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Standard state Hazard Mitigation Plan Review crosswalk
FEMA Region IV
State: North Carolina – Standard      
                    Interim

Date of Plan: April 2013

Instructions for Using the Plan Review Crosswalk for Review of Standard State Hazard Mitigation Plans 
	
Attached is a Plan Review Crosswalk based on the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance Under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, published by FEMA, with revisions dated November 2006.  This Plan Review Crosswalk is consistent with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-390), enacted October 30, 2000 and 44 CFR Part 201 – Mitigation Planning, Interim Final Rule (the Rule), published February 26, 2002.
SCORING SYSTEM 

N – Needs Improvement:  The plan does not meet the minimum for the requirement.  Reviewer’s comments must be provided.

S – Satisfactory:  The plan meets the minimum for the requirement.  Reviewer’s comments are encouraged, but not required.

Each requirement includes separate elements. All elements of a requirement must be rated “Satisfactory” in order for the requirement to be fulfilled and receive a summary score of “Satisfactory.”  A “Needs Improvement” score on elements shaded in gray (recommended but not required) will not preclude the plan from passing.

Optional matrices for assisting in the review of sections on profiling hazards and assessing vulnerability are found at the end of the Plan Review Crosswalk.
The example below illustrates how to fill in the Plan Review Crosswalk.  

	Example
Assessing Vulnerability by Jurisdiction

Requirement §201.4(c)(2)(ii):  [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 event.

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE
	

	
	
	
	N
	S
	

	A.
Does the plan describe the State’s vulnerability based on information from the local risk assessments?
	Section III, pp. 12-28
	The plan includes a description of local vulnerable structures.  The plan presented a vulnerability summary by regions in the state.  This information was collected from the approved plans on file.
	
	(
	

	B.
Does the plan present information on those jurisdictions that face the most risk?
	Section III, pp. 30-36
	The vulnerability description did not indicate which jurisdictions were the most vulnerable.

Required Revisions:

· Use the information provided in the summaries to determine which jurisdictions are most threatened by the identified hazards.

· Identify which jurisdictions have suffered or are likely to suffer the most losses.  

· If data are not readily available, note these data limitations in the plan.  Include actions in the mitigation strategy to obtain these data for the plan update.
	(
	
	

	
	
	SUMMARY SCORE
	(
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standard STATE hazard Mitigation Plan SUMMARY crosswalk

The plan cannot be approved if the plan has not been formally adopted.

Each requirement includes separate elements. All elements of the requirement must be rated “Satisfactory” in order for the requirement to be fulfilled and receive a score of “Satisfactory.” Elements of each requirement are listed on the following pages of the Plan Review Crosswalk.  A “Needs Improvement” score on elements shaded in gray (recommended but not required) will not preclude the plan from passing.  Reviewer’s comments must be provided for requirements receiving a “Needs Improvement” score.  

Scoring System 

Please check one of the following for each requirement.

N – Needs Improvement:  The plan does not meet the minimum for the requirement. Reviewer’s comments must be provided.
S – Satisfactory:  The plan meets the minimum for the requirement.  Reviewer’s comments are encouraged, but not required.

	Prerequisite
	NOT MET
	MET

	Adoption by the State: §201.4(c)(6) and §201.4(c)(7)
	X
	


	Planning Process
	N
	S

	Documentation of the Planning Process: §201.4(c)(1)
	
	X

	Coordination Among Agencies: §201.4(b)
	
	X

	Program Integration: §201.4(b)
	
	X


	Risk Assessment 
	N
	S

	Identifying Hazards: §201.4(c)(2)(i)
	
	X

	Profiling Hazards: §201.4(c)(2)(i)
	X
	

	Assessing Vulnerability by Jurisdiction: §201.4(c)(2)(ii)
	
	X

	Assessing Vulnerability of State Facilities: §201.4(c)(2)(ii)
	
	X

	Estimating Potential Losses by Jurisdiction: §201.4(c)(2)(iii)
	
	X

	Estimating Potential Losses of State Facilities: §201.4(c)(2)(iii)
	
	X


	Mitigation Strategy
	N
	S

	Hazard Mitigation Goals: §201.4(c)(3)(i)
	
	X

	State Capability Assessment: §201.4(c)(3)(ii)
	X
	

	Local Capability Assessment: §201.4(c)(3)(ii)
	X
	

	Mitigation Actions: §201.4(c)(3)(iii)
	X
	

	Funding Sources: §201.4(c)(3)(iv)
	X
	


	Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning
	N
	S

	Local Funding and Technical Assistance: §201.4(c)(4)(i)
	X
	

	Local Plan Integration: §201.4(c)(4)(ii)
	X
	

	Prioritizing Local Assistance: §201.4(c)(4)(iii)
	
	X


	Severe Repetitive Loss Mitigation Strategy

(only required for 90/10 under FMA & SRL)


	N
	S

	Repetitive Loss Mitigation Strategy: §201.4(c)(3)(v)
	
	X

	Coordination with Repetitive Loss Jurisdictions §201.4(c)(3)(v)
	
	X


	Plan Maintenance Process
	N
	S

	Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan: §201.4(c)(5)(i)
	
	X

	Monitoring Progress of Mitigation Activities: §201.4(c)(5)(ii) and (iii)
	X
	


	STANDARD STATE HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN APPROVAL STATUS
	

	PLAN NOT APPROVED
	5/30/2013

	PLAN APPROVED
	


See Reviewer’s Comments
PREREQUISITE
	Adoption by the State

Requirement §201.4(c)(6):  The plan must be formally adopted by the State prior to submittal to [FEMA] for final review and approval.

Requirement §201.4(c)(7):  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).

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	NOT

MET
	MET

	A.
Has the State formally adopted the new or updated plan?
	Section I, pg. 2
	STATE COMMENTS: The state will adopt the plan upon formal approval by FEMA.
FEMA Comments:
The State has not formally adopted the updated plan
REQUIRED:

An appropriate body in the State must adopt the Plan.  A copy of the adoption documentation must be included in the Plan.

Refer to the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Part 1 – Standard State Mitigation Plans, January 2008, Pp. 1-2 – 1-3.
	X

	

	B.
Does the plan provide assurances that the State will continue to comply with all applicable Federal statutes and regulations during the periods for which it receives grant funding, in compliance with 44 CFR 13.11(c), and will amend its plan whenever necessary to reflect changes in State or Federal laws and statutes as required in 44 CFR 13.11(d)?
	Section I, pg. 2
	STATE COMMENTS: In Section I on page 2, the plan provides assurances that the State will continue to comply with all applicable Federal statutes and regulations
FEMA Comments:
The plan provides assurances that it currently meets and will continue to comply with all applicable Federal statutes and regulations during the periods for which it receives grant funding.  In addition, the plan states that all applicable statutes and regulations that are referenced on FEMA approval letters will continue to be monitored and the plan will be amended when necessary to reflect changes in State or federal laws and statutes as required by 44 CFR 13.11(d).
	
	X


	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


PLANNING PROCESS:  §201.4(b):  An effective planning process is essential in developing and maintaining a good plan.
	Documentation of the Planning Process

Requirement §201.4(c)(1):  [The State plan must include a] 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.

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the plan provide a narrative description of how the new or updated plan was prepared?
	Section II, pg. 1-11
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains the process by which the plan was updated during the 2013 update process. Especially notable are pgs. 1-4 which generally describe the process.
FEMA Comments:
The Plan includes a description of how the updated plan was prepared.  This included an overview of what was changed in each section of the plan.

The NCEM Hazard Mitigation Planning staff, led by the SHMO, managed the update of the plan.  They conducted an internal review of each section of the plan.  
Staff coordinated the input of additional information from state agencies, the State Hazard Mitigation Advisory Group (SHMAG) representatives, subject matter experts and other stakeholders.   Planning staff identified agencies that had responsibility for mitigation actions and obtained an update on the status of the actions.  The SHMAG met three times since approval of the previous plan to obtain input in updating the plan.  Information and data was incorporated into the plan update.  The draft plan was put on various sites, as well as social media, to obtain comments.  Comments were incorporated into the plan as appropriate. 
Recommended Revisions:
Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update. 

2nd STATE COMMENTS: We have hopefully done some good work in making this plan easier to read and generally improving the flow of information in this section.
FEMA NOTE:

Much of the plan includes verbatim information from the 2010 plan, which was not brought current in the 2013 plan update.  For one example, see page 3, paragraph 5, of the Planning Process section.  It references 4 different years, and then states, “for the purposes of this update”.  The words “this update” should refer to the current 2013 update. However, in this case, it appears that it does not.  

This reference to data that was not brought current also applies to other sections of the plan.
	
	X


	B.
Does the new or updated plan indicate who was involved in the current planning process?
	Section II, pg. 5-11
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan describes who was involved in the current planning process in Section II. Especially notable is the Table on pgs. 5-8 which lists all members of the State Hazard Mitigation Advisory Group. 
FEMA Comments:
The updated plan indicates who was involved in the current planning process.  A list of the SHMAG members is included in the plan.  The list has been expanded since approval of the previous plan.  The State increased it outreach efforts to include SHMAG membership includes federal and state agencies, as well as organizations such as UNC-Chapel Hill, UNC Center for Hazard Studies, NOAA, several regional councils of government, local emergency managers, Homebuilder’s Association, and NC Firewise.
	
	X


	C.
Does the new or updated plan indicate how other agencies participated in the current planning process?
	Section II, pg. 4-11
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan describes how other agencies participated in the current planning process. Especially notable is the SHMAG membership table (pgs. 5-8) which shows how other stakeholder groups were directly involved in the process and the pgs. 8-11 which discusses other programs/agencies such as Floodplain Mapping and Coastal Management and describes their contributions.
FEMA Comments:
The plan indicates how other agencies participated in the planning process for the updated plan.   Examples of how agencies participated include the following:  provided updated data, provided information on the status of the actions that they were responsible for, reviewed draft sections of the plan and provided additional input, reviewed the final draft plan prior to submittal to FEMA for review.  Agencies also posted request for public review and comments in a variety of public service announcement using different delivery methods.  The Geospatial and Technology Management Section of NCEM assisted in revising the Vulnerability Assessment of the 2013 plan update.
	
	X


	D.  Does the updated plan document how the planning team reviewed and analyzed each section of the plan? 
	All Sections; 
Section II, pgs. 1-2
	STATE COMMENTS: Although the process for how the planning team reviewed and analyzed the plan is explained throughout the plan, a summary is presented on pg. 2 of Section II. This outlines the major sections of the plan and what was updated within those sections.
FEMA Comments:
The updated plan documents how the planning team reviewed and analyzed each section of the plan.  A summary of the review, analysis and changes is included in the Planning Process section of the plan.  In addition, information about the review and analysis of each section is included in each of the respective sections.
	
	X


	E.  Does the updated plan indicate for each section whether or not it was revised as part of the update process? 
	All Sections; Section II, pgs. 1-2
	STATE COMMENTS: At the top of each Section and Appendix of the plan, there is a statement concerning whether or not that particular section was revised as part of the 2013 update.
FEMA Comments:
The updated plan indicates for each section whether or not it was revised as part of the update process.  In addition to indicating whether a section was updated, the Planning process section indicates whether the revisions were substantive or minimal.
Recommended Revisions:
Delete or update information that is not current.
2nd STATE COMMENTS: We have hopefully done some good work in making this plan easier to read and generally improving the flow of information in this section.  
	
	X


	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


	Coordination Among Agencies
Requirement §201.4(b):  The [State] mitigation planning process should include coordination with other State agencies, appropriate Federal agencies, interested groups, and … .

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan describe how Federal and State agencies were involved in the current planning process?
	Section II, pg. 5-8

Appendix B, pg. 29-132, 208-299
	STATE COMMENTS: Section II of the plan explains that the SHMAG includes representatives from various State and Federal agencies and Appendix B describes the capabilities of those agencies who were involved in the planning process. 

FEMA Comments:
The updated plan states that a point of contact was identified for each agency represented in the Capabilities section of the plan.  Each representative was requested to review information in the draft plan that was relevant to their agency, in relation to currency, accuracy, and continued relevance.  Several State and Federal agencies are represented on the SHMAG.
The plan includes specific descriptions of how state agencies such as the Public Affairs Office of the NC Department of Public Safety, and the Public Information Office participated in the plan update process.
	
