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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 
INSTRUCTIONS FOR USING THE PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK FOR REVIEW OF LOCAL MITIGATION PLANS 
 
Attached is a Plan Review Crosswalk based on the Local Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, published by FEMA in July, 2008.  This Plan Review 
Crosswalk is consistent with the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (Stafford Act), as amended by Section 322 of the Disaster 
Mitigation Act of 2000 (P.L. 106-390), the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended by the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-264) 
and 44 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 201 – Mitigation Planning, inclusive of all amendments through October 31, 2007. 
 

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

Each requirement includes separate elements. All elements of a requirement must be rated “Satisfactory” in order for the requirement to be fulfilled and receive a 
summary score of “Satisfactory.”  A “Needs Improvement” score on elements shaded in gray (recommended but not required) will not preclude the plan from 
passing. 
 
When reviewing single jurisdiction plans, reviewers may want to put an N/A in the boxes for multi-jurisdictional plan requirements. When reviewing multi-
jurisdictional plans, however, all elements apply.  States that have additional requirements can add them in the appropriate sections of the Local Multi-Hazard 
Mitigation Planning Guidance or create a new section and modify this Plan Review Crosswalk to record the score for those requirements.  Optional matrices for 
assisting in the review of sections on profiling hazards, assessing vulnerability, and identifying and analyzing mitigation actions are found at the end of the Plan 
Review Crosswalk. 
 
The example below illustrates how to fill in the Plan Review Crosswalk.: 
  

Assessing Vulnerability:  Overview  
Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii):  [The risk assessment shall include a] description of the jurisdiction’s vulnerability to the hazards described in paragraph (c)(2)(i) of this section. 
This description shall include an overall summary of each hazard and its impact on the community. 

SCORE  
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
 
Reviewer’s Comments 

N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan include an 
overall summary description of the 
jurisdiction’s vulnerability to each 
hazard? 

Section II, pp. 4-10 The plan describes the types of assets that are located within geographically defined 
hazard areas as well as those that would be affected by winter storms.  � 

B. Does the new or updated plan address 
the impact of each hazard on the 
jurisdiction? 

Section II, pp. 10-
20 

The plan does not address the impact of two of the five hazards addressed in the plan. 

Required Revisions: 
 Include a description of the impact of floods and earthquakes on the assets.   

Recommended Revisions: 
This information can be presented in terms of dollar value or percentages of damage.  

�  

SUMMARY SCORE �  
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 

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

Prerequisite(s) (Check Applicable Box) NOT MET MET 
1.  Adoption by the Local Governing Body: 
§201.6(c)(5)  OR 

  

   
2.  Multi-Jurisdictional Plan Adoption: §201.6(c)(5) 

AND   

3.  Multi-Jurisdictional Planning Participation: §201.6(a)(3)   

 
Planning Process N S 
4.  Documentation of the Planning Process: §201.6(b) 
and §201.6(c)(1) 

  

 
Risk Assessment  N S 

5.  Identifying Hazards: §201.6(c)(2)(i)   

6.  Profiling Hazards: §201.6(c)(2)(i)   

7.  Assessing Vulnerability:  Overview: §201.6(c)(2)(ii)   
8. Assessing Vulnerability:  Addressing Repetitive 
Loss Properties. §201.6(c)(2)(ii)   

9.  Assessing Vulnerability:  Identifying Structures, 
Infrastructure, and Critical Facilities: §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(B) 

  

10.  Assessing Vulnerability:  Estimating Potential Losses: 
§201.6(c)(2)(ii)(B) 

  

11.  Assessing Vulnerability:  Analyzing Development 
Trends: §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(C)   

12.  Multi-Jurisdictional Risk Assessment: §201.6(c)(2)(iii)   
 
*States that have additional requirements can add them in the appropriate sections of 
the Local Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance or create a new section and 
modify this Plan Review Crosswalk to record the score for those requirements. 
 
 

SCORING SYSTEM  
 
Please check one of the following for each requirement. 
 

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

 
S – Satisfactory:  The plan meets the minimum for the requirement.  

Reviewer’s comments are encouraged, but not required. 
 
 

Mitigation Strategy N S 

13. Local Hazard Mitigation Goals: §201.6(c)(3)(i)   
14. Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Actions: 
§201.6(c)(3)(ii) 

  

15.  Identification and Analysis of Mitigation 
Actions:  NFIP Compliance. §201.6(c)(3)(ii)   

16.  Implementation of Mitigation Actions: 
§201.6(c)(3)(iii) 

  

17.  Multi-Jurisdictional Mitigation Actions: 
§201.6(c)(3)(iv) 

  

 
Plan Maintenance Process N S 
18.  Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan: 
§201.6(c)(4)(ii) 

  

19.  Incorporation into Existing Planning 
Mechanisms: §201.6(c)(4)(ii) 

  

20. Continued Public Involvement: §201.6(c)(4)(iii)   

 
Additional State Requirements* N S 

Insert State Requirement   

Insert State Requirement   

Insert State Requirement   
 

LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN APPROVAL STATUS  

PLAN NOT APPROVED  

See Reviewer’s Comments  

PLAN APPROVED  
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
Local Mitigation Plan Review and Approval Status 
Jurisdiction: 
 

Title of Plan: 
 

Date of Plan: 
 

Local Point of Contact: 
 
Title: 
 
Agency: 
 

Address: 
 

Phone Number: 
 

E-Mail:  

 

State Reviewer: 
 

Title: Date: 

 

FEMA Reviewer: 
 

Title: Date: 

Date Received in FEMA Region [Insert #]  

Plan Not Approved  

Plan Approved  

Date Approved  
 

NFIP Status* 

Jurisdiction: Y N N/A CRS 
Class 

     

     

     

     

     

* Notes: Y = Participating N = Not Participating N/A = Not Mapped 
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 

PREREQUISITE(S) 
 
1.  Adoption by the Local Governing Body 

Requirement §201.6(c)(5):  [The local hazard mitigation plan shall include] documentation that the plan has been formally adopted by the governing body of 
the jurisdiction requesting approval of the plan (e.g., City Council, County Commissioner, Tribal Council). 

SCORE 

Element 

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

NOT 
MET 

 
MET 

A. Has the local governing body adopted new or 
updated plan? 

  
  

B. Is supporting documentation, such as a resolution, 
included? 

  
  

 SUMMARY SCORE   

3.  Multi-Jurisdictional Planning Participation 

Requirement §201.6(a)(3):  Multi-jurisdictional plans (e.g., watershed plans) may be accepted, as appropriate, as long as each jurisdiction has participated in 
the process … Statewide plans will not be accepted as multi-jurisdictional plans. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments 

NOT 
MET 

 
MET 

A. Does the new or updated plan describe how each 
jurisdiction participated in the plan’s development?   

  

B.  Does the updated plan identify all participating 
jurisdictions, including new, continuing, and the 
jurisdictions that no longer participate in the plan?   

