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1.1 DOCUMENTATION OF THE PLANNING PROCESS

Hazard Mitigation Plan

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:

§201.6(b) and
201.6(c)(1)

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

@

®)

plan approval;

An opportunity for neighboring communities, local and regional agencies involved in hazard
mitigation activities, and agencies that have the authority to regulate be development, as well
as businesses, academia and other private and non-profit interests to be involved in the
planning process; and
Review and incorporation, if appropriate, of existing plans, studies, reports and technical

information.

[The plan shall document] the planning process used to develop the plan, including how it was prepared,

who was involved in the process

Region 2 Planning and Development Council incorporated each of its’ six county’s approved hazard mitigation plans and

added in Hazus Data to create a new Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan for Cabell, Lincoln, Logan, Mason, Mingo and Wayne

Counties.

This plan was developed in accordance with Part 201.6 of Section 322 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and

Emergency Assistance Act, as enacted by Section 104 of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000. Several resources were used during

the development of the plan, including the US Department if Homeland Security’s Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)

Mitigation Planning How-To Series, the governing regulations in the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), and documents provided

by the WV Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management.

teams were compromised of key officials with a stake in mitigation, and included the following:

To guide the completion of the plan at the local level, a multi-jurisdictional core planning teams were established. The
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1.1.1 Original Plan Development Process

The Region Il Planning and Development Councils All-Hazard Mitigation Plan was prepared by following the guidelines
provided by FEMA and the West Virginia Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management (WVDHSEM). The program
guidelines were taken from the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, Section 322 Local Planning. The Region Il Planning and
Development Council core planning team was formed as an ongoing group of key officials throughout the counties of Cabell,
Lincoln, Logan, Mason, Mingo and Wayne; as well as municipalities that have a stake in mitigation..

Local leaders core planning team within the Region Il Planning and Development Council’s area met a total of nineteen
(29) times, including ten (10) additional public meetings for public comment. Individual counties had held public meetings and had
little to no participation and yielded no comments on the local plan. Citizens of Cabell, Lincoln, Logan, Mason, Mingo and Wayne
counties were interviewed using “Household Natural Hazards Preparedness Questionnaires” to get a sampling of what hazards are
concerns to the citizens of each county. The results will not be available for this plan, but will be utilized in the annual update of the
plan. The public was involved through newspaper legal notices.

The Region Il Planning and Development Council’s core planning team consulted the completed county mitigation plans
in order to create a fully completed and comprehensive regional mitigation plan including Cabell, Lincoln, Logan, Mason, Mingo and

Wayne counties that will be adopted by the regional governments.

1.1.1. First Plan Update Process

The first plan update process was completed in late 2008 and early 2009. The Logan County Office of Emergency
Management (LCOEM), the Mason County Office of Emergency Services (MCOES), the Wayne County Floodplains Administration
Office, the Mingo County Commission served as the coordinator of the plans development. To complete the work required, a
contractor was hired — JH Consulting, LLC of Buckhannon, West Virginia. JH Consulting was responsible for all of the data
collection and compilation tasks associated with the update.

The core planning committee met a total of nine (9) times. The primary topics of conversation were to ensure that the
consultant’s proposed updates were consistent with local expectations. Other items, such as hazard vulnerability, updated risk
assessment findings, and mitigation projects were also discussed. The meetings were advertised and open to the public. Although
no members of the general public attended, the Offices of Emergency Services planned to release a press statement upon the
completion and adoption of revisions. The statement will direct the general public as to where they can find a copy of the plan and
encourage them to review and comment on it. Any public comments received can be included in the next formal update of the plan.
Additionally, participating agencies intend to follow all public notification requirements when implementing mitigation projects (at the

time they are implemented).
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1.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREAS

1.2.1. Region Il Planning and Development Council

The counties of Region Il Planning and Development Council, (Cabell, Lincoln, Logan, Mason, Mingo and Wayne) were
primarily formed in the early 1800’s with locations being in the southern and western parts of West Virginia. The temperature varies
but has an average of low to mid 50 degrees Fahrenheit with four distinct season changes. The mean annual snowfall range is 20-
30 inches. Region Il Planning and Development Council has a total land area of 2564 square miles, and of that amount, 2534
square miles of the space is land with around 30 square miles being water. Region Il has an average median elevation of 609 feet
above sea level. Region Il Planning & Development Council contains twenty eight (28) municipalities: Alum Creek, Barboursville,
Ceredo, Chapmanville, Delbarton, Fort Gay, Gilbert, Hamlin, Hartford, Harts, Henderson, Huntington, Kenova, Kermit, Leon, Logan,
Man, Mason, Matewan, Milton, Mitchell Heights, New Haven, Point Pleasant, Sod, Wayne, West Hamlin, West Logan and
Williamson. Region Il Planning and Development Council is located in the southwest portion of West Virginia.

HISTORY —Region Il Planning and Development Council was formed from parts of Cabell, Giles, Kanawha, and Tazewell
counties in the early 1800’s by an act of the Virginia Assembly. Region Il Planning and Development Council counties were named
after Chief Logan from the Mingo Native American Tribe, George Mason who was one of the members of the convention that laid
the framework for the U.S. Constitution, General “Mad Anthony” Wayne, Wallace J. Williamson because he owned the land where
Williamson now stands.

French explorers were the first to stake claims in Region Il. Numerous battles have been fought in and around Region II
and claims of property rights have been contested throughout its history. Region II, which holds a significant place in history, began
to prosper after the conclusion of the Revolutionary War and started its industrial growth when coal was discovered. Combined with
coal and the supplies of timber, gravel, salt and fertile soils, Region Il had the necessary makings for strong economic growth. Coal
production has since slowed considerably, but with ample reserves it still holds a tremendous value in the area. Various light
industries have replaced revenue lost due to the decline of coal production and have bolstered the region’s economy. Region II's
early economic prosperity was brought on by the abundance of coal in the area but soon demand fell and the population moved
west to find employment. Region Il does entertain a tourist population throughout the year as there are many attractions both
historic and cultural.

DEMOGRAPHICS - As of the census of 2000, Region Il Planning and Development Council had 253,715 people;
103,853 households; and 71,382 families residing. The population density was 99 people per square mile (17/km2). There were
116,329 housing units at an average density of 46 per square mile (8/km2). The racial makeup of Region Il Planning and
Development Council was 96.06% White, 2.35% Black or African American, 0.18% Native American, 0.43% Asian, 0.03% Pacific
Islander, 0.12% from other races, and 0.81% from two or more races. 0.71% of the population was Hispanic or Latino of any race.

There were 103,853 households out of which 29.06% had children under the age of 18 living with them, 53.67% were
married couples living together, 11.50% had a female householder with no husband present, and 4.21% were non-families. 27.06%
of all households were made up of individuals and 11.40% had someone living alone who was 65 years of age or older. The
average household size was 2.50 and the average family size was 2.95.

In Region Il Planning and Development Council, the population was spread out with 22.10% under the age of 18, 9.30%
from 18 to 24, 28.00% from 25 to 44, 26.10% from 45 to 64, and 14.50% who were 65 years of age or older. The median age was
39 years. For every 100 females there were 94.20 males. For every 100 females age 18 and over, there were 91.00 males.

The median income for a household in Region Il Planning and Development Council was $24,603, and the median
income for a family was $29,072. Males had a median income of $31,515 versus $20,212 for females. The per capita income for
county was $14,102. About 20.80% of families and 24.10% of the population were below the poverty line, including 34.60% of those

under age 18 and 14.40% of those ages 65 or over.
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CURRENT AND FUTURE LAND USE - Dense residential development is centered in or near the Logan County
municipalities due to the availability of developable land. Other residential properties are sparsely located throughout the balance of
the county. Commercial development in Logan County is concentrated primarily along US 119. Such large developments as the one
at the Logan Interchange off of 119 are examples. Other commercial development is anchored in the downtown areas of the
county’s municipalities, primarily in the Town of Chapmanville and City of Logan. Mason County enjoys a diversified land use. Areas
along the Ohio River are largely industrial. There are several commercial and “light industrial” areas concentrated in the
municipalities of Point Pleasant, Mason and New Haven. Sparse commercial development also exists throughout the balance of the
county, primarily along roadways. The southern portions of the county contain several agricultural areas, especially along the
Kanawha River and US 35. Mingo County has a number of sites available for commercial and light industrial development. The Air
Transportation Park, Belo Industrial Park, and the Wood Products Industrial Park are large, fully supported developments within the
county. Also helping drive development is the King Coal Highway Project which should help meet the growing demand for adequate
transportation routes.

The Logan County Development Authority lists three (3) sites targeted for industrial development: Earl Ray Tomblin
Industrial Park, Three Mile Curve and McDonald Airfield. The Tomblin Industrial Park is located in Holden and is comprised of
approximately 52 acres. Three Mile Curve is located in Dabney. It is slightly larger than 16 acres. McDonald Airfield is a 66 acre site
in Taplin along the Guyandotte River. In Mason county, residential areas are primarily concentrated in and/or near the
municipalities. Newer residential development is taking place along the WV 62 corridor near Point Pleasant, Mason and New Haven.
Older areas of residential development can also be found in these towns as well as in Hartford, Henderson and Leon. Regarding
future land use in Mason County, residential, commercial and agricultural trends are expected to remain much the same, as are
industrial trends. The Mason County Development Authority, however, has designated several sites for new or continued industrial
development. Most of these industrial areas are located just north of Point Pleasant along WV 62. One is located just south of
Gallipolis Ferry along WV 2, and another is located along US 33 in the northern portion of the county near Letart.

UTILITIES — Primary electricity and natural gas providers for Logan County, Mason County, Mingo County, and Wayne
County are Appalachian Electric Power (AEP), Mountaineer Gas and Columbia Gas, respectively. Verizon, Frontier and Fibernet
provide local and long-distance telephone service. Verizon and other local providers provide Internet service. Cellular service is
provided by a host of companies, including Verizon, AT&T, and US Cellular

Chapmanville, Logan, Man, and West Logan as well as the Logan County and Buffalo Creek Public Service Districts
(PSDs) provide public water service in Logan County. All boards maintain treatment plants. Together, these systems provide service
to most of Logan County; however, some residents are served by private wells. Chapmanville, Logan, and Man as well as the Logan
County Public Service Districts also provide wastewater service to the residents. Many residents in the unincorporated areas of the
county rely on individual septic systems. In Mason County, Hartford, Mason, New Haven and Point Pleasant provide public water
service, as do J2Y Water Association and the Mason County Public Service District (PSD). Wastewater service is provided by7
Hartford, Mason, New Haven, Point Pleasant and the Mason County PSD. Many residents in the unincorporated areas of the county
rely on individual septic systems. The Mingo County Public Service District (PSD) provides public water service to a large area of

the county however; many residents in the unincorporated areas of the county rely on individual wells.

1.3 RECORD OF CHANGES

This “Record of Changes” document lists changes made during the 2009 Region Il Planning & Development Hazard Mitigation Plan
update process. In general, during the initial core planning committee meeting, members discussed items that they wanted to
improve. Revisions were made in accordance with updated regulations, input from the County Commissions, Municipalities, the

Hazard Mitigation Committees and public involvement.
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DESCRIPTION OF REVISIONS:

. General format revised for consistency with DHS/FEMA’s final rule
. Research materials were re-organized under Appendix 3: Research Materials to streamline content in the risk assessment

and action plan

. A list of core planning team members were added

. Applicable 201.6 language was included as a header

. A description of the plan updating process was added

. Narrative was organized by the jurisdictions participating in the planning process

. Historical hazard information moved to hazard profiles

. Majority of historical discussions removed that were not related to hazard mitigation

. Additional demographic data added

. Included a map showing municipal jurisdictions
. Updated demographic area
. Document created to represent changes made during the 2008 and 2009 updating process

. Listed individuals/agencies interviewed and plans referenced to identify applicable hazards to this section

. Comprehensively listed all hazards, noting which hazards were included/excluded and why

. Explained why some hazards were not considered by this risk assessment

. Included a brief statement justifying the inclusion or exclusion of all hazards

. Removed the following hazards”: Hurricane, Utility Failure, and communications Failure

. Added the following hazards: Terrorism and Urban Fire

. Hazard profiles were supplemented and standardized

. Profiles were created for the newly identified hazards

. Hazard Profile information was moved to Appendix 1

. GIS mapping generated to depict susceptibility areas to all considered hazards

. Supplemented the flooding profile based on request from WVDHSEM to included Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA)
planning requirements

. Worked with county assessor to determine general figures for county assets listed on Worksheet #3a

. Re-organized the existing asset inventory into the format (Worksheet #3b) provided DHS/FEMA grouping them into
“critical facility”, “vulnerable population”, “economic asset”, “special consideration” and “historical consideration”

. Updated county asset inventory by contacting each asset to collect information

. Included a map detailing the location of county assets

. Included loss estimates for hazards included in the plan

. Calculated loss estimates directly from the figures provided by asset representatives and the county assessor

. Derived potential asset loss percentages based on hazard vulnerability mapping

. Depicted hazard-specific loss estimates on Worksheet #4

. Listed loss estimate totals on a “per hazard” basis in the plan proper for greater usability

. Analyze Development Trends

. Coordinated with appropriate officials to describe heavily-developed areas as well as those areas targeted for
development

. Revised timeframes on delayed projects

. Added new mitigation projects to address every hazard considered by the plan

. Added affected jurisdictions, timeframes, cost estimates, potential funding sources, and coordinating agencies under each
specific project

. Organized projects listed in section 3.0 by jurisdiction
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. Listed hazard-specific information together in this appendix for usability. The profile, loss estimations and susceptibility
mapping for each hazard are contained under a tab (denoted by the hazard name)

2.1 IDENTIFY HAZARDS

Several methods of research were utilized to identify the hazards to which Region Il Planning & Development Council are
susceptible. Reviews of related plans/studies, reviews of local media archives, and interviews with local officials were used to
ensure accurate data and events were identified. The following plans were consulted as part of this project:

. Logan County

. Mason County

. Mingo County All Hazards Mitigation Manual, Mingo County Commission, 2003

. Mingo County Emergency Operations Plan, Mingo County Office of Emergency Services, as amended

. Wayne County All Hazards Mitigation Manual, Wayne County Commission, 2003

. Wayne County Emergency Operations Plan, Wayne County Office of Emergency Services, as amended
. Wayne County Municipal Floodplain Management Ordinances, Wayne County Floodplain Administrator

The following officials were interviewed as part of this project:

. Logan County

. Mason County

. Mr. Jerry Mounts — Williamson FD Chief

. Mr. James Ramey — City of Wayne

. Mr. Randy Fry — Wayne County Floodplain Coordinator

. Representatives from the county’s critical facilities were polled to gather facility-specific information as well as their
thoughts on their facilities hazards susceptibility.

Description: Flood
Floods are the most common and widespread of all natural disasters in the United States. Of all natural hazards facing West Virginia

and Region 2’s six county area, floods constitute the greatest threat to property and lives. Some terms that are useful in the

discussion of this hazard are defined as follows by FEMA:

Flood — A general and temporary condition of partial or complete inundation of two or more acres of normally dry land area or of
two or more properties (at least one of which is your property) from overflow of inland or tidal waters, from unusual and rapid

accumulation or runoff of surface waters from any source, or from mudflow.

Flash Flood — A flood event occurring with little or no warning where water levels rise at an extremely rapid rate. Flash floods are
characterized by a rapid rise in water level, high velocity, and large amounts of debris. They are capable of tearing out trees,
undermining buildings and bridges, and scouring new channels. Major factors affecting flash flooding are the intensity and duration
of rainfall, and the steepness of watershed and stream gradients. The amount of watershed vegetation, the natural and artificial
flood storage areas, and the configuration of the stream bed and floodplain are also important. West Virginia’s topography and
development patterns make the state especially vulnerable to flash flooding. Flash floods usually result from intense storms
dropping large amounts of rain within a brief period. Antecedent moisture, including saturated or frozen soil conditions, can intensify
flash flooding from moderate rainfall events. Flash floods occur with little or no warning and can reach their peak in only a few
minutes (FEMA, 2003a).

Floodplain — Any land area, including watercourse, susceptible to partial or complete inundation by water from any source.

Floodway — The channel of a river or other watercourse and adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the

1-percent-annual-chance flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation by more than a designated height.
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Riverine Flood Hazards - Riverine flooding is the most common type of flood event. Riverine floodplains range from narrow,
confined channels in the steep valleys of hilly and mountainous areas, to wide flat areas in the Plains States and low-lying coastal
regions. The volume of water in the floodplain is a function of the size of the contributing watershed and topographic characteristics
such as watershed shape and slope, and climatic and land-use characteristics. In steep, narrow West Virginia stream valleys
flooding usually occurs quickly and for a short duration with rapid and deep flooding. Flooding in large rivers usually results from
large-scale weather systems that generate prolonged rainfall over wide areas. Small rivers and streams are susceptible to these

weather systems as well as more localized systems that cause intense rainfall over small areas.

Wind/Severe Storms - Wind is the movement of air caused by a difference in pressure from one place to another. Local wind
systems are created by the immediate geographic features in a given area, such as mountains, valleys or large bodies of water.
Wind poses a risk to Cabell, Lincoln, Logan, Mason Mingo and Wayne Counties in many forms. Tornadoes, high winds, downbursts,
wind erosion, and wind chill can cause harm to people and damage to property and infrastructure. Effects include blowing debris,

interruptions in elevated power and communications utilities and intensified effects of winter weather and severe storms.

Thunderstorms - A thunderstorm is formed from a combination of moisture, rapidly rising warm air and a force capable of lifting
air such as a warm or cold front, or a sea or lake-breeze. All thunderstorms contain lightning. Thunderstorms may occur singly, in
clusters, or in lines. It is possible for several thunderstorms to affect one location in the course of a few hours. Damage from severe
thunderstorms often occurs when a single thunderstorm affects one location for an extended time. Thunderstorms can contribute to
an onslaught of other hazards, such as flooding (Section 3.7), strong straight-line winds, tornadoes (Section 3.8b), hail, and
lightning, as well as the possibility of lightning initiated fires. Downburst winds, typically associated with thunderstorms, are ‘straight-
line’ winds that are distinguishable from tornado activity by pattern of destruction and debris. Depending on the size, intensity, and
location of these events, the destruction to property may be devastating. Downburst winds generally fall into two categories:

* Microburst: covers an area less than 2.5 miles in diameter;

* Macroburst: covers an area at least 2.5 miles in diameter.

A thunderstorm is considered severe by the NWS if it produces one or more of the following:

» Winds of 58 mph or higher;

* Hail % inch in diameter (penny size) or larger; or

* Tornadoes

Lightning and Hail - Lightning is an electrical discharge that results from the buildup of positive and negative charges within a
thunderstorm. When the buildup becomes strong enough, lightning appears as a "bolt." This flash of light usually occurs within the
clouds or between the clouds and the ground. A bolt of lightning reaches a temperature approaching 50,000 degrees Fahrenheit in a

split second. The rapid heating and cooling of air near the lightning causes thunder.

Tornado Wind - A tornado is “a rapidly rotating vortex or funnel of air extending ground-ward from a cumulonimbus cloud”

(FEMA, 1997). They typically spawn from thunderstorms, hurricanes, and wildfires.

Winter Weather - West Virginia and the six-county makeup of Region 2 certainly experiences its share of hazardous winter
weather. Winter weather may include heavy snows, damaging ice and extreme cold. A heavy snow is generally defined as having
more than 8 inches of accumulation in less than 24 hours. Ice storms result from the accumulation of freezing rain, which is rain that
becomes super-cooled and freezes upon impact with cold surfaces. Freezing rain most commonly occurs in a narrow band within a
winter storm that is also producing heavy amounts of snow and sleet in other locations. The definition of extreme cold temperature
varies according to the normal climate of a region. In areas unaccustomed to winter weather, near freezing temperatures are
considered "extreme cold.” In West Virginia, extreme cold usually involves temperatures below zero degrees Fahrenheit. Excessive

cold may accompany winter storms, linger after the winter storm event, and occur without storm activity.
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Drought (and extreme heat) - Drought is a normal, recurrent feature of climate that can be defined in different ways. There are
four methods to define the severity of drought: meteorological, hydrological, agricultural, and socioeconomic. Meteorological drought
refers to a reduction in the normal rainfall for a given geographic area. This needs to be area-specific, as the average rainfall can
vary greatly in different areas. Hydrological drought is based on the amount of surface and groundwater relative to normal levels.
Agricultural drought deals with the amount of moisture in soils available for plants. The last, socioeconomic drought, measures the

impact that any or all of the first three have on people and businesses.

Wildfires & Structural Fires - This hazard is defined as a highly destructive, uncontrolled fire or any instance of uncontrolled
burning. Although a fire may have components of both, fires are generally categorized as one of two types: wildfire or a non-
wilderness structural fire. A wildfire is an uncontrolled burning in woodlands, grasslands, or brush lands. These commonly burn in

excess of 50 acres. A non-wilderness fire is uncontrolled burning in residential or commercial development.

Landslides - Landslides are the downward movement of large volumes of surface materials under gravitational influences. The
term landslide includes mudflows, mudslides, debris flows, rock falls, rockslides, debris avalanches, debris slides, and earth flows.
The type of movement and type of material in motion generally classifies the landslides. Types of movement include: rotational,
translational, block, falls, topples, debris flows, debris avalanche, earth flow, creep and lateral spreads. The types of materials in
motion generally consist of fractured or weathered bedrock and loose or unconsolidated soils. A combination of two or more of the
principle flow types is referred to as a complex movement. Landslide susceptible terrain includes:

» Mountainous terrain with very steep slopes

* Areas of moderate relief suffering severe land degradation

« Areas of heavy precipitation events

* Areas covered with thick layers of finely grained soil deposits

» Areas subject to earthquake shaking

Land Subsidence (Karst) - Generally, land subsidence can be described as the loss of surface elevation due to the removal of
subsurface support. This can range from broad regional lowering of surface land to localized collapse. The term subsidence is
commonly used to imply a gradual sinking, but it also can refer to an instantaneous or catastrophic collapse. Land subsidence is
vertical earth movement resulting from increased stresses in the soil mass, or loss of shallow soil support. Subsidence can be
described as rapid, caused by undermining or failure of the underlying strata, or slow, caused by consolidation. Rapid subsidence,
generally referred to as sinkholes, result from small subsurface voids enlarging over time until the thickness of soil/rock at the roof is
insufficient to support the applied loads, including its own weight. When the loads exceed the strength of the roof, the roof collapses
into the subsurface void forming a sinkhole.7 Rapid subsidence frequently occurs in areas of abandoned mines (Section 3.15), and
karst areas underlain by carbonate rocks (limestone and dolomite) Karst is a landscape with topographic depressions caused by the
dissolution of carbonate rocks (limestone and dolomite) by moving groundwater.

Dam Failure - The West Virginia Dam Control and Safety Act, establishes regulations for dams in the State. Under the regulations
dams are defined as an artificial barrier or obstruction, including any works appurtenant to it and any reservoir created by it, which is
or will be placed, constructed, enlarged, altered or repaired so that it does or will impound or divert water. Dams are barriers
constructed to impound water for storage, flood control, power generation and/or stream navigation. Dams also are constructed to
impound hydraulically transported industrial waste including spoil or mine processing waste, or coal combustions waste of fly ash,

the structures can vary greatly in size based on the purpose and area topography.
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The following chart (Figure 2.1.1) illustrates the hazards to which the county and its municipalities are susceptible. The intent of this

chart is to justify the inclusion of these hazards in the plan; more detailed information about how they affect the area within the

county can be found in the hazard profiles.

Figure 2.1.1
HAZARD HOW IDENTIFIED WHY IDENTIFIED
USGS Topographic Maps The general contour of the land in the
region is mountainous, but they are not
Avalanche

NOAA

Internet research indicates that some of
the jurisdictions are not susceptible to this
hazard.

steep enough to cause avalanche activity.

Further, the amount of snowfall the
county receives is insufficient for any kind
of avalanche.

Coastal Erosion

MapQuest

Geographical research indicates that
these jurisdictions are not susceptible to
this hazard due to location.

Coastal erosion is not a significant risk as
the region is more than 450 miles from
the Atlantic Ocean.

Coastal Storm

Geographical research indicates that
these jurisdictions are not susceptible to
this hazard due to location.

See also “Thunderstorm/Lightning”

Coastal storms are not a threat to the
region as the region is more than 450
miles from the Atlantic Ocean.

The only hazard associated with this
hazard that is experienced by the region
is rain, which is address elsewhere.

WVDEP

WV GIS Technical Center Website
WVDEP Environmental Website
USACE - Huntington District Website

A dam failure may result in loss of life and
property.

Logan County contains several dam

facilities.

1972’s Buffalo Creek Disaster serves as
an example of a catastrophic dam failure.

Dam Failure Two (2) lock and dam facilities lie along
the Ohio River are located in Mason
County.
Additional Lock and dam facilities lie
along the Ohio River upstream of Mason
County.
Research indicates that the region is not | See “Land Subsidence”
Debris Elow susceptible to this hazard.
See also “Land Subsidence”
NCDC Event Records 41 Droughts have been recorded by the
NCDC over the past 5 years.
Drought USDA Census of Agriculture (2007)
USGS USGS rates the region as having a 3 to
12%g Peak Ground Acceleration (PGA)
Internet Search
FEMA FEMA states the areas with 4 to 6%g
PGAs have relatively low risks of
Earthquake earthquakes, but earthquakes should still

be considered a natural hazard.

There are no historical records of

earthquakes in the region.

Expansive Soils

Research of the USGS soil Survey
indicates that these jurisdictions are not
susceptible to this hazard.

See also “Land Subsidence”

See “Land Subsidence”
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Extreme Heat

Research indicates that these
jurisdictions are not susceptible to this
hazard.

NCDC history

Temperatures’ in the region seldom
exceed 100 degrees.

If the temperature meets or exceeds 100
degrees, it has not been hot enough for

the amount

Public Comment

NCDC Event Records

The region has experienced 86 flooding
events since 1994, resulting in deaths
and millions of dollars in damage.

Flooding
FIRMs Local officials have identified floods as
the highest priority natural hazard in the
FEMA Repetitive Loss List region.
NCDC Event Records The region has experienced over 150 hail
Hailstorm events since 1983.

The entire region is at moderate risk of
hailstorms.

Hazardous Material Incident

2009 Commodity Flow Study

State Emergency Response Commission
Public Comment

WVDOT Website

HAZUS Database

The region sees transports of materials in
most USDOT hazard classes.

The region contains many facilities that
report chemicals via the SARA Title lll
Legislation.

The region has hazardous materials
transported on roadways daily.

Hurricane

See also “Thunderstorm”

Geographic research indicates that these
jurisdictions are not susceptible to this

hazard

The region does not experience the
hurricane conditions of extremely high
winds, rains, and hail. In some instances,
the region may be affected by rainfall
brought about by the remnants of a
hurricane,  which  are  addressed
elsewhere.

Some counties in the region were
involved in a federal emergency
declaration for West Virginia's role in
housing Hurricane Katrina evacuees.

Land Subsidence

USGS Soil Survey
Nationalatlast.gov

USDA NRCS Soil Survey
Internet research

Searches of local media archives

Interviews with local officials

According to the USGS, the region is
located in “high risk” area.

Local homes are slowly destroyed by
landslide and slippage conditions.

Dangerous conditions exist also for
pedestrians and other property.

Landslide See “Land Subsidence” See “Land Subsidence”
FEMA Website The region does contain facilities that
may increase the risk of domestic
Terrorism Internet research terrorism.

Terrorism will be discussed generally in
this plan due to its sensitive nature
coupled with the fact that this plan will
become public.

Thunderstorm/Lightning

NCDC Event Records

Searches of local media archives

The region has experienced over 300
severe thunderstorms-wind events since
1968.

Based on historical evidence, it is
assumed that the region is equally at risk
from severe thunderstorms.
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MapQuest

Geographical research via the internet

The Atlantic Ocean is approximately 450
miles from the region.

Tsunami indicates that these jurisdictions are not | The Appalachian Mountains will most
susceptible to this hazard. likely protect the area from a tsunami
affecting the US east coast.
Public Comment The region does contain dense municipal
areas, in which a fire could start and
Local Media Archives rapidly spread, causing death or serious
Urban Fire injury.
Representatives of community assets
indicated a concern for fire events.
USGS
Volcano Internet research indicates that these No volcanoes exist on the East Coast
jurisdictions are not susceptible to this
hazard
NCDC Event Records The region contains heavily wooded as
well as agricultural areas that could be
WFAS-MAPS susceptible to wild land fires.
Wildfire

National Fire Interagency Center

WYV Division of Forestry

Wind Storm/Tornado

National Weather Service
NCDC Event Records
Public Response

Internet Research

According to the NCDC database, there
have been numerous high wind events
since 1968.

Also according to the NCDC, there have
been a few tornadoes in the region.

Risks from high winds are equally
distributed throughout the region.

Winter Storm

NCDC Event Records
Internet Research
Interviews with local officials

Public Response

The NCDC database lists numerous
winter storm, snow and ice events
throughout the region, some of which
have resulted in death.

MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL REQUIREMENTS

§201.6(c)(2)(iii) For multi-jurisdictional plans, the risk assessment must access each jurisdiction’s risks when they vary from the risks

facing the entire planning area.

While it is true that the municipalities can be said to be susceptible to the above hazards by virtue of their location in the

region, it is stresses that it may be more or less susceptible to these hazards than each other and the balance of the counties in the

region. The following chart (Figure 2.1.2) determines if they are equally (=), more (>), or less ,) susceptible to these hazards then the

balance of the region. (Only those hazards affecting the region are listed below.)
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2.2 PROFILE HAZARDS

8201.6(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.

Throughout Region 2 PDC’s six-county area, flooding is the primary hazard that citizens and jurisdictions face. History
indicates that flooding occurs more often than any other hazard in the region. Beyond flooding, the region also faces the potential
hazards of dam failure, drought, hail storms, among other less relevant potential hazards.

Several hazards affect the region, as noted in the previous section. However, those hazards may not affect the region in
ways that residents and planners may typically think. This section references detailed descriptions of how the identified hazards
affect the region and the municipalities therein.

Refer to Appendix 1 of this plan for detailed hazard profiles (including scholarly discussion of the hazard and historical
occurrences), extensive asset inventory and loss estimate data, and Geographical Information System (GIS)-based mapping that

predicts low, moderate, and high susceptibility areas.
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a a w [ T T E|Sa |F = ) = = =
Hartford = = = = = = = = = = = = =
Henderson = = = > = = = = = = = = =
Leon < = = = = = = = = = = = =
Mason = = = = = > = = = = = = =
New Haven = = = > = > = = = = = = =
Pt. Pleasant = = = > = > = = = = = = =
Williamson = = = = > > > = = > < = =
Delbarton = = = > = > = = = > < = =
Gilbert = = = > = = = = = = > = =
Kermit = = = = = = = = = = < = =
Matewan = = = > = = = = = = < = =
Chapmanville = = = > = = = = = > = = =
Logan = = = > = = = = = > = = =
Man = = = > = > = = = > = = =
Mitchell = = = = = = = = = = = = =

Heights

West Logan = = = = = = = = = = = = =
Ceredo = = = < = > = < = = = = =

13




Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

g ) o E ® E

X o

= - © o € = = 2 = &

T = > c 5 = c Q 0 = 08 )

L =) =3 S e ° 3 o = @ p = -

< © c »n o ° = 7]

> = o 2] =] © o c © o © -

Hazard | § S = 8 = N5l < | & S 3 2 £ £

a a w o T T £ 20 — = ) = = =

Fort Gay = = = > = = > = = > = = =

Kenova = = = = = > = > = = = = =

Wayne = = = = = = = = = = > = =

Hamlin < = = > = > > = = > < = =

West Hamlin < = = > = > > = = > < = =

Barboursville = = = > = > = = = > = = =

Huntington = = = > = > = > = > = = =

Milton = = = > = > = = = > = = =

Cabell = = = > = > = > = > = = =
County

Lincoln < = = > = > > = = > = = =
County

Logan = = = > = = = = = > = = =
County

Mason = = = > = > = = = = = = =
County

Mingo = = = > = > = = = > = = =
County

Wayne = = = > = > = = = = = = =
County

Flood | Wind/Storm | Tornado Winter Drought Wildfire Landslide Dam Structure
Weather Failure Fires

Cabell | High | Medium Low Medium | Medium | Medium | Medium | Low Medium

Lincoln | High | Medium Low Medium | Medium | High Medium | Low Medium
Logan | High | Medium Low Medium | Medium | High Medium | Low Medium
Mason | High | Medium Low Medium | Medium | High Medium | Low Medium
Mingo | High | Medium Low Medium | Medium | High Medium | Low Medium
Wayne | High | Medium Low Medium | Medium | High Medium | Low Medium
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U5, ARNY ENGINEER DISTRICT, HUNTINGTON
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
502 EMGHTH STREET
HUMNTINGTON WA 28701
bt vananal b, L ce ATy, il
October 20, 2011
Engineering and Construction Division
Geotechnical Engineering Branch
Dam and Levee Safety Section
Honorable Brian Billings
Mayor's Office — Point Pleasant, WV
400 Viand Street

Point Pleasant, West Virginia 25550
Dear Mayor Billings:

The Routine Continuing Eligibility Inspection of the Point Pleasant, WV, Local Flood
Protection Project was conducted on July 21, 2011, by Mr. Willy Call of your organization, and
our representatives, Mr. David Humphreys and Mr. Charles Barry, As a part of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) Levee Safety Program, these routine inspections are intended to
verify proper maintenance, owner preparedness, and component operation,

The purpose of the Levee Safety Program is to prevent loss of life and catastrophic
damage; preserve the value of the Federal investment, and to encourage non-Federal sponsors to
bear responsibility for their own protection. Inspections should ensure that Flood Damage
Reduction structures and facilities are continually maintained and operated as necessary to obtain
the maximum benefits. Inspections are also conducted to determine eligibility for Rehabilitation
Inspection Program (RIP) under authority of PL 84-99 for Federal and non-Federal systems. As
long as your project remains in either an acceptable or minimally acceptable condition we will
schedule continuing eligibility inspections annually. This inspection revealed the project to be in
a minimally acceptable condition due to the following issues:

a. Vegetation greater than 2 inches in diameter needs to be removed within the 15-foot
limit of the toe of the levee and floodwall.

b. Closure structure trial erections have not been performed in accordance with the
Operation & Maintenance manual. All closures need to be exercised in accordance with the
O&M Manual. Exercising closures ensures these structures and their associated components are
prepared for service during the next flood event.
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c. Pipesfeulverts have not been inspected visually or by video within the last 5 years,
These inspections are required to be conducted and the results need to be provided to the
Huntington District prior to the next continuing eligibility inspection.

d. No maintenance records exist for the toe drainage system and/or relief wells. The toe
drain needs to be inspected when the pipes and culverts are inspected. No documentation of the
required pump testing of the relief wells.

¢. Operations, maintenance, inspection, and training records are not present at the
pumpstation and were not provided during the inspection. Records need to be properly
documented and supplied to the Huntington District prior to next year's continuing eligibility
inspection.

Also, please reference the Point Pleasant, WV LPP, Periodic Inspection Report No. 3,
dated April 2010, The Periodic Inspection report has identified items rated “unacceptable”
which require correction. The sponsor should ensure these corrections and the ones noted
above are performed in an expedient manner. Continuing eligibility in the RIP program will
require these deficiencies be corrected within two vears of the date of the addendum contained
wilhin the PI report.

A minimally acceptable rating indicates there are maintenance deficiencies associated
with the project. The assessments of individual components rated during the inspection were
based on eriteria provided in the inspection report template. One or more items were rated as
minimally acceptable and an engineering determination concluded that the unacceptable items
would not prevent the system from performing as intended during the next flood event.

I am enclosing a copy of the detailed inspection report which contains additional
maintenance items that need to be addressed. I understand extenuating circumstances may exist
that have prevented you from completing necessary repairs; however public safety is the Corps’
number one priority and will remain our primary focus. In order to prevent being removed from
the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection Program, please provide to us a plan and schedule to
correct the deficiencies documented in the 2010 Periodic Inspection (PI) and the 2011
Continuing Eligibility Inspection (CEI) reports within 60 days of the date of this letter. Your
plan should be comprehensive and provide a timeframe for correcting all deficiencies (rated
unaccepiable) within two years from the date of this letter. We will review your plan to ensure
your levee system will maximize benefits in effort to ensure public safety. Your plan will be
monitored by the Huntington District levee safety staff and should address deficiencies in a
prioritized fashion in effort to optimize system wide risk reduction. Open communication is
encouraged during the implementation and execution of your levee system improvement plan. |
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encourage you to contact my staff and provide updates and progress reports. Your level of
commitment and ability to adhere to your submitted plan will be verified and documented during
annual continuing eligibility inspections.

If significant progress is not made, or if you fail to submit and implement a plan and
schedule to correct the deficiencies noted above (prior to the next continuing eligibility
inspection), the Point Pleasant levee system will be ineligible for rehabilitation assistance
and will be removed from the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection Program.

Please feel free to contact Mr. Steve Spagna. our Levee Safety Program Manager, at 304-
399-5805 if you have any questions regarding this letter or your project. I am furnishing a copy
of this letter along with the detailed inspection report to the Mason County Emergency
Management; West Virginia Division of Homeland Sccurity & Emergency Management; and
FEMA Region II1.

Sincerely,

. Engineering and Construction Division
Huntington District Levee Safety Officer

Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.5. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, HUNTINGTCN
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
502 EIGHTH STREET
HUNTINGTOM WV 25701

nEpwAe. M. uE3ce. ammy. mil

September 22, 2011
Engineering and Construction Division
(reotechnical Engineering Branch
Dam and Levee Safety Section
Henorable Kim Wolfe
Mayor's Office — Hentington West Virginia
Post Office Box 1659

Huntington West Virginia 25717
Dear Mayer Wolfe:

The Foutine Continning Elizibility Inspection (RCET) of the Dovwntown Segment of the
Huntington, WV, Local Flood Protection Project was conducted on June 3, 2011, by M. Steve
Riggs of your organization, and our representatives, Mr. Steven Spagna and Mr. William

‘eeldey. The findings from the B.CEI of the Guyandotte Segment of the Huntingten WV, LPP
was previously provided to your office on July 7, 2001. As a part of the U5, Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) Levee Safety Program these routine inspections are intended to verify
proper maintenance, owner preparedness, and component operation.

The purpose of the Levee Safety Program is to prevent loss of life and catastrophic
damage; preserve the value of the Federal investment, and to encourage non-Federal sponsors to
bear responsibility for their own protection. Inspections should ensure that Flood Damage
Reduction stroctures and facilities are continually mamtained and operated as necessary to obtain
the maxinmm benefits. Inspections are also conducted to determine eligibility for Fehabilitation
Inspection Program (RIF) under avthority of PL 84-99 for Federal and non-Federal systems. As
long as yowr project remains in either an acceptable or nunimally acceptable condition we will
schedule continuing eligibility inspections anmually. This inspection revealed the project to be in
a minimally acceptable condition due to the following issnes:

a. Vegetation greater than 2 inches in diameter needs to be removed within the 15-foot
limut of the toe of the levee and floodwall.

b Closure sticture frial erections have not been performed in accordance with the
Operation & Maintenance manual. All closures need to be exercised in accordance with the
O&M Mamual. Exercising closures ensures these structures and their asseciated components are
prepared for service during the next flood event. Several closure structures are permanently
erected vsing materials intended for temporary closure.
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c. Pipes/culverts have not been mspected visnally or by video within the last 5 years.
These mspections are required to be conducted and the results need to be provided to the
Huntington District prior to the next continming eligibility inspection.

d. Megger testing on pump motors and critical power cables has not been conducted
within the past two years. Megger testing results shall be provided to the District prior to the
next contimung eligibility inspection.

e. No maintenance records exist for the toe drainage system. The toe drain needs to be
inspected when the pipes and culverts are inspected.

f Unauthorized encroachments or inappropriate activities noted are likely to impact the
integrity of the Project.

g Operations, maintenance, mspection. and training records are not present at the
pumpstation and were not provided during the inspection. Records need to be properly
documented and supplied to the Huntington District prior to next year’s contimung elimbility
inspection.

Also, please reference the Huntington, WV LPP, Periodic Inspection Report No. 3, dated
November 2009. The Periodic Inspection report has identified items rated “unacceptable”™
which require correction. The sponsor should ensure these corrections and the ones noted
above are performed m an expedient manner. Confimung eligibility in the RIP program will
require these deficiencies be corrected within two years of the date of the addendum contained
within the PI report.

A pummally acceptable rating indicates there are mamtenance deficiencies associated
with the project. The assessments of mdividual components rated during the mspection were
based on criteria provided in the inspection report template. One or more items were rated as
minimally acceptable and an engineering deternunation concluded that the unacceptable tems
would not prevent the system from performing as intended during the next flood event.

[ am enclosing a copy of the detailed inspection report which contains additional
maintenance items that need to be addressed. If significant progress is not made on the
maintenance deficiencies listed above, in additon to the deficiencies documented in the
Periodic Inspection No. 3 Addenduimn, the Huntington levee system will be ineligible for

rehabilitation assistance and will be removed from the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection
Program.

Please feel fiee to contact Mr. Steve Spagna, our Levee Safety Program Manager, at
304-390-5805 if vou have any questions regarding this letter or vour project.
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[ am formishing a copy of this lefter along with the detailed mspection report to the Cabell
County Emergency Management; West Virginia Division of Homeland Security & Emergency
Management; and FEMA Region ITT

Sincerely,

Encl John]. Jaeger, PhD. PE.
Chief. Engineening and Construction Diviston
Huntington District Levee Safefy Officer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LLE. ARMY EMGINEER DISTRICT, HUNTINGTON
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
E0Z EIGHTH STREET
HUNTINGTON WY 25701

July 7, 2011

Engineering and Construction Division
Geotechnical Engineering Branch
Dam and Levee Safety Section

Honorable Kim Wolfe

Mayor of Huntington

Post Office Box 1659
Huntington, West Virgina 25717

Dear Mayor Wolfe:

The Routine Continuing Eligibility Inspection of the Guyandotie segment of the
Huntington, WV, Local Fload Protection Project was conducted on June 3, 2011, by Mr. Steve
Riggs of your organization, and our representatives, Mr. Steven Spagna and Mr, William
Weckley, As apart of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Levee Safety Program, these
routine inspections are intended to verify proper maintenance, owner preparedness, and
component operation,

The purpose of the Levee Safety Program is to prevent loss of lifie and catastrophic
damage; preserve the value of the Federal investment, and to encourage non-Federal sponsors to
bear responsibility for their own protection. Inspections should ensure that Flood Damage
Reduction structures and facilities are continually maintained and operated as necessary to obtain
the maximum benefits. Inspections are also conducted to determine eligibility for Rehabilitation
Inspection Program (RIP) under authority of PL 84-99 for Federal and non-Federal systems. As
long as vour project remains in either an acceptable or minimally acceptable condition we wall
schedule continuing eligibility inspections annually. This inspection revealed the project to be in
a minimally acceptable condition due to the following issues:

a. Vegetation greater than 2 inches in diameter needs to be removed within the 15-foot
limit of the toe of the levee and floodwall.

b. Closure structure trial erections have not been performed in accordance with the O&M
manual. All closures need to be exercised in accordance with the Operation and Maintenance
Manual. Exercising closures ensures these structures and their associated components are
prepared for service during the next flood event.
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c. Pipes/culverts have not been inspected visually or by video within the last 5 years.
This is required to be conducted and results need to be supplied to the Huntington District prior
to the next inspection.

d. Mo maintenance records cxist for the toe drainage system. The toe drain needs to be
inspected when the pipes and culverts are inspected.

. Operations, maintenance, inspection, and training records are not present at the
pumpstation and were not provided during the inspection. Records need to be properly
documented and supplied to the Huntington District prior to next year's continuing eligibility

inspection.

f. Pump Station No. 2 was not operational because of the electrical system. New contacts
are needed and the starter needs to be serviced, arcing was visible when Mr, Riggs attempted to
start the pumps,

Also, please reference the Huntington, WV LPP, Periodic Inspection Report No. 3, dated
Movember 2009. The Periodic Inspection report has identified items rated “unaccepiable”
which require correction. The sponsor should ensure these corrections and the ones noted
above are performed in an expedient manner. Continuing eligibility in the RIP program wall
require these deficiencies be corrected within two years of the date of the addendum contained
within the PI report.

A minimally acceptable rating indicates there are maintenance deficiencies associated
with the project. The assessments of individual components rated during the inspection were
hased on criteria provided in the inspection report template. One or more items were rated as
minimally acceptable and an engineering determination concluded that the unacceptable items
would not prevent the system from performing as intended during the next flood event.

1 am enclosing a copy of the detailed inspection report which contains additional
maintenance items that need to be addressed. If significant progress is not made on the
maintenance deficiencies listed above, in addition to the deficiencies documented in the
Periodic Inspection No. 3 Addendum, the Guyandotte levee system will be ineligible for
rehabilitation assistance and will be removed from the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection
Program.

Please feel free to contact Mr. Steve Spagna, our Levee Safety Program Manager, at
304-399-5805 if you have any questions regarding this letter or your project.
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I am furnishing a copy of this letter along with the detailed inspection report to the Cabell
County Emergency Management; West Virginia Division of Emergency Management; and
FEMA Rcgion 111,

Sincerely,

L (eot—

Encl 1.1 D, PE.
Chief, Engineering and Construction Division
Levee Safety Officer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LS. ARMY ENGIMNEER DISTRICT, HUMTINGTON
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
802 EIGHTH STREET
HUNTINGTON WV 25701

July 7, 2011

Engineering and Construction Division
Geotechnical Engineering Branch
Dam and Levee Safety Section

Honorable Ott Adkins
Mayor of Ceredo

City Building

Post Office Box 691

Ceredo, West Virginia 25507

Dear Mayor Adkins:

The Routine Continuing Eligibility Inspection of the Ceredo segment of the Ceredo-
Kenova, WV, Local Flood Protection Project was conducted on March 29, 2011, by Mr. Marvin
Jordan of your organization, and our representatives, Mr. Steven Spagna and Mr. William
Weekley, As apart of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Levee Safety Program, these
routine inspections are intended to verify proper maintenance, owner preparedness, and
component operation.

The purpose of the Levee Safety Program is to prevent loss of life and catastrophic
damage; preserve the value of the Federal investment, and to encourage non-Federal sponsors to
bear responsibility for their own protection. [nspections should ensure that Flood Damage
Reduction structures and facilities are continually maintained and operated as necessary to obtain
the maximum benefits, Inspections are also conducted to determine eligibility for Rehabilitation
Inspection Program (RIP) under authority of PL 84-99 for Federal and non-Federal systems. As
long as vour project remains in either an acceptable or minimally acceptable condition we will
schedule continuing eligibility inspections annually. This inspection revealed the project to be in
a minimally acceptable condition due to the following 1ssues:

a. All vegetation greater than 2 inches in diameter is required to be removed within the
15-foot limit of the toe of the levee and floodwall.

b. Closure structure trial erections have not been performed in accordance with the O&M
manual. All closures need to be exercised in accordance with the Operation and Maintenance
Manual. Exercising closures ensures these structures and their associated components are
prepared for service during the next flood event.
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c. Pipes/culverts have not been inspected visually or by video within the last 5 years.
This is required to be conducted and results need to be supplied to the Huntington District prior
to the next continuing eligibility inspection.

d. Mo maintenance records exist for the toc drainage system. The toe drain needs to be
inspected when the pipes and culverts are inspected.

e. Some floodwall monolith joints have separated, Open joints need to be sealed to
protect the water stops.

f. Jordan Branch interior drainage discharge culverl needs repaired. Please contact our
office when yvou schedule the dewatering of the Jordan Branch culvert this summer.

£, Sluice gale No. 2 is not in operating condition and needs to be repaired. Adopt
maintenance schedule for the sluice gale to ensure reliability. In the interim a plan needs to be
submitted to the Huntington District on how the city intends to operate this feature during future
flood events.

h. Megger testing not conducted within the past two years. Megger tests shall be
provided to the District prior to the next continuing eligibility inspection.

Also, please reference the Ceredo and Kenova LPP, Periodic Inspection Report No. 3,
dated March 2010. The Periodic Inspection report has identified items rated “unacceptable™
which require correction. The sponsor should ensure these corrections and the ones noted
above are performed in an expedient manner. Continuing cligibility in the RIP program will
require these deficiencies be corrected within two years of the date of the addendum contained
within the PI report,

A minimally acceptable rating indicates there are maintenance deficiencies associated
with the project. The assessments of individual components rated during the inspection were
based on criteria provided in the inspection report template. One or more items were rated as
minimally acceptable and an engineering determination concluded that the unacceptable items
would not prevent the system from performing as intended during the next flood event.

[ am enclosing a copy of the detailed inspection report which contains additional
maintenance items that need to be addressed. I significant progress is not made on the
maintenance deficiencies listed above, in addition to the deficiencies documented in the
Periodic Inspection No. 3 Addendum, the Ceredo/Kenova levee system will be ineligible for
rehabilitation assistance and will be removed from the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection
Program.
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Please feel free to contact Mr. Steve Spagna, our Levee Safety Program Manager, at
304-399-5805 if you have any questions regarding this letter or vour project.

I am furnishing a copy of this letter along with the detailed inspection report to the
Wayne County Emergency Management; West Virginia Division of Emergency Management;
and FEMA Region 111

Sincerely,
Encl Johw'I. Ja .D., P.E.

Chief, Engineering and Construction Division
Levee Safety Officer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
LS. ARMY EMGINEER DISTRICT, HUMTIMNGTON
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
B02 EIGHTH STREET
HUNTIMGTOM W 25701
.milf

July 6, 2011

Engineering and Construction Division
Geotechnical Engineering Branch
Dam and Levee Safety Section

Honorable Ric Griffith
Mayor of Kenova

Post Office Box 268

Kenova, West Virginia 25530

Dear Mayor Griffith:

The Routine Continuing Eligibility Inspection of the Kenova segment of the Ceredo-
Kenova, WV, Local Flood Protection Project was conducted on March 30, 2011, by Mr. Mark
Dsburn of your organization, and our representatives, Mr, Steven Spagna and Mr. William
Weekley. As a part of the U5, Army Corps of Engincers (USACE) Levee Safety Program, these
routing inspections are intended to verily proper maintenance, owner preparedness, and
component operation.

The purpose of the Levee Salety Program is to prevent loss of life and catastrophic
damage; preserve the value of the Federal investment, and to encourage non-Federal sponsors 1o
bear responsibility for their own protection. Inspections should ensure that Flood Damage
Reduction structures and facilities are continually maintained and operated as necessary to obtain
the maximum benefits. Inspections arc also conducted to determine eligibility for Rehabilitation
Inspection Program (RIP) under authority of PL 84-99 for Federal and non-Federal systems. As
long as your project remains in either an acceptable or minimally acceptable condition we will
schedule continuing eligibility inspections annually. This inspection revealed the project to be in
a minimally acceptable condition due to the following issues:

a. All vegetation greater than 2 inches in diameter is required to be removed within the
| 5-foot limit of the toe of the levee and floodwall.

b. Closure structure trial evections have not been performed in accordance with the O&M
manual. All closures need to be exercised in accordance with the Operation and Maintenance
Manual. Exercising closures ensures these structures and their associated components are
prepared for service during the next flood event.

27



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

¢, Pipesiculverts have not been inspected visually or by video within the last 5 years.
"T'his is reguired to be conducted and results need to be supplied to the Huntington District prior
to the next continuing eligibility inspeetion,

d. Mo maintenance records exist for the toe drainage system. The toe drain needs to be
inspected when the pipes and culverts are inspected.

. Megger testing not conducted within the past two years. Megger tests shall be provided to
the District prior to the next continuing eligibility inspection,

Also, please reference the Ceredo and Kenova LPP, Periodic Inspection Report Mo. 3,
dated March 2010, The Periodic Inspection report has identified items rated “unacceptable™
which require correction. The sponsor should ensure these comrections and the ones noted
above are performed in an expedient manner. Continuing eligibility in the RIP program will
require these deficiencies be corrected within two years of the date of the addendum contained
within the PT repott,

A minimally acceptable rating indicates there are maintenance deficiencies associated
with the project. The assessments of individual components rated during the inspection were
based on eriteria provided in the inspection report template. One or more items were raled as
minimally acceptable and an engineering determination coneluded that the unacceptable items
would not prevent the system from performing as intended during the next flood event,

[ am enclosing a copy of the detailed inspection report which contains additional
maintenance items that need to be addressed. If significant progress is not made on the
maintenance deficiencies listed above, in addition to the deficiencies documented in the
Periodic Inspection No. 3 Addendum, the Ceredo/Kenova levee system will be ineligible for
rehabilitation assistance and will be removed from the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection
Program.

Please feel free to contact Mr. Steve Spagna, our Levee Safety Program Manager, at
304-399-5805 if you have any questions regarding this letter or your project.

[ am furnishing a copy of this letter along with the detailed inspection report 1o the
Wayne County Emergency Management; West Virginia Division of Emergency Management,
and FEMA Region 111.

Sincerely,

~Fh.D, PE.
Chief, Engineering and Construction Division
Levee Safety Officer

Encl
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.5. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, HUNTINGTOMN
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
502 EIGHTH STREET
HUNTINGTON WV 25701

nEp AW M. uE3ce. ammy. mili

Jamuary 23, 2011

Engineering and Construction Division
Geotechnical Engineering Branch
Dam and Levee Safety Section

Henorable John Mark Hubbard
Mingo County Commission

75 East Second Avenue

Room 308

Williamson, West Virginia 25661

Dear Commissioner Hubbard:

The Foutine Contimuing Eligibility Inspection of the Williamsen, West Virginia, Local
Flood Protection Project was conducted on September 27, 2011, by Mr. Tom Felix representing
the sponsor, and our representatives; Mr. William Weeldey and Mr. David Humphreys. Asa
part of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Levee Safety Program, these routine
inspections are infended to venfy proper maintenance, owner preparedness, and component
operation.

