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COORDINATION OF LOCAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING, LOCAL FUNDING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, AND PRIORITIZING LOCAL ASSISTANCE FOR PLANNING GRANTS

This section includes changes made during the 2013 update.

A. OVERVIEW 
Much of the impetus for the strong local hazard mitigation movement in North Carolina can be attributed to the combination of State and Federal requirements pertaining to mitigation planning.  In June 2001, the North Carolina General Assembly passed Senate Bill 300 (SB 300):  An Act to Amend the Laws Regarding Emergency Management as Recommended by the Legislative Disaster Response and Recovery Commission.  Among other provisions, Senate Bill 300 requires that local governments have an approved hazard mitigation plan in place in order to receive State Public Assistance funding.  In order to be eligible for federal mitigation assistance, local governments must have a completed, approved and adopted hazard mitigation plan that meets the requirements of the federal Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000).
The Hazard Mitigation Planning Initiative (HMPI) started by the North Carolina Division of Emergency Management in 1996 placed North Carolina squarely on the leading edge of promoting and strengthening hazard mitigation planning at the local level.  Since its inception following Hurricane Fran, and the subsequent expansion of HMPI after other declared disasters, the outreach, education, training, and funding provided through HMPI has greatly enhanced the capability of local governments throughout the state to engage in hazard mitigation planning. The HMPI will continue to provide guidance and assistance to local governments as plan updates become due.
During the past several years, it was recognized by state and local personnel that our original goal of pushing plans and planning activities as far down to the local level resulted in certain inefficiencies and placed undue burdens on certain communities with smaller EM or Planning staffs or other reduced capabilities. In addition, NCEM noted that only a small percentage of the communities with mitigation plans were applying for mitigation funding through the various programs. As a result of these observations, NCEM began a concerted effort to assist with the process of rolling many single jurisdiction plans up into county level plans, and started to explore the possibilities suggested by combining several contiguous county-level plans into regional hazard mitigation plans. 
During the past 3 years, intense efforts have been made to begin to roll municipal level plans up in to county level plans and to subsequently (or simultaneously) roll those county level plans into regional plans that consist of multiple counties working together to develop a plan. The intent of this effort has been to allow local governments to pool their resources and develop higher quality plans that are more effective. Through early 2013, this effort has been very successful as 5 regional plans have been approved and adopted by local governments and roughly 15 additional regional plans are in the early stages of development. This effort has, and will continue to, reduce the number of plans across the state and will allow NCEM staff to focus more of its technical assistance efforts on fewer plans, thereby enhancing the quality of hazard mitigation plans. 
Since 2010, the planners in the Risk Assessment and Planning Branch have been more proactive in promoting the benefits of regional hazard mitigation plans.  As a result, the number of regional hazard mitigation plans in North Carolina has increased significantly.  All counties in western North Carolina are currently participating in regional hazard mitigation plans; several plans have been approved and adopted, and many more of the counties in Western North Carolina are developing their regional hazard mitigation plans. In addition, five (5) regional hazard mitigation plans are currently being developed in Eastern North Carolina and three (3) regional plans are being developed in Central North Carolina.  As of 2013, approximately 70% of the counties in the state are participating in a Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan or will be participating during the next update cycle. Since the last update cycle, the number of plans in North Carolina has been reduced from 180 to 120. Over the next 5 years, the plan is to reduce those 120 Multi-jurisdictional and Single-Jurisdictional plans to 30-50 Regional Plans. Ultimately this can save time and resources for everyone involved and make the update process easier to navigate.
The SHMO recognizes both the authority of local governments to create and maintain individual plans, and some benefits of specialization, but would like to explore the potential benefits in efficiency and uniformity that may be recognized in a more regional approach. In all cases, the state has provided technical assistance to local governments throughout the state in a number of ways that are outlined below:
· NCEM provides mitigation planning guidebooks/publications/research information, risk assessment data, application forms, links to other mitigation partners Web sites, etc. on the NCDEM Hazard Mitigation Web site. Local governments, sister State agencies, and other mitigation partners can view relevant legislation, download approved local mitigation plans, learn about new funding options, develop Unified Hazard Mitigation Grant Program project and planning grant applications, review hazard histories for a particular county, learn how to join the National Flood Insurance Program, link to model ordinances and regulations, find out who is the planning grant manager or risk assessment planner assigned to a particular jurisdiction, and much more through the Hazard Mitigation Section’s Web site.

