Appendix A
Plan Adoption

This appendix includes the FEMA APP Letter and local adoption resolutions for each of the participating
jurisdictions.

U.S. Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region IV
3003 Chamblee Tucker Road
Atlanta, GA 30341

September 3, 2015

Mr. Chris Crew
State Hazard Mitigation Officer
North Carolina Division of Emergency Management
4238 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699
Reference: Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Dear Mr. Crew:
We are pleased to inform you that the Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan is in
compliance with the Federal hazard mitigation planning requirements resulting from the Disaster
Mitigation Act of 2000, as contained in 44 CFR 201.6. The plan is approved for a period of five
(5) years, to September 2, 2020.
This plan approval extends to the following participating jurisdictions that provided copies of
their resolutions adopting the plan:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Forsyth County, Unincorporated
Town of Bethania
Village of Clemmons
Town of Kernersville
Town of Lewisville
Town of Rural Hall
Village of Tobaccoville
Town of Walkertown
City of Winston-Salem

The approved participating jurisdictions are hereby eligible applicants through the State for the
following mitigation grant programs administered by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency (FEMA):
•
•
•

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)
Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM)
Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA)

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) participation is required for some programs.

We commend the participants of Northern Piedmont Regional Plan for the development of a
solid, workable plan that will guide hazard mitigation activities over the coming years. Please
note that all requests for funding will be evaluated individually according to the specific
eligibility and other requirements of the particular program under which the application is
submitted. For example, a specific mitigation activity or project identified in the plan may not
meet the eligibility requirements for FEMA funding, and even eligible mitigation activities are
not automatically approved for FEMA funding under any of the aforementioned programs.
We strongly encourage each community to perform an annual review and assessment of the
effectiveness of their hazard mitigation plan; however, a formal plan update is required at least
every five (5) years.
We also encourage each community to conduct a plan update process within one (1) year of
being included in a Presidential Disaster Declaration or of the adoption of major modifications to
their local Comprehensive Land Use Plan or other plans that affect hazard mitigation or land use
and development.
When the plan is amended or revised, it must be resubmitted through the State as a “plan update”
and is subject to a formal review and approval process by our office. If the plan is not updated
prior to the required five (5) year update, please ensure that the draft update is submitted at least
six (6) months prior to expiration of this plan.
The State and the participants in the Northern Piedmont Regional Plan should be commended for
their close coordination and communications with our office in the review and subsequent
approval of the plan. If you or the participants in the Northern Piedmont Regional have any
questions or need any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Victor Geer of the
Hazard Mitigation Assistance Branch at (770) 220-5659, or Linda L. Byers of my staff at (770)
220-5498.
Sincerely,

Robert E. Lowe, Chief
Risk Analysis Branch
Mitigation Division
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security
FEMA Region IV
3003 Chamblee Tucker Road
Atlanta, GA 30341

September 22, 2015

Mr. Chris Crew
State Hazard Mitigation Officer
North Carolina Emergency Management Agency
4238 Mail Service Center
Raleigh, North Carolina 27699
Reference: Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Dear Mr. Crew:
This is a follow-up to our previous correspondence of September 3, 2015, in which we approved the
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan and all the participating communities that submitted
their resolutions at the time of plan approval. We have recently received from your office the following
resolutions for inclusion within this plan and subsequently have approved these communities under the
approved Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Caswell County
Town of Bermuda Run
Town of Boonville
Town of Cooleemee
Town of Danbury
Davie County
Town of Dobson
Town of East Bend
City of Eden
Town of Jonesville
City of King
Town of Madison
Town of Mayodan
Town of Milton

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Town of Mocksville
City of Mount Airy
Town of Pilot Mountain
City of Reidsville
Rockingham County
Stokes County
Town of Stoneville
Surry County
Town of Walnut Cove
Town of Wentworth
Yadkin County
Town of Yadkinville
Town of Yanceyville

The approved participating jurisdictions are hereby eligible applicants through the State for the following
mitigation grant programs administered by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA):
x
x
x

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)
Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM)
Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA)

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) participation is required for some programs.
We commend the participants in the Northern Piedmont Regional plan for the development of a solid,
workable plan that will guide hazard mitigation activities over the coming years. Please note, all requests
for funding will be evaluated individually according to the specific eligibility and other requirements of
the particular program under which the application is submitted. For example, a specific mitigation
activity or project identified in the plan may not meet the eligibility requirements for FEMA funding, and
even eligible mitigation activities are not automatically approved for FEMA funding under any of the
aforementioned programs.
We strongly encourage each community to perform an annual review and assessment of the effectiveness
of their hazard mitigation plan; however, a formal plan update is required at least every five (5) years.
We also encourage each community to conduct a plan update process within one (1) year of being
included within a Presidential Disaster Declaration or of the adoption of major modifications to their local
Comprehensive Land Use Plan or other plans that affect hazard mitigation or land use and development.
When the plan is amended or revised, it must be resubmitted through the State as a “Plan Update” and is
subject to a formal review and approval process by our office. If the plan is not updated prior to the
required five (5) year update, please ensure that the Draft update is submitted at least six (6) months prior
to expiration of this plan approval.
The State and participants in the Northern Piedmont Regional plan should be commended for their close
coordination and communications with our office in the review and subsequent approval of the plan. If
you or Northern Piedmont Regional have any questions or need any additional information please do not
hesitate to contact Victor Greer of the Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) Branch, at (770) 220-5659 or
Linda L. Byers of my staff at (770) 220-5498.
Sincerely,

Robert E. Lowe, Chief
Risk Analysis Branch
Mitigation Division
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Scan3300, August 21, 2015.max

Appendix B
Planning Tools
This appendix includes the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Blank Public Participation Survey
GIS Data Inventory Sheet
Scoring Criteria for Capability Assessment
Blank Mitigation Action Worksheet
Mitigation Action Progress Report Form (from FEMA’s Local Mitigation Planning Handbook)
Plan Update Evaluation Worksheet (from FEMA’s Local Mitigation Planning Handbook)

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SURVEY
FOR HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING
We need your help!
The Counties of Caswell, Davie, Forsyth, Rockingham, Stokes, Surry, and Yadkin are currently
engaged in a planning process to become less vulnerable to natural disasters, and your
participation is important to us!
The Counties, along with participating local jurisdictions and other participating partners, are now
working to prepare a multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan. The purpose of this Plan is to
identify and assess our community’s natural hazard risks and determine how to best minimize or
manage those risks. Upon completion, the Plan will represent a comprehensive multijurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan for the seven-county region.
This survey questionnaire provides an opportunity for you to share your opinions and participate
in the mitigation planning process. The information you provide will help us better understand
your hazard concerns and can lead to mitigation activities that should help lessen the impact of
future hazard events.
Please help us by completing this survey by May 30, 2014 and returning it to:
Sara Reynolds, Atkins
1616 E Millbrook Road, Suite 310
Raleigh, NC 27609
Surveys can also be faxed to: (919) 876-6848 or emailed to sara.reynolds@atkinsglobal.com
If you have any questions regarding this survey or would like to learn about more ways you can
participate in the development of the Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan,
please contact Atkins, planning consultant for the project. You may reach Nathan Slaughter
(Atkins) at 919-431-5251 or by email at nathan.slaughter@atkinsglobal.com.
1. Where do you live?
Unincorporated Caswell County
Unincorporated Davie County
Unincorporated Forsyth County
Unincorporated Rockingham County
Unincorporated Stokes County 
Unincorporated Surry County
Unincorporated Yadkin County
Bermuda Run
Bethania
Boonville
Clemmons
Cooleemee
Danbury
Dobson
East Bend
Eden
Elkin

Jonesville
Kernersville
King
Lewisville
Madison
Mayodan
Milton
Mocksville
Mount Airy
Pilot Mountain
Reidsville
Rural Hall
Stoneville
Tobaccoville
Walkertown
Walnut Cove
Wentworth

Winston-Salem
Yadkinville
Yanceyville
Other: _________

2. Have you ever experienced or been impacted by a disaster?
Yes
No
a. If “Yes,” please explain:

3. How concerned are you about the possibility of our community being impacted by a
disaster?
Extremely concerned
Somewhat concerned
Not concerned

4. Please select the one hazard you think is the highest threat to your neighborhood:
Hurricane / Tropical Storm
Land Subsidence / Sink Hole
Landslide
Lightning
Severe Winter Storm / Freeze
Severe Thunderstorm / High Wind
Terror Threat
Tornado
Wildfire

Dam / Levee Failure
Drought
Extreme Heat
Earthquake
Erosion
Flood
Fracking
Hailstorm
Hazardous Materials Incident

5. Please select the one hazard you think is the second highest threat to your neighborhood:
Hurricane / Tropical Storm
Land Subsidence / Sink Hole
Landslide
Lightning
Severe Winter Storm / Freeze
Severe Thunderstorm / High Wind
Terror Threat
Tornado
Wildfire

Dam / Levee Failure
Drought
Extreme Heat
Earthquake
Erosion
Flood
Fracking
Hailstorm 
Hazardous Materials Incident

6. Is there another hazard not listed above that you think is a wide-scale threat to your
neighborhood?
Yes (please explain): ___________________________________________________
No
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7. Is your home located in a floodplain?
Yes
No
I don’t know

8. Do you have flood insurance?
Yes
No
I don’t know
a.

If “No,” why not?
Not located in floodplain
Too expensive
Not necessary because it never floods
Not necessary because I’m elevated or otherwise protected
Never really considered it
Other (please explain): ___________________________________________

9. Have you taken any actions to make your home or neighborhood more resistant to
hazards?
Yes
No
a.

If “Yes,” please explain:

10. Are you interested in making your home or neighborhood more resistant to hazards?
Yes
No

11. Do you know what office to contact regarding reducing your risks to hazards in your
area?
Yes
No
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12. What is the most effective way for you to receive information about how to make your
home and neighborhood more resistant to hazards?
Newspaper
Television
Radio
Internet
Mail
Public workshops/meetings
School meetings
Other (please explain): __________________________________________________

13. In your opinion, what are some steps your local government could take to reduce or
eliminate the risk of future hazard damages in your neighborhood?

14. Are there any other issues regarding the reduction of risk and loss associated with
hazards or disasters in the community that you think are important?
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15. A number of community-wide activities can reduce our risk from hazards. In general,
these activities fall into one of the following six broad categories. Please tell us how
important you think each one is for your community to consider pursuing.
Very
Important

Category

Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

1. Prevention
Administrative or regulatory actions that influence the way
land is developed and buildings are built. Examples include
planning and zoning, building codes, open space
preservation, and floodplain regulations.







2. Property Protection
Actions that involve the modification of existing buildings to
protect them from a hazard or removal from the hazard area.
Examples include acquisition, relocation, elevation, structural
retrofits, and storm shutters.







3. Natural Resource Protection
Actions that, in addition to minimizing hazard losses, also
preserve or restore the functions of natural systems.
Examples include: floodplain protection, habitat preservation,
slope stabilization, riparian buffers, and forest management.







4. Structural Projects
Actions intended to lessen the impact of a hazard by
modifying the natural progression of the hazard. Examples
include dams, levees, detention/retention basins, channel
modification, retaining walls, and storm sewers.