The purpose of the Levee Safety Program is to prevent loss of life and catastrophic
damage; preserve the value of the Federal investment. and to encowrage non-Federal sponsors to
bear responsibility for their own protection. Inspections should ensure that Flood Damage
Reduction structures and facilities are continually maintained and operated as necessary to obtain
the maxinmm benefits. Inspections are also condueted to determine continming elizibility for the
Rehabilitation Inspection Program (RIP) under the authority of Public Law 84-99. Az long as
your project remains in the RIP program we will schedule contmming eligibility inspections
angmally. This inspection revealed the project to be in a minimally acceptable condition due to
the following items that were rated U (Unacceptable). Also, please reference the Williamson,
WV LPP, Periodic Inspection Feport No. 3, dated December 2009 which has previously
identified items rated unacceptable.

a. Vegetation greater than 2 inches in diameter needs to be removed within the 13-foot
limit of the toe of the levee and floodwall.
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b. Closure structures exhubit msting along the gate and cranks. This project requires a
program of corrosion abatement and coating rejuvenation 15 in place. Metals exposed to the
weather should be coated penodically and any debris should be removed from the gates.

A mummally acceptable project rating indicates there are mamtenance items associated
with the project rated as unacceptable. The assessments of individual components rated during
the inspection were based on critena provided in the inspection repert template. One or more
items were rated as mimimally acceptable or unacceptable and an engmeenng determination
conchuded that the unacceptable rated items would not prevent the system from performing as
mtended duning the next flood event.

[ am enclosing a copy of the detailed inspection report which contams the maintenance
items that need to be addressed. [ enderstand extenmating circumstances may exist that have
prevented you from completing necessary repairs; however public safety 15 the Corps’ number
one priority and will rematn our primary focus.

Please provide to us a plan and schedule to correct the U-rated mspection items
documented in the 2010 Penodic Inspection (PI) and the 2011 Contimung Eligbility Inspection
(CEI) reports within 60 days of the date of this letter. Your plan should be comprehensive and
provide a timeframe for correcting all U-rated inspection items within two years from the date of
this letter. We will review your plan to enswe your levee system will maximuize benefits m effort
to ensure public safety. Your plan will be momitored by the Huntington District levee safefy staff
and should address U-rated items 1n a prioritized fashion in effort to optinize system wide nsk
reduction. Open commmunication is encouraged during the implementation and execution of your
levee system improvement plan. [ encourage you to contact my staff and provide updates and
progress reports. Your level of commitment and ability to adhere to your submutted plan will be
verified and documented during annual continuing eligibility mspections.

If significant progress is not made or if you fail to submit a plan and schedule to
correct the U-rated inspection items noted above within the time limits provided, the

Williamson, WV, levee system will be ineligible for rehabilitation assistance from the
USACE Rehabilitation Inspection Program.

Please feel fiee to contact Mr. Steve Spagna, owr Levee Safety Program Manager, at 304-
399-5805 1f you have any questions regarding this letter or your project. [ am furmishing a copy
of this letter along wath the detatled inspection report to the Mingo County Emergency
Management Agency; West Virgima Division of Homeland Security & Emergency
Management; and FEMA Region [Tl

30



Enclosure

Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

ﬁlohn J. Jacger, Ph.D.. P.E.
Chief, Engineering and Construction Division
Huntington District Levee Safety Officer
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARNY
U.5. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, HUNTINGTON
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
502 EIGHTH STREET
HUNTINGTON Wy 25701
nEpcitaas. Im.usace. ammy.mily

I“‘T'i"h“-"‘1| bt Afeewewe. Irb . usace. army. mil/

Engineenng and Constroction Division
Geotechnical Engineering Branch
Dam and Levee Safety Section

Honorable John Mark Hubbard
Mingo County Conunission

75 East Second Avenme

Room 308

Williamson West Virginia 25661

Dear Commissioner Hubbard:

The Fountine Contimuing Eligibility Inspection of the West Williamson, WV, Local Flood
Protection Project was conducted on September 27, 2011, by Mr. Tom Felix representing the
local interest, and our representatives, Mr. William Weeldey and Mr. David Huomphreys. Asa
part of the US. Armiy Corps of Engineers (USACE) Levee Safety Program. these routine
inspections are intended to venfy proper maintenance, owner preparedness, and component
operation.

The purpose of the Levee Safety Program is to prevent loss of life and catastrophic
damage; preserve the value of the Federal investment, and to encourage non-Federal sponsors to
bear responsibility for their own protection. Inspections should ensure that Flood Damage
Reduction stroctures and facilities are continpally maintained and operated as necessary to obtain
the macoimmm benefits. Inspections are also condoeted to determune eligibility for Fehabalitation
Inspection Program (FIP) wnder authority of PL 84-99 for Federal and non-Federal systems. As
long as yowr project remains in either an acceptable or minimally acceptable condition we will
schedule continning eligibility inspections anmally. This inspection revealed the project to be in
a minimally acceptable condition due to the following isspes:

a. Closwe stroctures in poor condition, parts mussing or corroded. There may not be
sufficient waming time to repair or replace equipment during a flooding event.

b. Differential settlement of the concrete floodwall There are areas of tilting, sliding,. or
settlement that threaten the structure’s integrnty and performance. Aoy movement that has
resulted in fatlore of the waterstop is wnacceptable.
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c. Pipes/culverts have not been mnspected visnally or by video within the last 5 years.
These mspections are required to be conducted and the resulis need to be provided to the
Huntington Distnict prior to the next continming eligibility mspection.

Also, please reference the West Williamson WV LPP, Periodic Inspection Report No. 1,
dated October 2009. The Periodic Inspection report has identified items rated “unacceptable”™
which require correction. The sponsor should ensure these corrections and the ones noted
above are performed i an expedient manner. Contimung eligibility i the RIP program wall
require these deficiencies be comected within two vears of the date of the addendum contamed
within the PI report.

A mumimally acceptable project rating indicates there are mamtenance deficiencies
assoctated with the project. The assessments of individual components rated during the
mspection were based on criteria provided m the inspection report template. One or more items
were rated as mimmally acceptable and an engineermg determination concluded that the
unacceptable ttems would not prevent the system from performung as intended duning the next
flood event.

I am enclosing a copy of the detailed inspection report which contains additional
maintenance rtems that need to be addressed. [ understand extenmating cirenmstances may exist
that have prevented you from completing necessary repairs; however public safety is the Corps’
mumber one prionty and will remain our primary focus. In order to prevent being removed from
the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection Program please provide to us a plan and schedule to
correct the deficiencies documented in the 2010 Periodic Inspection (PI) and the 2011
Contmmung Ehgibility Inspection (CEI) reports within 60 days of the date of this letter. Your
plan should be comprehensive and provide a timeframe for comrecting all deficiencies rated
unacceptable. We will review your plan to ensure your levee system will maxinuze benefits in
effort to ensure public safety. Your plan will be monitored by the Huntmgton District levee
safety staff and should address deficiencies i a prionitized fashion in effort to optinuze system
wide risk reduction. Open commmmnication 15 encouraged during the mplementation and
execution of your levee system improvement plan. I encourage you to contact my staff and
provide updates and progress reports. Your level of commitment and ability to adhere to your
submitted plan will be verified and documented duning annual continming eligibility inspections.

If significant progress is not made, or if you fail to submit and implement a plan and
schedule to correct the deficiencies noted above (prior to the next continuing eligibility
inspection), the West Williamson levee system will be ineligible for rehabilitation assistance
and will be removed from the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection Program.

Please feel free to contact Mr. Steve Spagna, our Levee Safety Program Manager. at 304-
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399-5805 if you have any questions regarding this letter or your project. | am furnishing a copy
of this letter along with the detailed inspection report to the Mingo County Emergency
Management; West Virginia Division of Homeland Security & Emergency Management; and
FEMA Region 1.

Sincerely,

Q‘Q_ cu—%\/
J. Jagger, Bh.D., P.E.
"hief, Engifeefing and Construction Division

Huntington District Levee Safety Officer

Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
115, ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, HUNTINGTON
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
502 EIGHTH STREET
HUNTIMNGTON Wy 25701
i ey, kb1 e arrmy, il

Movember 4, 2011

Engineering and Construction Division
Geotechnical Engineering Branch
Dam and Levee Safety Section

Honorable John Mark Hubbard
Mingo County Commission

75 East Second Avenue

Room 308

Williamsom, West Virginia 25661

Dear Commissioner Hubbard:

The Routine Continuing Eligibility Inspection of the Matewan, West Virginia, Local
Flood Protection Project was conducted on September 29, 2011, by Mr. Jason Allen of vour
organization, and our representatives, Mr. William Weekley and Mr. David Humphreys. Asa
part of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Levee Safety Program, these routine
inspections are intended to verify proper maintenance, owner preparedness, and component
aperation.

The: purpose of the Levee Safety Program is to prevent loss of life and catastrophic
damage; preserve the value of the Federal investment, and to encourage non-Federal sponsors to
bear responsibility for their own protection. Inspections should ensure that Flood Damage
Reduction structures and facilities are continually maintained and operated as necessary to obtain
the maximum benefits. Inspections are also conducted 1o determine eligibility for Rehabilitation
Inspection Program (RIP) under authority of PL 84-99 for Federal and non-Federal systems. As
long as your project remains in either an acceptable or minimally acceptable condition we will
schedule continuing eligibility inspections annually. This inspection revealed the project to be in
a minimally acceptable condition due to the following issues:

a. Wegetation greater than 2 inches in diameter needs to be removed within the 15-foot
limit of the toe of the levee and floodwall.

b. Obstructions, vegetation, debris, or sediment have impaired the flow capacity of the

Warm Hollow Pressure Conduit. Sediment and debris removal required for both; the approach
and outlet end.
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¢. Closure structure trial erections have not been performed in accordance with the
Operation & Maintenance manual. All closures need to be exercised in accordance with the
0&M Manual, Exercising closures ensures these structures and their associated components are
prepared for service during the next flood event.

d. Unauthorized encroachments must be addressed. Encroachments can inhibit
operations, maintenance and emergency surveillance of the floodwall and levee, also,
encroachments can have a negatively impact to integrity of the floodwall.

e. Pipes/culverts have not been inspected visually or by video within the last 5 years.
These inspections are required to be conducted and the results need to be provided to the
Huntington District prior to the next continuing eligibility inspection,

f. Major deficiencies were identified that may significantly reduce pumping operations.
Pumps were not operated due to electrical problems and natural gas and diesel engines could not
be started.

Also, please reference the Matewan, WV LPP, Periodic Inspection Report No. 1, dated
November 2009. The Periodic Inspection report has identified items rated “unacceptable”
which require correction. The sponsor should ensure these corrections and the ones noted
above are performed in an expedient manner. Continuing eligibility in the RIP program will
require these deficiencies be corrected within two years of the date of the addendum contained
within the PI report,

A minimally acceptable rating indicates there are maintenance deficiencies associated
with the project. The assessments of individual components rated during the inspection were
based on criteria provided in the inspection report template. One or more items were rated as
minimally acceptable and an engineering determination concluded that the unacceptable items
would not prevent the system from performing as intended during the next flood event,

Enclosed is a copy of the detailed inspection report which contains additional
maintenance items that need to be addressed. [ understand extenuating circumstances may exist
that have prevented you from completing necessary repairs; however public safety is the Corps’
number one priority and will remain our primary focus. In order to prevent being removed from
the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection Program, please provide to us a plan and schedule to
correct the deficiencies documented in the 2009 Periodic Inspection (PI) and the 2011
Continuing Eligibility Inspection (CEI) reports within 60 days of the date of this letter. Your
plan should be comprehensive and provide a timeframe for correcting all deficiencies (rated
unacceptable) within two years from the date of this letter. We will review your plan to ensure
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your levee system will maximize benefits in effort to ensure public safety. Your plan will be
monitored by the Huntington District levee safety staff and should address deficiencies in a
prioritized fashion in effort to optimize system wide risk reduction. Open communication is
encouraged during the implementation and execution of your levee system improvement plan. |
encourage you to contact my staff and provide updates and progress reports. Your level of
commitment and ability to adhere to your submitted plan will be verified and documented during
annual continuing eligibility inspections.

If significant progress is not made, or if you fail to submit and implement a plan and
schedule to correct the deficiencies noted above (prior to the next continuing eligibility
inspection), the Matewan levee system will be ineligible for rehabilitation assistance and
will be removed from the USACE Rehabilitation Inspection Program.

Please feel free 1o contact Mr. Steve Spagna, our Levee Safety Program Manager, at 304-
399-5805 if you have any questions regarding this letter or your project. | am furnishing a copy
of this letter along with the detailed inspection report to the Mingo County Emergency
Management; West Virginia Division of Homeland Security & Emergency Management; and
FEMA Region [II,

Sincerely,

@Q//*Q‘@/

JoHn J, aeger,#h.D., P.E.

Chief, Engineering and Construction Division

Huntington District Levee Safety Officer
Enclosure:
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PAL Status by Congressional District

US Army Corps

of Engineers

Hunfington District

KY District 4 Total Length in District (miles):  7.61
4 Projects) Length {mi.)  County PAL Status Comment Inspection Date and USACE Rating

Ashland, KY, LPP 271 Boyd PAL request letter from FEMA Region IV sent May 10, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
Feb. 1,2012. 2 years, 90 days to comply.
Sponsors required to submit certification data by
about May 2014.

Catleftsburg, KY, LPP 196  Boyd PAL request letter from FEMA Region IV sent August 4, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
Feb. 1, 2012. 2 years, 90 days to comply.
Sponsors required to submit certification data by
about May 2014.

Maysville, KY, LPP 267 Mason PAL expires December 2013. Apnl 6, 2011 Minimally Acceptable

Russell, KY, LBPP 027 Greenup 1% protection not provided. Certification not May 9, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
required.

KY District 5 Total Length in District (miles):  1.16
4 Projectis) Length (mi.)  CGounty PAL Status Comment Inspection Date and USACE Rating

Pikeville, KY. LPP 02 Pke FEMA certification completed by county. Avgust 18, 2011 Mimimally Acceptable
Levees accredited by FEMA.

Prestonsburg. KY.LBPP 005  Floyd 1% protection not provided. Certification not June 7, 2011 Mimimally Acceptable
tequired.

SOUTHWILLIAMSON. 05  Pike FEMA certification completed by county. September 16, 2011 Minimally Acceptable

KYSEC202LPP Levees accredited by FEMA.
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Appalachian Regonal 041 Pike FEMA certification complefed by county. ~ September 16, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
Hospla LPP Levees accredited by FEMA.

West Golumbus, OH 125 Frankin - Levee accredited by FEMA. September 14, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
LPP

Massilon, OH, LPP 305 Stark PAL pertod expired. De-accreditation meetmng Not Avalable
held by FEMA with sponsor. Any map
revistons (consequences) on hold while FEMA
undertakes public review of revised Levee
Analysts and Mapping Procedure (LAMP)
(more here:
Inttp:/Fwww.fema gov/plan/prevent/thm/Iv_lamp

shim

Roseville, OH. LPP 102 Penyand  PAL period expired. De-accreditation meeting July 13, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
MUSKINQUM el by FEMA with sponsor. Any map
revisions (consequences) on hold while FEMA
undertakes public review of revised Levee
Analysis and Mapping Procedure (LAMP)
(more here:
Inttp:/Fwww fema gov/plan/prevent/thm/Iv_lamp.
shtm
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Chillicothe, OH, LPP 205 Ross PAL period expired. De-accreditation meeting July 20, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
held by FEMA with spensor. Any map
tevistons (consequences) on hold while FEMA
undertakes public review of revised Levee
Analysis and Mapping Procedure (LAMP)

(more here:
http:/fwww.fema_gov/plan/prevent/fhm/lv_lamp.
shtm
Newark, OH, LPP 103 Licking 1% protection not provided. Certification not April 27, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
tequired.
OH District 2 Total Length in District (miles): 8
2 Project(s) Length (mi]  County PAL Status Gomment Inspection Date and USACE Rating

Portsmouth. OH. LPP 45 Scioto PAL period expired. De-accreditation meeting  December 16, 2011 Mintmally Acceptable
held by FEMA with sponsor. Any map
tevisions (consequences) on hold while FEMA
undertakes public review of revised Levee
Analysis and Mapping Procedure (LAMP)
(more here:
http:/fwww.fema_gov/plan/prevent/fhm/lv_lamp.
shtm

New Boston. OH, LPP 35  Scioto PAL period expired. De-accreditation meeting  December 16, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
held by FEMA with sponsor. Any map
tevistons (consequences) on hold while FEMA
undertakes public review of revised Levee
Analysis and Mapping Procedure (LAMP)

(more here:
http:/fwww.fema_gov/plan/prevent/fhm/lv_lamp.
shtm
OH District 6 Total Length in District (miles): 6.88
1 Projects) Length (mi)  County PAL Status Comment Inspection Date and USACE Rating
Ironton, OH, LPP 6.88 Lawrence  Unrequired at this time. FEMA RISKMapnot ~ August 30, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
working 1n that county yet.
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Total Length in District (miles):  3.73

1 Project(s)

Parkersburg, WV, LPP

Length (mi)  County
379 Wood

PAL Status Comment

PAL request letters tssued to WV projects
durng Jul/Aug 2011. 2 years, 90 days to
comply. Sponsors required to submut
certification data by late 2013.

Total Length in District (miles): 2.28

PAL Status Comment

PAL request letters tssued to WV projects
during Jul/Aug 2011. 2 years, 90 days to
comply. Sponsors required to submit
certification data by late 2013.

Total Length in District (miles): 18.23

WV District 2
1 Project(s) Length (mi)  County
Point Pleasant, WV 229  Mason
LPP
WV District 3
6 Projactfs) Length (mi)  County
Ceredo. WV, LPP 213 Wayne
Kenova, WV, LPP 214 Wayne
Huntington, WV LPP 1153 Cabell
WILLIAMSON, WV 076 Mingo
SEC202LPP

PAL Status Comment

PAL request letters tssued to WV projects
during Jul/Aug 2011. 2 years, 90 days to
comply. Sponsors required to submut
certification data by late 2013.

PAL request letters tssued to WV projects
durng Jul/Aug 2011. 2 years, 90 days to
comply. Sponsors required to submt
certification data by late 2013.

PAL request letters tssued to WV projects
during Jul/Aug 2011. 2 years, 90 days to
comply. Sponsors required to submt
certification data by late 2013.

PAL request letters tssued to WV projects
during Jul/Aug 2011. 2 years, 90 days to
comply. Sponsors required to submt
certification data by late 2013.
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Inspection Date and USACE Rating
July 27, 2011 Minimally Acceptable

Inspection Date and USACE Rating
July 21, 2011 Minimally Acceptable

Inspection Date and USACE Rating
March 29, 2011 Mintmally Acceptable

March 30, 2011 Mintmally Acceptable

Juge 3, 2011 Miumally Acceptable

September 28, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
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MATEWAN WVSEC 05 Mingo PAL request letters issued to WV projects ~ September 29, 2011 Minimally Acceptable
1P during Jul/Aug 2011. 2 years, 90 days to

comply. Sponsors required to submit

certification data by late 2013.

WESTWILLIAMSON, 117 Mingo PAL request letters sssued to WV projects  September 27, 2011 Mimmally Acceptable
WV SEC 202LPP during Jul/Aug 2011. 2 years, 90 days to

comply. Sponsors required to submt
certification data by late 2013.

Projects: X
Total Huntington District (mi.): 6236

2.3 INVENTORY ASSETS

This risk assessment identifies “at-risk” community assets such as critical facilities, critical infrastructure, historical
properties, commercial/industrial facilities, etc. “Assets” contribute directly to the quality of life in the community as well as ensure its
continued operation. As such, government facilities are often listed, as are water/wastewater and transportation infrastructure.
“Assets” can also be irreplaceable items within the community, such as historical structures or even vulnerable populations

(including the elderly or youths).

METHODOLOGY
Inventorying assets first involves determining what in the community can be affected by a hazard event. The hazard
profiles contained in Appendix 1 each contain a “Worksheet #3a” that lists, in broad terms, the types of assets that are susceptible to
the hazards identified in 2.1: Identify Hazards. Worksheet #3a (SOURCE: FEMA 386-2, State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To
Guide: Understanding Your Risks) lists the total number and value of all structures and people in identified hazard zones by7 the
following types: residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, religious/non-profit, government, education and utilities.
The core planning committee maintains a specific list of community assets as part of this plan. These assets are grouped
into the following categories.
. Critical Facilities: Government facilities, water/wastewater facilities, dams, emergency services facilities, medical facilities
(hospitals/clinics), military facilities, and the transportation infrastructure.
. Vulnerable Populations: Schools, nursing homes, and senior centers.
. Economic Assets: Large commercial/industrial facilities or large employers (not covered in other categories)
. Special Considerations: Residences, community outreach facilities, post offices, and libraries.

. Historical Considerations: Areas/structures listed on the National Register of Historic Places.
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While inventorying assets, much information can be gathered that will assist in the upcoming loss estimations. Each
specific asset is listed with its size, replacement value (structure only), contents value, function use or value (annual
operating budget), displacement cost ($ per day), and occupancy. These values are utilized to compute loss estimates,

which is why it is critical to carefully consider all the facilities that are listed in the asset inventory.

. Size: County assessor data or by directly contacting the facility.

. Replacement Value: County assessor data or by directly contacting the facility.
. Contents Value: Directly contacting the facility.

. Displacement Costs: Function Use or Value divided by 365.

. Occupancy: Directly contacting the facility.

ASSET INVENTORY
The above information for the complete asset inventory is listed on Figure 2.3.1 below. Figure 2.3.1 is a replica of

Worksheet #3b from the State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To Guide: Understanding Your Risks (FEMA 386-2). Following is
a key for the acronyms found n figure 2.3.1.

. EMS: Emergency Medical Services

. ES: Elementary School

. HS: High School

. MS: Middle School

. PO: Post Office

. VED: Volunteer Fire Department

The following tables represent the assets located within Region Il Planning & Development Council’'s Counties.

Lincoln County Asset Inventory

Vulnerable Populations
Replacement Value ($)
Occupancy or Capacity

#

Function Use or Value
(%)

Displacement Cost ($)

Economic Assets
Size of Bldg (sq ft)
Contents Value ($)

Special Conditions

>
=
S
]
(8
©
]
=
<
O

Considerations

Name of Asset

1st Nat Bank Old X
Bldg

Triplett's Shoe X
Store

US Post Office X

Ferrellsburg X
Elem School

Cold Beer Tavern

Harts Med Cntr X
Ferrellsburg
Annex

Thacker's Tavern

Youth Center X

Vol Fire Dept X

Adkins Rest X
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Oddfellow Bldg

A. N. Henson
Bldg

Sharon's Kut &
Kurl

Save-Co Drugs

Lin Primary Care
Center

Ellis Furniture

Lower Mud
PreSch

Rustic Inn

McCorkle Elem

US Post Office

Midkiff Radio &
TV

Goode's Truck
Stop

US Post Office

Bethel Bapt
Church

Lincoln Natl Bank

Lincoln Star Rest

Branchland Elem

McMellon
Furniture

Templetons

Griffithville Spec
Ed

Griffithville Elem

Osbourne Co Inc.
Bldg # 2

Osbourne Co Inc.
Bldg # 1

McNiel Fence Co

Jans Drive Inn

Palomino Club

American Legion
Post
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LINCOLN COUNTY ASSET INVENTORY

ar

45



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

Hamlin Asset Inventory
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Name of Asset O w O [ 4 O L& O 00
ok :
Youth Center X
Vol Fire Dept X
Adkins Rest
X
Home
Oddfellow Bldg X
A N Henson X
Bldg
Save-CO Drugs X
Lin Primary M
Care Cnt
Rustic Inn X
Lincoln Natl X
Bank
American X
Legion Post
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HAMLIN ASSET INVENTORY

Courthouse
Dams
Fire Departments
Libranes
Nursing Homes
Schools
=  WVSP Detachment
s Major Roads
— Roadways
—+—+ Rails
_] Rivers and Streams
[ ] west Hamin

Hamiin
Lincoin County
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West Hamlin Asset Inventory
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WEST HAMLIN ASSET INVENTORY

Courthouse
Dams
Fire Departments
Libraries
Nursing Homes
Schools
=~ WVSP Detachment

= Major Roads
Roadways

—t—it- Rolls

' Rivers and Streams

a West Hamiin

Hamin

D Lincoin County
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Logan County Asset Inventory

Occupancy
Size of Bidg. Replacement Function Use or Displacement or Capacity
(sq-ft) Value () Contents Value ($) Value ($) Cost (§) #

Alex Energy Inc| X

Apogee Coal Co, X

Appalachian
Fuels LLC
Aracoma Coal
Ine.

Bridges| X
Buffalo Creek
\lJFD

Buffalo ES| X
Chafin House| X
Chapmanville|
East ES|

Chapmanville MS| X

Chapmanville|
Regional HS|
Chapmanville|
\lJFD

Chief Logan

Lodge
Cora ‘.J€5| X

Assets
Special
Considerations

i
38

Economic

Occupancy
Size of Bidg.  Replacement Function Use or Displacement or Capacity
X Isq.ft) Value (§) Contents Value (§) Value ($) Cost ($) [Li]

Historcal/Other
Considerations

¢
£
>

Crooked Creek|
Resource Center,

Hatfield
Cemetery|
Henlawaon VFD| X
Holden ES| X
Hugh Dingess|
ES|

Justice ES X
Lake VFD| X
LEASA| X

Logan County #2|
VFD|

Legan County|
Airport

Logan County| X
BOE|

Legan County|
Courthouse|
Logan County|
5.0

Logan EOC/E11
Center|

Logan ES| X
Logan FO| X

Logan Generall
Hospital
Logan HS

Logan MS| X

X 70,000 $14,767,734 $758,478,000 $9,632,266 $9,951 50

>

>
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Vulnerable

Ocoupancy
Size of Bldg.  Replacement Function Use or Displacement or Capacity
X (sq_ft) Value ($) Contents Value ($) Value ($) Cost ($) #)

Historical/ Other
Considerations

b = Critical Facility

Logan PD)
Main Harts Creek| x

Main Island
Creek VFD

Man ES|
Man HS
Man MS]

Man PD| X

Omar ES| X
Residential b $1.086,437,500
Roads| X

RR Willis
Vocational Tech x
Center|
Sharples WVFD| X
South Man ES| b
Southern WV
Community| X
College|

Town of Man
VFD

Town of West|
Logan PO
Werdunville ES| x
Verdunville WVFD| X
Wal-Mart Logan X

West|
Chapmanville ES)|

||

Vulnerable
Populations
Economic
Assets
Special
Considerations

Occupancy
Size of Bidg.  Replacement Function Use or Displacement or Capacity
[sq-ft) Value ($) Contents Value ($) Value ($) Cost (§) #)

Historical/Other
Considerations

>
»
>
Ed

td > Critical Fadility

WVSP | ogan
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LOGAN COUNTY
ASSET INVENTORY
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Chapmanville Asset Inventory

East ES
Crapmanville Mg

Chapmaniile]

Reglonal Ky

Chapmamiie
WFL|

x $41,125000
% X
o " X

CHAPMANVILLE
ASSET INVENTORY
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Logan Asset Inventory

X
X
Logan & x 70 | s147ETTM | sesaTEDw | soeanzes 52,951 =
X
X

|3

s |
Rasigential x 47,512,500

LOGAN
ASSET INVENTORY

54



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

Man Asset Inventory

EII I i Criical Fadity

%

MAN
ASSET INVENTORY
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Mitchell Heights Asset Inventory

= Crilcal Fadily
‘Vulnerabla
P uia o ns
Econamis
Adaats
Specal

X

I 1T 1 1 | |

MITCHELL HEIGHTS
ASSET INVENTORY
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El = Criical Fadity

Fzsh x §14.250,000

WEST LOGAN
ASSET INVENTORY
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Mason County Asset Inventory

B
= @ @
§ ., 3 &2
- R g 3%
x 88 F 33 232
- £ 53 8 35 3% : ' g
Name or Descriptionof & S& @ T Size of Bldg. Replacement Contents  Function Use Displacement or Capacity
Asset X X X X X (sq. ft.) Value ($) Value ($) or Value ($) Cost ($) #
AEP| X 0
Ashton ES| X 0
Beale ES| X 0
Bridges| X $0
Christ Academy]| X 0
Couch Artrip House X 0
Dams| X 0
Eastham House X 0
Elm Grove| X 0
Flatrock VFD| X $0
Foster Wheeler Zack, X s0
Inc |
Gold Houses, The X $0
Hannah HS| X S0
Hannah Public Library| X 0
Hartford Town Hall] X 0
Henderson Town Hall] X 0
(e A 199,800 | $44,624,000 |$105,200,000| $8,000,000 | $21,918 576
Institution
Lakin State Hospital X 0
Leon ES| X 0
Leon Town Hall| X 0
Leon VFD| X 0
Lewis-Capehart-|
Roseberry House| X $0
M&G Polymers USA| X $0
Maplewood X $0

= @
g g
£ 8
8 E Occupancy
Name or Description of O Size of Bidg. Replacement Contents  Function Use Displacement or Capacity
Asset X X (sq. ft.) Value ($) Value ($) or Value ($) Cost ($) (#)
Masan City Building) X $0
Mason Co. 911 Center] X $0
Mason Co. Career| X $0
Center|
Mason Co. Public| X $0
Library|
Mason Co. Schools| X $0
Mason Co. Sherifff X $0
Mason County|
Courthouse| £ e
Mason Emer |
Ambulance Authority X 4,044 $385,000 $35,000 $200,000 $548
Mason PD| X $0
Mason VFD| X $0
McCausland, Gen. John X $0
House|
New Haven ES| X $0
New Haven PD| X $0
New Haven Public] X $0
Library|
New Haven Town Hall| X $0
New Haven VFD| X $0
Pleasant Valley Hospital X $0
Pleasant Valley Nursing|
& Rehab Center| X 0
Powell-Redmond House| X $0
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Occupancy
Size of Bldg. Replacement Contents  Function Use Displacement or Capacity

Considerations
Historic/Other
Considerations

> Critical Facllity
™ Special

Name or Description of

Asset X (sq. fit.) Value ($) Value ($) or Value ($) Cost ($) #)
Pt. Pleasant
Battleground| X $0
Pt. Pleasant Historic|
District X &
Pt. Pleasant HS| X $0
Pt. Pleasant
Intermediate School & 0
Pt Pleasant PD| X $0
Pt. Pleasant Primary|
School = i
Pt. Pleasant VFD| X $0
Racine Lock & Dam| X $0
Residential X $808,737,300 $0
Roads| X $0
Raobert C. Byrd Lock & X $0
Dam|
Roosevelt ES X $0
Shumaker-Lewis House X $0
Smithland Farm X $0
Valley VFD| X $0
Wahama HS X $0
Wal Mart X $0
Wesleyan Holiness| X $0
Academy|
WVSP| X 2,000 $750,000 $150,000 $350,000 $959 6

MASON COUNTY
ASSET INVENTORY
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Hartford Asset Inventory

B 2 g 2 Occupanc
Name or = @ _E = ,5 Size of Function 5 [
L e © c = (SR~ Replacement | Contents Displacement or
IS D [2) =
Description L 5 9 = 5 T 5 Bldg. Use or .
= S F E , | w3 | L3 Value ($) Value ($) Cost ($) Capacity
© _ o = = =
of Asset o Q5 c o S @ c (sq. ft.) Value ($)
E s5|58 |28 |¢2¢8 ®
[8) S a w < n o I O
Hartford X
Town Hall
Residential X $14,051,500
Roads X

TOWN OF HARTFORD
ASSET INVENTORY
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Henderson Asset Inventory
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B 2 g 2 Occupanc
Name or = @ _5 £ _E Size of Function 5 [
o e o c ® = g = Replacement | Contents Displacement or
Description L 5 9 = o T 5 Bldg. Use or .
= S 7 E u T o 2 5 Value ($) Value ($) Cost ($) Capacity
of Asset o Q35 c o S © o o (sq. ft.) Value ($)
= E =3 o o o < 7 = ($)
— > o O 2] Q o — o
(8} S a w < » O T O
Henderson
Town Hall
Residential X $9,699,900
Roads

TOWN OF HENDERSON
ASSET INVENTORY
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Leon Asset Inventory

Name or
Description
of Asset

Critical Facility

Vulnerable

Populations

Economic

Assets

Size of
Bldg.
(sq. ft.)

Considerations
Historical/Other
Considerations

Special

Replacement
Value ($)

Contents
Value ($)

Function
Use or
Value ($)

Displacement
Cost ($)

Occupancy
or
Capacity
(%)

Leon ES

Leon Town
Hall

Leon VFD

Residential

$4,752,300

Roads

TOWN OF LEON
ASSET INVENTORY
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Mason Asset Inventory

bl I B o I Y il Py

TOWN OF MASON
ASSET INVENTORY

202D oS o=

"NOTE Mason s ertrely 0 West Virg res
e furors e slate e
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New Haven Asset Inventory
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B 2 g 2 Occupanc
Name or = @ _E = _5 Size of Function 5 [
L e © c = (SR~ Replacement | Contents Displacement or
IS D [2) =
Description L a5 9 = 5 T 5 Bldg. Use or .
= S F E , | w3 | L3 Value ($) Value ($) Cost ($) Capacity
© _ o = = =
of Asset o Q5 c S ® c o (sq. ft.) Value ($)
E s5|58 |28 |¢2¢8 ®
8] S a w < »n O I O
New X
Haven ES
New X
Haven PD
Public
. X
Library
Town Hall
VFD X
Residential X $47, 902,800
Roads X

TOWN OF NEW HAVEN
ASSET INVENTORY

©02WIs oS ors '

"NOTE. New Haven s ertively i West Vigne The O
Fve forrre Tee shete | e
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Point Pleasant Asset Inventory

Name or
Description
of Asset

Critical Facility

Vulnerable

Populations

Economic

Assets

Special

Considerations

Historical/Other

Considerations

Size of
Bldg.
(sq. ft.)

Replacement
Value ($)

Contents
Value ($)

Function
Use or
Value ($)

Displacement
Cost ($)

Occupancy
or
Capacity
(%)

Bridges

x

Christ
Academy

Eastham

Houses

Lewis-
Capehart
Roseberry

House

Mason Co.
Public Lib.

Mason Co.

Schools

Mason Co.
Sheriff

Mason Co

Courthouse

Pleasant

Valley Hosp

Pleasant
Valley
Nursing &
Rehab

Center

Pt. Pleasant

Battleground

Pt. Pleasant
Historic
District

Pt. Pleasant
Intermediate
School

Pt. Pleasant
PD

Pt. Pleasant
Primary
School

Pt. Pleasant
VFD

Residential

$150,578,300

Roads

Wal Mart

Wesleyan
Holiness
Academy

WVSP

2,000

$750,000

$150,000

$350,000
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CITY OF POINT PLEASANT
ASSET INVENTORY
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Name or
Description of
Asset
Appalachian
Precision
Hardwood Floor,

> Critical Facility

Assets
Special

Populations
Considerations

Vulnerable
Economic

Historical/Other
Considerations

>
>
>
>

Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

Mingo County Assets

Occupancy
Size of Bldg.  Replacement Function Use or  Displacement or Capacity
(sq. ) Value ($) Contents Value ($) Value ($) Cost ($) #

Baisden VFD

Beech Creek
VFD|

Bridges|

Burch ES|

Burch HS

Chattaway VFD

Coal House

Delbarton VFD

Delbarton PD)

Dingess Grade,
School

Eastfork VFD|

Gilbert ES

Gilbert HS

> >

Gilbert PD

Gilbert VFD)

Hatfield
Cemetary|

Kermit K-8

Kermit PD

Kermit VFD

Laurel CreekCo.

Inc.
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Mingo County Assets

Populations
Economic
Assets
Spedial
Considerations

Vulnerable

Name or
Description of
Asset

Occupancy
Size of Bildg.  Replacement Function Use or Displacement or Capacity
X (sq. ft.) Value ($) Contents Value ($) Value ($) Cost ($) (#)

> Critical Facility
Historical/Other
Considerations

»
>

Lenore K-8 X
Lenore VFD| X
Matewan ES
Matewan HS|

Matewan Histaric|
District
Matewan MS
Mingo BOE
Mingo Career &
Tech Center|
Mingo Logan
Coal Company|
Mingo SO[ X
Mountaineer|
Hotel

x>

>

Mohawk Flooring| X

Phoenix Coal
Mac, Inc
Premium Energy,
Inc

R.T. Price House X

Railroads| X X
Residences|
Riverside ES
Roadways| X X

x|=

Rockhouse|
Creek Dev. Corp.

Elven C. Smith
House|

Spartan Mining|
Co.

Stafford EMS|
Stat Ambulance
Service|

Appalachian
Enterprise|
Security Serv,
Inc. 2400 170,000 80,000 4,400,000 12,054 30

Tug Valley HS| X
Weatherford
Fracturing Inc.
Wharcliffie VFD| X
Williamson FD| X 8,250 2,000,000.00 5,000,000.00 350,000.00 95,080.04 600
Williamson HS X
Williamson
Memoriall X X X
Hospital
Williamson MS X
Williamson PD

WV State Police
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MINGO COUNTY ASSET INVENTORY

County Courthouse
Fire Depantments
Schools

Hospitals

Libraries

WVSP Barracks
Nursing Homes

Dams
Historical Sites
| Deibarton
| Gilbert

[ Matewan

[
l
[ l Kermit
[
l

| williamson

D Mingo County
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Delbarton Assets

Hazard Mitigation Plan

ECIES ELE B = Criiceal Faciity

il

County Courthouse
Sams

Fire Depantments
restoncal Sites
HosDItMS
Libraries
Nursing Homes
Scohoois
- WVIP Barracks
[ cemwarton
] mingo county
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bl » Criical Facilty
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Gilbert Assets

Hazard Mitigation Plan

ot | [ | 3| .

GILBERT ASSET INVENTORY

County Courthouse
Dams

Fire Depantments
ristoncal Sies
~=Hospitals
Libranes

Nursing Momes
Schoois
~ WVSP Baracks
—
] mngo county
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Kermit Assets

B 2 g 2 Occupanc
Name or = @ _5 = _5 Size of Function 5 [
o e o c ® = g = Replacement | Contents Displacement or
Description L a5 9 = o T 5 Bldg. Use or .
= S 7 Eyw |2 | ez Value ($) Value ($) Cost ($) Capacity
of Asset o ] c @ S © c o (sq. ft.) Value ($)
= S o o o % S $)
— =] o O 2] Q o — [=3
(8] S a w < » O I O
City Hall X X
Kermit K-8 X
Kermit PD
Kermit VFD X
Railroads X X
Residences X
Roadways X X

KERMIT ASSET INVENTORY

County Courthouse
Dams

Fire Departments
Histoncal Sites
Hospitals
Libraries
Nursing Homes
Schools
- WVSP Bamracks
— P
[ minge county
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Matewan Assets

[ = Critical Facity

Cty Hai
=] X
Matewan He{ X
X
Matzwan X
X X
Res) X
X X

County Courthouse
Dams
Fire Depanments
Historcal Sites
Hosplals
Libraries
Nursing Homes
Schools
~ WVSP Barracks
D Matewan
] wingo county
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Williamson Assets

Hazard Mitigation Plan

Phoer Coa
Mac, i

@x

FLT. Price Houss]

Rocknouse]
Crack Dev. Comp.

Elven C. Smith
HolES

Sy
o,

o EMEH X

smmmx

Agpaachia
Enterrise
Sacuty Sery

N,

2400

170,000

4,400,000

1205 £

Vi

Vieaherford
Fractring Inc.

Willlamzon FT| X

8250

2000,000.00

Wllamson Hi

]

¥lliamsan
Memord) X

Vllamson M

Willamson PO X

WET:IE:’OIIﬁ X
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— o~ 4

WILLIAMSON ASSET INVENTORY

Dams
Fire Departments
Histoncal Sites

I Hospitals
Libraries
Nursing Homes
Schools
WVSP Barracks
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Wayne County Assets

Occupancy
Size of Bldg.  Replacement Function Use or Displacement or Capacity
X (sq. ft.) Value ($) Contents Value ($) Value ($) Cost ($) )

> Critical Facility
Vulnerable
Populations

Historical/Other

Considerations

American
National Rubber| X
Co

Argus Energy|
WV, LLC
Avristech|
Chemical Corp.
Bridges| X

Buffalo ES X
Buffalo MS| X 57,330 4,225 755.00
Camp Mad|
Anthony Wayne|
Ceredo ES| X
Ceredo-Kenoval
MS]| 41,730 3,217,862.00

Ceredo PD|
Ceredo
VFD/EMS]
Crum ES| X

Crum MS| X 39,066 3,352,267.00
County|
Courthouse
Dunlow ES X
Dunlow|
VFD/EMS]

East Lynn ES X 35,600 2,580,350.00
Eastlynn VFD| X

Fort Gay ES
Fort Gay MS
Fort Gay VFD| X
Genoa ES| X 17,600 1,.267,869.00
Kanawha River|
Terminals, Inc.
Kellog ES
Kenova ES
Kenova FD
Kenova PD)
Kenova VFD) 4,000 350,000.00 1,000,000.00 250,000.00 683.93 200
Lavalefte ES X 43660 2,914,024.00
Lavalette VFD| X
Joeseph S. Miller|
House|

Prichard ES X 26805 1,933,642.00
Prichard|
VFD/EMS]

ZD Ramsdell
House|

Railways| X X
Residences;| X
Roads| X X
Rockspring
Development, X
Inc.

15100 | 320573000
45,531 3,376,056.00

|

43525 | 6,580,222 00
54525 | 4,321,984.00

x|

K| >

Spring Valley HS|

Tolsia HS

Veteran's Admin|

Hosp.

Vinson MS|

Wal-mart Inc X

Wayne County|

BOE]

Wayne County|
= .

35,300 21,365,000.00
117,700 8,788,991.00

x| x |x| X

99,164 | 6,749,624.00

Wayne County|
Commission X
Service Org, Inc.

Wayne County|
ES 50,000 6,500,000.00

Wayne County|
HS 144,688 9,535,702.00

Wayne County|
MS]| 67,546 4,989,221.00

Wayne County|
Sheriff|
Wayne PD)|
Wayne VFD
Wildcat Branch
Petroglyphs|
Adiinistrative|
annex 1 1225 106,638.00
Adiministrative
Annex 2 5480 547,481.00
Bus Garage 12,688 1,060,102.00
Crockett
El Y 3,000 300,000.00
Radio Tower| 10,000.00

x>
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WAYNE COUNTY
VENTORY

~ -

County Courntnouse

Dams
Fire Departments
Histoncal Snes

Hospitas
Libranes

Nursing Momes
Schools
| | Cereac
[ ] roncay
] xenova
[ wayne
:l Wayne County
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Ceredo Assets

=
T
&
2
s
o
x

L= 41,730 3,217,662 D0

<
o
il
&

EHCERS

CEREDO
ASSET INVENTORY

County Courthouse
Dams

Fire Depanments
Histoncal Snes
Hospitals

LiDrarnes

Nursing Homes

Schools
[ cereao

Fort Gay
[ ] xenova
[ wayre
D Wayne County
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Fort Gay Assets

FORT GAY
ASSET INVENTOR

A .

County Courthouse
Damas
Fire Departments

Higtoncal Sres

HospItan
Libranes
Nursing Momes
Sohoots

| | Ceredo

D Fon Gay

| | Kenova
[ | wayne
[ ) wayne county

79



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

Kenova Assets

I
-
%
£
:
£
Qo
X
X
X
[ Fenoa Vi X 00| SANOm | TIOmeM | ZONe | BLm | oW
X X
el X
Foa| X X

KENOVA
ASSET INVENTORY

N

\
\

County CourtnoOuse
Dams

Fre Depanrments
Historncal Snes
Hospitas

LiDrarnes

Nursing romes

Schools

| f Cerego
[ ] roacay
l: Kenova
] vwwayne
:’ Wayne County
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Wayne Assets

ET ES I s Critical Facily

=
]
L3
28
»
-

50,000 5, 500,000.00
144688 | 953570200

67,546 4,559,221.00

Wayne Coumy|
Sherff]

Viayre B
Wayne VEL
Adirisratve

annex 1 1235 105,636.00

bt

Adminisirah
Annex B4 ST LD

Fus Garage] TZEE | eIt

WAYNE
ASSET INVENTORY

-

County Courthouse
Dams

Fire Departments
Historical Stes

Hospitals

Linraries
Nursing Homes
Schoois

| ceredo
Fort Gay

[ ] xenova
] wayne county
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2.4 ESTIMATE LOSSES

Estimating the losses that may arise from a hazard event both educates local officials as to how to prioritize mitigation
projects and speeds up the recovery process. Those community assets at risk of sustaining hazard-related losses will likely be
higher priorities to protect with mitigation projects. Also, when disaster strikes, loss estimation data can be provided to recovery and
damage assessment teams to help in categorizing the losses sustained and assistance needed.

The following figures are loss estimates and are only intended to guide the development and prioritization of mitigation
strategies. These figures should not replace official damage assessments. Further, the figures are subject to change based on

inflation, facility upgrades/additions, staff increases/reductions, etc.

METHODOLOGY

Loss estimates are derived from Worksheet #3a from FEMA 286-2, State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To Guide:
Understanding Your Risks. This worksheet contains space for the total number of structures and the total value of structures. For
each (the number and the value), a percentage in hazard-prone areas is identified. The values corresponding to the percentage in
hazard areas correspond to the loss estimates for each category: residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, religious/non-profit,
government, education and utilities.

Two methods are used to determine the percent of assets in the hazard areas. First, historical hazard event research
often contains estimates of losses in a variety of categories, some of which correspond with the categories used in this plan. During
the hazard identification research for this project, planners noted loss totals from large incidents. Dollar amounts computed on
Worksheet #3a are compared to those from historical events.

Secondly, the hazard profiling stage of this risk assessment guides planners through the development of a map that
graphically depicts hazard areas. Planners can then gauge percentages by cross-referencing the map. (For instance, hazard areas
comprise certain estimated percentages of land area in the county.) For those hazards whereby an equal risk is shown on the map,
planners relied more heavily on the historical data. Where variance is shown in the map, a more equal reliance on historical data

and mapping has been used.

ESTIMATE LOSSES
Cabell County

Watershed Approach
To Evaluate The Cabell County
Floodplains
Watershed Watershed Acres  Floodplain Acres  Structural Damages'
Lower Mud River 89,850 5,307 $72,977,256
Guyandotte River D. Drains 61,000 912 $ 24,259,792
Big Sandy River D. Drains 44,500 1,131 $ 13,266,175
Guyan Creek 30,268 840 $ 1,116,323
Ohio River Direct Drains 20,600 238 $ 7,701,182
Fourpole Creek 9350 348 $ 3,834,449

Methodology

This data was collected by the National Resource Conservation Service ( NRCS ) in 1991 and
updated in November of 2002. This is part of the WV Statewide Flood Protection Task Force
initiative.
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Statistical Data
Structures in Regulatory Floodplain

Structure Type Ouantity Dollar Value
Churches 12 3 1,020,000.
Commercial 627 $ 80,632.,200.
Institutional 1 £ 523,600.
Residential 2921 3 102,235,000.
School 4 3 1,032,000.

Methodology

The Corps of Engineers has just completed a study of structures in
the regulatory floodplain of all counties in West Virginia that have
a FEMA Q3 floodplain digital mapping layer. Cabell is one of only
24 counties in West Virginia that have this data. The corps used a
specialty software that can recognize building footprints with the
Q3 overlaid on top of the DOQQ’s for Cabell County. These are

provided with the aerial mapping for Cabell.