· NCEM assists with identifying risk assessment planners and grants project managers from NCEM staff to act as the primary points of contact and providers of technical assistance for each county.  Examples of technical assistance include attending local Mitigation Steering Committee meetings, consultations with local staff responsible for developing the local plans, reviewing sections of plans during development and project grant applications and providing feedback, relaying information from FEMA on current interpretations and policies, identifying information sources at State and national levels, interpreting State and Federal guidelines, and distributing model ordinances and approved plans.
· Providing planning grants through the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program, and Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program.  Since 2010, local governments in North Carolina have received over $1 million from these mitigation programs to help them develop local hazard mitigation plans. The money that had, in the past, been targeted towards individual planning grants was targeted to encourage local governments to develop regional plans. HMGP Planning funding has now been prioritized as an incentive for counties and their municipalities to work together to develop regional plans.  In addition, the Hazard Mitigation Branch has a well-established working relationship with the North Carolina Division of Coastal Management, the agency that oversees development and implementation of local land use plans for the 20 coastal counties, as mandated by the North Carolina Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA).  These two agencies continue to work together to integrate requirements imposed by CAMA for hazard mitigation elements of the coastal land use plans with the requirements for hazard mitigation plans imposed by the State and FEMA. Although greater integration needs to occur, these two agencies strive to ensure consistency and avoid redundancy for local hazard mitigation planning. 
· The Hazard Mitigation Branch of NCEM serves as a technical advisor to the Geospatial Technology Management branch of NCEM in the development of an Integrated Hazard Risk Management and Communications tool. This project is funded by a grant from FEMA and has as its anticipated deliverable, a data-driven tool that will provide risk assessments for local and state governments and will help to identify potentially cost-effective mitigation measures, illustrating the potential for cascading impacts of natural hazards when multiple sectors are impacted. Communications tools will provide a number of ways to analyze and display information on hazard risks. This tool will provide the basis of risk assessment in future updates of both local and state-level hazard mitigation plans.


B. LOCAL PLAN REVIEW PROCESS
Hazard Mitigation Staffing and Project Implementation
The Risk Assessment and Planning Group has a manager and a staff of three full-time planners that work under the State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO.) In the past, additional assistance has been provided by interns working through the School of Urban and Regional Planning at UNC; however, since the Risk Assessment and Planning Branch is fully staffed, their assistance was not sought in the past several years. Beginning in 2010, Community Development Specialists in the Recovery Section of NCEM who formerly concentrated on project development and implementation were called upon to assist with review of local plan update submissions, but for the same reason, in the past two years, their assistance was no longer needed. 
Through interactions with local governments, NCEM has discerned that a lack of financial resources, lack of man power dedicated to mitigation efforts, stovepiping of the responsibility for mitigation planning in local emergency management, and lack of political traction for development and implementation of effective zoning contribute to less than complete or systemic mitigation. In spite of these hurdles, many communities continue to participate in mitigation activities, and during the period of the previous plan update cycle, 2007-2010, NCEM assisted local governments with securing nearly $5 million in PDM funding for 11 projects, $1.6 million in HMGP funding for 8 projects, HMGP applications for $1.8 million are pending from DR 1871, and 16 FMA projects totaling nearly $3 million have been funded. 
During this plan update cycle, 2010-2013, NCEM has once again been assisting many local communities on applying for federal funding and to manage hazard mitigation projects. These totals are as follows:

	Funding Stream
	# Grants FY10
	FY10
	# Grants FY11
	FY11
	# Grants FY12
	FY2012
	Total Awarded or Pending Award
	Comments

	Pre Disaster Mitigation
	5
	 $4,803,664.45 
	4
	 $3,878,713.93 
	3
	 $2,870,737.00 
	 $11,553,115.38 
	FY12 = Funding pending from FEMA

	Flood Mitigation Assistance
	0
	 $         
	1
	 $142,700.00 
	2
	 $1,268,836.85 
	 $1,411,536.85 
	FY12 = Funding pending from FEMA

	Repetitive Flood Claims
	 0
	 $         
	2
	 $ 
	0
	 $        
	 $      
	 

	Severe Repetitive Loss
	3
	 $642,498.00 
	0
	 $   
	0
	 $        
	 $ 642,498.00 
	 

	Legilative-PDM
	1
	 $293,333.00 
	0
	 $   
	0
	 $        
	 $293,333.00 
	 


	Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
	# Grants
	 Total Award or Pending Award 
	Comments

