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SECTION 1:  INTRODUCTION 

BACKGROUND 
 
In response to the requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 
2000), the Township of Little Falls (Little Falls), New Jersey has developed this 
All Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP or Plan).  DMA 2000 amends the 
Stafford Act and is designed to improve planning for, response to, and recovery 
from, disasters by requiring state and local entities to implement pre-disaster 
mitigation planning and develop HMPs.  The Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) has issued guidelines for HMPs. The New Office of 
Emergency Management (NJOEM) also supports plan development for 
jurisdictions in the State of New Jersey. 
 
Specifically, DMA 2000 requires that states with support from local 
governmental agencies develop HMPs to prepare for and reduce the potential 
impacts of natural hazards. DMA 2000 is intended to facilitate cooperation 
between state and local authorities, prompting them to work together. This 
enhanced planning will better enable local and state governments to articulate 
accurate needs for mitigation, resulting in faster allocation of funding and more 
effective risk reduction projects.  

DMA 2000 Origins -The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act  
 
In the early 1990s a new federal policy regarding disasters began to evolve. 
Rather than simply reacting whenever disasters strike communities, the federal 
government would encourage communities to first assess their vulnerability to 
various disasters and then take actions to reduce or eliminate potential risks. 
The logic is simply that a disaster-resistant community can rebound from a 
natural disaster with less loss of property or human injury, at much lower cost, 
and, consequently, more quickly. Moreover, other costs associated with 
disasters, such as the time lost from productive activity by business and 
industries, are minimized.  
 
DMA 2000 provides an opportunity for States, tribes and local governments to 
take a new and revitalized approach to mitigation planning.  DMA 2000 
amended the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act by repealing the previous 
mitigation planning provisions (Section 409) and replacing them with a new set of requirements (Section 
322).  This section sets forth the requirements that communities evaluate natural hazards within their 
respective jurisdictions and develop an appropriate plan of action to mitigate those hazards, while 
emphasizing the need for State, tribal and local governments to closely coordinate mitigation planning 
and implementation efforts.  
 
The amended Stafford Act requires that each local jurisdiction identify potential natural hazards to the 
health, safety and well being of its residents and identify and prioritize actions that can be taken by the 
community to mitigate those hazards—before disaster strikes. For communities to remain eligible for 
hazard mitigation assistance from the federal government, they must first prepare an HMP (this plan).  
 

 

Hazard Mitigation 
is any sustained 
action taken to 

reduce or eliminate 
the long term risk and 
effects that can result 

from specific 
hazards. 

 
FEMA defines a 

Hazard Mitigation 
Plan as 

the documentation of 
a state or local 

government 
evaluation of natural 

hazards and the 
strategies to mitigate 

such hazards. 

The Federal 
Emergency 

Management 
Agency (FEMA) 
estimates that for 

every dollar spent on 
damage prevention 
(mitigation), twice 

that amount is saved 
through avoided 

post-disaster damage 
repair. 
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Responsibility for fulfilling the requirements of Section 322 of the Stafford Act and administering the 
FEMA Hazard Mitigation Program has been delegated to the State of New Jersey, specifically to 
NJOEM.  FEMA also provides support through guidance, resources, and plan reviews. Copies of the 
applicable federal and state regulations are found in Appendix A. 

Organizations Involved in the Mitigation Planning Effort  
 
The Township of Little Falls intends to implement this plan with the participation of its various 
departments, organizations and governing body, as well as by coordinating with relevant State, and 
federal entities. Coordination helps to ensure that stakeholders have established communication channels 
and relationships necessary to support mitigation planning and mitigation actions included in Section 6.  

Multiple Agency Support for Hazard Mitigation  
 
Primary responsibility for the development and implementation of mitigation strategies and policies lies 
with local governments.  However, local governments are not alone; various partners and resources at the 
regional, state and federal levels are available to assist communities in the development and 
implementation of mitigation strategies. Within the State of New Jersey, NJOEM is the lead agency 
providing hazard mitigation planning assistance to local jurisdictions. NJOEM provides guidance to 
support mitigation planning.  In addition, FEMA provides grants, tools, and training to support mitigation 
planning. 
 
Additional input and support for this planning effort was obtained from a range of agencies and through 
public involvement (as discussed in Section 3).  Oversight for the preparation of this plan was provided 
by the Little Falls Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee (Planning Committee), which includes 
representatives from: 

 
• Township of Little Falls Mayor 
• Little Falls Town Council 
• Little Falls Police and Office of Emergency Management 
• Little Falls Fire Department 
• Little Falls Engineering Department 
• Little Falls Building /Construction Department 
• Little Falls Department of Public Works 
• Tri-Town Regional Flood Board 
• Little Falls Flood Board 

 
This HMP was prepared in accordance with the following regulations and guidance:   
 

• DMA 2000 (Public Law 106-390, October 30, 2000). 
• 44 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 201 and 206 (including: Feb. 26, 2002, Oct. 1, 2002, 

Oct. 28, 2003, and Sept. 13, 2004 Interim Final Rules). 
• FEMA.  2004.  “How-To Guide for Using HAZUS-MH for Risk Assessment.”  FEMA Document 

No. 433.  February. 
• FEMA Mitigation Planning How-to Series (FEMA 386-1 through 4, 2002), available at:  

http://www.fema.gov/fima/planhowto.shtm. 
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Table 1-1 summarizes the requirements outlined in the DMA 2000 Interim Final Rule and where each of 
these requirements is addressed in this Plan. 
 
Table 1-1. FEMA Local Mitigation Plan Review Crosswalk 

FEMA Local Mitigation Plan Review Crosswalk 
Plan Criteria Primary Location in Plan 

Prerequisites 
Adoption by the Local Governing Body: §201.6(c)(5) Section 2.0; Appendix B 

Planning Process 
Documentation of the Planning Process: §201.6(b) and §201.6(c)(1) Section 2.0 
Risk Assessment 
Identifying Hazards: §201.6(c)(2)(i) Sections 5.2 and 5.3 
Profiling Hazards: §201.6(c)(2)(i) Section 5.4 
Assessing Vulnerability: Overview:  §201.6(c)(2)(ii) Section 5.4 
Assessing Vulnerability: Identifying Structures: §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(A) Section 4.0 
Assessing Vulnerability: Estimating Potential Losses: §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(B) Section 5.4 
Assessing Vulnerability: Analyzing Development Trends: §201.6(c)(2)(ii)(C) Section 4.0 and 5.4 

Mitigation Strategy 
Local Hazard Mitigation Goals: §201.6(c)(3)(i) Section 6.0 
Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Actions: §201.6(c)(3)(ii) Section 6.0 

 
Implementation of Mitigation Actions: §201.6(c)(3)(iii) Section 6.0 

 
Plan Maintenance Process 
Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan: §201.6(c)(4)(i) Section 7.0 

Incorporation into Existing Planning Mechanisms: §201.6(c)(4)(ii) Section 7.0 
Continued Public Involvement: §201.6(c)(4)(iii) Section 7.0 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PLANNING PROCESS 
 
The planning process and findings are to be documented in local HMPs. To support the planning 
process to develop this HMP, the Township of Little Falls has accomplished the following:  
 

• Developed an MPC 
• Identified hazards of concern and hazards of interest 
• Profiled these hazards 
• Estimated the inventory at risk and potential losses associated with these hazards 
• Developed mitigation actions and goals that address the various hazards that impact the area 
• Developed mitigation plan maintenance procedures to be executed after obtaining approval of the 

plan from NJOEM and FEMA 
 
To address the requirements of DMA 2000 and better understand their potential vulnerability to and 
losses associated with hazards of concern, Little Falls used the Hazards U.S. – Multi-Hazard (HAZUS-
MH) software package (discussed in greater detail later in this Plan) supplemented by local data, as 
feasible, to support the risk assessment and vulnerability evaluation. HAZUS-MH assesses risk and 
estimates potential losses for natural hazards.  It produces outputs that will assist state and local 
governments, communities, and the private sector in implementing emergency response, recovery, and 
mitigation programs, including the development of HMPs.  
 
As required by DMA 2000, the planning process has informed the public and provided opportunities for 
public comment and input.  In addition, numerous agencies and stakeholders have participated as core or 
support members, providing input and expertise throughout the planning process. 
 
This Hazard Mitigation Plan documents the process and outcomes of the Township’s efforts.  Additional 
information on the planning process is included in Section 3, Planning Process.  Documentation that the 
prerequisites for plan approval have been met is included in Section 2, Plan Adoption.   

Benefits of Mitigation Planning  
 
The planning process will help prepare citizens and government agencies to better respond when disasters 
occur.  Also, mitigation planning allows Little Falls to remain eligible for mitigation grant funding for 
mitigation projects that will reduce the impact of future disaster events. The long-term benefits of 
mitigation planning include:   
 

• An increased understanding of hazards faced by Little Falls 
• A more sustainable and disaster-resistant community  
• Financial savings through partnerships that support planning and mitigation efforts  
• Focused use of limited resources on hazards that have the biggest impact on the community 
• Reduced long-term impacts and damages to human health and structures and reduced repair costs  



SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 1-5 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

Organization of this Mitigation Plan  
 
This Plan was organized in accordance with FEMA and NJOEM guidance, and its structure follows the 
four-phase planning process recommended by FEMA and summarized in Figure 1-1.   
 
Section 2, Plan Adoption: Information regarding the adoption of the Plan by Little Falls. 
 
Section 3, Planning Process:  A description of the Plan methodology and development process, Planning 
Committee and stakeholder involvement efforts, and a description of how this Plan will be incorporated 
into existing programs.  
 
Section 4, Township Profile: An overview of the Township of Little Falls, including: (1) general 
information, (2) population and demographics, (3) general building stock inventory, (4) land use trends, 
(5) future growth and development, and (6) critical facilities. 
 
Section 5, Risk Assessment: Documentation of the hazard identification and ranking process, hazard 
profiles, and findings of the vulnerability assessment (estimates of the impact of hazard events on life, 
safety and health, general building stock, critical facilities, the economy and future growth and 
development). Description of the status of local data and planned steps to improve local data to support 
mitigation planning. 
 
Section 6, Mitigation Strategy: Information regarding the mitigation goals, objectives, capability 
assessment and mitigation action items identified by the Township in response to priority hazards of 
concern. 
  
Section 7, Plan Maintenance Procedures: The system established by the Township of Little Falls to 
monitor, evaluate, maintain and update the Plan. 
 
Appendices –   
 
Appendix A, Applicable Federal and State Regulations: Copies of federal and state acts and regulations 
that apply to hazard mitigation planning within this jurisdiction.   
 
Appendix B, Resolution of Plan Adoption: Documentation that supports the Plan approval signatures 
included in Section 2 of this Plan.  
 
Appendix C, Mitigation Planning Website and Questionnaire: Screenshots of the website and summary 
of the hazard mitigation survey findings.   
 
Appendix D, Newspaper Articles 
 
Appendix E, Mitigation Catalog: Comprehensive list of mitigation actions considered by the Township 
of Little Falls.  
 
Appendix F, FEMA Guidance Worksheets 
 
Appendix G, Federal Mitigation Programs, Activities, and Initiatives:  Summary of federal funding 
options that could be used to fund mitigation activities. 
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Appendix H, Public and Stakeholder Comments:  Specific public and stakeholder comments received 
throughout the planning process. 
 
Appendix I, Glossary:  Glossary of terms found throughout the Plan. 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1-1.  Township of Little Falls Hazard Mitigation Planning Process  
 

 
  

Phase 1:  Organize Resources
The Planning Committee is developed; 
resources are identified and obtained; public 
involvement is initiated.  Technical, 
regulatory, and planning experts are 
identified to support the planning process. 

Phase 3:  Develop a Mitigation Plan
The Planning Committee uses the risk 
assessment process and stakeholder input 
to understand the risks posed by natural 
hazards, determine what its mitigation 
priorities should be, and identify options to 
avoid or minimize undesired effects.  The 
results are a hazard mitigation plan, 
including mitigation strategies and a plan for 
implementation. 

Phase 4:  Implement the Plan and 
Monitor Progress 
The Planning committee brings the plan to 
life in a variety of ways including: 
implementing specific mitigation projects; 
changing the day-to-day operation of the 
Township, as necessary, to support 
mitigation goals; and monitoring progress 
and updating the plan over time. 
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HAZUS-MH was applied to assist Little Falls:  
 
 Identify Hazards (Phase 2) 
 Profile Hazards (Phase 2) 
 Perform a Vulnerability Assessment (Phase 2) 

including: 
 
− Inventory Assets  
− Estimate Losses 
− Evaluate Development Trends 
− Present Results of Risk Assessment 
 
These results provide an input to Phase 3. 

Phase 2:  Assess Risks 
The Planning Committee, with appropriate 
input, identifies potential hazards, collects 
data, and evaluates the characteristics and 
potential consequences of natural hazards 
on the community. 
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SECTION 2:  PLAN ADOPTION 

OVERVIEW 

This section contains information regarding adoption of the Plan by the 
Township of Little Falls.  

Plan Adoption by Local Governing Body  

Adoption by the local governing body demonstrates the commitment 
of the Township to fulfill the mitigation goals and objectives outlined 
in the Plan. Adoption legitimizes the Plan and authorizes responsible 
agencies to execute their responsibilities. In order for the plan to be 
approved, the Township’s governing body must adopt the Plan before 
its submission to NJOEM and FEMA. 

The Township will proceed with formal adoption proceedings when 
FEMA provides conditional approval of this Plan.  Following adoption 
or formal action on the Plan, the Township must submit a copy of the 
resolution or other legal instrument showing formal adoption 
(acceptance) of the Plan to NJOEM.  This will then be submitted to 
FEMA with the resolution in Appendix B of this Plan. The Township 
understands that FEMA will transmit acknowledgement of verification 
of formal plan adoption and the official approval of the plan to the 
mitigation plan coordinator. 

The resolution issued to support adoption of the plan is included as 
Appendix B, Resolution of Plan Adoption.  

In addition to being required by 
DMA 2000, adoption of the plan 
is necessary because: 

• It lends authority to the plan 
to serve as a guiding 
document for all local and 
state government officials; 

• It gives legal status to the 
plan in the event it is 
challenged in court; 

• It certifies the program and 
grant administrators that 
the plan’s 
recommendations have 
been properly considered 
and approved by the 
governing authority and 
jurisdictions’ citizens; and 

• It helps to ensure the 
continuity of mitigation 
programs and policies over 
time because elected 
officials, staff, and other 
community decision-
makers can refer to the 
official document when 
making decisions about the 
community’s future. 

Source: FEMA. 2003. “How to 
Series”-Bringing the Plan to Life
(FEMA 386-4). August.  
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SECTION 3:  PLANNING PROCESS 

INTRODUCTION 
 
This section includes a description of the planning process used to develop the Plan, including how it was 
prepared, who was involved in the process, and how the public was involved. 
 
To ensure that the Plan met the requirements of the DMA 2000, an approach to the planning process and 
plan documentation was developed to achieve the following goals: 
 

• The plan will consider all natural hazards facing the area, thereby satisfying the natural hazards 
mitigation planning requirements specified in DMA 2000. 

 
• The Plan will be developed following the process outlined by DMA 2000, FEMA regulations, and 

FEMA and NJOEM guidance.  Following this process will ensure all the requirements are met and 
support Plan review.  In addition, this Plan will meet criteria for CRS and the Flood Mitigation 
Assistance (FMA) programs. 

 
The Township of Little Falls HMP was written using the best available information obtained from a wide 
variety of sources.  Throughout plan development, a concerted effort was made to gather information 
from municipal and regional agencies and staff as well as stakeholders, federal and state agencies, and the 
residents of the Township.  The Planning Committee solicited information from local agencies and 
individuals with specific knowledge of certain natural hazards and past historical events, as well as 
considering planning and zoning codes, ordinances, and other recent planning decisions.  The natural 
hazard mitigation strategies identified in this plan have been developed through an extensive planning 
process involving local, county and regional agencies, and Township residents and stakeholders.   
 
This section of the Plan describes the mitigation planning process, including (1) Planning Committee 
involvement and efforts; (2) local involvement; (3) stakeholder and public involvement; and (4) 
integration of existing data, plans, and information.  
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PLANNING COMMITTEE AND OTHER STAKEHOLDER SUPPORT 
 
Many entities supported preparation of this plan; the Planning Committee and other stakeholders involved 
in the process are presented below. 

Planning Committee Involvement and Efforts 
 
In the first quarter of 2006, the Governing Body was made aware of the availability federal grants for 
public entities which had an approved All Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
 
Following some research, the Township discovered that only two municipalities in New Jersey had 
established Mitigation Plans and were eligible for funding. Little Falls wanted to begin its efforts to 
become eligible to participate. 
 
After several months of discussing the advantages of creating an independent plan for Little Falls or 
joining with the County of Passaic in a county-wide plan, the Mayor and Council made provisions in the 
2007 budget to provide money for a Hazard Mitigation Plan for Little Falls. 
 
In May 2007, the Township advertised for a consultant to evaluate Little Falls potential hazards, seek 
public input, create hazard profiles and submit our plan to the necessary State and Federal offices for 
approval. 
 
After receiving replies to our advertisement, the Township interviewed candidates, checked references 
and selected Tetra Tech, Inc., Rockaway, NJ. 
 
A contract between Tetra Tech and the Township of Little Falls was executed on October 24, 2007 and 
began the process that led to the creation of this All Hazard Mitigation Plan.  Specifically Tetra Tech, the 
“contract consultant”, was tasked with: 
 

• Assisting with the development of a Planning Committee 
• Assisting with the development and implementation of a public and stakeholder outreach program 
• Data collection 
• Facilitation and attendence at meetings (planning committee, stakeholder, public and other) 
• Identification of the hazards of concern, and hazard profiling and risk assessment 
• Assistance with the development of mitigation planning goals and objectives 
• Assistance with the screening of mitigation actions and the identification of appropriate actions 
• Assistance with the prioritizaion of mitigation actions 
• Authoring of the Draft and Final Plan documents 

 
A Planning Committee was assembled to oversee the development of the Plan and provide input, 
consisting of municipal representatives, residents and stakeholders from the community.  The Planning 
Committee supported the following planning activities, under the guidance and direction of the contract 
consultant:  
 

• Establish Plan development goals;  
• Establish a timeline for completion of the Plan;  
• Ensure that the Plan meets the requirements of DMA 2000 and FEMA and NJOEM guidance;  
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• Solicit and encourage the participation of regional agencies, a range of stakeholders, and citizens 
in the Plan development process; 

• Assist in gathering information for inclusion in the Plan, including the use of previously 
developed reports and data;  

• Organize and oversee the public involvement process;  
• Develop, revise, adopt, and maintain the Plan. 
 

Table 3-1 shows the current members of the Planning Committee, at the time of this draft Plan’s 
publication.   
 
Table 3-1.  Township of Little Falls Planning Committee  

Name Title Organization 

William Wilk Clerk / Administrator Township of Little Falls 

Eugene Kulick Mayor Township of Little Falls 

Paul Huggins Town Council Township of Little Falls 

Christie Huh Town Council Township of Little Falls 

William Liess Town Council Township of Little Falls 

Alfred Batelli Detective  Little Falls Police and Office of Emergency 
Management 

John Dmuchowski Sergeant Little Falls Police and Office of Emergency 
Management 

Joseph Macones Engineer Little Falls Building /Construction Department 

Philip H. Simone Director Little Falls Department of Public Works 

Hans Prell Chairman Little Falls Flood Board (and floodplain resident) 

Dorothy O’Haire Resident Tri-Town Regional Flood Board (and floodplain 
resident) 

Nicholas Agnoli, P.E. Resident Tri-Town Regional and Little Falls Flood Board (and 
floodplain resident) 

Bernard Dowd  Little Falls OEM 

Wayne Herbert  Little Falls OEM 

Edmund Pomponio  Little Falls Fire Department 

Jack Sweezy, Jr.  Little Falls Fire Department 

Dennis Lindsay  Little Falls Engineering Department 
Note(s):  The Planning Committee presented in this table represents the current members as of the date of this draft Plan. 
 
Members of the Planning Committee (individually and as a whole), as well as key stakeholders, convened 
and/or communticated on an as-needed basis to share information and participate in workshops to identify 
hazards; assess risks; identify critical facilities; assist in developing mitigation goals, objectives and 
actions; and provide continuity through the plan development process to ensure that natural hazards 
vulnerability information and appropriate mitigation strategies were incorporated into the Plan.  Each 
member of the Planning Committee reviewed the Plan, supported interaction with other stakeholders and 
assisted with public involvement efforts. 
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Several meetings were held with both the Little Falls Flood Board and the Tri-Town Flood Board 
(representing the Little Falls, Cedar Grove and West Paterson).  Meeting of both flood boards are publicly 
advertised and generally well-attended by the public at large, particularly floodplain residents.   
 
After completion of the Plan, implementation and ongoing maintenance will become a function of the 
Mitigation Planning Committee.  The Planning Committee will review the Plan and accept public 
comment as part of an annual review and as part of 5 year mitigation plan updates.   
 
Table 3-2 presents a summary of Planning Committee and general project planning efforts implemented 
during the development process for this Plan.  It also identifies which DMA 2000 requirements the 
activities satisfy.  
 
Table 3-2.  Summary of Mitigation Planning Efforts  

Date  
Activity/ 

DMA 2000 
Requirement 

Description of Activity  Participants 

Spring 2007 2 Town Council resolves to reserve funds 
to hire a mitigation planning consultant LF Town Council 

Spring – 
Summer 2007 2 

Township Administrator and LF Town 
Council develops Request for Proposal 

and completes consultant selection 
process 

LF Town Council 

June 21, 2007 1b, 2, 3 (all) 

Tetra Tech and other bidders meet with 
Township Adminstrator to discuss 

various elements of proposed HMP 
project 

William Wilk (LF Administrator) 
with representatives from Tetra 
Tech and Medina Associates 

August 2007 2 Township selects Contract Consultant 
(Tetra Tech) LF Town Council 

August 8, 
2007 1b, 2, 3 (all), 4b Preliminary project meeting 

William Wilk (LF Administrator), 
Det. Fred Batelli - LF Police and 

OEM; Cynthia Bianco and 
Jonathan Raser - TTEMI 

September 
13, 2007 3a-c, 3e, 4b Data Collection Meeting 

Det. Fred Batelli - LF Police and 
OEM; Nicole Cofrin and 
Jonathan Raser - TTEMI 

January 2008 1b, 3a, 4a, 4b 
Little Falls Hazard Mitigation Planning 
web pages launched, including online 
Citizen Hazard Preparedness Survey. 

N/A 

January 21, 
2008 1a, 1b, 2, 3a, 3b 

LF Town Council Workshop Meeting.  
Tetra Tech presents the HMP planning 

project, including work to date and 
timeline, to the Township Council.  

Meeting was public, advertised, and 
included opportunity for public 

comment. 

LF Town Council; Jonathan 
Raser, Tetra Tech; members of 

the public 

February 7, 
2008 1b, 2, 3a, 3b, 4b 

Tri-Town Regional Flood Board Meeting 
– Tetra Tech presented the status of the 
planning process and solicited input to 

the plan 

Representatives from Little Falls, 
Cedar Grove and West 

Paterson; Cynthia Bianco, 
TTEMI; members of the public 

March 2008 2, 4b Township completes Capability 
Assessment 

William Wilk (LF Administrator) 
with support from contract 

consultant 

April 24, 2008 2, 4 (all), 5 (all) Mitigation Planning Committee Meeting 
– Finalization of mitigation planning 

Sgt. John E. Dmuchowski–LF 
Fire Dept., Joseph Macones-LF 
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Date  
Activity/ 

DMA 2000 
Requirement 

Description of Activity  Participants 

goals and objectives, screening of 
potential mitigation initiatives, workshop 
on Strengths, Weaknesses, Obstacles 
and Opportunities (SWOO) to assist in 

the identification of appropriate 
mitigation initiatives that are within the 

Township capabilities. 

Construction Official, Bill Wilk-
LF, Bernie Dowd-LF OEM, Fred 

Batelli-LF OEM, Edmund 
Pomponio-LF Fire Dept., Christie 
Huh-LF Council Member, Dennis 

Lindsay-LF Engineer, Hans 
Prell-LF Flood Chair, Dorothy 

O’Haire-Regional Flood Board, 
Wayne Hebert-LF OEM, Paul 
Huggins-LF Council, William 
Liess-LF Council, Nicholas 

Agnoli-Regional Flood Board, 
Jack Sweezy Jr.- LF Fire Dept., 

Nicole Cofrin-TTEMI, John 
Raser-TTEMI 

May 15, 2008 2, 4 (all), 5 (all) 
Planning Committee Meeting – 

Continued work on the identification of 
mitigation initiatives 

Bill Wilk – LF Administrator; Bill 
Liess – Councilman; Sgt. John 

E. Dmuchowski – LF Police and 
OEM; Joseph Macones - LF 

Construction Official; Det. Fred 
Batelli - LF Police and OEM; 
Dorothy O’Haire - Regional 

Flood Board;  Hans Prell - LF 
Flood Board Chairman; Kevin 

Barry – LF Flood Board; 
Jonathan Raser - TTEMI 

May 20, 2008 1b, 2, 3 (all), 4b 

Little Falls Flood Board and Public 
Meeting – Update on HMP project is 

presented, membership provides further 
information on flood problems and 

potential mitigation initiatives.  Meeting 
is public, advertised, and provided 

opportunity for public input. 

Dorothy O’Haire – Tri-Town 
Regional  and Little Falls Flood 
Boards;  Hans Prell - LF Flood 
Board Chairman; Kevin Barry – 
LF Flood Board; Nicole Cofrin – 

TTEMI; ~25 residents 

June 5, 2008 1b, 2, 3 (all), 4b 

Tri-Town Flood Board Meeting with 
USACE – USACE presents results of 
flood mitigation studies and various 
possible flood control and mitigation 

alternatives.  Meeting is public, 
advertised, and provided opportunity for 

public input. 

Tri-Town Flood Board (incl. 
representatives from Little Falls, 

Cedar Grove and West 
Paterson); Nicole Cofrin, TTEMI; 
Representatives from the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers 
– Philadelphia District; members 

of the public 

July 2008 1b, 5c 

Public Meeting – Township and contract 
consultant presents Draft HMP and 
provides continued opportunity for 

public comment and input.  
Representatives from surrounding 

towns and counties, and other 
stakeholders are invited. 

TBD 

Note:  Each number in column 2 identifies specific DMA 2000 requirements, as follows: 
1a – Prerequisite – Adoption by the Local Governing Body 
1b – Public Participation 
1c – Multi-Jurisdictional Participation 
2 – Planning Process – Documentation of the Planning Process 
3a – Risk Assessment – Identifying Hazards 
3b – Risk Assessment – Profiling Hazard Events 
3c – Risk Assessment – Assessing Vulnerability: Identifying Assets 



SECTION 3: PLANNING PROCESS 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan –Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 3-6 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

3d – Risk Assessment – Assessing Vulnerability: Estimating Potential Losses 
3e – Risk Assessment – Assessing Vulnerability: Analyzing Development Trends 
4a – Mitigation Strategy – Local Hazard Mitigation Goals 
4b – Mitigation Strategy – Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Measures 
4c – Mitigation Strategy – Implementation of Mitigation Measures 
5a – Plan Maintenance Procedures – Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan 
5b – Plan Maintenance Procedures – Implementation through Existing Programs 
5c – Plan Maintenance Procedures – Continued Public Involvement 
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Stakeholders Involved in Mitigation Planning 
 
This section presents (1) Township involvement, (2) State and regional agency involvement, and (3) 
public participation – citizen involvement.  
 
Municipal and Local Involvement  
 
The Planning Committee and/or its members and contract consultant met and communicated with 
relevant representatives of the Township to obtain data and information, review existing plans and 
capabilities, and facilitate the identification of appropriate mitigation initiatives.  Further, these 
departments have reviewed the draft plan and provided direct input during it’s development.  The Little 
Falls Departments that have been involved in this effort include: 
 

• Little Falls Township Council 
• Little Falls Police Department and Office of Emergency Management 
• Little Falls Emergency Management Council 
• Little Falls Department of Public Works 
• Little Falls Building Department 
• Little Falls Planning Board 
• Little Falls Health Division 
• Little Falls Flood Board 

 
County, State and Regional Agency Involvement  
 
Throughout this planning process, the Township of Little Fallsactively sought the involvement of a wide 
range of county, state and regional stakeholders, including:    

 
• Tri-Town Regional Flood Board 
• Passaic Valley Water Commission 
• NJOEM  
• Montclair State University 
• Little Falls School Board 
• Passaic County (though the County Office of Emergency Management) 
• Wayne Township 
• Totowa Borough 
• West Paterson Borough 
• Clifton City 
• Essex County 
• Fairfield Borough 
• North Caldwell Borough 
• Cedar Grove Township 
• Montclair Town 
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At a minimum, these stakeholders were advised of the planning process and provided the opportunity to 
review and provide direct input to the Plan during it’s development.  Further, the Planning Committee 
and/or its members and contract consultant, met and/or directly communicated with many of these 
stakeholders to obtain data and information, review existing plans, and facilitate the identification of 
appropriate mitigation initiatives.  Specific information obtained from these stakeholder is cited and/or 
referenced throughout this plan. 
 
Public Participation - Citizen Involvement  
 
In order to facilitate coordination and communication between the Planning Committee and citizens, 
numerous methods of public outreach were conducted to inform the public of the Plan and encourage 
participation in the planning process.  The Planning Committee has made the following efforts toward 
public participation in the development and review of the Plan: 
 
• A public website (http://www.lfnj.com/Hazmit/default.asp) was launched to inform residents of the 

project and allow for direct input.  The website contains information on the project, members of the 
Planning Committee, methods the public can participate in the planning process, and links to various 
resources regarding natural hazard preparedness and mitigation (Appendix C). 
 

• The public website included a natural hazards preparedness questionnaire to gauge household 
preparedness for hazards that may impact the Township and to assess the level of knowledge of tools 
and techniques to assist in reducing risk and loss from those hazards.     

 
 The questionnaire asked 22 quantifiable questions about citizen perception of risk, knowledge of 

mitigation, and support of community programs.  The questionnaire also asked several demographic 
questions to help analyze trends.  The survey was completed online and/or returned to the Township, 
and all results were compiled.  The Planning Committee used the survey results as a guide when 
establishing goals, objectives and mitigation strategies for the Plan.  Appendix C provides a summary 
of the survey and survey findings. 

 
• The Draft Plan was posted to the public website, and in hard-copy in the Township Muncipal 

Building and the Township Library, along with instructions and contact information to allow the 
public to provide comment on the Plan. 
 

• A second opportunity for public comment will be provided for the Final Plan that will be submitted to 
NJOEM/FEMA.  At that time, the Plan will be provided for public comment in the same manner and 
format as the Draft Plan.   

 
• The Plan was specifically presented, along with opportunity for public comment, at several regularly 

scheduled township meetings that are advertised and open to the public, including a Town Council 
Working meeting, a Little Falls Flood Board Meering, and several Tri-Town Regional Flood Board 
meetings. 

 
• Several articles have also been published in local newspaper (i.e., The Record – Passaic Edition), 

describing the Plan and discussing the natural hazard the Township faces.  Copies of these articles are 
included as Appendix D.   
 

Specific comments and input received from the public and stakeholders are presented in Appendix H.  
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COORDINATION WITH EXISTING PLANNING EFFORTS AND PROGRAMS 
 
Local municipalities are charged with the development of local HMPs required under Section 322 of the 
Stafford Act.  Therefore, the Planning Committee coordinated the development of this HMP.  In New 
Jersey, local municipalities are authorized to prepare local disaster plans based on the contention that they 
are best equipped to assess their strengths and weaknesses, opportunities, and constraints.  Local 
governments have intimate knowledge of the local geography, and in a disaster, local government 
personnel are on the front lines providing personnel and equipment to support the community. 
 
Examples of other hazard mitigation programs in which the Township is involved with are the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP).  These programs 
assist the Township in receiving funding for flood mitigation projects and flood insurance (this Plan can 
also provide funds to mitigate other natural hazards).  Data from the Township, based on participation in 
these programs, was incorporated in the risk assessment in Section 5 and used to identify mitigation 
options in Section 6. Continued involvement in these flood-related programs will help to administer funds 
and resources to support this HMP.   

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program  
 
Participation in FEMA 404 HMGP may cover mitigation activities including raising, removing, 
relocating or replacing structures within flood hazard areas.  Little Falls has applied for and received 
assistance through FEMA 404 HMGP for mitgation projects in the past, including the elevation and 
acquisition of flood prone and repetitive loss properties. 

National Flood Insurance Program  
 
Established in 1968, the NFIP provides federally-backed flood insurance to residents of communities that 
enact and enforce regulations that more carefully regulate development within floodplain areas. For 
individual property owners to be eligible to buy the federally-backed flood insurance, their property must 
be located within a community that participates in NFIP.  
 
For a community to be eligible in NFIP, it must adopt and enforce a floodplain management ordinance to 
regulate proposed development in floodplains and officially designate a local floodplain 
coordinator/administrator.  The intent of the program is to ensure that new construction does not 
exacerbate existing flood hazards and is designed to better withstand flooding.  Little Falls has enacted 
and enforced floodplain management ordinances as required.  The community also has Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps (FIRM) that at a minimum show floodways, 100-year flood zones, and 500-year flood zones.  
Mitigation activities related to this program are included in Section 6 and data from FEMA Region II 
regarding NFIP Insurance Reports was used in the risk assessment for the flood hazard included in 
Section 5.  The Township of Little Falls participates in NFIP. 

Community Rating System (CRS) 
 
The NFIP has been successful in protecting property owners who acquire flood insurance through the 
program from catastrophic financial losses due to flooding, and in requiring that new buildings 
constructed within 100-year flood plains are better protected from flood damage.  
 
In the 1990s, the Flood Insurance Administration (FIA) established the CRS to encourage local 
governments to increase their standards for floodplain development.  The goal of this program is to 
encourage communities, through flood insurance rate adjustments, to implement standards above and 
beyond the minimum required in order to:  
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• Reduce losses from floods  
• Facilitate accurate insurance ratings  
• Promote public awareness of the availability of flood insurance  
 

CRS is a voluntary program designed to reward participating jurisdictions for their efforts to create more 
disaster-resistant communities using the principles of sustainable development and management.  While 
the Township of Little Falls does not currently participate in the CRS program, consideration of 
participation is one of the mitigation strategies identified in this Plan (Section 6).  Further, this Plan has 
been developed to meet the Floodplain Management Plan criteria under Activity 510 in the CRS program. 
 
INTEGRATION OF EXISTING DATA AND PLANS INTO MITIGATION PLAN  
 
The mitigation plan integrates local and federal data as discussed below.  

Local Data  
 
The Planning Committee and the contract consultant reviewed and incorporated existing data and plans to 
support the mitigation plan.  A number of electronic and hard copy documents were made available to 
support the planning process.  These documents are too numerous to list below; therefore, a summary is 
provided.  A complete listing is included in the references section of this document. 
 

• Local and regional Geographic Information System (GIS) data 
• Documentation of past mitigation actions and grant applications  
• Historic maps  
• Township of Little Falls Comprehensive (Master) Plan and Emergency Management Plan 

 
Cross-referencing this Plan with documents like those above as they are updated will need to occur and 
has been included in Section 6 as mitigation activities. 

Federal and State Data  
 
Federal and State data was collected and used throughout the mitigation process including:  
 

• US Census data  
• HAZUS-MH provided data  
• FEMA “How To” Series (386-1 to 386-4, and 386-7)  
• Public laws and other programs such as the NFIP were examined to complete this Plan.  

 
A complete list of the existing data and plans used to support this HMP is included in the references 
section of this document.  By incorporating data from existing programs into this mitigation plan, the 
Township also was able to identify the relevance of mitigation planning to these existing programs.  
Implementation of this Plan through these existing plans is identified as a specific mitigation action in 
several areas in Section 6 of this Plan.  



SECTION 3: PLANNING PROCESS 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan –Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 3-11 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

CONTINUED PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT  
 
Little Falls is committed to the continued involvement of the public.  Therefore, copies of the Plan will be 
made available for review on their public website, as well as at the Township Muncipal Building and 
Township Library. 
 
A notice regarding annual updates of the Plan and the location of Plan copies will be publicized annually 
after the Planning Committee’s annual evaluation and posted on the public web site.   
 
The Township Clerk/Admisistrator (currently Mr. William Wilk) has been identified as the ongoing 
Township Hazard Mitigation Plan Coordinator (see Section 7), and is responsible for receiving, tracking, 
and filing public comments regarding this Plan.  Contact information is:   
 

Township Administrator/Clerk  
RE:  Hazard Mitigation Planning 
Municipal Building 
225 Main Street 
Little Falls, NJ 07424 
Telephone: (973) 256-0170 

 
The public will have an opportunity to comment on the Plan as a part of the annual mitigation planning 
evaluation process and the 5-year mitigation plan update.  The HMP Coordinator is responsible for 
coordinating the plan evaluation portion of the meeting, soliciting feedback, collecting and reviewing the 
comments, and ensuring their incorporation in the 5-year plan update as appropriate; however, members 
of the Planning Committee will assist the HMP Coordinator.  Additional meetings may also be held as 
deemed necessary by the Planning Committee.  The purpose of these meetings would be to provide the 
public an opportunity to express concerns, opinions, and ideas about the Plan. 
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SECTION 4:  TOWNSHIP PROFILE 
Profile information is presented and analyzed to develop an understanding of a study area, including the 
economic, structural, and population assets at risk and the particular concerns that may be present related 
to hazards analyzed later in this plan (e.g., low lying areas prone to flooding or a high percentage of 
vulnerable persons in an area).  This profile describes the general information of the County (physical 
setting, population and demographics, general building stock, and land use and population trends) and 
critical facilities located within the Township of Little Falls.   
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
  
Little Falls was incorporated as a Township of Passaic County on April 2, 1868, from portions of the 
Acquackanonk Township.  Later, on March 24, 1914, a small portion of the Township was taken to create 
the Township of West Paterson (Snyder, 1969).  Little Falls was named for the Passaic River waterfall 
that once spilled downstream of the current dam across from The Mill (Township of Little Falls, 2007). 

Physical Setting 
 
This section presents the physical setting of the Township, including: location, topography, hydrology 
and hydrography, geology, climate, land use/land cover, and metropolitan area.  
 
Location 
 
Passaic County is in the northeast section of New Jersey, situated in the heart of Northern New Jersey, 
surrounded by Bergen, Morris, Essex and Sussex counties.  The County is comprised of 16 municipalities 
in 197.05 square miles, with a population of 499,060 (2005 estimate). The County contains urban, 
suburban and rural settings from the developed urban centers of the cities of Paterson and Passaic to the 
sparsely developed and picturesque region of the Highlands with its mountains and lakes located in the 
Townships of West Milford and Ringwood. Passaic County is located in the metropolitan New York-New 
Jersey area and is located 11 1/2 miles from the George Washington Bridge and approximately 13 miles 
from the Lincoln Tunnel and 17 miles from the Holland Tunnel. Because of its centralized location, 
Passaic County boasts easy accessibility by automobile, bus, freight and passenger train and air from the 
tri-state region. The county is at the crossroads of a number of New Jersey’s major interstate highways, 
(Routes 80, 287, 3, 20, 21, 23, 46, and the Garden State Parkway and New Jersey Turnpike) linking the 
County to New York State, Pennsylvania and Connecticut. The County’s location also provides ready 
accessibility to three international airports (Newark Liberty, LaGuardia and John F. Kennedy) along with 
major international shipping ports (Port Newark and Port Elizabeth) (Passaic County, 2007-2008).  
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Figure 4-1. Passaic County, New Jersey 

 
Source:  Passaic County, 2007-2008 
 
Little Falls Township is a municipality located in the southeastern corner of Passaic County, New Jersey; 
with its base side bordering Essex County. Little Falls’ land area is approximately 2.8 square miles.  The 
Township is bordered by the communities of Cedar Grove, Montclair and North Caldwell to the south (all 
municipalities of Essex County); Wayne and Totowa to the West; West Paterson to the North, and Clifton 
to the East. 
 
Topography 
 
“The topography of Little Falls varies between elevated hilly terrain over the eastern parts of the 
Township and low, usually flat terrain in the western portion. The terrain is especially flat and often 
below sea level when in close proximity to the Passaic River” (Little Falls Master Plan, 2002). Elevations 
in Little Falls range from around 130 feet above sea level along the western peninsula as well as the 
middle of the Township along the Peckman River; to over 480 feet above sea level in Eastern Little Falls.  
There is no coastline present in Little Falls. 
 
Hydrography and Hydrology 
 
Little Falls is part of the Hackensack-Passaic Watershed The Hackensack-Passaic Watershed is located in 
New Jersey and New York.  It contains 495 lakes, almost 1,300 total miles of river, and over 1,100 square 
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miles of land (Bergen County Partnership for Community Health, 2000).  One-third of this watershed is 
covered by urban development, with the remainder under forest cover or used for agricultural purposes 
(Denville Water Department, 2006). 
 
The major waterways within Little Falls include:  the Passaic River, the Peckman River and the Cedar 
Grove Reservoir and Dam.  To the North, there is the Great Notch Reservoir and Dam, located within the 
Township of West Paterson. All of these water bodies belong to the watershed (U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 2007). 
 
Geology 
 
Little Falls is located within the Piedmont Province, one of the four major physiographic regions of New 
Jersey.  This province has an area of approximately 1,600 square miles and makes up about one-fifth of 
the state.  The Piedmont Province is mainly underlain by slightly folded and faulted sedimentary rocks of 
the Triassic and Jurassic age and igneous rocks of the Jurassic age.  In Little Falls, there are small bands 
of highly metamorphosed rocks ranging in age from Middle Proterozoic to Cambrian (Dalton, 2003).     
 
According to the New Jersey Geological Survey (NJGS), the Piedmont Province is a low rolling plain 
divided by a series of higher rides.  The width varies from approximately 16 miles near the New York 
border to over 30 miles at the Delaware River.  The most prominent feature of the eastern portion of the 
province is the Palisades, which has a maximum elevation of 547 feet near Closter and provides views of 
the Hudson River and New York City.  Near the Newark Bay, toward its boundary with the Coastal Plain 
Province, the elevation is at sea level (Dalton, 2003).     
 
Climate 
 
New Jersey is located about halfway between the equator and the North Pole, on the eastern coast of the 
United States.  Due to its geographic location, New Jersey is influenced by wet, dry, hot, and cold 
airstreams, creating a highly variable climate [Office of the New Jersey State Climatologist (ONJSC), 
2007].   
 
Passaic County is split between two of New Jersey’s five climate zones.  The northern half is a part of the 
North Climate Zone and most of the southern half is part of the Central Climate Zone. Little Falls lies 
within the Central Zone. The Central Zone itself has a northeast to southwest orientation across the state, 
running from New York Harbor and the Lower Hudson River to the great bend of the Delaware River in 
Trenton.  This region has many urban areas with large amounts of pollutants produced by the high volume 
of automobile traffic and industrial processes.  With the high concentrations of buildings and paved 
surfaces, these areas tend to retain more heat, affecting the local temperatures.  Parts of the Central Zone 
are warmer than surrounding suburban and rural areas, due to the asphalt, brick, concrete, and observed 
nighttime temperatures in the heavily developed areas.  This is known as a “heat island” (ONJSC, 2007).  
 
The northern edge of the Central Zone is typically the boundary between freezing and non-freezing 
precipitation in the winter.  During the summer, the temperatures vary between the northern and southern 
sections (ONJSC, 2007).  The average winter temperatures for Little Falls range from 28 to 34 degrees 
Fahrenheit.  The average summer temperatures for Little Falls range from 68 to 75 degrees Fahrenheit 
(ONJSC, 2000).  Throughout the year, Little Falls typically received more than 48 inches of precipitation 
each year (World Book, 2007).    
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Land Use and Land Cover 
 
Land use in Little Falls includes: urban or built-up land, forest land, waterways, wetlands, and barren 
land. Urban or built-up land is comprised of residential, commercial, industrial, transportation 
communication & utilities, mixed urban or built-up, other urban or built-up and recreational land. In 
2002, 84 percent of the land in Little Falls was occupied by urban or built-up land; 11 percent was 
occupied by forest land; 3 percent by wetlands; 1.2 percent by barren land and 0.8 percent by water. Of 
the 84 percent occupied by urban of built-up land, 55.6 percent was residential; 14.6 percent was 
commercial; 5.2 percent was transportation, communication & utilities; 3.7 percent was recreational; 3.2 
percent was industrial; 1.6 percent was other urban or built-up and 0.1 percent was for mixed-urban or 
built-up land. Figure 4-2 shows the percent land use overall for Little Falls, while Figure 4-3 shows the 
percent land use broken down within the urban or built-up land category. Table 4-1 presents the 
previously stated percentages for all land use categories. 
 
Figure 4-2.  Percent Land Use for Little Falls 

   
Source: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJ DEP), 2002 
 
Figure 4-3.  Percent Land Use within Urban or Built-up Land in Little Falls 

   
Source:  NJ DEP, 2002 
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Table 4-1.  Land Use Summary for Little Falls 

1000 

1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1000  
Total 

Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % 

979.8 55.6 256.8 14.6 56.5 3.2 91.9 5.2 0 0 2.1 .1 27.8 1.6 65.7 3.7 1480.6 84 
Source: NJ DEP, 2002 (Land Use / Land Cover) 
Note: Area is measured in Acres; percent is of total land area in Little Falls. 

1000  =  Urban of Built-up Land 
1100  =  Residential 

 1200  =  Commercial 
 1300  =  Industrial 
 1400  =  Transportation, Communication & Utilities 
 1500  =  Industrial & Commercial Complexes 
 1600  =  Mixed Urban or Built-up 
 1700  =  Other Urban or Built-up 
 1800  =  Recreational Land 
 

2000  3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 

Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % Area % 

0 0 0 0 193.7 11 13.9 .8 52 3 21.9 1.2 0 0 

Source: NJ DEP, 2002 (Land Use / Land Cover) 
Note: Area is measured in Acres; percent is of total land area in Little Falls. 
2000  =  Agricultural Land 
3000  =  Rangeland 
4000  =  Forestland 
5000  =  Water 
6000  =  Wetlands 
7000  =  Barren Land 
8000  =  Managed Wetlands 
 
Metropolitan/Urban Area 
 
The U.S. Census Bureau classifies ‘urban’ as all territory, population, and housing units located within an 
urbanized area (UA) or an urban cluster (UC).  It delineates UA and UC boundaries to encompass densely 
settled territory, which consist of core census block groups or blocks that have a population density of at 
least 1,000 people per square mile; and surrounding census blocks that over an overall density of at least 
500 people per square mile.  An urbanized area is a densely populated area with a population density of 
more than 1,000 people per square mile and a population of more than 50,000 (Demographia, 2000).  
Urban clusters are defined in the same manner as urbanized areas; however, an urban cluster has a 
population density of 2,500 people per square mile and a population of more than 50,000 (Center for 
Information Development and Service, 2007).   
 
By the process of urbanization, urban areas are created and further developed.  An increase in human 
population and an increase in building structures, cities grow physically and societies become more urban.  
With a population of over 480,000 and a population density of over 2,600 people per square mile, Passaic 
County is considered an urban area.  However, for the purposes of this plan, Little Falls does not meet 
this requirement and is not considered an urban area or cluster. 
 
Little Falls is a municipality of Passaic County, which is one of 23 counties within the New York–
Northern New Jersey–Long Island NY-NJ-PA Metropolitan Statistical Area, which is the most populous 
metropolitan area in the U.S. and the fourth most populous in the world.  The largest urbanized area in the 
U.S. is at the heart of the metropolitan area, the New York-Newark, NY-NJ-CT Urbanized Area (with an 
estimated population of 18,709,802 as of the 2005 Census), which includes Passaic County.  With 
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approximately 3,353 square miles of land, it is the largest urbanized area in the U.S.  It is also the fourth 
most densely populated urbanized area in the country, with 5,309 persons per square mile (as of the 2000 
Census) (Demographia, 2000).  Based on commuting patterns, the Census Bureau also defines a wider 
functional metropolitan area, the New York-Newark-Bridgeport, NY-NJ-CT-PA Combined Statistical Area 
with an estimated population of 21,903,623 (as of 2005).  This metropolitan area is made up of 5 
divisions as indicated in Figure 4-4.   
 
Figure 4-4.  New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA Metropolitan Statistical Area 

    
Source:  U.S. Census, 2005  
New York-White Plains-Wayne, NY-NJ Metropolitan Division 
Nassau-Suffolk, NY Metropolitan Division 
Newark-Union, NJ-PA Metropolitan Division 
Edison, NJ Metropolitan Division 
Rest of the New York-Newark-Bridgeport, NY-NJ-CT Combined Statistical Area 
Note:  Little Falls is located in the New York-White Plains-Wayne, NY-NJ Metropolitan Division (circle) 
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POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS  
 
According to the 2000 U.S. Census, Little Falls had a population of 10,855 people.  This is in agreement 
with the data included in HAZUS-MH which is based on the 2000 Census data.  However, according to 
the Little Falls Master Plan, Passaic County challenged the original population data gathered by the U.S. 
Census Bureau in 2000; claiming that population counts throughout the county were too low.  Passaic 
County submitted this objection to the Count Question Resolution (CQR) Program.  As stated in the Little 
Falls Master Plan, “as a result, Little Falls received notice in early 2002 stating the Census Bureau had 
erred in their calculations and the total population of the Township of Little Falls in the year 2000 U.S. 
Census was 11,793, not 10,855 as originally stated” (Little Falls Master Plan, 2002).  For the purpose of 
this plan, the original 2000 U.S. Census population data will be used for analysis. Table 4-2 presents the 
population statistics for Little Falls based on the original 2000 U.S. Census data.  Figure 4-5 shows the 
distribution of the general population density (persons per square mile) by Census block. For the purposes 
of this plan, data available in HAZUS-MH are used (representing 2000 data).  
 
Table 4-2.  Little Falls Population Statistics (2000 U.S. Census) 

Census 
2000 

Population 

HAZUS-MH 
Population 

Census 
2000 

Population 
Over 65 

Census 2000 
Percent of 
Population 

Over 65 

HAZUS-MH 
Population 

Over 65 

Census 2000 
Families 
Below 

Poverty 

Census 2000 
Percent of 
Families 
Below 

Poverty 

HAZUS-MH 
Population 

Below 
Poverty 

10,855 10,855 1,938 17.9 1,936 435 9.3 621 

Source:   U.S. Census 2000; HAZUS-MH 
Note: Individuals below poverty level (Census poverty threshold for a 3-person family unit is approximately $16,000). 
HAZUS-MH Poverty level is $20,000. U.S. Census Families Below Poverty is based on households, not individuals. HAZUS-
MH Population Below Poverty is based on individuals, not families. 
 
Figure 4-5. Little Falls General Population Density by Census Block (2000 Census) 

 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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According to the 1990 and 2000 Census data, Little Falls experienced a -3.89% decrease in total 
population, from 11,294 in 1990 to 10,855 in 2000. Overall, in 2000 Little Falls was the 9th most 
populated and the 7th most densely populated municipality in Passaic County.  The 2000 population 
density was cited in Census 2000 at 3,942 people per square mile (Census, 2007). 
 
DMA 2000 requires that HMPs consider socially vulnerable populations.  These populations can be more 
susceptible to hazard events, based on a number of factors including their physical and financial ability to 
react or respond during a hazard and the location and construction quality of their housing.  For the 
purposes of this study, vulnerable populations shall include (1) the elderly (persons aged 65 and over) and 
(2) those living in low-income households. 
 
It is noted that the Census data for household income provided in HAZUS-MH includes two ranges ($0-
10,000 and $10,000-$20,000/year) that were totaled to provide the “low-income” population data used in 
this study.  This does not correspond exactly with the “poverty” thresholds established by the U.S. Census 
Bureau, which identifies households with an annual household income below $16,000 per year as “low 
income” for this region.  This difference is not believed to be significant for the purposes of this planning 
effort.   
 
The 2000 Census data also identified 435 of the 4,681 households as having an annual income of less than 
$15,000.  The 2000 U.S. Census data indicates a total of 493 persons living in households below the 
poverty level (4.6%).  Figure 4-6 shows the distribution of persons over age 65 in Little Falls, while 
Figure 4-7 shows the distribution of low income persons.  Table 4-6 presents the number of persons 
falling within these socially vulnerable populations. 
 
Figure 4-6. Persons Over Age 65 in Little Falls by Census Block (2000 Census) 

 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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Figure 4-7. Persons Below Poverty Level (2000 Census) 

 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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GENERAL BUILDING STOCK   
 
The 2000 Census data identifies 4,681 households in Little Falls.  The Census data also identified 4,797 
housing units in Little Falls in 2000, this includes single family homes as well as multi-family units.  The 
median price of a single family home in Little Falls was estimated at $212,300 in 2000 (Census, 2000). 
   
The data in HAZUS-MH estimates that there are 2,887 structures in Little Falls, with a total building 
replacement cost value (structure and content) of greater than $1.3 Billion.  Approximately 97.6% of the 
buildings and 70.9% of the building stock structural value are associated with residential housing.  Table 
4-3 presents Building Stock Statistics by Occupancy Class for Little Falls, based on HAZUS-MH 
provided data.  
 
The general building stock valuations provided in HAZUS-MH are Replacement Cost Value (RCV) from 
R.S. Means as of 2001.  Replacement Cost Value is the “cost to replace that part of a building that is 
damaged (without depreciation)”; also defined as “the cost of replacing a structure with a structure of a 
like kin using present days costs for labor and materials”.  Loss estimations used in DMA 2000 plans are 
typically based on Replacement Cost Value (RCV).  Disaster loss estimates, Substantial Damage 
Determinations under the National Flood Insurance Program, and benefit determinations in FEMA 
Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) are all based on RCVs.  Sources:  FEMA F-678, “National Flood Insurance 
Program – Summary of Coverage”; and FEMA 213, “Answers to Questions about Substantially Damaged 
Buildings”.   
 
Table 4-3.  Building Stock Count and Replacement Value by Occupancy Class 

Building Occupancy 
Class Number of Buildings Replacement Value Percent of Total 

Replacement Value 

Residential 2,817 $942,828,000 70.9 
Commercial 61 $299,781,000 22.5 

Industrial 5 $50,294,000 3.8 
Agricultural 0 $2,232,000 0.2 
Religious 2 $15,876,000 1.2 

Government 2 $5,644,000 0.4 
Educational* 0 $13,342,000 1.0 

Total 2,887 $1,329,997,000 100 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2   
Note(s):  Value reflects the replacement cost for building structure and contents. Generally, contents for residential structures are 
valued at about 50 percent of the building’s value.  For commercial facilities, the value of the content is generally about equal to 
the building’s structural value.  *HAZUS-MH provided data indicate there are no educational buildings in the Township; 
however, an exposure value of greater than $13 million is assigned to this occupancy class.  Based on local data provided for this 
plan, there are 7 schools located in the Township. 
 
The 2000 Census data identified that the majority of housing units in Little Falls are one unit, detached 
structures (54.2%) and two unit structures (12.8%).  The 2005 U.S. Census Bureau’s Zip Code Business 
Patterns data identified 843 business establishments employing 10,099 people in Little Falls.  The 
majority (60.3%) of these establishments employed between one and four employees (U.S. Census, Date 
Unknown). 
  
Figure 4-8 through Figure 4-10 show the distribution and exposure density of residential, commercial and 
industrial buildings in Little Falls.  Exposure density is the dollar value of structures per unit area, 
including building content value.  Generally, contents for residential structures are valued at about 50 
percent of the building’s value.  For commercial facilities, the value of the content is generally about 
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equal to the building’s structural value.  The densities are shown in units of $1,000,000 ($Million) per 
square mile. 
 
Figure 4-8. Distribution of Residential Building Stock and Exposure Density in Little Falls (2000 Census) 

 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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Figure 4-9. Distribution of Commercial Building Stock and Exposure Density in Little Falls (2000 Census) 

 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
 
Figure 4-10. Distribution of Industrial Building Stock and Exposure Density in Little Falls (2000 Census) 

 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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LAND USE AND POPULATION TRENDS 
 
Local zoning and planning authority is provided for under the New Jersey Municipal Land Use Law, 
which gives municipalities zoning and planning authority.  DMA 2000 requires that communities 
consider land use trends, which can impact the need for, and priority of, mitigation options over time.  
Land use trends significantly impact exposure and vulnerability to various hazards.  For example, 
significant development in a hazard area increases the building stock and population exposed to that 
specific hazard. 
 
This mitigation plan provides a general overview of population and land use and types of development 
occurring within the study area.  An understanding of these development trends can assist in planning for 
further development and ensuring that appropriate mitigation, planning, and preparedness measures are in 
place to protect human health and community infrastructure.   
 
Land Use Trends 
 
The land of Little Falls is occupied and utilized in several different ways.  This includes urban or built-up 
land, forest land, waterways, wetlands and barren land.  Also, urban or built-up land is comprised of 
residential, commercial, industrial, transportation communication & utilities, mixed urban or built-up, 
other urban or built-up and recreational land.  Figures 4-11 and 4-12 depict the land use trends in Little 
Falls.     
 
Figure 4-11. Land Use for Little Falls, 2002 

 
Source: NJ DEP, 2002 
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Figure 4-12. Land Use of Urban or Built-up Land in Little Falls 

 
Source: NJ DEP, 2002 
 
Urban or built-up land covers most of Little Falls (84%). A large percentage (55.4%) of the urban or 
built-up land within Little Falls is noted as residential. Most of the residential land consists of single 
family residential neighborhoods, with a scattering of multi-family residential dwellings. Some of these 
multi-family dwellings include the rehabilitated Beattie’s Mill Complex, Park Lane Apartments and 
Hilltop Manor Apartments.  
 
Commercial areas are concentrated in three general areas in the Township: along the Newark-Pompton 
Turnpike (U.S. Route 23), off of Main Street surrounding the Municipal Complex and the intersection of 
Paterson Avenue, and along side and amidst the Montclair State University campus. Industrial land does 
not comprise a large percentage of land use in Little Falls; only 3.2%. All industrial land consists of 
business areas scattered throughout the Township. Slightly larger than the percentage of industrial land in 
Little Falls, is the percentage of recreational land with 3.7%. According to the Little Falls Master Plan, 
Little Falls’ eight parks and the Morris Canal Pedestrian Walk make up the recreational land of the 
Township. 

Population Trends 
 
This section discusses population trends to use as a basis for estimating future changes that could result 
from the seasonal character of the population and significantly change the character of the area. This 
information provides a basis for making decisions on the type of mitigation approaches to consider and 
the locations in which these approaches should be applied. This information can also be used to support 
planning decisions regarding future development in vulnerable areas.  
 
Table 4-4 and Figure 4-13 depict the past and current population data for the Little Falls study area and 
population trends from 1930 to 2000.  The population data available from the original 2000 Census has 
been used for analysis.   
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Table 4-4.  Little Falls Population Trends, 1930 to 2000 

Year Little Falls Population Change in Population Percent (%) Population 
Change 

1930 5,161 -- -- 
1940 5,368 207 4.01% 
1950 6,405 1,037 19.32% 
1960 9,730 3,325 51.91% 
1970 11,727 1,997 20.52% 
1980 11,496 -231 -1.97% 
1990 11,294 -202 -1.76% 
2000* 10,855 -439 -3.89% 

Source:  Little Falls Master Plan, 2002 
* Use of original 2000 Census Data 
 
Figure 4-13.  Little Falls Population Trends, 1930 to 2000 

 
Source:  Little Falls Master Plan, 2002 
Note: Original 2000 Census Data was used to create this graph 
 
The population characteristics of Little Falls are typical of urban areas, with most development occurring 
in the 19th and early 20th centuries.  More specifically, according to the Little Falls Master Plan, Little 
Falls has experienced a “population pattern somewhat typical of older suburban areas with a sharp 
increase in population between 1940 and 1970, after which the population began to decline” (Little Falls 
Master Plan, 2002). Little Falls reached its peak population in 1970, with 11,727 people living in the 
Township.  As a result of commerce and industry spreading into suburban areas, Little Falls saw a decline 
in its population after 1970. Due to the change in original population in 2000, Little Falls is expected to 
have a large population figure in the 2010 Census. 
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CRITICAL FACILITIES  
 
A comprehensive inventory of critical facilities in Little Falls is 
being developed from various sources including HAZUS-MH 
provided data and the Little Falls Planning Committee.  The 
inventory of critical facilities presented in this section represents 
the current state of this effort at the time of publication of the 
draft HMP and used for the risk assessment in Section 5. 

Essential Facilities 
 
This section provides information on emergency facilities 
(police, fire, EMS), hospital and medical facilities, shelters, 
schools, and senior care and living facilities. There were no 
hospital and medical facilities identified, nor senior care and 
living facilities. Emergency facilities, shelters and schools are 
discussed below. 
 
Emergency Facilities   
 
Little Falls’ emergency facilities are located within one central police station, four fire companies 
distributed throughout the Township and one emergency operations center. All EMS is dispatched from 
Engine Company Number Two, located on Paterson Avenue; one of the four fire companies within the 
Township. Table 4-5 provides an inventory of all emergency facilities in Little Falls. Figure 4-10 shows 
the location of these facilities. 
 
The Township’s Police Headquarters is currently located at 35 Stevens Avenue, however according to 
Detective Batelli, it will be relocating within the next five years to the Township’s Main Complex along 
Main Street. Both facilities were taken into consideration within this Plan. 
 
Table 4-5.  Emergency Facilities in Little Falls 

EMS Capability (Y/N/NA) 
Facility Name Address 

Replacement 
Cost 

(Structural 
Value)* 

Building 
Type 

Backup 
Power 
(Y/N) Ambulatory Non-

Transport 
Level of 

Care 

Civic Center 19 Warren 
Street TBD Masonry N NA NA NA 

Little Falls Police 
Headquarters 

35 Stevens 
Avenue $1,666,000 Concrete N NA NA NA 

Eagle Rescue Squad 
Company Number 
One 

Wilmore 
Road $714,000 Concrete N N TBD TBD 

Engine Company 
Number Two 

17 Paterson 
Avenue $714,000 Concrete Y Y TBD TBD 

Singac Fire Company 
Number Three 

517 Main 
Street $714,000 Concrete TBD TBD TBD TBD 

Great Notch Fire 
Company Number 
Four 

170 Long 
Hill Road $714,000 Concrete N N TBD TBD 

Source(s):  Planning Committee, 2007; HAZUS-MH MR2 
* HAZUS-MH Default Data 
TBD = To Be Determined 

Critical Facilities are those facilities 
considered critical to the health and welfare 

of the population and that are especially 
important following a hazard.  As defined for 
this Plan, critical facilities include essential 

facilities, transportation systems, lifeline utility 
systems, high-potential loss facilities, and 

hazardous material facilities.   
 

Essential facilities are a subset of critical 
facilities that include those facilities that are 
important to ensure a full recovery following 
the occurrence of a hazard event.  For the 
County risk assessment, this category was 

defined to include police, fire, EMS, 
schools/colleges, shelters, senior facilities, 

and medical facilities. 
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Hospitals and Medical Centers 
 
There are no hospitals or medical centers located in the Township.  The closest hospitals and medical 
centers to the Township include Essex County Hospital Center (Cedar Grove), Wayne General Hospital 
(Wayne) and Montclair Community Hospital (Montclair).     
 
Shelters 
 
There are no official American Red Cross (ARC) shelters in the Township. The Township has designated 
the Civic Center, St. Agnes Church, and all other churches to be made available to citizens during any 
emergency situation. According to Township Police Detective, Fred Batelli, the schools are used as back-
up shelters in the case of a severe emergency. The ARC Chapter for the Township is the Metropolitan 
New Jersey Chapter located in Fairfield, New Jersey (American Red Cross, 2007). Table 4-6 provides an 
inventory of the shelters in Little Falls. Figure 4-14 displays the location of these facilities. 
 
Table 4-6.   Shelter Facilities in Little Falls 

Facility Name Address Capacity 
Replacement 

Cost (Structural 
Value)* 

Building 
Type 

Backup 
Power 
(Y/N) 

Civic Center 19 Warren Street TBD TBD Masonry N 
Our Lady of Holy Angels Parish 465 Main Street TBD TBD Masonry N 
Saint Agnes Church 65 Union Avenue TBD TBD Masonry N 
Source(s): Planning Committee, 2007; HAZUS-MH MR2   
* = HAZUS-MH default data  TBD = To Be Determined 
 
Figure 4-14. Distribution of Emergency Facilities in Little Falls 

 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 & Planning Committee 
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Schools 
 
The Township has three schools that cater grades K through 8. School Number One serves grades 5 through 
8. School Number Two serves grades K through 2. School Number 3 which serves grades 3 through 4. All 
three schools are under the jurisdiction of the Township of Little Falls Board of Education. The high school, 
Passaic Valley High School (grades 9 through 12), is a regional school that houses children from Little 
Falls, Totowa and West Paterson, and is not under the Little Falls Board of Education’s jurisdiction. 
According to the Little Falls Master Plan, the public school enrollment as of September 2001 was 837; with 
an expected enrollment of 1,037 students in the future (Little Falls Master Plan, 2002). There are two 
parochial schools maintained by the Our Lady of Holy Angels Church in Little Falls. Our Lady of Holy 
Angels Parochial School serves grades K through 8 and the Banyan School is a school for challenged 
children, and holds grades 1 through 8. Finally, a majority of Montclair State University campus is located 
within Little Falls. The university expects to expand to hold more than 18,000 students by 2008 (Montclair 
State University, 2007). Table 4-7 provides and inventory of the schools within Little Falls, Figure 4-15 
shows the distribution of the schools. 
 
Figure 4-15. Distribution of Schools in Little Falls 

  
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 & Planning Committee 
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Table 4-7.  Schools in Little Falls 

Facility Name Address Type of 
Facility Enrollment Designated 

Shelter 
Shelter 

Capacity 

Replacement 
Cost 

(Structural 
Value)* 

Building 
Type 

Backup 
Power 
(Y/N) 

Little Falls School Number One Stevens Avenue Public 461 TBD TBD $595,000 Masonry N 
Little Falls School Number Two 78 Long Hill Road Public TBD TBD TBD $595,000 Masonry N 
Little Falls School Number Three 560 Main Street Public TBD TBD TBD $595,000 Masonry N 
Passaic Valley High School 100 East Main Street Public 981 TBD TBD $595,000 Masonry N 
Our Lady of Holy Angels Parochial 
School 465 Main Street Private 180 TBD TBD $595,000 Masonry N 

Banyan School 465 Main Street Private TBD TBD TBD $595,000 Masonry N 
Montclair State University Montclair State TBD TBD TBD $595,000 Concrete Y 
Source(s): Planning Committee, 2007; HAZUS-MH MR2 
* = HAZUS-MH default data  
TBD = To Be Determined    
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Transportation Systems 
 
The Little Falls transportation system consists of passenger rail lines, New Jersey Transit commuter rail 
lines, and the Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) rapid transit system; New Jersey Transit bus 
services; and streets and highways (Little Falls Master Plan, 2002). This section presents available 
inventory data for roadways, airports, railways and other transportation systems for Little Falls. No 
airports/helipads or ferry services were identified in Little Falls. Roadways, railways and other 
transportation means within Little Falls are discussed below. Figure 4-16 shows regional transportation 
lifelines serving Little Falls. 
 
Figure 4-16. Distribution of Transportation Systems within Little Falls 

 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 & Planning Committee 
 
Highway, Roadways and Associated Systems 
 
The roadway system in Little Falls is well established, with little opportunity for construction of new or 
substantially expanded roadways.  The State highways in Little Falls consist of the U.S. Route 46 and 
U.S. Route 23 (Newark/Pompton Turnpike). U.S. Route 46 runs along most of Little Falls’ northern 
border with West Paterson. According to the Little Falls Master Plan, Route 46 is a divided highway with 
three lanes in either direction. It is a heavily traveled highway, often fraught with congestion. There are 
five local direct access intersections located at, McBride Avenue, Browertown Road, Lower notch Road, 
Notch Road and Clove Road. U.S. Route 23 is the only other State highway located within Little Falls. 
According to the Little Falls Master Plan, it bisects the southwestern section of Little Falls and consists of 
two lanes with parking in the Township. 
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The Little Falls planning committee and HAZUS-MH identify 10 highway bridges in the Township.  
Replacement costs for the bridges were given with the HAZUS-MH default data. Table 4-8 provides and 
inventory of the Highway Bridges and Figure 4-16 shows their distribution.  
 
Table 4-8.   Inventory of Highway Bridges in Little Falls 

Map 
ID Name Owner Bridge 

Class Year Built Replacement Cost 
(Structural Value)* 

1 Quarry Road Other State Agencies HWB1 1970 $8,675,100 
2 Union Avenue County Highway Agency HWB4 1995 $20,214,720 
3 East Main Street County Highway Agency HWB17 1913 $6,380,630 
4 Francisco Avenue County Highway Agency HWB3 1974 $5,468,200 

5 CR 646 (Union 
Avenue) County Highway Agency HWB17 1916 $11,924,210 

6 U.S. Route 46 State Highway Agency HWB3 1939 $12,617,070 
7 U.S. Route 46 State Highway Agency HWB3 1939 $12,042,000 
8 U.S. Route 46 State Highway Agency HWB3 1939 $12,092,320 
9 Rifle Camp Road State Highway Agency HWB12 1939 $10,312,190 
10 Ridge Road Other State Agencies HWB17 1984 $12,142,250 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
* =  HAZUS-MH default data  
 
Railway 
 
The NJ Transit rail lines within Little Falls are used for passenger purposes. However, according to the 
planning committee, the rail lines are allowed to carry freight; the extent of which is unknown. 
 
Public Transportation 
 
Public transportation in Little Falls includes the NJ Transit commuter rail network and the public/private 
system of bus routes. According to the Little Falls Master Plan, rail service is provided in Little Falls by 
New Jersey Transit’s Boonton Line which provides service to Hoboken, with connections to New York 
City via the PATH (Port Authority Trans-Hudson) trains. Two train stops are located in Little Falls, on 
the eastern end the Great Notch Station and Little Falls/Union Avenue Station to the west (Little Falls 
Master Plan, 2002). There are two other train stations within Little Falls that were built after the Master 
Plan was written in 2002; the NJ Transit Railyard and the Montclair State University Rail Station. It was 
also noted within the Master Plan that local and express Bus Services to New York City and Newark are 
provided by NJ Transit. Local bus lines are provided by NJ Transit. Table 4-9 provides and inventory of 
the rail facilities within Little Falls. Figure 4-16 displays the distribution of the transportation systems 
within Little Falls. 
 
Table 4-9.  Rail Facilities in Little Falls 

Facility Name Replacement Cost (Structural Value)* 

Great Notch Rail Station $2,000,000 
Little Falls Rail Station $2,000,000 

Montclair State Rail Station $2,000,000 
NJ Transit Rail Yard $2,000,000 

Source(s): Planning Committee, 2007; HAZUS-MH MR2 
* = HAZUS-MH default data  
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Lifeline Utility Systems 
 
This section presents potable water, wastewater, and energy resource utility system data.  Due to 
heightened security concerns, local utility lifeline data sufficient to complete the analysis have only 
partially been obtained.  Utility data are included in HAZUS-MH but are not sufficient to support detailed 
analyses for this Township. Figure 4-17 depicts the distribution of all lifeline Utility Systems in Little 
Falls. 
 