Cabell Flood Risk Locations

LLBCATIEN
Guyan River Rd - Merritt Ck Rd

oad finoding; Temporarily closes road

LATITURE LONEITUBE

LOEATIEN
Booten Creek - Four H Camp Ra

LATITUDE LONGITUDE

LUCATION
Gym Factory - Litle Seven Mile
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ALITY
4

r backup sattles for a while

Wildcat Rd

LATITURE

chwater from Mud River floods houses and causes road blockage

LOEATION
Haowalls Ml Road- River Park Rd

_NUMBER MUMIEFALITY LATITURE LONEITUBE LECATION .
Grant Garden - Interstate G4
ackwater - standing water
_MUMBER MUEMICIPALITY LATITIRE LANEITUDE LOCATION
T Yates Crossing - Prichard Rd
Iood-ng = standing water
T-B
m— m— m—
Em MUNIEIPALITY LATITUDE LONETTUDE LECATIEN
B Low Haad Dam
PROELEW

EBM

Dam hazard - backwater - DMR responibie

B NUMEBER NONIETALITY
9

Flooding - backwater

JACTIGN

Ea-;“

Saunders Creek
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MUNICIPALITY LATITIE LONEITUDE LBEATIEN
Gaorgia Ave

looding - backwater

IATITIE  LGNGITUBE  LGCATIN

Prichard Rd & Lower Creek & NMewmans Branch

) NUMBFR MUNICIPALITY LATITURE LONEITHRE LOCATHIN
12 Johns Creek

Flaen Tooding of houses

mﬂr

|0 _NEMBER MENIEPALITY LATITUNE LOMETTUDE LOCATIEN
13 MNewmans Branch - Mill Creak

PROBLEM
ICreak flocding - backwater

o MUMBER MUNICIPALITY LATITURE LONEITURE LOCATION
14 Darnedl Rd
PROELEM

Flash flooding - backwatar

JACTIIN
_MAP
D
_NUMBER MUNICIPALITY LATITURE LONEITIRE LOCATIEN
15 Indian Fork Creek - James River Rd

sh flooding closes road - Read i built for creek bad
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LATITERE LENEITUDE

Indian fork Creek - Momis Mamorial Rd

LATITERE =  LONGITUBE

l=a Market elevabon 100 low - backwaber

LECATION
Rock Camp Rd - Mud River - Indian Fork Cresk

J_NUMBER MINICIPALITY LATITINE "~ LONESTUDE LOEATIOM
Mo
rasion from flooding
;—\A
[0 NOMEER MUNIEIFALITY LATITIE LENEITURE LOEATION ) i
192 Baorder James River Turnpike - Linccin Co lme
IPROB1EW

[Flash flocding and standing backwater

MUMEER MIUNICEPALITY LATITIERE . LENETUDE
20 =

clowatar from Mud River - low lying road

LBEATION
Dry Ureek Ha

lash fliooding and backwaber closes roads

LOCATION
Charlays Ck Rd, E Mud Rivar Rd. Balls Gap
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Glermwood Road - Ml Creek

lash flocding

MUMICIPALITY LATITIOE LONEITUBE  LOCATION

Falgore Creak Hoad

ilgora Creek blocks road

LATITUDE LONEITUDE LOCATION
wihere 2 Mile Ck meets Mud River & 2 Mile Road

50 WUMBER MUNICIPALITY LATITUBE LONEITURE LECATION
25 Ada Court
FRUELEM

IFlash flooding - backwater

faeTION
|_MAP
-8
[ MINBER MUNICPALITY LATITURE LOMEMURE  LOEATION
26 Charleys Creek Rd & Balls Gap Rd
PROBLEM

Flash flooding - backwater

lAcTION
E_Illr
-D
{0 _NUMEER MUNICIPALITY LATITERE LENEITHRE LBEATIOM
1] Hokcay Park
P81 M

Flash Flooding - backwater -road blockage

FJIIP
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Gabell County Dams ’

_MUMBER DAM_NAME OWNER TiASS COUNTY NAME
[ CULLODEN WATER SUPPLY DAM  CULLODEN PSO HPOR Caben
MEAR_CITY IET_GITY FURPESE YEAR_COMP
MNDIAN FORK MILTOMN 4 SRC 19683
[BAM_HEEET STRUCT_HET HYDR_HET
300 25 ] F3
MAX_STOR MORM_STOA SURF_AREA
[+] [=3-] 54 13
HAZARE EAP SPEL_TYPE SPILL WOTH WL INE
oH N o 0
PRIMAEY_ER LAT , LONE GOUNTY
Oy 38413333 -82 059722 54011
COMMENT m_
RE WWWDOOO92
MANER E1 AZE COUNTYMAME
HATFIELD FARM LAKE RAYMOND G. CYRUS HPDR Cabe#
DSST_CImY PURPESE YEAR_CEMP
Uy ANDOTTE RIVER BARBOURSVILLE AR 1855
LENETH DAM_HEEHT STRUCT_HET HYDE_@eT
210 28 ;] EE |
MAX_STER NERM_3TOR SURF_AREA
ST 35 29 E
- HAZARE EAP SPlL_TYPE SPIL_WOTH VILUME
oH N [+] o
PRIMARY_SE LAY LOME COUNTY
oW 38 383333 -82.220167 52011
COMMENT L1
01105 - RE WWDOO1 51
_NUMBER DAM_NAME WNER CLASS COUNTY MAME
LAKE OF EDEN WILLLAM T WORKMA HPDR Cabell
MNEAR_CITY ET_BImyY PURPSE YEAR_CaMP
OSE RUN BARBOURSVILLE ] 1R 1871
LENETH DAM_BEEHT - STREET_HET HYDR_BET
500 25 [i] 24
MAX_ITOR NORM_ETOR SHRF_AREA
o 20 17 3
RAZARD EAP SPLL_TYPE SPILL_WITH VELUME
OH N o of
PRIMARY SR LAT LONE
O 3B.408611 -B2.2625 54011
COMMENT n_
RE WAOO0190
TWNER CLASS COGNTYNAME
LAKEVIEW DAM FINANCE & INSURAM HPDR Cabell
INEAR_CITY IEET_CITY MIEPSSE YEAR_GOMP
R TOM CREEK MARTHA 4R 1965
DAM_HEETT STRUET_BET HYDE_BET
265 34 o 265
MAX_STEE NIEM _3TOR SURF_AREA
are 53 35 2
HAZARD EAP SPILL_TYPE SPILL_WOTH Ok LIMIE
oH ¥ a o
PRIMARY_3R LAT LONE COUNTY
oW 383925 -82 253055 54011
COMMENT m_
RE WO 97
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Hazard Mitigation Plan

_NUMBER DAM_NAME OWNER T CLASS COUNTYNAME
4 BAELODY T RANCH LAKE TIMOTHY NICHOLS HPDR Caball
MEAR_EITY ST _EmY PURPOSE YEAR_COMP
MUD RV OF GU RW BARBOURSWVILLE - SR 15
LENETH DAM_BEEST STRUCT_HET HYDE_BET Ej
190 34 [s] 3
MAX_STOR NIRM_STOR SURF_AREA
o 51 42 -
HAZARD EAP SPILL_TYPE SPILL_WEOTH VOLUME
0s N Q o
PRIMARY_SE LAT Lone
0 W 3a.4azas11 =82 252778 54011
COMMENT B
RE WVWNWDDOZ3T
NUMBER BAM_NAME TWNER CLASS COINTYNAME
FPERRY BMOLUNTAIN LAKE VIRGSINLA PERRY HPDR Cabell
NEAR_CITY DET_Cmy PURPOSE YEAR_COMP
| &F TWLER CREEK SALT RO 3R 1958
2AM_HEEST STRUCT_BET HYDE_BET
272 12 o L
MAX_STOR NORM_STOR SURF_AREA
e} 11 a 2
HATARD EAP SPIL_TYPE SPILL_WOTH VOLUME
0s [ a o
PRIMARY SR LAT Lane EOUNTY
O 38333333 -82 186667 54011
CAMMENT - o
WWAOD0E4 T
|_NUEMBER DAM: NAME OWNER CLA3S COUNTYNAME
TROUT LAKE CITY OF BARBOURSY HFDR Cabali
NEAR_EITY DEST_tmy PURPOSE YEAR_COMP
GUYANDOTTE R BARBOURSVILLE OR 1921
LENETH DAM_HBEHT STRUET_HET HYDR_BET
3380 a2 ] 14
MAX_STOR NGRM _3TOR SURF_AREA
0 1490 100 15
HAZARD EAP SPIL TYPE SPEL_WETH VOLIME
oL N 0 o
PRIMARY 3R LAT LONE CHUNTY
0wy 38.366667 B2, 305 54011
i COMMINT [ R
1107 RE WADDD4ES
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Lincoln County

Hazard-Specific Loss Estimates

NMumber of
Structures

Category Value of Structures Number of People

DAM FAILURE
Residential 1,313 $47.263,320 2,910
Commercial 82 $32,981.,518 291
Industrial o $0 74
Agricultural [53 $0 2
Religious/Non-Profit o $488,000 244
Government 2> $5.876. 641 173
Education 1 $8,600,000 43
Utilities 2 $20,813,669 17
DROUGHT
Residential 303 $10,906,920 672
Commercial 3 $867,935 9
Industrial o $1.,233,357 58
Agricultural 215 $28,931,156 68
Religious/MNon-FProfit 2 $£244 000 122
Gowvernment 1 $4.972 542 95
o S0 o
4 $15,767.,931 29
FLOODING
Residential 1111 $43 627 680 2,462
Commercial 13 $5.784.883 a7
Industrial o $8.633 499 81
Agricultural 28 $340,000 E]
Religious/MNaon-Profit F $500,000 366
Government ] $1,239,617 26
Education T $13,490.641 254
Utilities 2> $3,120,000 154
Category Number of Value of Structures Number of People
Structures
HAILSTORM
Residential 202 37,271,280 448
Commercial 8 F2,603.504 28
Industrial o 596,705 25
Agricultural 2 £289,312 1
ReligicusM™Non-Profit 1 $51.000 31
Gowermment o $2,260.247 43
Education 1 %3 870 000 35
Utilities 1 $6,207 172 12
HAZMAT INCIDENT
Residential TO7 25 449 480 1,567
Commercial 132 $43 396 734 AT
Industrial 3 $17.,901,153 T4
Agricultural 32 34,339,673 10
Religious/MNon-Profit = 486,000 244
Gowvemment 3 $13 109 430 251
Education 3 511 180,000 101
(W] il 4 $19.552 334 36
LAND SUBSIDENCE
Residential 7,271 261,766,050 16,118
53 B17.358.694 188
Industrial o 2,983 526 124
Agriculural 19 2,603, 804 [=]
Religious/MNon-Profit 40 4,026,000 2,013
Gowvemment 2 9,945 085 191
Education 1 $4, 730 000 43
Utilities 11 550,457,378 93
TERRORISM
Residential 2 323 563 619 720 5. 149
Commercial 143 $465. 868, 473 So8
Industrial 1 $6,165.953 255
Agricultural 15 32,025 181 =
Religious/MNon-FProfit 27 52,664,000 1,342
Gowvermment 4 22 150,416 425
Education 4 $17. 200,000 155
Utilities 9 $40.996.620 s
THUNDERSTORM
Residential 2,727 $98.162 280 5,044
153 $50.340.211 545
Industrial 1 $9,547 282 396
Agriculiural 4 S5T7E.623 1
ReligiousMNon-Profit 34 $3,355 000 1. 678
Govermment = $27.122 959 520
Education 4 S$17.200,000 155
Utilities > S12. 614 345 23
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Category Number of Walue of Structures Mumber of People
Structures
URBAN FIRE
Residential =.0=20 Sv= w12 800 a arv
Commercial 177 S58.151._629 &30
Industrial 1 56,961 560 288
Agriculitural 17 $=2, 5314 40> =
ReligrousMon-Pront =9 $2.928.000 . a6
S owernment = So= oS8 61= ae0
Educaticn - =17.200_000 A5S
Utilities ra =31.535_862 s8
WILDFIRE
Residential 6. 567 S2a7 223 520 15,227
Commercial 87 SZ6. 641 844 310
Industrial ] EENE T A7 =
Agricultural 1o= =26.616.669 (=]
ReligiousMon-Profit sz $3,172.000 1.586
Sowernment - =21 .246.315 407
Educaticn =3 S25_s00.000 =32
Utilities ] 5,045 735 =]
WA D
Residential T.069 S=254 494 800 5,670
Commercial 17 = 56,4915 75 11
Industrial = =12 231905 S
Agricultural 54 $7.232. 789 a7
Religrousion- P roft =3 2,257 000 1]
Sowernment = S2=. o958 612 ae0
Education - =17.200_000 A5S
Uitilities rd $31.535_862 58
WINTER STORM
Residential T.7T S=270. 044, 280 17 .237
Commercial 114 S36.453 257 =55
Industrial ] £8,.751.675 =532
Agricultural = 4,330,673 10
Religrousiton- Proft rd S7¥=2.000 =66
Sowernment 5 SZ4 862 712 Eard
Educaticn =3 =34 400,000 S0
Uitilities A Si1v 660 082 3=

Logan County

Hazard-Specific Loss Estimates

Category Number of Value of Structures Number of Peop
Structures
DAM FAILURE
Residential 5,850 $369,388,750 12,114
Commercial 100 $73,416,822 6549
Industrial 3 $43,125,965 393
Agricultural 20 $128,736,140 30
Religious/Non-Profit 28 $4,162,500 1,388
Government 1 $20,792,876 180
Education 3 $12,000,000 248
Utilities 2 $16,998,825 95
DROUGHT
Residential 17,383 50 35,629
Commercial 746 50 4 995
Industrial 19 50 2,457
Agricultural 34 $0 50
Religious/Non-Profit 75 50 3,750
Government 11 50 2,005
Education 19 50 1,650
Utilities 10 50 474
EARTHQUAKE
Residential 17,383 $0 35,629
Commercial 746 $0 4,995
Industrial 19 $0 2,457
Agricultural 34 £0 50
Religious/Non-Profit 75 £0 3,750
Governmment 11 £0 2,005
Education 19 $0 1.550
Utilities 10 $0 474
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Category Number of Value of Structures Number of People
Structures
FLOODING
Residential 3,500 $217,287,500 7,126
Commercial 250 £192.013,2285 1,698
Industrial =1 S70.079. 693 B39
Agricultural 25 $161.465,667 37
Religious/MNMon-Profit 18 $2,700.000 S00
Govemnment 4 563,171,504 722
Education 1 3,750,000 78
Utilities S $42 497,062 237
HAILSTORM
Residential 17.383 108,644 35 629
Commercial T46 $56 474 4 995
Industrial 19 $26.954 2,457
Agricu ltural 34 $21.520 50
Religious/MNon-Profit Is $1.125 3,750
Govemmentt 11 $23.103 2 005
Education 19 $7.500 1,550
Utilities 10 $&8. 499 474
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INCIDENT
Residential 1,000 $65,186,250 2,138
Commercial S00 $378.379,004 3,347
Industrial 17 $239. 885,181 2187
Agriculural =3 £32,720,527 8
Religious/MNon-Profit 20 $3,037,500 1,013
Govermment =) $103,964,380 202
Education 3 £12 000,000 248
Utilities =1 542 497,062 237
LAND SUBSIDENCE
Residential 17383 $21 728,750 55,620
Commercial T46 511,294 896 4,995
Industrial 19 $5, 390,746 2,457
Agricultural S $4 363 937 =11 ]
Religious/MNon-Profit T5 $225,000 3,750
Gowemment 11 $4,620,639 2,005
Education 19 $1,500. 000 1,550
Utilities 10 $1, 699 882 474
TERRORISM
Residential T 650 $478.032. 500 15 677
Commercial 450 $338.546,869 2,997
Industrial T £99.728,794 o209
Agricultural 2 $13.091. 811 3
Religious/MNMon-Profit 20 $3, 037 500 1,013
Govermment & $127,067, 576 1,103
Education =] $24 . 000,000 496
Utilities 3 $25.498,237 142
Category Number of Value of Structures Number of People
Structures
THUNDERS TORM
Residential 17,383 $5, 432 188 35,620
Commercial TaE $2,823, 724 A4,905
Industrial 18 1,347 686 2,457
Agricu bural =3 %1 090 S84 =11
ReligiousMon-Proft 75 $56_250 =750
Sovermment 11 $1,155,.160 2,005
Education 19 S375,000 1,550
Utilities 10 5424 971 A4Ta
URBAN FIRE
Residential 10,000 S530.133, 750 20,665
Commercial S00 £451 795,825 3,996
Industrial 5 70,079 6593 &30
Agricultural o 50 [s]
ReligousMNon-Profit 35 55,287 500 1.763
Sowvermment 11 231 031 958 2 D05
Education =] 524 000,000 496
Utilities =] $25.498. 237 142
WILDFIRE
Residential 7 .S00 S467,.166,125 15,320
Commercial 75 556 474 4TS SO0
Industrial 10 S142 554,759 1,302
Agricultural 25 $161,465,667 a7
Religicus/MNon_Proft 25 $3, 712,500 1,238
Sowermment o 0 [a]
Education = =19.500. 000 403
Utilities d $59.495.886 3,318
WD
Residential A7.383 21.728.750 35,629
Commercial T465 £11,294 896 4 59595
Industrial 19 $5,390. 7465 2,457
Agriculbbural 34 4 3853 937 sS0
Religious/MHon-Profit 75 S225,000 3,750
Gowvermment 11 $4,.620.639 2,005
Education 19 1,500,000 1,550
Utilities 10 %1 699 B82 474
WINTER STORM
Residential 17.383 16 2906 .563 35,629
Comnmercial T46 58,471 172 4,995
Industrial 19 $4,043.059 2,457
Aqgricubbural 34 $3. 272 953 SO
ReligiousMon-Profit TS 158,750 3 750
Gowvermmenit 11 $3, 465 479 2 D05
Education 19 £1_ 125 000 1,550
Utilities 10 $1,274.912 AT
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Mason County

Hazard-Specific Loss Estimates

Category Number of Value of Structures Number of People
Structures
DAM FAILURE
Residential 6,212 $404,368,650 12,839
Commercial 260 $65,221,226 2131
Industrial 23 $31,678,881 1,036
Agricultural 47 $1,863,364 66
Religious/Non-Profit 32 $4,860,000 1,620
Government 6 $40 954 789 1,350
Education 11 $84 925 000 815
Utilities 8 $302,437 253 158
DROUGHT
Residential 12,423 $0 25678
Commercial 346 $0 2.841
Industrial 25 $0 1,151
Agricultural 946 $0 1,310
Religious/Non-Profit 72 50 3,600
Government 7 B0 1,570
Education 14 50 1,032
Utilities 10 $0 197
EARTHQUAKE
Residential 12,423 B0 25,678
Commercial 346 50 2,841
Industrial 25 50 1,151
Agricultural 946 50 1,310
Religious/Non-Profit 72 50 3,600
Government 7 50 1,570
Education 14 $0 1,032
Utilities 10 $0 197
Category Number of Value of Structures MNumber of Pecople
Structures
FLOODING
Residential 2,500 $161, 747,460 5,136
Commercial 150 $37.393.503 1,222
Industrial ) 54,223,851 138
Agricultural 500 $19.751.654 694
Religious/Mon-Profit 15 $2.268.000 756
Sovemnmment o S0 o
Education 1] $0 [v]
Utilities 8 5302 437 253 158
HAILSTORM
Residential 12,423 $80,874 25.678
Commercial 346 $8.696 2.841
Industrial 25 $3.520 1,151
Agricultural 9465 $3, 727 1,310
Religious/Mon-Profit 72 $1.080 3.600
Gowvemment 7 54,762 1,570
Education 14 $10.750 1.032
Utilities 10 $37.805 197
HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INGIDEMNT
Residential 2.500 $161.747.450 5.136
Commercial 150 552.176.981 1,992
Industrial 3 526,399,068 138
Agricultural 500 $19.751.654 594
Religious/Mon-Profit 15 $540,000 756
Gowemment 1] $0 [v]
Education 1] 50 [s]
Utilities 8 $283.534,925 158
LAND SUBSIDENCE
Residential 12,423 $10.109.216 25.678
Commercial 346 $1.087,020 2_840
Industrial 25 $439.984 1,151
Agricultural 946 $465,841 1,310
Religious/Non-Profit 72 $135,000 3.600
Gowvermnment 7 $595.273 1.570
Education ) $1.343,750 1,032
Utilities 10 $4.725,582 197
TERRORISM
Residential 1.250 $60.873,730 2.568
Commercial 100 525,218,874 824
Industrial 20 $28.159,006 521
Agricultural 50 $1.863,364 56
Religious/MNon-Profit 30 $4,536,000 1,512
Gowvemment [ $40.954.789 1,350
Education 10 576.325.000 733
Utilities 5 $189 023 2853 EE]
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Category Number of Value of Structures Number of People
Structures
THUNDERSTORM
Residential 12,423 £8.087.373 25,678
Commercial 345 b869,616 2.841
Industrial 25 B351.,988 1,151
Agricultural EETS b372.673 1.310
Religious/Non-Profit T2 B108,000 3.600
Govemment 7 bATE.218 1.570D
Education 14 $1.075,000 1.032
Utilities 10 £3.780,466 197
URBAMN FIRE
Residential 4087 $266.883.309 8. 474
Commercial 275 $685.699,692 2,244
Industrial 12 $16.895.403 552
Agricultural 25 51,118,018 359
Religious/Non-Profit 24 $3,564,000 1.188
Govemment 7 547.621.848 1.570
Education 8 561,275,000 588
Utilities 3 5113.413.970 59
WILDFIRE
Residential 5,336 $541.853.991 17,204
Commercial 71 518.261.943 297
Industrial 13 518,303,354 599
Agricultural 921 536,149,254 1,271
Religious/Non-Profit 48 £7.236,000 2412
Govemment [e] $0 [v]
Education [=] 546,225 000 A44
Utilities 7 $264,632,596 138
VWIND
Residential 12,423 $16.,174,746 25,678
Commercial 345 $1.739,233 2.841
Industrial 25 FO03.975 1.151
Agricultural 945 745,345 1.310
Religious/Non-Profit T2 216,000 3.600
Govemment F 952,437 1.570
Education 14 $2.150,000 1.032
Utilities 10 57,560,931 197
WINTER STORM
Residential 12,423 $122.131.060 25,678
Commercial 346 $1.304,425 2,841
Industrial 25 bo27. 981 1.151
Agricultural 945 559,009 1.310
Religious/Non-Profit T2 B162,000 3.600
Govemment 7 b7 14,328 1,570
Education 14 £1.612,500 1.032
Utilities 10 $5.670.698 197

Mingo County

Hazard-Specific Loss Estimates

Category Number of Value of Structures Number of People
Structures
DAM FAILURE
Residential 2,000 $73,329,165 4,085
Commercial 189 $32,442 524 967
Industrial 1 $4 427 966 132
Agricultural 8 $1,315,237 1
Religious/Non-Profit 3 $459,000 153
Government 1 $7.891,425 233
Education 2 $10,462 500 88
Utilities 2 $47 124 721 531
DROUGHT
Residential 2,934 $107,549,442 5,962
Commercial 77 $13,152,374 392
Industrial 2 $11,512712 343
Agricultural 155 $26,304,749 22
Religious/Non-Profit 9 51,377,000 459
Govermment 1 58 768 250 259
Education 1 55,231,250 44
Utilities 3 $51,837 193 584
EARTHQUAKE
Residential o] $0 4]
Commercial 0 $0 [i]
Industrial 0 $0 0
Agricultural 0 $0 0]
Religious/Non-Profit 0 $0 0]
Government 0 $0 4]
Education 0 $0 0
Utilities 8] $0 0]
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Hazard Mitigation Plan

MNMumber of People

Category MNumber of Valwe of Structures
Structures
FLOODIMNG
Residential 5,867 215,098 884 11,924
Comnyercial 107 518,413,324 549
Industrial 3 $13.283.898 395
Agricultural 13 $2.192.062 ped
Religious/MNon-Profit 5 $6588,500 230
Sovernment pe3 10 960 312 324
Education 2 E11.508. 750 o7
UHilties 1 b15. 708,240 177
HAILSTORM
Residential 1200 $A3. 997,499 2.439
Commercial 35 $6. 137, 77/5 183
Industrial 1 54,427 . 966 132
Agrncultural 10 $1.753.650 1
Religious/MNon-Profit P ] H459 000 153
Government 1 $3.507 300 104
Education 1 $7.323. 750 52
LHilities. [v] $A.T12.472 53
HAFARDOUS MATERILAL INCIDENT
Residential 2,000 b7 3. 329,165 A4, 065
Commnmercial 307 $52 609,498 568
Industrial =) A8 FO7. 627 A50
Agricultural 26 54,384 125 4
Religious/Mon-Profit 10 $1.530.000 510
Gowvernment 3 $17.536,499 518
Education & $326.618. 750 209
Uilties 5 S102.103.551 1.150
LAND SUBSIDENCE
Residential 1.867 58,440,554 3.794
Commercial 51 $8, 768,250 261
Industrial e $9.741.525 290
Agnculbtural 18 $3.068.8687 3
Religious/Mon-Profit & 918,000 206
Government 2> $11.837 137 350
Education 5 $26.156,.250 221
LHilities. 3 $62.832, 961 TOo8
TERRORISM
Residential 567 b24 443,055 355
Commercial 358 S61 377 . 7AT 830
Industrial 11 b5 T 563,559 T3
Agricultural 26 54,384,125 4
Religious/Mon-Profit 18 $2.67 7. 500 893
Sovermnment 3 b2 112,686 F13
Education 5 31,387,500 265
Ualties A B D687 .081 =l
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Categqory Number of Value of Structures MNMumber of People
Structures
THUNDERSTORM — LIGHTHNING
Residential 5067 185,767 218 10.298
Commercial 179 $30.688.874 915
Industrial a4 $22,.139.830 G659
Agriculiural 80 $13.590. 787 11
Relgious/Mon-Profit 18 $2.67 7 500 893
Sovernment 1 8, r68.250 259
Education 3 $16. 740,000 141
LHilities Pl $43.983.073 495
URBAN FIRE
Residential 2. 400 87,994,998 4 BT78
Commercial 312 553,486,323 1.595
Industrial 10 51,364,106 1.529
Agrcultural 18 53,068 887 3
Religious/Non-Proht 15 52,2218 500 A0
Sovernment 3 B19. 728.562 583
Education =] 633,480,000 283
LHiilities 1 FB3 253 673 938
WILDFIRE
Residential 667 $24. 443,055 1.355
Comnercial 15 $2.630.475 8
Industrial [v] $1.7/71.186 53
riculiural 181 $30.688.874 26
Religious/MNon-Profit 5 S7¥E5 000 255
Government [¥] $1.315.237 39
Education 2 $12.555,000 106
LHilities 1 $14.137.416 159
WIND (SEVERE) — TORNADO
Residential 933 534 220,27 7 1.897
Comnercial 15 2 630 475 =]
Industrial 1 S4 AT 966 132
Augricultural 23 53,945 712 3
Religious/MNon-Profit <A Le 12,000 204
Gowvernment 1 54,384 125 130
Education 1 Sr. 223,750 652
Uilhies o A 712472 53
WINTER STORM (SEVERE)
Residential 8. 801 $322 648 326 17.886
Commnercial 189 $32.442 524 9T
Industrial 5 $26.567,. 796 791
Agnculiural A9 7. A53.012 (5]
Relhgious/Mon-Profit 13 $1.912.500 538
Sovernment prd $12.713.962 37E
Education 10 $55.451.250 459
LHilities 1 $14.137 416 159

Wayne County

Hazard-Specific Loss Estimates

Number of

Value of

Number of People

Structures Structures
DAM FAILURE
Residential 2,527 $96,418,109 5,414
Commercial 80 $23,378,281 1,251
Industrial 0 $0 ]
Agricultural 1] $0 0
Religious/Nan-Profit 7 £1,080,000 360
Government 2 $16,115,030 396
Education 4 $19,040,862 147
Utilities 3 $60,579,337 85
DROUGHT
Residential 583 $22 250,333 1,249
Commercial 2 $615,218 33
Industrial 0 $1,233,357 18
Agricultural 151 $18,798,326 130
Religious/Nan-Profit 4 $540,000 180
Government 1 $13,635,795 335
Education 0 $0 ]
Utilities 2 $45,893,437 65
EARTHQUAKE
Residential 0 30 ]
Commercial ] $0 0
Industrial 0 $0 1]
Agricultural 0 $0 0]
Religious/Nan-Profit 0 $0 0
Government 0 $0 0
Education 0 $0 1]
Utilities 0 $0 ]
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Category Mumber of Valuwe of Structures: NMumbrer of People
tructures
FLOODIMNG
Residential 2,332 $89,001,331 4,998
Commmercial <4 TS5, 754, 5832 =151
Industrial 1 B5.633 499 126
Aqgriculbtural a 5340 000 o
Religious/MNon-Profit 3 SS00.,. 000 135
G owermrment [a] 1,239,617 320
Education ] $13 490 6541 i
Utilities a 3,120,000 13
HAILSTORM
Residential 389 $20, 668 219 833
Commercial [=] SE5.67T,. 324 oo
Industrial ] 3,700,071 54
Acgriculbural 2 895 279 1
Religious/MNon-Profit 1 $195 000 45
G owermrment 1 B5,198,089 152
Education =2 $12, 141 577 655
Utilities 1 804 4850 25
HAFARDOCOUS MATERIAL INCIDENT
Residential 1,361 551,917,443 2,915
Commercial 106 530,760,597 1,547
Imndustrial 14 F111,002 1320 1,615
Agriculbural 23 2,819,749 20
Religicous/MNon-Profit 7 =1,050,000 FE0
G owermrment 3 535,948 913 8254
Education 5 524, FS3 120 191
Utilities 2 $56,907 _S562 {=11]
LAMND SUBSIDENCE
Residential 13,994 534 007 987 29 986
Commercial 42> 512,304,359 659
Imndustrial =2 55,126,816 269
Acgriculbural 14 1,691,549 12
Religious/MNon-Profit 59 58,910,000 2,970
G owermrment 3 $2F7 271,589 =]
Education 2 F10, 472 474 51
Utilities 5 $1465, 558 999 206
TERRORISM
Residential 4 470 $170,585 8585 9,579
Commercial 114 533,221 758 1,778
Imndustrial S $10,595. 420 SS5S6
SAgriculbural 11 521,215,883 =
Religicus/MNMon-Profit 40 55,940,000 1,950
Sowernment 5 FE0, 741 267 1,493
Education 9 $35,081, 723 293
Utilities S $119 3223 937 158

Re=Re Tl vy

Fusrmiibrer of
Strusctures

Waluwe of Strmectarnes

THUMNMDERSTORM — LIGHTMIMNG

Mumber of Peop

Residential EN=I=-ra F1486,335 552 & 329
Comneercial A= 541,219,501 2. 206
Industrial [=] 11,9652 571 528
Agricultural 1= 21.503, 8656 10
Religicous/MNomn—_Profit 43 6,480,000 Z. 160
S owe rminmemt [=] $ES. 699,738 1. 615
Education =2 IS, 051,723 293
Latiliti =1 FO1, 756,875 1=Z29
UREBANM FIRE
Residential 5,248 FTOO0, 252 D9OS 11,245
Comneercial 122 541,219,501 1.2910
Industrial 8 259,201, 136 851
SAgricultural = 21.503,8556 3
Religious/Non-Profit S50 565 450,000 2. 4TS
S oweErminnemt I FFA.ZTTF 052 1.8285
' =2 IS, 051,723 293
=2 B3I5, 714 TS0 s5=
WL D FIRE
Residential 13,216 S04, 340 877 28,320
Comneercial il = ] 20,202, 1932 1. 057
Industrial = 25,900,497 2FT
Agricultural 130 17,204,450 A0
Relgious/Non-Profit AT 7,020,000 2,340
= oweErminne it =] FSE,.262 032 1. 432>
Educatikomn 1= BSTLI122,.585 440
Utilities il F14.6855 900 Z1
WMEIND (SEWERE) — TORRMADNO
Residential 13,605 FS19, 174 4232 29,153
Comneercial A3IT 539,959,155 Z2. 140
Industrial o F21.190,540 1. 112
Agricultural 38 =4 6599, 582> 23
Religious/Non-Profit 33 54,995, 000 1,665
= onweE et =] FES ., 599, FIE 1. 615
Educaticm =] F2E5,.051, 723 293
Uitilities =4 FO1, 756,875 129
WMVINTER STORM (SEVERE)
Residential 12 D56 B5ST1,091. 8575 22,058
Comnyercial B9 F25 839 153 1. 3855
Indwstrial il 15,038,551 Fe9
Agricultural >3 52,819,749 20
Religicous/TNomn-Profit 11 S1.620, 0000 Sa0
S owerminernt ¥ BES A1TE 974 1. 6576
Edu catiom 1= BIS, 163,446 SBE
1Lat e = F$S 1. 400, 550 =2
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Further, the hazard mitigation planning committee has agreed to refine the loss estimates on a more facility-by-facility
basis. Such an estimate will be built directly from the asset inventory developed under section 2.3 of this document (i.e. Figure

2.3.1). Information gleaned from this analysis will be included in the future to this plan.

2.5 ANALYZE DEVELOPMENT TRENDS

Region Il Planning & Development Council is made up of 6 counties; Lincoln County is located in the southeast area of Region 2
and has no development mitigation plans occurring currently. Mingo County is located in the southwestern portion of Region 2.
Wayne County is located in western portion of Region 2 and has no mitigation development plans currently. Logan County is
located in the south eastern part of Region 2, Mason County is located in the north western portion of Region 2, and Cabell County
is centrally located in Region 2’s area. The counties municipalities are located along the primary US routes and take advantage of
these locations to the extent possible. Land uses in Region Il Planning & Development Council conform to the following: Agricultural,

Commercial, Industrial, Park/Open Land, Residential and Specialized Land Use Designations.

3.0 REGIONAL HAZARD MITIGATION GOALS
Regional Goals:

L

Lessen flood relate losses throughout region.

Reduce the negative effects of severe winter storms throughout the region.
Reduce the negative effects of severe thunderstorms throughout the region
Reduce damage from severe wind and tornadoes throughout the region.
Lessen the effects of landslides throughout the region.

Lessen hail damage throughout the region.

Reduce the negative effects of drought throughout the region.

Protect the population and forests from wildfire throughout the region.

© © N ok~ Db

Reduce the negative effects of land subsidence.

N
o

Reduce the negative effects of landslides throughout the region.

=
[

Reduce the negative effects of utility failures throughout the region.

-
N

Protect the general public from the risk of a bomb threat throughout the region.

[N
w

Reduce the negative effects of a communication failure throughout the region.

-
E

Protect the general public from hazardous material incidents throughout the region.

i
o

Protect the general public from dam failures throughout the region.

-
o

Education.

Several Hazard mitigation projects have been developed by core planning committees. These projects are hereby listed with the
jurisdictions they will benefit, as well as a timeframe for completion, funding sources and cost estimate, and coordinating agency to
oversee their implementation. These projects address many of the hazards identified in the preceding risk assessment. Many of

these strategies (such as the development of information displays) also address multiple hazards.
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4.1 IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF MITIGATION ACTIONS

§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.

Mitigation Actions fall into Six (6) General Categories:

[JPrevention—-measures such as planning and zoning, open space preservation, land development regulations, building codes,

storm water management

[IProperty Protection—measures such as acquisition, relocation, storm shutters, rebuilding, barriers, flood proofing, insurance, and

structural retrofits for high winds

[JPublic Education and Awareness—measures such as outreach projects, real estate disclosure, hazard information centers,

technical assistance

[INatural Resource Protection—-measures such as erosion and sediment control, stream corridor protection, vegetative

management and wetlands preservation

[JEmergency Services—measures such as hazard threat recognition, hazard warning systems, emergency response, protection of

critical facilities, and health and safety maintenance

[IStructural Projects —measures such as seawalls, bulkheads, retaining walls, channel modifications, storm sewers, and retrofitting
buildings and elevated roadways

As discussed in Section 3.0, Region 2 Planning and Development Council’s County core planning committee has
developed an extensive list of mitigation projects. Section 3.0 presents those projects determined by committee members and local

government representatives (and reviewed by the general public) to be the most beneficial to hazard mitigation in each county.

NFEIP PARTICIPATION

It should be noted that all six regional counties and all municipalities within Region 2 participate in and are in good standing with the

National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). All communities have ordinances in place requiring certification of compliance with
respect to flood hazard areas.

Flood Insurance studies are done and are used as part of the NFIP to help assist local planners to further promote sound land use
and floodplain development. Minimum floodplain management requirements for participation in the NFIP are set forth in the Code of
Federal Regulations at 44 CFR, 60.3.

In some states or communities, floodplain management criteria or regulations may exist that are more restrictive or comprehensive
than the minimum Federal requirements. In such cases, the more restrictive criteria take precedence and the State (or other

jurisdictional agency) will be able to explain them.

Violations with said compliance are also addressed within each individual community. For information regarding community
floodplain ordinances and violation penalties, contact the community of interest. Information regarding statewide emergency
management and the Community Rating System may be obtained from the West Virginia Division of Homeland Security and

Emergency Management (www.wvdhsem.org).
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Cabell County

Cabell County will use the Regional Plan as their updated plan.

The Cabell County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan and Identified
Hazard Mitigation Program Strategies establish the framework within which the
post disaster and day-to-day mitigation activities of the community may be carried
out on a prioritized and community-wide basis.

The Plan is based upon the experience of the region through the input of the Multi-
Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Steering Committee, the Cabell County Office of
Emergency Services, the Cabell County Emergency Response Center E-911 and
the cities of Barboursville, Milton and Huntington’s Public Works Departments.

The Plan recognizes the varied conditions that exist throughout all of Cabell
County. No single mitigation strategy will effectively meet the needs of all of the
communities. However, by embracing the coordinated approach, and objectives
contained in this plan, Cabell County can take significant strides toward the
efficient and effective use of its resources to resolve and mitigate the communities
identified hazards.

One of the most important accomplishments of the Cabell County Multi-
Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Steering Committee was the process itself, where
the participants shared information, resources, and methodologies — community-
wide, for the benefit of reducing or eliminating risk to Critical Areas.

_ (5"\"’0 a.qa.vzgeJ Wene cMade to this Section y

Cabell County Commission, City of Huntington, Village of Barboursville, and
the City of Milton will review and adopt the Cabell County Multi-
jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan and Strategy recommendations.

1. The Cabell County Commission, Mayor's of the cities of Huntington, Milton
and Barboursville will support the recommendations of the Cabell County

Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee for implementation and coordination
on a county-wide basis.

2. The Cabell County Commission, City of Huntington, Village of
Barboursville and the City of Milton will review and adopt, the work of the
Cabell County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Steering Committee.

3. The Cabell County Commission, City of Huntington, Village of
Barboursville, and the City of Milton shall review the semi-annual progress
reports on the implementation of the adopted Cabell County Multi-
Jjurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan strategies brought forth by the Cabell
County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee.

4. Meet annually with the Cabell County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation
Planning Committee to review the progress of the Hazard Mitigation
program and bring forth community input on new strategies.

5. Coordinate with the West Virginia Office of Emergency Services and
support the efforts to promote and identify resources and grant money for
implementation of the recommended Hazard Mitigation Strategies.

T (V- 7%onyes Were Mads to this Section.)

Goal 1: Eliminate or reduce the long-term risk to human life and property
from identified hazards.

Goal 2: Aid both the private and public sectors in understanding the risks
they may be exposed to and finding mitigation strategies to reduce
those risks.

Goal 3: Avoid risk of exposure to identified hazards.

Goal 4: Minimize the impacts of those risks when they cannot be avoided.

Goal 5: Mitigate the impacts of damage as a result of identified hazards.

Goal 6: A lish mitigation str in such a way that negative environ-

Cabell County:

Flood Strategy: Acquisition of structures impacted by flooding.

The Towns, Cities and County governments that make up the Region 2 Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan have included the following

Identifiable Action Items for each jusrisdiction requesting FEMA approval of the plan:
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Within the Regional Jurisdictions:

1.

Flooding Strategy: Review and create a floodplain planning, management
and over-site program to assure compliance with the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) community-wide. The lead agencies for this
strategy would be the Cabell County Commission, County and City
Planning Commissions, and the Public Work's Departments.

e Diistribute National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) information in
utility bills on an annual basis prior to flood season. The program lead
for this strategy would require the MNational Flood Insurance Program to
coordinate with the local utility companies to provide and distribute the
information. The local floodplain administrators would serve as the
points of contact and coordination with the NFIP.

e Distribute NFIP information through the Assessor’s Office with the tax
statements each wyear. This would require coordination with the
Assessor’s Office, Data Processing and the local floodplain
administrators.

e Develop a plan to maintain an available supply of safety and emergency
preparedness supplies. Lead agencies responsible for coordinating
supplies and resource information on availability of supplies would be
the CCOES, CCERC-911, local Red Cross, Public Works Departments,
and the local floodplain administrators. The lead agency for sandbags
would be the Public Works Departments.

# Streamline environmental compliance requirements for pre-flood
prevention activities. The lead agencies would be the Cabell County
Commission, City and County Planning Offices, CCOES, CCERC-911,
Public Works Departments, Development Offices, US Army Corps of
Engineers, and the USDA Soil Conservation Office.

Flood Strategy: Pursue FEMA Disaster Mitigation Grants which include
mitigation measures for the private sector for multi-hazard risks. The lead
agencies would be CCOES, CCERC-911, local floodplain administrators,
Public Works Departments, and Planning offices.

Flood Strategy: Provide a community-wide service to anchor mobile
homes for qualifying citizens and encourage private individuals to anchor
their own mobile homes. The lead agencies would be the Cabell County
Commission, City and County Planning Departments, and local floodplain
administrators.

Flood Strategy: Familiarize the community with the risk of “convergence
zone” type of flooding. A Convergence Zone is caused when low
atmospheric pressure combines with severe weather causing overflow and
watershed backup. The lead agencies could be the Public Works
Departments, local floodplain administrators, and City and County Planning
Offices.

Flood Strategy: Encourage businesses and citizens in historic flood areas
to elewvate their structures and valuables out of harms way.

The following list details the projects that will benefit each jurisdiction in Lincoln

County and the county as a whole. Lincoln County and jurisdictions in Lincoln County

have the following number of projects apiece:

[ Lincoln County: 27 projects

[ Town of Hamlin: 1 project

[ Town of West Hamlin: 1 project
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Lincoln County

Project 1.2.1: Continue to coordinate with the WVDOH to conduct culvert inspections throughout the county Regional Goal 1
Project 1.3.1: Update the countywide permitting process which requires residents and/or developers to file a permit with the county
before beginning any new construction as a means of regulating floodplain development. Regional Goal 1

Project 1.3.2: Enforce municipal building codes, which will regulate

the number of buildings and the materials used in buildings that are constructed in a floodplain. Regional Goal 1

Project 1.3.3: Continue to apply for Federal funding to raise or move at risk structures (both RL and non-RL properties) within
floodplains. Regional Goal 1

Project 1.3.4: Continue to apply for funding for projects that will increase the county’s CRS. Regional Goal 1

Project 1.3.5: Coordinate to promote buying flood insurance. Regional Goal 1

Project 1.4.1: Update the countywide permitting process which requires residents and/or developers to file a permit with the county
before beginning any new construction as a means of regulating floodplain development. Regional Goal 1

Project 1.5.1: Continue to update database of structures and apply for funding to remove remaining structures. Regional Goal 1
Project 1.6.1: Continue to seek funding to raise roadways located within the 100 year floodplain. Regional Goal 1

Project 2.1.1: Continue to coordinate with the West Virginia DOH to create more contracts for emergency snow removal Regional
Goal 2

Project 3.1.1: Update and re-distribute an informational brochure describing the proper safety procedures to carry out during a
severe thunderstorm. Regional Goal 3

Project 4.1.1: Utilize the county WARN capabilities to provide earlier warning to county residents of impending hailstorms. Regional
Goal 6

Project 5.1.1: Coordinate with the National Weather Service in Charleston, WV and utilize the county WARN to alert residents
ofimpending severe wind or tornado conditions. Regional Goal 4

Project 5.2.1: Provide information in public locations such as libraries. Regional Goal 15

Project 6.1.1: Promote DEP storm water management permitting, at the municipal level, that regulates any land disturbance and
development over one acre to provide for land stabilization through storm water management techniques. Regional Goal 10
Project 6.1.2: Continue to work with the Department of Forestry to coordinate efforts to promote re-seeding after lumber extraction
projects. Regional Goal 8

Project 6.2.1: Develop a GIS based database that will help identify the areas of potential land subsidence. Have this mapping
product available for the Lincoln County All Hazard Map. This can be utilized to protect against improper development. Regional
Goal 9

Project 7.1.1: Coordinate with local public service districts to complete an interconnect between PSD’s. Regional Goal 13

Project 8.1.1: Continue distributing information concerning the leading causes of wildfires and steps the general public can take to
avoid starting wildfires. Regional Goal 8 and 16

Project 9.1.1: Develop a database of at risk citizens with health problems (ex: oxygen requirements) that need electricity. Coordinate
with American Electric Power Company to service these at risk citizens first after a power outage. Regional Goal 11

Project 9.2.1: Develop a network of emergency shelters throughout the county that are strategically located to reach the majority of
citizens and are adequately stocked with supplies and encourage these shelter locations to obtain generator power for all hazards.
Midway Elementary, Hamlin School, Guyan Valley School, and West Hamlin Volunteer Fire Department should have generators
and supplies. Regional Goal 14

Project 10.1.1: Seek funding to coordinate with qualified Ham operators to assist in disasters. Make certain that wireless
communication is operational for hazard events. Continue to monitor telephone companies for backup generators. Regional Goal
13

Project 11.1.1: Continue to make the public aware of how to prepare for a bomb threat and who to contact if there is a threat by
developing and distributing an informational brochure to all governmental, state, and critical facilities describing the proper policies
and procedures to be conducted in the event of a bomb threat. Regional Goal 16

Project 11.2.1: Continue to train emergency responders on how to handle bomb threats. Regional Goal 16
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Project 12.1.1: Perform commodity flow studies to further assess when, where, and what hazardous materials can pass through and
into the county. Regional Goal 14

Project 12.1.2: Continue to coordinate with local officials and representatives from organizations holding tier Il permits to produce a
more detailed plan on how to handle spills and evacuation procedures. Regional Goal 14

Project 12.1.3: Continue to train first responders in dealing with Hazmat events. Regional Goal 16

Project 13.1.1: Develop a partnership with appropriate parties that are stakeholders in the monitoring and general condition of dams
throughout Lincoln County. Provide technical and manpower support to evaluate the status of these dams and report to the Core
Planning Team on a yearly basis. Better Early Warning System needed for potential Dam Failures. Special monitoring program for

the R.D. Bailey Dam and the Upper Mud River # 2A Dam near Palermo. Regional Goal 15

Town of Hamlin

Project 1.1.1: Update the plan to monitor and clean storm water drainage systems within municipalities. Regional Goal 1

Town of West Hamlin

Project 1.1.2: Flood-proof West Hamlin Water and Waste Water plants to reduce repetitive losses Regional Goal 1

The following list details the projects that will benefit each jurisdiction in Logan County and the county as a whole. Logan County
and jurisdictions in Logan County have the following nhumber of projects apiece:

[1 Logan County: 26 projects

[ Town of Chapmanville: 16 projects

[ City of Logan: 18 projects

[ Town of Man: 18 projects

[1 Town of Mitchell Heights: 14 projects

[ Town of West Logan: 18 projects

All Jurisdictions

Project 3.1.1: Develop an informational brochure explaining the potential for earthquakes as well as the potential damages from
those earthquakes. The brochure should include information on measures to take to safe-proof homes and other structures from the
potential effects of earthquakes. R.G. 16

Project 4.3.1: Continue to offer training and public information toresidents and businesses to explain the benefits of floodplain
development regulations, flood insurance, etc. RG 16

Project 5.1.1: Build partnerships with media providers to ensure the dissemination of early warning information. RG 13

Project 8.1.1: Undertake public awareness campaigns (specifically targeting schools and other critical facilities) to detail how to
properly report bomb and other threats of violence. RG 12 and 16

Project 9.1.1: Coordinate with the National Weather Service (NWS) in Charleston, West Virginia to warn residents of impending
severe thunderstorm conditions. RG 3

Project 10.1.1: Continue to apply for grants to supplement and upgrade the equipment capabilities of local fire departments. RG8
Project 12.1.1: Provide information on what to do if severe winds or a tornado occur in Logan County. Consider placing this
information in public libraries to ensure on-going distribution to the general public. RG 4

Project 14.1.1: Periodically update the county asset inventory list, complete with information such as replacement values, contents
values, and annual operating budgets. This information can be used to calculate loss estimates. RG 16

Project 14.1.2: As asset information is collected, calculate more accurate loss estimates utilizing the “master” spreadsheet
contained on the CD copy of this plan. RG 16

Project 14.2.1: Maintain a database of residents with health problems (e.g. oxygen requirements) that require electricity. RG 11
Project 14.3.1: Continue to work with the Central WV Chapter of the American Red Cross to ensure a sheltering capability in the
county. RG 14

103



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

Logan County

Strategy: Acquisition of non-repetitive loss and repetitive loss properties due to flooding.

Project 1.1.1: Coordinate with agencies monitoring dam facilities in Logan County and share information with appropriate public
officials. RG 15

Project 1.1.2: Maintain a small library of dam safety plans submitted by private-sector owners of dams (e.g. coal companies). RG 15
Project 2.1.1: Continue efforts to extend public water service into rural areas. RG 7

Project 4.3.2: Coordinate with such agencies as the US Army Corps of Engineers, USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service,
etc. to develop a regular stream cleaning schedule. RG 1

Project 4.4.1: Continue to apply for Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funds, when available, for acquisition or elevation of
repetitive loss properties. RG 1

Project 4.4.2: Continue to pursue completion of the Cherry Tree project. RG 1

Project 4.4.3: Coordinate with state and federal agencies as well

as engineering consultants to support the design of roadways at a

minimum of the 100-year base flood elevation. RG 1

Project 6.1.1: Work with local contacts at facilities that use/store

hazardous materials (and file Tier Il reports with the LEPC) to

develop plans to address any gaps that may exist between facility response plans and the county EOP. RG 14

Project 7.1.1: Instate countywide building codes and other general planning regulations (including land use planning), which will
regulate the number of buildings and the materials used in buildings that are constructed in slide-prone areas. RG 5

Project 7.1.2: Work with the WV Division of Forestry to promote reseeding after lumber extraction projects. RG 9

Project 8.1.2: Support local or agency projects to supplement

equipment and other capabilities through grant programs. RG 16

Project 11.1.1: Distribute information concerning the leading

causes of wildfires and steps the general public can take to avoid starting wildfires. RG 8 AND 16

Project 13.1.1: Coordinate with the WVDOH to create more contracts for snow removal. RG 2

Project 14.2.2: Coordinate with American Electric Power (AEP), Mountaineer Gas, and other utility providers to ensure that service
can be maintained to critical facilities and at-risk residents. RG 11

Project 14.2.3: Continue to coordinate with HAM operators to ensure a back-up communications capability during emergencies. RG
13

Town of Chapmanville

Project 4.1.1: Identify storm water “back-up” areas and determine costs to correct those problems. RG 1

Project 4.2.1: Coordinate with the WVDOH to arrange for periodic culvert cleanings. If necessary, work with WVDOH to prioritize
culvert replacements based on flood mitigation. RG 1

Project 4.3.2: Coordinate with such agencies as the US Army Corps of Engineers, USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service,
etc. to develop a regular stream cleaning schedule. RG 1

Project 4.4.1: Continue to apply for Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funds, when available, for acquisition or

elevation of repetitive loss properties. RG 1

Project 12.2.1: Promote any new construction and/or roof remodeling projects to withstand 90 mile per hour wind loads (per
building permitting processes). RG 4

City of Logan
Project 1.1.1: Coordinate with agencies monitoring dam facilities in Logan County and share information with appropriate public
officials. RG 15
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Project 1.1.2: Maintain a small library of dam safety plans submitted by private-sector owners of dams (e.g. coal companies). RG 15
Project 4.1.1: Identify storm water “back-up” areas and determine costs to correct those problems. RG 1

Project 4.2.1: Coordinate with the WVDOH to arrange for periodic culvert cleanings. If necessary, work with WVDOH to prioritize
culvert replacements based on flood mitigation. RG 1

Project 4.3.2: Coordinate with such agencies as the US Army

Corps of Engineers, USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service, etc. to develop a regular stream cleaning schedule. RG 1
Project 4.4.1: Continue to apply for Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funds, when available, for acquisition or

elevation of repetitive loss properties. RG 1

Project 12.2.1: Promote any new construction and/or roof remodeling projects to withstand 90 mile per hour wind loads (per

building permitting processes). RG 4

Town of Man

Project 1.1.1: Coordinate with agencies monitoring dam facilities in Logan County and share information with appropriate public
officials. RG 15

Project 1.1.2: Maintain a small library of dam safety plans submitted by private-sector owners of dams (e.g. coal companies). RG 15
Project 4.1.1: Identify storm water “back-up” areas and determine costs to correct those problems. RG 1

Project 4.2.1: Coordinate with the WVDOH to arrange for periodic culvert cleanings. If necessary, work with WVDOH to prioritize
culvert replacements based on flood mitigation. RG 1

Project 4.3.2: Coordinate with such agencies as the US Army Corps of Engineers, USDA Natural Resource Conservation
Service, etc. to develop a regular stream cleaning schedule. RG 1

Project 4.4.1: Continue to apply for Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funds, when available, for acquisition or

elevation of repetitive loss properties. RG 1

Project 12.2.1: Promote any new construction and/or roof remodeling projects to withstand 90 mile per hour wind loads (per

building permitting processes). RG 4

Town of Mitchell Heights

Project 4.1.1: Identify storm water “back-up” areas and determine costs to correct those problems. RG 1

Project 4.2.1: Coordinate with the WVDOH to arrange for periodic culvert cleanings. If necessary, work with WVDOH to prioritize
culvert replacements based on flood mitigation. RG 1

Project 12.2.1: Promote any new construction and/or roof remodeling projects to withstand 90 mile per hour wind loads (per
building permitting processes). RG 4

Town of West Logan

Project 1.1.1: Coordinate with agencies monitoring dam facilities in Logan County and share information with appropriate public
officials. RG 15

Project 1.1.2: Maintain a small library of dam safety plans submitted by private-sector owners of dams (e.g. coal companies). RG 15
Project 4.1.1: Identify storm water “back-up” areas and determine costs to correct those problems. RG 1

Project 4.2.1: Coordinate with the WVDOH to arrange for periodic culvert cleanings. If necessary, work with WVDOH to prioritize
culvert replacements based on flood mitigation. RG 1

Project 4.3.2: Coordinate with such agencies as the US Army Corps of Engineers, USDA Natural Resource Conservation
Service, etc. to develop a regular stream cleaning schedule. RG 1

Project 4.4.1: Continue to apply for Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funds, when available, for acquisition or

elevation of repetitive loss properties. RG 1

Project 12.2.1: Promote any new construction and/or roof remodeling projects to withstand 90 mile per hour wind loads (per
building permitting processes). RG 4
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The following list details the projects that will benefit each jurisdiction in Mason County. Jurisdictions in Mason County have the

following number of projects apiece.

Mason County: 25 projects
Town of Hartford: 23 projects
Town of Henderson: 25 projects
Town of Leon: 23 projects

Town of Mason: 23 projects
Town of New Haven: 24 projects

City of Pt. Pleasant: 24 projects

ALL JURISDICTIONS

Project 1.1.1: Work with the US Army Corps of Engineers to ensure that dams along the Ohio River are inspected periodically

and facilitate information sharing so that local responders are prepared to assist in an incident involving one of the lock/dam
facilities. RG 15

Project 3.1.1: Include earthquake hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. RG 16

Project 4.2.2: Support local government efforts to maintain compliance with the NFIP. RG 1

Project 4.3.1: Coordinate with the WVDOH to clear culverts that are causing flash flooding problems. RG 1

Project 4.3.2: Continue to train public officials as to the benefit of flood mitigation. RG 1

Project 4.3.3: Cooperate with state and federal efforts to update flood mapping (otherwise known as the DFIRM project). RG 1
Project 4.3.5: Partner with appropriate agencies to support the 100-year based flood elevation design of critical roadways. RG 1
Project 5.1.1: Include hailstorm hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. RG 16

Project 6.1.1: Compile a commodity flow study to determine what materials are flowing through Mason County. RG 14

Project 6.1.2: Coordinate with organizations filing Tier Il reports to ensure information sharing and collaborative efforts to strengthen
capabilities to respond to hazmat incidents. RG 14

Project 8.1.1: Identify areas and/or facilities that could be the target of domestic (or international) terrorism. Keep these lists secure.
RG 12

Project 9.1.1: Include thunderstorm hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. RG 16

Project 10.1.1: Encourage fire departments to apply for grants to add to equipment inventories and other capabilities. RG 8

Project 11.1.1: Include wildfire hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. Further, consider participating in
Smokey the Bear and other public information efforts. RG 16

Project 12.1.1: Include wind hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. RG 16

Project 13.1.1: Inventory snow removal capabilities in local resource lists, to include coordinating with the WVDOH regarding snow
removal contracts. RG 2

Project 14.1.1: Coordinate with AEP to maintain rights of way to protect power lines from downed tree limbs. RG 11

Project 14.2.1: Develop a database of at-risk citizens with health problems (e.g. oxygen requirements, etc.) that need electricity.
Coordinate with AEP to ensure that power is restored to them as quickly as possible. RG 11

Project 14.3.1: Coordinate with the local chapter of the American Red Cross to maintain updated lists of potential shelters in Mason
County. RG 14

Project 14.3.2: Continue to develop partnerships with local amateur radio operators to create a backup communications capability
for local response operations. RG 13

Project 14.3.3: Work with the Mason County Board of Education to place caller ID on all phones in school facilities. RG 13

Project 14.3.4: Encourage the WVDOH to install signage throughout the county to denote hazard-prone areas (e.g. fog

areas, busy intersections, etc.). RG 14
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Mason County

Project 2.1.1: Support the efforts of local water providers to extend service into areas not currently served by a public water
distribution system. RG 7

Project 4.3.4: Undertake buyout projects for repetitive and non repetitive loss properties in flood-prone areas. RG 1

Project 7.1.1: Coordinate with the WV Division of Forestry to promote re-seeding after lumber extraction projects. RG 9

Town of Hartford
Project 4.1.1: Identify areas in which storm water backs up — primarily in municipalities — and determine the costs of corrective
actions. RG 3

Town of Henderson

Project 4.1.1: Identify areas in which storm water backs up — primarily in municipalities — and determine the costs of corrective
actions. RG 3

Project 4.2.1: Support the Town of Henderson’s identified Storm water management needs. RG 3

Project 4.3.4: Undertake buyout projects for repetitive and non repetitive loss properties in flood-prone areas. RG 1

Town of Leon
Project 4.1.1: Identify areas in which storm water backs up — primarily in municipalities — and determine the costs of corrective
actions. RG 3

Town of Mason
Project 4.1.1: Identify areas in which storm water backs up — primarily in municipalities — and determine the costs of corrective
actions. RG 3

Town of New Haven

Project 4.1.1: Identify areas in which storm water backs up — primarily in municipalities — and determine the costs of corrective
actions. RG 3

Project 4.3.4: Undertake buyout projects for repetitive and nonrepetitive loss properties in flood-prone areas. RG 1

City of Pt. Pleasant
Project 4.1.1: Identify areas in which stormwater backs up —primarily in municipalities — and determine the costs of corrective
actions. RG 3

Project 4.3.4: Undertake buyout projects for repetitive and nonrepetitive loss properties in flood-prone areas. RG 1

The following list details the projects that will benefit each jurisdiction in Mingo County.