	DR-1871
	9
	 $       1,750,446.00 
	 

	DR-1942
	2
	 $          574,167.00 
	 

	DR-1969
	11
	 $       5,653,036.00 
	Projects Submitted - Awaiting FEMA Review

	DR-4019
	Pending
	 $    29,399,701.33 
	Lock-in grant writing ceiling for DR-4019


Although the effectiveness and capability of local mitigation programs still varies across the state from highly functional to nearly non-existent, the State Hazard Mitigation Advisory Group recognizes progress toward the single goal of the 322 plan, and progress toward the goals expressed in local HM plans. Future efforts towards standardization of risk assessments and local plan formats may allow a more quantitative look at mitigation program effectiveness and progress in future updates of this 322 plan.
The Local Planning Process in 2010-2013
Upon release of the FEMA Local Mitigation Plan Review Guide on October 1, 2011, the Risk Assessment and Planning Branch proactively educated local communities in North Carolina to prepare them for a full implementation as of October 1, 2012. The current efforts to develop Regional Hazard Mitigation Plans were streamlined with the efforts to implement the new Planning Review Tool to ensure communities are using updated tools and that compliance with this requirement is met throughout the state.
Upon submittal of local hazard mitigation plans, the Hazard Mitigation Branch reviews the plans and returns review comments within 30 days. After their initial review by the State, local plans are then submitted to FEMA for review.  Any changes required by the Hazard Mitigation Section following the plan review must be incorporated into the plan prior to submission to FEMA for final review..  The Hazard Mitigation Section has benefited from FEMA Region IV previewing many of the local plans before they have been locally adopted, allowing local governments to incorporate any necessary changes before committing the plan to the local adoption process and final review.  Once FEMA provides a comment that local plans are approvable upon adoption, local governments provide evidence of the formal and legal adoption of the instrument and plans become effective for five years from the approval date.
In reviewing the local hazard mitigation plans, reviewers found a wide range of plan quality.  This proves true for both plans that are produced in-house and those that were written by hired consultants or with the assistance of other State agencies or a regional Council of Government (COG).  The most common deficit has been in the area of risk assessment. Many local governments lack the resources to put together a comprehensive risk assessment, however, as the state’s new Integrated Hazard Risk Management tool is completed in 2014, there will likely be improvement in this area.  

Additionally, state reviewers often found that local governments had difficulty implementing their mitigation actions during this cycle. Often, due to political pressures or lack of available funding, local Emergency Managers and Planners were unable to put their mitigation actions fully into practice. In the future, as general support is built for mitigation in communities, our hope is that the implementation of actions from local mitigation plans will become progressively easier. 

Despite these weaknesses, reviewers found that most local plans contain the basic required elements, in at least rudimentary form.  Many communities have become quite adept at carrying out the planning process having done it for several past updates. Three local plans that are FEMA-approved and representative of the range of plans that exist in North Carolina are viewable on the Hazard Mitigation Branch website so that other communities may refer to them as models. 

The State of North Carolina is firmly committed to giving full credence to local hazard mitigation plans that meet or exceed State and Federal criteria.  Completion and refinement of the NCEM Integrated Hazard Risk Management (IHRM) tool will allow a fuller integration of local plan information into the state level plan. This tool incorporates all key natural hazards into the risk analysis process to produce an approvable Hazard Mitigation Plan that will include a risk assessment, a vulnerability assessment, proposed mitigation actions, methodology for prioritizing risk reduction actions and the revised mitigation plan update methodology. The IHRM tool will be completed in 2014. 

Implementing the IHRM tool will provide standardization throughout hazard mitigation plans in North Carolina. This tool will allow for all plans to have the same format, but will require input from the local communities, given their custom needs (i.e. previous hazard occurrences). In the end, the big benefit of the IHRM tool will be to diminish troubleshooting for both Plan Developers and Plan Reviewers at the local, state and federal levels.
As the local plans are on a 5-year renewal cycle (as opposed to the the 3-year cycle for the state plan), it is a constant challenge to fully integrate local plans into the state plan. Since at least some local plans are always in the stages of plan update during the update of the state plan, there will always be some local plans that do not have the most up to date information included when the state plan is being updated. However, the state always attempts to include the most recent, up to date information from local plans into its update whenever possible by remaining intimately involved in all local plan update processes.