Figure 4-17. Distribution of Lifeline Utility Systems within Little Falls 

 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 & Planning Committee 
 
Potable Water Supply 
 
According to the Little Falls Master Plan and the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
(NJ DEP), Little Falls’ water supply is provided from one source; New Jersey American Waterworks and 
distribution system (the Shorthills Divison and Little Falls System branches).  The Short Hills Division is 
a public community water system consisting of 25 wells, 4 surface water intakes, 12 purchased ground 
water sources and 3 purchased surface water sources. This system’s source water comes from the 
following aquifers and/or surface water bodies: Passaic River, Brunswick aquifer, Canoe Brook, glacial 
sand and gravel, igneous and metamorphic rocks. (New Jersey American Water Company, Date 
Unknown). The Little Falls System is a public community water system consisting of 7 purchased ground 
water sources, and 14 purchased surface water sources (New Jersey American Water Company, Date 
Unknown). 
 
According to Township Police Detective Alfred Batelli, United Water is the water provider for the 
Township. The United Water Company serves 60 communities in New Jersey, with most communities 
being located in Bergen County and Hudson County. The primary water source for the United Water 
Company is the Hackensack River Basin, located above the dam in Oradell.  The water here is collected 
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in four reservoirs: Oradell, Lake Tappan, De Forest, and Woodcliff.  The storage capacity of all four 
reservoirs is 13.9 billion gallons of water.  On average, daily use of the water is 95.2 million gallons per 
day (mgd) (United Water of New Jersey, Date Unknown).  
 
There were no default facilities provided by HAZUS-MH, for potable water or pump stations located in 
Little Falls. However, one pump station was identified through input from the Planning Committee of 
Little Falls. Table 4-10 is an inventory of this pump station.  
 
Table 4-10. Little Falls Potable Water Pump Stations  

Facility Name Address Location 
(Municipality) Capacity Population 

Served 
Replacement Cost 
(Structural Value)* 

Great Notch Gate House Cedar Grove Road Little Falls TBD TBD $50,000 
Source: Planning Committee of Little Falls, 2007 
* = HAZUS-HM MR2 default data TBD = To Be Determined 
 
Wastewater Facilities 
 
Little Falls is almost entirely serviced by public sewers.  According to the Little Falls Master Plan, the 
Township is served by the Passaic Valley Sewerage Commission for sanitary sewer facilities. A section of 
the eastern part of the Township is served by sewers of the City of Clifton (Little Falls Master Plan, 
2002). Tables 4-11 and 4-12 list the wastewater facilities and pump stations (also stormwater pump 
stations) located in the Township.   
 
Table 4-11.  Little Falls Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

Facility Name Replacement Cost 
(Structural Value)* Backup Power 

Little Falls Department of Public Waste $60,000 TBD 
Source(s):  Planning Committee, 2007; HAZUS-MH MR2 
Note:  The cost data is based on HAZUS-MH provided data.  
* = HAZUS-MH default data TBD       = To Be Determined  
 
Table 4-12.  Little Falls Wastewater Pump Stations 

Name Service 
Area 

Replacement Value 
(Structural Value)* Rate (GPM) Backup 

Power (Y/N) 
Williams Street Stormwater Pump 
Station TBD $1,050,000 TBD TBD 

Suchorsky Stormwater Pump Station TBD $1,050,000 TBD TBD 
Singac Pumping Station TBD $1,050,000 TBD TBD 
Fairfield Avenue Stormwater Pump 
Station TBD $1,050,000 TBD TBD 

Sindle Avenue Pumping Station TBD $1,050,000 TBD TBD 
Source(s): Planning Committee, 2007; HAZUS-MH MR2 
* = HAZUS-MH default data  TBD = To Be Determined 
GPM = Gallons per Minute    
 
Energy Resources 
 
New York State Electric & Gas (NYSEG) is the primary electric and gas utility in Little Falls. The 
HAZUS-MH provided data does not identify any electric substations in the Township. However, there 
was one substation identified by the Township in conjunction with the New Jersey Transit Railyard. 
Table 4-13 provides and inventory for this substation. 
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Table 4-13. Little Falls Electric Substations 

Facility Name Address Location 
(Municipality) 

Capacity 
(Megawatt) 

Population 
Served 

Service 
Area 

Replacement 
Cost 

(Structural 
Value)* 

NJ Transit Rail Yard Unknown Little Falls TBD TBD TBD $20,000,000 
Source: Little Falls Planning Committee, 2007 
* = HAZUS-MH default data 
TBD = To Be Determined 
 
Communication Resources 
 
Telephone and wireless communication services are available in the County through a range of providers; 
specific information on these resources (wireless towers, providers, etc) is not included in this plan 
because of the volume of information and diverse sources; also, emergency communications systems are 
maintained separately to support critical facility communications. New Jersey Public Television and 
Radio is broadcast through a tower in Little Falls. Montclair State University produces and broadcasts a 
radio station through the same tower. Another communication tower is located within the vicinity of the 
broadcast tower. Also, within Little Falls there is a Verizon switching station. Table 4-14 lists the 
communication facilities in Little Falls. 
 
Table 4-14. Communication Facilities in Little Falls 

Communication Facility Backup Power 

WNJN Channel 50 TBD 
WMSC Channel 212 TBD 

Communication Tower TBD 
Verizon Switching Station TBD 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
TBD = To Be Determined 

High-Potential Loss Facilities 
 
High-potential loss facilities include dams, levees, nuclear power plants, military installations and 
hazardous materials (HAZMAT) facilities.  No levees, nuclear power plants, military installations or 
HAZMAT facilities were identified in the Township.  Dams are discussed below. 
 
Dams 
 
“Major Dams” data was obtained from the National Inventory of Dams (NID), which is produced by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in cooperation with FEMA’s National Dam Safety Program.  
The NID includes dams with a height of 50 feet or more, with a normal storage capacity of 5,000 acre-
feet or more, or with a maximum storage capacity of 25,000 acre-feet or more. There are 2 dams included 
in this plan; the Beattie’s Mill Dam and the Cedar Grove Reservoir Dam. The Great Notch Reservoir 
Dam is located north of the study region and therefore is not examined in depth within this plan. Table 4-
15 provides and inventory of these dams. Figure 4-18 shows the distribution of the dams within Little 
Falls. 
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Table 4-15. Dams in Little Falls 

Map 
ID Name River Dam 

Type 
Year 

Completed 
Owner 
Type 

Downstream 
Hazard 

Emergency 
Plan (Y/N) 

Last 
Inspected 

1 Beattie’s Mill Dam Passaic DDFLT 1932 U L N 2000 

2 Cedar Grove 
Reservoir Dam Offstream HPDE 1903 L H N TBD 

Source(s): HAZUS-MH MR2; National Inventory of Dams, 2007 
U = Public Utility  L = Low  DDFLT = Default Dam 
L(OT) = Local Government  H = High  HPDE = Earth Dam 
TBD = To Be Determined 
 
 
Figure 4-18. Distribution of High Potential Loss Facilities within Little Falls 

 
Source(s): HAZUS-MH MR2; National Inventory of Dams & Planning Committee, 2007 
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SECTION 5:  RISK ASSESSMENT 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Guidance 386-2, “risk assessment is 
the process of measuring the potential loss of life, personal injury, economic injury and property damage 
resulting from natural hazards by assessing the vulnerability of people, buildings and infrastructure to 
natural hazards.”  The Township of Little Falls’ risk assessment is organized into four sections.  Section 
5.1 describes the methodology and tools used to support the risk assessment process.  Section 5.2 
identifies the natural hazards of concern for further profiling and evaluation.  In Section 5.3, the identified 
hazards of concern are ranked for the Township of Little Falls as a whole to describe their probability of 
occurrence and their impact on population, property (general building stock including critical facilities) 
and the economy.  Lastly, Section 5.4 profiles and assesses vulnerability for each hazard of concern.   
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5.1  METHODOLOGY AND TOOLS 

This section describes the methodology and tools used to support the risk assessment process. 

Methodology 

The risk assessment process used for this Plan is consistent with the process and steps presented in the 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 386-2, State and Local Mitigation Planning How-to-
Guide, Understanding Your Risks – Identifying Hazards and Estimating Losses (FEMA, 2001).  This 
process identifies and profiles the hazards of concern and assesses the vulnerability of assets (population, 
structures, critical facilities and the economy) at risk in the community.  A risk assessment provides a 
foundation for the community’s decision makers to evaluate mitigation measures that can help reduce the 
impacts of a hazard when one occurs (Section 6 of this plan). 

Step 1: The first step of the risk assessment process is to identify the hazards of concern.  FEMA’s current 
regulations only require an evaluation of natural hazards. Natural hazards are natural events that threaten 
lives, property, and many other assets.  Often, natural hazards can be predicted, where they tend to occur 
repeatedly in the same geographical locations because they are related to weather patterns or physical 
characteristics of an area.   

Step 2:  The next step of the risk assessment is to prepare a profile for each hazard of concern. These 
profiles assist communities in evaluating and comparing the hazards that can impact their area.  Each type 
of hazard has unique characteristics that vary from event to event.  That is, the impacts associated with a 
specific hazard can vary depending on the magnitude and location of each event (a hazard event is a 
specific, uninterrupted occurrence of a particular type of hazard).  Further, the probability of occurrence 
of a hazard in a given location impacts the priority assigned to that hazard.  Finally, each hazard will 
impact different communities in different ways, based on geography, local development, population 
distribution, age of buildings, and mitigation measures already implemented. 

Steps 3 and 4:  To understand risk, a community must evaluate what assets it possesses and which assets 
are exposed or vulnerable to the identified hazards of concern.  Hazard profile information combined with 
data regarding population, demographics, general building stock, and critical facilities at risk prepares the 
community to develop risk scenarios and estimate potential damages and losses for each hazard.   

Tools 

To address the requirements of DMA 2000 and better understand potential vulnerability and losses 
associated with hazards of concern, Little Falls used standardized tools, combined with local, state, and 
federal data and expertise to conduct the risk assessment.  The standardized tools used to support the risk 
assessment are introduced below. 

Hazards U.S. – Multi-Hazard (HAZUS-MH) 

In 1997, FEMA developed a standardized model for estimating losses caused by earthquakes, known as 
Hazards U.S. or HAZUS.  HAZUS was developed in response to the need for more effective national-, 
state-, and community-level planning and the need to identify areas that face the highest risk and potential 
for loss. HAZUS was expanded into a multi-hazard methodology, HAZUS-MH with new models for 
estimating potential losses from wind (hurricanes) and flood (riverine and coastal) hazards. HAZUS-MH 
is a Geographic Information System (GIS)-based software tool that applies engineering and scientific risk 
calculations that have been developed by hazard and information technology experts to provide defensible 
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damage and loss estimates. These methodologies are accepted by FEMA and provide a consistent 
framework for assessing risk across a variety of hazards.  The GIS framework also supports the 
evaluation of hazards and assessment of inventory and loss estimates for these hazards.  

HAZUS-MH uses GIS technology to produce detailed maps and analytical reports that estimate a 
community’s direct physical damage to building stock, critical facilities, transportation systems and utility 
systems. To generate this information, HAZUS-MH uses default HAZUS-MH provided data for 
inventory, vulnerability, and hazards; this default data can be supplemented with local data to provide a 
more refined analysis.  Damage reports can include induced damage (inundation, fire, threats posed by 
hazardous materials and debris) and direct economic and social losses (casualties, shelter requirements, 
and economic impact) depending on the hazard and available local data. HAZUS-MH’s open data 
architecture can be used to manage community GIS data in a central location. The use of this software 
also promotes consistency of data output now and in the future and standardization of data collection and 
storage. The guidance Using HAZUS-MH for Risk Assessment:  How-to Guide (FEMA 433) was used to 
support the application of HAZUS-MH for this risk assessment and plan.  More information on HAZUS-
MH is available at http://www.fema.gov/hazus.

The following methodologies were used to assess potential exposure and losses associated with hazards of 
concern for the Township of Little Falls: 

Flood:  A modified Level 1 analysis was performed using both HAZUS-MH MR2 and its tools 
and the new version HAZUS-MH MR3 (released January 2007).  A Level 1 analysis is a basic 
estimate of flood losses based on national databases and using the default data in the model (i.e., 
demographics and general building stock).  The valuation of general building stock and the 
estimates of losses determined in the Township of Little Falls were based on the default general 
building stock database provided in HAZUS-MH MR2, which is based on U.S. Census 2000 
data.  The general building stock valuations provided in HAZUS-MH are Replacement Cost 
Value (RCV) from R.S. Means as of 2001.  However, an updated inventory of essential facilities, 
transportation features, utilities and user-defined facilities, as provided by the Township and 
Planning Committee, was used to in place of the HAZUS-MH defaults.   

HAZUS-MH MR2 and the HAZUS-MH Flood Wizard tool were used to estimate exposure and 
losses of population and general building stock associated with the flood hazard.  The current 
Digital Flood Insurance Rate Maps (DFIRMs), effective date September 28, 2007 for Passaic 
County (all jurisdictions) were purchased from FEMA’s online Map Service Center.  In Flood 
Wizard, the current DFIRMs were used to delineate the flood hazard areas and estimate the 
population and general building stock exposed and general building stock potential losses from the 
100- and 500-year flood events.  A United States Geological Survey (USGS) Digital Elevation 
Model (DEM) at a 1/3 Arc-Second resolution was utilized for the extent of the study region. 

To obtain estimated damages to critical facilities, HAZUS-MH MR3 was used.  This latest 
release contains new tools that enable the user to generate a flood depth grid using specified 
DFIRM floodplain boundaries and digital elevation grids.  The flood depth grid generated is then 
integrated into the model and the riverine hydraulic analysis is run for mean return periods.  This 
was performed using the September 28, 2007 DFIRMs for Passaic County and the digital 
elevation grid described above. 

Hurricane/Wind: A Level 1 HAZUS-MH analysis was performed using HAZUS-MH MR2 to 
analyze the wind hazard losses, associated with hurricanes and other severe storm types, for the 
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Township of Little Falls.  An updated inventory of essential facilities, transportation features, 
utilities and user-defined facilities was used to in place of the HAZUS-MH defaults. 

Earthquake:  A Level 1 HAZUS-MH analysis was performed using HAZUS-MH MR2 to analyze 
the earthquake hazard losses for the Township of Little Falls.  An updated inventory of essential 
facilities, transportation features, utilities and user-defined facilities was used to in place of the 
HAZUS-MH defaults. 

HAZUS-MH support was used to evaluate other hazards, as feasible.  For most of the hazards 
evaluated in this risk assessment, historic data are not adequate to model future losses at this time.  
However, HAZUS-MH can map hazard areas and calculate exposures if geographic information 
on the locations of the hazards and inventory data are available.  For the other hazard of concern, 
areas and inventory susceptible to specific hazards were mapped and exposure was evaluated to 
help guide mitigation efforts.  For other hazards, a qualitative analysis was conducted using the 
best available data and professional judgment.  This approach was applied to all hazards of 
concern to the Township of Little Falls.  

For this risk assessment, the loss estimates, exposure assessments and hazard-specific vulnerability 
evaluations rely on the best available data and methodologies.  Uncertainties are inherent in any loss 
estimation methodology and arise in part from incomplete scientific knowledge concerning natural 
hazards and their affects on the built environment.  Uncertainties also result from the following: 

1) Approximations and simplifications necessary to conduct such a study 
2) Incomplete or dated inventory, demographic, or economic parameter data  
3) The unique nature, geographic extent and severity of each hazard  
4) Mitigation measures already employed by the Township of Little Falls and the amount of advance 

notice residents have to prepare for a specific hazard event   

These factors can result in a range of uncertainty in loss estimates, possibly by a factor of two or more.  
Therefore, potential exposure and loss estimates are approximate.  These results do not predict precise 
results and should be used to understand relative risk.  Over the long term, the Township of Little Falls 
will collect additional data to assist in estimating potential losses associated with other hazards. 
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Hazards of Concern 
is defined as those 
hazards that are 

considered most likely 
to impact a 

community.  These 
are identified using 
available data and 
local knowledge. 

5.2 IDENTIFICATION OF NATURAL HAZARDS OF CONCERN 

To provide a strong foundation for mitigation strategies considered in Section 
5.6, the Township of Little Falls, focused on considering a full range of natural 
hazards that could impact the area, and then identified and ranked those 
hazards that presented the greatest concern.  The natural hazard of concern 
identification process incorporated input from the Township; review of 2005 
The State of New Jersey Hazard Mitigation Plan (NJ HMP) and previous 
hazard identification efforts; research and local, state, and federal information 
on the frequency, magnitude, and costs associated with the various hazards that 
have previously, or could feasibly, impact the region; and qualitative or 
anecdotal information regarding natural hazards and the perceived 
vulnerability of the study area’s assets to them.  Table 5-1 documents the process of identifying the 
natural hazards of concern for further profiling and evaluation.   

For the purposes of this planning effort, the Planning Committee chose to group some natural hazards 
together, based on the similarity of hazard events, their typical concurrence or their impacts, consideration 
of how hazards have been grouped in FEMA guidance documents (FEMA 386-1, “Understanding Your 
Risks, Identifying Hazards and Estimating Losses; FEMA’s “Multi-Hazard Identification and Risk 
Assessment – The Cornerstone of the National Mitigation Strategy”), and consideration of hazard 
grouping in the NJ HMP.   

The “Flood” hazard includes riverine flooding, flash flooding, ice-jam flooding, and dam flooding 
(overtopping and breach), which includes flooding associated with tropical (hurricanes, tropical storms, 
tropical depressions) and extra-tropical events (Nor’Easters).   Other types of flooding such as coastal and 
urban flooding do not occur within this county; therefore, they were not further considered for inclusion 
within this HMP.  Inclusion of the various forms of flooding under a general “Flood” hazard is consistent 
with that used in FEMA’s “Multi-Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment” guidance.   

The “Severe Storm” hazard includes windstorms that often entail a variety of other influencing weather 
conditions including thunderstorms, hail, lightning and tornados.  Since tropical disturbances are 
identified as a type of severe storm event, this hazard also includes tropical cyclone events (hurricanes, 
tropical storms and tropical depressions).  Tropical cyclones were not grouped as a separate hazard, 
because the county felt that these types of events do not directly impact the county on a frequent basis and 
that exposure and risk of such events are minimal in comparison to communities along the New Jersey 
coastline.  However, this was found to be an exception for certain tropical events that created a regional 
impact upon the state, such as Tropical Storm Floyd (1999),as further discussed in Section 5.4.X of this 
HMP. 

The “Severe Winter Storm” hazard includes heavy snowfall, blizzards, freezing rain/sleet , ice storms and 
extra-tropical cyclones (Nor’Easters and severe winter low-pressure systems).  Extra-tropical events 
generally occur during winter weather months; therefore, for the purpose of this HMP, all such events are 
to be grouped within this hazard.  Although not all extra-tropical events occur during the winter, they will 
remain grouped within this hazard category to avoid confusion regarding the type of event that actually 
occurred.  This grouping is consistent with that used in the NJ HMP.   

Please note that technological (e.g., hazardous material incidents, nuclear accidents) and man-made (e.g. 
terrorism) hazards are not being addressed in this planning process.  The DMA 2000 regulations do not 
require consideration of such hazards and as such these were not chosen for inclusion in this plan by the 
Township.  
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SECTION 5.2: RISK ASSESSMENT – IDENTIFICATION OF HAZARDS OF CONCERN 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.2-9 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

According to input from the Township, and review of all available resources, a total of 4 natural hazards 
of concern were identified as significant hazards affecting the entire planning area, to be addressed at the 
Township level in this plan:  

Earthquake 
Flooding (riverine, flash, dam failure, ice jam) 
Severe Storm (windstorms, hurricanes, thunderstorms, hail, lightning and tornadoes) 
Severe Winter Storm (heavy Snow, blizzards, freezing rain/sleet, Nor’easters and ice Storms) 

Other natural hazards of concern have occurred within the Township, particularly Drought and Extreme 
Temperatures; however, the Township deemed these hazards as minor in comparison to those bulleted 
above, with relatively low impacts upon the Town.  Therefore, these hazards, along with others 
mentioned in Table 5-1 will not be further addressed within this version of the Plan.  However, if deemed 
necessary by the Township, these hazards may be considered in future versions of the Plan. 



SECTION 5.3: RISK ASSESSMENT - HAZARD RANKING 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.3-1 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

5.3 HAZARD RANKING  

After the hazards of concern were identified for the Township of Little Falls, the hazards were ranked to 
describe their probability of occurrence and their impact on population, property (general building stock 
including critical facilities) and the economy.   

HAZARD RANKING METHODOLOGY 

The methodology used to rank the hazards of concern for the Township of Little Falls is described below. 
Estimates of risk for the Township were developed using methodologies promoted by FEMA’s hazard 
mitigation planning guidance and generated by FEMA’s HAZUS-MH risk assessment tool.   

Probability of Occurrence  

The probability of occurrence is an estimate of how often a hazard event occurs.  A review of historic 
events assists with this determination.  Each hazard of concern is rated in accordance with the numerical 
ratings and definitions in Table 5.3-1.   

Table 5.3-1. Probability of Occurrence Ranking Factors 
Rating Probability Definition

1 Low Hazard event is not likely to occur within 100 years 

2 Medium Hazard event is likely to occur within 100 years 

3 High Hazard event is likely to occur within 25 years 

Impact 

The impact of each hazard is considered in three categories: impact on population, impact on property 
(general building stock including critical facilities), and impact on the economy.  Based on documented 
historic losses and a subjective assessment by the Planning Committee, an impact rating of high, medium, 
or low is assigned with a corresponding numeric value for each hazard of concern.  In addition, a 
weighing factor is assigned to each impact category:  three (3) for population, two (2) for property, and 
one (1) for economy.  This gives the impact on population the greatest weight in evaluating the impact of 
a hazard. 

Table 5.3-2 presents the numerical rating, weighted factor and description for each impact category 



SECTION 5.3: RISK ASSESSMENT - HAZARD RANKING 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.3-2 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

 Table 5.3-2. Numerical Values and Definitions for Impacts on Population, Property and Economy 

Category Weighting 
Factor Low Impact (1) Medium Impact (2) High Impact (3) 

Population* 3

14% or less of your 
population is exposed to a 
hazard with potential for 
measurable life safety 

impact (injury or death), 
due to its extent and 

location 

15% to 29% of your 
population is exposed to a 
hazard with potential for 
measurable life safety 

impact (injury or death), due 
to its extent and location 

30% or more of your population 
is exposed to a hazard with 
potential for measurable life 

safety impact (injury or death), 
due to its extent and location 

Property* 2

Property exposure is 14% 
or less of the total 

replacement cost for your 
community 

Property exposure is 15% to 
29% of the total replacement 

for your community 

Property exposure is 30% or 
more of the total replacement 

cost for your community 

Economy 1

Loss estimate is 9% or 
less of the total 

replacement cost for your 
community 

Loss estimate is 10% to 19% 
of the total replacement cost 

for your community 

Loss estimate is 20% or more of 
the total replacement cost for 

your community 

Note:  A numerical value of zero is assigned if there is no impact. 
*For the purposes of this exercise, “impacted” means exposed for population and property and loss for economy.   

Risk Ranking Value 

The risk ranking for each hazard is then calculated by multiplying the numerical value for probability of 
occurrence by the sum of the numerical values for impact.  The equation is as follows:  Impact Value (1, 
2, or 3) X Impact Value (6 to 18) = Hazard Ranking Value.  Based on the total for each hazard, a priority 
ranking is assigned to each hazard of concern (high, medium, or low).  

HAZARD RANKING RESULTS 

Using the process described above, the risk ranking for the identified hazards of concern was determined 
for the Township of Little Falls.  Based on the combined risk values for probability of occurrence and 
impact to the Township of Little Falls, a priority ranking of “high”, “medium” or “low” risk was 
assigned.  The hazard ranking for the Township of Little Falls, from high to low risk, is summarized 
below:

1.  Flooding (riverine, flash, dam failure, ice jam)
2.  Severe Storms/Severe Winter Storms 
3.  Earthquake 

The following tables present the step-wise process for the ranking.  Table 5.3-3 shows the probability 
ranking assigned for likelihood of occurrence for each hazard. 

Table 5.3-3. Probability of Occurrence Ranking for Hazards of Concern for the Township of Little Falls 
Hazard of Concern Probability Numeric Value 

Earthquake Low 1
Flooding (riverine, flash, dam failure, ice jam) High 3
Severe  Storms High 3
Severe Winter Storms High  3
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SECTION 5.3: RISK ASSESSMENT - HAZARD RANKING 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.3-4 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

Table 5.3-5 presents the total ranking value for each hazard. 

Table 5.3-5. Total Risk Ranking Value for Hazards of Concern for the Township of Little Falls 

Hazard of Concern Probability Impact Total =
(Probability x Impact) 

Earthquake 1 10 10

Flooding  
(riverine, flash, dam failure, ice jam) 3 17 51

Severe Storms 3 16 48

Severe Winter Storms 3 16 48

Table 5.3-6 presents the hazard ranking category assigned for each hazard of concern.  The ranking 
categories are determined by an evaluation of the total risk ranking score into three categories, low, 
medium, and high whereby a total score of 14 and below is categorized as low, 15 to 30 is medium, and 
31 and over is considered a high risk category. 

Table 5.3-6. Hazard Ranking Results for Hazards of Concern for the Township of Little Falls 
Hazard Ranking Hazard of Concern Category 

1 Flooding  
(riverine, flash, dam failure, ice jam) High 

Severe Storms High 
2

Severe Winter Storms High 

3 Earthquake Low 



SECTION 5.4: RISK ASSESSMENT – HAZARDS PROFILES AND  
VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.4-1 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

5.4 HAZARDS PROFILES AND VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT 

The following sections profile and assess vulnerability for each hazard of concern for the Township of 
Little Falls.  For each hazard, the profile includes:  the hazard description; its location; extent; previous 
occurrences and losses; and the probability of future events.  The vulnerability assessment for each hazard 
includes: an overview of vulnerability; the data and methodology used; the impact on life, health and 
safety; impact on general building stock; impact on critical facilities; impact on the economy; future 
growth and development; additional data needs and next steps; and the overall vulnerability assessment 
finding. Hazards of concern are presented as listed in Section 5.2, starting with the flood hazard and 
ending with the earthquake hazard.   



SECTION 5.4.1: RISK ASSESSMENT – FLOOD 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.4.1-1 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

5.4.1      FLOOD 

This section provides a profile and vulnerability assessment for the flood hazard. 

HAZARD PROFILE 

This section provides profile information including description, location, extent, previous occurrences and 
losses and the probability of future occurrences. 

Description 

Floods are one of the most common natural hazards in the U.S., that can develop slowly over a period of 
days or develop quickly, with disastrous effects that can be local (impacting a neighborhood or 
community) or regional (affecting entire river basins, coastlines and multiple counties or states) (FEMA, 
2006).  Most communities in the U.S. have experienced some kind of flooding, after spring rains, heavy 
thunderstorms, coastal storms, or winter snow thaws (George Washington University, 2001). The April 
2005 New Jersey State Hazard Mitigation Plan (NJ HMP) indicates that flooding is the most frequent and 
most devastating hazard in New Jersey.  Floods have caused more deaths and property damage than any 
other meteorologic force affecting New Jersey [New Jersey State Office of Emergency Management (NJ 
OEM), 2005].   

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) definition for flooding is “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 from the overflow of inland or tidal waters or the rapid accumulation of runoff 
of surface waters from any source (FEMA, Date Unknown).” Multiple sources indicate that flooding 
could originate from one of the following: 

Riverine flooding, including overflow from river channels, flash floods, alluvial fan floods, ice-
jam floods and dam-break floods; 
Local drainage or high groundwater levels; 
Fluctuating lake levels; 
Coastal flooding from storm surge or coastal storms); 
Coastal erosion; 
Unusual and rapid accumulation or runoff of surface waters from any source;  
Mudflows (i.e., mudslides);  
Collapse or subsidence of land along the shore of a lake or similar body of water as a result of 
erosion or undermining caused by waves or currents of water exceeding anticipated cyclical 
levels that result in a flood as defined above [New York State Disaster Preparedness Commission 
(NYS DPC), 2007; Floodsmart.gov, 2008];.   
Sea Level Rise; and 
Climate Change (Global Warming) 

A floodplain is defined as the land adjoining the channel of a river, stream, ocean, lake, or other 
watercourse or water body that become inundated with water during a flood.  Floodplains can be defined 
in different ways, but is commonly defined as the areas that are also called the 100-year floodplain.  The 
term 100-year flood is misleading.  It is not the flood that will occur once every 100 years.  Rather, it is 
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the flood that has a one-percent chance of being equaled or exceeded each year.  Thus, the 100-year flood 
could occur more than once in a relatively short period of time. Because this term is misleading, FEMA 
has properly defined it as the one-percent annual chance flood. This one-percent annual chance flood is 
now the standard used by most Federal and State agencies and by the National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP) (FEMA, 2002). 

As presented by the Association of State Floodplain Managers (ASFPM), FEMA’s NFIP Floodplain 
Management Requirements: A Study Guide and Desk Reference for Local Officials (FEMA-480), 
indicates that most floods fall into three categories:  Riverine (including flash floods), Coastal and 
Shallow (ASFPM, 2005).  Also, floods in urban areas can be associated with local drainage where 
physical constraints (low-lying areas, below high tide level), infrastructure constraints (inadequate 
combined sewers) and human induced constraints (filling of wetlands, floodways and floodplains) 
challenge adequate drainage, also identified as urban stormwater flooding.    Other types of floods include 
ice-jam floods, alluvial fan floods, dam-break floods, and high groundwater levels.  For the purpose of 
this HMP and as deemed appropriate by the Township, riverine and flash flooding, dam-failure flooding 
or flooding caused by a capacity exceedance of the Beattie’s Dam within Little Falls, and occasional 
urban stormwater flooding are the main types of floods to impact the Township of Little Falls, and are 
defined as follows: 

Riverine/Flash Floods – Riverine floods are the most common flood types that occur along a channel, 
and include overbank and flash flooding.  Channels are defined features on the ground that carry 
water through and out of a watershed. They may be called rivers, creeks, streams or ditches. When a 
channel receives too much water, the excess water flows over its banks and into the adjacent 
communities, causing inundation of low-lying areas.  Theses floods usually occur after heavy rains, 
heavy thunderstorms, or snowmelt, and can be slow or fast-rising, and generally develop over a 
period of hours to days (FEMA, Date Unknown; The Illinois Association for Floodplain and 
Stormwater Management, 2006). 

According to the National Weather Service (NWS), flash floods are “a rapid and extreme flow of high 
water into a normally dry area, or a rapid water level rise in a stream or creek above a predetermined 
flood level, beginning within six hours of the causative event (e.g., intense rainfall, dam failure, ice 
jam).  However, the actual time threshold may vary in different parts of the country.  Ongoing 
flooding can intensify to flash flooding in cases where intense rainfall results in a rapid surge of rising 
flood waters” (NWS, 2005).  FEMA’s “Are You Ready” Flood Preparedness Guide, indicates that 
flash floods often have a dangerous wall of roaring water that carries rocks, mud, and other debris and 
can sweep away most things in its path.  They usually result from intense storms dropping large 
amounts of rain within a brief period with little or no warning; can reach their peak in only a few 
minutes.  They normally occur in the summer during the thunderstorm season.  The most severe 
flooding conditions usually occur when direct rainfall is augmented by snowmelt.  If the soil is 
saturated or frozen, stream flow may increase due to the inability of the soil to absorb additional 
precipitation.  Flooding can also occur when a dam fails or breaks, producing effects similar to flash 
floods.  Areas that are most susceptible to the effects of floods are low-lying areas that are near water 
or downstream from a dam (FEMA, 2006).     

Riverine and flash floods are problematic in numerous ways, including but not limited to: water-
related damage to the interior and exterior of buildings, especially homes; destruction of electrical and 
other expensive and difficult to replace equipment; loss of life; injury and proliferation of disease 
vectors; disruption of utilities, including water, sewer, electricity, communications networks, and 
facilities; loss of agricultural crops and livestock; placement of stress on emergency response and 
healthcare facilities and personnel; loss of productivity, and displacement of persons from homes and 
places of employment.    
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Dam-Failure Floods – A "dam" is an artificial barrier that has the ability to impound water, 
wastewater, or any liquid-borne material for the purpose of storage or control of water (different types 
of dams). Dams are man-made structures built for the purpose of power production, agriculture, water 
supply, recreation, and flood protection. A levee is a natural or artificial barrier that diverts or 
restrains the flow of a stream or other body of water for the purpose of protecting an area from 
inundation by flood waters.  According to FEMA, dam failure is a catastrophic type of failure 
characterized by the sudden, rapid, and uncontrolled release of impounded water or the likelihood of 
such an uncontrolled release.  It is recognized that there are lesser degrees of failure and that any 
malfunction or abnormality outside the design assumptions and parameters that adversely affect a 
dam's primary function of impounding water is properly considered a failure.  These lesser degrees of 
failure can progressively lead to or heighten the risk of a catastrophic failure. They are, however, 
normally amenable to corrective action (FEMA, 2007).  A dam failure can result in severe loss of life, 
economic disaster and extensive environmental damage, primarily due to their unexpected nature and 
high velocity floodwater.  According to FEMA, dams can fail for one or a combination of the 
following reasons: 

Overtopping caused by floods that exceed the capacity of the dam (inadequate spillway capacity);  
Prolonged periods of rainfall and flooding; 
Deliberate acts of sabotage (terrorism); 
Structural failure of materials used in dam construction;  
Movement and/or failure of the foundation supporting the dam; 
Settlement and cracking of concrete or embankment dams; 
Piping and internal erosion of soil in embankment dams; 
Inadequate or negligent operation, maintenance and upkeep; 
Failure of upstream dams on the same waterway; 
Earthquake (liquefaction / landslides) (FEMA, 2006). 

Urban Drainage / Stormwater Flooding – An urban drainage system comprises the ditches, storm 
sewers, retention ponds and other facilities constructed to store runoff or carry it to a receiving 
stream, lake or the ocean.  Other man-made features in such a system include yards and swales that 
collect runoff and direct it to the sewers and ditches.  When most of these systems were built, they 
were typically designed to handle the amount of water expected during a 10-year storm.  Larger 
storms overload them, and the resulting backed-up sewers and overloaded ditches produce shallow 
flooding (FEMA, Date Unknown).   

Any rainwater in an urban or suburban area that does not evaporate or infiltrate into the ground, but 
instead pools up and travels down hill, is considered urban stormwater runoff.  Development 
activities, such as clearing vegetation, mass grading, removing and compacting soils, and extensive 
uses of impervious surfaces (such as buildings, parking lots, and roadways), can increase the amount 
of stormwater runoff in the watershed. In urbanized areas, increased stormwater runoff can cause 
increased flooding, stream bank erosion, degradation of in-stream habitat, stormwater/sewer 
discharge inadequacies and a reduction in groundwater quality.  Development not only leads to 
landscape changes but also to contamination of stormwater runoff by pollutants throughout the 
watershed. Stormwater runoff becomes contaminated as it flows across the land and picks up 
pollutants such as nutrients, sediment and chemical contaminants from roadways, yards, farms, golf 
courses, parking lots and other lands (Chesapeake Bay Program, 2006).  
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Much of the stormwater runoff and urban flooding problems are in direct proportion to the amount of 
wetlands, floodways and floodplains that have been filled in.  As these areas are filled in by 
development, roads and parking lots and other impermeable surfaces, the water has no where else to 
go and therefore floods whatever lands are left. Also impacted are roads crossing under sized culverts.  
The greatest majority of complaints and areas flooded are those properties in close proximity to areas 
where rivers, ponds and streams have been filled in over the years.  Therefore, as wetlands, rivers, 
streams and ponds continue to get filled in and as natural areas that previously stored flood waters are 
filled in, there is a greater probability that not only will urban flooding continue, but the frequency of 
these occurrences will increase. The areas experiencing the greatest number of repetitive loss 
properties are those communities that have filled areas of land that otherwise, if left undeveloped, 
could have stored flood waters, rather than flood adjacent commercial and residential properties. 
Therefore, it is most probable that flooding in these areas will continue to occur on a more frequent 
basis with lower storm events as development continues in areas that should not be filled [Rhode 
Island Emergency Management Agency (RIEMA), 2005].  

Flooding can produce widespread impacts in both rural and urban areas.  Any type of industrial 
commercial, residential, agricultural, and recreational development and natural communities (e.g. 
wetlands, marshes) located in a floodplain (inland or coastal) are vulnerable to flooding. Increasing 
urbanization in some areas, such as many urban areas in Hudson County, enhances the threat of flooding 
where drainage systems cannot cope with the increased input of stormwater runoff and if increased 
pavement reduces natural water infiltration into the soil (increasing runoff).  In rural areas, which are not 
as common through Hudson County, property damage caused by flooding can be devastating to farmers. 
When flooding occurs during the growing season, farmers can suffer widespread crop loss. In some cases, 
there may be an opportunity for a second planting of a less profitable crop.  Livestock farmers may lose 
livestock if they are unable to find safety from rising floodwaters. This threat is primarily associated with 
flash flooding (Foster, Date Unknown).   

Beach, dune and bluff erosion and the washing away of structures is an impact of coastal flooding. 
Hudson County is an urbanized county, with little to no agricultural land and/or beaches, dunes and 
bluffs; therefore, impacts to such resources in Hudson County are minimized or nonexistent during times 
of flood.  However, there have been instances where coastal flooding, high tides and storm surges along 
the Hudson River have created damage and deterioration of structures along Hudson County’s eastern 
coastline (e.g. buildings, piers, bulkheads) (Foster, Date Unknown).    

Severe flooding can cause extensive damage to public utilities and disruptions to the delivery of services. 
Loss of power and communications can be expected.  Drinking water and wastewater treatment facility 
may be temporarily out of operation. Impacts of flooding on transportation are particularly noteworthy. 
Flooded streets and roads block transportation and make it difficult for emergency vehicles to respond to 
calls for service. Floodwaters can washout sections of roadway and bridges. Most importantly, the 
majority of fatalities that occur in floods are the result of people trying to dry on roads covered by 
floodwaters (Foster, Date Unknown).   

Location  

As indicated in the State of New Jersey Hazard Mitigation Plan (NJ HMP), with an annual average 
rainfall of approximately 45 inches per year and the highest population density of any state, flooding is 
the most common major natural hazard in New Jersey (NJOEM, 2005).  Although some areas are more 
prone to certain types of flooding than others, there is no area of the State that is exempt from flood 
hazards altogether, including Passaic County and all of its jurisdictions.  New Jersey is located in the path 
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of precipitation-producing weather systems (“storm paths”) that move across the State from all directions 
(Figure 5.4.1-1).  

Figure 5.4.1-1 Flood Producing Storm Paths 

Source: Anderson-Nichols & Company (ANC) LLC., 1972 

According to U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Water Supply Paper (WSP) 2375 National Water Summary 
1988-89--Floods and Droughts, these systems commonly produce thunderstorms during the warm season 
and snow during the cold season.  Occasional hurricanes, tropical storms, and "northeasters" approach the 
State from the southeast and northeast, which can cause severe floods.  Widespread flooding generally is 
caused by well-developed frontal systems and tropical cyclones, whereas local flooding generally is 
caused by thunderstorms.  The New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) indicated 
in 1985 that flood damage to New Jersey homes, businesses, and farmlands averages $18 million annually 
[or $33 million 2007 U.S. Dollars (USD)] and occasionally, human lives are lost.  Flood-control 
measures, such as channelization and the construction of dams, retarding basins, and levees, have been 
used in some areas to alleviate the problem (Bauersfeld and Schopp, 1991). 

The NJ HMP indicates that the most damaging floods in New Jersey appear to occur in the northern half 
of the State, which would include Passaic County and Little Falls.  This is a function of number of 
physiographic and physical features of the area’s landscape.  Greater geographic relief of the northern half 
of the State results in flowing water moving down steeper gradients, naturally or artificially channelized, 
through valleys and gullies.  Development patterns have resulted in denser development in northern New 
Jersey and proximity to New York City boosts property values and thus damage dollar totals.  Extensive 
development also leaves less natural surface available to absorb rainwater, forcing water directly into 
streams and rivers, swelling them more than when more natural surface existed.  Since the Delaware, 
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Raritan and Passaic Rivers drain more than 90-percent of the northern counties in the State, these rivers 
and their tributaries are common locations for flooding (NJOEM, 2005).    

Most of Passaic County, including Little Falls, lies within the Passaic River Basin (PRB).  The PRB is 
comprised of three NJDEP Watershed Management Areas (WMA) (WMA #3, #4 and #6), and includes 
the Passaic, Pequannock, Whippany, Wanaque, Rockaway, Ramapo and Pompton Rivers and their 
tributaries.  The PRB drains approximately 835 square miles of northern New Jersey and southern New 
York State [North Jersey District Water Supply Commission (NJDWSC), 2005].  The Passaic River 
Coalition indicates that the PRB has been recognized by hydrologic experts as one of the most flood-
prone river systems in the U.S, due to its topography and heavy development within the floodplain.  The 
amount and character of flooding within the PRB varies within the three main regions of the basin (all of 
which are present within Passaic County):  (1) the Highlands, (2) the Central Basin and (3) the Lower 
Valley (Passaic River Coalition, Date Unknown).  Flood damage tends to be the greatest in the Central 
section of the PRB, followed by flood damages in the Lower Valley.  The Central section has had 
repeated flooding problems, due to: extensive development in the flood plains; the amount of lowlands 
and meadowlands; and the flat stream slopes.  The Lower section of the PRB has major flooding as a 
result of extensive development along the streams (Philips and Schopp, 1986).  

In Passaic County, chronic flood problems have most often occurred downstream in the Central Basin and 
Lower Valley of the PRB starting from where the Pompton River joins the Passaic River in Wayne, New 
Jersey.  These two rivers form a sizable flood plain in this area that flood homes and businesses on a 
regular basis (including the Township of Little Falls located just south of the junction of the Pompton and 
Passaic Rivers).  

The Township of Little Falls is found within WMA #4 of the PRB, located in the Lower Valley region, 
and consists of three primary rivers or streams, which includes the main stem of the Passaic River, the 
Peckman River and the Great Notch Brook.  A small portion of the Third River and Taylor Brook are 
located within the southeastern section of the Township.  With these rivers extending through the 
Township, frequent flooding of communities within the floodplains of those rivers is common, 
particularly along the Passaic River.  The Passaic River has a flood stage level in Little Falls of 7 feet at 
USGS Station 01389500 and has a streamflow affected by water storage in reservoirs, water-supply 
diversions, hydroelectric plant operations, and sewage effluent inflows upstream of gage [Advanced 
Hydrologic Prediction Service (AHPS), 2007].  

As indicated by the 2007 DFIRM data provided by FEMA, of Passaic County’s total area of 196.84 
square miles, approximately 12.55-percent is located within a 100-year flood plain and 16.03-percent is 
located in a 500-year flood plain.  Little Falls has a land area of 2.74 square miles, with 7.45-percent of 
the land area located within a 100-year flood plain (130.7 acres) and 13.41-percent located in a 500-year 
floodplain (235.2 acres) (FEMA, 2007).  Although these percentages may only represent a small 
percentage of the County’s overall floodplains; on a local scale, the flooding that occurs within the 
Township’s floodplains creates a significant impact amongst the community when rivers exceed their 
flood stages.  

As provided by the North Jersey District Water Supply Commission (NJDWSC) of the State of New 
Jersey and prepared by Killiam Associates, Inc., Figure 5.4.1-2 presents the flood plain areas of WMA 4 
(Lower Passaic and Saddle Brook Rivers), which includes the Township of Little Falls.  The flood plain 
delineations are provided in more detail for the Township by FEMA in Figures 5.4.1-3 and 5.4.1-4. 
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Figure 5.4.1-2. Watershed Management Area 4: Lower Passaic River Flood Plain Areas 

Source:  Killiam Associates, 2002;  
North Jersey District Water Supply Commission (NJDWSC) of  
The State of New Jersey, 2002  
Note: Circle indicates approximate location of Little Falls. 
Flood Zone Designations: 
A - Areas of 100-year flood: base flood elevations and flood hazard  
factors not determined. 
AE - Areas subject to inundation by the 100 year flood event determined by detailed methods. 
ANI - Area not included in FEMA study  
D - Undesignated flood zone. No determination has been made regarding the flood levels. 
X - Areas identified in the community FIS as areas of moderate or minimal hazard from the principal source of flood in the area.
However, buildings in these zones could be flooded by severe, concentrated rainfall coupled with inadequate local drainage 
systems. Local stormwater drainage systems are not normally considered in the community’s FIS. The failure of a local drainage 
system creates areas of high flood risk within these rate zones.  
X500 - Areas subject to inundation by the 500 year flood event determined by detailed methods. 

FEMA, the NJDEP and Little Falls government officials have provided detailed information on specific 
flood hazard area locations within the Township.  Although some of the information is outdated, it 
provides a general indication of where flood hazard area locations are throughout the Township.   

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

According to FEMA, flood hazard areas are defined as areas that are shown to be inundated by a flood of 
a given magnitude on a map.  These areas are determined using statistical analyses of records of 
riverflow, storm tides, and rainfall; information obtained through consultation with the community; 
floodplain topographic surveys; and hydrologic and hydraulic analyses.  Flood hazard areas are delineated 
on FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM), which are official maps of a community on which the 
Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration has delineated both the Special Flood Hazard Areas 
(SFHA) and the risk premium zones applicable to the community.  These maps identify the SFHAs; the 
location of a specific property in relation to the SFHA; the base (100-year) flood elevation (BFE) at a 
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specific site; the magnitude of flood a flood hazard in a specific area; the undeveloped coastal barriers 
where flood insurance is not available and locates regulatory floodways and floodplain boundaries (100-
year and 500-year floodplain boundaries) (FEMA, 2004; FEMA, 2006; FEMA, 2003; FEMA, 2006).   

FEMA FIRMs are official maps of a community, on which the Federal Insurance and Mitigation 
Administration has delineated both the Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA) and the risk premium zones 
applicable to the community.  Most FIRMs include detailed floodplain mapping for some or all of a 
communities floodplains.  The SFHA are the base floodplains delineated on the FIRM and are mapped by 
flood zone classifications as a Zone A in riverine situations and Zone V in coastal situations.  The SFHA 
may or may not encompass all of a community’s flood problems.  This regulatory boundary is a 
convenient tool for assessing vulnerability and risk in flood-prone communities since many communities 
have maps showing the extent of the base flood and likely depths that will be experienced. The base flood 
is often referred to as the “100-year flood.”  The BFE on a FIRM is the elevation of a 100-year flood 
event, or a flood, which has a one-percent chance of occurring in any given year as defined by the NFIP.  
The BFE describes the exact elevation of the water that will result from a given discharge level, which is 
one of the most important factors used in estimating the potential damage to occur in a given area.  
Figures 5.4.1-3 presents portions of the current FEMA-regulated flood maps for the Township of Little 
Falls. 
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Figure 5.4.1-4 shows the overall designated FEMA 100-year and 500-year flood zones of the Township.     

Figure 5.4.1-4. 100- and 500-Year MRP Flood Plains within the Township of Little Falls 

Source:  FEMA Q3 Digital Flood Data 

In addition to the flood maps provided by FEMA, FEMA prepared a Flood Insurance Study (FIS) for 
Passaic County on September 28, 2007, which covers the entire geographic area of the County.  This FIS 
aids in the administration of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection 
Act of 1973.  A single jurisdictional FIS for the Township of Little Falls was not available; however, 
information regarding principal flood problems within Little Falls was identified in the County FIS.   The 
FIS indicated that the flooding throughout the County is attributed to heavy rainfall produced by 
hurricanes moving up the coast, large frontal storms from the west and south and local thunderstorms.  
The urban parts of the County are vulnerable to severe flooding and flood-related damage.  Low-lying 
areas through the county are subject to periodic flooding caused by the overflow of streams.   Flooding 
from the Passaic River affects the communities of Bloomingdale, Hawthorne, Little Falls, Passaic, 
Paterson, Prospect Park, Totowa, Wayne and West Paterson.  This is due to the establishment of highly 
developed areas adjacent to the Passaic River.   The Township of Little Falls experiences flooding from 
Peckman River and the Great Notch Brook, mainly due to low-lying areas and insufficient culvert and 
bridge openings, particularly in the residential areas having steep slopes (FEMA, 2007).  No additional 
information for Little Falls was made available by the County FIS.  

Currently, a FEMA Flood Map Modernization (Map Mod) program is underway throughout the U.S., 
which is responding to National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) requirements and feedback provided by 
Federal, State, and local Program stakeholders.  Flood Map Modernization (Map Mod) is a multiyear 
Presidential initiative supported by Congress that is directed at improving and updating the Nation’s flood 



      SECTION 5.4.1: RISK ASSESSMENT – FLOOD 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township fo Little Falls, New Jersey                                               5.4.1-11 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

hazard identification maps (which could change the information displayed in the FIS). These flood maps 
have been produced and used for 35 years under the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), originally 
for the identification and depiction of flood hazard areas in communities and for setting flood insurance 
rates. However, they have come to be much more widely used for many purposes, including local 
planning, emergency preparedness and response, and natural resource management.  This modernization 
will provide more accurate and up-to-date flood hazard information and enhances community officials’ 
and citizens’ decision-making and their ability to manage risks and other issues locally. Funding for 
Flood Map Modernization was first appropriated in Fiscal Year (FY) 2003, with additional funding 
provided in FY2004, FY2005, and FY2006 (FEMA, 2007).  

Flood maps are being modernized because (1) flood hazard conditions are dynamic, and many NFIP maps 
may not reflect recent development and/or natural changes in the environment; (2) updated NFIP maps 
can take advantage of revised data and improved technologies for identifying flood hazards; (3) up-to-
date maps support a flood insurance program that is more closely aligned with actual risk, encourage wise 
community-based floodplain management, and improve citizens’ flood hazard awareness; (4) local 
communities and various stakeholders desired more timely updates of flood maps and easier access to the 
flood hazard data used to create the maps; and (5) map modernization is a cornerstone for helping 
community officials and citizens be better prepared for flood-related disasters (FEMA, 2007).   To remain 
a participant of the NFIP, all existing participants must undergo the new modernizations.   

As a part of the map modernization program and in accordance with the regulations set forth in the Model 
“D” type Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance of the NJDEP Bureau of Dam Safety and Flood Control, a 
restudy of floodplain delineation lines and BFEs was recently conducted throughout Passaic County, New 
Jersey.  Newly proposed flood map revisions have been prepared for all the jurisdictions of Passaic 
County, including Little Falls.   A Letter of Map Revision (LOMR) was prepared by FEMA and provided 
to Mayor Eugene Kulick of the Township of Little Falls on August 14, 2007 (Riddick Associates, 2007).   
The LOMR provided new floodplain delineations and BFEs for the Peckman River, which significantly 
differs from the information in the County FIS and what is presented in the current regulated FIRMs 
presented as Figure 5.4.1-3.  The revisions increased the overall flood hazard area of the Peckman River 
within Little Falls and West Paterson.  Newly affected streets in Little Falls include: East Main Street, 
Cedar Grove Road, Francisco Avenue, Long Hill Road, Harrison Street, Madison Avenue, Marietta 
Street, Jackson Street, Peckman Road, Hopson Avenue (Cunningham, 2007).  

The Township was given a 90-day appeal period from when the LOMR was introduced in August 2007, 
prior to the effective date of the LOMR of November 15, 2007.  On November 9, 2007, a formal “appeal” 
or “protest” was prepared by Riddick Associates, P.C. on behalf of the Township and submitted to 
FEMA.  Based on the Township’s belief, the BFEs were found to be technically incorrect and multiple 
errors were identified in the study documents provided to the Township (Riddick Associates, 2007).  
According to findings made by Mr. Dennis Lindsay, the Township Engineer, the new FEMA map 
revisions, that place 103 homes and 19 commercial structures in the Peckman River flood zone, were 
based on flawed information.   Local residents indicated that the revisions would negatively affect 
property values and cost residents thousands of dollars annually in flood insurance for a waterway that 
hasn't flooded in eight years (Cunningham, 2007).   

The objective of the appeal is to have the LOMR accurately reflect the floodplains of the Peckman River 
by requesting a restudy of portions of the LOMR findings to correct all identified errors before the map 
becomes effective (Riddick Associates, 2007).  On behalf of the Township, Mr. Lindsey also requested 
that a new FIS be prepared following the restudies of Little Falls. Current status of the LOMR is unknown 
at the present time; however, as new information regarding this issue becomes available, this HMP will be 
updated accordingly.  
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New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) 

The NJDEP Flood Hazard Area Control Act Rules N.J.A.C. 7:13, published on November 5, 2007, lists 
the delineated waters of New Jersey for which the Department has adopted a delineation of the flood 
hazard area.  This list is organized by county and municipality.  In most cases, the delineation includes 
both the flood hazard area design flood elevation and the floodway limit (NJDEP, 2007).  According to 
this source, flood hazard areas that were delineated within the Township of Little Falls are identified in 
Table 5.4.1-1.  For an unknown reason, Passaic River flood delineations were not listed for Little Falls. 

Table 5.4.1-1 2002 List of Flood Hazard Area Delineations for Little Falls, New Jersey 

Jurisdiction River/Stream Flooding Location 

Great Notch Brook 
Downstream of the Municipal Boundary with West Paterson 
Borough, Passaic County, near the intersection of U.S. Highway 
46 and Lower Notch Road Little Falls Township 

Peckman River Entire Reach 

Source: NJDEP, 2007  
Note:  NJDEP indicated that these sources are for informational purposes only and do not necessarily list all New Jersey State 
Studied Streams. Not all portions of a stream reach listed in the municipality are studied. 

Dam Break Hazard Areas  

As indicated by the NJDEP, New Jersey, including Passaic County, has experienced significant property 
damage over the years,  including damage or loss of dams, bridges, roads and buildings as a result of 
storm events, flooding and dam failures.   

As indicated in Section 4, “Major Dams” data can be obtained from the National Inventory of Dams 
(NID), which is produced by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) in cooperation with FEMA’s 
National Dam Safety Program.  The NID includes dams with a height of 50 feet or more, with a normal 
storage capacity of 5,000 acre-feet or more, or with a maximum storage capacity of 25,000 acre-feet or 
more.  

The National Performance of Dams Program (NPDP) was established by the Department of Civil and 
Environmental Engineering (DCEE) of Stanford University.  The NPDP is a cooperative effort of 
engineers and dam safety professionals in the U.S. to create an information resource on dams and their 
performance of dams.  The objectives of the NPDP are to retrieve, archive, and disseminate information 
on the performance of dams.  Through this program, a dam database or directory was established for the 
U.S., in which a dam query for a certain state or county can be obtained.  The NPDP indicates that Passaic 
County consists of 81 major dams; with 7 dams classified as a “Low” hazard, 26 as a “Significant” or 
“Intermediate” hazard, and 47 as a “High” hazard (DCEE, Date Unknown).   

The NJDEP indicates that there are a total of four hazard classifications of dams in New Jersey, in 
accordance with New Jersey Dam Safety Standards (N.J.A.C. 7:20-1.8).  However, their definitions are 
generally the same in comparison to NPDP.  These classifications relate to the potential for property 
damage and/or loss of life should the dam fail and are defined as follows.   

High-Hazard Potential (Class I) is a dam located in an area where failure may cause probable 
loss of life, serious damage to homes, industrial  or commercial buildings, essential public 
utilities, main highways, railroads, bridges, and/or will cause extensive economic loss (extensive 
property damage).  In an event of a dam failure, recreational areas below the dam, such as a 
campground or recreation area, may be considered as having a high-hazard potential.   
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Significant-Hazard Potential (Class II) is a dam located in an area where failure may damage to 
isolated homes, major highways or railroads, interrupt the use of relatively important public 
utilities, and/or cause significant economic loss or serious environmental damage.  Loss of human 
life is typically not envisioned with this hazard classification and applies to predominately rural 
and agricultural areas.  
Low-Hazard Potential (Class III) is a dam located in an area where failure may damage farm 
buildings, isolated buildings, agricultural lands, or non-major roads and/or will cause little to no 
significant economic loss or serious environmental damage.   
Small-Dam (Class IV) includes any project which impounds less than 15 acre-feet of water to the 
top of the dam, has less than 15 feet height-of-dam and which has no drainage area above the dam 
of 150 acres or less in extent.  No dam can be included in Class IV if it meets the criteria for 
Class I or II.  An applicant may request consideration as a Class III dam upon submission of a 
positive report and demonstration proving low hazard (NJDEP, 2005).  

As provided by the NID and the NPDP, detailed information about the major dams within the vicinity of 
Little Falls are identified in Table 4-15 in Section 4 County Profile.  The NID indicates that there are 2 
major dams within Little Falls: (1) Beattie’s Mill Dam and (2) Cedar Grove Reservoir Dam. The Great 
Notch Reservoir Dam is located north of the study region and therefore is not examined in depth within 
this plan.  

The Township of Little Falls is impounded by Beattie’s Mill Dam, also known as the Little Falls Dam, on 
the Passaic River.  Currently, it is owned by the Passaic Valley Water Commission and is used for 
hydroelectric power and drinking water purposes.  Construction of the dam was completed in 1932 and 
has a normal surface area of 100 acres.  The Beattie’s Mill Dam is a masonry and concrete gravity dam 
with a rock foundation.  The dam has a height of 12 feet, a length of 287 feet, and a capacity of 1,350 acre 
feet.  Normal storage is 300 acre feet.  Maximum discharge is 31,700 cubic feet per second.  It drains an 
area of 762 square miles (FindLakes, Date Unknown).  The NPDP indicates that the Beattie’s Mill Dam is 
a significant hazard dam.  After a thorough search, no information was made available regarding reported 
dam failure incidences or known repairs or modifications.   If the event that this dam was to fail or break, 
a large portion of Little Falls would be significantly impacted by the floodwaters. 

The Cedar Grove South Reservoir Dam is located in the southern most section of the Township.  This 
dam is fed off stream by the Taylor Brook in Passaic County and is used for drinking water purposes.  It 
is owned by the City of Newark, Division of Sewers and Water Supply.  Construction of the dam was 
completed in 1903 and has a normal surface area of 98 acres. Cedar Grove South Reservoir Dam is a 
gravity dam of earthen construction. The dam has a height of 51 feet, a length of 587 feet, and a capacity 
of 2,584 acre feet.  Normal storage is 2,080 acre feet. It drains an area of 0.4 square miles (FindLakes, 
Date Unknown). After a thorough search, no information was made available regarding reported dam 
failure incidences or known repairs or modifications.   However, due to its location within Little Falls, in 
the event that this dam was to fail or break, Little Falls would not be significantly impacted by the 
floodwaters.   

Extent 

In the case of riverine or flash flooding, once a river reaches flood stage, the flood extent or severity 
categories used by the NWS include minor flooding, moderate flooding, and major flooding.  Each 
category has a definition based on property damage and public threat.  

Minor Flooding - minimal or no property damage, but possibly some public threat or 
inconvenience.  
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Moderate Flooding - some inundation of structures and roads near streams.  Some evacuations of 
people and/or transfer of property to higher elevations are necessary.  
Major Flooding - extensive inundation of structures and roads.  Significant evacuations of people 
and/or transfer of property to higher elevations (NWS, 2008).  

The severity of a flood depends not only on the amount of water that accumulates in a period of time, but 
also on the land's ability to deal with this water.  One element of this is the size of rivers and streams in an 
area, but an equally important factor is the land's absorbency.  When it rains, soil acts as a sort of sponge. 
When the land is saturated (soaked up all the water it can) any more water that accumulates must flow as 
runoff (Harris, 2008).   

Flood severity from a dam failure can be measured with a low, medium or high severity, which are further 
defined as follows:   

Low severity occurs when no buildings are washed off their foundations. Use the low severity 
category if most structures would be exposed to depths of less than 10 feet (3.3 meters). 
Medium severity occurs when homes are destroyed but trees or mangled homes remain for people 
to seek refuge in or on. Use medium flood severity if most structures would be exposed to depths 
of more than 10 feet (3.3 meters). 
High severity occurs when the flood sweeps the area clean and nothing remains. High flood 
severity should be used only for locations flooded by the near instantaneous failure of a concrete 
dam, or an earthfill dam that turns into "jello" and washes out in seconds rather than minutes or 
hours. In addition, the flooding caused by the dam failure should sweep the area clean and little or 
no evidence of the prior human habitation remains after the floodwater recedes (Graham, 1999).  

Two factors which influence the potential severity of a full or partial dam failure include (1) The amount 
of water impounded; and (2) The density, type, and value of development and infrastructure located 
downstream. 

Previous Occurrences and Losses 

Many sources provided historical information regarding previous occurrences and losses associated with 
floods throughout New Jersey, Passaic County and Little Falls, including, but not limited to, the USGS, 
the NWS Advanced Hydrological Prediction Service (AHPS), FEMA, USACE, the NWS Middle Atlantic 
Forecast Center, the University of South Carolina (USC) Hazards & Vulnerability Research Institute 
Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database for the U.S. (SHELDUS), the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration-National Climate Data Center (NOAA-NCDC) storm query, NJOEM,, 
documents provided by Little Falls officials and thorough review of newspaper articles.  With so many 
sources reviewed for the purpose of this HMP, loss and impact information for many events could vary 
depending on the sources.   

According to the USGS WSP-2375, significant floods in New Jersey were listed between the period of 
1896 and 1985 (Bauersfeld and Schopp, 1991).  Although many of the floods listed were less widespread 
or less severe then expected, some of these events were significant in terms of magnitude of peak 
discharge, loss of life, or property damage (Table 5.4.1-2). Only some of these events directly impacted 
Passaic County, as discussed further in this section.  Information regarding impacts to individual 
communities of Passaic County could not be easily determined based on the information that was 
provided by this source. 
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Table 5.4.1-2 Chronology of major and other memorable floods in New Jersey 1896 - 1985 

Event Date Area affected 
Recurrence 

interval 
(years) 

Remarks 

February 6-8, 1896 Raritan River 20 to >100 One of most severe floods of 19th 
Century.

March 1-2, 1902
Passaic and Delaware 

Rivers 
(PC impacted)

20 to >100 Worst winter flood in Passaic River basin.

October 9-11, 1903

Passaic, Pompton, 
Ramapo, and Delaware 

River. 
(PC impacted)

50 to >100 Most severe since 1810 in Passaic River 
basin.

March 11-19, 1936 Passaic and Delaware 
Rivers. 10 to >100 

Warm rain on frozen snow-covered 
ground produced most severe winter flood 
since 1902.

September 21-23, 
1938

Raritan and Delaware 
Rivers and northern Atlantic 

coastal basins.
10 to >100 

Caused by hurricane. Maximum total 
rainfall was 7 inches in Passaic River 
basin.

September 1-3, 1940 Southeastern New Jersey 15 to >100 Maximum rainfall of 24 inches in 9 hours 
set a record for New Jersey.

July 9-23, 1945
Passaic and upper 
Delaware Rivers. 

(PC impacted)
8 to 50 

Intense showers followed 6-day rainfall. In 
Passaic River basin, mean rainfall was 8.5 
inches.

August 13-20, 1955 Northern New Jersey 5 to >100 
Caused by Tropical Storms Connie and 
Diane. Most severe in history on Delaware 
River. Damage, $27.5 M.

March 6, 1962 Coastal areas Unknown 
Caused by "northeaster;" Atlantic City 
most damaged. Lives lost, 22; damage, 
$123 M.

August 27-29, 1971
Raritan, Passaic, and 

central Delaware Rivers. 
(PC impacted)

5 to >100 Caused by Tropical Storm Doria. Lives 
lost, 3; damage, $100 M.

August 2, 1973 Eastern Raritan and 
Rahway Rivers. 20 to >100 Seven inches of rain in 5 hours. Lives lost, 

6; damage, $67 M.

July 13-21, 1975 Southern Raritan and 
central Delaware Rivers. 10 to >100 

Caused by severe thunderstorms in 
Trenton and Princeton areas. Lives lost, 1; 
damage, $12 M.

November 8-10, 1977 Passaic River and northern 
Atlantic coastal areas. 4 to 100 

Known as "Election Day flood." Maximum 
rainfall greater than 9 inches. Damage, 
$96 M.

April 5-7, 1984 Passaic River 
(PC impacted) 4 to 80 

Intense rain on saturated snow-covered 
ground; water-supply reservoirs at 
capacity. Lives lost, 3; damage, $109 M.

Source:  Bauersfeld and Schopp, 1991 
Note:  The “Remarks” in this table for each event are presented exactly how they were displayed in the USGS WSP 2375.  
Monetary losses included within this table may differ from other sources for each event.  

Between 1955 and 2007, FEMA declared that New Jersey experienced over 21 flood-related disasters 
classified as one or a combination of the following disaster types: flooding, heavy rains, severe storms, 
coastal storms (Ivan-2004, Floyd-1999, Gloria-1985) and high tides (FEMA, 2007). Of those events, 
FEMA, NJ OEM, the NJ HMP and various other sources indicate that Passaic County was declared as a 
disaster area due to flooding for six of those events between 1968 and the present.  It is possible that 
Passaic County was declared as a disaster area for more then five events; however, not enough 
information was found to make that determination.  Also, although Passaic County may have not been 
listed as an official FEMA disaster area for all of the events identified in New Jersey, Passaic County may 
have still experienced indirect or cascading losses or impacts associated with the events.    
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Table 5.4.1-3 summarizes the FEMA Presidential Disaster (DR) or Emergency (EM) Declarations for 
flood events for the County.   

Table 5.4.1-3. Presidential Disaster Declarations for Flooding Events in Passaic County 
Type of Event Date Declaration 

Number Cost of Losses (approximate) 

Heavy Rains / Flooding May 1968 DR-245 

Flow of the Passaic River was the highest since 1903.  Flood 
Crest of Passaic River in Little Falls: 10.73 feet on 5/31/1968.  
Flooding occurred along the main stem in addition to all major 
and most minor tributaries of the Passaic River, from the 
headwaters to the City of Passaic. Although the recurrence 
interval of flows observed during this flood were generally only 
10 to 20 years in the PRB, the flooding extensively damaged 
residential, recreational, and public property.   Residents in 
Little Falls had to use row boats on certain streets.  Overall, 
$1.2 M in property damage was reported in PC.  The USACE 
appraisal for the Peckman River Drainage area (covering Little 
Falls and West Paterson) indicated that the area experienced 
nearly $10 M in damages. 

Heavy Rain / Flooding 
(Remnants of Tropical 

Storm Doria) 

August 
1971 DR-310 

Killed three people and caused approximately $138.5 M in 
property damages in NJ. SHELDUS indicated that PC 
experienced $2.4 M in property damages and $2 K in crop 
damages. The USACE appraisal for the Peckman River 
Drainage area (covering Little Falls and West Paterson) 
indicated that the area experienced nearly $1.2 M in damages. 
Heavy rains resulted in a total rainfall amount of 10.29 inches in 
Little Falls (highest in NJ). Flood crest of 8.05 feet on the 
Passaic River in Little Falls. 

Severe Storms / Flooding August 
1973 DR-402 

USGS indicated that this event resulted in a FEMA disaster 
declaration due to seven inches of rain in 5 hours, 6 lives lost 
and approximately $67 M in total damages throughout NJ.  PC 
had $417 K in property damage.  Losses in Little Falls are 
unknown. 

Coastal Storms / 
Flooding April 1984 DR-701 

According to USGS, this flood in the PRB claimed three lives, 
caused $335 million in damages, and forced about 9,400 
people from their homes (USGS, 1997).  More than $15 million 
in Federal funds was spent on relief in the 1984 flood. State 
and local aid totaled $2.5 million and insurance claims 
amounted to $50 million.  Flood Crest of Passaic River in Little 
Falls:  12.91 ft. on 4/7/1984.  Losses in Little Falls are unknown. 
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Type of Event Date Declaration 
Number Cost of Losses (approximate) 

Hurricane / Tropical 
Storm Floyd*  

September
1999

DR-1295  
EM-3147 
EM-3148 

The NJOEM provided the following Federal Aid info for NJ: 
Total eligible Public Assistance $45 million, Total Federal 
Assistance $342 M; Total State Assistance/Cost Share $73.3 
M.  Through Dec. 16, 1999, FEMA indicated that PC had over 
2,671 flood claims and received $5.1 M in disaster assistance. 
NOAA-NCDC and SHELDUS indicated that PC experienced $6 
M in property damages and 1 fatality. However, the 2000 
USACE Post-Flood report indicated that PC experienced a total 
of $66 M in overall flood damages from this event.  

Flood Crest of Passaic River in Little Falls: 9.84 feet on 
9/18/1999.  The NJ HMP indicates that Little Falls received a 
rain total of 14.13 inches during this event.  Resulted in the 
death of a Jackson Park resident in Little Falls.  Preliminary 
damage assessments of Little Falls in 2000 were reported at 
$347 K.  However, a 1999 New Jersey Loss Report from NFIP 
indicated that Little Falls had a reported 124 loss claims and 
received $2.4 M in payment from those losses (USACE).  Other 
sources, including the Little Falls Township Business 
Administrator, have indicated that losses ranged between $5 
and $6.5 million in the Township.  The Route 46 Bridge that 
crosses the Peckman River in Little Falls experienced structural 
damage from floodwaters (FEMA, 2003).  The hardest hit 
neighborhood in Little Falls was along Ryle Avenue, near the 
Peckman River and Route 46.  Turnberry Road along the 
Peckman River also suffered significant stream erosion.  

Severe Storms /  
Flooding 

April  
2005 DR-1588 

As of June 2005, more than 1,800 individuals and businesses 
in the nine declared counties registered for disaster assistance. 
FEMA provided more than $2.1 M to homeowners and renters 
for housing and other needs assistance.  PC made 543 
applications for federal aid and received $525 K for housing 
assistance and other needs (PC had the most applications for 
assistance then any other county). Losses for Little Falls were 
not documented (FEMA, 2005). The storm caused $30 M in 
property damages in NJ.  SHELDUS indicated that PC 
experienced $2.4 M in property damages.  Losses in Little Falls 
are unknown.  Flood Crest of Passaic River in Little Falls: 10.11 
feet on 4/4/2005.  Selected rainfall amounts for PC - from 2.01 
inches at Wayne to 3.77 inches at Greenwood Lake.  

Severe Storms / 
Inland and Coastal 

Flooding 
(also identified as a 

Nor’easter) 

April  
2007 DR-1694 

Although damage amounts are still being calculated, it has 
been estimated by State Officials that the State experienced 
over $180 M in property damages. As of June 18, 2007, nearly 
$33 M in federal grants for flood losses has been approved for 
NJ residents (FEMA, 2007).  Major flooding occurred during this 
storm within Little Falls  It has been indicated that this event 
cost Little Falls more than $426K  in property damage 

Source (s): FEMA, 2007; NJ OEM, 2004 and 2005; NOAA-NCDC, 2007; USACE, 2000; SHELDUS, 2007 
Note(1): The ‘Type of Event’ is the disaster classification that was assigned to the event by FEMA. Losses indicate the value of
loss in terms of payments made to recipients; this data is made available through public records and does not reflect all losses
incurred. 
Note (2):  Monetary figures within this table were U.S. Dollar (USD) figures calculated during or within the approximate time of
the event.  If such an event would occur in the present day, monetary losses would be considerably higher in USDs as a result of
increased U.S. Inflation Rates. 

The PRB, which encompasses Little Falls, has a long and significant history of severe flooding that has 
subjected basin residents to flood related property losses, health and safety hazards and loss of life 
(NJOEM, 2005).  The most severe flood, or the "flood of record," occurred in October 1903, which 
caused record high stages and flows along the major tributaries of the Passaic River and had the greatest 
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runoff from the headwater regions ever observed at the confluence of the Pequannock, Ramapo, and 
Wanaque Rivers with the Pompton River (NJOEM, 2005). 