	X


	B.
Does the new or updated plan describe how interested groups (e.g., businesses, non-profit organizations, and other interested parties) were involved in the current planning process?
	Section II, pg. 5-8

Appendix B, pg. 188-208
	STATE COMMENTS: Section II of the plan explains that the SHMAG includes representatives from other interested stakeholder groups and Appendix B describes the capabilities of those groups who were involved in the planning process.

FEMA Comments:
The updated plan states that a point of contact was identified for each agency represented in the Capabilities section of the plan.  Each representative was requested to review information in the draft plan as it related to their agency.  The review took into consideration whether the information was still current, accurate, and relevant.  Interested groups are represented on the SHMAG.
	
	X


	C.   Does the updated plan discuss how coordination among Federal and State agencies changed since approval of the previous plan? 
	Section II, pg. 5

Appendix B
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains in Section II, pg. 5 that coordination basically remains the same as during the last update. However, some changes are noted and are discussed in greater detail in Appendix B which describes capabilities, policies, and coordination with other agencies.

FEMA Comments:
The updated plan discusses that coordination among Federal and State agencies has not changed since approval of the previous plan however, there has been an increase in outreach efforts to develop specific points of contact and subject matter experts.  This is evidenced by the increased number of representatives on the State Hazard Mitigation Advisory Group (SHMAG).  The SHMAG is a permanent working group that will continue to facilitate collaborative relationships and interagency coordination in updating the state plan.
	
	X


	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


	Program Integration

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

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan describe how the State mitigation planning process is integrated with other ongoing State planning efforts?
	Appendix B, pg. 29-132

	STATE COMMENTS: The plan describes how other State planning processes were integrated and assessed during the mitigation plan update.

FEMA Comments:
The updated plan describes how the State mitigation planning process is integrated with other ongoing State planning efforts.  Much of this information is contained in the Capability Assessment appendix to the plan update.  The plan indicates that the content is generally the same [as the 2010 plan]. It further stated that structural changes were made to reflect changes in relationships that have occurred in state government up to 2013 update cycle. 
Recommended Revision:
Continue to update the plan by updating the following statement, which was in the 2010 and 2013 plan, to reflect what changes were made to improve interagency coordination, reduce redundant tasks, and eliminate counter-productive tasks.

“Despite these successful collaborations, North Carolina needs to bolster its efforts to increase interagency coordination. There are many departments and agencies within our state government that perform redundant and even counter-productive tasks. We could increase our efficiency, and thereby our overall capability, by searching for additional areas of mutual interest among different departments, and sharing resources and information to reach compatible goals.”
	
	X


	B.
Does the new or updated plan describe how the State mitigation planning process is integrated with FEMA mitigation programs and initiatives?
	Appendix B, pg. 209-219, 301-312
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan describes how the State’s mitigation planning process is integrated with and connected to FEMA’s mitigation programs and initiatives.

 FEMA Comments:
The updated plan describes how the State mitigation planning process is integrated with FEMA mitigation programs and initiatives.  NCEM is responsible for the State Emergency Operations Plan and the newly instituted FEMA funded THIRA program.   Also, Mitigation planning staff participated in BETA test work group sessions of FEMA’s new planning guidance releases in October 2011. Ideas gleaned from that process were used to augment the process used to provide technical assistance to local governments.  The plan states that several meetings were held with NCEM staff and FEMA to provide input to the 2013 risk assessment update. FEMA participated in the SHMAG meetings and NCEM participated in FEMA sponsored workshops. 
	
	X


	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X 


RISK ASSESSMENT:  §201.4(c)(2):  [The State plan must include a risk assessment] that provides 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.
	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 … .

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan provide a description of the type of all natural hazards that can affect the State?

If the hazard identification omits (without explanation) any hazards commonly recognized as threats to the State, this part of the plan cannot receive a Satisfactory score.
	Appendix A2, pg. 2

Appendix A3, pg. 1
	STATE COMMENTS: 

The plan update lists the following hazards as those that will be addressed in Appendix A2 (Greater Hazards):

-Flooding

-Earthquake

-Hurricanes and Coastal Hazards

-Severe Winter Weather

-Wildfire

The plan update lists the following hazards as those that will be addressed in Appendix A3 (Lesser Hazards):

-Dam Failure

-Drought

-Geological Hazards

-Tornado/Thunderstorm

FEMA Comments: 
The FEMA review concurs that the identified natural hazards for the state have not changed. The “updated” plan provided a description of the type of all natural hazards that can affect the state. A list and the methodology used to determine the hazards were discussed during the annual SHMAG meetings held annually during 2010 to 2013. The following citation summarizes the rationale that was used to determine the hazards that continued to affect the state; however, it is noted that the documentation provided is verbatim to what was in the 2010 plan update with the only change made to the year to 2013.
“For the 2013 update, no major changes were made to this section, relating to the types of hazards or their ranking because climate, geography, and other factors related to presence or absence of natural hazards has not changed. The methodology used for the initial assessment and updates was deemed by SHMAG to remain valid.  However, tables, additional hazard information and disaster related update changes were made as deemed appropriate.”
FEMA NOTE:
Several sections of the Risk Assessment for the 2013 plan included verbatim documentation from the 2010 plan and contained “edits” or “grammatical “ corrections to the previous 2010 plan data. Risk Assessment data and recommendations that were provided by FEMA subject matter experts (SMEs) for the 2010 State plan update were either ignored or not incorporated into the new update for 2013.  Lack of follow up or verification for inclusion of the valuable information has had a direct impact on the factual basis and accuracy of the Risk Assessment Section for the 2013 update. Therefore, some of the requirements were difficult to determine if the data was current for the 2013 update.
RECOMMENDATION:

Additional risk data will again be provided to the State. FEMA recommends that this information be incorporated in the FINAL 2013 plan and that all risk sections be re-evaluated for accuracy and currency.
2nd STATE COMMENTS: We have incorporated the comments of the technical hazard experts that FEMA provided upon their first review of the plan (e.g. coastal hazards, flooding). 

	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


	Profiling Hazards

Requirement §201.4(c)(2)(i):  [The State risk assessment shall include an overview of the] 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 … .

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the risk assessment identify the location (i.e., geographic area affected) of each natural hazards addressed in the new or updated plan?
	Appendices A2, A3
Appendix A2, pg. 8-9, Figure 2-3, 148

Appendix A2, pg. 16, 20, 23-24, 149

Appendix A2, pg. 51; 61-77

Appendix A2, pg. 82; 114; 117,129,136,141,152

147,153

A3, pg. 5-,8,19-47,57-78, 80-88, 
	STATE COMMENTS: 

-Flooding: Appendix A2, pg. 8-9, Figure 2-3, 148
-Earthquake: Appendix A2, pg. 16, 20, 23-24, 149
-Hurricanes and Coastal Hazards: Appendix A2, pg. 51; 61 (Storm Surge); 62 (High Wind); 64 (Torrential Rain); 65 (Tornado); 68 (Nor’easter); 69 (Nor’easter Storm Surge); 70 (Nor’easter High Wind); 71 (Nor’easter Winter Weather); 73 (Tsunami); 76-77 (Erosion); 81 (Rip Current); 150
-Severe Winter Weather: Appendix A2, pg. 82; 114; 117 (Freezing Rain); 129 (Snowstorm); 134 (Blizzard); 136 (Wind Chill); 141 (Extreme Cold); 152
-Wildfire: Appendix A2, pg. 147, 153
-Dam Failure: Appendix A3, pg. 5-7, 83
-Drought: Appendix A3, pg. 8 (Agricultural and Hydrologic); 19 (Heat Wave); 84
-Geological Hazards: Appendix A3, pg. 22, 26 (Landslide); 28 (Subsidence); 29-30 (Acidic Soils); 33 (Geochemical); 35 (Mine Collapse); 37 (Sinkholes); 40 (Expansive Soils); 85
-Tornado/Thunderstorm: Appendix A3, pg. 42; 47 (Hail Storm); 57 (Torrential Rain); 62 (Wind); 67 (Lightning); 75 (Tornado); 77 (Waterspout); 78 (High Wind); 80 (Fog); 86
FEMA Comments:
The FEMA review concurs that risk assessment identified the locations (i.e., geographic area affected) of each natural hazards addressed in the updated plan.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
 On pages 2-21 and 2-25, the plan data references earthquake data for other states. This data is not needed and should be delineated to only the state of NC. Update the table to show only the impact of earthquakes to NC.
2nd STATE COMMENTS: We have decided that information concerning earthquakes whose epicenters are located in nearby states is relevant to our plan. Because of the nature of earthquakes and their wide reaching effects, an earthquake whose epicenter occurs in Virginia (for example, the Mineral Springs, VA earthquake), may have a significant impact on areas of North Carolina. Therefore, it should be listed in our hazard history of earthquakes in NC. 
Refer to the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Part 1 – Standard State Mitigation Plans, January 2008, Pp. 1-14 to 

1-18

	
	X

	B.
Does the new or updated plan provide information on previous occurrences of each hazard addressed in the plan?
	Appendices A2, A3
	STATE COMMENTS: 

-Flooding: Appendix A2, pg. 5, Table 2-2

-Earthquake: Appendix A2, pg. 20-21
-Hurricanes and Coastal Hazards: Appendix A2, pg. 27-50; 53-58 (Storm Surge); 62 (High Wind); 63 (Torrential Rain); 65 (Tornado); 67 (Nor’easter); 68 (Nor’easter Storm Surge); 69 (Nor’easter High Wind); 70 (Nor’easter Winter Weather); 72 (Tsunami); 74-75 (Erosion); 78-80 (Rip Current) 
-Severe Winter Weather: Appendix A2, pg. 82-113; 116 (Freezing Rain); 119-128 (Snowstorm); 130-133 (Blizzard); 135 (Wind Chill); 137-140 (Extreme Cold)
-Wildfire: Appendix A2, pg. 143-146
-Dam Failure: Appendix A3, pg. 3
-Drought: Appendix A3, pg. 8-13 (Agricultural and Hydrologic); 15-18 (Heat Wave)
-Geological Hazards: Appendix A3, pg. 22-25 (Landslide); 27 (Subsidence); 29 (Acidic Soils); 31 (Geochemical); 34 (Mine Collapse); 37 (Sinkholes); 39 (Expansive Soils) 
-Tornado/Thunderstorm:  Appendix A3, pg. 41; 43-46 (Hail Storm); 48-55 (Torrential Rain); 58-60 (Wind); 63-66 (Lightning); 68-74 (Tornado); 76 (Waterspout); 78 (High Wind); 79-80 (Fog); 
FEMA Comments:
The updated risk assessment is supposed to 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, then the FEMA review of the updated 2013 plan expected new information to be incorporated in the risk assessment.  An explanation of the following needs to be addressed:

· There is no mention of Dennis in 1999 on Table 2-8 or Table 2-9”. The table illustrating Storm Surge Historical accounts” should be updated to delete the last column.  This was previously noted but not updated for2013.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: There is no reason to list Hurricane Dennis in Table 2-8 on pg. 2-26 as this table is dedicated to describing the Saffir Simpson scale. We elected not to include Dennis in Table 2-9 on pg. 2-27 because, even though it later contributed to a significant event (Floyd), it was not in and of itself a significant hurricane. Table 2-10 on pgs. 2-28 to 2-31 does indeed already include Hurricane Dennis, specifically on pg. 2-29. As such, we have made no changes to the plan regarding this bullet point.  
· There was no historical occurrence listing for wind, rain, tornadoes hazards.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Each of these hazards occurs extremely frequently throughout the state and, as such, it would be imprudent to include a listing of every single occurrence on its own in this plan. We have therefore aggregated the historic occurrences of each hazard to make it easier to utilize and avoid extraneous amounts of data. All of this historic occurrence information was already included in the plan for all three hazards on the following pages: Wind (pg. 3-58:3-60); Rain (pg. 3-48:3-55); Tornadoes (pg. 3-69:3-71)
· The torrential rainfall hazard statement is incorrect. “To get generic estimate often rainfall amount (in inches)…divide the speed of the storms’ forward motion by 100. This is incorrect and needs to be corrected.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: The state is unable to locate this statement in the plan. We honestly don’t think it’s in there, but if you can point out the exact page it’s on, we’ll be happy to amend it. 
· There is no description of previous either Wind nor Tornado hazards.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: There are extensive descriptions of several tornado hazard events on pgs. 3-72:3-73. Meanwhile, wind events are a broad category of event that is encompassed under a number of other hazard types (e.g. hurricanes, thunderstorms, winter storms, etc.). As such, we have not provided descriptions of previous “wind events” on a separate basis. However, a general description of wind events in the state is made on pgs. 3-57:3-58 and for specific events, the reader can refer to any of the aforementioned hazard types listed.
· Hurricane Floyd was not the largest peacetime evacuation in US history since 2005 when Hurricane Rita triggered the largest. This documentation needs to be revised and updated
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Added verbiage to pg. 40 to clarify the original intention of this statement which is to say that Hurricane Floyd was the largest peacetime evacuation in the U.S. up to that point in time.
REQUIRED REVISIONS:
Provide updated information on previous occurrences of each hazard addressed for each bullet above. Update the tables listed above to include Floyd and/or Dennis data. Give current and accurate historical information for each item listed above to bring this section to reflect current and accurate data.
Refer to the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Part 1 – Standard State Mitigation Plans, January 2008, Pp. 1-14 to 

1-18
	X

	

	C.
Does the new or updated plan include the probability of future events (i.e., chance of occurrence) for each hazard addressed in the plan? 
	Appendices A2, A3
	STATE COMMENTS: 

-Flooding: Appendix A2, pg. 154-155, pg. 14-15, Table 2-27

-Earthquake: Appendix A2, pg. 154-155, Table 2-27

-Hurricanes and Coastal Hazards (All): Appendix A2, pg. 154-155, Table 2-27

-Severe Winter Weather (All): Appendix A2, pg. 154-155, Table 2-27

-Wildfire: Appendix A2, pg. 154-155, Table 2-27
-Dam Failure: Appendix A3, pg. 87-88, Table 3-17
-Drought (All): Appendix A3, pg. 87-88, Table 3-17
-Geological Hazards (All): Appendix A3, pg. 87-88, Table 3-17
-Tornado/Thunderstorm (All): Appendix A3, pg. 87-88, Table 3-17
FEMA Comments:
The updated plan included the probability of future events for each hazard addressed in the plan; however, the information again is a reiteration of the 2010 plan with inserted edits.
2nd STATE COMMENTS: I disagree with this comment to some degree. Our primary references for probability of hazards in the 2013 plan are two tables (Table 2-27 and Table 3-17) located at the end of each appendix (A2 and A3). These tables are new to the 2013 plan and were not found in any form in the 2010 plan. 
	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


	Assessing Vulnerability
Requirement §201.4(c)(2)(ii):  [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 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 identified hazard areas shall also be addressed … .
Requirement §201.4(d): Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development…


	Assessing Vulnerability by Jurisdiction

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan describe the State’s vulnerability based on estimates provided in local risk assessments as well as the State risk assessment?
	Appendix A6, pg. 1-34

Appendix A9, pg. 1-21
	STATE COMMENTS: Appendix A9, pgs. 2-3 explain that local risk assessments were integrated with the state level risk assessment to provide a comprehensive outlook on risk. This information was utilized in Appendix A6, where the plan lays out the state’s vulnerability by county in terms of both exposure and hazard risk. Appendix A6 provides maps for each of the exposure categories as well as for each of the hazards describing relative risk for each county in the state based on that particular exposure category or hazard. 
-Population Vulnerability: A6, pg. 4

-Economic Vulnerability: A6, pg. 5

-Structural Vulnerability: A6, pg. 6

-Critical Facility Vulnerability: A6, pg. 7

-Transportation Vulnerability: A6, pg. 8

-Environmental Vulnerability: A6, pg. 9

-Flood Vulnerability: A6, pg. 11

-Earthquake Vulnerability: A6, pg. 12

-Hurricane/Coastal Hazard Vulnerability: A6, pg. 13

-Severe Winter Weather Vulnerability: A6, pg. 14

-Wildfire Vulnerability: A6, pg. 15

-Dam Failure Vulnerability: A6, pg. 16

-Drought Vulnerability: A6, pg. 17

-Geological Vulnerability: A6, pg. 18

-Tornado/Thunderstorm Vulnerability: A6, pg. 19

-Total Vulnerability: A6, pg. 20

In Appendix A6, a Total Vulnerability score for each county is portrayed on pg. 20. This is followed by information concerning dollar value estimates for potential losses on pgs. 22-31. The plan provides a more specific analysis of the 5 greater hazards in terms of potential dollar losses.
FEMA Comments:
The updated plan included a description the State’s vulnerability based on information gathered from local risk assessments compared to the State risk assessment; however, some of the documentation again is a reiteratation of the 2010 plan with minor edits. On the other hand, the NC planners did document how they developed a new process to ensure state and local integration planning efforts were recognized. They described how they encountered difficulty that existed in terms of comparing the risk assessment of local governments and the state since many local governments assess risks utilizing different scales and a variety of different processes to determine local levels of risk to hazards. The documentation did include how the SHMAG was involved in the update of the risk section located in Appendix 6 and 9. In some instances the sections, were improved and the state did make an effort to show that there was input from the SHMAG during the annual meetings. It appears the state’s method of updating relied on inserting editorial documentation versus providing new material. Since changes to the Risk Assessment ought to be based on results of the evaluation method identified in the Plan Maintenance section of the previously approved 2010 plan, the update should include a narrative that explains the findings from the identified evaluation methodology and how they were incorporated into the Risk Assessment. The State did accomplish a comprehensive review but because the documentation was repetitious in composition, some of the better points were no always evident.

	
	X

	B.
Does the new or updated plan describe the State’s vulnerability in terms of the jurisdictions most threatened and most vulnerable to damage and loss associated with hazard event(s)?
	Appendix A5, pg. 1-16

Appendix A6, pg. 1-34

Appendix A7, pg. 1-91
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan describes the most threatened jurisdictions in terms of damage and loss associated with each of the hazard events on a county by county basis. There are extensive maps and tables in each of these sections demonstrating which jurisdictions are most vulnerable. Especially notable are the following: Appendix A5, pg. 16; Appendix A6, pg. 20, 23-27, 31-34; Appendix A7, pg. 3-7.
Appendix A5 outlines the Exposure scores for each county, which are based on 6 exposure categories. These scores are combined with hazard risk scores from Appendices A2 and A3 to calculate vulnerability scores, which are outlined in Appendix A6. In Appendix A7, state owned structure vulnerability is addressed specifically on a county-by-county basis. 

FEMA Comments:
The updated plan described the State’s vulnerability in terms of the jurisdictions most threatened and most vulnerable to damage and loss associated with hazard event. The State changed how  jurisdictions were determined to be most vulnerable  and at risk to the identified hazards  during the 2013 by removing  tables which describe the top counties for each exposure and documenting this information in the maps for each exposure category sufficiently demonstrating which counties that contain the highest levels of exposure. This provided a better understanding of the counties at the most risk.
	
	X

	C.  Does the updated plan explain the process used to analyze the information from the local risk assessments, as necessary?
	Appendix A9, pg. 2-3, 4-21
Appendix A6, pg. 1
	STATE COMMENTS: In Appendix A9, the plan analyzes each of the local level risk assessments in the state in terms of the nine hazards outlined in the state risk assessment and ensures that all hazards from local plans are covered in the state plan. The specific methodology of how this process was carried out is outlined on pgs. 2-3 and each hazard is described thereafter.
In addition, in Appendix A6, pg. 1, the plan explains that local risk assessments were utilized in conjunction with the state risk assessment during the update process.

FEMA Comments:
The 2013 updated plan gave explanations of the process used to analyze information from the local risk assessments. The plan documents how the planning team “completely overhauled” this section and produced a new format since they have been “intimately involved all of the local level planning efforts that have taken place during the most recent local mitigation plan update cycle”. There was documentation of how they met with local jurisdictions and participated directly with the development of plan updates. The planners had a firsthand knowledge about the risks for each local government and the capacity they have to mitigate those risks. Their hands-on approach improved state-local relationships and has been beneficial in terms of ensuring consistency and integration between local plans and the updated 2013 state plan. This was demonstration of an improvement over the update for the 2010 plan.

	
	X


	D.  Does the updated plan reflect changes in development for jurisdictions in hazard prone areas?
	Appendix A8, pg. 1-32 
Appendix A5, pg. 3-12
Appendix A6, pg. 4-8, 11-21, 24-27
Appendix A7, pg. 4-6, 82-90
	STATE COMMENTS: Appendix A8 is dedicated to changes in social vulnerability and demographic data. As such, there is a significant amount of information from the 2010 Census (which was not available during the last update) concerning population growth and construction in each of the counties of North Carolina. Especially important tables and maps are located on the following pages: Appendix A8, pg. 2-7, 19-27.
Appendix A5 reflects changes in development by incorporating several indicators of exposure related to development such as population, economic activity, structures, critical facilities, and transportation facilities. These categories help indicate which counties have the highest level of development in the state.

Appendix A6 includes changes in development as it incorporates the exposure categories from Appendix A5 and combines them with the hazard risk scores in Appendices A2 and A3. This indicates which hazard prone counties have the most development.

Appendix A7 specifically describes state owned facilities, demonstrating areas of the state that have developed new facilities in hazard prone areas. The state owned critical facilities score is combined with hazard scores to show which counties are most hazard prone in terms of state owned critical facilities.
FEMA Comments:
The updated plan documented changes in development for jurisdictions in hazard prone areas in a very complete analysis in Appendices 5 and 8. The following summarizes how the state described population growth as an example of how this could trigger increased vulnerabilities and risks, particularly during disaster events
To illustrate the correlation between population growth and development in high hazard areas, the plan included a that shows the counties that have experienced high growth during 2000 to 2010 and were expected to have high growth during the next twenty (20) years. The plan also stated, “that many of the counties that experienced the highest growth rates (over 35%) were included in presidential disaster declarations from 2008 to 2011.  Indeed, two counties received major damage in 2 of the declarations each in that time period and 4 of the top 5 counties in terms of growth, experienced at least one federally declared disaster in the last 5 years.”
This was good quality documentation of how changes in development in one aspect, population growth, were documented. .
	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


	Assessing Vulnerability of State Facilities

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan describe the types of State owned or operated critical facilities located in the identified hazard areas?
	Appendix A7, pg. 1-91, especially 4-6, 82-90
Appendix A5, pg. 8-10
Appendix A6, pg. 7
	STATE COMMENTS: Most of the information on state owned critical facilities can be found in Appendix A7 of the plan which contains a complete list of state owned critical facilities (pg. 10-80) and combines that information with the hazard risk data in a series of maps (pg. 82-90) to demonstrate which counties contain the highest levels of state owned critical facility vulnerability. 
Appendices A5 and A6 also incorporate information about state owned critical facilities in that they utilize information on state owned critical facilities as a part of the overall vulnerability assessment. 
FEMA Comments:
To satisfy this requirement, the State provided excellent documentation. For example, they stated: “During the 2013 update, the methodology for assessing the vulnerability of state owned facilities to each of the hazards was changed. For the 2013 update an analysis that was completed based on the count of the number of state owned facilities and each county’s relative risk to each hazard outlined in Appendices A2 and A3, the state owned facility vulnerability was calculated.”. They also noted that the analyses that were completed in the 2010 update were haphazardly done on a mix of hazards and sub-hazards. For the 2013 update, the State  planning team determined that the nine  identified major hazards were the most important to evaluate and, for consistency, only these nine hazards  should be analyzed in terms of state owned critical facility vulnerability.

