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FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

44 CFR Parts 201 and 206
RIN 3067–AD22

Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program
AGENCY: Federal Emergency
Management Agency.
ACTION: Interim final rule.

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

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

ADDRESSES: Please send written
comments to the Rules Docket Clerk,
Office of the General Counsel, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C
Street, SW., room 840, Washington, DC
20472, (facsimile) 202–646–4536, or
(email) rules@fema.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Margaret E. Lawless, Federal Insurance
and Mitigation Administration, Federal
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C
Street, SW., Washington, DC, 20472,
202–646–3027, (facsimile) 202–646–
3104, or (email)
margaret.lawless@fema.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Introduction

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Justification for Interim Final Rule
In general, FEMA publishes a rule for

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

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

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

National Environmental Policy Act
44 CFR 10.8(d)(2)(ii) excludes this

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

Executive Order 12866, Regulatory
Planning and Review

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Executive Order 12898, Environmental
Justice

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

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

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

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995

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

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

Collection of Information
Title: State/Local/Tribal Hazard

Mitigation Plans under Section 322 of
the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Estimated Total Annual Burden:

Type of collection/forms No. of re-
spondents

Hours per re-
sponse

Annual burden
hours

Update state or tribal mitigation plans (standard state mitigation plans) .................................... 18 320 5,760
State review of local plans .......................................................................................................... 500 local

plans
8 4,000

States develop Enhanced State Mitigation Plans ....................................................................... 7 100 700
Local or tribal governments develop mitigation plans ................................................................. 500 local

plans
300 150,000

Total burden ......................................................................................................................... ........................ ........................ 160,460

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

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

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

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

Executive Order 13132, Federalism
Executive Order 13132, Federalism,

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

We have reviewed this rule under
E.O.13132 and have concluded that the
rule does not have federalism
implications as defined by the Executive
Order. We have determined that the rule
does not significantly affect the rights,
roles, and responsibilities of States, and
involves no preemption of State law nor

does it limit State policymaking
discretion.

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

Executive Order 13175, Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

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

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

Congressional Review of Agency
Rulemaking

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

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

productivity, innovation, or on the
ability of United States-based
enterprises to compete with foreign-
based enterprises. This final rule is
subject to the information collection
requirements of the Paperwork
Reduction Act, and OMB has assigned
Control No. 3067–0297. The rule is not
an unfunded Federal mandate within
the meaning of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995, Public Law 104–4,
and any enforceable duties that we
impose are a condition of Federal
assistance or a duty arising from
participation in a voluntary Federal
program.

List of Subjects in 44 CFR Part 201 and
Part 206

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

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

1. Add Part 201 to read as follows:

PART 201—MITIGATION PLANNING

Sec.
201.1 Purpose.
201.2 Definitions.
201.3 Responsibilities.
201.4 Standard State Mitigation Plans.
201.5 Enhanced State Mitigation Plans.
201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42
U.S.C. 5121–5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3
of 1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp.,
p. 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3
CFR, 1979 Comp., p. 412; and E.O. 12673, 54
FR 12571, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.

§ 201.1 Purpose.
(a) The purpose of this part is to

provide information on the polices and
procedures for mitigation planning as
required by the provisions of section
322 of the Stafford Act, 42 U.S.C. 5165.

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

§ 201.2 Definitions.
Grantee means the government to

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 201.3 Responsibilities.
(a) General. This section identifies the

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

local activities relating to hazard
evaluation and mitigation and to:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 201.4 Standard State Mitigation Plans.
(a) Plan requirement. By November 1,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(5) A Plan Maintenance Process that
includes:

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 201.5 Enhanced State Mitigation Plans.
(a) A State with a FEMA approved

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.
The local mitigation plan is the

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(4) A plan maintenance process that
includes:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42
U.S.C. 5121–5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3
of 1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp.,
p. 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3
CFR, 1979 Comp., p. 412; and E.O. 12673, 54
FR 12571, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.

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

Subpart M—Minimum Standards

Sec.
206.400 General.
206.401 Local standards.
206.402 Compliance.

§ 206.400 General.
(a) As a condition of the receipt of any

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

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

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

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

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

§ 206.401 Local standards.
The cost of repairing or constructing

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

§ 206.402 Compliance.
A recipient of disaster assistance

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

Subpart N—Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program

3. Revise § 206.431 to read as follows:

§ 206.431 Definitions.
Activity means any mitigation

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 206.432 Federal grant assistance.
* * * * *

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

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

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

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

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

§ 206.434 Eligibility.
* * * * *

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(i) Structural hazard control or
protection projects;

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

(iii) Retrofitting of facilities;
(iv) Property acquisition or relocation,

as defined in paragraph (e) of this
section;

(v) Development of State or local
mitigation standards;

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

(vii) Development or improvement of
warning systems.
* * * * *

6. Revise § 206.435(a) to read as
follows:

§ 206.435 Project identificaiton and
selection criteria.

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

7. Revise § 206.436 to read as follows:

§ 206.436 Application procedures.
(a) General. This section describes the

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

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

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

(1) Name of the subgrantee, if any;
(2) State or local contact for the

measure;
(3) Location of the project;
(4) Description of the measure;
(5) Cost estimate for the measure;
(6) Analysis of the measure’s cost-

effectiveness and substantial risk
reduction, consistent with § 206.434(c);

(7) Work schedule;
(8) Justification for selection;
(9) Alternatives considered;
(10) Environmental information

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

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

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

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

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

Subpart H—Public Assistance
Eligibility

* * * * *
8. Revise § 206.220 to read as follows:

§ 206.220 General.
This subpart provides policies and

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

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

9. Section 206.226 is amended by
redesignating paragraphs

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

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

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

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

(g) * * *
(5) If relocation of a facility is not

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

Dated: February 19, 2002.

Michael D. Brown,
General Counsel.
[FR Doc. 02–4321 Filed 2–25–02; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6718–05–P
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CFR 773.23(a)(1) through (a)(6) for a 
notice of suspension or rescission, 
showing that the person requesting 
review is entitled to administrative 
relief;
* * * * *

24. In § 4.1374, revise paragraph (a) to
read as follows:

§ 4.1374 Burdens of proof.
(a) OSM shall have the burden of

going forward to present a prima facie 
case of the validity of the notice of 
proposed suspension or rescission or 
the notice of suspension or rescission.
* * * * *

25. In § 4.1376, revise the section
heading and paragraph (a) to read as 
follows:

§ 4.1376 Petition for temporary relief from
notice of proposed suspension or
rescission or notice of suspension or
rescission; appeals from decisions granting
or denying temporary relief.

(a) Any party may file a petition for
temporary relief from the notice of 
proposed suspension or rescission or 
the notice of suspension or rescission in 
conjunction with the filing of the 
request for review or at any time before 
an initial decision is issued by the 
administrative law judge.
* * * * *

26. Revise the heading for 43 CFR
4.1380–4.1387 to read as follows: 

Review of Office of Surface Mining 
Written Decisions Concerning 
Ownership or Control Challenges

27. Revise § 4.1380 to read as follows:

§ 4.1380 Scope.
Sections 4.1380 through 4.1387

govern the procedures for review of a 
written decision issued by OSM under 
30 CFR 773.28 on a challenge to a listing 
or finding of ownership or control.