5. Emergency Services
Actions that protect people and property during and
immediately after a hazard event. Examples include warning
systems, evacuation planning, emergency response training,
and protection of critical emergency facilities or systems.







6. Public Education and Awareness
Actions to inform citizens about hazards and the techniques
they can use to protect themselves and their property.
Examples include outreach projects, school education
programs, library materials, and demonstration events.







THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION!
This survey may be submitted anonymously; however, if you provide us with your name and contact
information below we will have the ability to follow up with you to learn more about your ideas or
concerns (optional):

Name:

________________________________________________

Address:

________________________________________________
________________________________________________

Phone:

_____________
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E-Mail:

_______________________

GIS Data Request Sheet
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Data requested
Tax Parcel Data
including replacement value
Building Footprints
Critical Facilities (in GIS or list form with addresses)
examples include:
government buildings
hospitals
senior care
police/fire/EMS/EOC
locally significant buildings
schools
Local hazard studies
examples include:
Flood Studies (HEC-RAS, Risk MAP)
Local Hazard History Articles
Areas of Concern Studies

If you have any questions, please contact:
Nathan Slaughter
nathan.slaughter@atkinsglobal.com
919-431-5251

Available? Received?

Potential Sources
Tax Assessor
Tax Assessor/GIS office
Tax Assessor/GIS office

public works, natural
resources, planning

Points System for Capability Ranking
0-19 points = Limited overall capability
20-39 points = Moderate overall capability
40-68 points = High overall capability
I. Planning and Regulatory Capability
(Up to 43 points)
Yes = 3 points
Under Development = 1 point
Included under County plan/code/ordinance/program = 1 point
No = 0 points
x
x
x
x
x

Hazard Mitigation Plan
Comprehensive Land Use Plan
Floodplain Management Plan
National Flood Insurance Program
NFIP Community Rating System

Yes = 2 points
Under Development = 1 point
Included under County plan/code/ordinance/program = 1 point
No = 0 points
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Open Space Management Plan / Parks & Recreation Plan
Stormwater Management Plan
Natural Resource Protection Plan
Flood Response Plan
Emergency Operations Plan
Continuity of Operations Plan
Evacuation Plan
Disaster Recovery Plan
Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance
Post-disaster Redevelopment / Reconstruction Ordinance

Yes = 1 point
No = 0 points
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Capital Improvements Plan
Economic Development Plan
Historic Preservation Plan
Zoning Ordinance
Subdivision Ordinance
Unified Development Ordinance
Building Code
Fire Code

II. Administrative and Technical Capability
(Up to 15 points)
Yes = 2 points
Service provided by County = 1 point
No = 0 points
x
x
x
x
x

Planners with knowledge of land development and land management practices
Engineers or professionals trained in construction practices related to buildings and/or
infrastructure
Planners or engineers with an understanding of natural and/or human-caused hazards
Emergency manager
Floodplain manager

Yes = 1 point
No = 0 points
x
x
x
x
x

Land surveyors
Scientist familiar with the hazards of the community
Staff with education or expertise to assess the community’s vulnerability to hazards
Personnel skilled in Geographical Information Systems (GIS) and/or Hazus
Resource development staff or grant writers

III. Fiscal Capability
(Up to 10 points)
Yes = 1 point
No = 0 points
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

Capital Improvement Programming
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG)
Special Purpose Taxes (or tax districts)
Gas / Electric Utility Fees
Water / Sewer Fees
Stormwater Utility Fees
Development Impact Fees
General Obligation / Revenue / Special Tax Bonds
Partnering arrangements or intergovernmental agreements
Other

MITIGATION ACTION WORKSHEETS
Mitigation Action Worksheets are used to identify potential hazard mitigation actions that participating
jurisdictions in the Northern Piedmont region will consider to reduce the negative effects of identified
hazards. The worksheets provide a simple yet effective method of organizing potential actions in a userfriendly manner that can easily be incorporated into the Region’s Hazard Mitigation Plan.
The worksheets are to be used as part of a strategic planning process and are designed to be:
a.) completed electronically (worksheets and instructions will be e-mailed to members of the Hazard
Mitigation Planning Team following the Mitigation Strategy Workshop);
b.) reviewed with your department/organization for further consideration; and
c.) returned according to the contact information provided below.
Please return all completed worksheets no later than July 22, 2014 to:
Nathan Slaughter, Project Manager Atkins
Electronic copies may be e-mailed to: nathan.slaughter@atkinsglobal.com
Hard copies may be faxed to: 919-876-6848 (Attn: Nathan Slaughter)

INSTRUCTIONS
Each mitigation action should be considered to be a separate local project, policy or program and each
individual action should be entered into a separate worksheet. By identifying the implementation
requirements for each action, the worksheets will help lay the framework for engaging in distinct actions
that will help reduce the community’s overall vulnerability and risk. Detailed explanations on how to
complete the worksheet are provided below.
Proposed Action: Identify a specific action that, if accomplished, will reduce vulnerability and risk in the
impact area. Actions may be in the form of local policies (i.e., regulatory or incentive-based measures),
programs or structural mitigation projects and should be consistent with any pre-identified mitigation goals
and objectives.
Site and Location: Provide details with regard to the physical location or geographic extent of the
proposed action, such as the location of a specific structure to be mitigated, whether a program will be
citywide, countywide or regional, etc.
History of Damages: Provide a brief history of any known damages as it relates to the proposed action
and the hazard(s) being addressed. For example, the proposed elevation of a repetitive loss property
should include an overview of the number of times the structure has flooded, total dollar amount of
damages if available, etc.
Hazard(s) Addressed: List the hazard(s) the proposed action is designed to mitigate against.
Category: Indicate the most appropriate category for the proposed action as discussed during the
Mitigation Strategy Workshop (Prevention; Property Protection; Natural Resource Protection; Structural
Projects; Emergency Services; Public Education and Awareness).
Priority: Indicate whether the action is a “high” priority, “moderate” priority or “low” priority based
generally on the following criteria:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Effect on overall risk to life and property
Ease of implementation / technical feasibility
Project costs versus benefits
Political and community support
Funding availability

Estimated Cost: If applicable, indicate what the total cost will be to accomplish this action. This amount
will be an estimate until actual final dollar amounts can be determined. Some actions (such as ordinance
revisions) may only cost “local staff time” and should be noted so.
Potential Funding Sources: If applicable, indicate how the cost to complete the action will be funded.
For example, funds may be provided from existing operating budgets or general funds, a previously
established contingency fund, a cost-sharing federal or state grant program, etc.
Lead Agency/Department Responsible: Identify the local agency, department or organization that is
best suited to implement the proposed action.
Implementation Schedule: Indicate when the action will begin and when the action is expected to be
completed. Remember that some actions will require only a minimal amount of time, while others may
require a long-term or continuous effort.
Comments: This space is provided for any additional information or details that may not be captured
under the previous headings.

MITIGATION ACTION
Proposed Action:

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
Site and Location:

History of Damages:

MITIGATION ACTION DETAILS
Hazard(s) Addressed:
Category:
Priority (High, Moderate, Low):
Estimated Cost:
Potential Funding Sources:
Lead Agency/Department Responsible:
Implementation Schedule:
COMMENTS

Worksheet
Task
7.13

Mitigation Action
CreateProgress
an Outreach
Report
Strategy
Form

Mitigation Action Progress Report Form
Progress Report Period

From Date:

To Date:

Action/Project Title
Responsible Agency
Contact Name
Contact Phone/Email
Project Status

❏ Project completed
❏ Project canceled
❏ Project on schedule
❏ Anticipated completion date:_______________________________________________________
❏ Project delayed
Explain _________________________________________________________________________

Summary of Project Progress for this Report Period
1. What was accomplished for this project during this reporting period?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. What obstacles, problems, or delays did the project encounter?
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________
3. If uncompleted, is the project still relevant? Should the project be changed or revised?
_______________________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________________
4. Other comments
_______________________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________________________
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Worksheet
Task
7.23

Plan Update
CreateEvaluation
an Outreach
Worksheet
Strategy

Plan Update Evaluation Worksheet
Plan Section

Considerations

Explanation

Should new jurisdictions and/or
districts be invited to participate in
future plan updates?
Have any internal or external agencies
been invaluable to the mitigation
strategy?
Planning
Process

Can any procedures (e.g., meeting
announcements, plan updates) be
done differently or more efficiently?
Has the Planning Team undertaken any
public outreach activities?
How can public participation be
improved?
Have there been any changes in
public support and/or decision- maker
priorities related to hazard mitigation?
Have jurisdictions adopted new
policies, plans, regulations, or reports
that could be incorporated into this
plan?

Capability
Assessment

Are there different or additional
administrative, human, technical,
and financial resources available for
mitigation planning?
Are there different or new education
and outreach programs and resources
available for mitigation activities?
Has NFIP participation changed in the
participating jurisdictions?
Has a natural and/or technical or
human-caused disaster occurred?
Should the list of hazards addressed
in the plan be modified?

Risk
Assessment

Are there new data sources and/or
additional maps and studies available?
If so, what are they and what have they
revealed? Should the information be
incorporated into future plan updates?
Do any new critical facilities or
infrastructure need to be added to the
asset lists?
Have any changes in development
trends occurred that could create
additional risks?
Are there repetitive losses and/or
severe repetitive losses to document?
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Task 3
Worksheet
7.2

Create
Plan
Update
an Outreach
Evaluation
Strategy
Worksheet

Plan Section

Considerations

Explanation

Is the mitigation strategy being
implemented as anticipated? Were the
cost and timeline estimates accurate?
Should new mitigation actions be
added to the Action Plan? Should
existing mitigation actions be revised
or eliminated from the plan?
Mitigation
Strategy

Are there new obstacles that were not
anticipated in the plan that will need to
be considered in the next plan update?
Are there new funding sources to
consider?
Have elements of the plan been
incorporated into other planning
mechanisms?

Plan
Maintenance
Procedures
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Was the plan monitored and evaluated
as anticipated?
What are needed improvements to the
procedures?

Local Mitigation Planning Handbook

Appendix C

Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool

LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW TOOL
The Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool demonstrates how the Local Mitigation Plan meets
the regulation in 44 CFR §201.6 and offers States and FEMA Mitigation Planners an
opportunity to provide feedback to the community.
•
•
•

The Regulation Checklist provides a summary of FEMA’s evaluation of whether the
Plan has addressed all requirements.
The Plan Assessment identifies the plan’s strengths as well as documents areas for
future improvement.
The Multi-jurisdiction Summary Sheet is an optional worksheet that can be used to
document how each jurisdiction met the requirements of the each Element of the
Plan (Planning Process; Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment; Mitigation
Strategy; Plan Review, Evaluation, and Implementation; and Plan Adoption).