 
	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


	Estimating Potential Losses
Requirement §201.4(c)(2)(iii):  [The State risk assessment shall include 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.
Requirement §201.4(d): Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development…
Estimating Potential Losses by Jurisdiction

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan present an overview and analysis of the potential losses to the identified vulnerable structures?
	Appendix A6, pg. 22-34
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains in Appendix A6, pg. 22 that the total structural value (pg. 24-27) of property in a county is used for many of the hazards as the potential dollar loss value since that is the best available data for these hazards. However, for several of the hazards, more accurate estimates were developed and these are presented on pg. 31-34.
FEMA Comments:
During the period between Jan. 2009 and Dec. 2012, the NC Hazard Mitigation staff reviewed more than 120 local Hazard Mitigation plans. As part of the local update review process, they reviewed risk assessments with regard to changes identified at the local level. There were no newly identified hazard events for North Carolina. Vulnerability estimates and the potential loss estimates that were described were the results of both state and local risk assessments. The total vulnerability for the counties in NC is the summary of the total hazard risks identified and the total exposure for the state.  These indicators of vulnerability for the state took equally into account the hazard’s probability of occurrence and the number of people, employees, structures, and facilities that could be affected in those areas.  Each of the six exposure categories were utilized with each of the hazard groups to determine the total vulnerability. This revised method of determining potential losses for the update was a better process.

	
	X

	B.
Are the potential losses based on estimates provided in local risk assessments as well as the State risk assessment?
	Appendix A6, pg. 22-34

Appendix A9, pg. 1-21
	STATE COMMENTS: Appendix A9 explains that local risk assessments were utilized and analyzed in the development of the state risk assessment and, as such, potential dollar loss estimates were necessarily an element of that incorporation (pg. 3).

As described above, Appendix A6 provides the information on overall potential loss estimate information on a county by county basis. This information is based on a combination of the state risk assessment and local risk assessments and can be found on pgs. 22-34 of Appendix A6 in the plan.
FEMA Comments:
The Plan Update discussed potential losses by developing a system of identified vulnerabilities for every county. The removed tables, which described the top counties for each vulnerability category and replaced the information with maps for each vulnerability category to demonstrate the counties that contain the highest levels of vulnerability. The maps were much improved and provided a picture of how local and state risk assessments were linked.
	
	X

	C.  Does the updated plan reflect the effects of changes in development on loss estimates? 
	Appendix A5, pg. 1-16

Appendix A6, pg. 1-34, especially 22-34

Appendix A8, pg. 1-30 
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan incorporates information from the 2010 Census as well as updated information from local governments to reflect changes in development. Most of this information is included directly in Appendix A8, however, this information is the basis for the exposure and vulnerability assessment in Appendices A5 and A6. Therefore, where potential loss estimates are made in Appendix A6, they are based on information that reflects changes in development. 
FEMA Comments:
The updated plan documented the effects of changes in development on loss estimates using population data from the 2010 US Census and local plan data. Growth and development o occurred in Wake and Mecklenburg counties, the two largest counties in the state, and the counties contiguous to these major metropolitan areas. Population growth and low residential housing increases did not provide significant changes. It was also noted that a national economic downturn beginning in the late spring of 2008 reduced building starts nationwide as well as in North Carolina. The NC Planners determined that there was no significant increase in loss estimates based on changes in land use and development for the state.

	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


	Estimating Potential Losses of State Facilities

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan present an estimate of the potential dollar losses to State owned or operated buildings, infrastructure, and critical facilities in the identified hazard areas?
	Appendix A7, pg. 2-7, 10-80
Figure 7-2
Page 7-1-
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan includes an estimate of potential dollar losses for all state owned buildings (pg. 3) and all state owned assets (pg. 6-7). It also includes dollar values for all state owned critical facilities in Table 7-2 on pg. 10-80. 
FEMA Comments:
The updated state plan provided a comprehensive potential dollar losses to State owned or operated facilities, infrastructure, and critical facilities using the North Carolina State Property Office’s updated list of state-owned structures effective January 1, 2013. This inventory included the identification of 11, 968 structures such as buildings, service trailers, storage sheds, picnic shelters, restrooms, pump houses, and other structures. They identified the highest concentration of exposure for all state-owned assets location including buildings and transportation systems were in Wake, Mecklenburg, Orange, and Guilford Counties. An illustration was provided for the total exposure of state-owned assets by county. “ The NCEM Mitigation staff reviewed the entire property list during the 2013 update and compared the building descriptions to the 18 Critical Infrastructure and Key Resource Sectors identified by the US Department of Homeland Security. This updated section reflected an organized and comprehensive evaluation of state owned and operated faculties.

	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


MITIGATION STRATEGY:   §201.4(c)(3) [To be effective the plan must include a] Mitigation Strategy that provides the State’s blueprint for reducing the losses identified in the risk assessment.
	Hazard Mitigation Goals

Requirement §201.4(c)(3)(i):  [The State mitigation strategy shall include a] description of State goals to guide the selection of activities to mitigate and reduce potential losses.
Requirement §201.4(d): Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes in priorities…


	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan provide a description of State mitigation goals that guide the selection of mitigation activities?  
	Section III, pg. 2, 3-4
Section III

Pages 1 - 2

	STATE COMMENTS: The plan contains a single goal as well as 5 objectives that are intended to guide mitigation activities. These are listed on pg. 2 and the objectives are described in further depth on pg. 3-4
FEMA Comments: The Updated Plan provides a description of State mitigation goals with the explanation that the State Hazard Mitigation Advisory Group (SHMAG) developed a single goal. The single goal is to “reduce the State’s vulnerability and increase resilience to natural hazards, in order to protect people, property and natural resources”.  This was the same single goal included in the 2010 Update.

(NOTE: Ninety-five percent (95%) of the description in the 2013 Update is the same verbiage as the 2010 Update, with 16 less words).
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

For more information, see “Hazard Mitigation Goals” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-35 thru 1-37.
	
	X

	B.  Does the updated plan demonstrate that the goals were assessed and either remain valid or have been revised? 
	Section III, pg. 1-2

	STATE COMMENTS: Pages 1-2 of the plan explain that the planning team analyzed the goals and objectives of the plan which remained more or less the same; however, they did update and reword Objective 5. 
FEMA Comments: 
The Updated Plan does not include an assessment of the State’s single goal or an explanation of why it remains valid.  Its description is accompanied by five objectives, which were labeled as strategies in the 2010 update. The details for the “new” objectives are 90% verbatim to what was included in the 2010 Update, with sixty-six fewer words. 

Goals may be reaffirmed or updated based on more current information, including updated or new risk assessments or changes in State’s mitigation priorities.
REQUIRED REVISIONS:
· 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.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: The plan now includes an explanation on pg. 2 that concerns our review of the state’s goal
· The Plan must tie the goals to the risk assessment findings.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: The plan now includes a description of how the goals are tied to the risk assessment on pg. 2
· The Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts and changes in priorities.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Below is an explanation of where in the plan each of the above are now met
· Changes in development: The plan explains on pg. 2 that information on changes in development from Appendices A5-A8 was analyzed and incorporated into the mitigation strategy update.
· Progress in statewide mitigation efforts: Table III-1, which starts on pg. 12 contains a column called “Progress Toward Action” which describes the progress made statewide in terms of our mitigation efforts.
· Changes in priority: On pg. 5, the plan explains that generally there were few changes in priority identified for the mitigation actions. However, there were some changes, as several of the new actions received high prioritization scores.
Recommended Revisions:

· The goals and objectives should be based on the findings of the local and state risk assessments.

· The goals and objectives should represent a long-term vision for hazard reduction or enhancement of mitigation capabilities

· The updated Plan should point out which objectives have been met and identify new objectives.

· The goals and objectives should represent a long-term vision for hazard reduction or enhancement of mitigation capabilities

· The updated Plan should point out which objectives have been met and identify new objectives.
· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

For more information, see “Hazard Mitigation Goals” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-35 thru 1-37.
	X
	

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


	State Capability Assessment ˨  Requirement §201.4(c)(3)(ii):  [The State mitigation strategy shall include 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 [and] a discussion of State funding capabilities for hazard mitigation projects … .

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan include an evaluation of the State’s pre-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities?
	Section B, pg. 8-132

	STATE COMMENTS: Appendix B, pg. 8-132 explains in detail the pre-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities of the state including the specific roles and responsibilities of the Mitigation Branch as well the contributions of other state agencies to pre-disaster management and the overall mitigation process. 
FEMA Comments: 
Appendix B contains the State capabilities documentation.  Approximately thirty-one percent (31%) of the text from the State’s evaluation in the 2010 Update was deleted for the 2013 Plan Update. The remaining sixty-nine percent (69%) is what has been used verbatim for the 2013 Plan Update. (NOTE: Only about one-percent (1%) of the documentation was changed). 

The Plan update provides an opportunity for the State to re-evaluate its pre-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities.

There were opportunities to re-evaluate and update this information to make it more current. For example, most of the information appears to stop at the year 2002. Additionally, in the places where hurricane damages were described, Hurricane Irene (2011) was very rarely included.

REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Plan Update must contain a re-evaluation of the State’s pre- disaster hazard management policies, programs and capabilities.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many revisions have been made throughout the document to demonstrate that the state has indeed re-evaluated its pre-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities. Although in many cases the text of the plan includes the same description, we have added language to explain that often the structure and capabilities of state government and its agencies has not changed since the last update of this plan in 2010. However, in cases where changes have occurred, that information is documented in the plan. 
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “State Capability Assessment” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-39 thru 1-42.
	X
	

	B.
Does the new or updated plan include an evaluation of the State’s post-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities?
	Section B, pg. 8-132
	STATE COMMENTS: Appendix B, pg. 8-132 also evaluates the state’s post-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities which is primarily carried out by the Mitigation Branch within the Division of Emergency Management’s Recovery Section. A number of post-disaster programs are listed under the agencies to which they pertain in this section of the plan.
FEMA Comments:  
By the State’s own admission, very little has been changed in the Updated Plan for Appendix B, which contains the State capabilities documentation.  Thirty-one percent (31%) of the text from the State’s evaluation from the 2010 Update was deleted for the 2013 Plan Update. The remaining sixty-nine percent (69%) is what has been used verbatim for the 2013 Plan Update. (NOTE: Only about one-percent (1%) of the documentation was changed). 

The Plan update provides an opportunity for the State to re-evaluate its post-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities.

There were opportunities to re-evaluate and update this information to make it more current. 

REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Plan Update must contain a re-evaluation of the State’s post- disaster hazard management policies, programs and capabilities.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many revisions have been made throughout the document to demonstrate that the state has indeed re-evaluated its post-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities. Although in many cases the text of the plan includes the same description, we have added language to explain that often the structure and capabilities of state government and its agencies has not changed since the last update of this plan in 2010. However, in cases where changes have occurred, that information is documented in the plan. 
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “State Capability Assessment” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-39 thru 1-42.
	X
	

	C.
Does the new or updated plan include an evaluation of the State’s policies related to development in hazard prone areas?
	Appendix B, pg. 8-132, especially 41--51, 58-60, 74-77
	STATE COMMENTS: In Appendix B, pg. 8-132, the plan outlines many of the state’s policies regarding development in hazard prone areas. These range in scale from Senate Bill 300 which mandates certain standards be met within the planning process to the use of local Building Codes and CAMA Land Use Plans, which are mandated at the state level and carried out at the local level.
FEMA Comments:  
Within Appendix B, the Updated Plan contains the following statement: “Please note that for the 2013 Hazard Mitigation Plan Update the State’s policies related to development in hazard-prone areas has changed since the previous Plan Update submission”. 

This is the same, verbatim statement that was in the 2010 Plan Update, with the exception of the year change to 2013.  As pointed out previously, Appendix B is 69% verbatim text from the previous update (with 31% deleted), and none of the documentation related to development in hazard-prone areas has been updated for the 2013 Update.

REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Plan Update must include an evaluation of the State’s policies related to development in hazard-prone areas.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many revisions have been made throughout the document to demonstrate that the state has evaluated its policies related to development in hazard prone areas. Although in many cases the text of the plan includes the same description, we have added language to explain that often the structure and capabilities of state government and its agencies has not changed since the last update of this plan in 2010. However, in cases where changes have occurred, that information is documented in the plan. 
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

For more information, see “State Capability Assessment” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-39 thru 1-42.
	X
	

	D.
Does the new or updated plan include a discussion of State funding capabilities for hazard mitigation projects?
	Appendix B, pg. 301-332
Appendix B

Page 8
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains the funding capabilities of the state in Appendix B, pg. 301-332. These funding capabilities include a number of federal and state programs which the state has successfully utilized in the past and plans to utilize in the future.
FEMA COMMENTS:  
Within the 1% of the documentation that did change for the 2013 Plan Update, the State has concluded that funding capabilities for hazard mitigation projects have not changed significantly in the last three years.  A discussion of State funding capabilities, taken from the previous 2010 plan, follows. 
Recommended Revision:

· Several of FEMA’s feedback assessments for Local Plan reviews contain significant other funding sources that are not included in this Plan Update. Please refer back to these resources, and include them in any discussions of funding capabilities.
· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “State Capability Assessment” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-39 thru 1-42.
	
	X

	E.  Does the updated plan address any hazard management capabilities of the State that have changed since approval of the previous plan? 
	Section B, pg. 8-132
	STATE COMMENTS: Although there were no major changes to the state’s capabilities since the previous plan was approved, many minor changes have been integrated throughout Appendix B. The portion Appendix B that is related to State Capabilities is located in pgs. 8-132. This information has been evaluated and updated according to new structures of government and programs within the state that can be leveraged for mitigation. 
FEMA Comments:  
As pointed out previously, thirty-one percent (31%) of the text from the State’s evaluation from the 2010 Update was deleted for the 2013 Plan Update. The remaining sixty-nine percent (69%) is what has been used verbatim for the 2013 Plan Update. Only about one-percent (1%) of the documentation was changed, and it did not address hazard management capabilities of the State that have changed since approval of the previous plan. 

REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Plan Update must address any hazard management capabilities of the State that have changed since approval of the previous plan.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many revisions have been made throughout the document to describe changes to hazard management capabilities since the approval of the previous plan. 
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “State Capability Assessment” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages1-39 thru 1-42.
	X
	

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


	Local Capability Assessment˨
Requirement §201.4(c)(3)(ii):  [The State mitigation strategy shall include] a general description and analysis of the effectiveness of local mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities.

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan present a general description of the local mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities?
	Appendix B, pg. 134-186
	STATE COMMENTS: Appendix B of the plan provides a general description of the local mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities that are found within the state. These capabilities include everything from zoning to taxation to planning. The plan also provides a description of the structure of local governments within the state.
FEMA Comments: 
Very little has been changed in the Updated Plan within Appendix B, which contains the Local capabilities documentation.  Twenty-percent (20%) of the text from the State’s evaluation from the 2010 Update was deleted for the 2013 Plan Update. The remaining eighty percent (80%) is what has been used verbatim for the 2013 Plan Update. 

There were opportunities to re-evaluate and update this information to make it more current. For example, most of the information appears to stop at the year 2002. Additionally, in the places where census data was referred to, the basis for the census is still 2000.

REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Updated Plan shall include an updated general description of current local mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many revisions have been made throughout the document to describe changes to local mitigation policies. Although in many cases the text of the plan includes the same description, we have added language to explain that often the structure and capabilities of local government has not changed since the last update of this plan in 2010. However, in cases where changes have occurred, that information is documented in the plan. 
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “Local Capability Assessment” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-43 thru 1-45.
	X
	

	B.
Does the new or updated plan provide a general analysis of the effectiveness of local mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities?
	Appendix B, pg. 134-186, especially 137-143
	STATE COMMENTS: Appendix B provides a general analysis of the effectiveness of local mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities in the state. In general, the plan explains that local capabilities are strong in many areas including fiscal, technical, and technological capabilities (pg. 137-143). Pages 153-164 describe the regulatory powers of local governments in the state and how these can be utilized to effectively mitigate.
FEMA Comments:  
Twenty-percent (20%) of the text from the State’s evaluation from the 2010 Update was deleted for the 2013 Plan Update. The remaining eighty percent (80%) is what has been used verbatim for the 2013 Plan Update. 

There were opportunities to re-evaluate, re-assess and update this information to make it more current. For example, most of the information appears to stop at the year 2002. Additionally, in the places where census data was referred to, the basis for the census is still 2000. New census data was available in 2010.
REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Updated Plan shall include an updated analysis of the effectiveness of current local mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many revisions have been made throughout the document to demonstrate an updated analysis of the effectiveness of current local mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities. 
· The Plan must include what effort was made to assess the effectiveness of programs and policies under consideration.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many revisions have been made throughout the document to demonstrate efforts that were made to assess the effectiveness of programs and policies at the local level.
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “Local Capability Assessment” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-43 thru 1-45.
	X
	

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


	Mitigation Actions˨
Requirement §201.4(c)(3)(iii):  [State plans shall include 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.
Requirement §201.4(d): Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes in priorities…


	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan identify cost-effective, environmentally sound, and technically feasible mitigation actions and activities the State is considering?
	Section III, pg. 4-5
Section 3

Pages 4 – 5, 12 - 46

	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains on pg. 4-5 that all proposed mitigation activities must demonstrate that they are cost-effective, technically feasible, and environmentally sound.
FEMA Comments: 
One of the five objectives documented in the Updated Plan is to identify cost-effective, environmentally sound, and technically feasible mitigation actions and activities the State is considering. According to Plan documentation, this is consistent with the Internal Policies outlined in Appendix I –External Policies and Internal Policies within the State’s 404 HMGP Administrative Plan.

Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “Mitigation Actions” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-46 thru 1-49.
	
	X

	B.
Does the new or updated plan evaluate these actions and activities?
	Section III, pg. 12-46

	STATE COMMENTS: In the mitigation action table (III-1), the plan contains an evaluation of the progress made toward each of these actions in the last column of the table called “Progress Toward Action.” 
FEMA Comments: The Updated Plan contains an evaluation of approximately 92% of the identified mitigation actions and activities. These activities are addressed in the “Progress Toward Action” column; however, many of the progress statements are extremely vague. 

The other 8% of the update information for the actions needs to be updated, as the language is verbatim to the 2010 Plan Update.

Additionally, three of the 101 mitigation actions are repetitive and should be deleted.

2nd STATE COMMENTS: The plan has been amended to eliminate mitigation actions that were repetitive. These actions were deleted and moved to the end of Section III which now contains all deleted/completed actions from the 2010 update.
REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts and changes in priorities.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Below is an explanation of where in the plan each of the above are now met
· Changes in development: The plan explains on pg. 2 that information on changes in development from Appendices A5-A8 was analyzed and incorporated into the mitigation strategy update.
· Progress in statewide mitigation efforts: Table III-1, which starts on pg. 12 contains a column called “Progress Toward Action” which describes the progress made statewide in terms of our mitigation efforts.
· Changes in priority: On pg. 5, the plan explains that generally there were few changes in priority identified for the mitigation actions. However, there were some changes, as several of the new actions received high prioritization scores.
· The Updated Plan must identify the completed, deleted, or deferred actions or activities from the previously approved plan as a benchmark for progress.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS:
· Completed actions are already identified in Table III-1 in the column called “Progress Toward Action.” This was clearly explained on pg. 11. Actions that were marked as completed in the 2010 update were removed from the plan during the 2013 update.

· Actions that were deleted from the plan are now included in Table III-2 on pgs. 47-59. There were no deferred actions in the plan.
· 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. 
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: The plan identifies if an action is a new action in Table III-1 in the column called “Action Item (and prioritization.” These action items have been prioritized according to the system described on pg. 5.
· If the mitigation actions or activities remain unchanged from the previously approved plan, the updated plan must indicate why changes are not necessary.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: An explanation was added to pg. 11 to describe why changes were not necessary to actions that remained the same as they were during the 2010 update.
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “Mitigation Actions” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-46 thru 1-49.
	X
	

	C.
Does the new or updated plan prioritize these actions and activities?
	Section III, pg. 5, 12-46

	STATE COMMENTS: On pg. 5, the plan explains the process for prioritizing actions, explaining that actions were discussed for each of the 9 hazards at mini-SHMAG meetings and ultimately prioritization was determined based on cost-effectiveness, technical feasibility, and environmental soundness. On pg. 12-46 in the mitigation action table (III-1), the plan provides an ordinal prioritization rank for each action on a 1-5 scale in the column called “Action Item (And Prioritization).” This is found in parentheses after each action item.
FEMA Comments:  
Additional language was added to the 2010 Plan Update documentation as explanation for how the SHMAG prioritized the mitigation actions for the 2013 Plan Update.  The mitigation actions have been designated with a 1-5 prioritization scale.  However, there is no explanation for the meaning of the 1-5 scale; that is, an action designated as a “1” means?

2nd STATE COMMENTS: The plan includes updated information on pg. 5 that indicates that 1 is high priority and 5 is low priority.
Further, the Updated Plan identifies completed mitigation actions; however, those that have been deleted and any new actions from the previous plan are not identified as such.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: The plan identifies if an action is a new action in Table III-1 in the column called “Action Item and prioritization.” These action items have been prioritized according to the system described on pg. 5. Actions that were deleted from the plan are now included in Table III-2 on pgs. 47-59. There were no deferred actions in the plan.
REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Updated Plan must describe the approach used to evaluate and prioritize mitigation actions.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: The plan describes the approach used to evaluate and prioritize actions and includes updated information on pg. 5 that indicates that 1 is high priority and 5 is low priority.
· The Plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes in development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts and changes in priorities.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Below is an explanation of where in the plan each of the above are now met
· Changes in development: The plan explains on pg. 2 that information on changes in development from Appendices A5-A8 was analyzed and incorporated into the mitigation strategy update.
· Progress in statewide mitigation efforts: Table III-1, which starts on pg. 12 contains a column called “Progress Toward Action” which describes the progress made statewide in terms of our mitigation efforts.
· Changes in priority: On pg. 5, the plan explains that generally there were few changes in priority identified for the mitigation actions. However, there were some changes, as several of the new actions received high prioritization scores.
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “Mitigation Actions” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Page 1-46 thru 1-49.
	X
	

	D.
Does the new or updated plan explain how each activity contributes to the overall State mitigation strategy?
	Section III, pg. 12-46


	STATE COMMENTS: In the mitigation action table (III-1), the plan explains how each activity contributes to the overall State mitigation strategy in the column of the table called “Rationale f or Effectiveness.”
FEMA Comments:  
The explanations that are included in the 2013 Plan Update for how each activity contributes to the overall State mitigation strategy have not changed since the previous 2010 Update.  There is no explanation for why the changes have not been made and are unnecessary.

2nd STATE COMMENTS: On pg. 11, there is now an explanation of why there were few changes to the “Rationale for Effectiveness” column of Table III-1. Therefore, this column should now suffice to explain how each action contributes to the overall state mitigation strategy as per the required revision below.
REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Updated Plan must explain how each activity contributes to the overall State mitigation strategy.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: See comment above.
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “Mitigation Actions” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-46 thru 1-49.
	X
	

	E.
Does the mitigation strategy in the new or updated section reflect actions and projects identified in local plans?
	Section III, pg. 12-46


	Note:  A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will not preclude the plan from passing.
STATE COMMENTS: The actions in Table III-1 are indicative of the actions found in local level plans.

FEMA Comments: 
The Updated Plan contains the following verbatim language from the 2010 Plan Update: “It is a goal of the Division of Emergency Management to continue integration of approved local plans into the State 322 Plan during the update of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan in the fall of 2013. However, full integration of local plans into the current State Plan will not be accomplished in this update.” Clearly, there has been no integration of actions and projects identified in local plans since the previous update.

Needs Improvement:

· There is no evidence of integration of information provided in the Local Plan review feedbacks.
· This section [of the Updated Plan] should be linked to local plans, where specific local actions and projects are identified.
· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Many areas where old information was still included in the plan have been deleted and updated as appropriate.
For more information, see “Mitigation Actions” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-46 thru 1-49.
	X
	

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


	Funding Sources˨
Requirement §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.

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan identify current sources of Federal, State, local, or private funding to implement mitigation activities?
	Appendix B, pg. 301-327
Appendix C, pg. 21-28
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan outlines current sources of funding to implement mitigation activities in Appendix B, pg. 300-332 and explains whether each of these sources are federal (pg. 302-324, 208-299), state (pg. 324-327, 8-132), local (pg. 327, 134-186), or private (pg. 327, 188-208).
In addition, Appendix C, pg. 21-28, describes current sources of funding related to SRL properties.