More recent floods within the Basin occurred in 1968, 1971, 1972, 1973, two in 1975, 1984, 1992, 1999, 
2005, and 2007 were sufficiently devastating to warrant Federal Disaster declarations. The flood of 1984 
resulted in the loss of three lives and caused $642 million in damages (October 2006 dollars). Tropical 
Storm Floyd in September 1999 caused over $261 million in flood damages (October 2006 dollars). The 
April 2005 flood caused over $100 million dollars in damages in the basin. Preliminary numbers from the 
recent April 2007 flood indicate that over 5,000 people were evacuated and several hundred million 
dollars in damages occurred.  Since 1900, at least 26 lives have been lost in floods and the total loses are 
over $4.5 billion dollars throughout the basin. In addition to the flood damages that occur in over thirty-
five municipalities in the basin, environmental damage from flooding has also occurred. Significant 
interruption to businesses and transportation has also resulted in hardship in the basin and region after 
each flood event (USACE, Date Unknown).  With Little Falls located within the PRB, flood impacts of 
varying degrees within the Township have occurred from most of the events identified previously.   

According to the NWS Middle Atlantic Forecast Center (MARFC), which is part of NOAA, an agency of 
the U.S. Department of Commerce, 50 Passaic River flood events have reportedly occurred between 1955 
and 2007 within Little Falls (MARFC, 1955-2006).  Of those floods that have occurred, approximately 20 
events occurred between the months of March and April (Figure 5.4.1-5).  Table 5.4.1-4 categorizes all 
the flood events that have occurred in Little Falls as either minor (7 to 7.49 ft.), moderate (7.5 to 8.99 ft.) 
or major (9 ft or greater).  Sixteen ‘major’ events have occurred within the Township during this time 
period.  

Figure 5.4.1-5. Total Number of Floods in Little Falls (by Month) between 1955 and 2007 

Source:  MARFC, 1955-2007 
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The MARFC listed those events in Table 5.4.1-5 as the top 5 highest historic crests along the Passaic 
River in Little Falls between 1903 and 2007. Historic crests associated with tropical storms between 1903 
and 2007 are presented in Table 5.4.1-6.  Details regarding the impacts and losses of these events are 
further discussed within this section of the HMP. 

Table 5.4.1-5. Top 5 Highest Historic Crests in Little Falls between 1903 and 2007 

Source:  MARFC, 1903-2007 

Table 5.4.1-6. Historic Crests caused by Tropical Systems in Little Falls between 1903 and 2007 

Source:  MARFC, 1903-2007 



 
   

  S
E

C
T

IO
N

 5
.4

.1
: R

IS
K

 A
S

S
E

S
S

M
E

N
T

 –
 F

LO
O

D
 

 
DM

A 
20

00
 H

az
ar

d 
Mi

tig
ati

on
 P

lan
 –

 T
ow

ns
hip

 o
f L

ittl
e 

Fa
lls

, N
ew

 J
er

se
y 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

5.4
.1-

21
 

 
DR

AF
T 

– J
un

e 2
00

8 

Ba
se

d 
on

 a
ll 

ad
di

tio
na

l s
ou

rc
es

 r
es

ea
rc

he
d,

 k
no

w
n 

flo
od

in
g 

ev
en

ts
 b

et
w

ee
n 

18
75

 a
nd

 2
00

7 
th

at
 h

av
e 

im
pa

ct
ed

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls 

an
d 

its
 n

ei
gh

bo
rin

g 
To

w
ns

hi
ps

 (W
ay

ne
, W

es
t P

at
er

so
n 

an
d 

C
lif

to
n)

 a
re

 id
en

tif
ie

d 
in

 T
ab

le
 5

.4
.1

-7
.  

W
ith

 fl
oo

d 
do

cu
m

en
ta

tio
n 

fo
r t

he
 S

ta
te

 b
ei

ng
 s

o 
ex

te
ns

iv
e,

 n
ot

 a
ll 

so
ur

ce
s 

m
ay

 h
av

e 
be

en
 id

en
tif

ie
d 

or
 re

se
ar

ch
ed

. T
he

re
fo

re
, e

ve
nt

s 
in

 T
ab

le
 5

.4
.1

-7
 m

ay
 n

ot
 in

di
ca

te
 a

ll 
ev

en
ts

 th
at

 h
av

e 
im

pa
ct

ed
 th

e 
C

ou
nt

y 
or

 
To

w
ns

hi
p.

  A
lso

, l
os

s 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
is 

ge
ne

ra
lly

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
fo

r t
he

 C
ou

nt
y 

as
 a

 w
ho

le
 fo

r a
n 

ev
en

t; 
th

er
ef

or
e,

 d
am

ag
es

 fo
r j

us
t t

he
 T

ow
ns

hi
p 

m
ay

 b
e 

lim
ite

d 
or

 sc
ar

ce
.  

  

Ta
bl

e 
5.

4.
1-

7.
 T

ot
al

 F
lo

od
in

g 
Ev

en
ts

 b
et

w
ee

n 
18

75
 a

nd
 2

00
7 

Ev
en

t D
at

e 
/ N

am
e 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

Lo
ss

es
 / 

Im
pa

ct
s 

So
ur

ce
(s

) 

H
ea

vy
 R

ai
n 

Au
gu

st
 1

2,
 1

87
5 

Pa
te

rs
on

 a
nd

 L
itt

le
 

Fa
lls

 

H
ea

vy
 ra

in
s 

ca
us

ed
 ri

ve
rs

 to
 s

w
el

l a
nd

 s
om

e 
ov

er
flo

w
ed

 th
ei

r 
ba

nk
s.

  T
w

o 
da

m
s 

ne
ar

 C
ed

ar
 G

ro
ve

 w
er

e 
w

as
he

d 
aw

ay
, a

lo
ng

 
w

ith
 s

om
e 

w
oo

de
n 

br
id

ge
s.

  L
ow

er
 fl

oo
r o

f J
ac

ks
on

’s
 w

oo
le

n 
m

ill 
ne

ar
 L

F 
w

as
 fl

oo
de

d.
   

N
ew

 Y
or

k 
Ti

m
es

 

R
em

na
nt

s 
of

 T
ro

pi
ca

l 
St

or
m

 
Se

pt
em

be
r 2

1-
24

, 1
88

2 
M

ul
ti-

C
ou

nt
y 

Pa
te

rs
on

 re
po

rte
d 

17
.9

0 
in

ch
es

 o
f r

ai
n,

 re
su

lti
ng

 in
 s

ev
er

e 
flo

od
s 

in
 P

as
sa

ic
 R

iv
er

 V
al

le
y.

  I
m

pa
ct

s 
to

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 a
re

 u
nk

no
w

n.
 

Lu
dl

um
 (N

J 
W

ea
th

er
 B

oo
k)

, N
Y 

Ti
m

es
, 

AM
S 

W
in

te
r F

lo
od

 
M

ar
ch

 1
-2

, 1
90

2 
 

Pa
ss

ai
c 

an
d 

D
el

aw
ar

e 
R

iv
er

 
Ba

si
ns

 
W

or
st

 w
in

te
r f

lo
od

 w
ith

in
 th

e 
PR

B 
U

SG
S 

W
SP

 2
37

5 

Fl
as

h 
Fl

oo
d 

O
ct

ob
er

 9
-1

1,
 1

90
3 

(G
re

at
 D

el
ug

e 
an

d 
Fl

oo
d 

of
 1

90
3)

 

M
ul

ti-
St

at
e 

 

R
ec

or
d 

Fl
oo

d 
fo

r P
as

sa
ic

 R
iv

er
.  

Fl
oo

d 
C

re
st

 o
f P

as
sa

ic
 R

iv
er

 in
 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
:  

17
.5

0 
ft.

 o
n 

10
/1

0/
19

03
. H

ig
hw

ay
s 

an
d 

ra
ilr

oa
ds

 
w

as
he

d 
ou

t. 
 O

ve
ra

ll,
 it

 w
as

 e
st

im
at

ed
 th

at
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 e

xp
er

ie
nc

ed
 

ov
er

 $
20

0 
K 

in
 p

ro
pe

rty
 d

am
ag

e.
 

Lu
dl

um
 (N

J 
W

ea
th

er
 B

oo
k)

, N
W

S 
H

PS
, 

L.
 M

ar
sh

al
l, 

U
SG

S 
W

SP
 2

37
5,

 M
AR

FC
, 

U
SA

C
E 

(B
ea

tti
es

 D
am

 R
ec

on
na

is
sa

nc
e 

R
ep

or
t –

 F
lo

od
 C

on
tro

l S
tu

dy
) 

Fl
as

h 
Fl

oo
di

ng
 

Ju
ly

 2
3-

24
, 1

92
7 

Pa
ss

ai
c 

C
ou

nt
y 

M
an

y 
ro

ad
s 

w
er

e 
w

as
he

d 
ou

t t
hr

ou
gh

ou
t L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
, i

nc
lu

di
ng

 
Br

ow
er

to
w

n 
R

oa
d 

(s
us

ta
in

ed
 th

e 
m

os
t d

am
ag

e 
es

tim
at

ed
 a

t $
5 

K)
 

an
d 

G
re

at
 N

ot
ch

 R
oa

d.
  S

ew
er

s 
w

er
e 

ov
er

flo
w

in
g.

  
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 N
ew

s 
R

ep
or

te
r 

Ju
ly

 9
-2

3,
 1

94
5 

Es
se

x 
an

d 
Pa

ss
ai

c 
C

ou
nt

ie
s 

Fl
oo

d 
oc

cu
rre

d 
as

 a
 re

su
lt 

of
 h

ea
vy

 ra
in

s 
du

rin
g 

th
is

 ti
m

e 
pe

rio
d.

  
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 e
xp

er
ie

nc
ed

 1
4.

22
 in

ch
es

 o
f r

ai
n 

an
d 

C
ed

ar
 G

ro
ve

 
ex

pe
rie

nc
ed

 1
6.

02
 in

ch
es

.  
O

ve
ra

ll 
da

m
ag

e 
es

tim
at

ed
 a

t $
1 

M
.  

O
ne

 re
si

de
nt

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 d

ro
w

ne
d 

in
 th

e 
Pe

ck
m

an
 R

iv
er

 w
he

n 
he

r h
ou

se
 c

ol
la

ps
ed

.  
Er

ie
 R

ai
lro

ad
 V

ia
du

ct
 w

as
 w

as
he

d 
ou

t. 

Lu
dl

um
 (N

J 
W

ea
th

er
 B

oo
k)

, U
SG

S 
W

SP
 

23
75

, U
SA

C
E 

Ap
pr

ai
sa

l R
ep

or
t, 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 H

is
to

ric
al

 S
oc

ie
ty

, I
nc

., 
U

SA
C

E 
(B

ea
tti

es
 D

am
 R

ec
on

na
is

sa
nc

e 
R

ep
or

t –
 

Fl
oo

d 
C

on
tro

l S
tu

dy
) 

R
em

na
nt

s 
of

 H
ur

ric
an

e 
D

ia
na

 
Au

gu
st

 1
7-

20
, 1

95
5 

D
el

aw
ar

e 
an

d 
Pa

ss
ai

c 
R

iv
er

 
Ba

si
ns

 

Th
is

 fl
oo

d 
ca

us
ed

 1
91

 d
ea

th
s 

an
d 

ov
er

 $
46

0 
m

illi
on

 (1
95

5 
do

lla
rs

) 
in

 d
am

ag
es

 in
 D

el
aw

ar
e,

 N
ew

 J
er

se
y,

 N
ew

 Y
or

k 
an

d 
Pe

nn
sy

lv
an

ia
. T

he
 s

to
rm

 c
au

se
d 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 d

am
ag

es
 in

 th
e 

PR
B 

am
ou

nt
in

g 
to

 $
9.

2 
m

illi
on

 (1
95

5 
do

lla
rs

). 

N
J 

H
M

P 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
O

ct
ob

er
 1

8,
 1

95
5 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
C

re
st

 o
f P

as
sa

ic
 R

iv
er

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
: 9

.4
5 

fe
et

 o
n 

10
/1

8/
19

55
 

AH
PS

, M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ap

ril
 7

, 1
96

0 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 7

.1
5 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
Fe

br
ua

ry
 2

7,
 1

96
1 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 7
.4

0 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 



 
   

  S
E

C
T

IO
N

 5
.4

.1
: R

IS
K

 A
S

S
E

S
S

M
E

N
T

 –
 F

LO
O

D
 

 
DM

A 
20

00
 H

az
ar

d 
Mi

tig
ati

on
 P

lan
 –

 T
ow

ns
hip

 o
f L

ittl
e 

Fa
lls

, N
ew

 J
er

se
y 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

5.4
.1-

22
 

 
DR

AF
T 

– J
un

e 2
00

8 

Ev
en

t D
at

e 
/ N

am
e 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

Lo
ss

es
 / 

Im
pa

ct
s 

So
ur

ce
(s

) 

H
ea

vy
 R

ai
n 

an
d 

Fl
oo

di
ng

 
M

ay
 3

0-
31

, 1
96

8 
(F

EM
A 

D
R

-2
45

) 

PR
B

Se
e 

FE
M

A 
D

is
as

te
r D

ec
la

ra
tio

ns
  

(T
ab

le
 5

.4
.1

-3
) 

Lu
dl

um
 (N

J 
W

ea
th

er
 B

oo
k)

, A
H

PS
, N

J 
H

M
P,

 F
EM

A,
 M

AR
FC

, U
SA

C
E 

Ap
pr

ai
sa

l 
R

ep
or

t, 
O

’H
ai

re
, U

SA
C

E 
(B

ea
tti

es
 D

am
 

R
ec

on
na

is
sa

nc
e 

R
ep

or
t –

 F
lo

od
 C

on
tro

l 
St

ud
y)

 
M

od
er

at
e 

Fl
oo

d 
Fe

br
ua

ry
 1

2,
 1

97
0 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 7
.6

2 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

Ap
ril

 5
, 1

97
0 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 8
.6

6 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

(R
em

na
nt

s 
of

 T
ro

pi
ca

l 
St

or
m

 D
or

ia
) 

 A
ug

us
t 2

7-
29

, 1
97

1 
(F

EM
A 

D
R

-3
10

) 

N
J 

(D
el

aw
ar

e 
Ba

y 
to

 N
ew

 Y
or

k 
Ba

y)
 

Se
e 

FE
M

A 
D

is
as

te
r D

ec
la

ra
tio

ns
  

(T
ab

le
 5

.4
.1

-3
) 

H
az

ar
ds

 &
 V

ul
ne

ra
bi

lit
y 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
In

st
itu

te
 (S

H
EL

D
U

S)
,  

Lu
dl

um
 (N

J 
W

ea
th

er
 B

oo
k)

, F
EM

A,
 M

AR
FC

, H
PC

, 
Ko

ci
n,

 S
im

ps
on

 a
nd

 H
op

e 
(N

O
AA

-N
H

C
), 

St
an

ko
w

sk
i (

U
SG

S)
, U

SA
C

E 
Ap

pr
ai

sa
l 

R
ep

or
t, 

O
’H

ai
re

 
M

od
er

at
e 

Fl
oo

d 
Se

pt
em

be
r 1

5,
 1

97
1 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 8
.0

3 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
(R

em
na

nt
s 

of
 T

ro
pi

ca
l 

St
or

m
 A

gn
es

) 
Ju

ne
  2

2-
25

, 1
97

2 

M
ul

ti-
St

at
e 

M
in

or
 d

am
ag

e 
th

ro
ug

ho
ut

 th
e 

St
at

e 
as

 a
 re

su
lt 

of
 th

is
 T

ro
pi

ca
l 

St
or

m
. P

C
 h

ad
 $

26
0 

K 
in

 p
ro

pe
rty

 a
nd

 c
ro

p 
da

m
ag

es
.  

Fl
oo

d 
C

re
st

 o
f P

as
sa

ic
 R

iv
er

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
: 9

.4
5 

fe
et

 o
n 

6/
25

/1
97

2.
  T

he
 

Fr
an

ci
sc

o 
Av

en
ue

 B
rid

ge
 o

n 
th

e 
Pe

ck
m

an
 R

iv
er

 w
as

 s
ev

er
el

y 
da

m
ag

ed
.  

N
O

AA
-H

PC
, L

ud
lu

m
 (N

J 
W

ea
th

er
 

Bo
ok

), 
H

PC
, N

W
S,

 H
az

ar
ds

 &
 

Vu
ln

er
ab

ilit
y 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
In

st
itu

te
 

(S
H

EL
D

U
S)

, A
H

PS
, M

AR
FC

, O
’H

ai
re

 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
Fe

br
ua

ry
 5

, 1
97

3 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

C
re

st
 o

f P
as

sa
ic

 R
iv

er
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

: 9
.4

5 
fe

et
 o

n 
2/

5/
19

73
 

AH
PS

, M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ap

ril
 6

, 1
97

3 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 7

.2
5 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ju

ly
 1

, 1
97

3 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 7

.4
2 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

Se
ve

re
 S

to
rm

s 
/ 

Fl
oo

di
ng

 
Au

gu
st

 2
, 1

97
3 

(F
EM

A 
D

R
-4

02
) 

M
ul

ti-
C

ou
nt

y 
Se

e 
FE

M
A 

D
is

as
te

r D
ec

la
ra

tio
ns

  
(T

ab
le

 5
.4

.1
-3

) 
H

az
ar

ds
 &

 V
ul

ne
ra

bi
lit

y 
R

es
ea

rc
h 

In
st

itu
te

 (S
H

EL
D

U
S)

 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

D
ec

em
be

r 2
3,

 1
97

3 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 8

.5
5 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

(R
em

na
nt

s 
of

 T
ro

pi
ca

l 
St

or
m

 E
lo

is
e)

 
Se

pt
em

be
r 2

7,
 1

97
5 

M
ul

ti-
C

ou
nt

y 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 8

.9
5 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
30

, 1
97

6 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 7

.1
1 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 8
.2

2 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 



 
   

  S
E

C
T

IO
N

 5
.4

.1
: R

IS
K

 A
S

S
E

S
S

M
E

N
T

 –
 F

LO
O

D
 

 
DM

A 
20

00
 H

az
ar

d 
Mi

tig
ati

on
 P

lan
 –

 T
ow

ns
hip

 o
f L

ittl
e 

Fa
lls

, N
ew

 J
er

se
y 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

5.4
.1-

23
 

 
DR

AF
T 

– J
un

e 2
00

8 

Ev
en

t D
at

e 
/ N

am
e 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

Lo
ss

es
 / 

Im
pa

ct
s 

So
ur

ce
(s

) 

M
ar

ch
 2

5,
 1

97
7 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

 
(T

ro
pi

ca
l S

to
rm

) 
N

ov
em

be
r 6

-1
0,

 1
97

7 
 M

ul
ti-

C
ou

nt
y 

Ap
pr

ox
im

at
el

y 
$2

.4
 M

 in
 p

ro
pe

rty
 d

am
ag

es
 to

 P
C

.  
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 

8.
63

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
, r

es
ul

tin
g 

in
 m

od
er

at
e 

flo
od

in
g 

in
 T

ow
ns

hi
p 

Lu
dl

um
 (N

J 
W

ea
th

er
 B

oo
k)

, U
SG

S 
W

SP
 

23
75

, M
AR

FC
, H

az
ar

ds
 &

 V
ul

ne
ra

bi
lit

y 
R

es
ea

rc
h 

In
st

itu
te

 (S
H

EL
D

U
S)

 
M

aj
or

 F
lo

od
 

M
ar

ch
 2

9,
 1

97
8 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 9
.1

8 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
27

, 1
97

9 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 9

.2
1 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
M

ar
ch

 3
, 1

97
9 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 7
.4

8 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

M
ay

 2
6,

 1
97

9 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 8

.2
2 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

M
ar

ch
 2

3,
 1

98
0 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 8
.4

8 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ap

ril
 1

1,
 1

98
0 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 9
.0

6 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
M

ar
ch

 2
2,

 1
98

3 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 9

.0
0 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ap

ril
 1

2,
 1

98
3 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 7
.4

6 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

Ap
ril

 1
8,

 1
98

3 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 8

.8
2 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ap

ril
 2

7,
 1

98
3 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 7
.4

9 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

D
ec

em
be

r 1
5,

 1
98

3 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 8

.9
9 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ap

ril
 5

-7
, 1

98
4 

(F
EM

A 
D

R
-7

01
) 

M
ul

ti-
St

at
e 

Se
e 

FE
M

A 
D

is
as

te
r D

ec
la

ra
tio

ns
  

(T
ab

le
 5

.4
.1

-3
) 

U
SG

S 
W

SP
 2

37
5,

 U
SG

S 
W

SP
 2

50
2,

 
FE

M
A,

 A
H

PS
, N

JD
EP

 O
pe

n-
fil

e 
R

ep
or

t 
86

-4
23

W
 (P

hi
lip

s/
Sc

ho
pp

), 
M

AR
FC

. 
U

SA
C

E 
(B

ea
tti

es
 D

am
 R

ec
on

na
is

sa
nc

e 
R

ep
or

t –
 F

lo
od

 C
on

tro
l S

tu
dy

) 
M

aj
or

 F
lo

od
 

Ju
ne

 1
, 1

98
4 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
C

re
st

 o
f P

as
sa

ic
 R

iv
er

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
: 1

0.
08

 fe
et

 o
n 

6/
1/

19
84

 
N

W
S 

H
PS

, M
AR

FC
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

Ju
ly

 9
, 1

98
4 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 7
.5

8 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

Fl
oo

d 
(R

em
na

nt
s 

of
 H

ur
ric

an
e 

G
lo

ria
) 

Se
pt

em
be

r 2
8,

 1
98

5 

M
ul

ti-
St

at
e 

H
is

to
ric

al
 c

re
st

 o
f 8

.9
5 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 7

.0
3 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 



 
   

  S
E

C
T

IO
N

 5
.4

.1
: R

IS
K

 A
S

S
E

S
S

M
E

N
T

 –
 F

LO
O

D
 

 
DM

A 
20

00
 H

az
ar

d 
Mi

tig
ati

on
 P

lan
 –

 T
ow

ns
hip

 o
f L

ittl
e 

Fa
lls

, N
ew

 J
er

se
y 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

5.4
.1-

24
 

 
DR

AF
T 

– J
un

e 2
00

8 

Ev
en

t D
at

e 
/ N

am
e 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

Lo
ss

es
 / 

Im
pa

ct
s 

So
ur

ce
(s

) 

Ap
ril

 1
9,

 1
98

6 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ap

ril
 6

, 1
98

7 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 9

.2
9 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
M

ay
 1

2,
 1

98
9 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 7
.2

3 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
M

ay
 1

9,
 1

98
9 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 9
.4

4 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
Ju

ne
 7

, 1
99

2 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 7

.2
1 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

Ap
ril

 1
, 1

99
3 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 8
.9

9 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

Fl
oo

d 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
19

, 1
99

6 
N

or
th

ea
st

 N
J 

Fl
oo

di
ng

 w
as

 s
o 

w
id

es
pr

ea
d 

an
d 

se
ve

re
 th

at
 th

is
 e

ve
nt

 b
ec

am
e 

kn
ow

n 
as

 th
e 

D
EL

U
G

E 
O

F 
'9

6.
  B

er
ge

n,
 E

ss
ex

, H
ud

so
n,

 P
as

sa
ic

 
an

d 
U

ni
on

 c
ou

nt
ie

s 
w

er
e 

m
os

t i
m

pa
ct

ed
 b

y 
th

is
 e

ve
nt

, w
ith

 
ap

pr
ox

im
at

el
y 

$3
 m

illi
on

 in
 p

ro
pe

rty
 d

am
ag

es
 (N

C
D

C
, 2

00
7)

.  
$6

00
 K

 in
 p

ro
pe

rty
 d

am
ag

es
 to

 P
C

. 

N
O

AA
-N

C
D

C
, P

SU
, H

az
ar

ds
 &

 
Vu

ln
er

ab
ilit

y 
R

es
ea

rc
h 

In
st

itu
te

 
(S

H
EL

D
U

S)
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

Ja
nu

ar
y 

29
, 1

99
6 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 8
.8

2 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

Se
ve

re
 S

to
rm

s 
/ 

Fl
oo

di
ng

 / 
N

or
’e

as
te

r 
O

ct
ob

er
 1

8-
23

, 1
99

6*
 

(K
no

w
n 

as
 th

e 
‘R

ar
ita

n 
R

iv
er

 F
lo

od
 E

ve
nt

’ i
n 

N
J)

 

M
ul

ti-
St

at
e 

U
p 

to
 8

 in
ch

es
 o

f r
ai

n 
fe

ll 
in

 N
J 

ca
us

in
g 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 fl

oo
di

ng
 in

 
W

ay
ne

, C
lif

to
n,

 P
at

te
rs

on
 a

nd
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
.  

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f P
as

sa
ic

 
R

iv
er

 a
t 8

.1
6 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
. T

ot
al

 ra
in

fa
ll 

am
ou

nt
s 

fo
r P

C
 

ra
ng

ed
 fr

om
 3

.2
5 

in
ch

es
 a

t G
re

en
w

oo
d 

La
ke

 to
 6

.3
6 

in
ch

es
 a

t 
W

ay
ne

.  
Pa

rts
 o

f R
ou

te
s 

3,
 4

6,
 a

nd
 2

3 
w

er
e 

cl
os

ed
 in

 P
C

.  
W

in
d 

gu
st

s 
w

er
e 

up
 to

 5
0 

m
ph

. S
om

e 
N

J 
co

un
tie

s 
w

er
e 

de
cl

ar
ed

 a
s 

di
sa

st
er

 a
re

as
 (D

R
-1

14
5)

; h
ow

ev
er

, P
C

 w
as

 n
ot

 in
cl

ud
ed

 in
 th

at
 

de
cl

ar
at

io
n.

   
 

N
O

AA
-N

C
D

C
, A

ss
oc

ia
te

d 
Pr

es
s,

 
Al

va
re

z 
(B

er
ge

n 
R

ec
or

d)
, U

SG
S,

 B
uf

fa
lo

 
N

ew
s,

 W
yc

ko
ff 

(S
ta

r-L
ed

ge
r)

, F
EM

A,
 

N
JO

EM
, M

AR
FC

 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
D

ec
em

be
r 4

, 1
99

6 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 7

.2
3 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
(R

em
na

nt
s 

of
 T

ro
pi

ca
l 

St
or

m
 D

an
ny

) 
Ju

ly
 2

4-
25

, 1
99

7 

M
ul

ti-
St

at
e 

Br
ou

gh
t h

ea
vy

 ra
in

fa
ll 

(4
 to

 7
 in

ch
es

) t
o 

no
rth

ea
st

 N
J.

  H
ea

vy
 ra

in
 

ca
us

ed
 lo

ca
liz

ed
 fl

oo
di

ng
 a

lo
ng

 s
tre

et
s,

 ri
ve

rs
, a

nd
 p

oo
r d

ra
in

ag
e 

ar
ea

s.
  R

ai
nf

al
l t

ot
al

s 
fo

r P
C

 ra
ng

ed
 fr

om
 1

.3
4 

in
ch

es
 in

 
G

re
en

w
oo

d 
La

ke
 to

 3
.3

1 
in

ch
es

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
. 

N
R

C
C

, N
O

AA
-N

C
D

C
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

M
ay

 1
1-

13
, 1

99
8 

W
ay

ne
, L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
in

or
 fl

oo
di

ng
 o

f s
m

al
le

r r
iv

er
s 

an
d 

st
re

am
s 

oc
cu

rr
ed

 in
 th

e 
he

ad
w

at
er

s 
of

 th
e 

Pa
ss

ai
c 

Ba
si

n 
(u

ps
tre

am
 fr

om
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
). 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 8
.5

7 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
N

O
AA

-N
C

D
C

, M
AR

FC
 

Fl
oo

d 
Ja

nu
ar

y 
15

, 1
99

9 
M

ul
ti-

C
ou

nt
y 

A 
co

m
bi

na
tio

n 
of

 ra
in

 fa
lli

ng
 o

n 
fro

ze
n 

gr
ou

nd
, s

no
w

 a
nd

 ic
e 

m
el

tin
g,

 a
nd

 p
ar

tia
lly

 c
lo

gg
ed

 s
to

rm
 d

ra
in

s,
 c

au
se

d 
fla

sh
 fl

oo
di

ng
 

of
 lo

w
-ly

in
g 

an
d 

po
or

 d
ra

in
ag

e 
ar

ea
s 

ac
ro

ss
 th

e 
re

gi
on

. I
n 

W
es

t 
Pa

te
rs

on
, d

oz
en

s 
of

 in
te

rs
ec

tio
ns

 (i
nc

lu
di

ng
 p

ar
ts

 o
f R

te
. 8

0)
 w

er
e 

un
de

r a
t l

ea
st

 1
 fo

ot
 o

f w
at

er
 

N
O

AA
-N

C
D

C
 



 
   

  S
E

C
T

IO
N

 5
.4

.1
: R

IS
K

 A
S

S
E

S
S

M
E

N
T

 –
 F

LO
O

D
 

 
DM

A 
20

00
 H

az
ar

d 
Mi

tig
ati

on
 P

lan
 –

 T
ow

ns
hip

 o
f L

ittl
e 

Fa
lls

, N
ew

 J
er

se
y 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

5.4
.1-

25
 

 
DR

AF
T 

– J
un

e 2
00

8 

Ev
en

t D
at

e 
/ N

am
e 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

Lo
ss

es
 / 

Im
pa

ct
s 

So
ur

ce
(s

) 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

 
Se

pt
em

be
r 1

6-
18

, 1
99

9 
(R

em
na

nt
s 

of
 

H
ur

ric
an

e/
Tr

op
ic

al
 

St
or

m
 F

lo
yd

) 
(F

EM
A 

D
R

-1
29

5 
an

d 
EM

-3
14

7 
& 

31
48

) 

M
ul

ti-
C

ou
nt

y 
 

Se
e 

FE
M

A 
D

is
as

te
r D

ec
la

ra
tio

ns
 

(T
ab

le
 5

.4
.1

-3
) 

Al
va

ra
do

 (T
he

 R
ec

or
d)

, M
os

t (
Th

e 
R

ec
or

d)
, F

EM
A,

 P
as

ch
, H

az
ar

ds
 &

 
Vu

ln
er

ab
ilit

y 
R

es
ea

rc
h 

In
st

itu
te

 
(S

H
EL

D
U

S)
,  

N
O

AA
-N

C
D

C
, N

J 
O

EM
, 

N
H

C
, N

W
S,

 A
H

PS
, N

J 
H

M
P,

 M
AR

FC
, 

U
SA

C
E 

Po
st

-F
lo

od
 R

ep
or

t, 
C

un
ni

ng
ha

m
, K

re
m

en
, S

ta
te

 o
f N

ew
 

Je
rs

ey
, G

ov
. W

hi
tm

an
 E

O
, U

SA
C

E 
Ap

pr
ai

sa
l R

ep
or

t, 
O

’H
ai

re
 

U
rb

an
/S

m
al

l S
tre

am
 

Fl
oo

d 
(R

em
na

nt
s 

of
 

Tr
op

ic
al

 S
to

rm
 A

lis
on

) 
Ju

ne
 1

7,
 2

00
1 

M
ul

ti-
C

ou
nt

y 
Pr

od
uc

ed
 e

xt
re

m
el

y 
he

av
y 

ra
in

fa
ll 

ac
ro

ss
 m

uc
h 

of
 n

or
th

er
n 

N
ew

 
Je

rs
ey

.  
In

 P
C

, r
ai

nf
al

l m
ea

su
re

d 
be

tw
ee

n 
1.

22
 in

ch
es

 a
t 

C
ha

rlo
tte

sb
ur

g,
 to

 3
.5

4 
in

ch
es

 a
t W

ay
ne

 
N

O
AA

-N
C

D
C

 

Fl
oo

d 
 

Ap
ril

 2
0,

 2
00

2 
M

ul
ti-

C
ou

nt
y 

M
aj

or
 fl

oo
di

ng
 a

nd
 p

ow
er

 o
ut

ag
es

 (m
os

tly
 in

 E
ss

ex
, U

ni
on

, 
Pa

ss
ai

c 
an

d 
H

ud
so

n 
C

ou
nt

ie
s 

U
SA

To
da

y.
co

m
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
M

ar
ch

 3
, 2

00
3 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 7
.3

4 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

Fl
as

h 
Fl

oo
d 

Au
gu

st
 4

, 2
00

3 
M

ul
ti-

C
ou

nt
y 

Sp
ot

te
rs

 re
po

rte
d 

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 w

id
es

pr
ea

d 
st

re
et

 fl
oo

di
ng

 in
 

So
ut

he
rn

 P
C

, m
ai

nl
y 

fro
m

 W
ay

ne
 e

as
t a

cr
os

s 
Pa

te
rs

on
 a

nd
 s

ou
th

 
to

 C
lif

to
n 

(w
hi

ch
 w

ou
ld

 in
cl

ud
e 

Li
ttl

e 
Fa

lls
) 

N
O

AA
-N

C
D

C
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Fl

oo
d 

D
ec

em
be

r 1
3,

 2
00

3 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 7

.5
7 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
D

ec
em

be
r 2

4-
26

, 2
00

3 
M

ul
ti-

C
ou

nt
y 

M
in

or
 fl

oo
di

ng
 in

 P
C

.  
R

ai
nf

al
l a

m
ou

nt
s 

ra
ng

ed
 fr

om
 1

.8
0 

in
ch

es
 a

t 
W

ay
ne

 to
 2

.3
6 

in
ch

es
 a

t W
es

t P
at

er
so

n.
  F

lo
od

 c
re

st
 o

f 7
.1

9 
fe

et
 

in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
. 

N
J 

H
M

P,
 M

AR
FC

 

M
in

or
 F

lo
od

 
M

ar
ch

 3
1,

 2
00

5 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

 
Fl

oo
d 

cr
es

t o
f 7

.5
0 

fe
et

 in
 L

itt
le

 F
al

ls
 

M
AR

FC
 

Se
ve

re
 S

to
rm

 / 
Fl

oo
di

ng
 

Ap
ril

 1
-4

, 2
00

5 
(F

EM
A 

D
R

-1
58

8)
 

9 
N

J 
C

ou
nt

ie
s 

D
ec

la
re

d 
(in

cl
ud

in
g 

PC
) 

Se
e 

FE
M

A 
D

is
as

te
r D

ec
la

ra
tio

ns
  

(T
ab

le
 5

.4
.1

-3
) 

FE
M

A,
 H

az
ar

ds
 &

 V
ul

ne
ra

bi
lit

y 
R

es
ea

rc
h 

In
st

itu
te

 (S
H

EL
D

U
S)

, A
H

PS
, 

U
SA

C
E,

 S
ie

rr
a 

Ac
tiv

is
t, 

M
AR

FC
, 

Va
ro

qu
a 

(T
he

 R
ec

or
d)

, Y
ou

ng
 (T

he
 

R
ec

or
d)

,  
N

O
AA

-N
C

D
C

 

R
em

na
nt

s 
of

 T
ro

pi
ca

l 
St

or
m

 T
am

m
y 

O
ct

ob
er

 7
-1

0,
 2

00
5 

M
ul

ti-
C

ou
nt

y 

Th
e 

ra
in

 re
su

lte
d 

in
 ro

ad
 c

lo
su

re
s,

 fl
oo

di
ng

 a
lo

ng
 th

e 
Pa

ss
ai

c 
an

d 
R

am
ap

o 
R

iv
er

s,
 a

nd
 e

va
cu

at
io

ns
 o

f r
es

id
en

ts
 in

 s
ev

er
al

 to
w

ns
 

(in
cl

ud
in

g 
Li

ttl
e 

Fa
lls

). 
 $

3 
M

 in
 to

ta
l d

am
ag

es
 fo

r n
or

th
er

n 
N

J.
  P

C
 

ha
d 

$3
5 

K 
in

 p
ro

pe
rty

 d
am

ag
es

.  
Se

le
ct

ed
 ra

in
fa

ll 
am

ou
nt

s 
in

 P
C

 - 
fro

m
 4

.6
5 

in
ch

es
 a

t W
ay

ne
 to

 9
.3

0 
in

ch
es

 a
t P

om
pt

on
 L

ak
es

 o
n 

10
/8

/2
00

5.
  F

lo
od

 c
re

st
 o

f 7
.1

4 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

. 

N
O

AA
-N

C
D

C
, N

W
S,

 H
az

ar
ds

 &
 

Vu
ln

er
ab

ilit
y 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
In

st
itu

te
 

(S
H

EL
D

U
S)

, M
AR

FC
, T

irr
el

l-W
ys

oc
ki

 
(S

an
 D

ie
go

 U
ni

on
 T

rib
un

e)
, T

ro
nc

on
e 

(T
he

 R
ec

or
d)

, 



 
   

  S
E

C
T

IO
N

 5
.4

.1
: R

IS
K

 A
S

S
E

S
S

M
E

N
T

 –
 F

LO
O

D
 

 
DM

A 
20

00
 H

az
ar

d 
Mi

tig
ati

on
 P

lan
 –

 T
ow

ns
hip

 o
f L

ittl
e 

Fa
lls

, N
ew

 J
er

se
y 

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
  

5.4
.1-

26
 

 
DR

AF
T 

– J
un

e 2
00

8 

Ev
en

t D
at

e 
/ N

am
e 

Lo
ca

tio
n 

Lo
ss

es
 / 

Im
pa

ct
s 

So
ur

ce
(s

) 

M
aj

or
 F

lo
od

  
(T

ro
pi

ca
l S

to
rm

 T
am

m
y 

an
d 

Tr
op

ic
al

 
D

ep
re

ss
io

n 
22

) 
O

ct
ob

er
 1

4,
 2

00
5 

M
ul

ti-
St

at
e 

Fl
oo

d 
cr

es
t o

f 9
.2

3 
fe

et
 in

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls

 
M

AR
FC

 

Se
ve

re
 S

to
rm

 / 
In

la
nd

 
an

d 
C

oa
st

al
 F

lo
od

in
g 

Ap
ril

 1
4-

17
, 2

00
7*

 
(a

ls
o 

id
en

tif
ie

d 
as

 a
 

N
or

’e
as

te
r)

 
(F

EM
A 

D
R

-1
69

4)
 

M
ul

ti-
St

at
e 

Se
e 

FE
M

A 
D

is
as

te
r D

ec
la

ra
tio

ns
  

(T
ab

le
 5

.4
.1

-3
) 

FE
M

A,
 T

he
 J

er
se

y 
Jo

ur
na

l, 
Th

e 
St

ar
 

Le
dg

er
, A

H
PS

, S
al

az
ar

 e
t a

l.,
  

C
un

ni
ng

ha
m

 (T
he

 R
ec

or
d)

, G
ov

. C
od

ey
 

EO
 

N
ot

e 
(1

): 
Th

is
 ta

bl
e 

do
es

 n
ot

 re
pr

es
en

t a
ll 

ev
en

ts 
th

at
 m

ay
 h

av
e 

oc
cu

rr
ed

 th
ro

ug
ho

ut
 th

e 
C

ou
nt

y.
  N

O
A

A
/N

C
D

C
 s

to
rm

 q
ue

ry
 in

di
ca

te
d 

th
at

 P
as

sa
ic

 C
ou

nt
y 

ha
s 

ex
pe

rie
nc

ed
 7

3 
flo

od
 a

nd
 h

ea
vy

 ra
in

 e
ve

nt
s 

be
tw

ee
n 

Ja
nu

ar
y 

1,
 1

95
0 

an
d 

M
ar

ch
 3

1,
 2

00
7 

(in
cl

ud
in

g 
fla

sh
 fl

oo
ds

 a
nd

 u
rb

an
 fl

oo
ds

). 
 H

ow
ev

er
, n

ot
 a

ll 
of

 th
es

e 
ev

en
ts

 w
er

e 
id

en
tif

ie
d 

in
 th

is
 ta

bl
e 

du
e 

to
 a

 la
ck

 o
f d

et
ai

l a
nd

 th
ei

r m
in

or
 im

pa
ct

 u
po

n 
th

e 
C

ou
nt

y 
an

d/
or

 L
itt

le
 F

al
ls.

   
N

ot
e 

(2
): 

 M
on

et
ar

y 
fig

ur
es

 w
ith

in
 th

is
 ta

bl
e 

w
er

e 
U

.S
. D

ol
la

r (
U

SD
) f

ig
ur

es
 c

al
cu

la
te

d 
du

rin
g 

or
 w

ith
in

 th
e 

ap
pr

ox
im

at
e 

tim
e 

of
 th

e 
ev

en
t. 

 If
 s

uc
h 

an
 e

ve
nt

 w
ou

ld
 o

cc
ur

 in
 th

e 
pr

es
en

t d
ay

, m
on

et
ar

y 
lo

ss
es

 w
ou

ld
 b

e 
co

ns
id

er
ab

ly
 h

ig
he

r i
n 

U
SD

s a
s a

 re
su

lt 
of

 in
cr

ea
se

d 
U

.S
. I

nf
la

tio
n 

Ra
te

s. 
* 

A
cc

or
di

ng
 to

 m
an

y 
so

ur
ce

s, 
th

es
e 

ev
en

t w
er

e 
kn

ow
n 

as
 N

or
’e

as
te

rs
, t

he
re

fo
re

, o
nl

y 
th

e 
flo

od
 im

pa
ct

 o
f 

th
es

e 
ev

en
ts

 (
if 

ap
pl

ic
ab

le
) 

is
 b

rie
fly

 d
is

cu
ss

ed
 f

ur
th

er
 in

 th
is

 h
az

ar
d 

pr
of

ile
 a

nd
 a

re
 fu

rth
er

 m
en

tio
ne

d 
in

 S
ec

tio
n 

5.
4.

3 
(S

ev
er

e 
W

in
te

r S
to

rm
s)

. 
A

H
PS

 
A

dv
an

ce
d 

H
yd

ro
lo

gi
c 

Pr
ed

ic
tio

n 
Se

rv
ic

e 
A

M
S 

A
m

er
ic

an
 M

et
eo

ro
lo

gi
ca

l S
oc

ie
ty

 
C

D
C

 
C

en
te

r o
f D

is
ea

se
 C

on
tro

l 
C

SC
 

C
oa

st
al

 S
er

vi
ce

 C
en

te
r 

D
R

 
Fe

de
ra

l D
is

as
te

r D
ec

la
ra

tio
n 

EM
 

Fe
de

ra
l E

m
er

ge
nc

y 
D

ec
la

ra
tio

n 
FE

M
A

 
Fe

de
ra

l E
m

er
ge

nc
y 

M
an

ag
em

en
t A

ge
nc

y 
FI

S 
Fl

oo
d 

In
su

ra
nc

e 
St

ud
y 

H
M

P 
H

az
ar

d 
M

iti
ga

tio
n 

Pl
an

 
H

PC
 

H
yd

ro
m

et
eo

ro
lo

gi
ca

l P
re

di
ct

io
n 

Ce
nt

er
 

H
Q

 
H

ea
dq

ua
rte

rs
 

K
 

Th
ou

sa
nd

 ($
) 

M
 

M
ill

io
n 

($
) 

M
A

R
FC

 
M

id
dl

e 
A

tla
nt

ic
 F

or
ec

as
t C

en
te

r  
M

TA
 

M
et

ro
po

lit
an

 T
ra

ns
po

rta
tio

n 
A

ut
ho

rit
y 

N
A

 
N

ot
 A

va
ila

bl
e 

N
CD

C 
N

at
io

na
l C

lim
at

e 
D

at
a 

Ce
nt

er
 

N
J 

N
ew

 Je
rs

ey
 

N
O

A
A

 
N

at
io

na
l O

ce
an

ic
 A

tm
os

ph
er

ic
 A

dm
in

is
tra

tio
n 

N
PD

P 
N

at
io

na
l P

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 o

f D
am

s 
Pr

og
ra

m
 

N
RC

C 
N

or
th

ea
st

 R
eg

io
na

l C
lim

at
e 

Ce
nt

er
 

N
SI

D
C

  
N

at
io

na
l S

no
w

 a
nd

 Ic
e 

D
at

a 
C

en
te

r 
N

W
S 

N
at

io
na

l W
ea

th
er

 S
er

vi
ce

 
O

EM
 

O
ffi

ce
 o

f E
m

er
ge

nc
y 

M
an

ag
em

en
t 

PC
 

Pa
ss

ai
c 

C
ou

nt
y 

PR
B

 
Pa

ss
ai

c 
Ri

ve
r B

as
in

 
SH

EL
D

U
S 

Sp
at

ia
l H

az
ar

d 
Ev

en
ts 

an
d 

Lo
ss

es
 D

at
ab

as
e 

fo
r t

he
 U

.S
. 

U
SA

C
E 

U
.S

. A
rm

y 
Co

rp
s 

of
 E

ng
in

ee
rs

 
U

SD
A

 
U

.S
. D

ep
ar

tm
en

t o
f A

gr
ic

ul
tu

re
 

U
SG

S 
U

.S
. G

eo
lo

gi
ca

l S
ur

ve
y 

W
SP

 
W

at
er

 S
up

pl
y 

Pa
pe

r 



      SECTION 5.4.1: RISK ASSESSMENT – FLOOD 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.4.1-27 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

Further descriptions of particular flood events that have impacted Little Falls only include those events 
where details regarding their impact were easily ascertainable.  Those events that resulting in flooding 
from a severe storm, coastal storm or Nor’Easter are also mentioned in Section 5.4.2 (Severe Storms) and 
Section 5.4.3 (Severe Winter Storms) within this HMP.  Although the following events are noted in Table 
5.4.1-7, further description is given for the major flood events to provide a better understanding of the 
effects of the event.  Monetary figures within the following event descriptions were USD figures 
calculated during or within the approximate time of the event (unless present day recalculations were 
made by the sources reviewed).  If such an event would occur in the present day, monetary losses would 
be considerably higher in USDs as a result of increased U.S. Inflation Rates. 

October 8-11, 1903 (Great Deluge and Flood of October 1903):  The great flood of October 1903 was 
one of the more disastrous in the recorded history of New Jersey, and was the worst recorded flood event 
in Passaic County. Rainfall totals were more than 11 inches over an area of 800 square miles during the 4-
day storm. Many dams, bridges, railroads, industries, and residences were severely damaged or destroyed. 
On the Passaic River, the magnitude of the 1903 flood exceeded that of all subsequent floods. If a flood of 
equal magnitude were to recur under present conditions of development, the USACE has estimated that it 
would inundate 18,000 residential structures and 4,500 nonresidential structures and would cause damage 
of $1.5 billion (Bauersfield and Schopp, 1991).  

According to a 1903 manuscript prepared by Marshall Leighton, the Passaic River overflowed its banks 
on October 8, 1903, and remained in flood until October 19. Between these dates there occurred the 
greatest and most destructive flood ever known along this stream. The flood of 1903 was the immediate 
result of an enormous rainfall, and not, as is often the case in north temperate latitudes, the combined 
effect of rainfall and the rapid melting of accumulated snows. The records of weather-observation stations 
in northern New Jersey and New York fail to show, throughout their entire observation periods, as great 
an amount of precipitation in so short a period. The storm which was the immediate cause of the flood 
occurred principally between October 8 and 11. During that interval rain fell to an average depth of 11.74 
inches over the Passaic Basin.  Ordinarily the channel of the lower Passaic at full bank carries about 
12,000 cubic feet of water per second, but at the height of this flood it carried about 35,700 cubic feet per 
second.  Based on statistical data for this event, the amount of water which fell on each square mile of the 
Passaic drainage area during the storm was 27,273,000 cubic feet, or for the whole Passaic drainage area 
over 27,000,000,000 cubic feet, weighing about 852,000,000 tons.   

Recorded gage heights show that over the Beattie’s Mill Dam in Little Falls there was a maximum depth 
of 11.12 feet, which continued from 2 to 8 p. m., on October 10, representing a maximum flow of 31,675 
cubic feet per second (Figure 5.4.1-6).    

Figure 5.4.1-6. Beatties Mill Dam, Little Falls, NJ (1903 Flood) 

Source: Leighton, 1904 
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Significant damages were documented in Passaic, Essex and Bergen Counties.  The bridges crossing 
Passaic River in Passaic, Essex, and Bergen counties were almost completely destroyed, and the damage 
amounted to $654,811.  The damage to real property, stock, and household goods in the city of Paterson 
amounted, according to certified returns, to about $2,700,000.  Below the city of Paterson destruction was 
as complete as in Paterson, although the damage was not as great because the improvements were not as 
valuable. Damage to property, exclusive of public works, in this region, amounted to about $1,250,000.  
The effects of the flood were apparent along the entire length of the river and into Newark Bay. The 
damage from inundation in Newark and vicinity amounted to $753,199. Roughly estimating the damage 
as a whole, the damage throughout the drainage area from this flood amounted to over $7,000,000.  It was 
estimated that Little Falls experienced over $200,000 in damages from this flood event (Leighton, 1904). 

April 5-7, 1984 (FEMA DR-701): The April 5-7, 1984, flood resulted from frontal-storm rainfall of 2-8 
inches in northeastern New Jersey, particularly within the PRB. The area had received greater than 
normal precipitation during the previous 6 months. As a result, water-supply reservoirs, which were full at 
the beginning of the storm, provided minimal flow attenuation. Some snow was still on the ground, and in 
some areas the ground was still frozen. These conditions increased the rate of runoff; large residential 
areas were inundated with 3-5 feet of water. This event resulted in a disaster declaration for four New 
Jersey counties (Passaic, Bergen, Morris and Essex) on April 12, 1984.  The New Jersey communities of 
Wayne, Lincoln Park, Little Falls and Fairfield were amongst the hardest hit in the State from this event 
(Figure 5.4.1-7) (Philips and Schopp, 1986).  According to USGS, this flood in the PRB claimed three 
lives, caused $335 million in damages, and forced about 9,400 people from their homes (USGS, 1997).  
More than $15 million in Federal funds was spent on relief in the 1984 flood. State and local aid totaled 
$2.5 million and insurance claims amounted to $50 million, according to Frank P. Petrone, director of 
FEMA's New Jersey-New York regional office.  

In Little Falls, many homes on Woodcliff and East Woodcliff Avenues, which are located in the flood 
zone of the Passaic River in the northwestern vicinity of the Township, were flooded when the river 
overflowed its banks (Cheslow, 1998).  Cost estimates of property damage within Little Falls were 
unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 
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Figure 5.4.1-7. Precipitation Amounts in New Jersey (April 5-7, 1984) 

Source: Philips / Schopp, 1986 
Note: Rainfall measurement sites and isohyets of total precipitation, April 406, 1984 for New Jersey 

September 16-18, 1999 “Hurricane / Tropical Storm Floyd” (FEMA DR-1295):  FEMA indicates that 
this event was a Hurricane; however, the NJ OEM, NJ HMP and the USACE Post Flood Report of July 
2000 indicate that this event was a Tropical Storm event for the State of New Jersey.  Therefore, for the 
purpose of this HMP, this event will be referred to as a Tropical Storm throughout this hazard profile, as 
identified by New Jersey State government agencies.  With this event being a severe storm, its origin and 
description of additional impacts are further described in Section 5.4.2 Severe Storm.  Further 
descriptions of this event only include the impacts of flooding.  

FEMA indicates that this event was one of the costliest flood disasters in New Jersey's history, with more 
than 70,000 homes and businesses damaged. Hurricane flooding caused more damage than high winds, 
leaving behind water-soaked walls and floors, drenched rugs and furniture, and large amounts of mud, 
mold, and debris (FEMA, 2004).  The hurricane will go down in history as the greatest natural disaster to 
ever affect the state to date.  Preliminary damage estimates for the entire state were $1.1 billion hitting 
Bergen and Somerset Counties the hardest (NCDC, 2007). This event resulted in a FEMA Disaster 
Declaration (DR-1296), which included the following impacted counties: Bergen, Essex, Hunterdon, 
Mercer, Middlesex, Morris, Passaic, Somerset and Union (FEMA, 2007). NJ OEM provided the 
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following information regarding flood claims, public assistance, and individual assistance and hazard 
mitigations within the State from this event:  

21,000 claims tele-registered for FEMA 
assistance 
388 applicants for Public Assistance Grants 
Total eligible Public Assistance $45 million 
Disaster Housing Program $28 million 
(16,000 applicants) 
Individual/Family Grant Program $7 million 
(3600 applicants) 
Hazard Mitigation Share $10.2 million  
Supplement "Buyout" Funding $5.6 million 
National Flood Insurance Program $142 
million (10,000 claims) 

SBA Loans $103 million (3,000 loans) 
Crises Counseling Funding $350,000 
NJ Disaster Relief Act of 1999 - Special 
State Program 
County Block Grants $20 million 
Disaster Recovery Program $20 million 
Hazard Mitigation/Other $10 million 
Total Federal Assistance $342 million 
Total State Assistance/Cost Share $73.3 
million (NJOEM, 2007)

A December 17, 1999 FEMA Press Release indicated that as of December 16, 1999, 20,439 New Jersey 
residents registered for federal aid.  Assistance to Passaic County at that time for Disaster Assistance 
Housing totaled $3.8 million (for 2,100 total # cases approved).  Assistance for Individual Housing 
Grants totaled $1.2 million (for 571 total # cases approved) (FEMA, 2003).  The July 2000 USACE Post-
Flood Report indicated that damage in the 9 declared counties was estimated at $630.6 million in 2000. 
Passaic County experienced a total of $66 million in overall flood damages from this event (USACE, 
2000).   

The flood crest of the Passaic River in Little Falls was approximately 9.84 feet on September 18, 1999.  
The NJ HMP indicated that Little falls received a rain total of 14.13 inches during this event, resulting in 
significant flood damages to over 1,000 families, claimed the life of one resident, caused structural 
damage of local bridges, resulted in evacuations of 80 people and caused significant streambank erosion 
throughout the Township (NJOEM, 2005).  Actual damage estimates within the Township appear to vary 
amongst a variety of source.  The USACE Post Flood Report indicates that preliminary damage 
assessments of Little Falls in 2000 were reported at over $347,000.  However, a 1999 New Jersey Loss 
Report from FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) indicated that Little Falls had a reported 
124 flood loss claims and received $2.4 million in payment from those losses (USACE, 2000).  
According to Jennifer Cunningham of the Bergen Record, the Township suffered over $5 million in 
losses from this event, particularly along the communities of the Peckman River (Cunningham, 2007). 
The Township's business administrator, William Wilk, also indicated in an article from The Bergen 
Record on September 22, 1999, that the damage to the Township was estimated between $5 million to $6 
million. He said most of that cost represents flood damage to homes and streets near the Peckman River, 
which overflowed its banks during the storm.  During the storm, the Township blocked many of its roads 
and evacuated about 80 people from their homes. The hardest hit neighborhood was Ryle Avenue, near 
the Peckman River and Route 46. The storm also caused a concrete retaining wall by the Francisco 
Avenue Bridge at Cedar Grove Road to collapse. National Guard troops have since filled and stacked 
sandbags next to the bridge to prevent flooding (Alvarado, 1999). 

Ronald Smothers of the New York Times indicated on September 23, 1999, that 80 homes on the banks 
of the Peckman River in Little Falls were devastated by the wind and rain from the storm, with the hardest 
hit area along the Peckman River within the Jackson Park area.  The Jackson Park neighborhood is at the 
juncture of the eastbound lanes of Route 46 and the Peckman River, and that location accounted for its 
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problems from the storm. Swollen with rain and debris, the Peckman River appeared to have become 
dammed up with debris at the point that it flowed between two concrete piers that supported the Route 46 
roadway. The trapped water undermined the footings on the piers, causing the road to sag, buckle and 
further block the movement of the water, which then flowed rapidly into Jackson Park.  These 
floodwaters resulted in the death of Walter Krom, an elderly Jackson Park resident who was entrapped in 
his basement as a result of a collapsed foundation (Smothers, 1999).   

Ms. Dorothy O’Haire, Secretary and Member of the Cedar Grove-Little Falls-West Paterson Regional 
Flood Board of Passaic County (otherwise referred to as the ‘Tri-Town Regional Flood Board’), indicated 
that the flood impact of this event near her residence on Turnberry Road was devastating.  Thirty-five feet 
of riverbank was eroded away and a million dollar 10-foot floodwall was exposed by the floodwaters 
from this event (Figure 5.4.1-8 and 5.4.1-9).  Although erosion of the streambank has been a gradual 
occurrence from former storms and flooding events, Tropical Storm Floyd was responsible for causing 
the most significant amount of bank erosion at this location.  Ms. O’Haire indicated that prior to this 
storm, Little Falls received a State grant of $153,000 to stem erosion along the Peckman River bank.  
With this grant after the storm, the Peckman riverbed was rechanneled, debris within the river was 
removed and an island that formed and created a blockage of flow near Main Street during Tropical 
Storm Floyd was dug up.  The soils from the island were used to rebuild the eroded riverbank between 
Tulip Meadows and the Passaic Valley Regional High School (covering approximately 500 feet). The 
Peckman jumped out of its banks after destroying a County retaining wall on Cedar Grove Road and 
flooded all the homes along Hopson Avenue before returning to its course through the High School 
practice field, which was also ruined as a result.   However, since these actions took place, additional 
storms have continued to cause the stream banks to erode, including a rock wall built by the National 
Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) that was reconstructed after Tropical Storm Floyd (O’Haire, 
2008).  According to information provided to Ms. O’Haire in May 2002, a USACE Section 205 Initial 
Appraisal Report of Flood Control Opportunities for the Peckman River indicated that the drainage area 
of the river (9.8 square miles), encompassing Little Falls and West Paterson, suffered approximately $6.5 
million from this event (O’Haire, 2008).   
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Figure 5.4.1-8. Eroded River Bank - Peckman River           Figure 5.4.1-9. Debris Being Removed from Riverbed 

        
Source:  O’Haire, 1999 

The New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT) indicated that one of the concrete abutments on 
the Route 46 bridge over the Peckman River in Little Falls sank 8 inches after it was weakened by rushing 
water and debris that collected at the base, causing the bridge to be closed for repairs. The bridge, which 
carries some 85,000 vehicles a day, re-opened on September 24, 1999 at a repair cost of nearly $500,000 
(NJDOT), 1999; Most, 1999).  

April 1-4, 2005 (FEMA DR-1588):  According to the NOAA-NCDC, heavy rain during this low 
pressure storm system caused widespread flooding throughout the state, resulting in major evacuations, 
and most streams and rivers to overflow their banks throughout multiple counties in New Jersey, 
including Passaic County (NCDC, 2007).  With this event being a severe storm, its origin and description 
of additional impacts are further described in Section 5.4.2 Severe Storm.  Further descriptions of this 
event only include the impacts of flooding.  

Based on newspaper clippings and quotes from the NJOEM, the flooding along the Passaic and Delaware 
Rivers, forced nearly 6,000 residents from their homes and caused $60 million in damages; $52.5 million 
to private property and $7.5 million to public property. The flooding affected more than 3000 single-
family homes and another 140 apartments and businesses. The USACE indicated that this event resulted 
in over $100 million in flood damages throughout the PRB (USACE, Date Unknown).  Total property 
damages from flooding in Passaic County averaged $12 million.  In Passaic County, over 543 assistance 
applications were submitted (more then any other county), and $525,410 was allocated to the County for 
housing assistance and other needs (FEMA, 2005). Overall cost estimates of property damage within 
Little Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 
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According to Elise Young of The Bergen Record, about 700 people in Passaic County, mostly in Little 
Falls and Paterson, left their homes during this event because of floodwaters.  In Little Falls, the Passaic 
River crested 10.11 feet in Little Falls, swallowing several blocks of the Singac neighborhood to just a 
block short of Main Street (Young, 2005).  

Joseph Bottazzi Jr. indicated in a letter to the State legislators that the April 2005 flooding was due to the 
Passaic River overflowing its banks, which resulted in approximately 2 feet of water surrounding his 
home.  Because of the damage that occurred, Mr. Bottazzi was forced to remove his family from the 
premises for nearly three weeks and suffered approximately $35,000 in damages and loss contents. This 
was the second time his home had been flooded to this degree in the last six years.  In 1999 he suffered a 
similar situation which was just as costly (Bottazzi, Date Unknown).  Another resident of Little Falls, 
Michael Corbosiero indicated that he experienced over $30,000 worth of flood damage to his home’s 
structure and contents during this event (Corbosiero, Date Unknown).  Photographs of the flooding 
associated with this event were provided from residents of Little Falls, which are identified as Figure 
5.4.1-10 through 5.4.1-14. 

Figure 5.4.1-10. Little Falls, New Jersey 

Source: Littlefallsflood.com, Date Unknown 

Figure 5.4.1-12. Little Falls, New Jersey 

Source: Littlefallsflood.com, Date Unknown 

Figure 5.4.1-11. Little Falls, William Street  

Source: Cichy, 2005 (Webshots) 

Figure 5.4.1-13. Little Falls, William and Bogart Street. 

Source: Cichy, 2005 (Webshots) 
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Figure 5.4.1-14. Little Falls, Louis Street 

Source: Cichy, 2005 (Webshots) 

April 14-17, 2007 (FEMA DR-1694): This storm was classified by FEMA as a severe storm with inland 
and coastal flooding within New Jersey.  However, multiple sources, including the NJ HMP, have 
indicated that this storm was a Nor'easter which resulted in significant flooding throughout the state.  Due 
to its extreme flooding impact on Somerset County, particularly in Bound Brook, this event is mentioned 
in this Flood hazard profile.  However, since most Nor'easter's generally take place during the winter 
weather months (with this particularly event being an exception), all Nor'easter events, for the purpose of 
this HMP, have been grouped as a type of Severe Winter Weather storm.  Therefore, information 
regarding Nor'easter impacts, including this April 2007 event, are further mentioned in Section 5.4.3 
Severe Winter Storm. 

Strong winds and heavy rain affected much of New Jersey starting in the early morning of April 15th.  The 
rain continued through May 18th, with rainfall totals ranging between 5 to 10 inches of rain across much 
of New Jersey (Figure 5.4.1-15) (New Jersey Water Science Center-USGS, 2007).     

Figure 5.4.1-15.  April 2007 7-day Rainfall Totals for New Jersey 

Source:  NWS map provided by New Jersey Water Science Center-USGS, 2007 
Note:  The black circle indicates the approximate location of Passaic County.  Rainfall totals range between 5 to 6 inches in 
Passaic County. 

This event created a state of emergency, leading to significant flooding, storm damages, power outages to 
more than 18,500 customers in three states, disruption of transportation systems and commerce, and 
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caused several fatalities.  Flood peaks were the highest ever recorded at ten USGS gaging stations in the 
Hackensack, Hudson, Raritan, Mullica and lower Delaware River basins within New Jersey.  In a NJ 
OEM April 2007 Nor’easter Synopsis, NJ OEM indicated that flooding resulted in the closure of 
numerous State, County and local roadways and the suspension or delay of several NJ Transit rail lines.  
Also, approximately 4,400 persons were evacuated from twelve counties in New Jersey as a result of 
flooding and approximately thirty-four shelters were opened to accommodate those individuals (NJ OEM, 
2007).  Although damage amounts are still being calculated, it has been estimated by Governor Richard 
Codey that the State experienced over $180 million in property damages from this event (Rundquist, 
2007). 

This event resulted in a FEMA Disaster Declaration (DR) for New Jersey identified as DR-1694, which 
includes the counties of Bergen, Burlington, Camden, Essex, Gloucester, Hudson, Mercer, Middlesex, 
Morris, Passaic, Somerset and Union.  More than 14,800 residents in the designated counties applied for 
assistance and as of June 18, 2007 more than $33 million in federal grants and low-interest loans have 
been approved for New Jersey (FEMA, 2007).   

Figure 5.4.1-16.  Flood Crests in Passaic and Bergen Counties During April 14, 2007 Nor’Easter 

Source:  North Jersey, 2007  
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According to Jennifer Cunningham of the Herald News, this event cost Little Falls more than $426,000, 
according to records submitted to the FEMA. Repairing the William Street pumping station came in at 
$175,000, while removing refuse from affected streets cost an additional $120,000.  Overtime and 
equipment for the police and fire departments cost more than $52,000. Repairing damaged roads, 
stormwater sewers, Zuchorsky Park and catch basins accounted for another $39,000. Fred Batelli, the 
township's Office of Emergency Management coordinator, said although FEMA didn't reimburse Little 
Falls for its flood in April 2005, the federal agency would do so for this one.  April's Nor'Easter caused 
the Passaic River to overflow its banks, sending waist-deep water onto township streets, and affected 
some 400 homes (Cunningham, 2007).  A resident of Little Falls collected the photographs of the 
storms’s flooding in the Township, presented as Figured 5.4.1-17 through 5.4.1-20.  

Figure 5.4.1-17. Flooded street in Little Falls 

Source:  Gerdes, 2007 (Flickr)  

Figure 5.4.1-19. Passaic River in Little Falls 

Source:  Gerdes, 2007 (Flickr)  

Figure 5.4.1-18. Flooded Route 46 East in Little Falls 

Source:  Gerdes, 2007 (Flickr)  

Figure 5.4.1-20. Flooded street in Little Falls 

Source:  Gerdes, 2007 (Flickr)  
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National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 

According to FEMA’s 2002 NFIP: Program Description, the U.S. Congress established the NFIP with 
the passage of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968. The NFIP is a Federal program enabling 
property owners in participating communities to purchase insurance as a protection against flood losses in 
exchange for State and community floodplain management regulations that reduce future flood damages. 
As stated in the NYS HMP, the NFIP collects and stores a vast quantity of information on insured 
structures, including the number and location of flood insurance polices number of claims per insured 
property, dollar value of each claim and aggregate value of claims, repetitive flood loss properties, etc.  
NFIP data presents a strong indication of the location of flood events among other indicators (NYSDPC, 
2005). 

Participation in the NFIP is based on an agreement between communities and the Federal Government. If 
a community adopts and enforces a floodplain management ordinance to reduce future flood risk to new 
construction and substantial improvements in floodplains, the Federal Government will make flood 
insurance available within the community as a financial protection against flood losses. This insurance is 
designed to provide an insurance alternative to disaster assistance to reduce the escalating costs of 
repairing damage to buildings and their contents caused by floods (Federal Insurance and Mitigation 
Administration-FEMA, 2002).  

There are three components to NFIP: flood insurance, floodplain management and flood hazard mapping. 
Nearly 20,000 communities across the U.S. and its territories participate in the NFIP by adopting and 
enforcing floodplain management ordinances to reduce future flood damage. In exchange, the NFIP 
makes federally backed flood insurance available to homeowners, renters, and business owners in these 
communities. Community participation in the NFIP is voluntary. Flood insurance is designed to provide 
an alternative to disaster assistance to reduce the escalating costs of repairing damage to buildings and 
their contents caused by floods. Flood damage is reduced by nearly $1 billion a year through communities 
implementing sound floodplain management requirements and property owners purchasing of flood 
insurance. Additionally, buildings constructed in compliance with NFIP building standards suffer 
approximately 80-percent less damage annually than those not built in compliance. In addition to 
providing flood insurance and reducing flood damages through floodplain management regulations, the 
NFIP identifies and maps the Nation's floodplains identified as FIRMs. These maps are official maps of a 
community, on which the Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration has delineated both the 
SFHAs and the risk premium flood zones applicable to the community. Most FIRMs include detailed 
floodplain mapping for some or all of a communities floodplains.  Mapping flood hazards creates broad-
based awareness of the flood hazards and provides the data needed for floodplain management programs 
and to actuarially rate new construction for flood insurance.   

According to the NFIP statistics for the State of New Jersey, which are updated every few months, 7,966 
flood claims have been made by Passaic County between January 1978 and March 2008, resulting in a 
total payment of nearly $103 million to the impacted jurisdictions of the County (Table 5.4.1-8).  Little 
Falls has submitted 826 flood-related claims between that time period (3rd highest amount of claims in the 
County) and resulted in approximately $10.7 million in flood-related losses paid to the Township (4th

highest amount in the County) (NFIP, 2008).  
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The NFIP program also tracks properties that file several claims of a certain value over a specific period 
of time, termed Repetitive Loss Properties (RLP).  A RLP as defined by FEMA is an NFIP-insured 
property that, since 1978 and regardless of any changes in ownership during that period, has experienced 
any of the following: 

Four or more paid losses in excess of $1,000 
Two paid losses in excess of $1,000 within any rolling 10-year period 
Three or more paid losses that equal or exceed the current value of the insured property (FEMA, 
2005; FEMA, 2006).  

Repetitive loss properties make up only 1 to 2-percent of the flood insurance policies currently in force 
nationally, yet they account for 40-percent of the country’s flood insurance claim payments. The NFIP is 
concerned with RLPs because structures that flood frequently strain the National Flood Insurance Fund.  
In fact, the RLPs are the biggest draw on the Fund by not only increasing the NFIP’s annual losses and 
the need for borrowing; but they drain funds needed to prepare for catastrophic events.  Community 
leaders and residents are also concerned with the RLP problem because residents' lives are disrupted and 
may be threatened by the continual flooding (FEMA, 2005).  

The key identifiers for repetitive loss properties are the existence of flood insurance policies and claims 
paid by those policies. FEMA-sponsored programs, such as the Community Rating System (CRS), 
require participating communities to identify repetitive loss areas. A repetitive loss area is that portion of 
the floodplain where buildings have been subject to repetitive flooding. The key identifier for these areas 
is the structures that have been identified by FEMA as meeting the definition of repetitive loss due to the 
existence of a flood insurance policy. The repetitive loss list maintained by FEMA is based on flood 
insurance payments paid. The purpose of identifying repetitive loss areas is to identify those structures in 
addition to those on FEMA’s list that were subject to the same risk, but are not on FEMA’s list because a 
flood insurance policy was not in force at the time of loss (City of Roseville, 2004).   

According to the NJ HMP, eight of New Jersey’s 21 counties experience the highest levels of repetitive 
flood loss damages, approximately 70-percent of all the repetitive loss damages in New Jersey, with 
Passaic County identified as one of those counties (NJ OEM, 2005).  Passaic County has had 467 RLPs 
between 1978 and 2005, with over 5,384 flood claims; however, it is assumed that that number has 
increased since 2005. According to Figure 5.4.1-21 provided by the NJ HMP, Little Falls has experienced 
between 16 and 45 repetitive losses between 1978 and 2004.  Repetitive loss payments between 1978 and 
2004 to Little Falls averaged between $602,870 and $1.8 million (NJ OEM, 2005).  Specific locations or 
details regarding these RLPs within the Township was not revealed.  Figure 5-4.X-21 and Figure 5.4.X-
22 illustrates the repetitive loss properties and payments by municipality within the County in 2005.
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Figure 5.4.1-21. FEMA Repetitive Loss Properties by 
Municipality, 1978-2004 

Source: NJ OEM, 2005 

Figure 5.4.1-22. FEMA Repetitive Loss Property 
Payments by Municipality, 1978-2004 



SECTION 5.4.1: RISK ASSESSMENT – FLOOD 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.4.1-41 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

In Fiscal Year 2006, FEMA awarded Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC) grant program funds to the multiple 
States for acquisition projects to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of flood damage to structures 
insured under the NFIP that have had one or more claim payments for flood damages.  RFC funds may 
only mitigate structures that are located within a State or community that can not meet the requirements 
of the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program for either cost share or capacity to manage the 
activities.  Funding these projects reduces or eliminates claims under the NFIP through mitigation 
activities that are in the best interest of the National Flood Insurance Fund (NFIF).  Applications that were 
eligible were ranked in accordance with the FY 2006 RFC Program Guidance, and the highest scoring 
applications were selected for funding.  The Township of Little Falls was the only community in New 
Jersey that was selected for RFC funding, receiving approximately $434,246 awarded on September 30, 
2006 (FEMA, 2006).   