28. In § 4.1381, revise paragraph (a) to
read as follows:

§ 4.1381 Who may file; when to file; where
to file.

(a) Any person who receives a written
decision issued by OSM under 30 CFR 
773.28 on a challenge to an ownership 
or control listing or finding may file a 
request for review with the Hearings 
Division, Office of Hearings and 
Appeals, U.S. Department of the 
Interior, 801 N. Quincy Street, Suite 
300, Arlington, Virginia 22203 
(telephone 703–235–3800) within 30 
days of service of the decision.
* * * * *

29. Revise § 4.1390 to read as follows:

§ 4.1390 Scope.
Sections 4.1391 through 4.1394 set

forth the procedures for obtaining 

review of an OSM determination under 
30 CFR 761.16 that a person does or 
does not have valid existing rights.

30. In § 4.1391, revise paragraphs (a)
and (b) to read as follows:

§ 4.1391 Who may file; where to file; when
to file; filing of administrative record.

(a) The person who requested a
determination under 30 CFR 761.16 or 
any person with an interest that is or 
may be adversely affected by a 
determination that a person does or 
does not have valid existing rights may 
file a request for review of the 
determination with the office of the 
OSM official whose determination is 
being reviewed and at the same time 
shall send a copy of the request to the 
Interior Board of Land Appeals, U.S. 
Department of the Interior, 801 N. 
Quincy Street, Suite 300, Arlington, VA 
22203 (telephone 703–235–3750). OSM 
shall file the complete administrative 
record of the determination under 
review with the Board as soon as 
practicable. 

(b) OSM must provide notice of the
valid existing rights determination to 
the person who requested that 
determination by certified mail, or by 
overnight delivery service if the person 
has agreed to bear the expense of this 
service. 

(1) When the determination is made
independently of a decision on an 
application for a permit or for a permit 
boundary revision, a request for review 
shall be filed within 30 days of receipt 
of the determination by a person who 
has received a copy of it by certified 
mail or overnight delivery service. The 
request for review shall be filed within 
30 days of the date of publication of the 
determination in a newspaper of general 
circulation or in the Federal Register, 
whichever is later, by any person who 
has not received a copy of it by certified 
mail or overnight delivery service. 

(2) When the determination is made
in conjunction with a decision on an 
application for a permit or for a permit 
boundary revision, the request for 
review must be filed in accordance with 
§ 4.1362.
* * * * *

31. Revise § 4.1394 to read as follows:

§ 4.1394 Burden of proof.
(a) If the person who requested the

determination is seeking review, OSM 
shall have the burden of going forward 
to establish a prima facie case and the 
person who requested the determination 
shall have the ultimate burden of 
persuasion. 

(b) If any other person is seeking
review, that person shall have the 
burden of going forward to establish a 

prima facie case and the ultimate 
burden of persuasion that the person 
who requested the determination does 
or does not have valid existing rights.

[FR Doc. 02–24417 Filed 9–30–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4310–79–P

FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

44 CFR Parts 201 and 206 

RIN 3067–AD22 

Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program

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

SUMMARY: This rule extends the date by 
which State and local governments must 
develop mitigation plans as a condition 
of grant assistance in compliance with 
44 CFR Part 201. The regulations in Part 
201 outline the requirements for State 
and local mitigation plans, which must 
be completed by November 1, 2003 in 
order to continue to receive FEMA grant 
assistance. This interim final rule 
extends that date to November 1, 2004.
DATES: Effective Date: October 1, 2002. 

Comment Date: We will accept 
written comments through December 2, 
2002.
ADDRESSES: Please send written 
comments to the Rules Docket Clerk, 
Office of the General Counsel, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C 
Street, SW., room 840,Washington, DC 
20472, (facsimile) 202–646–4536, or (e-
mail) rules@fema.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Terry Baker, Federal Insurance and 
Mitigation Administration, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C 
Street, SW., Washington, DC, 20472, 
202–646–4648, (facsimile) 202–646–
3104, or (e-mail) terry.baker@fema.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

Introduction 
Throughout the preamble and the rule 

the terms ‘‘we’’, ‘‘our’’ and ‘‘us’’ refer to 
FEMA. 

On February 26, 2002, FEMA 
published an interim final rule 
implementing Section 322 of the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act (Stafford Act
or the Act), 42 U.S.C. 5165, enacted
under § 104 of the Disaster Mitigation
Act of 2000, (DMA 2000) Pub. L. 106–
390. This identified the requirements for
State and local mitigation plans
necessary for FEMA assistance. The
critical portion of the current interim
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final rule being published extends the 
date that the planning requirements take 
effect. The date is being modified from 
November 1, 2003 to November 1, 2004 
for all programs except the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation (PDM) program. 

The date that local mitigation plans 
will be required for the PDM program as 
a condition of ‘‘brick and mortar’’ 
project grant funding will continue to be 
November 1, 2003. Our objective is to 
encourage the use of the PDM program 
to develop State and local mitigation 
plans that will meet the criteria for all 
of our mitigation programs. The initial 
implementation of the PDM program 
allows States to prioritize the funding 
towards the development of mitigation 
plans in their most high-risk 
communities, positioning them to be 
eligible for project grant funding when 
it becomes available. The PDM program 
will benefit from the experiences in the 
Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) 
program, which has had a planning 
requirement for many years. States often 
prioritize FMA planning funds to a 
community in one year, with the 
implementation of the project occurring 
after the appropriate planning has been 
completed. 

We received many thoughtful 
comments on much of the rule, and we 
intend to address them all prior to 
finalizing the rule. However, the 
overwhelming number of comments 
regarding the effective date for the new 
planning requirements on both the State 
and local governments indicated to us a 
need to extend that date. This new 
interim final rule will address this issue, 
and clarify the planning requirement for 
the recently published Fire Management 
Assistance Grant Program final rule. 

Since publication of the interim final 
rule, it became clear to us that, in some 
cases, there was a need to extend the 
effective date of the planning 
requirement to allow more time for plan 
development. An additional year will 
allow State, tribal, and local 
governments time to identify necessary 
resources, establish support for the 
planning process, and develop 
meaningful mitigation plans. Legislative 
sessions, which in some cases may be 
once every two years, may be necessary 
to obtain funding for plan development 
and/or adoption of the plan prior to 
submittal to FEMA. Many State and 
local fiscal years run from July through 
June, and budget requests must be made 
months prior to the beginning of the 
fiscal year. This has made it difficult for 
many jurisdictions to begin the planning 
process. Our intention in extending the 
date is to allow for more thoughtful and 
comprehensive development of plans 
and implementation of this regulation. 

