy. This provision encourages States to produce a
meaningful analysis of the hazards and vulnerabilities that affect them, enabling States to
prioritize jurisdictions or geographic areas to receive funding and technical assistance for
conducting more detailed local risk and vulnerability assessments.

The purpose of the updated risk assessment is to present the current statewide overview of
potential losses to guide implementation of mitigation measures, to prioritize jurisdictions most
at risk from natural disasters, and to integrate data provided in local risk assessments.

The updated risk assessment will also include the integration of new data, where available, such
as National Flood Insurance Program maps or studies, HAZUS analyses, or reports from other
Federal and State agencies. If the previously approved plan identified data deficiencies that
would be addressed at a later time, then FEMA would expect the new information to be
incorporated in the updated risk assessment. However, if the data deficiencies have not been
resolved, they must be addressed in the updated plan, accompanied by an explanation of why
they remain and an updated schedule to resolve the issue.

When the State plans were originally prepared, there were few local plans that met FEMA’s
planning requirements. Therefore, States had limited local information on which to base their
plans. Since then, many local plans have been approved and adopted, providing States with
the opportunity to better coordinate with local jurisdictions and ensure that local risk
assessments complement the State risk assessment.

Additionally, section 201.4(d) requires the State plan be updated regularly to address changes

in development and mitigation priorities. This is reflected in the guidance language under
§201.4(c)(2)(ii) and §201.4(c)(2)(iii).

This section includes the following six subsections:

" Identifying Hazards

" Profiling Hazards

" Assessing Vulnerability by Jurisdiction

" Assessing Vulnerability of State Facilities

. Estimating Potential Losses by Jurisdiction

. Estimating Potential Losses of State Facilities
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IDENTIFYING HAZARDS

Requirement

§201.4(c)(2)(i):

[The State risk assessment shall include an] overview of the type ... of all

natural hazards that can affect the State ... .

Explanation:

Plan Update:

Special
Considerations:

Resources:

A State hazard mitigation plan will only be effective if it accounts for all
sources of risk. The intent of this requirement is to insure that all hazards
potentially affecting the State are identified.

During the State’s planning process (as evaluated in the Planning
Process section of this document), it may be determined that some of
these hazard types do not pose a significant enough threat to justify
further study or the identification of corresponding mitigation actions.
However, the mitigation plan should clearly document that a thorough
and comprehensive identification of hazards was performed by the State,
including the fact that certain hazards were deemed not to be significant
enough to warrant further study, to receive a satisfactory score for this
requirement.

This section should include a description of how the State collected the
information to identify these hazards, including the sources of
information. This process should also include incorporating the results of
local level mitigation planning efforts to identify hazards as that
information becomes available.

The updated plan must address any newly identified hazards or hazards
that have been determined to pose a more significant threat than was
apparent when the previously approved plan was prepared. If improved
descriptions of hazards identified in the previous plan are available, they
must be incorporated into this section.

Although the Rule requires that States only identify natural hazards,
States may include manmade hazards (i.e., technological or accidental
events such as hazardous material accidents and terrorism or intentional
acts such as the release of chemical agents) to provide a more complete
analysis of hazards that may affect the States. However, plans will not be
penalized for not including this information.

For more information on identifying hazards, see:

v Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Step 1.

v Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v HAZUS MH http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/
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Examples:
S Original Submittal:
|§D The State Mitigation Plan addresses the risk associated with the
following hazards:
= Drought
* Flooding

=  Hurricanes

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.4(c)(2)(i) = The plan did not include wildfires
that have occurred in the past.

= The State did not indicate how
these hazards were identified. As a
result, it cannot be determined if
this is a valid list of all relevant
hazards.

= The State did not indicate if
hazards identified as part of
mitigation planning by local
jurisdictions are or will be included
in this listing.

Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must include wildfires. The State is
experiencing a drought and has had wildfires in the past under such
conditions. While not required by the Rule, the plan should also
document the process followed to identify hazards and identify the
extent to which hazards identified through local mitigation planning have
been or will be included in the State plan.
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NS Revised Submittal:
d The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) pursued the

following steps to identify hazards that may affect the state:

Review of past State and Federal disaster designations.
Review of current Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs).

Review of available local mitigation plans (see Appendix XX for
a complete listing of local mitigation plans, including DMA
2000, FMA, and CRS, consulted as part of this planning
process).

Review of recent risk assessment related research by State
and Federal agencies, as well as the State University’s (SU)
Emergency Management Program within the Department of
Planning. This research involves long-range weather trends
per the U.S. Meteorological Service as a predictor of potential
periods of drought or increased hurricane activity and the
probability of dam failures within the State per the recent SU
study (see Appendix XX for a complete listing of studies
consulted as part of this planning process).

The HMC representative from the State Geological Survey was
consulted regarding the earthquake risk in the State. She
indicated that the risk was minimal (.001%/year of a 4.0+
earthquake); therefore, the HMC decided not to study the
earthquake hazard any further.

As a result, the HMC determined that the State Mitigation Plan
needed to address addresses the risk associated with the following
hazards:

Drought

Flooding, including related potential for dam failures
Hurricanes

Wildfires
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PROFILING HAZARDS

Requirement [The State risk assessment shall include an overview of the] location of

§201.4(c)(2)(i): all natural hazards that can affect the State, including information on

previous occurrences of hazard events, as well as the probability of
future hazard events, using maps where appropriate ... .

Explanation: The plan shall provide an overview of the location of all natural hazards
that can affect the State. The plan should describe the geographic
boundaries in the State that would be affected by these hazards.

Where appropriate, the hazard analysis should also broadly identify on a
map the areas of the State affected by each hazard, noting those areas
most severely affected by each hazard. A composite map (i.e., a map
showing combined information from different thematic map layers) can be
provided for hazards that have a recognizable geographic boundary (i.e.,
hazards that are known to occur in particular areas of the State), such as
floods, coastal storms, wildfires, tsunamis, and landslides.

For those hazards that are not geographically determined, plans should
indicate their probable intensity. For example, for areas where tornadoes
occur, plans should indicate the recorded intensities of previous events.

The plan shall also provide a discussion of past hazard events. This
discussion should include:

= |nformation on the damages that occurred (e.g., costs of recovery,
property damage, and lives lost) to the extent practicable.

= Level of severity (i.e., flood depth or extent, wind speeds, earthquake
intensity).

= Duration of event.
= Date of occurrence.

= Sources of information used or consulted for assembling a history of
past occurrences.

The plan shall also include information on the probability of future
hazard events. In addition, it should describe the analysis or sources
used to determine the probability and their magnitudes.

The plan should also describe conditions (i.e., topography, soil
characteristics, meteorological conditions, etc.) in the planning area that
mitigate the hazard effects or make the area more vulnerable to hazards.

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
JANUARY 2008 1-18



PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

Plan Update:

Resource:

Examples:

o/

The plan update must continue to include occurrences of hazards
profiled in the previous plan, and discuss new occurrences of hazard
events. The updated plan must incorporate any new studies or technical
information related to profiling hazards, such as new National Flood
Insurance Program maps or studies, HAZUS studies, or reports from
other Federal or State agencies that relate to:

e Location of natural hazards;
e Past hazard events;
o Probability of future hazard events.

While maps are not required, any maps included in the updated plan
must be consistent with the updated information.

For more information on profiling hazards, see:
v Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Step 2.

v Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v HAZUS MH http://www.fema.qgov/plan/prevent/hazus/

Original Submittal:

[For illustrative purposes, only the flood hazard is profiled in this
example.]

Through analysis of existing Federal Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs)
and Flood Insurance Studies (FISs), the Hazard Mitigation Committee
(HMC) determined that every County in the State may be affected by the
flooding hazard. A variety of factors affect the type and severity of
flooding throughout the State, including topography, urban development
and infrastructure, and proximity to the coastline.

The State has been affected by a number of floods over the past several
years. Most notably, Hurricane Young in 1997 caused flooding that
generated a Presidential Disaster Declaration for the Counties of
Allwater, Bedlam, Calm-before-the-Storm, and Turmoil. The flood caused
several million dollars in damages.

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
JANUARY 2008 1-19



PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

Wi

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.4(c)(2)(i) = The plan did not include the location
of the type of floods.

= The history of floods is only of recent
years.

= The plan does not discuss
probability.

= The State did not provide details
about conditions, such as
topography, that could make areas
more or less vulnerable to each
hazard.

= There is no indication of areas of the
State that are more severely affected
by each hazard.

= The State did not provide a map that
identified the areas affected by each
hazard.

Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must describe the hazard areas,
provide a more complete history of past events, and include the
probability of future hazard events. While not required by the Rule, the
plan should also document the process used to determine differences in
vulnerability to the hazard; differentiate the ways in which areas of the
State are affected; and provide a map or other tool to delineate hazard
areas.

Revised Submittal:

Flooding

Through analysis of existing Federal Flood Insurance Rate Maps
(FIRMs) and Flood Insurance Studies (FISs), the Hazard Mitigation
Committee (HMC) determined that every County in the State may be
affected by the riverine flooding hazard (see Flood Hazard Map in
Appendix XX). The State regularly experiences 10-year floods and
has on several instances suffered the devastating effects of 500-
year floods. See Appendix XX for a history of floods and their
related damages dating back to 1850. This history was assembled
from the information provided in local hazard mitigation plans as
well as the previous State Hazard Mitigation Plan.

The probability of a flood event is expressed as the percent chance
that a flood of a specific magnitude will occur in any given year.
Table 1 summarizes the associated chance of occurrence for the
type of floods the State has experienced.
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Table 1: Flood Probability of Occurrence

Chance of
AT T Occurrence in Any

Intervals .

Given Year
10-Year 10%
50-Year 2%
100-Year 1%
500-Year 0.2%

A variety of factors affect the type and severity of flooding throughout the
State, including topography, urban development and infrastructure, and
proximity to the coastline.

Riverine Flooding
Mountain Region (Allwater, Bedlam, Calm-before-the-Storm, and
Turmoil Counties)

Flooding in the Mountain Region is characterized by high-velocity
waters flowing to the valleys. During heavy rains from storm
systems, including severe thunderstorms and tropical storms,
water flows down from the mountain, collecting in, then
overtopping, valley streams and rivers. The steep slopes of the
region induce high velocities as the water flows downhill and
downstream, in many cases producing flash flooding conditions.
Because some towns in the Mountain Region have the majority of
the corporate limits located in the valley and, therefore, often in the
floodplain, flood waters have the potential to affect or even severely
harm whole towns. Because of the steep topography, developable
areas of the town are within the 100-year floodplain, and some are
affected by 10- and 50-year floods. These conditions, especially in
areas where flash floods are a problem, make response operations
and evacuation very difficult, adversely affecting the safety of the
residents.

These flash flooding response and evacuation problems were
illustrated in Bedlam County during the summer of 1999. The
passage of Tropical Storm Zoe created flash flooding in the towns
of Chaos and Pandemonium. While the floodwaters only reached an
estimated 10-year flood elevation, the sudden onset of the flood
and swift waters did not allow warning to the residents and,
consequently, a driver attempting to drive through waters that had
overtopped a secondary road was swept away by the waters.
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Furthermore, about 10 homes in Chaos and 15 homes in
Pandemonium were flooded, creating an estimated $100,000 in
damages (see Appendix XX for a detailed history of floods in this

area).

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE

JANUARY 2008 1-22



PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

ASSESSING VULNERABILITY BY JURISDICTION

Requirement
§201.4(c)(2)(ii):

Update:
§201.4(d):

Explanation:

Plan Update:

[The State risk assessment shall include an] overview and analysis of the
State’s vulnerability to the hazards described in this paragraph (c)(2),
based on estimates provided in local risk assessments ... . The State
shall describe vulnerability in terms of the jurisdictions most threatened
by the identified hazards, and most vulnerable to damage and loss
associated with hazard events ... .

Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in
development...

The plan shall describe which jurisdictions are most threatened and
vulnerable to hazards and the process used to identify them.
Identification of these jurisdictions shall be based on an analysis of
available local risk assessments conducted throughout the State, and
where not available, on State risk assessments.

The State shall describe any changes, clarifications, or refinements to
the previous overview of the State’s vulnerability resulting from any new
or updated data, as well as information generated through local mitigation
plans.

The update must explain the process used to analyze information from
the local risk assessments and adjust the statewide risk assessment, as
necessary. Recognizing the differences in local risk assessments,
information from local mitigation plans allows the State to better
understand or describe its vulnerability in terms of the jurisdictions most
threatened by natural hazards. However, the update should not attempt
to include the details provided in every local mitigation plan.

Recognizing that statewide vulnerability may not change much in any
given three-year update cycle, this section provides an opportunity to
anticipate future risk. The State must consider in its assessment, for
jurisdictions in hazard prone areas, changes in development that may
impact vulnerability such as:

¢ Significant population increases and shifts in population to
vulnerable areas;

e A concentration or changes in land use or land use activities in
vulnerable areas; and/or

¢ Implementation of mitigation actions that have reduced
vulnerability.

Taking into account that some previously approved local plans included a
general overview of land uses and development trends, it is up to the
State to describe jurisdictions most threatened and vulnerable to damage
and losses associated with hazard event based on such factors as:
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Resource:

Examples:

o/

o The review and incorporation of development trends provided in
local mitigation plans; and,

o Statewide population growth estimates, projections, and land use
data.