FEMA Comments:  
Approximately 4% of the text from the State’s identification of funding sources from the 2010 Update was deleted for the 2013 Plan Update. The remaining ninety-six percent (96%) is what has been used verbatim for the 2013 Plan Update. 

There appears to be little attempt to make this documentation more current. For example, there is documentation on the Severe Repetitive Loss program that contains a sentence that reads: “NCDEM does plan to apply to both the RFC and the SRL pilot programs in 2008”.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Done.
There is no mention of the Biggert-Waters Act, which combined flood-related funding sources. 
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: See comment below—Biggert-Waters Act and FEMA Guidance changes are not operational for Grantees as of this plan update. However, this is referenced in the summary assessment, as well as for the FMA, SRL, and RFC programs.
In addition, there appears to be no mention of any new funding programs established after 2010.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: There were no new funding programs that NCDEM participated after 2010—NCDEM continued participation in PDM, FMA, RFC, SRL, and EGC (albeit with different fiscal years), as well as three new HMGP funding streams. This is referenced in the assessment, as well as in more detail in the HMGP and ECG specific-sections.
REQUIRED REVISION:
· The State shall [also] provide an updated assessment of its funding capabilities for hazard mitigation projects.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Please find a summary of NCDEM’s assessment of current funding for 2013 Plan Update Changes at beginning of Section VII. The summary affirms continued participation in the non-disaster UHMA programs since that time, and has additional detail on Earthquake Consortia funding since the last plan update as well as current HMGP activities. In general, NCDEM continues its robust participation in all UHMA programs as well as the Earthquake Consortia funding stream. While a new guidance to accompany the changes brought about by the Biggert-Waters act has yet to be published as of this plan update, NCDEM plans to continue to participate in all UHMA programs going forward. Please especially see the ends of the HMGP and Earthquake Consortia sections for these updates.
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Done – deleted references to legacy data and reaffirmed validity of current funding streams.
For more information, see “State Capability Assessment: in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-39 thru 1-41.
	X
	

	B.
Does the new or updated plan identify potential sources of Federal, State, local, or private funding to implement mitigation activities?
	Appendix B, pg. 301-327
Appendix C, pg. 21-28
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan outlines potential sources of funding to implement mitigation activities in Appendix B, pg. 300-332 and explains whether each of these sources are federal (pg. 302-324, 208-299), state (pg. 324-327, 8-132), local (pg. 327, 134-186), or private (pg. 327, 188-208).
In addition, Appendix C, pg. 21-28, describes potential sources of funding related to SRL properties.

FEMA Comments:  
Approximately 4% of the text from the State’s identification of funding sources from the 2010 Update was deleted for the 2013 Plan Update. The remaining ninety-six percent (96%) is what has been used verbatim for the 2013 Plan Update. 

Any new potential sources of funding, such as The Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP), which was established in 2008 or the NSP3, which references the NSP funds authorized under the Dodd–Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (Dodd-Frank Act) of 2010 are not covered in the Plan Update.
REQUIRED REVISION:
· The Updated Plan must describe current and potential sources of Federal, State, local or private funding to implement mitigation activities.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Per above, all UHMA and ECG funding streams have been evaluated for current relevance, and the potential influence of Biggert-Waters has been evaluated for FMA, RFC, and SRL, although the FEMA FY13 UHMA Guidance is still pending as of this revision cycle. Also, the State Hazard Mitigation Officer has reviewed NSP3 and has concluded that this will not be included in the plan update.
Recommended Revisions:

· Several of FEMA’s feedback assessments for Local Plan reviews contain significant other funding sources that are not included in this Plan Update. Please refer back to these resources, and include them in any discussions of potential funding sources.

· The Updated Plan should associate current and potential funding with identified mitigation actions in the mitigation strategy, not just a general statement of funding.

· 2nd State Comments: See Mitigation Strategy Section for this revision.

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

For more information, see “State Capability Assessment: in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-39 thru 1-41.
	X
	

	C.  Does the updated plan identify the sources of mitigation funding used to implement activities in the mitigation strategy since approval of the previous plan?
	Appendix B, pg. 301-327

Appendix C, pg. 21-28
Section III, pg. 12-46
	STATE COMMENTS: Appendix B, pg. 301-332, describes the funding sources that are available at the state and federal level for mitigation activities. Many of these sources of funding are described as “current” in terms of use. As such, they have been utilized in large part since the approval of the previous plan update.

In addition, Appendix C, pg. 21-28, describes how mitigation funding was used since the past update on SRL properties.

In addition, Section III of the plan describes specific mitigation actions and what progress was made towards their achievement in the past 3 years. In Table III-1 (pg. 12-46), the plan also describes the funding that was utilized for these activities.
FEMA Comments: 
The majority of the documentation in these sections is from the 2010 Plan Update and does not identify the sources of mitigation funding used to implement activities in the mitigation strategy since approval of the previous (2010) plan.

· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: See the Mitigation Action Table in Section III. Funding sources often originate with local operating budgets, but in cases where UHMA projects have been involved since the 2010 update, these have been noted in the “Progress Towards Action” column. Please especially note Objective 5, and the last paragraph on p. 11.
REQUIRED REVISION:

· The Updated Plan must identify the sources of mitigation funding used since approval of the previous plan to implement activities in the mitigation strategy.
· 2nd STATE COMMENTS: Done within the Mitigation Action Table in Section III, especially Objective 5 and the last paragraph on p. 11.
Recommended Revision:

· Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

For more information, see “State Capability Assessment: in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-39 thru 1-41. 
	X
	

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


COORDINATION OF LOCAL MITIGATION PLANNING
	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.

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan provide a description of the State process to support, through funding and technical assistance, the development of local mitigation plans?
	Section IV, pg. 1-11
Section IV, pp. 1 – 11
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains the process for providing technical assistance on pg. 1-8. The plan describes the process for providing funding on pg. 8-11.
FEMA Comments:  
The updated plan describes the State process to support, through funding and technical assistance, the development of local mitigation plans.  NC Senate Bill 300 requires that local governments have an approved hazard mitigation plan in place in order to receive State Public Assistance funding.  The NC Hazard Mitigation Planning Initiative promotes and strengthens hazard mitigation planning at the local level by providing outreach, education, training, and funding to engage in hazard mitigation planning.  NCEM staff delivers update training seminars to local government representatives as part of an effort to coordinate and streamline the update process.
NOTE:  Much of Section IV, A. Overview was taken verbatim from the 2010 plan update and contains outdated information as related to the 2013 plan update cycle.  One example used in both the 2010 and 2013 updates describes how 100 NC counties were provided with Flood Risk Assessment GIS date on a CD-ROM in December 2003.  The CD-ROM also included 2000 census data.  These examples do not reflect the availability of current data.
REQUIRED REVISION:
Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.
For more information, see “Local Funding and Technical Assistance” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-54 to 1-56.
	X
	

	B.  Does the updated plan describe the funding and technical assistance the State has provided in the past three years to assist local jurisdictions in completing approvable mitigation plans? 
	Section IV, pg. 1-11
Section IV, pp. 1 - 11
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains that much effort has been given to provide technical assistance and funding over the past 3 years and that the state has full approval of local mitigation plans as a result of the assistance it has provided.
FEMA Comments:  
The updated plan describes how, during 2012 to 2013, NCEM has assisted local communities on applying for federal funding such as PDM, FMA, REC, and SRL.  Also since 2010, the NCEM Risk Assessment and Planning Branch have been more proactive in promoting the benefits of regional hazard mitigation plans.  As of July 2012, approximately 70% of the counties in the state are participating in a Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan or will be participating as soon as funding gets approved.  Since the last update cycle, the number of plans in NC has been reduced from 180 to 120.  Regional plans save time and resources for everyone involved and make the update process easier to navigate.
NOTE:  Much of Section IV, A. Overview was taken verbatim from the 2010 plan update and contains outdated information as related to the 2013 plan update cycle.  One example used in both the 2010 and 2013 updates describes how two groups of adjacent counties “have embarked on a pilot project” to combine counties into regional HM plans and that the current number of plans is 170+.  This is inconsistent to other information provided in the updated plan as noted in the FEMA comment above.  Numerous other inconsistencies were found throughout Section IV of the updated plan.
REQUIRED REVISION:

Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.
For more information, see “Local Funding and Technical Assistance” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-54 to 1-56.
	X
	

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


	Local Plan Integration

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

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan provide a description of the process and timeframe the State established to review local plans?
	Section IV, pg. 1-8
Section IV, pp. 5 -8
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan outlines the local plan review process on pg. 5-8 of Section IV. 
FEMA Comments:  
The updated plan describes the process and timeframe the State uses to review local plans.  Upon submittal, the Hazard Mitigation Section reviews the plans and returns review comments within 30 days.  After initial review by the State, local plans are submitted to FEMA for review.
NOTE:  Much of Section IV, B. Local Plan Review Process was taken verbatim from the 2010 plan update and contains outdated information as related to the 2013 plan update cycle.  One example used in both the 2010 and 2013 updates describes how the Charlotte-Mecklenburg and Pitt County plans are superior quality but have been lacking in the public participation element.  This repetitive statement leads the reader to think that there was no progress in the communities since 2010.
Recommended Revision:

Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

For more information, see “Local Plan Integration” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Pages 1-57 to 1-59.
	
	X

	B.
Does the new or updated plan provide a description of the process and timeframe the State established to coordinate and link local plans to the State Mitigation Plan?
	Section IV, pg. 5-8
Appendix A9, pg.1-21
Section IV, pp. 7 and 8; Appendix 9, pp. 1 - 21

	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains the process and timeframe for coordinating and linking local plans to the State Mitigation Plan in Section IV, pg. 1-8
The plan also describes the process for reviewing local plans during the State Hazard Mitigation Plan update, which was essentially a secondary review of all plans and was the means by which local plans were linked with the state plan. This is in Appendix A9.

FEMA Comments:  
The updated plan describes how the NCEM Integrated Hazard Risk Management (IHRM) tool will allow a fuller integration of local plan information into the state level plan.  This tool will incorporate all key natural hazard data into the risk analysis process to produce an approvable Hazard Mitigation Plan.  It will take more than one update cycle of the plan to fully integrate local plans into the state plan.  Once integration of local plans has taken place, each mitigation proposal will be viewed in the context of the local plan, as well as in the context of the statewide plan.
NOTE:  The updated plan notes that the IHRM tool was scheduled to be completed by March 2013.  However, FEMA received the draft NC State plan in April 2013 and the IHRM tool had not been completed at that time.  The plan should be updated to provide a more accurate timeframe for completion of the IHRM tool.
REQUIRED REVISION:
Revise the updated plan to provide an accurate description of the timeframe the State established to coordinate and link local plans to the State Mitigation Plan, specifically through use of the IHRM tool.
Recommended Revision:

Delete or update information that is not current.  Include updated information that is applicable to the 2013 plan update.

For more information, see “Local Plan Integration” in the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Original Release, March, 2004, With revisions November, 2006, June 2007 & January, 2008, Page 1-57.
	X
	

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


	Prioritizing Local Assistance

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…

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan provide a description of the criteria for prioritizing those communities and local jurisdictions that would receive planning and project grants under available mitigation funding programs?
	Section IV, pg. 8-11
Appendix C, pg. 27-29

Section IV, pp. 8 and 11
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan describes how prioritization of planning and project grants is made for local governments on pg. 8-11 of Section IV.
In addition, Appendix C, pg. 27-29 describes prioritization criteria for SRL.

FEMA Comments:  
The updated plan includes the following 11 criteria for prioritizing communities and local jurisdictions that would receive planning grants under available mitigation funding programs:

· Whether or not the community participates in the NFIP

· The number of insured, repetitive loss structures in the community and actions taken to reduce claims

· Significant growth and development pressures that may cause increases in vulnerability into undeveloped hazard areas

· The level of susceptibility to natural hazards 

· The jurisdiction must satisfy the criteria for the specific source of funds

· Past experience in dealing with the community on other grants

· Past experiences with other State agencies and local regional Councils of Government
· The number of times the jurisdiction has been impacted by declared disasters and the magnitude of damages

· Status as a small-impoverished community and community with special developmental pressures

· Whether or not the jurisdiction has demonstrated the ability to form effective public and private natural disaster hazard mitigation partnerships

· Willingness to serve as the nexus for creation and consolidation of regional plans

Criteria for prioritizing projects grants mainly include the cost effectiveness of flood mitigation projects such as acquisition and elevation of repetitive loss properties.
	