  

 SUMMARY SCORE   

2.  Multi-Jurisdictional Plan Adoption 

Requirement §201.6(c)(5):  For multi-jurisdictional plans, each jurisdiction requesting approval of the plan must document that it has been formally adopted. 
SCORE 

Element 

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

NOT 
MET 

 
MET 

A. Does the new or updated plan indicate the 
specific jurisdictions represented in the plan? 

  
  

B. For each jurisdiction, has the local governing 
body adopted the new or updated plan? 

  
  

C. Is supporting documentation, such as a resolution, 
included for each participating jurisdiction? 

  
  

 SUMMARY SCORE   
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 

PLANNING PROCESS:  §201.6(b):  An open public involvement process is essential to the development of an effective plan. 

4. Documentation of the Planning Process 

Requirement §201.6(b):  In order to develop a more comprehensive approach to reducing the effects of natural disasters, the planning process shall include: 
(1) An opportunity for the public to comment on the plan during the drafting stage and prior to plan approval; 
(2) An opportunity for neighboring communities, local and regional agencies involved in hazard mitigation activities, and agencies that have the authority to 

regulate development, as well as businesses, academia and other private and non-profit interests to be involved in the planning process; and 
(3) Review and incorporation, if appropriate, of existing plans, studies, reports, and technical information. 

Requirement §201.6(c)(1):  [The plan shall document] the planning process used to develop the plan, including how it was prepared, who was involved in the 
process, and how the public was involved. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the plan provide a narrative description of the 
process followed to prepare the new or updated plan? 

    

B. Does the new or updated plan indicate who was 
involved in the current planning process?  (For 
example, who led the development at the staff level and 
were there any external contributors such as 
contractors? Who participated on the plan committee, 
provided information, reviewed drafts, etc.?) 

  

  

C. Does the new or updated plan indicate how the public 
was involved?  (Was the public provided an opportunity 
to comment on the plan during the drafting stage and 
prior to the plan approval?) 

  

  

D. Does the new or updated plan discuss the 
opportunity for neighboring communities, agencies, 
businesses, academia, nonprofits, and other interested 
parties to be involved in the planning process? 

  

  

E. Does the planning process describe the review and 
incorporation, if appropriate, of existing plans, studies, 
reports, and technical information? 

  
  

F.    Does the updated plan document how the planning 
team reviewed and analyzed each section of the 
plan and whether each section was revised as part 
of the update process? 

  

  

 SUMMARY SCORE   
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 

RISK ASSESSMENT:  §201.6(c)(2):  The plan shall include a risk assessment that provides the factual basis for activities proposed in the strategy to reduce losses 
from identified hazards.  Local risk assessments must provide sufficient information to enable the jurisdiction to identify and prioritize appropriate mitigation 
actions to reduce losses from identified hazards. 

5. Identifying Hazards 
Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i):  [The risk assessment shall include a] description of the type … of all natural hazards that can affect the jurisdiction. 

SCORE  
 
Element  

 
 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan include a description 
of the types of all natural hazards that affect the 
jurisdiction?  

  
  

 SUMMARY SCORE   

 
6. Profiling Hazards 
Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i):  [The risk assessment shall include a] description of the … location and extent of all natural hazards that can affect the 
jurisdiction. The plan shall include information on previous occurrences of hazard events and on the probability of future hazard events. 

SCORE 

Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

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

  
  

B. Does the risk assessment identify the extent (i.e., 
magnitude or severity) of each hazard addressed in the 
new or updated plan? 

  
  

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

  
  

D. Does the plan include the probability of future events 
(i.e., chance of occurrence) for each hazard addressed in 
the new or updated plan? 

  
  

 SUMMARY SCORE   
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 
7. Assessing Vulnerability:  Overview 
Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii):  [The risk assessment shall include a] description of the jurisdiction’s vulnerability to the hazards described in paragraph (c)(2)(i) 
of this section. This description shall include an overall summary of each hazard and its impact on the community.  

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan include an overall 
summary description of the jurisdiction’s vulnerability to 
each hazard? 

  
  

B. Does the new or updated plan address the impact of 
each hazard on the jurisdiction? 

    

 SUMMARY SCORE   

 
8.  Assessing Vulnerability:  Addressing Repetitive Loss Properties 
 
Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii):   [The risk assessment] must also address National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) insured structures that have been 
repetitively damaged floods. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan describe vulnerability 
in terms of the types and numbers of repetitive loss 
properties located in the identified hazard areas? 

 Note: This requirement becomes effective for all local 
plans approved after October 1, 2008.   

 SUMMARY SCORE   

 
9.  Assessing Vulnerability:  Identifying Structures 
Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(A):  The plan should describe vulnerability in terms of the types and numbers of existing and future buildings, infrastructure, and 
critical facilities located in the identified hazard area … . 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan describe vulnerability in 
terms of the types and numbers of existing buildings, 
infrastructure, and critical facilities located in the 
identified hazard areas? 

 Note:  A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will 
not preclude the plan from passing. 

  

B.  Does the new or updated plan describe vulnerability in 
terms of the types and numbers of future buildings, 
infrastructure, and critical facilities located in the 
identified hazard areas? 

 Note:  A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will 
not preclude the plan from passing. 

  

 SUMMARY SCORE   
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 
10. Assessing Vulnerability:  Estimating Potential Losses 
Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(B):  [The plan should describe vulnerability in terms of an] estimate of the potential dollar losses to vulnerable structures 
identified in paragraph (c)(2)(ii)(A) of this section and a description of the methodology used to prepare the estimate … . 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan estimate potential 
dollar losses to vulnerable structures? 

 Note:  A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will 
not preclude the plan from passing.   

B. Does the new or updated plan describe the 
methodology used to prepare the estimate? 

 Note:  A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will 
not preclude the plan from passing.   

 SUMMARY SCORE   

11. Assessing Vulnerability: Analyzing Development Trends 

Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(C):  [The plan should describe vulnerability in terms of] providing a general description of land uses and development trends 
within the community so that mitigation options can be considered in future land use decisions. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan describe land uses and 
development trends? 

 Note:  A “Needs Improvement” score on this requirement will 
not preclude the plan from passing.   

 SUMMARY SCORE   

12. Multi-Jurisdictional Risk Assessment 

Requirement §201.6(c)(2)(iii):  For multi-jurisdictional plans, the risk assessment must assess each jurisdiction’s risks where they vary from the risks facing the 
entire planning area. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan include a risk 
assessment for each participating jurisdiction as 
needed to reflect unique or varied risks?  

  
  

 SUMMARY SCORE   
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 
MITIGATION STRATEGY:   §201.6(c)(3):  The plan shall include a mitigation strategy that provides the jurisdiction’s blueprint for reducing the potential losses 
identified in the risk assessment, based on existing authorities, policies, programs and resources, and its ability to expand on and improve these existing tools. 

13. Local Hazard Mitigation Goals 

Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(i):  [The hazard mitigation strategy shall include a] description of mitigation goals to reduce or avoid long-term vulnerabilities to the 
identified hazards. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A Does the new or updated plan include a description 
of mitigation goals to reduce or avoid long-term 
vulnerabilities to the identified hazards?   