C. PRIORITIZING LOCAL ASSISTANCE FOR PLANNING GRANTS 
As NC’s local plans became ripe for update in 2010 and 2011, it was recognized that Federal and State grant funding for mitigation planning could be limited and in some instances may not be available.  In the future, approval of funds for mitigation plan updates will be based on the availability of funds and the determination as to whether the requesting jurisdiction has demonstrated the desire and ability to complete the plan update.  NCEM (in conjunction with local governments) has been successfully exploring the option of consolidating some of the currently existing 120 local plans into regional plans based on similarities of hazard exposure, capability, and other factors to be determined. This section provides a description of the criteria by which the State prioritizes local jurisdictions to receive planning grants under the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program, Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program, and other available funding programs.

In an effort to allow some flexibility in the distribution of mitigation planning funds, the following general guidelines have been developed. Unlike hazard mitigation project grants, planning grants do not require a formal Benefit-Cost Analysis prior to approval.  These 11 guidelines are not all-inclusive and compliance with all of the issues listed below may not be required for approval of a planning update grant. These guidelines are not prioritized but instead will be viewed comprehensively when evaluating distribution of funding.
1. NCDEM/Hazard Mitigation Section will consider whether or not the community participates in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).

2. NCDEM/Hazard Mitigation Section will consider the number of insured, repetitive loss structures in the community. (And actions taken to reduce the number of RL claims)
3. Jurisdiction is experiencing significant growth, and development pressures may cause increases in vulnerability into undeveloped hazard areas.

4. Results of the State and local risk assessment will be reviewed to determine if the level of susceptibility in that jurisdiction to natural hazards has increased.

5. The jurisdiction must satisfy the criteria for the specific source of the funds.

6. NCDEM/Hazard Mitigation Section will consider its past experience in dealing with the community on other grants (such as disaster grants, mitigation projects, etc.).

7. NCDEM/Hazard Mitigation Section may contact the other State agencies/departments, and/or the local regional Councils of Government (COG) to check on their past experiences with the requesting jurisdiction.

8. NCDEM/Hazard Mitigation Section will review previous presidential and State-declared disasters to determine the number of times the requesting jurisdiction has been impacted by declared disasters and the magnitude of damages resulting from those disasters.  This review would consider impact on community infrastructure as well as families and businesses.

9. NCDEM/Hazard Mitigation Section will consider the community’s status as a small-impoverished community and communities with special developmental pressures, if applicable. 

10. NCEM will consider whether or not the jurisdiction has demonstrated the ability to form effective public-private natural disaster hazard mitigation partnerships.
11. Jurisdictions willing to serve as the nexus for creation/consolidationof regional plans will receive priority for award of 7% planning funds set aside in the HMGP program.


D. PRIORITIZING LOCAL ASSISTANCE FOR PROJECT GRANTS
At the time of the 2013 update, nearly 100 percent of jurisdictions in the state have approved and adopted mitigation plans. As a result, nearly every jurisdiction is eligible to apply for and, ultimately, receive federal/state dollars to implement mitigation projects. Therefore, the state has had to implement a process for the prioritization of these dollars and it has been an extremely successful process that will continue to be implemented in the future as disasters affect the state.
NCEM’s Mitigation Branch currently participates in all UHMA programs—the disaster-based HMGP, as well as the non-disaster based PDM, FMA, RFC, and SRL programs. From Hurricanes Fran through Ophelia, the majority of UHMA funding was comprised by the HMGP. As the Branch completed projects in these disasters, the large majority of funding between FY08 and FY11 switched to non-disaster grant funding streams as well as small disasters including Tropical Storm Hanna, the 2008 Winter Storm, and Tropical Storm Nicole. This included the start of the RFC and SRL FEMA funding streams in FY08. In 2011, North Carolina received two major disaster declarations—the April 2011 tornadoes and Hurricane Irene. With this, NCEM’s funding emphasis has re-emphasized the HMGP, especially with the future of the PDM and flood-claims based programs unclear at the national level as of the end of 2012.

To begin the process of prioritization, outreach is conducted through a Letter of Interest process with local governments. The Letter of Interest is essentially a Request for Proposals from local governments citing requested project types and coordinating the properties requesting mitigation. Training and inputs to the LOI process are supported through field visits, Mitigation Opportunities Assessments, and public outreach meetings. The LOI, an official document signed for by the local government, is the basis for conducting Benefit Cost Analysis and other project development activities.