Mingo County

Project 1.3.4: Continue to utilize and enforce local Floodplain Management Ordinance RG 1

Project 1.3.5: Enforce the countywide permitting process that will require residents and/or developers to file a permit with the county
before beginning any new construction as a means of regulating floodplain development. RG 1

Project 1.4.1: Provide information to the leaders in Mingo County about federal and state agency’s pro-active programs in order to
promote a safer Mingo County. RG 16

Project 1.6.1: Work with the WVDOH to design road construction to elevate at risk roadways. RG 1

Project 3.1.2: Continue monitoring and maintenance of the “Early Warning System”. RG 4

Project 4.1.1: Use the WARN system in place to alert residents of possible high wind/tornado conditions. RG 4

Project 4.2.1: Enforce county-wide building codes that model the statewide 90-mph wind load rating. RG 4
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Project 5.1.1: Countywide building permits, which will regulate land disturbances over one acre to include storm water management.
Mitigate projects to address landslides throughout the county RG 3

Project 6.1.1: Maximize use of WARN system RG 4

Project 7.1.1: Continue expansion of Public Service Districts water supplied areas. RG 7

Project 8.1.1: Continue distributing information concerning the leading causes of wildfires and steps the general public can take to
avoid starting wildfires. RG 8

Project 9.1.1: Implement plans to address identified areas in Mingo County that need improvement and protection if possible. RG 9
Project 9.1.2: Work with Pocahontas Land Management to clean up affected areas. RG 9

Project 9.1.3: Begin development of ordinances for industries within the county starting any new development of land areas. RG 9
Project 10.1.1: Provide information to the citizens of Mingo County identifying where shelter is provided during extended utility
outages. RG 11

Project 11.1.1: Continue to train HAM operators for emergency operations. Continue development of communication infrastructure.
(i.e Cellular towers and digital radio network) RG 13

Project 12.1.1: Make the public aware of how to prepare for a bomb threat and who to contact if there is a threat. RG 12

Project 13.1.1: Make the public aware of hazardous materials and what they can do if they spill, and evacuation plans for citizens of
Mingo County. Continue to support training for First Responders. RG 14

Project 13.1.2: Continue to maintain mutual aid agreements with Logan and Boone Counties. RG 13

Project 14.1.1: Continue to coordinate the monitoring and testing of dams in Mingo County with the Core Planning Team, so the
local governments and the county commission can be informed as to the safety status of these dams. RG 15

Project 1.1.1: Develop a plan to monitor and clean storm water drainage systems within municipalities. RG 3

Project 1.3.2: Maintain enforcement of building codes (municipalities) and educate citizens about hazards. RG 16

Project 2.1.1: Maintain agreements with surrounding counties for help with snow removal. RG 2

Project 2.2.2: Identify possible funding source for purchase of county snow clearing/removal equipment. RG 2

Project 1.3.3: Promote the purchasing of flood insurance through public education of where flood prone areas are located. RG 1

Project 5.1.2: Identify worst areas within municipalities and develop plans for structural enhancements or property buyouts. RG 1

Town of Delbarton
Project 1.3.1: Continue to provide training, technical assistance, education, and outreach opportunities for Mingo County, its
municipalities and its citizenry in support of the National Flood Insurance Program and their local floodplain ordinances and

floodplain management responsibilities. RG 16

Town of Gilbert
Project 1.5.1: Apply awarded funding and remove structures through Federal buyout programs. RG 1

Town of Kermit
Project 1.2.1: Continue coordinating with the WVDOH to conduct culvert inspections/cleaning throughout the county. Protect bridges
and roadways from flooding hazards RG 1

Town of Matewan
Project 3.1.1: Update and distribute an informational brochure describing the proper safety procedures to carry out during a severe
thunderstorm. RG 3

City of Williamson

Project 1.6.2: Implement road and walkway improvement plans for areas at higher risk of collapse. RG 16

Project 1.7.1: Prioritize replacement/reinforcement of at risk structures such as retaining walls within the county. RG 16

The following list details the projects that will benefit each jurisdiction in Wayne County.
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Wayne County

Flood Strategy: Acquisition of structures impacted by floods.

Project 1.3.4: Continue to utilize and enforce local Floodplain Management Ordinance RG 1

Project 1.3.5: Enforce the countywide permitting process that will require residents and/or developers to file a permit with the county
before beginning any new construction as a means of regulating floodplain development. RG 1

Project 1.4.1: Provide information to the leaders in Wayne County

about federal and state agency’s pro-active programs in order to promote a safer Wayne County. RG 16

Project 1.6.1: Work with the WVDOH to design road construction to elevate at risk roadways. RG 1

Project 3.1.2: Continue monitoring and maintenance of the “Early Warning System”. RG 4

Project 4.1.1: Use the WARN system in place to alert residents of possible high wind/tornado conditions. RG 4

Project 4.2.1: Enforce county-wide building codes that model the statewide 90-mph wind load rating. RG 4

Project 5.1.1: Countywide building permits, which will regulate land disturbances over one acre to include storm water
management. Mitigate projects to address landslides throughout the county RG 2

Project 6.1.1: Maximize use of WARN system RG 4

Project 7.1.1: Continue expansion of Public Service Districts water supplied areas. RG 7

Project 8.1.1: Continue distributing information concerning the leading causes of wildfires and steps the general public can take to
avoid starting wildfires. RG 16 & 8

Project 9.1.1: Implement plans to address identified areas in Wayne County that need improvement and protection if possible.RG 9
Project 10.1.1: Provide information to the citizens of Wayne County identifying where shelter is provided during extended utility
outages. RG 11

Project 11.1.1: Continue to train HAM operators for emergency operations. Continue development of communication infrastructure.
(i.e Cellular towers and digital radio network) RG 13

Project 12.1.1: Make the public aware of how to prepare for a bomb threat and who to contact if there is a threat. RG 12 & 16
Project 13.1.1: Make the public aware of hazardous materials and what they can do if they spill, and evacuation plans for citizens of
Wayne County. Continue to support training for First Responders. RG 14 &16

Project 13.1.2: Continue to maintain mutual aid agreements with Logan and Boone Counties. RG 13

Project 14.1.1: Continue to develop a partnership with appropriate parties that are stakeholders in the monitoring and general
condition of dams throughout Wayne County. Provide technical and manpower support to evaluate the status of these dams and
report to the Core Planning Team on a yearly basis. Better Early Warning System needed for potential Dam Failures. Special

monitoring program for the Beech Fork Dam and the East Lynn Dam. RG 15

All Jurisdictions

Project 1.1.1: Develop a plan to monitor and clean storm water drainage systems within municipalities. RG 3

Project 1.3.2: Maintain enforcement of building codes (municipalities) and educate citizens about hazards. RG 16

Project 2.1.1: Maintain agreements with surrounding counties for help with snow removal. RG 2

Project 2.2.2: Identify possible funding source for purchase of county snow clearing/removal equipment. RG 2

Project 1.3.3: Promote the purchasing of flood insurance through public education of where flood prone areas are located. RG 1

Project 5.1.2: Identify worst areas within municipalities and develop plans for structural enhancements or property buyouts. RG 1

City of Ceredo

Project 1.3.1: Continue to provide training, technical assistance,education, and outreach opportunities for Wayne County, its
municipalities and its citizenry in support of the National Flood Insurance Program and their local floodplain ordinances and
floodplain management responsibilities. RG 1 & 16
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Town of Fort Gay

Project 1.5.1: Apply awarded funding and remove structures through Federal buyout programs. RG 1

City of Kenova
Project 1.2.1: Continue coordinating with the WVDOH to conduct culvert inspections/cleaning throughout the county. Protect bridges

and roadways from flooding hazards RG 1

Town of Wayne
Project 3.1.1: Update and distribute an informational brochure describing the proper safety procedures to carry out during a
severe thunderstorm. RG 3 & 16

4.2 IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION ACTIONS

§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.

This section indentifies the priority for implementing the projects indentified in Section 4.1. Each project is listed with a coordinating
agency in Section 4.1 that should be responsible for the overall implementation of the project. Project coordinators may include but
are not limited to: OES, County Commissions, Floodplain Office, County Planning Office, PSDs, WVDNR-Forestry, and the

Emergency Response Agencies.

The projects generated by the core planning teams were grouped into categories based on shared characteristics. These
categories were ranked on such criteria as ease of implementation; cost effectiveness; social, political and economic impacts; and
overall positive impact. Each received a score of Low, Moderate, or High with the projects under the category of the High score

received the highest priority of ranking.

ALL OF THE PROJECTS WILL BE EVELAUATED TO DETERMINE THAT THEY WILL HAVE A FAVORABLE
COST BENEFIT TO THE COMMUNITY. The mitigation strategies chosen for inclusion in the original Hazard Mitigation Plans

are those options that will potentially yield the most favorable benefit-to-cost ratio. Strategies such as public education have

tremendous potential for reducing or elimination the effects of natural hazards on the local communities. The strategies listed are
those that have been equally identified as the highest priority and that will be the most aggressively pursued. Prioritization for
strategies were completed by the county/municipal officials and are based on the goals and objectives of the county or respective
town/city. The strategies listed are indicative of probable solutions to minimizing the threat(s) imposed on the communities and

have therefore been assigned high priority and included for descriptive in the Plan.

Each county and municipality has a coordinator to oversee the evaluation of projects in their respective communities.

Regional Funding: Although funding has not yet been procured to accomplish all of the goals of the Plan, it will become an

expected regularity to search for funding sources via the internet, Federal Register, and state or private sources. Possible funding
sources include, but are not limited to: HUD SCBG, FEMA Pre-disaster Mitigation, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Appalachian
Regional Commission, WV Development Office, and the WV Infrastructure and Jobs Development Council. At least once every six
months searches will be conducted and progress will be monitored accordingly by each of the counties and or town/cities with the

Plan. Funding may include grants as well as local funding in coordination with State and Federal funds as they become available.
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Cabell County

Hazard Mitigation Plan

The Cabell County Commission, City of Huntington, Village of Barboursville and the City of Milton will review and adopt the Regional

Hazard Mitigation Plan and Strategy recommendations.

Project timetables are between the range of 1 to 15 years as funding becomes available.

Cabell County Priorities

Educate the public about mitigation and its purpose.
Educate the public how to react to natural disaster.
Mitigate specific areas of the Town of Milton.
Mitigate specific areas of the Village of Barboursville.
Mitigate specific areas of the City of Huntington.
Mitigate specific areas of Cabell County.

Projects will be implemented as funding becomes available.

(=Vo Clanges Were =Wads to this Secation. These are fower prionity strategics

and recommendations which are focated in this reation.

1.

Flooding Strategy: Review and create a floodplain planning, management
and owver-site program to assure compliance with the Mational Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP) community-wide. The lead agencies for this
strategy would be the Cabell County Commission, County and City
Planning Commissions, and the Public Work”s Departments.

Distribute MNational Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) information in
utility bills on an annual basis prior to flood season. The program lead
for this strategy would require the National Flood Insurance Program to
coordinate with the local utility companies to provide and distribute the
information. The local floodplain administrators would serve as the
points of contact and coordination with the NFIP.

Distribute NFIP information through the Assessor’s Office with the tax
statements each year. This would require coordination with the
Assessor’s Office, Data Processing and the local floodplain
administrators.

Develop a plan to maintain an awvailable supply of safety and emergency
preparedness supplies. Lead agencies responsible for coordinating
supplies and resource information on awvailability of supplies would be
the CCOES, CCERC-911, local Red Cross, Public Works Departments,
and the local floodplain administrators. The lead agency for sandbags
would be the Public Works Departments.

111



s.

Region 2 Planning and Development Council

& Streamline environmental compliance reguirements for pre-flood
prevention activities. The lead agencies would be the Cabell County
Commission, City and County Planning Offices, CCOES, CCERC-911,
Public Works Departments, Development Offices, US Army Corps of
Engineers, and the USDA Scoil Conservation Office.

Flood Strategy: Pursue FEMLA Disaster Mitigation Grants which include
mitigation measures for the private sector for multi-hazard risks. The lead
agencies would be CCOES, CCERC-211, local floodplain administrators,
Public Works Departments, and Planning offices.

Flood Strategy: Provide a community-wide service to anchor mobile
homes for qualifying citizens and encourage private individuals to anchor
their own mobile homes. The lead agencies would be the Cabell County
Commission, City and County Planning Deparitments, and local floodplain
administrators.

Flood Strategy: Familiarize the community with the risk of “convergence
zone” type of flooding. A Convergence Zone is caused when low
atmospheric pressure combines with severe weather causing overflow and
watershed backup. The lead agencies could be the Public Works
Departments, local floodplain administrators, and City and County Planning
Offices.

Flood Strategy: Encourage businesses and citizens in historic flood areas
to elevate their structures and wvaluables out of harms way.

A RSV S ST AT GO ERIGE (. Foomiyes W Ak

to this Section.)
No Further Strategies

RS RIS RO VG EA GO SITATERIES (—\o Change: Wese —Made to

this Section.)

1.

Land Shift General Strategy: Identify and implement community—wide
erosion control measures.

Hazard Mitigation Plan

e TUtilize Public Access Television to include programming on how to
define the problemm and how to mitigate and live with the effects of

erosion.

e The lead agencies would be the health districts, CCOES, CCERC-911,
the city and county Planning Departments, Public Works Departments,
DNR, Department of Highways, the US Army Corps of Engineers and

USDA Soil Conservation Office.

(d\fo egansss We=se

—MWMade to £his <5¢¢t£on.)

No Further Strategies

CREEs VDI UERENVIGENGONSIFREEEIES! (—\o Changes Wese Made to this

Section 4

No Further Strategies

ERtEs VI TS nad oS M GEa GONISTREEEas (—\o Changes Were Made to

£hiia Section .)

to thia éacéion.)

No Further Strategies

No Further Strategies

(&/Vo cﬁangza We=e a“"a‘ls
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this Section )

No Further Strategies
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MNo Further Strategies

CateEory I MUl Az A rd VI A tHON STEATCRISH (—Vo Changes Were

c:?'“adrz fo £hia Jzetiorx.)

Mo Further Strategies

1. Minulti-Harzard Mitigation Strategies: Expand real estate disclosure to
include all hazards. Rescarch into this issue to be conducted by the cities
Public Works Departments, city and county Planning Departments.

2. Multi-Haxzard Mitigation Strategies: Examine the feasibility of
implementing building codes requiring underground utilities for new
dewvelopment where possible. The lead agencies would be the Cabell County
Commission, city and county Planning Departments, the cities Public Works
Departments, city and county floodplain administrators, and local utility
companies.

(@% Ggarzgsi T e=e
a‘T‘Ia_J.: Eo MEEa J.sa!ian_)

1. Law and Regulatory Strategies: Explore mitigation and civil issues for
opportunities or promote hazard mitigation in the public and private sector.
The lead agencies would be the Cabell County Commission, city and county
Planning Departments, Public Works Departments, and city and county
floodplain administrators.

2. Law and Regulatory Strategies: Pursue recovery recommendations for
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to allow the Federal
Highway Authority to administer both the on and off road system disaster
repair recovery program. The recommended lead agencies would be the
cities Public Works Departments.

The Cabell County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan and Identified
Hazard Mitigation Program Strategies establish the framework within which the
post disaster and day-to-day mitigation activities of the community may be carried
out on a prioritized and community-wide basis.

The Plan is based upon the experience of the region through the input of the Multi-
Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Steering Committee, the Cabell County Office of
Emergency Services, the Cabell County Emergency Response Center E-911 and
the cities of Barboursville, Milton and Huntington’s Public Works Departments.

The Plan recognizes the waried conditions that exist throughout all of Cabell
County. No single mitigation strategy will effectively meet the needs of all of the
communities. Howewver, by embracing the coordinated approach, and objectives
contained in this plan, Cabell County can take significant strides toward the
efficient and effective use of its resources to resolve and mitigate the communities
identified hazards.

One of the most important accomplishments of the Cabell County NMulti-
Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Steering Committee was the process itself, where
the participants shared information, resources, and methodologies — community-
wide, for the benefit of reducing or eliminating risk to Critical Areas.

— {’:’1"’0 (_?Eﬂ.rzsz.i TWens a":"fczd_rs to this chfian.)

Cabell County Commission, City of Huntington, Village of Barboursville, and
the City of Milton will review and adopt the Cabell County Multi-
Jjurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan and Strategy recommendations.

1. The Cabell County Commission, Mayor’s of the cities of Huntington, Milton
and Barboursville will support the recommendations of the Cabell County
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Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee for implementation and coordination
on a county-wide basis.

2. The Cabell County Commission, City of Huntington, WVillage of
Barboursville and the City of Milton will review and adopt, the work of the
Cabell County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Steering Committee.

3. The Cabell County Commission, City of Huntington, WVillage of
Barboursville, and the City of Milton shall review the semi-annual progress
reports on the implementation of the adopted Cabell County Multi-
jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan strategies brought forth by the Cabell
County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee.

4. Meet annually with the Cabell County Multi-jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation
Planning Committee to review the progress of the Hazard Mitigation
program and bring forth community input on new strategies.

5. Coordinate with the West Virginia Office of Emergency Services and
support the efforts to promote and identify resources and grant money for
implementation of the recommended Hazard Mitigation Strategies.

The Lincoln County Commission, Town of Hamlin and Town of West Hamlin will review and adopt the Regional Hazard Mitigation
Plan and Strategy recommendations.
Project timetables are between the range of 1 to 15 years as funding becomes available.

Lincoln County

Goal 1: Reduce the negative effects of flooding in Lincoln County.

Goal 2: Reduce the negative effects of severe winter storms in Lincoln County.

Goal 3: Reduce the negative effects of severe thunderstorms in Lincoln County.

Goal 4: Lessen hail damage in Lincoln County.

Goal 5: Reduce damage from severe wind and tornadoes in Lincoln County.

Goal 6: Lessen the effects of land subsidence in Lincoln County.

Goal 7: Reduce the negative effects of drought and loss of public water stations in Lincoln County.
Goal 8: Protect Lincoln County populations and forests from wildfires.

Goal 9: Protect Lincoln County’s population from utility failure.

Goal 10: Reduce the negative effects of a communications failure in Lincoln County.
Goal 11: Protect Lincoln County’s population from bomb threats.

Goal 12: Protect the general public in Lincoln County from hazardous materials incidents.
Goal 13: Protect the general public in Lincoln County from dam failures.

Goal 14: General mitigation strategies for Lincoln County.

Projects

1.1.1 Update the plan to monitor and clean storm water drainage systems within municipalities. High

1.1.2 Flood-proof West Hamlin Water and Waste Water plants to reduce repetitive losses Priority High

1.2.1 Continue to coordinate with the WVDOH to conduct culvert inspections throughout the county High

1.3.1 Update the countywide permitting process which requires residents and/or developers to file a permit with the county before
beginning any new construction as a means of regulating floodplain development. Priority High

1.3.2 Enforce municipal building codes, which will regulate the number of buildings and the materials used in buildings that are
constructed in a floodplain. Priority Med.

1.3.3 Continue to apply for Federal funding to raise or move at risk structures (both RL and non-RL properties) within floodplains.
Priority High

1.3.4 Continue to apply for funding for projects that will increase the county’s CRS. High
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1.3.5 Coordinate to promote buying flood insurance. High

1.4.1 Continue to update database of structures / apply for funding to remove remaining structures. Med.

1.5.1 Continue to seek funding to raise roadways located within the 100 year floodplain. Med.

2.1.1 Continue to coordinate with the West Virginia DOH to create more contracts for emergency snow removal Low

3.1.1 Update and re-distribute an informational brochure describing the proper safety procedures to carry out during a severe
thunderstorm. Low

4.1.1 Utilize the county WARN capabilities to provide earlier warning to county residents of impending hailstorms. Med.

5.1.1 Coordinate with the National Weather Service in Charleston, WV and utilize the county WARN to alert residents of impending
severe wind or tornado conditions.High

5.2.1 Provide information in public locations such as libraries. High

6.1.1 Promote DEP storm water management permitting, at the municipal level, that regulates any land disturbance and
development over one acre to provide for land stabilization through storm water management techniques. Med.

6.1.2 Continue to work with the Department of Forestry to coordinate efforts to promote re-seeding after lumber extraction projects.
Low

6.2.1 Develop a GIS based database that will help identify the areas of potential land subsidence. Have this mapping product
available for the Lincoln County All Hazard Map. This can be utilized to protect against improper development. Low

7.1.1 Coordinate with local public service districts to complete an inter-connect between PSD’s. High

8.1.1 Continue distributing information concerning the leading causes of wildfires and steps the general public can take to avoid
starting wildfires. High

9.1.1 Develop a database of at risk citizens with health problems (ex: oxygen requirements) that need electricity. Coordinate with
American Electric Power Company to service these at risk citizens first after a power outage. Med.

9.2.1 Develop a network of emergency shelters throughout the county that are strategically located to reach the majority of citizens
and are adequately stocked with supplies and encourage these shelter locations to obtain generator power for all hazards. Midway
Elementary, Hamlin School, Guyan Valley School, and West Hamlin Volunteer Fire Department should have generators and
supplies. High

10.1.1 Seek funding to coordinate with qualified Ham operators to assist in disasters. Make certain that wireless communication is
operational for hazard events. Continue to monitor telephone companies for back up generators. Med.

11.1.1 Continue to make the public aware of how to prepare for a bomb threat and who to contact if there is a threat by developing
and distributing an informational brochure to all governmental, state, and critical facilities describing the proper policies and
procedures to be conducted in the event of a bomb threat. Med.

11.2.1 Continue to train emergency responders on how to handle bomb threats. High

12.1.1 Perform commodity flow studies to further assess when, where, and what hazardous materials can pass through and into the
county. High

12.1.2 Continue to coordinate with local officials and representatives from organizations holding tier Il permits to produce a more
detailed plan on how to handle spills and evacuation procedures. Low

12.1.3 Continue to train first responders in dealing with Hazmat events. High

13.1.1 Develop a partnership with appropriate parties that are stakeholders in the monitoring and general condition of dams
throughout Lincoln County. Provide technical and manpower support to evaluate the status of these dams and report to the Core
Planning Team on a yearly basis. Better Early Warning System needed for potential Dam Failures. Special monitoring program for
the R.D. Bailey Dam and the Upper Mud River # 2A Dam near Palermo. High

14.1.1 Update county and municipal asset lists. High

Logan County
The Logan County Commission, Chapmanville, City of Logan, Town of Man, Mitchell Heights, and West Logan will review and adopt
the Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan and Strategy recommendations.

Project timetables are between the range of 1 to 15 years as funding becomes available.
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Goal 1: Protect the general public in Logan County from dam failures.

Goal 2: Reduce the negative effects of droughts.

Goal 3: Ensure the population is aware of the earthquake risk in Logan County.
Goal 4: Reduce the negative effects of flooding.

Goal 5: Lessen potential damage from hailstorms.

Goal 6: Lessen the potential impacts from a hazardous material incident.

Goal 7: Reduce the damage from land subsidence in Logan County.

Goal 8: Lessen the potential for domestic and international terrorism throughout the county.
Goal 9: Reduce the potential damage from thunderstorms.

Goal 10: Lessen the risk from urban fires.

Goal 11: Reduce the risk from wildfires.

Goal 12: Lessen the potential damage from severe wind, including tornados.
Goal 13: Reduce the potential damage from winter storms.

Goal 14: Mitigate miscellaneous hazards, as necessary.

Projects

1.1.1 Coordinate with agencies monitoring dam facilities in Logan County and share information with appropriate public officials.
Low

1.1.2 Maintain a small library of dam safety plans submitted by private-sector owners of dams (e.g. coal companies). Mod

2.1.1 Continue efforts to extend public water service into rural areas. High

3.1.1 Develop an informational brochure explaining the potential for earthquakes as well as the potential damages from those
earthquakes. The brochure should include information on measures to take to safe-proof homes and other structures from the
potential effects of earthquakes. Low

4.1.1 ldentify storm water “back-up” areas and determine costs to correct those problems. Low

4.2.1 Coordinate with the WVDOH to arrange for periodic culvert cleanings. If necessary, work with WVDOH to prioritize culvert
replacements based on flood mitigation. Mod

4.3.1 Continue to offer training and public information to residents

and businesses to explain the benefits of floodplain development regulations, flood insurance, etc. Low

4.3.2 Coordinate with such agencies as the US Army Corps of Engineers, USDA Natural Resource Conservation Service, etc. to
develop a regular stream cleaning schedule. High

4.4.1 Continue to apply for Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funds, when available, for acquisition or elevation of repetitive
loss properties. High

4.4.2 Continue to pursue completion of the Cherry Tree project. High

4.4.3 Coordinate with state and federal agencies as well as engineering consultants to support the design of roadways at a
minimum of the 100-year base flood elevation. Low

5.1.1 Build partnerships with media providers to ensure the dissemination of early warning information. Mod

6.1.1 Work with local contacts at facilities that use/store hazardous materials (and file Tier Il reports with the LEPC) to develop
plans to address any gaps that may exist between facility response plans and the county EOP. Mod

7.1.1 Instate countywide building codes and other general planning regulations (including land use planning), which will regulate the
number of buildings and the materials used in buildings that are constructed in slide-prone areas. Low

7.1.2 Work with the WV Division of Forestry to promote reseeding after lumber extraction projects. Low

8.1.1 Undertake public awareness campaigns (specifically targeting schools and other critical facilities) to detail how to properly
report bomb and other threats of violence. Low

8.1.2 Support local or agency projects to supplement equipment and other capabilities through grant programs. Mod

9.1.1 Coordinate with the National Weather Service (NWS) in Charleston, West Virginia to warn residents of impending severe

thunderstorm conditions. Mod
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10.1.1 Continue to apply for grants to supplement and upgrade the equipment capabilities of local fire departments. Mod

11.1.1 Distribute information concerning the leading causes of wildfires and steps the general public can take to avoid starting
wildfires. Low

12.1.1 Provide information on what to do if severe winds or a tornado occur in Logan County. Consider placing this information in
public libraries to ensure on-going distribution to the general public. Low

12.2.1 Promote any new construction and/or roof remodeling projects to withstand 90 mile per hour wind loads (per building
permitting processes). Low

13.1.1 Coordinate with the WVDOH to create more contracts for snow removal. Low

14.1.1 Periodically update the county asset inventory list, complete with information such as replacement values, contents values,
and annual operating budgets. This information can be used to calculate loss estimates. Mod

14.1.2 As asset information is collected, calculate more accurate loss estimates utilizing the “master” spreadsheet contained on the
CD copy of this plan. Mod

14.2.1 Maintain a database of residents with health problems (e.g. oxygen requirements) that require electricity. Low

14.2.2 Coordinate with American Electric Power (AEP), Mountaineer Gas, and other utility providers to ensure that service can be
maintained to critical facilities and at-risk residents. Low

14.2.3 Continue to coordinate with HAM operators to ensure a back-up communications capability during emergencies. Low
14.3.1 Continue to work with the Central WV Chapter of the American Red Cross to ensure a sheltering capability in the county.

Low

Mason County

The Mason County Commission, Town of Mason, Hartford, Henderson, Leon, New Haven and Point Pleasant will review and adopt
the Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan and Strategy recommendations.
Project timetables are between the range of 1 to 15 years as funding becomes available.

Goal 1: Identify the potential losses that could result from a dam failure.
Goal 2: Lessen the negative effects of droughts.

Goal 3: Ensure that the public is aware of the earthquake risk.

Goal 4: Lessen damage resulting from flooding.

Goal 5: Lessen the negative effects of hailstorms.

Goal 6: Lessen damage resulting from hazardous material incidents.
Goal 7: Lessen damage resulting from land subsidence.

Goal 8: Identify the risk of and lessen the potential for terrorist incidents.
Goal 9: Lessen the negative effects of severe thunderstorms.

Goal 10: Lessen damage resulting from fires in urban areas.

Goal 11: Lessen the probability for wildland fires.

Goal 12: Lessen damage resulting from high winds.

Goal 13: Lessen damage resulting from severe winter storms.

Goal 14: Address miscellaneous other hazards.

117



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

Projects

1.1.1 Work with the US Army Corps of Engineers to ensure that dams along the Ohio River are inspected periodically and facilitate
information sharing so that local responders are prepared to assist in an incident involving one of the lock/dam facilities. Low

2.1.1 Support the efforts of local water providers to extend service into areas not currently served by a public water distribution
system. Low

3.1.1 Include earthquake hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. Low

4.1.1 ldentify areas in which stormwater backs up — primarily in municipalities — and determine the costs of corrective actions. Low
4.2.1 Support the Town of Henderson’s identified stormwater management needs Med.

4.2.2 Support local government efforts to maintain compliance with the NFIP. Med.

4.3.1 Coordinate with the WVDOH to clear culverts that are causing flash flooding problems. Low

4.3.2 Continue to train public officials as to the benefit of flood mitigation. Low

4.3.3 Cooperate with state and federal efforts to update flood mapping (otherwise known as the DFIRM project). Med.

4.3.4 Undertake buyout projects for repetitive and non-repetitive loss properties in flood-prone areas. High

4.3.5 Partner with appropriate agencies to support the 100-year based flood elevation design of critical roadways. Med.

5.1.1 Include hailstorm hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. Med.

6.1.1 Compile a commodity flow study to determine what materials are flowing through Mason County. High

6.1.2 Coordinate with organizations filing Tier Il reports to ensure information sharing and collaborative efforts to strengthen
capabilities to respond to hazmat incidents. Low

7.1.1 Coordinate with the WV Division of Forestry to promote reseeding after lumber extraction projects. Low

8.1.1 lIdentify areas and/or facilities that could be the target of domestic (or international) terrorism. Keep these lists secure. Low
9.1.1 Include thunderstorm hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. Med.

10.1.1 Encourage fire departments to apply for grants to add to equipment inventories and other capabilities. Med.

11.1.1 Include wildfire hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. Further, consider participating in Smokey the
Bear and other public information efforts. Med.

12.1.1 Include wind hazard information in periodic public information campaigns. Med.

13.1.1 Inventory snow removal capabilities in local resource lists, to include coordinating with the WVDOH regarding snow removal
contracts. Low

14.1.1 Coordinate with AEP to maintain rights of way to protect power lines from downed tree limbs. Low

14.2.1 Develop a database of at-risk citizens with health problems (e.g. oxygen requirements, etc.) that need electricity. Coordinate
with AEP to ensure that power is restored to them as quickly. Low

14.3.1 Coordinate with the local chapter of the American Red Cross to maintain updated lists of potential shelters in Mason County.
Low

14.3.2 Continue to develop partnerships with local amateur radio operators to create a backup communications capability for local
response operations. Med.

14.3.3 Work with the Mason County Board of Education to place caller ID on all phones in school facilities. Low

14.3.4 Encourage the WVDOH to install signage throughout the county to denote hazard-prone areas (e.g. fog areas, busy

intersections, etc.). High

Mingo County

The Mingo County Commission, Delbarton, Gilbert, Kermit, Williamson and Matewan will review and adopt the Regional Hazard
Mitigation Plan and Strategy recommendations.
Project timetables are between the range of 1 to 15 years as funding becomes available.

Goal 1: Lessen flood-related losses.

Goal 2: Reduce the negative effects of severe winter storms in Mingo County.

Goal 3: Reduce the negative effects of severe thunderstorms in Mingo County.
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Goal 4: Reduce damage from severe wind and tornadoes in Mingo County.

Goal 5: Lessen the effects of landslides in Mingo County.

Goal 6: Lessen hail damage in Mingo County.

Goal 7: Reduce the negative effects of drought in Mingo County.

Goal 8: Protect Mingo County’s populations and forests from wildfires.

Goal 9: Reduce the negative effects of land subsidence in Mingo County.

Goal 10: Reduce the negative effects of utility failures in Mingo County.

Goal 11: Reduce the negative effects of a communications failure in Mingo County.
Goal 12: Protect Mingo County’s population from bomb threats.

Goal 13: Protect general public in Mingo County from hazardous materials incidents.

Goal 14: Protect the general public in Mingo County from dam failures.

Project

Number Mitigation Project Priority

1.1.1 Develop a plan to monitor and clean storm water drainage systems within municipalities. High

1.2.1 Continue coordinating with the WVDOH to conduct culvert inspections/cleaning throughout the county. Protect bridges and
roadways from flooding hazards. High

1.3.1 Continue to provide training, technical assistance, education, and outreach opportunities for Mingo County, its municipalities
and its citizenry in support of the National Flood Insurance Program and their local floodplain ordinances and floodplain
management responsibilities. High

1.3.2 Maintain enforcement of building codes (municipalities) and educate citizens about hazards. High

1.3.3 Promote the purchasing of flood insurance through public education of where flood prone areas are located. High

1.3.4 Continue to utilize and enforce local Floodplain Management Ordinance. High

1.3.5 Enforce the countywide permitting process that will require residents and/or developers to file a permit with the county before
beginning any new construction as a means of regulating floodplain development. High

1.4.1 Provide information to the leaders in Mingo County about federal and state agency’s pro-active programs in order to promote
a safer Mingo County. High

1.5.1 Apply awarded funding and remove structures through Federal buyout programs. High

1.6.1 Work with the WVDOH to design road construction to elevate at risk roadways. High

1.6.2 Implement road and walkway improvement plans for areas at higher risk of collapse. High

1.7.1 Prioritize replacement/reinforcement of at risk structures such as retaining walls within the county. High

2.1.1 Maintain agreements with surrounding counties for help with snow removal. High

2.2.2 Identify possible funding source for purchase of county snow clearing/removal equipment. Med.

3.1.1 Update and distribute an informational brochure describing the proper safety procedures to carry out during a severe
thunderstorm. Med.

3.1.2 Continue monitoring and maintenance of the “Early Warning System”. High

4.1.1 Use the WARN system in place to alert residents of possible high wind/tornado conditions. High

4.2.1 Enforce county-wide building codes that model the statewide 90-mph wind load rating. High

5.1.1 Countywide building permits, which will regulate land disturbances over one acre to include storm water management.
Mitigate projects to address landslides throughout the county. High

5.1.2 Identify worst areas within municipalities and develop plans for structural enhancements or property buyouts. High

6.1.1 Maximize use of WARN system. High

7.1.1 Continue expansion of Public Service Districts water supplied areas. High

8.1.1 Continue distributing information concerning the leading causes of wildfires and steps the general public can take to avoid
starting wildfires. High

9.1.1 Implement plans to address identified areas in Mingo County that need improvement and/or protection if possible. High
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9.1.2 Work with Pocahontas Land Management to clean up affected areas. High

9.1.3 Begin development of ordinances for industries within the county starting any new development of land areas. High
10.1.1 Provide information to the citizens of Mingo County identifying where shelter is provided during extended utility outages.
High

11.1.1 Continue to train HAM operators for emergency operations. Continue development of communication infrastructure. (i.e
Cellular towers and digital radio network) High

12.1.1 Make the public aware of how to prepare for a bomb threat

and who to contact if there is a threat. High

13.1.1 Make the public aware of hazardous materials and what they can do if they spill, and evacuation plans for citizens of Mingo
County. Continue to support training for First Responders. High

13.1.2 Continue to maintain mutual aid agreements with Logan and Boone Counties. High

14.1.1 Continue to coordinate the monitoring and testing of dams in Mingo County with the Core Planning Team, so the local

governments and the county commission can be informed as to the safety status of these dams. High

Wayne County

The Wayne County Commission, Town of Fort Gay, City of Ceredo and City of Kenova will review and adopt the Regional Hazard
Mitigation Plan and Strategy recommendations.

Project timetables are between the range of 1 to 15 years as funding becomes available.

Goal 1: Lessen flood-related losses.

Goal 2: Reduce the negative effects of severe winter storms in Wayne County.
Goal 3: Reduce the negative effects of severe thunderstorms in Wayne County.
Goal 4: Reduce damage from severe wind and tornadoes in Wayne County.

Goal 5: Lessen the effects of landslides in Wayne County.

Goal 6: Lessen hail damage in Wayne County.

Goal 7: Reduce the negative effects of drought in Wayne County.

Goal 8: Protect Wayne County’s populations and forests from wildfires.

Goal 9: Reduce the negative effects of land subsidence in Wayne County.

Goal 10: Reduce the negative effects of utility failures in Wayne County.

Goal 11: Reduce the negative effects of a communications failure in Wayne County.
Goal 12: Protect Wayne County’s population from bomb threats.

Goal 13: Protect general public in Wayne County from hazardous materials incidents.

Goal 14: Protect the general public in Wayne County from dam failures.

Number Mitigation Project Priority

1.1.1 Develop a plan to monitor and clean storm water drainage systems within municipalities. High

1.2.1 Continue coordinating with the WVDOH to conduct culvert inspections/cleaning throughout the county. Protect bridges and
roadways from flooding hazards. High

1.3.1 Continue to provide training, technical assistance, education, and outreach opportunities for Wayne County, its municipalities
and its citizenry in support of the National Flood Insurance Program and their local floodplain ordinances and floodplain
management responsibilities. High

1.3.2 Maintain enforcement of building codes (municipalities) and educate citizens about hazards. High

1.3.3 Promote the purchasing of flood insurance through public education of where flood prone areas are located. High

1.3.4 Continue to utilize and enforce local Floodplain Management Ordinance. High

1.3.5 Enforce the countywide permitting process that will require residents and/or developers to file a permit with the county before

beginning any new construction as a means of regulating floodplain development. High
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1.4.1 Provide information to the leaders in Wayne County about federal and state agency’s pro-active programs in order to promote
a safer Wayne County. High

1.5.1 Apply awarded funding and remove structures through Federal buyout programs. High

1.6.1 Work with the WVDOH to design road construction to elevate at risk roadways. High

2.1.1 Maintain agreements with surrounding counties for help with snow removal. High

2.2.2 Identify possible funding source for purchase of county snow clearing/removal equipment. Med.

3.1.1 Update and distribute an informational brochure describing

the proper safety procedures to carry out during a severe thunderstorm. Med.

3.1.2 Continue monitoring and maintenance of the “Early Warning System”. High

4.1.1 Use the WARN system in place to alert residents of possible high wind/tornado conditions. High

4.2.1 Enforce county-wide building codes that model the statewide 90-mph wind load rating. High

5.1.1 Countywide building permits, which will regulate land disturbances over one acre to include storm water management.
Mitigate projects to address landslides throughout the county. High

5.1.2 Identify worst areas within municipalities and develop plans for structural enhancements or property buyouts. High

6.1.1 Maximize use of WARN system. High

7.1.1 Continue expansion of Public Service Districts water supplied areas. High

8.1.1 Continue distributing information concerning the leading causes of wildfires and steps the general public can take to avoid
starting wildfires. High

9.1.1 Implement plans to address identified areas in Wayne County that need improvement and/or protection if possible. High
10.1.1 Provide information to the citizens of Wayne County identifying where shelter is provided during extended utility outages.
High

11.1.1 Continue to train HAM operators for emergency operations. Continue development of communication infrastructure. (i.e
Cellular towers and digital radio network) High

12.1.1 Make the public aware of how to prepare for a bomb threat and who to contact if there is a threat. High

13.1.1 Make the public aware of hazardous materials and what they can do if they spill, and evacuation plans for citizens of Wayne
County. Continue to support training for First Responders. High

13.1.2 Continue to maintain mutual aid agreements with Logan and Boone Counties. High

14.1.1 Continue to coordinate the monitoring and testing of dams in Wayne County with the Core Planning Team, so the local

governments and the county commission can be informed as to the safety status of these dams. High

Throughout the Region, mitigation actions have been identified as completed, deleted, or deferred actions.

Project Status

Ongoing throughout

Indentify storm water back up areas, find funding. (All i
Region

municipalities, business and residential districts.

Ongoing throughout
Flood proof Water and Wastewater Plants Region

Have WVDOH determine funding requirements and seek
funding to clear out block culverts and determine which

culverts need to be re-designed to meet increased flood

hazard demands. Coordinate inspections of bridges and

roadways in the SFHA that are at risk. Develop a plan to Ongoing throughout
protect this vital infrastructure. Region

Elevate mechanicals near wastewater plants in Wayne and
Mingo Counties Completed
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Develop a database of all at risk structures in floodway and
floodplain and get homeowners and business information
on the importance of purchasing flood insurance and flood
proofing techniques to protect their home and business.

Ongoing throughout
Region

Develop an ongoing program of mitigation training for
public officials and private business, as well as citizens of
the Region. This training will include inspectors, builders,
developers, surveyors, and community CEQ's.

Ongoing throughout
Region

Review, update, comply and enforce the Counties and their
municipalities Floodplain Management Ordinances.

Completed; Ongoing

Support the training and use of HAZUS for pre-determining
loss estimations of hazard occurrences.

Ongoing throughout
Region. Completed in
Logan and Lincoln
Counties

Develop a database of at risk structures that have had
repetitive loss or substantial damage. Seek funding to
acquire these properties to get them out of harms ways.

Completed; ongoing
throughout Region

Promote any new construction and or roof remodeling
must withstand 90 miles per hour wind load building code.

Completed; ongoing

Provide information on what to do if severe winds or a
tornado should occur in the Region.

On going.

Promote WVDEP storm water management permitting at
the municipal level, that regulates any land disturbance and
development over one acre to provide for land stabilization
through storm water management techniques.

On going in Logan
County

Partner to develop an early warning system for multi-
hazards with federal, state, and local agencies and
organizations. Promote "Early Alerting System" with cable
companies and all radio frequencies including scanners.

Ongoing throughout
the Region. Completed
in Mason County

Find funding for caller ID for all schools in the Region.

Deleted from the list in
Mingo, Logan and
Wayne Counties due to
a decision that this
project was not
necessary or beneficial.
Completed in Lincoln
County

5.0 PLAN MAINTENANCE PROCESS

§201.6(c)(4)(i)

Hazard Mitigation Plan

[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.

8201.6(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.

8201.6(c)(4)(ii)) [The plan maintenance process shall include a] discussion on how the community will continue public participation in

the plan maintenance process.

MONITORING, EVALUATING, AND UPDATING THE PLAN

The jurisdictions adopting this plan have established a method for the systematic and periodic review of this document. The plan will

be reviewed at a minimum of every five (5) years (or following major disaster events) to gauge its effectiveness in predicting hazard
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susceptibility areas, update the asset inventory, and update the timelines assigned to mitigation projects. During the review process,
the following factors should be reviewed (similarly to the way in which these items were addressed during the original development
of the plan).

[ Ease of Implementation: How smoothly has implementing the project (or similar types of projects) been? Have programs been
readily available to assist in funding the implementation of the project (or similar types of projects)?

[1 Cost Effectiveness: Have sufficient funding sources been available to implement the project at a cost manageable by the local
government? Have the costs of implementing the project been significantly less than the cumulative future costs potentially incurred
by an un-corrected situation?

[1 Social Impacts: Has the public perceived that the project has positively lessened hazard-related losses? Has implementing the
project adversely affected any segment of the population?

[ Political Impacts: Has implementing a particular project (or type of project) been delayed due to the political consequences of its
implementation?

[1 Economic Impacts: Has the cost/benefit ratio of implementing the project been acceptable? Has implementing a project
adversely affected a particular segment of the local economy?

[1 Overall Positive Impacts: Have local leaders generally agreed that implementing a particular project was beneficial to the
community?

Custodial agencies for each of Region 2 Planning and Development Council’s six counties include: The Lincoln County Office of
Emergency Management; The Logan County Office of Emergency Management; The Mason County Office of Emergency Services;
The Mingo County Office of Emergency Services; The Wayne County Office of Emergency Services; and The Cabell County Office
of Emergency Services. As such, the OEM will update the action plan components of this plan (i.e. mitigation projects) as and if

necessary. During future review processes, the OEM will thus provide information critical to the success of the update.

In general, local policies have not hindered hazard mitigation efforts. The jurisdictions participating in this planning process have
used a variety of funding to complete mitigation projects in the past, including the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP),
Homeland Security Grant Program (HSGP), Emergency Management Performance Grant (EMPG), Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG), and local funding. Local government policies and programs have supported the use of this funding and, thus, the
implementation of mitigation projects. Further, all participating government jurisdictions have demonstrated a capability to

successfully implement and administer mitigation projects.

The monitoring of this plan also includes methods for ensuring that projects are successfully implemented and contribute to the
achievement of the mitigation goals outlined in Section 3.0. All of the individual projects listed in this plan are accompanied

by a series of potential funding sources. Many of these funding sources employ stringent project administration requirements
(including performance measures and close-out procedures), all of which will be followed by the jurisdiction affected by the
implementation of the project. Adherence to these requirements will ensure the successful implementation of projects funded by
such programs. For projects funded locally, existing purchasing policies will be followed, including competitive bidding, maintenance
of invoice copies, regular departmental budget reviews, etc. All files associated with purchasing at the local level are maintained.
This procedure has been successful while implementing mitigation projects since the original development of this plan and will

continue to be followed.

INCORPORATION INTO EXISTING PLANNING MECHANISMS

The members of the core planning team are leaders within the communities and agencies that they represent. They are often

involved in the overall community, economic development, and capital improvements planning efforts of their jurisdictions.

As members of the mitigation planning team, these individuals will carry mitigation concepts into other planning areas. For

example, parts of the Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan can be submitted for inclusion into the Regional Comprehensive

Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) report. This may include risk assessments as well as mitigation strategies,
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among other areas of the Regional HMP. The CEDS report is updated yearly within a prepared 5-year plan report. This report is

prepared and submitted by the Regional Planning and Development Council with input from the thirty-one (31) Town, City and
County members located with the six-county region. Once the CEDS report is submitted and approved, it can be located on the

Region 2 Planning and Development Council website for public viewing.
Cabell County:

The Cabell County Commission shall be the lead agency in coordinating the efforts
of the Cabell County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan, as well as, the
Cabell County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Steering Committee, which
consists of members from the Village of Barboursville, City of Huntington, and the
City of Milton.

Steering Committee Representatives:

1. Cabell County Commissioners

2. City of Huntington — Mayor and City Council

3. Village of Barboursville — Mayor and City Council

4. City of Milton — Mayor and City Council

5. Cabell County Office of Emergency Services (CCOES)

6. Cabell County E-911

7. Cabell County Office of Grants, Planning & Permits

8. City of Barboursville Public Works Department

9. City of Huntington Planning Department

10.City of Milton Public Works Department
In Lincoln County, its participating municipalities maintain floodplain ordinances. Both the county and the municipalities have
floodplain coordinators to oversee and enforce regulations. The Lincoln County OEM incorporates mitigation principles into its
emergency operations planning in an effort to predetermine the hazards to which responders may respond. The Lincoln County
Emergency Operations Plan works to primarily address the negative effects of natural, technological, and man-made hazards.
Logan County’s primary emergency manager, the LCOEM has been instrumentally involved in the development of this plan. The
LCOEM incorporates mitigation principles into its emergency operations planning in an effort to predetermine the hazards to which
responders may respond. The LCOEM operations plan works to primarily address the negative effects of natural, technological, and
man-made hazards. Further, the LCOEM built a continuity of operations plan off of the hazards that are perceived to be risks (most
of which are identified by this update). The continuity project is another example of the LCOEM’s commitment to mitigation and
lessening losses (continuity projects may lessen economic losses). Further, the LCOEM invited the Local Emergency Planning
Committee (LEPC) to participate in this planning process to ensure that planning efforts are consistent with the LEPC’s. The Logan
County Commission’s administrator is also the executive director of the county Economic Development Authority (EDA). The county
administrator participated in this planning process and was able to provide insight as to how a variety of hazards affect the sites
targeted for economic development. For example, the McDonald Airfield site is located along the Guyandotte River and could be
susceptible to flooding. As a result, the EDA plans to work with potential tenants to ensure that their assets are protected. Southern
WYV Community and Technical College has historically been a partner during local emergency planning efforts. For example, the
campus has agreed to serve as an alternate site for some county government operations should the recently developed continuity of

operations plan need to be activated.

In Mason County, all jurisdictions in the county are participants in the National Flood Insurance Program. Participation shows these
communities’ commitment to flood mitigation efforts. Such projects as the floodwall in Point Pleasant are examples. All have been
participants since the late 1970s; as such, local policies and flood mitigation policies have grown compatible over the years. As
such, each community has a National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Coordinator as well as floodplain development ordinances.

These ordinances are other examples of mitigation efforts reflected in existing local government mechanisms. The members of the
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core planning team are leaders within the communities and agencies that they represent. They are often involved in the overall
community, economic development, and capital improvements planning efforts of their jurisdictions. As members of the mitigation
planning team, these individuals will carry mitigation concepts into other planning areas. The MCOES prepares for emergencies
based on the four (4) phases of emergency management: mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery. This plan obviously
falls under the “mitigation” category. However, the MCOES incorporates mitigation principles into its emergency operations
preparedness planning (in an effort to predetermine the hazards to which responders may respond). The MCOES’ operations

plan works to primarily address the negative effects of natural, technological, and manmade hazards. The Mason County
Development Authority continues actively working to bring commercial and industrial development to Mason County. It has identified
several sites throughout the county that are suitable to development. As part of the planning process, this document will be shared

with development authority representatives.

Members of the Mingo County core planning team work closely with the county OES, flood plain management officials, and
emergency response agencies within the county. Coordination of existing planning documents is done extensively to ensure they
work efficiently together on the whole. Emergency Operations Plans, Continuity of Operations Plans, and the Hazard Mitigation Plan
all have an integrated role in disaster preparedness. Hazard Mitigation Plans play a role in the county EOP by providing the risk
assessment in the county and giving emergency planners the basis for a comprehensive EOP. Both HMP’s and EOP’s also reflect
in the COOP by providing county government agencies an overview of the vulnerabilities and/or risks they may face while continuing
to provide needed services. The Mingo County Office of Emergency Services (OES) is extensively involved in hazard mitigation
throughout Mingo County and the municipalities therein. The OES incorporates mitigation principles into its emergency operations
planning in an effort to predetermine the hazards to which responders may respond. The OES’s operations plan works to primarily
address the negative effects of natural, technological, and man-made hazards. The OES will also consider mitigation objectives
when planning for early warning and notification (as per mitigation strategies listed in this plan). Economic Development Authorities
coordinate with floodplain management officials as well to promote better planning and to eliminate building new businesses in

areas of high risk to flooding. Other identified risks are also analyzed and development is planned to account for these risks.

Wayne County members of the core planning team work closely with the county OES, flood plain management officials, and
emergency response agencies within the county. Coordination of existing planning documents is done extensively to ensure they
work efficiently together on the whole. Emergency Operations Plans, Continuity of Operations Plans, and the Hazard Mitigation Plan
all have an integrated role in disaster preparedness. Hazard Mitigation Plans play a role in the county EOP by providing the risk
assessment in the county and giving emergency planners the basis for a comprehensive EOP. Both HMP’s and EOP’s also reflect
in the COOP by providing county government agencies an overview of the vulnerabilities and/or risks they may face while continuing
to provide needed services. The Wayne County Office of Emergency Services (OES) is extensively involved in hazard mitigation
throughout Wayne County and the municipalities therein. The OES incorporates mitigation principles into its emergency operations
planning in an effort to predetermine the hazards to which responders may respond. The OES’s operations plan works to primarily
address the negative effects of natural, technological, and man-made hazards. The OES will also consider mitigation objectives
when planning for early warning and notification (as per mitigation strategies listed in this plan). Economic Development Authorities
coordinate with floodplain management officials as well to promote better planning and to eliminate building new businesses in

areas of high risk to flooding. Other identified risks are also analyzed and development is planned to account for these risks.

CONTINUED PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

All adopting jurisdictions maintain copies of this plan. Citizens will be able to review the plan and provide comments at any time from
these locations. Citizens may also access the plan through their County OEM or OES agencies. Following the completion of the
planning process, a newspaper advertisement will be published inviting the public to review the plans at the above locations or at
Region 2 Planning and Development’s website. These copies will be accompanied by a “Public Participation Form” so that

comments can be recorded and included in future updating processes.
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This plan is updated at a minimum of every five (5) years. The updating process will begin with the core planning committee and
also involve the general public. The planning committee will meet as often as is necessary during a review year to revise, add, or
remove mitigation projects. The final committee meeting will be properly advertised and open to the public to provide the public with
an opportunity to comment on the proposed changes.
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APPENDIX 1: HAZARD PROFILES, LOSS CALCULATIONS, AND MAPPING

Throughout Region 2 PDC’s six-county area, flooding is the primary hazard that citizens and jurisdictions face. History indicates
that flooding occurs more often than any other hazard in the region. Beyond flooding, the region also faces the potential hazards of
dam failure, drought, hail storms, among other less relevant potential hazards.

This appendix contains hazard-specific information created as a result of the comprehensive risk assessment that was completed as
part of this project. The appendix is organized alphabetically by hazard name. Each hazard-labeled tab contains a detailed hazard
profile, matrices to calculate loss estimations, and mapping that graphically depicts low, moderate, and high susceptibility areas for

the hazard in question.

Loss estimates were calculated for all jurisdictions. In some instances, however, a municipal jurisdiction could be more or less
susceptible than the balance of the county to a particular hazard. Where this was the case, a separate map and a summary of

losses (Worksheet #3a. from the FEMA guide 386-2) were created for that specific jurisdiction.

2.2 PROFILE HAZARDS

2.2.1. Dam Failure

RESEARCH

[1 West Virginia Dept. of

Env. Protection,

Environmental

Enforcement Website
http://www.wvdep.org/item.cfm?ssid=13&ss1id=191

[ Interviews with Local Officials

HAZARD EFFECTS

Dam failure is often the result of prolonged rainfall or flooding or, during prolonged dry periods, erosion. The primary hazard
surrounding dam failure is the swift, unpredictable flooding of those areas immediately downstream. While general inundation areas
can be determined, it is often impossible to know exactly how and where water held back by a dam will flow during a rapid failure of

the dam. Generally, there are three (3) types of dam failures: hydraulic, seepage, and structural.

[1 Hydraulic Failure — Hydraulic failures result from the uncontrolled flow of water over the dam, around and adjacent to the dam,
and the erosive action of water on the dam and its foundation. Earthen dams are particularly vulnerable to hydraulic failure since
earth erodes at relatively small velocities.

[ Seepage Failure — All dams exhibit some seepage that must be controlled in velocity and amount. Seepage occurs both through
the dam and the foundation.

A dam failure is when downstream flooding occurs as the result of the complete or partial inundation of an impoundment. If
uncontrolled, seepage can erode material from the foundation of an earthen dam to form a conduit through which water can pass.
This passing of water often leads to a complete failure of the structure, known as piping.

[ Structural Failure — Structural failures involve the rupture of the dam and/or its foundation. This is particularly a hazard for large
dams and for dams built of low strength materials such as silts, slag, fly ash, etc. Dam failures generally result from a complex

interrelationship of several failure modes. Uncontrolled seepage may weaken the soils and lead to a structural failure.
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Structural failure may shorten the seepage path and lead to a piping failure. Surface erosion may lead to structural or piping failures.
The West Virginia Department of Environmental Protection (WVDEP) classifies dams into four (4) categories, including the
following:

Class 1 (High Hazard) — Dams located where failure may cause loss of human life or major damage to dwellings, commercial or
industrial buildings, main railroads, important public utilities, or where a high risk highway may be affected or damaged.