Nearly all of those commenting on the 
rule recognize the importance of 
planning. The generally accepted model 
is that good mitigation happens when 
good mitigation plans are the basis for 
the actions taken. 

Even though we are extending the 
date for meeting the planning 
requirements, we encourage States and 
localities to continue to work on getting 
plans developed and approved as soon 
as feasible, and not to wait until the 
deadline to begin the process. It is 
important to note that although there is 
no deadline for approval of Enhanced 
State Mitigation Plans in order to 
qualify for the 20 percent HMPG 
funding, it will only be available to 
States if the plan is approved prior to a 
disaster declaration. 

Although many comments addressed 
the need to extend the deadline, only a 
few provided specific alternative dates. 
We received several comments 
requesting a phased approach to the 
deadline for communities based on 
general risk levels or the priorities 
identified in a State plan. At this point, 
FEMA is not considering any option for 
a phased approach to the timeline since 
we believe that it would make this 
requirement too difficult to administer, 
for both States and FEMA. We believe 
that the one-year extension for the 
HMGP will address most of the 
concerns regarding the effective date of 
the planning requirements. 

We have also received some questions 
regarding the relationship of the 
planning requirements of the Fire 
Management Assistance Grant Program 
to the plans developed under 44 CFR 
part 201. A Standard or Enhanced State 
Mitigation plan, which includes an 
evaluation of wildfire risk and 
mitigation, as identified in 44 CFR part 
201 will meet the planning requirement 
of the Fire Management Assistance 
Grant Program. Until States develop and 
have either of those plans approved by 
FEMA, States must comply with the fire 
management planning requirement as 
stated in 44 CFR part 204 by ensuring 
that there is a fire component to the 
existing State Mitigation Plan or a 
separate wildfire mitigation plan.

Finally, we would like to clarify that 
for grants awarded under any hazard 
mitigation program prior to October 30, 
2000 for the purpose of developing or 
updating a hazard mitigation plan, we 
will not provide an increase in funding 
or extensions for changes in the scope 
of work for purposes of meeting the 
enhanced state plan criteria, since the 
enhanced plan concept did not exist 
prior to the Disaster Mitigation Act of 
2000, enacted on that date. 

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

Justification for Interim Final Rule 

In general, FEMA publishes a rule for 
public comment before issuing a final 
rule, under the Administrative 
Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 533 and 44 CFR 
1.12. The Administrative Procedure Act, 
however, provides an exception from 
that general rule where the agency for 
good cause finds the procedures for 
comment and response contrary to 
public interest. 

This interim final rule extends the 
date that State, tribal, and local 
governments have to develop mitigation 
plans required as a condition of FEMA 
grant assistance. State, tribal, and local 
governments are currently under the 
assumption that plans are required by 
November 1, 2003, whereas this interim 
final rule extends that date to November 
1, 2004 for the HMGP. It does not affect 
the date for compliance for other 
programs, such as the Pre-disaster 
Mitigation (PDM) program. In order for 
State, local and tribal resources to be 
appropriately identified and used, it is 
essential that the date extension be 
made effective as soon as possible. We 
believe it is contrary to the public 
interest to delay the benefits of this rule. 
In accordance with the Administrative 
Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 553(d)(3), we 
find that there is good cause for the 
interim final rule to take effect 
immediately upon publication in the 
Federal Register in order to meet the 
needs of States and communities by 
identifying the new effective date for 
planning requirement under 44 CFR 
part 201. Therefore, we find that prior 
notice and comment on this rule would 
not further the public interest. We 
actively encourage and solicit comments 
on this interim final rule from interested 
parties, and we will consider them as 
well as those submitted on the original 
interim final planning rule in preparing 
the final rule. For these reasons, we 
believe we have good cause to publish 
an interim final rule. 

National Environmental Policy Act 

44 CFR 10.8(d)(2)(ii) excludes this 
rule from the preparation of an 
environmental assessment or 
environmental impact statement, where 
the rule relates to actions that qualify for 
categorical exclusion under 44 CFR 
10.8(d)(2)(iii), such as the development 
of plans under this section.
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Executive Order 12866, Regulatory 
Planning and Review 

We have prepared and reviewed this 
rule under the provisions of E.O. 12866, 
Regulatory Planning and Review. Under 
Executive Order 12866, 58 FR 51735, 
October 4, 1993, a significant regulatory 
action is subject to review by The Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) and 
the requirements of the Executive Order. 
The Executive Order defines 
‘‘significant regulatory action’’ as one 
that is likely to result in a rule that may: 

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

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

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

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

The purpose of this rule is to extend 
the date by which State and local 
governments have to prepare or update 
their plans to meet the criteria identified 
in 44 CFR part 201. The original date, 
November 1, 2003, was determined to 
be difficult to meet. This interim final 
rule extends that date to November 1, 
2004 for the post disaster Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program. The date of 
November 1, 2003 will still apply to 
project grants under the Pre-disaster 
Mitigation program. As such, the rule 
itself will not have an effect on the 
economy of more than $100,000,000. 

Therefore, this rule is not a significant 
regulatory action and is not an 
economically significant rule under 
Executive Order 12866. OMB has not 
reviewed this rule under Executive 
Order 12866. 

Executive Order 12898, Environmental 
Justice 

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

activities do not have the effect of 
excluding persons from participation in 
our programs, denying persons the 
benefits of our programs, or subjecting 
persons to discrimination because of 
their race, color, or national origin. 

No action that we can anticipate 
under the final rule will have a 
disproportionately high or adverse 
human health and environmental effect 
on any segment of the population. This 
rule extends the date for development or 
update of State and local mitigation 
plans in compliance with 44 CFR part 
201. Accordingly, the requirements of
Executive Order 12898 do not apply to
this interim final rule.

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
As required by the Paperwork 

Reduction Act of 1995 (44 U.S.C. 
3507(d)) we submitted a request for 
review and approval of a new collection 
of information when the initial interim 
final rule was published on February 26, 
2002. OMB approved this collection of 
information for use through August 31, 
2002, under the emergency processing 
procedures in OMB regulation 5 CFR 
1320.1, OMB Number 3067–0297. There 
have been no changes to the collection 
of information, and we have submitted 
a request for OMB approval to continue 
the use of the collection of information 
for a term of three years. The request is 
being processed under OMB’s normal 
clearance procedures in accordance 
with provisions of OMB regulation 5 
CFR 1320.11. 

This new interim final rule simply 
extends the date by which States and 
communities have to comply with the 
planning requirements, and clarifies 
which FEMA programs are affected by 
these requirements. The changes do not 
affect the collection of information; 
therefore, no change to the request for 
the collection of information is 
necessary. In summary, this interim 
final rule complies with the provisions 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3506(c)(2)(A)).
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: You 
may obtain copies of the OMB 
paperwork clearance package by 
contacting Ms. Muriel Anderson at (202) 
646–2625 (voice), (202) 646–3347 
(facsimile), or by e-mail at 
informationcollectios@fema.gov. 