The State determines the level of detail provided in the updated plan but
it must demonstrate that land uses, development trends, and population
were assessed to obtain a statewide picture of changes to vulnerability.
This information can be presented generally or specifically, using text,
graphics, maps, or a combination of these methods.

In most cases, changes in population and anticipated development
trends are tracked by one or more State agencies as well as Regional or
Metropolitan Planning Organizations. Expected development patterns
may also be described in other State plans, such as Operation Plans and
Land Development Plans, or in functional plans, like transportation and
economic development plans. These agencies, organizations, and plan
documents can provide valuable information to indicate where growth is
likely to occur in the future.

For an explanation on ways to determine what areas are the most
vulnerable to damage and loss, see:

v' Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Steps 3 and 4.

v Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v' HAZUS MH http://lwww.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/

Original Submittal:

[For illustrative purposes, only the flood hazard vulnerability is included in
this example.]

Flood Hazard Vulnerability

As development has increased in and along floodplains, urban and
suburban areas of the State have been increasingly impacted by flash
flooding and flooding along streams and rivers. Across the State, an
estimated 1.5 million people live within areas designated as 100-year
floodplains.

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
JANUARY 2008 1-24



PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

RULEsECTIoN | LOCATON NTHE REVIEWER’S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(2) » The plan did not differentiate areas of
(i) the State that have greater vulnerability

to flooding than others.

Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must detail the factors determining
vulnerability to the State. While not required by the Rule, the plan should
provide information at the local/County level to the extent possible,
allowing the State to contrast areas of higher and lower vulnerability.

Revised Submittal:

Flood Hazard Vulnerability

The State Department of the Environment used GIS technology to
overlay aerial photographs with the 100-year floodplain. The
Department determined that some Counties have a higher
percentage of structures located within the 100-year floodplain, and
therefore have a higher vulnerability to the flooding hazard than
other Counties. In addition, using FIRMs, FISs, and topographic
mapping, the Department identified areas where steep slopes could
increase flood velocity. By reviewing the flood hazard assessments
provided in local mitigation plans (including FMA and CRS plans),
the HMC identified exacerbating circumstances that may lead to
greater flood vulnerability, including stormwater management
issues and a high percentage of impervious surfaces in or near the
floodplain. A detailed analysis of the flood hazard and related map
are provided for each County of the State in Appendix XX. The
following table summarizes flood attributes by County.
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Table XX: Flood Vulnerability by County

c < .
‘» 2 3 - °3 > ©
o c = & < Do ob - = o
z is 22 e 32 Zo °©2% |£23
c oo o ) S O ° = 5%
S =] o> E o3 2 ® o < 2 ® = o=9
3] Eo » o Ego ot ) vy 2 5 SE
(&) n o ° coc® = =1 £S5 Oy S S I
w I 23 n3S Ewn = 0 <™ 3 ol
S g5 = 8 & > =
S~ » w
Allwater 50% 12,000 H 4
Bedlam 4% ® 1,000 L 1
Calm- 10% ® 3,000 M 3
before-
the-Storm
Turmoil 1% ° 15% 2,000 M 1

'Stormwater Management Issues encompass assessments by local governments, such as debris in
stormwater collectors, culvert sizes, etc. that lead to increased localized flooding during heavy rains.

2Impervious Surfaces describe the percentage of acres of paved surfaces in or near floodplains.
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ASSESSING VULNERABILITY OF STATE FACILITIES

Requirement [The State risk assessment shall include an overview and analysis of the
§201.4(c)(2)(ii): State’s vulnerability to the hazards described in this paragraph (c)(2),

based on estimates provided in] the State risk assessment. ... State
owned critical or operated facilities located in the identified hazard areas
shall also be addressed ... .

Explanation: The plan shall describe the State-owned or operated buildings,
infrastructure, and critical facilities located in areas subject to hazards
described previously. The description should include the uses,
approximate sizes, types, and values of buildings, infrastructure, and
critical facilities.

Plan Update: The State shall update the overview and analysis of vulnerable State

owned or operated buildings, critical facilities, and infrastructure, based
on available data. The update should reflect acquisition or development
of new properties and infrastructure.

Resource: For an explanation on ways to determine what areas are at risk and
vulnerable, see:

v' Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Steps 3 and 4.

v' Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v' HAZUS MH http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
Vulnerable State Facilities
Using FIRMs, the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) ascertained that
three State facilities are located in the floodplain.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

RULESECTION | LOCATIONINTHE REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(2) »= The plan does not provide an analysis
(i) of the vulnerability of these facilities in

the floodplain.
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Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must document the process by which
the State developed its vulnerability assessment for State facilities and
also provide enough detail of the findings to make the relative
vulnerability of the structures evident. While not required by the Rule, the
analysis should include an assessment of the facilities’ first floor
elevations in relation to the base flood elevation, an indication of the
value of the buildings and contents, and a description of the buildings’
functions and how the buildings’ functions would be compromised if
flooded.

N S Revised Submittal:
d Mulnerable Vulnerability of State Facilities to Flooding

At the request of the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC), surveyors
and engineers from the State Department of the Environment and
the Department of Public Works conducted site assessments of all
State facilities located within the 100-year floodplain to determine
their vulnerability to flooding. First floor elevations, construction
types, square footages, content types, and approximate value of the
structures and contents were documented for each facility. The
table below summarizes these findings, including the location,
function, approximate value of the structure and its contents, and
the number of feet above or below base flood elevation.
Approximate values of structure and contents were estimated using
the judgment of the facilities managers of the respective structures
and following the guidelines detailed in the FEMA document,
Understanding Your Risks: Identifying Hazards and Estimating
Losses, Step 4. A detailed list of these findings can be found in
Appendix XX.

Table XX: State Facilities in the 100-Year Floodplain
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Allwater Offices 250 $1M $1M +5 [
Bedlam State Emergency 50 $1M $1.5M +3 ()
Operations
Center
Calm- Warehouse/Gara 15 $1M $1.5M -2 [
before- ge for Snow
the-Storm | Removal
Equipment
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ESTIMATING POTENTIAL LOSSES BY JURISDICTION

Requirement [The State risk assessment shall include an] overview and analysis of

§201.4(c)(2)(iii):  potential losses to identified vulnerable structures, based on estimates
provided in local risk assessments ... .

Update:
§201.4(d): Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development...

Explanation: This requires States to incorporate the findings of local jurisdiction loss
estimates in the State plan. The plan shall describe the distribution of
losses across the State and should include specific reference to
quantifying losses to local critical facilities.

Plan Update:
The State shall incorporate any changes, clarifications, or refinements,
obtained from State-wide or local loss estimates. Recognizing the
differences in local risk assessments, information from local mitigation
plans allows the State to better understand or describe its vulnerability in
terms of the potential losses. However, the update should not attempt to
include the details provided in every local mitigation plan.

Comparable to the estimating vulnerability by jurisdiction, the state must
consider changes in development that may affect the statewide loss
estimates.

Special Although the Rule requires that States only analyze losses to structures,
Considerations: States are highly encouraged to analyze the potential economic and
human impact each hazard would have statewide.

Resource: For more information on assessing vulnerability/estimating losses, see:
v' Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Step 4.

v' Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v’ HAZUS MH http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/. FEMA has
developed the HAZUS-MH Risk Assessment Tool (RAT) to help
produce risk assessment outputs for earthquakes, floods, and
hurricanes. The summaries can support the presentation of data to
decision-makers and other stakeholders and can be used in the risk
assessment section of the mitigation plan.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
[For illustrative purposes, only the flood hazard is discussed.]
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Flood Vulnerability

Across the State, an estimated 150,000 people and 40,000 structures are
located within the boundaries of the 100-year floodplain, putting at risk
the State’s revenue of $1 billion.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN

RULE SECTION THE PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(2) = The plan does not describe the State’s
(iii) potential losses.

= The plan does not explain how the State
developed the loss figures.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must provide an overview and
analysis of losses to local jurisdictions. While not required by the Rule,
the plan should also document how it developed its loss estimations and
include information to assess relative losses across the State.

NS Revised Submittal:
d Fleod-\Vulnerability Potential Flood Losses by Jurisdiction

Across the State, an estimated 150,000 people and 40,000 structures
are located within the boundaries of the 100-year floodplain, putting at
risk the State’s revenue of $1 billion.

The table below represents the estimated losses to residential,
commercial, and critical facilities and buildings by County. The
estimates were taken from local hazard mitigation plans and are
added to provide an estimated total State loss for each category.
Except for Allwater County, which has not updated its plan, each
county determined losses using the procedures explained in the
FEMA document, Understanding Your Risks: Identifying Hazards
and Estimating Losses. The process used by the Hazard
Mitigation Committee (HMC) for determining Allwater County’s
potential losses is explained in the table’s footnote.
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Estimated Estimated Estimated .
. A . Losses to Relative
Residential Commercial Iy .
County . . Critical Losses (in
Losses (in Losses (in A .
L A, Facilities (in Millions)
Millions) Millions) -
Millions)
Allwater* $75.0 $2.4 $2.0 H
Bedlam $0.3 $0.1 $0.1 L
Calm-before- $6.5 $3.0 $1.0 H
the-Storm
Turmoil $2.2 $1.5 $0.5 M
Total Losses to $84.0 $7.0 $3.6 94.6
State

* Because Allwater County has not yet submitted a plan that estimates losses to
residential, commercial, and critical facilities, all figures for this County were estimated
by multiplying the percentage of structures in the floodplain (50% of all structures) with
County economic data included in State demographic and tax information.

Estimated Residential Losses = 50% x No. of residences x median housing value.

Estimated Commercial Losses = 50% x No. of businesses x median building value x
median business revenue.

Estimated Critical Facilities = 50% x No. of police and fire stations, hospitals, schools x
median estimated losses to critical facilities of all other counties.

This method is not an accurate measure of vulnerability because depth of flooding for
each structure in the floodplain was not assessed.
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ESTIMATING POTENTIAL LOSSES OF STATE FACILITIES

Requirement [The State risk assessment shall include an overview and analysis of

§201.4(c)(2)(iii):  potential losses to identified vulnerable structures, based on estimates

provided in] the State risk assessment. The State shall estimate the
potential dollar losses to State-owned or operated buildings,
infrastructure, and critical facilities located in the identified hazard areas.

Explanation: This requires States to estimate losses to State-owned or operated
facilities and infrastructure. The plan shall describe the distribution of
losses across the State, with specific reference to quantifying losses to
critical facilities.

States should also describe their approach for determining losses for
State-owned infrastructure and buildings.

Plan Update: If there are changes to the hazard profile and/or to the State facilities and
infrastructure as described under Assessing Vulnerability of State
Facilities, this section must be updated to reflect potential losses to
identified vulnerable structures and infrastructure. If the approach for
determining these losses has changed since the first approval, the plan
should describe the new methodology.

Resource: For more information on assessing vulnerability/estimating losses, see:
v' Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2), Step 4.

v Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 2.

v’ HAZUS MH http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/. FEMA has
developed the HAZUS-MH Risk Assessment Tool (RAT) to help
produce risk assessment outputs for earthquakes, floods, and
hurricanes. The summaries can support the presentation of data to
decision-makers and other stakeholders and can be used in the risk
assessment section of the mitigation plan.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
Vulnerability of State Facilities to Flood

Using FIRMs, the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) ascertained that
three State facilities are located in the floodplain.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS

§201.4(c)(2) = The plan does not discuss the actual

(iii) vulnerability and potential losses to the
facilities in the floodplains.
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Required Revisions:

The plan must make clear the potential losses to State facilities and
infrastructure. These losses should be estimated as a function of the
vulnerability to the hazard (here, flood depth), with potential losses
calculated based on the estimated value of the structure.

N a Revised Submittal:

Using the procedure detailed in the FEMA document, Understanding
Your Risks, to determine the estimated percentage loss to structure
and contents, the HMC determined that the warehouse/garage
housing snow removal supplies and equipment was the only critical
facility in the floodplain that would suffer damages in a 100-year flood
event. The facility would suffer approximately $422,500 in losses to
the structure and its contents.
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3 < | = 25| 3 & z A 2
Allwater Offices $1M $1M +5 0% 0% $0 $0 L
Bedlam State Emergency 1| siM | sim +3 0% 0% $0 $0 L

Operations Ctr.
Warehouse/
Calm-before- Garage for Snow $1.5 o o
the-Storm Removal Equip- 1 $1M M -2 13% 19.5% $130K | $292.5K H
ment
Total Losses to
State Critical $130K | $292.5K
Facilities

*BFE: Based Flood Elevation
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MITIGATION STRATEGY

According to §201.4(c)(3) the plan must include a mitigation strategy that provides the State’s
blueprint for reducing the losses identified in the risk assessment. The strategy shall include
goals that are based on the risk assessment and that should be consistent with goals from other
State and local jurisdictions’ plans and policies. While not required by the Rule, objectives could
also be included to define strategies or steps to achieve the identified goals. These goals and
objectives will guide the State’s strategies and selection of actions to achieve the desired, long-
term hazard protection. The State must also assess its own as well as its local jurisdictions’
capabilities to staff programs or projects and fund actions to achieve the goals of the plan. The
State must also identify funding from Federal, local, and private sources to complement its own
resources.