The FEMA Mitigation Planner must reference this Local Mitigation Plan Review Guide when
completing the Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool.
Jurisdiction:
Title of Plan:
Date of Plan:
Northern Piedmont Region
Northern Piedmont Regional
November 2014
Hazard Mitigation Plan
(Caswell, Davie, Forsyth,
Rockingham, Stokes, Surry, Yadkin
Counties)
Local Point of Contact:
Address:
Michelle Brock, Forsyth County
101 N. Main Street
Winston-Salem, NC 27101
Title:
Emergency Management Coordinator
Agency:
Forsyth County Emergency Management
Phone Number:
E-Mail:
336-661-6440
michelleb@cityofwsfire.org
State Reviewer:
Cindy Harrison NCEM

Title:
Hazard Mitigation Planner

Date:
1/12/2015

FEMA Reviewer:
Darlene Booker

Title:
Hazard Mitigation Program
Analyst
R4 Lead Panning Specialist

Date:
2/10/2015

Linda L. Byers(QC)

Date Received in FEMA Region IV
Plan Not Approved
Plan Approvable Pending Adoption
Plan Approved

03/13/15

1/27/2015
3/16/2015
9/3/2015

Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool (FEMA, October 1, 2011)
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Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool (FEMA, October 1, 2011)

SECTION 1:
REGULATION CHECKLIST
INSTRUCTIONS: The Regulation Checklist must be completed by FEMA. The purpose of the
Checklist is to identify the location of relevant or applicable content in the Plan by
Element/sub-element and to determine if each requirement has been ‘Met’ or ‘Not Met.’
The ‘Required Revisions’ summary at the bottom of each Element must be completed by
FEMA to provide a clear explanation of the revisions that are required for plan approval.
Required revisions must be explained for each plan sub-element that is ‘Not Met.’ Subelements should be referenced in each summary by using the appropriate numbers (A1, B3,
etc.), where applicable. Requirements for each Element and sub-element are described in
detail in this Plan Review Guide in Section 4, Regulation Checklist.
1. REGULATION CHECKLIST
Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans)

Location in Plan
(section and/or
page number)

Met

Not
Met

ELEMENT A. PLANNING PROCESS
A1. Does the Plan document the planning process, including how it
was prepared and who was involved in the process for each
jurisdiction? (Requirement §201.6(c)(1))
A2. Does the Plan document an opportunity for neighboring
communities, local and regional agencies involved in hazard
mitigation activities, agencies that have the authority to regulate
development as well as other interests to be involved in the planning
process? (Requirement §201.6(b)(2))
A3. Does the Plan document how the public was involved in the
planning process during the drafting stage? (Requirement
§201.6(b)(1))
A4. Does the Plan describe the review and incorporation of existing
plans, studies, reports, and technical information? (Requirement
§201.6(b)(3))

Section 2; App. D
Section 2, 2:3 thru
2:16
Section 2.4-2.6,
Section 2.7; App. D
Section 2, Pages 2:3
thru 2:18
Section 2.6-2.7
Section 2, 2:6:7,
Pages 2:16 thru 2:18
Section 7.3;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.4)
Section 7, Pages
Section 4: Pages 4:
17-24

X

X

X

X

A5. Is there discussion of how the community(ies) will continue public Section 10.3
Section 10:4, Pages
X
participation in the plan maintenance process? (Requirement
10:7-8
§201.6(c)(4)(iii))
A6. Is there a description of the method and schedule for keeping the Section 10.2
X
plan current (monitoring, evaluating and updating the mitigation plan Section 10:3, Pages
10:7-8
within a 5-year cycle)? (Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(i))
ELEMENT A: REQUIRED REVISIONS
NCEM Review:
Elements A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 and A6 - The plan appears to meet all other Planning Process requirements.

Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool (FEMA, October 1, 2011)
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1. REGULATION CHECKLIST

Location in Plan
(section and/or
page number)

Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans)

Met

Not
Met

ELEMENT B. HAZARD IDENTIFICATION AND RISK ASSESSMENT
B1. Does the Plan include a description of the type, location, and
extent of all natural hazards that can affect each jurisdiction(s)?
(Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i))

B2. Does the Plan include information on previous occurrences of
hazard events and on the probability of future hazard events for each
jurisdiction? (Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i))

B3. Is there a description of each identified hazard’s impact on the
community as well as an overall summary of the community’s
vulnerability for each jurisdiction? (Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii))

B4. Does the Plan address NFIP insured structures within the
jurisdiction that have been repetitively damaged by floods?
(Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii))

Section 4; Section 5;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.2)
Section 5
Throughout,
Appendixes A-G
Section 5;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.2)
Appendixes A-G
Section 5
Throughout,
Appendixes A-G
Section 5; Section 6;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.2 and
X.3)
Appendixes A-G
Section 4, Disaster
Declarations Pages
4:6-7,
Section 5
Throughout, 5:19,
5:20,27,30,31,33,
Table 5.22,
5:37,5:50,5:45,
5:55,5:69, 5:76, 5:80
Section 6: Page 6:18
Section 5.15.5;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.2.13)
Section 5:53, Annex
A-35, B:37,

X

X

X

X

ELEMENT B: REQUIRED REVISIONS
NCEM Review:
Elements B1, B2, B3, and B4 - The plan appears to meet all other Planning Process requirements.

ELEMENT C. MITIGATION STRATEGY
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Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool (FEMA, October 1, 2011)

1. REGULATION CHECKLIST
Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans)
C1. Does the plan document each jurisdiction’s existing authorities,
policies, programs and resources and its ability to expand on and
improve these existing policies and programs? (Requirement
§201.6(c)(3))

C2. Does the Plan address each jurisdiction’s participation in the NFIP
and continued compliance with NFIP requirements, as appropriate?
(Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(ii))

C3. Does the Plan include goals to reduce/avoid long-term
vulnerabilities to the identified hazards? (Requirement
§201.6(c)(3)(i))

C4. Does the Plan identify and analyze a comprehensive range of
specific mitigation actions and projects for each jurisdiction being
considered to reduce the effects of hazards, with emphasis on new
and existing buildings and infrastructure? (Requirement
§201.6(c)(3)(ii))

Location in Plan
(section and/or
page number)

Not
Met

Section 7;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.4)
X
Section 7
Annexes A-G, Pages
A:70-73; B:78-81
Section 5.15.4;
Section 7.3.4;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.4.1)
Section 5,
5:52-54
Section 9,
Management Plan
throughout
reference flood
compliance with
structures
Annexes A-G; Action
Plan NFIP
Compliance
Section 8.2;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.5.1)
Annexes A-G:
Pages A:74, Pages
B:82-83, Pages C:
130, Pages D:112,
Pages E: 85-86,
Pages F:95, Pages
G:82-83,
Section 8.3-8.4;
Section 9.2;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.5.2)
Section 8, Pages 8:
3-4
Annexes A-G
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Met

X

X

X
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1. REGULATION CHECKLIST

Location in Plan

Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans)
C5. Does the Plan contain an action plan that describes how the
actions identified will be prioritized (including cost benefit review),
implemented, and administered by each jurisdiction? (Requirement
§201.6(c)(3)(iv)); (Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(iii))

(section and/or
page number)

Not
Met

Section 8.1.1;
Section 9.2;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.5.2)
Appendix E,
Annexes A-G Action
Plans,
Section 8, Pages 8:2,
Section 9,

C6. Does the Plan describe a process by which local governments will
integrate the requirements of the mitigation plan into other planning
mechanisms, such as comprehensive or capital improvement plans,
when appropriate? (Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(ii))

Met

X

Section 7.3.1 (Table
7.1); Section 10.1;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.4.1)
Section 10: Pages
10:4-5,

X

ELEMENT C: REQUIRED REVISIONS
NCEM Review:
Elements C1, C2, C3, C4, C5, and C6- The plan appears to meet all other Planning Process requirements.

ELEMENT D. PLAN REVIEW, EVALUATION, AND IMPLEMENTATION (applicable to plan updates
only)
D1. Was the plan revised to reflect changes in development?
(Requirement §201.6(d)(3))

D2. Was the plan revised to reflect progress in local mitigation
efforts? (Requirement §201.6(d)(3))
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Section 6.4.3
Section 6.4.3,
Development Trends
and Changes in
Vulnerability, Pages
6:12-6:14
Annexes A-G Land
Use sections
Section 2.8; Section
8.5; Jurisdictionspecific annexes
(X.5.2)
Sect
Annexes A-G, status
of actions progress

X

X
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1. REGULATION CHECKLIST
Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans)
D3. Was the plan revised to reflect changes in priorities?
(Requirement §201.6(d)(3))

Location in Plan
(section and/or
page number)

Section 5.21 (Table
5.36); Section 9.2;
Jurisdiction-specific
annexes (X.2.19 and
X.5.2)
Section 4 and 5
Annexes A-G

Met

Not
Met

X

ELEMENT D: REQUIRED REVISIONS
NCEM Review:
Elements D1, D2, and D3 - The plan appears to meet all other Planning Process requirements.

ELEMENT E. PLAN ADOPTION
E1. Does the Plan include documentation that the plan has been
formally adopted by the governing body of the jurisdiction requesting
approval? (Requirement §201.6(c)(5))
E2. For multi-jurisdictional plans, has each jurisdiction requesting
approval of the plan documented formal plan adoption?
(Requirement §201.6(c)(5))
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1. REGULATION CHECKLIST

Location in Plan

Not
(section and/or
Regulation (44 CFR 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans)
Met
Met
page number)
ELEMENT E: REQUIRED REVISIONS
NCEM Review:
Element E1-The plan must include documentation of plan adoption, usually a resolution by the governing body
or other authority. Unsigned adoption resolutions should be included in *(specify the section based on the
table of contents (TOC)).
Element E2-Each jurisdiction that is included in the plan must have its governing body adopt the plan prior to
FEMA approval, even when a regional agency has the authority to prepare such plans.
E.2: The new Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan has not been adopted by any participating Counties or
jurisdictions nor has any supporting documentations been submitted adopting the new Northern Piedmont Regional
Hazard Mitigation Plan.
REQUIRED REVISIONS:
x
The Plan must be adopted within one calendar year of FEMA’s “approval pending adoption” of the Plan.
x
The Plan shall include a copy of the resolution or other documentation of formal adoption of the Plan within one
calendar year.
(For additional information, please see the “Local Mitigation Plan Review Guide”, Element E, Plan Adoption, dated October
1, 2011, Pages 28 - 29).

Forsyth County and participating jurisdictions listed below have adopted the Northern Piedmont Regional plan.
All supporting documentations have been submitted.
Forsyth County, Unincorporated
Town of Bethania
Village of Clemmons
Town of Kernersville
Town of Lewisville
Town of Rural Hall
Village of Tobaccoville
Town of Walkertown
City of Winston-Salem

ELEMENT F. ADDITIONAL STATE REQUIREMENTS (OPTIONAL FOR STATE REVIEWERS ONLY;
NOT TO BE COMPLETED BY FEMA)
F1.
F2.
ELEMENT F: REQUIRED REVISIONS
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SECTION 2:
PLAN ASSESSMENT
INSTRUCTIONS: The purpose of the Plan Assessment is to offer the local community more
comprehensive feedback to the community on the quality and utility of the plan in a
narrative format. The audience for the Plan Assessment is not only the plan developer/local
community planner, but also elected officials, local departments and agencies, and others
involved in implementing the Local Mitigation Plan. The Plan Assessment must be
completed by FEMA. The Assessment is an opportunity for FEMA to provide feedback and
information to the community on: 1) suggested improvements to the Plan; 2) specific
sections in the Plan where the community has gone above and beyond minimum
requirements; 3) recommendations for plan implementation; and 4) ongoing partnership(s)
and information on other FEMA programs, specifically RiskMAP and Hazard Mitigation
Assistance programs. The Plan Assessment is divided into two sections:
1.
2.