  
  

 SUMMARY SCORE   

 
14. Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Actions 

Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(ii):  [The mitigation strategy shall include a] section that identifies and analyzes a comprehensive range of specific mitigation actions 
and projects being considered to reduce the effects of each hazard, with particular emphasis on new and existing buildings and infrastructure. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan identify and analyze a 
comprehensive range of specific mitigation actions 
and projects for each hazard? 

  
  

B Do the identified actions and projects address 
reducing the effects of hazards on new buildings and 
infrastructure? 

  
  

C. Do the identified actions and projects address 
reducing the effects of hazards on existing buildings 
and infrastructure? 

  
  

 SUMMARY SCORE   
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 
15. Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Actions:  National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Compliance  

Requirement: §201.6(c)(3)(ii):  [The mitigation strategy] must also address the jurisdiction’s participation in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), and 
continued compliance with NFIP requirements, as appropriate. 

SCORE  
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A.  Does the new or updated plan describe the 
jurisdiction (s) participation in the NFIP?  

 Note: This requirement becomes effective for all local 
mitigation plans approved after October 1, 2008.     

B. Does the mitigation strategy identify, analyze and 
prioritize actions related to continued compliance 
with the NFIP?  

 Note: This requirement becomes effective for all local 
mitigation plans approved after October 1, 2008.     

 SUMMARY SCORE   

 
16. Implementation of Mitigation Actions 

Requirement: §201.6(c)(3)(iii):  [The mitigation strategy section shall include] an action plan describing how the actions identified in section (c)(3)(ii) will be 
prioritized, implemented, and administered by the local jurisdiction.  Prioritization shall include a special emphasis on the extent to which benefits are maximized 
according to a cost benefit review of the proposed projects and their associated costs. 

SCORE  
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated mitigation strategy include 
how the actions are prioritized? (For example, is there 
a discussion of the process and criteria used?) 

  
  

B. Does the new or updated mitigation strategy address 
how the actions will be implemented and administered, 
including the responsible department , existing and 
potential resources and the timeframe to complete 
each action? 

  

  

C. Does the new or updated prioritization process include 
an emphasis on the use of a cost-benefit review to 
maximize benefits? 

  
  

D. Does the updated plan identify the completed, deleted 
or deferred mitigation actions as a benchmark for 
progress, and if activities are unchanged (i.e., 
deferred), does the updated plan describe why no 
changes occurred? 

N/A  

  

 SUMMARY SCORE   
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 
17. Multi-Jurisdictional Mitigation Actions 

Requirement §201.6(c)(3)(iv):  For multi-jurisdictional plans, there must be identifiable action items specific to the jurisdiction requesting FEMA approval or 
credit of the plan. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A Does the new or updated plan include identifiable action 
items for each jurisdiction requesting FEMA approval of 
the plan? 

  
  

B.  Does the updated plan identify the completed, deleted or 
deferred mitigation actions as a benchmark for progress, 
and if activities are unchanged (i.e., deferred), does the 
updated plan describe why no changes occurred? 

  

  

 SUMMARY SCORE   

 
 
PLAN MAINTENANCE PROCESS 
18.  Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan 
Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(i): [The plan maintenance process shall include a] section describing the method and schedule of monitoring, evaluating, and 
updating the mitigation plan within a five-year cycle. 

SCORE  
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan describe the method and 
schedule for monitoring the plan, including the responsible 
department? 

  
  

B. Does the new or updated plan describe the method and 
schedule for evaluating the plan, including how, when and by 
whom (i.e. the responsible department)? 

  
  

C. Does the new or updated plan describe the method and 
schedule for updating the plan within the five-year cycle? 

    

 SUMMARY SCORE   
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 
19.  Incorporation into Existing Planning Mechanisms 
Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(ii):  [The plan shall include a] process by which local governments incorporate the requirements of the mitigation plan into other 
planning mechanisms such as comprehensive or capital improvement plans, when appropriate. 

SCORE  
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan identify other local planning 
mechanisms available for incorporating the mitigation 
requirements of the mitigation plan? 

  
  

B. Does the new or updated plan include a process by which 
the local government will incorporate the mitigation strategy 
and other information contained in the plan (e.g., risk 
assessment) into other planning mechanisms, when 
appropriate? 

  

  

C.  Does the updated plan explain how the local government 
incorporated the mitigation strategy and other information 
contained in the plan (e.g., risk assessment) into other 
planning mechanisms, when appropriate? 

  

  

 SUMMARY SCORE   

 
Continued Public Involvement 

Requirement §201.6(c)(4)(iii):  [The plan maintenance process shall include a] discussion on how the community will continue public participation in the plan 
maintenance process. 

SCORE 
 
Element 

Location in the 
Plan (section or 
annex and page #) 

 
Reviewer’s Comments N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan explain how continued 
public participation will be obtained? (For example, will 
there be public notices, an on-going mitigation plan 
committee, or annual review meetings with stakeholders?) 

  

  

 SUMMARY SCORE   
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 
MATRIX A: PROFILING HAZARDS 
 
This matrix can assist FEMA and the State in scoring each hazard.  Local jurisdictions may find the matrix useful to ensure that their plan addresses each natural 
hazard that can affect the jurisdiction.  Completing the matrix is not required.   

Note:  First, check which hazards are identified in requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i).  Then, place a checkmark in either the N or S box for each applicable 
hazard.  An “N” for any element of any identified hazard will result in a “Needs Improvement” score for this requirement.  List the hazard and its related 
shortcoming in the comments section of the Plan Review Crosswalk.   

 

Hazards Identified 
Per Requirement 

§201.6(c)(2)(i) 
A.  Location B.  Extent C.  Previous 

Occurrences 
D.  Probability of 

Future Events Hazard Type 

Yes N S N S N S N S 
Avalanche          
Coastal Erosion          
Coastal Storm          
Dam Failure          
Drought          
Earthquake          
Expansive Soils          
Levee Failure          
Flood          
Hailstorm          
Hurricane          
Land Subsidence          
Landslide          
Severe Winter Storm          
Tornado          
Tsunami          
Volcano          
Wildfire          
Windstorm          
Other            
Other            
Other            

To check boxes, double 

click on the box and 

change the default value 
to “checked.”

Legend:   

§201.6(c)(2)(i) Profiling Hazards 
A.  Does the risk assessment identify the location (i.e., geographic area affected) of each hazard addressed in the new or updated plan? 
B.  Does the risk assessment identify the extent (i.e., magnitude or severity) of each hazard addressed in the new or updated plan? 
C.  Does the plan provide information on previous occurrences of each natural hazard addressed in the new or updated plan? 
D.  Does the plan include the probability of future events (i.e., chance of occurrence) for each hazard addressed in the plan? 
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
 
MATRIX B: ASSESSING VULNERABILITY 
This matrix can assist FEMA and the State in scoring each hazard.  Local jurisdictions may find the matrix useful to ensure that the new or updated plan addresses 
each requirement.  Completing the matrix is not required.   

Note:  First, check which hazards are identified in requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i).  Then, place a checkmark in either the N or S box for each applicable hazard.  An 
“N” for any element of any identified hazard will result in a “Needs Improvement” score for this requirement.  List the hazard and its related shortcoming in the 
comments section of the Plan Review Crosswalk.  Note:  Receiving an N in the shaded columns will not preclude the plan from passing. 
 