Section 201.4(d) requires that plans be reviewed and revised to reflect progress in statewide
mitigation efforts and changes in priorities. This is reflected in the guidance language under
§201.4(c)(3)(i) and §201.4(c)(3)(iii). Fundamental to the mitigation strategy update is the
demonstration that progress has been made to implement the mitigation strategy identified in
the previously approved plan. The updated mitigation strategy provides an opportunity for the
State to discuss efforts to ensure consistency between the goals and objectives of the State
plan, and those of the local plans that have been approved.

This section includes the following five subsections:

. Hazard Mitigation Goals

" State Capability Assessment
" Local Capability Assessment
" Mitigation Actions

. Funding Sources
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HAZARD MITIGATION GOALS

Requirement [The State mitigation strategy shall include a] description of State goals to
§201.4(c)(3)(i): guide the selection of activities to mitigate and reduce potential losses.

Update:

[The] plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in
§201.4(d): development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts and changes
in priorities...

Explanation: The State’s goals as written in the plan reflect the State’s vision for long-
term hazard mitigation and loss reduction. This section should describe
how the plan’s goals were developed.

These goals, along with their corresponding objectives, guide the
development and implementation of mitigation actions. Although the Rule
does not require a description of objectives, States are highly
encouraged to include a description of the objectives developed to
achieve the goals so that reviewers understand the connection between
goals, objectives, and actions.

The goals and objectives should:
= Be based on the findings of the local and State risk assessments.

= Represent a long-term vision for hazard reduction or enhancement of
mitigation capabilities.

Plan Update: The plan update provides an opportunity for the State to reconsider the
goals and objectives adopted in the previously approved plan to guide
the selection of activities to mitigate and reduce potential losses. Goals
may be reaffirmed or updated based on more current information,
including updated or new risk assessments or changes in State mitigation
priorities. It is not necessary to change previous goals if they remain
valid but the plan must demonstrate that State goals were assessed and
that they still remain valid.

If the previously approved plan included objectives, the updated plan
should point out which objectives have been met and identify new
objectives.

Resources: For more information on identifying and refining the State’s mitigation
goals and objectives, see:

v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 1.
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Special
Considerations:

Examples:

o/

Wi

Goals are general guidelines that explain what you want to achieve.
They are usually long-term and represent global visions such as
“eliminate flood damage.”

Objectives define strategies or implementation steps to attain the
identified goals. Unlike goals, objectives are specific, measurable, and
may have a defined completion date. Objectives are more specific, such
as “upgrade State building code to meet the provisions of the National
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program.”

(From Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 1.)

Original Submittal:

The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) identified the following goals for
the plan:

Goal 1: Document the hazards and vulnerabilities in the State.
Goal 2: Identify priority mitigation projects to fund.
Goal 3: Raise awareness of hazards and mitigation actions in the State.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) » Goals 1 and 2 are what is to be
(i) accomplished by the planning process.

= No explanation is provided for how the
goals were developed.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must tie the goals to the risk
assessment findings.

Revised Submittal:

The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) participated in a 2-day
workshop to review the risk assessment findings and develop the
mitigation goals and objectives for the Hazard Mitigation Plan. The
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risk assessment identified the following problems:

» Local communities in the State were unaware of the types of
assistance available to them for hazard mitigation planning.

= The State Division of Emergency Management often did not
coordinate with local communities or other State agencies in
hazard mitigation planning.

= Many State residents did not realize hazard mitigation planning
was occurring in their area.

» The State would benefit from incorporating GIS and other
technical information into their hazard mitigation planning
process.

» The State has one of the highest numbers of repetitive loss
properties in the country.

At the end of this session, the HMC identified the following goals,
objectives, and actions for the State of Emergency’s mitigation
strategy to address these issues.

Goal 1: Strengthen the Division of Emergency Management'’s
capability and its coordination with other State agencies to reduce
hazard vulnerabilities throughout the State.

Goal 2: Increase technical assistance to and coordination with local
jurisdictions to build local capacity to further reduce vulnerabilities
at the local level.

Goal 3: Build public awareness of proven, cost-effective mitigation
actions.

Goal 4: Formulate strategies using state-of-the-art knowledge to
reduce vulnerabilities for identified hazards.

Goal 5: Reduce the number of repetitive loss structures by 50%.

(For the purposes of this example, the following description applies to all
hazards. For illustrative purposes, only one goal will be described in more
detail.)

Goal 2: Increase technical assistance to and coordination with local
jurisdictions to build local capacity to further reduce vulnerabilities
at the local level.

Objectives 2.1: The State will work with local communities to
improve their hazard mitigation planning process.

Short Term Action 2.2.1:

Note: “short term” is defined as those actions which agencies are
capable of implementing within their existing resources and
authorities in the current fiscal cycle.

Improve hazard mitigation technical assistance for local
governments.

Lead Agency: State Office of Emergency Management
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Support Agency: State Department of the Environment
Timeline: 1 year

Resources: 1 Full Time Employee

Long Term Action 2.2.2:

Note: “long term” is defined as those actions which will require new
or additional resources or authorities to implement, and those
actions which cannot occur during the current fiscal cycle.

The State will develop and distribute local hazard mitigation
planning guidance.

Lead Agency: State Office of Planning
Support Agency: State Office of Emergency Management
Timeline: 3 years

Resources: 2 Full Time Employees
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STATE CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT

Requirement [The State mitigation strategy shall include a] discussion of the State’s
§201.4(c)(3)(ii): pre-and post-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and
capabilities to mitigate the hazards in the area, including:

» an evaluation of State laws, regulations, policies, and programs
related to hazard mitigation as well as to development in hazard-
prone areas [and]

a discussion of State funding capabilities for hazard mitigation
projects ... .

Explanation: The State shall include a discussion of its financial, legal, and
programmatic ability to carry out mitigation actions in the pre-and post-
disaster setting to achieve its mitigation objectives and, ultimately, its
goals. The mitigation strategy should not only address the ways the
State’s existing capabilities can aid the mitigation effort, but also address
areas in which the State needs to strengthen its capabilities. Without an
assessment of the State’s capability, implementation of the plan could
stall from inadequate resources.

The State shall conduct an evaluation of State laws, regulations, policies,
and programs related to hazard mitigation as well as to development in
hazard-prone areas. The State should discuss existing and emerging
State policies and programs for both pre- and post-disaster mitigation.
The discussions should include: implementation opportunities and
problems (e.g., financial/staffing resources, lack of informed public, non-
mandated improvements, etc.), opportunities for improving State
capabilities, conflicts created by public investment policies (e.g., policies
that have promoted public investment in hazard-prone areas), and
problems created by private development projects in hazard-prone areas.
The State should highlight implementation tools, policies, and programs
that have proven to be effective in achieving mitigation objectives (e.g.,
planning legislation requiring integration of mitigation actions in
comprehensive plans). The State should also identify those laws,
regulations, and policies that can be amended to integrate mitigation
actions or to remove provisions that hinder mitigation efforts.

The State shall describe its assessment of its funding capabilities for
hazard mitigation projects. The discussion should include positive
aspects, as well as problems encountered, and identify areas where the
State needs to seek outside funding sources.

Plan Update: The plan update provides an opportunity for the State to re-evaluate its
pre- and post-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and
capabilities. The plan update must address any hazard management
capabilities of the State that have changed since approval of the previous
plan.

The State shall also provide an updated assessment of its funding
capabilities for hazard mitigation projects.
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Resource:

Examples:

o/

In the previously approved plan, the State may have identified laws,
regulations and policies that could be amended to integrate mitigation
actions or to remove provisions that hinder mitigation efforts. Where
applicable, the updated plan should describe progress in modifying these
policies and legislation or identify where opportunities for integration still
remain.

For tips for assessing mitigation capabilities, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 2.

Original Submittal:

The State Mitigation Plan has identified those pre- and post-disaster
State regulations, policies, and programs related to hazard mitigation.

For example, a major hazard the State faces is flooding. The State has
taken steps to become more proactive in its approach to flood hazard
mitigation planning. The Emergency Management Agency has instituted
the Comprehensive Flood Management Grant Program and Repetitive
Loss Project, while the State Department of the Environment has
instituted the Technical Assistance Program. These programs are geared
towards providing mitigation planning assistance to communities in the
State.

The State has many funding programs in place which are available to
municipalities that need assistance. These funds are primarily from
various Federal grant programs.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) = The plan does not evaluate the laws,
(i) regulations, policies, and programs.

» The discussion on funding is too
general and incomplete to address the
requirement.

» The plan did not indicate how State
programs were identified or how they
were beneficial.

= There are no regulatory reviews or
regulations indicated that might be
improved for mitigation purposes.

= The plan does not discuss programs or
policies the State can use to improve
capabilities.
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Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must evaluate the State’s
capability to reduce losses and discuss in more detail the State’s funding
resources. While not required by the Rule, the plan should include what
effort was made to identify programs and policies under consideration,
including executive orders or new legislation needed to implement the
plan recommendations.

NS Revised Submittal:

d The State Mitigation Plan has identified those pre- and post-disaster
State regulations, policies, and programs related to hazard mitigation. As
a result of this, the State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) held
several meetings with various State Agencies. Those programs
selected as most beneficial are described as follows.

State-

The State Emergency Management Agency identified the
Comprehensive Flood Management Grant Program and Repetitive
Loss Projects as the most beneficial programs. The Comprehensive
Flood Management Grant Program has allowed the State to assist
communities in all aspects of floodplain management, including the
development of local floodplain plans, the provision of funding for
various flood control and watershed studies, and the acquisition of
flood-prone properties. The Repetitive Loss Project uses GIS
software to map repetitive loss structures and areas in an effort to
determine which types of mitigation actions are most appropriate.

The State Department of the Environment indicated that the
Technical Assistance Program has been very beneficial. The
Technical Assistance Program provides help to communities on a
variety of topics and acts as a clearinghouse for information on
mitigation planning, including such things as providing guidance on
the planning process and funding sources available to
communities.

The State has many funding programs in place which are available to
municipalities that need assistance. These funds are primarily from
various Federal grant programs. Currently, the State uses HMGP,
FMA, and Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) funds to
promote mitigation activities. The State supplements these sources
with funding from its State Office for Mitigation Funding and
partnerships with the private sector (see Table XX for a list of
projects funded by these programs).
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The State Legislature recently passed the State Resource Protection
and Hazard Mitigation Planning Act. This act gives the State the
authority to make certain that State government activities are
consistent with the policies of the State Mitigation Plan. Although
this is a new act and agencies are just beginning to implement it, it
is expected to have a significant positive impact on hazard
mitigation planning within the State (see Section XX, Goals, for
more details on the expected results of this act).
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LOCAL CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT

Requirement [The State mitigation strategy shall include] a general description and

§201.4(c)(3)(ii): analysis of the effectiveness of local mitigation policies, programs, and
capabilities.

Explanation: The plan shall include a general description of local mitigation policies,
programs, and capabilities. The State shall also describe how local pre-
and post-disaster mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities, such as
building codes, zoning, or land use policies, were evaluated to determine
their effectiveness. This should include existing and emerging
capabilities. The description can be kept general and does not need to be
detailed for all localities.

The State should include in its description the following: implementation
opportunities and problems (e.g., financial /staffing resources, lack of
informed public, non-mandated improvements, etc.), opportunities for
building local capabilities, and problems created by public investment
policies (e.g., policies that may have inadvertently promoted public
investments in hazard-prone areas). The State should highlight local
implementation tools, policies, and programs that have proven to be
effective in achieving mitigation objectives (e.g., adoption of planning
legislation requiring integration of mitigation actions in comprehensive
plans).

Plan Update: The updated plan shall include an updated general description and
analysis of the effectiveness of current local mitigation policies,
programs, and capabilities.

Resource: For tips on how to assess mitigation capabilities, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 2.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
The State has a history of being a strong property rights State. Therefore,
local governments have taken a longer time implementing some hazard
mitigation actions. The State, however, has provided guidance to the
local communities.

The mitigation actions most local governments already have in place are
zoning regulations and building codes. Many local governments are
currently working on adopting the most recent International Building Code
(IBC) and rewriting their zoning regulations so they have more “teeth” to
them to allow enforcement of the regulations.

New approaches that local governments are working on, with help from
the State, are restrictive zoning, capital improvements planning, land use
planning, and subdivision regulations. It is believed that local hazard
mitigation will be more effective once these actions are implemented.
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REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) » The State did not identify why the
(i) policies mentioned are believed to be

beneficial to hazard mitigation.

» The State did not mention how they are
helping the local communities to adopt
the recommended policies.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must include what effort was
made to assess the effectiveness of programs and policies under
consideration.

NS Revised Submittal:
d The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) has been actively
working with its local governments to identify those actions most
effective for hazard mitigation planning. The State has a hlstory of
belng a strong property rlghts State.

support is growmg for poI|C|es that WI|| help with hazard m|t|gat|on
Through working with local governments, the HMC has identified
policies currently in place and their effectiveness with hazard
mitigation. The HMC has also identified policies that local
communities are interested in adoptlng and how they can benefit
mitigation.
communities=The State does prowde gmdance to the communities
by providing model ordinances and example plans, and even has
funds available to communities interested in adopting hazard
mitigation actions.

The existing and planned future poI|C|es of local governments are
|nd|cated in the following table

expected that thelr implementation will make Iocal mltlgatlon more
effective.
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Existing Local Policies

Policy

Description

Applicability

Effectiveness

Building Codes

The State has adopted a
building code and local
governments are required to
adopt and enforce this code.