Executive Order 13132, Federalism 
Executive Order 13132, Federalism, 

dated August 4, 1999, sets forth 
principles and criteria that agencies 
must adhere to in formulating and 
implementing policies that have 
federalism implications, that is, 
regulations that have substantial direct 
effects on the States, or on the 

distribution of power and 
responsibilities among the various 
levels of government. Federal agencies 
must closely examine the statutory 
authority supporting any action that 
would limit the policymaking discretion 
of the States, and to the extent 
practicable, must consult with State and 
local officials before implementing any 
such action. 

We have reviewed this rule under 
E.O. 13132 and have concluded that the 
rule does not have federalism 
implications as defined by the Executive 
Order. We have determined that the rule 
does not significantly affect the rights, 
roles, and responsibilities of States, and 
involves no preemption of State law nor 
does it limit State policymaking 
discretion. 

We will continue to evaluate the 
planning requirements and will work 
with interested parties as we implement 
the planning requirements of 44 CFR 
part 201. In addition, we actively 
encourage and solicit comments on this 
interim final rule from interested 
parties, and we will consider them in 
preparing the final rule. 

Executive Order 13175, Consultation 
and Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments 

We have reviewed this interim final 
rule under Executive Order 13175, 
which became effective on February 6, 
2001. In reviewing the interim final 
rule, we find that it does not have 
‘‘tribal implications’’ as defined in 
Executive Order 13175 because it will 
not have a substantial direct effect on 
one or more Indian tribes, on the 
relationship between the Federal 
Government and Indian tribes, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities between the Federal 
Government and Indian tribes. 
Moreover, the interim final rule does 
not impose substantial direct 
compliance costs on tribal governments, 
nor does it preempt tribal law, impair 
treaty rights or limit the self-governing 
powers of tribal governments. 

Congressional Review of Agency 
Rulemaking 

We have sent this interim final rule to 
the Congress and to the General 
Accounting Office under the 
Congressional Review of Agency 
Rulemaking Act, Public Law 104–121. 
The rule is a not ‘‘major rule’’ within the 
meaning of that Act. It is an 
administrative action to extend the time 
State and local governments have to 
prepare mitigation plans required by 
section 322 of the Stafford Act, as 
enacted in DMA 2000.
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The rule will not result in a major 
increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions. It will 
not have ‘‘significant adverse effects’’ on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign-
based enterprises. This final rule is 
subject to the information collection 
requirements of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act, and OMB has assigned 
Control No. 3067–0297. The rule is not 
an unfunded Federal mandate within 
the meaning of the Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act of 1995, Public Law 104–4, 
and any enforceable duties that we 
impose are a condition of Federal 
assistance or a duty arising from 
participation in a voluntary Federal 
program.

List of Subjects in 44 CFR Parts 201 and 
Part 206 

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

Accordingly, amend 44 CFR, chapter 
I, as follows:

PART 201—MITIGATION PLANNING 

1. The authority for Part 201
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42 
U.S.C. 5121–5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3 
of 1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp., 
p. 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3
CFR, 1979 Comp., p. 412; and E.O. 12673, 54
FR 12571, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.

2. Revise § 201.3(c)(3) to read as
follows:

§ 201.3 Responsibilities.

* * * * *
(c) * * *
(3) At a minimum, review and, if

necessary, update the Standard State 
Mitigation Plan by November 1, 2004 
and every three years from the date of 
the approval of the previous plan in 
order to continue program eligibility.
* * * * *

3. Revise § 201.4(a) to read as follows:

§ 201.1 Standard State Mitigation Plans.
(a) Plan requirement. By November 1,

2004, States must have an approved 
Standard State Mitigation plan meeting 
the requirements of this section in order 
to receive assistance under the Stafford 
Act, although assistance authorized 
under disasters declared prior to 

November 1, 2004 will continue to be 
made available. Until that date, existing, 
FEMA approved State Mitigation Plans 
will be accepted. In any case, emergency 
assistance provided under 42 U.S.C 
5170a, 5170b, 5173, 5174, 5177, 5179, 
5180, 5182, 5183, 5184, 5192 will not be 
affected. The mitigation plan is the 
demonstration of the State’s 
commitment to reduce risks from 
natural hazards and serves as a guide for 
State decision makers as they commit 
resources to reducing the effects of 
natural hazards. States may choose to 
include the requirements of the HMGP 
Administrative Plan in their mitigation 
plan, but must comply with the updates, 
amendments or revisions requirement 
listed under 44 CFR 206.437.
* * * * *

4. Revise § 201.6(a) to read as follows:

§ 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.

* * * * *
(a) Plan requirements.
(1) For disasters declared after

November 1, 2004, a local government 
must have a mitigation plan approved 
pursuant to this section in order to 
receive HMGP project grants. Until 
November 1, 2004, local mitigation 
plans may be developed concurrent 
with the implementation of the HMGP 
project grant. 

(2) By November 1, 2003, local
governments must have a mitigation 
plan approved pursuant to this section 
in order to receive a project grant 
through the Pre-Disaster Mitigation 
(PDM) program, authorized under § 203 
of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief 
and Emergency Assistance Act, 42 
U.S.C. 5133. PDM planning grants will 
continue to be made available to all 
local governments after this time to 
enable them to meet the requirements of 
this section. 

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

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

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

4. The authority for Part 206
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42 
U.S.C. 5121–5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3 
of 1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp., 
p. 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3
CFR, 1979 Comp., p. 412; and E.O. 12673, 54
FR 12571, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.

5. Revise § 206.432(b)(1) to read as
follows:

§ 206.432 Federal grant assistance.
* * * * *

(b) * * *
(1) Fifteen (15) Percent. Effective

November 1, 2004, a State with an 
approved Standard State Mitigation 
Plan, which meets the requirements 
outlined in 44 CFR 201.4, shall be 
eligible for assistance under the HMGP 
not to exceed 15 percent of the total 
estimated Federal assistance described 
in this paragraph. Until that date, 
existing, FEMA approved State 
Mitigation Plans will be accepted.
* * * * *

6. Revise § 206.434(b)(1) to read as
follows:

§ 206.434 Elgibility.
* * * * *

(b) * * *
(1) For all disasters declared on or

after November 1, 2004, local and tribal 
government applicants for subgrants 
must have an approved local mitigation 
plan in accordance with 44 CFR 201.6 
prior to receipt of HMGP subgrant 
funding. Until November 1, 2004, local 
mitigation plans may be developed 
concurrent with the implementation of 
subgrants.
* * * * *

Dated: September 26, 2002.
Joe M. Allbaugh, 
Director.
[FR Doc. 02–24998 Filed 9–30–02; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6718–05–P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

47 CFR Part 73 

[DA 02–2315, MB Docket No. 02–130, RM–
10438] 

Digital Television Broadcast Service; 
Des Moines, IA

AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission.
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have federalism implications, as 
specified in Executive Order 13132 (64 
FR 43255, August 10, 1999). This action 
also is not subject to Executive Order 
13045 (62 FR 19885, April 23, 1997), 
because it is not economically 
significant. This action is not subject to 
Executive Order 13211, ‘‘Actions 
Concerning Regulations That 
Significantly Affect Energy Supply, 
Distribution, or Use’’ (66 FR 28355 (May 
22, 2001)) because it is not a significant 
regulatory action under Executive Order 
12866. This action does not involve 
technical standards; thus, the 
requirements of section 12(d) of the 
National Technology Transfer and 
Advancement Act of 1995 (15 U.S.C. 
272 note) do not apply. This action also 
does not impose an information 
collection burden under the provisions 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.). 