Hazards 
Identified Per 
Requirement 
§201.6(c)(2)(i) 

A.  Overall 
Summary 

Description of 
Vulnerability 

B.  Hazard 
Impact 

A.  Types and Number 
of Existing Structures 

in Hazard Area 
(Estimate) 

B.  Types and 
Number of Future 

Structures in Hazard 
Area (Estimate) 

A.  Loss Estimate B.  MethodologyHazard Type 

Yes N S N S N S N S N S N S 
Avalanche              
Coastal Erosion              
Coastal Storm              
Dam Failure              
Drought              
Earthquake              
Expansive Soils              
Levee Failure              
Flood              
Hailstorm              
Hurricane              
Land Subsidence              
Landslide              
Severe Winter Storm              
Tornado              
Tsunami              
Volcano              
Wildfire              
Windstorm              
Other               
Other               
Other   
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To check boxes, double 

click on the box and 

change the default value 
to “checked.”

 
Legend: 
§201.6(c)(2)(ii) Assessing Vulnerability: Overview 

A.  Does the new or updated plan include an overall summary description of the jurisdiction’s 
vulnerability to each hazard? 

B.  Does the new or updated plan address the impact of each hazard on the jurisdiction? 
 
§201.6(c)(2)(ii)(A) Assessing Vulnerability:  Identifying Structures 

A.  Does the new or updated plan describe vulnerability in terms of the types and numbers of 
existing buildings, infrastructure, and critical facilities located in the identified hazard areas? 

 
 
B.  Does the new or updated plan describe vulnerability in terms of the types and numbers of 

future buildings, infrastructure, and critical facilities located in the identified hazard areas? 
 
§201.6(c)(2)(ii)(B) Assessing Vulnerability:  Estimating Potential Losses 
A.  Does the new or updated plan estimate potential dollar losses to vulnerable structures? 

B.  Does the new or updated plan describe the methodology used to prepare the estimate? 
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LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 
MATRIX C: IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF MITIGATION ACTIONS 
 
This matrix can assist FEMA and the State in scoring each hazard.  Local jurisdictions may find the matrix useful to ensure consideration of a range of actions for 
each hazard.   Completing the matrix is not required.   
 
Note:  First, check which hazards are identified in requirement §201.6(c)(2)(i).  Then, place a checkmark in either the N or S box for each applicable hazard.  An 
“N” for any identified hazard will result in a “Needs Improvement” score for this requirement.  List the hazard and its related shortcoming in the comments section 
of the Plan Review Crosswalk.   

Hazards Identified
Per Requirement 

§201.6(c)(2)(i) 

A.  Comprehensive 
Range of Actions 

and Projects Hazard Type 

Yes N S 
Avalanche    
Coastal Erosion    
Coastal Storm    
Dam Failure    
Drought    
Earthquake    
Expansive Soils    
Levee Failure    
Flood    
Hailstorm    
Hurricane    
Land Subsidence    
Landslide    
Severe Winter Storm    
Tornado    
Tsunami    
Volcano    
Wildfire    
Windstorm    
Other      
Other      
Other      

To check boxes, double 

click on the box and 

change the default value 
to “checked.”

 

 
Legend: 
§201.6(c)(3)(ii) Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Actions 
A.  Does the new or updated plan identify and analyze a comprehensive range of specific mitigation actions and projects for 
each hazard? 
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Multi-Hazard Mitigation  

Risk Assessment Key Issues: Multi-Hazard 

 Majority of population and structures in Elbert County are dispersed in unincorporated areas 
 The largest employers are H&B Foundations, Peaceful Valley Boy Scout Ranch, schools, 

County government, and Safeway  
 Social vulnerability is highest in Simla, where elderly and low-income populations are higher 
 Development trends characterized by numerous rural subdivisions in western part of County 

2003 Multi-Hazard Mitigation Actions 

3.  Elbert OEM 
Continue the pursuit and installation of a countywide emergency warning 
notification system. 

Completed  
What aspects made the 
task effective or 
successful? 

Semi-complete. Elbert County implemented the CodeRED reverse emergency notification 
system with a weather warning feature that contacts citizens who have signed up, of 
warning directly in their address location. It’s still in progress; however, having the 
capability will greatly enhance early warning to the citizens. 

 

5.  Elbert OEM 
Establish an ongoing or annual public education campaign regarding hazards and 
emergency management. 

Ongoing 
Should the task be 
changed or revised? 

This is an ongoing activity. It is good to keep this in the mitigation plan thereby keeping as 
focus. 

 

7.  Elbert OEM 
Identify special needs populations and have emergency medical equipment (e.g., 
oxygen tanks) 

Ongoing 
Should the task be 
changed or revised? 

This should be revised. We have made awareness for the special needs populations; 
however, affordability of maintaining a database is our challenge.  It’s important to know 
what the needs are in case of disaster. Manpower also prohibits getting this completed. 

 

New Multi-Hazard Mitigation Ideas 

 Develop a collaborative plan for debris removal and stabilization (Planning Committee) 
 Increase web-based public outreach and information 
 Provide educational materials about natural hazards and risks to customers in utility bills 
 Involve schools in education regarding local hazards and risk 
 Develop a program or system for supporting vulnerable populations during periods of 

infrastructure failure or other emergency events 
 Implement natural hazards review criteria for new development for long-term loss prevention 



 

 Establish a countywide emergency management and/or mitigation council to bring together 
resources for comprehensive planning, analysis, and decision making 

 Develop continuity of operations/governance plan (lifeline utilities, public health, water 
sewer, partnerships/contracts) 

 Evaluate vulnerability of designated shelters 
 Obtain backup power for critical facilities 
 Increase technical data on natural hazards to inform policies and programs 
 Improve data sharing among agencies and communities for mitigation, response, and 

recovery 
 Develop a disaster recovery plan 
 Update building codes 
 Review capital improvement plans for projects that could be included in mitigation plan 
 Integrate hazard mitigation plan with community master/comprehensive plans 

FEMA Hazard Mitigation Program  

Eligible Projects 

 Public awareness and education (brochures, workshops, videos, etc.) 
 Protective measures for utilities (e.g., electric and gas), water and sanitary sewer systems, 

and/or infrastructure (e.g., roads and bridges) 
 Any of the mitigation projects for a critical facility may include the purchase of a generator 

or related equipment purchases (e.g. generator hookups) as a functional portion to the larger 
eligible mitigation project subapplication as long as the generator or related equipment 
purchase directly relates to the hazard(s) that threatens the critical facility 

Ineligible Projects 

 Warning and alert notification systems 
 Phased or partial projects 
 Studies that do not result in a project (e.g., engineering designs, feasibility studies, or 

drainage studies that are not integral to a proposed project) 
 Projects that solely address maintenance or repairs of existing structures, facilities, or 

infrastructure (e.g, dredging and removal) 
 Generators for noncritical facilities 
 Generators and related equipment (e.g., generator hookups) for critical facilities that are not 

part of a larger eligible mitigation project sub-application and are not directly related to the 
hazard(s) that threaten that critical facility 