The adoption and enforcement
of building codes relates the
design and construction of
structures to standards
established for withstanding
high winds and flooding.

All structures built after 1999
comply with the new building
code, which includes special
provisions for building in the
floodplain.

Zoning

Laws and ordinances regulate
development by dividing the
community into zones and by
setting development criteria for
each zone.

Zoning can keep inappropriate
development out of hazard-
prone areas and can designate
certain areas for such things as
conservation, public use, or
agriculture. Zoning can also be
used to control construction by
dedicating areas for cluster
development or planned unit
development. The State is
currently working with local
governments on implementing
these last two policies.

Eight out of 12 counties have
passed open space ordinances
that have preserved over 20%
percent of hazard-prone and
environmentally sensitive areas
(wetlands, aquifer recharge
zones, and hillsides) in the
State. These ordinances are
based on local land use plans.

Future Planned Loca

| Policies

Policy

Description

Applicability

Effectiveness

Land Use Planning

Comprehensive land use
planning provides a mechanism
to prevent development in
hazardous areas or allows
development in a manner that
minimizes damage from
hazards. Land use planning
gives local governments “the
big picture” of what is
happening in their jurisdiction.

Local governments can use
land use planning to identify
those areas subject to damage
from hazards and work to keep
inappropriate development out
of these areas. Land use
planning can also be used for a
more regional approach when
local governments work
together.

Under the new local planning
legislation, new development
can be minimized in identified
hazard areas.

Subdivision Sets construction and location Contains standards for such New subdivisions in flood
Regulations standards for subdivision layout | things as stormwater hazard areas will be required to
and infrastructure. management and erosion cluster homes outside of the
control. floodplain, and will be given
more flexibility in using varied
densities within the subdivision.
Capital Identifies where major public Capital Improvement Plans can | Realigned utilities in highest
Improvements expenditures will be made over | secure hazard-prone areas for earthquake risk area.
Planning the next 5 to 10 years. low risk uses, identify roads or

utilities that need
strengthening, replacement, or
realignment, and can prescribe
standards for the design and
construction of new facilities.
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MITIGATION ACTIONS

Requirement [The State plans shall include an] identification, evaluation, and

§201.4(c)(3)(iii):  prioritization of cost-effective, environmentally sound, and technically
feasible mitigation actions and activities the State is considering and an
explanation of how each activity contributes to the overall mitigation
strategy. This section should be linked to local plans, where specific local
actions and projects are identified.

Update:

§201.4(d): [The] plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in
development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts and changes
in priorities....

Explanation: Based on the risk assessment portion of the plan, the State shall include
in its statewide mitigation strategy actions it has identified through its
planning process as well as those actions identified in Local Plans. The
State should describe what agencies and interested parties were
involved in identifying priorities, how actions were evaluated, and how
such actions correspond to the plan’s mitigation goals and objectives.
Mitigation actions should be directly tied to goals and objectives and
provide the means to achieve them. Actions can be:

= Statewide or property specific.

= Regulatory or programmatic.

» Targeted at government agencies or private industry.
= Construction activities or public outreach.

Plan Update:

The updated plan must identify the completed, deleted, or deferred
actions or activities from the previously approved plan as a benchmark
for progress. Further, the updated plan shall include in its evaluation and
prioritization any new mitigation actions identified since the previous plan
was approved or through the plan update process.

If the mitigation actions or activities remain unchanged from the
previously approved plan, the updated plan must indicate why changes
are not necessary.

The system identified under §201.4 (c)(5)(ii) and (iii), plan maintenance,
will be useful in demonstrating progress in statewide mitigation efforts.

Resources: For more information on evaluating mitigation actions, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 2.

v' Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning (FEMA 386-7),
Phase 3.
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Examples:

W

Original Submittal:

STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

The State has compiled a list of mitigation projects, listed here by

jurisdiction.

Mitigation Projects

O (]
55 5 g 5
28 o E 3 g 3
3> oG R a8 3 2
E < o § T E < [17] .g
®3 - E
State Comprehensive loss Flooding State Dept. of Emergency/ | $50 Million | PDM/ HMGP
Repetitive reduction program State Dept. of Public
Loss involving acquisition, Works/Local Planning
Reduction elevation, relocation, Agencies
Program and floodproofing of
structures
Allwater Increase culvert size Flooding Allwater Dept. of Highway | $6 Million PDM (multiple
County and retrofit bridge and Safety/ State Dept. of grant application
along State Highway Emergency cycles)
101
Bedlam Conduct site visits to Flooding Bedlam Dept. of Historic $35,000 Heritage Fund,
County determine appropriate Preservation/ Bedlam Association for
best practices for Dept. of Env. Historic
mitigating flooding of Preservation,
flood- prone historic Bedlam Historic
structures Society
State Review existing plans Coastal State Dept. of Env./State $150,000 Existing budget
Coastal to determine Erosion Dept. of Emergency
Zone effectiveness/ success
Management | of coastal erosion
Program policies
State Earth- | Update the State Earth- State Dept. of Planning/ $100,000 Existing Budget
quake Building code to the quakes State Dept. of Emergency/
Hazard recommended Local Planning Depts.
Reduction provisions of the
Program National Earthquake

Hazards Reduction
Program and promote
local adoption
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REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) * The plan does not describe how these
(iii) projects were evaluated and selected.

» There is no indication as to the priority
for implementing these projects.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must describe the approach
used to evaluate and prioritize mitigation actions.

N a Revised Submittal:

j The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) hired a
consultant to assist the HMC to evaluate potential projects and
prepare a capital improvement plan for mitigation actions to be
carried out over the next 10 years. The consultant met with the
HMC to review projects identified in local plans and by the HMC.
The consultant gathered relevant structure information (e.g.,
replacement value, square footage, percent of damage to structure
likely, etc.) and relevant hazard information (e.g., probability of
occurrence, magnitude of the event at the project site, etc.) and
then analyzed the costs and benefits for each project to generate a
cost-benefit estimate. The summary of results is included in the
plan as Appendix XX. Each project was then judged against these
three criteria: cost-benefit ratios greater than 1 (all projects
receiving a cost-benefit ratio less than 1 were not considered for
Federal funding), social benefits (or least negative impacts) to the
communities, and environmental benefits (or least negative
impacts) to the communities. The table below summarizes the
HMC'’s findings. In cases where the probabilities, costs, or benefits
were difficult to calculate due to lack of data, the HMC considered
the amount of damage from past occurrences or the geographical
extent of the hazard area, to assign a rank.

Projects that had additional considerations, such as historic,
environmental, or social value, while not meeting the economic
criteria, have been included and indicated in the Capital
Improvement Plan (CIP) with an asterisk. Funding for such projects
will be pursued from private sources and State and local funds
allocated whenever possible.

The State is focusing its mitigation efforts on reducing flood-
related losses as a result of flooding hazards causing the highest
losses of all the natural hazards in the state. One of its innovative
programs is the comprehensive Repetitive Loss Reduction
Program. The goal of this program is to reduce repetitive loss
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properties by 50% within 10 years. The state has the highest

number of repetitive loss properties in the country. While the focus

of mitigation efforts is flooding, the State will continue to support
other hazard mitigation activities such as those under the
Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program.

Mitigation Projects
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FUNDING SOURCES

Requirement *_1he State mitigation strategy shall include an] identification of current
§201.4(c)(3)(iv): The State mitigation strategy shall include an] identification of current

and potential sources of Federal, State, local, or private funding to
implement mitigation activities.

Explanation: The plan shall describe the current funding sources as well as potential
sources that will be pursued to fund proposed mitigation projects and
actions. It should also identify where funding is required to implement a
project/activity identified in the mitigation strategy. Funding alternatives
shall include Federal, State, local, and private sources.

The description can also include novel or alternative ways to fund
actions, such as:

=  Combining funding from various programs to implement a mitigation
project.

» Integrating mitigation actions in implementing agencies’ work plans.

» |dentifying mitigation opportunities that may arise during scheduled
infrastructure improvements, maintenance, or replacement, or other
capital improvements.

» Building partnerships with businesses and non-profits whose
properties, employees, or clients may be affected by hazards.

= Combining funding from various Federal programs to fund a
comprehensive plan with a mitigation component.

Plan Update: ) ) )
The updated plan must describe current and potential sources of funding

to implement mitigation activities. The updated plan should associate
current and potential funding with identified mitigation actions in the
mitigation strategy, not just a general statement of funding.

The updated plan must identify the sources of mitigation funding used
since approval of the previous plan to implement activities in the
mitigation strategy.

Resource: For more information on funding mitigation actions, see:
v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.
v" Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.
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Examples:

o/

Wi

Original Submittal:

The State currently uses several funding sources to implement its hazard
mitigation actions. Funding sources include: FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation
Grant Program (HMGP), Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA), HUD’s
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) via the State’s Economic
and Community Development Administration, and Small Business
Administration (SBA) loans. These funds are used to implement a broad
range of hazard mitigation actions. The State is also planning to pursue
additional funding sources.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(3) » The plan did not provide details about
(iv) the funding sources and how they are

used, including current funding levels,
eligible types of actions, and
current/past projects.

= The plan did not mention which future
funding sources will be pursued.

» The plan did not mention State, local, or
private funding sources.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must include a description of
State and private sector partnerships in place or describe the strategy for
pursuing the private sector to take a more active role in implementing
mitigation actions.

Revised Submittal:

The State currently uses several fundlng sources to |mplement |ts hazard

—————— tionalfunding-sources- These funds primarily come from Federal
and State sources, and the State is interested in pursuing additional
private sources. These sources are listed in the following table.
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Funding Description Estimated
Source Annual Funding
HMGP Provides post-disaster funds to $15M (from three
Hazard communities to help implement long- past Presidential
Mitigation Grant | term hazard mitigation strategies. disaster
Program declarations)
FMA Provides pre-disaster funds. There are $500,000
Flood Mitigation | three types of grants: planning grants,
Assistance project grants, and technical assistance
Program grants. Requires a 25% non-Federal

match and is based on the total number

of NFIP policies in the State.
CDBG Although this funding comes from HUD, | $2M
Community it is made available to communities
Development through the State Economic and
Block Grant Community Development

Administration. The grants are used to

expand affordable housing and

economic opportunities, and to

revitalize communities by improving

community facilities and services.
SBA Post-disaster low interest, long-term $500,000 (based
Small Business | loans given to homeowners, renters, on past disasters)
Administration businesses, or private non-profit

organizations. Up to 20% of the loan

amount can be used for hazard

mitigation actions.
SOF This newly created State Office was $5M
State Office for | authorized by a recent act of the State
Mitigation Legislature. This Office will make funds
Funding available to local communities for

hazard mitigation planning through an

increase in the State’s gasoline tax.
Manufactured The State is interested in forming an In-kind services
Homebuilders agreement with this association to
Association develop an earthquake-resistant homes

campaign.
National The State is pursuing a relationship with | In-kind services
Association of this association and is discussing how
Homebuilders the association can assist the State in

promoting construction of safe rooms.
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COORDINATION OF LOCAL MITIGATION PLANNING

§201.4(c)(4) requires that Standard State Mitigation Plans describe the process by which they
provide funding and technical assistance for the development of Local Plans. This section also
requires a description of the State’s processes for incorporating local planning efforts into the
statewide plan and prioritizing assistance to local jurisdictions.

When the State plans were originally prepared, there were few local plans that met FEMA'’s
planning requirements under §201.6. Therefore, States had limited local information on which
to base their plans. Since then, many local plans have been approved and adopted, providing
States with the opportunity to better coordinate with local jurisdictions.

Section 201.4(d) requires that the State plan be updated regularly to address changes in
development and mitigation priorities. This is reflected in the guidance language under
§201.4(c)(4)(ii) and §201.4(c)(4)(iii).

This section includes the following three subsections:

" Local Funding and Technical Assistance
" Local Plan Integration
" Prioritizing Local Assistance
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LOCAL FUNDING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Requirement

§201.4(c)(4)(i):

[The section on the Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning must
include a] description of the State process to support, through funding
and technical assistance, the development of local mitigation plans.

Explanation:

Plan Update:

Resource:

With a new requirement for local mitigation plans in DMA 2000, many
communities will require additional assistance, particularly small
communities without adequate resources to develop a plan. Therefore,
the State must describe the process it has developed or will develop to
provide funding and technical assistance to local jurisdictions to prepare
mitigation plans. Funding sources may be Federal, State, or private (see
page 1-47 of the Mitigation Strategies section).

The description should include the departments or staff responsible for
providing funds, plan development assistance, and technical assistance
for developing risk assessments. This description could be included as
part of the goals, objectives, and actions in the Mitigation Strategy
section.

The updated plan must describe:

e The funding and technical assistance the State has provided
since approval of the previous plan to assist local jurisdictions in
completing approvable mitigation plans; and

¢ How the State will continue to provide this funding and technical
assistance for new plans as well as local plan updates.

Recognizing the limitations of some States’ authorities, the update should
discuss how technical assistance will be used to improve the
effectiveness of local plans, particularly those of the more vulnerable
jurisdictions. Examples include but are not limited to:

e Assistance to local jurisdictions to include in their mitigation
strategies effective an feasible mitigation projects;
Planning workshops/training;

Planning grant application development;

HAZUS technical assistance;

Improved risk assessment or hazard data;

Extensive plan review feedback.