The Congressional Review Act (5 
U.S.C. 801 et seq.) generally provides 
that before a rule may take effect, the 
agency promulgating the rule must 
submit a rule report, which includes a 
copy of the rule, to each House of the 
Congress and to the Comptroller General 
of the United States. EPA will submit a 
report containing this action and other 
required information to the U.S. Senate, 
the U.S. House of Representatives, and 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States prior to publication in the 
Federal Register. This action is not a 
‘‘major rule’’ as defined by 5 U.S.C. 
804(2).

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 51 
Environmental protection, 

Administrative practice and procedure, 
Air pollution control, Carbon monoxide, 
Nitrogen dioxide, Particulate matter, 
Sulfur oxides, Volatile organic 
compounds.

Dated: October 22, 2003. 
Marianne Lamont Horinko, 
Acting Administrator.

■ 40 CFR Part 51 is amended as follows:

PART 51—REQUIREMENTS FOR 
PREPARATION, ADOPTION, AND 
SUBMITTAL OF IMPLEMENTATION 
PLANS

■ 1. The authority citation for part 51 
continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401–7671q.

Subpart P—Protection of Visibility

■ 2. Section 51.309 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (b)(6) and (d)(5)(i);
redesignating paragraph (d)(5)(ii) as
paragraph (d)(5)(iv); and adding
paragraphs (d)(5)(ii) and (d)(5)(iii) to
read as follows:

§ 51.309 Requirements related to the
Grand Canyon Visibility Transport
Commission.

* * * * *
(b) * * *
(6) Mobile Source Emission Budget

means the lowest level of VOC, NOX, 
SO2 elemental and organic carbon, and 
fine particles which are projected to 
occur in any area within the transport 
region from which mobile source 
emissions are determined to contribute 
significantly to visibility impairment in 
any of the 16 Class I areas.
* * * * *

(d) * * * 
(5) * * * 
(i) Statewide inventories of current

annual emissions and projected future 
annual emissions of VOC, NOX, SO2, 
elemental carbon, organic carbon, and 
fine particles from mobile sources for 
the years 2003 to 2018. The future year 
inventories must include projections for 
the year 2005, or an alternative year that 
is determined by the State to represent 
the year during which mobile source 
emissions will be at their lowest levels 
within the State. 

(ii) A determination whether mobile
source emissions in any areas of the 
State contribute significantly to 
visibility impairment in any of the 16 
Class I Areas, based on the statewide 
inventory of current and projected 
mobile source emissions. 

(iii) For States with areas in which
mobile source emissions are found to 
contribute significantly to visibility 
impairment in any of the 16 Class I 
areas: 

(A) The establishment and
documentation of a mobile source 
emissions budget for any such area, 
including provisions requiring the State 
to restrict the annual VOC, NOX, SO2, 
elemental and organic carbon, and/or 
fine particle mobile source emissions to 
their projected lowest levels, to 
implement measures to achieve the 
budget or cap, and to demonstrate 
compliance with the budget. 

(B) An emission tracking system
providing for reporting of annual mobile 
source emissions from the State in the 
periodic implementation plan revisions 
required by paragraph (d)(10) of this 
section. The emission tracking system 
must be sufficient to determine the 
States’ contribution toward the 
Commission’s objective of reducing 
emissions from mobile sources by 2005 
or an alternate year that is determined 
by the State to represent the year during 
which mobile source emissions will be 
at their lowest levels within the State, 

and to ensure that mobile source 
emissions do not increase thereafter.
* * * * *
[FR Doc. 03–27159 Filed 10–27–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY 

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency 

44 CFR Parts 201, 204 and 206 

RIN 1660–AA17 

Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program

AGENCY: Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA), 
Emergency Preparedness and Response 
Directorate, Department of Homeland 
Security.
ACTION: Interim final rule.

SUMMARY: This rule clarifies the date 
that local mitigation plans will be 
required as a condition of receiving 
project grant funds under the Pre-
Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program. In 
addition, we are taking the opportunity 
to correct cross references in our 
regulations to address areas of 
inconsistency regarding the planning 
requirement in the Fire Management 
Assistance Grant Program and Public 
Assistance Eligibility that should have 
been addressed previously.
DATES: Effective Date: October 28, 2003. 
Comment Date: We will accept written 
comments through December 29, 2003.
ADDRESSES: Please send written 
comments to the Rules Docket Clerk, 
Office of the General Counsel, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C 
Street, SW., Room 840, Washington DC 
20472, (facsimile) 202–646–4536, or 
(email) rules@fema.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Karen Helbrecht, Program Planning 
Branch, Mitigation Division, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C 
Street, SW., Washington DC, 20472, 
202–646–3358, (facsimile) 202–646–
4127, or (email) 
karen.helbrecht@dhs.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On 
February 26, 2002, FEMA published an 
interim final rule at 67 FR 8844 
implementing section 322 of the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act (Stafford Act
or the Act), 42 U.S.C. 5165, enacted
under section 104 of the Disaster
Mitigation Act of 2000, (DMA 2000)
Public Law 106–390. This identified the
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requirements for State, tribal, and local 
mitigation plans necessary for Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) 
project funding. On October 1, 2002, 
FEMA published a change to that rule 
at 67 FR 61512, extending the date that 
the planning requirements take effect. 
This rule stated that for disasters 
declared on or after November 1, 2004, 
State Mitigation Plans will be required 
in order to receive non-emergency 
Stafford Act assistance, and local 
mitigation plans will be required in 
order to receive HMGP project grants. 

However, the date that local 
mitigation plans will be required for the 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation program as a 
condition of project grant funding was 
left at November 1, 2003. The intent was 
to make grants and technical assistance 
available in fiscal year 2003 to assist 
State and local governments to develop 
mitigation plans and implement 
mitigation projects during the first year 
of the competitive grant program. 
However, because the application 
period for the competitive PDM program 
will not close until October 6, 2003, the 
project grants will not be awarded until 
after November 1, 2003. The intent of 
this rule change is to clarify that the 
November 1, 2003 effective date for the 
planning requirement will apply only to 
PDM grant funds awarded under any 
Notice of funding opportunity issued 
after that date. Essentially, for PDM 
grant funds made available in fiscal year 
2004 and beyond, local governments 
must have an approved mitigation plan 
in order to receive a project grant under 
the PDM program. 