Plan Strengths and Opportunities for Improvement
Resources for Implementing Your Approved Plan

Plan Strengths and Opportunities for Improvement is organized according to the plan
Elements listed in the Regulation Checklist. Each Element includes a series of italicized
bulleted items that are suggested topics for consideration while evaluating plans, but it is
not intended to be a comprehensive list. FEMA Mitigation Planners are not required to
answer each bullet item, and should use them as a guide to paraphrase their own written
assessment (2-3 sentences) of each Element.
The Plan Assessment must not reiterate the required revisions from the Regulation
Checklist or be regulatory in nature, and should be open-ended and to provide the
community with suggestions for improvements or recommended revisions. The
recommended revisions are suggestions for improvement and are not required to be made
for the Plan to meet Federal regulatory requirements. The italicized text should be deleted
once FEMA has added comments regarding strengths of the plan and potential
improvements for future plan revisions. It is recommended that the Plan Assessment be a
short synopsis of the overall strengths and weaknesses of the Plan (no longer than two
pages), rather than a complete recap section by section.
Resources for Implementing Your Approved Plan provides a place for FEMA to offer
information, data sources and general suggestions on the overall plan implementation and
maintenance process. Information on other possible sources of assistance including, but
not limited to, existing publications, grant funding or training opportunities, can be
provided. States may add state and local resources, if available.
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A. Plan Strengths and Opportunities for Improvement
This section provides a discussion of the strengths of the plan document and identifies areas
where these could be improved beyond minimum requirements.
Element A: Planning Process
Strengths:
The new 2014 Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan was developed with the assistance of Atkins
Consultants. The Planning process of this 2014 plan development was facilitated by the lead planner from Atkins. The
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan consisted of seven County-level plans (Caswell, Davie, Forsyth,
Rockingham, Stokes, Surry, and Yadkin) that merged together to form the well-developed 2014 Regional plan. The
Northern Piedmont Regional plan conducted a wide spectrum of participation that included regional planning councils,
various stakeholders, academia, public citizens, utility companies, private and public services. All participating jurisdictions
from each County participated in this great effort. The 2014 Northern Piedmont Regional Plan included meeting notices,
meeting agendas, and provided several attendee lists to show meeting participation. Public participation was widely
encouraged through surveys and websites. The results of the public participation surveys resulted in 546 responses that
were received. Great participation was met in this new Regional plan development.

Element B: Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment
Strengths:
The new 2014 Northern Piedmont Regional Plan indicated that an extensive process of hazard history was compiled for all
participating jurisdictions in the plan. Vital information from past disaster declarations were listed identifying the full
range of natural disasters that have affected and could affect the planning area within the participating jurisdictions.
Identified natural hazards such as drought, hailstorm, heat wave, hurricane/tropical storm, lightning, tornado, severe
thunderstorm, winter storm/freeze, dam/levee failure, erosion, flood, earthquake, landslide, and wildfire were the hazards
identified affecting the Counties of Caswell, Davie, Forsyth, Rockingham, Stokes, Surry, and Yadkin along with all County
identified participating jurisdictions in the Regional Plan.
The Northern Piedmont Regional Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan included each County-level Annex which
detailed each County and participating jurisdiction’s risks to each identified hazard in the plan. The Community Profile,
Risk Assessment and Capability Assessment data were provided for each participating jurisdiction in this new
development. By separating each County’s Risk Assessment, this allowed the reviewer a more specific and precise
identification of each County’s risk along with the participating jurisdictions risks as well. The Regional Plan provided a
comprehensive capability assessment for each County and participating jurisdiction in the plan.
The Regional Plan indicated that three methodologies were conducted during the vulnerability assessment of the Northern
Piedmont Regional plan which included (1) a stochastic risk assessment; (2) a geographic information system (GIS) -based
analysis; and (3) a risk modeling software analysis (HAZUS-MH).
As Risk MAP products such as depth grids, Flood Risk Report, Changes since Last FIRM, and Areas of Mitigation Interests
become available, consider using these recent products and incorporate them into the next update. I have provided this
link below to flood programs and other resources:
http://www.floodsmart.gov/floodsmart/pages/faqs.jsp
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Element C: Mitigation Strategy
Strengths:
The new 2014 Northern Piedmont Regional Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan consisted of each County and its
participating jurisdiction’s Community Profile, Risk Assessment and Capability Assessment information. The Mitigation
Actions identified for each County and its participating jurisdictions were also included in the County’s Annex which
allowed a more explicit analysis to the reviewer. This allowed the reviewer a more specific and clear identification of each
County’s risk. The Regional Plan provided a comprehensive capability assessment for each County and participating
jurisdiction in the plan. A Capability Assessment Survey was provided for completion of each participating jurisdiction in
the plan to determine and decipher their needs in development of mitigation actions. The Assessment survey results were
used in the plan to provide a broad inventory of existing local plans, ordinances, programs, and resources that each
jurisdiction have in place or under development to identify gaps, weaknesses, or conflicts that counties and local
jurisdictions can restructure as opportunities for specific actions to be proposed as part of the hazard mitigation strategy.
The survey results provided a robust identification of plans, ordinances, and programs for each participating jurisdiction in
the plan that led to be considered and available mechanisms for incorporation into this Regional Plan.
The new Northern Piedmont Regional Plan provided an implementation update status of each action strategy from the (7)
previous Local Hazard Mitigation Plans such as Caswell, Davie, Forsyth, Rockingham, Stokes, Surry, and Yadkin Counties.
All updated action items were reviewed, updated and included in the new Northern Piedmont Regional Multi-jurisdictional
Hazard Mitigation Plan.

Element D: Plan Update, Evaluation, and Implementation (Plan Updates Only)
Strengths:
The new Northern Piedmont Regional Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan identified each original County Plan’s
action items with a status update identifying a date of completion for each identified action, or whether the action has
been completed, deleted, and/or deferred.

Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool (FEMA, October 1, 2011)
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B. Resources for Implementing Your Approved Plan
The following resources may be of use in updating the next Plan update:
Mitigation Planning Toolkit: This is an extensive web based tool to assist States, Local, and Tribal Communities
involved in Hazard Mitigation Plan Development and Updates.
http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord.do?id=5580
Local Mitigation Planning Handbook: This Handbook provides guidance to local governments on developing or
updating hazard mitigation plans to meet the requirements under the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Title
44 – Emergency Management and Assistance §201.6.
http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord.do?fromSearch=fromsearch&id=7209
Mitigation Ideas: Provides a resource that communities can use to identify and evaluate a range of potential
mitigation actions for reducing risk to natural hazards and disasters.
http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord.do?id=6938
Integrating Mitigation Strategies with Local Planning: Provides practical guidance on how to incorporate risk
reduction strategies into existing local plans, policies, codes, and programs that guide community development
or redevelopment patterns.
http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord.do?id=7130
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Town

Town

County

Town

Town

Town

County

Town

Milton

Yanceyville

Davie County

Bermuda Run

Cooleemee

Mocksville

Forsyth
County

Bethania

Caswell
County

Jurisdiction
Name

Plan
POC

Mailing
Address
Email
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9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

#

Jurisdiction
Type
(city/borough/
township/
village, etc.)
County
Phone

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

A.
Planning
Process

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

B.
Hazard
Identification
& Risk
Assessment

MULTI-JURISDICTION SUMMARY SHEET

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

C.
Mitigation
Strategy

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

D.
Plan Review,
Evaluation &
Implementation

Requirements Met (Y/N)

Y

Y

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

E.
Plan
Adoption
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Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N/A

N

Y

F.
State
Requirements

INSTRUCTIONS: For multi-jurisdictional plans, a Multi-jurisdiction Summary Spreadsheet may be completed by listing each
participating jurisdiction, which required Elements for each jurisdiction were ‘Met’ or ‘Not Met,’ and when the adoption resolutions
were received. This Summary Sheet does not imply that a mini-plan be developed for each jurisdiction; it should be used as an
optional worksheet to ensure that each jurisdiction participating in the Plan has been documented and has met the requirements for
those Elements (A through E).

SECTION 3:
MULTI-JURISDICTION SUMMARY SHEET (OPTIONAL)

Town

Village

Town

Town

City

County

City

Town

Town

City

Town

Town

Lewisville

Rural Hall

Tobaccoville

Walkertown

WinstonSalem

Rockingham
County

Eden

Madison

Mayodan

Reidsville

Stoneville

Wentworth

16

17
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23

22

21

20

19

18

15

14

13

12

11

Town

Clemmons

Jurisdiction
Name

Kernersville

10

#

Jurisdiction
Type
(city/borough/
township/
village, etc.)
Village
Plan
POC

Mailing
Address
Email

Phone

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

B.
Hazard
Identification
& Risk
Assessment

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

C.
Mitigation
Strategy

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

D.
Plan Review,
Evaluation &
Implementation

Requirements Met (Y/N)

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

E.
Plan
Adoption

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

N/A

Y

Y

Y

Y

F.
State
Requirements
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Y

Y
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Y
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Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y
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Process
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City

Town
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Town

Town

City

Town

County

Town

Town

Town
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Surry County
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Yadkin
County

Boonville

East Bend

Jonesville

Yadkinville
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Mailing
Address
Email

Phone

Y

Y

Y
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Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y
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37

36

35

34

31

30

29

28

27

26

25

Town

Stokes
County

Jurisdiction
Name

Danbury

24

#

Jurisdiction
Type
(city/borough/
township/
village, etc.)
County

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

C.
Mitigation
Strategy

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

D.
Plan Review,
Evaluation &
Implementation

Requirements Met (Y/N)

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

E.
Plan
Adoption
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Y

Y

N

N

Y

N

Y

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

F.
State
Requirements

AppendixD

PlanningProcessDocumentation
Thisappendixincludes:

1. MeetingAgendas
2. MeetingMinutes
3. MeetingSignͲInSheets
4. PublicSurveySummaryResults
5. ScreenCapturesofInternetPlanningProcessDocumentation(PublicSurveyand
MeetingAnnouncements)

AGENDA
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Kickoff Meeting
February 20, 2014
2:00 PM – 4:00 PM
Forsyth County Cooperative Extension Building, Auditorium C
1450 Fairchild Rd, Winston-Salem, NC 27105

1) Introductions
2) Overview of Mitigation
a) Ice Breaker Exercise
3) Project Overview
a) Key Objectives
b) Project Tasks
c) Project Schedule
d) Project Staffing
4) Data Collection
5) Roles & Responsibilities
6) Next Steps
7) Questions, Issues, or Concerns

AGENDA
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Public Meeting
February 25, 2014
3:00 PM – 5:00 PM
Walkertown Library, Auditorium
2969 Main St., Walkertown, NC 27051

1) Overview of Mitigation
a) Ice Breaker Exercise
2) Project Overview
a) Key Objectives
b) Project Tasks
c) Project Schedule
3) Roles & Responsibilities
4) Next Steps
5) Questions, Issues, or Concerns

AGENDA
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Mitigation Strategy Meeting
July 8, 2014
2PM – 4PM
1) Introductions
2) Mitigation Refresher
3) Project Schedule
4) Risk Assessment Findings
a) Hazard History and Profiles
b) Conclusions on Risk: PRI
5) Capability Assessment Findings
a) Indicators
b) Results
6) Public Involvement Activities
7) Mitigation Strategy
a) Current Goals/Actions
b) New Actions
c) Discussion
8) Next Steps
a) Mitigation Actions
b) Continue public outreach
9) Questions, Issues, or Concerns

Forsyth County Hazard
Mitigation Planning
- Compiling Forsyth Specific
Info & Data for DRAFT
Regional Plan

Location: Forsyth County Coop. Ext
1450 Fairchild Rd, Winston-Salem
August 4, 2014 / 2:00 – 4:00 pm

AGENDA
x

Welcome & Introductions

x

Hazard Mitigation Planning Orientation

x

Priority Risk Index (PRI)

x

Extreme Weather & Piedmont Together

x

Mitigation Goals & Actions

x

Capabilities

x

Comments ??

x

Adjourn

Future Meetings ?