 Projects that solely address a man-made hazard 
 Response and communication equipment 
 Any project for which another Federal agency has primary authority 

Multi-Hazard Mitigation 
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Flood Mitigation  

Risk Assessment Key Issues: Flood 

 Only 6 flood insurance policies in Elbert County; approximately 500 structures in floodplain 
 Long history of damaging floods in Elbert County, including four federal disaster 

declarations and the catastrophic flood of 1935 
 Problem areas include Kiowa Creek in Kiowa and Gold Creek and Running Creek in 

Elizabeth 
 Vulnerable assets include roads, bridges, structures in floodplain, Kiowa Middle School 
 The condition, age, and owner of the levee providing protection to Kiowa on Kiowa Creek 

are unknown. The level of protection provided by the levee in a flood event is unknown. 
 New DFIRMs will create more accurate risk information on which to base future mitigation 

measures 
 Elizabeth has not joined the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP); therefore, flood 

insurance is not available to property owners and the community is not required to manage 
development in the floodplain according to minimum NFIP requirements 

2003 Flood Mitigation Actions 

4.  
Elbert OEM, 
Elizabeth, Kiowa 

Improve the overall stature of floodplain management within Elbert County. Elbert 
County and the Town of Elizabeth should consider joining the NFIP. Kiowa should 
seek to revise their floodplain map. Kiowa school, which serves as the community 
shelter, needs to be protected against floodwaters. 

Completed  
What aspects made the 
task effective or 
successful? 

Elbert County was successful in adopting the NFIP. Elbert County has become more 
aware of mitigation tasks that can be incorporated into our building codes and master 
plan. 

Ongoing 
Should the task be 
changed or revised? 

The Town of Elizabeth is considering joining the NFIP. Since the County has adopted, 
Zone A mapping is being completed for 840 miles of streams in the 1,858 sq miles of 
Elbert County. This will impact the Town of Elizabeth if they do not adopt the NFIP. 

Not Completed 
Is the task still relevant 
and should it be included 
in the updated plan? If 
yes, how could it be 
improved? 

Mitigation of flood risk to Kiowa Middle School? 
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New Flood Mitigation Ideas 

 Mitigate flood risk to Kiowa Middle School 
 Assess condition/level of protection of Kiowa levee and upgrade/maintain as needed 
 Join NFIP (Elizabeth) 
 Develop acquisition and management strategies to preserve open space in the floodplain 
 Review and update/strengthen floodplain ordinances upon adoption of new DFIRMs 
 Increase number of flood insurance policy holders/promote NFIP 
 Implement other stormwater drainage system and maintenance projects to reduce flooding 

problems 
 Promote stormwater and urban design best management practices to reduce runoff and urban 

flooding 
 Adopt stormwater/erosion control ordinance to reduce stormwater runoff 
 Provide back-up generators for pumping and lift stations 
 Address CWCB mitigation recommendations after July 2000 flood event: Western Country 

Ranches subdivision retention reservoir should be breached or significantly altered. A 
residential structure and appurtenant structures were built just below the spillway of the 
reservoir and received flood damage during July 2000 event. 

 Provide flood education and outreach to households and businesses 
 Obtain detailed studies and mapping of priority stream reaches 
 Enhance early warning systems 

FEMA Hazard Mitigation Program  

Eligible Projects 

 Voluntary acquisition of real property (structures and land) for conversion to open space in 
perpetuity 

 Relocation of public or private structures 
 Elevation of existing public or private structures to avoid riverine flooding 
 Hydrologic and hydraulic studies/analyses, engineering studies, and drainage studies for the 

purpose of project design and feasibility determination  
 Wetland restoration 
 Protective measures for utilities (e.g., electric and gas), water and sanitary sewer systems, 

and/or infrastructure (e.g., roads and bridges). 
 Stormwater management projects (culverts, retention basins, diversions, flapgates/floodgates) 

to reduce or eliminate long-term risk from flood hazards  
 Localized flood control projects, such as certain ring levees, bank stabilization, and floodwall 

systems that are designed specifically to protect critical facilities and that do not constitute a 
section of a larger flood control system.  

 Any of the mitigation projects for a critical facility may include the purchase of a generator 
or related equipment purchases (e.g. generator hookups) as a functional portion to the larger 
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eligible mitigation project subapplication as long as the generator or related equipment 
purchase directly relates to the hazard(s) that threatens the critical facility 

Ineligible Projects 

 Major flood control projects 
 Water quality infrastructure projects 
 Studies that do not result in a project (e.g. engineering designs, feasibility studies, or drainage 

studies that are not integral to a proposed project) 
 Flood studies or flood mapping 
 Dry floodproofing of residential structures 
 Any mitigation activities involving demolishing an existing structure and building a new 

structure in floodplains 
 Localized flood control projects that do not protect a critical facility or constitute a part of a 

larger project 
 Projects that solely address maintenance or repairs of existing structures, facilities, or 

infrastructure (e.g, dredging and removal) 
 Any project for which another federal agency has primary authority 

Example Past Flood Projects in Colorado 

Hazard Mitigation, Pre-Disaster Mitigation, Flood Mitigation Assistance, Project Impact, and 
Unmet Needs funds:  

 La Junta built a lift station 
 Canon City built retention ponds 
 Crowley floodproofed a historic public building 
 Fort Collins floodproofed residences and one historic building 
 Fort Collins and Pueblo improved their early warning systems 
 Morgan County did improvements to a pre-school property to protect it from flood 
 Larimer County improved drainage in the West Vine area 
 Otero County improved drainage along a county road by an Aurora reservoir 
 Georgetown improved drainage in the creek through the Town 
 Delta built a flood protection structure around the treatment plan 
 Jamestown buried pipelines under the creek 
 Fort Collins has done five drainage improvement projects including detention projects;  
 Colorado Springs implemented an erosion control project near a critical facility  
 Erie rebuilt a culvert under an access road at the airport,  
 Grand Junction implemented drainage improvements through the city  
 Denver constructed a detention pond and improvements near a police substation 
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Wildfire Mitigation  

Risk Assessment Key Issues: Wildfire 

 Wildland-urban interface areas with high wildfire hazard are primarily in the western part of 
the County near the border with Douglas County 

 Drought conditions contribute to fast-moving grassland fires 
 Accurate or updated wildfire hazard assessment data is not available for Elbert County 
 The location of pipelines in relation to high wildfire hazard areas is a concern 
 The Peaceful Valley Boy Scout Ranch is a community asset and one of the County’s largest 

employers. It is vulnerable to wildfire due to high use in summertime 
 Local jurisdictions have limited wildfire mitigation policies adopted as part of planning and 

zoning 

2003 Wildfire Mitigation Actions 

None 

New Wildfire Mitigation Ideas 

 Improve GIS assessment and mapping of wildfire hazard risk areas 
 Create and maintain wildfire defensible spaces around community assets/critical facilities in 

wildfire hazard areas 
 Develop public education program to promote fire safe construction, landscaping, and 

defensible space/property maintenance 
 Educate public about LEOSAD (leave early or stay and defend) (Planning Committee) 
 Develop countywide Community Wildfire Protection Plan to tie into hazard mitigation plan 