In addition, this rule updates the 
planning requirement identified in 44 
CFR part 204, Fire Management 
Assistance Grant Program as well as part 
206, subpart H, Public Assistance 
Eligibility. The changes bring these 
sections into conformity with the 
existing planning rule, 44 CFR part 201. 

FEMA received many thoughtful 
comments, and intends to address them 
all prior to finalizing the rule. However, 
in the interest of expediting these minor 
clarifying and conforming changes, 
FEMA is issuing another interim final 
rule. FEMA encourages comments on 
this interim final rule, and will make 
every effort to involve all interested 
parties, including those who 
commented on the original interim final 
planning rules, prior to the development 
of the Final Rule. 

Administrative Procedure Act 
Statement. 

In general, FEMA publishes a rule for 
public comment before issuing a final 
rule, under the Administrative 
Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 533 and 44 CFR 

1.12. The Administrative Procedure Act, 
however, provides an exception from 
that general rule where the agency for 
good cause finds the procedures for 
comment and response contrary to the 
public interest. 

This interim final rule clarifies the 
date that local governments, as well as 
a tribe applying as a sub-applicant, must 
have a mitigation plan as a condition of 
receiving FEMA PDM project grant 
assistance. This interim final rule 
clarifies that the plan requirement 
applies only to PDM project grants 
awarded under any Notice of funding 
opportunity issued after November 1, 
2003. The Notice of Availability of 
Funding (NOFA) for the fiscal year 2003 
PDM program was not published until 
July 7, 2003, making it difficult to make 
grant awards by November 1, 2003. In 
order to make timely awards for the 
fiscal year 2003 PDM program, it is 
essential that the clarification of the 
effective date of the planning 
requirement be made effective as soon 
as possible. 

In addition, this rule brings the 
mitigation planning requirements for 
the Fire Management Assistance Grant 
Program, and FEMA’s Public Assistance 
Program into conformity with 44 CFR 
part 201. FEMA believes it is contrary 
to the public interest to delay the 
benefits of this rule. In accordance with 
the Administrative Procedure Act, 5 
U.S.C. 553(d)(3), we find good cause for 
the interim final rule to take effect 
immediately upon publication in the 
Federal Register in order to meet the 
needs of States, tribes, and communities 
by clarifying the effective date for 
planning requirements under 44 CFR 
part 201. Therefore, FEMA finds that 
prior notice and comment on this rule 
would not further the public interest. 
FEMA actively encourages, solicits, and 
will consider comments on this interim 
final rule from interested parties, as well 
as those submitted on the original 
interim final planning rule, in preparing 
the final rule. For these reasons, FEMA 
believes there is good cause to publish 
an interim final rule. 

National Environmental Policy Act
44 CFR 10.8(d)(2)(ii) excludes this 

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

Executive Order 12866, Regulatory 
Planning and Review 

FEMA has prepared and reviewed this 
rule under the provisions of Executive 

Order 12866, Regulatory Planning and 
Review. Under Executive Order 12866, 
58 FR 51735, Oct. 4, 1993, a significant 
regulatory action is subject to OMB 
review and the requirements of the 
Executive Order. The Executive Order 
defines ‘‘significant regulatory action’’ 
as one that is likely to result in a rule 
that may: 

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

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

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

(4) Raise novel legal or policy issues
arising out of legal mandates, the 
President’s priorities, or the principles 
set forth in th[e] Executive [O]rder. 

The purpose of this rule is to clarify 
the date by which State, tribal, and local 
governments have to prepare or update 
their plans to meet the criteria identified 
in 44 CFR part 201. This interim final 
rule clarifies that local governments 
must have a mitigation plan approved in 
order to receive a project grant through 
the PDM program under any Notice of 
funding opportunity issued after 
November 1, 2003, in fiscal year 2004 
and beyond. As such, the rule itself will 
not have an effect on the economy of 
more than $100,000,000. 

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

Executive Order 12898, Environmental 
Justice 

Environmental Justice is incorporated 
into policies and programs under 
Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions 
to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations, 59 FR 7629, Feb. 16, 1994. 
The Executive Order requires each 
Federal agency to conduct its programs, 
policies, and activities that substantially 
affect human health or the environment, 
in a manner that ensures that those 
programs, policies, and activities do not 
have the effect of excluding persons 
from program participation, denying 
persons program benefits, or subjecting 
persons to discrimination because of 
their race, color, or national origin.
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No action that FEMA can anticipate 
under the final rule will have a 
disproportionately high or adverse 
human health and environmental effect 
on any segment of the population. This 
rule extends the date for development or 
update of State and local mitigation 
plans in compliance with 44 CFR part 
201. Accordingly, the requirements of
Executive Order 12898 do not apply to
this interim final rule.

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 

This new interim final rule simply 
clarifies the date by which States and 
communities have to comply with the 
planning requirements, and clarifies 
which FEMA programs are affected by 
these requirements. The changes do not 
affect the collection of information; 
therefore, no change to the request for 
the collection of information is 
necessary. In summary, this interim 
final rule complies with the provisions 
of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(44 U.S.C. 3506(c)(2)(A)). 

Executive Order 13132, Federalism 

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

FEMA reviewed this rule under 
Executive Order 13132 and concluded 
that the rule has no federalism 
implications as defined by the Executive 
Order. FEMA has determined that the 
rule does not significantly affect the 
rights, roles, and responsibilities of 
States, and involves no preemption of 
State law nor does it limit State 
policymaking discretion. 

FEMA will continue to evaluate the 
planning requirements and work with 
interested parties as the planning 
requirements of 44 CFR part 201 are 
implemented. In addition, we actively 
encourage and solicit comments on this 
interim final rule from interested 
parties, and will consider them in 
preparing the final rule. 

Executive Order 13175, Consultation 
and Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments

FEMA has reviewed this interim final 
rule under Executive Order 13175, 
which became effective on February 6, 
2001. In this review, no ‘‘tribal 
implications’’ as defined in Executive 
Order 13175 were found because it will 
not have a substantial direct effect on 
one or more Indian tribes, on the 
relationship between the Federal 
Government and Indian tribes, or on the 
distribution of power and 
responsibilities between the Federal 
Government and Indian tribes. 
Moreover, the interim final rule does 
not impose substantial direct 
compliance costs on tribal governments, 
nor does it preempt tribal law, impair 
treaty rights or limit the self-governing 
powers of tribal governments. 

Congressional Review of Agency 
Rulemaking. 

FEMA sent this interim final rule to 
the Congress and to the General 
Accounting Office under the 
Congressional Review of Agency 
Rulemaking Act, Public Law 104–121. 
The rule is not a ‘‘major rule’’ within the 
meaning of that Act. It is an 
administrative action to extend the time 
State and local governments have to 
prepare mitigation plans required by 
Section 322 of the Stafford Act, as 
enacted in DMA 2000. 

The rule will not result in a major 
increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions. It will 
not have ‘‘significant adverse effects’’ on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign-
based enterprises. 