If disasters have occurred, States should discuss what steps they have
taken or will take to encourage affected local jurisdictions to complete or
update their mitigation plans to reflect changes in vulnerability or revised
State priorities.

For information about writing a detailed mitigation strategy, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.
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Examples:

o/

Wi

Original Submittal:
Technical Assistance to Local Jurisdictions

The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) provides technical assistance
for plan development to local governments if requested by the
jurisdiction.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(4) » The plan does not describe what
(i) funding support is available to local

jurisdictions.

= The plan did not indicate how and what
kind of technical assistance is provided
to local governments.

» The plan did not indicate the staff or
departments tasked with the
responsibility of providing technical
assistance or funding.

= Technical assistance should include an
outreach component.

Required Revisions:

For a “Satisfactory” score, the plan must document the process followed
to provide technical assistance and funding to local jurisdictions in the
development of Local Plans.

Revised Submittal:

s-Plan Development

Assistance

The Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) provides technical assistance
and funding to local jurisdictions that request such asmstance for
plan development
These resources are offered annually to local jurlsdlctlons through
a brochure indicating: 1) the types of technical assistance provided
to jurisdictions (funding, planning process facilitation, risk
assessment study, capability assessment study, hazard analysis,
etc.); 2) the application procedure; and 3) the annual deadline for
applications. Using the information presented on the submitted
applications and the statewide risk assessment, the HMC
prioritized jurisdictions for assistance based on 1) their
vulnerability to hazards, 2) the lack of an updated hazard mitigation
plan, 3) their access to geographic information systems and
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planning resources, and 4) the availability of local funds to conduct
a planning process. The Plan Development Assistance
Prioritization Matrix below summarizes this process.

Funds for planning assistance come from two Federal sources—
the State’s HMGP 7% planning assistance funds and the State’s
Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program funds — and one State source, the
State Mitigation Action Fund. As a condition of having
representation on the HMC, all member agencies have the
responsibility to provide expertise to the local governments
approved to receive assistance.

Plan Development Assistance Prioritization Matrix
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LOCAL PLAN INTEGRATION

Requirement [The section on the Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning must include
§201.4(c)(4)(ii): a)] description of the State process and timeframe by which the local plans

will be reviewed, coordinated, and linked to the State Mitigation Plan.

Update: [The] plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in
§201.4(d): development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes in
e priorities...

Explanation: The plan must include a description, as well as a timeline, of the State’s
approach for reviewing, coordinating, and integrating Local Plans into the
statewide mitigation plan. An established process will streamline the review
and approval of Local Plans, coordinate local and State planning efforts,
and create a common knowledge base. While not required by the Rule,
FEMA recommends listing the offices or departments responsible for these
activities.

Plan Update: The plan update process provides the opportunity for the State to assess
how it reviews local plans and adjusts for any challenges or constraints to
implementing its review process. The plan update must describe the
process and timeframe by which the State reviews new and updated local
plans for compliance with the Local Mitigation Plan requirements under 44
CFR Part 201.6.

The plan update must describe the process by which the State coordinates
and links local plans to the State plan. The State plan update should
identify areas where local jurisdictions utilized State plan information (e.g.,
risk assessment data) to complete their plans, or alternatively where local
plan data were integrated into the State plan (e.g. local development
trends). The State plan update should describe how the State reviewed
local mitigation plans to ensure that State goals and objectives were
supportive of local strategies. In this case, the State should coordinate with
locals to ensure that identified mitigation goals are coordinated so that
resulting hazard mitigation projects and actions result in similar ends.

Resource: For more information about writing a detailed mitigation strategy, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.

Examples:

See page 1-22 for how local plan risk assessment findings, when available,
were reviewed and integrated into the statewide plan.

See page 1-43 for how locally identified mitigation actions are integrated
into the statewide plan.
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PRIORITIZING LOCAL ASSISTANCE

Requirement [The section on the Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning must

§201.4(c)(4)(iii):  include] criteria for prioritizing communities and local jurisdictions that

— would receive planning and project grants under available funding
programs which should include:

= consideration for communities with the highest risks,
= repetitive loss properties, and
= most intense development pressures.

Further that for non-planning grants, a principal criterion for prioritizing

grants shall be the extent to which benefits are maximized according to a
cost benefit review of proposed projects and their associated costs.

Update: ~ [The] plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in

development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes

§201.4(d): in priorities...

Explanation: The plan shall describe the criteria the State has developed for
prioritizing local jurisdictions to receive planning and project grant
assistance. Prioritization will assist the State in targeting the most at risk
communities. The criteria for selecting communities should include those
communities that are at highest risk, have repetitive loss properties, or
are facing intense development pressure. The description can also
include how assisting communities with their mitigation projects will
achieve the plan’s goals and objectives.

For project grants, States shall explain how they will use benefit-cost
reviews to determine which projects maximize benefits relative to their
costs. These projects would have the highest priority for available
funding.

Plan Update:

The State must evaluate its approach to prioritizing local jurisdictions to
receive planning and project grant assistance and provide a current
description of its process. The plan should identify successes and
challenges in its approach.

Resource: For more information on writing a detailed implementation strategy, see:
v' Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.
For information about performing benefit-cost analyses, call:
v' FEMA'’s BCA Hotline at 866.222.3580 to order the Mitigation BCA
Toolkit (July 2003) CD.

Examples:

See page 1-22 for how the most vulnerable jurisdictions were identified,
and page 1-43 for how mitigation actions were prioritized.
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PLAN MAINTENANCE PROCESS

The plan maintenance process section requires that States implement a mechanism to keep the
plan updated to reflect current conditions. §201.4(c)(5) requires States to have an established
method and schedule for monitoring, evaluating, and updating the plan. This includes a review
of goals, objectives, and actions the State is undertaking.

The Standard State Plan must be updated and resubmitted to FEMA for approval every three
years, as required in §201.4(d). While the Rule does not require the plan to be updated after a
disaster declaration, FEMA highly encourages States to review it and determine if the goals,
objectives, and actions still meet the needs of the State. If deemed necessary, these should be
reprioritized to reflect current conditions. It is especially important to update the plan if the
disaster is the result of a new hazard or is not addressed in the plan. This post-disaster update
can be an annex to the plan.

The updated plan assesses how the State’s plan maintenance process worked and identifies
whether any changes to the process are needed. Taking into consideration future updates, the
State may find that adjustments to the method and schedule for maintaining the plan are
necessary to ensure its value for comprehensive risk reduction.

Since the plan is an evolving document, the plan maintenance process identified in any State
plan serves as the basis for the next update. The process of updating the plan provides the
State the opportunity to document its progress in achieving its mitigation goals.

This section includes the following two subsections:
" Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan
" Monitoring Progress of Mitigation Activities
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MONITORING, EVALUATING, AND UPDATING THE PLAN

Requirement [The Standard State Plan Maintenance Process must include an]

§201.4(c)(5)(i): established method and schedule for monitoring, evaluating, and
updating the plan.

Explanation: The plan maintenance process provides a framework for gauging
progress and adjusting to new conditions, such as new policies, Federal
requirements, and new initiatives.

The State must describe how, when, and by whom the plan will be
monitored. For example, its monitoring system may consist of the
submittal of periodic reports by agencies involved in implementing
projects or actions; site visits, phone calls, and meetings conducted by
the person responsible for overseeing the plan; and the preparation of an
annual report that captures the highlights of the previously mentioned
activities.

The State plan must also include a description of how, when, and by
whom it will be evaluated. The description should include the criteria
used to evaluate the plan, such as whether:

» The goals and objectives still address current and expected
conditions.

*» The nature and magnitude of hazard problems and/or development
have changed.

» The current resources are appropriate for implementing the plan.

= There are implementation problems, such as technical, political, legal,
or coordination with other agencies.

= The outcomes of actions have been as expected.
» The agencies participated as originally proposed.

Ideally, the plan should be evaluated on an annual basis to determine the
effectiveness of programs, policies, and projects, as well as to reflect
changes in priorities and regulations.

The plan must describe how, when, and by whom it will be updated.
FEMA recommends identifying the interested parties to be included in the
process.

Plan Update:
In the previously approved plan, the State identified procedures to

monitor, evaluate, and update its mitigation plan and track mitigation
activities. The results of this evaluation and monitoring will assist the
State in updating each section of the plan as part of the established
update schedule. In particular, the plan maintenance section of the
previously approved plan should assist in establishing the process for
updating the plan.

The updated plan must include:

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
JANUARY 2008 1-61




PART 1 - STANDARD STATE MITIGATION PLANS

Resource:

Examples:

o/

Wi

¢ An analysis of whether the previously approved plan’s method
and schedule for monitoring, evaluating, and updating the plan
worked, and what elements or processes, if any, were changed;
and

o The method and schedule to be used over the next three years to
monitor, evaluate, and update the plan.

For information on the plan maintenance process, see:
v Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Steps 2 - 4.

Original Submittal:

The State recognizes that the Hazard Mitigation Plan is not a static
document and requires regular review and evaluation. The State will
review the Plan annually to ensure that the plan is being properly
implemented and is achieving the objectives set forth in the plan. If
necessary, the Plan will be reviewed after a disaster declaration has
been made in the State. FEMA will be notified of any changes the plan,
or will be given a justification of why no changes were deemed
necessary.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(5) = The plan does not present a schedule
(i) for monitoring, evaluating, and updating

the plan, nor does it designate a
responsible agency.

= The plan does not describe how the
mitigation plan will be updated.

Required Revisions:

The plan must include a schedule or timeline for monitoring, evaluating,
and updating the plan. This section must also include a description of
how the plan will be updated. Include specific agencies responsible for
the monitoring, evaluation, and update of the plan.

Revised Submittal:

The State recognizes that the Hazard Mitigation Plan is not a static
document and requires regular review and evaluation. The State will
review the Plan annually to ensure that the plan is being properly
implemented and is achieving the objectives set forth in the plan. If
necessary, the Plan will be reviewed after a disaster declaration has
been made in the State.

The State has formed a Hazard Mitigation Plan Evaluation
Committee that will be responsible for reviewing and evaluating the
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Mitigation Plan. This committee consists of representatives from
State, County, and municipal government; regional planning
councils; independent special districts; and non-profit
organizations. This committee will meet once a year, in March, and
all members will be asked to analyze the overall success and
progress in implementing the Plan.

The committee will review each goal and objective to determine
their appropriateness with respect to changing situations in the
State as well as changes in policy, and to ensure they are
addressing current and expected conditions. The committee will
also review the risk assessment and capabilities portion of the Plan
to determine if this information needs to be updated or modified.
Each strategy and the associated actions will be reported on by the
party responsible for its implementation, and will include which
implementation processes worked well, any difficulties
encountered, how coordination efforts were proceeding, and which
strategies or processes need to be revised or strengthened.

The committee will then create a list of recommendations that
suggests ways to bring the Plan up to date, and any enhancements
that can be made. The State Office of Planning will be responsible
for making the necessary changes to the Plan, and the revised Plan
must be submitted for approval by the State legislature no later than
three months after the conclusion of the committee meeting.

FEMA will be notified of any changes to the plan, or will be given a
justification of why no changes were deemed necessary.

In the case of a disaster declaration in the State, the Hazard
Mitigation Plan can be updated if the State Office of Emergency
Management believes this is necessary.
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MONITORING PROGRESS OF MITIGATION ACTIVITIES

Requirement [The Standard State Plan Maintenance Process must include a]

§r21(c111(.l";iscf)(5)(l’) = system for monitoring implementation of mitigation measures and

project closeouts.

system for reviewing progress on achieving goals as well as activities
and projects in the Mitigation Strategy.

Explanation: The plan must describe the State’s monitoring system for tracking the
initiation and status of projects as well as project closeouts, indicating
who will be responsible for implementing and maintaining this system.
This is important because without regular monitoring, mitigation actions
may not be implemented as planned.

The plan must also describe how the State reviews the progress made
on actions and projects and how well these contribute to achieving the
plan’s goals. The description must also include who is involved in the
review and what the timeframe is for carrying out the review.

Plan Update:
anh Upcate The update must:

e Describe any modifications to the State’s system used to track
the initiation, status, and completion of mitigation activities;

¢ Discuss if mitigation actions were implemented as planned; and
Indicate who will be responsible for continued management and
maintenance of the monitoring system, including the timeframe
for carrying out future reviews.

The system identified in this section of the plan will support
demonstration of progress in statewide mitigation efforts under §201.4

(c)(3)(ii).

The update should:.

e Describe any challenges that hindered implementation of
mitigation measures and project close-outs and how these will be
dealt with in the future. These could include technical, political,
financial, legal, or agency coordination issues; and

e Describe any factors that contributed to successful
implementation of mitigation measures.

Resource: For information on the plan maintenance process, see:
v' Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Steps 3 and 4.

Examples:
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o

Wi

Original Submittal:

Mitigation Division staff are responsible for the monitoring and tracking
of progress of mitigation actions. The Division has an established
quantifiable approach for measuring outcomes.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’'S COMMENTS
§201.4(c)(5) =  While the plan indicates who is
(i) and (iii) responsible for monitoring progress,

the plan does not describe the
approach being used.

= The plan does not describe the
Division’s approach for measuring
outcomes nor how these are tied to the
plan’s overall goals.