Michelle Brock
Winston-Salem/Forsyth County
Emergency Management
336.661.6440
michelleb@cityofwsfire.org

Participating Forsyth County Jurisdictions
 Bethania
 Clemmons
 Kernersville
 Lewisville
 Rural Hall
 Tobaccoville
 Walkertown
 Winston-Salem
 Unincorporated Forsyth
Participating Departments & Organizations:
 Community & Business Development - WS
 American Red Cross
 National Weather Service
 North Carolina Emergency Management
 Duke Energy
 Map Forsyth
 Stormwater – WS & FC
 Inspections – WS & FC
 Planning – WS & FC
 Emergency Management – WS & FC

Meeting Minutes
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Project Kickoff Meeting
February 20, 2014
Nathan Slaughter. Project Manager from the project consulting team, Atkins started the meeting by
welcoming the representatives from the Counties, participating municipal jurisdictions and other
stakeholders. Mr. Slaughter led the kickoff meeting and began by providing an overview of the items to
be discussed at the meeting and briefly reviewed each of the handouts that were distributed in the
meeting packets (agenda, project description, and presentation slides). He then asked each of the
meeting attendees to introduce themselves. Following introductions, he provided a brief overview of
mitigation and discussed the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 and NC Senate Bill 300.
He discussed the key objectives of the planning process and gave a list of the participating jurisdictions
for the regional plan and asked if there were any changes that needed to be made to the list. Mr.
Slaughter then explained the six different categories of mitigation techniques (emergency services;
prevention; natural resource protection; structural projects; public education and awareness; and
property protection) and gave examples of each. This explanation culminated in an Ice Breaker Exercise
for the attendees.
Mr. Slaughter instructed attendees on how to complete the exercise. Attendees were given an equal
amount of fictitious FEMA money and asked to spend it in the various mitigation categories. Money
could be thought of grant money that communities received towards mitigation. Attendees were asked
to target their money towards areas of mitigation that are of greatest concern for their community.
Ideally, the exercise helps pinpoint areas of mitigation that the community may want to focus on when
developing mitigation grants. The Ice Breaker Exercise results were to be reviewed and presented at the
conclusion of the meeting.
Mr. Ryan Wiedenman, Planner for Atkins, then explained the mitigation planning process and specific
tasks to be accomplished for this project, including the planning process, risk assessment, capability
assessment, mitigation strategy and action plan, and plan maintenance procedures.
The project schedule was presented along with the project staffing chart, which demonstrates the
number of experienced individuals that will be working on this project. Mr. Wiedenman then reviewed
the roles and responsibilities of Atkins, the counties, and the participating jurisdictions. The
presentation concluded with a discussion of the next steps to be taken in the project development,
which included determining the members of the Hazard Mitigation Planning Team that should be
present for the next meeting, addressing issues of regulation compliance, and fulfilling data collection
needs.
The meeting was adjourned.

Meeting Minutes
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Public Meeting
February 25, 2014
Nathan Slaughter. Project Manager from the project consulting team, Atkins started the meeting by
welcoming attendees. Mr. Slaughter led the meeting and began by providing an overview of the items
to be discussed at the meeting. He then asked each of the meeting attendees to introduce themselves.
Following introductions, he provided a brief overview of mitigation and discussed the Disaster
Mitigation Act of 2000 and NC Senate Bill 300.
He discussed the key objectives of the planning process and gave a list of the participating jurisdictions
for the regional plan. Mr. Slaughter then discussed what hazards would be evaluated for the plan,
stressing that the main hazards of concern are natural hazards. Mr. Slaughter then explained the six
different categories of mitigation techniques (emergency services; prevention; natural resource
protection; structural projects; public education and awareness; and property protection) and gave
examples of each. This explanation culminated in an Ice Breaker Exercise for the attendees.
Mr. Slaughter instructed attendees on how to complete the exercise. Attendees were given an equal
amount of fictitious FEMA money and asked to consider what mitigation categories they would like their
community officials to spend their FEMA money on if it were available. Ideally, the exercise helps
pinpoint areas of mitigation that the public is interested in the community focusing on when developing
mitigation actions. The meeting attendees ranked emergency services as the number one mitigation
technique by a wide margin, followed by prevention, public education and awareness, natural resource
protection, property protection, and structural projects.
Mr. Slaughter then explained the key objectives from the project which include:
x merging seven (7) county plans into one regional plan,
x completely updating the existing plans to demonstrate progress and reflect current
conditions,
x Increasing public awareness and education,
x maintaining grant eligibility for participating jurisdictions,
x updating plan in accordance with Community Rating System (CRS) requirements (Forsyth
County and Winston-Salem are current participants),
x maintaining compliance with State and Federal requirements.
Mr. Slaughter briefly discussed the step involved in developing the plan including the planning process,
risk assessment, capability assessment, mitigation strategy and action plan, and plan maintenance
procedures. He briefly explained the roles and responsibilities of the participants in the planning
process.
The project schedule was presented along with the project staffing chart, which demonstrates the
number of experienced individuals that will be working on this project. Mr. Slaughter concluded the
presentation by telling meeting attendees about the online public survey that is available for the project.
Hard copies of the survey were also completed and collected at this meeting.
The meeting was adjourned.

Meeting Minutes
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Mitigation Strategy Meeting
July 8, 2014
Mr. Slaughter initiated the meeting with a review of the meeting handouts, which included an agenda,
presentation slides, proposed goals for the regional plan, mitigation actions from each county’s existing
plan, and mitigation action worksheets for collecting information for any new mitigation actions. Mr.
Slaughter reviewed the project schedule and stated that a draft of the Hazard Mitigation Plan would be
presented to the Regional Hazard Mitigation Council in October.
Ryan Wiedenman with Atkins then presented the findings of the risk assessment. He reviewed the
Presidential Disaster Declarations that have impacted the region. He then explained the process for
preparing Hazard Profiles and discussed how each hazard falls into one of four basic categories:
Atmospheric, Hydrologic, Geologic, and Other. He indicated that each hazard must be evaluated and
formally ruled out if it is not applicable to the study area, even where it seems obvious (such as in the
case of volcano).
Mr. Wiedenman reviewed the Hazard Profiles and the following bullets summarize the information
presented:

 DROUGHT. There have been eight years (out of the past fourteen, 2000-2013) where drought
conditions have been reported as severe, extreme or exceptional in the Northern Piedmont Region
and future occurrences are likely.

 EXTREME HEAT. There has been one recorded extreme heat event reported since 1998 although
additional significant heat extremes were reported. Future occurrences are possible.

 HAILSTORM. There have been 550 recorded events since 1955. Future occurrences are highly likely.
 LIGHTNING. There have been 43 recorded lightning events since 1993, causing 12 injuries, and $5.5
million in reported property damages. Future occurrences are highly likely.

 TORNADOES. There have been 55 recorded tornado events reported in the region since 1952.
$200.6 million in property damages. 109 injuries have been reported and 2 deaths. Future
occurrences are likely.

 HURRICANES AND TROPICAL STORMS. NOAA data shows that 29 storm tracks have come within 75
miles of the Northern Piedmont Region since 1859. Future occurrences are likely.

 SEVERE THUNDERSTORM WINDS. There have been 1,307 severe thunderstorm events reported
since 1958 with $9.5 million in reported property damages. Two deaths and fourteen injuries have
been reported. Future occurrences are highly likely.

 WINTER STORM. There have been 271 recorded winter events in the Northern Piedmont Region
since 1993 resulting in $26.4 million in reported property damages. Future occurrences are highly
likely.

 EARTHQUAKES. There have been 49 recorded earthquake events in the Northern Piedmont Region
since 1852. The strongest had a recorded magnitude of VI MMI. Future occurrences are possible.

 LANDSLIDE. There have been no recorded landslide events in the Northern Piedmont Region. Future
occurrences are possible.

 DAM FAILURE. There are 957 dams in the Northern Piedmont Region, 116 of which are classified as
high hazard dams. There has been one reported significant failure and a few smaller breaches have
occurred. Future occurrences are unlikely.

 EROSION. Erosion was included in some of the previous County level plans but impacts were
described as minimal. Future occurrences are possible.

 FLOOD. There have been 215 flood events recorded in the Northern Piedmont Region since 1993,
resulting in $7.7 million in property damage. There have been 392 NFIP losses since 1978 and
approximately $5.3 million in claims. 51 repetitive loss properties in the region account for 176 of
the recorded losses. Future occurrences are likely.

 FRACKING. There have been no recorded instances of fracking impacting the counties or causing any
events, however it should be noted that that with permitting beginning in 2015, future impacts are
possible

 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INCIDENTS. There have been 2,696 reported hazardous materials events
reported in the region. 31 serious events reported. Future occurrences are highly likely.

 NUCLEAR ACCIDENT. There have been no major nuclear events reported and, although there have
been events at other stations around the country, the probability of future occurrences is unlikely.

 TERROR THREAT. There have been no major historic terrorist threats recorded, however, there are
several facilities that may be susceptible to an event.