As an additional component of NFIP, the CRS is a voluntary incentive program that recognizes and 
encourages community floodplain management activities that exceed the minimum NFIP requirements. 
As a result, flood insurance premium rates are discounted to reflect the reduced flood risk resulting from 
the community actions meeting the three goals of the CRS: (1) reduce flood losses; (2) facilitate accurate 
insurance rating; and (3) promote the awareness of flood insurance (FEMA, 2007).  As indicated by 
FEMA in May 2007, according to the most recent Flood Insurance Agent's Manual containing current and 
historical listings of all CRS communities, Little Falls does not participate in the CRS; therefore specific 
repetitive loss areas other then those identified by the NJ HMP are not available for the Township 
(FEMA, 2007).   

History of Proposed Flood Control Plans and Flood Management of the Passaic River Basin 

With flooding being a constant and reoccurring problem in the PRB, a variety of structural and 
nonstructural solutions have been investigated and considered for many years.  After much investigation, 
most structural methods, including but not limited to, the Passaic River Flood Tunnel (described below), 
have been considered unsatisfactory solutions in such a densely populated and developed area of New 
Jersey for a variety of different reasons.  Additional non-structural flood management measures, such as 
limited Floodway Buy-outs and the modernization of the Passaic Flood Warning system, have been 
considered or implemented to help prevent loss of life or minimize flood damages throughout the 
communities that lie within the flood prone areas of the PRB, which would include the Township of Little 
Falls.  Further details regarding the Passaic River Flood Tunnel, Floodway Buy-outs and the Passaic 
Flood Warning System are provided below. 

Passaic River Flood Tunnel: The USACE has been working on plans to reduce flooding in the 
PRB since 1936, but no comprehensive plan has yet been implemented due to the lack of support, 
inadequacies, costs, and environmental concerns. Congress authorized a new study of the PRB for 
the State of New Jersey in the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1976 (Public Law 
94-587).  The USACE evaluated more than 150 plans in cooperation with the State of New 
Jersey, municipalities, and local groups, including a full range of non-structural alternatives such 
as buying out flood prone homes to provide protection on the Main Stem Passaic River and its 
major basin tributaries. Plans were also developed for several smaller projects on tributaries that 
are independent from the Main Stem plans and they were advanced as separate projects. The 
array of comprehensive Main Stem plans was formally presented to the State of New Jersey. 
After a series of public hearings, the State selected a dual inlet water diversion tunnel system (or 
the The Pompton/Passaic Dual Inlet Tunnel Diversion Plan) as the centerpiece of an 
environmentally sound and a comprehensive flood damage reduction program for the basin, 
which later became known as the Passaic River Flood Tunnel.  Congress authorized construction 
of the project in the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1990 and amended it in 
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WRDA of 1992, WRDA of 1996, and WRDA of 2000. The Acts together along with the 
independent plans that were developed and subsequently authorized created a series of 
alternatives and plans that if implemented can provide flood damage reduction and environmental 
restoration ranging from limited areas to comprehensive protection throughout the basin 
(USACE, Date Unknown).  

The major elements of the proposed project are two underground tunnels; a 20.4 mile-long main 
tunnel with a 42-foot diameter and a 1.3 mile-long spur tunnel with a 23-foot diameter. The main 
tunnel would carry floodwaters from an inlet on the upper Pompton River in Wayne, New Jersey 
down to an outlet in Newark Bay, 1,500-feet south of Kearny Point. The spur tunnel would 
convey Central Basin floodwaters from an inlet just downstream of Two Bridges in Wayne, New 
Jersey to an underground connection with the main tunnel beneath the Borough of Totowa.   
Additional components to this project include, but are not limited to, the use of a Flood Warning 
and Forecasting System to establish operating signals for the tunnel (discussed below); major 
channel modifications near the two inlets, construction of levees and floodwalls in urban areas 
that would not be protected by the proposed tunnel, acquisition of 5,350 acres of natural flood 
storage areas (USACE, Date Unknown).  In the event that this project was to be constructed, 
which is located upstream from Little Falls, it would seem that the tunnel would significantly 
prevent floodwaters from causing damage within the Township.  However, too many 
uncertainties exist to make that assumption. 

Although this proposed project could potentially alleviate flooding along the Passaic River, 
negative concerns were identified that halted the construction of this project in the late 1990’s.  
Through various studies, many construction, operational and environmental problems were 
expected to occur from this project if implemented.  Also, it was estimated that final cost of this 
project could be near $1.8 billion (in the 1990’s) and it would take between 7 and 10 years to be 
constructed. Today, it has been estimated that the tunnel project would now cost nearly $10 
billion (CBS Broadcasting, Inc., 2007). Therefore, due to too many concerns, this project lost 
support and consideration among local and federal representatives in the late 1990’s (Feuss, 
1993).  State and Federal governments preferred to buy out properties in the PRB that are prone 
to flooding (otherwise known as the Floodway Buy-Out), rather than embarking on a large-scale 
engineering and construction project such as the proposed flood-control tunnel.  Even though 
flooding could be potentially controlled by this project, there has been no definitive indication 
that this tunnel project will be reconsidered in the near future. 

Passaic River Basin Floodway Buy-Out:  The State of New Jersey independently initiated 
implementation of the limited PRB Flood Management (Floodway Buy-out) project developed by 
the USACE and authorized in Section 1148 of WRDA 1996 and Section 327 of WRDA 2000. 
Funds were also provided by the Congress in Fiscal Year 2003, 2004, and 2005 to partner with 
the State this project (USACE, Date Unknown). This project involves the acquisition and removal 
from the State defined Floodway of approximately 800 homes in the municipalities of Fairfield, 
Lincoln Park, Wayne, Pompton Lakes, Montville, East Hanover, Pequannock, Little Falls, and 
Riverdale. These homes are subject to frequent flood damages as documented in the draft 
Floodway Buy-out Study prepared by the USACE in October 1995. The original estimated cost 
of the buy-outs was $194 million (October 1994 USD) (USACE, Date Unknown). However, 
some sources indicate that the present estimated cost is approximately $979 million for this 
relocation and land acquisition project (American Rivers, 2007).  The authorization specifies that 
the buy-outs are to be from willing sellers. The State began to implement the buy-outs through 
the State’s Blue Acres Program in the late 1990’s utilizing the draft report and $15,000,000 in 
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State funding, which has been expended (USACE, Date Unknown).  On July 7, 2007, the Record 
Editorial indicated that under this program, FEMA is poised to spend $1.5 million to buy out four 
residential properties along the Passaic River in Little Falls and return them to the Passaic 
riverbank (The Record Editorial, 2007). 

According to Ms. Jennifer Cunningham of the Herald News, flood-zone residents state that 
FEMA's plan to buy out these four homes that flood repeatedly will save time, money and 
property.  The flooding of the April 2007 Nor'Easter caused millions of dollars in damages to 
North Jersey communities and displaced thousands, including hundreds of residents in the Little 
Falls' Singac section, which occupies an oxbow of the Passaic River, or low-lying land 
surrounded by a waterway.  FEMA officials have identified the Singac properties for purchase 
because the homeowners had submitted several loss claims to the NFIP over the years for 
compensation. The grant money will come from FEMA's Repetitive Loss Claims Grant Program.  
The buy-outs are a component of the township's plan to curb the recurrent flooding, along with 
this HMP, constructing a pumping station on Louis Street and repairing Little Falls' antiquated 
sanitary sewers. Although the flood-zone residents of Little Falls are in favor of these buy-outs, 
others, including some local officials, say purchasing the impacted homes may create residual 
problems, like eliminating sources of property tax revenue and would make the Department of 
Public Works responsible for maintaining the tracts of land on Louis and Roselle streets, and will 
affect the structure of the Township as a whole by pushing out residents.  It was acknowledged 
that buying out flood-prone homes won't solve the flood problem because of continued 
development in the flood zone (Cunningham, 2007).  

However, based on the Passaic River Coalition, the buy-out is seen as the most efficient way to 
deal with frequent flooding. No adverse environmental impacts would occur as a result of project 
implementation. However, a number of environmental benefits can be achieved through a buyout, 
including space for recreation, restored wildlife habitat, improved water quality, and the 
elimination of pollution sources from future flood events. Other environmental benefits include 
reduction in downstream flooding and environmental remediation by cleanup of acquired 
properties. Additionally, a buyout reduces publicly subsidized flood insurance costs, reduces 
uninsured private property losses, avoids lost wages for workers isolated at home or places of 
employment made inaccessible by flood events, and can reduce the community cost of flood 
emergencies and disaster relief (Passaic River Coalition, 2005).  

Passaic Flood Warning System:  According to USGS Factsheet 092-98 (FS-092-98), in 1976 the 
Congress authorized the USACE to study nonstructural solutions to the flooding problem in the 
PRB. At the conclusion of the study, the USACE recommended an expansion and modernization 
of the existing NWS flood-warning and response system that would allow collection and rapid 
dissemination of ‘real-time’ stream level and precipitation data to alert State and county agencies 
to impending floods, thereby reducing or eliminating loss of life and minimizing property 
damage. In response to the need for real-time data, the USGS, in cooperation with the USACE 
and NWS, designed and implemented the Passaic Flood Warning System (PFWS).  The PFWS 
provides valuable information that benefits the residents of the PRB, the State of New Jersey, and 
Federal agencies that regulate and monitor the County's waterways (Summer, Date Unknown).   

A number of plans, like those described previously, have either been considered, have been implemented 
or are in the process of being implemented and these projects along with continuing studies represent the 
ongoing efforts of the USACE, the State of New Jersey, and communities’ efforts to address flooding in 
the PRB (Tumminello, 2006).  
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Probability of Future Events 

Flooding is a severe and reoccurring problem throughout nearly all of New Jersey. Furthermore, it seems 
a popular perception that flooding is getting worse, including more frequent floods and/or more extreme 
floods. Overdevelopment (particularly within flood-prone areas), the loss of wetlands and climate change 
could well account for the phenomenon of increased flooding.   

Given the history of flood events that have impacted Little Falls and the many factors that contribute to 
the cause of flooding within the Township, it is apparent that future flooding will continue to occur, 
especially within those communities located in the 100-year floodplains or floodways of the Passaic River 
and Peckman River.  The fact that the elements required for flooding exist throughout the Township and 
that major flooding has occurred in the past suggests that many people and properties continue to be at 
risk from the flood hazard in the future.  However, the severity of future flooding within the Township is 
uncertain.  A decrease is flooding throughout the Township is anticipated as a result of the floodway buy-
outs that are being proposed by the Township in the flood prone areas of Little Falls, along with this 
HMP, a new pumping station on Louis Street and the repairing of Little Falls' antiquated sanitary sewers. 
When these methods or plans are finalized, future flooding and/or flood losses may be minimized 
throughout the Town.  Also, in the event that additional flood control measures such as the Passaic River 
Flood Tunnel are reconsidered and implemented, as indicated previously, a decrease in flooding 
throughout the Township could potentially occur as a result of floodwaters upstream of Little Falls being 
rerouted underground to the Newark Bay. However, based on all available sources, this tunnel and other 
structural solutions are not being implemented; therefore, these potential measures should not be factored 
in when considering the probability of future events in Little Falls.  Also, some sources suggest that as 
more development occurs throughout the PRB, including within the Township of Little Falls, the 
proposed flood control measures to be implemented may not be enough to prevent future flooding.  

Also, climate change is an ongoing concern that could increase future flooding conditions for all of 
Passaic County.  Though many uncertainties may exist regarding magnitude or severity, many sources, 
including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), indicate that future weather patterns and 
increased intensities of flooding and severe storms are anticipated as a result of climate change, along 
with atmospheric, precipitation, storm and sea level changes (USEPA, 2007).  
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VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT 

To understand risk, a community must evaluate what assets are exposed or vulnerable in the identified 
hazard area.  For the flood hazard, areas identified as hazard areas include the 100- and 500-year 
floodplains.  The following section includes an evaluation and estimation of the potential impact of the 
flood hazard on the Township of Little Falls including the following: 

Overview of vulnerability 
Data and methodology used for the evaluation 
Impact on:  (1) life, safety and health of Township residents, (2) general building stock, (3) critical 
facilities, and (4) economy 
Further data collections that will assist understanding of this hazard over time 
Overall vulnerability conclusion 

Overview of Vulnerability 

Flood is a significant concern for the Township of Little Falls.  To assess vulnerability, potential losses 
were calculated for the Township for flood events for 100-year and 500-year Mean Return Period (MRP) 
flood events.  The flood hazard exposure and loss estimate analysis is presented below. 

Data and Methodology 

A modified Level 1 HAZUS-MH analysis was performed to analyze the flood hazard in the Township of 
Little Falls, using both HAZUS-MH MR2 and its tools and the new version of HAZUS-MH MR3 
(released January 2007).  A Level 1 analysis is a basic estimate of flood losses based on national 
databases and using the default data in the model (i.e., demographics, general building stock and critical 
facility inventory).  The HAZUS-MH default critical facility inventory was updated with facilities 
provided by the Township and Steering and Planning Committees.  Data collected and reviewed for the 
flood hazard included local spatial data from historical flood events, FEMA Digital Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (DFIRM) data, best-available digital elevation data and input from the residents and the Planning 
Committee. Although the data generated by HAZUS-MH is considered to be an estimate, its level of 
accuracy is acceptable for planning purposes.  

The default population available in HAZUS-MH MR2 (10,855 persons), 
based on the 2000 U.S. Census, was used to estimate population 
exposure and vulnerability.  Impacts to population are considered by 
evaluating the number of persons that are living in the flood-prone 
areas.  The default general building stock available in HAZUS-MR2 
was also used for this analysis.  The general building stock valuations 
provided in HAZUS-MH MR2 are Replacement Cost Value from R.S. 
Means as of 2001.   

The HAZUS-MH methodology was customized to analyze the flood 
hazard for the Township of Little Falls.  The current Digital Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps (DFIRMs), effective September 28, 2007 for 
Passaic County, were purchased from FEMA’s online Map Service 
Center and used.  Therefore, the dams and levees included in the 
hydrologic and hydraulic analysis to complete the DFIRMS were 
included in this analysis. A United States Geological Survey (USGS) 

A flood polygon is a GIS 
vector file outlining the area 
exposed to the flood hazard.  
HAZUS-MH generates this 

polygon at the end of the flood 
computations in order to 

analyze the at-risk inventory. 

A GIS shape file is a type of 
GIS vector file that was 

developed by ESRI for its 
ArcView software.  This type of 

file contains a table and a 
graphic.  The records in the 

table are linked to 
corresponding objects in the 

graphic.
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Digital Elevation Model (DEM) at a 1/3 Arc-Second resolution was utilized for the extent of the study 
region.   

HAZUS-MH MR2 and the HAZUS-MH Flood Wizard tool were used to estimate exposure and losses of 
population and general building stock associated with the flood hazard.  In Flood Wizard, the current 
DFIRM boundaries and the digital elevation data described above were used to delineate the flood hazard 
areas and estimate the population and general building stock exposed and general building stock potential 
losses from the 100- and 500-year flood events

The 11 residential and 10 commercial general building stock occupancy classes available in HAZUS-MH 
were condensed into the following occupancy classes (residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, 
religious, government, and educational) to facilitate the analysis and the presentation of results.  
Residential loss estimates address both multi-family and single family dwellings.   

To obtain estimated damages to critical facilities, HAZUS-MH MR3 was used.  This latest release 
contains new tools that enable the user to generate a flood depth grid using specified DFIRM floodplain 
boundaries and digital elevation grids.  The flood depth grid generated is then integrated into the model 
and the riverine hydraulic analysis is run for mean return periods.  This was performed using the 
September 28, 2007 DFIRMs for Passaic County and the digital elevation grids described above and in 
Section 5.1 (Methodology and Tools).

Impact on Life, Health and Safety 

The population exposed to the flood hazard was evaluated for the 100- and 500-year MRP flood events. 
This is the number of persons living in Census blocks in or partially in an area designated as a flood zone. 
These MRP flood events are generally those considered by planners and evaluated under federal programs 
such as the NFIP.  Table 5.4.1-9 lists the population exposed to the 100- and 500-year MRP flood events 
for the Township of Little Falls.   

Table 5.4.1-9.  Little Falls Population Vulnerable to the 100-Year and 500-Year MRP Flood Hazard (Number in 
Flood Zone) 

Population  Population in  
100 Year Flood Zone 

Population in  
500 Year Flood Zone 

Number Number % of Total Number  % of Total 

10,855 1,410 12.9% 2,240 20.6% 
 Source: Flood Wizard utilizing HAZUS-MH MR2 default demographic data  

Table 5.4.1-9 shows that nearly 13-percent of the total population of 10,855 in the Township is exposed 
to the 100-year flood event and that nearly 21-percent of the total population is exposed to the 500-year 
flood event.  Exposure represents the population living in or near floodplain areas that could be impacted 
should a flood event occur.   

For this project, the potential population exposed is used as a guide to consider the potential maximum 
number of persons that may be displaced or require shelter during a flood.  Of the population exposed, the 
most vulnerable include the economically disadvantaged (households with an income of less than 
$20,000) and the population over the age of 65.  Economically disadvantaged populations are more 
vulnerable because they are likely to evaluate their risk and make decisions to evacuate based on the net 
economic impact to their family.  The population over the age of 65 is also more vulnerable because they 
are more likely to seek or need medical attention which may not be available to due isolation during a 
flood event and they may have more difficulty evacuating.   



SECTION 5.4.1: RISK ASSESSMENT – FLOOD 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.4.1-47 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

The total number of injuries and casualties resulting from flooding is generally limited based on advance 
weather forecasting, blockades and warnings.  Therefore, injuries and deaths generally are not anticipated 
if proper warning and precautions are in place.  Ongoing mitigation efforts should help to avoid the most 
likely cause of injury, which results form persons trying to cross flooded roadways or channels during a 
flood.   

Figure 5.4.1-23.  Distribution of Population Density Relative to 100- and 500-Year MRP Flood Plains in Little Falls 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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Figure 5.4.1-24.  Distribution of Elderly Population Density Relative to the 100- and 500-Year MRP Flood Plains in 
Little Falls 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 

Figure 5.4.1-25.  Distribution of Low-Income Population Density Relative to the 100- and 500-Year MRP Flood 
Plains in Little Falls 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2
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HAZUS-MH estimates 459 households will be displaced due to a 100-year MRP flood event and 1,219 
people will seek temporary shelter in public shelters.  For a 500-year event, HAZUS-MH estimates 726 
households will be displaced and 1,969 people will seek temporary shelter.  These estimates are based on 
the number of households impacted, average persons per household, and historic data on the number of 
persons that seek shelter compared to those that arrange to stay with relatives or otherwise obtain 
temporary housing. 

Impact on General Building Stock 

After considering the population exposed and vulnerable to the flood hazard, the value of general building 
stock exposed to, and damaged by, the 100- and 500-year MRP flood events was evaluated at the Census 
Block level.  Exposure to the flood hazard includes those buildings located in the flood zone.  Potential 
damage is the modeled loss that could occur to the exposed inventory, including structural and content 
value.   

Table 5.4.1-10 summarizes the total number of buildings for all occupancy categories located in the 100- 
and 500-year flood zone.  Table 5.4.1-11 summarizes the exposed replacement value of building stock 
(structure and contents) for the various categories of building stock located in the 100- and 500-year flood 
zones. Table 5.4.1-12 summarizes the dollar value of loss (structure and contents) associated with the 
100- and 500-year MRP flood events.  

It is estimated there are 351 structures located in the 100-year floodplain and 580 structures located in the 
500-year floodplain in the Township of Little Falls.  This represents 12.2-percent and 20.1-percent of all 
structures located in the planning area, respectively.  Of the buildings located in and thus exposed to the 
100- and 500-year flood events, it is estimated that greater than 95-percent are residential structures.  

There is approximately $194.4 million of building/contents exposed to the 100-year flood in the 
Township of Little Falls.  This represents approximately 14.6-percent of the Township’s total general 
building stock replacement value inventory ($1.3 billion; see Section 4).  For the 500-year event, it is 
estimated there is nearly $314.2 million of buildings/contents exposed in the Township of Little Falls.  
This is approximately 23.6-percent of the Township’s total general building stock replacement value 
inventory.   

The potential damage estimated to the general building stock inventory associated with the 100-year flood 
is greater than $18.9 million.  For the 500-year event, the potential damage estimate is nearly $42.5 
million (structure and contents). 
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HAZUS-MH estimates that 877 tons and 1,316 tons of debris will be generated by a 100-year and 500-
year MRP flood events, respectively.  The debris estimates includes three general categories: (1) Finishes 
(dry wall, insulation, etc.); (2) Structural (wood, brick, etc.); and (3) Foundations (concrete slab, concrete 
block, etc.).  Finishes comprises 86-percent and 85.5-percent of the 100-year and 500-year event total 
debris estimates, respectively. 

Impact on Critical Facilities 

In addition to considering general building stock at risk, the risk of flood to critical facilities was 
evaluated.  Table 5.4.1-13 lists the facilities and percent damage HAZUS-MH MR3 estimates to 
structures and/or contents as a result of a 100- and 500-year MRP event, respectively.   Please note 
HAZUS-MH MR3 computes the flood depth grid based on the acquired USGS DEM (noted earlier), and 
not based on the FEMA DFIRM base flood elevations.  

Table 5.4.1-13.  Estimated Percent Damage to Critical Facilities due to a 100- and 500-Year MRP Flood Events in 
the Township of Little Falls

100-Year 

Name Description 
Estimated % 

Structure 
Damaged 

Estimated %  
Contents 
Damaged 

Estimated Flood 
Depth (Feet) 

Passaic Valley High School School 0.85 4.57 0.17 
500-Year 

Singac Fire Company Number Three Fire/EMS 3.40 3.88 0.47 

Banyan School School 2.55 13.75 4.30 
Our Lady of Holy Angels Parochial 
School School 3.16 17.04 4.40 

Passaic Valley High School School 0.85 4.57 0.17 

Our Lady of Holy Angels Parish Shelter 1.89 6.94 6.10 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR3 
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Figure 5.4.1-26.  Critical Facilities Relative to the 100-Year and 500-Year MRP Flood Plains in Little Falls 

Source:  HAZUS-MH; Input from Planning Committee 

In cases where short-term functionality is impacted by a hazard, other facilities of neighboring 
municipalities may need to increase support response functions during a disaster event. Mitigation 
planning should consider means to reduce impact to critical facilities and ensure sufficient emergency and 
school services remain when a significant event occurs.   

As listed in Table 5.4.1-13 above, there are critical facilities estimated to be impacted by the flood hazard.  
Highway and railroad bridges are not accounted for in Table 5.4.1-13.  There is only one railroad bridge 
noted in the Township, however, it is not located within either the 100- or 500-year floodplains.  Of the 
10 highway bridges noted in the Township, only 4 lie within a floodplain; the East Main Street bridge, the 
Francisco Avenue bridge and two Union Avenue bridges.  All four are located within both the 100- and 
500-year floodplains.  Damages were not displayed within HAZUS-MH MR3 for the bridges, however, 
Passaic County Engineer Steven Edmond noted that the Francisco Avenue bridge suffered about 
$125,000 in damages during tropical storm Floyd in 1999.  Additionally, he mentioned that all other 
bridges suffered minor damages from the storm that year.  No other damage data was obtained at the time 
of this draft Plan. 

Additionally, of the 5 wastewater/stormwater pump stations noted within the Township, 4 lie within both 
the 100- and 500-year floodplains.  All except the Sindle Avenue pump station would be affected.  Yet, 
the Singac Sanitary pumping station was built above the flood elevation for the specific purpose of 
avoiding further damages to the facility.  Therefore, the pump station would not suffer any significant 
damages.  As with the highway bridges, no damage calculations were made in HAZUS-MH MR3 for any 
pumping stations, however; the Township has provided available historical damage data presented below 
in Table 5.4.1-14.   
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Table 5.4.1-14. Historical Damage Estimates for Wastewater/Stormwater Pump Stations affected by flooding in the 
Township of Little Falls  

Station Damage Estimate ($) 
Tropical Storm Floyd (1999) 

Fairfield Avenue Pump Station $2,700 
Island Avenue Pump Station $8,000 
William Street Pump Station No Damages 

Storm of April 2005 
William Street Pump Station $7,500 

Storm of April 2007 
Fairfield Avenue Pump Station $1,200 
Island Avenue Pump Station $500
William Street Pump Station $1,000* 

Source: Phillip Simone, 2008 
Notes: * The William Street Pump Station acquired approx. $1,000 in damages during this storm, but over time (both prior and 
following the storm) acquired significantly more, and is now being fixed for a total of $300,000 (not provided for by grant). 
Damages had occurred prior to 1999; however, this historical data was not available at the time of the writing of this Plan. 

Impact on Economy 

For impact on economy, estimated losses from a flood event are considered.  Losses include but are not 
limited to general building stock damages, agricultural losses, business interruption, impacts to tourism 
and tax base to the Township of Little Falls.  Damages to general building stock can be quantified using 
HAZUS-MH as discussed above.  Other economic components such as loss of facility use, functional 
downtime and social economic factors are less measurable with a high degree of certainty.  For the 
purposes of this analysis, general building stock damages are discussed further. 

Direct building losses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the damage caused to the building.  The 
potential damage estimated to the general building stock inventory associated with the 100-year flood is 
greater than $18.9 million.  This estimate represents 9.7-percent of the total value exposed (building value 
located in the floodplain) to the 100-year flood and 1.4-percent of the County’s overall total general 
building stock inventory.  For the 500-year event, the potential damage estimate is nearly $42.5 million 
(structure and contents), or 13.5-percent of the total exposed building value.  This is approximately 3.2-
percent of the County’s total general building stock replacement value inventory.  These dollar value 
losses to the County’s total building inventory replacement value would greatly impact Somerset’s tax 
base and the local economy. 

Additional Data Needs and Next Steps

A modified Level 1 HAZUS-MH flood analysis was conducted for the Township of Little Falls using the 
default model data, with the exception of the updated critical facility inventory which included user-
defined data.  For future plan updates, a Level 2 HAZUS analysis can be conducted. A Level 2 analysis 
provides more accurate loss estimates by replacing the national default inventories with more accurate 
local inventories. Updated demographic and general building stock data would be needed to conduct a 
Level 2 HAZUS-MH analysis.  Current replacement values of critical facilities would also further support 
the refined analysis.  Additionally, as Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) data becomes available, 
digital elevation grids can be updated with more accurate topographic data.  These updated digital 
elevation grids can be incorporated into the HAZUS-MH analysis for more accurate exposure and loss 
estimates for population, general building stock and critical facilities. 
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Overall Vulnerability Assessment 

Flooding is a frequent event in the Township of Little Falls.  Existing and future mitigation efforts should 
continue to be developed and employed that will enable the study area to be prepared for these events 
when they occur.  The overall hazard ranking determined by the Planning Committee for this hazard is 
“high” (see Table 5.3-6).  
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5.4.2 SEVERE STORM  

This section provides a profile and vulnerability assessment for the severe storm hazard. 

HAZARD PROFILE 

This section provides profile information including description, location, extent, previous occurrences and 
losses and the probability of future occurrences. 

Description 

For the purpose of this HMP and as deemed appropriated by the Township, the severe storm hazard 
includes hailstorms, windstorms, lightning, thunderstorms, tornadoes, and tropical cyclones (e.g. 
hurricanes, tropical storms, and tropical depressions), which are defined as follows:    

Hailstorm:  According to the National Weather Service (NWS), hail is defined as a showery precipitation 
in the form of irregular pellets or balls of ice more than 5 millimeters in diameter, falling from a 
cumulonimbus cloud (NWS, 2005).  Early in the developmental stages of a hailstorm, ice crystals form 
within a low-pressure front due to the rapid rising of warm air into the upper atmosphere and the 
subsequent cooling of the air mass. Frozen droplets gradually accumulate on the ice crystals until, having 
developed sufficient weight, they fall as precipitation, in the form of balls or irregularly shaped masses of 
ice greater than 0.75 inches (1.91 cm) in diameter. The size of hailstones is a direct function of the size 
and severity of the storm. High velocity updraft winds are required to keep hail in suspension in 
thunderclouds. The strength of the updraft is a function of the intensity of heating at the Earth’s surface. 
Higher temperature gradients relative to elevation above the surface result in increased suspension time 
and hailstone size.  Hailstorms are a potential damaging outgrowth of severe thunderstorms [Northern 
Virginia Regional Commission (NVRC), 2006].  They cause over $1 billion in crop and property 
damages each year in the U.S., making hailstorms one of the most costly natural disasters (Federal 
Alliance for Safe Homes, Inc., 2006).     

Windstorm: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), wind is air moving from 
high to low pressure.  It is rough horizontal movement of air (as opposed to an air current) caused by 
uneven heating of the Earth's surface. It occurs at all scales, from local breezes generated by heating of 
land surfaces and lasting tens of minutes to global winds resulting from solar heating of the Earth. The 
two major influences on the atmospheric circulation are the differential heating between the equator and 
the poles, and the rotation of the planet.  Windstorm events are associated with cyclonic storms (e.g., 
hurricanes), thunderstorms and tornadoes (FEMA, 1997).  

Lightning:  According to the NWS, lightning is a visible electrical discharge produced by a thunderstorm. 
The discharge may occur within or between clouds, between the cloud and air, between a cloud and the 
ground or between the ground and a cloud (NWS, 2005). The discharge of electrical energy resulting 
from the buildup of positive and negative charges within a thunderstorm creates a “bolt” when the buildup 
of charges becomes strong enough. A bolt of lightning can reach temperatures approaching 50,000
Fahrenheit (F). Lightning rapidly heats the sky as it flashes but the surrounding air cools following the 
bolt.  This rapid heating and cooling of the surrounding air causes thunder.  On average, 89 people are 
killed and 300 injuries occur each year due to lightning strikes in the U.S. (NVRC, 2006).   

Thunderstorm:  According to the NWS, a thunderstorm is a local storm produced by a cumulonimbus 
cloud and accompanied by lightning and thunder (NWS, 2005).  A thunderstorm forms from a 
combination of moisture, rapidly rising warm air and a force capable of lifting air such as a warm and 
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cold front, a sea breeze, or a mountain.  Thunderstorms form from the equator to as far north as Alaska.  
These storms occur most commonly in the tropics.  Many tropical land-based locations experience over 
100 thunderstorm days each year (Pidwirny, 2007).  Although thunderstorms generally affect a small area 
when they occur, they are very dangerous because of their ability to generate tornadoes, hailstorms, strong 
winds, flash flooding, and damaging lightning.  A thunderstorm produces wind gusts less than 50 knots 
(25 meters/second) and hail, if any, of less than 3/4-inch diameter (20 millimeters) at the surface.  A 
severe thunderstorm has thunderstorm related surface winds (sustained or gusts) of 50 knots (25 
meters/second) or greater and/or surface hail 3/4-inch (20 millimeters) or larger (NWS, 2005).  Wind or 
hail damage may be used to infer the occurrence/existence of a severe thunderstorm (Office of the Federal 
Coordinator for Meteorology, 2001).  The most favorable conditions for thunderstorm development occur 
between June and August, with July being the peak month for thunderstorms in all of New Jersey, 
including Passaic County (New Jersey State Office of Emergency Management [NJOEM], 2005).  
According to the NJOEM, a typical thunderstorm is 15 miles in diameter and usually lasts 30 minutes 
(NJOEM, 2006).  

Tornado: A tornado is a violent windstorm characterized by a twisting, funnel-shaped cloud.  It is 
spawned by a thunderstorm (or sometimes as a result of a hurricane) and produced when cool air 
overrides a layer of warm air, forcing the warm air to rise rapidly.  Tornado season is generally March 
through August, although tornadoes can occur at any time of year (FEMA, 2004).  Tornadoes tend to 
strike in the afternoons and evening, with over 80 percent (%) of all tornadoes striking between noon and 
midnight (NJOEM, 2006).   The average forward speed of a tornado is 30 miles per hour (mph), but can 
vary from nearly stationary to 70 mph (NWS, 1995).  The NOAA Storm Prediction Center (SPC), 
indicates that the total duration of a tornado can last between a few seconds to over one hour; however, a 
tornado typical lasts less than 10 minutes (Edwards, 2007).  High-wind velocity and wind-blown debris, 
along with lightning or hail, result in the damage caused by tornadoes.  Destruction caused by tornadoes 
depends on the size, intensity, and duration of the storm.  Tornadoes cause the greatest damage to 
structures that are light, such as residential homes and mobile homes, and tend to remain localized during 
impact (NVRC, 2006). 

Tropical Cyclone:  Tropical cyclone is a generic term for a cyclonic, low-pressure system over tropical or 
sub-tropical waters (National Atlas, 2007); containing a warm core of low barometric pressure which 
typically produces heavy rainfall, powerful winds and storm surge [New York City Office of Emergency 
Management (NYCOEM), 2007].  It feeds on the heat released when moist air rises and the water vapor 
in it condenses (Dorrego, Date Unknown).  Depending on their location and strength, there are various 
terms by which tropical cyclones are known, such as hurricane, typhoon, tropical storm, cyclonic storm 
and tropical depression (Pacific Disaster Center, 2006).  While tropical cyclones begin as a tropical 
depression, meaning the storm has sustained winds below 38 mph, it may develop into a tropical storm 
(with sustained winds of 39 to 73 mph) or a hurricane (with winds of 74 mph and higher).  

Tropical Depression:    A tropical depression is an organized system of clouds and thunderstorms with a 
defined surface circulation and maximum sustained winds of less than 17 meters/second (33 knots or 38 
mph). It has no “eye” (the calm area in the center of the storm) and does not typically have the 
organization or the spiral shape of more powerful storms (Emanuel, Date Unknown; Miami Museum of 
Science, 2000).  

Tropical Storm:  A tropical storm is an organized system of strong thunderstorms with a defined surface 
circulation and maximum sustained winds between 34 to 63 knots (39 to 73 mph) (FEMA, 2007).  Once a 
storm has reached tropical storm status, it is assigned a name.  During this time, the storm itself becomes 
more organized and begins to become more circular in shape, resembling a hurricane.  The rotation of a 
tropical storm is more recognizable than a tropical depression.  Tropical storms can cause a lot of 
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problems, even without becoming a hurricane; however, most of the problems stem from heavy rainfall 
(University of Illinois, Date Unknown).     

Hurricane: A hurricane is an intense tropical cyclone with wind speeds reaching a constant speed of 74 
mph or more (FEMA, 2004).  It is a category of tropical cyclone characterized by thunderstorms and 
defined surface wind circulation.  They are caused by the atmospheric instability created by the collision 
of warm air with cooler air.  They form in the warm waters of tropical and sub-tropical oceans, seas, or 
Gulf of Mexico (NWS, 2000).  Most hurricanes evolve from tropical disturbances. A tropical disturbance 
is a discrete system of organized convection (showers or thunderstorms), that originate in the tropics or 
subtropics, does not migrate along a frontal boundary, and maintains its identity for 24 hours or more 
(NWS, 2004).  Hurricanes begin when areas of low atmospheric pressure move off the western coast of 
Africa and into the Atlantic, where they grow and intensify in the moisture-laden air above the warm 
tropical ocean.  Air moves toward these atmospheric lows from all directions and circulates clock-wise 
under the influence of the Coriolis effect, thereby initiating rotation in the converging wind fields.  When 
these hot, moist air masses meet, they rise up into the atmosphere above the low pressure area, potentially 
establishing a self-reinforcing feedback system that produces weather systems known to meteorologists as 
tropical disturbances, tropical depressions, tropical storms, and hurricanes (Frankenberg, 1999). 

Almost all tropical storms and hurricanes in the Atlantic basin (which includes the Gulf of Mexico and 
Caribbean Sea) form between June 1st and November 30th, known as hurricane season.  August and 
September are peak months for hurricane development.  Tropical cyclones affect New Jersey the most 
during the month of September, though the state has experienced tropical cyclones throughout the 
hurricane season, excluding November. Due to peak warmth in water temperatures in September, storms 
usually affect New Jersey during this time (Buchholz and Savadove, 1993). The threats caused by an 
approaching hurricane can be divided into three main categories: storm surge, wind damage and 
rainfall/flooding:  

Storm Surge is simply water that is pushed toward the shore by the force of the winds swirling 
around the storm. This advancing surge combines with the normal tides to create the hurricane 
storm tide, which can increase the mean water level 15 feet or more. In addition, wind driven 
waves are superimposed on the storm tide. The NOAA National Hurricane Center (NHC) 
indicates that a rise in water level can cause severe flooding in coastal areas, particularly when 
the storm tide coincides with the normal high tides (NHC, Date Unknown).  A storm surge 
creates a large dome of water, often 50 to 100 miles wide, that sweeps across the coastline near 
where the hurricane makes landfall.  The stronger the hurricane and the shallower the offshore 
water, the higher the storm surge will be (NWS, 2000).  As the water slams into shoreline 
structures, even well-built structures quickly get demolished.  As the waters move inland, 
carrying debris, it can cause further damage.  Storm surge is responsible for nearly 90% of all 
hurricane-related deaths and injuries. 
Wind Damage is the force of wind that can quickly decimate the tree population, down power 
lines and utility poles, knock over signs, and damage/destroy homes and buildings.  Flying debris 
can also cause damage to both structures and the general population.  When hurricanes first make 
landfall, it is common for tornadoes to form which can cause severe localized wind damage.  In 
most cases, however, wind is a secondary cause of damage during a hurricane.  Storm surge is 
normally the primary cause.  
Rainfall / Flooding the torrential rains that normally accompany a hurricane can cause serious 
flooding.  Whereas the storm surge and high winds are concentrated around the “eye”, the rain 
may extend for hundreds of miles and may last for several days, affecting areas well after the 
hurricane has diminished (Mandia, 2007).
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Location  

New Jersey is located in the path of precipitation-producing weather systems (“storm paths”) that move 
across the U.S. from all directions (Figure 5.4.2-1). These systems commonly produce thunderstorms 
during the warm season and snow during the cold season.  Occasional hurricanes, tropical storms, and 
Nor’easters approach New Jersey from the southeast and northeast.  Severe storms are a common 
occurrence throughout the State and can affect the entire study area of Little Falls.   

Figure 5.4.2-1. Precipitation-Producing Storm Paths 

Source: Anderson-Nichols & Company (ANC), LLC 1972-1975 

Hailstorms

Hailstorms are more frequent in the southern and central plain states, where the climate produces violent 
thunderstorms.  However, hailstorms have been observed in almost every location where thunderstorms 
occur (Federal Alliance for Safe Homes, Inc, 2006).  Figure 5.4.2-2 illustrates that New Jersey 
experiences less than two hailstorms per year.     
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Figure 5.4.2-2.  Annual Frequency of Hailstorms in the U.S. 

Source:  NVRC, 2006  
Note:  The black circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey.  Little Falls experiences less than 2 hailstorms per year. 

Windstorms 

Figure 5.4.2-3 indicates how the frequency and strength of windstorms impacts the U.S. and the general 
location of the most wind activity.  This is based on 40 years of tornado history and 100 years of 
hurricane history, collected by FEMA.  States located in Wind Zone IV have experienced the greatest 
number of tornadoes and the strongest tornadoes (NVRC, 2006).   Little Falls is located in Wind Zone II, 
experiencing tornadoes up to 160 mph.  Wind Zone II is categorized as the Hurricane Susceptibility 
Region which extends along the eastern and southern coastline of the U.S.   
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Figure 5.4.2-3. Wind Zones in the U.S. 

Source: FEMA, 2006  
Note:  The black circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey. 

Thunderstorms 

Thunderstorms affect relatively small localized areas, rather then large regions much like winter storms, 
and hurricane events (NWS, 2005).  Thunderstorms can strike in all regions of the U.S.; however, they are 
most common in the central and southern states.  The atmospheric conditions in these regions of the 
country are most ideal for generating these powerful storms (NVRC, 2006).  More than 100,000 
thunderstorms occur each year in the U.S., however, only about 10% are classified as “severe” (NOAA, 
2005).  The NWS collected data for thunder days, number and duration of thunder events, and lightening 
strike density for the 30-year period from 1948 to 1977.  A map was produced by the NWS, illustrating 
thunderstorm hazard severity in the U.S., based on the annual average number of thunder events between 
1948 and 1977 (Figure 5.4.2-4) (NVRC, 2006).  This figure indicates that New Jersey experienced 
between 40 and 50 annual thunder events during this time period, potentially affecting the entire 
geographic area of Little Falls.  According to Figure 5.4.2-5, an average of 30 thunderstorms occurs each 
year in New Jersey, with more storms occurring in the northwestern portion than the eastern section of the 
state.  Little Falls experiences an average of 32 to 44 thunderstorms each year (NJOEM, 2005). 
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Figure 5.4.2-4.  Average Number of Thunderstorms between 1948 and 1977 in the U.S. 

Source:  NVRC, 2006  
Note:  The black circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey.  

Figure 5.4.2-5.  Distribution of Thunderstorms in New Jersey 

Source: NJOEM, 2005 
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of Little Falls. 
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According to a September 2, 2007 NJ Herald news article, Mr. Seth Borenstein of the Associated Press 
indicated that in the event of climate change, NASA scientists suggest that the U.S. will face more severe 
thunderstorms in the future, with deadly lightning, damaging hail and the potential for tornadoes.  A 
recent study conducted by NASA predicts that smaller storm events like thunderstorms will be more 
dangerous due to climate change (Figure 5.4.2-6).  As prepared by the NWS, Figure 5-XX identifies those 
areas, particularly within the eastern U.S. that are more prone to thunderstorms, which includes the State 
of New Jersey.   

Figure 5.4.2-6.  Annual Days Suitable for Thunderstorms/Damaging Winds 

Source:   MSNBC.com, 2007 

Tornado 

According to the NWS, an average of 800 tornadoes affects the U.S. each year.  These tornadoes typically 
result in approximately 80 deaths and over 1,500 injuries.  The highest concentration of tornadoes in the 
U.S. has been in Oklahoma, Texas, Kansas, and Florida, as well as the Great Plains region of the central 
U.S. However, tornadoes have been observed in most of central and eastern U.S. Figure 5.4.2-7 shows 
tornado activity in the U.S. based on the number of recorded tornadoes per 1,000 square miles (NVRC, 
2006).  According to this figure, New Jersey experiences less then one to five tornadoes per 1,000 square 
miles. 
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Figure 5.4.2-7.  Tornado Activity in the U.S. 

Source:  NVRC, 2006  
Note:  The black circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey.  Little Falls experiences 1 to 5 tornadoes per 1,000 
square miles. 

New Jersey ranks 37th in the U.S. for frequency of tornadoes.  When compared to other states on the 
frequency of tornadoes per square mile, New Jersey ranks 20th (The Disaster Center, 2007).  In New 
Jersey, tornadoes have been known to occur in all areas of the state, including Little Falls.  Unlike the 
Mississippi Valley, New Jersey does not often experience ideal conditions for tornadoes; therefore, 
tornadoes are not as common or as powerful in New Jersey as in other places in the country.  Most 
tornadoes in New Jersey are short-lived, only lasting a few minutes, having a small and narrow path with 
tracks measuring only a few yards.  At times, a tornado will become powerful enough to cause damage 
(NJOEM, 2005).  Passaic County is partially located within the highest tornado hazard area in New 
Jersey, which includes Little Falls (Figure 5.4.2-8).  However, Little Falls has had no reported tornado 
incidents and Passaic County has only had four tornado events between 1950 and 1997.  According to the 
NJ HMP, NOAA-NCDC, and the Tornado Project, tornadoes have specifically occurred in West Milford 
(Passaic County).    
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Figure 5.4.2-8.  Tornado Prone Areas of New Jersey 

Source: NJOEM, 2005 
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of Little Falls. 

Hurricanes 

Few hurricanes, and other types of tropical cyclones, have hit the state directly, though numerous 
hurricanes have passed over New Jersey throughout its history.  Approximately every 10 years, hurricanes 
approach the coastline of New Jersey close enough to create storm surges and send waves over barrier 
islands' dunes and into back bays.  According to information presented by Margaret Buchholz and Larry 
Savadove, authors of The Great Storms of the Jersey Shore (1993), the chances for a direct hit by a 
hurricane on the Jersey shore each year is 1 in 200 (Buchholz and Savadove, 1993).  Areas most prone to 
hurricanes in New Jersey were identified in the NJ HMP and are identified in Figure 5.4.2-9.     
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Figure 5.4.2-9. Areas Most Affected by Hurricanes  

Source: NJOEM, 2005 
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of Little Falls. 

Multiple sources have indicated that Passaic County, including Little Falls, has been impacted by 
hurricanes, tropical storms and tropical depressions.  The Township has felt the direct and indirect 
landward effects associated with several hurricanes and tropical storms in recent history, such as Tropical 
Storm Floyd in 1999 (further discussed below).   

The Historical Hurricane Tracks tool is an interactive mapping application that allows one to easily search 
and display Atlantic Basin and East-Central Pacific Basin tropical cyclone data.  This interactive tool 
tracks tropical cyclones from 1851 to 2006.  Figure 5.4.2-10 displays tropical cyclone tracks for Little 
Falls and its surrounding area.  Between 1861 and 2006, Little Falls has experienced 56 tropical cyclone 
events.  These events occurred within 65 nautical miles from the Township (NHC, 2006).     
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Figure 5.4.2-10. Historical North Atlantic Tropical Cyclone Tracks (1851-2006) 

Source: NHC, 2006 

Extent 

The extent (that is, magnitude or severity) of a severe storm is largely dependent upon sustained wind 
speed.  Straight-line winds, in extreme cases, can cause wind guests exceeding 100 mph.  These winds are 
most responsible for hailstorm and thunderstorm wind damage.  One type of straight-line wind, the 
downburst, can cause damage equivalent to a strong tornado (NVRC, 2006).   

Tornado 

The magnitude or severity of a tornado was originally categorized using the Fujita Scale (F-Scale) or 
Pearson Fujita Scale introduced in 1971, based on a relationship between the Beaufort Wind Scales (B-
Scales) (measure of wind intensity) and the Mach number scale (measure of relative speed).  It is used to 
rate the intensity of a tornado by examining the damage caused by the tornado after it has passed over a 
man-made structure (Tornado Project, Date Unknown).  The F-Scale categorizes each tornado by 
intensity and area.  The scale is divided into six categories, F0 (Gale) to F5 (Incredible) (SPC, 2007).  
Table 5.4.2-1 explains each of the six F-Scale categories.     

Table 5.4.2-1.  Fujita Tornado Damage Scale 

Scale Wind Estimate 
(mph) Typical Damage 

F0 < 73 
Light damage. Some damage to chimneys; 
branches broken off trees; shallow-rooted trees 
pushed over; sign boards damaged. 

F1 73-112 
Moderate damage. Peels surface off roofs; 
mobile homes pushed off foundations or 
overturned; moving autos blown off roads. 
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Scale Wind Estimate 
(mph) Typical Damage 

F2 113-157 

Considerable damage. Roofs torn off frame 
houses; mobile homes demolished; boxcars 
overturned; large trees snapped or uprooted; 
light-object missiles generated; cars lifted off 
ground. 

F3 158-206 

Severe damage. Roofs and some walls torn off 
well-constructed houses; trains overturned; most 
trees in forest uprooted; heavy cars lifted off the 
ground and thrown. 

F4 207-260 

Devastating damage. Well-constructed houses 
leveled; structures with weak foundations blown 
away some distance; cars thrown and large 
missiles generated. 

F5 261-318 

Incredible damage. Strong frame houses leveled 
off foundations and swept away; automobile-
sized missiles fly through the air in excess of 100 
meters (109 yards); trees debarked; incredible 
phenomena will occur. 

Source:  SPC, Date Unknown  

Although the F-Scale has been in use for over 30 years, there are limitations of the scale.  The primary 
limitations are a lack of damage indicators, no account of construction quality and variability, and no 
definitive correlation between damage and wind speed.  These limitations have led to the inconsistent 
rating of tornadoes and, in some cases, an overestimate of tornado wind speeds.   The limitations listed 
above led to the development of the Enhanced Fujita Scale (EF Scale).  The Texas Tech University Wind 
Science and Engineering (WISE) Center, along with a forum of nationally renowned meteorologists and 
wind engineers from across the country, developed the EF Scale (NWS, 2007).     

The EF Scale became operational on February 1, 2007.  It is used to assign tornadoes a ‘rating’ based on 
estimated wind speeds and related damage.  When tornado-related damage is surveyed, it is compared to a 
list of Damage Indicators (DIs) and Degrees of Damage (DoD), which help better estimate the range of 
wind speeds produced by the tornado.  From that, a rating is assigned, similar to that of the F-Scale, with 
six categories from EF0 to EF5, representing increasing degrees of damage.  The EF Scale was revised 
from the original F-Scale to reflect better examinations of tornado damage surveys.  This new scale has to 
do with how most structures are designed (NWS, 2007).  Table 5.4.2-2 displays the EF Scale and each of 
its six categories.   

Table 5.4.2-2.  Enhanced Fujita Damage Scale 

Scale Intensity 
Phrase 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Type of Damage 

EF0 Light 
tornado 65–85

Light damage. Peels surface off some roofs; some damage to 
gutters or siding; branches broken off trees; shallow-rooted trees 
pushed over. 

EF1 Moderate 
tornado 86-110 

Moderate damage. Roofs severely stripped; mobile homes 
overturned or badly damaged; loss of exterior doors; windows 
and other glass broken. 

EF2 Significant 
tornado 111-135 

Considerable damage. Roofs torn off well-constructed houses; 
foundations of frame homes shifted; mobile homes completely 
destroyed; large trees snapped or uprooted; light-object missiles 
generated; cars lifted off ground. 
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Scale Intensity 
Phrase 

Wind 
Speed 
(mph) 

Type of Damage 

EF3 Severe 
tornado 136-165 

Severe damage. Entire stories of well-constructed houses 
destroyed; severe damage to large buildings such as shopping 
malls; trains overturned; trees debarked; heavy cars lifted off the 
ground and thrown; structures with weak foundations blown 
away some distance. 

EF4 Devastating 
tornado 166-200 

Devastating damage. Well-constructed houses and whole frame 
houses completely leveled; cars thrown and small missiles 
generated. 

EF5 Incredible 
tornado 200>

Incredible damage. Strong frame houses leveled off foundations 
and swept away; automobile-sized missiles fly through the air in 
excess of 100 m (109 yd); high-rise buildings have significant 
structural deformation; incredible phenomena will occur.  

Source: SPC, Date Unknown  

In the Fujita Scale, there was a lack of clearly defined and easily identifiable damage indicators.  The EF 
Scale takes into account more variables than the original F-Scale did when assigning a wind speed rating 
to a tornado.  The EF Scale incorporates 28 damage indicators (DIs), such as building type, structures, 
and trees.  For each damage indicator, there are 8 degrees of damage (DOD), ranging from the beginning 
of visible damage to complete destruction of the damage indicator.  Table 5.4.2-3 lists the 28 DIs.  Each 
one of these indicators has a description of the typical construction for that category of indicator.  Each 
DOD in every category is given an expected estimate of wind speed, a lower bound of wind speed, and an 
upper bound of wind speed.  Each DI has their own set of 8 DODs.     

Table 5.4.2-3.  EF Scale Damage Indicators 

Number  Damage Indicator Abbreviation Number  Damage Indicator Abbreviation 

1 Small barns, farm 
outbuildings SBO 15

School - 1-story 
elementary (interior 

or exterior halls) 
ES

2 One- or two-family 
residences FR12 16 School - jr. or sr. 

high school JHSH 

3 Single-wide mobile 
home (MHSW) MHSW 17 Low-rise (1-4 story) 

bldg. LRB 

4 Double-wide mobile 
home MHDW 18 Mid-rise (5-20 story) 

bldg. MRB 

5
Apt, condo, 

townhouse (3 stories 
or less) 

ACT 19 High-rise (over 20 
stories) HRB

6 Motel M 20
Institutional bldg. 
(hospital, govt. or 

university) 
IB 

7 Masonry apt. or 
motel MAM 21 Metal building 

system MBS 

8 Small retail bldg. 
(fast food) SRB 22 Service station 

canopy SSC
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Number  Damage Indicator Abbreviation Number  Damage Indicator Abbreviation 

9
Small professional 

(doctor office, 
branch bank) 

SPB 23
Warehouse (tilt-up 

walls or heavy 
timber) 

WHB 

10 Strip mall SM 24 Transmission line 
tower TLT

11 Large shopping mall LSM 25 Free-standing tower FST

12 Large, isolated ("big 
box") retail bldg. LIRB 26 Free standing pole 

(light, flag, luminary) FSP

13 Automobile 
showroom ASR 27 Tree - hardwood TH 

14 Automotive service 
building ASB 28 Tree - softwood TS

Source:  SPC, Date Unknown  

Since the EF Scale recently went into effect in February 2007, previous occurrences and losses associated 
with historic tornado events, described in the next section (Previous Occurrences and Losses) of this 
hazard profile are based on the former Fujita Scale. 

Hurricanes 

The extent of a hurricane is categorized by the Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Scale.  This scale categorizes or 
rates hurricanes from 1 (Minimal) to 5 (Catastrophic) based on their intensity.  This is used to give an 
estimate of the potential property damage and flooding expected along the coast from a hurricane landfall. 
Wind speed is the determining factor in the scale, as storm surge values are highly dependent on the slope 
of the continental shelf and the shape of the coastline, in the landfall region (NHC, 2007).  Table 5.4.2-4 
presents this scale, which is used to estimate the potential property damage and flooding expected when a 
hurricane makes land fall.   

Table 5.4.2-4. The Saffir-Simpson Scale 

Category Wind Speed (mph) 
Storm Surge  

(above normal sea 
level) 

Expected Damage 

1 74-95 4 – 5 feet 

Minimal.  Damage is done primarily to shrubbery 
and trees, unanchored mobile homes are damaged, 
some signs are damaged, and no real damage is 
done to structures. 

2 96-110 6 – 8 feet 
Moderate: Some trees are toppled, some roof 
coverings are damaged, and major damage is done 
to mobile homes. 

3 111-130 9 – 12 feet 

Extensive. Large trees are toppled, some structural 
damage is done to roofs, mobile homes are 
destroyed, and structural damage is done to small 
homes and utility buildings. 

4 131-155 13 – 18 feet 
Extreme. Extensive damage is done to roofs, 
windows, and doors; roof systems on small 
buildings completely fail; and some curtain walls fail.
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Category Wind Speed (mph) 
Storm Surge  

(above normal sea 
level) 

Expected Damage 

5 > 155 > 18 feet 

Catastrophic. Roof damage is considerable and 
widespread, window and door damage is severe, 
there are extensive glass failures, and entire 
buildings could fail. 

Additional Classifications 

Tropical Storm 39-73 0 - 3 feet NA

Tropical 
Depression < 38 0 NA

Source: FEMA, 2007 
mph = Miles per hour  
> = Greater than  
NA = not applicable or not available 

In evaluating the potential for hazard events of a given magnitude, a mean return period (MRP) is often 
used.  The MRP provides an estimate of the magnitude of an event that may occur within any given year 
based on past recorded events.  MRP is the average period of time, in years, between occurrences of a 
particular hazard event (equal to the inverse of the annual frequency of exceedance). For example, a flood 
that has a 1% chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year is also referred to as the base flood 
and has a MRP of 100.  The term "100-year flood" can be misleading; it is not the flood that will occur 
once every 100 years.  Rather, it is the flood elevation that has a 1% chance of being equaled or exceeded 
each year.  Therefore, the 100-year flood could occur more than once in a relatively short period of time 
or less than one time in 100 years (Dinicola, 2005). 

The maximum 3-second gust wind speed for Little Falls is 87 mph for the 100-year event; wind speeds 
characteristic of a Category 1 hurricane.  The maximum 3-second gust wind speed is 115 mph for a 500-
year event; wind speeds characteristic of a Category 3 hurricane.  The associated impacts and losses from 
these 100- and 500-year MRP hurricane event model runs are reported in the Vulnerability Assessment 
later in this section.  Figure 5.4.2-11 shows the estimated hurricane track for a 100-year MRP event run in 
HAZUS-MH. Figure 5.4.2-12 shows the estimated hurricane track for a 500-year MRP event. 
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Figure 5.4.2-11. Estimated Storm Track for 100-year MRP Event 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 

Figure 5.4.2-12. Estimated Storm Track for 500-year MRP Event 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 



SECTION 5.4.2: RISK ASSESSMENT – SEVERE STORM 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.4.2-18 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

Previous Occurrences and Losses 

Many sources provided historical information regarding previous occurrences and losses associated with 
severe storms throughout New Jersey, Passaic County and Little Falls, including, but not limited to, 
FEMA, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), the NWS Middle Atlantic Forecast Center (MARFC), the 
University of South Carolina (USC) Hazards & Vulnerability Research Institute Spatial Hazard Events 
and Losses Database for the U.S. (SHELDUS), the NOAA National Climate Data Center (NOAA-
NCDC) storm query, Northeast Regional Climate Center (NRCC), the NJOEM, documents provided by 
Little Falls officials and through review of available newspaper articles.  For the purpose of this HMP, 
loss and impact information for many events could vary depending on the sources used.   

Between 1955 and 2007, FEMA declared that New Jersey experienced over 21 disasters classified as one 
or a combination of the following disaster types: severe storms, coastal storms (Ivan-2004, Floyd-1999, 
Gloria-1985) flooding, heavy rains, and high tides (FEMA, 2007).  Of those events, FEMA, NJOEM, the 
NJ HMP and various other sources indicate that Passaic County was declared a disaster area as a result of 
six severe storm events between 1955 and the present.  FEMA couples some disasters as severe storms 
and flooding events; therefore, those severe storm disasters that are also listed as flooding events have 
also been discussed in Section 5.4.1 Flood.   

It is possible that Passaic County and Little Falls were declared as a disaster area for more then six events; 
however, not enough information was found to make that determination.  Also, although Passaic County 
may have not been listed as an official FEMA disaster area for all of the events identified in New Jersey, 
Passaic County and Little Falls may have still experienced indirect or cascading losses or impacts 
associated with the events.   Table 5.4.2-5 summarizes the FEMA Presidential Disaster (DR) or 
Emergency Declarations (EM) for severe storm events in Passaic County.   

Table 5.4.2-5. Presidential Disaster Declarations for Severe Storm Events in Passaic County 

Type of Event Date Declaration 
Number Cost of Losses (approximate) 

Heavy Rain / Flooding 
(Remnants of Tropical 

Storm Doria)

August 
1971 DR-310

Killed three people and caused approximately $138.5 M in 
property damages in NJ. SHELDUS indicated that PC 
experienced $2.4 M in property damages and $2 K in crop 
damages. Losses in Little Falls are unknown.  Heavy rains 
resulted in a total rainfall amount of 10.29 inches in Little Falls 
(highest in NJ. Flood crest of 8.05 feet on the Passaic River in 
Little Falls. 

Severe Storms / 
Flooding 

August 
1973 DR-402 

USGS indicated that this event resulted in a FEMA disaster 
declaration due to seven inches of rain in 5 hours, 6 lives lost 
and approximately $67 M in total damages throughout NJ.  PC 
had $417 K in property damage.  Losses in Little Falls are 
unknown. 

Heavy Rains / High 
Winds / Hail / Tornado 

July  
1975 DR-477 

Thirteen counties in NJ were eligible for Federal disaster aid, 
including PC.  Overall, the storm caused $12 M in damages 
throughout NJ.  Rainfall totals exceeded 10 inches in several 
locations.  Heavy rain caused $476 K in property and crop 
damages in PC.  Losses in Little Falls are unknown. 
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Type of Event Date Declaration 
Number Cost of Losses (approximate) 

Remnants of 
Hurricane / Tropical 

Storm Floyd* 

September 
1999

DR-1295  
EM-3147 
EM-3148 

The NJOEM provided the following Federal Aid info for NJ: 
Total eligible Public Assistance $45 million, Total Federal 
Assistance $342 M; Total State Assistance/Cost Share $73.3 
M.  Through Dec. 16, 1999, FEMA indicated that PC had over 
2,671 flood claims and received $5.1 M in disaster assistance. 
NOAA-NCDC and SHELDUS indicated that PC experienced 
$6 M in property damages and 1 fatality. However, the 2000 
USACE Post-Flood report indicated that PC experienced a 
total of $66 M in overall flood damages from this event.  

The NJ HMP indicates that Little Falls received a rain total of 
14.13 inches during this event.  Resulted in the death of a 
Jackson Park resident in Little Falls.  A preliminary damage 
assessment of Little Falls in 2000 was reported at $347 K.  
However, a 1999 New Jersey Loss Report from NFIP indicated 
that Little Falls had a reported 124 loss claims and received 
$2.4 M in payment from those losses (USACE).  Other sources, 
including the Little Falls Township Business Administrator, have 
indicated that losses ranged between $5 and $6 million in the 
Township.  The Route 46 Bridge that crosses the Peckman 
River in Little Falls experienced structural damage from 
floodwaters (FEMA, 2003).  The hardest hit neighborhood in 
Little Falls was along Ryle Avenue, near the Peckman River and 
Route 46. 

Severe Storm / 
Flooding 

April  
2005 DR-1588 

As of June 2005, more than 1,800 individuals and businesses in 
the nine declared counties registered for disaster assistance. 
FEMA provided more than $2.1 M to homeowners and renters 
for housing and other needs assistance.  PC made 543 
applications for federal aid and received $525 K for housing 
assistance and other needs (PC had the most applications for 
assistance then any other county). Losses for Little Falls were 
not documented (FEMA, 2005). SHELDUS indicated that PC 
experienced $2.4 M in property damages.  Losses in Little Falls 
are unknown.  Flood Crest of Passaic River in Little Falls: 10.11 
feet on 4/4/2005.  Selected rainfall amounts for PC - from 2.01 
inches at Wayne to 3.77 inches at Greenwood Lake. 

Severe Storms / 
Inland / Coastal 
Flooding (also 
identified as a 

Nor’easter) 

April 
2007 DR-1694 

Although damage amounts are still being calculated, it has been 
estimated by State Officials that the State experienced over 
$180 M in property damages. As of June 18, 2007, nearly $33 M 
in federal grants for flood losses has been approved for NJ 
residents (FEMA, 2007).  Major flooding occurred during this 
storm within Little Falls  It has been indicated that this event cost 
Little Falls more than $426K  in property damage 

Source (s): FEMA, 2007; NJOEM, 2004 and 2005; NOAA-NCDC, 2007; USACE, 2000; SHELDUS, 2007 
Note (1):  The ‘Type of Event’ is the disaster classification that was assigned to the event by FEMA.  Losses indicate the value of 
loss in terms of payments made to recipients; this data is made available through public records and does not reflect all losses
incurred. 
Note (2):  Monetary figures within this table were U.S. Dollar (USD) figures calculated during or within the approximate time of
the event.  If such an event would occur in the present day, monetary losses would be considerably higher in USDs as a result of
increased U.S. Inflation Rates.
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Further descriptions of severe storm events that have impacted Little Falls include only those events 
where information regarding their impact was easily attained.  Many severe storm events resulted in 
major flooding throughout the county, therefore, the flood impact of these events are further mentioned in 
Section 5.4.1 (Flood).  According to many sources, certain severe storm events have actually been 
classified as Nor’easters; therefore, they are further discussed in Section 5.4.3 (Severe Winter Storms).  
Although these events are noted in Table 5.4.2-6, further description is given to provide a better 
understanding of the effects of the event.  Monetary figures within the following event descriptions were 
U.S. Dollar (USD) figures calculated during or within the approximate time of the event (unless present 
day recalculations were made by the sources reviewed).  If such an event would occur in the present day, 
monetary losses would be considerably higher in USDs as a result of increased U.S. Inflation Rates. 

August 12, 1875:  As a result of a severe storm, heavy rain increased the flow of the Passaic River 
causing damage to the many parts of Passaic County.  The Peckman River overflowed, washing away two 
dams at Cedar Grove, a wooden bridge on Notch Road, and a wooden bridge on the Little Falls Turnpike.  
The lower floor of Jackman’s woolen mill, near Little Falls, was flooded, causing the employees to 
evacuate the building.  A tornado struck Little Falls (Signac area), destroying a barn worth $5,000 (New 
York Times, 1875).   

September 21-24, 1882:  A tropical storm traveled north along the offshore of New Jersey, producing 
rain up to 11 inches in many locations (Figure 5.4.2-13).  Severe flooding was reported in the Passaic 
River valley (Ludlum, 1983).  During this tropical storm, approximately 17.9 inches of rain fell in 
Paterson, located northeast of Little Falls (AMS, 1882).  Cost estimates of property damage in Little Falls 
were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan.   

Figure 5.4.2-13.  September 1882 Tropical Storm 

Source:  Weather Underground, 2007  

September 24, 1899:  A small, unknown category, hurricane swept the wind off of Jackson’s mill.  Trees 
were uprooted and blown down.  The house adjacent to the mill was not damaged; however, the strong 
winds shook the house, causing dishes to rattle and fall to the ground.  The hurricane also brought heavy 
rain, causing flooding in low-lying areas (New York Times, 1899).  Cost estimates of property damage in 
Little Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan.   
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August 27-28, 1971 (Remnants of Tropical Storm Doria) (FEMA DR-310):  According to the NOAA 
Hydrometeorological Prediction Center (HPC), this storm moved off of the African coast in mid-August.  
It achieved tropical depression status on August 20th.  Over a five-day period, further development of this 
storm was not observed.  By August 26th, the system strengthened into a tropical storm approximately 200 
miles east of Daytona Beach, Florida and continued to travel north.  By August 27th, the storm moved 
ashore and its status stayed as a tropical storm.  The center of the storm moved along a coastal path until it 
reached New England (Kocin, 2006).  This storm was the most damaging in the U.S. in 1971.  It traversed 
a heavily populated area of the country, and the heavy rains caused extensive damage to property and 
crops as rivers and streams overflowed their banks (Simpson and Hope, 1971).   

In New Jersey, this storm produced wind gusts of up to 54 mph and storm tides 5.3 feet above normal.  
The storm produced a F2 tornado near Cape May.  Tropical Storm Doria moved from Cape May to 
Bergen County, bringing heavy rains and severe flooding throughout New Jersey.  According to the 1972 
“Special Report 37: Floods of August and September 1971 in New Jersey,” prepared by Mr. Stephen 
Stankowski of USGS, this severe storm resulted in widespread flooding of unprecedented magnitude in 
south-central, central and northeastern New Jersey for a period of 32 hours (total rainfall between 3 to 11 
inches).  Three lives were lost and damaged from the flooding as been reported at approximately $140 
million; with over $53 million of this amount was damage to public property (roads, bridges, water 
supply systems and sewer systems); and over $85 million of this amount was damage to private and 
industrial holdings (Stankowski, 1972).  This event resulted in a FEMA disaster Declaration for the State, 
identified as DR-310 (FEMA, 2007).   

Overall, Passaic County experienced $2.4 million in property damages and $2,000 in crop damages from 
this event (SHELDUS, 2006).  This storm brought over 10.29 inches of rain to Little Falls, and caused the 
Passaic River to crest at 8.05 feet in Little Falls (1.05 feet over flood stage of the river in Little Falls) 
(MARFC, 1955-2006; Stankowski, 1972).  As a result, moderate flooding throughout the Township 
occurred. Cost estimates of property damage in Little Falls was unavailable in the materials reviewed to 
develop this plan. 

June 19-24, 1972 (Remnants of Tropical Storm Agnes):  This storm resulted in heavy rain throughout 
much of the northeast, with rainfall totals from this storm ranged between 1 to 15 inches within the 
eastern U.S. (HPC, 2006).  Overall, this storm caused 122 deaths in the U.S. and $2.1 billion in damages 
(NHC, 2005). 

Compared to New York and Pennsylvania, storm damage in New Jersey was relatively minor (Ludlum, 
1983).  According to SHELDUS, Passaic County experienced $24,000 in property damage and $238,000 
in crop damages from this event.  Figure 5.4.2-14 illustrates the rainfall totals from the remnants of 
Tropical Storm Agnes.  Cost estimates of property damage in Little Falls was unavailable in the materials 
reviewed to develop this plan. 
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Figure 5.4.2-14.  Rainfall Totals for Hurricane Agnes 

Source:  Junker, 2006  
Note:  The black circle indicates the approximately location of New Jersey.  Total rainfall for Little Falls was approximately 3
inches. 

July 13-15, 1975 (FEMA DR-477):  As a result of a severe storm, heavy rain fell across New Jersey, 
bringing more than 10 inches to several locations (USGS, 2005).  As a result of the event, 13 New Jersey 
counties (including Passaic County) were declared disaster areas, eligible for Federal disaster aid.  
Overall, the event resulted in one death and $12 million in damages throughout the State.  Passaic County 
experienced $476,000 in property and crop damages (SHELDUS, 2006).  Cost estimates of property 
damage in Little Falls was unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

November 6-10, 1977:   A weak tropical storm entered into New Jersey, bringing 50 mph winds, 2 to 5 
feet tides, and 8 inches of rain.  Flooding occurred in northern New Jersey, causing over $100 million in 
damages (Ludlum, 1983).  This event was known as the “Election Day Flood”.  Maximum rainfall was 
over 9 inches in much of the area.  The storm mainly affected the Passaic River and northern Atlantic 
coastal areas (USGS, Date Unknown).  Passaic County had an estimated $2.4 million in property 
damages (SHELDUS, 2006).  The Passaic River crested at 8.63 feet in Little Falls (1.63 feet over flood 
stage of the river), resulting in moderate flooding throughout the Township (MARFC, 1955-2006).  Cost 
estimates of property damage in Little Falls was unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this 
plan. 

July 10, 1989:  Severe thunderstorms entered the New York Metropolitan region, spawning tornadoes 
and destroying more than 100 homes and businesses across New York, Connecticut, and New Jersey.  
The damaging winds left many communities in states of emergency.  Throughout the region, more than 
12 people were hospitalized, over 200 were treated for minor injuries, and one fatality was reported.  
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Tornadoes were reported in three states and tornadoes were confirmed in Fort Lee, New Jersey; East 
Moriches, Long Island; Ringwood, New Jersey; Putnam, Schoharie, and Green Counties, New York; and 
Litchfield and Hamden, Connecticut (Hays, 1989).   

In northern New Jersey, damage from a F1 tornado was reported along a seven-mile swath from 
Ringwood to Wyckoff.  This area is 20 miles west of Fort Lee, where a tornado was confirmed by the 
National Weather Service.  No injuries were reported in Bergen and Passaic Counties.  Much of the 
damage in New Jersey was from uprooted or snapped trees (Hays, 1989).  Damage in Passaic County was 
estimated at $2.5 million (NCDC, 2007).  Cost estimates of property damage in Little Falls was 
unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

July 12-13, 1996 (Remnants of Hurricane Bertha):  Hurricane Bertha was an early season Category 2 
storm when it made landfall on the coast of North Carolina.  As the storm moved inland, it dropped below 
hurricane strength.  In North Carolina, peak wind gusts reached 108 mph.  Bertha moved northeast along 
the coast, producing 45 to 60 mph sustained winds over land from North Carolina to New England.  
Coastal storm surges, from Florida to New England, ranged from 1 to 4 feet.  Some areas experienced 
storm surges of up to 6 feet.  Many locations received up to 4 inches of rain, with 6 inches falling in 
isolated areas.  Due to Bertha’s rapid movement throughout the Northeast, rainfall duration and amounts 
were limited.  The storm was declared extratropical on July 14th, when the center moved from the coast of 
Maine to Canada.  The storm resulted in 12 fatalities and an estimated $270 million in damages 
throughout the U.S. (NWS, 1997).   