[ Class 2 (Significant Hazard) — Dams located where failure may cause minor damage to dwellings, commercial or industrial
buildings, important public utilities, main railroads, or cause major damage to unoccupied buildings, or where a low risk highway
may be affected or damaged. Loss of human life from a failure of a Class 2 dam is unlikely.

[ Class 3 (Low Hazard) — Dams located in rural or agricultural areas where failure may cause minor damage to non-residential and
normally unoccupied buildings, or rural or agricultural land. Failure of a Class 3 dam would cause only a loss of the dam itself and a
loss of property use, such as use of related roads, with little additional damage to adjacent property.

[ Class 4 (Negligible Hazard) — Dams where failure is expected to have no potential for loss of human life, no potential for property

damage, and no potential for significant harm to the environment.

Dam failures generally result from a complex interrelationship of several failure modes. Uncontrolled seepage may weaken the soils
and lead to a structural failure. Structural failure may shorten the seepage path and lead to a piping failure. Surface erosion may

lead to structural or piping failures.

Cabell County, West Virginia had 291 events reported between 1/01/1950 and 7/31/2008. This included hazards consisting in part
of 38 reported floods (probability of future events: Frequent); 34 reported high winds in excess of 50 mph (probability of future
events: Frequent) ; 41 reported hail storms (probability of future events: Frequent); 27 reported winter storms (probability of future

events: Frequent); 1 reported tornado, Category F1 (probability of future event: Infrequent).

Lincoln County is home to several dams impounding farm ponds. These facilities are located sporadically throughout the county
and are largely unregulated. While significant loss of life or property damage would not be expected from the failure of one of these

facilities, it may result in minor flooding.
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HAZARD PROFILE: DAM FAILURE MAP
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Lincoln County

Hazard: Dam Failure

se of Structures.

$ n Hazard
Area

$363.564,000 $47.263,320
$86,793468 | $26,905975
$19,890,170 | $1.790,115
$28.931,156 | $867.935
$6,100.000 | $488.000
$45204,931 | $9,040,986
$43,000,000 | $4.730,000
$63,071.723 | $9.460,758
$656,555 448 $100,547,090

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your

hazard areas?

2. Do you know whether your cntical faciities will be operational after a

hazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the

greatest potential damages?

4. 1s there enough data 1o whether of

the are o hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of histonc,

environmental, political, or cultural signficance are vuinerable to

potential hazards?

6. Is there concern about a particular hazard because of its seventy,
or of

7. s additional data needed 10 justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?
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S

5

2

R

I Dam Failure - Low Susceptibility
Dam Failure - Moderate Susceptibility

Period of Occurrence:

At any ime

Number of Events to Date:

0

Probability of Event:

Infreguent — Dams that fail
typically have some deficiency
that causes the failure that should
be detected by regular
inspections and subseqguently
repaired. Heavy rains or
moderate earthquakes may
trigger a dam failure.

Warming Time:

Minimal — Depends on frequency
of inspection

Potential Impacts:

Potential loss of human life,
economic loss, environmental
damage. disruption of lifeline
facilities

Cause Injury or Death:

Injury and risk of multiple deaths

Potential Facility Shutdown:

30 days or more
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Of particular concern in Logan County is the presence of coal field dams. Despite

its decline in overall prominence, Logan County still sees a significant amount of mining

activity. Many of these mines construct dams to retain sediment ponds, serve as slurry

impoundments, and many other reasons. In fact, Logan County is home to one of the

worst dam failure disasters in history — the Buffalo Creek Disaster — which took the lives

of 125 people and injured 1,121. Nearly 4,000 people were left homeless after 507
houses were destroyed. Presently, many coal companies share safety plans and

inspection reports with local emergency officials. Despite the heightened vigilance,

failures of these types of dams are still very much a hazard in the southeastern portions

of Logan County.

Hazard: Dam Failure

Number of Structures

Value of Structures

Number of People

#in
Type of Structure Community
(O Class) or State

#in Hazard
Area

% in
Hazard
Area

$ in Community or
State

$ in Hazard Area

#in

Community

or State

#in Hazard
Area

% in
Hazard
Area

6,212

50%

$808,737,300.00 $404,368,650

25,678

12,839

50%

Residential
Commerciall

260

75%

$86,961,635.00 $65,221,226

2,841

2,131

75%

Industrial

23

90%

$35,198,757.00 $31,678,881

1,151

90%

Agricultural

47

5%

$37,267,272.00 $1,863,364

1,310

5%

Religious/Non-Profit

32

45%

$10,800,000.00 $4,860,000

3,600

45%

Government

6

86%

$47.621,848.00 $40,954,789

1,570

86%

Education

1

79%

$107,500,000.00 $84,925,000

1,032

79%

Utilities

8

80%

$378,046,566.00 $302,437,253

197

80%

Total]

6,598

48%

$1,512,133,378.00| $936,309,163

37,379

54%

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard

areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the greatest

potential damages?
4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of the

community are vulnerable to potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to potential

hazards?

6. Is there concem about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?
7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or state
funds for mitigation initiatives?
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Peaeriod of Oocurrencea: AL sy e

Mumber of Events to Date: L

Infrequant — Dams that fail
typically hawe some deficiency
that causes the fTalure that shwould
be detected by regular
inspactions and subsegueritiy
repaired. Heawy rairns or
moderate earthhuakes may
trigoer a darm failure:.

Minimal — Depends on frequency
of inspesctiomn

Foi=ntal loss of huarman lifie
econoimic loss, envirornmerntal
damage. diisrupton of IFeline
faciliies

Causec Injury or Deaths Injury and risk of multipke deatins
Potenitial Faclity Shubckowsems 30 days Or meore

Probakbility of Ewenit:

Warmirng T

FPotential Impacts:

Hazard: Dam Failure

Number of Structures Value of Structures Number of Peop!
#in % in i #in
Type of Structure Community | #in Hazard | Hazard |$ in Community| $ in Hazard Community | # in Hazard
(Occupancy Class) or State Area or State Area or State Area
i§ 17383 34 $1,086,437,500| $369,388,750 35,629 12,114
C 'JI 746 13 $564,744,781 $73.416,822 4,995 649
Industri YI 19 16 $269,537,282 | $43,125,965 2,457 393
Agrit 59 $218,196,847 | $128.736.140 50 30
Religious/Non-Profit| 37 $11.250[000 | $4.162,500 3.750
t! 9 $231,031,956 | $20,792,876 2.005 180
Education 16 $75.000,000 $12,000.000 1.550
Utilities| 20 $84,994,123 $16,998.825 474 95
Total 18.297 J 33 $2,541,192,490| $668.621.877 50,910

No
1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your
hazard areas?
2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazard event?
3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?
4._Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of
the community are vulnerable to potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to
potential hazards?

6. Is there concern about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?
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DAM FAILURE

I Danm Failure - Low Susceptibility
Dam Failure - Moderate Susceptibility

[ Hartford

[] Henderson

[ Jteon

[ Mason

|: New Haven

! [:] Point Pleasant

" |l C—3 mason county

Mason County, located along the Ohio River, is subject to a failure of the navigational locks and dams
along the river. The Robert C. Byrd Lock and Dam, officially located in Gallipolis Ferry, impounds water
just below the Kanawha River confluence. Also, the Racine Lock and Dam is located in the northern
portion of the county at Letart. The Willow Island Lock and Dam, located upstream from Mason County’s
communities, may also affect the county. A failure of facilities on the Ohio River would primarily disrupt
economic commerce along the river. Some flooding could occur in downstream

communities, however. Mason County is also the home to several dams impounding farm ponds. These
facilities are located sporadically throughout the county and are largely unregulated.

While significant loss of life or property damage would not be expected from the failure

of one of these facilities, it may result in minor flooding.
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Period of Occurrence: At any time

Mumber of Events to Date: 0

Infrequent — Dams that fail
typically have some deficiency
that causes the failure that should
be detected by reqular
inspections and subsequently
repaired. Heawy rains or
moderate earthguakes may
frigoer a dam failure.

Minimal — Depends on frequency

Probability of Event:

R of inspection
Potential loss of human life,
Potential Impacts: — l.DSE= e_mn' mn_me_ntal
damage, disruption of [feline
faciliies
Cause Injury or Death: Injury and risk of multiple deaths
Potential Facility Shutdown: 30 days or more

In Mingo County, the WVDEP maintains information on 1 dam facility which is
classified as a Class 1 dam. Laurel Lake Dam near Lenore holds a 29 acre lake in the
Laurel Lake Wildlife Management Area. The following graphic illustrates the only
listed/monitored dam facility in Mingo County.

Dam Name Hazard Class Owner Downstream Town
Laurel Lake 1 WVDNR Lenore

* Unknown hazard class w/ assumed hazard class presented (per WVDEP)

The West Virginia Department of Natural Resources (WVDNR) frequently

monitors the largest dam structure in the county. According to the WVDNR, which
maintains the Monitoring and Emergency Action Plan and Maintenance Plan for the
Laurel Lake Dam, there are no known problems with that structure. If this dam were to
fail, the primary affected areas would be within the state park. Mingo County has not
experienced a significant dam failure so a determination of susceptible areas based on
past events is not possible.

ANTICIPATED VULNERABILITIES/MAPPING

If a dam failure were to occur, it would only affect a small segment of the county.

Mingo County has a low risk of a significant dam failure. See the “Dam Failure” map for
a graphical representation of the areas that are anticipated to be affected if one of the
major dams in the county were to fail. The map depicts high, moderate, and low
susceptibility areas.
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DAM FAILURE

B Dam Failure - Low Susceptibility
Dam Failure - Moderate Susceptibility

[ ] Delbarton

[ ] Gibent

[ ] Kemit

[ 1 Matewan

|: Williamson

1 Mingo County

Hazard: Dam Failure

Number of Structures | Value of Structures Number of People
i #in

#in Hazard (% in $ in Community| $ in Hazard Community | # in Hazard | % in Hazard|
or State

Area or State Area Area
$488,861,100 | $73,329,165 27,100 4,065 15
$87,682,496 | $32.442,524 2614 967 37
$88,559,321 $4,427,966 2,636 132 S
$43.841.248 $1.315.237 37 1 3

$7,650,000 $459,000 2,550 153 6
$43,841.248 $7,891,425 18
$104.625.000 | $10.462,500 884 88 10
$157,082,402 | $47.124,721 1,76p 531 30
$1,022,142,815| $177,452,537 38,886 16

Area

No

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard
areas?
2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazard event?
3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?
4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of the

ity are vull ble to ial hazards?
5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to potential
hazards?
6. Is there concern about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?
7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?
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The WVDEP maintains information on 3 dam facilities in Wayne County. All 3 are
classified as a Class 1 dams. Right Fork-Camp Creek FW, Asbury Lake Dam, and Class
Three Dam are the listed and monitored structures. The following graphic illustrates the

only listed/monitored dam facilities in Wayne County.

Dam Name Hazard Class DownstreamTown

Right Fork — Camp

Creek FW Dam 1 Unincorporated Communities
Asbury Lake Dam 1 Unincorporated Communities
Class Three 1 Unincorporated Communities

Fortunately, Wayne County has not experienced any significant dam failure so a
determination of susceptible areas based on past events is not possible. However, the
above vulnerabilities are based on areas along the watersheds of the impounded

streams.

ANTICIPATED VULNERABILITIES/MAPPING

If a dam failure were to occur, it would only affect a small segment of the county.

Wayne County has a low risk of a significant dam failure. See the “Dam Failure” map for
a graphical representation of the areas that are anticipated to be affected if one of the
major dams in the county were to fail. The map depicts high, moderate, and low

susceptibility areas.
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Hazard: Dam Failure

Number of Structures Value of Structures

Number of Peo

Type of Structure

#in
Community
or State

#in
Community
or State

# in Hazard
Area

% in H;
Area

$ in Community
or State

$ in Hazard
Area

# in Hazard
Area

(Occupancy Class)
Residential

19,436 2,527 13 $741,677,760 | $96,418,109 41,647

5414

Commercial

211 80 38 $61,521,793 | $23,378,281 3,293

1,251

Industrial

16 0 $34,178,774 $0 1,794

0

Agricultural

151 0 $18,798,326 $0 130

0

Religious/Non-Profit

90 8 $13,500,000 $1,080,000 4,500

12 13 $123,961,770 | $16,115,030 3,047

22 20 $95,204,308 | $19,040,862 733

Education
Utilities

8 33 $183,573,749 | $60,579,337 258

Total

13 $1,272,416,480| $216,611,619 55,402

No
1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard
areas?
2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazard event?
3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?
4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of the
community are vulnerable to potential hazards?
5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to
potential hazards?
6. Is there concern about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?
7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?

Period of Occurrence:

Al any time

Number of Events fo Date:

0

Probability of Event:

Infrequent — Dams that fail
typically have some defidency
that causes the failure that should
be defected by reqular
inspections and subsequently
repaired. Heawy rains or
moderate earthquakes may
frigger a dam failure.

Waming Time:

Minimal — Depends on frequency
of inspection

Patential Impacts:

Potential loss of human life,
economic loss, environmental
damage, disruption of Iifeline
faciliies

Cause Injury or Death:

Injury and risk of multiple deaths

Patential Facility Shutdowr:

30 days or more

I Dam Failure - Low Susceptibility
Dam Failure - Moderate Susceptibility

Il Danm Failure - High Susceptibility

[ ceredo

[ Fort Gay

[:I Kenova

[ wayne

D Wayne County
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2.2 PROFILE HAZARDS

2.2.2. Drought

RESEARCH
NCDC Event Records

USDA Census of
Agriculture (2007)

HAZARD EFFECTS

Droughts are defined according to meteorological, hydrological, and agricultural criteria. Any significant
deficit of precipitation is categorized as meteorological. Hydrological drought is apparent in noticeably
reduced river and stream flow and critically low groundwater tables. Agricultural drought indicates an
extended dry period that results in crop stress and harvest reduction. The Palmer Drought Severity Index
(PDSI) is widely used throughout the United States as a measure of drought and to track moisture
conditions. The PDSI is defined as “an interval of time, generally in months or years in duration, during
which the actual moisture supply at a given place rather consistently falls short of the climatically
expected or climatically appropriate moisture supply”. The range of the PDSI is from - 4.0 (extremely dry)
to +4.0 (excessively wet), with the central half (-2.0 to +2.0) representing normal or near normal

conditions.

A drought in Lincoln County could affect the majority of the county’s residents. Droughts greatly reduce
the county’s public water supplies and also may cause privately owned wells to either run dry or
extremely low, thus reducing the quality and quantity of water available to residents. If a drought occurs
in Lincoln County, it not only affects residents’ water supply, but it also could impact those whose primary
income is in some way based on agriculture. During the last decade Lincoln County has suffered from
moderate periods of drought. The NCDC reports that thirteen (13) events have occurred thus placing the
county at a moderate risk for drought. According to USDA’s 2002 Census of Agriculture, Lincoln County
contains 215 working farms with an average size of over 150 acres. Droughts can be very costly to those

whose income is based in agriculture.
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Summer months or extended
pericds with no precipitation

13

Infrequent — Small scale droughts
occur frequently, but events
causing major disruption and
economic 10ss are infrequent
Warning Time: Weeks

Activities that rely heavily on high
water usage may be impacted
significantly, including agriculture,
tourism, wildlife protection.
municipal water usage,
commerce, recreation, electrnic
power generation, and water
quality deterioration. Droughts
can lead to economic losses such
as unemployment, decreased
land values, and agrobusiness
losses. Minimal risk of damage

or cracking to structural
foundations, due to soils_

Cause Injury or Death None

Potential Facility Shutdown: None

Period of Occurrence:

Number of Events to Date
{1998 — 2009):

Probability of Event:

Potential Impacts:

Hazard: Drought

Number of Structures Value of Structures Number of Peo
#in $in % in #in
Type of Structure | Community | # in Hazard | % in Hazard] Community or| $in Hazard | Hazard | Community | # in Hazard
(Occupaney Class) | or State Area Area State Area Area | orState Area
Residential] 10,099 3 $363,564,000] $10,906 920 22 386 672
Commercial 264 1 $86,793 468 | 867935 440 9
Industrial 3 7 $19.890170 | $1,382 312 824 58

Agricultural 100 | $28.931,156 | $28.931,156 68 68
Religious/Non-Profit] 61 4 $6,100,000 | $244,000 122
Government] 9 11 $45204.931 | $4.972542 867 95
Education] 10 0 $43,000,000 50 387 0
utilties] 14 25 | $63.071,723 | $15.767.931 29

Total] 10,675 5 656555448 $63,082,796

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your
hazard areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after
a hazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?

4. s there enough data to determine whether significant elements of
the community are vulnerable to potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of histonc,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to
potential hazards?

6. 15 there concern about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occumrence?

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?

139



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

HAZARD PROFILE: DROUGHT MAP

- Drought - Low Susceptibility
Orought - Moderate Susceptibility

[: Hamin

[ ] west Haman

= Lincoln County

Logan County contains several public water systems. Prolonged droughts could

affect water levels and thus affect intake at treatment plants. Not only are the majority of

the county’s residents served by this water, but the majority of the county’s commercial

and industrial facilities are also served by it. Long droughts could affect the quality of life

in the county as well as the local economy. If a drought occurs in Logan County, it not only
affects residents’ water supply, but it also could impact those whose primary income is in some
way based on agriculture. According to USDA’s 2007 Census of Agriculture, Logan County
contains 34 working farms. In 2002, agriculture accounted for approximately a $287,000 market

value of production.
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Summer months or extended

Period of Occurrence: periods with no precipitation
Mumber of Events to Date 10
{1999 — 2008):

Infrequent — Small scale droughts
ocour frequently, but events
causing major disruption and
econamic loss are infrequent
Waming Time: ‘Weseks

Activities that rely heavily on high
water usage may be impacied
significantly, including agriculture,
tourism, wildlife protection,
municipal water usage,
commerce, recreation, electric
power generation, and water
quality deterioration. Droughts
can lead fo economic losses such
a3 unemployment, decreased
land values, and agrobusiness
losses. Minimal risk of damage

Probability of Event:

Potential Impacts:

or cracking to structural

foundations, due to soils.
Cause Injury or Death: Mone
Potential Facility Shutdown: Mone

Number of Structures Value of Structures Number of Peop
% in [

Type of Structure i #in Hazard | Hazard §% in Community | $in Hazard i # in Hazard
(Occupancy Class) Area Area or State Area Area
17,383 $1,086,437,500 30 35,629
746 100 S$564,744 781 30 4,995
19 100 $269,537.282 50
34 100 $218,196,847 30
75 100 $11.250,000 30
11 100 $231.031.956 S0
19 100 $75,000,000 30
10 $54,994,123 30
18,297 5_2,541.192,490 50

(=] [=R(=0(=R[=0{=0[=0(=] (=}

-
L]
w

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your
hazard areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazard event?

3. Is there encugh data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?

4. Is there enough data to e whether significant of
the community are vulnerable to potential hazards?

S. Is there encugh data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to
potential hazards?

6. Is there concem about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?

X X X[ X[ XX
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A drought in Mason County could affect the majority of the county’s residents.

Some residents are still served by private water wells, which can run dry during drought
conditions. Further, those served by public water distribution systems could see water
supplies diminish or be subject to boil water advisories as water runs low near intake
points. If a drought occurs in Mason County, it not only affects residents’ water supply,
but it also could impact those whose primary income is in some way based on
agriculture. According to USDA’s 2007 Census of Agriculture, Mason County contains
946 working farms. Mason County’s farms average just over $19,000 per year in
production market value (for a total value of $18,765,000).
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_ i Summer months or extended
Period of Occurrence: ceriods with no precipitation
Mumber of Events to Date 1
{1985 — 2009):

Probability of Event:

Infrequent — Small scale droughts
occur frequently, but events
causing major disruption and
economic loss are infrequent

Waming Time:

Wesks

Potential Impacts:

Activifies that rely heavily on high
water usage may be impacted
significantly, including agriculture,
tourism, wildlife protection,
municipal water usage,
commerce, recreation, electric
power generation, and water
quality deterioration. Droughts
can lead fo economic losses such
as unemployment, decreased
land values, and agrobusiness
losses. Minimal risk of damage

or cracking fo structural

foundations, due o soils.
Cause Injury or Death: None
Potential Fadility Shutdown: None
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Hazard: Drought
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Type of Structure

#in
Community

% in

#in Hazard | Hazard

Number of Structures

Value of Structures

(Occupancy Class)

or State

Area

Area

$ in Community or
State

$ in Hazard Area

12,423

12,423

100%

$808,737,300.00

$0

#in
‘Community
or State

Number of People

#in Hazard
Area

25,678
2,841
1,151
1,310
3.600
1,570
1,032

197

37,379

25,678
2,841
1,151
1,310
3,600
1,570
1,032

197

37,379

=
[ i i 346
] 2 25

246 948

72 72

Government| 7 7
Education 14 14
Utilities| 10 10
Total] 13843

346 $86,961,635.00
$35,198,757.00
$37.267,272.00
$10.800,000.00
$47,621,845.00
$107,500,000.00
$378,046,566.00

$1,512,133,378.00

$0
$0
30
S0
$0
$0
$0
$0

No
1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard
areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazard event?
3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the greatest
potential damages?
4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of the
ity are vul ble to p ial hazards?
5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural signifi are vul ble to potent:
hazards?
6. Is there about a hazard
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or state
funds for mitigation initiatives?

of its severity,

B Drought - Low Susceptibility
Drought - Moderate Susceptibility

— | Hartford

[[] Henderson

[ ] teon

[ 1 Mason

[[] New Haven

[ ] Point Pleasant

E Mason County
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A drought in Mingo County affects the majority of the county’s residents. Mingo County is comprised of
mostly forested areas with some residents relying on rain for crops and farms and also their water supply.
The municipalities that have water boards which supply residents with water can also be impacted by
droughts that decrease the availability of public water supplies. Mingo County residents also rely on
rivers, creeks, and underground springs to provide water for crops and farm animals. If a drought occurs
in Mingo County, it not only affects residents’ private water supply, but it also could impact those whose
primary income is in some way based on agriculture. During the drought of 1990, all 55 counties in West
Virginia were named a federal drought disaster area. West Virginia farmers lost approximately $100
million to the drought. Many families across the state were forced to sell all farm animals or quit farming

and find another means of income.

Summer months or extended
periods with no precipitation

11

Infrequent — Small scale droughts
occur frequently, but events
causing major disruption and
economic loss are infreguent
Waming Time: Wesks

Activities that rely heavily on high
water usage may be impacted
significantly, including agriculture,
tourism, wildlife protection,
municipal water usage,
commerce, recreation, electric
power generation, and water
quality deterioration. Droughts
can lead to economic losses such
as unemployment, decreasad
land values, and agrobusiness
losses. Minimal risk of damage
or cracking to structural
foundations, due to soils.

Cause Injury or Death: Mone

Potential Fadility Shutdown: None

Period of Occurrence:

MWumber of Events to Date
{1898 — 20048):

Probability of Event:

Potential Impacts:
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Hazard: Drought

Number of Structures 1 Value of Structures Number of People
#in #in
Community | # in Hazard | % in H: $ in Community| $ in Hazard Community | # in Hazard | % in Hazard|
or State Area Area or State Area or State Area Area
13,335 2,934 22 $488,861,100 | $107,549 442 27,100 5,962
511 15 $87.682.496 $13,152,374 2614 392
17 13 $88,559,321 $11,512,712 2,636
60 $43,841,248 | $26.304,749 37
18 $7,650,000 $1,377,000 2,550
20 $43.841.248 $8.768.250 1,296
S $104,625,000 | $5,231,250 884
33 $157,082,402 | $51,837,193 1,769
22 $1,022,142,815| $225,732,969 38,886

No

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard
areas?
2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazard event?
3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?
4. |s there enough data to determine whether significant elements of the
community are vulnerable to potential hazards?
S. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,

tal, ble to

envir , political, or cultural ifi are \
potential hazards?

6. Is there aboutap hazard b of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?

7. Is additional data ded to justify the i of or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?

DROUGHT
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A drought in Wayne County affects the majority of the county’s residents. Wayne County is comprised of
mostly forested areas with some residents relying on rain for crops and farms and also their water supply.
The municipalities that have water boards which supply residents with water can also be impacted by
droughts that decrease the availability of public water supplies. Wayne County residents also rely on
rivers, creeks, and underground springs to provide water for crops and farm animals. If a drought occurs
in Wayne County, it not only affects residents’ private water supply, but it also could impact those whose
primary income is in some way based on agriculture. Although Wayne County has not reported any

losses during the period studied, prolonged periods of drought can be detrimental to the county.

Summer months or extended
periods with no precipitation

]

Infregquent — Small scale droughts
occur frequently, but events
causing major disruption and
economic loss are infrequent
Waming Time: Wesks

Activities that rely heavily on high
water usage may be impacted
significantty, including agriculiure,
tourism, wildlifs protection,
municioal water usage,
commerce, recreation, electric
power generation, and water
quality deterioration. Droughts
can lead to economic losses such
a3 unemployment, decreasad
|and values, and agrobusiness
lozses. Minimal risk of damage
or cracking to structural
foundations, due to soils.

Cause Injury or Death: MNone
Potential Facility Shutdown: MNone

Period of Occurrence:

Mumber of Events to Date
{2003 — 2004}

Probability of Event:

Potential Impacts:
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Hazard: Drought

Number of Structures Value of Structures Number of Peo|
£in #in
Type of Structure Community | # in Hazard | % in H $ in Community | S in Hazard Community | # in Hazard
(Occupancy Class) or State Area or State Area or State Area
i 19,436 $741,677,760 | $22,250,333 41,647 1,249
21 $61,521.793 $615218 3,293 33
16 $34,178,774 $1,233,357 1,794 18
151 $18,798,326 | $18,798,326 130
90 $13,500,000 $540,000 4,500
12 $123961.770 | $13.635.795 3,047
22 $95,204,308 $0 733
$183,573,749 | $45,893.437 258

8
19,946 $1,272,416,480| $102,966,466 55,402

v
@
w

(SR (=0 E R [T (=) (N

~
o
w

No
1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard
areas?
2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazard event?
3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?
4. Is there enough data to determine fi ' of the
community are vulnerable to potential hazards?

S. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vuinerable to
potential hazards?

6. Is there concem about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?

Drought - Moderate Susceptibility
[[] ceredo
[ ] FortGay
[777] Kenova
Wayne
:l Wayne County
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2.2 PROFILE HAZARDS

2.2.3. Flooding

RESEARCH

Public Comment

NCDC Event Records
FIRMs

FEMA Repetitive Loss List

Searches of local media archives

Flooding is defined as a general temporary condition of partial or complete inundation of normally dry
land areas from: overflow of inland or tidal waters; unusual and rapid accumulation of runoff of surface
water from any source; mudflows; or the sudden collapse of shoreline land. A flash flood is a rapid
flooding of low-lying areas, rivers, and streams that is caused by intense rainfall and is often associated

with thunderstorms.

HAZARD EFFECTS

REPETITVE LOSS PROPERTIES

Cabell County: Has three severe repetitive loss structures — One (1) located in rural Cabell County in
Culloden and Two (2) located in Milton, West Virginia. Each of the local Municipal governments in Cabell
County are participants in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The NFIP Coordinator
maintains the jurisdiction’s floodplain ordinance and ensures that development is compliant with that

ordinance (and, consequently, the NFIP).

NFIP. The three basic components -of the NFIP include: 1 — Flaodplain
identification and mapping risk, 2 — Responsible floodplain management, and, 3
— flood insurance.

Flood, ire tificatiornn and M. irng:

Cabell County maintains:
I. a current copy of the D-Firms established June 16, 2005 and a
current FIS
2. Letters of Map Amdendment and/or Change
3. Provides Assistance with local floodplain determinations

a. (Example: a lady comes into the Office of Grants, Planning &
Permits for Cabell County, West Virginia. She has a letter in her
hand from a bank stating that her property is in a floodplain and
she is being required to carry flood insurance for the life of the
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loarn. She asks the cowunty floodplain administrator for assistance
fo rectify the situation. The county floodplain manager, access
the county flood maps available at www.maps.cabellassessor.corr:.
The cowunty floodplain administrator searches the D-firms which
are attached to tax parcels. Onrnce the maps are downloaded, the
Jloodplain administrator compares them to the paper firrms arnd
accesses the Flood Hazard Determination tool located az
www.rnnapwy.gov/flood. By comparing the maps, and deterrmining
the location of the structure, the floodplain administrator sends a
lerter to the lender stating that the property in question appears o
be in or out of the floodplain, whichever the case rmay be, and that
sesueally sazisify’s the lender. In a case where it is too close to call,
the floodplain administrator recormrmends to the properfy ownrner
thatr they obrain an Elevation Certificate arnd present ifr to the
lender. If the property is located in the floodplain, and the people
are getting ready to build, instrisctions are given fo therm as to how

rfo proceed. This information can also be accessed at
www.cabellcounty.org. Orice orn the web-site, the individoaal

calling the office is guided how to proceed to obtain the necessary
instractions for buwilding in a flood hazard area. They are
instructed to click on Cormmission, to scrofl down and click on
ordinances and perrmits, and to opernn the two docurnents dealing
wirth floodplain information and to download a permit
applicatior.

Sometimes people have questiorns ort iow to have their properity
removed frorm the SFHA. I that case, the floodplain
administrator provides therm with arn informational packet thar
corntains instructions and an application for a (LOMA, I OMR-F
or a CLOMA or CLOMPR-F based orn their circurmstances.) Onrnce
the paperwork has beernn completed, the application is submitted fo
FEMA arnd notification is sent back to the cowunty floodplain
administrator who maintains a file of all the Letters of Map
Amendrmernt.
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. Frorr tirme o tirrme, , residernts call in to deterrrirne Row to place Tl
ore their propery. I the property is in a fToodplain, instractions,
warnd o copy of the cornty [Toodplairn ordinance is provided with
Zaidelines for obtainirng o Gl perrmiiv. These instriactiorns carr also
be forrnd orn-fine atr www. cobellcornty org and folfows e same
procediure as in parcgrapf 3 abowve. HHowever, if the persorn is
plarnrning fo place Tl in an area that is close to a fToodway, the
SMoodplairn adrrirnistrator reguesrs thar a FAHEC @ annalysis be
corrmpleted prior fo isseirng o il perreir. Tf efre HEC arnalysis sfhrows
zero rise ro fhe BIFE irn the fToodway, tfrerr a perrit world be

issmed, ortherwise a perrit is ot issaed. The fTloodplain
adrrrinnistrator world tfrern advise e person doing the Jfilf, har
ornce cormplfeted arnd with the proper doc raricore, tfhre property

corld be removed firom the SFH.A through a LOAMR-F.

df. O'ccasionally, a residernt will call tfrar is havirng erosable wirth o

rreighbor who is working in the fToodplair. e floodplain
adrmrinistrator secoares whartever irnforrnatiornn they carn frome the
residerny, i.e. rmarme of individoial doing the TN, or other
developrrrernt, the locafion of the developrrient takKing place, erfc.
The fToodplain adrministrator thhernr sends the Complicnce officer
Sor Cabell Comnity fo thhe job site, to clreck things owur. This ascoally
works, Rowever, whern ¥ doesn’t, the [Toodplain administrator
contacts the persors arnd B the persornn doing the developrreersy
doesre 'y cormply, a letter is sent advising rfreme they Rave 15 days ro
Brirng the developrrrernt into cormplicrnee with the local floodplain
ordirnance. This works 99.92% of tfre tirrce.

e. Wherr Cabell Corwrzty waas irg the process of apdatirng theeir origirnal
TErvee reaps to ID—ffrrms, the Toodplairn administrator worked with
rfre Cabell Comwrrty Assessor’s office ro overiay tfre rnew ID-Firrms
over the existirng ffrrre rmeaps. This allowed efee office to iderntify fre
pProperfties that were browghr info the SFIECA. A rrrealtiveede
fapprrosxcirrearely S000) ler % wreaere mmailed to the residents/property
owrners/Hhusiness ownners advisirng therre thiar tfeeir property wWas
Beirng browght into thhe SEFIFA and ow to proceed to obtain fTood
irrsserance. The fToodplairn adrrirnistrator worfed with the

INFIP Continued

residernts, answered their gquestions, and referred therm o other
agencies jfor inforrmatior:. Two — three rmectings were held,
advertisernernts were placed in the local newspaper advising of the
firme and dare. This was called the Cabell Comnzy Project
Otreach.

J- The Cabell Cowunty Floodplain Adrministrator works wirh lenders,
innswurance agerncies, residernts, businesses, developers, ro lernnd
assistance in deterrining if the locations they have qguestiorns
abowt are in a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). Occasionally,
the Cabell Comunty Floodplairn Administrator will be asked to speak
af variows frurnctiorns with regard to jfloodplairn isswues throughowrt
Cabell Cowurnty and to the Special Flood Hazard Areas arnd how fo
breild streectieres in those areas so thar they are in compliarnce with
the cowunty floodplain ordinance.

Z. The Cabell Cowrnty Floodplain Administrator — ajfter a declared
disaster, cormpiles inforrmation for the swubrmission of a Hazard
Mitigartiorn Grant Application, processes the application, arnd
adrriinisters the project as the project coordinator. The Cabell
Cozernty Floodplairn Information keeps irnforrmatior: or: the severify
of the evernt, the number of structures that were damaged, and the
rrzerniber of striectures thart have beernt ritigated.

F. The Floodplain Administrator — wears rmay haits, and perforrms
rmrany dwaties associated with the day to day activities for
developrnent in Cabell Cowunty. The goal is effective, enforceable
Jloodplain managerment o rediuce thhe loss of life, property, arnnd
POSSsessions.

i The Cabell Cowmunty Floodplain Adrmiinistrator mairnfains

brochures, handorits, booklets, pamphlets, and other inforrmation
vital 1o the maintenance of the floodplain and to the residernis.

151



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

NFEIP Continued

J- Working with the Cabell County Assessor’s office, the Cabell
County Floodplain Administrator has calculated that there are
currently 2,023 properties located in the flood prone areas of
Cabell County.

Floodplain Management:

I. Cabell County amended and adopted a compliant floodplain ordinance
on September 6, 2007

2. Cabell Cournty and the Cities of Huntington, Milton and Barbouwrsville
Issue permits for all proposed development in the SFHA. For Example
in rural Cabell County, West Virginia from January 2005 — December
2009 approximately 59 permits were issued for new construction, 11
permits for commercial development, 19 fill perrmits, 8 remodel permits
and 10 demolition permits.

3. Obrain, review and wtilize any Base Flood Elevation and floodway data,
and require BFE data for subdivision proposals and other development
proposals larger than 50 lots or 5 acres

4. Identify measures to keep all new and substantially improved
construction reasonable safe from flooding to or above the BFD,
including anchoring, wsing flood resistant materials, designing or
locating utilities and service facilities to prevent water damage

5. Docurnent and maintain records of elevation data that documernt the
lowest floor elevation for new or substantially improved structures

6. Require a I’ freeboard

7. Require HEC analysis for properties who wish to buwild in the
designated floodway

Flood Insurance:

I. Educate community members abowt the availability and value of flood
insurance
2. Inform communiily property owners abowt changes to the D-Firm that

would impact their flood inswurarnce rates

3. Provide general assistance 1o community members relating o
insurance issues
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Cabell County WV Repuurive Loss Structures Data

y Sl Fim Ctolloss  Zone  Fim DN of Lass

WEST VAGINA  GABELL COUNTY" WG OlBEi2 ] YEE  MLTON WV MALTON "W (BAAMO)  NONRESIDNT A N DSOINT A N OTAINEM  NOWRESIDNT
WEET VAGINA  CABELL COUMTY" WG OIZTM MO BOF  CULLDDEN W U0 BNGLEFMLY X N 0ATIEOM X N OMIMIOM  SRGLERWLY
WEET VRGIMA  CABELL COUNTY" WG 0ITEM N YEB  MLTON W AV BMNGLERMLY A N o3 A N

WEET VRGINA  CABELL COUNTY" MIE ol MO YES  MLTOM W WAE SBNGLERMLY K N TN M N

WEST VAGIHIA  GABELL COLNTY iR o1 L] YEE  MLTON W WL SINGLERMLY A N DMUWNET A N

WEST VRGINIA  CABELL COUNTY" Satoig 3T O L RaApalRsvILE Wy ATMINEEI  EINGLEFMLY EMG N DARRNOT EM3 N

WEST VBGINIA  CABELL COUNTY" S8 e ] o HUNTINGTON WY WY (RN GMDLEFMLY A N D20 A N

WEST VAGIHIA  GADELL COUNTY" i oin ] NO MLTON WV MILTON wy A BINOLEFRLY AE N BTGNS AR N OO  SNGLERMLY
WEST VAGIMIA  CABELLCOUNTY" - YT N ¥EE  MLTON W MLTON wy WONHT  BNGLEFMY AL N (dN0ieT GIATIET  SINOLE LY
WEET VROMIA  CABELL COUNTY® MO0 O0548E) N NOO MLTOW W MLTON wy N SNGLERWY Al N 0W0EE AE N

WEST VROINIA  CABELL COUNTY* MO iR Na HO O WILTOW W MILTN i OMANE  SINGLEFMY AE N DMIMII0 AE N

WEST VRGN CABELL COUNTY" 01 ekt WO NO WLTON W AU BMNOLEFMLY A N OIMEN3 A N DMMMET  BNOLEFRY
WEST VRGINIA  CABELL COUNTY® b o WO YEE  WLTON WY MILTON W 1AV03  BINGLEFWLY A N B0 A N

IWEST VGIN  CABELL COUNTY M oo Ha NO O MLTON WY MILTON WY w 1400 BINODLEFWLY AE N DMOINET AE N

WEST VRGN CABELL COUNTY e T na HO O MLTON WY MILTON w 1IA22000  BINCLEFWLY AE Y OMIZNWT AR ¥

WEST VAGINK  CABELL COUNTY MO ouIm ] NI MUNTMGTON WY BRI BINGLEFMLY AE N DMUNWT AE N

WEST VROINIA  CABELL COUNTY" U018 UMSET ] YER  MLTOW WY MILTON WY w NI SNGLEFMLY A N OMINET A N

WEET VRDINA  CABELL COUNTY" AR OIZTM o YEE N W 1NIEN SINGLEFULY AME N MINTE03 AZ N DMDMNMT  BINOLE FWLY
WEST VROINIA  CABELL COUNTY® A0E 03T W WO HUNTIGTON WY HUNTINGTONW wh OMDINGT  NOMRESONT EMG N 12T EMG

WESTVIRGINIA  CABELL COUNTY* S48 0 N YES  WUNTRGTON WY GEAAEO4  GINGLEFMLY A M DWERO0 A W

WEST VRGINA  GABELL COUNTY" H0E 11T ] YOS WINTINGTOM WY OUFATIM  BINGLEFMLY AE N DMUMO2 AE N DXMOO00  BINGLEPWLY
WEST VRGIN  HUNTINGTOM EITYDR M50 oldnen ] YES  MUNTIGTON WY ATEDM  BNGLEFMLY X N DAUNGR K N

WEST VAGINA  HUNTINGTOWCITYDF S0 opim) ] YES  MUNTMOTOM WY GATI0M  BNGLEFMY X N 0MNE00Z X N OIMAON  SINGLEFWLY
WEGTVIRGINIA  HUNTINGTOM,CITYDF 540010 OMAB0W ] BOF  WUNTIOTOH WY TG SNGLERMLY X N MO X N DIMMAN  BINGLEFWLY
WESTVROINIA  HUNTINGTOM,CITYDF 540098 CAZOTET o YEE  HUNTIOTOM WY I BNGLEFMLY ML N DVNRGE AE N

WESTVROIMA  HUNTINGTOM CITYDF 540018 03358 o YES  AUNTBETOM WY ORI GINGLEFMLY AE N DDNEOD AE N

WEST VIRGINIA  HUNTINOTON CITYCF 540018 origise L] ] HUNTRGTON WY CAE0EME  EINGLEFMLY AE N DN AE N

WEGTVIRGINA  HUNTINSTOM GITYOF Mo ol L] HO O NTBGTOM WV OUTTEODE  BINGLEFMLY AE M DVUMOR AE N DHIADO00  BINGLEFALY
WEST VRGIMA  HUNTINGTOM CITY DR S40008 o1vmaT ] MO WUNTIGTOM WV COANE  BINGLEFMY X N moem0d K N

WESTVIRGINA  HUNTIMGTON CITYDF 0010 D120 W BDF  HUNTMOTOM WV HUNTINGTONW Wy GUNEE  SNGLERMLY X N mokes K N

WESTVIRGINA  HUNTINGTOM,CITYOF  S4O018  G35201 W HO HUNTHMOTOM WV cailans  SNGLERMY X N mAeE K N

WESTVROMIA  HUNTINGTOM CITYOF  S40018  CI238%4 WO YES  TALEOTT WY TALCATT W OUIAIDT  SNGLEFMLY KON DUHNEE B N

WESTVIROINA  HUNTIRNGTOMLCITYOF 540018 GA77ST W WO HUNTBOTON WV CNAENE  SNGLEFMLY AZ N ATIME AE N

WEST VIRGINIA  HUNTINGTOM, CITYOF 540018 [k H L] YES  HUNTINGTON WY CANTROM  SMGLEFMLY X0 0N MO0Z X N DMUMD SINGLEFMLY
WEST VIRGINI  WUNTINGTOM, CITYOF 540018 034187 ] YRS MUNTIRNGTON WV OBOATOM SMNGLEFMLY AE N DUN0E AE N

WEST MRGINIA  HUNTINGTOM CITYOF 540008 oloaon L] YES  WUNTRNGTON WV DUATEOM  BINBLEFMLY A M WARM0D AE N OSEMNED  SINGLEPWLY
WESTVIRGINA  HUNTINGTOM CITYOF 90010 01936 ] WO WUNTINGTON WV AR  BNGLEFMLY A N WAMNO0 A N

WEST VIRGINA  MUNTINGTOM CTYOF  BO0IR CHOTG W YES  HUNTRNOTON WV CUINING  SNGLERMLY AR N DM K N

WEST VRGIMA  MUNTINGTOM,CITYDF  SAO0IR 030438 W YES  HUNTINOTEM WV OUITIOM  BMGAEFMLY X N mE K N

WESTVIRGINA  HUNTINGTOM,CITYOF  SA01D C3000 W YEE  HUNTRNOTON W CHITA0M  SNGERMLY AE N MAINE AE N

WESTVIRGIMA  HUNTINGTOM,CITYOF  SA0018 0134833 W MO HUNTRNGTON W OWITEDM  GINGLEFMLY AE N MLEME AE N

WEST VIRGINIS  MILTON, EITY OF sobte diaTe L] YES  MLTON Wi MILTaN w CONTZOM  BINGLEFMLY X N 1A0E00} M N DMUMD BINGLERWLY
WEST VIRGINA  WLTON, GITY OF Moo Tl ] WO GULLGDEN WV CULLODEN W AIN3200  BINGLEFMLY AE N WAR0N AE M

WEST VIRGIMA  MILTON, BTy of OO oaTed ] WO MLTON W AIM0E00  SNGLEFMLY AE N DVENWT AE M

WEST VIRGINA  VILTON, CITY OF MONE OOH0AR ] WO MLTON WY MILTOH W Wy GUITION  SNGLEFMY AE N BVOINGET AR N IZDWIETD  SINGLEFWLY
WESTVIRGINA  MILTON, CITY OF HODIE DT KO MO MLTON i VENIND  BMNGLEFMLY AE M DVIZNWT  AE M DWAETE  BINOLE FULY
WEST VIRGINA  MILTON, GITY OF 00 Di2aee L] YEE  MLTON W MILTaN W IWIZE0  WOMRESONT AE M (0G0} AE W OMDIAEAT  NOM RESTNT
WESTVIRGINA  MILTON, 2TV OF soe DET L] SOF  MILTEM Wi AN BINGLEFMLY AE M ODISI00N  AE N OMIAET  SWGLE FuLY
WEST VIRGINA WAL TON, EITY OF MO0 ooguoT L] SOF MO W MILTON W 1IN0 BNGLEFMLY A M WAE0Y AE M DM SGLERWLY
WEST VIRGING  WILTON, CITY OF 0018 Hama L L] MILTON W GUBIND  MOMRESONT AE N mUINWT AR N

WERT VIRGINA  MILTON, EITY OF HOND D0RTY ] YEE  MLTON W M0 SINGLEFMLY AE M 0DIGE03 AR N OVINGET  SINGLE FWLY
WEST VIRGINA  MILTON, CITY OF MONE  Df23MY ] YEE  MLTON W M0 MOMRESIONT K M 0JA7R03 X M OMIGAEAT  NOMRESDNT
WEST VIRGINA  MILTOM, EITY OF MO O WO M3 MLTON W VINA0D  MOMRESONT AE M OMENGET AE N

WEST VIRGUA  MILTOM, EITY OF HODD DoRN) o YEE  MLTOW w 12200 WOWRESDNT AE M OVDUHWT AE W DUMATE  MOM RESENT
WEST VIRGIMA  WILTOM, EITY OF OO D o YES  MLTON e AN MOMREBIONT AE M OVDIHIT  AE M ALMANIETE  NOWREGENT
WEST IRGINA  WILTON, GITY OF Moo o ] YES  MLTON Wi 1M SNGEFMLY AE N WASIOY AE N

WEST VIRGIA  WILTON, CITY OF Hoowe o1 ] MO MLTON W 1INV BINGLEFMLY AE M GUININR RE N

WEST VIRGIMIA  WILTON, £ITY OF MO0 drama ] YEE  MLTON W 1113300 EINGLEFMLY AE M 017803 AE N

WEST VIRGIMA  MILTON, CITY OF HODIB D19 ] YEE  MLTON WY MILTON w 080200 GINGLEFMLY X N OIERERO M M ONIAG  SINGLERuLY
WEST VIRGIMA  MILTON, CITY OF HODID D3NS WO YEE  MLTOW W NI SNGLERMLY AE N DINEEE AR N

WEST VIRGIMA  MILTON, CITY OF 0N OfZMES ] YEE  MLTON W NN SINGLEFMLY AE M 0INSE00) AR M OVOVIGET  BINGLE FWLY
WEST VIRGUA  MILTOM, CITY OF MONIE  Di26sed ] WO MLTON W 1NN ASSMDCONDOM M (neamdl X M
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Lincoln County

Flooding is arguably the highest priority hazard in Lincoln County. Lincoln County is very susceptible to
flooding largely due to the physical geography of the county, which includes several rivers and creeks as
well as varied topography. The worst floods usually occur when a river overflows its banks. Periodic
floods occur naturally on most rivers, forming an area known as a “floodplain”. With enough rainfall, the

rivers and creeks will rise up to and over the floodplain, thus causing a flood.
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Period of Occurmence:

Primarily January through May
(history shows incidents
occurring year-round)

Flash Flood — At any time
depending on recent weather
conditions

Result of Dam Failure — At any
time

Number of Events to Date
(1988 — 2009):

18

Probability of Event:

Fregquent

Warning Time:

River Flood — 3 to 5 days
Flash Flood — Minutes to hours
Cram Failure — None

Potential Impacts:

Impacts to human life, health,
and public safety. Utility damage
and outages, infrastructure
damage (fransportation and
communication systems),
structural damage, fire, damaged
or destroyed critical facilities, and
hazardous material releases. Can
lead to economic losses such as
unemployment, decreased land
values, and agrobusiness losses.
Floodwaters are a public safety
issue due to contaminants and
pollutanis.

Cause Injury or Death:

Injury and moderate risk of death

Potential Facility Shutdown:

Days to Weeks

Identification of floodplain areas within the county and its municipalities is based

Hazard Mitigation Plan

on Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) data produced by the National Flood Insurance

Program (NFIP).

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING FLOOD HAZARD AND IDENTIFICATION OF FLOOD

RISK

Lincoln County has a history of flooding. In the past 10 years six (6) deaths and

over $45 million in damages to property have been reported. Municipalities are generally

located in proximity to areas that experience flooding due to the terrain and amount of

streams and rivers in those areas.

Significant flooding has forced the county to use mitigation actions such as

relocations and property buyouts. Lincoln County has been successful in lowering the

damage costs tremendously by applying for grant-funded projects. Other areas outside

of municipalities still need to be addressed as they are still vulnerable.

In terms of repeated flooding problems, Lincoln County and its municipalities

have the following numbers of properties listed by the Federal Emergency Management

Agency (FEMA) as “repetitive loss properties”.

Lincoln County: 20 total properties
Single Family: 16
Non-resident: 4

Hamlin: 2 total properties
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+ Single Family: 2

Both local municipal governments in Lincoln County are participants in the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). These jurisdictions have participated since:

+ Lincoln County: September 18, 1987
+ Town of Hamlin: September 4, 1987

+ Town of West Hamlin: September 4, 1987

Each jurisdiction has designated an “NFIP Coordinator”. The NFIP Coordinator
maintains the jurisdiction’s floodplain ordinance and ensures that development is

compliant with that ordinance (and, consequently, the NFIP).

Hazard: Flooding

ber of Slmcu”geo l Value of Structures imber of Peoy

$in
#in Hazard | % n Community or| $ in Hazard

Area State Area

1, $363,564,000| $43,627.680
$86.793.468 | $1.735.869
$19.890.170 | $1,392,312
$28.931.156 $0
$6,100,000 $183,000
$45204 931 | $452.049
$43.000.000 | $430,000
$63.071.723 | $3,153.586
$656,555.448| $50.974.497
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1. Do you know where your greatest damages may OCcur in your
hazard areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical faciities will be operational after
a hazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject 10 the
greatest potential damages?

4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of
the community are vuinerable to potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, poltical, or cultural significance are vuinerable to
potential hazards?

6. Is there concemn about a particular hazard because of &s severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?

7. Is addtional data needed 1o justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?

X| X X |[X|X|X
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HAZARD PROFILE: FLOODING MAP

SRy

P Fiooding - Low Susceptibility
I Fiooding - High Susceptibility
[[7] Hamiin

[ west Hamiin

*NOTE: High susceptibility areas are loosely based Lincoin C
on the 100-year floodplain. c e Y

Logan County:

Flooding is arguably the highest priority hazard in Logan County. Logan County is very susceptible to
flooding largely due to the physical geography of the county, which includes several rivers and creeks as
well as varied topography. The worst floods usually occur when a river overflows its banks. Periodic
floods occur naturally on most rivers, forming an area known as a “floodplain”. With enough rainfall, the
rivers and creeks will rise up to and over the floodplain, thus causing a flood. Identification of floodplain
areas within the county and its municipalities is based on Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) data
produced by the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).
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Period of Octurrence:

Primarily January through May
(history shows incidents
oCcurring year-round)

Flash Flood — At any time
dzpending on recent weather
conditions

Result of Dam Failure — At any
fime

Mumber of Events to Date
(1996 — 2008):

25

Probability of Event:

Frequent

Warning Time:

River Flood — 3 to & days
Flash Flood — Minutes o hours
Oam Failure — Nong

Potential Impacts:

Impacts to human [ife, health,
and public safety. Utility damage
and outages, infrastructure
damagg (transportafion and
communication systems),
structural damage, fire, damaged
or destroyed critical facilities, and
hazardous material releases. Can
lead to economic l0sses such as
unemployment, decreased land
values, and agrobusiness losses.
Floodwaters are a public safety
issue due to contaminants and
pollutants.

Cause Injury or Death:

Injury and moderate risk of death

Potential Facility Shutdown:

Days to Weeks

Hazard Mitigation Plan

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING FLOOD HAZARD AND IDENTIFICATION OF FLOOD

RISK

According to the NCDC database, Logan County has experienced 25 floods since 1996. Those floods

have caused over $40 million in damage and have been blamed for as many as five (5) deaths. Floods in

2002, 2003, and 2004 were particularly devastating, accounting for nearly $22 million dollars of the total

damage since 1996.

REPETITVE LOSS PROPERTIES
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In terms of repeated flooding problems, Logan County and its municipalities have the following numbers
of properties listed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as “repetitive loss
properties”.

Logan County: 228 total properties
2-4 Family — 6

Assmd Condo — 16
Non-Residential — 112

Other Residential — 5

Single Family — 108

Unknown — 1

Chapmanville: 1 total property (non-residential)
Logan: 3 total properties

Single Family — 2

Non-Residential — 1

Man: 1 total property (single family)

West Logan: 2 total properties (one [1] each non-residential and single family)

All six (6) governments in Logan County are participants in the National Flood

Insurance Program (NFIP). These jurisdictions have participated since:

Logan County: April 1972, Town of Chapmanville: August 1971, City of Logan: July 1971, Town of Man:
September 1971, Town of Mitchell Heights: August 1971, Town of West Logan: June 1972.
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Hazard: Flooding

er of Structures Value of Structures Number of People
#in

Community | # in Hazard
or State Area

35,629 7,126
4995 1,698
2457 839
37

900

y o)
78

|
5

#in Hazard $ in Community |  § in Hazard
Area or State Area
3,500 $1,086,437,500 | $217,287,500

250 $564,744,781 | $192,013.226

S $269,537,282 | $70,079,693

25 $218,196,847 | $161,465,667

18 $11,250,000 $2,700,000

4 $231,031,956 | $83.171,504
$75,000,000 $3.750,000
$84,994,123 | $42497,062

3,808 $2,541,192,490 | $772,964,652

sgngxgxgﬁg
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1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your
hazard areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical faciliies will be operational after a
hazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?

4. Is there enough data to whether signifi of
the ity are ble to I h ?

S. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to
potential hazards?

6. Is there concem about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?

X X XXX X

FLOODING
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Mason County:

Flooding is arguably the highest priority hazard in Mason County. Mason County is very susceptible to
flooding largely due to the physical geography of the county, which includes several rivers and creeks as
well as varied topography. The worst floods usually occur when a river overflows its banks. Periodic
floods occur naturally on most rivers, forming an area known as a “floodplain”. With enough rainfall, the
rivers and creeks will rise up to and over the floodplain, thus causing a flood. Identification of floodplain
areas within the county and its municipalities is based on Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) data

produced by the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).