 WILDFIRE. There is an average of 475 fires per year reported in the Northern Piedmont Region.
Future occurrences are highly likely but major events are not common.
In concluding the review of Hazard Profiles, Mr. Wiedenman stated if anyone had additional information
for the hazard profiles, or disagreed with any of the data presented, they should call or email him with
their concerns.
The results of the hazard identification process were used to generate a Priority Risk Index (PRI), which
categorizes and prioritizes potential hazards as high, moderate or low risk based on probability, impact,
spatial extent, warning time, and duration. The highest PRI was assigned to Thunderstorm/High Wind
followed by Winter Storm/Freeze and Hazardous Materials Incident.
Mr. Slaughter presented the Capability Assessment Findings. Atkins has developed a scoring system that
was used to rank the participating jurisdictions in terms of capability in four major areas (Planning and
Regulatory; Administrative and Technical; Fiscal; Political). Important capability indicators include
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) participation, Building Code Effective Grading Schedule

(BCEGS) score, Community Rating System (CRS) participation, and the Local Capability Assessment
Survey conducted by Atkins.
Mr. Slaughter reviewed the Relevant Plans and Ordinances, Relevant Staff/Personnel Resources, and
Relevant Fiscal Resources. All of these categories were used to rate the overall capability of the
participating counties and jurisdictions. Most jurisdictions are in the low to moderate range for Planning
and Regulatory Capability and in the limited to moderate range for Fiscal Capability. There is variation
between the jurisdictions for Administrative and Technical Capability, mainly with respect to availability
of planners and staff skilled in GIS. Based upon the scoring methodology developed by Atkins, it was
determined that over half of the participating jurisdictions have moderate capability to implement
hazard mitigation programs and activities.
Mr. Slaughter also discussed the results of the public participation survey that was posted on several of
the participating counties’ and municipal websites. As of the meeting date, 546 responses had been
received. Based on preliminary survey results, respondents felt that severe thunderstorm/high wind
posed the greatest threat to their neighborhood, followed by tornado, severe winter storm/freeze, and
HazMat Incident. 81 percent of the respondents were interested in making their homes more resistant
to hazards. However, 57 percent don’t know who to contact regarding reducing their risks to hazards.
Mr. Slaughter then gave the results of the icebreaker exercise from the first Regional Hazard Mitigation
Council meeting, where attendees were given “money” to spend on various hazard mitigation
techniques. The results were as follows:








Emergency Services
Prevention
Public Education and Awareness
Natural Resource Protection
Property Protection
Structural Projects

Mr. Slaughter gave an overview of Mitigation Strategy Development and presented the proposed goals
for the regional plan based on a review of the goals in the seven existing county plans. The Regional
Hazard Mitigation Council accepted the proposed goals for the regional plan. Mr. Slaughter then
provided an overview and examples of suggested mitigation actions specifically tailored for the
Northern Piedmont Counties. Mr. Slaughter then asked each county, and the municipalities to provide a
status update for their existing mitigation actions (completed, deleted, or deferred) by July 22, 2014.
Mr. Slaughter also discussed the Mitigation Action Worksheets to be completed for any new mitigation
actions and requested that all worksheets be returned by July 22, 2014.
Mr. Slaughter thanked the group for taking the time to attend and the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting Minutes
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Forsyth County Hazard Mitigation Stakeholder Meeting
Compiling DRAFT Plan Data and Info
August 4, 2014
Michelle Brock, Emergency Management Coordinator at Winston-Salem/Forsyth County Emergency
Management, led a meeting for stakeholders from Forsyth County to review preliminary data and
findings and to provide feedback for the regional hazard mitigation plan. Mrs. Brock started the
meeting by providing a brief overview of the project and asking each attendee to briefly introduce
themselves and to discuss any experience they have had with hazard mitigation planning in the past.
Mrs. Brock listed all of the jurisdictions participating in the planning process and explained the
difference between local and regional planning and why the County was moving to a regional plan. She
explained that NCEM was encouraging regional plans and providing funding only for regional plans. She
explained that the Counties and municipalities working together in this regional plan are used to
working together on planning efforts, so it makes sense to work together on hazard mitigation planning.
Mrs. Brock then provided some background on the number of billion dollar weather events that
impacted the United States in recent years and the map provided to the group shows how North
Carolina is located in an area of high vulnerability compared to rest of the country. Mrs. Brock then
shared a slide that lists the preliminary results from the risk assessment conducted by the project
consultant. She reviewed the findings of the priority risk index that was used to rank the hazards from
greater concerns to lesser concerns. It was determined to make the probability of dam/levee failure
possible.
Mrs. Brock then provided a list of critical facilities that were deemed to be located in flood hazard areas
as a result of GIS analysis. After discussions with the stakeholders, it was determined that the following
changes needed to be made.
x Remove the Reynolds Practice Field from the list because it is a non-critical element of a critical
facility
x Remove Bethania Town Hall from the list because it is located in the 500-year floodplain
There was a discussion about Brunson Elementary School and how it has flooded several times. It is
possible that the School Board may try to seek mitigation funding for that school in the future.
Mrs. Brock then led a discussion about climate change to mention how its impact may influence hazard
events in the future. Mrs. Brock then discussed the Piedmont Together plan and mentioned how it
looks at green infrastructure, climate adaptation and energy issues.
Next, Mrs. Brock reviewed the recommended goals of the plan and the mitigation actions. Mrs. Brock
mentioned that many of the existing mitigation actions from the plan were going to be removed
because they have become capabilities addressed and discussed in the capability assessment section of
the plan. She presented the new/revised mitigation actions for everyone’s approval and all attendees
were in agreement with proposed actions.
Mrs. Brock then shared the preliminary findings from the capability assessment. She shared the
summary of findings from the regulatory and planning capabilities, administrative and technical

capabilities, fiscal capabilities and political capabilities analyses. There was an open discussion on the
analysis and several of the jurisdictions provided information about various capability indicators to
increase their overall capability score.
Following this discussion, Mrs. Brock concluded the meeting by offering an Emergency Management
Workshop to the stakeholders to provide an overview of the tools they use, daily operations and
projects and initiatives. The stakeholders agreed that they would be interested in the workshop.
There being no other business, the meeting was adjourned.

Meeting Minutes
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
Public Meeting
May 19, 2015
Ryan Wiedenman, Project Manager from the project consulting team, Atkins started the meeting by
welcoming attendees. Mr. Wiedenman led the meeting and began by providing an overview of the
items to be discussed at the meeting. He provided a brief overview of mitigation and discussed the
Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 and NC Senate Bill 300.
He discussed the key objectives of the planning process and discussed how those had been
accomplished during the plan development. Mr. Wiedenman then discussed what hazards were
evaluated for the plan, stressing that the main hazards of concern are natural hazards. Mr. Wiedenman
then walked through all the steps that were taken to carry out the planning process and explained the
six different categories of mitigation techniques (emergency services; prevention; natural resource
protection; structural projects; public education and awareness; and property protection) and gave
examples of those actions that were included in the plan
Mr. Wiedenman then explained how public participation was a key component of the plan and how the
public was involved in the process in a number of ways. Namely he described the public meetings and
the public survey which were the primary means of outreach to the public during the process.
The project schedule was presented and Mr. Wiedenman concluded the presentation by explaining that
the process was coming to a close and that they would be receiving any final public comments on the
plan and then beginning the adoption process in the coming weeks after a last opportunity for public
comments.
The meeting was adjourned.
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• Provides an opportunity for the public to share
opinions and participate in the planning process
• Link to survey posted on County websites
• 546 completed surveys received

Public Participation Survey
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• 81% of respondents are interested in making
their homes more resistant to hazards
• 25% have already taken action to make their
homes more hazard resistant
• 57% do not who to contact regarding risk
reduction

Public Participation Survey Highlights
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1. Where do you live?
Unincorporated Caswell Co.
Milton
Yanceyville
Unincorporate Davie Co.
Bermuda Run
Cooleemee
Mocksville
Unincorporated Forsyth Co.
Bethania
Clemmons
Kernersville
Lewisville
Rural Hall
Tobaccoville
Walkertown
Winston-Salem
Unincorporated Rockingham Co.
Eden
Madison
Mayodan
Reidsville
Stoneville
Wentworth
Unincorporated Stokes Co.
Danbury
King
Walnut Cove
Unincorporated Surry Co.
Dobson
Elkin
Mount Airy
Pilot Mountain
Unincorporated Yadkin Co.
Boonville
East Bend
Jonesville
Yadkinville
Other
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60.6%

39.4%

2. Have you experienced a disaster?

No

Yes

28.3%
15.1%

6.5%

1.4%

22.2%

1.4%
1.8%
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1.1%

14.3%

6.5%

1.4%

Drought
Earthquake
Flood
Hail
HAZMAT
Hurricane
Severe Storm / Wind
Tornado
Wildfire
Winter / Ice Storm
Other

2. Examples of disasters experienced

29.3%
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60.2%

10.5%

Not Concerned

Somewhat Concerned

Extremely Concerned

3. How concerned about possibility of disaster?

212
179

24

# of Responses

44
18

13
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4. Highest hazard threat?

Flood

Hurricane / Tropical
Storm

HAZMAT Incident

Severe Winter Storm /
Freeze

Tornado

Severe Thunderstorm /
High Wind

141
121

37

29

# of Responses

80

25

NORTHERN PIEDMONT REGIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN | PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SURVEY RESULTS

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

17

5. Second highest hazard threat?

Flood

HAZMAT Incident

Lightning

Hurricane / Tropical
Storm

Severe Winter Storm /
Freeze

Tornado

Severe Thunderstorm /
High Wind

Coal ash spill
Water contamination
Pollution
Car / train / plane accidents
Pandemic / infectious disease
Civil unrest
Electromagnetic pulse / power outage
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•

6. Other hazards not listed?

84.3%
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13.4%

2.3%

7. Is your home in a floodplain?

I don't know

No

Yes

86.7%

5.9%
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7.4%

8. Do you have flood insurance?

I don't know

No

Yes

56.1%
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3.5%

5.7%

17.9%

13.7%

3.1%

8. Why no flood insurance?

Other

Never really considered it

Not necessary: elevated
or otherwise protected

Not necessary: it never
floods

Too expensive

Not located in floodplain

NORTHERN PIEDMONT REGIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN | PUBLIC PARTICIPATION SURVEY RESULTS

74.8%

25.2%

9. Taken action to be more hazard resistant?

No

Yes

14.7%

2.7%

5.3%

27.3%
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44.0%

6.0%

9. Examples of actions taken

Other

Preparedness /
Emergency Planning

House Retrofit / Repair /
Protection

Education

Drainage

Debris / Tree Removal
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18.9%

81.1%

No

Yes

10. Interested in being more hazard resistant?
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57.3%

42.7%

11. Know who to contact for reducing risks?

No

Yes

42.1%

4.8% 5.8%
16.6%
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18.0%

10.6%

0.2%

2.0%

Other

Public workshops /
meetings
School Meetings

Mail

Internet

Radio

Television

Newspaper

12. Most effective way to receive information?

Email
Social media
Cell phone / text message
Telephone
EMS / Fire Dept.
Flyers
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•
•
•
•
•
•

12. Other ways to receive information

8.3%

9.6%

7.7%

4.5%

8.6%

3.2%

3.8%
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14.4%

28.4%

11.5%

Pubilc Education / Awareness

Preparedness / Emergency Planning

Improve / Retrofit Infrastructure

Response / Recovery

Planning / Inspections / Regulations

Hazard / Risk Assessment

Debris / Tree Limb Removal

Community Shelter

Improve Communication / Coordination

Alert / Warning System

13. Steps local gov’t could take to reduce risk

17.9%

7.5%

4.5%
6.0%

14.9%

37.3%
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3.0%

7.5%

9.0%

11.9%

17.9%

10.4%

22.4%

1.5%

Vulnerable Populations

Infrastructre

Funding / Resources

Response / Recovery

Regulations / Enforcement

Preparedness

Prevention

Hazardous Materials

Shelters / Evacuation

Natural Resource / Water Protection

Debris / Tree Removal

Alert / Warning System

Hazard / Risk Information

Education / Awareness

14. Other issues regarding risk and loss

61.3%
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34.8%

4.8%

15. Mitigation Actions: Prevention

Not important

Somewhat important

Very important

36.3%
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51.9%

13.0%

Not important

Somewhat important

Very important

15. Mitigation Actions: Property Protection

58.3%
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37.3%

4.9%

Not important

Somewhat important

Very important

15. Mitigation Actions: Natural Resource Protection

47.7%
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45.5%

7.0%

Not important

Somewhat important

Very important

15. Mitigation Actions: Structural Projects

91.0%
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8.3%

0.7%

Not important

Somewhat important

Very important

15. Mitigation Actions: Emergency Services

81.6%
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16.8%

1.6%

Not important

Somewhat important

Very important

15. Mitigation Actions: Public Education & Awareness
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– Structural Projects
– Property Protection