In New Jersey, the most significant impact from Hurricane Bertha was heavy rain, with 2 to 4 inches of 
rain in many coastal sections (Figure 5.4.2-15).  A tornado warning was issued on July 13th for the entire 
state; however, no confirmed tornadoes occurred in New Jersey.  Few isolated areas reported greater than 
6 inches of rainfall.  Flooding was not a main issue with this storm, although moderate wave action was 
reported, causing one fatality.  Strong wind gusts knocked down trees and caused power outages (NWS, 
1997).  Cost estimates of property damage in Little Falls was unavailable in the materials reviewed to 
develop this plan. 
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Figure 5.4.2-15.  Rainfall Totals for Hurricane Bertha 

Source:  HPC, 2006  
Note:  The black circle indicates the approximately location of New Jersey. 

October 8-9, 1996:  The remnants of Tropical Storm Josephine landed in New Jersey bringing several 
inches of rain and strong winds to the area before moving into New England.  Rain amounts totaled up to 
8 inches and wind gusts peaked at 50 mph.  Power outages resulted from downed power lines and 
transformer explosions.  Flooding caused a few roads to close in Bergen, Passaic, and Morris counties, 
and was reported along the New Jersey coastline.  No serious injuries or major problems were reported in 
northern New Jersey.  Approximately 2,000 homes were without power at some point during the storm.  
The high winds downed many trees and power lines in many towns (Mumma, 1996).   

The storm brought 1 to 3 inches of rain to the Passaic County area, causing localized street and poor 
drainage flooding.  Rainfall totals for Passaic County ranged from 1.62 inches in Oak Ridge to 2.52 
inches in Little Falls (NCDC, 2007).  Cost estimates of property damage in Little Falls was unavailable in 
the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

September 16-18, 1999 “Hurricane / Tropical Storm Floyd” (FEMA DR-1295):   FEMA indicates 
that this event was a Hurricane; however, the NJOEM, NJ HMP and the USACE Post Flood Report of 
July 2000 indicate that this event was a Tropical Storm event for the State of New Jersey.  Therefore, for 
the purpose of this HMP, this event will be referred to as a Tropical Storm throughout this hazard profile, 
as identified by New Jersey State government agencies.  With this event being a severe storm resulting in 
major damages from flooding, flood impacts associated with this storm are further described in Section 
5.4.1 (Flood).  
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According to the NOAA NHC, Floyd was a large and intense storm that pounded the central and northern 
Bahama islands, seriously threatened Florida, struck the coast of North Carolina and moved up the U.S. 
east coast into New England as a tropical storm. It neared the threshold of Category five intensity on the 
Saffir/Simpson Hurricane Scale as it approached the Bahamas, and produced a flood disaster of immense 
proportions in the eastern U.S., particularly from the eastern coast of North Carolina through New Jersey  
(Pasch, 1999).  The storm track, originally produced by FEMA, was provided by the Disaster Center as 
Figure 5.4.2-16. 

Figure 5.4.2-16: Hurricane/Tropical Storm Floyd Storm Track 

Source: The Disaster Center, 1999  

Much of Floyd’s impact was due to heavy rainfall, creating major losses from floodwaters throughout the 
State, including Passaic County and Little Falls.  It was a quick moving storm, however; its large 
circulation interacted with a pre-existing frontal zone extending from North Carolina through the mid-
Atlantic states.  This caused the heaviest rainfall to fall along Floyd’s track.  From South Carolina to the 
northeastern states, common rainfall totals ranged from 4 to 12 inches (Figure 5.4.2-17) (NWS, 1999).  In 
New Jersey, the heaviest rain oriented from southwest to northeast and extended from central New Jersey 
northeast across Bergen County and the Lower Hudson Valley of southeast New York.  Maximum 
rainfall rates of 1 to 2 inches per hour lasted for up to 3 consecutive hours.  The rainfall total for Passaic 
County ranged from 7.56 inches to 14.45 inches (NCDC, 2007).   
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Figure 5.4.2-17.  Rainfall Totals from Hurricane Floyd 

Source:  NWS, 1999  

According to FEMA, this hurricane will go down in history as the greatest and costliest natural disaster to 
ever affect New Jersey to date.  According to NOAA-NCDC, initial state-wide cost estimates for damages 
to public sector was $67 million.  For Passaic, Bergen, Essex, Hudson, and Union counties, initial cost 
estimates totaled $35.5 million.  These estimates do not account for damage in the private sector (NCDC, 
2007).   This event resulted in a FEMA Disaster Declaration (DR-1295), for the following impacted 
counties: Passaic, Bergen, Essex, Morris, Union, Hunterdon, Somerset, Middlesex, and Monmouth.   

The NJ HMP indicated that Little Falls received a rain total of 14.13 inches during this event, resulting in 
significant flood damages to over 1,000 families, claiming the life of one resident, causing structural 
damage of local bridges, resulting in evacuations of 80 people and causing significant streambank erosion 
throughout the Township (NJOEM, 2005). The hardest hit neighborhood in Little Falls was along Ryle 
Avenue, near the Peckman River and Route 46.  Since millions in damages accrued within Little Falls as 
a result of major flooding from this storm; flood impacts and losses are further discussed in Section 5.4.1 
(Flood).   

November 13, 2003:  A combination of a rapidly deepening low pressure system moving through the 
Saint Lawrence Valley and a high pressure system building in from the west, produced high winds across 
New Jersey (NCDC, 2007).  A wind warning was issued by the NWS for November 13th, with gusts 
expected to exceed 58 mph in parts of New Jersey.  A warning for sustained winds of 30 to 40 mph was 
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issued for Essex, Union, Passaic, Hudson, and Bergen counties.  A wind advisory was issued for the rest 
of the state (Star Ledger, 2003). 

The strong winds knocked down trees, tree limbs, transformers, and wires, causing damage to homes and 
vehicles and closing many roads throughout New Jersey.  Thousands of power outages were confirmed by 
the New Jersey Board of Public Utilities (NCDC, 2007).  Cost estimates of property damage in Little 
Falls was unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

September 28-30, 2004 (Hurricane Jeanne):  Hurricane Jeanne tracked across Georgia and North 
Carolina and then northeast across the central Delmarva Peninsula and extreme southern New Jersey.  
The remnants of Hurricane Jeanne interacting with two frontal boundaries in the region caused torrential 
downpours throughout the affected areas (NOAA, 2004).  Hurricane Jeanne caused approximately $6.9 
billion in damages throughout the U.S. (NHC, 2005).   

Hurricane Jeanne caused tornadoes and widespread flooding to occur throughout many parts of New 
Jersey.   Rainfall amounts in New Jersey averaged 3 to 6 inches (NCDC, 2007) (Figure 5.4.2-18).  Cost 
estimates of property damage in Passaic County and Little Falls were unavailable in the materials 
reviewed to develop this plan. 

Figure 5.4.2-18.  Rainfall Totals from Hurricane Jeanne 

Source:  HPC, 2006  
Note:  The black circle indicates the approximately location of New Jersey.  Rainfall totals for Little Falls ranged from 3 to 5
inches. 
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April 1-4, 2005 (FEMA DR-1588):  A low pressure system developed in the Gulf of Mexico and rapidly 
intensified as it moved north to northeast.  Widespread rain along with heavy showers and thunderstorms 
occurred with this system.  Total rainfall from this storm ranged from 1.5 inches to 3.25 inches.  Heavy 
rain caused widespread urban flooding and many streams and rivers overflowed their banks, resulting in 
many evacuations and significant property damages and losses throughout New Jersey.  For example, the 
flooding within the Passaic and Delaware Rivers forced over 6,000 residents from their homes and caused 
$60 million in damages; $52.5 million to private property and $7.5 million to public property.  $12 
million in damages were experienced in Passaic County.  The storm also brought strong winds, gusting 
from 46 to 57 mph, which downed many trees (NCDC, 2007). 

This event resulted in a disaster declaration for nine New Jersey counties (Bergen, Essex, Gloucester, 
Hunterdon, Mercer, Morris, Passaic, Sussex and Warren) on April 19, 2005 (FEMA, 2005).  As of June 3, 
2005, more than 1,800 individuals and businesses in the nine declared counties registered for disaster 
assistance. FEMA provided more than $2.1 million to homeowners and renters for housing and other 
needs assistance (FEMA, 2005).  Since millions damages accrued within Passaic County (including Little 
Falls) as a result of major flooding from this storm, flood impacts and losses are further discussed in 
Section 5.4.1 (Flood). 

October 7-14, 2005 (Remnants of Tropical Storm Tammy):  Remnants of Tropical Storm Tammy 
flooded counties throughout the State with, in some areas, upwards of 15 inches of rain and increased the 
already high astronomical high tides along the New Jersey coastline.  This heavy rain event caused 
widespread flash flooding inundating homes, apartments, businesses and industrial facilities, causing 
substantial damage.  There were millions of dollars of damage to over 2700 single-family homes, over 
640 apartment units, and 220 businesses.  On October 18, 2005, acting Acting Governor Richard J. Codey 
sent a letter to President Bush, asking that he declare a major disaster for the State of New Jersey (all 
counties).  Additionally, federal funds were requested to assist property owners, businesses and 
governmental agencies that incurred costs and damages as a result of prolonged, torrential rain and 
flooding during the week of October 7-14, 2005 (The State of New Jersey, 2005). 

Areas hardest hit included area along the Passaic, Ramapo and Pompton Rivers, receiving roughly five 
inches of rain, over a 48 hours time period (Figure 5.4.2-19).  The swollen Passaic River swamped parts 
of Wayne and Little Falls, prompting evacuations and fueling fear of worse flooding in the days to come 
(Troncone, 2005).  The flood crest on the Passaic River in Little Falls was 9.23 feet.  Cost estimates of 
property damage within Little Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan.
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Figure 5.4.2-19. Rainfall Totals from October 7-14 2005 Flood Event 

Source: NCDC, 2005  

September 1-2, 2006 (Remnants of Tropical Storm Ernesto):  The remnants of Tropical Storm Ernesto 
drenched the Mid-Atlantic region, cutting power to more than 400,000 customers and forcing 
evacuations.  The storm caused at least 5 deaths in Virginia and North Carolina.  Flash-flood watches 
were posted for Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New York.  Flood warnings were issued for Delaware, the 
District of Columbia, Maryland, North Carolina, and Virginia.  As the storm moved inland, the flood 
watches were lifted for many of the areas (New York Times, 2006).   

The storm brought widespread heavy rain and gusty winds of 41 to 45 mph across portions of northeast 
New Jersey.  The strong winds downed numerous trees and power lines, causing over 100,000 power 
outages.  Total rainfall for Passaic County ranged from 1 inch to 3.2 inches (Storm Data, 2006).  Figure 
5.4.2-20 shows the rainfall totals for the Mid-Atlantic region, including New Jersey and Little Falls.  
Numerous trees and power lines were damaged due to the storm throughout Passaic County (NCDC, 
2007).  Cost estimates of property damage in Little Falls was unavailable in the materials reviewed to 
develop this plan. 
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Figure 5.4.2-20.  Tropical Storm Ernesto Rainfall Totals 

Source:  NCDC, 2006  
Note:  Rainfall totals for Little Falls was approximately 2 to 3 inches. 

Probability of Future Events 

Earlier in this HMP in Section 5.3, the identified hazards of concern for Little Falls were ranked.  The 
probability of occurrence, or likelihood of the event, is one parameter used for ranking hazards.   Based 
on historical records and input from the Township Planning Committee, the probability of occurrence for 
severe storms in Little Falls is considered high (likely to occur within 25 years, as presented in Table 5.3-
3); however, impacts only related to severe storms, excluding those associated with hurricanes, tropical 
storms, nor’easters and flooding, are expected to be minimal.   

It is estimated that Little Falls will continue to experience direct and indirect impacts of severe storms 
annually that may induce secondary hazards such as flooding, infrastructure deterioration or failure, 
utility failures, power outages, water quality and supply concerns, and transportation delays, accidents 
and inconveniences.   

The Role of Global Climate Change on Future Probability 

Global climate change poses risks to human health and to terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. Important 
economic resources such as agriculture, forestry, fisheries, and water resources also may be affected. 
Warmer temperatures, more severe droughts, storms and floods, and sea level rise could have a wide 
range of impacts. All these stresses can add to existing stresses on resources caused by other influences 
such as population growth, land-use changes, and pollution. 
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Climate is defined not simply as average temperature and precipitation but also by the type, frequency 
and intensity of weather events. Human-induced climate change has the potential to alter the prevalence 
and severity of extremes such as heat waves, cold waves, severe storms, floods and droughts. Though 
predicting changes in these types of events under a changing climate is difficult, understanding 
vulnerabilities to such changes is a critical part of estimating future climate change impacts on human 
health, society and the environment. 

It is important to understand that directly linking any one specific extreme event (e.g., a severe hurricane) 
to climate change is not possible. However, climate change may increase the probability of some ordinary 
weather events reaching extreme levels or of some extreme events becoming more extreme [U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), 2006]. It remains very difficult to assess the impact of 
global warming on extreme weather events, in large part because this analysis depends greatly on regional 
forecasts for global warming. Global warming will almost certainly have different effects on different 
regions of the Earth, so areas will not be equally susceptible to increased or more intense extreme weather 
events. Although regional climate forecasts are improving, they are still uncertain (Climate.org, Date 
Unknown).  These many uncertainties may exist regarding magnitude or severity, however, many sources 
indicate that future weather patterns and increased intensities are anticipated as a result of climate change, 
along with atmospheric, precipitation, storm and sea level changes (USEPA, 2007).   
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VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT 

To understand risk, a community must evaluate what assets are exposed or vulnerable in the identified 
hazard area.  For severe storms, the entire Township has been identified as the hazard area.  Therefore, all 
assets in the Township of Little Falls (population, structures, critical facilities and lifelines), as described 
in the Township Profile section, are vulnerable.  The following text evaluates and estimates the potential 
impact of severe storms on the Township including:  

Overview of vulnerability 
Data and methodology used for the evaluation 
Impact, including:  (1) impact on life, safety and health of Township residents, (2) general building 
stock, (3) critical facilities, and (4) economy 
Further data collections that will assist understanding of this hazard over time opportunity  
Overall vulnerability conclusion 

Overview of Vulnerability 

Severe storms include high winds and air speeds that result in power outages, disruptions to transportation 
corridors and equipment, loss of workplace access, significant property damage, injuries and loss of life, 
and the need to shelter and care for individuals impacted by the events.  A large amount of damage can be 
inflicted by trees, branches, and other objects that fall onto power lines, buildings, roads, vehicles, and, in 
some cases, people.  The risk assessment for severe storm evaluates available data for a range of storms 
included in this hazard category.  

Due to the Township’s inland location, the loss associated with hurricanes is primarily associated with 
severe thunderstorm or hurricane-related rains (see flooding discussion in Section 5.4.1 Flood) and severe 
winds.  Secondary flooding associated with the torrential downpours during hurricanes/tropical storms is 
also a primary concern in the Township.  The Township has experienced flooding in association with 
several hurricanes, tropical storms and types of severe storms in the past.   

In the study area, winds associated with a hurricane event are similar to a severe wind storm and 
therefore, can support analysis of the severe storm event for this study area.  The entire inventory of the 
Township is at risk of being damaged or lost due to impacts of severe wind.  Certain areas, infrastructure, 
and types of building are at greater risk than others due to proximity to falling hazards and/or their 
manner of construction.   

Potential losses associated with high wind events were calculated for the Township for two probabilistic 
hurricane events, the 100-year and 500-year MRP hurricane events.  The impacts on population, existing 
structures, critical facilities and the economy are presented below, following a summary of the data and 
methodology used. 

Data and Methodology 

The HAZUS-MH hurricane model analyzes damage associated with significant winds. Such wind impacts 
also could occur as a result of other types of severe wind storms (e.g., tornadoes) and therefore, are 
considered relevant to the severe storm hazard.  Rain is often associated with severe storms and may also 
cause flooding.  Flooding is addressed under the flood hazard (Section 5.4.1).  After reviewing historic 
data, the HAZUS-MH methodology and hurricane model were used to analyze the severe storm hazard 
for the Township of Little Falls.  Data used to assess this hazard include data available in the HAZUS-
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MH hurricane model, NOAA NCDC data, professional knowledge, information provided by the Planning 
Committee, and public input. 

HAZUS-MH contains data on historic hurricane events and wind speeds.  It also includes surface 
roughness and vegetation (tree coverage) maps for the area.  Surface roughness and vegetation data 
support the modeling of wind force across various types of land surfaces.  Hurricane and inventory data 
available in HAZUS-MH were used to evaluate potential losses from the 100- and 500-year MRP 
hurricane event (severe wind impacts).  Locally available inventory data were reviewed to determine their 
appropriateness for inclusion.  Other than data for critical facilities, the default data in HAZUS-MH was 
the best available for use in this evaluation.  The 11 residential and 10 commercial occupancy classes 
available in HAZUS-MH were condensed into the following occupancy classes (residential, commercial, 
industrial, agricultural, religious, government, and educational) to facilitate the analysis and the 
presentation of results.  Residential loss estimates address both multi-family and single family dwellings.  
In addition, impacts to critical facilities were evaluated for the 100-year and 500-year MRP events. 

Impact on Life, Health and Safety 

The impact of severe storms on life, health and safety is dependent upon the severity of the storm event.  
Residents may be displaced or require temporary to long-term sheltering.  In addition, downed trees, 
damaged buildings and debris carried by high winds can lead to injury or loss of life.  Socially vulnerable 
populations are most susceptible, based on a number of factors including their physical and financial 
ability to react or respond during a hazard and the location and construction quality of their housing.  
According to the 2000 Census, 17.9% of the Township’s total population is 65 years of age and above 
and 4% of the population is individuals living below the Census poverty threshold.   

For a 100-year MRP event, HAZUS-MH estimates that 3 households will be displaced and require 
temporary shelter.  Of these, 1 person (out of the total Township population of 10,855) will seek 
temporary shelter in a public shelter.  HAZUS-MH estimates that a total of 1,140 tons of debris will be 
generated.  Of the total amount, brick/wood comprises 52%, the reminder being tree debris.  Please note 
that the HAZUS-MH Hurricane Model Technical Manual and User Manual recommend that the estimated 
debris volume be treated as a low estimate.  There may be other sources of vegetative and non-vegetative 
debris not being modeled in HAZUS-MH in combination with the wind.  Therefore, these are likely 
conservative estimates and may be higher if multiple impacts occur.

For a 500-year MRP event, HAZUS-MH estimates that 146 households will be displaced and require 
short-term sheltering.  Of these, 31 people (out of the total population of 10,855) will seek temporary 
shelter in public shelters.  The model estimates that a total of 11,395 tons of debris will be generated. Of 
the total amount, brick/wood comprises 66%, reinforced concrete/steel comprises of 1% of the total, with 
the remainder being tree debris. 

Impact on General Building Stock 

After considering the population exposed to the severe storm hazard, the value of general building stock 
exposed to and damaged by 100- and 500-year MRP events was evaluated.  Potential damage is the 
modeled loss that could occur to the exposed inventory.  The data in HAZUS-MH, estimates the 
Township of Little Falls to have a total building replacement value of more than $815 million (structure 
only).  Approximately 97.6% of the buildings and 70.9% of the building stock structural value are 
associated with residential housing.  Table 5.4.2-7 presents the total exposure value for general building 
stock by occupancy class for the Township.  
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Table 5.4.2-7.  Building Stock Count and Replacement Value by Occupancy Class
Total Residential Commercial Industrial 

Count Structural 
Value Count Structural 

Value Count Structural 
Value Count Structural 

Value 
2,887 $815,441,000 2,817 $628,428,000 61 $147,481,000 5 $20,985,000 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2.  Notes:  Value reflects the building structure and does not include building contents.    

The entire study area is considered at risk for the severe storm hazard.  Expected building damage was 
evaluated by HAZUS-MH across the following damage categories:  no damage/very minor damage, 
minor damage, moderate damage, severe damage, and total destruction.  Table 5.4.2-8 summarizes the 
definition of the damage categories.  

Table 5.4.2-8. Description of Damage Categories

Qualitative Damage Description 
Roof 

Cover 
Failure 

Window 
Door 

Failures 
Roof 
Deck 

Missile 
Impacts 

on
Walls 

Roof 
Structure 
Failure 

Wall 
Structure 

Failure 

No Damage or Very Minor Damage 
Little or no visible damage from the 
outside. No broken windows, or failed roof 
deck. Minimal loss of roof over, with no or 
very limited water penetration. 

2% No No No No No 

Minor Damage 
Maximum of one broken window, door or 
garage door.  Moderate roof cover loss that 
can be Covered to prevent additional water 
Entering the building. Marks or dents on 
walls requiring painting or patching for 
repair. 

>2% 
and 
15% 

One 
window, 
door, or 
garage 
door 

failure 

No <5 impacts No No 

Moderate Damage 
Major roof cover damage, moderate 
window breakage. Minor roof sheathing 
failure. Some resulting damage to interior 
of building from water. 

>15% 
and 
50% 

> one and 

the larger 
of 

20% & 3 

1 to 3 
panels 

Typically 
5 to 10 
impacts 

No No 

Severe Damage 
Major window damage or roof sheathing 
loss. Major roof cover loss. Extensive 
damage to interior from water. 

>50% 
> the larger 
of 20% & 3 
and 50% 

>3 and 
25% 

Typically 
10 to 20 
impacts 

No No 

Destruction 
Complete roof failure and/or, failure of wall 
frame. Loss of more than 50% of roof 
sheathing. 

Typically 
>50% >50% >25% 

Typically 
>20 

impacts 
Yes Yes 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 Hurricane Technical Manual 

HAZUS-MH estimates greater than 95% of the Township’s general building stock will experience zero to 
very minor damage from a 100-year event.  Additionally, 153 residential structures will experience minor 
damage and 17 will experience moderate damage from a 100-year return period event.  HAZUS-MH also 
estimates that two commercial structures will experience minor damage from a 100-year return period 
event.  No buildings are estimated to experience severe damage, or be completely destroyed. 

Table 5.4.2-9 summarizes the estimated expected damage from a 500-year event by general occupancy 
class.  In summary, HAZUS-MH estimates 1,036 residential and 16 commercial structures will 
experience minor damage, 385 residential and 10 commercial structures will experience moderate 
damage, 43 residential and three commercial structures will experience moderate damage, and 38 
residential structures will experience complete destruction from a 500-year return period event.   
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Table 5.4.2-9.  Estimated Building Damage by Occupancy Class for 500-Year Hurricane Return Period Event 

500-year MRP Hurricane Event 
Category 

Building Count % Buildings in 
Occupancy Class 

Severity of 
Damage Experienced 

1,315 46.7% None 
1,036 36.8% Minor 
385 13.7% Moderate 
43 1.5% Severe 

Residential Exposure  
(Single and Multi-Family 

Dwellings) 

38 1.3% Destruction 
32 52.5% None 
16 26.2% Minor 
10 16.4% Moderate 
3 4.9% Severe 

Commercial Buildings 

0 - -  Destruction 
3 60.0% None 
1 20.0% Minor 
1 20.0% Moderate 
0 - -  Severe 

Industrial Buildings 

0 - -  Destruction 
2 50.0% None 
1 25.0% Minor 
0 - -  Moderate 
0 - -  Severe 

Education, Religious, 
Government and 

Agricultural Facilities 

0 - -  Destruction 
Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2

Table 5.4.2-10 summarizes the property damage estimated for the 100- and 500-year MRP hurricane 
event (rounded to the nearest thousand dollars).  The data shown indicates total losses associated with 
wind damage to building structure only. The damage counts include buildings damaged at all severity 
levels from minor damage to total destruction. Total dollar damage reflects the overall impact to buildings 
at an aggregate level. 

Table 5.4.2-10.  The Township of Little Falls Building Value (Structure Only) Damaged by the 100-Year and 500-
Year MRP Hurricane-Related Winds

Building Value Damage (Structure Only) 
Occupancy Category 

100-Year 500-Year 
Residential  $3,144,000 $37,717,000 
Commercial  $120,000 $4,106,000 

Industrial  $23,000 $879,000 
Agricultural  $2,000 $55,000 
Religious  $7,000 $194,000 

Government  $1,000 $71,000 
Education  $5,000 $173,000 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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Residential buildings account for a majority of the building stock damage and also comprise the majority 
of the building inventory. Because of differences in building construction, residential structures are 
generally more susceptible to wind damage than commercial and industrial structures.  

Figures 5.4.2-21 through 5.4.2-23 show the density of damage estimated for residential, commercial and 
industrial structures for the 100-year MRP event.  Figures 5.4.2-24 through 5.4.2-26 show the density of 
damage estimated for residential, commercial and industrial structures for the 500-year MRP event.    

Figure 5.4.2-21. Density of Losses for Residential Structures (Structure Only) for the 100-Year MRP Hurricane 
(Wind) 

Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2 
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Figure 5.4.2-22. Density of Losses for Commercial Structures (Structure Only) for the 100-Year MRP Hurricane 
(Wind) 

Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2 

Figure 5.4.2-23.  Density of Losses for Industrial Structures (Structure Only) for the 100-Year MRP Hurricane 
(Wind) 

Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2 
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Figure 5.4.2-24.  Density of Losses for Residential Structures (Structure Only) for the 500-Year MRP Hurricane 
(Wind)

Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2   

Figure 5.4.2-25.  Density of Losses for Commercial Structures (Structure Only) for the 500-Year MRP Hurricane 
(Wind) 

Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2 
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Figure 5.4.2-26.  Density of Losses for Industrial Structures (Structure Only) for the 500-Year MRP Hurricane 
(Wind) 

Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2  

Impact on Critical Facilities 

100-Year MRP Event – HAZUS-MH estimates the Township police departments, fire stations, medical 
facilities, schools, shelters and senior care facilities will not suffer damage during a 100-year event.  The 
expected loss of use of these critical facilities is estimated to be less than one day.   

500-Year MRP Event – HAZUS-MH estimates the Township police departments, fire stations, medical 
facilities, schools, shelters and senior care facilities have a 25% chance of suffering minor damage, an 
18% chance of suffering moderate damage, a 4% chance of suffering severe damage and no chance of 
suffering complete damage during a 500-year event.  No facilities are estimated to experience moderate or 
severe damage or experience total destruction. The expected loss of use of these critical facilities is 
estimated to be about 19 days.   

At this time, HAZUS-MH does not estimate losses to transportation lifelines and utilities as part of the 
hurricane model.  Transportation lifelines are not considered particularly vulnerable to the wind hazard; 
they are more vulnerable to cascading effects such as flooding, falling debris, etc.  Impacts to 
transportation lifelines affect both short-term (e.g., evacuation routes) and long-term (e.g., day to day 
commuting) transportation needs.  Critical transportation routes for evacuating areas of greatest risk to a 
severe storm’s impact include the following: State Highway Route 46, State Highway Route 23 (Newark-
Pompton Avenue), TOWNSHIP TO FILL IN… 

Impact on Economy 

Severe storms also have impacts on the economy, including: loss of business function, damage to 
inventory, relocation costs, wage loss and rental loss due to the repair/replacement of buildings.  HAZUS-
MH estimates the total economic loss associated with each storm scenario (direct building losses and 
business interruption losses). Direct building losses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the 
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damage caused to the building.  This is reported in the Impact on General Building Stock section 
discussed earlier.  Business interruption losses are the losses associated with the inability to operate a 
business because of the damage sustained during the earthquake.   

HAZUS-MH estimates approximately $290,060 in business interruption losses for the Township, for a 
100-year MRP event.  For the 500-year MRP event, HAZUS-MH estimates approximately $8,449,530 in 
business interruption losses for the Township.  The majority of sustained losses were in the residential 
occupancies (relocation and rental loss) for both 100- and 500-year events.  

Utility structures could suffer damage associated with falling tree limbs or other debris.  Such impacts can 
result in the loss of power, which can impact business operations and can impact vulnerable populations 
(including the young and elderly).  As stated earlier, HAZUS-MH does not estimate losses to utilities as 
part of the hurricane model.   

It is estimated that the impact to the economy, as a result of severe storm event, would be considered 
“high” in accordance with the risk ranking shown in Table 5.3-6.  

Additional Data and Next Steps 

Over time, the Township of Little Falls will obtain additional data to support the analysis of this hazard.  
Data that will support the analysis would include additional details on damage impacts to general building 
stock and the economy as they occur.  In addition, more detailed information regarding the replacement 
value and construction of critical facilities and their input into HAZUS-MH will support updates 
regarding the particular assets in the Township that are most vulnerable to severe storm (wind-related) 
events.   

For the severe storm events that cannot currently be modeled in HAZUS-MH (tornado, thunderstorm, 
windstorm, etc.), additional detailed loss data from past and future events will assist in assessing potential 
future losses.  Based on these values and a sufficient number of data points, future losses could be 
modeled.  Alternately, percent of damage estimates could be made and multiplied by the inventory value 
to estimate potential losses.  This methodology is based on FEMA’s How To Series (FEMA 386-2), 
Understanding Your Risks, Identifying and Estimating Losses (FEMA, 2001) and FEMA’s Using 
HAZUS-MH for Risk Assessment (FEMA 433) (FEMA, 2004).  Finally, with time, HAZUS-MH will be 
released with modules that address hurricane wind and associated flooding as one model and will include 
a tornado module.  As this version of HAZUS-MH is released, the Township can run analyses for the 
tornado hazard and re-run an analysis for an overall picture of the hurricane-associated wind and flood 
damages. 
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5.4.3      SEVERE WINTER STORM 

This section provides a profile and vulnerability assessment for the severe winter storm hazard. 

HAZARD PROFILE 

This section provides profile information including description, location, extent, previous occurrences and 
losses and the probability of future occurrences. 

Description 

Per the State of New Jersey Hazard Mitigation Plan, winter weather events include snow storms, ice 
storms, cold waves and wind chill with snow storms being “the most obvious manifestation of winter 
weather.  Winter storm events deposit precipitation (e.g., snow, sleet, freezing rain or ice) and can have a 
significant impact on transportation systems and public safety.  For the purpose of this HMP and as 
deemed appropriate by the County, the most severe winter storm hazards include heavy snow 
(snowstorms), blizzards, sleet, freezing rain, and ice storms. Since most extra-tropical cyclones, 
particularly northeasters (or Nor’Easters), generally take place during the winter weather months (with 
some exceptions), Nor’Easters have been grouped as a type of severe winter weather storm in this section.  
These types of winter events are further defined below.  

Heavy Snow:  According to the National Weather Service (NWS), heavy snow is generally snowfall 
accumulating to 4" or more in depth in 12 hours or less; or snowfall accumulating to 6" or more in 
depth in 24 hours or less. A snow squall is an intense, but limited duration, period of moderate to 
heavy snowfall (e.g. snowstorm), accompanied by strong, gusty surface winds and possibly lightning 
(generally moderate to heavy snow showers) with the possibility of significant accumulation (NWS, 
2005).  Snowstorms are complex phenomena involving heavy snow and winds, whose impact can be 
affected by a great many factors, including a region’s climatologically susceptibility to snowstorms, 
snowfall amounts, snowfall rates, wind speeds, temperatures, visibility, storm duration, topography, 
and occurrence during the course of the day, weekday versus weekend, and time of season. 

Blizzard: Blizzards are characterized by low temperatures, wind gusts of 35 mph or more and falling 
and/or blowing snow that reduces visibility to 0.25 miles or less for an extended period of time (three 
or more hours) (NWS, 2005). 

Sleet or Freezing Rain Storm: Sleet is defined as pellets of ice composed of frozen or mostly frozen 
raindrops or refrozen partially melted snowflakes. These pellets of ice usually bounce after hitting the 
ground or other hard surfaces.  Freezing rain is rain that falls as a liquid but freezes into glaze upon 
contact with the ground.  Both types of precipitation, even in small accumulations, can cause 
significant hazards to a community (NWS, 2005). 

Ice storm: An ice storm is used to describe occasions when damaging accumulations of ice are 
expected during freezing rain situations. Significant accumulations of ice pull down trees and utility 
lines resulting in loss of power and communication. These accumulations of ice make walking and 
driving extremely dangerous, and can create extreme hazards to motorists and pedestrians (NWS, 
2005). 

Extra-Tropical Cyclone:  Extra-tropical cyclones, sometimes called mid-latitude cyclones, are a group 
of cyclones defined as synoptic scale, low pressure, weather systems that occur in the middle latitudes 
of the Earth.  These storms have neither tropical nor polar characteristics and are connected with 
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fronts and horizontal gradients in temperature and dew point otherwise known as "baroclinic zones". 
Extra-tropical cyclones are everyday weather phenomena which, along with anticyclones, drive the 
weather over much of the Earth.  These cyclones produce impacts ranging from cloudiness and mild 
showers to heavy gales and thunderstorms.  Tropical cyclones often transform into extra-tropical 
cyclones at the end of their tropical existence, usually between 30° and 40° latitude, where there is 
sufficient force from upper-level shortwave troughs riding the westerlies (weather systems moving 
west to east) for the process of extra-tropical transition to begin. A shortwave trough is a disturbance 
in the mid or upper part of the atmosphere which induces upward motion ahead of it.  During an 
extra-tropical transition, a cyclone begins to tilt back into the colder air mass with height, and the 
cyclone’s primary energy source converts from the release of latent heat from condensation (from 
thunderstorms near the center) to baroclinic processes [Canadian Hurricane Centre (CHC), 2003]. 

Nor’Easter (abbreviation for North Easter):  Nor’Easters, named for the strong northeasterly winds 
blowing in ahead of the storm, are also referred to as a type of extra-tropical cyclones (mid-latitude 
storms, or Great Lake storms. A Nor’Easter is a macro-scale extra-tropical storm whose winds come 
from the northeast, especially in the coastal areas of the Northeastern U.S. and Atlantic Canada. More 
specifically, it describes a low pressure area whose center of rotation is just off the coast and whose 
leading winds in the left forward quadrant rotate onto land from the northeast. Wind gusts associated 
with these storms can exceed hurricane forces in intensity.  Unlike tropical cyclones that form in the 
tropics and have warm cores (including tropical depressions, tropical storms and hurricanes), 
Nor’Easters contain a cold core of low barometric pressure that forms in the mid-latitudes. Their 
strongest winds are close to the earth’s surface and they often measure several hundred miles across. 
Nor’Easters may occur at any time of the year but are most common during the fall and winter 
months (September through April) [New York City Office of Emergency Management (NYCOEM), 
2007]. 

Nor’Easters can cause heavy snow, rain, gale force winds, and oversized waves (storm surge) that can 
cause beach erosion, coastal flooding, structural damage, power outages and unsafe human 
conditions. If a Nor’Easter cyclone stays just offshore, the results are much more devastating than if 
the cyclone meanders up the coast on an inland track.  Nor’Easters that stay inland are generally 
weaker and only cause strong wind and rain. Those that stay offshore can bring heavy snow, 
blizzards, ice, strong winds, high waves, and severe beach erosion. In these storms, the warmer air is 
aloft. Precipitation falling from this warm air moves into the colder air at the surface, causing 
crippling sleet or freezing rain. 

If a significant pressure drop occurs within a Nor’Easter, this change can turn a simple extra-tropical 
storm into what is known as a "bomb".  “Bombs” are characterized by a pressure drop of at least 24 
millibars within 24 hours (similar to a rapidly-intensifying hurricane). Even though “bombs” 
occasionally share some characteristics with hurricanes, the two storms have several differences. 
“Bombs” (being a type of Nor’Easter) are extra-tropical, and therefore, are associated with fronts, 
higher latitudes, and cold cores. They require strong upper-level winds, which would destroy a 
hurricane [McNoldy (Multi-Community Environmental Storm Observatory (MESO), 1998-2007]. 

According to the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National Severe Storms 
Laboratory (NSSL), every year, winter weather indirectly and deceptively kills hundreds of people in the 
U.S., primarily from automobile accidents, overexertion and exposure. Winter storms are often 
accompanied by strong winds creating blizzard conditions with blinding wind-driven snow, drifting snow 
and extreme cold temperatures and dangerous wind chill.  They are considered deceptive killers because 
most deaths and other impacts or losses are indirectly related to the storm.  People can die in traffic 
accidents on icy roads, heart attacks while shoveling snow, or of hypothermia from prolonged exposure to 
cold. Wind Chill is not the actual temperature but rather how wind and cold feel on exposed skin. As the 
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wind increases, heat is carried away from the body at an accelerated rate, driving down body temperature. 
Animals are also affected by wind chill; however, cars, plants and other objects are not. Heavy 
accumulations of ice can bring down trees and power lines, disabling electric power and communications 
for days or weeks. Heavy snow can immobilize a region and paralyze a city, shutting down all air and rail 
transportation and disrupting medical and emergency services. Storms near the coast can cause coastal 
flooding and beach erosion as well as sink ships at sea. The economic impact of winter weather each year 
is huge, with costs for snow removal, damage and loss of business in the millions.  

Heavy snow can immobilize a region and paralyze a city, stranding commuters, stopping the flow of 
supplies, and disrupting emergency and medical services. Accumulations of snow can collapse buildings 
and knock down trees and power lines. In rural areas, homes and farms may be isolated for days, and 
unprotected livestock may be lost. In the mountains, heavy snow can lead to avalanches. The cost of snow 
removal, repairing damages, and loss of business can have large economic impacts on cities and towns. 

Heavy accumulations of ice can bring down trees, electrical wires, telephone poles and lines, and 
communication towers. Communications and power can be disrupted for days while utility companies 
work to repair the extensive damage. Even small accumulations of ice may cause extreme hazards to 
motorists and pedestrians. Bridges and overpasses are particularly dangerous because they freeze before 
other surfaces. 

Extreme cold often accompanies a winter storm or is left in its wake. Prolonged exposure to the cold can 
cause frostbite or hypothermia and become life threatening. Infants and elderly people are most 
susceptible.  What constitutes extreme cold and its effect varies across different areas of the U.S.  In areas 
unaccustomed to winter weather, near freezing temperatures are considered "extreme cold." Freezing 
temperatures can cause severe damage to citrus fruit crops and other vegetation. Pipes may freeze and 
burst in homes that are poorly insulated or without heat. In the north, below zero temperatures may be 
considered as extreme cold.  Long cold spells can cause rivers to freeze, disrupting shipping. Ice dams 
may form and lead to flooding. 

Also, winter storms can cause coastal and riverine flooding, ice jams and can lead to flooding from snow 
melt, resulting in significant damage and loss of life: 

Coastal Floods: Winds generated from intense winter storms can cause widespread tidal flooding 
and severe beach erosion along coastal areas.  
Ice Jams: Long cold spells can cause rivers and lakes to freeze. A rise in the water level or a thaw 
breaks the ice into large chunks that become jammed at man made and natural obstructions. Ice 
jams can act as a dam, resulting in severe flooding.  
Snowmelt: Sudden thaw of a heavy snow pack often leads to flooding (NSSL, 2006).   

Location  

Winter weather, particularly snowstorm events, has historically affected many U.S. states, mainly in the 
Northeast and Midwest, including all of New Jersey. Winter weather can reach the state as early as 
October and is usually in full force by late November with average winter temperatures between 20 and 
40o F.

As indicated in the New Jersey State Hazard Mitigation Plan (NJ HMP), winter storm hazards in New 
Jersey are guaranteed annually from late November to March, including ice storms. The zone of heaviest 
snowfall across New Jersey usually occurs in the southwest-to-northeast strip about 150 miles wide, 
approximately parallel to the path of the storm center, and about 125 and 175 miles northwest of it.  If the 
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center passes well offshore, only south Jersey receives substantial snowfall.  When the track passes close 
to shore, warm air from the ocean is drawn into the surface circulation, resulting in rain falling over south 
Jersey and snow over the rest of the State.  Often, a passing storm center brings rain to the south, mixed 
precipitation to central sections and snow to the north.    

Seasonal snowfall amounts in New Jersey vary from an average of approximately 15 inches in Atlantic 
City to about 50 inches in Sussex County.  There is, however, great variability from year to year with the 
maximum accumulation of snow in February.  Passaic County has been known to experience between 35 
and 40 inches in snow accumulations yearly (Figure 5.4.3-1) [New Jersey Office of Emergency 
Management (NJOEM), 2005]. 

Figure 5.4.3-1.  Average Yearly Snowfall for New Jersey 

Source: NJOEM, 2005 

Most extreme snowfall events occur as the result of extremely strong low pressure systems moving to the 
north, northeast off of the coast of New Jersey from early winter through midspring. If the conditions are 
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ideal, these coastal lows transport Atlantic moisture over a cold layer of air over New Jersey resulting in 
extremely high snowfall rates and occasionally blizzard conditions (NJOEM, 2005). 

According to a November 14, 2005 press release from the NJOEM, Nor’Easters have the potential to 
cause as much damage as hurricanes and other tropical cyclone storms in New Jersey's latitudes, with 
powerful winds, rain or snow and large waves. They can pound and erode beaches with heavy surf, affect 
inland areas with flooding, or coat the land with thick layers of ice and snow.  Nor’Easter’s result from 
the counterclockwise rotation of a low-pressure system and the clockwise rotation of a high-pressure 
system, combining to send wind and moisture to New Jersey from the Northeast.  The Nor’Easters 
ferocity will depend on the strength of the two systems.  One reason Nor’Easters are so dangerous is that 
they tend to move much more slowly than hurricanes at our latitudes. That slow movement allows the 
storm's effects to accumulate in a given area.  The worst disasters in New Jersey history, in terms of cost 
and widespread damage, have been from Nor’Easters that moved slowly and remained for several days.  
Nor’Easters can occur all year long, but in New Jersey they are primarily a risk between September and 
April (Buccino, 2005). 

With Passaic County, including Little Falls, being a part of the Passaic River Basin (PRB), the flooding 
generally associated with some Nor’Easters can indirectly affect the entire County with cascading 
floodwaters, particularly impacting communities along the major rivers of the County, such as the Passaic 
River in the Township of Little Falls. The Township has felt the direct and indirect landward effects, 
including high winds, heavy rains, riverine and flash flooding and has suffered significant losses 
associated with several Nor’Easters in recent history.  This includes a federally declared disaster event 
that occurred in April 2007 which is further discussed in this profile and the flood impact is further 
mentioned in Section 5.4.1 (Flood).  If heavy snow accompanies a Nor’Easter event, it becomes more of a 
regional impact rather than a county-specific event. 

Extent 

The magnitude or severity of a severe winter storm depends on several factors including a region’s 
climatologically susceptibility to snowstorms, snowfall amounts, snowfall rates, wind speeds, 
temperatures, visibility, storm duration, topography, time of occurrence during the day (e.g., weekday 
versus weekend), and time of year. 

The extent of a severe winter storm can be classified by meteorological measurements, such as those 
above, and by evaluating its societal impacts.  The Northeast Snowfall Impact Scale (NESIS) categorizes 
snowstorms, including Nor’Easter events, in this manner. Unlike the Fujita and Saffir-Simpson Scales 
that characterize tornadoes and hurricanes, respectively, there is no widely used scale to classify 
snowstorms. NESIS was developed by Paul Kocin of The Weather Channel and Louis Uccellini of the 
NWS to characterize and rank high-impact, northeast snowstorms.  These storms have large areas of 10 
inch snowfall accumulations and greater. NESIS has five ranking categories: Notable (1), Significant (2), 
Major (3), Crippling (4), and Extreme (5) (Table 5.4.3-1).  The index differs from other meteorological 
indices in that it uses population information in addition to meteorological measurements. Thus NESIS 
gives an indication of a storm's societal impacts. This scale was developed because of the impact 
Northeast snowstorms can have on the rest of the country in terms of transportation and economic impact 
(Kocin and Uccellini, 2004). 

Table 5.4.3-1. NESIS Ranking Categories 1 - 5 

Category Description NESIS 
Range Definition 

1 Notable 1.0 – 2.49 These storms are notable for their large areas of 4-in. (10-cm) 
accumulations and small areas of 10-in. (25-cm) snowfall.
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Category Description NESIS 
Range Definition 

2 Significant 2.5 – 3.99 

Includes storms that produce significant areas of greater than 10-in. (25-
cm) snows while some include small areas of 20-in. (50-cm) snowfalls. A 
few cases may even include relatively small areas of very heavy snowfall 
accumulations [greater than 30 in. (75 cm)].

3 Major 4.0 – 5.99 

This category encompasses the typical major Northeast snowstorm, with 
large areas of 10-in. snows (generally between 50 and 150 × 103 mi2—
roughly 1–3 times the size of the state of New York—with significant areas 
of 20-in. (50-cm) accumulations. 

4 Crippling 6.0 – 9.99 

These storms consist of some of the most widespread, heavy snows of 
the sample and can be best described as crippling to the northeast U.S, 
with the impact to transportation and the economy felt throughout the 
U.S.. These storms encompass huge areas of 10-in. (25-cm) snowfalls, 
and each case is marked by large areas of 20-in. (50-cm) and greater 
snowfall accumulations.

5 Extreme 10 + 

The storms represent those with the most extreme snowfall distributions, 
blanketing large areas and populations with snowfalls greater than 10, 20, 
and 30 in. (25, 50, and 75 cm). These are the only storms in which the 10-
in. (25-cm) accumulations exceed 200 × 103 mi2 and affect more than 60 
million people.

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2004  

NESIS scores are a function of the area affected by the snowstorm, the amount of snow, and the number 
of people living in the path of the storm. These numbers are calculated into a raw data number ranking 
from “1” for an insignificant fall to over “10” for a massive snowstorm.  Based on these raw numbers, the 
storm is placed into its decided category. The largest NESIS values result from storms producing heavy 
snowfall over large areas that include major metropolitan centers (Enloe, 2007).  

Nor’Easters 

The extent of Nor’Easters and other extra-tropical events can also be measured in other ways.  Though the 
occurrence of a Nor’Easter can be forecasted with some accuracy, predicting their impact is more 
complex.  The extent (that is, magnitude, severity, or intensity) of a Nor’Easter can be categorized by the 
Dolan-Davis Nor’Easter Intensity Scale. In 1993, researchers Robert Davis and Robert Dolan created this 
Nor’Easter intensity scale, but it deals primarily with beach and coastal deterioration which does not 
necessarily apply to Passaic County or the Township of Little Falls. This scale, presented as Table 5.4.3-
2, categorizes or rates the intensity of Nor’Easters from 1 (weak) to 5 (extreme) based on a storm class 
rating that is based on an estimate of the potential beach erosion, dune erosion, overwash, and property 
damage expected from a Nor’Easter (MESO, 2002).

Table 5.4.3-2. The Dolan-Davis Nor’Easter Intensity Scale 

Storm 
Class Beach Erosion Dune Erosion Overwash Property Damage 

1
(Weak) Minor Changes None No No 

2
(Moderate)

Modest; mostly to lower 
beach Minor No Modest 

3
(Significant)

Erosion extends across  
the beach Can be significant No Loss of many structures at local 

level 
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Storm 
Class Beach Erosion Dune Erosion Overwash Property Damage 

4
(Severe)

Severe beach erosion and 
recession 

Severe dune erosion  
or destruction On low beaches Loss of structures at community 

level 

5
(Extreme) Extreme beach erosion Dunes destroyed over 

extensive areas 
Massive in sheets 

and channels 
Extensive at regional-scale; 

millions of dollars 
Source: MESO, 2002  

Dr. Gregory Zielinski, Maine's state climatologist and an associate research professor at the University of 
Maine Institute for Quaternary and Climate Studies, developed a Nor’Easter intensity scale that focuses 
on the impact of the winter weather events associated with NorEeasters.  He applies this scale not only to 
Nor’Easters, but also Great Lakes Storms, like the one that sank the Edmund Fitzgerald.  In an article 
posted in the January 2002 issue of the Bulletin of the American Meteorological Society (BAMS), Dr. 
Zielinski explains: "My classification scheme allows forecasters and meteorologists to easily summarize 
the intensity of a winter storm by giving it an intensity index and placing it into its appropriate category 
on a 1-5 scale. The potential impact of the storm can then be passed on to public service officials so they 
may make plans for precipitation amounts, particularly snow, snowfall rates, wind speeds, drifting 
potential, and the overall impact on schools, businesses, travelers, and coastal communities." In Dr. 
Zielinski's classification system, a second number reflecting forward speed is used together with a number 
that is based on intensity.  The second number ranges between 1 and 5.  A 5 would be the slowest moving 
and thus longest duration storm.  For example, a storm's category might be 2.4, reflecting an intensity of 2 
with the first digit and duration of 4 with the second (MESO, 2002).  Dr. Zielinski has used his scale in a 
historical investigation of New England's climate. He has classified more than 70 storms of the past, 
including the Great Arctic Outbreak of 1899, the Blizzard of 1888, and other storms that are part of U.S. 
weather lore.  A December 2000 storm was the most intense storm found in his study (Zeilinski, 2003). 

Previous Occurrences and Losses 

Many sources provided historical information regarding previous occurrences and losses associated with 
severe winter storm events throughout New Jersey, Passaic County and the Township of Little Falls; 
therefore, with so many sources reviewed for the purpose of this HMP, loss and impact information for 
many events could vary depending on the sources.   

According to Paul Kocin and Louis Uccellini, 35 high impact snowstorms were ranked that affected the 
Northeastern U.S, including much of New Jersey (Table 5.4.3-3) (Kocin and Uccellini, 2004).  Although 
the severity of these events may vary throughout the State, many of these listed storms impacted Passaic 
County. 

Table 5.4.3-3. High-Impact Snowstorms That Affected the Northeastern U.S (1956 – 2007). 

Rank Date NESIS Category Description 
Snowfall Range in 

Passaic County  
(in inches) 

1 March 12-14, 1993 13.20 5 Extreme 10-30 

2 January 6-8, 1996 11.78 5 Extreme 20-30 

3 February 15-18, 2003 8.91 4 Crippling NA

4 March 2-5, 1960 8.77 4 Crippling 10-30 

5 February 2-5, 1961 7.06 4 Crippling 10-30 

6 January 11-14, 1964 6.91 4 Crippling 10-20 
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Rank Date NESIS Category Description 
Snowfall Range in 

Passaic County  
(in inches) 

7 January 21,24, 2005 6.80 4 Crippling NA

8 January 19-21, 1978 6.53 4 Crippling 4-20 

9 December 25-28, 1969 6.29 4 Crippling 4-20 

10 February 10-12, 1983 6.25 4 Crippling 10-30 

11 February 14-17, 1958 6.25 4 Crippling 10-20 

12 January 29-31, 1966 5.93 3 Major 4-10 

13 February 5-7, 1978 5.78 3 Major 10-20 

14 February 12-15, 2007 5.63 3 Major 1-10 

15 January 21-23, 1987 5.40 3 Major 4-20 

16 February 8-12, 1994 5.39 3 Major 10-20 

17 February 18-20, 1972 4.77 3 Major 4-20 

18 February 17-19, 1979 4.77 3 Major NA

19 December 11-13, 1960 4.53 3 Major 10-20 

20 February 22-28, 1969 4.29 3 Major 1-4 

21 February 12-13, 2006 4.29 3 Major 10-20 

22 January 18-21, 1961 4.04 3 Major 10-20 

23 December 23-25, 1966 3.81 2 Significant 4-20 

24 February 8-10, 1969 3.51 2 Significant 10-20 

25 March 18-21, 1958 3.51 2 Significant 10-20 

26 February 5-7, 1967 3.50 2 Significant 10-20 

27 April 6-7, 1982 3.35 2 Significant 10-20 

28 March 15-18, 2007 2.55 2 Significant 1-10 

29 January 24-26, 2000 2.52 2 Significant 4-10 

30 December 30-31, 2000 2.37 1 Notable 10-20 

31 March 31-April 1, 1997 2.29 1 Notable 1-10 

32 March 18-19, 1956 1.87 1 Notable 10-20 

33 February 22-23, 1987 1.46 1 Notable 1-10 

34 February 2-4, 1995 1.43 1 Notable 10-20 

35 January 25-26, 1987 1.19 1 Notable 1-4 
Source: Enloe, 2007; Kocin and Uccellini, 2004  

Between 1955 and 2007, FEMA declared that New Jersey experienced over 7 Presidential Disaster (DR) 
or Emergency (EM) Declarations related to winter storm events, classified as one or a combination of the 
following disaster types: severe storms, coastal storms, blizzard, snowstorm, severe Nor’Easter and 
flooding (FEMA, 2007). Generally, these disasters covered a wide region of the state; therefore, they 
include many counties.  
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Of those events, FEMA, NJOEM, the NJ HMP and various other sources indicate that Passaic County 
(including Little Falls) was declared as a disaster area for four events.  It is possible that the County was 
declared as a disaster area for more events; however, not enough information was found to make that 
determination.  Also, although Passaic County may have not been listed as an official FEMA disaster area 
for all of the events identified in New Jersey, the County may have still experienced indirect or cascading 
losses or impacts associated with the events.  Table 5.4.3-4 summarizes the FEMA Presidential DR or 
EM declarations for severe winter storm events for the County. 

Table 5.4.3-4. Presidential Disaster Declarations for Severe Winter Storm Events for Little Falls (Passaic County) 

Type of Event Date Declaration 
Number Cost of Losses (approximate) 

Blizzard 
(“Storm of the Century”) 

March 12-15, 
1993 EM-3106 

Listed as a top billion dollar weather disasters, 
storm impacted 26 states and resulted in 
approximately $3 B in damages. FEMA declared 
an EM in 17 states, including NJ (FEMA); total 
damages for NJ reached $2.6 M (NJOEM). Little 
Falls experienced between 12 and 15 inches. The 
type of damage, monetary losses and location 
were not reported for Little Falls. 

Winter / Coastal Storm 
(“Blizzard of 1996”) 
(Also identified as a 

Nor’Easter) 

January 6-8, 
1996 DR-1088 

This storm affected all counties of the State with 
total damages estimated at $1 B. $41.96 M in 
federal assistance to the State designated for snow 
plowing activities (includes 25% State share). Total 
snow accumulations within the vicinity of Little Falls 
ranged between 27 and 30 inches.  The type of 
damage, monetary losses and location were not 
reported for PC and/or Little Falls. 

Snowstorm February 16-17, 
2003 EM-3181 

This storm affected all counties of the State. Storm 
caused 20 deaths nationwide, over a foot of snow 
fell in NJ, $30 M spent for cleaning roads in NJ 
(Beima).  $6 M in disaster reimbursements to the 
NJDOT. Snowfall totals ranged from21 inches to 
24 inches in Little Falls. The type of damage, 
monetary losses and location were not reported for
PC and/or Little Falls. 

Severe Storms / Inland 
and Coastal Flooding 
(also identified as a 

Nor’Easter) 

April  
2007 DR-1694 

Although damage amounts are still being 
calculated, it has been estimated by State Officials 
that the State experienced over $180 M in property 
damages. As of June 18, 2007, nearly $33 M in 
federal grants for flood losses has been approved 
for NJ residents (FEMA, 2007).  Major flooding 
occurred during this storm within Little Falls  It has 
been indicated that this event cost Little Falls more 
than $426K  in property damage 

Source(s): FEMA, 2007; NJOEM, 2005 (NJ HMP); NJOEM, 2007; Hazards and Vulnerability Research Institute (SHELDUS), 
2007
Note (1): The ‘Type of Event’ is the disaster classification that was assigned to the event by FEMA.  
Note (2):  Dollars rounded to nearest thousand.  Recorded losses indicate the dollar value of covered losses paid, as available
through the public records reviewed.  B = Billion, K = Thousand, M = Million, NJ = New Jersey, NJ DOT = New Jersey 
Department of Transportation, PC = Passaic County,  
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Further descriptions of particular severe winter storm events that have impacted Passaic County are 
provided below for selected events where details regarding their impact were available.  These 
descriptions are provided to give the reader a context of the winter events that have affected the County 
and to assist local officials in locating event-specific data for their municipalities based on the time and 
proximity of these events.  

March 11-14, 1888 (“Blizzard of ’88” or “Great White Hurricane”):  The “Blizzard of ’88,” remains 
perhaps the most infamous and unpredictable of all Northeast snowstorms.  This event paralyzed the east 
coast of the U.S. and Atlantic Canada from the Chesapeake Bay to Maine, and included the Maritime 
Provinces of Eastern Canada (Figures 5.4.3-2). Telegraph infrastructure was disabled, isolating New York 
City, Boston, Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Washington, D.C. for days. Two hundred ships were grounded 
and at least one hundred seamen died. Fire stations were immobilized; property losses from fire alone 
were estimated at $25 million. Overall, more than 400 deaths were reported. Sources vary, but National 
Weather service estimated that fifty inches of snow fell in Connecticut and Massachusetts and forty 
inches covered New York and New Jersey. Winds blew up to 48 miles an hour, creating snowdrifts forty 
to 50 feet high (Brunner, 2007).  It was identified that over 20 to 40 inches of snow had accumulated 
within various locations of Passaic County.  Cost estimates of property damage in Passaic County and/or 
Little Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

Figure 5.4.3-2. Blizzard of ’88 - NESIS Category 4 Ranking 

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2004  

February 2-5, 1961:  This storm occurred toward the end of an extended cold period.  Sixteen days 
leading up to the start of the storm, temperatures stayed in the teens and twenties.  Total snow 
accumulation for the New York City area averaged 17.4 inches (Weather2000, 2007).  The storm reached 
blizzard proportions throughout most of the northeast U.S.  Snowfall totals exceeded twenty inches in 
many areas.  This February blizzard achieved a NESIS rating of 6.24, placing the storm in the Crippling 
category.  The storm’s total area, at peak, reached from West Virginia to New Hampshire, bringing a final 
total of 4 to 40 inches of snowfall (Figure 5.4.3-3) (Kocin and Uccellini, 2004).  Passaic County 
experienced between 20 and 30 inches of snow accumulations.  Although impacts from this storm upon 
Passaic County were not reported, SHELDUS indicated that the County experienced $2,000 in property 
damages [Hazards and Vulnerability Research Institute (USC), 2007].     
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Figure 5.4.3-3.  February 2-5, 1961 NESIS Category 4 Storm 

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2004  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey. 

January 11-14, 1964:  Blizzard and near-blizzard conditions occurred in the northeast U.S.  These 
conditions brought strong winds, which created deep snow drifts.  Traffic was disrupted for several days 
in many places throughout the northeast.  Snow accumulations of over a foot were reported throughout 
Pennsylvania, southeast New York, northern New Jersey, and southern New England (Andrews, 1964).   
This January blizzard achieved a NESIS rating of 5.74, placing the storm in Major category.  The storm’s 
total area, at peak, reached from Illinois to Maine, with snow accumulations ranging between 4 to 30 
inches (Figure 5.4.3-4).  Total snowfall accumulations for Passaic County ranged between 10 to 20 inches 
(Kocin and Uccellini, 2004). Cost estimates of property damage in Passaic County and/or Little Falls 
were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

Figure 5.4.3-4.  January 11-14, 1964 NESIS Category 3 Storm 

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2004  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey. 
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February 10-12, 1983 (“Megalopolitan Snowstorm”):  This snowstorm occurred during one of the 
strongest El Niños in the 20th century, bringing blizzard conditions and heavy snowfall throughout the 
Mid-Atlantic and Northeastern regions of the U.S. As called by some sources, this “Megalopolitan 
Snowstorm” achieved a NESIS rating of 6.28, placing the storm in the Crippling category.  The storm’s 
total area, at peak, reached from North Carolina to New Hampshire, with snow accumulations ranging 
between 4 to 40 inches (Figure 5.4.3-5).  Snowfall totals for Passaic County ranged between 10 to 30 
inches (Kocin and Uccellini, 2004).  Cost estimates of property damage in Passaic County and/or Little 
Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

Figure 5.4.3-5.   “Megalopolitan Snowstorm” NESIS Category 4 Storm 

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2003  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey. 

March 12-15, 1993 (FEMA EM-3106) (“Storm of the Century”):  This storm brought high winds and 
heavy snow.  The “Storm of the Century” is listed among the NOAA - NCDC Top Billion Dollar Weather 
Disasters (NCDC, 2007).  The storm impacted 26 states, caused approximately $3 billion in damages and 
killed an estimated 270 people.  This event resulted in a FEMA EM for New Jersey identified as EM-
3106, affecting all 21 counties in the State, including Passaic County.  The “Storm of the Century” 
achieved a NESIS rating of 12.52, placing the storm in the Extreme category.  The storm’s total area, at 
peak, reached from Maine to Florida, with snow accumulations ranging between 5 and 40 inches and 
hurricane force winds (Figure 5.4.3-6) (Kocin and Uccellini, 2004).  According to the NJ HMP and 
NJOEM, total eligible damages in New Jersey reached $2.6 million (NJOEM, 2005).  According to 
NOAA and other sources, total snowfall accumulations for Passaic County ranged between 10 and 30 
inches (Figure 5.4.3-7).  Little Falls experienced between 12 and 15 inches (Martin, 2007). Cost estimates 
of property damage in Passaic County and/or Little Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to 
develop this plan. 
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Figure 5.4.3-6. “Storm of the Century” NESIS Category 5 Storm 

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2004  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey. 

Figure 5.4.3-7. “Storm of the Century” New Jersey Snow Accumulations 

Source: Martin, 2007  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of Passaic County. 

February 8-12, 1994:  This storm was a major snowstorm for the northeast U.S.  The storm delivered 
snow in the amounts of 6 inches to 2 feet over a major portion of the region.  Snow, sleet, rain, and wind 
disrupted air, rail, and highway travel.  Many people were without power.  Low-lying coastal areas 
flooded due to the storm.  Two fatalities were reported in New Jersey.  Northern New Jersey had snow 
accumulations ranging between 4 and 14 inches.  This storm achieved a NESIS rating of 3.47, placing the 
storm in the Major category.  The storm’s total area, at peak, reached from Maryland to New Hampshire, 
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with snow accumulations ranging between 4 to 30 inches of snowfall (Figure 5.4.3-10) (Kocin and 
Uccellini, 2004).  

Snowfall totals for Passaic County ranged between 6 and 9 inches for February 8-9, 1994 (Figure 5.4.3-
8).  The February 11-12, 1994 storm brought an additional 6 to 15 inches of snow to Passaic County 
(Figure 5.4.3-9) (Martin, 2007).  Cost estimates of property damage in Passaic County and/or Little Falls 
were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

Figure 5.4.3-8.  February 8-9, 1994               

    
Source:  Martin, 2007  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of 
Passaic County. 

Figure 5.4.3-9.  February 11-12, 1994 

Figure 5.4.3-10.  February 8-12, 1994 NESIS Category 3 Storm 

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2004                 Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey. 
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January 6-8, 1996 (FEMA DR-1088) (“Blizzard of ‘96”):  Much of the eastern seaboard of the U.S. 
was affected by this blizzard.  Many areas received from 1 to 3 feet of snow during this storm.  A large 
area from the southern Appalachians to Maine received about a foot of snow. The major metropolitan 
areas, including New York City, received approximately 20 inches of snow.  New Jersey reported 4 
fatalities due to the blizzard (Eggleston, 1996).  Total damages for the affected areas were estimated at $1 
billion.   

This event resulted in a FEMA DR for New Jersey identified as DR-1088, affecting all 21 counties in 
New Jersey (FEMA, 2007).  New Jersey was awarded approximately $42 million in federal assistance to 
assist in snow plowing activities (NJOEM, 2007).  The “Blizzard of ‘96” achieved a NESIS rating of 
11.54, placing the storm in the Extreme category.  The storm’s total area, at peak, reached from 
Tennessee to Maine, with snow accumulations ranging between 4 to 40 inches of snowfall (Figure 5.4.3-
11) (Kocin and Uccellini, 2004).  Total snowfall accumulations for Passaic County were more than 24 
inches (Figure 5.4.3-12) [Weather Communications Group (Weather World), 1996].  Cost estimates of 
property damage in Passaic County and/or Little Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to 
develop this plan. 

Figure 5.4.3-11.  “Blizzard of ‘96” NESIS Category 5 Storm 

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2004  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey. 
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Figure 5.4.3-12.  “Blizzard of ‘96” Snowfall Totals 

Source:  Weather Communications Group (Weather World), 1996 

October 18-23, 1996:  This storm was classified by FEMA as a severe storm and flooding event within 
New Jersey; however, other sources, including the NJ HMP, have indicated that this storm was a 
Nor’Easter which resulted in significant flooding throughout the state.   According to the NJ HMP, this 
storm consisted of excessive rain and heavy winds that impacted the northern and central parts of New 
Jersey from October 18th through October 23rd, 1996.  More than 100,000 people in New York and New 
Jersey were without power, and experienced scattered outages throughout the rest of the storm.  The 
storm impacted traffic and caused flooding and evacuations (NJOEM, 2005).  Governor Christine Todd 
Whitman declared a state of emergency for New Jersey, due to the torrential rainfall and severe weather 
conditions (Whitman, 1996).  Some New Jersey counties were declared as disaster areas (DR-1145); 
however, Passaic County was not included in that federal declaration. 

Hundreds in New Jersey fled their homes as rivers rose 15 feet above normal and washed over cars, 
streets, and flooded basements.  More than 8 inches of rain fell over a 2-day period, with many areas 
receiving at least 3 inches of rain (Associated Press, 1996; Wyckoff, 1996).  Significant flooding occurred 
in Wayne, Clifton, Patterson and Little Falls. This coastal storm postponed the first game of the World 
Series, closed the Garden State Parkway and other roadways, and cut power to tens of thousands of 
people.  Police in every county in central and northern New Jersey reported flooding (Wyckoff, 1996).  
Portions of Routes 3, 46, and 23 were closed in Essex and Passaic counties, after leaf-filled storm drains 
and catch basins overflowed.  Wind gusts of up to 50 miles per hour downed trees and branches, knocking 
down power lines and causing power outages to over 40,000 people (NCDC, 2007).  Total rainfall 
amounts for Passaic County ranged from 3.25 inches at Greenwood Lake to 6.36 inches at Wayne.   
The Passaic River crested at 8.16 feet in Little Falls. Cost estimates of property damage in Passaic County 
and/or Little Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

December 30-31, 2000 (“End of Millennium Snowstorm”):  The first widespread snowstorm of the 
season affected the northern half of New Jersey.  For many areas, this storm was the largest winter storm 
since the “Blizzard of ‘96”.  Snowfall rates of 2 to 3 inches per hour were common in parts of the State.  
Some areas of New Jersey reached rates of 4 inches or more per hour.  With the snow, heavy winds 
picked up and caused snow drifts, reducing visibility significantly.  The “End of Millennium Snowstorm” 
achieved a NESIS rating of 2.48, placing the storm in the Notable category.  The storm’s total area, at 
peak, reached from New Jersey to Maine, bringing a final total 4 to 30 inches of snowfall (Figure 5.4.3-
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13) (Kocin and Uccellini, 2004).  Total snow accumulations in Passaic County ranged between 10 and 30 
inches. Fifteen to 21 inches fell in Little Falls (Figure 5.4.3-14).  Cost estimates of property damage in 
Passaic County and/or Little Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

Figure 5.4.3-13.  “End of Millennium Snowstorm” NESIS Category 1 Storm 

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2004  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey. 

Figure 5.4.3-14.  December 30-21, 2000 Snowfall Totals 

Source:  Martin, 2007  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of Passaic County. 

February 16-18, 2003 (FEMA EM-3181) (“President’s Day Blizzard”):  The “President’s Day 
Blizzard” was a severe winter storm that brought 1 to 2 feet of snow across all off New Jersey.  This was 
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the heaviest state-wide snowstorm since the “Blizzard of ’96”.  The storm affected much of New Jersey, 
including surrounding states (Figure 5.4.3-15).  This event resulted in a FEMA Emergency Declaration 
(EM) for New Jersey identified as EM-3181, affecting all 21 counties in New Jersey (FEMA, 2007).  
Governor James McGreevey indicated that in New Jersey, 2,500 workers were using 2,000 pieces of 
equipment to clear highways during this event (CNN, 2003). Reporters of CBS indicated that this storm 
cost New Jersey an estimated $14 million to plow and clear New Jersey roadways (The Associated Press, 
2003).  The “President’s Day Blizzard” achieved a NESIS rating of 8.91, placing the storm in the 
Crippling category.  The storm’s total area, at peak, reached from Ohio to Maine, bringing a final total 4 
to 40 inches of snowfall (Figure 5.4.3-16) (Kocin and Uccellini, 2004).  Total snowfall accumulations for 
Passaic County ranged between 20 and 30 inches.  Cost estimates of property damage in Passaic County 
and/or Little Falls were unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan.  

Figure 5.4.3-15.  “President’s Day Blizzard” Snowfall Totals 

Source:  Martin, 2007  

Figure 5.4.3-16.  “President’s Day Blizzard” NESIS Category 4  

Source: Kocin and Uccellini, 2004  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of New Jersey. 

February 11-12, 2006:  A major winter storm affected the northeastern U.S., including New Jersey.  The 
snow fell steadily and heavily at times in many areas.  This winter storm was the biggest snow storm in 
New York City, with 26.9 inches of snow in Central Park (Goldberg, 2006).  This record breaking storm 
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brought heavy winds and strong gusts, and covered north and central New Jersey and central Connecticut 
with almost two feet of snow.  During the storm’s most intense peak, many areas experienced snowfall 
rates of up to 3 to 4 inches per hour (NWS, 2006).  According to an NCDC Public Information Statement, 
total snowfall accumulations for Passaic County ranged from 9.5 inches in Charlottesburg to 20.0 inches 
in West Paterson (Figure 5.4.3-17) (NCDC, 2006).  Little Falls experienced 15 to 18 inches of snow 
accumulations.  Cost estimates of property damage in Passaic County and/or Little Falls were unavailable 
in the materials reviewed to develop this plan. 

Figure 5.4.3-17.  February 11-12, 2006 Snowfall Totals 

Source:  Martin, 2007  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of Passaic County. 

March 16-17, 2007 (“St. Patrick’s Day Parade”):  A complex snowstorm struck the eastern U.S.  The 
storm came after a brief warm spell and rain event, which produced flooding in Pennsylvania and New 
England.  Snowfall totals ranged between a few inches in Ohio to 2-feet in central New York State.  
Snowfall in Pennsylvania was heavier from central section and towards New Jersey (Grumm, 2007).  The 
storm caused cancellations of over 1,000 flights along the east coast and caused 5 fatalities in New Jersey 
(CBS Broadcasting Inc., 2007).  Winter storm warnings and advisories were issued for much of New 
Jersey and eastern Pennsylvania.  Some areas had more rain than snow, along with high winds.  Strong, 
northeast winds caused flooding along the coast of New Jersey, especially during high tide.  The heavy 
rainfall flooded some coastal communities (NOAA, 2007).  

According to NOAA and the Office of the New Jersey State Climatologist (ONJSC), total snowfall 
accumulations for Passaic County ranged between 5.1 to 7.3 inches (Figure 5.4.3-18) (NOAA, 2007;  
ONJSC, 1994-2007). Cost estimates of property damage in Passaic County and/or Little Falls were 
unavailable in the materials reviewed to develop this plan.  
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Figure 5.4.3-18.  March 16-17, 2007 Snowfall Totals 

Source:  NOAA, 2007 
Note (1):  The red circle indicates the approximate location of Passaic County.   
Note (2):  Total snowfall for Passaic County range between 5.1 inches to 7.3 inches. 