(Planning Committee) 
 Designate a wildland-urban interface zone and require wildfire mitigation measures within it 
 Develop new and/or improve existing planning and development policies related to wildfire 

mitigation 
 Support neighborhood, subdivision, and community efforts to reduce the risk of wildfires 
 Conduct specific community-based demonstration projects of fire mitigation in the wildland-

urban interface 
 Partner with insurance companies or utility providers to include wildfire safety information 

in materials provided to area residents 
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FEMA Hazard Mitigation Program  

Eligible Projects 

See FEMA Mitigation Policy – MRR-2-01-1 Wildfire Mitigation Policy for the Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program and Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program 

 Defensible space that involves the creation of perimeters around residential and 
nonresidential buildings and structures through the removal or reduction of flammable 
vegetation 

 The application of non-combustible building envelope assemblies, the use of ignition-
resistant materials, and the proper retrofit techniques of new and existing structure 

 Hazardous fuels reduction vegetation management, vegetation thinning, or reduction of 
flammable materials to protect life and property beyond defensible space perimeters but 
proximate to at-risk structures.  

Ineligible Projects 

 Projects that do not protect homes, neighborhoods, structures, or infrastructure 
 Projects for hazardous fuels reduction in excess of two miles from structures 
 Projects to address ecological or agricultural issues related to land and forest managements 
 Projects for prescribed burning 
 Projects for maintenance activities 
 Projects for the purchase of fire-related equipment or communication equipment 
 Projects for the creation and maintenance of fire breaks, access roads, staging areas 
 Purchase of equipment to accomplish eligible work (i.e., chippers, chainsaws) 
 Projects on federal lands; any project for which another federal agency 

Tornado Mitigation  

Risk Assessment Key Issues: Tornado 

 Tornado hazard is greater in eastern part of County, including the communities of Simla, 
Agate, and Matheson 

 Hazard is greatest in May, June, and July 
 Tornado strength is generally weak, but an F3 tornado hit Limon in 1990 
 Warning sirens and systems and safe room and sheltering needs should be assessed 
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2003 Tornado Mitigation Actions 

1.  Elbert OEM County should work to become certified as Storm Ready by the National Weather Service. 

Not Completed 
Is the task still relevant 
and should it be 
included in the updated 
plan? If yes, how could 
it be improved? 

Not completed. 

 

2.  Elbert OEM 
Obtain sirens for church, the fairgrounds, Kiowa High School, and one for the west end of 
County. 

Not Completed 
Is the task still relevant 
and should it be included 
in the updated plan? If 
yes, how could it be 
improved? 

Yes, but not specific for those areas. It should be directed to any location of public gatherings, 
such as sports fields, fairgounds, etc.   

Funding was an issue to obtain sirens, and the coverage overall would not be effective. Instead, 
we have launched a reverse notification system in 2009 and includes an automatic weather 
warning directly to those citizens signed up for the service (no cost to citizens).   

 

3.  Elbert OEM 
Continue the pursuit and installation of a countywide emergency warning notification 
system. 

Completed  
What aspects made the 
task effective or 
successful? 

Semi-Complete. Elbert County implemented the CodeRED reverse emergency notification 
system with a weather warning feature that contacts citizens who have signed up, of warning 
directly in their address location. It’s still in progress, however, having the capability will greatly 
enhance early warning to the citizens. 

 

New Tornado Mitigation Ideas 

 Upgrade fire stations in Elizabeth to provide safe rooms (Planning Committee) 
 Identify community safe room and sheltering needs and develop strategy to address these 

needs 
 Prepare and educate residents for tornados in May, June, and July 
 Require anchoring of manufactures homes and exterior attachments such as carports and 

porches  
 Work with mobile home parks to provide alternate shelters for residents 
 Promote NOAA weather radios 
 Upgrade/enhance warning systems 
 Emphasize/require designs in construction that can withstand and other high winds 

FEMA Hazard Mitigation Program  

Eligible Projects 

 Construction residential and community safe rooms in tornado-prone areas 
 FEMA 361: Design and Construction Guidance for Community Safe Rooms 
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 FEMA 320: Taking Shelter From the Storm: Building a Safe Room For Your Home or 
Small Business  

 Identify best available refuge areas within existing shelters 
 FEMA 431: Tornado Protection: Selecting Refuge Areas in Buildings 

 Retrofitting structures and facilities to minimize damages from high winds 
 Any of the mitigation projects for a critical facility may include the purchase of a generator 

or related equipment purchases (e.g. generator hookups) as a functional portion to the larger 
eligible mitigation project subapplication as long as the generator or related equipment 
purchase directly relates to the hazard(s) that threatens the critical facility 

Ineligible Projects 

 Warning and alert notification systems 
 Phased or partial projects 
 Studies that do not result in a project (e.g., engineering designs, feasibility studies, or 

drainage studies that are not integral to a proposed project) 
 Projects that solely address maintenance or repairs of existing structures, facilities, or 

infrastructure (e.g, dredging and removal) 
 Response and communication equipment 

Winter Storm Mitigation  

Risk Assessment Key Issues: Winter Storm 

 Winter storms are highly likely and can be critical in magnitude 
 The greatest impacts of winter storms are often related to shutting down transportation routes 

- blocking the flow of supplies, isolating rural areas, and stranding travelers 
 Winter storms result in high costs to local governments through snow removal and road 

maintenance  
 Snow, ice, and downed trees can cause power outages   
 Winter storms may create the need for sheltering and outreach to vulnerable and isolated 

populations 
 The starvation of livestock and subsequent burial/disposal needs are a concern 

2003 Winter Storm Mitigation Actions 

1.  Elbert OEM County should work to become certified as Storm Ready by the National Weather Service. 

Not Completed 
Is the task still relevant 
and should it be 
included in the updated 
plan? If yes, how could 
it be improved? 

Not completed. 
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3.  Elbert OEM 
Continue the pursuit and installation of a countywide emergency warning notification 
system. 

Completed  
What aspects made the 
task effective or 
successful? 

Semi-Complete. Elbert County implemented the CodeRED reverse emergency notification 
system with a weather warning feature that contacts citizens who have signed up, of warning 
directly in their address location. It’s still in progress, however, having the capability will greatly 
enhance early warning to the citizens. 