Primarily January through May
(history shows incidents
oCcurming year-round)

Flash Flood — At any time
depending on recent weather
conditions

Result of Dam Failure — At any
fime

Period of Occurrence:

Mumber of Events to Date 29
(1994 — 2009):
Probability of Event: Freguent

River Flood — 3 to 5 days
Warning Time: Flash Flood — Minutes to hours
Diam Failure — None
Impacts to human life, health,
and public safety. Utility damage
and outages, infrastructure
damage (transportation and
communication systems),
structural damage, fire, damaged
or destroyed crifical facilities, and
hazardous material releases. Can
lead to economic losses such as
unemployment, decreased land
values, and agrobusiness l0sses.
Floodwaters are a public safety
issue due to contaminants and
pollutants.

Cause Injury or Death: Injury and moderate risk of death
Potential Facility Shutdown: Days to Weeks

Potential Impacts:
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DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING FLOOD HAZARD AND IDENTIFICATION OF FLOOD
RISK

According to the NCDC Event Record database, Mason County has experienced 29 flooding events since
1994. One (1) death and one (1) injury have been attributed to these events, as has a total monetary loss
of nearly $15.8 million. With the exception of two (2) of these events (February 1994 and March 2004), all
of these floods have resulted in at least $2,000 in damage. Other floods have resulted in significant
damage. An event in March of 1997 resulted in $300,000 damage in Mason County alone. Other events,
such as the one in September of 2004, were listed as causing $9.5 million in damage, only some of which
was in Mason County. Data such as this leads to the determination that flooding is a significant hazard in
Mason County. Sentiment from local officials supports such an assertion. Additional evidence includes
the completion of previous mitigation projects (e.g. the Pt. Pleasant floodwall). Flooding appears primarily
concentrated in areas identified by Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). Some municipal areas, though,

may be subject to flash flooding as heavy rains temporarily overwhelm stormwater management systems.

REPETITVE LOSS PROPERTIES

In terms of repeated flooding problems, Mason County and its municipalities have the following numbers
of properties listed by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as “repetitive loss
properties”.

Mason County: 7 total properties

2-4 Family: 1

Non-Residential: 4

Single Family: 2

Henderson: 2 total properties (one [1] each: single family, assumed condo)

New Haven: 1 single family structure

Point Pleasant: 3 total properties

Non-Residential: 1

Single Family: 2

All local governments in Mason County are participants in the National Flood

Insurance Program (NFIP). These jurisdictions have participated since:

Mason County: January, 1980; Town of Hartford: February, 1978; Town of Henderson: May, 1978;
Town of Leon: August, 1978; Town of Mason: February, 1978; Town of New Haven: July, 1978; City of
Point Pleasant: May, 1978

Each jurisdiction has designated an “NFIP Coordinator”. The NFIP Coordinator

maintains the jurisdiction’s floodplain ordinance and ensures that development is
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compliant with that ordinance (and, consequently, the NFIP).

Hazard: Flooding

Humber of Structures

Value of Structures

HNumber of People

#in
Community
or State

#in Hazard
Area

Hazard
Area

§ in Community or
State

#in
Community
or State

Hazard
Area

#in Hazard

§in Hazard Area Area

12,423 2,500 20% $808,737,300.00

3161,747 460 25,678 5,136 20%

346 150 43% $86,961,635.00

$37,393,503 2,841 1,222 43%

25 3 12% $35,198,757.00

$4,223,851 1,151 138 12%

946 500 53% $37,267,272.00

$19.751.654 1,310 694 53%

15 21% $10,800,000.00

$2,268,000 3,600 756 21%

0 0% $47,621,848.00

50 1,570 o 0%

1] 0% $107,500,000.00

50 1,032 0 0%

8 $378,046,566.00

$302,437,253 197 158

$1.512,133,378.00

$527.821,721 37,379 22%

No

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard

areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a

hazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the greatest

potential damages?

4_Is there enough data to whether si

of the

it
community are vulngérable to potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,

environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to potential
hazards?
6. Is there concern about a particular hazard because of its severity,

,or of

0

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or state

funds for mitigation initiatives?
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FLOODING

i

Mingo County
HAZARD EFFECTS

Flooding is arguably the highest priority natural hazard in Mingo County. Mingo County is very
susceptible to flooding largely due to the physical geography of the county, which includes several rivers
and creeks as well as varied topography. The worst floods usually occur when a river overflows its
banks. Periodic floods occur naturally on most rivers, forming an area known as a floodplain. With enough
rainfall, the rivers and creeks will rise up to and over the floodplain, thus causing a flood. Identification of
floodplain areas within the county and the incorporated municipalities is based on Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM) data produced by the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). GIS maps developed for
this project display the location of all major water bodies in the county and delineate the 100-year
floodplain boundaries. These are areas that have a one (1) percent chance of equaling or exceeding the

recorded base flood elevation during any year.
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Primarily January through May
(history shows incidents
DCCUITIng year-round)

Flash Flood — At any time
depending on recent weather
conditions

Result of Dam Failure — At any
fime

Period of Occurrence:

MNumber of Events to Date 18
(15588 — 2008):
Probability of Event: Frequent

River Flood - 3 to 5 days
Warning Time: Flash Flood — Minutes to hours
Dram Failure — Mone
Impacts to human life, health,
and public safety. Utility damage
and outages, infrastructure
damage (fransportation and
communication systems),
structural damage, fire, damaged
or destroyed critical facilities, and
hazardous material releases. Can
lead to economic losses such as
unemployment, decreased land
values, and agrobusingss l0s3es.
Floodwaters are a public safety
issue due to contaminants and
pollutants.

Cause Injury or Death: Injury and moderate risk of death
Potential Facility Shutdown: Days to Weeks

Potential Impacts:

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING FLOOD HAZARD AND IDENTIFICATION OF FLOOD
RISK

Mingo County has a long history of flooding. Eighteen (18) floods have been

reported to the National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) since 1998. Collectively, these
floods have caused three (3) deaths. Flooding has accounted for in excess of $34 million
in damage over the past decade. Major floods occurred in 2002, 2003, and 2004.
Smaller but significant floods causing significant damage have occurred as recently as
2007. Several areas in Mingo County have repeated flooding problems. The City of
Williamson is now protected by the flood wall, but structures outside the wall are
threatened by frequent flooding due to the proximity to the Tug Fork River. Delbarton,

also close to the Tug Fork River, suffers from repeated flood damages as well.

REPETITVE LOSS PROPERTIES

In terms of repeated flooding problems, the following are listed by the Federal

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as “repetitive loss properties” in Mingo County
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and the City of Williamson. Repetitive loss properties are shown graphically on the
mapping contained in this section. Mingo County has 67 repetitive loss properties total spread throughout
the municipalities and unincorporated areas. A large majority, 46, are single family structures, 13 are non-
resident structures, 5 condos, and 3 2-4 family structures.
All five (5) local governments in Mingo County are participants in the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). These jurisdictions have participated since:
Barbour County: December 1980; Town of Delbarton;: March 1977; Town of Gilbert: May 1977;
Town of Kermit: March 1978; Town of Matewan: February 1970; City of Williamson: January 1981
Each jurisdiction has designated an “NFIP Coordinator”. The NFIP Coordinator
maintains the jurisdiction’s floodplain ordinance and ensures that development is

compliant with that ordinance (and, consequently, the NFIP).

ANTICIPATED VULNERABILITIES/MAPPING

Mingo County is at high risk for floods due to the amount of rivers and creeks and

the topography of the county. History has shown that many floods have taken place very
recently. Refer to the flood maps for a graphical representation of the areas that are
anticipated to be affected by flooding conditions. The map also shows the location of

repetitive loss properties.
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Hazard: Flooding

Hazard Mitigation Plan

Number of Structures

Value of Structures

Number of Peo,

Type of Structure
(Occupancy Class)

#in
Community
or State

#in Hazard
Area

% in Haza
Area

§ in Community
or State

$ in Hazard
Area

#in
Community
or State

#in Hazard
Area

Residential}

13,335

5,867

44

$488,861,100

§215,098,884

27,100

11,924

1

107

$87,682.496

$18.413324

2614

549

17

$88,559,321

$13,283,898

2,636

395

258

$43,841.248

$2,192,062

37

2

51

$7,650,000

$688,500

2,550

230

7

$43,841.248

$10.960,312

1,296

18

$104,625,000

$11,508,750

884

97

8

$157,082,402

§15,708,240

1,769

177

Total}

14,205

$1,022,142,815

$287,853,971

38,886

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard
areas?
2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazard event?
3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?
4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of the
community are vuinerable to potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to

potential hazards?
6. Is there concem about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?
7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?
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FLOODING

I Flooding - Low Susceptibility
Il Fiooding - High Susceptibility
[ ] Debarton

[ Gilbert

[ | Kemit

[ ] Matewan

[:] Williamson

D Mingo County *NOTE: "High" susceptibility areas correspond
to the 100-year floodplain

Wayne County
HAZARD EFFECTS

Flooding is arguably the highest priority natural hazard in Wayne County. Wayne County is very
susceptible to flooding largely due to the physical geography of the county, which includes several rivers
and creeks as well as varied topography. The worst floods usually occur when a river overflows its
banks. Periodic floods occur naturally on most rivers, forming an area known as a floodplain. With enough
rainfall, the rivers and creeks will rise up to and over the floodplain, thus causing a flood. Identification of
floodplain areas within the county and the incorporated municipalities is based on Flood Insurance Rate
Map (FIRM) data produced by the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). GIS maps developed for
this project display the location of all major water bodies in the county and delineate the 100-year
floodplain boundaries. These are areas that have a one (1) percent chance of equaling or exceeding the

recorded base flood elevation during any year.
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Period of Ocourrence:

Primarily January through May
(history shows incidents
oocurming year-round)

Flash Flood — At any time
depending on recent weather
conditions

Result of Diam Failure — At any
fime

Mumber of Events to Date
(2003 — 2008]):

14

Probability of Event:

Frequent

Warning Time:

River Flood - 3 to & days
Flash Flood — Minutes to hours
m Failure — None

Potential Impacts:

Impacts to human life, health,
and public safety. Utility damage
and outages, infrastructure
damage (ransportation and
communication systems),
structural damage, fire, damaged
or destroyed critical facilities, and
hazardous material releases. Can
lead to economic lossas such as
unemployment, decreased land
values, and agrobusiness l0sses.
Floodwaters are a public safety
issue due to contaminants and
pollutants.

Cause Injury or Death:

Injury and moderate risk of death

Potential Facility Shutdown:

Days to Weeks

Hazard Mitigation Plan

DESCRIPTION OF EXISTING FLOOD HAZARD AND IDENTIFICATION OF FLOOD

RISK

Wayne County has a long history of flooding. Fourteen (14) floods have been reported to the National

Climatic Data Center (NCDC) since 2003. Collectively in Wayne and surrounding counties, these floods

have caused six (6) deaths. Flooding has accounted for in excess of $47 million in damage over the past

five (5) years. Major floods occurred in 2005 and 2006. Smaller but significant floods causing significant

damage have occurred as recently as 2006.

REPETITVE LOSS PROPERTIES

In terms of repeated flooding problems, the following are listed by the Federal Emergency Management

Agency (FEMA) as “repetitive loss properties” in Wayne County. Further, repetitive loss properties are

shown graphically on the mapping contained in this section.
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There are 26 repetitive loss properties listed in Wayne County 23 of which are
single family properties. The county listing includes 2 assumed condo properties and 1
non-resident property.
All 4 local governments in Wayne County are participants in the National Flood
Insurance Program (NFIP). These jurisdictions have participated since the following
dates:
Wayne County: September 1987; City of Ceredo: May 1989; Town of Fort Gay: January 1979
City of Kenova: May 1989; Town of Wayne: September 1987

Each jurisdiction has designated an “NFIP Coordinator”. The NFIP Coordinator
maintains the jurisdiction’s floodplain ordinance and ensures that development is

compliant with that ordinance (and, consequently, the NFIP).

ANTICIPATED VULNERABILITIES/MAPPING

Wayne County is at high risk for floods due to the amount of rivers and creeks

and the topography of the county. History has shown that many floods have taken place
very recently. Refer to the flood maps for a graphical representation of the areas that are
anticipated to be affected by flooding conditions. The map also shows the location of
repetitive loss properties.
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Hazard: Flooding

Number of Structures Value of Structures Number of Peo
#in

Community | # in Hazard
or State Area

41,647 4,998
3,293 66
1,794 126

130 0
4,500 135
3,047 30

733 7

258 13
55,402

#in
Community | # in Hazard | % in $ in Community| $in Hazard
or State or State Area
19,436 $741,677,760 | $89,001,331
211 $61.521.793 | $5.784.883
16 $34,178,774 | $8,633,499
151 $18,798,326 $340,000
90 $13,500,000 $500,000
12 $123961.770 | $1.239.617
22 $95,204,308 | $13.490,641
8 $183,573,749 | $3,120,000
$1,272,416,480 [ $122,109,971
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1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard

areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a

hazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the

greatest potential damages?

4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of the

cC ity are vull ble to p tial hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vuinerable to
potential hazards?

6. Is there concem about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?

FLOODING

B Fiooding - Low Susceptibility
B Flooding - High Susceptibility
[:] Ceredo

[ ] FotGay

[:] Kenova

I wayne

:l Wayne County *NOTE: "High"™ hazard areas correspond to the
100-year floodplain.

171



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

2.2.4. Hailstorm
RESEARCH
[l Interviews with Local Officials

[l NCDC Event Records

HAZARD EFFECTS

When hail occurs, it can cause damage by battering crops, structures, automobiles, and
transportation systems. When hailstorms are large, especially when combined with high winds,
damage can be somewhat extensive. Hailstorms are more common in elevated areas, such as the
mountains, than tropical areas since locations such as mountains are closer to the bottom of
thunderstorms. In mountainous areas, the falling hail has less time to melt before touching the
ground.

Lincoln County

Lincoln County is susceptible to hailstorms due to its varied topography. According to the National
Climatic Data Center (NCDC), Lincoln County has experienced a total of 31 hailstorms in the past 30
years. Most hailstorms are not severe and Lincoln County has experienced only one hailstorm that
caused any reported property or other damage during the past decade. Damages amounted to $5,000 in
a storm during June of 1998. The nineteen (19) reported storms contained hail ranging from 0.75-1.75
inches in diameter. Damage to community assets from hailstorms usually comes in the form of broken
windows, damaged HVAC systems, destroyed landscaping, etc. Hail rarely does enough damage to close

an asset or keep employees from reporting to work.
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Hazard: Hailstorm

Number of Structures Value of Structures Number of Peo;
#in $in % in #in
Community | #in Hazard | % in Hazard} Community or| $in Hazard | Hazard | Community | # in Hazard
Area State Area Area | orState | Area
2 $363,564,000( $7271,280
3 $86,793,468 | $2,603,804
3
1
1
5
9
0

g

or State Area
10,099 202
264 8
3 0
215 2
1

0

1

1

2 22,386 448

3 940 28
$19,890,170 | $596,705 3 824 25
$28,931,156 | $289,312 1 68 1

1

5

9

61 $6,100,000 |  $61,000 3
$45.204.931 | $2.260,247 867 43
10 $43,000,000 | $3,870,000 387 35
14 $63,071,723 | $6,307,172 0 12

10,675 2 $656,555,448| $23,269520 | 4 622

Mawm—-wwmg

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your
hazard areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after
ahazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?

4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of
the community are vulnerable to potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to
potential hazards?

6. Is there concemn about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelihood of occurrence?

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?
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HAZARD PROFILE: HAILSTORM MAP
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Logan County

Logan County is susceptible to hailstorms due to its location in the mountainous portions of
West Virginia. According to the National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), Logan County
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experiences hailstorm relatively frequently. Most hailstorms are not severe. In total, all

37 hailstorms caused a combined $70,000 in damage. These reported storms contained

hail ranging from 0.75” to 1.75” diameter. Damage to community assets from hailstorms usually
comes in the form of broken windows, damaged HVAC systems, destroyed landscaping, etc.

Hail rarely does enough damage to close an asset or keep employees from reporting to work.

Period of Occumence: At any time
Mumbes of Events to Date o
(1877 - 2008) :
, Likedy — Usually associated with
e severe thunderstorme
Waming Time Minutes to hours
Large hall can minimally damage
Potential Impacts property (faclibes) as well as
rops
Cause Injury or Death Injury
Potential Facility Shutdown: Minimal
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Hazard: Hailstorm

Hazard Mitigation Plan

Value of Structures

$ in Community| § in Hazand
or State Area

$1,086,437,500|  §$108.644

$584.744,781 $56.474

$200.537.282 | §28.654

$218.106.847 |  $21.820

$11,280,000 $1.125

$231,031,058 | $23.108

$75,000,000 §7,500

$94.004.123 $8.400

18.207 $2.541.102400) $254.110
=== ~ =

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may 0ceur in your
hazard areas?

2. Do you know whether your enitical facilites will be operational after a
hazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the
greatest potential damages?

4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of
the community are vulnerable to potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
environmental, political, o cultural signfficance are vulnerable to
potential hazards?

6. Is there concern about a particular hazard because of its severty,
repetitiveness, or ikelhood of oocumrence?

7. Is additional data needed to justfy the expenditure of community or
state funds for mitigation initiatives?
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HAILSTORM

— 1

ot

Mason County

Mason County is susceptible to hailstorms due to its proximity to the mountainous portions of
West Virginia. According to the National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), Mason County
experiences hailstorm relatively frequently. Most hailstorms are not severe and Mason

County has not experienced a hailstorm that caused any reported property or other

damage during the past decade. These reported storms contained hail ranging from

0.02” to 2” in diameter. Damage to community assets from hailstorms usually comes in the form
of broken windows, damaged HVAC systems, destroyed landscaping, etc. Hail rarely does

enough damage to close an asset or keep employees from reporting to work.
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Period of Occumence: At any time
Mumber of Events io Date 33
(18683 — 2009
_ Likedy — Usually ascocated with
e severe thunderstorme
Waming Time: Minutes to hours
Large haid can minimally damage
Potental Impacts: property (facilibes) as well as
cops
Cause Injury or Death: Ingury
Minimal

Potental Facility Shutdown: _
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Hazard: Hailstorm

Number of Structures Value of Structures
#in %in

Community | #in Hazard | Hazard | $ in Community or
orState | Area | Area State § in Hazard Area
12423 | 12423 | 100% | se0e737.30000 |  ssoens
48 18 | 100% | $88.081.635.00 $8,608

25 2% $35,108.757.00 $2,520
848 o048 | 100% | 537.267.27200 $2.727

72 | 100% | $10.800000.00 $1,080
7 100% | $47.621.948.00 §4.762
14 $107.500,00000 | §10.750

10| 100% | sare.04e.58800 [ 537805

100% [51512122378.00]  $151.213

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may occur in your hazard
areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical facilities will be operational after a
hazand event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject to the greatest
potential damages?

4. Is there enough data to determine whether significant elements of the
community are vulnerable to potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
envirenmental, political, or cultural significance are vulnerable to potential
hazands?

8. Is there concem about a particular hazard because of its severity,
repetitiveness, or likelhood of occurence?

7. Is additional data needed to justify the expenditure of community or state
funds for mitigation initiatives?
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HAILSTORM
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[ ] New Haven
S Point Pleasant
:l Mason County

Mingo County

Mingo County is susceptible to hailstorms due to it's proximity to the mountainous portions of
West Virginia. According to the National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), Mingo County
experiences hailstorm relatively frequently. Most hailstorms are not severe and Mingo

County has not experienced a hailstorm that caused any reported property or other

damage during the past decade. These reported storms contained hail ranging from 0.75
inches to 1.75 inches in diameter. Damage to community assets from hailstorms usually comes
in the form of broken windows, damaged HVAC systems, destroyed landscaping, etc. Hail rarely
does enough damage to close an asset or keep employees from reporting to work.
ANTICIPATED VULNERABILITIES/MAPPING

When a hail storm occurs, it can affect the entire county and is not targeted to

one particular area. As such, all of Mingo County is equally at risk from hailstorms.
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Hazard: Hailstorm

Value of Structures

$in Community| §in Hazard
or State Area
488,881,100 | S43.007 400
S87.882 408 S8.137.775
580,550,321 | 34427088
$43.841,248 | $1.753.850
7,850,000 | $450.000
543,841,248 | $3.507.300
$104,825,000 | $7.323.750
$167.082.402 | 34712472
51.022.142.815] s72319412

*®
5

51

i

Education| 18
i ]

T 14.205

Qwuwo‘nu-n-loi

1. Do you know where your greatest damages may cccur in your hazard
areas?

2. Do you know whether your critical faciites will be aperational afer a X
hazard event?

3. Is there enough data to determine which assets are subject fo the X
greatest patential damages?

4. |5 thers enough data to determine whether significant slements of the X
community are vuinerable 1o potential hazards?

5. Is there enough data to determine whether certain areas of historic,
emvirenmental, politcal, or cultural significance are vulnerable to X
potential hazards?

8. |5 there concem about a particular hazard because of its severity, x
repatitiveness, or ikelihood of cocumence?

7. 15 additional data needed io justify the expenditure of community or

state funds for mitigation initiatives?
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HAILSTORM
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APPENDIX 2

Public Hotice

Wagne County. FiaZ
S0 Mingaton Plans
bieen nke
dot
and state  fequire
nm:s, TS tegnnd
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T«T\f b2 ‘mmh for
public feew end can
ikt &b their resp2c
Aij¢ cayrley LONKNIS
sigas.  Your dHen

Jance and, partisipabo
15 greatey gppgeciated:

(Above ad reads as follows)
Public Notice

“Please be advised that the Cabell, Lincoln, Logan, Mason, Mingo, and Wayne County Hazard Mitigation Plans
(HMP) have been integrated into a Regional HMP pursuant to federal and state requirements. This regionalized
plan meets participation requirements for all counties and municipalities within this six-county region.

This newly drafted plan will be available for public review and comment at their respective county commissions.
Your attendance and participation is greatly appreciated.”
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10 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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25 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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Wosl Vaginio Stewide HAZLES Lavel | Aiood Analysis Project
50 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

Cabell County
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West Vugirin Sateaeds HAZLIS Lavel | Food Avalys s Progect
100 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

Cabell County
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West Vugiren Satraede HAZLS Lavel | Flood Aralysis Progect
10 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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‘West Vrani Siatewide HAZLIS Lavei | Food Acalys s Progect
25 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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West Vugirio Siateande HAZLS Lavel | Flood Analysis Project
100 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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10 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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i States

50 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

Cabell County
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100 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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‘West \ina Satmwde MAZLES Leve! | Fiood Analss Project
10 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

Cabell County
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Flood Event Loss Estimation
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West Vrgmia Statewide MAZLES Leve! | Flood Aralyss Project
50 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

Cabell County
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Wt \grda Statewide MAZLES Lavel | Flood Aralyss Progsct
100 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

Cabell County
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10 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

Cabell County
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25 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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50 Year Flood Event Loss Est
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West Vugiren Sateaede HAZLES Level | Food Aralys s Progsct
100 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

gamgell County
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HAFLIS astimates that thers are 44 709 Dulllngs 0 the reglon which hEwe an smg ata total replacement

walue of 9, 425

milikon (2006 doilars).

Table 1 and Table 2 prasent the relathve Ssirbuaton of the wvalue with

respect to the general cocupancies by Study Reglon and Scenark respectively. Appendix B prowides a
genaral STt on OF e Duiding vaiue Dy StEbhe amnd County.

Table 1

Bullding Exposure by Occupancy Typs Tor the Study Reglon

Cocupancy Exposure ($1000] Parcent of Total
Residendgal 6.535.56E6 T2.5%
Coommencial 1.558.605 17 0%
Industrizl S78. 856 519
Qi | DT 16,2732 o.2%
Faligion 178 323 1
Sowesmmeni 70,318 o7
Edwcatbon 143 952 1.6%
Taotal S 434 BTE 1 D0UE A

Tabis 2
Sullamg £

b & Dy OCcup ¥ TYype For the Scenario

Occupancy

Exposurs [$1000)

Percent of Total

FResklentia 3,552 497 57.2%
Commercial 1004 574 15 0%,
Ingustrial AsT oag E.E%
Agricustiaral EX] 022
Redtgioan 103 59z > 0
Sowvemment S6.274 1.0%
Enlscation 11182305 > 4%
Total 5. 290,004 10000
Essential Facility Inwvendory

For essantlal faciities, therne are 5 hosphals In the reglon with a total bed capacity of 351 beads. Thers are 40
schools, 3 fire Statons, & police Stations and No SMEergency oPeration centars.

HAZUS wsad the following sat of Information to define the Nood parameters for the flood Ioss estimale provided

In this report.

Study Raglon Namsa:

Caball County

Scenarke Hame: 10-YR
Retum Perod Analyzed: 10
Analysls Optons Analyzed: o

Gieneral Building Steck Damape

HAZUS estimates that about 5,227 bulldings Wil be at laast moderalely damaged. This B ower 15% of the indsl

number of bulkdings In the study case.
gestrayed. The definiton of

There are an estimated 1,049 bulldngs that will be compileiely
e "damage states’ k5 provised in WVolume 1:

Chapier S of the HAZUS Floos

technical maneal. Table 3 DElow SUMManIes the expected damage by general occupancy for the bulidings In
SWMMartzes e expected damage by general buliding type.

the region. Tabke £

Table 3: Expected Buliding Damage by Occupancy

T-10 T1-20 21-30 S1-20 41-50 Substandally
Ocoupancy Count (%) Count  [%) COWGM (%) CouR (%) Counk 9] Count (%)
Agrcunre O 0D a a.oo a LoD [e] oo o oLod 1 o000
Caomumessal 3 2.5 IF 25323 a E.a1 18 16.E2 24 2243 25 2430
Efucation o 03.00 a Q.00 1 20,00 1 20:00 Z 4000 1 2000
Govermment o 03.00 2 1053 a CLoo 1 £.35 o oLaa 15 34.21
IncusTial 0 0D 5 13.89 1 278 3 B33 E 1657 21 5B
Fesiiglon O 0.0 < 100.00 a ouDD (5] ouDo o (5Ka al o oo
Fesldermal O 3.00 123 243 o557 15z BD0E 1152 2381 4707 SEs 1545
Total = 161 =78 E25 2413 1,025
Table 4. Expeciad B go by Bullding Typs

Baullding 1-10 1120 21-30 140 £41-50 Substantialhy

Typ= ot T [=ToT o ) Count (7] Tount  [wE] Count =} Couni [e3]
Concnetbs a Q.00 1 833 0 D.oo 4 IE33 3 2500 4 3JI33I3
KManuTHousing a Q.00 O 0uod 0 D.oo O o0oo o O.Dd 1= 100.00
Mizsorry a Q.00 3B 272 TS 1565 177 1268 &7y 4B33 232 1858
Shesd 3 2051 1% 1845 S 485 12 1168 22 M35 42 207s
W a oo gy 272 B854 15,49 429 1205 1,706 4791 E3S 17.E3
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Bafore the fipod anaiyzed I this study case, the region had 1,502 hospital bads avallabe for use. On the day
of the scenand Nood event, the model estimales thal D |'ID-E-|H1.H Dads are avallabie In the I'EQ-CII'I.

Tabls 5: Expected Damage to Esaantlal Faciltles

# Facllities

Al Least Al Least
ClassiNcation Todal Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Fire Stations 3 1 1 T
Hoepitals s 1 ] [0
Poiks Stations B 2 2 o
Schoois ] 12 | i

¥ this report displays. ail Zeros. or Is biank, bwo possibiiies can sxpiain this.

(1} MNome of your faciiles wers ficoded This cam be chacted by mapping the imveniory dats on the depih grid.
() The analyss was notrun. This Can be tested by checking S fun bow on S Analysis ienu and sesing 2 message box
asks you o meplace fe existing resuits.

Debris Generation

HAZLIS estimates the amount of debris that will be generated by the fiood. The model breaks debris Inio
three general categories: 1) Finlshes jdry wal, Insulation, eic.), 7) Stuctwal (wood, brck, eic.) and 3)
Foundations I:WI'I[:I'EtE slab, concrede block, redar, E-1I:.:n. This distinction s mage because of the diferent
types of material handling equigment equired to handie the debrs.

Analysls has not besn parfommed for this Scanarko.

Shelter Requirements

HAZIIS estimates the number of housenalds hat are expected to be Msplaced Tom thelr NoMEes dus to the
flood and the associated potental evacuation. HAZUS also estimates those dsplaced peopie that wil raquire
accommodaions In tEI'I'IFFIH-HF]' FIIJHFC shefters. The model eslimates 7,517 howsaholds wil b2 IE||E-|:I|I!E{| due
10 thie oo, DEP‘-EGEITIEI“ Incledes househodds avacuated from within or VETY neaar b the Inundated area. O
these, 21,531 people jout of a total population of 96,7E4) will saek temporany sheiter In publlc shelters.
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The botal econemic xss esimated Tor the ood i Z.335.02 miilon dollEars, which represants 42.24 % of ihea oial
replacement vales of the scenario buwldings.

Building-Related Losses

Thie bullding kosses ars broken Into two catsgones: direct oulkding losses and business Intermupton IKESEE.
The direct bullding loss=s are the esiimated costs o repalr or replace the dam cawsed to the bulding and
Its combents. The business IMSMUPbon Iosses ane the losses associabed with Inabllity 1o opsrate a besiness
D=cause of the damage sustained durng the Nood. Business Intemupton lossas a3s0 INclude the emporary
Iving 2xpensas Tor those peopis displaced from thair homes bacauss of thea Nood.

The total bulding-relatad losses were 2 290 25 millon dollars. 1% of the estimated losses wenz relatied o the

Dusiness IMemuption of the region. The resigental occupancies made uwp 43 82% of the tolal loss. Table €
DEloW HOVISEE 3 SUMMany of the |osses associated with the Duliding Samags.
Table & Bunding-Relatsd Economic Loss Estimates
[Mllllons of dodlars)

Category area Rasldential Commercial Industrial Otnars Total
Bulding Loss

Euiicireg S0 4TS T3.35 TOLSS

Content =14.20 =72 15189 1A

Iy 0,00 1450 2424 (==

‘Bubrbokall LR 494 249 .26 sTe.as
Business Infermuption

InCome ois o oS oAt

FReiccation 102 o o.os o.os

Fertal Income 0.7 oss o.o oo

Wi o azs o.os 1745

21 ToBE oA 1788

AL Tostaa 1,030 TETAaE 24887 zE=81 IS0

Region Name: Caball Cownty

Flood Scenario: I5-vR

Print Date: Wednesday, Ooobar 21, 2000

General B ding Stock

HAFIS estimates that there are 44,709 bull@ings In the reglon which have an aggregate total replacement
walue of 9,425 milkon (2005 dodlars). Table 1 and Table 2 present the relallve distribution of the value with
respect to the general ocowmpancies by Stody Reglon and Scenark respectively. Appendilx B provides a
genaral Mstrinuton of the buliding walue by Stabe and County.

Taole 1
Bullding Exposure by Cccupancy Typs for the Study Reglon

Occupancy Exposure ($1000] Parcent of Total

Reasidental 5,535, 556 T2.5%

Coommencial 1,558,505 17.0%

Industriai 578, 88E a5.1%

15. 272 0.2%

Raligion 174,323 1.8%

oW BT End 7,318 0.7 %

Edwcabion 149,982 1.6%

Total 5,424 376 100.00%

Talrls 2
Buliding Expoaurs by Occupancy Type for the Scenario

Ococupancy Exposura [$1000) Parcant of Total
Resklenilal 3,592 185 E7. 7%
Commercial 99E 332 18 B%
Indusirial S4E DOS E.4%
AQricurLrS) 5 176 0.2%
Religion SE 37T 1.99%
Govemmant 47 535 D 5%
Education 112,391 2. 1%
Total 5,302 345 100.00%

Essential Facility Inwendory

For essentlal faciiiies, there are 5 hosplials In the reglon with a total bed capacity of 951 beds. Therns are 40
schools, 2 fire stabons, § police SLations and no emergency oparaticn centers.
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General Building Stock Damage

HAZUS eslimaltes thatl about 4,612 bulldings wil pe at l2ast mderalely damagsd. This B aover 18% of the ioial
number of buldings In the study case.  Thare are an estimated 1,239 bulidings that will be completely
gestroyed. Tha definldon of thhe "damage states’ B provided I Volume 1 Chapler & of the HAZUS Food
technical manual. Table 3 below summarizes the expected damage by general ocmupancy for the bulidings In
the reglon. Table 4 swmmarizes the expected damage by general buliding type.

Table 3: Expacted Bullding Damags by Occupancy

1-10 11-20 21-30 S31-40 41-50 Substandally
DCcupancy Count (%) Count (%) Count (%) Count (35 Count (9] COount (%)
Agrcubre o O.oo a .00 a D.oo o o.oo o oLoa a o.oo
Commestial z 235 28 3145 15 1EBS =] E.74 T T.ar 31 3453
Education o O.oo 1 25.00 a D.oo o o.oo o oLoa 3 7E00
Govermment o O.oo 1 S.68 a D.oo o o.oo o oLoa 15 a4.12
InciusTial 3 588 a9 1765 7T OAAT3 4 T.Bd 12 2353 15 31.37
Rsdiglon o ooo S 10000 a ouoo o C.oo o o0 a ooo
Faslgeal o 0on Ta 1683 731 1872 515 1107 21568 46.36 1,173 2522
Todal S 120 783 525 Z2ATS 1238
Table 4: Expectad Bullding Damags by Bulkding Typs

Baullding 1-12 1120 Z1-30 F1-40 £1-50 Substantially

Typs T Count ] Count e Count [ Tount (W] | Count (W) count | [96)
Conoreis L1 B ] & 2308 O oo 1 789 3 23038 B S5.15
MarmmHousing o a.on o 0Uod o ooo O ooo L ] 170 100.00
M=oy 1 O.oE 21 154 210 16.42 154 1204 511 4777 ez X205
Sthesd £ 404 20 2020 131313 & B0E 14 1414 4z L3242
Waood L1 B ] a7 208 S27 16534 361 1112 1,540 47.74 T3  Z2EE

Bafore the fNicod analyzed In this study case, the region had 1,502 hospital beds avallable for use. On the day
of the scenano Nood event, the model eslimales that 145 MS-FII'I.El beds are avalablkz In thea I'Egk]l'l.

Tabls 5: Expecied Damage to Ezasnilal Faclliles

# Faclliies
At Least Al Least

ClassiMcation Total Moderats Substantial Loss Of Use

Fire Siatiors 3 a 1 0

HoSpItEE H 1 1] 1

Police Stations 5 o 3 o

Schoois m m 1 o

T this Peport displays ail Z=ros or s biank, ban possibiiles Can sxpian s,

[} Mone of your facisies wens ficoded This can be checked by mapping the nventony data on the depi grid
() The anakysis was notrun. This canbe tested by checking T run box on e Anaiysis Men and sesing [ a message box
3sks yOU i repiace e exising resuils.
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Debris Generation

HAZUS estimates the amount of debris that wil be generated by the flood. The moded breaks debris Info
three general categories: 1) Finishes jory wal, Insulation, eir.), 2) Structwral (wood, brick, eic.) and 3)
Foundations -:WI'I['-I'E‘IZE slab, concrele block, rebar, E-1I:.:n. This distinctlon = made because of the different
typas of material handling equipment reguired fo handie the debis.

4nalyzls has not baen parformed for this Scenarlo.

Shelter Requirements

HAZIIS estimates the number of households Mat are expecied to be Msplaced from thelr Nomes dus to the
flood and the associated potential evacuation. HAZUS aiso estimates those dsplaced people that wil raquine
accommodatians In ternpnrary FIIJHFG sheifars. The model eéslimates 7,383 housshokds will be ﬂ|5-|:I|H‘-Eﬂ dug
o the fisod. DEPHGEI'I'IEI" Inzludes housshohds evacuated from within or VETY naar ba the Inundated area. OF
these, 19,680 people (out of a total population of 96,784) will seek temporary sheiter In publlc: shelters.

Thne total econpmic loss estimated Tor the fiood i 2, 28019 milllon dollars, which represants 41.25 % of the 103l
replacament value of the scenario bulldings.

Building-Related Losses

The bullding losses are roken Into two categoses: direct bulling losses and Dusiness Intermuption IESESE.
The direct oullding I0ssSs ars e astimated costs ba repalr or replace e damage caused to the bukding and
s contents. The business Intermuption losses are the losses assooiated with Inabdlity to operate a besiness
because of the damage sustalned duing the Nlood. Buslness Intemuption losses also Include the temporary
IvIng expensas for those peopie displased from thair homes bacause of tha Nood.

The total bulding-refiatad losses were 2.2491 21 milion $ollars. 1% of the estimated losses wenz reiated o the
Dusiness Intemuption of the reglon. The resisential occupancies made Wy 41.54% of the total loss. Table &
oDelow provides a summany of the Iosses associated with the pulding damage.

Talble &: Bullding-Related Economic Loss Estimates
iNlllions of dodlars)

Category Arsad Reasldentlal Commesrclal Industrial Oihers Total
BSulding Laoss
Bulding =T33 b1 10804 TIEE ETEED
Content Ep X 43039 2zE.sa 17ouBs 128218
ITvEnROry 0o 1843 3212 LSS 5710
B ubrtotal BT SE EriLTa =8 [ 2EXF 8T = 28131
Susiness Intermuption
Income: iz 245 s o3 308
Fmiocation 0.sT oEs o oos 157
Fental Income oL OED ooz oo 128
\age v 2=z o 15T TE8.ET
2 uirbokal 208 ars 0.1 1568 2470
Tioitall 483 ETEER BE8.61 ZEELEE 28581
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: Cabell County
Flood Scenario: s0-vjR
Print Date: Wednesaay, Cotober 21, 2009

General B dimg Stock

HAFLIS estiMmates at therns ane 24,709 Dull@ngs N the reglon which hawve an aggregate total replacement
walue of AZE millkon (2005 dollars). Takle 1 and Table 2 present the mrelailve disirbuton of the value with
respect o the general cccupancies by Shady Reglon and Scenarke respectwely. Appendix E provides a
genaral disiributon of the buwliiding valus by Stabe and Sounty.

Tabils 1
Bulkding Exposure by Cooupancy Typs Tor the Study Reglon
CCCUpancy Exposurs ($1000]) Parcent of Total
Rasidental 5.5635.556 T2.5%
Commencial 1.5598.505 A7 0%
Industrizl S73 . 8EE 512
SAgerioa ity rad 273 0.2
Salighon 323 1. 8%
GowEImiment 31E 0.7%
eI o 149 953 1. 5%
Toxtal 5,424 376 1TO0UE0=E
Tabile 2
Eullding Expocaure by Occupamncy Type for the Scenarlo
DCcocupancy Exposurs [$1000) Percant of Total
Residentisl 3. T1E. 182 57 5%
Comemarcial 1. 030 330 1E B3
Immustrial AS0D EAD B
Agricuituergl = 023
Religion 103 271 1.9%
Sovemment 47 S25 DL 5%
Eduwucation 112,291 Z 13
Total S.471.8397T T00. DO
Essential Facilify lnwerndtory:

For essental facliiies, =re ars 5 hosplalks In the reglon with a botal bed capadlty of 951 b=ds. Ther= are 40
schools, 3 fire statfons, § police stabtions and no emergency op=ration cenbtars.
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HAZUS estimales that about 5,599 bulldings wil be at least moderalely damagad. This 5 over 13% of the todal

number of buldings In the study case.

meshroyed. The definibon of
technical manuwal. Table 3 Delow summanzes the expected damage by general occupancy for the bulidings In
the reglon. Tabke £ summarizes the expected damage 0y general buliding fype.

There are an esimated 1,750 bulldings that will be compleiely
e "damage states’ s proviged In Violume 1. Chapier £of the HAZUS Flood

Table 3: Expactad Bulkding Damags by Occupancy

1-10 11-20 1-30 3150 41-50 Substandalty
Occupancy Count %) Count (9% CoOUnt (¥ Count (5} COunt (W] COunt %)
Agrcuhue o 000 a a.co a (ELEE] o oDuoo Oi 030 1 00.0OD
Coormimesial 1 1L 24 2537 15 1648 2 220 10 10989 39 4285
Education o 000 1 2500 a (ELEE] o oDuoo Oi 030 3 7500
Gowermment o 000 1 5.56 a (ELEE] o oDuoo Oi 030 17 S4.44
Iradusrial o 000 1 213 3 E.35 o oDuoo 27 5745 15 34.04
Rfkgion o 000 1 Sd.0o a (ELEE] o oDuoo Oi 030 1 50,00
Rasigenial o 000 a3 1.53 625 1278 430 781 2516 4623 1,713 31.51
Todal 1 111 T3 432 2553 1.730
Table 4: Expectad Bullding Damagps by Bulkding Typs

Bullding 110 1120 x1-30 140 4150 Subestantialhy

Typs T Count (W]  Count [  Count (9] Count (95 Count [ Count | [
Cononebe a .00 2 1538 0O Doo 1 7659 4 T 6 4515
harufHousing a 0.oo 0 0.0 O oo 0O DoD O Ooa 2> 100.00
MiEsommy a .00 24 154 192 1312 117 500 TOT 4B.33 423 2881
Stiensd 1 102 14 14229 9 S8 1 10z 24 32449 49 5100
Vdood a .00 ar 177 ST 135S 312 823 1,809 47.74 1,094 2367

Before the fiood analyzed In this study casa, the region had 1.502 hospital bads avallable for use. On the day
of the scenana Nood event, the modiel estimaies that 0 hospiial bads are avallabée In the region.

Tabls 5- Expecied Damage fo Esassntlal Faclltles

# Facliiies
At Least At Least

ClassiMication Total Moderabs Substantal Loss of Use

Fire Stabions 3 o 1 o

Hospitals S a 1 o

Police Stations 5 o 3 o

Schoois = 11 2 z

T this report displays all zeros or |s blank, bwo possibiies can exgpdan this.
{1} Home of your facliies were fliooded This cam be chected by mapping the imveniory data on the depts grid.

21 The snalysis was not run.. This can e beshed By checking e run box on e Analysis Meng and s=s=ing B a message box
asks you o nepiace T existing resulls.

210



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

Debris Generation

HAZUS estimates the amount of gebis that will be generaied by the fiood. The model breaks debds Inio
three general categories: 1) Finishes (dry wal, Insulation, eic.), 2} Structwral (wood, brck, eic.) and 3)
Foundations I:WI'IBI'ETE slab, concreie block, rebar, E-1I:.:n. This distincton i made becausse of the difTerent
types of matertal handling equipment reguired o handie the debs.

Analysls has not been parformed for this Scenarloc.

Shelter Reguirements

HAZLIS estimates the number of households that are expecied to be @splaced from their homes dus io the
Mood and the associated potential evacuabtion. HAZUS also estimates those displaced people that wil requine
Accommodatons In IIEI'I1|:|{H'-HFE|' FIIJ[HI'C sheitars. The model eslimaltes .17 1 howsehokds wil b= ﬂlE-plEEﬂ due
i thie Thoosd. DIE-P‘-EI:EITIEH‘I Incindes households avacuated Trom witnin or VETY naar o the Inundated anea. OT
these, 21,982 people jout of a total population of 96,764) will seck temporary shefter In pubdlc shelters.

The total economic less esimated Tor the food ks Z,613.77 milllon dollars. which represents 47.33 % of the todal
replacement valwe of the scenano buldings.

Building-Related Losses

The bulding ossas are broken Mo two catsgones: direct Dulking leEses and DUsINEss INterruption IeEEes.
The direct Dullling IDES28 @ne e Sstimated costs 1o repalr or replace the damage caused 1o the bulding and
Its contents. The business Imterrupbion losses are the losses associabed with Inabdlity to operate a buesiness
because of the damage sustalned duiing the ficod. Business Intermuption losses also Includge the temporary
Iving expenses Tor those peopie displaced from theair homes because of the flood.

The btotal bulding—reiabed losses were 2 E77.37 millon dollars. 1% of the estimated losses wenz related 1o the
Dusiness IMtemupticn of the reglon. The resisential occupancies made up 42.29% of the tofad loss. Table &
Delow provides a summany of the losses assoclated with the bulding damage.

Table &: Bullding-Related Economic Loas Estimates
iMllllons of dodlars)

Category Arsa Rasldenilal Commsrclal Industrial Othars Taotal
Sulding Loss
Sulicing STEET eSS 138,13 =T EI 1,158 ==
Coment a9 57 ATEAD 1.1 191.27 1.368 .44
InvenRony [en =] 1545 3633 oS8 =239
=ustrbotal 1, 106,64 TEATE reE T4 B8 = ETT.IT
Business |ntermiption
InCome iz Faric] 1= o3s 3.40
Fmincation 115 m= oAz oos 234
Fmntad income T2 nEs i £ om 142
\rage o.zg 211 o2 15.07 7550
Eubrhokal 228 TR 0.ss 1851 8 85
AL Tkl 1, 10T TR a8 =B 18 T 8040

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Mame: Cabell Cownty
Flood Scenario: 100w
Print Date: Wednessay. Ootob=ar 21, 2009
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Seneral Building Stock

HAZIUS astimates mat thers ane &4, 709 Dulllngs in the reglon which have an
walue of 9,425 millon (2006 dollars). Table 1 and Table 2 present the relatlve disirbution of the value with

respect to the genearal

Tabile 1

Bulkding Exposure by Dccupancy Type Tor the Stwdy Reglon

ocoupancies by Study Reglon and Scenarks respectwely.
genaral isrioution of e bulliding value by Siate and County.

Region 2 Planning and Development Council

Hazard Mitigation Plan

ate total repdacement

Appendlx B provides a

Cccupancy

Exposurs ($1000]

Parceni of Total

Reaesideniial E.535.55E T2.5%
commencial 1.558.50E 17.0%
Indusiriail 578 85E 5.1%
Sgaics) |y rad 15. 272 0.2%
FEaligian 1748 323 1.9%:
SO0 ESTIIT &Nt FTO.3I1E 0.7 %
Edwcaton 149,952 1.5%
Total 9.424 976 100007
Tallle Z

Sullding EXpoaurs by Occupancy Type for the Scemnario

OCoUpancy

Exposurns [$1000)

Parcent of Total

Resklenilal S 112 5391 GE %
Cormmesrcial 1172 171 15 4%
Indusorial A7V T4 Il =
SOriciptiargl SUEAO O 23
Redigion 113 003 1. 9%
Sovemment ST ESS 0 5%
Eduwcation 115, 23235 5%
Total 5. 046 E48 100 .00%

Essential Facility Inwventory

For essantlal faclliies, thene are 5 hospiials In he reglon with a botal bed capaclity of 351 beds. Thersa are 40

schools,. 2 ire statons, S police statons and No Emergency opsraton centars.

General Building Stock Damane

HAZUS estimales that about 7.201 bulldings wi
number of DUulkings 1IN the sudy Case.
gestroyed. The oe=finiton of

t=chnical marueal.

Table 3: Expected Eullding Damage by OCCcUupancy

e at l2ast moderately damaged. This Is over 13% of the ioial
There are an esimated 2,152 bulll@ngs that will be completely
the "damage states’ s proviged In Wolume 17 Chapier 5 of the HAZUS Flood
Table 3 below summarizes the expected damage by general occupancy Tor the buwildings In
the region. Tablke 4 smmarizes the expected damage by general buliding fype.

1-10 11-20 Z1-30 Substandalby
(CMEC ey Coumt (%) Coumt e Count (5] [=5Trg (] Count  [(3g)
Agncubare o Q.o a Q.00 a ouvoo o ouDo 2 0000
ComuTeETCiEl 4 308 32 2462 15 1231 T 5385 63 4B.45
Education o 000 a a.oo a oo o LEEE E] 3 0oLDo
Govermment O 0.Do 3 1384 a ouoo o OuDD 18 SE.35
Imchestrial o 000 3 508 5 EaT = SDs 15 2542
Fosdlgion O 0.Do a8 S3.Ea a ouoo o OuDD 1 1441
Rasigemaal o 0.D0 7a 1.12 &8 1202 B53 553 2,053 2593
Todal 4 124 S&0 TOE 2152
Tahble 4: Expectad Bulkding Damagps by Bullding Typs
Eaull dilrgy A1 11-20 F1-30 Substamtially
Typs Tount (%] Count [95) Tount  [95] =5 Counk =<5
Concreba a oo 1 7839 O DuDo 3 8 853323
MamuTHousng o  a.oo O oDoa 0O oo .00 23S 100.00
WSSO0y a 0.0 26 136 233 1217 33 E34 IS0
Sheed 3 24D 21 1680 11 E&0 40 =7 45680
Wioeoed a 0.0 832 1.30 E11 1259 45 1230 XFa
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Before the Nood analyzed In this study case, the region had 1,902 hosptal beds avallabie for use. On the day

of the scenaria fiood event, the model estimates that 0 hospital beds are avallable In the region.

Tablbe 5: Exp Damage fo Es FacHliles

# Facliities

At Least At Least
ClassHication Total Woderate Supstanbal Loss of Use
Firz Stations ] 1 1 [
Hcespitais. s F] a 1
Police Siations 5 1 3 o
Schoois 20 15 a o

¥ this report dispéays all zeros or IS blank. bvo possibESes can explain s,
[} MomE Of pour faciiSes wane fiooded THiS can be chacted by Mapping the myveniony Gats on the dept grid.

(2) The analysis was notrun. This can be beshed by Chacking T fUn Do 0N e Anaiyss Len and sesing 3 message o
JEHT HOU M0 NEREACE T ENStng FESUltE

Debris Gener.

HAZUS estimates the amount of gebris that will be generated by the fiood. TNe Model breaks debrs Info
three general categorias: 1) FINISNES (ory wal, INsUlation, eic.), 2) Structural (wood, bRck, e4c.) and 3)
Foundations (concrete slab, concrele biock, redbar, eic.). This distincion = mage because of the different

fypes of matertal handling equipment reguired 1o hangis the debns.

The model estimates that a total of 523,258€ tons of debris will be generated. O the iotal amownt, Finkshes
comprises 19% of the total, Streciure comprises 45% of the todal. If the debsis tonnage ks conwerted Into an
esiimated number of truckioads, 1 will requine 33,131 fneckioads (@25 tonstruck] 1o remove e debns

generated oy the flood.

Shelter Reguirements

HAZLIZ estimates the number of households that are expecied 10 be Sisplaced from thedr nomes dus 1o the
fo0d and the associated potential evacuaton. HAZUS a0 ssUmatss those Msplaced peope at wil require
accommodations In temporary public sheftars. The model estimates 10,195 househalds will be displaced dus
1o the fiood. Displacement Includes househoids evacuated from within o very near to the inundated area. Of

these, 27,914 people (out of 3 total population of 96,7E4) will s2ek temporary shefter In pubilc shelters.

The total economic loes estimated Tor the flood i 3,337.01 milllon dollars, which represants 60.37 % of the total
repiacement value of the scenaro bulldings.

Building-Related Losses

The bulding lossss ars broken Infto two categores: direct buliding losses and business Internuption losses.
The direct bullding loss=s are the estimated costs bo repalr or replace the damage cawsed to the buliding and
It contznts. TNE DUSINEES IN2TUDHON I0S5E5 are the 105585 3550Ciatsd with INaplity to operate a business
pecause of the damage sustained dunng the fiood. Business Intemuption l0ssss 350 INClude the EMporENY
Iving expenses for those peopie dIEpIaced from thelr homes because of the flood.

The total bulding-reiatad losses were 3,284.50 milion gollars. 1% of the estimated losses were ralated o the
Dusiness Imtemuption of the region. The residentlal occupancies made wp 44.34% of the otal loss. Table &
Delow poviges 3 SUMIMany of te 105526 3550ciated with the Dulding damags.

Table 5: B E Loas Estimates:
{Millions of dodlars)
Category Area Resldentlal Commerclal Industrial Othars Total
Bulding Loss
Busdng 0352 34344 155,33 710 150573
Content SEE.TS 1259 30811 22548 1.798.33
Imventory .00 1854 4076 oEs £033
Sutrbotal 1,470,687 STEAT 53620 z27.98 2,284 5D
Business Interuption
Income 14 ) o a3 as
Rmincation 184 121 REY oos 2z
Rental iIncome e s o4 om 131
\nage 033 3z R 12012 7353
Zutrbotal 284 = 0.E1 1288 = gE
A Tiokal 1,478.61 28438 BIG.TE z8884 131718
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Wt Vaginis Statmwids MAZLES Level | Flood Acalyss Progsct
10 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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West \wgirva Satewdn HAZLS Lavel | Hood Analys Progect
25 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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‘West Vaginio Statewsde MAZLES Lavel | Flood Aralysio Project
50 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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Wost Virginin Siatewede HAZLS Lavel | Flood Acalyss Project
100 Year Fliood Event Loss Estimation
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West Vrgirvd Satewad HAZLSS Lawel | Flood Analyas Progect
[10 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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West Vrgiren Satewtde HAZLS Lavel | Flood Anabses Progsct
25 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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50 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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100 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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| 10 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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25 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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50 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

_incoin County

DEPTH GéID _ | — — \I

224



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

100 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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Wost Vugiin Sistewide HAZLSS Level | Aiood Analysis Project
[10 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation

226

Lincoln County

WEST VRGN




Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

‘West Vrginia atewede MAZLES Lavel | Flood Acalys s Frogect
25 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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West Vrginis Sabewede HAZLES Lavei | Flood Acalys s Frogect
50 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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Region Name:

Region 2 Planning and Development Council

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

LincoinCounty
Flood Scenario: 1R
Print Date: Tuesdsy, Cciober 20, 2009
General B g Stock

Hazard Mitigation Plan

HAZUS estmates that mhers are 11.055 bullENgs In Mie region which have an aggregate total replacement valie of
Taoks 1 and mezmmm&d&nmmun\emlﬁmmﬁmnm

general occupancies by Study Feglon and Scenano respectivaly. Appandlx B peowides 3 genersl distribution of
e bullding value by Siabte and County.

1,203 milllon {2005 dollars).