Probability of Future Events 

According to the NJ HMP, winter storms are frequent events for the State and occur from late November 
until March. Because of New Jersey’s northern location at a climactic crossroads and its distinctive 
geography, it experiences the full effect of the winter season.  Normally experiencing lower temperatures 
on most winter days, the north has a greater chance of all types of winter storms occurring, which 
includes all of Passaic County (NJOEM, 2005).  

Based on historical records, the NJ HMP and input from the Township Planning Mitigation Committee, 
the probability of occurrence for severe winter storms in Little Falls is considered “high” (Section 5.3 in 
Table 5.3-3).  It is estimated that Little Falls will continue to experience direct and indirect impacts of 
severe winter storms annually that may induce secondary hazards such as flooding, infrastructure 
deterioration or failure, utility failures, power outages, water quality and supply concerns, and 
transportation delays, accidents and inconveniences.   
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VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT 

To understand risk, a community must evaluate what assets are exposed or vulnerable in the identified 
hazard area.  For severe winter storms, the Township of Little Falls has been identified as the hazard area.  
Therefore, all assets in the Township (population, structures, critical facilities and lifelines), as described 
in the Township Profile section, are vulnerable to a severe winter storm.  The following text evaluates and 
estimates the potential impact of severe winter storms on Little Falls, including:  

Overview of vulnerability 
Data and methodology used for the evaluation 
Impact, including:  (1) impact on life, safety and health of Township residents, (2) general 
building stock, (3) critical facilities, and (4) economy 
Further data collections that will assist understanding of this hazard over time 
Overall vulnerability conclusion 

Overview of Vulnerability 

Severe winter storms are of significant concern to Little Falls because of the frequency and magnitude of 
these events in the Township and in the region, the direct and indirect costs associated with these events, 
delays caused by the storms, and impacts on the people and facilities of the region related to snow and ice 
removal, health problems, cascade effects such as utility failure (power outages) and traffic accidents, and 
stress on community resources. 

Data and Methodology 

National weather databases and local resources were used to collect and analyze severe winter storm 
impacts on the Township.  Default HAZUS-MH population and general building stock data was used to 
support an evaluation of assets exposed to this hazard and the potential impacts associated with this 
hazard.   

Impact on Life, Health and Safety 

For the purposes of this HMP, the entire population (10,855 people) in the Township is exposed to severe 
winter storm events (U.S. Census, 2000).  Snow accumulation and frozen/slippery road surfaces increase 
the frequency and impact of traffic accidents for the general population, resulting in personal injuries. 
Refer to Table 4-2 in the Township Profile for population statistics for the Township of Little Falls.  The 
elderly are considered most susceptible to the severe winter storm hazard due to their increased risk of 
injuries and death from falls and overexertion and/or hypothermia from attempts to clear snow.  In 
addition, severe winter storm events can reduce the ability of these populations to access emergency 
services.   

Extreme cold temperatures are associated with severe winter storms.  The high cost of fuel to heat 
residential homes can create a financial strain on populations with low or fixed incomes (a portion of 
which includes the elderly population).  In addition, low income residents may not have access to housing 
or their housing may be less able to withstand cold temperatures (e.g., homes with poor insulation and 
heating supply).  Refer to Section 4, Township Profile, for figures that show the distribution of persons 
over the age of 65 and low income populations in the Township of Little Falls.  Table 5.4.3-6 summarizes 
the population over the age of 65 and individuals living below the Census poverty threshold. 
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Table 5.4.3-6. Vulnerable Population Exposed to Severe Winter Storm Events in Little Falls 
Population Category Number of Persons 

Exposed 
Percent of Total Township 

Population 
Elderly (Over 65 years of age) 1,938 17.9% 

Persons living below  
Census poverty threshold* 435 9.3% 

Source: Census, 2000 
* The Census poverty threshold for a three person family unit is approximately $16,000. 

Snow accumulation and frozen/slippery road surfaces also increases in the frequency and impact of traffic 
accidents for the general population, resulting in personal injuries.   

Impact on General Building Stock 

The entire general building stock inventory in Little Falls is vulnerable to a severe winter storm.  In 
general, structural impacts include damage to roofs and building frames.  However, historic data and 
current modeling tools are not available to estimate specific general building stock losses for this hazard.  
As an alternate approach, this plan considers percentage damages that could result from severe winter 
storm conditions.  Table 5.4.3-7 identifies the number of buildings and their replacement value exposed to 
severe winter storms in the Township.  This table also summarizes the estimated losses that would result 
from 1, 5, and 10 percent damage to this inventory as a result of a severe winter storm.  Given 
professional knowledge and information available, these are considered conservative estimates of 
potential losses for this hazard. 

Table 5.4.3-7.  General Building Stock Exposure and Estimated Losses from Severe Winter Storms for Little Falls  
Building 

Occupancy 
Class

Number of 
Buildings Total Value 1% Damage 

Loss Estimate
5% Damage 

Loss Estimate
10% Damage 

Loss Estimate

Residential 2,817 $628,428,000 $6,284,280 $31,421,400 $62,842,800

Commercial 61 $147,481,000 $1,474,810 $7,374,050 $14,748,100

Industrial 5 $20,985,000 $209,850 $1,049,250 $2,098,500

Agricultural, 
Religious, 
Government & 
Educational 

4 $18,547,000 $185,470 $927,350 $1,854,700

Total 2,887 $815,441,000 $8,154,410 $40,772,050 $81,544,100
Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2 
Note: The building values shown are building structure only because damage for the severe storm hazard will generally impact 
structures such as the roof and building frame (rather than building content).   

A specific area that is vulnerable to the severe winter storm hazard is the floodplain.  At risk general 
building stock and infrastructure in floodplains are presented in the flood hazard profile (Section 5.4.1).  
Generally, losses from flooding associated with severe winter storms should be less than that associated 
with a 100-year or 500-year flood.  In summary, snow and ice melt can cause both riverine and urban 
flooding.  Additionally, cold winter temperatures cause rivers to freeze.  A rise in the water level due to 
snow/ice melt or a thaw breaking the river ice/compacted snow into large pieces can become jammed at 
man-made and natural obstructions (a.k.a., ice jams). Ice jams can act as a dam, resulting in severe flash 
riverine flooding.    
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Impact on Critical Facilities 

Full functionality of critical facilities such as police, fire and medical facilities is essential for response 
during and after a severe winter storm event.  HAZUS-MH estimates the replacement value for each 
police station is $1,666,000 and each fire station is $714,000.  These critical facility structures are largely 
constructed of concrete and masonry; therefore, they should only suffer minimal structural damage from 
severe winter storm events.  Because power interruption can occur, backup power is recommended for 
critical facilities and infrastructure.   

Infrastructure at risk for this hazard includes roadways that could be damaged due to the application of 
salt and intermittent freezing and warming conditions that can damage roads over time.  Severe snowfall 
requires the clearing of roadways and alerting citizens to dangerous conditions; and following the winter 
season, resources for road maintenance and repair are required. 

Impact on Economy 

The cost of snow and ice removal and repair of roads from the freeze/thaw process can drain local 
financial resources.  Another impact on the economy includes impacts on commuting into, or out of, the 
area for work or school.  The loss of power and closure of roads prevents the commuter population 
traveling to work within and outside of the Township.  According to Mr. Philip Simone of the Little Falls’ 
Department of Public Works, the Township has no record of annual snow removal expenditures.  Based 
on available information, the impacts on the economy due to severe winter storms cannot be quantified at 
this time. 

Additional Data and Next Steps 

The exposure assessment above identifies vulnerable populations and potential general building stock 
impacts associated with this hazard of concern.  Historic data on structural losses to general building 
stock are not adequate to predict specific losses to this inventory; therefore, the percent of damage 
assumption methodology was applied.  This methodology is based on FEMA’s How to Series (FEMA 
386-2), Understanding Your Risks, Identifying and Estimating Losses (FEMA, 2001) and FEMA’s Using 
HAZUS-MH for Risk Assessment (FEMA 433) (FEMA, 2004).  The collection of additional/actual 
valuation data for general building stock and critical infrastructure losses would further support estimates 
of potential exposure and damage for the general building stock inventory.   

Snow and ice removal, along with road repairs due to the freeze/thaw process, can drain local financial 
resources.  Snow removal expenditures can include labor, materials and vehicle costs that the Township 
may endure.  The collection of additional/actual validation data for expenditures and losses due to severe 
winter storm events would further support estimates of potential losses to the Township.  

Because historic data on losses will not be adequate to predict specific losses to inventory, the percent of 
damage assumption methodology employed for general buildings in this section can be applied to 
infrastructure and critical facilities, when valuation data is available.  This methodology is based on 
FEMA’s How to Series (FEMA 386-2), Understanding Your Risks, Identifying and Estimating Losses 
(FEMA, 2001) and FEMA’s Using HAZUS-MH for Risk Assessment (FEMA 433) (FEMA, 2004). 
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Overall Vulnerability Assessment   

Severe winter storms are common in the study area, often causing impacts and losses to the Township’s 
roads, structures, facilities, utilities, and population.  The overall hazard ranking determined for this HMP 
for the severe winter storm hazard is high, with a frequent occurrence (likely to occur within 25 years).   

Existing and future mitigation efforts should continue to be developed and employed that will enable the 
study area to be prepared for these events when they occur.  The cascade effects of severe winter storms 
include utility losses and transportation accidents and flooding.  Losses associated with the flood hazard 
are discussed earlier in this plan (Section 5.4.1).  Particular areas of vulnerability include low-income and 
elderly populations, and infrastructure such as roadways and utilities that can be damaged by such storms 
and the low-lying areas that can be impacted by flooding related to rapid snow melt.   
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5.4.4  EARTHQUAKE 

This section provides a profile and vulnerability assessment for the earthquake hazard. 

HAZARD PROFILE 

This section provides profile information including description, location, extent, previous occurrences and 
losses and the probability of future occurrences. 

Description 

An earthquake is the sudden movement of the Earth’s surface caused by the release of stress accumulated 
within or along the edge of the Earth’s tectonic plates, a volcanic eruption or by a manmade explosion 
(FEMA, 2001; Shedlock and Pakiser, 1997).  Most earthquakes occur at the boundaries where the Earth’s 
tectonic plates meet (faults); however, less than 10 percent of earthquakes occur within plate interiors.  
New Jersey is in an area where plate interior-related earthquakes occur.  As plates continue to move and 
plate boundaries change over geologic time, weakened boundary regions become part of the interiors of 
the plates.  These zones of weakness within the continents can cause earthquakes in response to stresses 
that originate at the edges of the plate or in the deeper crust (Shedlock and Pakiser, 1997).   

The location of an earthquake is commonly described by its focal depth and the geographic position of its 
epicenter.  The focal depth of an earthquake is the depth from the Earth’s surface to the region where an 
earthquake’s energy originates (the focus or hypocenter).  The epicenter of an earthquake is the point on 
the Earth’s surface directly above the hypocenter (Shedlock and Pakiser, 1997).  Earthquakes usually 
occur without warning and their effects can impact areas a great distance from the epicenter [Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), 2001]. 

According to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Earthquake Hazards Program, an earthquake hazard is 
anything associated with an earthquake that may affect resident’s normal activities. This includes surface 
faulting, ground shaking, landslides, liquefaction, tectonic deformation, tsunamis, and seiches.  A brief 
description of each of these is provided below. 

Surface faulting: Displacement that reaches the earth's surface during slip along a fault. 
Commonly occurs with shallow earthquakes, those with an epicenter less than 20 km.  
Ground shaking: The movement of the earth's surface from earthquakes or explosions. Ground 
motion or shaking is produced by waves that are generated by sudden slip on a fault or sudden 
pressure at the explosive source and travel through the earth and along its surface. 
Landslide: A movement of surface material down a slope. 
Liquefaction: A process by which water-saturated sediment temporarily loses strength and acts as 
a fluid, like when you wiggle your toes in the wet sand near the water at the beach. This effect 
can be caused by earthquake shaking. 
Tectonic Deformation: A change in the original shape of a material due to stress and strain. 
Tsunami: A sea wave of local or distant origin that results from large-scale seafloor 
displacements associated with large earthquakes, major submarine slides, or exploding volcanic 
islands. 
Seiche:  The waves in a lake or reservoir that are induced due to ground shaking (FEMA, 1997). 
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Location  

The United States (U.S.), east of the Rocky Mountains, typically has fewer and generally smaller 
earthquakes than the western U.S.  At least two factors increase the earthquake risk in New Jersey and the 
eastern United States; (1) eastern earthquakes affect areas ten times larger than western earthquakes and 
(2) the eastern U.S. and New Jersey are more densely populated than the west, with New Jersey being the 
most densely populated state in the country.  New Jersey has experienced a few small earthquakes 
throughout the years.  Earthquake damage in New Jersey has been minor, including items knocked off 
shelves, cracked plaster and masonry, and fallen chimneys.  These, along with earthquakes originating 
outside of New Jersey, have produced enough damage to issue a concern of planners and emergency 
managers (Dombroski, 2005).   

According to the New Jersey Geological Survey (NJGS), New Jersey has a similar tectonic setting as 
New York City, Boston, and Charleston.  All three cities have experienced earthquakes with a magnitude 
greater than 5 on the Richter Scale (Table 5.4.4-1).  Earthquakes of these magnitudes could occur in New 
Jersey.  The risk of a damaging earthquake, in combination with New Jersey’s population density and 
building/structural value, places New Jersey as the tenth highest among all the states for potential 
economic loss from earthquakes (Stanford, 2003).   

Many faults are located within New Jersey, including the Ramapo Fault which separates the Piedmont 
and Highlands Physiographic Provinces (Figure 5.4.4-1).  This fault runs 70 miles northeast from Morris 
County, New Jersey and the Hudson Highlands to Bear Mountain, New York (Figure 5.4.4-2) (Groves, 
2001).  The fault is a hairline fracture, 50 miles long, and is located 35 miles from New York City.
Seismographic stations, part of the Advanced National Seismic System, are used to monitor earthquakes 
and ground motion near important buildings and critical infrastructure along this fault (Tobin, 2004).  
Numerous minor earthquakes have been recorded in the Ramapo Fault zone, a 10 to 20 mile wide area 
lying adjacent to and west of the actual fault (Dombroski, 2005).  Over 25 percent of earthquakes 
experienced in New Jersey over the past 200 years had their epicenters within 30 miles of this fault 
(Figure 5.4.4-3) (Groves, 2001).  In the 1970s and 1980s, earthquake risk along the Ramapo Fault became 
more known due to its close proximity to the Indian Point, New York Nuclear Power Generating Station.   

Figure 5.4.4-1.  Physiographic Provinces of New Jersey 

Source:  Dombroski, 2005  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of Little Falls, which is located within the Piedmont Province. 
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Figure 5.4.4-2.  Ramapo Fault Line 

Source:  Groves, 2001 

Figure 5.4.4-3.  Earthquakes in New York City and the Surrounding Area, 1627-2003 

Source:  Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory, 2004  
Note:  The Ramapo Fault System is shown as a red line.  Hexagons indicate earthquake events prior to 1970 and circles indicate 
earthquakes post 1970 (when systematic earthquake monitoring began in the region).  The symbol size is proportional to 
magnitude.  
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East of the Rocky Mountains, including New Jersey, earthquake faults do not break the ground surface.  
Their foci are at least a few miles below the Earth’s surface and their locations are determined by 
interpreting seismographic records.  Geological fault lines seen on the surface today are evidence of 
ancient events.  The presence or absence of mapped faults does not denote either a seismic hazard or the 
lack of one, and earthquake can occur anywhere in New Jersey (Dombroski, 2005).     

The closest plate boundary to the east coast is the Mid-Atlantic Ridge, which is approximately 2,000 
miles east of Pennsylvania.  Over 200 million years ago, when the continent Pangaea rifted apart forming 
the Atlantic Ocean, the northeast coast of the U.S. was a plate boundary.  Being at the plate boundary, 
many faults were formed in the region.  Although these faults are geologically old and are contained in a 
passive margin, they act as pre-existing planes of weakness and concentrated strain.  When a strain 
exceeds the strength of the ancient fault, it ruptures causing an earthquake (Lehigh Earth Observatory, 
2006).     

The New York City Area Consortium for Earthquake Loss Mitigation (NYCEM) HAZUS-MH study of 
the greater New York City metropolitan area (which includes parts of northern New Jersey) indicates a 
low seismic hazard (infrequent damaging earthquakes), but high seismic risk due to its dense population, 
concentration of buildings, vulnerable infrastructure, and substantial economic value (Tantala et al., 
2003).  A USGS earthquake hazard map indicates peak ground acceleration (PGA) with a 10 percent 
chance of being exceeded over 50 years as highest in northeastern New Jersey, including Little Falls (6 
percent) (USGS, 2002).  Figure 5.4.4-4 of the earthquake hazard map and a more detailed description of 
PGA are located in the Extent subsection of this profile.  
    
Extent 

Seismic waves are the vibrations from earthquakes that travel through the Earth and are recorded on 
instruments called seismographs.  The magnitude or extent of an earthquake is a measured value of the 
earthquake size, or amplitude of the seismic waves, using a seismograph.  The Richter magnitude scale 
(Richter Scale) was developed in 1932 as a mathematical device to compare the sizes of earthquakes 
(USGS, 1989).  The Richter Scale is the most widely-known scale that measures the magnitude of 
earthquakes (Shedlock and Pakiser, 1997; USGS, 2004).  It has no upper limit and is not used to express 
damage.  An earthquake in a densely populated area, which results in many deaths and considerable 
damage, may have the same magnitude and shock in a remote area that did not cause any damage (USGS, 
1989).  Table 5.4.4-1 presents the Richter Scale magnitudes and corresponding earthquake effects. 

Table 5.4.4-1.  Richter Scale 
Richter Magnitude Earthquake Effects 

2.5 or less Usually not felt, but can be recorded by seismograph 
2.5 to 5.4 Often felt, but only causes minor damage 
5.5 to 6.0 Slight damage to buildings and other structures 
6.1 to 6.9 May cause a lot of damage in very populated areas 
7.0 to 7.9 Major earthquake; serious damage 

8.0 or greater Great earthquake; can totally destroy communities near the epicenter 
Source:  USGS, 2006 

The intensity of an earthquake is based on the observed effects of ground shaking on people, buildings, 
and natural features, and varies with location.  Intensity is expressed by the Modified Mercalli Intensity 
Scale; a subjective measure that describes how strong a shock was felt at a particular location (Shedlock 
and Pakiser, 1997; USGS, 2004). The Modified Mercalli Scale expresses the intensity of an earthquake’s 
effects in a given locality in values ranging from I to XII.  Table 5.4.4-2 summarizes earthquake intensity 
as expressed by this scale. 
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Table 5.4.4-2.  Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale 
Mercalli 
Intensity Description 

I Felt by very few people; barely noticeable. 
II Felt by few people, especially on upper floors. 

III Noticeable indoors, especially on upper floors, but may not 
be recognized as an earthquake. 

IV Felt by many indoors, few outdoors.  May feel like passing 
truck. 

V Felt by almost everyone, some people awakened.  Small 
objects moves, trees and poles may shake. 

VI 
Felt by everyone; people have trouble standing.  Heavy 
furniture can move, plaster can fall off walls.  Chimneys may 
be slightly damaged.   

VII 

People have difficulty standing. Drivers feel their cars 
shaking. Some furniture breaks. Loose bricks fall from 
buildings. Damage is slight to moderate in well-built 
buildings; considerable in poorly built buildings. 

VIII Well-built buildings suffer slight damage. Poorly built 
structures suffer severe damage.  Some walls collapse.   

IX 
Considerable damage to specially built structures; buildings 
shift off their foundations.  The ground cracks.  Landslides 
may occur. 

X

Most buildings and their foundations are destroyed.  Some 
bridges are destroyed. Dams are seriously damaged. Large 
landslides occur. Water is thrown on the banks of canals, 
rivers, lakes. The ground cracks in large areas.  

XI 
Most buildings collapse. Some bridges are destroyed. Large 
cracks appear in the ground. Underground pipelines are 
destroyed. 

XII 
Almost everything is destroyed. Objects are thrown into the 
air. The ground moves in waves or ripples. Large amounts 
of rock may move. 

Source:  Michigan Tech, 2007; J. Louie (Nevada Seismological Laboratory), 1996  

PGA also expresses the severity of an earthquake.  PGA is a measure of how hard the earth shakes, or 
accelerates, in a given geographic area.  PGA is expressed as a percent acceleration force of gravity (%g).  
Figure 5.4.4-4 illustrates the percent PGA for New Jersey with a 10% probability of occurring within 50 
years.  Little Falls has a PGA of 6% of gravity for earthquakes with a 10% probability of occurring within 
50 years.  According to USGS Earthquake Hazards Program, PGA maps (also known as earthquake 
hazard maps) are used as planning tools when designing buildings, bridges, highways, and utilities so that 
they can withstand shaking associated with earthquake events. These maps are also used as planning tools 
for the development of building codes that establish construction requirements appropriate to preserve 
public safety.   
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Figure 5.4.4-4.  Earthquake Hazard Map: Northeastern U.S. 

Source:  FEMA, 1997 

In addition to magnitude and intensity, local soil type can substantially affect an earthquake’s risk.   The 
National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP) developed five soil classifications that impact 
the severity of an earthquake.  The soil classification system ranges from A to E, where A represents hard 
rock that reduces ground motions from an earthquake and E represents soft soils that amplify and magnify 
ground shaking and increase building damage and losses (Tantala et al., 2003).  Table 5.4.4-3 summarizes 
the NEHRP soil classifications that are illustrated on Figure 5.4.4-5.  According to Figure 5.4.4-5, Little 
Falls is made up of hard rock (A), dense soil/soft rock (C), soft soils (D), and special soils (E).   

Table 5.4.4-3.  National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program Soil Classifications 
Soil Classification Description Map Color 

A Very hard rock (e.g., granite, gneisses) Green 

B Sedimentary rock or firm ground Yellow 

C Stiff clay Orange 

D Soft to medium clays or sands Light Pink 

E Soft soil including fill, loose sand, waterfront, lake bed clays Red 
Source:  FEMA, 2007 
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Figure 5.4.4-5.  National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program Soils in New York and New Jersey 

Source:  Tantala et al., 2003  
Note:  The black circle indicates the approximate location of Little Falls. 

Previous Occurrences and Losses 

Many sources provided historical information regarding previous occurrences and losses associated with 
earthquakes throughout New Jersey, including, but not limited to, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), 
New Jersey Geological Survey (NJGS), NJ HMP prepared by the New Jersey State Office of Emergency 
Management (NJ OEM) and the Lamont-Doherty Earth Observatory of Columbia University (Lamont-
Doherty). With so many sources reviewed for the purpose of this HMP, loss and impact information for 
many events could vary depending on the source.  Based on all these sources, New Jersey appears to have 
experienced approximately 151 earthquake events between 1783 and 2007. 

According to the NJ OEM, historic records indicate that three significant earthquakes have impacted the 
Metropolitan East Coast Region, which encompasses the New York City and New Jersey area.  Historical 
records of earthquakes in the northeast U.S. and adjacent areas, dates back to the 1500s.  A number of 
seismographs were operating in this part of the country starting in the early 1900s.  Routine reporting of 
instrumental data on earthquakes began in the late 1930s for the northeast U.S. (NJ OEM, 2005).  Figure 
5.4.4-6 displays the pattern of earthquake activity in northeastern U.S. as presented in the NJ HMP. 
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Figure 5.4.4-6.  Seismicity in Northeastern U.S between 1924 and 1999  

   
Time Period: 1924-1974             Time Period: 1975-1999 
Source:  NJ OEM, 2005 

Between 1924 and 1999, there have been 17 documented earthquakes in New Jersey and 23 along the 
borders of Pennsylvania and New York (NJ OEM, 2005).  The communities within Passaic County (e.g. 
Little Falls) have felt the minor cascading effects of earthquakes that have taken place in surrounding 
counties of the northeastern states, particularly New York, Connecticut, and Pennsylvania.   

As produced by the USGS, Figure 5.4.4-7 identifies earthquake events that have occurred within the 
northeastern U.S. between 1638 and 1998.    

Figure 5.4.4-7.  Earthquakes In and Near the Northeastern U.S. 1638 – 1998 

Source:  R. Wheeler et al., 2001 
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Also, according to a NJGS report, 151 earthquakes have occurred in New Jersey from 1783 to 2007 
(Figure 5.4.4-8 and Table 5.4.4-4).  Figure 5.4.4-9 depicts that 14 earthquakes took place within Passaic 
County, none had its epicenter in Little Falls.   

Figure 5.4.4-8.  Earthquakes Epicentered in New Jersey, 1783 to 2007 

     
Source:  NJGS, 2007  
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Figure 5.4.4-9.  Earthquakes Epicentered in Passaic County, 1783 to 2007 
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Source:  NJGS, 2007  
Note:  A magnitude of zero implies that the magnitude is unknown.

Lamont-Doherty provides recorded earthquake data for the New Jersey area between 1627 and 2001.  
According to Lamont-Doherty, the largest earthquakes to occur within the New York City or 
Metropolitan region (which includes Little Falls) are listed in Table 5.4.4-5.  Table 5.4.4-6 identifies 
earthquakes that have occurred and/or been felt in the New York and New Jersey region.  Table 5.4.4-7 
gives a chronological listing of earthquakes affecting the tri-state area between 1991 and 1997.  Although 
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earthquake events may have not taken place directly within the Township, those that occurred within 
surrounding counties and states may have indirectly impacted Little Falls in the past.     
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Table 5.4.4-6.  Damaging Earthquakes Felt in the New York and New Jersey Region 
Location Year Magnitude* Intensity** 

Max./in NJ Comments 

NYC 1737 NA VII / VII Chimneys down in NYC.  Felt in Boston and 
Philadelphia 

Cape Ann, 
Massachusetts 1755 6 VIII / IV Chimneys and brick buildings down in Boston.  

Its tsunami grounded boats in the West Indies 
West of NYC 1783 NA VII / VII Felt from New Hampshire to PA 

New Madrid, 
Missouri 1811-1812 8.0 to 8.8 XII / IV-V 

Four great earthquakes.  Changed courses of 
Mississippi River.  Town of New Madrid 
destroyed.  Loss of life low due to sparse 
settlement.  Damage in Chicago. 

NYC 1884 5.5 VII / VII 
Toppled chimneys in NYC and NJ.  Cracked 
masonry from Hartford, CT to West Chester, PA.  
Felt from Maine to Virginia, and eastern Ohio. 

Charleston, South 
Carolina 1886 7.7 X / IV Sixty fatalities.  Over 10,000 chimneys down. 

NJ Coast 1927 NA VII / VII Several chimneys down from Asbury Park to 
Long Branch. 

Source:  NJ OEM, 2005 
* Richter Scale 
** Modified Mercalli Scale 
CT Connecticut 
NA Not Available 
NJ New Jersey 
NYC New York City 
PA Pennsylvania 

Table 5.4.4-7. Chronological Listing of Earthquakes Affecting Tri-State Region, 1991 to 1997 

Source:  NJ OEM, 2005 
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Details regarding earthquakes events that have directly or indirectly impacted Little Falls include the 
following: 

December 18, 1737:  On December 18, 1737, a damaging earthquake, with an intensity of VII, occurred 
near New York City and was felt throughout most of New Jersey.  Chimneys toppled in New York City, 
with Boston, Philadelphia, and New Castle, Delaware all reporting to have felt the earthquake (USGS, 
2007).  NYCEM reports the earthquake had a magnitude of 5.2.  Details regarding the impact of the 
earthquake were not documented.   

November 18, 1755:  On November 18, 1755, an earthquake struck the Cape Ann and Boston, 
Massachusetts area, with the heaviest damage reported in these areas.  In Boston, much of the damage 
was confined to areas near the wharfs.  Figure 5.4.4-10 illustrates the epicenter of this earthquake.  Many 
homes were damaged, with fallen chimneys and roof damage.  Homes outside of the Boston area reported 
their stone fences were thrown down.  Many springs were formed and many dried up.  The ground was 
cracked in many locations throughout Massachusetts.  This earthquake was reported from Halifax, Nova 
Scotia, south to the Chesapeake Bay in Maryland and from Lake George, New York, east to a ship 320 
kilometers east of Cape Ann. The shock was felt so strongly on the ship that those onboard believed the 
ship had run aground. Several aftershocks occurred throughout the area (Stover and Coffman, 1993).  The 
USGS reported that this earthquake affected New Jersey; however, details regarding the impacts to New 
Jersey and thus Little Falls, were not documented. 

Figure 5.4.4-10.  Cape Ann Earthquake Epicenter 

Source:  USGS, 2007  

November 30, 1783:  On November 30, 1783, an earthquake, with a magnitude of 5.3 and an intensity of 
VI, was considered the largest earthquake in New Jersey.  Its epicenter was located in Franklin, New 
Jersey, west of New York City (Figure 5.4.4-11).  Two foreshocks were experienced on November 24th

and November 30th and one aftershock on December 1st (NJGS, 2007).  It was felt from New Hampshire 
to Pennsylvania (Stover and Coffman, 1993).  This earthquake was strong enough to throw down 
chimneys.  It affected much of the Northeast U.S. (Greater Astoria Historical Society, 2006).  The USGS 
reported that this earthquake affected New Jersey; however, details regarding the impacts to New Jersey 
and thus Little Falls, were not documented. 
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Figure 5.4.4-11.  November 30, 1783 Earthquake Epicenter 

Source:  USGS, 2007   

August 10, 1884:  The August 10, 1884 earthquake affected an area roughly extending along the Atlantic 
Coast from southern Maine to central Virginia and westward to Cleveland, Ohio. Chimneys were knocked 
down and walls were cracked in several states, including Connecticut, New Jersey, New York, and 
Pennsylvania.  The epicenter was located in the New York City area (Figures 5.4.4-12 and 5.4.4-13).  
Property damage was severe at Amityville and Jamaica, New York, where several chimneys were 
"overturned" and large cracks formed in walls.  Two chimneys were thrown down and bricks were shaken 
from other chimneys at Stratford (Fairfield County), Connecticut; water in the Housatonic River was 
agitated violently. At Bloomfield, New Jersey, and Chester, Pennsylvania, several chimneys were downed 
and crockery was broken. Chimneys were also damaged at Mount Vernon, New York, and Allentown, 
Easton, and Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. Three aftershocks occurred, the second of which was most 
violent.  This earthquake also was reportedly felt in Vermont, Virginia, and Washington, D.C. Several 
slight aftershocks were reported on August 11, 1884 (Stover and Coffman, 1993).  According to 
NYCEM, this earthquake remains the best documented earthquake for the New York City region.  It was 
a strong shock, centered off about 17 miles of New York City and was felt over 70,000 square miles, from 
Vermont to Maryland (Figure 5.4.4-14) (Tantala et al., 2003).  Details regarding the impacts to New 
Jersey and thus Little Falls, were not documented. 
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Figure 5.4.4-12.  August 10, 1884 Earthquake Epicenter 

Source:  USGS, 2007 

Figure 5.4.4-13.  August 10, 1884 Earthquake 

Source:   NJ OEM, 2005 
Note:   The red circle indicates the approximate location of Little Falls.  The August 10, 1884 earthquake has an intensity of V
in Little Falls.   
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Figure 5.4.4-14.  Location of the August 10, 1884 Earthquake 

Source:  Tantala et al., 2003  
Note:  The August 10, 1884 earthquake had a magnitude between 5.0 and 5.9.   

February 28, 1925:  The February 28, 1925 earthquake was one of the most powerful earthquakes of the 
20th century, affecting thousands of people.  An earthquake measuring 6.2 on the Richter scale occurred in 
the Charlevoix-Kamouraska area in Canada.  The earthquake was so strong that the shock was felt more 
than 600 miles from the epicenter.  The week following this earthquake, dozens of aftershocks continued 
to shake the area.  Tremors were felt as far south as Virginia, as far west as Mississippi, as far east as the 
Atlantic Ocean and as far north as a camp 80 miles north of Lac Saint-Jean.  This area comprises 1 
million square miles.  Figure 5.4.4-15 shows the intensity map for this earthquake.  New Jersey reported 
having felt the earthquake, with an intensity between III and V.  Little Falls reported having felt the 
earthquake, giving it an intensity of II (Natural Resources Canada, 2006).       

Figure 5.4.4-15.  Charlevoix-Kamouraska Earthquake in Canada, February 28, 1925 

Source:  Natural Resources Canada, 2006  
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September 5, 1944:  The September 5, 1944 earthquake was centered between Massena, New York and 
Cornwall, Ontario, Canada, and caused an estimated $2 million in damaged between the two cities.  With 
an intensity of VIII (Figure 5.4.4-16), the shock damaged/destroyed about 90% of the chimneys in 
Massena, with similar effects in Cornwall.  This earthquake was felt over 172,000 square miles in the 
U.S., including all of the New England states, Delaware, Maryland, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and parts 
of Michigan and Ohio (Figure 5.4.4-17).  Parts of Illinois, Indiana, Virginia, West Virginia, and 
Wisconsin all reported feeling the tremor.  The USGS reported that this earthquake affected New Jersey; 
however, details regarding the impacts to New Jersey were not documented. 

Figure 5.4.4-16.  September 5, 1944 Earthquake 

Source:  Stover and Coffman, 1993  
Note:  The red circle indicates the approximate location of Little Falls.   
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Figure 5.4.4-17.  Largest Earthquake in New York State - September 5, 1944  

Source: M. Lamontagne and S. Halchuck, 2001 

December 27, 1961:  A 2.7 magnitude earthquake struck near the northeast portion and suburbs of 
Philadelphia.  Buildings shook, dishes rattled, and other objects were disturbed.  Police and newspaper 
offices received many calls from citizens inquiring about the loud rumbling sounds.  Several New Jersey 
communities across the Delaware River experienced similar effects (von Hake, 1973).  In New Jersey, the 
tremor was felt by many at Bordentown and Trenton, where houses shook and windows and dishes rattled 
(von Hake, 1975).   

February 18, 19, and 23, 1996:  Three earthquakes struck near Ringwood, New Jersey during this 5-day 
period.  No damage was reported from the three earthquakes.  The first earthquake, February 18th,
registered a magnitude of 1.5.  The second earthquake, February 19th, registered a magnitude of 1.7.  The 
third earthquake, February 23rd, registered a magnitude of 0.8.  All were epicentered near Skyline Lakes 
(Ringwood, New Jersey).  All three earthquakes occurred on the Ramapo fault line (Chen, 1996).  There 
were no reports of people feeling the earthquakes in Little Falls.   

April 20, 2002:  An unusually strong earthquake hit upstate New York, affecting residents from Maine to 
Maryland.  The earthquake measured 5.1 on the Richter scale.  According to the USGS, the earthquake 
was centered 15 miles southwest of Plattsburgh and lasted for 30 seconds (New York Post, 2002).  The 
earthquake damaged roads and a bridge and broke water mains in New York’s Clinton County; however, 
there were no reports of casualties or major damage (Fabiano, 2002).  The maximum intensity of the 
earthquake was VII (USGS, 2007).     

Residents across northern New Jersey woke up to rattling furniture and loud rumbling noises due to 
tremors from this earthquake.  Police stations in northern New Jersey received dozens of calls from 
residents who reported being awakened by noise and movement (Fabiano, 2002).  The intensity of the 
earthquake varied throughout Passaic County.  In Passaic County, one person reported having felt the 
earthquake, giving an intensity of II.  In Pompton lakes, one person reported having felt the earthquake, 
giving an intensity of III.  In Wanaque, one person reported having felt the earthquake, giving an intensity 
of I.  In West Milford, two people reported having felt the earthquake, giving an intensity of IV.  There 
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were no reports of feeling the earthquake in Little Falls (USGS, 2007).  Figure 5.4.4-18 shows the 
earthquake intensity map for the April 20, 2002 earthquake.   

Figure 5.4.4-18.  April 20, 2002 Earthquake Intensity Map 

Source:  USGS, 2007  
Note:  The red circle within New Jersey indicates the approximate location of Little Falls.  There were no reports of feeling the 
earthquake in the Township.  The red star indicates the epicenter of the earthquake.   

Probability of Future Events 

Although earthquake losses in the U.S. are known to occur predominately in California and along the 
west coast, many significant earthquakes have occurred in the Northeast.  More earthquakes in the 
Northeast are projected largely in the areas that have been active in the last few centuries (Tantala et al., 
2003). 
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New York City has experienced earthquakes with a magnitude of greater than 2.0.  The City’s seismic 
risk is a growing concern.  A study conducted in the mid-1980s characterized the seismicity of New York 
City as moderate.  The study showed that in past centuries, an earthquake with a magnitude of 5.0 
occurred about every 100 years.  Regional seismicity indicates that future earthquakes of magnitude 5.2 
are likely to occur on average every 100-200 years, with a 20 to 40% probability of occurrence in any 50-
year period.  Although the New York City area is a region with low seismic hazard, the area actually has 
high seismic risk due to its tremendous assets, concentration of buildings, and the fragility of its 
structures.  In the event of a damaging earthquake in the New York-New Jersey-Connecticut region, 
about 18.5 million people in 7 million households would be at risk (Tantala et al., 2003).   

Earthquake hazard maps illustrate the distribution of earthquake shaking levels that have a certain 
probability of occurring over a given time period. Figure 5.4.4-4 illustrates that Little Falls has a PGA of 
5-6% of gravity for earthquakes with a 10% probability of occurring within 50 years. Moderate shaking 
and very light damage is generally associated with a 5-6%g earthquake.   

The NJ HMP indicates that damaging earthquakes are rare, but not unknown in New Jersey.  Earthquakes 
with an estimated magnitude of 5.2 occurred in New York City and caused damaged to New Jersey.  
Popular media reports are proposing that a large-scale earthquake may occur in the northeast U.S. within 
the next few decades.  An earthquake, with a magnitude of 5.5, would results in widespread damage.  The 
density of the New York Metropolitan area, alone, increases the probability of not only excessive damage, 
but of extensive secondary damage (NJ OEM, 2005).   

Earlier in this section, the identified hazards of concern for Little Falls were ranked.  The NJ HMP 
conducts a similar ranking process for hazards that affect the State.  The probability of occurrence, or 
likelihood of the event, is one parameter used for ranking hazards.   Based on historical records and input 
from the Planning Committee, the probability of occurrence for earthquakes in Little Falls is considered 
“low”.  



SECTION 5.4.4: RISK ASSESSMENT – EARTHQUAKE 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.4.4-26 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT 

To understand risk, a community must evaluate what assets are exposed or vulnerable in the identified 
hazard area.  For the earthquake hazard, Little Falls has been identified as the exposed hazard area.  
Therefore, all assets in the Township (population, structures, critical facilities and lifelines), as described 
in the Township Profile section, are vulnerable.  The following text evaluates and estimates the potential 
impact of the earthquake on the Township including:

Overview of vulnerability 
Data and methodology used for the evaluation 
Impact, including:  (1) impact on life, safety and health of Township residents, (2) general 
building stock, (3) critical facilities and infrastructure, and (4) economy 
Further data collections that will assist understanding of this hazard over time 
Overall vulnerability conclusion 

Overview of Vulnerability 

Earthquakes usually occur without warning and can impact areas a great distance from their point of 
origin.  The extent of damage depends on the density of population and building and infrastructure 
construction in the area shaken by the quake.  Some areas may be more vulnerable than others based on 
soil type, the age of the buildings and building codes in place.  Compounding the potential for damage – 
historically, Building Officials Code Administration (BOCA) used in the Northeast were developed to 
address local concerns including heavy snow loads and wind; seismic requirements for design criteria are 
not as stringent compared to the west coast’s reliance on the more seismically-focused Uniform Building 
Code.  As such, a smaller earthquake in the Northeast can cause more structural damage than if it 
occurred out west. 

The entire inventory of the Township is at risk of being damaged or experiencing losses due to impacts of 
an earthquake.  Potential losses associated with the earth shaking were calculated for the Township for 
three probabilistic earthquake events, the 100-, 500- and 2,500-year MRP earthquake events.  The impacts 
on population, existing structures, critical facilities and the economy are presented below, following a 
summary of the data and methodology used. 

Data and Methodology 

After reviewing historic data, a Level 1 HAZUS-MH analysis was performed to analyze the earthquake 
hazard losses for Somerset County.  A Level 1 analysis is a basic estimate of earthquake losses based on 
national databases and using the default data in the model.  However, an updated inventory of essential 
facilities, transportation features, utilities and user-defined facilities was used to in place of the HAZUS-
MH defaults.  Data used to assess this hazard include data available in the HAZUS-MH earthquake 
model, USGS data, professional knowledge, information provided by the Township’s Planning 
Committee, and input from the public.   

The HAZUS-MH MR2 earthquake model was used to evaluate potential losses.  A probabilistic 
assessment was conducted for three return periods, 100-, 500- and 2,500-year, to provide a range of 
potential earthquake loss estimates.  A 100-year MRP means there is 1% chance that the mapped ground 
motion levels (PGA) will be exceeded in any given year.  For a 500-year MRP, there is a 0.2% chance the 
mapped PGA will be exceeded in any given year; and for a 2,500-year MRP, there is a 0.04% chance the 
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mapped PGA will be exceeded in any give year.  For HAZUS-MH ground failure estimates, the 
magnitude in all cases was set at 7.0 and the NEHRP soil classification of C was used as the default soil 
type. 

Other than data for critical facilities, transportation lifelines and utilities, the default data in HAZUS-MH 
was the best available for use in this evaluation.  The occupancy classes available in HAZUS-MH were 
condensed into the following categories (residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, religious, 
government, and educational) to facilitate the analysis and the presentation of results.  Residential loss 
estimates address both multi-family and single family dwellings.  Impacts to critical facilities were also 
evaluated. In addition, the 36 structural building classifications available in HAZUS-MH were condensed 
into the following categories (wood, concrete, reinforced and un-reinforced masonry, steel, and mobile 
homes). 

It should be noted that the earthquake model is run at the Census tract level.  One Census tract covers the 
entire Township of Little Falls. Therefore, the general building stock used by the earthquake model 
includes all building stock within Little Falls. 

Impact on Life, Health and Safety 

Overall, the entire population of 10,855 in the Township of Little Falls is exposed to the earthquake 
hazard event.  The impact of earthquakes on life, health and safety is dependent upon the severity of the 
event.  Risk to public safety and loss of life from an earthquake in this area is minimal with higher risk 
occurring in buildings as a result of damage to the structure, or people walking below building 
ornamentation and chimneys that may be shaken loose and fall as a result of the quake.

Populations considered most vulnerable include the elderly (persons over the age of 65) and individuals 
living below the Census poverty threshold.  These socially vulnerable populations are most susceptible, 
based on a number of factors including their physical and financial ability to react or respond during a 
hazard and the location and construction quality of their housing.  Table 5.4.4-8 summarizes the 
Township population over the age of 65 and individuals living below the Census poverty threshold.   

Table 5.4.4-8. Vulnerable Population Exposed to Earthquake Events in the Township of Little Falls   

Population Category 
Number of Persons  

Exposed 
Percent of Total Township 

Population 
Elderly (Over 65 years of age) 1,938 17.9% 

Persons living below 
Census poverty threshold* 435 9.3% 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
Note:  *The Census poverty threshold for a three person family unit is approximately $16,000. 

Residents may be displaced or require temporary to long-term sheltering due to an event.  Socially 
vulnerable populations (i.e. the elderly) are most susceptible, based on a number of factors including their 
physical and financial ability to react or respond during a hazard and the location and construction quality 
of their housing.  According to the original 2000 U.S. Census data, 17.9% of the Township’s total 
population is 65 years of age and above. 

100-Year MRP Event – For a 100-year MRP event, HAZUS-MH estimates no households will be 
displaced or require temporary shelter.  Fires often occur after an earthquake and can be difficult to 
control due to the shear number and lack of available water.  HAZUS-MH does not estimate there will be 
any ignitions of buildings in the Township associated with this earthquake event.   
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500-Year MRP Event – For a 500-year MRP event, HAZUS-MH estimates that seven households will 
be displaced and one person will seek temporary shelter in a public shelter.  The number of people 
requiring shelter is generally less than the number displaced as some displaced persons use hotels or stay 
with family or friends following a disaster event. HAZUS-MH estimates that three people will require 
medical attention due to earthquake-related injuries, but none will require hospitalization.  Additionally, 
HAZUS-MH does not estimate there will be any ignitions of buildings in the Township associated with 
this earthquake event.  

2,500-Year MRP Event – For the 2,500-year MRP event, HAZUS-MH estimates that 126 households 
will be displaced due to the earthquake with 26 people requiring temporary shelter.  The model estimates 
61 people will be injured and require medical attention, with 16 people suffering injuries that require 
hospitalization.  The model estimated approximately three casualties.  HAZUS-MH also estimates there 
to be one ignition of a fire within the Township associated with this earthquake event. 

Impact on General Building Stock 

According to the New York City Area Consortium for Earthquake Loss Mitigation (NYCEM), where 
earthquake risks and mitigation were evaluated in the New York, New Jersey and Connecticut region, 
most damage and loss caused by an earthquake is directly or indirectly the result of ground shaking 
(NYCEM, 1999).  As discussed earlier, PGA is a measure of ground motion as a percentage of the force 
of gravity and can serve as a good index of a hazard event’s potential impact on buildings.  NYCEM 
indicates there is a strong correlation between PGA and the damage a building might experience.  The 
HAZUS-MH model is based on the best available earthquake science and aligns with these statements.  
HAZUS-MH methodology and model were used to analyze the earthquake hazard for the general building 
stock for the Township of Little Falls.  Figures 5.4.4-19 through 5.4.4-21 illustrate the geographic 
distribution of PGA across the Township of Little Falls for 100-, 500- and 2,500-year MRP events. 

Figure 5.4.4-19.   Peak Ground Acceleration for a 100-Year MRP Earthquake Event 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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Figure 5.4.4-20.   Peak Ground Acceleration for a 500-Year MRP Earthquake Event 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 

Figure 5.4.4-21.   Peak Ground Acceleration for a 2,500-Year MRP Earthquake Event 

Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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After considering the population exposed to the earthquake hazard, the value of general building stock 
exposed to, and damaged by, 100-, 500- and 2,500-year MRP earthquake events was evaluated.  The 
entire study area’s general building stock is considered at risk.  HAZUS-MH considers the age of 
buildings as part of the analysis.  HAZUS-MH estimates that the median year of construction for the 
building stock in Little Falls, is 1954.  The model estimates the value of the exposed building stock and 
the loss (in terms of damage to the exposed stock).  Table 5.4.4-9 presents the total exposure value 
(structure only) for general building stock by occupancy class evaluated by the earthquake model at the 
Census-tract level.   

Table 5.4.4-9.   Building Stock Exposure by Occupancy Class for the Township of Little Falls 
Building Occupancy 

Class Number of Buildings Replacement Value Percent of Total 
Replacement Value 

Residential 2,817 $628,428,000 77.1 
Commercial 61 $147,481,000 18.1 

Industrial 5 $20,985,000 2.6 
Agricultural* 0 $1,116,000 0.1 

Religious 2 $7,938,000 1.0 
Government 2 $2,822,000 0.3 
Educational* 0 $6,671,000 0.8 

TOTAL 2,887 $815,441,000 100
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
Note (1): The valuation of general building stock and loss estimates were based on the default general building stock database 
provided in HAZUS-MH MR2.  The general building stock valuations provided in HAZUS-MH MR2 are Replacement Cost 
Value from R.S. Means as of 2001. 
Note (2):  Exposure value is structure only. *HAZUS-MH default data indicates there are no educational buildings or agricultural
structures present in Little Falls, but assigns an exposure value of greater than $6.6 million for the educational class and $1.1 
million for the educational occupancy class.  There are 7 schools located in the Township. 

According to NYCEM, a building’s construction determines how well it can withstand the force of an 
earthquake.  The NYCEM report indicates that un-reinforced masonry buildings are most at risk during an 
earthquake because the walls are prone to collapse outward, whereas steel and wood buildings absorb 
more of the earthquake’s energy.  Additional attributes that contribute to a building’s capability to 
withstand an earthquake’s force include its age, number of stories and quality of construction.  According 
to the HAZUS-MH default general building stock inventory, nearly 11 percent of the general building 
stock in the Township is un-reinforced masonry.  HAZUS-MH also considers the age of buildings as part 
of the analysis; HAZUS-MH default building ages were used for this analysis.  Table 5.4.4-10 presents 
the percentage of each building type in the study region as generated by HAZUS-MH.      

Table 5.4.4-10.   Building Stock Exposure by Building Type for the Township of Little Falls 

Building Type Building 
Count 

Percentage of 
Total 

  Wood 2,465 85.4 
  Steel 42 1.5 
  Concrete 19 0.7 
  Un-reinforced Concrete 2 < 0.1 
  Reinforced Masonry 41 1.4 
  Un-reinforced Masonry 318 11.0 
  Mobile Homes 0 < 0.1 
  TOTAL 2,887 100
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 
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Potential building damage was evaluated by HAZUS-MH across the following damage categories: none, 
slight, moderate, extensive and complete.  Table 5.4.4-11 provides definitions of these five categories of 
damage for a light wood-framed building; definitions for other building types are included in HAZUS-
MH manual documentation. General building stock damage estimates for these damage categories by 
occupancy class and building type for the Township are summarized for the 100-, 500- and 2,500-year 
events in Tables 5.4.4-13 and 5.4.4-14.   

Table 5.4.4-11.  Example of Structural Damage State Definitions for a Light Wood-Framed Building 
Damage 
Category Description 

Slight Small plaster or gypsum-board cracks at corners of door and window openings and wall-ceiling 
intersections; small cracks in masonry chimneys and masonry veneer. 

Moderate Large plaster or gypsum-board cracks at corners of door and window openings; small diagonal 
cracks across shear wall panels exhibited by small cracks in stucco and gypsum wall panels; large 
cracks in brick chimneys; toppling of tall masonry chimneys.  

Extensive Large diagonal cracks across shear wall panels or large cracks at plywood joints; permanent lateral 
movement of floors and roof; toppling of most brick chimneys; cracks in foundations; splitting of wood 
sill plates and/or slippage of structure over foundations; partial collapse of room-over-garage or other 
soft-story configurations. 

Complete Structure may have large permanent lateral displacement, may collapse, or be in imminent danger of 
collapse due to cripple wall failure or the failure of the lateral load resisting system; some structures 
may slip and fall off the foundations; large foundation cracks. 

Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2 

HAZUS-MH does not estimate any damage to the Township of Little Falls’ general building stock as a 
result of a 100-year MRP event.  Table 5.4.4-12 summarizes the damage estimated for the 500- and 
2,500-year MRP earthquake events (rounded to the nearest thousand dollars).  This includes structural 
damage, non-structural damage and loss of contents. 

Table 5.4.4-12.  Estimated Building Value (Building and Contents) Damaged by the 500- and 2,500-Year MRP 
Earthquake Events 

Estimated Total 
Damage* 

Percent of Total 
Building Value 

Estimated Residential
Damage  

Estimated Commercial 
Damage  

Estimated Industrial
Damage  

500 Yr 2,500 Yr 500 Yr 2,500 Yr 500 Yr 2,500 Yr 500 Yr 2,500 Yr 500 Yr 2,500 Yr 
$3,816,000 $51,608,000 .29 3.88 $2,519,000$35,313,000$1,018,000 $12,785,000 $157,000 $1,900,000
Source:  HAZUS-MH MR2 
* = Total is sum of damages of all occupancy classes (residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, educational, religious and 
government). 
Note (1):  All values are rounded to the nearest thousand. 
Note (2):  The valuation of general building stock and loss estimates were based on the default general building stock database
provided in HAZUS-MH MR2.  The general building stock valuations provided in HAZUS-MH MR2 are Replacement Cost 
Value from R.S. Means as of 2001. 



S
E

C
T

IO
N

 5
.4

.4
: R

IS
K

 A
S

S
E

S
S

M
EN

T
 –

 E
A

R
T

H
Q

U
A

K
E

 

 
DM

A 
20

00
 H

az
ar

d M
itig

ati
on

 P
lan

 – 
To

wn
sh

ip 
of 

Lit
tle

 F
all

s, 
Ne

w 
Je

rse
y 

 
 

 
 

5.4
.4-

32
 

 
DR

AF
T 

– J
un

e 2
00

8 

Ta
bl

e 
5.

4.
4-

13
.  

Es
tim

at
ed

 N
um

be
r o

f B
ui

ld
in

gs
 D

am
ag

ed
 b

y 
G

en
er

al
 O

cc
up

an
cy

 fo
r 1

00
-y

ea
r, 

50
0-

ye
ar

 a
nd

 2
,5

00
-y

ea
r M

RP
 E

ar
th

qu
ak

e 
Ev

en
ts

 
A

ve
ra

ge
 D

am
ag

e 
St

at
e 

10
0-

Ye
ar

 M
R

P 
50

0-
Ye

ar
 M

R
P 

2,
50

0-
Ye

ar
 M

R
P 

C
at

eg
or

y 
N

on
e 

Sl
ig

ht
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Ex

te
ns

iv
e 

C
om

pl
et

e
N

on
e 

Sl
ig

ht
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Ex

te
ns

iv
e

C
om

pl
et

e
N

on
e 

Sl
ig

ht
 

M
od

er
at

e
Ex

te
ns

iv
e

C
om

pl
et

e

R
es

id
en

tia
l (

Si
ng

le
 

an
d 

M
ul

ti-
Fa

m
ily

 
D

w
el

lin
gs

) 
2,

81
7 

0
0

0
0

2,
64

5
13

5
33

5
1

1,
72

2 
70

9
30

1
68

17

C
om

m
er

ci
al

 
61

0
0

0
0

54
5

2
0

0
27

14
14

5
1

In
du

st
ria

l 
5

0
0

0
0

4
0

0
0

0
2

1
1

0
0

Ed
uc

at
io

n,
 

G
ov

er
nm

en
t, 

R
el

ig
io

us
 a

nd
 

Ag
ric

ul
tu

ra
l 

4
0

0
0

0
4

0
0

0
0

2
0

0
0

0

TO
TA

L 
2,

88
7 

0
0

0
0

2,
70

7
15

8
35

5
1

1,
75

3 
72

5
31

7
74

18
So

ur
ce

:  
H

A
ZU

S-
M

H
 M

R
2 

N
ot

e:
 T

ot
al

s 
m

ay
 d

iff
er

 fr
om

 c
la

ss
ifi

ca
tio

n 
br

ea
kd

ow
ns

; t
hi

s i
s a

 re
su

lt 
of

 H
A

ZU
S-

M
H

 c
al

cu
la

tio
ns

. 

Ta
bl

e 
5.

4.
4-

14
.  

Es
tim

at
ed

 N
um

be
r o

f B
ui

ld
in

gs
 D

am
ag

ed
 b

y 
Bu

ild
in

g 
Ty

pe
 fo

r 1
00

-y
ea

r, 
50

0-
ye

ar
 a

nd
 2

,5
00

-y
ea

r M
RP

 E
ar

th
qu

ak
e 

Ev
en

ts
 

A
ve

ra
ge

 D
am

ag
e 

St
at

e 

10
0-

Ye
ar

 M
R

P 
50

0-
Ye

ar
 M

R
P 

2,
50

0-
Ye

ar
 M

R
P 

C
at

eg
or

y 
N

on
e 

Sl
ig

ht
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Ex

te
ns

iv
e

C
om

pl
et

e
N

on
e 

Sl
ig

ht
 

M
od

er
at

e 
Ex

te
ns

iv
e

C
om

pl
et

e
N

on
e 

Sl
ig

ht
 

M
od

er
at

e
Ex

te
ns

iv
e

C
om

pl
et

e

W
oo

d 
2,

46
4 

0
0

0
0

2,
35

6 
96

12
1

0
1,

60
1 

63
0

20
9

23
1

St
ee

l 
42

0
0

0
0

38
3

1
0

0
19

8
10

3
1

C
on

cr
et

e 
19

0
0

0
0

17
2

1
0

0
8

4
5

2
0

Pr
ec

as
t 

2
0

0
0

0
2

0
0

0
0

1
0

1
0

0

R
ei

nf
or

ce
d 

M
as

on
ry

 
42

0
0

0
0

38
2

1
0

0
21

7
9

5
0

U
n-

re
in

fo
rc

ed
 

M
as

on
ry

 
31

8
0

0
0

0
25

6
37

20
4

1
10

3
76

82
41

16

M
ob

ile
 H

om
es

 
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

0
0

TO
TA

L 
2,

88
7 

0
0

0
0

2,
70

7 
14

0
35

5
1

1,
75

3 
72

5
31

7
74

18
So

ur
ce

:  
H

A
ZU

S-
M

H
 M

R
2 

N
ot

e:
 T

ot
al

s 
m

ay
 d

iff
er

 fr
om

 c
la

ss
ifi

ca
tio

n 
br

ea
kd

ow
ns

; t
hi

s i
s a

 re
su

lt 
of

 H
A

ZU
S-

M
H

 c
al

cu
la

tio
ns

.



SECTION 5.4.4: RISK ASSESSMENT – EARTHQUAKE 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.4.4-33 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

Generally, residential buildings account for most of the damage for earthquake events (greater than 90% 
for the 500- and 2,500-year MRP events).  This is likely because they comprise the majority of the 
building inventory and because residential structures are generally more susceptible to earthquake damage 
than commercial and industrial structures.

Impact on Critical Facilities and Infrastructure 

After considering the general building stock exposed to, and damaged by, 100-, 500- and 2,500-year MRP 
earthquake events, critical facilities were evaluated.  All critical facilities (essential facilities, 
transportation systems, lifeline utility systems, high-potential loss facilities and hazardous material 
facilities) in the Township of Little Falls are considered exposed and vulnerable to the earthquake hazard.  
Refer to subsection “Critical Facilities” in Section 4 (Township Profile) of this Plan for a complete 
inventory of critical facilities in the Township. 

HAZUS-MH estimates the probability that critical facilities may sustain damage as a result of 100-, 500- 
and 2,500-year MRP earthquake events.  Additionally, HAZUS-MH estimates percent functionality for 
each facility days after the event.  For the 100-Year MRP event, HAZUS-MH estimates zero to slight 
structural damage to emergency facilities (i.e., police, fire and EMS), schools and facilities specifically 
identified by the Township of Little Falls as critical (i.e., user-defined facilities such as shelters).  These 
facilities are estimated to be nearly 100% functional one day following the 100-year MRP earthquake 
event.  Therefore, the impact to critical facilities is not significant for the 100-year event.   

Tables 5.4.4-15 and 5.4.4-16 list the probability of critical facilities sustaining the damage category as 
defined by the column heading and percent functionality after the event for the 500-year and 2,500-year 
MRP earthquake events.  The damage categories are defined in Table 5.4.4-11, under “Impact on General 
Building Stock.”  
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SECTION 5.4.4: RISK ASSESSMENT – EARTHQUAKE 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey 5.4.4-36 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

Transportation lifelines are considered vulnerable to ground failure associated with earthquake events.  
Sufficient information was not available (i.e., ground failure maps) to compute and estimate damages to 
road segments and railroad tracks in HAZUS-MH. Over time, if such maps become available, additional 
modeling could be implemented.  While HAZUS-MH does not compute and estimate damages for 
transportation lifeline segments, it does estimate facility damages.  Table 5.4.4-17 lists the probability of 
highway bridges sustaining the damage category as defined by the column heading and percent 
functionality after the event for the 2,500-year MRP earthquake event. 

Table 5.4.4-17. Estimated Damage and Loss of Functionality for Highway Bridges in the Township of Little Falls 
for the 2500-Year MRP Earthquake Event 

Percent Probability of Sustaining Damage Percent 
Functionality Name Type

None Slight Moderate Extensive Complete Day 1 Day 7 
Quarry Road Major Bridge 91.0 4.7 3.2 0.8 0.4 95.4 98.7 

Union Avenue Single Span 99.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 0 99.7 99.8 

East Main Street PS Concrete 71.1 9.7 9.3 7.7 2.1 81.3 90.0 

Francisco Avenue Single Span 99.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 0 99.7 99.8 

CR 646 (Union Avenue) PS Concrete 71.1 5.7 7.0 5.1 1.2 85.0 93.6 

U.S. Route 46 Single Span 99.4 0.4 0.2 0.1 0 99.6 99.8 

U.S. Route 46 Single Span 99.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 0 99.6 99.8 

U.S. Route 46 Single Span 99.4 0.4 0.2 0.1 0 99.6 99.8 

Rifle Camp Road Steel 71.1 15.7 7.0 5.1 1.2 85.0 93.6 

Ridge Road PS Concrete 71.1 15.7 7.0 5.1 1.2 85.0 93.6 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 

Utility structures also could suffer damage (i.e., pipeline leaks/breaks) resulting in the loss of power and 
potable water to residents.  Damage to the utility lifeline systems can impact business operations and 
heating or cooling provision to citizens (including the young and elderly, who are particularly vulnerable 
to temperature-related health impacts).  HAZUS-MH reports that for both 100- and 500-year MRP events, 
there would be no leaks or breaks along the utility system pipelines.  HAZUS-MH estimates three leaks 
and one break along the waste water utility pipelines following a 2500-year MRP event. 

Impact on Economy 

Earthquakes also have impacts on the economy, including: loss of business function, damage to 
inventory, relocation costs, wage loss and rental loss due to the repair/replacement of buildings.  HAZUS-
MH estimates the total economic loss associated with each earthquake scenario, which includes building- 
and lifeline-related losses (transportation and utility losses) based on the available inventory. Direct 
building losses are the estimated costs to repair or replace the damage caused to the building.  This is 
reported in the Impact on General Building Stock section discussed earlier.  Lifeline-related losses 
include the direct repair cost to transportation and utility systems and are reported in terms of the 
probability of reaching or exceeding a specified level of damage when subjected to a given level of 
ground motion.  These losses are discussed below. 

For the 100-year MRP event, in terms of utilities, HAZUS-MH estimates each potable water facility, 
wastewater facility, electric transfer/substation and communication facility will be fully functional 
(99.9%) one day after the event.  Based on the information provided, HAZUS-MH does not estimate the 
oil and natural gas pipelines in the Township will experience any damage.  Damage results are not 
considered to be significant as a result of a 100-year event; therefore, loss estimates are not explicitly 
detailed further in this assessment.   
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For the 500-year MRP event, HAZUS-MH estimates there is a less than 17 percent probability that each 
potable water facility, wastewater facility, electric transfer/substation and communication facility may 
experience slight to moderate damage.  Based on the information provided, HAZUS-MH does not 
estimate the oil and natural gas pipelines will experience any damage. These results are not considered to 
be significant; therefore, loss estimates are not explicitly detailed further in this assessment.   

For the 2,500-year MRP event, the estimated probability of damage that each utility may sustain (none, 
slight, moderate, extensive or complete) is shown below in Table 5.4.4-18.  The probability of damage 
that each utility may sustain is defined by the column heading.  The damage categories are defined in 
Table 5.4.4-11, under “Impact on General Building Stock”. 

Table 5.4.4-18.  Estimated Utility Impacts by the 2,500-Year MRP Earthquake Event 
Percent Probability of Sustaining Damage Percent 

Functionality Name Type
None Slight Moderate Extensive Complete Day 1 Day 7 

WMSC CH 212 FM Communication 12.5 37.6 37.5 10.9 1.4 70.9 93.3 

WNJN CH 50 TV Communication 12.5 37.6 37.5 10.9 1.4 70.9 93.3 

NJ Transit Rail Yard Electric Substation 64.3 17.6 16.0 1.8 0.4 74.5 98.6 

Great Notch Gate House Potable Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Dept. of Public Waste Waste Water 64.3 17.6 16.0 1.8 0.4 72.1 96.4 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR2 

Additional Data and Next Steps 

A Level 1 HAZUS-MH earthquake analysis was conducted for the Township of Little Falls using the 
default data, with the exception of the critical facility inventory.  For future plan updates, a Level 2 
HAZUS analysis can be conducted.  Additional data needed to conduct a Level 2 HAZUS-MH analysis 
would include:  (1) local soil type data to replace the default assumption; (2) updated demographic and 
building stock data to refine/update the default data; and (3) soil liquefaction data.  In terms of general 
building stock data, building age, construction type and current replacement value would further support 
the refined analysis.   

Overall Vulnerability Assessment   

Earthquakes are occasional events in the study area causing impacts and losses mainly to the Township’s 
structures and facilities.  Existing and future mitigation efforts should continue to be developed and 
employed that will enable the study area to be prepared for these events when they occur.  The overall 
hazard ranking determined by the Planning Committee for this hazard is “low” (see Table 5.3-6).  
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SECTION 6:  MITIGATION STRATEGIES 

This section presents mitigation actions for the Township of Little Falls to 
reduce potential exposure and losses identified as concerns in the Risk 
Assessment portion of this plan. The Planning Committee reviewed the Risk 
Assessment to identify and develop these mitigation actions, which are 
presented herein. 

This section includes:  

(1) Background and past mitigation accomplishments 
(2) General mitigation planning approach 
(3) Township mitigation goals and objectives  
(4)  Township capability assessment  
(5) Identification, analysis, and implementation of potential mitigation 

actions for each hazard  
(6) Proposed hazard mitigation actions  

This section addresses both mitigation actions that are specific to particular 
hazards, as well as those that apply to multiple hazards.   

BACKGROUND AND PAST ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

Although DMA 2000 does not require a discussion regarding past mitigation efforts, an overview of past 
efforts is provided as a foundation for understanding the mitigation goals, objectives, and actions outlined 
in this HMP.  The Township, through previous and ongoing hazard mitigation actions, has demonstrated 
that it is pro-active in protecting its physical assets and citizens against losses from natural hazards.  
Examples of previous and ongoing actions and projects include: 

The Township participates in the NFIP, which requires the adoption of FEMA floodplain mapping 
and certain minimum construction standards for building within the floodplain. 

The Township has actively participated in recent floodplain re-mapping efforts. 

The Little Falls Flood Board has long been established to address flooding problems in the Township, 
and help meet the needs and concerns of local floodplain residents. 

Little Falls participates in the Tri-Town Flood Board in support of regional flood mitigation efforts. 

The Township has historically helped facilitate grant-funded buyouts and elevations of floodprone 
properties, including Repetitive Loss properties in the Township. 

The Township has several capital projects in various stages of completion addressing repair, upgrade 
and retrofitting of stormwater management infrastructure, including pump stations on the Passaic 
River.  

The Township continues to sponsor and support a Community Emergency Response Team (CERT). 

These past and ongoing actions have contributed to the Township’s understanding of its hazard 
preparedness and future mitigation action needs, costs, and benefits.  These efforts provide a foundation 
for the Planning Committee to use in developing this HMP. 

Hazard mitigation reduces the 
potential impacts of, and costs 

associated with, emergency and 
disaster-related events.  

Mitigation actions address a 
range of impacts, including 
impacts on the population, 

property, the economy, and the 
environment.

Mitigation actions can include 
activities such as:  revisions to 
and enforcement of building 
codes, revisions to land-use 

planning, training and education, 
and structural and nonstructural 

safety measures. 
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FEMA defines Goals as
general guidelines that 
explain what should be 

achieved. Goals are usually 
broad, long-term, policy 

statements, and represent a 
global vision. 

FEMA defines Objectives
as strategies or 

implementation steps to 
attain mitigation goals. 

Unlike goals, objectives are 
specific and measurable, 

where feasible. 

FEMA defines Mitigation
Actions as specific actions 

that help to achieve the 
mitigation goals and 

objectives.

GENERAL MITIGATION PLANNING APPROACH  

The general mitigation planning approach used to develop this plan is 
based on the FEMA publication, Developing the Mitigation Plan:  
Identifying Mitigation Actions and Implementing Strategies (FEMA 386-
3), and input provided by NJOEM.  This guidance include four steps, 
which were used to support mitigation planning.  These steps are 
summarized below and presented in more detail in the following sections. 

Develop mitigation goals and objectives:  Mitigation goals were 
developed using the hazard characteristics, inventory, and findings of 
the risk assessment, and through the results of the public outreach 
program.  By reviewing these outputs and other municipal and state 
policy documents, objectives tying to these overarching goals were 
identified and characterized into similar themes.   

Identify and prioritize mitigation actions:  Based on the risk 
assessment outputs, the mitigation goals and objectives, existing 
literature and resources, and input from the participating entities, 
alternative mitigation actions were identified.  The potential 
mitigation actions were qualitatively evaluated against the mitigation 
goals and objectives and other evaluation criteria.  The mitigation 
capabilities within the Township (regulatory, administrative and 
fiscal) were assessed and considered in the selection and prioritization of appropriate, feasible actions.  
These actions were then prioritized into three categories:  high, medium, and low.   

Prepare an implementation strategy:  High priority mitigation actions are recommended for first 
consideration for implementation, as discussed under each hazard description in the following 
sections.  However, based on community-specific needs and goals and available funding and costs, 
some low or medium priority mitigation actions may also be addressed or could be addressed before 
some of the high priority actions.   

Document the mitigation planning process:  The mitigation planning process is documented 
throughout this plan. 

HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

This section presents the hazard mitigation planning goals and objectives identified to reduce or avoid 
long-term vulnerabilities to the identified hazards. 

The Township and the Planning Committee developed these goals and objectives based on the risk 
assessment results, input received, and the existing authorities, policies, programs, resources, and 
capabilities within the Township, County and region.  The mitigation goals serve as general guidelines 
that clarify desired hazard reduction outcomes.  The goals represent a long-term vision for hazard 
reduction and the enhancement of mitigation capabilities.   

The goals are compatible with the needs and goals expressed in other available community planning 
documents as well as the New Jersey Basic HMP.  Each goal has a number of corresponding objectives 
that further define the specific actions or implementation steps.  Objectives were developed and/or 
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selected by the Planning Committee through its knowledge of the local area, review of past efforts, 
findings of the risk assessment, qualitative evaluations, and identification of mitigation options.   

The five mitigation goals with their respective objectives are presented below: 

Goal 1:  Protect Life 

Objective 1-1:  Protect critical facilities and infrastructure. 

Objective 1-2:  Identify flood and other natural hazard areas. 

Objective 1-3:  Identify the need for, and acquire, any special emergency services, training, and 
equipment to enhance response capabilities for specific hazards. 

Objective 1-4:  Improve detection, warning and communication systems. 

Objective1-5: Pursue federal and state assistance toward the improvement of the Township’s facilities 
and infrastructure. 

Objective 1-6: Develop, maintain, strengthen and promote enforcement of ordinances, regulations and 
other mechanisms that facilitate hazard mitigation. 

Objective 1-7:  Integrate the recommendations of this plan into existing local programs. 

Goal 2:  Protect Property 

Objective 2-1:  Protect critical facilities and infrastructure. 

Objective 2-2: Identify flood and other natural hazard areas. 

Objective 2-3: Identify the need for, and acquire, any special emergency services, training, and 
equipment to enhance response capabilities for specific hazards. 

Objective 2-4:  Address repetitive and severe repetitive loss properties in the Township. 

Objective 2-5: Pursue federal and state assistance toward the improvement of the Township’s 
facilities and infrastructure. 

Objective 2-6:  Develop, maintain strengthen and promote enforcement of regulations and other 
mechanisms that facilitate hazard mitigation. 

Objective 2-7:  Integrate the recommendations of this plan into existing local programs. 

Goal 3:  Increase Understanding of Hazard Risk, and Public Awareness and Preparedness 

Objective 3-1:  Develop and implement additional education and outreach programs to increase 
public awareness of hazard areas and the risks associated with hazards, and to educate the public on 
specific, individual preparedness activities. 
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Objective 3-2: Implement mitigation actions that enhance the capabilities of the Township to better 
profile and assess exposure of hazards. 