 

New Winter Storm Mitigation Ideas 

 Plan for addressing livestock needs 
 Distribute family and traveler emergency preparedness information related to severe winter 

weather hazards 
 Establish heating centers or shelters for vulnerable populations, not only for residents, but 

also for stranded motorists/travelers. 
 Plan to systematically contact isolated, vulnerable, or special-needs populations. 
 Use snow fences (also rows of trees) to limit blowing/drifting snow over critical road 

segments 
 Weatherproof critical facilities 
 Maintain tree trimming for above ground power lines 
 Support underground utility construction or other methods of preventing utility disruption by 

protecting lines from damage 
 Update and enforce building codes 
 Set up inspection system and recommend repairs to buildings vulnerable to snow load stress 

FEMA Hazard Mitigation Program  

Eligible Projects 

 Retrofitting structures and facilities to minimize damages 
 Protective measures for utilities (e.g., electric and gas), water and sanitary sewer systems, 

and/or infrastructure (e.g., roads and bridges) 
 Any of the mitigation projects for a critical facility may include the purchase of a generator 

or related equipment purchases (e.g. generator hookups) as a functional portion to the larger 
eligible mitigation project subapplication as long as the generator or related equipment 
purchase directly relates to the hazard(s) that threatens the critical facility 

Ineligible Projects 

 Warning and alert notification systems 
 Phased or partial projects 
 Studies that do not result in a project (e.g., engineering designs, feasibility studies, or 

drainage studies that are not integral to a proposed project) 
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 Generators for noncritical facilities 
 Generators and related equipment (e.g., generator hookups) for critical facilities that are not 

part of a larger eligible mitigation project sub-application and are not directly related to the 
hazard(s) that threaten that critical facility 

 Projects that solely address maintenance or repairs of existing structures, facilities, or 
infrastructure (e.g, dredging and removal) 

 Response and communication equipment 

Severe Weather (Hail, Lightning, Windstorms) Mitigation  

Risk Assessment Key Issues: Severe Weather 

 Hail storms can block culverts and drainage structures causing flooding 
 Hail damage is costly but usually covered by private insurance 
 Lightning causes damage to communications systems  
 Public education and warning about lightning safety can help prevent deaths and injuries 
 High winds damage structures and cause power outages 

2003 Severe Weather Mitigation Actions 

1.  Elbert OEM County should work to become certified as Storm Ready by the National Weather Service. 

Not Completed 
Is the task still relevant 
and should it be 
included in the updated 
plan? If yes, how could 
it be improved? 

Not completed. 

 

3.  Elbert OEM 
Continue the pursuit and installation of a countywide emergency warning notification 
system. 

Completed  
What aspects made the 
task effective or 
successful? 

Semi-complete. Elbert County implemented the CodeRED reverse emergency notification 
system with a weather warning feature that contacts citizens who have signed up, of warning 
directly in their address location. It’s still in progress; however, having the capability will greatly 
enhance early warning to the citizens. 

 

New Severe Weather Mitigation Ideas 

 Promote NOAA weather radios 
 Weatherproof critical facilities 
 Maintain tree trimming for above ground power lines 
 Support underground utility construction or other methods of preventing utility disruption by 

protecting lines from damage 
 Require tie-downs with anchors and ground anchors for manufactured homes 
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 Update and enforce building codes 
 Install surge protection on critical electronic equipment 
 Install lightning protection devices, such as lightning rods, on communications infrastructure  

FEMA Hazard Mitigation Program  

Eligible Projects 

 Retrofitting structures and facilities to minimize damages from high winds 
 Protective measures for utilities (e.g., electric and gas), water and sanitary sewer systems, 

and/or infrastructure (e.g., roads and bridges) 
 Any of the mitigation projects for a critical facility may include the purchase of a generator 

or related equipment purchases (e.g. generator hookups) as a functional portion to the larger 
eligible mitigation project subapplication as long as the generator or related equipment 
purchase directly relates to the hazard(s) that threatens the critical facility 

Ineligible Projects 

 Warning and alert notification systems 
 Phased or partial projects 
 Studies that do not result in a project (e.g., engineering designs, feasibility studies, or 

drainage studies that are not integral to a proposed project) 
 Generators for noncritical facilities 
 Generators and related equipment (e.g., generator hookups) for critical facilities that are not 

part of a larger eligible mitigation project sub-application and are not directly related to the 
hazard(s) that threaten that critical facility 

 Projects that solely address maintenance or repairs of existing structures, facilities, or 
infrastructure (e.g, dredging and removal) 

 Response and communication equipment 

Drought Mitigation  

Risk Assessment Key Issues: Drought 

 Palmer Drought Severity Index: Elbert County has experienced severe and extreme drought 
15-20 percent during a 100-year period 

 In the South Platte Basin, the greatest impacts due to drought are loss of water supply and 
system flexibility and loss of crop yield 

 Many rural residents in Elbert County get water from private wells 
 Population growth and climate change are factors likely to increase vulnerability to drought 

in the future 
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2003 Drought Mitigation Actions 

None 

New Drought Mitigation Ideas 

 Develop education and incentives program to encourage water saving measures by citizens 
 Develop and adopt a tiered rate structure to encourage responsible water use 
 Develop a drought management plan to anticipate needs and identify the measures and 

responses to prepare for, monitor, and mitigate the effects of drought  
 Encourage water management entities to develop a water conservation plans to outline how 

to improve water use efficiency over the long term and how the efforts fit within their overall 
water supply and demand management efforts 

 Adopt water conservation ordinance to prioritize or control water use, particularly in 
emergency situations, such as firefighting or drought 

 Develop new or upgrade water delivery systems, including improving pipelines and lining 
ditches 

Dam Failure Mitigation  

Risk Assessment Key Issues: Dam Failure 

 There are 110 dams in Elbert County but all are low hazard classification 
 The condition of conservation district dams are unknown and funding for monitoring and 

maintenance is limited 
 There is a lack of public awareness about the conservation district dams and safety 

2003 Dam Failure Mitigation Actions 

None 

New Dam Failure Mitigation Ideas 

 Form task force to develop strategy for assessing condition of dams and identify funding for 
dam repair and maintenance 

 Improve coordination with dam owners/conservation districts 
 Minimize new development in dam inundation areas 
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Mitigation Action Prioritization 

This worksheet is used to prioritize the order in which mitigation actions will be implemented. Actions will be evaluated based on the 
following criteria: 

 Structures Protected – What is the number and value of structures potentially protected by the action? 
 Life Safety Protected – Does the action prevent injuries and/or loss of life? 
 Administrative Capability – Does the community have the personnel and administrative capabilities to implement the action and 

maintain it or will outside help be necessary? 
 Technical Feasibility – Is the mitigation action technically feasible? Is it a long-term solution? 
 Public and Political Support – Is there overall public support for the mitigation action? Is there the political will to support the 

action? 
 Local Champion – Is there a strong advocate for the project among local departments/agencies that will support the action’s 

implementation? 
 Cost-Benefit Review – Will the project be funded by current or future internal or external sources? Do the benefits, or losses 

avoided, of the action outweigh the costs? 
 Other Community Objectives – Does the action also further other community objectives, such as capital improvements, 

environmental quality, or open space preservation? 