Tabie 1
Eullding Expocurs by Cooupansy Type Tor the Sthedy Reglon
Docupanoy Expocure ($1200] Peroent of Total
Residential 1,052,137 BT.4%
Commeanial 80,335 [
Indusirial 12,070 1.2
Agnicaytursl 2457 0.3%
Redgion 15,317 1.3%
Corvernmess 19,357 168
Sducation 18,557 1.5
Total 1.203.151 100.00%
Tabie 2
Bullding Exposurs by Oosupanoy Typs for ths Eosnario

Cropupanoy Exposure ($1000) Paroant of Total
Resigential HE5.615 BE1%
Commenial 49,283 T A%
Inciusirial = 1.2%
Agncighas =g D.3%
Rejigion Q02s 1.3%%
Govemment 13.678 2.0%%
Eduwcaion 13.886 2 0%
Total &5, DED A00.00%

Invent

For essantial Tadiiiss, Menz ans no hocpitais In the reglion Wil a o3l bed capadty of no Degs. Therz are 10
schoois, § fre stations, o police SLEHoNSs and NO SMengency operation cenbers.
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General Building Stock Damage

HAZLIS estimates thal aboul 144 pulidings will De 3t l=as! moderdisly damaged.  This Is ower 33% of the ol
numbar of Duldngs In the scenanp. There are an estmated 20 buldngs that will be completsly deswoyed. The
gefiniion of e ‘damage siates’ & provided In Volume 1 Chapler 5of the HAZUS Food technical manual. Taoke
3 beiow SUMITEMTes the eapectsd oEMEge by genersl oooupaEncy SO e Duldings In the reglon.  Table 4
sUMImaEnizes he expected damage by general bullding type.

Tabde E: Ex L= by Cecupanay
1-10 11-20 2130 =1-40 162
COCUPAnTy Count ) Court [ ] Sourt (o) Court (%) Count (it Count (%)
Agrcutture o ooo a {1 =) a ouoo =] {1 =) o oo o ouoa
Coemmercial o Qoo a C.0C a C.oc =] C.0C o ocoo C c.oa
Ecucabion o Qoo a C.0o a C.oo =] C.0o o ooo [ c.oa
Govermment o ooo a ouoo a ouoo =] {1 =) o oo o ouoa
Inchstrial o ooo a ouoo a ouoo =] {1 =) o oo o ouoa
Redigion o ooo a o0.oo a o.oo =] o0.oo o oono o ouoa
Recicental o 000 5 347 57 39.55 20 13.89 33 2O 29 2014
“Total o B & 20 =2 =
Table 4: Ex de [} by Type
1-90 11-20 =0 -0 41-60

Tyne Count %] Count %] Count w1 == Count () Count [T
Corcrete a oo o coo o Q.03 o ooo o c.oa a C.oc
MarufHousing a 000 o ooo o ooo o ooo o ooa 22  100.000
MEsonry a 000 1 34s 16 SEAT 4 1379 T I4ns 1 3as
Efeni a 000 o ooo (= o ooo o ooa a [ o]
Wood a 000 3 e £1 2457 1% 1739 6 IB26 & 6.52

Before ihe Tood analyzed In this scenano, the region nad hospital beds avdlabie Tor uwEe On he day of e
soanano food event, e model esimates thal hosplial beds are avallabie In e rgon.

Tabée 6: Expeoted Damags to Excenilal Faolitiec

# Faciities

Al Least AfLeast
Clacsifioation To@El Modesste ‘Substantal Loss of Lkse
Ere Staons & 1 o a
Hospias o q o a
Polios SaSons =@ o o a
oo o 1 o a

B raport et wll Cerom or b blenk, beo comitiifes can sxplen S
{15 Morm of yous Faciiie wers Booded. This cn be cheched by mpeing S sresiony St on B depth grid
(21 The erfyss s oot rus. This con b eited by chackisg S s bo on e Anslsis Mesu and seeisg F e sessege
bax mmk yow o reckece e sxisting st

Debris. Generation

HAZUS esfimabes the amount of debeis Tat will be genemied by the flood The model bresks debes Into three
gensral cegories: 1) FiNiShes (dry wal, Insulation, eic.), 2) Struchural (wood, brick, eic.) and 3) Foundstons
iconcrete siab, concrebe biock, rebar, eic) This distingtion is made because of the different types of mobesial
nandling equipmant reguined 1o handie the debris.

The mooel estmates that @ total of 1032Etons of debns Wil be generated O the fotal amount, Finishes
comprises 35% of Me iotal, Stuclure comgprises 2ES. of Me okl If the debels tonnage Is comvested Into an
estmated number of Fuckicads, It will requike 433 truckioads (@S bonsuck) to remowve the debrs generated
oy e flood.

Shelter Reguirements

HAZLIS SSHIMELSE e NUMDBEr Of NOUSShoids tat 3ne Sxpectad 10 b MESpIEcEd TTom Malr Romes oue to the nood
and the assodated potental evacuation. HAZLES aiso estimates those displacad peogie that will require
accommodations In bamporany public shelters. The model estimabes £34 houssholds will be dispiaced due to e
S00d. DISPLEcamEnt INCILKES ROUSSNOISS EvacuSted Som wWHhin oF Vary Rear to e Inundated aea. Of Mese, 554
paopie (out of 3 total popuLIton of 22, 105) Wil S5k bEmporany Shter In pubilc shatiers,
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The boital economic 085 estmated for e Mood B 52 .53 millon dolars, which represais

replacement value of the scanano buldngs.
Building-Rel L

Region 2 Planning and Development Council

Hazard Mitigation Plan

710 % of e ol

The Duliding losses are Lroken Ino bwo caiegories. direct bullging losses and business Inbemupbion losses.  The
direct buldng losses a2 the esimated costs o repar of regiace the damage caused o Me bulding and Hs
mm:errb.m“m&lmnwlmlmaemlmmmmmlmmymmeamm
because of the damage sustaned ouing the flood.  Business Inemuplion losses aiso Include Me temporary Iving
expensas for those people displaced from their homes because of Te Nood

The iotEl buldng-related losses were S2.05 milllion dolars.

1% of the ecimaied losses were relaled 1o the
Duginess. Imbemuption of the region. The residential occupancies made up 55.40% of the ol loss. Table S below
provities 3 sLUMMAary of e loeses assodiated with the buliding damage.

Tabls 8: BEullding Felated Eacnomio Lot Eciimadec
(Milions of doilars)

Catwgory Arma R il Commerolal fal [=1-77:3 Todal

Bullding Loss
Buosg o ¥ 28 ) LT 34 1%
Content 1283 aas Az 515 I8
I—wmrizy ans Qs [E- =11 (]
r—— 3488 1.5 230 (X1 52 0
(e and aas Q.o =Y ] oS
Fim stz ans aa a6 S50 o4
Foamtmd | -zoma LT aa LT.-] BU50 oo
WWaga and a4 1. 5] R 053
e ase o T oae s

AL . — S4.88 154 230 ez

[-X=]

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Mame: LincginCourtty
Flood Scenario: 25YR
Print Data: Tuesday, Ooiober 20, 2009
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General Building Stock

Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

HAFUS estimates that mers are 11,055 DUlENgs N Me region which have an aggregats IntE replacement wvalle of
Taple 1and Tapie 2 present the relative dstiibution of the vale win respect o |e
general ocupances by Shoty Feglon and Scenano respeciively.  Appendlx B prowvides 3 genesal disiribubon of
e buliding value by Stabe and County.

1.203 milllion {2005 dollars).

Tabls 1

Eullding Expocurns by Cooupansy Typs Tor the Shady Reglcn

‘Docupanoy Expocure (F1200] Fercent of Total
Residertal 1,053 137 B7.A%
Comimearcial 50,238 5.7
Ancdustngl 12070 125
_Agncagtursl 3AET 0.3%
_Eelgion 15,317 1.3%%
SoweTTITETY 19 367 1655
Sducation 18,557 155
Tokal 1,203 151 1000 0%,
Tabde 2
Euliding Expocurs by Dosupanoy Type for the Sosnario
C-osupanay Expocuns (#1000 Paraent of Todal
Resitent sl 515400 SE.5%
Commenial 45,5602 Eo%
Ancusiria =25 1.2%
Surrtya ot =y Qag D256
Fefigion S Os 1 =5
Sovemiment 13678 1.5%
Euscaiion 13,5386 1.5%
Tovtal T1E,1B6 A00.05%

ek
For essentlal Taciifles, Thers are no hospitais In the region Wil a total bed capacity of no beds. There are 10

schodis, ©Tre siations, no police SLEtons and No SMergency OReration CeMbers.

General Building Stock Damane

HAFLES estimabes et abowt 201 Duul-gs will De at leasi da . This = ower 2I% of the bodal
numMbar of Duldings N the scemano. are an esimated 20 bulldings that will be completely destoyed. The
sefinibon of —-remrregeslz:es tsp".:r.rlclec N Volume 1D Chapler Sof the HAZUS Food technkcsl manual.  Taoks
3 Deioww  SANTMTEMDES expacted domEge by gencsal ocoupancy Tor the cings N e reglon Table 4
STNTEN RS the Expec:.eﬂct-lrregel:y gerezln_lh:ll-rglype
Tabss 2: Expected Sullding Damags by CssuBanay
1-10 1320 =1-=0 =1-30 5o L
Ccaancy Cowt ) Cournt 1] ] 3] Tt ) Coum =] Comrd %)
Aot Cuttre o ooo a ouoo a ouoo o ouoo o oo o ouoa
Commmenca o ooo a ouoo a ouoo o ouoo o (=T 1] o ouoo
Ecucation o ooo a ouoo P ouoo o ouoo o oo o ouoa
Gowemmen o ooo a ouoo a ouoo o ouoo o (=T 1] o ouoo
L] o ooo a ouoo a ouoo o ouoo o (=T 1] o ouoo
Resigicen o ooo a ouoo a ouoo o ouoo o oo o ouoa
o ooo E] ) =0 zass 31 s == EECE] 43 zass
Total o = ] =1 e =
Table 4: Expecied BEullding Damags Dy Bullding Tyee
Buniclng -0 120 = - 4150 Tubctamtiaiy

T Court [ Court [F] = [ == ] Court =1 = oy
Comcnete o ooo o ooo o ouwa o ooo o ooa a oo
aruTHous ng o oo o oDo o oDuoa o oDo o ooa a7  1oouoo
[LESR o oo 7o 1 =T = 21Ez 12 =7r.es = 811
Soee a aoo o ooo o ouoa o ooo o ouoa a oo
wWood o ooo = 1=7 = 3071 = 1= S azsx = T
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Before the flood analyzed In this scenao, the region had  hospital beds avalable for B2 On the day of the
scanaro food event, e model sstmates that nospital beds are avalatic In e region.

Tabds B: Expeoted Damage to Evcentlal Facliiies

# Facilties

Al Least Al Least
Claccoation Total Wooerats SubstEntal Loes of Us2
Fire St one L 1 o [}
Hesobas & i i [
Pl oe Shons 8 t B [
Schoois ] 1 o [}

H thin report Sopisys ol Derom or W beni, S pomsitdEes can sapien i

177 Mo o your Fecifsas were Fooded. T can e chacied by mepoing e rrctony Sete on B depth grid
[Z1 The erafyss s ool s RS can by ded by ceckieg B rus box on B Snelysi Mesy and sesieg P o cemege
DIx WK Yoo 0 reclEce T pamn gt

Debris Generation

HAZUS esimates Mie amount of debris Mat will be generted by the flood.  The model bresks debels Ino thee
general categores: 1) Finishes jdiy wal, Insuiation, i), ) Stuctuml jaood, brick, i) and 3) Foundssons
{concrete sab, conorefe ook, rebar, eic) This distinefion |5 made because of the diferent hypes of materal
hangiing equipment required o hands the debiis.

The model esimates fhat a totd of 14.581tons of osbis will be generated.  OF the foll amount, Finishes
compiises 33% of Me tod@, Stuclue comgrises 20% of Me @l I the debrs tonnage 16 converted It an
esimaied number of Wuckloads, It wil requie SE2 fuckinads (@25 nsTuck) fo remove the debrs generaied
ty meflood

Shelter uiremenis

HAZLIS estimates the number of househaids Mt am expected 10 be cisplaced from telr homes fue to the fiod
and the associated potental evacuation. HAZLIS aiso estimaies fhose displaced peogie hat will require
accommodations In temporary public shelters. The model estimates 507 housaholds will be dispiaced due to e
f0od. Displacement Includes households evacuated Som within or very near to the Inundated area. Of Mese, T24
peopie (out of a totl population of 22, 105] will sk temporary shelter In public shefers.
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The i@l economic loss estimated for the fiood 5 6543 milllon dollars, which represents 9.26% of the o
replacemant valie of the scenann bullings.

Building-Related Losses

The bulldng losses are boken Info two categories: direct bullding losses and business Intemuption losses.  The
drect bulding losses are the estimated costs to repal or replace the damage caused o the Dulding and s
contenis.  The business |I'I1EI'I'IF|I|I]"I losses are e losses ass0ciated with |I'I-3U||t:f 1] {H}EB‘E a businass
because of te damage sustained dwing the flood. Business Imtemuption Ios6es also Incluge the femporary Iving
expensas for those peopie displaced from Melr homes because of he food.

The fotal bubding-related lossee were &7.55millon dollars. 1% of the esimated losses were miaed o the
business Intermuption of the region. The residential occupancies made up 56.65% of the tofal loss. Table € Delow
prowkles a simmary of the lsses assocated with the bulldng damage.

Tabls & Bullding-Rakated Economic Loas Esfimatas

{Mlligns af dullars)
Categary Ara Raaldantial Commarcial Induzirial Others Total
Bulding Loss
Euiiding EE 30 fic] 128 uy
Corent 1572 el 158 (S EERT
ireeniory ooa o0 [ oo o5
- 45 1147 214 e L)
Business Inbarmupdion
e o.oa oo nm ilie} 008
Rsiocafion oos om nm om 0os
Rent oome o.oa o ] oo oM
Wage ooa oo [ ] k) LA
Buibstobal (1LY an L] L HEY
AL Toad d458% 1118 214 i Bhas
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Region Name:

Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

LincoinCounty

Flood Scenario: 50-YR

Print Date:

General Building Stock

Twesday. October 20, 2000

HAZLUIS estimates that there are 11,085 buildings i the region which hawe an apgregate total replacement walue of

1,202 millicn {2008 dollars )

Table 1 and Table 2 present the relatwe distibution of the walue with respect fo the

general occupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively.  Appendiz B provides a general distribufion of
the building walue by State and County.

Table 1
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Study Region
Occupancy Exposure ($1000) Percent of Total
Residential 1,052 137 BT 4%
Commercial 80225 57%
Industrial 14,070 1.2%
Agncultural 2487 0.3%
Beligion 15317 1.3%
Gowvermment 19 36T 1.6%
Ediucation 18,537 1.5%
Total 1,203,151 100.00%
Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario

Crooupancy Exposure ($1000) Percent of Total
Residential 883,019 87.3%
Commercial 47 080 8.3%
Indusirial 9.108 1.2%
Augnicuttural 2045 0.3%
Religion 9372 1.2%
Govemnment 13,833 1.8%
Education 13,886 1.8%
Total TI9. 223 100.00%

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential facilities, thers are no hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of no beds. There are 10
schools, @ fire stations, no police stations and no emergency operabon centers.
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General Building Stock Damage

HAZUS estimates that about 243 buildings will be at least moderately damapged. This is owver 21% of the total
number of buldngs in the scenano. There are an estimated G5 buldings that will be completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ is provided in Volume 1 Chapter 5 of the HAZUS Flood technical manual.  Table
Jbelow summarzes the expected damage by peneral occupancy for the bulddings in the region. Table 4

surmmarizes the expected damage by general building type.

Tabde 3: Expected Building Damage by Occupancy

1-10 1120 21-30 31-40 41-50 Substantially
Ocoupancy Count %) Counf (%) Count (%) Count %) Count % Count g
Agriculine b DD a 0.0 a 0.00 0 0.00 i) 0.00 0 0.00
Commersal D D.On 1 10000 a 0.00 0 Q.02 i) 0.00 0 0.00
Education O D a 0.0 a 000 0 0.00 1] 000 0 0.00
Gavernment D D.On a 0.00 a 0.00 0 Q.02 i) 0.00 0 0.00
Industrial O D a 0.0 a 000 0 0.00 1] 000 0 0.00
Fedkgion D D.On a 0.00 a 0.00 0 Q.02 i) 0.00 0 0.00
Residential L] 4 1.65 S0 20665 30 12.40 93 3843 65 26.55
Todtal o k] E] 30 jx] ES
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
Eullding 110 11-20 -3 H-40 41-50 Substantally

Type Count (%)  Count (%) Count (%) count [%) Count (%  Count (%)
Concrete 0 000 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 Ouo 0 Doo ] LD
ManufHousing 0 000 0 000 0 0.0d 0 O0uao 0 [ooo 45 100100
Masonry 0 000 1 200 13 26.00 T 14.00 25 5000 4 B.00
Feal 0 0oo O 0.00 0 0.00 0 Q.o 0 Doo b D00
Wood 0 000 3 210 37 2587 23 16.0& BG 47.55 12 B39

Before the flood analyzed in this scenano, the region had hospital beds avalable for wse. On the day of the
scenario food event, the moded estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 5: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

# Facilites
AtlLeast At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substantisl Loss of Use
Flrs Sations Ll z Q 1
Hosohals Q Q Q a
Police Siations Q Q Q a
Sohools 10 3 o a

It this report dispiays all zems or s biank, teo possbifties can explain this.

(1) Mone of your Taclities wens iooded. This Can be checked by mapping the Imrentory data on e depth grid.
{2) The analyziz was not run. Thiz can be fested by checking B run box on the Analysis Menu and seeing If a mezzape
box asks you bo nepiace fhe existing results.
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Debris Generation

HAZLIS estimates the amount of debris that will be generated by the fiood. The model breaks debris into three
general categones: 1) Finishes (dry wall, msulaton, ete), 2) Stuctural {wood, brick, etc) and 3) Foundations
{concrete slab, concrete block, rebar, efc.). This distinction = made because of the different types of matenial
handling equipment required to handle the debris.

The model estimates that a total of 10258 tons of debris will be generated. OF the total amount, Finishes
comprises 32% of the total, Structure comprses 30% of the total. K the debris tonnage is conwerted oo an
estimated number of truckloads. it will require 650 truckloads (@25 tonsfruck) fo remove the debris penerated
by the flood.

Shelter Requirements

HAZLIS estimates the number of households that are expected to be displaced from their homes due to the fiood
and the associated potential evacuation. HAZUS also estimates those displaced peopls that will require
accommodations in temporary public shefters. The medel estimates 528 houssholds will be displaced due o the
fiond. Displacement ncdudes households evacaated from within or very near to the inundated area. OF these, TEBB
people (out of a total population of 22,103) will seek temporany shelter in public shefters.

The total economic loss estimated for the flood s 77.00 milion dollars, which represents 1041 % of the total
replacement value of the scenano buildings.

Building-Related L osses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct bulding losses and business intermuption losses.  The
direct building lksses are the estmated costs to repair or replace the damage caused to the building and its
contents. The business intemuption lbosses are the losses associated with inability o operate a business
becauwse of the damage sustained during the fiond. Business intermuption losses also include the temporary Eving
expenses for those people displaced from their homes because of the flood.

The total buldngrelsted losses were 7633 milbon dollars. 1% of the estmated losses were related o the
business intermuption of the region. The residential cccupancies made up &5.62% of the total loss. Table 6 below
prowvides a summary of the losses associated with the building damage.

Table &: BuildingRelated Economic Loss Estimates
{Milicns of dollars;

Category Area Residential i cial Industrial Orthers Toftal
Building Loss
Euiiding IS iss L4z 143 IBAT
Content 1545 535 1.81 782 IT.ET
Imventony ooo 2w 028 o0 0.58
subbotal 50.48 1320 fEa] B4E TE3S
Business Intemmuption
Income ooo nos 0.00 0.03 0.07
Relocation oos ood 0.00 0.00 0.07
Rental ncome oo oo 0.00 0.00 .o
Wags ooo nos 0.00 0.45 D52
Subkotal 0.08 [RE] o0 o483 8T
5 ok S0.E3 12.28 M 283 7700
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Hazard Mitigation Plan

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: LincolnCounty

Flood Scenario: 100-¥R

Print Date:

General Building Stock

HAZLS estimates that there are 11,055 buildings
1203 millicn {2005 dollars)

general occupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively.

Tuesday. October 20, 2008

n the regicn which hawe an aggregate total replacement wvalue of

Table 1 and Table 2 present the relatwe distribution of the wvalue with respect o the

e building walee by State and County:

Tabde 1

Building Exposure by Oocupancy Type for the Study Region

Appendix B prowvides a general distibution of

Dccupancy

Exposure [$1000)

Percent of Total

Residentizl

1.052.137

BT 4%

Commercial 80235 B
Industrial 14 070 1.2%
Agncultural 48T 0.3%
Religion 15317 1.2%
Gowermment 19,387 1.6%
Eduwcation 18537 1.5%
Total 1,203,131 100.00%

Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario

Oecupancy Exposure ($1000% Percent of Total
Resikdential 848 851 B8 B%

Commercial 52 603 B.7%

Indusirial 9248 1.3%

Agricuttural 2 045 0.3%
Beligion 10,825 1.4%

Gowemment 13,857 1.8%
Edhscation 14787 1.9%
Total 791,116 A00.0%

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential facilities, there are no hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of no beds. There are 10

schools, 8 fire stations. no police stations and no emergency operation centers.
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General Building Stock Damage

HAZUS estimates that about 261 buildings will be at least moderately damaged. This is over 20% of the total
number of buildings in the scenaro. There are an estimated 73 buildings that will be completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ is provided in Wolume 1: Chapter 5of the HAZUS Flood technical manual. Table
3 below summarizes the esxpected damage by general occupancy for the buildings i the region. Table 4
summarizes the expected damage by general building type.

Table 3: Expected Building Damage by Occupancy

1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 Subatantially
Oecupancy Count (%)  cownt (%) Count (%] Count (%] Count [%] Ccount [
Agriculture 0 000 0 0o 0 0m 0 000 0 000 0 000
Commercial 0 000 1 100.00 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 D00
Education 0 000 1] 0.00 0 0D 0 000 a 0o 0 000
Gowemment 0 000 1] 0.00 0 0D 0 000 a 0o 0 000
Industrial 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 D00
Rehgion 0 000 1 100.00 0 000 0 000 0 000 0 D00
Residential 0 000 4 1.54 50 1831 26 10 108 4083 73 28.18
Total L] 5 50 Fi 108 73
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
Buliaing 1-10 11-20 1-30 31-40 41-50 Substantially

Typs count %) count %) count  [%) count  {%) count  [%) Count (%)
Concrete 0 000 0 D00 0 000 0 D00 0 0D 0 00a
MamsHousing 0 000 0 D00 0 000 0 D00 0 0D 55 100.00
Mazonry 0 000 1 200 11 22.00 § 10.00 23 5800 4 400
Stesd 0 000 0 D00 0 000 0 D00 0 0D 0 00a
Wood 0 000 3 185 38 2532 M 1384 77 5000 14 Q09

Before the flood analyzed in this scenaric, the region had  hospital beds avallable for use. On the day of the
scenano flood event, the model estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 3: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

# Facilities
At Least At Least
Classification Tatal Maderate Substantial Loss of Use
Fire Stations B 2 [ 0
Hospitals 0 D 1 1]
Police Stabons 0 0 il 0
Schools ] 4 i 1

if this r=port dlepiays all 2ems o 16 biank, two possibiliies can expian fis.
(1] Nane of your faciites were flooded. This can be checked by mapping the Inventory £33 on the depih grid.

[2) The anaiysis Was not run. This £an be izcted by chacking the rum box on the Analysls Menu and seeing 3 message
Do 36KE You 10 FEpiace M extsting result.
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Debris Generation

HAZUS esfimates the amount of debris that will be generated by the flood. The model breaks debns into three
general categores: 1) Finishes (dry wall, insulation, etc), 2) Structural (wood, brick, ete) and 3) Foundations
(concrete slab, concrete block, rebar, efe) This distinction is made because of the different types of matenal
handling equipment required to handle the debris.

The model estimates that a iofal of 18,751 tons of debrs will be generated. Of the fofal amount, Finishes
comprises 31% of the total, Struciure comprises 31% of the total. If the debris tonnage is converted info an
estimated number of truckloads, it will require 750 truckloads (@25 tonsfruck) fo remove the debris generated
by the flood.

Shelter Requirements

HAZUS estimates the number of households that are expected to be displaced from their homes dus to the flood
and the associated potential evacuation. HAZLS also estimates those displaced people that will require
accommadations in temporary public shefters. The model estimates 575 households will be displaced dus to the
fiood. Displacement includes households evacuated from within or very near to the inundated area. OF these, 848
peaple (out of 3 total population of 22, 108) will seek temporary shelter in public shelfters.

The total economic loss estimated for the flood is 8428 million dollars, which represents 1140 % of the total
replacement value of the scenaro buildings.

Building-Related Losses

The bwilding losses are broken infc two categories: direct building losses and business imtemuption losses. The
direct building losses are the estimated costs to repasir or replace the damage caused to the building and its
contents. The business interruption losses are the losses associated with imability to operate a business
because of the damage sustained during the fiood. Business interruption losses slso include the temporary Iving
expenses for those people displaced from their homes because of the flood.

The total building-related losses were B3.56 million dollars. 1% of the estimated losses were related to the
business intermuption of the region. The residential cccupancies made up G0.47% of the total loss. Table G below
provides a summary of the losses associated with the building damage.

Table &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates
[Millions of dollars)

Category Area Residential Commercial Industrial Others Total
Building Loss
Bullkaing 35.48 3.93 1.19 1.61 4221
Comtent 20,47 1010 181 a5 40.73
Inveniony 0.00 0.za .30 a.0s 0.53
Subtotal 6584 1431 341 a8 83.58
Business Intermuption
Income 0Loa oos 0.00 003 003
Redocaton 0.05 oo .00 .00 o.o7
Rertial Income oot oot a.oo a.0o0 oo
Wage oLoa oo7F 0.0o 047 054
Bubtctal [T [Er] noe [ ¥ oTe
ALL Total &A1 1445 341 10.40 84.78
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: LoganCounty

Flood Scenario: 10-¥R

Print Date: Tuesday, Colober 20, 2009
General Bu 0 Stock

HAZUS estimates that there are 168,686 buldings In the reglon which hawve an aggregatse total repiacement value of
2,367 milllon {2005 dollars).  Table 1 and Table 2 present the relabtve distibution of the vamwe with respect o the
genaral occupancies by Study Reglon and Scenano respectively. Appendix B provides a gensral distribution of
thea bullding value by State and County.

Table 1
Bullding Exposurs by Occupancy Type for the Study Reglon
Ooccupancy Expoaurs ($1000]) Parcent of Total
Residential 1.585. 194 TI.T%
Commearcial S5, 595 13.0%
Ingustngl 59,260 2.5%
Aqricigtieral 8.54 .29
Felgign 35 453 1.5%
Sovernmsant 25 AG6E 1.1%
Education 43.972 1.9%
Total 2,385,504 A100.00°%
Table 2
Bullding Exposurs by Occupancy Type for the Scenaro
Oooupancy Exposurs ($1000] Parcent of Total
Residenilal 1.321.833 81.3%
Commercial 190,433 11.7%
Industrial 35,098 .o
A qric)gteyral 5845 0.4%
FEellgion 19, 350 1.2%
Sowermmend 15,933 1.0%
Education 35.102 2.2%
Total 1625624 A00.D0%.
Essential Facility Inventory

For essenbial faciities, there are 2 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacily of 147 beds. There are 17
schools, 7 fire siatlons, 4 police slaions and No SMergency Hperation cenbars.
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General Building Stock Damane

HAFZUS estmates that about 733 bulkngs wil b= at least moderatsly damagsd. This §s over 25% of the total
nuember of buldings N the scenarks. There are an sstmatsd 176 bull@ngs that wil be completely S=stroysd. The
asemninon of  1he ‘camage sStanss’ = provided N Wolume 17 CRapier S of thea HAFLES Fiood tschnical manual. Taoe=
3 below Summanzes e expectad damage by genaral ocoupancy for the bulllngs 1 the reglon.  Table 4
sumMmanzes the expected damage by genarad bullding type.

Table 3: Expected Sullding Damags by C-Coupancy

-10 1120 21-30 a1-a0 Ea ] Zubctantally
Cooupanoy Cownt w1 Count ey Count [T Coundt =1 Count 1) Comnt )
Agricuthares a ooo a a.o0 a 0.0 a oon o a.o0 0 oo
Commeross a ooo 3 100.00 a o.oo a oon o a.oo D  ooo
Education o ooo a o.o0 a oo a oon o a.oo 0 oo
Eowemement a ooo a a.o0 a 0.0 a oon o a.o0 0 oo
st a ooo a a.oo a o.oo a oon o a.oo 1 10000
Religion o ooo a o.o0 a oo a oon o a.oo 0 oo
s s o ooo 24 3.29 2T 3827 54 1152 157 @2e A7S 2401
Tatal - 27 =T8 Ba 187 AT
Table 4: Expectsid Bullding Damage by Bullding Type
Buliding 1o Tz 2130 31-an 158 Subctantall

Tyma Count =) Gount =) Souni (=) Count e Gound ] Count =]
Concrete o ooo a a.oo o ooo a oo a  aoo a a.oo
MENUTHOUSING o oo a  a.oo o ooo a oo a  ooo 124  100.00
Masorry o oo 3 2 68 4564 19 1275 45 3020 14 9.40
Sr=el o ooo ] o ooo a oo a  aoo 1 so.00
Wwood o ooo 2 a8 291 46 65 14322 422 2570 a7 ERT:]

Before the flood analyzed In this seenario, the reglon had  hospital beds avallable for usa. 0N the day of the
seenario fiopd event, the model estimates that hDBPHH beds are avallaole In the I'Eﬂh:II'I.

Table 5: Expscisd Damags to Esasntlal Facllittas

# Facillies

At Least AlLeast
Classification Total Modesate Substantial Logs of Use
Fire Stations 7 2 o 1
Hosphals 2 o o o
Poilee Statons s 1] o
- 1 4 o o

¥ this report dispiays all zeros or iz blank, bwo possibies can expiain this.
1) Morme of your faciiies wens fliooded. This can be checiked by mapping the imeentory data on the depih grid.
(Z] Thee ansys's was nolrun. This can be 1esisd by Ccking the run bor o Mie ANaYS'S Meny and seing ITa message
DOK BSKE ¥OU 10 repiace he Enisting resuls.
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The total economic kss estimaled for the flood I 213.35 milon dollars, which represents 1217 % of the tbotal
replacement value of the scenario bulldings.

Building-Related Losses

The pullding losses are broken Into two categories: direct bulding losses and business Imteruption losses.  The
direct bullding losses are the estimated costs io repal or replace the damage caused to ihe buliding and Its
contents.  The business Intermuption losses are the losses assoclated with Inabilty to operate 3 business
pecause of the damage swstained during the food. Bushess Intemuphion losses also Include the temporary Nving
expenses for those people displaced from thelr homes becawse of the fiood.

The total bulding-related losses were 20976 millon dollars. 1% of the estmated losses wers related io the
pusiness Infemuption of the region. The residentlal occupancies made up 56.13% of the total loss. Table & below
provides & summary of the losses associated with the bullding damage.

Tabls &: Bullding-Related Economic Loss Estimates
{MiIlions of dollars)

Category Area Realdential Commercial Industrial Others Total
Bulding LosE
Buliding = 1=07 488 183 5305
Content 4.1 EES 268 1433 07 5T
Ireertony L] 108 o5 o4 EREY
Bubbokal RLT- 47T AR 1885 508,78
Business Intemuption
roome o o4 oo oos 0I5
Fistocation L RE] oo oo om 024
Feenta Income oz <1 7] oog ooo 007
‘imge oz 02 oo 143 144
Bubbokal nzs 0ET ] 120 200
Tokal 18T [-=£ 71 RLT = M4 2ILTT

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: LoganCounty
Flood Scenario: I5-YR
Print Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2000

268



General Building Stock

HAZLIS estimates that there are 18,888 buildings
2387 million (2005 dollars)
general occupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively.

Region 2 Planning and Development Council
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n the region which hawe an aggregate total replacement value of

Table 1 and Table 2 present the relative distribution of the walue with respect o the

the building value by State and County.

Table 1

Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Study Region

Appendix B provides a general distnbution of

Owccupancy Exposure ($1000) Percent of Total
Residential 1,988,184 TRT%
Commercial 300682 12.0%
Industrial 5980 2.5%
Agricuttural 9542 D40
Religion 38 482 1.5%
Government 25468 1.1%
Eduscation 43872 1.8%
Total 2,386,604 100.00%
Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario
Crecupancy Exposure ($1000) Percent of Total
Residential 1,415 587 B1.6%
Commercial 200782 11.6%
Industrial 38,500 Z 1%
LAgocultural 7076 D0.4%
Eeligion 19,886 1.2%
Covemment 16 20 1.0%
Ediucation 38537 22%
Total 1,735,458 100.00%

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential faciities, thers are 2 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 147 beds. There are 17

schools, 7 fire stations, 4 pofice stations and no emergency operation centers
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General Building Stock Damage

HAZUS estimates that about 1,015 buildings will be at least moderately damaged. This is ower 25% of the total
number of buildings in the scenario. There are an estimated 283 buildings that wil be completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ is provided in Violume 1: Chapter 5 of the HAZUS Flood technical manual. Table
A below summarzes the expected damage by pgeneral occupancy for the buddings in the region. Table 4
surmmarizes the expected damage by general building type.

Table 3: Expected Building Damage by Occupancy

110 120 21-30 3140 4150 Substantiaity
Deoupancy Ccount (&) Counf (%) Count (%) Count [%) Count (%) Count i)
Agricufiure VT o ooo 1 om0 0 oo0 0 0oo D 000
Commercial VT 5 100.00 1 oo 0 o000 0 ooo 0 000
Education VT 0 oo 1 oo 0 o000 0 ooo 0 000
Eavemment VT o ooo 1 om0 0 oo0 0 0oo 0 om
Indusrial VT o ooo 1 om0 0 oo0 0 0oo 1100.00
Feligion 0 000 [ ] [T 0 000 0 Qoo 0 00
Resozntial 0 LoD 22 216 308 3053 122 1208 275 2735 /2 2795
Total 0 o 308 122 75 283
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type

Eullding 1-10 1-20 2130 H-40 41-50 Subatantially

Type Count (%)  Count [%) Count %) Count (%) Count (%  count (%)
concrate 0 0o o Q.00 0 0.00 0 0aoo 0 0o LI T ]
ManurHousing 0 0o o Q.00 0 0.00 0 0aoo 0 0o 190 100.00
Masanry 0 0o z 10 75 3788 W 1354 72 36.36 22 1
e 0 0o 1 50.00 0 0.00 0 0aoo 0 0o 1 5000
Wood D 0noo 21 338 233 37.45 95 1527 208 3264 ™ 1135

Before the flood analyzed in this scenano, the region had hospital beds avalable for use. On the day of the
scenario fiood event, the moded estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 3: Expected Damage to Essential Faciliies

# Facilites
At Least At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Flre Siations T z Q a
Hosoftals 2 o o a
Police Stations 4 I Q a
Schools 17 7 o 2

If this: report dispiays all zems or ks biank, w0 possbifbes can explain this.
{1} Mone of your faciites wens flooded. This cam be checked by mapping the imreniory data on Se depth grid.
[2) The analysts was notrun. This can be tested by checking e rum box on the Analysis Menu and seeing If a message
box asks you to replace e existing results.
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The total economic loss estimated for the flood is 27727 milion dollars, which represents 1582 % of the total
replacement value of the scenano buildings.

Building-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categores: direct bulding losses and business interruption bosses. The
direct building losses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the damage cawsed to the building and its
contents.  The business intemuption losses are the losses associated with inability to operate @ business
because of the damapge sustained during the Sood. Business intemuption losses also mclude the temporary iving
expenses for those people displaced from their homes because of the flood.

The total buildng-relsted losses were 27271 million dollars. 1% of the estimated losses were related to the
business intermuption of the region. The residential cccupancies made up 57.38% of the total boss. Table 6 below
provides a summary of the losses assocdated with the building damage_

Table &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates
{Millicns of dollars)

Category Area Residential i cial Industrial Orfvers Todal
Building Loss
Euildng EERE 1858 587 432 13022
Comtemt = L 11.57 17 AT 133,54
Inventony oo 135 245 0.os EX-H
Subbotm 163.B0 Ti1.68 1288 243 yrdry |
Business Intermuption
Income oo o o.o0 o.o7 033
Rsiccation o33 o= o.o0 o.o1 0.3z
R=ntal ncome oo nos o.o0 0.00 o.os
Wage ooz 037 o.00 135 1.75
Buibiota 0.30 0.7E am 1.44 250
A Total 158.10 T2EE 1880 z3.87 2TE20
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: LoganCounty

Flood Scenario: 50-YR

Print Date: Tuesday. October 20, 2002

General Building Stock

HAZUS estimates that there are 18,883 buildings
2,257 million (2005 dollars)
general occupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively.

n the region which hawe an apgregate total replacement wvalue of
Table 1and Table 2 present the relative distribution of the wvalue with respect o the
Appendix B provides a general distibution of

the building value by State and County.

Table 1
Building Exposwre by Ooccupancy Type for the Study Region

Ococupancy Exposure {$1000}
Residential 1.886.124
Commercial 308,522
Industrial 50 280
Agricuthural 854
Eeligion 38 482
Govermnment 25468
Education 43.072
Total 2,366,604 100.0:0%
Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario
Crecupancy Exposure ($1000) Percent of Total
Residential 1,422,758 B81.5%
Commercial 205.585 1.8%
Indusirial 37 086 2.1%
Agricuthural 7078 O4%
Religion 20370 1.2%
Govemnment 17 026 1.0%
Education 38,046 21%
Total 1,745,944 100.00%

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential facilities. there are 2 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 147 beds. There are 17
schools. 7 fire stations. 4 police stations and no emergency operation centers.
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General Building Stock Damage

HAZUS estimates that about 1.142 buildings will be at least moderately damaged. This is over 24% of the total
number of buildings in e scenario. There are an estimated 334 buildings that will b= completely destroyed. The
definition of the 'damage siates’ is provided in Volume 1: Chapter 5 of the HAZUS Flood technical manual. Table
3 below summarzes the expected damage by general occupancy for the buldings in the region. Table 4
summarizes the expected damage by general building type.

Table 3: Expected Building Damage by Occupancy

1410 11-20 21-30 31-40 4150 Substantlally
Oocupancy Count (%) Count (%) Count (%) Coumt (%] Count (%) Cownt i)
Agricufiure VT 0 000 0 0oo o 0.00 0 ©oo 0 0.0
Commercial VT 5 8333 0 Doo 0 000 0 00O 1 1667
Eduwcation VT 0 000 0 Doo 0 000 0 00O 0 0.0
Gavemment VI 0 000 0 Doo 0 0.00 0 ©oo 0 0.0a
Ingustrial VI 0 000 0 Doo 0 0.00 0 ©oo 1100.00
Redigion VT 0 000 0 Doo 0 000 0 0o 0 0.0
Residerial 0 00D 24 2mn 327 2BE1 120 1057 332 2925 332 29.25
Total L] ] 327 120 332 33
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type

Bullding 1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 Subatantially

Type Counf (%)  Count (%) Count %) Count %) Count  [%) Count [
Congrete 0 00O o Q.00 0 000 0 0.00 0 oo VT
ManufHousing 0 00O o Q.00 0 000 0 0.00 0 oo 221 100400
Masonry 0 00O 089 86 38.22 2% 11.56 B4 37.33 27T 1200
e 0 ooo 2 BA.ET 0 000 0 0.0 0 oo 1 3333
Wood VT 22 319 241 3498 o4 1354 245 3599 B4 1219

Before the flood analyzed in this scenaric. the region had hospital beds avalable for use. On the day of the
scenario food event, the mode! estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 5: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

# Facilites
At Least At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Fire Siations T 2 o a
Hosoitals z o o a
Police Siations ad z Q a
Schiools 17 = =] a

If this report displays all 2=ros or s biank, teo posshilties can sxpisin this.

{1} Mone of your faciities wens fioaded. This can be checked by mapping the immentory data on S depth grid.
{2) The analysic waes not run. Thiz can be fested by checking Be run box on the Analysis Menu and seeing if a messape
box asks you o replace The existing results.
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The total economic loss estimated for the flood is 213.00 milion dollars, which represents 17.91 % of the total

replacement value of the scenano buildings.

Eu ng-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct bulding losses and business ntermuption losses.  The
direct building ksses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the damage caused to the building and its
contents.  The business intemuption losses are the losses associated with inability to operate a business
because of the damage sustained during the flood. Business intemuption losses also include the temporary living

expenses for those people displaced from ther homes because of the flood.

The total building-related losses were 30885 million dollars. 1% of the estimatsd

losses were related to the

business intemuption of the region. The residential occcupancies made up 5S55.88% of the total loss. Table 6 below
provides a summary of the losses associated with the building damage.
Table 6: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates
{Miliens of dollars)
Category Area Residential G cial Industrial Others Total
Building Loss
Euilding 11153 2248 5.85 550 14853
Coment B5.5Z 5759 13.75 19.43 157.7B
Inventony om 153 291 0.as 4.48
Subbotal ATE2E E2.00 IiE4 2EOT B0E85
Business Intemuption
Income oo o3o o.oa n.os o3z
Reiccation ozs o= o.00 oot 038
Rental ncome oos oS 0.0 0.0 11
Wags ooz o4z 0.0 1.48 1.51
Buibiokst [ BT 08T M 168 277
AL Tota ATE.ER ELET ZLEE TEE3 1183
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: LoganCounty
Flood Scenario: 100-YR
Print Date: Tussday, Qctober 20, 2000

General Building Stock

HAZFLIS estimates that there are 18,588 buildings

n the region which hawe an aggregate total replacement walue of
2357 million (2008 dollars)

general occupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively.
the building value by State and County.

Table 1 and Table 2 present the relatwe distribution of the walue with respect o the
Appendix B provides a general distibution of

Table 1
Building Exposwre by Occupancy Type for the Study Region

Dccupancy

Exposure ($1000F

Residentizl 1,888,184

Cormmercial 306,500

Industrial 50260

Agricultural 254,

Religion 38,462

Govermment 25 455 1.1%
Education 43872 1.8%
Total 2,366,604 100.00%

Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario

Ococupancy Exposure ($1000} Percent of Total
Residential 1,528,830 B0.1%
Commeercial 240251 12.6%
Indusirial 48.191 2.5%
Agrcuthural 8.045 045
Religion 24 48T 1.3%
Goyemment 17213 0.8%
Education 30,808 2.1%
Total 1,905,604 100.0:0%

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential facilities. there are 2 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 147 beds. There are 17
schools. 7 fire stations. 4 police stations and no emergency operation cenbers
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General Building Stock Damane

HAFUS estimates that about 1558 buildings will be at least moderately damaged. This is ower 249 of the total
masmber of buildings in e scenaricc. There are an estimated 473 buildings that will b= completely destroyed. The
definition of e ‘damage states’ is prowvided in Wolkeme 1: Chapter 5 of the HAFUS Flood technical manueal.  Tabls
2 below summarzes e expectsd damage by general occupancy for the buldings in the region. Tabde 4
summarizes the expected damage by general building type.

Tabde 3: Exgpected Building Damage by Oocupancy

1-10 11-20 21-30 S1-40 41-50
Oocupancy Count [} Cont ) Coount =) Count 3] Count e Count (3]
Agriculitune o o.oo a a.oo a ouoo o Q.00 o o.o0 o 0.00
Commercial o (el ] s 83.33 a ouoo o Q.00 o o.o0 1 16.67
Eduwcation o o.oo a a.oo a ouoo o Q.00 o o.o0 o 0.00
Sovermment o (el ] a a.oo a ouoo o Q.00 o o.o0 o 0.00
Ingustrial o o.oo a a.oo a ouoo o Q.00 o o.o0 1 100.00
Relgion o (el ] a a.oo a ouoo o Q.00 o o.o0 o 0.00
Residential o CLIOD 37 237 A5 27 3T 163 10.82 459 25.39 471 3AS
Tiotal o 42 426 1 453 AT3
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
B 1-10 11-20 Z1-30 31-40 41-50 ¥

Type ‘Coamnt (T3] ‘Count &) ‘Count =) Coount (] Coumt () ‘Count =)
Concrabe o o.oco o a.oo o 0.00 o o.oo o o.oo o .00
ManumHowsing o o.oo o a.om o 0.00 o o.ao o oLoo 204 100U0D
Masonry o o.oco =3 1.55 113 35.09 40 124z 124 3&851 40 1242
Slead o o.oco 2 B65.67 o 0.00 o o.oo o o.oo 1 33.33
Wood o o.oco 33 3.52 313 33.40 129 1377 335 3575 127 13.55

Before the flood analyzed in this scenario, the region had hospital beds avalable for wse. On the day of the
scenario fiopd event, the mode! estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 3: Expected Damape to Essential Facilities

# Facilibes
AtlLeast At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Fire Siations T 4 Q a
Hosofals z 0 0 a
Police Siations 4 e Q a
Sohools 17 7 o ]

K this report displays all zems or ks biank, two possibifties can sxplain this.

{1} hone of your Taciities wens fiooded. This can be checked by mapping the imventony data on e depth grid.
[2) The analysls wes not run. This can be fested by checking e run box on the Analysks Menu and sezing If a message
box asks you io neplace T svistng results.
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The total economic boss estimated for the flood is 40807 milion dollars, which represents 23.21 % of the total

replacement value of the scenano buildings.

Bouil g-Related Losses

The building lesses are broken into two categories: direct bulding losses and business ntermuption losses.  The
direct building lsses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the damage cauwsed to the building and its
contents.  The business intemuption bosses are the losses associated with inability to operate a business
becawse of the damage sustained during the fiond. Business intemuption losses also include the temporary living

expenses for those people displaced from their homes because of the flood .

The total buildng-relsted losses were 40012 million dollars. 1% of the estimated losses were related to the

business intermuption of the region. The residential cccupancies made up 57.36% of the total loss. Table 6 below
provides a summary of the losses associated with the building damage.
Takle &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates
[Millicns of dollars)
Category Area Residential Commercial Industrial Orthvers Total
Building Loss
Euildng 14550 2330 503 724 150,37
Comient ETAE 760 1604 2488 M43
Imventory om 203 3.35 0.08 5.43
Subtotal 3288 10763 IT42 aIz18 ADD 12
Business Intermupticn
Inome om 041 0.00 011 053
Reiocation oI 013 0.00 o.o1 047
Rental ncome oor nos 0.00 0.00 BT
Wape ome b 0.00 182 2.50
Sutrbotal n.a4 147 i 204 188
AL Total F- XL 10470 2748 2473 40278
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name:

lood Scenario:

Print Date:

General Building Stockhk

HAFUS estimates that thers are
1. 780 millicn [(20DE dollars )
general

MasonCounty

10-YR

Tuesday, October 20, 2008

13,522 buildigs

e building walue by State and Cousnty

Appendix B provides a general

the regicn which hawe an aggregate total replacement wvalue of
Table 1 and Table 2 present the relatwes distribution of the walue with respect to the
occupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively.

diistribuiSon  of

Tabde 1

ildimg Exposwre by Oocupancy Type for the Study Region

Cocupancy Expeosure (510000 Percent of Total
Residential 1.458.915 B1.9%
Commercial 181 506 2.1%
Industrial 41 345

Agrcutiural 55 123

Religion 30241

Govermment 14 143

Ediscation 20208

Total 1,778,981

Table
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario

Crocupancy Exposure ($10000 Percent of Total
Residentizl 444 TIT 82 0%
Commercial 54 751 10,120
Industrizal 17 117 329
Segricuttural 2 188 D490
Religion 10807 2.0%
onverminuent 8. 408 1.2%
Eduwcation 8351 1.2%
Tozal SAZ AFD 100002

Eccemntial Facility Inwventory

For essential faciities. there are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 201 beds. There are 15
schools. 3 fire stations. 4 police Statons and o eMmergency operason centers.

General Building Stock Damane

HAZUES sstimates that abowt 211
nusmiber of buildings in the scenario.

buildings  will
There @re @0 estrmated

be =t least moderotely domoged.
140 buildings that wil

This

is ower
be completsly destroyed. The

179

of the total

definition of the ‘damage states’ is prowvided in Vokene 1: Chapter 5 of the HAFUIS Flood technical manasal Table
2 below sSummarzes the swpectsd damags by general ococupancy for the buldmgs 0 the region. Tanis <
sSurmmarizes the expected damags by gensral building type.
Table 3 Expected Building Damages by CGoccumpancy
1-10 -2 Z1-30 S1-a0 471-50 S uDstRNoIaiy
Cocupancy Count [} Coumnt =) Count 3] Count 6] Count ) Count  25)
Sgricunuene o oo a a.oo a oL o a.oa o o.oo o o.oa
Cormmercial o oo 3 TS oo 1 2500 o a.oa o o.oo o o.oa
Edwecation o o.oo a a.oo a ouoo o a.oo (=] oLoo o o.oa
Saowernment o o.oo 1 L= e a ouoo o a.oo (=] oLoo o o.oa
Incustrial o oo a o oo a ooDo o oo (=] o oo o o.oo
Rengeon o L 1 0O O a o oo o oo (=] o oo o o.oo
Resosnmal o IO = a_S6E AT 15 a1 3 3.5 a6 2820 4o 4s =0
Tt o L -8 30 =5 140
Euthong 1-10 11-20 21 -0 IN-a0 21 -50 SuDatantally

Typ= Coannt (T3] Coannt %) ‘Count () Coumnt (3] Count ) Count 5]
Concrens o ouoo o a.oo o a.oa o oc.oo o oo o OO
Flanumiousing o (=Ko =] o a.oo o a.oa (=] oc.oo (=] oLoo A0S WO IO
Rdasonry o oLoo > 0. o 11 Z1.57 R 23 as 10 10 1551
=ees o ouoo s BS.ET 33.33 o oc.oo o oo o OO
N oo o ouoo = 1.34 ZE a5 23 15 24 {==1 az o 25 16 7TE
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Before the flood analyzed in this scenamo. the region had hospital beds avalable for wse. On the day of the
scenario food event, the moded estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 5: Expected Damapge to Essential Facilities

# Facilities

Atleast At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Fire Siations. 3 1 o a
Hosoftals: 1 o ] a
Police Siations 4 z ] a
SChools 15 o [=] ]

H this report displays all zeros or s biank, two possbiliies can explain this.
1) Mone of your facifties wers fiooded. This can be checked by mapping the: imrentory data on Fe depth grid.
[2) The analysis wers notrun. This can be tested by checking B rum boor on the Analysls Menu and sesing If 3 message
box acks you 50 replace S exiching resulis

The total economic boss estimated for the flood is 10243 milbon dollars, which represents 17.57 % of the total
replacement value of the scenanio buildings.

B ing-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct bulding losses and business intermuption bosses. The
direct building losses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the damage cawsed to the building and its
contents. The business intemuption kosses are the losses associabed with inability to operate a business
becawse of the damage sustained during the flood. Business intemuption losses also include the temporary ving
expenses for those people displaced from ther homes because of the flood_

The total buildng-related losses were 101.30million dollars. 1% of the estimated losses were related to the
business intemuption of the region. The residential cccupancies made up S8.TE% of the total loss.  Table G below
provides a summary of the losses associated with the building damage.

Table 6: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates
[Millizns of dollars)

Category Area Residential i cial Industrial Ohers Total
Building Loss
Eallding ECT=S 518 1.43 1.75 4833
Content =273 1783 3.40 ] £4.72
Inventory LoD nss 057 0.03 1.18
Fubtotal aLTT 2468 E4D 54 10130
Business Intemuption
Income LoD nos 0.00 o.o1 o1
Relocation oos ooz 0.00 0.00 D.o8
Rental noome ooz ooz 0.00 0.00 0.03
Wage oo 1o 0.00 111 1.22
Suibsiolal o.oe 024 o0 113 144
A Toksl a1.84 24.83 540 1087 T4

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: MascnCounty
Flood Scenario: 25-¥R
Print Date: Tuwesday., October 20, 2000
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General Building Stock

HAZFLIS estimates that thers are 13,522 buildings
Table 1 and Table 2 present the relatwe distribution of the walue with respect o the
Appendiz B provides a general distibuSon of

1. 780 million (200E dollars)

general occcupanciss by Study Region and Scenario respectively.

e building value by State and County.

Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

n the region which hawe an aggregate total replacement wvalue of

Tabde 1

Building Exposure by Oocupancy Type for the Study Region
Oiccupancy Exposure [$1000} Percent of Total
Residential 1.4568.915 81.8%
Commercial 181808 2.1%
Indusirial 41 345 2.3%
Agrcuthiral 55 13> 2.1%
Religion 30,241 1.7%
Govermment 14 143 0.B%
Edhscation 20200 1.1%
Total 1,779,981 100.00%
Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario

rocupaEncy Exposurs [$1000) Percent of Total

Residential 437 148 B2 2%

Cormmercial 82497 106

Industrial 15780 2 T%

Augmicytharal 2 180 D45

Religion 11,343 1.8%

Covermment 8458 1.1%

Education 8887 1.2%

Total 592,304 100002

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential faciities. there are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 201 beds. There are 15
schools. 3 fire stations. 4 police stations and no emergency operation centers

SGeneral Building Stock Damane

HAFUE esstmates that about I3 buildings
member of buildings in e scenarioo
definition of e ‘damage states”
3 below summarnzes e expectsd damagese by general occupancy for the buldemegs

wwill
Therns @re an estmated
is prowided in WVokeme 1:

summarizes the expeacted damags by gensral building type.

be at keast moderatsly damaged. This
161 buildings that will
Chapter S5 of the HAZLIS Flood technical manasal

i= ower 16% of the botal
b= completedy destroyed. The
Tabls

in the region. Tahbds £

Tabde 3: Expected Building Damage by Occupancy

110 A1-20 21-30 31-40 4150 S ubstanfialily
RGPSy Cownd =) Cooand [T Coounit == Count (] Cound == Cooumt 2]
Sugricuiuene o (el a oo a ouDo o a.oa o o.oo o 0.0
Commercial o DD a O 2 100,00 o a.oa o o.oo o 0.3
Eduwcation o oo a a.oo a o_oo o a.ca o o.oo o o.0a
SaonerTITent o oLioo a a.oo a o.oo o a.oa o o.ao o 0.0
Industrial o DD a Lo i Lo a ouoO o a.oa 1 100 00 o 0.0
Redigion o DD 1 10000 a (il u] o .o =] {rllala] o (=W )
Resid=ntial L OO a 133 == 16 20 =2 8.23 129 3316 15 41.33
Tkl o 5 B85 3z A0 1610
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
Bauti-aing 110 1120 21-30 31-40 41-50 Subpatamttally

Types Coanng =) Coané (] Couang (2] oot (] ot ) Coung =)
Concrebe o (=K =] o 0.0 o 0.0 o ouao o (=K u] Ll
ManuHousing o o.oo o a.oom o a.oa o oc.ao o o.oco 125 A100.OO
Masonry o o.oo L 1.61 16 Z5.81 =l E.Q6 33 5323 T 1129
Siesd o oLoo o a.om o .00 o oLao 1 100000 o Do
W oeoed o (=K =] 3 1.4% 4T 327 27 1337 oiE AT EZ o 14 .36
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Before the flood analyzed in this scenanc, the region had hospital beds awalable for wse. On the day of the
scenario flood ewvent, the model estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 5: Expecited Damapge to Essential Facilities:

# Facilibes
At Least At Least
Classification Total Meoderate Substantial Loss of Us=
Flre Siabions £ 1 =l o
Hosolals 1 2 =] a
Police Siations: o z =l o
Sohools 15 1 =] a

I this. report displays all z=mos or ks biank, two possibiibes can =xpiain this.