In compliance with section 808(2) of 
the Congressional Review of Agency 
Rulemaking Act, 5 U.S.C. 8(2), for good 
cause we find that notice and public 
procedure on this interim final rule are 
impracticable, unnecessary, or contrary 
to the public interest. In order to make 
timely awards for the fiscal year 2003 
PDM program, it is essential that the 
clarification of the effective date of the 
planning requirement be made effective 
as soon as possible. Accordingly, this 
interim final rule is effective on October 
28, 2003.

List of Subjects in 44 CFR Part 201, Part 
204, and Part 206 

Administrative practice and 
procedure, Disaster assistance, Grant 
programs, Mitigation planning, 

Reporting and record keeping 
requirements.
■ Accordingly, FEMA amends 44 CFR 
Parts 201, 204, and 206 as follows:

PART 201—MITIGATION PLANNING

■ 1. The authority citation for part 201 
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42 
U.S.C. 5121–5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3 
of 1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp., 
p. 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3
CFR, 1979 Comp., p. 412; and E.O. 12673, 54
FR 12571, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.

■ 2. Section 201.6(a)(2) is revised to read 
as follows:

§ 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.

* * * * *
(a) * * *
(2) Local governments must have a

mitigation plan approved pursuant to 
this section in order to receive a project 
grant through the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation (PDM) program under any 
Notice of funding opportunity issued 
after November 1, 2003. The PDM 
program is authorized under § 203 of the 
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act, 42 U.S.C. 
5133. PDM planning grants will 
continue to be made available to local 
governments after this time to enable 
them to meet the requirements of this 
section.
* * * * *

PART 204—FIRE MANAGEMENT 
ASSISTANCE GRANT PROGRAM

■ 3. The authority citation for part 204 
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42 
U.S.C. 5121–5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3 
of 1978, 43 FR, 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp., 
p. 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3
CFR, 1979 Comp., p 412; and E.O. 12673, 54
FR 12571, 2 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.

■ 4. Revise the definition of Hazard
mitigation plan in § 204.3 to read as
follows:

§ 204.3 Definitions used throughout this
part.

* * * * *
Hazard mitigation plan. A plan to

develop actions the State, local, or tribal 
government will take to reduce the risk 
to people and property from all hazards. 
The intent of hazard mitigation 
planning under the Fire Management 
Assistance Grant Program is to identify 
wildfire hazards and cost-effective 
mitigation alternatives that produce
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long-term benefits. We address 
mitigation of fire hazards as part of the 
State’s comprehensive Mitigation Plan, 
described in 44 CFR part 201.
* * * * *

■ 5. Revise § 204.51(d)(2) to read as 
follows:

§ 204.51 Application and approval
procedures for a fire management
assistance grant.

* * * * *
(d) * * *
(2) Hazard Mitigation Plan. As a

requirement of receiving funding under 
a fire management assistance grant, a 
State, or tribal organization, acting as 
Grantee, must: 

(i) Develop a Mitigation Plan in
accordance with 44 CFR part 201 that 
addresses wildfire risks and mitigation 
measures; or 

(ii) Incorporate wildfire mitigation
into the existing Mitigation Plan 
developed and approved under 44 CFR 
part 201 that also addresses wildfire risk 
and contains a wildfire mitigation 
strategy and related mitigation 
initiatives.

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

■ 6. The authority citation for part 206 
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42 
U.S.C. 5121–5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3 
of 1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp., 
p. 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3
CFR, 1979 Comp., p. 412; and E.O. 12673, 54
FR 12571, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.

■ 7. Revise § 206.226(b) to read as 
follows:

§ 206.226 Restoration of damaged
facilities.

* * * * *
(b) Mitigation planning. In order to

receive assistance under this section, as 
of November 1, 2004, the State must 
have in place a FEMA approved State 
Mitigation Plan in accordance with 44 
CFR part 201.
* * * * *

Dated: October 22, 2003.
Michael D. Brown, 
Under Secretary, Emergency Preparedness 
and Response, Department of Homeland 
Security.
[FR Doc. 03–27140 Filed 10–27–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 9110–13–P

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Office of the Secretary 

49 CFR Part 71 

[Docket No. OST–2003–15858] 

RIN 2105–AD30 

Standard Time Zone Boundary in the 
State of South Dakota: Relocation of 
Jones, Mellette, and Todd Counties

AGENCY: Office of the Secretary (OST), 
Department of Transportation (DOT).
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: In response to a concurrent 
resolution of the South Dakota 
legislature, DOT is relocating the 
boundary between mountain time and 
central time in the State of South 
Dakota. DOT is placing all of Jones, 
Mellette, and Todd Counties in the 
central time zone.
EFFECTIVE DATE: 2 a.m. MDT Sunday, 
October 26, 2003, which is the 
changeover from daylight saving to 
standard time.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Joanne Petrie, Office of the Assistant 
General Counsel for Regulation and 
Enforcement, U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Room 10424, 400 
Seventh Street, Washington, DC 20590, 
(202) 366–9315, or by e-mail at
joanne.petrie@ost.dot.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Under the 
Standard Time Act of 1918, as amended 
by the Uniform Time Act of 1966 (15 
U.S.C. 260–64), the Secretary of 
Transportation has authority to issue 
regulations modifying the boundaries 
between time zones in the United States 
in order to move an area from one time 
zone to another. The standard in the 
statute for such decisions is ‘‘regard for 
the convenience of commerce and the 
existing junction points and division 
points of common carriers engaged in 
interstate or foreign commerce.’’ 

Time zone boundaries are set by 
regulation (49 CFR part 71). Currently, 
under regulation, Mellette and Todd 
Counties, and the western portion of 
Jones County, are located in the 
mountain standard time zone. The 
eastern portion of Jones County is 
currently located in the central time 
zone. 

Request for a Change 
The South Dakota legislature adopted 

a concurrent resolution (Senate 
Concurrent Resolution No. 3) 
petitioning the Secretary of 
Transportation to place all of Jones, 
Mellette, and Todd counties into the 
central time zone. The resolution was 

adopted by the South Dakota Senate on 
February 3, 2003, and concurred in by 
the South Dakota House of 
Representatives on February 7, 2003. 
The resolution noted, among other 
things, that the vast majority of 
residents of those counties observe 
central standard time, instead of 
mountain standard time, because their 
commercial and social ties are to 
communities located in the central time 
zone. It further stated that there would 
be much less confusion and that it 
would be much more convenient for the 
commerce of these counties if these 
counties were located in the central 
time zone. A copy of the resolution has 
been placed in the docket. 

Procedure for Changing a Time Zone 
Boundary

Under DOT procedures to change a 
time zone boundary, the Department 
will generally begin a rulemaking 
proceeding if the highest elected 
officials in the area make a prima facie 
case for the proposed change. DOT 
determined that the concurrent 
resolution of the South Dakota 
legislature made a prima facie case that 
warranted opening a proceeding to 
determine whether the change should 
be made. On August 11, 2003, DOT 
published a notice of proposed 
rulemaking (68 FR 47533) proposing to 
make the requested change and invited 
public comment. The NPRM proposed 
that this change go into effect during the 
next changeover from daylight saving 
time to standard time, which is on 
October 26, 2003. 