From 2007-2012 (project development for non-disaster funding streams and small disasters), the HM Branch still used a Letter of Interest process. For the SRL and RFC programs, NCEM aggressively targeted Repetitive Loss and Severe Repetitive Loss properties based upon the Rep Loss (RL) and Greatest Savings to the Fund Lists (GSTF) provided by FEMA. During the 2010-2013 period, the Mitigation Branch pursued intensive outreach to communities on the SRL and RFC programs. This included field visits, face-to-face meetings, public meetings, letters, and phone calls to discuss properties on the RL and GSTF lists. Despite a concentrated effort to address over approximately 200 SRL properties statewide, only small fraction of these projects ended up being cost effective—even with the GSTF methodology. In fact, with the limited GSTF benefits and the fact that FMA and RFC’s new claim requirement per FY11 UHMA Guidance is only 1 documented NFIP loss, Benefit Cost Ratio remains the ultimate driver of project development, rather than number of repetitive flood claims. While Repetitive Loss factors into project prioritization and dictates NCEM’s participation in the FMA, RFC, and SRL programs, it is the benefit cost ratio of all structures which is the common denominator, not the end number of claims. This has made it extremely difficult for the state to implement these programs.
Therefore, since 2011 (DR-1969 and DR-4019, and non-disaster programs), the balance of the work flow has shifted back to the HMGP, with non-disaster grant programs “filling in the gaps” of other program types (i.e. NC will only pursue tornado safe rooms under the PDM program), or “overflows” of cost effective properties should the HMGP funding streams run out of funding. For the HMGP, please note that, per the 404 Admin Plan for Hurricane Irene, priority for mitigation is framed in terms of repetitive loss among the six cascading priorities for residential acquisition and elevation (Hurricane Irene 404 Admin Plan, p. 13, “Priorities.”)

The Hazard Mitigation Branch expects that, for the reasons above, Benefit Cost Analysis will be the ultimate driver of future project development, regardless of whether or not a property is classified as Repetitive Loss or not. That said, Repetitive Loss is factored into the 404 Admin Plan to rank project prioritization under the HMGP, and is a key underpinning of NCEM’s participation in the RFC, SRL, and FMA programs. In sum, the Branch’s very participation in these programs is in itself a policy to address repetitive loss. A bottom-up Letter of Interest process driven by Benefit Cost Analysis—with Repetitive Loss factored into the ranking of properties within these funding streams—is the best course of action for flood mitigation outreach for the HM Branch under the UHMA programs.
One additional factor that has played a part in project prioritization recently is based on the state’s recent experience in Hurricane Irene. In the aftermath of this event, many homeowners whose homes were destroyed by Irene took up residence in FEMA’s Temporary Housing Units (THUs) located on their own property. Staff at NCEM recognized that if these properties were going to eventually be bought out through the voluntary acquisition program, it would make sense to implement this buyout as quickly as possible to reduce the time citizens would have to spend in these THUs and the cost the federal government would incur from continued use of the THUs. Since acquisition of high risk properties is the Mitigation Branch’s highest priority, the strategy of acquiring these properties was given additional emphasis and a high prioritization.
E. LOCAL ASSISTANCE 

NCEM continues to provide guidance and leadership in the quest to improve the quality and utility of state and local hazard mitigation plans and projects through participation in conferences and seminars and on FEMA workgroups and discussion panels. While many communities in NC are capable of developing, maintaining and implementing high quality plans and projects, a number of communities are experiencing difficulties due to constraints on time and public resources. The Hazard Mitigation Branch provides technical assistance to local governments with Hazard Analysis, Mitigation Opportunities Assessment, Mitigation Plan development, Project Development, Benefit Cost Analysis, and Project Implementation, as well as outreach and technical assistance for completion of local hazard mitigation plans and projects. It is an NCEM goal to continue to be an active participant in the national dialogue concerning hazard mitigation plans and projects.
Requirement §201.4(c)(4)(ii):  [The section on the Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning must include a] description of the State process and timeframe by which the local plans will be reviewed, coordinated, and linked to the State Mitigation Plan.








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.





Requirement §201.4(d): Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes in priorities…





Requirement §201.4(c)(4)(iii): [The section on the Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning must 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.








Requirement §201.4(d): Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes in priorities…
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