1) Mone of your Taciities wens fiooded. This Can be checked by Mapping the: rveniony data on T depth grid.
(21 The anaiysls Waes NOLrun. This can be t=sted by Checking e rum b on the Analysis Menu and sesing If a message
box asks you o replace Fee existimg results

The total economic loss estimated for the flood is 12574 milkon dollars, which represents 21.38 % of the total
replacement value of the scenarno buildings.

Eu ni-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct bulding losses and business nterruption bosses.  The
direct building losses are the estmated costs to repair or replace the damage cawsed to the building and its
contents.  The business intermmuption losses are the losses associated with inability to operate a business
becauwse of the damapge sustained during the fiocd. Business intemuption losses also include the temporary Bwing
expenses for those people displaced from ther homes because of the flood.

The total buildng-related losses were 123.24 million dollars. 1% of the estimated losses were related to the
business intemuption of the region. The residential cccupancies made up 52.B0% of the total koss. Table 6 below
prowides a surnmary of the losses associated with the building damage.

Takvle 6 Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates
[(Millicns of dollars)

Category Area Residential Ciommercial Industrial Orthvers Total
Building Loss
Eauilding £781 CErd 185 218 E0.02
Coment T T4 2152 333 8.70 £1.82
Imventors ooa L= 058 0.03 1.33
Fubtodal TE.2E MLTE L& 12,82 12334
Business Intemuption
Income ooo L1z 0.0 0.02 014
Reiccation oor oo 0,00 0.00 LR
Rental ncome ooz ooz o.oa 0.00 004
Wags om 13 0.0 1.23 1.37
F—— o.os [ E] .00 128 188
Tokat TE.a4 3106 B4 1247 124.80
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Mame: MasonCounty
Flood Scenario: S50-vR
Print Crate: Twesday, Ooctober 20, 2008

SGeneral B il mp Stock

HAZFLIS estimates that thers are 13,522 buildings i the region which haws an aggregate total replacsment wvalue of
178D millicn {2 dollars]) Table 1 awd Table 2 pressnt the relatwe distribution of the walue with respect o e
general occupances by Study Regiion and Scenario respectively. Appendix B provides a general distoibuton of
e building walue by State and Cowsnty.

Table 1
Building Exposure by Oocupancy Type for the Study Region
Ocoupancy Exposure [$1000) Percent of Total
Residentizl 1,458 018 E1.0%
Commercial 181 BB 2.1%
Indursirial 21 345 2.3%%
Sgricuttural 55 122 219
Religion a0 241 1T
Gowernmment 14 143 0.8%
Eduscation 20_ 30D 1.1
Total 1. 77a. 921 gLl
Table 2

Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenaric

e il Exprosure (510004
Residentizl 403 311
Comemercial 8L 42D
Indursirizl 17 EaT
Segnicutbaral eVt ]
Roligion 12 131
Cowerneent = e L]
Ed aticn Fan
Total S04, 301

Essential Facility Inwventory

For essental facilties. thers are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 201 beds. There are 15
schools. 3 fire stations._ 4 police stations and no emerngency operation canters

Sener: B ding Stock Dammaoe

HAIUIS sstimabtes that about 456 buildings will b= at least moderately damasged. This s ower 9% of the total
masmiber of buildings In the scenaro. There arse an estmated 1088 bwildings that will b= completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ is prowvided in Wolkeme 1: Chapter S5 of the HAZUS Flood technical manasal Tabls
2 below sumMmanzes e expected damages by general occupancy for the buldngs in the region Tablse 4
sumMmmarizes the expected damage by gensral building type.

Table 3 Expected B dineg Damage by Docupancy

A-10 A1-20 21-30 3140 41-50 Substantially
CRCCLPSTC Y ‘Couant =) Coant %) Comaant (=) ot %) Couang e ] Count %)
Augricsuiune o OO a 0.0 a ouoo o a.o0a o o.ao O 0.0
Commercial o LD 1 20 2 2B 57 z F8.57 2 2857 O 0.0
Edwcation o OO a oo a ouoo o a.o0a o o.ao O 0.0
Sowermumesn b o OO a 1 10000 o a.o0a o o.ao O 0.0
Inoustrial o OO a a ouoo o a.o0a Z2 100,00 O 0.0
Redkgiom o OO 1 a ouoo o a.o0a o o.ao O 0.0
Resig=nilal D LIDHD 1 40 B.0O FE 8.09 170 3820 198 44 49
Tkl o 3 -3 s 174 1398
Table 4: Expected Buil
Baniicing 110 11-20 Z1-30 31-a0 41-50 Subatambially

Types Coanng [ Coanng =] Couang &) Tt (] Lot 01 2= Couané [
Concrebe o ooo O .o o Q.00 o oLao o o.oo o O oo
ManurHousing o oLoo o a.oom o a.o0a o o.ao o o.oo 40 AOOLIOD
Masonry o oo o a.oom 10 13.33 v 5.33 45 S0O.00 13 17.33
Stead o oo o a.oom 2 33.33 2 3333 2 3333 o o.oo
Wood o oo 1 Oa3 30 1223 29 1255 126 S4.55 <= 15,48
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Before the flood analyzed in this scenarno, the region had hospital beds avalable for wse. On the day of the
scenario flood event, the model estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 5: Expected Damapge to Essential Facilities

# Facilities
AtlLeast At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Flra Siations El 1 o a
Hosofals 1 Q o a
Police Stations 4 2 o a
Schools 15 1 5] o

If this report displays all zeros or ks blank, two posshilities can expiain this.
{1} None of your faciites wers flooded. This can be checked by mapping the imventory data om e depth gridl
[Z) The anaiysis was not run. This can be iested by checking e run boxron the Analysis: Menu and seeing If a message
box asks you o replace e existing resulis.

The iotal economic loss estimated for the flood is 141.64 million dollars, which represents 24.08 % of the total
replacement value of the scenano buildings.

Building-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct bulding losses and business intermuption bosses.  The
direct building losses are the estmated costs to repair or replace the damage caused to the building and its
contents.  The business intemuption losses are the losses associated with inability to operate a business
becauwse of the damage sustained during the flond. Business intemuption losses also include the temporary living
expenses for those people displaced from ther homes because of the flood.

The total building-related losses were 13B8.88 million dollars. 1% of the estimated losses were related to the
business intemuption of the region. The residental cccupancies made up S0U63% of the total loss. Table 6 below
prowides a summary of the losses associated with the building damage.

Table &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates
[Milions of dollars)

Category Area Residential Commercial Industrial Others Tokal
Building Loss
Exilding 5411 543 1.83 234 ET.TE
Content 3ET 2403 235 3.55 £5.64
Inventory oon vz 072 0.0 1.48
Fubtodal B5.TE 2423 Ly 11.88 13288
Business Intemuption
Income oon 014 0.00 .02 016
Fmiocation oos nos 0.00 0.00 iz
Fiental income ooz ooz 0.00 0.00 o.os
Wags oo o1s 0.00 1.37 1.52
subsbedal 0.1 0.38 00 1.8 188
Al Tota B5.ER 2468 ELY 1338 18074
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: MasonCounty

Flood Scenario: 100-YR

Print Drate: Tuwesday. October 20, 2008

General Building Stock

HAFLIS estimates that therse are 13,522 buildiegs .
1,780 million {2 dollars ) Table
general occupancies by Study Region and Scenario nespectively.
e building valuwe by Siate and County

Table 1

the region which haws an aggregate total replacement value of
1 and Table 2 present the melatwe distribution of the wvalue with respect o e
Appendiz B prowides a general

distribution  of

Buwilding Exposwre by Oocupancy Type for the Study Region

Ooccupancy Expeosuna (510000 Percent of Total
Fosidantial 1. 4568215 B1.8%
Cormemercial 181 535 B.1%
Industrial 421 345 2.3%
Spricytharal 55 122 e 0 e
Religion 30 241 175
Sowernment 14 143 D.B%
Education 20202 1.1%
Total 1.779.981 100.00%
Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario
CDrocupancy Exposure (510007 Percent of Total
Residential 501 254 149
Commercial 88738 10.8%
Industrizl 17 G5 28%
Svgricuttural 2 30 Lo 5
Religion 12 s 0%
Govermment s - xt] 1.0%
Eduscation 0.184 1.5%
Total S16,131 100.00%
Essential Facility Inventory

For essental facilties, fwre are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bBed capacity of 201
schoaols, 3 fire stations. 4 pofice staons and o emengency operation cenbers

305

beds. Therme are 15



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

General Building Stock Damage

HAFLIS estimates that about 528 buildings will b= at least modemately damaged. This s ower 99 of the total
mumber of buildings in $he scenario. There are an estimated 230 buildings that will be completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ is prowided in Woleme 1: Chapter 5 of the HAFUS Flood technical manual.  Tabls
2 balow summarzes e expecied damage by general occupancy for the bulddings in the region. Talbls 4
summarizes the expected damage by gensral building type.

Table 2: Expected Building Damage by Oocupancy

110 11-20 21-30 31-40 24150
ChoCUpancy Count (%) [ (%) Count (£ Count [%] Count %) count (3]
Agricufire LT o ooo a LT ] o oo o ouao 0 D.00
Commercial T 2  40.00 a o.Do o oo z  anoo 1 20.00
Eduwcation o 000 o 0.0 a 0.00 C  0.00 o 0.00 0 D.00
Sowernment o O.00 o 0.00 a o.oo o ooo o nian o 0.00
Ingustrial LT o ooo a LT ] o oo 4 10000 0 D.00
Reiigion T o 0.00 a o.DOo o oo o ouan 0 0.o0
Rezidential o000 1 a.1g 47 504 33 &35 210 2038 220 44.04
Total o 3 az a3 Eals 230
Table 4: Expected Buillding Damage by Building Type
1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 ¥
Type Count (%) Count (%) Count (%) Count (%) Count ) Count (%)
Conerate 0 Duoo o O0Do o 0.00 o ooo o0 oo o oL
ManurHousing 0 Dooo o O0Do o 0.00 o ooo o oo 152 10000
Masonry o Doo 1 103 12 12,37 T T2z 50 GOLEZ 18 1856
Zies 0 Duoo o O0Do o 0.00 o ooo 4 aooo 1 2000
wwood 0 Dooo 1 037 35 1267 26§56 151 5551 58 2169

Before the flood analyzed in this scenamo, the region had hospital beds avalabde for use. On the day of the
scenano flood event, the moded estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 3: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

#Facilives
AtLeast At Least
Classification Tofal Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Fire Siations 3 1 ] |
Hosafials 1 o a a
Paolica Siations. 4 2 1] |
Schools 15 z o 0

If this report dispiays all zeros or ks bisnk, teo possibifties can sapisin this.

{1} None of your faciities wers fiooded. This can be checked by mapping the: inveniory data on e depth grid.
{21 The anaiysls was notrun. This can be f=sbad by checking S run box on the Analysks Menu and sesing if a messags
Doy asks o b0 neplace e syisting resulls.
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The total economic loss estimated for the flood is= 17510 milkon dollsrs, which represents 3028 9% of the total

replacemeant value of the scenano buildings._

E ding-Related Losses

The building losses are broken imbo btwo categories: direct bulding losses and business mtermuption bkosses.

Thie

direct building lksses are the estimated costs o repair or replace the damage cawsed to the building and its
contents. The barsiness int=muption bosses are the losses associated with inability to operate a business
becawse of the damape sustained during the food. Business intemmuption losses also mclude the temporary ving

expenses for those people displaced from thewr homes becauss of the flood.

The total building-related losses were 174.50 million dollars. 19 of the estimated losses were related to the
business intemuption of the region. The residental cocupancies made up S7.18% of the total loss.  Tabls G below
prowides a sumemary of the losses associabed with e building damage.
Takle &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates:
[Milicns of dollars)
Categuory Area Residental Ca cial Imedustrial Ortivers Todal
Building Loss
Bailkling B as 1511 210 3=z aBs.&1
Corvtert Fr>s 32 3 - 71 12 3a BT IS
v rThory oo o= a.7s o.o= 1.55
= ubtoim A00FF 4827 T.58 REE- ] 1T 50
Business Intermuption
ncome oo oz a.o0 a.as o.2s
Rebocation =R [=] ons o.00 o.00 LT
Rental ncome ooz oo o.00 o.00 o.o7
Wiags [-T-%} o2z o.o00 172 135
Sustvboten o a.62 .00 178 a4
- Toba 40480 4878 T8 12885 1read
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West Vrginia Statewsde HAZUS Levat | Flood Analysts Praject
25 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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100 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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100 Year Flood Event Loss Estimation
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: MinspoCounty
Flood Scenario: 10-¥R
Print Date: Tussday, October 20, 2000

General Building Stochk

HAFUIS estimasss that thens are 13,847 buildings in the region which haws an aggregste totsl replacement walue of
1.424 million (2006 dollars). Table 1 and Table 2 present the relatws distribution of the walue with respect to the
general occupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively.  Appendix B provides a general distibution of
the building wakue by State and County:

Table 1
Bluilding Exposure by Gocupancy Type for the Study Region

Oecupancy Exposure ($1000}

Residential 1,141 530

Commercial T 1 e

Industrial 23 0

Agricuiniral )

Beligion ay TTa

Sowernment 13 168

Edhscation 5_553

Totan 1.424 416

Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Types for the Scenario

Crocupancy Exposure [$1000) Percent of Total
R esidential 807 =4 0%
Commercial =] 205
Indy=srial 20 747 = 5%
Agricultural 1,171 0.1%
R eligion 15 o 1.8%
Ceosernmeent a3z o4
Exihscation 11 184 149
Total az1. 499 100009

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential facilities. thers are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 78 beds. Thers ar= 0
schools. 7 fire stations. 3 pofice Stabons and o emergency operancn canters

General Building Stock Damage

HAZLIS estimates that about 258 buildings will be at keast moderately damagsd. This is ower 14% of the total
mumber of buildings in the scenaric. There are an estimated 146 buildings that will b= completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ i=s provided in Voleme 1: Chapter 5 of the HAZLS Flood technical mismaesl Tabi=
2 below summarzes the expected damage by general occcupancy for the bulddings in the region. Table 4
summarizes the expeacted damages by gensral building type.

Table 3: Expected B

Iding Damage by Doccumpancy

1-10 11-20 21-30 140 41-50 Substantially
Cocupancy Count  [c) Coung (sep  Count =) Count [%) Count ) Count  [2g)
Augricufiune o L0 a L2 i a ouoo o a.oa o o.ao o O.o3
Commercial o OO0 1 100.00 a o.oo o a.0a =] o.oo o 0.00
Edwcation o OO0 a oo a o.oo o a.0a =] o.oo o 0.00
Government o OO0 a 000 a o.oo o a.0a =] o.oo o 0.00
Ingustrial o OO0 a oo a o.oo o a.0a =] o.oo o 0.00
Religion o OO0 a 000 a o.oo o a.0a =] o.oo o 0.00
Residential o OO0 1 0.3% 41 1585 10 3.59 59 22 96 146 S56.81
Todal 0 2 a1 10 55 148
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
Bulhding 1-10 Z1-30 31-40 41-50 Subatantally

Type ‘Count ) %] ‘Count () Copunt =) Count [2&) Count %)
Concrete o o.oo o a.oo o =] oc.ao o oLoo o 000
ManufHousing o o.oo o a.oo o =] oc.ao o oLoo 96 10000
Masonry o o.oo o a.oo o 1 286 14 S000 11 3143
Slead o o.oo 1 100.00 o =] oc.ao o oLoo o 000
Wwood o o.oo 1 L2 B =) 32 =] 714 45 35T 35 3095
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Before the flood analyzed in this scenario. the region had hospital beds avalable for use. On the day of the

scenario food event, the moded estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 5: Expected Damapge to Essential Facilities

# Facilites
At Least At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Fire Stations. T a o a
Hosofials 1 L] o a
Police Siations. ] L] o a
Schools = =} =} a

If this neport dispiays all zems or s biank, teo possbilties can expiain this.

{1} Mone of your faciities wens fiooded. This can be checked by mapping the Imnentory data on e depth grid.

127 The analysis was notrun. This can be teshed by checking e run Boor on the Analysis Menu and seeing If 3 messags
DaN 3 ks you Bo neplace e existing resubis

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name:

Flood Scenario:

Print Date:

General Building Stochk

Tuwesday. October 20, 2000

HAFUSE estimates that thers are 13,847 buildings in the region which hawse an aggregate total replacement value of
1424 millien {25 dollars) Table 1 and Table 2 present the melatwe distribution of the walue with respect o the
general occupances by Study Region and Scenario respectively.  Appendix B provides a general distibution of
the building walee by State and Coamnty

Table 1
Buwilding Exposure by Oocupancy Type for the Study Region

Docupancy Expeosure ($ 10003 Percent of Total
Residential 1,141 530 BD.1%
Cormmercial 171 OO 12.0%
Industrial 43 S0 2.1%
Agroyutural 175 D1%
Religion AT TT4 2.7%
Sovermment 13 1868 0.8%
Education 15563 1.1%
Total 1.424 446 100.00%
Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario
(CreCupan sy Expaorsurs ($1000) Percent of Total
Residential T17 50T B4 6%
Commercial 78554 B.0%
Industrial 21 _Saw5i 2.5%
Agricuthural 1. 171 0.1%
Religion 18285 1.8%
Sovermment 3 5y 045G
Esxdhecation 11124 1.3%
Total 847510 100 00%%

Essential Facility Inwventory

For essental fac@ties. there are 1 hospitals in the region with a total b=d capacity of 786 beds. There are B
schools. 7 fire stations. 3 police stations and o emergency operaton centers
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General Building Stock Damane

HAZLIS estimates that abowt 202 buildings will be a3t least moderately damaged. This is ower 14% of the total
mumber of buildings in the scenaricc. There are an estimated 173 buildings that will b= completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ is prowvided in Voleme 1: Chapter 5 of the HAZUS Flood technical manaal.  Tabls
32 below summarzes the expected damage by general occupancy for the buldings in the region. Tabls 4
surmmmarizes the expected damage by general building type.

Table 3: Expected Building Damage by Owwcupancy

-0 11-20 Z1-30 S1-40 A41-50 Substantlally
Cocupancy Count ) Count ] Count [EX] ‘Count [*%) Count =] count  [35)
Agricuitune o o.00 a a.o00 a o.oo o a.0a o o.oo o 0.00
Commercial o ouwo 1 10000 [} ouoo o 0.00 o o.oo 0 D.00
Education LY. a o.on a ouoo o 0.00 o ouoo o D.oo
Government o oLo0D a .00 a o.oo o a.0a o o.oo o 0.00
Ingdustrial o o.00 a a.o00 a o.oo o a.0a o o.oo o 0.00
Religion o oLo0D a .00 a o.oo o a.0a o o.oo o 0.00
Resideniial 0 oL 1 034 47 ASTT 15 5.03 62 2o.81 173 58.05
Total 0 2 a7 15 173
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
Bulikding 1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 ¥

Type ‘Coamnt (T3] Count (3] Count (%) Count (%) Count 2% ‘Count [T ]
Concrate o ooo o oDon o 000 o oooo o ooo o LT
ManurHousing o o.oo o a.o0 o 0.00 o o.oo0 o o.oco 113 100,00
Masonry o o.oo o a.o0 11 27.50 2 s.00 14 3500 13 3250
= o ooo 1 100.00 o 0.00 o oooo oD ooo o LT
Wood o ooo 1 06D 36 2453 43 B9T 45 3310 47 3T A1

Before the flood analyzed in this scenario, the region had hospital beds avalable for use. On the day of the
scenanio food event, the model estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 5: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

#Facilifies

AtlLeast At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Flra Siations 7 o o 1
Hosoitals 1 o o 1
Polgs Siations £ o o 1
Sehools 9 1] 1] 1]

It this report dispdays. all zems or ks biank, two possbifties can sxplain this.

i1} Mone of your faciiies wens fiooded. This can be checked by mapping the: imentory dats on S depth grid.
{2) The anaiysls was notrun. This can be fested by checking S run boa on the Anafysis Menu and seeing f a message
box asks you o replace e existing resulis.
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The total sconomic loss estimated for the food is G3.72 million dollars, which represents T.40 % of the total
replacaemeant value of the scenarno buildings.

B ing-Related Losses

The= building losses are broken into two categores: direct buwlding losses and business miermuption bosses. The

direct building lkosses are the estimated cosks te repair or replace the damage cawsed to the building and its

contents. The basiness
because of the damage sustained during the fSood.

intemuption losses are the bosses associated  weith

expenses for those people displaced from e homes because of the flocd.

The total bulding-related losses were §2.14 milion dollars.
business inemmuption of the region. The residental cccupancies made up B0 26% of the total loss.

provides a summany of the losses associabted with the building damage-

[Millions of dollars)

0% of the estmated

Takle 6: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates

inability

to operats a
Business intemuption losses also include the temporary ving

business

losses were related to the
Tabde & below

Categony Area Residential i roial Industrial Orthvers Total
Building Loss
Building Iz oT 159 o.a2 36.62
Cortent 1205 EL-RY 1.00 25.26
ITventory ooo o= a.18 o026
Subbodal E1r2 E81 180 a4
Business Intermuption
Income ooo ooz a.o0 ooz o.os
Reiccation [=¥-5] o.oo o.oa o.oa 0.oT
Remtal ncome oo O.oo a.o0 a.oa o.on
Wanpe ooo ooz a.o0 a.13 oaT
Sustvbotat a.oe a.ne 0D ais w30
AL Tokad 120 68T 1.80 487 B aa

Region Name:

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

MnepoCounty

Flood Scenario: S0-%F

Primt Date: Tuwesday, COotober 20 2000

General Building Stock

HAZUS estimates that there are 13,847 buildings in the region which haws an aggregate total replacement value of
1.424 million {2006 dollars). Table 1 and Table 2 present the relative distribution of the walue with respect o e
general occupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively.  Appendix B prowvides a general distibution of
e building walss by State and County.

Table 1
Building Exposure by Oecocupancy Type for the Study Region

Crccupancy Exposuns ($1000}
Residential 1181 530
Commercial 171 00
Indusarial 43 s
Aepricaitural 1 -3
Belhgion AT TTH
Crovermment 13,168
Edhecation 15553
Total 1,424 416
Table 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario
R e, Skl Expeosure {51 000F
R esidential Fets Eamn
Commmercial 88 BTE
Incusirial 23028
Sepracaitural 1. 171
Religion 18 G
e rmment 3 53
Edhscation 11 1
Total B85.332

Essential Faci

ty Inowentory

For essential fac@ities. thers are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 78 beds. There are ©

schools. 7 fire stations. 3 police staions and no emergency operaion cenbers.

331



Region 2 Planning and Development Council
Hazard Mitigation Plan

General Building Stock Damage

HAFUSE estimates that abowt 331 buildings will be at keast moderately damaged. This is ower 14% of the total
number of buildings in the scenaric.  There are an estimated 101 buildings that will b= completely destroyed. The
definition of e ‘damage states’ is prowvided in Woleme 1: Chapter 5 of the HAZUS Flood technical manwual  Tabls
2 balow summarzes the sxpected damage by general occcupancy for the buldings in the region. Tabl= 4
surmmarizes the expected damage by gensral building type.

Tabde ¥: Expected Building Damage by Ooccupancy

1-10 11-20 21-30 3140 A1-50
Occupancy Count (%) Coumt ) Coumt %) ‘Count (%) Count %) Count  [2)
Agriculiune o o.On a .00 a o.oo o a.0a o oc.oo o 0.0a
Commercial o Ll vl 1 90000 a o.oo o a.0a o oc.oo o 0.0a
Eduwcation o ouol a 0.oo a ouoo o a.0a o oLoo ] 0.0a
Government o Ll vl a Q.00 a o.oo o a.0a o oc.oo o 0.0a
Ingustrial o o.On a .00 a o.oo o a.0a o oc.oo o 0.0a
Rellgion o Ll vl a Q.00 a o.oo o a.0a o oc.oo o 0.0a
Residenilal o [l vl 1 a.30 S52 1576 15 4.55 71 21.52 191 S57.58
Total o 2 52 15 71 =
Table 4: Expected Buillding Damage by Building Type
-1 11-20 2130 340 41-50 Su ¥

TYpe ‘Coannt (T3] Count  [3%) Count (%) Count %) Count %) ‘Count T
Concrete o o.oo o a.oo o Qd.00 o o.ao o o.oo o o.On
ManurHousing o o.oo o a.oo o Qd.00 o o.ao o o.oo 123 10000
Masonry o o.oo o a.oo 11 25.00 2 455 15 3409 16 36.36
Stead o o.oo 1 10000 o Qd.00 o o.ao o o.oo o o.On
WWood o o.oo 1 a.s1 41 Z5.15 13 7.5 56 34365 (=4 .90

Before the flood analyzed in this scenaric, the region had hospital beds avalable for use. On the day of the
scenario food event, the mode! esfimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 3: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

# Facilities
AfLeast At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substantal Loss of Use
Firz Siations 7 0 ] 1
Hosofals 1 o o 1
Polica Stabions £ o o 1
Sehodls ] 1] 1] 1

If this report displays all zems or s biank, two possibilfties can syplsin tis.

{1} Kone of your faciities wers flooded. This can be checked by mapping the imientory data on S depth grid.
[2) The anaiysis was notrun. This can be iested by checking e run bor on the Analysks Menu and seeing [f a message
box asks you o replace e existing resulis.
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The total sconomic loss estimated for the flood is 8940 million dollsrs, which represents B.0S % of the total
replacement value of the scenano buildings.

ng-Related Losses

The building losses are broken inbo two categories: direct bwilding losses and business nterruption bosses. The
direct building losses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the damage cawused to the building and its
contents. The business intemuption ksses are the kosses associated with inability to operate a business
becawse of the damage sustained during the fiond. Business intermuption losses also nclude the temporary Being
expenses for those people displaced from their homes becauss of the flood.

The total bulding-relsted osses werse GEGO milkon dollars. 0% of the esstimated losses were melated W the
business intermuption of the region. The residental cccupancies made up TEGE% of the total loss. Table 6 below
prowides a summarny of the losses associated with the building damage.

Table &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimnates
iMilions of dollars)

Category Area Residential W roial Industrial Orthvers

Total

Building Loss

Ewllding I5TE 1= .55 170 39.79

Coment 124 o= 1.55 345 28.58

ey 1] oo .23 .00 .32

Subsbotal 521 T za8 E18 ez as
Business Intesmaption

Intmme oo oo o.o0 a2 .06

Reccaton oor ooo o.oa oo o.o7

Rental moome oo ooo o.oa o.oa oo

Wape ooo ooz o.o0 .15 o.uE

Sasbiotan o.oE aoF e CE, saz
- = — 5528 LY za8 &aa es0

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: MingoCourty
Flood Scenario: 100-YR
Print Date: Tuesday, October 20, 2000

General Building Stock

HAZUS estimatss that thers are 13,847 buildings in the region which haws an sggregste total replacement walus of
1424 million (2D dollars ) Table 1 and Table 2 present the relatwe distribution of the wvalue with respect o the

g=neral occcupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively. Appendix B provides a general distribution of
the building vahse by State and Cousnty.

Table 1
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Study Region

Occupancy Exposure ($1000)
Fesidentizi 1.141 530
Commercial 17 1 OO
Indusirial A3 G
Brgricuilitural 13775
Esligion 37 TT4
Gowernment 13, 168
Edwscation 15.553
Total 1,424,416
Table 2
Building Exposurs by Occupancy Type for the Scenaric
Croccupancw Exposure ($10001 Percent of Total
Residential 750,281 54 30
Commercial 84 878 S
Indusirial 23 08 F e
Agricuttural 1,171 015
Eeligion 18 800 1.05
Ceoruermirmeant 3418 o Y
Eduscation 11 194 1 3%
Togal

362 100 00%

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential fac@ities. there are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 76 beds. There are 8
schools. 7 fire stations. 3 police Stations and Mo SMengency operabion centers.
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General Building Stock Damage

HAZUS estimates that about 348 buildings will be at keast moderately damaged. This is ower 14% of the total
muember of buildings in the scenaric. There are an estimated 207 bwildings that will b= completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ is prowided in Volume 1: Chapter 5 of the HAZLUUS Flood technical manual. Table
2 below summarzes the expected damage by general occupancy for the buldings in the region. Tabls 4
summarizes the expacted damage by gensral building type.

Tabde 3: Expected Building Damage by Ooccanpancy
21-300 31-40 A1-50 Substantiaily

-1 11-20
Occupancy Count () Count (%) Count (T3] ‘Count (%] Count [Eo] Count  [3)
Agrizuitune o DoD a 0.0 a ouoO o a.0a o oLao o 0.00
Commercial o 000D 1 100.00 a ouoO o a.0a o oLao o 0.00
Eduwcation LI v ] a 0.0 a ouDO o a.oa o LoD o 0.00
Covermment o 000D a 0.0 a ouoO o a.0a o oLao o 0.00
Ingustrial LI v ] a 0.0 a ouDO o a.oa o LoD o 0.00
FRedgion LI v ] a 0.0 a ouDO o a.oa o LoD o 0.00
Resiganiial 0 000 2 J.58 = 14.41 17 £.90 71 2046 207 E0.65
Todal 1] 3 S50 L el 207
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
1-10 11-20 21-Z0 a0 41-50 su ¥
Type Count [T Count  [36) Count (28] Count %) Count 28) ‘Count (L5
Concrate o oLoo o o.0D o 0.00 o ouao o oLoo o DL
ManurHousing ] oo o oo o O.00 o oLao o oLoo 127 100U00
Masonry ] o.oo o oo 12 24.00 z 400 16 3z.00 20 40U
Slesd ] o.oo 1 100.00 o O.0a o o.ao o o.oo ] OuoD
Wi ood ] o.oo 2 118 3B 22.35 15 gaz 85 3235 (=] 35.29

Before the flood analyzed in this scenaro, the region had  hospital beds avalable for use. On the day of the
scenario flood event, the model estimates that hospial beds are available in the region.

Table 5: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

#Farilifes

AtLeast At Least
Classification Total Moderate Cubstantsl Loss of Use
Fira Siations T 0 0 a
Hogattals 1 o o a
Palce Siations E] 0 0 a
Szhiools a 1] 1] h]

If this neport dispiays all 2ems or ks biank, teo possbilties can explan this.

{1} Mone of your faciitizs were fiooded. This can be checked by mapping the Imentory data on the depth grid,
[2) The anaiysls was notrn. This can be tested by checking e rum B0 on the Analysis Menu and sesing If a message
box asks you fo neplace fhe sisting results.
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The total economic loss estimated for the food is 7380 million dollars, which represents B.54 % of the total

replacement value of the scenano buildings.

Building-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct budding losses and business ntermuption losses.  The
direct building losses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the damage caused to the building and its
contents.  The business intemuption bosses are the losses associgted with inability to operate a business
because of the damage sustained during the flood. Business intemuption losses also nclude the temporary living

expenses for those people displaced from their homes because of the flood.

The total bulding-related losses were T2.E3 milion dollars. D% of the estmated losses were related to the

business intermuption of the region. The residential occupancies made up TE.16% of the total boss. G below
provides 3 summary of the losses associated with the building damage.
Table &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates
[Millicns of dollars)
Category Area Residential Commercial Industrial Orthers Total
Building Loss
Euldng .0 183 0.71 185 4208
Content A48 443 158 383 038
Inventory 0.00 oo 025 0.00 0.34
Subbotal BA.1E 836 28 E88 7283
Business Intermuption
Income 0.00 oo 0.00 ooz 0.08
Reigcation oo7 000 0.00 0.00 0.07
Rental Income o 000 0.00 0.00 L]
Wape 0.00 oo 0.00 .45 0.20
Subota .08 0.07 .00 o.18 034
AL Teksl 58.28 842 282 E4T TRAT
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Mame: WayneCounty
Flood Scenario: 10-vFR
Primt Drate: Wiednesday Ociober 21 2008

General Building Stochk

HAZFUS estimates that there are 20,870 buildings in the region which hawe an aggregate total replacement wvalue of
2 534 million (200 dollaes) Table 1 and Table 2 present the relatiwe distribution of the walue with respect o the
general occcupancies by Study Region and Scenario respectively.  Appendix B provides a general distibution of
e building valee by State and County.

Tabde 1
Building Exposwure by Oocupancy Type for the Study Region
Docupancy Exposurs ($1000} Percent of Total
Residential 2,388 807 B84.3%
Commercial 252370 85.8%
Industrial 87 560 Z4%
Agricuttural = Wilili] D2%
Eeligion 53 807 1.8%
Govermment 32 848 1.2%
Education 33 148 1.2%
Total 2,833,624 100.002%
Table 2

Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario

Crocupancy Exposure (10000 Percent of Total
Residentizl 740,084 83.F%
Commercial 33,025 T.1%
Indusirizl 43815 5.5
Augricuttural 1848 0.2%
Beligion 10361 1.2%
Gowermnment 8373 0.8%
Edhscation 12331 1.4%
Total B84 594 1000002

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential faclities. there are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of B0 beds. There are B
schools, ¥ fire stations. 3 police stabons and no emergency operabon ceniers
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General Building Stock Damage

HAFZLIS estimates that abowt 302 buildings will be at keast moderately damaged. This is ower 11% of the total
muember of buildings in the scenaric.  There are an estmated 108 buildings that will be completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ is prowvided in Wolume 1: Chapter § of the HAZUS Flood technical manual. Table
3 below summarzes the expected damage by general occupancy for the buldings in the region. Tabls 4
summarizes the expected damage by gensral building type.

Table 3: Expected Building Damage by Ooccupancy

110 11-20 21-30 F1-40 4150 Substantially
ORsCLpEncy Count [} Coung (&3] oot =) ot %] ‘Coung (5] Court 2]
Agricutture o 0.0 o o.on a cuoo o 0.0a o o.oo o D.0Q
Commercial o 0.0 o oon a oLoo o 0Da o c.oo r  D.00
Education o 0.0 o o.ow a cuoo o 0Da o o.o0 o D.00
Covermnment o 0.0 o o.on a 0.o0 o 0.oa o c.oo o D.0Q
Industrial o 0.0 o oon a oLoo o 0Da o c.oo o D.0Q
Feligion o 0.0 o o.on a cuoo o 0.0a o o.oo O D.00
Fesidenial o 0.00 2 066 34 1126 17 563 141 46.69 10E _35.76
Totsl L] 2 34 17 141 108
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Typ=s
Bullaing 1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 ¥
Type Count () Count  [36) Count  [36) Count %) Cgunt [2&) ‘Count [T
Concrate o Do o 0.00 o 0.00 o maoo o oo o cLOn
MaRLHOLESIng o Do o 0.00 0 0.00 o0 oo o0 oDuoo SE  100.00
Masonry o Do o 0.00 & 10.17 3 saos B 5102 14 2373
e o Do o 0.00 o 0.00 o maoo o oo o cLOn
oo o Do 2 1.08 2E 15.14 14 TST 105 SETE 36 1D.4E

Before the flood analyzed in this scenano, the region had  hospital beds avalable for use. On the day of the
scenanio food event, the model estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 5: Expected Damage to Essential Faciliies

#Faclifies

At Least At Least
Classification Tetal Moderzte Substantidl Loss of Use
Fire Stations T o 0 J
Hosofials 0 ‘ Y
Palcs Stations : 0 ° 1
Sehools ] 1] i a

it neport cisplays all 250s or bs biank, two posshilties can sxpiain tis.

{1} Mone of your faciities wers flooded. This can be checked by mapping the imventory data on S depth grid.
[2) The anaiysls was notrun. This can be tesbed by checking B run boxon the Anatysis Menu and sesing I a message
box ks you b replace e existing results.
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The total economic loss estimated for the flood is 8848 milion dollars, which represents 818 % of the total
replacerment value of the scenano buildings.

Euilding-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct buidding losses and business interruption losses. The
direct building losses are the estmated costs to repair or replace the damage cawsed to the building and its
contents. The business intemmuption losses are the bosses associated with inability to operate a business
becawse of the damage sustained during the ficod. Business intemuption losses also include the temporary Eving
expenses for those people displaced from ther homes because of the flood.

The total bulding-related losses were B7.24 milion dollars. 1% of the estmated losses were related 1o the
business intemuption of the region. The residential cccupancies made up §2.20% of the total loss. Table 6 below
prowides a summary of the losses associabed with the building damage.

Table &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates
[Millicns of dollars)

Category Area Residential i cial Indusstrial Others Total
Building Loss
Enlding 3ISAT FL-: 243 241 4s.00
Content 2045 103z 535 547 4128
Inventony ooo L] 0.50 o.o3 0.3
aubtcta BEEE 1657 44 T.a2 E7.24
Business Intermuption
Income [:1.] acs 0.00 0.0 o.os
Rslocation oos oo 0.00 o.00 0.o7
Rental noome oo oo 0.00 o.o0 o
Wage [:1.] oor 0.00 L RE] 027
- o.os [ RE] 00 a23 Fre
ALl Tokal 5.0 1586 44 755 E7.88

HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Mame: WayneCopnty
Flood Scenario: ZE-YIR
Print Date: Wednesdsy, October 21, 2000
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HAZUS estmates that there are 20,870 bwddiegs in the region which hawve an aggregate total replacement wvalue of

2,834 million (23 dollars). Table
general occupances by Study Region and Scenarico respectvely.
the building value by State amd Cownty.

Tabile 1

1 and Table 2 present the relative distribution of the walue with respect to the

Appendix B prowides a general distributon of

Building Exposure by Oocupancy Type for the Study Region

Doccupancy Exposure (5100405 Percent of Total
Residentia 2 388 907 B84 3%
Commerncial 252,370 B0%
Indu=trial Z4%
Agricaitural D2%%
Religicn 1.8%
Sovernment 1.2%
Education 1.2%
Total 1000
Takdle 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario
Docupancy Exposure ($100:0) Percent of Total
Residentisl TeR.139 B3 T%
Commerncial 72,344 T.8%
Industrizl 40 022 5.1%
Apgricaltncal 1.948 025
Religion 10,947 1.1%
Govermment 8,837 1.0%
Education 12,331 1.3%
Total 855228 100 0:0%%

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential faci
schools, 7

General Building Stock Damadge

HAFUS estimates that about 3284 buildings waill
member of buildings i the scenario There are an
definition of the ‘damape states’ is prowided in Volums 1
3 below summarizes the expected damage by general
surmmarizes the expected damages by general bulding type

be at least moderately damaged. This s ower
estimated 148 buildings that will be completely destroyed. The
Chapter 5 of the HAZLIS Flood technical manual
gccupancy for the buildings

es, there are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 50 beds. There are 8
fire stations, 3 police stations and No emergency operation centers.

10% of the total

Table

the region Tabl= 4

Table 3: Expected Building Damage by Ooocupancy

1-10 1120 21-30 3140 41-50 Substantialty
Cocupancy Coumt  @35) Count 3] Count ] Coumnt (%) Count %) Conand 3]
Agriculiurs 0 0.o0 0 0.00 0 o.oo o 0D a 0.00 0 o.oa
Commencial 0 Q.00 o 0.00 o a.00 o o.oa a 0.00 0 o.oa
Education o a.oo o 0.00 o a.00 o o.oa a .00 o o.oa
Covemment 0 Q.00 o 0.00 o a.00 o o.oa a 0.00 0 o.oa
Insusirial 0 Q.00 o 0.00 o a.00 o o.oa a 0.00 0 o.oa
Redlgion o a.oo o 0.00 o a.00 o o.oa a .00 o o.oa
Residenta D 000 2 0.55 3E EE-1] 18 4.55 160  43.96 145 2DES
Total o 2 35 18 150 148
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
Buling 1-10 1120 21-30 F1-40 41-50 substanttally

Typs Couant 3] Ccount  [2&) count %) Count (%) Count [2%] Count ]
Concreta o oooo 0 0.oa o o.oa o 0uoo o O0uDO a T ]
ManuTHousing o oooo 0 0.oa o o.oa o 0uoo VT 7S 100.00
[EES R 0 oo 0 0.0a 7 986 3  a23 44 G1.57 17 2394
Sieel 0 oo 0 0.0a o oD.0oa o 0u0o o 000 a 0.0
Wood o oooo 2 De2 29 13.35 15 B9 116 53.45 55 2535
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Before the fiood analyzed in this scenario, the region had hospital beds avadable for use. On the day of the
scenario flood event, the medel estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 3: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

# Faciliies
At Least At Least
Classification Tetal Moderate Substantial Loss of Use
Flra Stations T o a a
Hosoltals 1 o a a
Paolice Siations 3 1 o a
Schools 8 o a a

Hithis report displays all zems or = biank, teo possibiBes can explain s,

1) MNone of your facliies were fliooded. This can be checked by mapping the inventory dats om Bhe depth grid.
(Z) The anaiysis was not run. This can be tested by Checking the run box on the Anaiysis MEnU and seeing Fa message
box asks you bo repiace the existing results.

The total economic loss estimated for the flood i 103.72 milion dollars, which represents 1076 % of the total
replacement value of the seenano buildings.

Building-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct building losses and business interruption losses.  The
direct building bosses are the estmated costs to repair or replace the damage caused to the budding and its
contents.  The business intemuption losses are the losses associated with inability fo operate a business
because of the damage sustained during the flood. Business interruption losses also inchude the temporary Fving
expenses for those people displaced from their homes because of the fiond.

The total bulding-related losses were 10231 milion doflars. 1% of the estimated losses were related to the

business interruption of the region. The residential occupancies made vp 85.75% of the toial loss. Table 6 below
provides a summiary of the losses associated with the building damage.

Table &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates

[Millions of dollars)
Category Area Residential Commercial Industrial Cthers Total
Building Loss
Building 434 5.53 181 128 38
Content 45T 11.50 EEC 573 4747
rventory oo 0.36 D3 004 102
Subshodal 8E.0B 1728 230 L1 1023
Business intermuption
ncome oM 0.0s 0.00 0.04 LB
Feication oo oo 0.00 0.00 o
Fental income oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 o
Wiage oo 0.o7 0.00 0.24 033
Subsbodal 011 0.4 000 o LEd
ALL - 88.20 TR 30 X 10285
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region Name: WayneCounty
Flood Scenario: 50-¥R
Print Date: Wednesday. October 21, 2000

General Building Stock

HAZUS estimates that there are 200870 buldings in the region which hawve an apgregate total replacement value of
2,834 million {2005 dollars). Table 1 and Table 2 present the relative distibution of the walue with respect o the
gen=sral occupancies by Study Region and Scenaric respectvely. Appendix B provides a general distribution of
the building value by State amd Cownty .

Takble 1
ing Exposure by Ooccupancy Type for the Study Region

Docupancy Exposure (%1000} Fercent of Total
Fesidentia 2,388,007 B4 3%
Commercial 252,370 0%
Industrial E7,580 24%
Apricyitiral 4 858 02%
Beligicn 53 027 1.0%
Sovernment 32 848 12%
Education 33148 12%
Total 2833 624 100002

Takile 2
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scanario

Occupancy Exposure [($1000) Percant of Total

Residential B57.0<0 B3.3%

Commercial B4 533 B8.23%

Industriz 40,772 4.8%

Snrica il 300 [ e

Religicn 11,554 1.1%

Sovernment 11,135 1.1%

Education 12,331 1.2%

Total 1,028,705 100.0:0%

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential facilities, there are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capascity of 80 beds. Thers are B
schools, 7 fire stations, 3 police statons and Nno emergency operation centers.
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General Building Stock Damaae

HAFUS estimates that about 3082 buldings will be at least moderatsly damagesd. This is ower % of the total
mumber of buildings n the scenaric. Therse are an estimated 198 buildings that will be completely destroyed. The
definibon of the ‘damage states’ is prowded in Wolume 1 Chapter 5 of the HAZUS Flood technécal manual. Table
2 below summarizes the expected damage by general occcupancy for e buildings n the region. Taol= 4
summarizes the expectaed damags by general bulding type.-

Table 3: Expected Building Damage by Ooccupancy

1-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 Subsl
Occupancy Coumt  35) Count 2] Count ] Coung )  Count (%) Cound
Agricutturs 0O ODn o 0.00 o o.oo D oLoa a .o 0 o.oa
Commescial 0O ODn o 0.00 o o.oo D oLoa a .o 0 o.oa
Edwcaon 0 0o o D.0a o 0.00 o o.oa a Q.00 0 o.oa
Sovemment O 0.Dn o 0.00 o o.oo o oLoa a a0 0O Ouoa
Industrial 0O ODn o 0.00 o o.oo D oLoa a .o 0 o.oa
Fellgion 0  O.oo o D.0a o .00 o 0.oa a Q.00 0 o.oa
Residental O 0D 1 0.5 2 5.61 14 357 157 4005 198  SO.51
Tiotal o 1 a2z 14 157 158
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
B 1-10 1120 Z1-50 31-40 A1-50 ¥

Typs Count &) Count &) Coumnt %) Count %) Count [2&) Count (]
Concrebe O ouoo 0 D.00 0 D.oa o oo o OuDo a oLa0
ManuTHousing O ouoo 0 D.00 0 D.oa o oo o OuDo E1 1D0.00
MaEsonry O oo 0 D.00 3 3.80 > 253 44 5570 3a 3797
Sieel o ouao 0O D.00 O 0.oa o Duoo o OuDo a .30
wwooo O ouoo 1 D43 18 5.9 12 SA7 113 SB.T1 BT 3750

Before the fiood analyzed in this scenario, the region had hospital beds avalable for use. On the day of the
scenanio flaod event, the model estmates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 3: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

# Facilifies
At L=ast At Least

Classification Total Moderate Substantial Loss of Use

Flra Stations T o il ]

Hospltalks 1 0 1] ]

Police Stations 3 0 1 1

Schonis ] 0 0 ]

H this report displays all 2=ns or ks blank, ten possibiBes can explain Bis.

(1) Mone of your faclities were ficoaded. This can be checked by mapping the inventory dats on B depi grid.
(2] The= araaiysls was not run. This can be t=stsd by checking the run box on the Anaiysis Menu and sssing Fa message
boy asks you by replace the sxsting resuts.
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The total economic kss estimated for the flood s 121.78 million dollars, which represents 1282 % of e total
replacement value of the scenanio buildings.

Building-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct building losses and business interruption losses.  The
direct building kosses are the estimated costs to repar or replace the damage caused to the buidding and its
contents.  The business intemmuption losses are the losses associated with inability to operate a business
because of the damage sustained during the fiond.  Business interruption bosses also inchedes the temporary lving
expenses for those people displaced from their homes because of the fiood.

The total bulding-related losses were 120001 million dollars. 1% of the estimated losses were related fo the
business interruption of the region. The residential occupancies made wp 62.14% of the fofal loss. Table & below
prowides 3 summary of the losses associsted with the building damage.

Table &: Building-Related Ezonomic Loss Estimates

{Milions of dollars)
Category Area Residential Commercial Industrial COthers Total
Building Loss
Building 4354 5.41 188 37E g3
Content I 1573 .10 £.43 o]
rventary oo .42 067 .07 145
Eubbotal TE.EE 2458 B8 1038 12081
Business Interruption
ncome oo .08 [.00 [.04 o3
Reizzation oo .01 0.00 0.00 oo
Rental income ooz 0.01 0.00 0.00 ooz
Wiage ooz .11 [.00 .38 osz
Butvbodal o2 A L L=F L7
ALL o TE.BE 4.78 BE 1.7 12078
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HAZUS-MH: Flood Event Report

Region NMame: Wayn=County
Flood Scenario: 100-vR
Print Date: Wednesday, October 21, 2000

General Building Stock

HAZIMS estimates that there are 20870 buddings in the region which hawve an apgregate total replacement value of
2,834 million {2005 dollars). Table 1 and Table 2 present the relative distrbution of the wvalue with respect o the
general occupancies by Study Region and Scenaric respectively.  Appendix B provides a general distribution of
the building value by State and County.

Table 1
Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Study Region
Occupancy Exposure (51000} Percent of Total
Residentia 2,388,007 B4.3%
Commercial 252,370 B0%
Indusirial 67,560 24%
Agricultiral 4,988 02%
Beligicn 53,827 1.8%
Govemment 32,848 1.2%
Education 33,148 1.2%
Total 2833624 100.007%
Table 2

Building Exposure by Occupancy Type for the Scenario

Occupancy Exposure [($1000) Percent of Total
Residential B25,847 B3 6%
Commercial 75,719 T.7%
Industris 50,808 8.1%
Apricsiltirsl 2.300 0.2%
Religion 11,301 1.1%
Government B.720 1.0%
Education 12,331 1.2%
Taotal 987,826 100,007

Essential Facility Inventory

For essential facilities, there are 1 hospitals in the region with a total bed capacity of 80 beds. There ars B
schools, T fire stations, 3 police stations and no emergency operation centers.
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General Building Stock Damage

HAZUS estimates that about 447 buddings will be at least moderately damaged. This 5 ower Ti% of the total
number of buildings in the scenanc. Thers are an estimated 231 buildings that will be completely destroyed. The
definition of the ‘damage states’ is provided in Volume 1: Chapter 5of the HAZUS Flood techmical manual. Table
3 below summarizes the esxpected damage by general cccupancy for the buildings i the region. Table 4
summarizes the expected damage by general bulding type.

Table 3: Expected Building Damage by Cccupancy

1-10 11-20 21-30 140 41-50 Substantially
DCcCupancy Count &) Count %] Ciount (] Cioung =) Count (] Count %)
Agriculturs 0o 0.on o 0.00 o 0.ao o oLog a 0.0 0 0o
Commercial 0o 0.oo o 0.00 o 0.0 o oLog a 0.0 0 0o
Education 0o 0.oo o 0.00 o 0.0 o oLog a 0.0 0 0o
Gaovemment 0o 0.oo o 0.00 o 0.0 o oLog a 0.0 0 0o
Industrial 0o 0.oo o 0.00 o 0.0 o oLog a 0.0 0 0o
Rellgion 0o 0.oo o 0.00 o 0.0 o oLog a 0.0 0 0o
Residentlal 0 000 3 067 29 549 15 335 1139 2562 281 G62.B5
Total o 3 3 15 113 g
Table 4: Expected Building Damage by Building Type
Buliding 1-10 1120 130 F1-40 41-50 Substantially

Type Count %] Count (%) Count %) Count %) Count %] Count 5%}
Concrepe 0 oo 0 0.0oa 0 000 o Do 0 ouoo a Lo
ManuTHousing 0 oo 0 D0oa 0 0oa o oo O ouoo 101 00000
Masonny 0 oo 0 D0oa 6 652 4 435 32 3TE 50 54.35
Seel 0 oo 0 002 0 000 o uo o Ouoo a Duao
Wood 0 oo 3 118 23 905 11 433 ar 325 13 5118

Before the flood analyzed in this scenario, the region had hospital beds avadable for use. ©On the day of the
scenano flood event, the model estimates that hospital beds are available in the region.

Table 3: Expected Damage to Essential Facilities

# Farilifies

At Least At Least
Classification Total Moderate Substaniial Loss of Use
Fire Statlons 7 0 0 1
Hospliaks 1 o o a
Folice Stations 3 o 1 1
Schoois 8 0 ] a

I this report displays all 2Ems OF 5 biank, teo possibiBes can sxplain s

1) Mone of your faclibies were fiocded. This can be checked by mapping the inventory dats on S depih grid.
(Z] Tre= aralysls was not run. This can be fesied by checking the run box on the Analysis Menu and s==ing ' a message
box asks you o replace the existing resuts.
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The total economic loss estmated for the flood i 13483 milion dollars, which represents 1386 % of the total
replacement value of the scenano buildings.

Building-Related Losses

The building losses are broken into two categories: direct building losses and busimess interruption losses.  The
direct building losses are the estmated costs to repar or replace the damage caused to the budding and its
contents.  The business intemuption losses are the losses associated with inability to operate a business
because of the damage sustained during the fiopd. Business interuption kosses also inchude the temporary Fving
expenses for those people displaced from their homes because of the flond.

The tofal buldng-related losses were 13274 million dollars. 1% of the estimated losses were related to the

busmess interruption of the region. The residential cccupancies made wp 81.13% of the fotal loss. Table 6 below
provides a summary of the losses associated with e building damage.

Table &: Building-Related Economic Loss Estimates

(Mligns of dollars)
Category Area Residential Commercial Industrial (Others Total
Building Loss
Bullding 234 374 348 438 04D
Conlent = 17.34 714 7 1.0
irreentory oo 048 0.7% 0.07 133
Subtotal B2.1B 768 11.40 T8 12274
Business Intermuption
income oo 0.8 0.00 0.0 o4
Reication o 00z [.00 0.00 L
Rental Income ooz il 0.00 £.00 oo
Wage ooz 0.i2 [.00 0.33 hEx
subtotal 01z 0.2 =L L4 E]
AL = 2.3 178 11.40 204 13354
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