Required Revisions:

To receive a “Satisfactory” score, the State must set up a schedule and
assign responsibility and resources for monitoring and evaluating
mitigation actions and project close-outs as well as progress on goals
and projects. While not required by the Rule, special attention should
also be given as to when baseline data would be updated to keep the
plan current.

Revised Submittal:

Mitigation Division staff are responS|bIe for the monltorlng and tracking
of progress of mitigation actlons

assigned one person to foIIow up with other agency staff on a
quarterly basis. The person collects quarterly reports on
measurable outcomes, which are then input into a database
accessible to all participating agencies. Once a year these staff
meet to review overall progress on achieving the plan’s goals. This
team has developed an evaluation form (see Appendix XX) that
addresses outcomes or the success of projects; assesses new
information provided through research and disaster assessment
reports to update the baseline data; verifies project close-outs; and
reviews the level of coordination among agencies, a key to the
success in implementing the plan. A subcommittee of State
University professors convenes once a year to review the new
information and make recommendations to the HMC for updating
the baseline data used in the risk analysis. This information is used
to reassess project prioritization as necessary.

Goals, objectives, and projects will be reviewed in the event of a
disaster to determine whether they need to be modified to reflect
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the new conditions and the findings appended to the existing plan.

The Mitigation Division regularly updates the State mitigation Web
site with mitigation actions that have been successfully completed.
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SEVERE REPETITIVE LOSS STRATEGY

On June 30, 2004, the National Flood Insurance Act (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.) was
amended to introduce a mitigation plan requirement as a condition of receiving a
reduced local cost share for activities that mitigate severe repetitive loss properties
under the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) and Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) grant
programs. The October 31, 2007, interim final rule established this requirement under
44 CFR §201.4(c)(3)(v) to allow a State to request the reduced cost share under the
FMA and SRL programs if it has an approved State Mitigation Plan that also includes an
approved Severe Repetitive Loss Strategy.

Severe repetitive loss properties are defined as single or multifamily residential
properties that are covered under a National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) flood
insurance policy and:

(1) That have incurred flood-related damage for which 4 or more separate claims
payments have been made, with the amount of each claim (including building and
contents payments) exceeding $5,000, and with the cumulative amount of such
claims payments exceeding $20,000; or

(2) For which at least 2 separate claims payments (building payments only) have
been made under such coverage, with cumulative amount of such claims exceeding
the market value of the building.

(3) In both instances, at least 2 of the claims must be within 10 years of each other,
and claims made within 10 days of each other will be counted as 1 claim.

In order to be eligible for a reduced cost share under the FMA or SRL grant programs,
the State must have at the time of project application a FEMA-approved State or Tribal
Standard Mitigation Plan that also meets the requirement described in the two sections
below.

o Repetitive Loss Mitigation Strategy
e Coordination with Repetitive Loss Jurisdictions

Special Considerations: States and Federally recognized Indian Tribes are not
required to meet the requirements of 44 CFR §201.4(c)(3)(v) to be eligible for mitigation
assistance under any FEMA mitigation grant programs at the standard 75 percent
Federal cost share. However, they are encouraged to amend their plans to include a
strategy for mitigating severe repetitive loss properties in order to be eligible to receive
an increased Federal cost share of up to 90 percent for grants under the FMA and SRL
grant programs. States may address the severe repetitive loss strategy through either
an amendment to their existing FEMA approved State or Tribal Mitigation Plan, or during
the review and update of their Plan.
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REPETITIVE LOSS MITIGATION STRATEGY

Requirement 44 C.F.R. §201.4(c)(3)(v): A State may request the reduced cost share
authorized under §79.4(c)(2) of this chapter for the FMA and SRL programs, if it has an
approved State Mitigation Plan ... that also identifies specific actions the State has taken

to reduce the number of repetitive loss properties, which must include properties
identified as severe repetitive loss, and specifies how the State intends to reduce the
number of such repetitive loss properties.

Explanation: This requirement supplements the risk assessment and mitigation
strategy portions of the plan required under §§ 201.4(c)(2) and (3) by
specifically identifying goals, capabilities and actions that will reduce the
number of repetitive loss properties, including severe repetitive loss
properties.

The mitigation strategy is based on the State’s Risk Assessment as
required under §201.4(c)(3)(ii). Therefore, the State must address
repetitive loss structures in its risk assessment, where applicable. For
example, in its overview of Estimating Potential Losses by Jurisdiction
under §201.4(c)(2)(iii), the State may analyze potential losses to
identified repetitive loss properties based on estimates provided in local
risk assessments. The Plan should refer generally to geographic areas
where concentrations of repetitive loss properties are located for the
purpose of identifying and prioritizing areas for mitigation projects, or the
plan may list the number of repetitive loss properties with aggregate
repetitive loss data.

The State Hazard Mitigation Goals under §201.4(c)(3)(i) must support
the selection of activities to mitigate and reduce potential losses to
structures susceptible to flood damage, including repetitive loss
properties. In addition, the State and Local Capability Assessments
required under §201.4(c)(3)(ii) must include an evaluation of policies,
programs, and capabilities that allow the mitigation of repetitive losses
from flood damage.

The State must describe specific actions that it has implemented to
mitigate repetitive loss properties, and specifically actions taken to
reduce the number of severe repetitive loss properties as a subset of all
repetitive loss properties in the State. If the State cannot show that any
action has ever been taken to reduce the number of such properties, this
criteria cannot be met.

Based on the findings of the risk assessment, the State must identify
actions in the statewide mitigation strategy that specifically address
repetitive loss properties, including those that are severe repetitive loss
properties. This supplements the mitigation actions requirement under
§201.4(c)(3)(iii). Mitigation actions should be tied to goals and
objectives and provide the means to achieve them. Actions should have
been identified in the planning process, and local plans should be
consistent with state-wide actions.

As part of the mitigation strategy, the plan must also describe the
current funding sources as well as potential sources that will be pursued
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to fund proposed mitigation actions for repetitive loss properties. This
supplements the identification of funding requirement under
§201.4(c)(3)(iv).

Plan The updated plan must specifically address repetitive loss properties,

Update: including severe repetitive loss properties, in accordance with the Plan
Update requirements for the State’s Risk Assessment under
§201.4(c)(2) and under each of the criteria under the State’s Mitigation
Strategy under section 201.4(c)(3).

In addition, the updated plan must identify the completed actions or
activities since the previously adopted plan as a benchmark for
progress. If no mitigation actions or activities have been taken since the
previously approved plan, the updated plan must indicate why the State
has not been able to complete these actions.
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COORDINATION WITH REPETITIVE LOSS JURISDICTIONS

Requirement 44 C.F.R. §201.4(c)(3)(v): In addition, the plan must describe the
strategy the State has to ensure that local jurisdictions with severe repetitive loss
properties take actions to reduce the number of these properties, including the

development of local mitigation plans.

Explanation: The State is required to identify strategies that encourage local
communities to mitigate severe repetitive loss properties, including the
development of local mitigation plans. This supplements the
Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning portion of the plan under
§201.4(c)(4). At a minimum, the State must include severe repetitive
loss in the description of its process for providing funding and technical
assistance to prepare mitigation plans (§201.4(c)(4)(i)), and in its criteria
for prioritizing communities that have such properties for planning and
project grant assistance (§201.4(c)(4)(iii)). Other strategies for
encouraging local communities to mitigate severe repetitive loss
properties should be demonstrated through specific actions identified in
the Mitigation Strategy.

Plan The updated plan must specifically address repetitive loss properties,

Update: including severe repetitive loss properties, in accordance with the Plan
Update requirements for the State’s Coordination of Local Mitigation
Planning under §§201.4(c)(4)(i) and (iii).
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An Enhanced State Mitigation Plan documents the State’s demonstrable and sustained
commitment to the objectives of hazard mitigation. This designation recognizes the State as a
proactive leader in implementing a comprehensive statewide program. The enhanced status
acknowledges the extra effort a State has made to reduce losses, protect its resources, and
create safer communities. For mitigation plans to receive this designation, the State must obtain
a "Satisfactory” score on all of the Standard State Plan requirements as described in Part 1 of
this manual. In addition, it must receive a “Satisfactory” score on each of the Enhanced State
requirements.

The June 2007 revisions to this Guidance provide important new information regarding
compliance with the Standard State Mitigation Plan requirements as discussed at 44 CFR
201.5(b). This change applies to both new and updated Enhanced State Mitigation Plans.
The sections covered in Part 2 — Enhanced State Mitigation Plans include:

= Prerequisite

= Comprehensive State Hazard Mitigation Planning Program
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PREREQUISITE

The State submitting a mitigation plan for designation as an Enhanced State Mitigation Plan
must meet the following prerequisite before FEMA can approve the plan.

1. COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARD STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS

Requirement Enhanced State Mitigation Plans must include all elements of the

§201.5(b): Standard State Mitigation Plan identified in §201.4 ... .

Explanation: In order to be considered for Enhanced Plan status, the plan must contain

all the elements of the Standard Plan (per §201.4), in addition to meeting
(Rev. June 2007) all the requirements listed in §201.5. All the elements required for the
Standard Plan must receive a score of “Satisfactory” before the plan is
reviewed for compliance with the Enhanced State requirements.

All Enhanced State Mitigation Plans submitted for FEMA'’s approval on or
after January 1, 2008, must include a current update of their Standard
Plan elements. Each State should submit its draft Mitigation Plan to
FEMA'’s Regional Office early enough to allow sufficient time for:

1. Region’s review of all required elements (Standard and Enhanced
portions);

Region’s review of the State’s program management capability;
National Evaluation Panel’s review;

State completion of any required revisions to the plan; and

o &~ 0D

Adoption of the plan by the State and approval by FEMA before
the existing plan expires.

Plan Update: If the Enhanced elements of the State Mitigation Plan are not approved
prior to the expiration of the existing plan, but the Standard requirements
have been met, the FEMA Region may approve the plan as a Standard
Plan. This will ensure continued program eligibility for the State, while still
allowing the Enhanced review process and any required revisions to be
completed. The approved Plan will be held to the initial three-year
approval timeframe, and will not be extended as a result of any additional
time needed for review, revision or approval of the Enhanced portion of
the plan. This requirement is intended to ensure that (1) all plans are
based on the most current information and (2) that there is a single
approval date for each State Mitigation Plan.

To provide consistency between the Standard and Enhanced sections of
the plan, the updated Enhanced portion of the Plan must be revised as
necessary to be consistent with all updates to the Standard portion of the
Plan.
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Resource: For more information on preparing and implementing a mitigation plan,
see:

v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 3.

v Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.
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COMPREHENSIVE STATE HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING
PROGRAM

44 CFR §201.5 addresses Enhanced State Mitigation Plans. This is FEMA'’s effort to recognize
those States that go above and beyond the minimum mitigation requirements by making them
eligible to receive an increased amount of mitigation grant funding. Strong State and local
mitigation planning processes and comprehensive mitigation program management at the State
level are important elements in reducing vulnerability to future disaster losses. It is hoped that
the Enhanced Plan option will encourage more States to take their planning to a higher level.
For the Enhanced State Plan, States must meet all of the requirements of the Standard Plan,
plus be able to demonstrate that the State already has a comprehensive mitigation program,
demonstrate that they effectively use available mitigation funding, and demonstrate that they are
capable of managing the increased funding.

The plan update process provides States the opportunity to revisit the information they originally
provided to demonstrate these capabilities. Any improvement, reduction, or other changes to
these capabilities should be noted in the plan.
This section includes the following six subsections:

= Integration with Other Planning Initiatives

»  Project Implementation Capability

= Program Management Capability

= Assessment of Mitigation Actions

= Effective Use of Available Mitigation Funding

=  Commitment to a Comprehensive Mitigation Program
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2. INTEGRATION WITH OTHER PLANNING INITIATIVES

Requirement
§201.5(b)(1):

Explanation:
(Rev. June 2007)

[An Enhanced Plan must demonstrate] that the plan is integrated to the
extent practicable with other State and/or regional planning initiatives
(comprehensive, growth management, economic development, capital
improvement, land development, and/or emergency management plans)

and FEMA mitigation programs and initiatives that provide guidance to
State and regional agencies.

This requirement is similar to §201.4(b) for the Standard Plan, which is
discussed previously in Program Integration (page 1-11), except that it
also requires the State to detail how the Enhanced Plan is specifically
integrated into other State, regional, and FEMA initiatives that provide
primary guidance for hazard mitigation-related activities.

States might demonstrate that they have integrated the plan with
planning initiatives that provide guidance by describing such activities as
coordinating with developers of State plans (e.g., statewide economic
development, capital improvement, or public works plans) to incorporate
hazard mitigation priorities; passing State laws or regulations that
mandate integration of mitigation considerations with other planning
initiatives at the State level; and/or working with Regional Planning
Authorities or Councils of Government.

When applying this requirement, reviewers should keep in mind the
differences in planning conditions among States. For example, in States
with extensive planning resources, integration with other plans may be
more comprehensive. However, States with limited resources and little
tradition of collaboration across agencies should receive credit for
demonstrating measurable progress towards integration of efforts.

Examples of demonstrated integration with State and/or regional planning
initiatives could include:

e How the State currently influences or coordinates with other
State and regional agencies to incorporate hazard mitigation into
their own programs, regulations and activities.

e How other agencies incorporate mitigation data or resources into
their planning initiatives;

e How other State or regional agencies’ planning initiatives are
linked to or support specific hazard mitigation strategies;

e How other State or Regional planning initiatives promote
mitigation as part of their authorities and responsibilities.