• Lowest importance

– Prevention
– Natural Resource Protection

• Moderate importance

– Emergency Services
– Public Education & Awareness

• Highest importance

15. Mitigation Actions: Summary
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Appendix E

Community Rating System
This section of the Plan provides a summary of mitigation measures that were considered by the
participating jurisdictions in the Northern Piedmont Region to reduce their risk to the flood hazard
specifically, thereby achieving the requirements set forth in Section 510 of the Community Rating
System (specifically Step 7). These flood mitigation measures are based on suggested activities that
have been shown to significantly reduce flood risk and have been analyzed by each of the respective
communities in the Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan that participate in the
Community Rating System. The measures are broken down into one of the following six categories of
activities that fall within the sphere of prevention activities:
PREVENTION ACTIVITIES








Floodplain Management
Comprehensive or Land Use Planning
Zoning
Subdivision Regulations
Stormwater Management
Building Codes

E.1 INTRODUCTION
This appendix to the Hazard Mitigation Plan was developed in order to enhance each jurisdiction’s
overall resilience to the flood hazard by documenting the steps taken, and those that need to be taken
to help improve each jurisdiction’s regulatory environment through preventative actions. In order to
maximize points that can be awarded to reduce flood insurance rates through the Community Rating
System, communities must thoroughly evaluate preventative mitigation measures.
These measures are often considered the most exemplary type of mitigation actions that can be
implemented because their purpose is to prevent issues related to flooding from occurring at all. For
instance, if a community were to prohibit any construction within the floodplain, this would prevent any
structures that might have been built in that area from being flooded because they won’t be located in a
high risk area.
Preventative measures are often associated with planning and regulatory activities such as zoning and
building codes. The six main categories of prevention activities are outlined above and each of these
types of activities are assessed in greater detail below. For each community that participated in this
plan, an evaluation of several measures for each category was carried out to determine the community’s
willingness to implement preventative measures and outline a plan for reducing flood risk.
Within this evaluation, current standards and regulations are identified along with an explanation of
local implementation of the specific standard or regulation. In addition, recommendations for future
implementation have been discussed and any changes that were considered but discounted as not
feasible have been identified along with an explanation concerning why that determination was made.
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
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E.1.1 Floodplain Management
Floodplain Management is a broad category that generally overlaps many of the other preventionrelated categories identified herein. However, while other categories of prevention activities such as
zoning often exist for purposes beyond mitigation and risk reduction, floodplain management is the
primary activity designed to reduce flood risk. Each of the jurisdictions that participated in the hazard
mitigation planning process considered several activities that attempt to reduce flood risk through
better management of identified floodplain areas.
As described in Table E.1, in some cases, it was determined that local governments were already
implementing risk reducing activities and merely needed to formalize their commitment to continue to
enact these measures. In general, communities were either already implementing floodplain
management activities or were working towards implementing these activities in the near future.
However, some activities that were considered for implementation could not be incorporated into the
local government’s implementation structure. In cases where activities were considered, but could not
be moved forward, the activity has been identified and an explanation of why it would not be feasible
has been included.

TABLE E.1: FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
Preventative Activities
Floodplain Management Regulations— There are a number of regulations that a local government can put into place
that can be considered under the category of floodplain management regulations. For example, a jurisdiction could adopt a
flood damage prevention ordinance, develop a floodplain management plan, or participate in the National Flood Insurance
Program. Each of these activities may help reduce the impact of flooding by providing regulatory guidance aimed at the specific
areas within the jurisdiction that are most vulnerable to flooding. Floodplain management regulations are an appropriate
activity that Northern Piedmont jurisdictions can use to reduce future flood losses since each community has some type of
floodplain management regulation in place.

Jurisdiction
Forsyth County

Current
Standards/
Regulations
UDO, Chapter C,
Article II: Floodway
and Floodway
Fringe Regulations

Local Implementation
The WinstonSalem/Forsyth County
Floodway and Floodway
Fringe regulations include a
number of requirements
for submitting a permit
prior to any construction in
areas designated as a
floodplain. For example,
the permit application
must include a special flood
hazard area determination
for the proposed
development in accordance
with available data and
there is a two foot
freeboard clearance for
structures in the floodway
fringe.

Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
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Recommendations
for Future
Implementation
x The county should
continue to
implement its higher
freeboard
requirements for
properties located in
the floodplain

Changes Considered
but Discounted as
Not Feasible
x The county considered
prohibiting any fill in
floodplain areas, but it
was determined to be
not politically feasible.
x The county considered
adopting a “no-rise” in
base flood elevation
clause, but it was
determined to be not
politically feasible.
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Jurisdiction
Winston-Salem

Current
Standards/
Regulations
UDO, Chapter C,
Article II: Floodway
and Floodway
Fringe Regulations

Local Implementation
The WinstonSalem/Forsyth County
Floodway and Floodway
Fringe regulations include a
number of requirements
for submitting a permit
prior to any construction in
areas designated as a
floodplain. For example,
the permit application
must include a special flood
hazard area determination
for the proposed
development in accordance
with available data and
there is a two foot
freeboard clearance for
structures in the floodway
fringe.

Recommendations
for Future
Implementation
x The city should
continue to
implement its higher
freeboard
requirements for
properties located in
the floodplain

Changes Considered
but Discounted as
Not Feasible
x The city considered
prohibiting any fill in
floodplain areas, but it
was determined to be
not politically feasible.
x The city considered
adopting a “no-rise” in
base flood elevation
clause, but it was
determined to be not
politically feasible.

E.1.2 Comprehensive or Land Use Planning
Comprehensive or Land Use Planning is one of the most impactful means of reducing flood risk because
it can provide an overall plan for the community in terms of where development takes place. As a result,
comprehensive/land use planning can help direct people and property out of known flood prone areas
and reduce the threat of future flood losses. Each of the jurisdictions that participated in the Hazard
Mitigation Planning process considered several activities that attempt to reduce flood risk through
better either a comprehensive or land use plan.
As described in Table E.2, in some cases, it was determined that local governments were already
implementing risk reducing activities and merely needed to formalize their commitment to continue to
enact these measures. In general, communities were either already implementing comprehensive or
land use planning activities or were working towards implementing these activities in the near future.
However, some activities that were considered for implementation could not be incorporated into the
local government’s implementation structure. In cases where activities were considered, but could not
be moved forward, the activity has been identified and an explanation of why it would not be feasible
has been included.

Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
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TABLE E.2: COMPREHENSIVE/LAND USE PLANNING ACTIVITIES
Preventative Activities
Comprehensive/Land Use Plan— A comprehensive land use plan establishes the overall vision for what a community
wants to be and serves as a guide for future governmental decision making. Typically a comprehensive plan contains sections
on demographic conditions, land use, transportation elements, and community facilities. Given the broad nature of the plan
and its regulatory standing in many communities, the integration of hazard mitigation measures into the comprehensive plan
can enhance the likelihood of achieving risk reduction goals, objectives, and actions. For example, the comprehensive plan can
help reduce future flood risk by including a policy to prohibit new development within the 100-year floodplain or by including a
goal to maximize open space in the floodplain. Comprehensive planning is an appropriate activity that Northern Piedmont
jurisdictions can use to reduce future flood losses since each community already has a comprehensive plan in place.

Jurisdiction

Current
Standards/
Regulations

Forsyth County

Legacy 2030 Plan

Winston-Salem

Legacy 2030 Plan

Local Implementation
The Legacy 2030 plan
includes a section on Water
Quality and Conservation
that also addresses water
quantity issues and the
floodplain. This section of
the plan explains the
serious cost of
development in the
floodplain and the strict
standards that the county
implements to reduce risk
in these areas.
The Legacy 2030 plan
includes a section on Water
Quality and Conservation
that also addresses water
quantity issues and the
floodplain. This section of
the plan explains the
serious cost of
development in the
floodplain and the strict
standards that the city
implements to reduce risk
in these areas.

Recommendations
for Future
Implementation
x The county is willing
to consider possibly
increasing the
amount of its land
area classified as
open space.
x The county is willing
to consider possibly
preventing
infrastructure
expansion in areas
exposed to flood
hazards.
x The city is willing to
consider possibly
increasing the
amount of its land
area classified as
open space.
x The city is willing to
consider possibly
preventing
infrastructure
expansion in areas
exposed to flood
hazards.

Changes Considered
but Discounted as
Not Feasible
x The county considered
classifying all areas
delineated as floodplain
as open space but it was
determined to be not
politically feasible.

x The city considered
classifying all areas
delineated as floodplain
as open space but it was
determined to be not
politically feasible.

E.1.3 Zoning
Zoning is often considered an arm of land use planning and is generally designed to regulate certain
functions or characteristics of development that are allowed in an area of the jurisdiction. Much like
land use planning, zoning can help direct development outside of high risk areas and also regulate the
density of development that is allowed in those areas. Each of the jurisdictions that participated in the
Hazard Mitigation Planning process considered several activities that attempt to reduce flood risk
through some form of zoning.
As described in Table E.3, in some cases, it was determined that local governments were already
implementing risk reducing activities and merely needed to formalize their commitment to continue to
enact these measures. In general, communities were either already implementing zoning activities or
were working towards implementing these activities in the near future. However, some activities that
Northern Piedmont Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
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were considered for implementation could not be incorporated into the local government’s
implementation structure. In cases where activities were considered, but could not be moved forward,
the activity has been identified and an explanation of why it would not be feasible has been included.

TABLE E.3: ZONING ACTIVITIES
Preventative Activities
Zoning— Zoning represents the primary means by which land use is controlled by local governments. As part of a
community’s police power, zoning is used to protect the public health, safety, and welfare of those in a given jurisdiction that
maintains zoning authority. A zoning ordinance is the mechanism through which zoning is typically implemented. Since zoning
regulations enable municipal governments to limit the type and density of development, a zoning ordinance can serve as a
powerful tool when applied in identified hazard areas. For example, the comprehensive plan can help reduce future flood risk
by prohibit or limit future construction in the 100-year floodplain or by limiting the density of development in the floodplain.
Zoning is an appropriate activity that Northern Piedmont jurisdictions can use to reduce future flood losses since each
community has some degree of zoning in place.

Jurisdiction

Current
Standards/
Regulations

Local Implementation

Forsyth County

UDO, Chapter B:
Zoning Ordinance

Chapter B of the WinstonSalem/Forsyth County
Unified Development
Ordinance outlines the
county’s zoning standards.
Among other uses, zoning
is utilized by the county to
create the Yadkin River
District in which no land
disturbing activity or
placement of structures is
allowed in the designated
floodplain area.