Using the table on the following pages, rank each of the criteria for each project with a 1, 2, or 3 using the following scale, in which 
“High” (3) has the most potential benefits or likelihood for successful implementation:  

 1=Low 
 2=Moderate 
 3=High 



Mitigation Actions Continued from 2003 Plan 

Action Structures 
Protected 

Life 
Safety 

Protected 
Admin 

Capability 
Technical 
Feasibility 

Public/ 
Political 
Support 

Local 
Champion 

Cost 
Benefit 
Review 

Other 
Community 
Objectives 

Total 
Score 

HMPC 
Votes 

1. Continue to seek Storm 
Ready designation  

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 24 0 

2. Develop special needs 
populations inventory/registry  

1 3 1 2 2 3 3 2 17 0 

3. Establish hazard/risk 
education campaign: distribute 
flyers, conduct workshops, 
provide info for kids home 
alone, issue press releases, 
present to local service groups, 
invite state reps 

3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 22 0 

4. Join NFIP (Elizabeth) 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 15 0 

5. Mitigate flood risk to Kiowa 
school 

3 3 1 2 3 3 3 2 20 0 

 

New Mitigation Actions 

Action 
Structures 
Protected 

Life 
Safety 

Protected 
Admin 

Capability 
Technical 
Feasibility 

Public/ 
Political 
Support 

Local 
Champion 

Cost 
Benefit 
Review 

Other 
Community 
Objectives 

Total 
Score 

HMPC 
Votes 

6. Assess condition/level of 
protection of Kiowa levee and 
upgrade/maintain 

3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 21 2 

7. Implement stormwater 
drainage system improvements 

3 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 22 3 

8. Adopt a stormwater 
ordinance 

3 3 2 2 3 3 3 2 21 1 
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Action 
Structures 
Protected 

Life 
Safety 

Protected 
Admin 

Capability 
Technical 
Feasibility 

Public/ 
Political 
Support 

Local 
Champion 

Cost 
Benefit 
Review 

Other 
Community 
Objectives 

Total 
Score 

HMPC 
Votes 

9. Develop education and 
incentives program to 
encourage water savings 
measures by property owners 

1 1 1 2 2 3 3 2 15 1 

10. Implement water delivery 
system improvements 

3 3 1 2 2 3 3 2 19 3 

11. Develop water conservation 
plan 

1 1 3 2 3 3 3 2 18 1 

12. Form task force to improve 
coordination with conservation 
districts, assess condition of 
dams. and identify funding 
sources for repair and 
maintenance.  

3 3 1 2 3 3 3 2  3 

13. Minimize new development 
in dam inundation areas and 
educate public on dams flood 
control structures and 
easements 

3 3 1 2 2 3 2 2 18 1 

14. Improve coordination 
between planning, building, and 
road and bridge departments 
related to NFIP information and 
requirements 

3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 22 6 

15.Conduct outreach to builders 
on building designs acceptable 
in floodplains 

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 23 1 

16. Incorporate hazard 
mitigation in Elbert County 
Master Plan update 

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 24 1 

17. Incorporate hazard criteria in 
development review process  

3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 24 4 

18. Develop drainage/erosion 
control study/project 

3 3 1 2 3 3 3 2 20 2 
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Action 
Structures 
Protected 

Life 
Safety 

Protected 
Admin 

Capability 
Technical 
Feasibility 

Public/ 
Political 
Support 

Local 
Champion 

Cost 
Benefit 
Review 

Other 
Community 
Objectives 

Total 
Score 

HMPC 
Votes 

coordinating objectives of 
various agencies for Town of 
Elbert 

19. Obtain back-up generators 
for critical facilities 

2 3 3 3 3 3 2 1 20 5 

20. Assess and designate 
shelters and distribute 
information to public/agencies 

1 3 1 2 3 3 3 3 19 3 

21. Coordinate with agencies to 
develop livestock protection 
plan (winter storm), including 
CSU Extension Service 

1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 9 1 

22. Install lightning rods on 
critical facilities and historic 
structures 

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 0 

23. Assess protection measures 
needed for critical facilities  

3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 22 5 

24. Assess protection measures 
needed for historic structures 

2 1 2 2 1 1 1 2 12 0 

25. Complete a continuity of 
governance plan  

1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 15 0 

26. Develop an Elbert County 
Wildfire Protection Program that 
includes public information, 
resources, and special events to 
reduce wildfire risk  

3 3 1 1 1 3 3 3 18 6 

27. Protect historical community 
documents through digitization 
project 

1 1 3 3 2 3 2 3 18 3 

28. Construct a second access 
road to County Road 118 from 
Pine Meadows to improve 
response capabilities to 93 

3 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 16 0 
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Action 
Structures 
Protected 

Life 
Safety 

Protected 
Admin 

Capability 
Technical 
Feasibility 

Public/ 
Political 
Support 

Local 
Champion 

Cost 
Benefit 
Review 

Other 
Community 
Objectives 

Total 
Score 

HMPC 
Votes 

homes with high wildfire risk 

29. Construct additional cisterns 
to improve water supply 
capabilities for firefighting  

2 2 3 3 2 3 1 1 17 0 

30. Create a Community 
Wildfire Protection Plan 
template for subdivision scale 

3 3 1 1 1 3 3 3 18 0 

31. Conduct property level 
assessments of wildfire risk and 
recommend mitigation 
measures to landowners 

3 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 16 0 

32. Improve wildfire mitigation 
and response considerations in 
development codes 

3 3 3 2 1 3 3 3 21 0 
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Mitigation Action/Project Progress Report 

Progress Report Period From (date):       To (date):       

Project Title:       

Project Plan ID:       

Responsible Agency:       

Contact Name:       

Contact Number/E-mail:       

Project Status: 
Completed, Uncompleted, Ongoing?       

Anticipated Completion Date:       

Summary of Project Progress for this Reporting Period 

1. What was accomplished for this project during this reporting period? 

      

2. What obstacles, problems, or delays did the project encounter, if any? 

      

3. If uncompleted, is the project still relevant? Should the project be changed or revised? 

      

4. Other comments 
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Mitigation Plan Annual Review Questionnaire 

Plan Chapter 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? 

      

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? 

      

PLANNING 
PROCESS 

Have there been any changes in 
public support and/or decision-
maker priorities related to hazard 
mitigation? 

      

Has a natural and/or man-made 
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? 

      
VULNERABILITY 
ANALYSIS 

Are there repetitive losses and/or 
severe repetitive losses to 
document? Has NFIP participation 
changed in the participating 
jurisdictions? 

      



Mitigation Plan Annual Review Questionnaire 

Plan Chapter Considerations Explanation 

Are there different or additional 
technical, financial, and human 
resources available for mitigation 
planning? 

      

CAPABILITY 
ASSESSMENT 

Have jurisdictions adopted new 
policies, plans, regulations, or 
reports that could be incorporated 
into this plan? 

      

Is the mitigation strategy being 
implemented as anticipated? Were 
the cost and timeline estimates 
accurate? 

      

Should new mitigation actions be 
added to the Implementation 
Strategy? Should existing mitigation 
actions be eliminated from the 
plan? 

      

Are there new obstacles that were 
not anticipated in the plan that will 
need to be considered in the next 
plan update? 

      

MITIGATION 
STRATEGY 

Are there new funding sources to 
consider? 

      

Was the plan monitored and 
evaluated as anticipated? 

      

PLAN 
MAINTENANCE 
PROCESS Have elements of the plan been 

incorporated into other planning 
mechanisms? 
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