Examples of demonstrated integration with FEMA programs and
initiatives that provide guidance to State and Regional agencies could
include FEMA mitigation grant programs, as well as:

o Use of HAZUS within the State Plan and/or a description of how
the State encourages or supports the use of HAZUS in the
development of local mitigation plans;
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Plan Update:

Resource:

Examples:

Wi

e Discussion of how the mitigation plan is linked to Flood Map
Modernization activities within the State;

o How the State utilizes information provided in FEMA technical
documents related to building construction, codes and standards
to incorporate mitigation into retrofitting existing buildings and/or
strengthening new development;

e How the Enhanced Plan guides activities funded by Emergency
Management Program Grants (EMPG); and/or

e How the Enhanced Plan encourages and supports local
government participation in the Community Rating System (CRS)
of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).

States must demonstrate continued integration of the mitigation plan with
other state and/or regional planning initiatives as well as FEMA mitigation
programs. The update must include any planning initiatives that have
been established since approval of the previous plan and describe how
those initiatives help achieve progress toward the overall goals and
objectives of mitigation planning.

For more information on integrating hazard mitigation activities in other
initiatives, see:

v Getting Started (FEMA 386-1), Step 1.

v' Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.

Original Submittal:
Integration with Other Planning Initiatives

In furthering the concept and practice of hazard mitigation across the
State, the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) created a subcommittee to
explore the feasibility of integrating State hazard mitigation planning with
other statewide planning initiatives such as the State Smart Growth
initiative and the State economic development plan.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.5(b)(1) =  While it is encouraging that the HMC

created a subcommittee to explore
integration with other planning initiatives,
a strategy to promote integration has not
yet been developed.

Required Revisions:
The submittal must explain the steps that the planning committee has
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taken or intends to take to integrate hazard mitigation.

N 3 Revised Submittal:

Integration with Other Planning Initiatives

In furthering the concept and practice of hazard mitigation across the
State, the Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) created a subcommittee to
explore the feasibility of integrating State hazard mitigation planning with
other statewide planning initiatives such as the State Smart Growth
initiative and the State economic development plan. The subcommittee
developed the following strategy to further this work:

*» The State Hazard Mitigation Officer met with the Director and
Assistant Director of the State Economic Development Agency to
discuss integration of hazard mitigation concepts into economic
development initiatives. The meeting produced a commitment
from the Director to invite HMC representatives to participate in
upcoming strategic planning sessions. The strategic plan is to be
completed before the next budget cycle.

* The Governor’s Authorized Representative, who co-chairs the
HMC, has agreed to have the Governor’s office develop an
executive order directing State agencies to work with the HMC to
integrate hazard mitigation concepts into State operations where
feasible.

= The HMC is developing a presentation and training program to
educate State workers about the need for hazard mitigation and
the ways that mitigation can be integrated into everyday
operations.

= The State Smart Growth Office, a strong supporter of hazard
mitigation, and with representation on the HMC, has developed a
new position, Hazard Reduction Policy Coordinator. The
Coordinator is the first paid hazard mitigation employee hired by
the State who is outside the State Office of Emergency
Preparedness.

These new initiatives will create a comprehensive approach to
reducing losses in the State. The State’s CRS and FMA programs
have been in place since these programs were created. Additionally,
the State received PDM funding for all planning and project grant
applications it submitted in fiscal year 2004.
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3. PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION CAPABILITY

Requirement

§201.5(b)(2)(i)
and (ii):

Explanation:
(Rev. June 2007)

Plan Update:

[The Enhanced Plan must document] the State’s project implementation
capability, identifying and demonstrating the ability to implement the plan,
including:

= Established eligibility criteria for multi-hazard mitigation measures.

= A system to determine the cost effectiveness of mitigation measures,
consistent with OMB Circular A-94, Guidelines and Discount Rates
for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal Programs, and

[A system] to rank the measures according to the State’s eligibility
criteria.

These requirements build on §201.4(c)(3)(ii), which is discussed in the
sections on State and local capability assessment on pages 1-37 through
1-42. However, while §201.4(c)(3)(ii) requires that the State demonstrate
its capabilities to implement policies and programs to mitigate hazards,
§201.5(b)(2)(i) requires that States identify their eligibility criteria for
mitigation actions during the planning process.

Development of such criteria was formerly undertaken during the grant
application process. These eligibility criteria should be integral to
developing a State’s mitigation strategy where, ideally, mitigation actions
would be categorized by short, medium, and long-term timeframes and
then further prioritized as high, medium, or low.

Per §201.5(b)(2)(ii), States must also describe their approach to
evaluating the cost-effectiveness of identified actions and explain or
demonstrate how this approach is consistent with OMB Circular A-94.
The description should include the agency and staff responsible for
conducting benefit-cost analyses, reviews, or any other assessment
method used.

For all State and FEMA mitigation programs, the plan must describe how
the State ranks mitigation measures according to its eligibility criteria.
The system must include a process for prioritizing projects among
jurisdictions and among proposals that address different or multiple
hazards. The system does not have to be a point system or grading
scale but should clearly explain how projects are prioritized.

The documentation of project implementation capability must explain any
changes to eligibility criteria, including any that have been added or
eliminated since the approval of the previous plan, and any changes to
the system of determining the cost effectiveness of mitigation measures
consistent with OMB Circular A-94.

States must, at a minimum, ensure their Mitigation Plan includes
eligibility criteria and a system for cost effectiveness determination for all
State and FEMA mitigation grant programs (HMGP, FMA, PDM, SRL,
RFC). Project implementation procedures for HMGP may be directly
included in the State Mitigation Plan or referenced back to the HMGP
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Resource:

Examples:

'S

v

"W

Administrative Plan.

For information on prioritizing actions and determining eligibility, and for a
discussion about methods to determine cost effectiveness, see
respectively:

v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Step 2.
v’ Mitigation Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) Toolkit Compact Disc (CD).

v' OMB Circular A-94: See
http:.//www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars/a094/a094.html

Original Submittal:

During the formation of its Mitigation Strategy, the State developed
eligibility criteria for determining how hazard mitigation projects will be
addressed. These criteria were initially developed for the HMGP
application and have been revised.

Each County within the State provided a prioritized list of mitigation
projects for their municipalities. These projects included such things as
buyouts for repetitive flood loss properties, the building of tornado
shelters, the application of certain communities to the CRS program, and
the development of new routes for the transportation of hazardous
materials. The State then categorized these projects by their priority to the
County, their cost, and the timeframe for implementation.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’'S COMMENTS
§201.5(b)(2) = The plan does not list the eligibility
(i) and (ii) criteria, the method used to determine

cost effectiveness, or the system for
ranking actions.

Required Revisions:

The plan must list its eligibility criteria and address how cost-benefit
analysis, review, or other methods were used to determine cost
effectiveness of actions. It must also describe the system for ranking
eligible actions.

Revised Submittal:

During the formation of its Mitigation Strategy, the State developed
eligibility criteria for determining how hazard mitigation projects will be
addressed. itorigy fitd >
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~This was done through the State
Hazard Mltlgatlon Planning Committee in regular meetings with the
Counties. The eligibility criteria requires projects to:

* Be cost effective.
= Address repetitive loss properties.

= Be located in the most vulnerable areas identified in the State
Hazard Mitigation Plan.; and

= Have local matching funds (including in-kind contributions).

The State helped the Counties apply a cost-benefit analysis to their
proposed mitigation projects. The Counties used this analysis to
prioritize their projects. Projects were prioritized by such items as
frequency of the disaster being mitigated, financial impact to the
community, human losses, and timeframe for completion. For
example, flooding is the biggest concern in certain areas of the
State, whereas in the “flats” tornadoes are the major concern. Each
County has a different prioritization for hazard mitigation projects
within its jurisdiction (see Appendix XX for a list of criteria provided
by County).

The State is then responsible for prioritizing each of the County’s
projects with respect to how much and when State help will be
available. The State takes the number one priority for each County
and then ranks these projects by giving a certain number of points to
as follows:

= Cost effectiveness (i.e., those projects that demonstrate that they
are the most cost effective) (20 to 35 points).

= Listing on the Repetitive Loss Property List (40 points).

= Location within the most vulnerable areas in the State (10 to 25
points).

In addition to funding, the State provides support to the Counties in
several ways, including actual project implementation, seeking
additional funding, project support, public involvement activities,
and the provision of additional information (see Appendix XX for a
list of ranked projects).

The State Hazard Mitigation Committee (HMC) tracks when and how
projects are being implemented, as well as how their funding is
being used (see Section XX of the plan for more details). If there is a
problem or conflict with a project, the State acts as a mediator to
resolve the problem as quickly and efficiently as possible. The State
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also conducts “lessons learned” meetings with Counties as
necessary. As projects are completed, the State makes note of this in
each County’s file and maintains records on every project.
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4. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT CAPABILITY

Requirement
§201.5(b)(2)(iii
A-D):

Explanation:
(Rev. June 2007)

Plan Update:

[The Enhanced Plan must demonstrate] that the State has the capability
to effectively manage the HMGP as well as other mitigation grant
programs, [and provide] a record of the following:

= Meeting HMGP and other mitigation grant application timeframes and
submitting complete, technically feasible, and eligible project
applications with appropriate supporting documentation;

» Preparing and submitting accurate environmental reviews and
benefit-cost analyses;

=  Submitting complete and accurate quarterly progress and financial
reports on time; and

= Completing HMGP and other mitigation grant projects within
established performance periods, including financial reconciliation.

Because approval of an Enhanced Plan results in increased HMGP grant
funding, this section requires States to demonstrate their capabilities to
effectively manage the HMGP and other mitigation grant funds, including
funds from the Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM), Flood Mitigation
Assistance (FMA) and Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC) programs, they
have previously received. FEMA Regional offices will evaluate and certify
that the State has the capability to effectively manage FEMA mitigation
grant programs. The State is currently not required to document this in
their plan.

The criteria that are used for this evaluation are currently being refined
and will be revised with State input. FEMA has been utilizing an
Enhanced State Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan Program Information
Worksheet, dated May 2005, to evaluate the requirements under
§201.5(b)(2)(iii A-D). This worksheet will continue to be utilized until the
revised criteria are issued. The revised criteria will not be implemented
immediately upon release, but will be effective a sufficient interval of time
after publication to allow the State to demonstrate capability under the
revised criteria.

Any update of this element will be successfully met through the State’s
continued demonstration that, for the past 3-year period, it has
maintained the capability to effectively manage the HMGP as well as
other mitigation grant programs. FEMA regional offices will re-evaluate
and re-certify that, for the past 3-year period, the State has demonstrated
the capability to effectively manage the HMGP and other mitigation grant
programs.
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5. ASSESSMENT OF MITIGATION ACTIONS

Requirement [The Enhanced Plan must document the] system and strategy by which
§201.5(b)(2)(iv):  the State will conduct an assessment of the completed mitigation actions

and include a record of the effectiveness (actual cost avoidance) of each
mitigation action.

Explanation: §201.5(b)(2)(iv) builds on §201.4(c)(5)(ii) and (iii), which were discussed
previously in Monitoring Progress of Mitigation Activities (page 1-59).
States must describe how they would assess the effectiveness of each
completed mitigation action, what agency or agencies will be involved in
the assessment, and indicate the timeframe for carrying out this
assessment. The results of this assessment will be necessary during the
next plan update to verify achievement of the plan’s goals and objectives,
and to fine-tune or revise the mitigation strategy.

The State must describe how it will track potential losses avoided for each
action taken (e.g., by developing a database or GIS system) since, in
many cases, losses avoided cannot be accurately determined until a
disaster occurs and damages are assessed.

Plan Update: States must describe how they assessed, and how they will continue to
assess, the effectiveness of completed mitigation actions, including
discussion of those agencies whose involvement was initially proposed
and those who actually participated in the assessment, and the timeframe
required to complete the assessment.

The State must describe how it tracked, and will continue to track,
potential losses avoided for each action taken. Where disasters have
occurred since the approval of the previous plan, the update must include
a record of the actual cost avoidance of each completed mitigation action.

FEMA recognizes that there may be unforeseeable situations where, due
to the timing, magnitude of one or more disaster(s) and/or the large
number of completed mitigation actions for which losses avoided must be
assessed, it is impracticable for the State to complete the assessment of
losses avoided within the timeframe by which the updated plan must be
submitted to FEMA for approval. If such a situation exists, the plan must:

¢ Include a discussion of the unforeseeable circumstances (including
timing of the event or events and the number of mitigation actions
for which losses avoided must be assessed);

e The system or approach that will be used to assess losses
avoided, and

e A proposed timeframe for completing this work.

Resource: For information on how to evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation actions
see:

Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 3.
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Examples:

v

"W

Original Submittal:

The State has established a method to determine the effectiveness of
mitigation actions being undertaken in the State. During the preparation of
the State Hazard Mitigation Plan, the State partnered with the State
University to develop several economic analysis models to determine the
economic feasibility of various past mitigation actions. One of these
models considered reductions in physical damages and financial losses
that helped determine the effectiveness of mitigation actions by showing
the resulting reduction in damages and losses. Other models showed
various cost-benefit analyses to help communities decide which mitigation
activities to implement.