Winston-Salem

UDO, Chapter B:
Zoning Ordinance

Chapter B of the WinstonSalem/Forsyth County
Unified Development
Ordinance outlines the
city’s zoning standards.
Among other uses, zoning
is utilized by the city to
create the Yadkin River
District in which no land
disturbing activity or
placement of structures is
allowed in the designated
floodplain area.

Recommendations
for Future
Implementation
x The county is willing
to consider requiring
a higher ratio than is
currently in place of
permeable to
impermeable surface
area in new
commercial
construction.
x The county is willing
to consider limiting
the density of
development in the
floodplain
x The city is willing to
consider requiring a
higher ration than is
currently in place of
permeable to
impermeable surface
area in new
commercial
construction.
x The city is willing to
consider limiting the
density of
development in the
floodplain

Changes Considered
but Discounted as
Not Feasible
x The county considered
prohibiting or limiting
future construction in
the floodplain, but it
was determined to not
be politically feasible

x The city considered
prohibiting or limiting
future construction in
the floodplain, but it
was determined to not
be politically feasible

E.1.4 Subdivision Regulations
Subdivision ordinances are typically enacted on a much smaller scale than any of the previously
discussed types of prevention activities. Often, subdivision regulations address specific neighborhoods
and the types of activities that might be carried out there. Many subdivision ordinances govern
standards that must be put in to place when a new development is being designed, but subdivision
ordinances also often provide incentives for the inclusion of best practices in flood management into
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development. Each of the jurisdictions that participated in the Hazard Mitigation Planning process
considered several activities that attempt to reduce flood risk through subdivision ordinances.
As described in Table E.4, in some cases, it was determined that local governments were already
implementing risk reducing activities and merely needed to formalize their commitment to continue to
enact these measures. In general, communities were either already implementing subdivision ordinance
activities or were working towards implementing these activities in the near future. However, some
activities that were considered for implementation could not be incorporated into the local
government’s implementation structure. In cases where activities were considered, but could not be
moved forward, the activity has been identified and an explanation of why it would not be feasible has
been included.

TABLE E.4: SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE ACTIVITIES
Preventative Activities
Subdivision Ordinance— A subdivision ordinance is intended to regulate the development of residential, commercial,
industrial, or other uses, including associated public infrastructure, as land is subdivided into buildable lots for sale or future
development. Subdivision design that accounts for natural hazards can dramatically reduce the exposure of future
development. For example, a subdivision ordinance can help reduce future flood risk by including risk reducing actions on a lot
level such as tree planting requirements or encouraging the use of rain barrels. These ordinances are an appropriate activity
that Northern Piedmont jurisdictions can use to reduce future flood losses since each community already has a form of
subdivision ordinance in place.

Jurisdiction
Forsyth County

Current
Standards/
Regulations
UDO, Chapter D:
Subdivision
Regulations

Local Implementation
The WinstonSalem/Forsyth County
Subdivision Ordinance
includes requirements that
base flood elevation data,
floodway, and floodway
fringe areas shall be
delineated for subdivision
proposals and other
proposed development.
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Recommendations
for Future
Implementation

Changes Considered
but Discounted as
Not Feasible

x The county is willing
to consider possibly
incentivizing the use
of rain barrels or rain
gardens
x The county should
continue to require
more trees be
preserved and
planted in landscape
designs to reduce
stormwater runoff
x The county should
continue to require a
drainage study with
new development

x The county has
considered a number of
options regarding
subdivision ordinances
as is evident in previous
columns. It is at least
considering
implementation of all
options that were
considered.
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Jurisdiction
Winston-Salem

Current
Standards/
Regulations
UDO, Chapter D:
Subdivision
Regulations

Local Implementation
The WinstonSalem/Forsyth County
Subdivision Ordinance
includes requirements that
base flood elevation data,
floodway, and floodway
fringe areas shall be
delineated for subdivision
proposals and other
proposed development.

Recommendations
for Future
Implementation

Changes Considered
but Discounted as
Not Feasible

x The city is willing to
consider possibly
incentivizing the use
of rain barrels or rain
gardens
x The city should
continue to require
more trees be
preserved and
planted in landscape
designs to reduce
stormwater runoff
x The city should
continue to require a
drainage study with
new development

x The city has considered
a number of options
regarding subdivision
ordinances as is evident
in previous columns. It is
at least considering
implementation of all
options that were
considered.

E.1.5 Stormwater Management
Somewhat distinct from many of the other categories of prevention activities, stormwater management
encompasses activities that deal with water runoff during storm events that is managed and directed by
the local government entity. Stormwater management issues have become an especially prominent
discussion point in the arena of flood risk reduction for local governments because of this responsibility.
Each of the jurisdictions that participated in the Hazard Mitigation Planning process considered several
activities that attempt to reduce flood risk through stormwater management.
As described in Table E.5, in some cases, it was determined that local governments were already
implementing risk reducing activities and merely needed to formalize their commitment to continue to
enact these measures. In general, communities were either already implementing stormwater
management activities or were working towards implementing these activities in the near future.
However, some activities that were considered for implementation could not be incorporated into the
local government’s implementation structure. In cases where activities were considered, but could not
be moved forward, the activity has been identified and an explanation of why it would not be feasible
has been included.
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TABLE E.5: STORMWATER MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES
Preventative Activities
Stormwater Management— A stormwater management plan is designed to address flooding associated with
stormwater runoff. The stormwater management plan is typically focused on design and construction measures that are
intended to reduce the impact of more frequently occurring minor urban flooding. For example, stormwater management
regulations or plans can help reduce future flood risk by requiring restrictions on development in upland areas to reduce
stormwater run-off or adopting Phase II stormwater regulations. Stormwater management plans are an appropriate activity
that Northern Piedmont jurisdictions can use to reduce future flood losses since each community is working to develop or
already has a form of stormwater management in place.

Jurisdiction

Current
Standards/
Regulations

Local Implementation

Forsyth County

UDO, Chapter C:
Environmental
Ordinance, Article
IV: Watershed
Protection and
Article V: Erosion
Control

The WinstonSalem/Forsyth County
Unified Development
Ordinance contains Articles
IV and V on Watershed
Protection and Erosion
Control. These Articles
state that a watershed
protection permit must be
issued prior to any building
or expansion being erected
in the built-upon area.
There are also maximums
set for the built-upon areas
of each defined watershed
area.

Winston-Salem

UDO, Chapter C:
Environmental
Ordinance, Article
IV: Watershed
Protection and
Article V: Erosion
Control

The WinstonSalem/Forsyth County
Unified Development
Ordinance contains Articles
IV and V on Watershed
Protection and Erosion
Control. These Articles
state that a watershed
protection permit must be
issued prior to any building
or expansion being erected
in the built-upon area.
There are also maximums
set for the built-upon areas
of each defined watershed
area.

Recommendations
for Future
Implementation

Changes Considered
but Discounted as
Not Feasible

x The county should
continue to set
compensatory water
storage requirements
for new construction
x The county should
continue to regulate
development in
upland areas in order
to reduce stormwater
runoff
x The county is willing
to consider possibly
linking flood hazard
mitigation objectives
with EPA Stormwater
Phase II initiatives
x The city should
continue to set
compensatory water
storage requirements
for new construction
x The city should
continue to regulate
development in
upland areas in order
to reduce stormwater
runoff
x The city is willing to
consider possibly
linking flood hazard
mitigation objectives
with EPA Stormwater
Phase II initiatives

x The county considered a
number of options
regarding stormwater
management as is
evident in previous
columns. It is at least
considering
implementation of all
options that were
considered.

x The city considered a
number of options
regarding stormwater
management as is
evident in previous
columns. It is at least
considering
implementation of all
options that were
considered.

E.1.6 Building Codes
Building Codes are can help in the reduction of risk to flooding events in a number of ways. For
instance, stronger building codes can help to ensure that structures are built to a standard which will
allow them to resist the hydrostatic and hydrodynamic forces of flood waters. Building codes are often
implemented at the local level, but in many cases, states set the actual provisions of the building code
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through minimum standards that communities must adopt. Each of the jurisdictions that participated in
the Hazard Mitigation Planning process considered several activities that attempt to reduce flood risk
through better management of identified floodplain areas.
As described in Table E.6, in some cases, it was determined that local governments were already
implementing risk reducing activities and merely needed to formalize their commitment to continue to
enact these measures. In general, communities were either already implementing building code
activities or were working towards implementing these activities in the near future. However, some
activities that were considered for implementation could not be incorporated into the local
government’s implementation structure. In cases where activities were considered, but could not be
moved forward, the activity has been identified and an explanation of why it would not be feasible has
been included.

TABLE E.6: BUILDING CODE ACTIVITIES
Preventative Activities
Building Code—Building codes regulate construction standards. In many communities, permits and inspections are required
for new construction. Decisions regarding the adoption of building codes (that account for hazard risk), the type of permitting
process required both before and after a disaster, and the enforcement of inspection protocols all affect the level of hazard risk
faced by a community. An example of how building codes can reduce flood risk is by implementing a code that requires that
new buildings constructed in the floodplain are built with materials that are resistant to the anticipated velocity of floodwaters.

Jurisdiction
Forsyth County

Current
Standards/
Regulations
Adopted 2012 North
Carolina State
Building Code

Local Implementation
Appendix G of the NC State
Building Code outlines
regulations for flood
resistant construction.
Among other regulations,
the code states that all
permit applications for
construction or substantial
improvement to structures
in the floodplain must by
designed and constructed
with methods, practices,
and materials that
minimize flood damage.
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Recommendations
for Future
Implementation

Changes Considered
but Discounted as
Not Feasible

x Continue adopting
future updates to the
North Carolina State
Building Code and
enforcing it
throughout the
jurisdiction.
x The county should
continue to enforce
higher building codes
such as the
International Building
Code or International
Residential Code
x The county should
continue to implement
ASCE 24-05 which
specifies minimum
requirement and
expected performance
for the design and
construction of
buildings and
structures in flood
hazard areas to make
them more resistant to
flood loads and flood
damage

x The county considered
a number of options
regarding building
codes as is evident in
previous columns. It is
at least considering
implementation of all
options that were
considered.
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Jurisdiction
Winston-Salem

Current
Standards/
Regulations
Adopted 2012 North
Carolina State
Building Code

Local Implementation
Appendix G of the NC State
Building Code outlines
regulations for flood
resistant construction.
Among other regulations,
the code states that all
permit applications for
construction or substantial
improvement to structures
in the floodplain must by
designed and constructed
with methods, practices,
and materials that
minimize flood damage.

Recommendations
for Future
Implementation
x Continue adopting
future updates to the
North Carolina State
Building Code and
enforcing it
throughout the
jurisdiction.
x The city should
continue to enforce
higher building codes
such as the
International Building
Code or International
Residential Code
x The city should
continue to implement
ASCE 24-05 which
specifies minimum
requirement and
expected performance
for the design and
construction of
buildings and
structures in flood
hazard areas to make
them more resistant to
flood loads and flood
damage

Changes Considered
but Discounted as
Not Feasible
x The city considered a
number of options
regarding building
codes as is evident in
previous columns. It is
at least considering
implementation of all
options that were
considered.
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