	X

	B.
For the new or updated plan, do the prioritization criteria include, for non-planning grants, the consideration of the extent to which benefits are maximized according to a cost benefit review of proposed projects and their associated cost?
	Section IV, pg. 8-11
Appendix C, pg. 28
Section IV, pp. 9 and 10
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains that the major consideration for prioritization of non-planning grants will be cost-benefit analysis on pg. 10 of Section IV.
In addition, Appendix C, pg. 29 describes how cost effectiveness is a major prioritization criterion for SRL.

FEMA Comments:  
The prioritization criteria include, for non-planning grants, a cost benefit review of proposed project.  To begin the process of prioritization, outreach is conducted through a Letter of Interest (LOI) or request for proposals process.  The LOI is the basis for conducting Benefit Cost Analyst.  
	
	X

	C.
For the new or updated plan, do the criteria include considerations for communities with the highest risk?
	Section IV, pp. 8 – 11
	Note:  A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will not preclude the plan from passing.
FEMA Comments:  
Criteria 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.
	
	X

	D.
For the new or updated plan, do the criteria include considerations for repetitive loss properties?
	Section IV, pp. 8 – 11
	Note:  A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will not preclude the plan from passing.
FEMA Comments:  
Criteria 2 – NDCEM/Hazard Mitigation Section will consider the number of insured, repetitive loss structures in the community and actions taken to reduce the number of repetitive loss claims.
	
	X

	E.
For the new or updated plan, do the criteria include considerations for communities with the most intense development pressures?
	Section IV, pp. 8 – 11
	Note:  A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will not preclude the plan from passing.
FEMA Comments:  
Criteria 3 – The jurisdiction is experiencing significant growth, and development pressures may cause increases in vulnerability into undeveloped hazard areas.
	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


PLAN MAINTENANCE PROCESS
	Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan Requirement §201.4(c)(5)(i):  [The Standard State Plan Maintenance Process must include an] established method and schedule for monitoring, evaluating, and updating the plan.

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan describe the method and schedule for monitoring the plan?  (e.g., identifies the party responsible for monitoring, includes schedule for reports, site visits, phone calls, and/or meetings)
	Section V-A, pg. 1-3


	STATE COMMENTS: In Section V-A, pg. 1-3, the plan explains the method and schedule for monitoring the plan including the schedule for reports and meetings which are laid out in the 14 step process on pg. 1-3. Specifically, Steps 1-4 discuss monitoring the plan (pg. 1-2). Pg. 3 states that the SHMO is responsible for coordinating the monitoring and evaluation process.

FEMA Comments:

The updated plan describes the method and schedule for monitoring the plan?  The Hazard Mitigation Branch of NCEM has responsibility for developing and maintaining the plan.  The SHMO has oversight responsibility for developing and maintaining the plan.  The SHMAG will meet annually to monitor the plan’s progress and identify changes that are needed to the plan.  
	
	X

	B.
Does the new or updated plan describe the method and schedule for evaluating the plan?  (e.g., identifies the party responsible for evaluating the plan, includes the criteria used to evaluate the plan)
	Section V-A, pg. 1-3; Sections V-B, pg 1 
	STATE COMMENTS: Section V-A explains the method and schedule for evaluating the plan including the responsible party (SHMO, pg. 3) and criteria used to evaluate the plan (Steps 5-11, pg. 2-3).
FEMA Comments:

The updated plan includes a description of the schedule, criteria, and the parties responsible for evaluating the plan, as follows.   

Schedule

The SHMAG shall meet annually, during the month of March or April, as scheduled by the Hazard Mitigation Branch Chief, to evaluate the plan.
Criteria

The following criteria will be used to evaluate the plan:

· What are the ongoing issues of vulnerability of natural hazards to the state?

· Is each identified goal and each identified objective still appropriate, given events in the state?
· Is there a need for additional goals, objectives, and mitigation actions?
· Are current resources appropriate for implementing the Plan?

· Are the outcomes of mitigation actions as expected?
· Did the agencies, local governments, and other partners participate as proposed, and how can their coordination be improved?
Responsible Parties

· The SHMAG will identify recommendations for the Plan to be brought current.  

· Under the leadership of the Hazard Mitigation Branch Chief, a Mitigation Progress Report may be developed for share the recommendations.
· The SHMAG may also meet to evaluate the plan within three months after a Federal or State-declared major disaster.
	
	X


	C.
Does the new or updated plan describe the method and schedule for updating the plan?
	Section V-A, pg. 1-3
	STATE COMMENTS: Section V-A explains the method and schedule for updating the plan including the responsible party (SHMO, pg. 3) and process (Steps 12-14, pg. 3).
FEMA Comments:

The updated plan described the method and schedule for updating the plan as follows:
· The plan will be submitted to FEMA for approval every three years no later than six months prior to plan’s expiration.
· The Hazard Mitigation Branch Chief will be responsible for making necessary revisions to the Plan by June 1st of each year (unless another date is specified), based on the recommendations of the SHMAG.
· The Hazard Mitigation Branch Chief will also be responsible for updating and revising the plan as additional data and updated information on the status of mitigation actions becomes available.
	
	X


	D.  Does the updated plan include an analysis of whether the previously approved plan’s method and schedule worked, and what elements or processes, if any, were changed?
	Section V-A, pg. 1
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains that since the method and schedule for monitoring, evaluating, and updating worked in the past, no changes were made to the process during this update.
FEMA Comments:

The plan indicates that since the previously approved plan’s method and schedule worked, no major changes to the process have been deemed necessary for the 2013 plan update.   This section of the plan was brought current with appropriate years.
	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


	Monitoring Progress of Mitigation Activities   Requirement §201.4(c)(5)(ii):  [The Standard State Plan Maintenance Process must include a] system for monitoring implementation of mitigation measures and project closeouts.  Requirement §201.4(c)(5)(iii):  [The Standard State Plan Maintenance Process must include a] system for reviewing  progress on achieving goals as well as activities and projects in the Mitigation Strategy.

	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan describe how mitigation measures and project closeouts will be monitored?
	Section V-B, pg. 4-6
	STATE COMMENTS: In Section V-B, pg. 4-6, the plan describes how mitigation measures and project closeouts will be monitored
FEMA Comments:

The updated plan describes how project closeouts and mitigation measures will be monitored.  An eleven step process is outlined in the plan to monitor project closeouts.  Slight changes were made to the process from the 2010 plan.  
Closeouts

Status information is included on a closeout spreadsheet which includes the following:

· When the NC Closeout Request letter was submitted to FEMA

· When the state received the final claims letter

· When the state submitted a concurrence letter  back to FEMA 
Mitigation Measures

The plan states that Mitigation Project Management Staff are responsible for the collection and monitoring of information while each project is being implemented.  A description of how mitigation measures will be monitored is included in the plan for the nine natural hazards that are addressed in the plan update.
Recommended Revisions:

Correct the number of natural hazards to ‘nine’ on page 8 of section V-B (this section refers to ten natural hazards). The ‘Infectious Diseases’ category was removed from section V-B of the plan, and placed in Appendix D: Technological Hazards

Reference the specific figure or table number for the checklist that is used to guarantee that all necessary information is in the project files.
Reference the specific figure or table number for the spreadsheet that is used to track the status of closeout documentation.
	
	X


	B.
Does the new or updated plan identify a system for reviewing progress on achieving goals in the Mitigation Strategy?
	Section V-A, pg. 2
Section V-B, pg. 2-3

Section III, pg. 1-12
	STATE COMMENTS: In Section V-A, pg. 2, the plan identifies a system for reviewing progress on achieving goals in the Mitigation Strategy (Step. 6). 
In Section V-B, pg. 2-3, the plan explains how the Branch is able to support goals set forth in the Mitigation Strategy through review of SOPs monitoring mitigation activities. 
Also, in Section III, on pg. 1-12, the plan outlines the review and progress made towards achieving the goals and actions outlined in the mitigation action table in that section (pg. 12-46)
FEMA Comments:

The updated plan identifies a system for reviewing progress on achieving goals in the Mitigation Strategy.  The plan states the SHMAG will review the status of each strategy and each action.  They will assess if they continue to be appropriate relative to current needs in the State, and any changes in State or Federal policy.

In addition, the SHMAG is charged with reporting which processes were effective, if any roadblocks were identified, how well stakeholders communicated and coordinated their efforts, and which methods need to be amended or made stronger.

Section V-B was brought current.
	
	X

	C.  Does the updated plan describe any modifications, if any, to the system identified in the previously approved plan to track the initiation, status, and completion of mitigation activities?
	Section V-B, pg. 1-3
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains that the as a result of the monitoring process that takes place as part of the SHMAG meetings, some modifications were made to the focus of the plan, but the overall process to track mitigation activities remained the same.
FEMA Comments:

The updated plan indicates that the system that was used to track the initiation, status, and completion of mitigation activities is the same as in the previous plan.  The information was brought current as appropriate.
	
	X

	D.
Does the new or updated plan identify a system for reviewing progress on implementing activities and projects of the Mitigation Strategy?
	Section V-B, pg. 8-13
	STATE COMMENTS: The plan identifies a system for reviewing progress on implementing activities and projects described in the Mitigation Strategy. 
FEMA Comments:

The updated plan identifies a system for reviewing progress on implementing activities and projects of the Mitigation Strategy.  The plan includes an updated Progress Report form that is used to monitor the progress of mitigation actions and projects.  Other forms that are included in the plan are the following:
· Progress Report for Mitigation Planning Projects

· HMGP Cost Report Information

· Cost Tracking Spreadsheet.
The above three forms are the same as those in the previous plan.
	
	X


	E.  Does the updated plan discuss if mitigation actions were implemented as planned? 
	Section V-B, pg. 8-11
Section III, pg. 12-46
	Note:  Related to §201.4 (c)(3)(iii)

STATE COMMENTS: The plan mainly identifies whether or not mitigation actions were implemented as planned in Section III, pg. 12-46 of the plan which identifies the “Progress Toward Completion” for each mitigation action. 
However, in Section V-B, the plan also describes the tools and processes that were utilized to determine whether or not mitigation actions were implemented as planned. This is on pg. 8-11.

FEMA Comments:

The updated plan includes a discussion of whether mitigation actions were implemented as planned.  The “Progress Toward Action’ column is included for the mitigation actions; however, some of the progress statements are nebulous and do not appear to relate to the action. 
REQUIRED REVISIONS:

Include progress statements in the Progress Toward Action column that clearly address the mitigation actions.  

For example, the progress for the following action has been updated, but does not appear to directly address the action.
Action Item: 

Work with the Division of Coastal Management in developing the hazard mitigation portion of the revised planning guidelines under the Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA)(MH) (5).
Progress Statement:

NCEM provides courtesy reviews of land use plans on request of local governments. SHMO participated in Coastal Management conference. We vet any projects located in CAMA zones through NCDENR-CM.

Refer to the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, Part 1 – Standard State Mitigation Plans, January 2008, Pp. 1-64-66.
2nd STATE COMMENTS: We have done a fairly thorough review of our “Progress Toward Action” column and believe we have addressed any internal inconsistencies as well as updated the information for many of the actions.
	X

	

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	X
	


SEVERE REPETITIVE LOSS STRATEGY (only required for 90/10 under FMA & SRL)

	Repetitive Loss Mitigation Strategy
Requirement §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 severe repetitive loss properties), and specifies how the State intends to reduce the number of such repetitive loss properties. 