Several of the State’s communities currently have hazard mitigation plans
in place. The economic models can be applied to those existing plans as
well as help communities who are in the process of developing hazard
mitigation plans. The State will provide help to the local communities in
running and analyzing the economic models.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.5(b)(2) » The State is active in trying to assess

(iv) the effectiveness of its mitigation
actions; however, no specifics are

given.

» |tis not clear what agency or agencies
will be responsible for developing and
implementing the economic modeling
analyses or how the local communities
will benefit.

Required Revisions:

The plan must provide specific information about how the effectiveness of
mitigation actions will be assessed. Specific agency or agencies must be
mentioned and a timeframe for conducting these assessments must be
developed.

Revised Submittal:
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Economic Development partnered with the State University to
develop several economic models to assess the losses avoided by
various mitigation actions. These models used hazard data from
recent events to determine the likely damages to structures had
mitigation actions not taken place. The models then used the
probability of the event to calculate the avoided damages based on
the net present value of the benefits.

The Office of Economic Development is working with local
communities to help them apply these analyses. A majority of the
State’s communities already have implemented some mitigation
actions, and these models can be applied to quantify the benefits of
mitigation activities identified in previous mitigation plans. The State
Office of Planning is working with the remainder of the communities
to develop hazard mitigation plans, whereupon economic feasibility
analyses can be applied to specific mitigation strategies.

Following hazard events in the areas receiving mitigation action,
communities will be required to show what damages and losses
have been avoided (e.g., structural damages prevented, business
inventory damages prevented, rental income losses avoided,
personal property losses prevented) by implementing their
mitigation strategies. The communities are allowed discretion in
determining how they will track losses avoided (e.g., utilizing GIS or
database technology).

The Office will review these analyses and provide feedback to the
communities. The Office of Economic Development will conduct
yearly checks on the communities to ensure that they are using
these analyses effectively. It is recognized that non-economic factors
are a major consideration and are difficult to incorporate into
economic modeling.
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6. EFFECTIVE USE OF AVAILABLE MITIGATION FUNDING

Requirement [The Enhanced Plan must demonstrate] that the State effectively uses

§201.5(b)(3): existing mitigation programs to achieve its mitigation goals.

Explanation: In order for FEMA to increase the amount of HMGP funding available to a
State in subsequent disasters, it is important that the State document that
it has fully and effectively made use of FEMA and other funding already at
its disposal. States must demonstrate how they have taken advantage of
FEMA programs, such as FMA, HMGP, PDM, SRL and RFC to fund
mitigation actions. If States have used other FEMA and non-FEMA
funding to support mitigation, they should include this documentation as
well. The State should also discuss how it leveraged its own funds (i.e., to

(Rev. June 2007) provide match or cost share) with FEMA or other federal programs to
implement mitigation.

If the State has not made full use of existing mitigation programs, the plan
must explain the reasons why. Acceptable reasons include, but are not
limited to, unavailable non-federal match, uninterested property owners, or
insufficient program funds to implement prioritized mitigation actions.
Limited staff resources is not considered an acceptable reason, and would
invalidate §201.5(b)(2)(iii) that requires the State to demonstrate program
management capability (see pages 2-12 and 2-13, Part 1, items A.1.
through A.4.).

In addition to describing actions and projects that have been implemented,
the plan must link the projects to specific State goals and objectives and
assess the effectiveness of the projects in achieving the goals.

The plan should also describe the State’s strategy for ensuring continued
effective use of resources (e.g., forming partnerships to leverage funding).

Plan Update: The updated plan must document how the State has fully made use of
funding available through FEMA mitigation programs, including the
HMGP, PDM, FMA, SRL and RFC programs.

The updated plan must also document how the State effectively uses
existing mitigation programs to achieve its mitigation goals.

Resource: For information on how to evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation actions
in achieving the plan’s goals, see:
v Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 3.

Examples:

S Original Submittal:
The State uses a variety of funds and programs to achieve its mitigation
goals, including the Flood Mitigation Assistance Program (FMA), the
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the State Hazard
Mitigation Assistance Initiative (HMAI).
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"W

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.5(b)(3) *» The plan needs to explain how the
State has taken advantage of all of the
hazard mitigation opportunities currently
available to them.

Required Revisions:

The revised plan must explain how the State uses Federal and State
hazard mitigation funds and programs to achieve its goals, including the
possible combination of two or more funding programs.

Revised Submittal:

The State uses a variety of funds and programs to achieve its mitigation
goals, including the Flood Mitigation Assistance Program (FMA), the
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), and the State Hazard
Mitigation Assistance Initiative (HMAI). These are described below:

Flood Mitigation Assistance Program (FMA): The State has facilitated
the use of FMA funds by local governments for the development of
local hazard mitigation plans and projects. The State Hazard
Mitigation Grant Coordinator visits each County yearly to develop
local project applications and provides project management
oversight for the grant. The State’s goal is to have one-quarter of its
communities using FMA project, planning, or technical assistance
funds each year to help fund planning initiatives, projects, or flood
hazard studies.

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP): The State has facilitated
the use of HMGP funds for post-disaster hazard mitigation projects.
Because HMGP funds are post-disaster funds and their availability
from year to year is uncertain and limited, the State only allows
funding for local projects that are captured in existing local hazard
mitigation strategies. Also, the State uses its 5% HMGP set-aside to
help fund State technical assistance to local governments.

State Hazard Mitigation Assistance Initiative (HMAI): The State can
provide up to 12.5% matching funds through the HMAI to help fund
local hazard mitigation projects implemented through HMGP or FMA.
These funds are provided to localities based first on need (i.e., there
are few local resources to meet the 25% match requirement for
Federal grants), and then on a competitive basis that compares
benefit-cost analyses, environmental compatibility and justice, and
political viability across jurisdictions.
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7. COMMITMENT TO A COMPREHENSIVE MITIGATION PROGRAM

Requirement [The Enhanced Plan must demonstrate] that the State is committed to a
§201.5(b)(4)(i-vi): comprehensive state mitigation program, which might include any of the
following:

= A commitment to support local mitigation planning by providing
workshops and training, State planning grants, or coordinated

capability development of local officials, including Emergency
Management and Floodplain Management certifications.

= A Statewide program of hazard mitigation through the development of

legislative initiatives, mitigation councils, formation of public/private
partnerships, and /or other executive actions that promote hazard

mitigation.

The State provides a portion of the non-Federal match for HMGP
and/or other mitigation projects.

To the extent allowed by State Law, the State requires or encourages
local governments to use a current version of a nationally applicable
model building code or standard that addresses natural hazards as a
basis for design and construction of State sponsored mitigation
projects.

A comprehensive, multi-year plan to mitigate the risks posed to the
existing buildings that have been identified as necessary for post-
disaster response and recovery operations.

A comprehensive description of how the State integrates mitigation
into its post-disaster recovery operations.

Explanation: The intent of this requirement is to allow States to describe mitigation-
related activities that do not necessarily have a basis in a program or
regulation. These activities truly show State commitment to reducing
losses from hazards. States may demonstrate this commitment by
describing how they have successfully implemented programs or projects
that have reduced their exposure to hazards and how they will build on
these past successes. Each State’s mitigation strategy may include, but
is not limited to, any of those elements mentioned above. Other actions
that go “above and beyond” the requirements of the Standard Plan will be
considered. If a State has no previous experience with mitigation
initiatives, then the plan may only contain the various elements that the
State proposes to implement. In either case, States should provide a
timeframe for implementing these initiatives.

If the documentation to satisfy this plan requirement is not included in its
own section of the plan, the plan review crosswalk accompanying the
plan should identify where in the plan these various commitments are
described.
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Plan Update: The plan update process includes the review of those mitigation-related
initiatives identified in the previously approved plan. The update must
demonstrate progress in implementing a comprehensive state mitigation
program. Any additional mitigation initiatives that have been developed
and/or implemented in the intervening period must be described in the
updated plan.

Special Although the Rule requirements do not specifically mention the

Considerations: development of a statewide risk assessment as a means to facilitate
better coordination and detail in local mitigation planning, carrying out
such an activity is a good way to meet this particular requirement.

Resource: For information on implementing a hazard mitigation program, see:

v' Bringing the Plan to Life (FEMA 386-4), Step 2.

For ideas and examples of mitigation programs, policies, and projects,
see:

v Developing the Mitigation Plan (FEMA 386-3), Steps 1 and 2.
Examples:
S Original Submittal:
The State has developed a program by which it provides hazard mitigation
training workshops for local governments. The State advertises the

availability of the program through a brochure mailing that details the
procedures for requesting the workshop.

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

LOCATION IN THE

RULE SECTION PLAN

REVIEWER’S COMMENTS

§201.5(b)(4) » The description of providing assistance
(i-vi) is very brief; it does not include such
details as the duration of the workshops,
the staff or agencies providing training,
or sources of funding.

Required Revisions:

The plan must document in detail the process by which the State
implements its hazard mitigation programs and initiatives. If the program
has been in place for some time, the plan should provide details about the
results or performance of the program.

N 31 Revised Submittal:

The State has developed a program by which it provides hazard mitigation

MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE
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training workshops for local governments. The State advertises the
availability of the program through a brochure mailing that details the
procedures for requesting the workshop. After a local government
requests the training workshop, the State coordinates the logistical
details with the local government for holding the workshop.

The following State HMC representatives have been trained and
authorized to conduct training for local governments on hazard
mitigation planning:

» The State Hazard Mitigation Officer, State Office of Emergency
Preparedness

* The Hazard Reduction Policy Coordinator, State Smart Growth
Office

= The Environmental Stewardship Officer, State Division of
Environmental Protection

Funding for the two-day workshop is provided through the State
Hazard Mitigation Assistance Initiative (HMAI) and local funds. Each
County government receives up to $1,500 to arrange the location,
audio/visual equipment, invitations to interested staff and other local
interested parties, and food. Any shortfall is made up through local
funds. Since the training workshop program'’s initiation in 1999, five
workshops have been conducted, and each of these localities has
submitted a compliant hazard mitigation plan within one year of the
workshop, as required.
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Once FEMA provided states with guidance and training materials for §322 planning during spring,
2002, VDEM and DCR staff saturated the state with presentations on the requirements of the
Stafford Act, the state’s strategy to develop a state plan and the requirements of local plans.
These presentations introduced the concepts of multi-hazard planning and emphasized the
relevance of pro-active hazard mitigation. Since the Commonwealth had experienced an active
cycle of natural disasters and suffered the impacts of September 11, 2001, audiences were
extraordinarily receptive to the concept of hazard mitigation planning.

Table 5.1 Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 Plan Marketing Events

Date

July 18, 2002

August 16, 2002

November 21,

2002

January 16,
2003

January 23,
2003

February 20,
2003

March 7, 2003

March 24, 2003

June 12, 2003

October 2, 2003

October 22,
2003

November 6,
2003

November 19,
2003

Organization, Event and Audience

The Association of Virginia Planning District Commissions Annual
Conference, Virginia Beach, VA. Approximately 70 staff of Virginia’s
21 planning district commissions, statewide representation.

Central Shenandoah Planning District Commission Project Impact All-
Hazard Planning and Zoning Workshop, Harrisonburg, VA.
Approximately 80 predominantly Shenandoah Valley, Central
Piedmont and Northern Virginia local emergency, planning and
building officials.

Living within Nature; Roanoke Valley Impact Land-use Conference in
Roanoke, VA. 250 registered Roanoke Valley, Shenandoah Valley,
Virginia and mid-Atlantic local, state and federal government
representatives.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association Coastal Floodplain
Management Workshop; Williamsburg VA. Sixty-five registered
attendees from coastal and central Virginia local governments and
consulting firms.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association SW Virginia Floodplain
Management Workshop, Abingdon Virginia. Thirty-five
representatives from SW VA and New River Valley local governments
and consulting firms.

Virginia Municipal Government Managers Association Annual
Conference, Roanoke VA. One-hour presentation and workshop for
40 county administrators, city managers and town managers.
Statewide representation.

SW Virginia Mitigation Workshop for Planning District Commissions
and Local Governments, Radford, VA. 86 in attendance.

Virginia Lakes and Watershed Conference, Virginia Beach VA.
Presentation to about 60 local government representatives and
consultants. Statewide and mid-Atlantic representation.

National All Hazards Mitigation Workshop, EMI Emmitsburg MD; 25 in
attendance.

Virginia Association of Zoning Officials Annual Conference, Lexington
VA. 110 local and regional zoning officials and land-use planning
experts in attendance.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association Regional Floodplain
Management Workshop in Salem, Virginia. 30 local government
officials present.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association Regional Floodplain
Management Workshop in Farmville, Virginia. 35 local government
officials present.

Virginia Floodplain Managers Association Regional Floodplain
Management Workshop in Fredericksburg, Virginia. 45 local



Organization, Event and Audience

government officials present.

February 11, Tidewater Chapter, Association of Civil Engineers Annual Workshops,

2004 Virginia Beach, VA. 78 local governments and consulting engineers
in attendance.

February 11, Virginia Independent Insurance Agents Association Annual

2004 Legislative Conference, Richmond VA. 150 in attendance.

June 10, 2004 VAMLIS Conference, Norfolk, VA. 80 local and regional GIS experts
in attendance.

June 16 — 18, Virginia Hazard Mitigation Summit, Charlottesville, VA. 120 in

2004 attendance.
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