Comments 
Two comments were filed. One, 

which was filed by the South Dakota 
Secretary of State, supported the 
change. He stated that ‘‘The proposal to 
place all of Jones, Mellette and Todd 
Counties in the central time zone would 
eliminate confusion these counties have 
when elections are conducted. 
Eliminating this confusion will improve 
voter turnout in these counties. South 
Dakota’s polling hours are from 7 a.m. 
to 7 p.m. legal time. These counties that 
are legally set in mountain time follow 
central time for their business hours, 
therefore causing confusion in the past 
on what time zone to use for polling 
hours for local, state and federal 
elections.’’ The other comment objected 
to daylight saving time observance and 
suggested that all states should be in the 
same time zone. 

We did not hold a public hearing in 
the area because of the unusual 
circumstances in this case. According to 
the State legislature, the vast majority of 
people in the affected area are already
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HAZARD MITIGATION PROJECT DATA SHEET 
1. PROJECT ID #: 2. DATE:
3. NAME OF PROJECT:

4. RELATED MITIGATION OBJECTIVE ID#:

5. PROJECT CONTACT
a. Name:
b. Title:
c. Agency:
d. Address:

e. City/County:

6. PROJECT TYPE Please select from the following list... 
If “Other” please describe: 

7. PROJECT LOCATION
a. Location ( address):

Address #2: 
b. Municipality:
c. County:
d. State: Virginia e. Zip Code:

f. Latitude:  .      N Longitude: - .   W 
(Please use decimal degrees and NAD83 datum) 

g(1).  Lot: Block: Parcel #:
(or) 
g(2).  Tax Parcel ID: 

8. FLOOD INSURANCE INFORMATION
a. Elevation of first floor (use structure with lowest elevation if more than one property):

 feet 
b. Elevation Certificate available?   Y /     N 

c. Is this project all or partly within the 100 yr flood plain?   Y /     N 
d. This project is on Firm Panel Number:

e. Do the properties in this project have Flood Insurance?   Y /    N  
f. Date of Insurance Verification:

g. Does this project include repetitive loss properties?   Y /    N 

9. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT (attach photos as needed to end of this form):

Attachment C
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10. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROBLEM TO BE SOLVED

11. PROJECT COSTS AND FUNDING
a. Total estimated cost of Project: $   
b. Assessed value of property: $   

(1) Assessment date:
(2) Source of Assessment used to determine value:

Please select from the following list... 

c. Estimated/Calculated Benefit/Cost Ratio:

d. Possible funding source(s) (add as many as you think are applicable):
(1) Federal program(s):
(2) State program(s):
(3) Other program(s):

12. PROJECT PRIORITIZATION/RANKING
a. Community Ranking Score:
b. Date:

13. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
a. Responsible agency:
b. Other agencies that might help:
c. Anticipated timeline for project:

(e.g. “by [year]”, “one year”, “five years”, “as funding available”, etc.)

c. Indicators/measures of success for this project:

14. CURRENT PHOTO(S) OF PROJECT (if available)



LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 

J U L Y 1 , 2 0 0 8 A - 1 

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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan include an
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 

Attachment D
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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 and Approval Status 

Jurisdiction: Title of Plan: Date of Plan: 

Local Point of Contact: Address: 

Title: 

Agency: 

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 

Jurisdiction: 

NFIP Status* 

Y N N/A 
CRS 
Class 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. [ATTACH PAGE(S) WITH ADDITIONAL JURISDICTIONS]

* Notes: Y = Participating N = Not Participating N/A = Not Mapped 
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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). 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

NOT 
MET MET 

A. Does the new or updated plan describe 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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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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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. 

 
Element 

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

 
Reviewer’s Comments 

SCORE 

N S 

A. Does the plan provide a narrative description of 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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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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

N S 

A. Does the risk assessment identify the location (i.e.,
geographic area affected) of each natural 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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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.  

Element 

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

SCORE 

N S

A. Does the new or updated plan include an 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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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 … . 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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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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 … . 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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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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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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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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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan describe the
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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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?

SUMMARY SCORE 
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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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

N S 

A. Does the new or updated plan describe the method and

schedule for monitoring the plan, 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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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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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. 

Element 

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

SCORE 

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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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.   

Hazard Type 

Hazards Identified 
Per Requirement 

§201.6(c)(2)(i)

A. Location B. Extent
C. Previous
Occurrences

D. Probability of
Future Events

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 

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?

To check boxes, double

click on the box and

change the default value

to “checked.”
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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. 

Hazard Type 

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

§
2
0

1
.6

(c
)(

2
)(

ii
) 

A
s
s
e

s
s
in

g
 V

u
ln

e
ra

b
il
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y

: 
O

v
e

rv
ie

w

A. Overall 
Summary 

Description of 
Vulnerability 

B. Hazard
Impact

§
2
0

1
.6

(c
)(

2
)(

ii
) 

A
s
s
e

s
s
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g
 V

u
ln

e
ra

b
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y

: 
 I

d
e
n
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g

 S
tr

u
c
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s

A. Types and Number
of Existing Structures

in Hazard Area 
(Estimate) 

B. Types and
Number of Future 

Structures in Hazard 
Area (Estimate) 

§
2
0

1
.6

(c
)(

2
)(

ii
) 

A
s
s
e

s
s
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g
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u
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e
ra
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il

it
y

: 
 E

s
ti

m
a
ti

n
g

 P
o

te
n

ti
a
l 

L
o

s
s
e

s

A. Loss Estimate B. Methodology

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 

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?

To check boxes, double

click on the box and

change the default value

to “checked.”



LOCAL MITIGATION PLAN REVIEW CROSSWALK 

J U L Y 1 , 2 0 0 8 A - 15 

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.   

Hazard Type 

Hazards Identified 
Per Requirement 

§201.6(c)(2)(i)

A. Comprehensive
Range of Actions

and Projects 

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 

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?

To check boxes, double

click on the box and

change the default value

to “checked.”



Crater and Richmond Regional Planning District Commissions 
Eligible Localities 

National Flood Insurance Program 

Counties: 

 Charles City

 Chesterfield

 Dinwiddie

 Goochland

 Greensville

 Hanover

 Henrico

 New Kent

 Powhatan

 Prince George

 Surry

 Sussex

Cities: 

 Colonial Heights

 Emporia

 Hopewell

 Petersburg

 Richmond

Towns: 

 Ashland

 Claremont

 Jarratt

 McKenney

 Stony Creek

 Wakefield

The Towns of Dendron, Surry and Waverly do not currently participate in the NFIP. 

Attachment E



Attachment F

Emergency Management Alliance of Central Virginia
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