Objective 3-3:  Educate homeowners, renters, and businesses about insurance coverage available for 
natural hazards (i.e., flooding). 

Objective 3-4:  Encourage property owners to take preventive actions in areas that are especially 
vulnerable to hazards. 

Objective 3-5: Provide information on tools, partnership opportunities, funding resources, and current 
government initiatives to assist in implementing mitigation activities. 

Goal 4:  Protect the environment and natural resources  

Objective 4-1:  Protect steep slopes and wetlands from development 

Objective 4-2: Only permit development that is consistent with the ability of the site to support it 

Objective 4-3:  Minimize the disruption of the natural movement of surface waters 

Objective 4-4:  Prevent excess piping or channelization of drainage ways. 

Objective 4-5:  Reduce the volume of stormwater runoff through the use of detention facilities. 

Objective 4-6:  Protect and restore stream banks, buffers and other natural features that serve to 
mitigate losses 

Objective 4-7:  Incorporate hazard considerations into land-use planning and natural resource 
management. 

Objective 4-8:  Retain open space through land acquisition or other appropriate means. 

Goal 5:  Encourage Partnerships 

Objective 5-1:  Strengthen inter-jurisdiction and inter-agency communication, coordination, and 
partnerships to foster hazard mitigation actions and/or projects. 

Objective 5-2:  Identify and implement ways to engage public agencies with individual citizens, non-
profit organizations, business, and industry to implement mitigation actions more effectively. 

Objective 5-3: Encourage shared services in acquiring maintaining and providing emergency services 
and equipment. 

Objective 5-4: Encourage partnerships between neighborhood groups to work together and address 
hazards specific to their areas. 
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In addition to facilitating the identification of appropriate mitigation actions, the established mitigation 
planning goals and objectives are used to: 

Define the effectiveness of a mitigation strategy 
Prioritize identified mitigation actions 
Measure the success of the Plan once implemented 

The Township of Little Falls Capability Assessment 

According to FEMA 386-3, a capability assessment is an inventory of a community’s missions, programs 
and policies; and an analysis of its capacity to carry them out.  This assessment is an integral part of the 
planning process.  It identifies, reviews and analyzes local and state programs, polices, regulations, 
funding and practices currently in place that may either facilitate or hinder mitigation.   

A capability assessment was prepared by the Township.  By completing this assessment, the Township 
learned how or whether they would be able to implement certain mitigation actions by determining the 
following: 

Types of mitigation actions that may be prohibited by law; 
Limitations that may exist on undertaking actions; and 
The range of local and/or state administrative, programmatic, regulatory, financial and technical 
resources available to assist in implementing their mitigation actions. 
Action is currently outside the scope of capabilities (e.g. funding)

Table 6-1 presents legal and regulatory capabilities.  Table 6-2 presents the administrative and technical 
capabilities.  Table 6-3 presents fiscal capabilities, and Table 6-4 presents the community classifications 
for the Township.   

Table 6-1. Legal and Regulatory Capabilities 

Regulatory Tools 
(Codes, Ordinances., Plans) 
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1) Building Code N N Y Y

Chapter 46: Uniform Construction 
Codes, Adopted: 12-18-1995, Ord. No. 
753
Chapter 31: Numbering of Buildings, 
Adopted: 12-18-1995, Ord. No. 753 

2) Zoning Ordinance Y N N N Chapter 280: Zoning, Adopted:  
12-18-1995, Ord. No. 753 

3) Subdivision Ordinance Y N N N Chapter 227: Subdivision of Land, 
Adopted: TBD 

4) NFIP Protection Ordinance Y N Y N
Chapter 86: Flood Damage Prevention, 
Adopted: 10-15-2007, Ord. No. 1029 
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Regulatory Tools 
(Codes, Ordinances., Plans) 
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5) Growth Management Y N N N

6) Floodplain Management / Basin 
Plan Y N N N

Chapter 85: Flood Control Board, 
Adopted: 1-23-2006, Ord. No. 980 

7) Stormwater Management 
Plan/Ordinance Y Y Y Y

Chapter 218: Stormwater Management, 
Adopted: 12-12-2005, Ord. No. 977 

8) Comprehensive Plan / Master 
Plan Y N N N

Michael F. Kauker Associates 
Master Plan: June 6, 2002 
Master Plan, Housing Element and Fair 
Share Plan: November 23, 2005 

9) Capital Improvements Plan Y Y N N

10) Site Plan Review 
Requirements Y N N N

11) Habitat Conservation Plan N N Y N

12) Economic Development Plan Y Y N N

13) Emergency Response Plan Y N Y Y
Chapter 65: Emergency Management, 
Adopted: 2-6-1989, Ord. No. 611 

14) Shoreline Management Plan N N N N
N/A 

15) Post Disaster Recovery Plan Y N Y Y

16) Post Disaster Recovery 
Ordinance Y N N N

17) Real Estate Disclosure req. N N Y N

18) Other [Special Purpose 
Ordinances (i.e., critical or 
sensitive areas)] 
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Table 6-2. Administrative and Technical Capabilities

Staff/ Personnel Resources 

A
va

ila
bl

e 
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r N

o)
 

Department/ Agency/Position 

1) Planner(s) or Engineer(s) with knowledge of land 
development and land management practices Y Township Engineer, Dennis G. Lindsay 

2) Engineer(s) or Professional(s) trained in 
construction practices related to buildings and/or 
infrastructure 

Y Construction Official, Joseph Macones 

3) Planners or engineers with an understanding of 
natural hazards Y Township Engineer, Dennis G. Lindsay 

4) NFIP Floodplain Administrator  Y Construction Official, Joseph Macones 

5) Surveyor(s) Y Paul Schilling and Sons 

6) Personnel skilled or trained in “GIS” applications Y Riddick Associates 

7) Scientist(s) familiar with natural hazards in the 
Township of Little Falls. Y Township Engineer, Dennis G. Lindsay 

8) Emergency Manager Y Detective Alfred Batelli 

9) Grant Writer(s) Y Community Grants and Planning 

10) Staff with expertise or training in benefit/cost 
analysis Y Township Engineer, Dennis G. Lindsay 

Table 6-3. Fiscal Capabilities
Financial Resources Accessible or Eligible to use (Yes/No/Don’t know)

1) Community development Block Grants (CDBG) Yes 

2) Capital Improvements Project Funding Yes 

3) Authority to Levy Taxes for specific purposes Yes 

4) User fees for water, sewer, gas or electric service No 

5) Impact Fees for homebuyers or developers of new 
development/homes 

Yes 

6) Incur debt through general obligation bonds Yes 

7) Incur debt through special tax bonds Yes 

8) Incur debt through private activity bonds No 

9) Withhold public expenditures in hazard-prone areas No 

10) State sponsored grant programs such as FCAAP No 

11) Other 
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Table 6-4. Community Classifications
Program Classification Date Classified 

Community Rating System (CRS) N/A N/A

Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule (BCEGS) TBD TBD 

Public Protection TBD TBD 

Storm Ready N/A N/A

Firewise N/A N/A

Higher classification applies to when subject property is located beyond 1000 feet of a creditable 
fire hydrant and is within 5 road miles of a recognized Fire Station. 
N/A = Not applicable. - = Unavailable. 

The above referenced classifications can be viewed as a gauge of this community’s capabilities in all 
phases of emergency management (preparedness, response, recovery and mitigation). These 
classifications are used as an underwriting parameter for determining the costs of various forms of 
insurance. The CRS class applies to flood insurance while the BCEGS and Public Protection 
classifications apply to standard property insurance.  Classifications range on a scale of 1 to 10 with class 
one being the best possible classification, and class 10 representing no classification benefit. Criteria for 
classification credits are outlined in the following documents: 

The Community Rating System Coordinators Manual 
The Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 
The Fire Suppression Rating Schedule 

Identification, Prioritization, Analysis, and Implementation of Mitigation Actions 

This subsection discusses the identification, prioritization, analysis and implementation of mitigation 
actions for the Township of Little Falls. 

Mitigation Action Identification – Comprehensive Review of Mitigation Activities 

On April 24, 2008 a mitigation action screening and identification workshop was conducted with the 
Planning Committee.  Initially, a Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Obstacles (SWOO) exercise 
was conducted.  The purpose of this session was to review information garnered from the risk assessment 
and the public involvement strategy to identify strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and obstacles in 
hazard mitigation within the Township through a facilitated brainstorming session on risks, 
vulnerabilities, and capabilities.  All information shared during this session was recorded and used to help 
screen a broad range of potential mitigation activities.   

During this workshop, the Planning Committee worked through comprehensive list of potential mitigation 
actions, presented in Appendix E.  The list of potential mitigation actions, organized according to the 
hazards of concern identified for this planning process, include a range of options in line with the six 
types of mitigation actions described in FEMA guidance (FEMA 386-3), including: 

1. Prevention:  Government, administrative or regulatory actions or processes that influence the 
way land and buildings are developed and built.  These actions also include public activities to 
reduce hazard losses.  Examples include planning and zoning, floodplain local laws, capital 
improvement programs, open space preservation, and storm water management regulations. 
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2. Property Protection:  Actions that involve (1) modification of existing buildings or structures to 
protect them from a hazard or (2) removal of the structures from the hazard area.  Examples 
include acquisition, elevation, relocation, structural retrofits, storm shutters, and shatter-resistant 
glass. 

3. Public Education and Awareness:  Actions to inform and educate citizens, elected officials, and 
property owners about hazards and potential ways to mitigate them.  Such actions include 
outreach projects, real estate disclosure, hazard information centers, and school-age and adult 
education programs. 

4. Natural Resource Protection:  Actions that minimize hazard loss and also preserve or restore 
the functions of natural systems.  These actions include sediment and erosion control, stream 
corridor restoration, watershed management, forest and vegetation management, and wetland 
restoration and preservation. 

5. Emergency Services:  Actions that protect people and property, during and immediately 
following, a disaster or hazard event.  Services include warning systems, emergency response 
services, and the protection of essential facilities. 

6. Structural Projects:  Actions that involve the construction of structures to reduce the impact of a 
hazard.  Such structures include dams, levees, floodwalls, retaining walls, and safe rooms.   

Though this exercise, the Planning Committee was able to identify a baseline of appropriate mitigation 
actions backed by a planning process, consistent with the goals and objectives of the planning area, and 
within the capabilities of the Township.  Many of the strategies identified, such as community outreach, 
could be applied to multiple hazards.  Actions that were not selected by the Township were not selected 
based on the following: 

Action is currently outside the scope of capabilities  
Action is not inline with established community goals and vision 
Action is already being implemented 

Mitigation Actions  

The mitigation actions are the key element of the natural hazards mitigation plan. It is through the 
implementation of these actions that the Township can strive to become disaster-resistant through hazard 
mitigation. For the purposes of this Plan, mitigation actions are defined as follows: 

Mitigation actions are activities designed to reduce or eliminate losses resulting from natural hazards. 

Although one of the driving influences for preparing this Plan was grant funding eligibility, its purpose is 
more than just access to federal funding.  It was important to the Planning Committee to look at 
mitigation actions that will work through all phases of emergency management.  Some of the actions 
outlined in this Plan may not be grant eligible—grant eligibility was not the focus of the selection. Rather, 
the focus was the actions’ effectiveness in achieving the goals of the Plan and whether they are within the 
Township’s capabilities. 
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A series of mitigation actions were identified by the Township. These actions are summarized in Table 6-
5 along with the hazards mitigated, goals and objectives met, lead agency, estimated cost, potential 
funding sources and the proposed timeline are identified. The parameters for the timeline are as follows: 

Short Term = To be completed in 1 to 5 years 
Long Term = To be completed in greater than 5 years 
Ongoing = Currently being funded and implemented under existing programs. 
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Prioritization  

Section 201.c.3.iii of 44 CFR requires an action plan describing how the actions identified will be 
prioritized.  The Planning Committee, along with their contract consultant, developed a prioritization 
methodology for the Plan that meets the needs of the Township while at the same time meeting the 
requirements of Section 201.6 of 44 CFR. The mitigation actions identified were prioritized according to 
the criteria defined below. 

High Priority:  A project that meets multiple plan goals and objectives, benefits exceed cost, has 
funding secured under existing programs or authorizations, or is grant-eligible, and can be 
completed in 1 to 5 years (short-term project) once project is funded. 
Medium Priority:  A project that meets at least one plan goal and objective, benefits exceed 
costs, funding has not been secured and would require a special funding authorization under 
existing programs, grant eligibility is questionable, and can be completed in 1 to 5 years once 
project is funded. 
Low Priority:  A project that will mitigate the risk of a hazard, benefits exceed costs, funding has 
not been secured, and project is not grant-eligible and/or timeline for completion is considered 
long-term (5 to 10 years). 

It should be noted that these priority definitions are considered to be dynamic and can change from one 
category to another based on changes to a parameter such as availability of funding. For example, a 
project might be assigned a medium priority because of the uncertainty of a funding source. This priority 
could be changed to high once a funding source has been identified such as a grant. The prioritization 
schedule for this Plan will be reviewed and updated as needed annually through the plan maintenance 
strategy described in Section 7 of this Plan. 

Benefit/Cost Review 

Section 201.6.c.3iii of 44CFR requires the prioritization of the action plan to emphasize the extent to 
which benefits are maximized according to a cost/benefit review of the proposed projects and their 
associated costs.  The Township was asked to weigh the estimated benefits of a project versus the 
estimated costs to establish a parameter to be used in the prioritization of a project.   

This benefit/cost review was qualitative; that is, it did not include the level of detail required by FEMA 
for project grant eligibility under the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) and Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation (PDM) grant program. This qualitative approach was used because projects may not be 
implemented for up to 10 years, and the associated costs and benefits could change dramatically in that 
time.  Each project was assessed by assigning subjective ratings (high, medium, and low) to its costs and 
benefits, described in Table 6-8. 
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Table 6-6. Project Assessment 
Costs 

High 
Existing funding levels are not adequate to cover the costs of the proposed project, and 
implementation would require an increase in revenue through an alternative source (e.g., 
bonds, grants, and fee increases). 

Medium 
The project could be implemented with existing funding but would require a re-
apportionment of the budget or a budget amendment, or the cost of the project would have 
to be spread over multiple years. 

Low The project could be funded under the existing budget. The project is part of or can be part 
of an existing, ongoing program. 

Benefits

High Project will have an immediate impact on the reduction of risk exposure to life and 
property. 

Medium Project will have a long-term impact on the reduction of risk exposure to life and property 
or will provide an immediate reduction in the risk exposure to property. 

Low Long-term benefits of the project are difficult to quantify in the short term. 

Using this approach, projects with positive benefit versus cost ratios (such as high over high, high over 
medium, medium over low, etc.) are considered cost-beneficial and are prioritized accordingly.  For some 
of the County initiatives identified, the Township may seek financial assistance under FEMA’s HMGP or 
PDM programs.  Both of these programs require detailed benefit/cost analysis as part of the application 
process.  These analyses will be performed when funding applications are prepared, using the FEMA 
BCA model process.  The Planning Committee is committed to implementing mitigation strategies with 
benefits that exceed costs.  For projects not seeking financial assistance from grant programs that require 
this sort of analysis, the Planning Committee reserves the right to define “benefits” according to 
parameters that meet its needs and the goals and objectives of this plan. 

Using this approach, projects with positive benefit versus cost ratios (such as high over high, high over 
medium, medium over low, etc.) are considered cost-beneficial and are prioritized accordingly. 

Table 6-7 presents the results of applying the prioritization methodology presented to the set of mitigation 
actions identified by the Township, and includes the following prioritization parameters: 

Number of goals/objectives met by the initiative 
Benefits of the project (high, medium, or low) 
Cost of the project (high, medium, or low) 
Do the benefits equal or exceed the costs? 
Is the project grant-eligible? 
Can the project be funded under existing programs and budgets? 
Priority (high, medium, or low) 

The Township’s mitigation action implementation strategy includes: 

Mitigation actions for individual and multiple hazards 
Mitigation goals/objectives supported by each action.  
Implementation priority  
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Potential funding sources for the mitigation action (grant programs, current operating budgets or 
funding, or the agency or jurisdiction that will supply the funding; additional potential funding 
resources are identified) 
Estimated budget for the mitigation action (financial requirements for new funding or indication 
that the action is addressed under current operating budgets)  
Time estimated to implement and complete the mitigation action 
Existing policies, programs, and resources to support implementation of the mitigation action 
(additional policies, programs, and resources identified) 

Specific mitigation actions were identified to prevent future losses; however, current funding is not 
identified for all of these actions at present.  The Township has limited resources to take on new 
responsibilities or projects.  The implementation of these mitigation actions is dependent on the approval 
of the local elected governing body and the ability of the community to obtain funding from local or 
outside sources.  Where such actions are high priorities, the community will work together with NJOEM, 
FEMA and other Federal, State and County agencies to secure funds.

In general, mitigation actions ranked as high priorities will be addressed first.  However, medium or even 
low priority mitigation actions will be considered for concurrent implementation.  Therefore, the ranking 
levels should be considered as a first-cut, preliminary ranking and will evolve based on input from the 
Township departments and representatives, municipal government departments and representatives, the 
public, municipal government departments and representatives, NJOEM, and FEMA as the Plan is 
implemented. 
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Table 6-7. Prioritization of Mitigation Initiatives

Mitigation 
Action # 

# of 
Objectives 

Met 
Benefits Costs 

Do Benefits 
equal or 
exceed 

Costs? (Y/N) 

Is project 
Grant 

eligible? 
(Y/N) 

Can project be 
funded under 

existing 
programs/budgets? 

(Y/N) 

Priority 

LF-1a 1 H L Y Y Y H
LF-1b 2 H M Y Y N M
LF-2 2 H M Y Y N M
LF-3 1 H M Y Y Y H
LF-4 2 H M Y Y N M
LF-5 2 M M-L Y Y Y M-H 
LF-6 3 L L Y N Y M-H 
LF-7 5 M L Y N Y H
LF-8 5 M L Y N Y H
LF-9 3 H L Y N Y H

LF-10 7 H L Y N Y H
LF-11 3 H L Y N Y H
LF-12 7 H H-M Y Y N L-M 
LF-13 7 M M-L Y Y TBD M-H 
LF-14 5 H H Y Y N (local match) H
LF-15 9 L H N L
LF-16 6 H H Y Y N (local match) H
LF-17 7 H L Y N Y H
LF-18 4 M L Y N Y H
LF-19 All M L Y N Y H
LF-20 10 L L Y N Y H
LF-21 All L L Y N Y H
LF-22 4 H H Y Y N (local match) H
LF-23 6 L L Y N Y H
LF-24 All L L Y N Y H

Notes: H = High. L = Low. M = Medium. N = No. N/A = Not applicable. Y = Y
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SECTION 7:  PLAN MAINTENANCE PROCEDURES 
This section describes the system that the Township of Little Falls has established to monitor, evaluate, 
and update the mitigation plan; implement the mitigation plan through existing programs; and solicit 
continued public involvement for plan maintenance. 

MONITORING, EVALUATING AND UPDATING THE PLAN 

This section presents the procedures for monitoring, evaluating, and updating the plan. 

The Township of Little Falls Mitigation Planning Committee (MPC) intends to remain intact as the 
organization responsible for monitoring, evaluating and updating this Plan (see Table 7-1 identifying the 
representation of the MPC as of the date of this Plan).   The Township Clerk/Administrator (Mr. William 
Wilk as of the date of this Plan) shall be the Township’s Hazard Mitigation Planning and shall continue to 
act as the coordinator for the MPC.   

Table 7-1.  Township of Little Falls Mitigation Planning Committee

Name Title Organization 

William Wilk Clerk / Administrator Township of Little Falls 

Eugene Kulick Mayor Township of Little Falls 

Paul Huggins Town Council Township of Little Falls 

Christie Huh Town Council Township of Little Falls 

William Liess Town Council Township of Little Falls 

Alfred Batelli Detective  Little Falls Police and Office of Emergency Management 

John Dmuchowski Sergeant Little Falls Police and Office of Emergency Management 

Joseph Macones Little Falls Building /Construction Department 

Philip H. Simone Director Little Falls Department of Public Works 

Hans Prell Chairman Little Falls Flood Board (and floodplain resident) 

Dorothy O’Haire Resident Tri-Town Regional Flood Board (and floodplain resident) 

Nicholas Agnoli, P.E. Resident Tri-Town Regional and Little Falls Flood Boards (and 
floodplain resident) 

Bernard Dowd Little Falls OEM 

Wayne Herbert Little Falls OEM 

Edmund Pomponio Little Falls Fire Department 

Jack Sweezy, Jr. Little Falls Fire Department 

Dennis Lindsay Little Falls Engineering Department 

It is recognized that individual commitments change over time, and it shall be the responsibility of each 
MPC member to inform the HMP Coordinator of any changes in representation by formal letter.  The 
HMP Coordinator shall maintain the current membership of the MPC on the Township’s Hazard 
Mitigation Plan website (http://www.lfnj.com/Hazmit/default.asp).
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MONITORING  

The MPC shall be responsible for monitoring progress on, and evaluating the effectiveness of, the Plan, 
and documenting this in an annual progress report.  During each year, and prior to the annual meeting of 
the MPC (detailed below), MPC representatives will collect and process the annual reports from the 
departments, agencies and organizations involved in implementing mitigation projects or activities 
identified in Section 6 of this Plan, or conduct phone calls and meetings with persons responsible for 
initiating and/or overseeing the mitigation projects to obtain progress information.        

The MPC shall be expected to document, as needed and appropriate: 

Hazard events and losses occurring in the Township and region including their nature and extent 
and the effects that hazard mitigation actions have had on impacts and losses, 
Progress on the implementation of mitigation actions, including efforts to obtain outside funding 
for mitigation actions, 
Any obstacles or impediments to the implementation of actions, 
Additional mitigation actions believed to be appropriate and feasible, 
Public and stakeholder input and comment on the Plan.   

The MPC may use the progress reporting forms, Worksheets #1 and #3 in the FEMA 386-4 guidance 
document, to facilitate collection of progress data and information on specific mitigation actions.  FEMA 
guidance worksheets are provided in Appendix F.  

EVALUATING  

The evaluation of the mitigation plan is an assessment of whether the planning process and actions have 
been effective, if the Plan goals are being reached, and whether changes are needed. The Plan will be 
evaluated on an annual basis to determine the effectiveness of the programs, and to reflect changes that 
may affect mitigation priorities or available funding. 

The status of the HMP will be discussed and documented at an annual plan review meeting of the 
Mitigation Planning Committee, to be held in the month of September.  In August at least one month 
before the annual plan review meeting, the HMP Coordinator will advise MPC members of the meeting 
date, agenda and expectations of the members.   

The Township HMP Coordinator will be responsible for calling and coordinating the annual plan review 
meeting, and assessing progress toward meeting plan goals and objectives. These evaluations will assess 
whether: 

Goals and objectives address current and expected conditions. 
The nature or magnitude of the risks has changed. 
Current resources are appropriate for implementing the HMP and if different or additional 
resources are now available. 
Actions were cost effective. 
Schedules and budgets are feasible. 
Implementation problems, such as technical, political, legal or coordination issues with other 
agencies exist.  
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Outcomes have occurred as expected.  
Changes in municipal resources impacted plan implementation (e.g., funding, personnel, and 
equipment) 
New agencies/departments/staff should be included, including other local governments as defined 
under 44 CFR 201.6. 
Documentation for hazards that occurred within the Township during the last year 

Specifically, the MPC will review the mitigation goals, objectives, and activities/projects using 
performance based indicators, including: 

New agencies/departments created that have authority to implement mitigation actions or are 
required to meet goals, objectives, and actions 
Project evaluation based on current needs of the mitigation plan 
Project completion regarding progress of proposed or ongoing actions 
Under/over spending regarding proposed mitigation action budgets 
Achievement of the goals and objectives
Resource allocation to note if resources are required to implement mitigation activities 
Timeframes comment on whether proposed schedules are sufficient to address actions 
Budgets note if budget basis should be changed or is sufficient 
Lead/support agency commitment note if there is a lack of commitment on the part of lead or 
support agencies 
Resources regarding whether resources are available to implement actions 
Feasibility comment regarding whether certain goals, objectives, or actions prove to be unfeasible 

Finally, the MPC will evaluate how other programs and policies have conflicted or augmented planned or 
implemented measures, and shall identify policies, programs, practices, and procedures that could be 
modified to accommodate hazard mitigation actions (see the “Implementation of Mitigation Plan through 
Existing Programs” subsection later in this Section).  Other programs and policies can include those that 
address: 

Economic Development 
Environmental Preservation & Permitting 
Historic Preservation 
Redevelopment 
Health and/or safety 
Recreation 
Land use/zoning 
Public Education and Outreach 
Transportation 

The MPC may refer to the evaluation forms, Worksheets #2 and #4 in the FEMA 386-4 guidance 
document (provided in Appendix F), to assist in the evaluation process. 
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The MPC Coordinator shall be responsible for preparing an Annual HMP Progress Report.  These annual 
reports will provide data for the 5-year update of this HMP and will assist in pinpointing implementation 
challenges. By monitoring the implementation of the Plan on an annual basis, the MPC will be able to 
assess which projects are completed, which are no longer feasible, and what projects may require 
additional funding.   During the annual MPC meeting, the planning partners shall establish a schedule for 
the draft development, review, comment, amendment and submission of the Annual HMP Progress 
Report to NJOEM. 

The Annual HMP Progress Report shall be posted on the Township of Little Falls Hazard Mitigation Plan 
website (http://www.lfnj.com/Hazmit/default.asp) to keep the public apprised of the Plan’s 
implementation.   

The Plan will also be evaluated and revised following any major disasters, to determine if the 
recommended actions remain relevant and appropriate.  The risk assessment will also be revisited to see if 
any changes are necessary based on the pattern of disaster damages or if data listed in the Section 5.4 
(Hazard Profiles) of this Plan has been collected to facilitate the risk assessment.  This is an opportunity 
to increase the community’s disaster resistance and build a better and stronger community. 

UPDATING 

44 CFR 201.6.d.3 requires that local hazard mitigation plans be reviewed, revised as appropriate, and 
resubmitted for approval in order to remain eligible for benefits awarded under DMA 2000.  It is the 
intent of the Township of Little Falls MPC to update this Plan on a five year cycle from the date of initial 
plan adoption.    

To facilitate the update process, the Township HMP Coordinator, with support of the MPC, shall use the 
third annual MPC meeting (September of 2011 assuming this Plan is approved in 2008) to develop and 
commence the implementation of a detailed Plan update program.  The Township HMP Coordinator shall 
invite representatives from NJOEM to this meeting to provide guidance on plan update procedures.  This 
program shall, at a minimum, establish who shall be responsible for managing and completing the Plan 
update effort, what needs to be included in the updated plan, and a detailed timeline with milestones to 
assure that the update is completed according to regulatory requirements.   

At this meeting, the MPC shall determine what resources will be needed to complete the update.  The 
HMP Coordinator shall be responsible for assuring that needed resources are secured.  

Following each five year update of the mitigation plan, the updated plan will be distributed for public 
comment. After all comments are addressed, the HMP will be revised and distributed to all municipal 
planning committee members, special purpose district participants and the New Jersey State Hazard 
Mitigation Officer. 
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IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION PLAN THROUGH EXISTING PROGRAMS 

The Township has provided a detailed listing of related programs, through which mitigation planning may 
be implemented, in the capability assessment in Section 6.     

It is the intention of the MPC to incorporate mitigation planning as an integral component of daily 
government operations.  MPC members will work with local government officials to integrate the newly 
adopted hazard mitigation goals and actions into the general operations of government and partner 
organizations.  Further, the sample adoption resolution (Appendix B) includes a resolution item stating 
the intent of the Township Council to incorporate mitigation planning as an integral component of 
government and partner operations.  By doing so, the MPC anticipates that: 

1) Hazard mitigation planning will be formally recognized as an integral part of overall emergency 
management efforts; 

2) The Hazard Mitigation Plan, Emergency Management Plan, and Comprehensive/Master Plan for 
the Township will become mutually supportive documents that work in concert to meet the goals 
and needs of residents; and 

3) Duplication of effort can be minimized. 

The information on hazard, risk, vulnerability and mitigation contained in this Plan is based on the best 
science and technology available at the time of the Plan’s preparation.  It is recognized that this 
information can be invaluable in making decisions under other planning programs, such as 
comprehensive, capital improvement, and emergency management plans.  Table 7-2 below includes 
existing processes and programs through which the mitigation plan should be implemented. 

Table 7-2.  Existing Processes and Programs for Mitigation Plan Implementation 
Process Action Implementation of Plan 

Administrative 

Departmental or 
organizational work 
plans, policies, and 
procedural changes 

 Public Works  
 Building/Engineering 
 Planning, including Comprehensive Plan 
 Emergency Services, including Emergency Management Plan 
 Business and Economic Development 

Administrative Other organizations’ 
plans 

 Include reference to this plan in the future Passaic County Hazard 
Mitigation Plan. 

Administrative Job/Job Descriptions  Unpaid internships to assist in hazard mitigation plan maintenance 

Budgetary Capital and 
operational budgets  Review of local budgets to include line item mitigation actions 

Regulatory 
Executive Orders, 

ordinances and other 
directives 

 Comprehensive Planning - Institutionalize hazard mitigation for new 
construction and land use. 

 Zoning and Ordinances 
 Building Codes-enforcement of codes or higher standard in hazard 

areas
 Capital Improvements Plan - Ensure that the person responsible for 

projects under this plan evaluate if the new construction is in a high 
hazard area, flood plain, etc. so the construction is designed to 
mitigate the risk. Revise requirements for this plan to include hazard 
mitigation in the design of new construction. 

 National Flood Insurance Program – Continue participation in this 
program and consider participation in Community Rating System 
Program

 Continue to implement storm water management plans. 
 Prior to formal changes (amendments) to the master plan, zoning, 

ordinances, capital improvement plans, or other mechanisms that 
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Process Action Implementation of Plan 
control development, ensure that they are consistent with the hazard 
mitigation plan 

Funding Secure traditional 
sources of financing 

 Apply for grants from federal or state government, nonprofit 
organizations, foundations, and private sources including Pre-
Disaster Mitigation Program (PDM), Flood Mitigation Assistance 
Program (FMA), and the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP-
Stafford Act, Section 404). 

 Research grant opportunities through U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development’s Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG)

 Other potential federal funding sources include: 
o Stafford Act, Section 406 – Public Assistance Program 

Mitigation Grants 
o Federal Highway Administration 
o Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
o United States Fire Administration – Assistance to Firefighter 

Grants 
o United States Small Business Administration Pre and Post 

Disaster Mitigation Loans 
o United States Department of Economic Development 

Administration Grants 
o United States Army Corps of Engineers 
o United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Land 

Management 
o Other sources as yet to be defined 

 See Appendix G for additional funding sources 

Partnerships 
Develop creative 

partnerships, funding 
and incentives 

 Public-Private Partnerships 
 State Cooperation 
 In-kind resources 

Partnership Existing Committees 
and Councils 

 Local Government Committees: 
o Environmental Commissions 
o Planning Boards 
o Zoning Board of Appeals 
o Shade Tree Commissions 
o Media and Communications 

 Merchants Association 
 Property Owners Association 
 County Park Commission 
 County 4H 

Partnership 
Working with other 
federal, state, and 

local agencies 

 Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
 American Red Cross 
 Department of Homeland Security (DHS) 
 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
 National Oceanic and Atmosphere Agency (NOAA) 
 National Weather Service (NWS) 

New Jersey Department of Transportation (NJDOT) 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) 

 NJ State Police Office of  Emergency Management (SEMO) 
 United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
 United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) 
 United States Geological Service (USGS) 
 Watershed Associations 

During the annual plan evaluation process, the MPC will identify additional policies, programs, practices, 
and procedures that could be modified to accommodate hazard mitigation actions, and include these 
findings and recommendations in the Annual HMP Progress Report.   
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CONTINUED PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The Township of Little Falls is committed to the continued involvement of the public in the hazard 
mitigation process.  Therefore, copies of the Plan will be made available for review during normal 
business hours at the Town Hall and Township Library 

The Township HMP Coordinator will be responsible for receiving, tracking, and filing public comments 
regarding this HMP. Contact information is:  

Township Administrator/Clerk  
RE:  Hazard Mitigation Planning 
Municipal Building 
225 Main Street 
Little Falls, NJ 07424 
Telephone: (973) 256-0170 

The public will have an opportunity to comment on the Plan at the annual review meeting for the HMP 
and during the 5-year plan update. The annual progress reports will be posted on the Township mitigation 
website in addition to the Hazard Mitigation Plan.  The Township will maintain this website, posting the 
annual progress reports and maintaining an active link to collect public comments.  

The HMP Coordinator is responsible for coordinating the Plan evaluation portion of the meeting, 
soliciting feedback, collecting and reviewing the comments, and ensuring their incorporation in the 5-year 
plan update as appropriate.  Additional meetings may also be held as deemed necessary by the planning 
group. The purpose of these meetings would be to provide the public an opportunity to express concerns, 
opinions, and ideas about the mitigation plan. Annual progress reports will also be posted to the project 
web site. 

The HMP Coordinator shall be responsible to assure that: 

Public comment and input on the Plan, and hazard mitigation in general, are recorded and 
addressed, as appropriate. Opportunity to comment on the plan will be provided directly on the 
project web site.  Provisions for public comment in writing will also be made.  All public 
comments shall be addressed to: 

Township Administrator/Clerk  
RE:  Hazard Mitigation Planning 
Municipal Building 
225 Main Street 
Little Falls, NJ 07424 

Copies of the latest approved Plan (or draft in the case that the five year update effort is 
underway) are available for review at the Township Municipal Building and the Township 
Library along with instructions to facilitate public input and comment on the Plan. 
Appropriate links to the Township of Little Falls Hazard Mitigation Plan website 
(http://www.lfnj.com/Hazmit/default.asp) are maintained.  The web site will be maintained 
throughout the course of the project. 
Public notices are made as appropriate to inform the public of the availability of the Plan, 
particularly during Plan update cycles. 
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ACB Atlantic Coastal Basin

amsl Above mean sea level 

AMS American Meteorological Society

ARC American Red Cross 

ASFPM Association of State Floodplain Managers 

BCEGS Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 

BIT Building Information Tool 

BOCA Building Officials Code Administration 

CEMP Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan 

CDC Centers of Disease Control 

CERES Clouds and the Earth’s Radiant Energy System 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CHC Community Health Center 

CIP Capitol Improvement Program 

CMI Crop Moisture Index 

CO Carbon Monoxide 

CPC Climate Prediction Center 

CRREL Cold Regions Research and Engineering Laboratory 

CRS Community Rating System 

CSC Coastal Service Center 

CUGIR Cornell University Geospatial Data Information Repository 

CUPR Center for Urban Policy Research 

DFIRMs Digital Flood Insurance Rate Maps 

DEM Digital Elevation Model 

DHS Department of Homeland Security 

DIR Department of Information Resources 

DIs Damage Indicators

DMA 2000 Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 

DOD Degrees of Damage 

DPW Department of Public Works 

DR Disaster Declarations 

EFS Enhanced Fujita Scale 

EM Emergency Management 

EMP Emergency Management Plan 
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EMS Emergency Management Services 

EOC Emergency Operation Center  

EOP Emergency Operation Plan 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ºF Fahrenheit 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

FD Fire Department 

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency 

FHMP Flood Hazard Mitigation Program 

FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

FIA Flood Insurance Administration 

FIS Flood Insurance Study 

FIRM Flood Insurance Rate Map  

FMAP Flood Mitigation Assistance Program 

FM Fuel Moisture 

FPI Fire Potential Index 

FMPs Food Mitigation Plans 

FY Fiscal Year 

GIS Geographic Information System 

HI Heat Index 

HMGP Hazard Mitigation Grant Program

HMP Hazard Mitigation Plan 

HPC Hydrometeorological Prediction Center 

HAZUS Hazards U.S. 

HAZUS-MH Hazards U.S. Multi-Hazard 

HAZMAT Hazardous Material 

ICLR Institute for Catastrophic Loss Reduction 

ICS Incident Command System 

IPCC Intergovernmental Panel of Climate Change 

IT Information Technology 

K Thousands ($) 

KBDI Keech-Byram Drought Index 

LIDAR Light Detection and Ranging 
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LIHEAP Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program 

MARFC Middle Atlantic River Forecast Center 

MIS Management Information Services 

MGD Million gallons per day 

MOA Memorandum of Agreement 

MPC Mitigation Planning Community 

MRCC Midwest Regional Climate Center

MRP Mean Return Period 

N/A Not Applicable

NA Not Available 

NCA New Croton Aqueduct

NCDC National Climate Data Center 

NDMC National Drought Mitigation Center 

NEHRP National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program 

NESEC Northeast States Emergency Consortium 

NESIS Northeast Snowfall Impact Scale 

NFIP National Flood Insurance Program 

NFIRS National Fire Incident Reporting System

NFPA National Fire Protection Association 

NHC National Hurricane Center 

NID National Inventory of Dams 

NIMS National Incident Management System 

NJAC New Jersey Administrative Code 

NJWSA New Jersey Water Supply Authority 

NJDEP New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

NJGS New Jersey Geological Survey 

NJ OEM New Jersey Office of Emergency Management 

NJDWSC North Jersey District Water Supply Commission 

NLCD National Land Cover Dataset 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NPDP National Performance of Dams Program

NPL National Priorities List 

NRCC Northeast Climate Center 
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NRCS Natural Resource Conservation Service 

NSF National Science Foundation 

NYCEM NY Consortium for Earthquake Mitigation 

NVRC Northern Virginia Regional Commission

NWS National Weather Service 

OFA Office of Aging 

ONJSC Office of New Jersey State Climatologist 

%g Percent acceleration force of gravity

PBS Public Broadcast System 

PD Police Department 

PDM Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program 

PDSI Palmer Drought Severity Index 

PGA Peak Ground Acceleration 

PSA Public Service Announcement 

Q3 Quality 3 

RLP Repetitive Loss of Properties 

RCV Replacement Cost Value

SBA Small Business Association 

SDWIS Safe Drinking Water Information System 

SFHA Special Flood Hazard Areas 

SHELDUS Spatial Hazard Events and Losses Database for United States 

SLOSH Sea, Lake and Overland Surges from Hurricanes 

SPC Storm Prediction Center  

SPI Standard Precipitation Index 

SSA Seismological Society of America 

SWAP Source Water Assessment Program 

SWOO Strengths, Weaknesses, Obstacles and Opportunities 

TBA To Be Announced 

TBD To Be Determined

TRI Toxic Release Inventory 

TSTM Thunderstorm 

UC Urban Cluster 

UA Urbanized Area 
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UHI Urban Heat Island 

USACE United States Army Corps of Engineers 

USGCRP U.S. Global Change Research Program 

USD U.S. Dollar 

USDA United States Department of Agriculture 

USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency

USDOT United States Department of Transportation

USFA United States Fire Administration

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS United States Geological Survey 

VOCs Volatile Organic Compounds 

WCT Wind Chill Temperatures 

WFAS Wildland Fire Assessment System 

WISE Wind Science and Engineering Center 

WMA Watershed Management Area 

WRDA Water Resources Development Act 

WSP Water Supply Paper 

WUI Wildland/Urban Interface 

WWTP Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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This appendix provides the following Federal related to the Hazard Mitigation Planning process.   

Federal 

Public Law 106-390 – DISASTER MITIGATION ACT OF 2000 – October 30, 2000. 

Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) - Title 44 Parts 201 and 206 – FEDERAL EMERGENCY 

MANAGEMENT AGENCY – Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard Mitigation Grant 

Program; Interim Final Rule. February 26, 2002. 
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Public Law 106–390
106th Congr ss

An Act
To am nd th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act

to authoriz  a program for pr disast r mitigation, to str amlin  th  administration
of disast r r li f, to control th  F d ral costs of disast r assistanc , and for
oth r purpos s.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of
the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may b  cit d as th  ‘‘Disast r
Mitigation Act of 2000’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—Th  tabl  of cont nts of this Act
is as follows:

S c. 1. Short titl ; tabl  of cont nts.

TITLE I—PREDISASTER HAZARD MITIGATION
S c. 101. Findings and purpos .
S c. 102. Pr disast r hazard mitigation.
S c. 103. Int rag ncy task forc .
S c. 104. Mitigation planning; minimum standards for public and privat  struc-

tur s.

TITLE II—STREAMLINING AND COST REDUCTION
S c. 201. T chnical am ndm nts.
S c. 202. Manag m nt costs.
S c. 203. Public notic , comm nt, and consultation r quir m nts.
S c. 204. Stat  administration of hazard mitigation grant program.
S c. 205. Assistanc  to r pair, r stor , r construct, or r plac  damag d faciliti s.
S c. 206. F d ral assistanc  to individuals and hous holds.
S c. 207. Community disast r loans.
S c. 208. R port on Stat  manag m nt of small disast rs initiativ .
S c. 209. Study r garding cost r duction.

TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS
S c. 301. T chnical corr ction of short titl .
S c. 302. D finitions.
S c. 303. Fir  manag m nt assistanc .
S c. 304. Disast r grant clos out proc dur s.
S c. 305. Public saf ty offic r b n fits for c rtain F d ral and Stat  mploy s.
S c. 306. Buy Am rican.
S c. 307. Tr atm nt of c rtain r al prop rty.
S c. 308. Study of participation by Indian trib s in m rg ncy manag m nt.

TITLE I—PREDISASTER HAZARD
MITIGATION

SEC. 101. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congr ss finds that—
42 USC 5133
not .

42 USC 5121
not .

Disast r
Mitigation Act of
2000.

Oct. 30, 2000
[H.R. 707]
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(1) natural disast rs, including arthquak s, tsunamis,
tornado s, hurrican s, flooding, and wildfir s, pos  gr at dang r
to human lif  and to prop rty throughout th  Unit d Stat s;

(2) gr at r mphasis n ds to b  plac d on—
(A) id ntifying and ass ssing th  risks to Stat s and

local gov rnm nts (including Indian trib s) from natural
disast rs;

(B) impl m nting ad quat  m asur s to r duc  loss s
from natural disast rs; and

(C) nsuring that th  critical s rvic s and faciliti s
of communiti s will continu  to function aft r a natural
disast r;
(3) xp nditur s for postdisast r assistanc  ar  incr asing

without comm nsurat  r ductions in th  lik lihood of futur
loss s from natural disast rs;

(4) in th  xp nditur  of F d ral funds und r th  Rob rt
T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42
U.S.C. 5121 t s q.), high priority should b  giv n to mitigation
of hazards at th  local l v l; and

(5) with a unifi d ffort of conomic inc ntiv s, awar n ss
and ducation, t chnical assistanc , and d monstrat d F d ral
support, Stat s and local gov rnm nts (including Indian trib s)
will b  abl  to—

(A) form ff ctiv  community-bas d partn rships for
hazard mitigation purpos s;

(B) impl m nt ff ctiv  hazard mitigation m asur s
that r duc  th  pot ntial damag  from natural disast rs;

(C) nsur  continu d functionality of critical s rvic s;
(D) l v rag  additional non-F d ral r sourc s in

m ting natural disast r r sistanc  goals; and
(E) mak  commitm nts to long-t rm hazard mitigation

fforts to b  appli d to n w and xisting structur s.
(b) PURPOSE.—Th  purpos  of this titl  is to stablish a national

disast r hazard mitigation program—
(1) to r duc  th  loss of lif  and prop rty, human suff ring,

conomic disruption, and disast r assistanc  costs r sulting
from natural disast rs; and

(2) to provid  a sourc  of pr disast r hazard mitigation
funding that will assist Stat s and local gov rnm nts (including
Indian trib s) in impl m nting ff ctiv  hazard mitigation
m asur s that ar  d sign d to nsur  th  continu d
functionality of critical s rvic s and faciliti s aft r a natural
disast r.

SEC. 102. PREDISASTER HAZARD MITIGATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Titl  II of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r
R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5131 t s q.) is
am nd d by adding at th  nd th  following:
‘‘SEC. 203. PREDISASTER HAZARD MITIGATION.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF SMALL IMPOVERISHED COMMUNITY.—In this
s ction, th  t rm ‘small impov rish d community’ m ans a commu-
nity of 3,000 or f w r individuals that is conomically disadvan-
tag d, as d t rmin d by th  Stat  in which th  community is
locat d and bas d on crit ria stablish d by th  Pr sid nt.

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—Th  Pr sid nt may stab-
lish a program to provid  t chnical and financial assistanc  to
Stat s and local gov rnm nts to assist in th  impl m ntation of

Pr sid nt.
42 USC 5133.
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pr disast r hazard mitigation m asur s that ar  cost- ff ctiv  and
ar  d sign d to r duc  injuri s, loss of lif , and damag  and d struc-
tion of prop rty, including damag  to critical s rvic s and faciliti s
und r th  jurisdiction of th  Stat s or local gov rnm nts.

‘‘(c) APPROVAL BY PRESIDENT.—If th  Pr sid nt d t rmin s that
a Stat  or local gov rnm nt has id ntifi d natural disast r hazards
in ar as und r its jurisdiction and has d monstrat d th  ability
to form ff ctiv  public-privat  natural disast r hazard mitigation
partn rships, th  Pr sid nt, using amounts in th  National
Pr disast r Mitigation Fund stablish d und r subs ction (i)
(r f rr d to in this s ction as th  ‘Fund’), may provid  t chnical
and financial assistanc  to th  Stat  or local gov rnm nt to b
us d in accordanc  with subs ction ( ).

‘‘(d) STATE RECOMMENDATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—

‘‘(A) RECOMMENDATIONS.—Th  Gov rnor of ach Stat
may r comm nd to th  Pr sid nt not f w r than fiv  local
gov rnm nts to r c iv  assistanc  und r this s ction.

‘‘(B) DEADLINE FOR SUBMISSION.—Th  r comm nda-
tions und r subparagraph (A) shall b  submitt d to th
Pr sid nt not lat r than Octob r 1, 2001, and ach Octob r
1st th r aft r or such lat r dat  in th  y ar as th  Pr si-
d nt may stablish.

‘‘(C) CRITERIA.—In making r comm ndations und r
subparagraph (A), a Gov rnor shall consid r th  crit ria
sp cifi d in subs ction (g).
‘‘(2) USE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Exc pt as provid d in subparagraph
(B), in providing assistanc  to local gov rnm nts und r
this s ction, th  Pr sid nt shall s l ct from local gov rn-
m nts r comm nd d by th  Gov rnors und r this sub-
s ction.

‘‘(B) EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES.—In providing
assistanc  to local gov rnm nts und r this s ction, th
Pr sid nt may s l ct a local gov rnm nt that has not b n
r comm nd d by a Gov rnor und r this subs ction if th
Pr sid nt d t rmin s that xtraordinary circumstanc s jus-
tify th  s l ction and that making th  s l ction will furth r
th  purpos  of this s ction.
‘‘(3) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO NOMINATE.—If a Gov rnor of

a Stat  fails to submit r comm ndations und r this subs ction
in a tim ly mann r, th  Pr sid nt may s l ct, subj ct to th
crit ria sp cifi d in subs ction (g), any local gov rnm nts of
th  Stat  to r c iv  assistanc  und r this s ction.
‘‘( ) USES OF TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—T chnical and financial assistanc  pro-
vid d und r this s ction—

‘‘(A) shall b  us d by Stat s and local gov rnm nts
principally to impl m nt pr disast r hazard mitigation
m asur s that ar  cost- ff ctiv  and ar  d scrib d in pro-
posals approv d by th  Pr sid nt und r this s ction; and

‘‘(B) may b  us d—
‘‘(i) to support ff ctiv  public-privat  natural dis-

ast r hazard mitigation partn rships;
‘‘(ii) to improv  th  ass ssm nt of a community’s

vuln rability to natural hazards; or

Pr sid nt.
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‘‘(iii) to stablish hazard mitigation prioriti s, and
an appropriat  hazard mitigation plan, for a commu-
nity.

‘‘(2) DISSEMINATION.—A Stat  or local gov rnm nt may us
not mor  than 10 p rc nt of th  financial assistanc  r c iv d
by th  Stat  or local gov rnm nt und r this s ction for a
fiscal y ar to fund activiti s to diss minat  information
r garding cost- ff ctiv  mitigation t chnologi s.
‘‘(f ) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Th  amount of financial assistanc

mad  availabl  to a Stat  (including amounts mad  availabl  to
local gov rnm nts of th  Stat ) und r this s ction for a fiscal
y ar—

‘‘(1) shall b  not l ss than th  l ss r of—
‘‘(A) $500,000; or
‘‘(B) th  amount that is qual to 1.0 p rc nt of th

total funds appropriat d to carry out this s ction for th
fiscal y ar;
‘‘(2) shall not xc d 15 p rc nt of th  total funds d scrib d

in paragraph (1)(B); and
‘‘(3) shall b  subj ct to th  crit ria sp cifi d in subs ction

(g).
‘‘(g) CRITERIA FOR ASSISTANCE AWARDS.—In d t rmining

wh th r to provid  t chnical and financial assistanc  to a Stat
or local gov rnm nt und r this s ction, th  Pr sid nt shall tak
into account—

‘‘(1) th  xt nt and natur  of th  hazards to b  mitigat d;
‘‘(2) th  d gr  of commitm nt of th  Stat  or local gov rn-

m nt to r duc  damag s from futur  natural disast rs;
‘‘(3) th  d gr  of commitm nt by th  Stat  or local gov rn-

m nt to support ongoing non-F d ral support for th  hazard
mitigation m asur s to b  carri d out using th  t chnical and
financial assistanc ;

‘‘(4) th  xt nt to which th  hazard mitigation m asur s
to b  carri d out using th  t chnical and financial assistanc
contribut  to th  mitigation goals and prioriti s stablish d
by th  Stat ;

‘‘(5) th  xt nt to which th  t chnical and financial assist-
anc  is consist nt with oth r assistanc  provid d und r this
Act;

‘‘(6) th  xt nt to which prioritiz d, cost- ff ctiv  mitigation
activiti s that produc  m aningful and d finabl  outcom s ar
cl arly id ntifi d;

‘‘(7) if th  Stat  or local gov rnm nt has submitt d a mitiga-
tion plan und r s ction 322, th  xt nt to which th  activiti s
id ntifi d und r paragraph (6) ar  consist nt with th  mitiga-
tion plan;

‘‘(8) th  opportunity to fund activiti s that maximiz  n t
b n fits to soci ty;

‘‘(9) th  xt nt to which assistanc  will fund mitigation
activiti s in small impov rish d communiti s; and

‘‘(10) such oth r crit ria as th  Pr sid nt stablish s in
consultation with Stat  and local gov rnm nts.
‘‘(h) FEDERAL SHARE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Financial assistanc  provid d und r this
s ction may contribut  up to 75 p rc nt of th  total cost of
mitigation activiti s approv d by th  Pr sid nt.

Pr sid nt.
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‘‘(2) SMALL IMPOVERISHED COMMUNITIES.—Notwithstanding
paragraph (1), th  Pr sid nt may contribut  up to 90 p rc nt
of th  total cost of a mitigation activity carri d out in a small
impov rish d community.
‘‘(i) NATIONAL PREDISASTER MITIGATION FUND.—

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Th  Pr sid nt may stablish in th
Tr asury of th  Unit d Stat s a fund to b  known as th
‘National Pr disast r Mitigation Fund’, to b  us d in carrying
out this s ction.

‘‘(2) TRANSFERS TO FUND.—Th r  shall b  d posit d in th
Fund—

‘‘(A) amounts appropriat d to carry out this s ction,
which shall r main availabl  until xp nd d; and

‘‘(B) sums availabl  from gifts, b qu sts, or donations
of s rvic s or prop rty r c iv d by th  Pr sid nt for th
purpos  of pr disast r hazard mitigation.
‘‘(3) EXPENDITURES FROM FUND.—Upon r qu st by th

Pr sid nt, th  S cr tary of th  Tr asury shall transf r from
th  Fund to th  Pr sid nt such amounts as th  Pr sid nt
d t rmin s ar  n c ssary to provid  t chnical and financial
assistanc  und r this s ction.

‘‘(4) INVESTMENT OF AMOUNTS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Th  S cr tary of th  Tr asury shall

inv st such portion of th  Fund as is not, in th  judgm nt
of th  S cr tary of th  Tr asury, r quir d to m t curr nt
withdrawals. Inv stm nts may b  mad  only in int r st-
b aring obligations of th  Unit d Stat s.

‘‘(B) ACQUISITION OF OBLIGATIONS.—For th  purpos
of inv stm nts und r subparagraph (A), obligations may
b  acquir d—

‘‘(i) on original issu  at th  issu  pric ; or
‘‘(ii) by purchas  of outstanding obligations at th

mark t pric .
‘‘(C) SALE OF OBLIGATIONS.—Any obligation acquir d

by th  Fund may b  sold by th  S cr tary of th  Tr asury
at th  mark t pric .

‘‘(D) CREDITS TO FUND.—Th  int r st on, and th  pro-
c ds from th  sal  or r d mption of, any obligations h ld
in th  Fund shall b  cr dit d to and form a part of th
Fund.

‘‘(E) TRANSFERS OF AMOUNTS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Th  amounts r quir d to b

transf rr d to th  Fund und r this subs ction shall
b  transf rr d at l ast monthly from th  g n ral fund
of th  Tr asury to th  Fund on th  basis of stimat s
mad  by th  S cr tary of th  Tr asury.

‘‘(ii) ADJUSTMENTS.—Prop r adjustm nt shall b
mad  in amounts subs qu ntly transf rr d to th
xt nt prior stimat s w r  in xc ss of or l ss than

th  amounts r quir d to b  transf rr d.
‘‘( j) LIMITATION ON TOTAL AMOUNT OF FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—

Th  Pr sid nt shall not provid  financial assistanc  und r this
s ction in an amount gr at r than th  amount availabl  in th
Fund.

‘‘(k) MULTIHAZARD ADVISORY MAPS.—
‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF MULTIHAZARD ADVISORY MAP.—In this

subs ction, th  t rm ‘multihazard advisory map’ m ans a map
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on which hazard data conc rning ach typ  of natural disast r
is id ntifi d simultan ously for th  purpos  of showing ar as
of hazard ov rlap.

‘‘(2) DEVELOPMENT OF MAPS.—In consultation with Stat s,
local gov rnm nts, and appropriat  F d ral ag nci s, th  Pr si-
d nt shall d v lop multihazard advisory maps for ar as, in
not f w r than fiv  Stat s, that ar  subj ct to commonly r cur-
ring natural hazards (including flooding, hurrican s and s v r
winds, and s ismic v nts).

‘‘(3) USE OF TECHNOLOGY.—In d v loping multihazard
advisory maps und r this subs ction, th  Pr sid nt shall us ,
to th  maximum xt nt practicabl , th  most cost- ff ctiv  and
ffici nt t chnology availabl .

‘‘(4) USE OF MAPS.—
‘‘(A) ADVISORY NATURE.—Th  multihazard advisory

maps shall b  consid r d to b  advisory and shall not
r quir  th  d v lopm nt of any n w policy by, or impos
any n w policy on, any gov rnm nt or privat  ntity.

‘‘(B) AVAILABILITY OF MAPS.—Th  multihazard advisory
maps shall b  mad  availabl  to th  appropriat  Stat
and local gov rnm nts for th  purpos s of—

‘‘(i) informing th  g n ral public about th  risks
of natural hazards in th  ar as d scrib d in paragraph
(2);

‘‘(ii) supporting th  activiti s d scrib d in sub-
s ction ( ); and

‘‘(iii) oth r public us s.
‘‘(l) REPORT ON FEDERAL AND STATE ADMINISTRATION.—Not

lat r than 18 months aft r th  dat  of th  nactm nt of this s ction,
th  Pr sid nt, in consultation with Stat  and local gov rnm nts,
shall submit to Congr ss a r port valuating fforts to impl m nt
this s ction and r comm nding a proc ss for transf rring gr at r
authority and r sponsibility for administ ring th  assistanc  pro-
gram stablish d und r this s ction to capabl  Stat s.

‘‘(m) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—Th  authority provid d by
this s ction t rminat s D c mb r 31, 2003.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Titl  II of th  Rob rt T. Stafford
Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5131
t s q.) is am nd d by striking th  titl  h ading and ins rting

th  following:

‘‘TITLE II—DISASTER PREPAREDNESS
AND MITIGATION ASSISTANCE’’.

SEC. 103. INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE.

Titl  II of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy
Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5131 t s q.) (as am nd d by s ction
102(a)) is am nd d by adding at th  nd th  following:

‘‘SEC. 204. INTERAGENCY TASK FORCE.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt shall stablish a F d ral
int rag ncy task forc  for th  purpos  of coordinating th
impl m ntation of pr disast r hazard mitigation programs adminis-
t r d by th  F d ral Gov rnm nt.

42 USC 5134.

D adlin .

Pr sid nt.
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‘‘(b) CHAIRPERSON.—Th  Dir ctor of th  F d ral Em rg ncy
Manag m nt Ag ncy shall s rv  as th  chairp rson of th  task
forc .

‘‘(c) MEMBERSHIP.—Th  m mb rship of th  task forc  shall
includ  r pr s ntativ s of—

‘‘(1) r l vant F d ral ag nci s;
‘‘(2) Stat  and local gov rnm nt organizations (including

Indian trib s); and
‘‘(3) th  Am rican R d Cross.’’.

SEC. 104. MITIGATION PLANNING; MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE STRUCTURES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Titl  III of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r
R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5141 t s q.) is
am nd d by adding at th  nd th  following:
‘‘SEC. 322. MITIGATION PLANNING.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT OF MITIGATION PLAN.—As a condition of
r c ipt of an incr as d F d ral shar  for hazard mitigation m as-
ur s und r subs ction ( ), a Stat , local, or tribal gov rnm nt shall
d v lop and submit for approval to th  Pr sid nt a mitigation
plan that outlin s proc ss s for id ntifying th  natural hazards,
risks, and vuln rabiliti s of th  ar a und r th  jurisdiction of th
gov rnm nt.

‘‘(b) LOCAL AND TRIBAL PLANS.—Each mitigation plan d v lop d
by a local or tribal gov rnm nt shall—

‘‘(1) d scrib  actions to mitigat  hazards, risks, and
vuln rabiliti s id ntifi d und r th  plan; and

‘‘(2) stablish a strat gy to impl m nt thos  actions.
‘‘(c) STATE PLANS.—Th  Stat  proc ss of d v lopm nt of a miti-

gation plan und r this s ction shall—
‘‘(1) id ntify th  natural hazards, risks, and vuln rabiliti s

of ar as in th  Stat ;
‘‘(2) support d v lopm nt of local mitigation plans;
‘‘(3) provid  for t chnical assistanc  to local and tribal

gov rnm nts for mitigation planning; and
‘‘(4) id ntify and prioritiz  mitigation actions that th  Stat

will support, as r sourc s b com  availabl .
‘‘(d) FUNDING.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—F d ral contributions und r s ction 404
may b  us d to fund th  d v lopm nt and updating of mitiga-
tion plans und r this s ction.

‘‘(2) MAXIMUM FEDERAL CONTRIBUTION.—With r sp ct to
any mitigation plan, a Stat , local, or tribal gov rnm nt may
us  an amount of F d ral contributions und r s ction 404 not
to xc d 7 p rc nt of th  amount of such contributions avail-
abl  to th  gov rnm nt as of a dat  d t rmin d by th  gov rn-
m nt.
‘‘( ) INCREASED FEDERAL SHARE FOR HAZARD MITIGATION MEAS-

URES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—If, at th  tim  of th  d claration of

a major disast r, a Stat  has in ff ct an approv d mitigation
plan und r this s ction, th  Pr sid nt may incr as  to 20 p r-
c nt, with r sp ct to th  major disast r, th  maximum p rc nt-
ag  sp cifi d in th  last s nt nc  of s ction 404(a).

‘‘(2) FACTORS FOR CONSIDERATION.—In d t rmining wh th r
to incr as  th  maximum p rc ntag  und r paragraph (1), th
Pr sid nt shall consid r wh th r th  Stat  has stablish d—

Pr sid nt.

42 USC 5165.
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‘‘(A) ligibility crit ria for prop rty acquisition and
oth r typ s of mitigation m asur s;

‘‘(B) r quir m nts for cost ff ctiv n ss that ar  r lat d
to th  ligibility crit ria;

‘‘(C) a syst m of prioriti s that is r lat d to th  ligi-
bility crit ria; and

‘‘(D) a proc ss by which an ass ssm nt of th  ff ctiv -
n ss of a mitigation action may b  carri d out aft r th
mitigation action is compl t .

‘‘SEC. 323. MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STRUC-
TURES.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—As a condition of r c ipt of a disast r loan
or grant und r this Act—

‘‘(1) th  r cipi nt shall carry out any r pair or construction
to b  financ d with th  loan or grant in accordanc  with
applicabl  standards of saf ty, d c ncy, and sanitation and
in conformity with applicabl  cod s, sp cifications, and stand-
ards; and

‘‘(2) th  Pr sid nt may r quir  saf  land us  and construc-
tion practic s, aft r ad quat  consultation with appropriat
Stat  and local gov rnm nt officials.
‘‘(b) EVIDENCE OF COMPLIANCE.—A r cipi nt of a disast r loan

or grant und r this Act shall provid  such vid nc  of complianc
with this s ction as th  Pr sid nt may r quir  by r gulation.’’.

(b) LOSSES FROM STRAIGHT LINE WINDS.—Th  Pr sid nt shall
incr as  th  maximum p rc ntag  sp cifi d in th  last s nt nc
of s ction 404(a) of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and
Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5170c(a)) from 15 p rc nt
to 20 p rc nt with r sp ct to any major disast r that is in th
Stat  of Minn sota and for which assistanc  is b ing provid d
as of th  dat  of th  nactm nt of this Act, xc pt that additional
assistanc  provid d und r this subs ction shall not xc d
$6,000,000. Th  mitigation m asur s assist d und r this subs ction
shall b  r lat d to loss s in th  Stat  of Minn sota from straight
lin  winds.

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) S ction 404(a) of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f

and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5170c(a)) is
am nd d—

(A) in th  s cond s nt nc , by striking ‘‘s ction 409’’
and ins rting ‘‘s ction 322’’; and

(B) in th  third s nt nc , by striking ‘‘Th  total’’ and
ins rting ‘‘Subj ct to s ction 322, th  total’’.
(2) S ction 409 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f

and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5176) is r p al d.

TITLE II—STREAMLINING AND COST
REDUCTION

SEC. 201. TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.

S ction 311 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em r-
g ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5154) is am nd d in subs ctions
(a)(1), (b), and (c) by striking ‘‘s ction 803 of th  Public Works
and Economic D v lopm nt Act of 1965’’ ach plac  it app ars

Pr sid nt.

42 USC 5165a.
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and ins rting ‘‘s ction 209(c)(2) of th  Public Works and Economic
D v lopm nt Act of 1965 (42 U.S.C. 3149(c)(2))’’.

SEC. 202. MANAGEMENT COSTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Titl  III of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r
R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5141 t s q.) (as
am nd d by s ction 104(a)) is am nd d by adding at th  nd th
following:

‘‘SEC. 324. MANAGEMENT COSTS.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF MANAGEMENT COST.—In this s ction, th
t rm ‘manag m nt cost’ includ s any indir ct cost, any administra-
tiv  xp ns , and any oth r xp ns  not dir ctly charg abl  to
a sp cific proj ct und r a major disast r, m rg ncy, or disast r
pr par dn ss or mitigation activity or m asur .

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF MANAGEMENT COST RATES.—Notwith-
standing any oth r provision of law (including any administrativ
rul  or guidanc ), th  Pr sid nt shall by r gulation stablish
manag m nt cost rat s, for grant s and subgrant s, that shall
b  us d to d t rmin  contributions und r this Act for manag m nt
costs.

‘‘(c) REVIEW.—Th  Pr sid nt shall r vi w th  manag m nt cost
rat s stablish d und r subs ction (b) not lat r than 3 y ars aft r
th  dat  of stablishm nt of th  rat s and p riodically th r aft r.’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subj ct to paragraph (2), subs ctions (a)

and (b) of s ction 324 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f
and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (as add d by subs ction (a))
shall apply to major disast rs d clar d und r that Act on or
aft r th  dat  of th  nactm nt of this Act.

(2) INTERIM AUTHORITY.—Until th  dat  on which th  Pr si-
d nt stablish s th  manag m nt cost rat s und r s ction 324
of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assist-
anc  Act (as add d by subs ction (a)), s ction 406(f ) of th
Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc
Act (42 U.S.C. 5172(f )) (as in ff ct on th  day b for  th
dat  of th  nactm nt of this Act) shall b  us d to stablish
manag m nt cost rat s.

SEC. 203. PUBLIC NOTICE, COMMENT, AND CONSULTATION REQUIRE-
MENTS.

Titl  III of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em r-
g ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5141 t s q.) (as am nd d by
s ction 202(a)) is am nd d by adding at th  nd th  following:

‘‘SEC. 325. PUBLIC NOTICE, COMMENT, AND CONSULTATION REQUIRE-
MENTS.

‘‘(a) PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT CONCERNING NEW OR MODI-
FIED POLICIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt shall provid  for public
notic  and opportunity for comm nt b for  adopting any n w
or modifi d policy that—

‘‘(A) gov rns impl m ntation of th  public assistanc
program administ r d by th  F d ral Em rg ncy Manag -
m nt Ag ncy und r this Act; and

‘‘(B) could r sult in a significant r duction of assistanc
und r th  program.

Pr sid nt.

42 USC 5165c.

42 USC 5165b
not .

D adlin .

R gulations.

42 USC 5165b.
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‘‘(2) APPLICATION.—Any policy adopt d und r paragraph
(1) shall apply only to a major disast r or m rg ncy d clar d
on or aft r th  dat  on which th  policy is adopt d.
‘‘(b) CONSULTATION CONCERNING INTERIM POLICIES.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—B for  adopting any int rim policy und r
th  public assistanc  program to addr ss sp cific conditions
that r lat  to a major disast r or m rg ncy that has b n
d clar d und r this Act, th  Pr sid nt, to th  maximum xt nt
practicabl , shall solicit th  vi ws and r comm ndations of
grant s and subgrant s with r sp ct to th  major disast r
or m rg ncy conc rning th  pot ntial int rim policy, if th
int rim policy is lik ly—

‘‘(A) to r sult in a significant r duction of assistanc
to applicants for th  assistanc  with r sp ct to th  major
disast r or m rg ncy; or

‘‘(B) to chang  th  t rms of a writt n agr m nt to
which th  F d ral Gov rnm nt is a party conc rning th
d claration of th  major disast r or m rg ncy.
‘‘(2) NO LEGAL RIGHT OF ACTION.—Nothing in this sub-

s ction conf rs a l gal right of action on any party.
‘‘(c) PUBLIC ACCESS.—Th  Pr sid nt shall promot  public acc ss

to polici s gov rning th  impl m ntation of th  public assistanc
program.’’.

SEC. 204. STATE ADMINISTRATION OF HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT
PROGRAM.

S ction 404 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em r-
g ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5170c) is am nd d by adding at
th  nd th  following:

‘‘(c) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION BY STATES.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A Stat  d siring to administ r th

hazard mitigation grant program stablish d by this s ction
with r sp ct to hazard mitigation assistanc  in th  Stat  may
submit to th  Pr sid nt an application for th  d l gation of
th  authority to administ r th  program.

‘‘(2) CRITERIA.—Th  Pr sid nt, in consultation and
coordination with Stat s and local gov rnm nts, shall stablish
crit ria for th  approval of applications submitt d und r para-
graph (1). Th  crit ria shall includ , at a minimum—

‘‘(A) th  d monstrat d ability of th  Stat  to manag
th  grant program und r this s ction;

‘‘(B) th r  b ing in ff ct an approv d mitigation plan
und r s ction 322; and

‘‘(C) a d monstrat d commitm nt to mitigation activi-
ti s.
‘‘(3) APPROVAL.—Th  Pr sid nt shall approv  an application

submitt d und r paragraph (1) that m ts th  crit ria stab-
lish d und r paragraph (2).

‘‘(4) WITHDRAWAL OF APPROVAL.—If, aft r approving an
application of a Stat  submitt d und r paragraph (1), th  Pr si-
d nt d t rmin s that th  Stat  is not administ ring th  hazard
mitigation grant program stablish d by this s ction in a
mann r satisfactory to th  Pr sid nt, th  Pr sid nt shall with-
draw th  approval.

‘‘(5) AUDITS.—Th  Pr sid nt shall provid  for p riodic
audits of th  hazard mitigation grant programs administ r d
by Stat s und r this subs ction.’’.

Pr sid nt.

Pr sid nt.

Pr sid nt.
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SEC. 205. ASSISTANCE TO REPAIR, RESTORE, RECONSTRUCT, OR
REPLACE DAMAGED FACILITIES.

(a) CONTRIBUTIONS.—S ction 406 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Dis-
ast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5172) is
am nd d by striking subs ction (a) and ins rting th  following:

‘‘(a) CONTRIBUTIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt may mak  contributions—

‘‘(A) to a Stat  or local gov rnm nt for th  r pair,
r storation, r construction, or r plac m nt of a public
facility damag d or d stroy d by a major disast r and
for associat d xp ns s incurr d by th  gov rnm nt; and

‘‘(B) subj ct to paragraph (3), to a p rson that owns
or op rat s a privat  nonprofit facility damag d or
d stroy d by a major disast r for th  r pair, r storation,
r construction, or r plac m nt of th  facility and for associ-
at d xp ns s incurr d by th  p rson.
‘‘(2) ASSOCIATED EXPENSES.—For th  purpos s of this s c-

tion, associat d xp ns s shall includ —
‘‘(A) th  costs of mobilizing and mploying th  National

Guard for p rformanc  of ligibl  work;
‘‘(B) th  costs of using prison labor to p rform ligibl

work, including wag s actually paid, transportation to a
worksit , and xtraordinary costs of guards, food, and
lodging; and

‘‘(C) bas  and ov rtim  wag s for th  mploy s and
xtra hir s of a Stat , local gov rnm nt, or p rson d scrib d

in paragraph (1) that p rform ligibl  work, plus fring
b n fits on such wag s to th  xt nt that such b n fits
w r  b ing paid b for  th  major disast r.
‘‘(3) CONDITIONS FOR ASSISTANCE TO PRIVATE NONPROFIT

FACILITIES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt may mak  contribu-

tions to a privat  nonprofit facility und r paragraph (1)(B)
only if—

‘‘(i) th  facility provid s critical s rvic s (as d fin d
by th  Pr sid nt) in th  v nt of a major disast r;
or

‘‘(ii) th  own r or op rator of th  facility—
‘‘(I) has appli d for a disast r loan und r s c-

tion 7(b) of th  Small Busin ss Act (15 U.S.C.
636(b)); and

‘‘(II)(aa) has b n d t rmin d to b  in ligibl
for such a loan; or

‘‘(bb) has obtain d such a loan in th  maximum
amount for which th  Small Busin ss Administra-
tion d t rmin s th  facility is ligibl .

‘‘(B) DEFINITION OF CRITICAL SERVICES.—In this para-
graph, th  t rm ‘critical s rvic s’ includ s pow r, wat r
(including wat r provid d by an irrigation organization
or facility), s w r, wast wat r tr atm nt, communications,
and m rg ncy m dical car .
‘‘(4) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.—B for  making any con-

tribution und r this s ction in an amount gr at r than
$20,000,000, th  Pr sid nt shall notify—

‘‘(A) th  Committ  on Environm nt and Public Works
of th  S nat ;
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‘‘(B) th  Committ  on Transportation and Infrastruc-
tur  of th  Hous  of R pr s ntativ s;

‘‘(C) th  Committ  on Appropriations of th  S nat ;
and

‘‘(D) th  Committ  on Appropriations of th  Hous
of R pr s ntativ s.’’.