	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	NOT

MET
	MET

	A.
Does the new or updated plan describe State mitigation goals that support the selection of mitigation activities for repetitive loss properties (see also Part 201.4(c)(3)(i))?
	Appendix C, pg. 3-5 
Section III, pg. 12-46
Appendix C, Table C 2, Pages 14-16

	[Note: Only required for SRL 90/10 under FMA & SRL]

STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains how the goals located in Section III of the plan support the selection of mitigation activities for repetitive loss properties. This is especially apparent on pg. 5 of Appendix C.
FEMA Comments:
There is only one goal which is: “To reduce the State’s vulnerability and increase resilience to natural hazards, in order to protect people, property and natural resources.”  This single goal is supported by five broad objectives which in turn are supported by specific actions which are identified in Table C-1. This reference to Table C-1 is found in Appendix C on page 3. FEMA Reviewer cannot locate the referenced Table C-1. However, mitigation actions addressing repetitive loss properties can be found in Table C 2.  

Recommended Revision:

There are several statements in Appendix C referring to Table C-1 which is not in the Plan. Please correct the Plan to reference the proper table, where necessary.
	
	X

	B.
Does the new or updated plan consider repetitive loss properties in its evaluation of the State’s hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities and its general description of the local mitigation capabilities (see also Part 201.4(c)(3)(ii))?
	Appendix C, pg. 4-9
Appendix B, pg. 41, 301-332
Section 111, Page 9
	[Note: Only required for SRL 90/10 under FMA & SRL]

STATE COMMENTS: The plan considers RLPs in its evaluation of the hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities and its general description of local mitigation capabilities. This is especially notable on pgs.6-8 which identify specific areas of concern related to RLPs and describe the state/local capabilities to support actions to mitigate RLPs. 
Appendix B, pg. 41 and 301-332 also generally describes state and local capabilities as they relate to RLPs.

FEMA Comments:
NCEM will provide guidance on the State’s priorities for mitigating Severe Repetitive Loss structures. The guidance will discuss eligibility requirements for different funding sources and technical assistance available for developing applications. Opportunities for state and local agencies to coordinate and collaborate to develop procedures and funding to mitigate Severe Repetitive Loss structures will also be identified. Special outreach will be conducted at each funding opportunity to encourage participation in projects by property owners and local governments. Outreach will be spearheaded by North Carolina Division of Emergency Management (NCEM), the Department of Public Safety, and other partners in North Carolina’s mitigation effort. The State will review local plans to make sure that Severe Repetitive Loss structures are identified and are a priority.
	
	X

	C.
Does the new or updated plan address repetitive loss properties in its risk assessment (see also Part 201.4(c)(2))?
	Appendix A2, pg. 10-12
Appendix C, Section C, Pages 5-7, Section D, Pages 8-13
	[Note: Only required for SRL 90/10 under FMA & SRL]

STATE COMMENTS: The plan clearly identifies repetitive loss properties as a concern in its risk assessment in Appendix A2, pg. 10-12.
FEMA Comments:
North Carolina is broken out into 4 target areas to identify where there is a concentration of Severe Repetitive Loss properties:

· Coastal,
· Coastal Plan,
· Piedmont Region,
· Mountain Region.
These target areas will be used to identify communities that will be prioritized for potential hazard mitigation projects. Consistent with the SRL program to reduce or eliminate claims under the NFIP, project activities that will result in the greatest savings to the NFIP will be targeted as priorities. Section D presents the Repetitive Loss Community Summary which includes Community, County, Target Area, SRL and RL Quantity, Total Dollars Loss, Annualized Losses, and Priority Ranking. The Priority Ranking is based on the community with the greatest annualized losses and number of SRL properties.
	
	X

	D.
Does the new or updated plan identify, evaluate and prioritize cost-effective, environmentally sound, and technically feasible mitigation actions for repetitive loss properties (see also Part 201.4(c)(3)(iii))?
	Section III, pg. 9-10, 12-46
Appendix C, Table C 2, Pages 14-16

	[Note: Only required for SRL 90/10 under FMA & SRL]

STATE COMMENTS: In Section III of the plan, there is an explanation of how repetitive loss properties will be incorporated as part of the mitigation strategy and that action related to these will be prioritized according to cost-effectiveness, environmental soundness, and technical feasibility
FEMA Comments:
Mitigation actions addressing repetitive loss properties (past and present) can be found in Appendix C with appropriate status. The highest priority has been the acquisition of flood prone principal residential buildings. This is followed by the voluntary elevation of the properties at risk. NCEM recognizes the following benefits:

· Permanently reducing the number of disaster assistance claims to the NFIP, as well as to other federal, state, and local resources.

· Returning vacated flood hazard areas back to natural open space use such as parks and greenways.

· Promoting sound land uses planning based on known hazards.
· Recycling or re-use of homes... 
	
	X

	E.
Does the new or updated plan describe specific actions that have been implemented to mitigate repetitive loss properties, including actions taken to reduce the number of severe repetitive loss properties?
	Appendix C, pg. 14-21
Appendix C,  Pages 14-21,

Table C; Pages 17-18
	[Note: Only required for SRL 90/10 under FMA & SRL]

STATE COMMENTS: In Appendix C, the plan identifies a number of specific actions that could be taken and are being taken to mitigate SRLPs and RLPs.
FEMA Comments:
Table C2 provides Repetitive Loss Property Project Specific Actions. The information included in the table per project are:

· Project Number

· Project Description

· County

· Total Funds Approved

· Project Status

The list includes projects from 2008 to 2011 with mitigation actions of either acquisition or elevation. Additionally, there are NFIP specific actions which include but are not limited to:

· Adopt a flood damage prevention ordinance based on the program regulations in 44 CFR 60.3.

· Provide for the administration of the ordinance.

In 2012 the state building code included a floodplain regulation to include 1 foot of freeboard requirements in the Special Flood Hazard Areas.
	
	X

	F.
Does the new or updated plan identify current and potential sources of Federal, State, local, or private funding to implement mitigation activities for repetitive loss properties (see also Part 201.4(c)(3)(iv))?
	Appendix B, pg. 301-332
Appendix C, pg. 21-26
Appendix C, Page 4
	[Note: Only required for SRL 90/10 under FMA & SRL]

STATE COMMENTS: The plan identifies a number of sources of funding that could be utilized to mitigate RLPs including RFC, FMA, and HMGP among others. This information is located in both Appendix B and Appendix C.
FEMA Comments:
Federal, State and Local Mitigation Funding Sources are indentified which include, but are not limited to:

· Hazard Mitigation Grant Program,

· Repetitive Flood Claims

· Severe Repetitive Loss

· State Disaster Funds

Mecklenburg County Quick Buy Program
	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


	Coordination with Repetitive Loss Jurisdictions
Requirement §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.


	Element
	Location in the
Plan (section or
annex and page #)
	Reviewer’s Comments
	SCORE

	
	
	
	N
	S

	A.
Does the new or updated plan provide a description of the State process to support, through funding and technical assistance, the development of local mitigation plans in communities with severe repetitive loss properties (see also Part 201.4(c)(4)(i))?
	Appendix C, pg. 25-26
Section III, Page 9
	[Note: Only required for SRL 90/10 under FMA & SRL]

STATE COMMENTS: The plan explains that priority will be given to local plan development in communities where SRLPs and RLPs are in highest concentration. It also explains that communities will be required to identify these properties in their plans. 
FEMA Comments:
There is specific emphasis on identifying and addressing properties that meet the repetitive loss and severe repetitive loss designations for funding/project opportunities. Special outreach by North Carolina Division of Emergency Management (NCEM), the Department of Public Safety, and other partners in North Carolina’s mitigation effort. The State will review local plans to make sure that Severe Repetitive Loss structures are identified and are a priority.
	
	X

	B.
Does the new or updated plan include considerations for repetitive loss properties in its criteria for prioritizing communities and local jurisdictions that would receive planning and project grants under available mitigation funding programs (see also Part 201.4(c)(3)(iii))?
	Appendix C, pg. 26-28
Appendix C, Page 16-17
	[Note: Only required for SRL 90/10 under FMA & SRL]

STATE COMMENTS: In Appendix C, pg. 26-28, the plan includes considerations for RLPs to prioritize grant funding for communities. This part of the plan describes several project selection criteria and discusses how SRLPs and RLPs will be prioritized against one another.
FEMA Comments:
The highest priority has been the acquisition of flood prone principal residential buildings. This is followed by the voluntary elevation of the properties at risk. NCEM recognizes the following benefits:

· Permanently reducing the number of disaster assistance claims to the NFIP, as well as to other federal, state, and local resources.

· Returning vacated flood hazard areas back to natural open space use such as parks and greenways.

· Promoting sound land uses planning based on known hazards.
Recycling or re-use of homes.
	
	X

	
SUMMARY SCORE
	
	X


Matrix A: Profiling Hazards

This matrix can assist FEMA in scoring each hazard.  States may find the matrix useful to ensure that their plan addresses each natural hazard that can affect the State.  Completing the matrix is not required.  

Note:  First, check which hazards are identified in requirement §201.4(c)(2)(i).  Then, place a checkmark in either the N or S box for each applicable hazard.  An “N” for any element of any identified hazard will result in a “Needs Improvement” score for this requirement.  List the hazard and its related shortcoming in the comments section of the Plan Review Crosswalk.  


	Hazard Type
	Hazards Identified
Per Requirement §201.4(c)(2)(i)
	A.  Location
	B.  Previous Occurrences
	C.  Probability of Future Events

	
	Yes
	N
	S
	N
	S
	N
	S

	Avalanche
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Coastal Erosion
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Coastal Storm
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Dam Failure
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Drought
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Earthquake
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Expansive Soils
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Extreme Heat
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Flood
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Hailstorm
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Hurricane
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Land Subsidence
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Landslide
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Levee Failure
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Severe Winter Storm
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Tornado
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Tsunami
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Volcano
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Wildfire
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Windstorm
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Other 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Legend:  

§201.4(c)(2)(i) Profiling Hazards
A.  Does the risk assessment identify the location (i.e., geographic area affected) of each natural hazard addressed in the new or updated plan?

B.  Does the plan provide information on previous occurrences of each hazard addressed in the new or updated plan?

C.  Does the plan include the probability of future events (i.e., chance of occurrence) for each hazard addressed in the new or updated plan?
Matrix B: Assessing Vulnerability

This matrix can assist FEMA in scoring each hazard.  States may find the matrix useful to ensure that their plan addresses each requirement. Note that this matrix only includes items for Requirements §201.4(c)(2)(ii) and §201.4(c)(2)(iii) that are related to specific natural hazards that can affect the State. Completing the matrix is not required.  
Note:  First, check which hazards are identified in requirement §201.4(c)(2)(i).  Then, place a checkmark in either the N or S box for each applicable hazard.  An “N” for any element of any identified hazard will result in a “Needs Improvement” score for this requirement.  List the hazard and its related shortcoming in the comments section of the Plan Review Crosswalk. 


	Hazard Type
	Hazards Identified Per Requirement §201.4(c)(2)(i)
	§201.4(c)(2)(ii) Assessing Vulnerability
	1. Vulnerability by Jurisdiction
	2. Vulnerability to State Facilities
	§201.4(c)(2)(iii) Estimating Potential Losses
	3. Loss Estimate

by Jurisdiction
	4. Loss Estimate of State Facilities

	
	Yes
	
	N
	S
	N
	S
	
	N
	S
	N
	S

	Avalanche
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Coastal Erosion
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Coastal Storm
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Dam Failure
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Drought
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Earthquake
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
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Legend

§201.4(c)(2)(ii) Assessing Vulnerability by Jurisdiction (see element B)
1.  Does the new or updated plan describe the State’s vulnerability in terms of the jurisdictions most threatened and most vulnerable to damage and loss associated with hazard event(s)?
§201.4(c)(2)(ii) Assessing Vulnerability to State Facilities (see element A)
2.  Does the new or updated plan describe the types of State owned or operated critical facilities located in the identified hazard areas?
§201.4(c)(2)(iii) Estimating Potential Losses by Jurisdiction (see element A)
3.  Does the new or updated plan present an overview and analysis of the potential losses to the identified vulnerable structures?
§201.4(c)(2)(iii) Estimating Potential Losses of State Facilities (see element A)
4.  Does the new or updated plan present an estimate of the potential dollar losses to State owned or operated buildings, infrastructure, and critical facilities in the identified hazard areas?
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