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—S ction 406 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford
Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5172)
is am nd d by striking subs ction (b) and ins rting th  following:

‘‘(b) FEDERAL SHARE.—
‘‘(1) MINIMUM FEDERAL SHARE.—Exc pt as provid d in para-

graph (2), th  F d ral shar  of assistanc  und r this s ction
shall b  not l ss than 75 p rc nt of th  ligibl  cost of r pair,
r storation, r construction, or r plac m nt carri d out und r
this s ction.

‘‘(2) REDUCED FEDERAL SHARE.—Th  Pr sid nt shall
promulgat  r gulations to r duc  th  F d ral shar  of assist-
anc  und r this s ction to not l ss than 25 p rc nt in th
cas  of th  r pair, r storation, r construction, or r plac m nt
of any ligibl  public facility or privat  nonprofit facility fol-
lowing an v nt associat d with a major disast r—

‘‘(A) that has b n damag d, on mor  than on  occasion
within th  pr c ding 10-y ar p riod, by th  sam  typ
of v nt; and

‘‘(B) th  own r of which has fail d to impl m nt appro-
priat  mitigation m asur s to addr ss th  hazard that
caus d th  damag  to th  facility.’’.

(c) LARGE IN-LIEU CONTRIBUTIONS.—S ction 406 of th  Rob rt
T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C.
5172) is am nd d by striking subs ction (c) and ins rting th  fol-
lowing:

‘‘(c) LARGE IN-LIEU CONTRIBUTIONS.—
‘‘(1) FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In any cas  in which a Stat  or
local gov rnm nt d t rmin s that th  public w lfar  would
not b st b  s rv d by r pairing, r storing, r constructing,
or r placing any public facility own d or controll d by
th  Stat  or local gov rnm nt, th  Stat  or local gov rn-
m nt may l ct to r c iv , in li u of a contribution und r
subs ction (a)(1)(A), a contribution in an amount qual
to 75 p rc nt of th  F d ral shar  of th  F d ral stimat
of th  cost of r pairing, r storing, r constructing, or
r placing th  facility and of manag m nt xp ns s.

‘‘(B) AREAS WITH UNSTABLE SOIL.—In any cas  in which
a Stat  or local gov rnm nt d t rmin s that th  public
w lfar  would not b st b  s rv d by r pairing, r storing,
r constructing, or r placing any public facility own d or
controll d by th  Stat  or local gov rnm nt b caus  soil
instability in th  disast r ar a mak s r pair, r storation,
r construction, or r plac m nt inf asibl , th  Stat  or local
gov rnm nt may l ct to r c iv , in li u of a contribution
und r subs ction (a)(1)(A), a contribution in an amount
qual to 90 p rc nt of th  F d ral shar  of th  F d ral
stimat  of th  cost of r pairing, r storing, r constructing,

or r placing th  facility and of manag m nt xp ns s.
‘‘(C) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds contribut d to a Stat

or local gov rnm nt und r this paragraph may b  us d—

Pr sid nt.
R gulations.
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‘‘(i) to r pair, r stor , or xpand oth r s l ct d
public faciliti s;

‘‘(ii) to construct n w faciliti s; or
‘‘(iii) to fund hazard mitigation m asur s that th

Stat  or local gov rnm nt d t rmin s to b  n c ssary
to m t a n d for gov rnm ntal s rvic s and functions
in th  ar a aff ct d by th  major disast r.
‘‘(D) LIMITATIONS.—Funds mad  availabl  to a Stat

or local gov rnm nt und r this paragraph may not b  us d
for—

‘‘(i) any public facility locat d in a r gulatory
floodway (as d fin d in s ction 59.1 of titl  44, Cod
of F d ral R gulations (or a succ ssor r gulation)); or

‘‘(ii) any uninsur d public facility locat d in a sp -
cial flood hazard ar a id ntifi d by th  Dir ctor of
th  F d ral Em rg ncy Manag m nt Ag ncy und r th
National Flood Insuranc  Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001
t s q.).

‘‘(2) FOR PRIVATE NONPROFIT FACILITIES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In any cas  in which a p rson that

owns or op rat s a privat  nonprofit facility d t rmin s
that th  public w lfar  would not b st b  s rv d by
r pairing, r storing, r constructing, or r placing th
facility, th  p rson may l ct to r c iv , in li u of a con-
tribution und r subs ction (a)(1)(B), a contribution in an
amount qual to 75 p rc nt of th  F d ral shar  of th
F d ral stimat  of th  cost of r pairing, r storing, r con-
structing, or r placing th  facility and of manag m nt
xp ns s.

‘‘(B) USE OF FUNDS.—Funds contribut d to a p rson
und r this paragraph may b  us d—

‘‘(i) to r pair, r stor , or xpand oth r s l ct d
privat  nonprofit faciliti s own d or op rat d by th
p rson;

‘‘(ii) to construct n w privat  nonprofit faciliti s
to b  own d or op rat d by th  p rson; or

‘‘(iii) to fund hazard mitigation m asur s that th
p rson d t rmin s to b  n c ssary to m t a n d
for th  p rson’s s rvic s and functions in th  ar a
aff ct d by th  major disast r.
‘‘(C) LIMITATIONS.—Funds mad  availabl  to a p rson

und r this paragraph may not b  us d for—
‘‘(i) any privat  nonprofit facility locat d in a r gu-

latory floodway (as d fin d in s ction 59.1 of titl  44,
Cod  of F d ral R gulations (or a succ ssor r gula-
tion)); or

‘‘(ii) any uninsur d privat  nonprofit facility
locat d in a sp cial flood hazard ar a id ntifi d by
th  Dir ctor of th  F d ral Em rg ncy Manag m nt
Ag ncy und r th  National Flood Insuranc  Act of
1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 t s q.).’’.

(d) ELIGIBLE COST.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—S ction 406 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford

Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5172)
is am nd d by striking subs ction ( ) and ins rting th  fol-
lowing:
‘‘( ) ELIGIBLE COST.—

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 04:55 Dec 06, 2000 Jkt 089139 PO 00390 Frm 00014 Fmt 6580 Sfmt 6581 E:\PUBLAW\PUBL390.106 APPS27 PsN: PUBL390



114 STAT. 1565PUBLIC LAW 106–390—OCT. 30, 2000

‘‘(1) DETERMINATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For th  purpos s of this s ction,

th  Pr sid nt shall stimat  th  ligibl  cost of r pairing,
r storing, r constructing, or r placing a public facility or
privat  nonprofit facility—

‘‘(i) on th  basis of th  d sign of th  facility as
th  facility xist d imm diat ly b for  th  major dis-
ast r; and

‘‘(ii) in conformity with cod s, sp cifications, and
standards (including floodplain manag m nt and
hazard mitigation crit ria r quir d by th  Pr sid nt
or und r th  Coastal Barri r R sourc s Act (16 U.S.C.
3501 t s q.)) applicabl  at th  tim  at which th
disast r occurr d.
‘‘(B) COST ESTIMATION PROCEDURES.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subj ct to paragraph (2), th
Pr sid nt shall us  th  cost stimation proc dur s
stablish d und r paragraph (3) to d t rmin  th
ligibl  cost und r this subs ction.

‘‘(ii) APPLICABILITY.—Th  proc dur s sp cifi d in
this paragraph and paragraph (2) shall apply only
to proj cts th  ligibl  cost of which is qual to or
gr at r than th  amount sp cifi d in s ction 422.

‘‘(2) MODIFICATION OF ELIGIBLE COST.—
‘‘(A) ACTUAL COST GREATER THAN CEILING PERCENTAGE

OF ESTIMATED COST.—In any cas  in which th  actual cost
of r pairing, r storing, r constructing, or r placing a facility
und r this s ction is gr at r than th  c iling p rc ntag
stablish d und r paragraph (3) of th  cost stimat d und r

paragraph (1), th  Pr sid nt may d t rmin  that th
ligibl  cost includ s a portion of th  actual cost of th

r pair, r storation, r construction, or r plac m nt that
xc ds th  cost stimat d und r paragraph (1).

‘‘(B) ACTUAL COST LESS THAN ESTIMATED COST.—
‘‘(i) GREATER THAN OR EQUAL TO FLOOR PERCENT-

AGE OF ESTIMATED COST.—In any cas  in which th
actual cost of r pairing, r storing, r constructing, or
r placing a facility und r this s ction is l ss than 100
p rc nt of th  cost stimat d und r paragraph (1),
but is gr at r than or qual to th  floor p rc ntag
stablish d und r paragraph (3) of th  cost stimat d

und r paragraph (1), th  Stat  or local gov rnm nt
or p rson r c iving funds und r this s ction shall us
th  xc ss funds to carry out cost- ff ctiv  activiti s
that r duc  th  risk of futur  damag , hardship, or
suff ring from a major disast r.

‘‘(ii) LESS THAN FLOOR PERCENTAGE OF ESTIMATED
COST.—In any cas  in which th  actual cost of
r pairing, r storing, r constructing, or r placing a
facility und r this s ction is l ss than th  floor p rc nt-
ag  stablish d und r paragraph (3) of th  cost sti-
mat d und r paragraph (1), th  Stat  or local gov rn-
m nt or p rson r c iving assistanc  und r this s ction
shall r imburs  th  Pr sid nt in th  amount of th
diff r nc .
‘‘(C) NO EFFECT ON APPEALS PROCESS.—Nothing in this

paragraph aff cts any right of app al und r s ction 423.
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‘‘(3) EXPERT PANEL.—
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not lat r than 18 months aft r

th  dat  of th  nactm nt of this paragraph, th  Pr sid nt,
acting through th  Dir ctor of th  F d ral Em rg ncy
Manag m nt Ag ncy, shall stablish an xp rt pan l, which
shall includ  r pr s ntativ s from th  construction industry
and Stat  and local gov rnm nt.

‘‘(B) DUTIES.—Th  xp rt pan l shall d v lop r c-
omm ndations conc rning—

‘‘(i) proc dur s for stimating th  cost of r pairing,
r storing, r constructing, or r placing a facility con-
sist nt with industry practic s; and

‘‘(ii) th  c iling and floor p rc ntag s r f rr d to
in paragraph (2).
‘‘(C) REGULATIONS.—Taking into account th  r c-

omm ndations of th  xp rt pan l und r subparagraph
(B), th  Pr sid nt shall promulgat  r gulations that
stablish—

‘‘(i) cost stimation proc dur s d scrib d in
subparagraph (B)(i); and

‘‘(ii) th  c iling and floor p rc ntag s r f rr d to
in paragraph (2).
‘‘(D) REVIEW BY PRESIDENT.—Not lat r than 2 y ars

aft r th  dat  of promulgation of r gulations und r
subparagraph (C) and p riodically th r aft r, th  Pr sid nt
shall r vi w th  cost stimation proc dur s and th  c iling
and floor p rc ntag s stablish d und r this paragraph.

‘‘(E) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not lat r than 1 y ar aft r
th  dat  of promulgation of r gulations und r subpara-
graph (C), 3 y ars aft r that dat , and at th  nd of
ach 2-y ar p riod th r aft r, th  xp rt pan l shall submit

to Congr ss a r port on th  appropriat n ss of th  cost
stimation proc dur s.

‘‘(4) SPECIAL RULE.—In any cas  in which th  facility b ing
r pair d, r stor d, r construct d, or r plac d und r this s ction
was und r construction on th  dat  of th  major disast r,
th  cost of r pairing, r storing, r constructing, or r placing
th  facility shall includ , for th  purpos s of this s ction, only
thos  costs that, und r th  contract for th  construction, ar
th  own r’s r sponsibility and not th  contractor’s r sponsi-
bility.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Th  am ndm nt mad  by paragraph
(1) tak s ff ct on th  dat  of th  nactm nt of this Act and
appli s to funds appropriat d aft r th  dat  of th  nactm nt
of this Act, xc pt that paragraph (1) of s ction 406( ) of th
Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc
Act (as am nd d by paragraph (1)) tak s ff ct on th  dat
on which th  cost stimation proc dur s stablish d und r para-
graph (3) of that s ction tak  ff ct.
( ) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—S ction 406 of th  Rob rt T.

Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C.
5172) is am nd d by striking subs ction (f ).

SEC. 206. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE TO INDIVIDUALS AND HOUSEHOLDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—S ction 408 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r
R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5174) is am nd d
to r ad as follows:

42 USC 5172
not .

D adlin .

D adlin .

Pr sid nt.
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‘‘SEC. 408. FEDERAL ASSISTANCE TO INDIVIDUALS AND HOUSEHOLDS.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(1) PROVISION OF ASSISTANCE.—In accordanc  with this

s ction, th  Pr sid nt, in consultation with th  Gov rnor of
a Stat , may provid  financial assistanc , and, if n c ssary,
dir ct s rvic s, to individuals and hous holds in th  Stat  who,
as a dir ct r sult of a major disast r, hav  n c ssary xp ns s
and s rious n ds in cas s in which th  individuals and hous -
holds ar  unabl  to m t such xp ns s or n ds through oth r
m ans.

‘‘(2) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER ASSISTANCE.—Und r para-
graph (1), an individual or hous hold shall not b  d ni d assist-
anc  und r paragraph (1), (3), or (4) of subs ction (c) sol ly
on th  basis that th  individual or hous hold has not appli d
for or r c iv d any loan or oth r financial assistanc  from
th  Small Busin ss Administration or any oth r F d ral ag ncy.
‘‘(b) HOUSING ASSISTANCE.—

‘‘(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Th  Pr sid nt may provid  financial or
oth r assistanc  und r this s ction to individuals and hous -
holds to r spond to th  disast r-r lat d housing n ds of
individuals and hous holds who ar  displac d from th ir
pr disast r primary r sid nc s or whos  pr disast r primary
r sid nc s ar  r nd r d uninhabitabl  as a r sult of damag
caus d by a major disast r.

‘‘(2) DETERMINATION OF APPROPRIATE TYPES OF ASSIST-
ANCE.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt shall d t rmin
appropriat  typ s of housing assistanc  to b  provid d
und r this s ction to individuals and hous holds d scrib d
in subs ction (a)(1) bas d on consid rations of cost ff ctiv -
n ss, conv ni nc  to th  individuals and hous holds, and
such oth r factors as th  Pr sid nt may consid r appro-
priat .

‘‘(B) MULTIPLE TYPES OF ASSISTANCE.—On  or mor
typ s of housing assistanc  may b  mad  availabl  und r
this s ction, bas d on th  suitability and availability of
th  typ s of assistanc , to m t th  n ds of individuals
and hous holds in th  particular disast r situation.

‘‘(c) TYPES OF HOUSING ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(1) TEMPORARY HOUSING.—

‘‘(A) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt may provid

financial assistanc  to individuals or hous holds to
r nt alt rnat  housing accommodations, xisting r ntal
units, manufactur d housing, r cr ational v hicl s, or
oth r r adily fabricat d dw llings.

‘‘(ii) AMOUNT.—Th  amount of assistanc  und r
claus  (i) shall b  bas d on th  fair mark t r nt for
th  accommodation provid d plus th  cost of any
transportation, utility hookups, or unit installation not
provid d dir ctly by th  Pr sid nt.
‘‘(B) DIRECT ASSISTANCE.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt may provid  t m-
porary housing units, acquir d by purchas  or l as ,
dir ctly to individuals or hous holds who, b caus  of
a lack of availabl  housing r sourc s, would b  unabl

Pr sid nt.
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to mak  us  of th  assistanc  provid d und r subpara-
graph (A).

‘‘(ii) PERIOD OF ASSISTANCE.—Th  Pr sid nt may
not provid  dir ct assistanc  und r claus  (i) with
r sp ct to a major disast r aft r th  nd of th  18-
month p riod b ginning on th  dat  of th  d claration
of th  major disast r by th  Pr sid nt, xc pt that
th  Pr sid nt may xt nd that p riod if th  Pr sid nt
d t rmin s that du  to xtraordinary circumstanc s
an xt nsion would b  in th  public int r st.

‘‘(iii) COLLECTION OF RENTAL CHARGES.—Aft r th
nd of th  18-month p riod r f rr d to in claus  (ii),

th  Pr sid nt may charg  fair mark t r nt for ach
t mporary housing unit provid d.

‘‘(2) REPAIRS.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt may provid  financial

assistanc  for—
‘‘(i) th  r pair of own r-occupi d privat  r sid nc s,

utiliti s, and r sid ntial infrastructur  (such as a pri-
vat  acc ss rout ) damag d by a major disast r to
a saf  and sanitary living or functioning condition;
and

‘‘(ii) ligibl  hazard mitigation m asur s that
r duc  th  lik lihood of futur  damag  to such r si-
d nc s, utiliti s, or infrastructur .
‘‘(B) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER ASSISTANCE.—A r cipi nt

of assistanc  provid d und r this paragraph shall not b
r quir d to show that th  assistanc  can b  m t through
oth r m ans, xc pt insuranc  proc ds.

‘‘(C) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—Th  amount
of assistanc  provid d to a hous hold und r this paragraph
shall not xc d $5,000, as adjust d annually to r fl ct
chang s in th  Consum r Pric  Ind x for All Urban Con-
sum rs publish d by th  D partm nt of Labor.
‘‘(3) REPLACEMENT.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt may provid  financial
assistanc  for th  r plac m nt of own r-occupi d privat
r sid nc s damag d by a major disast r.

‘‘(B) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—Th  amount
of assistanc  provid d to a hous hold und r this paragraph
shall not xc d $10,000, as adjust d annually to r fl ct
chang s in th  Consum r Pric  Ind x for All Urban Con-
sum rs publish d by th  D partm nt of Labor.

‘‘(C) APPLICABILITY OF FLOOD INSURANCE REQUIRE-
MENT.—With r sp ct to assistanc  provid d und r this
paragraph, th  Pr sid nt may not waiv  any provision
of F d ral law r quiring th  purchas  of flood insuranc
as a condition of th  r c ipt of F d ral disast r assistanc .
‘‘(4) PERMANENT HOUSING CONSTRUCTION.—Th  Pr sid nt

may provid  financial assistanc  or dir ct assistanc  to individ-
uals or hous holds to construct p rman nt housing in insular
ar as outsid  th  contin ntal Unit d Stat s and in oth r r mot
locations in cas s in which—

‘‘(A) no alt rnativ  housing r sourc s ar  availabl ;
and
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‘‘(B) th  typ s of t mporary housing assistanc
d scrib d in paragraph (1) ar  unavailabl , inf asibl , or
not cost- ff ctiv .

‘‘(d) TERMS AND CONDITIONS RELATING TO HOUSING ASSIST-
ANCE.—

‘‘(1) SITES.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any r adily fabricat d dw lling pro-

vid d und r this s ction shall, wh n v r practicabl , b
locat d on a sit  that—

‘‘(i) is compl t  with utiliti s; and
‘‘(ii) is provid d by th  Stat  or local gov rnm nt,

by th  own r of th  sit , or by th  occupant who
was displac d by th  major disast r.
‘‘(B) SITES PROVIDED BY THE PRESIDENT.—A r adily

fabricat d dw lling may b  locat d on a sit  provid d by
th  Pr sid nt if th  Pr sid nt d t rmin s that such a sit
would b  mor  conomical or acc ssibl .
‘‘(2) DISPOSAL OF UNITS.—

‘‘(A) SALE TO OCCUPANTS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any oth r

provision of law, a t mporary housing unit purchas d
und r this s ction by th  Pr sid nt for th  purpos
of housing disast r victims may b  sold dir ctly to
th  individual or hous hold who is occupying th  unit
if th  individual or hous hold lacks p rman nt housing.

‘‘(ii) SALE PRICE.—A sal  of a t mporary housing
unit und r claus  (i) shall b  at a pric  that is fair
and quitabl .

‘‘(iii) DEPOSIT OF PROCEEDS.—Notwithstanding any
oth r provision of law, th  proc ds of a sal  und r
claus  (i) shall b  d posit d in th  appropriat  Disast r
R li f Fund account.

‘‘(iv) HAZARD AND FLOOD INSURANCE.—A sal  of
a t mporary housing unit und r claus  (i) shall b
mad  on th  condition that th  individual or hous hold
purchasing th  housing unit agr s to obtain and main-
tain hazard and flood insuranc  on th  housing unit.

‘‘(v) USE OF GSA SERVICES.—Th  Pr sid nt may
us  th  s rvic s of th  G n ral S rvic s Administration
to accomplish a sal  und r claus  (i).
‘‘(B) OTHER METHODS OF DISPOSAL.—If not dispos d

of und r subparagraph (A), a t mporary housing unit pur-
chas d und r this s ction by th  Pr sid nt for th  purpos
of housing disast r victims—

‘‘(i) may b  sold to any p rson; or
‘‘(ii) may b  sold, transf rr d, donat d, or oth rwis

mad  availabl  dir ctly to a Stat  or oth r gov rn-
m ntal ntity or to a voluntary organization for th
sol  purpos  of providing t mporary housing to disast r
victims in major disast rs and m rg nci s if, as a
condition of th  sal , transf r, or donation, th  Stat ,
oth r gov rnm ntal ag ncy, or voluntary organization
agr s—

‘‘(I) to comply with th  nondiscrimination
provisions of s ction 308; and

‘‘(II) to obtain and maintain hazard and flood
insuranc  on th  housing unit.
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‘‘( ) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO ADDRESS OTHER NEEDS.—
‘‘(1) MEDICAL, DENTAL, AND FUNERAL EXPENSES.—Th  Pr si-

d nt, in consultation with th  Gov rnor of a Stat , may provid
financial assistanc  und r this s ction to an individual or hous -
hold in th  Stat  who is adv rs ly aff ct d by a major disast r
to m t disast r-r lat d m dical, d ntal, and fun ral xp ns s.

‘‘(2) PERSONAL PROPERTY, TRANSPORTATION, AND OTHER
EXPENSES.—Th  Pr sid nt, in consultation with th  Gov rnor
of a Stat , may provid  financial assistanc  und r this s ction
to an individual or hous hold d scrib d in paragraph (1) to
addr ss p rsonal prop rty, transportation, and oth r n c ssary
xp ns s or s rious n ds r sulting from th  major disast r.

‘‘(f ) STATE ROLE.—
‘‘(1) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO ADDRESS OTHER NEEDS.—

‘‘(A) GRANT TO STATE.—Subj ct to subs ction (g), a
Gov rnor may r qu st a grant from th  Pr sid nt to provid
financial assistanc  to individuals and hous holds in th
Stat  und r subs ction ( ).

‘‘(B) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—A Stat  that r c iv s a
grant und r subparagraph (A) may xp nd not mor  than
5 p rc nt of th  amount of th  grant for th  administrativ
costs of providing financial assistanc  to individuals and
hous holds in th  Stat  und r subs ction ( ).
‘‘(2) ACCESS TO RECORDS.—In providing assistanc  to

individuals and hous holds und r this s ction, th  Pr sid nt
shall provid  for th  substantial and ongoing involv m nt of
th  Stat s in which th  individuals and hous holds ar  locat d,
including by providing to th  Stat s acc ss to th  l ctronic
r cords of individuals and hous holds r c iving assistanc
und r this s ction in ord r for th  Stat s to mak  availabl
any additional Stat  and local assistanc  to th  individuals
and hous holds.
‘‘(g) COST SHARING.—

‘‘(1) FEDERAL SHARE.—Exc pt as provid d in paragraph
(2), th  F d ral shar  of th  costs ligibl  to b  paid using
assistanc  provid d und r this s ction shall b  100 p rc nt.

‘‘(2) FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE TO ADDRESS OTHER NEEDS.—
In th  cas  of financial assistanc  provid d und r subs ction
( )—

‘‘(A) th  F d ral shar  shall b  75 p rc nt; and
‘‘(B) th  non-F d ral shar  shall b  paid from funds

mad  availabl  by th  Stat .
‘‘(h) MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF ASSISTANCE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—No individual or hous hold shall r c iv
financial assistanc  gr at r than $25,000 und r this s ction
with r sp ct to a singl  major disast r.

‘‘(2) ADJUSTMENT OF LIMIT.—Th  limit stablish d und r
paragraph (1) shall b  adjust d annually to r fl ct chang s
in th  Consum r Pric  Ind x for All Urban Consum rs pub-
lish d by th  D partm nt of Labor.
‘‘(i) RULES AND REGULATIONS.—Th  Pr sid nt shall pr scrib

rul s and r gulations to carry out this s ction, including crit ria,
standards, and proc dur s for d t rmining ligibility for assist-
anc .’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—S ction 502(a)(6) of th  Rob rt
T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C.
5192(a)(6)) is am nd d by striking ‘‘t mporary housing’’.

Pr sid nt.
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(c) ELIMINATION OF INDIVIDUAL AND FAMILY GRANT PRO-
GRAMS.—S ction 411 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and
Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5178) is r p al d.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Th  am ndm nts mad  by this s ction
tak  ff ct 18 months aft r th  dat  of th  nactm nt of this
Act.

SEC. 207. COMMUNITY DISASTER LOANS.

S ction 417 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em r-
g ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5184) is am nd d—

(1) by striking ‘‘(a) Th  Pr sid nt’’ and ins rting th  fol-
lowing:
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘Th  amount’’ and ins rting th  following:
‘‘(b) AMOUNT.—Th  amount’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘R paym nt’’ and ins rting th  following:
‘‘(c) REPAYMENT.—

‘‘(1) CANCELLATION.—R paym nt’’;
(4) by striking ‘‘(b) Any loans’’ and ins rting th  following:

‘‘(d) EFFECT ON OTHER ASSISTANCE.—Any loans’’;
(5) in subs ction (b) (as d signat d by paragraph (2))—

(A) by striking ‘‘and shall’’ and ins rting ‘‘shall’’; and
(B) by ins rting b for  th  p riod at th  nd th  fol-

lowing: ‘‘, and shall not xc d $5,000,000’’; and
(6) in subs ction (c) (as d signat d by paragraph (3)), by

adding at th  nd th  following:
‘‘(2) CONDITION ON CONTINUING ELIGIBILITY.—A local

gov rnm nt shall not b  ligibl  for furth r assistanc  und r
this s ction during any p riod in which th  local gov rnm nt
is in arr ars with r sp ct to a r quir d r paym nt of a loan
und r this s ction.’’.

SEC. 208. REPORT ON STATE MANAGEMENT OF SMALL DISASTERS INI-
TIATIVE.

Not lat r than 3 y ars aft r th  dat  of th  nactm nt of
this Act, th  Pr sid nt shall submit to Congr ss a r port d scribing
th  r sults of th  Stat  Manag m nt of Small Disast rs Initiativ ,
including—

(1) id ntification of any administrativ  or financial b n fits
of th  initiativ ; and

(2) r comm ndations conc rning th  conditions, if any,
und r which Stat s should b  allow d th  option to administ r
parts of th  assistanc  program und r s ction 406 of th  Rob rt
T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42
U.S.C. 5172).

SEC. 209. STUDY REGARDING COST REDUCTION.

Not lat r than 3 y ars aft r th  dat  of th  nactm nt of
this Act, th  Dir ctor of th  Congr ssional Budg t Offic  shall
compl t  a study stimating th  r duction in F d ral disast r assist-
anc  that has r sult d and is lik ly to r sult from th  nactm nt
of this Act.

D adlin .

42 USC 5121
not .

D adlin .

42 USC 5121
not .

42 USC 5174
not .
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TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS

SEC. 301. TECHNICAL CORRECTION OF SHORT TITLE.

Th  first s ction of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and
Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 not ) is am nd d to
r ad as follows:

‘‘SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

‘‘This Act may b  cit d as th  ‘Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r
R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act’.’’.

SEC. 302. DEFINITIONS.

S ction 102 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em r-
g ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5122) is am nd d—

(1) in ach of paragraphs (3) and (4), by striking ‘‘th
North rn’’ and all that follows through ‘‘Pacific Islands’’ and
ins rting ‘‘and th  Commonw alth of th  North rn Mariana
Islands’’;

(2) by striking paragraph (6) and ins rting th  following:
‘‘(6) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.—Th  t rm ‘local gov rnm nt’

m ans—
‘‘(A) a county, municipality, city, town, township, local

public authority, school district, sp cial district, intrastat
district, council of gov rnm nts (r gardl ss of wh th r th
council of gov rnm nts is incorporat d as a nonprofit cor-
poration und r Stat  law), r gional or int rstat  gov rn-
m nt ntity, or ag ncy or instrum ntality of a local gov rn-
m nt;

‘‘(B) an Indian trib  or authoriz d tribal organization,
or Alaska Nativ  villag  or organization; and

‘‘(C) a rural community, unincorporat d town or villag ,
or oth r public ntity, for which an application for assist-
anc  is mad  by a Stat  or political subdivision of a Stat .’’;
and
(3) in paragraph (9), by ins rting ‘‘irrigation,’’ aft r

‘‘utility,’’.

SEC. 303. FIRE MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—S ction 420 of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r
R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5187) is am nd d
to r ad as follows:

‘‘SEC. 420. FIRE MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE.

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Th  Pr sid nt is authoriz d to provid  assist-
anc , including grants, quipm nt, suppli s, and p rsonn l, to any
Stat  or local gov rnm nt for th  mitigation, manag m nt, and
control of any fir  on public or privat  for st land or grassland
that thr at ns such d struction as would constitut  a major dis-
ast r.

‘‘(b) COORDINATION WITH STATE AND TRIBAL DEPARTMENTS OF
FORESTRY.—In providing assistanc  und r this s ction, th  Pr si-
d nt shall coordinat  with Stat  and tribal d partm nts of for stry.

‘‘(c) ESSENTIAL ASSISTANCE.—In providing assistanc  und r this
s ction, th  Pr sid nt may us  th  authority provid d und r s ction
403.

Pr sid nt.
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‘‘(d) RULES AND REGULATIONS.—Th  Pr sid nt shall pr scrib
such rul s and r gulations as ar  n c ssary to carry out this s c-
tion.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Th  am ndm nt mad  by subs ction (a)
tak s ff ct 1 y ar aft r th  dat  of th  nactm nt of this Act.
SEC. 304. DISASTER GRANT CLOSEOUT PROCEDURES.

Titl  VII of th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f and Em r-
g ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5101 t s q.) is am nd d by adding
at th  nd th  following:
‘‘SEC. 705. DISASTER GRANT CLOSEOUT PROCEDURES.

‘‘(a) STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Exc pt as provid d in paragraph (2),

no administrativ  action to r cov r any paym nt mad  to a
Stat  or local gov rnm nt for disast r or m rg ncy assistanc
und r this Act shall b  initiat d in any forum aft r th  dat
that is 3 y ars aft r th  dat  of transmission of th  final
xp nditur  r port for th  disast r or m rg ncy.

‘‘(2) FRAUD EXCEPTION.—Th  limitation und r paragraph
(1) shall apply unl ss th r  is vid nc  of civil or criminal
fraud.
‘‘(b) REBUTTAL OF PRESUMPTION OF RECORD MAINTENANCE.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In any disput  arising und r this s ction
aft r th  dat  that is 3 y ars aft r th  dat  of transmission
of th  final xp nditur  r port for th  disast r or m rg ncy,
th r  shall b  a pr sumption that accounting r cords w r
maintain d that ad quat ly id ntify th  sourc  and application
of funds provid d for financially assist d activiti s.

‘‘(2) AFFIRMATIVE EVIDENCE.—Th  pr sumption d scrib d
in paragraph (1) may b  r butt d only on production of affirma-
tiv  vid nc  that th  Stat  or local gov rnm nt did not main-
tain docum ntation d scrib d in that paragraph.

‘‘(3) INABILITY TO PRODUCE DOCUMENTATION.—Th  inability
of th  F d ral, Stat , or local gov rnm nt to produc  sourc
docum ntation supporting xp nditur  r ports lat r than 3
y ars aft r th  dat  of transmission of th  final xp nditur
r port shall not constitut  vid nc  to r but th  pr sumption
d scrib d in paragraph (1).

‘‘(4) RIGHT OF ACCESS.—Th  p riod during which th  F d-
ral, Stat , or local gov rnm nt has th  right to acc ss sourc

docum ntation shall not b  limit d to th  r quir d 3-y ar r t n-
tion p riod r f rr d to in paragraph (3), but shall last as long
as th  r cords ar  maintain d.
‘‘(c) BINDING NATURE OF GRANT REQUIREMENTS.—A Stat  or

local gov rnm nt shall not b  liabl  for r imburs m nt or any
oth r p nalty for any paym nt mad  und r this Act if—

‘‘(1) th  paym nt was authoriz d by an approv d agr m nt
sp cifying th  costs;

‘‘(2) th  costs w r  r asonabl ; and
‘‘(3) th  purpos  of th  grant was accomplish d.’’.

SEC. 305. PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICER BENEFITS FOR CERTAIN FEDERAL
AND STATE EMPLOYEES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—S ction 1204 of th  Omnibus Crim  Control
and Saf  Str ts Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3796b) is am nd d by
striking paragraph (7) and ins rting th  following:

‘‘(7) ‘public saf ty offic r’ m ans—

42 USC 5205.

42 USC 5187
not .

Pr sid nt.
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‘‘(A) an individual s rving a public ag ncy in an official
capacity, with or without comp nsation, as a law nforc -
m nt offic r, as a fir fight r, or as a m mb r of a r scu
squad or ambulanc  cr w;

‘‘(B) an mploy  of th  F d ral Em rg ncy Manag -
m nt Ag ncy who is p rforming official duti s of th  Ag ncy
in an ar a, if thos  official duti s—

‘‘(i) ar  r lat d to a major disast r or m rg ncy
that has b n, or is lat r, d clar d to xist with r sp ct
to th  ar a und r th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f
and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 t s q.);
and

‘‘(ii) ar  d t rmin d by th  Dir ctor of th  F d ral
Em rg ncy Manag m nt Ag ncy to b  hazardous
duti s; or
‘‘(C) an mploy  of a Stat , local, or tribal m rg ncy

manag m nt or civil d f ns  ag ncy who is p rforming
official duti s in coop ration with th  F d ral Em rg ncy
Manag m nt Ag ncy in an ar a, if thos  official duti s—

‘‘(i) ar  r lat d to a major disast r or m rg ncy
that has b n, or is lat r, d clar d to xist with r sp ct
to th  ar a und r th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r R li f
and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 t s q.);
and

‘‘(ii) ar  d t rmin d by th  h ad of th  ag ncy
to b  hazardous duti s.’’.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Th  am ndm nt mad  by subs ction (a)
appli s only to mploy s d scrib d in subparagraphs (B) and (C)
of s ction 1204(7) of th  Omnibus Crim  Control and Saf  Str ts
Act of 1968 (as am nd d by subs ction (a)) who ar  injur d or
who di  in th  lin  of duty on or aft r th  dat  of th  nactm nt
of this Act.

SEC. 306. BUY AMERICAN.

(a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.—No funds author-
iz d to b  appropriat d und r this Act or any am ndm nt mad
by this Act may b  xp nd d by an ntity unl ss th  ntity, in
xp nding th  funds, compli s with th  Buy Am rican Act (41

U.S.C. 10a t s q.).
(b) DEBARMENT OF PERSONS CONVICTED OF FRAUDULENT USE

OF ‘‘MADE IN AMERICA’’ LABELS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—If th  Dir ctor of th  F d ral Em rg ncy

Manag m nt Ag ncy d t rmin s that a p rson has b n con-
vict d of int ntionally affixing a lab l b aring a ‘‘Mad  in
Am rica’’ inscription to any product sold in or shipp d to th
Unit d Stat s that is not mad  in Am rica, th  Dir ctor shall
d t rmin , not lat r than 90 days aft r d t rmining that th
p rson has b n so convict d, wh th r th  p rson should b
d barr d from contracting und r th  Rob rt T. Stafford Disast r
R li f and Em rg ncy Assistanc  Act (42 U.S.C. 5121 t s q.).

(2) DEFINITION OF DEBAR.—In this subs ction, th  t rm
‘‘d bar’’ has th  m aning giv n th  t rm in s ction 2393(c)
of titl  10, Unit d Stat s Cod .

SEC. 307. TREATMENT OF CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding th  National Flood Insur-
anc  Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4001 t s q.), th  Flood Disast r

D adlin .

42 USC 5206.

42 USC 3796b
not .
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Prot ction Act of 1973 (42 U.S.C. 4002 t s q.), or any oth r provi-
sion of law, or any flood risk zon  id ntifi d, d lin at d, or stab-
lish d und r any such law (by flood insuranc  rat  map or oth r-
wis ), th  r al prop rty d scrib d in subs ction (b) shall not b
consid r d to b , or to hav  b n, locat d in any ar a having
sp cial flood hazards (including any floodway or floodplain).

(b) REAL PROPERTY.—Th  r al prop rty d scrib d in this sub-
s ction is all land and improv m nts on th  land locat d in th
Mapl  T rrac  Subdivisions in th  City of Sycamor , D Kalb
County, Illinois, including—

(1) Mapl  T rrac  Phas  I;
(2) Mapl  T rrac  Phas  II;
(3) Mapl  T rrac  Phas  III Unit 1;
(4) Mapl  T rrac  Phas  III Unit 2;
(5) Mapl  T rrac  Phas  III Unit 3;
(6) Mapl  T rrac  Phas  IV Unit 1;
(7) Mapl  T rrac  Phas  IV Unit 2; and
(8) Mapl  T rrac  Phas  IV Unit 3.

(c) REVISION OF FLOOD INSURANCE RATE LOT MAPS.—As soon
as practicabl  aft r th  dat  of th  nactm nt of this Act, th
Dir ctor of th  F d ral Em rg ncy Manag m nt Ag ncy shall r vis
th  appropriat  flood insuranc  rat  lot maps of th  ag ncy to
r fl ct th  tr atm nt und r subs ction (a) of th  r al prop rty
d scrib d in subs ction (b).

SEC. 308. STUDY OF PARTICIPATION BY INDIAN TRIBES IN EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT.

(a) DEFINITION OF INDIAN TRIBE.—In this s ction, th  t rm
‘‘Indian trib ’’ has th  m aning giv n th  t rm in s ction 4 of
th  Indian S lf-D t rmination and Education Assistanc  Act (25
U.S.C. 450b).

(b) STUDY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Th  Dir ctor of th  F d ral Em rg ncy

Manag m nt Ag ncy shall conduct a study of participation
by Indian trib s in m rg ncy manag m nt.

(2) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—Th  study shall—
(A) surv y participation by Indian trib s in training,

pr disast r and postdisast r mitigation, disast r pr par d-
n ss, and disast r r cov ry programs at th  F d ral and
Stat  l v ls; and

(B) r vi w and ass ss th  capacity of Indian trib s
to participat  in cost-shar d m rg ncy manag m nt pro-
grams and to participat  in th  manag m nt of th  pro-
grams.
(3) CONSULTATION.—In conducting th  study, th  Dir ctor

shall consult with Indian trib s.
(c) REPORT.—Not lat r than 1 y ar aft r th  dat  of th  nact-

m nt of this Act, th  Dir ctor shall submit a r port on th  study
und r subs ction (b) to—

(1) th  Committ  on Environm nt and Public Works of
th  S nat ;

(2) th  Committ  on Transportation and Infrastructur
of th  Hous  of R pr s ntativ s;

(3) th  Committ  on Appropriations of th  S nat ; and

D adlin .

42 USC 5121
not .
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Æ
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Approv d Octob r 30, 2000.
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT AGENCY

44 CFR Parts 201 and 206

RIN 3067–AD22

Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program

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

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

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

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

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Introduction

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Executive Order 12866, Regulatory
Planning and Review

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Executive Order 12898, Environmental
Justice

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

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

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

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995

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

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

Collection of Information
Title: State/Local/Tribal Hazard

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Estimated Total Annual Burden:

Type of collection/forms No. of re-
spondents

Hours per re-
sponse

Annual burden
hours

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

plans
8 4,000

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

plans
300 150,000

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

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

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

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

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

Executive Order 13132, Federalism
Executive Order 13132, Federalism,

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

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

does it limit State policymaking
discretion.

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

Executive Order 13175, Consultation
and Coordination With Indian Tribal
Governments

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

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

Congressional Review of Agency
Rulemaking

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

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

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

List of Subjects in 44 CFR Part 201 and
Part 206

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

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

1. Add Part 201 to read as follows:

PART 201—MITIGATION PLANNING

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

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

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

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

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

§ 201.2 Definitions.
Grantee means the government to

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 201.3 Responsibilities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

local activities relating to hazard
evaluation and mitigation and to:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(5) A Plan Maintenance Process that
includes:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(4) A plan maintenance process that
includes:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Subpart M—Minimum Standards

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

§ 206.400 General.

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

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

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

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

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

§ 206.401 Local standards.

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

§ 206.402 Compliance.

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

Subpart N—Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program

3. Revise § 206.431 to read as follows:

§ 206.431 Definitions.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 206.432 Federal grant assistance.

* * * * *
(b) Amounts of assistance. The total of

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

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

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

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

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

§ 206.434 Eligibility.

* * * * *
(b) Plan requirement. (1) For all

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

(i) Structural hazard control or
protection projects;

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

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

as defined in paragraph (e) of this
section;

(v) Development of State or local
mitigation standards;

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

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

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

§ 206.435 Project identificaiton and
selection criteria.

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

7. Revise § 206.436 to read as follows:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Subpart H—Public Assistance
Eligibility

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

§ 206.220 General.
This subpart provides policies and

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

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

9. Section 206.226 is amended by
redesignating paragraphs

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

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

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

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

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

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

Dated: February 19, 2002.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

27. Revise § 4.1380 to read as follows:

§ 4.1380 Scope. 
Sections 4.1380 through 4.1387 

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

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

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

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

29. Revise § 4.1390 to read as follows:

§ 4.1390 Scope. 
Sections 4.1391 through 4.1394 set 

forth the procedures for obtaining 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

31. Revise § 4.1394 to read as follows:

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

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

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

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

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

FEDERAL EMERGENCY 
MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

44 CFR Parts 201 and 206 

RIN 3067–AD22

Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program

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

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

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

Introduction
Throughout the preamble and the rule 

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

On February 26, 2002, FEMA 
published an interim final rule 
implementing Section 322 of the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (Stafford Act 
or the Act), 42 U.S.C. 5165, enacted 
under § 104 of the Disaster Mitigation 
Act of 2000, (DMA 2000) Pub. L. 106–
390. This identified the requirements for 
State and local mitigation plans 
necessary for FEMA assistance. The 
critical portion of the current interim

VerDate Sep<04>2002 13:07 Sep 30, 2002 Jkt 200001 PO 00000 Frm 00046 Fmt 4700 Sfmt 4700 E:\FR\FM\01OCR1.SGM 01OCR1



61513Federal Register / Vol. 67, No. 190 / Tuesday, October 1, 2002 / Rules and Regulations 

final rule being published extends the 
date that the planning requirements take 
effect. The date is being modified from 
November 1, 2003 to November 1, 2004 
for all programs except the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation (PDM) program. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Justification for Interim Final Rule 

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

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

National Environmental Policy Act 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Executive Order 12898, Environmental 
Justice

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

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

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

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
As required by the Paperwork 

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

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

Executive Order 13132, Federalism 
Executive Order 13132, Federalism, 

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

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

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

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

Executive Order 13175, Consultation 
and Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments

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

Congressional Review of Agency 
Rulemaking

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

List of Subjects in 44 CFR Parts 201 and 
Part 206 

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

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

PART 201—MITIGATION PLANNING 

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

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

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

§ 201.3 Responsibilities.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 206.432 Federal grant assistance.
* * * * *

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

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

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

§ 206.434 Elgibility.
* * * * *

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

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

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

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION

47 CFR Part 73 

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

Digital Television Broadcast Service; 
Des Moines, IA

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

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

List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 51 
Environmental protection, 

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

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

■ 40 CFR Part 51 is amended as follows:

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

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

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 7401–7671q.

Subpart P—Protection of Visibility

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency

44 CFR Parts 201, 204 and 206 

RIN 1660–AA17

Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program

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

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

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

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

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

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

Administrative Procedure Act 
Statement.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Executive Order 12866, Regulatory 
Planning and Review 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Executive Order 12898, Environmental 
Justice

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

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 

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

Executive Order 13132, Federalism 

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

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

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

Executive Order 13175, Consultation 
and Coordination with Indian Tribal 
Governments

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

Congressional Review of Agency 
Rulemaking.

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

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

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

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

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

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

PART 201—MITIGATION PLANNING

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

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

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

§ 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.

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

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

PART 204—FIRE MANAGEMENT 
ASSISTANCE GRANT PROGRAM

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

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

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

§ 204.3 Definitions used throughout this 
part.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

§ 206.226 Restoration of damaged 
facilities.

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

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

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

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Office of the Secretary 

49 CFR Part 71 

[Docket No. OST–2003–15858]

RIN 2105–AD30

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

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

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

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

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

Request for a Change 
The South Dakota legislature adopted 

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

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

Procedure for Changing a Time Zone 
Boundary

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

Comments
Two comments were filed. One, 

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

We did not hold a public hearing in 
the area because of the unusual 
circumstances in this case. According to 
the State legislature, the vast majority of 
people in the affected area are already
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PART 292—NATIONAL RECREATION 
AREAS

Subpart C—Sawtooth National 
Recreation Area—Private Lands

■ 1. The authority citation for subpart C 
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Sec. 4(a), Act of Aug. 22, 1972 
(86 Stat. 613).

■ 2. Amend § 292.16 by revising 
paragraph (e)(2)(ii) to read as follows:

§ 292.16 Standards.

* * * * *
(e) * * * 
(2) * * * 
(ii) Not more than two outbuildings 

with each residence. Aggregate square 
foot area of outbuildings not to exceed 
850 square feet and to be limited to one 
story not more than 22 feet in height.
* * * * *

Dated: September 7, 2004. 
David P. Tenny, 
Deputy Under Secretary, Natural Resources 
and Environment.
[FR Doc. 04–20592 Filed 9–10–04; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 3410–11–P

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY

Federal Emergency Management 
Agency

44 CFR Parts 201 and 206 

RIN 1660–AA17

Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Program

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

SUMMARY: This rule provides State and 
Indian tribal governments with a 
mechanism to request an extension to 
the date by which they must develop 
State Mitigation Plans as a condition of 
grant assistance. FEMA regulations 
outline the requirements for State 
Mitigation Plans, which must be 
completed by November 1, 2004 in 
order to receive FEMA grant assistance. 
This interim rule allows FEMA to grant 
justifiable extensions, in extraordinary 
circumstances, for State and Indian 
tribal governments of up to six months, 
or no later than May 1, 2005. In 
addition, this interim rule allows 
mitigation planning grants provided 
through the Pre-Disaster Mitigation 

(PDM) program to continue to be 
available to State, Indian tribal, and 
local governments after November 1, 
2004.
DATES: Effective Date: September 13, 
2004.

Comment Date: We will accept 
written comments through November 
12, 2004.
ADDRESSES: Please send written 
comments to the Rules Docket Clerk, 
Office of the General Counsel, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C 
Street, SW., room 840,Washington DC 
20472, (facsimile) 202–646–4536, or (e-
mail) FEMA-RULES@dhs.gov.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Karen Helbrecht, Risk Reduction 
Branch, Mitigation Division, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, 500 C 
Street, SW., Washington DC 20472, 
(phone) 202–646–3358, (facsimile) 202–
646–3104, or (e-mail) 
karen.helbrecht@dhs.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Introduction
On February 26, 2002, FEMA 

published an interim rule at 67 FR 8844 
implementing Section 322 of the Robert 
T. Stafford Disaster Relief and 
Emergency Assistance Act (Stafford Act 
or the Act), 42 U.S.C. 5165, enacted 
under Section 104 of the Disaster 
Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000), 
Public Law 106–390. This identified the 
requirements for State, tribal, and local 
mitigation plans. On October 1, 2002, 
FEMA published a change to that rule 
at 67 FR 61512, extending the date that 
the planning requirements take effect. 
The October 1, 2002 interim rule stated 
that by November 1, 2004, FEMA 
approved State Mitigation Plans were 
required in order to receive non-
emergency Stafford Act assistance, and 
local mitigation plans were required in 
order to receive mitigation project 
grants. The critical portion of this 
interim rule provides a mechanism for 
Governors or Indian tribal leaders to 
request an extension to the date that the 
planning requirements take effect for 
State level mitigation plans. This 
interim rule allows extensions up to 
May 1, 2005 to States or Indian tribal 
governments who submit the necessary 
justification.

While all States and many Indian 
tribal governments have been working 
on the required State Mitigation Plans, 
and many have been very successful, a 
few have encountered extraordinary 
difficulties in meeting the November 1, 
2004 deadline. Due to the significant 
implications of not having an approved 
plan, FEMA has decided to provide an 
option for States and Indian tribal 

governments that may not be able to 
meet the deadline, in order to allow all 
States to develop effective Mitigation 
plans. The option allows the Governor 
or Indian tribal leader to ask FEMA for 
an extension. A Governor or Indian 
tribal leader would be required to 
submit a written request to FEMA for 
the extension. The written request 
would include the justification for the 
extension; the reasons the plan has not 
been completed; the amount of 
additional time needed to complete the 
plan; and a strategy for completing the 
plan. FEMA would review each request, 
and could grant up to a six-month 
extension. However, the deadline would 
not be later than May 1, 2005. Governors 
or Indian tribal leaders could request 
this extension at any time after 
publication of this interim rule. 

In addition, the current rule 
requirement states that States, or Indian 
tribal governments who choose to apply 
directly to FEMA, must have an 
approved mitigation plan by November 
1, 2004 to be eligible for planning or 
project grant funding under the Pre-
Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program. This 
rule change allows PDM planning grants 
to continue to be available to States and 
Indian tribal governments who do not 
have a FEMA approved mitigation plan. 
Local governments, and Indian tribal 
governments acting as subgrantees, 
continue to be eligible for PDM 
planning grants under the current 
requirement. Mitigation planning is the 
foundation to saving lives, protecting 
properties, and developing disaster 
resistant communities. The PDM 
program is the primary mechanism that 
provides grant assistance for mitigation 
planning. State and Indian tribal 
governments will be able to apply for a 
PDM planning grant in order to develop 
or update their mitigation plan which, 
when approved by FEMA, will maintain 
their eligibility for non-emergency 
Stafford Act assistance. 

Finally, this interim rule makes 
technical and conforming amendments 
to other sections of FEMA regulations 
affected by the provision of Part 201 
Mitigation planning, and adjusts the 
general major disaster allocation for the 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program 
(HMGP) from 15 percent to 71⁄2 percent
to be consistent with a recent statutory 
amendment.

FEMA encourages comments on this 
interim rule. 

Administrative Procedure Act Statement 
In general, FEMA publishes a rule for 

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

This interim rule provides an option 
for States and Indian tribal governments 
to request an extension to the date by 
which they have to develop State 
Mitigation Plans required as a condition 
of receiving non-emergency Stafford Act 
grant assistance. State and Indian tribal 
governments are currently under the 
assumption, consistent with the current 
requirements, that plans are required by 
November 1, 2004, whereas this interim 
rule provides a mechanism to extend 
that date up to May 1, 2005, in certain 
cases. It does not affect the date that 
local plans will be required for other 
programs, such as the PDM program. In 
order for State and Indian tribal 
government resources to be 
appropriately identified and available to 
complete the required plans, it is 
essential that the date extension be 
made effective as soon as possible. If the 
rule were delayed beyond the November 
1, 2004 deadline, and a State or Indian 
tribal government did not have a FEMA 
approved mitigation plan, all entities 
within that State or Indian tribe would 
be ineligible for grants to restore 
damaged public facilities, Fire 
Management Assistance grants, and 
HMGP funding. The benefits of this rule 
will only be realized if the rule is 
immediately effective and available to 
State and Indian tribal governments 
prior to the existing November 1, 2004 
deadline. As a practical matter, since 
FEMA anticipates opening the 
application period for the FY2004/2005 
PDM program in September, this rule is 
necessary to ensure that FEMA can 
provide timely guidance to States and 
Indian tribal governments of their 
eligibility for PDM planning funds, so 
they do not miss the opportunity to 
submit the necessary applications. 
FEMA believes that it is contrary to the 
public interest to delay the benefits of 
this rule. In accordance with the 
Administrative Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. 
553(d)(3), FEMA finds that there is good 
cause for the interim rule to take effect 
immediately upon publication in the 
Federal Register in order to meet the 
needs of States and communities by 
identifying the new effective date for 
planning requirement under 44 CFR 
Part 201. 

The rule also allows PDM planning 
grants to continue to be available to 
States and Indian tribal governments 
who do not have a FEMA approved 
mitigation plan. The existing deadline 
for States to have a FEMA approved 

mitigation plan is November 1, 2004, 
and since the next round of competition 
for PDM funding will occur after that 
deadline, it is essential that the change 
in the planning requirement be made 
effective as soon as possible. This will 
allow State and Indian tribal 
governments to apply and compete for 
planning grants during the next PDM 
competitive cycle. 

Therefore, FEMA finds that prior 
notice and comment on this rule would 
not further the public interest. We 
actively encourage and solicit comments 
on this interim rule from interested 
parties, and we will consider them as 
well as those submitted on the original 
interim planning rule in preparing the 
final rule. For these reasons, FEMA 
believes that we have good cause to 
publish an interim rule. 

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

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

Executive Order 12866, Regulatory 
Planning and Review 

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

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

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

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

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

The purpose of this rule is to extend 
the date by which State and Indian 
tribal governments have to prepare or 
update their mitigation plans to meet 
the criteria identified in 44 CFR Part 

201. This interim rule provides a 
mechanism for States and Indian tribal 
governments to request an extension of 
the November 1, 2004 deadline for State 
Mitigation Plans, and allows State and 
Indian tribal governments that do not 
have an approved plan to compete for 
PDM planning funds after the deadline. 
As such, the rule itself will not have an 
effect on the economy of more than 
$100,000,000, nor otherwise constitute a 
significant regulatory action. 

The Office of Management and Budget 
has concluded that this rule is not 
significant for purposes of Executive 
Order 12866. 

Executive Order 12898, Environmental 
Justice

Under Executive Order 12898, Federal 
Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations, 59 FR 7629, 
February 16, 1994, FEMA incorporates 
environmental justice into our policies 
and programs. The Executive Order 
requires each Federal agency to conduct 
its programs, policies, and activities that 
substantially affect human health or the 
environment, in a manner that ensures 
that those programs, policies, and 
activities do not have the effect of 
excluding persons from participation in 
our programs, denying persons the 
benefits of our programs, or subjecting 
persons to discrimination because of 
their race, color, or national origin. 

No action that we can anticipate 
under the interim rule will have a 
disproportionately high or adverse 
human health and environmental effect 
on any segment of the population. This 
rule extends the date for development or 
update of State and Indian tribal 
mitigation plans in compliance with 44 
CFR 201.4. Accordingly, the 
requirements of Executive Order 12898 
do not apply to this interim rule. 

Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
This new interim rule simply 

provides an option to extend the date by 
which States have to comply with the 
planning requirements, and clarifies the 
planning requirements for the PDM 
program. The changes do not affect the 
collection of information; therefore, no 
change to the request for the collection 
of information is necessary. In 
summary, this interim rule complies 
with the provisions of the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995, 44 U.S.C. 
3506(c)(2)(A).

Executive Order 13132, Federalism 
Executive Order 13132, Federalism, 

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

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

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

Executive Order 13175, Consultation 
and Coordination With Indian Tribal 
Governments

FEMA has reviewed this interim rule 
under Executive Order 13175, which 
became effective on February 6, 2001. In 
reviewing the interim rule, we find that 
it does not have ‘‘tribal implications’’ as 
defined in Executive Order 13175 
because it will not have a substantial 
direct effect on one or more Indian 
tribes, on the relationship between the 
Federal Government and Indian tribes, 
or on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities between the Federal 
Government and Indian tribes. 
Moreover, the interim rule does not 
impose substantial direct compliance 
costs on Indian tribal governments, nor 
does it preempt tribal law, impair treaty 
rights nor limit the self-governing 
powers of Indian tribal governments. In 
fact, this interim rule relieves a burden 
on Indian tribal governments by 
allowing them to apply for PDM 
planning grants after the November 1, 
2004 deadline. 

Congressional Review of Agency 
Rulemaking

FEMA has sent this interim rule to the 
Congress and to the General Accounting 
Office under the Congressional Review 
of Agency Rulemaking Act, Public Law 
104–121. This interim rule is a not 

‘‘major rule’’ within the meaning of that 
Act. It is an administrative action to 
extend the time State and local 
governments have to prepare mitigation 
plans required by Section 322 of the 
Stafford Act, as enacted in DMA 2000. 

The interim rule will not result in a 
major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, 
Federal, State, or local government 
agencies, or geographic regions. It will 
not have ‘‘significant adverse effects’’ on 
competition, employment, investment, 
productivity, innovation, or on the 
ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign-
based enterprises. The rule is not an 
unfunded Federal mandate within the 
meaning of the Unfunded Mandates 
Reform Act of 1995, Public Law 104–4,
and any enforceable duties that we 
impose are a condition of Federal 
assistance or a duty arising from 
participation in a voluntary Federal 
program.

List of Subjects in 44 CFR Parts 201 and 
206

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

■ Accordingly, FEMA amends 44 CFR, 
Parts 201 and 206 as follows:

PART 201—MITIGATION PLANNING

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

Authority: Robert T. Stafford Disaster 
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, 42 
U.S.C. 5121–5206; Reorganization Plan No. 3 
of 1978, 43 FR 41943, 3 CFR, 1978 Comp., 
p. 329; E.O. 12127, 44 FR 19367, 3 CFR, 1979 
Comp., p. 376; E.O. 12148, 44 FR 43239, 3 
CFR, 1979 Comp., p. 412; and E.O. 12673, 54 
FR 12571, 3 CFR, 1989 Comp., p. 214.
■ 2. In § 201.3 add paragraph (c)(7) to 
read as follows:

§ 201.3 Responsibilities.

* * * * *
(c) * * *
(7) If necessary, submit a request from 

the Governor to the Director of FEMA, 
requesting an extension to the plan 
deadline in accordance with 
§ 201.4(a)(2).
* * * * *
■ 3. Revise § 201.4(a) to read as follows:

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

1, 2004, States must have an approved 
Standard State Mitigation Plan meeting 
the requirements of this section in order 
to receive assistance under the Stafford 
Act, although assistance authorized 

under disasters declared prior to 
November 1, 2004 will continue to be 
made available. Until that date, existing, 
FEMA approved State Mitigation Plans 
will be accepted. In any case, emergency 
assistance provided under 42 U.S.C. 
5170a, 5170b, 5173, 5174, 5177, 5179, 
5180, 5182, 5183, 5184, 5192 will not be 
affected. Mitigation planning grants 
provided through the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation (PDM) program, authorized 
under Section 203 of the Robert T. 
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency 
Assistance Act, 42 U.S.C. 5133, will also 
continue to be available. The mitigation 
plan is the demonstration of the State’s
commitment to reduce risks from 
natural hazards and serves as a guide for 
State decision makers as they commit 
resources to reducing the effects of 
natural hazards. States may choose to 
include the requirements of the HMGP 
Administrative Plan in their mitigation 
plan, but must comply with the 
requirement for updates, amendments, 
or revisions listed under 44 CFR 
206.437.

(2) A Governor, or Indian tribal 
leader, may request an extension to the 
plan approval deadline by submitting a 
request in writing to the Director of 
FEMA, through the Regional Director. 
At a minimum, this must be signed by 
the Governor or the Indian tribal leader, 
and must include justification for the 
extension, identification of the reasons 
the plan has not been completed, 
identification of the amount of 
additional time required to complete the 
plan, and a strategy for finalizing the 
plan. The Director of FEMA will review 
each request and may grant a plan 
approval extension of up to six months. 
However, any extended plan approval 
deadline will be no later than May 1, 
2005.
* * * * *
■ 4. Revise § 201.6(a)(1) to read as 
follows:

§ 201.6 Local Mitigation Plans.
* * * * *

(a) * * *
(1) For disasters declared on or after 

November 1, 2004, a local government 
must have a mitigation plan approved 
pursuant to this section in order to 
receive HMGP project grants.
* * * * *

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

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

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

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

§ 206.226 Restoration of damaged 
facilities.

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

receive assistance under this section, as 
of November 1, 2004 (subject to 44 CFR 
201.4(a)(2)), the State must have in 
place a FEMA approved State Mitigation 
Plan in accordance with 44 CFR part 
201.
* * * * *

■ 7. In § 206.432, revise paragraphs (b) 
introductory text and (b)(1) to read as 
follows:

§ 206.432 Federal grant assistance.

* * * * *
(b) Amounts of assistance. The total of 

Federal assistance under this subpart 
shall not exceed either 71⁄2 or 20 percent 
of the total estimated Federal assistance 
(excluding administrative costs) 
provided for a major disaster under 42 
U.S.C. 5170b, 5172, 5173, 5174, 5177, 
5178, 5183, and 5201 as follows: 

(1) Seven and one-half (71⁄2) percent.
Effective November 1, 2004, a State with 
an approved Standard State Mitigation 
Plan, which meets the requirements 
outlined in 44 CFR 201.4, shall be 
eligible for assistance under the HMGP 
not to exceed 71⁄2 percent of the total 
estimated Federal assistance described 
in this paragraph. Until that date, 
existing FEMA approved State 
Mitigation Plans will be accepted. States 
may request an extension to the 
deadline of up to six months to the 
Director of FEMA by providing written 
justification in accordance with 44 CFR 
201.4(a)(2).
* * * * *

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

§ 206.434 Eligibility.

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

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

concurrent with the implementation of 
subgrants.
* * * * *

Michael D. Brown, 
Under Secretary, Emergency Preparedness 
and Response, Department of Homeland 
Security.
[FR Doc. 04–20609 Filed 9–10–04; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 9110–41–P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION

47 CFR Parts 0, 1, and 54 

[CC Docket No. 02–6; FCC 04–190]

Schools and Libraries Universal 
Service Support Mechanism

AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission.
ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: In this document, the 
Commission adopts measures to protect 
against waste, fraud, and abuse in the 
administration of the schools and 
libraries universal service support 
mechanism (also known as the E-rate 
program). In particular, the Commission 
resolves a number of issues that have 
arisen from audit activities conducted as 
part of ongoing oversight over the 
administration of the universal service 
fund, and we address programmatic 
concerns raised by our Office of 
Inspector General.
DATES: Effective October 13, 2004 except 
for §§ 1.8003, 54.504(b)(2), 54.504(c)(1), 
54.504(f), 54.508, and 54.516 which 
contain information collection 
requirements that are not effective until 
approved by the Office of Management 
and Budget. The FCC will publish a 
document in the Federal Register
announcing the effective date for those 
sections.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Jennifer Schneider, Attorney, Wireline 
Competition Bureau, 
Telecommunications Access Policy 
Division, (202) 418–7400.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a 
summary of the Commission’s Fifth 
Report and Order, and Order in CC 
Docket No. 02–6 released on August 13, 
2004. The full text of this document is 
available for public inspection during 
regular business hours in the FCC 
Reference Center, Room CY–A257, 445 
Twelfth Street, SW., Washington, DC, 
20554.

I. Introduction 

1. In this order, we adopt measures to 
protect against waste, fraud, and abuse 

in the administration of the schools and 
libraries universal service support 
mechanism (also known as the E-rate 
program). In particular, we resolve a 
number of issues that have arisen from 
audit activities conducted as part of 
ongoing oversight over the 
administration of the universal service 
fund, and we address programmatic 
concerns raised by our Office of 
Inspector General (OIG). First, we set 
forth a framework regarding what 
amounts should be recovered by the 
Universal Service Administrative 
Company (USAC or Administrator) and 
the Commission when funds have been 
disbursed in violation of specific 
statutory provisions and Commission 
rules. Second, we announce our policy 
regarding the timeframe in which USAC 
and the Commission will conduct audits 
or other investigations relating to use of 
E-rate funds. Third, we eliminate the 
current option to offset amounts 
disbursed in violation of the statute or 
a rule against other funding 
commitments. Fourth, we extend our 
red light rule previously adopted 
pursuant to the Debt Collection 
Improvement Act (DCIA) to bar 
beneficiaries or service providers from 
receiving additional benefits under the 
schools and libraries program if they 
have failed to satisfy any outstanding 
obligation to repay monies into the 
fund. Fifth, we adopt a strengthened 
document retention requirement to 
enhance our ability to conduct all 
necessary oversight and provide a 
stronger enforcement tool for detecting 
statutory and rule violations. Sixth, we 
modify our current requirements 
regarding the timing, content and 
approval of technology plans. Seventh, 
we amend our beneficiary certification 
requirements to enhance our oversight 
and enforcement activities. Eighth, we 
direct USAC to submit a plan for timely 
audit resolution, and we delegate 
authority to the Chief of the Wireline 
Competition Bureau to resolve audit 
findings. Finally, we direct USAC to 
submit on an annual basis a list of all 
USAC administrative procedures to the 
Wireline Competition Bureau (Bureau) 
for review and further action, if 
necessary, to ensure that such 
procedures effectively serve our 
objective of preventing waste, fraud and 
abuse.

II. Fifth Report and Order 
2. Since the inception of the schools 

and libraries support mechanism, 
schools and libraries have been subject 
to audits to determine compliance with 
the program rules and requirements. 
Audits are a tool for the Commission 
and USAC, as directed by the 

VerDate jul<14>2003 16:01 Sep 10, 2004 Jkt 203001 PO 00000 Frm 00037 Fmt 4700 Sfmt 4700 E:\FR\FM\13SER1.SGM 13SER1



APPENDIX B: SAMPLE RESOLUTION OF PLAN ADOPTION 

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey B-1 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

This appendix includes an example resolution to be submitted by the Township of Little Falls authorizing 
adoption of the Township of Little Falls All Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan.  



RESOLUTION NO. XXXX-XX 
A RESOLUTION OF THE Governing Body OF THE TOWNSHIP OF LITTLE FALLS 

AUTHORIZING THE ADOPTION OF THE   
TOWNSHIP OF LITTLE FALLS ALL NATURAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN

WHEREAS, all of the Township of Little Falls has exposure to natural hazards that increase the risk to life, 
property, environment and the Township’s economy; and 

WHEREAS; pro-active mitigation of known hazards before a disaster event can reduce or eliminate long-term 
risk to life and property; and 

WHEREAS, The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-390) established new requirements for 
pre and post disaster hazard mitigation programs; and 

WHEREAS; a coalition of Township of Little Falls officials and residents with like planning objectives has 
been formed to pool resources and create consistent mitigation strategies to be implemented within the 
Township of Little Falls; and 

WHEREAS, the coalition has completed a planning process that engages the public, assesses the risk and 
vulnerability to the impacts of natural hazards, develops a mitigation strategy consistent with a set of uniform 
goals and objectives, and creates a plan for implementing, evaluating and revising this strategy; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Township of Little Falls:

1.) Adopts the Township of Little Falls All Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan (the “Plan”) as this 
jurisdiction’s Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan, and resolves to execute the actions identified in the 
Plan that pertain to this jurisdiction. 

2.) Will use the adopted and approved portions of the Plan to guide pre- and post-disaster mitigation of 
the hazards identified.

3.) Will coordinate the strategies identified in the Plan with other planning programs and mechanisms 
under its jurisdictional authority.

4.) Will continue its support of the Mitigation Planning Committee as described within the Plan. 

5.) Will help to promote and support the mitigation successes of all participants in this Plan. 

6.)  Will incorporate mitigation planning as an integral component of government and partner operations.   

PASSED AND ADOPTED on this Xst, Xnd, Xrd, Xth day of month, 2008, by the following vote: 

AYES:    NOES: 
ABSENT:   ABSTAIN: 
        ______________________________ 
        Mayor, Town of _____________ 
ATTEST: _________________________  
   Clerk, Town of ________



APPENDIX C: PUBLIC WEBSITE AND PREPAREDNESS QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS  

 DMA 2000 Hazard Mitigation Plan – Township of Little Falls, New Jersey C-1 
 DRAFT – June 2008 

Appendix C includes a copy of the hazard mitigation public website and the natural hazards preparedness 
questionnaire developed and posted on the website to gauge household preparedness for hazards that may 
impact the Township and to assess the level of knowledge of tools and techniques to assist in reducing 
risk and loss from those hazards.  All responses are summarized within this appendix. 



Little Falls Public Website (http://www.lfnj.com/Hazmit/default.asp) Screenshots 

Homepage 



Citizen Survey 



Hazard Mitigation Resources 



Comments submitted to the online Hazard 
Preparedness Questionnaire – as of July 7, 2008

I would be most interested in possibly doing something with the Beatties Dam - what they did in 
Pompton seems to be quite effective.  I also think the Dam restructuring/gates idea is the most 
reasonable, least expensive and would offer the best solution possible other than a buyout.  I am 
not interested in elevation.  Thank you. 

Dredging of the river; elevation of structure if possible. 

I have lived in this house for 47 years. My basement gets water and I have experienced erosion at 
my main pump site (which I had repaired). I have had flood insurance for many years until 2007. 
The reason for me not having it anymore is that whenever I made a claim it always came in a few 
dollars less than my deductible. 

My home has been here for 80 years and to the best of my knowledge...only had flood issues a 
few times up until the last 15 years. My home does not need to be retrofitted, the river needs to be 
maintained. 

I was informed about the flood plain but very casually. It was downplayed a great deal...and then 
a year later I had 2 ft of water surrounding my house.  Hmmm.  Somehow I doubt the last sellers 
comment "we've never had water in the basement" was altogether true. 

My house doesn't need a solution imposed upon it. I believe that if the river was maintained better 
we would see less issues. 

We would consider putting our hard-earned money into something that would stop the flooding 
all together not just retrofit our home. Dredge the river and perhaps that will stop it from 
flooding. I would spend thousands on something that would actually increase the price of my 
home instead of putting it on stilts that makes the issue obvious and the street looks ridiculous!!! 
We want to live in a nice normal area not some retro-fitted flood town on stilts. Lower our taxes 
and we'll put the extra into dredging the river and solving this problem. In the end my family and 
children will sell and move to a non-flood town as soon as we can afford to. This has been going 
on for years from what I gather.  I moved in from out of state as a first time home buyer and did 
not truly understand what the flood zone even meant...If I had known,  I would NEVER have 
bought here. I hope I can find another sucker-out-of-state-buyer like myself when I go to sell. My 
basement was wisely marketed by the realtor as "a place to ease my storage worries" instead it is 
a pit that collects flood water and ruins my possessions. The 2 car garage just needs to be raised 
off the ground completely to keep my stuff safe and the driveway that can hold up to 4 cars is 
great as long as I am in town when disaster strikes and I can move them off my property so they 
don't get 2.5 ft of water in them… 

Why are the rivers not dredged?  It is only common sense that a deeper basin will hold more 
water. I have heard that this was a viable option once but was disapproved. 

When I bought my home originally 28 years ago this wasn't a flood area....it was considered high 
water...anyway I knocked down the old house and built a new one high enough that the water is 
never going to get into the living area. 



Stop beating around the bush… and get this MITIGATION plan DONE!!!!!!! 

I feel the government has let down the people of Little Falls.  Whenever a plan has been devised 
to alleviate the flooding, the gov't has come up with a reason why it won't work --- for someone 
else! 

I feel the FEMA should not buyout any more homes in my neighborhood because the cost to 
buyout all the homes will be too expensive.  Moneys from FEMA should be spent to help the 
homes be raised and to possibly lower or gate the Beatties Dam in Little Falls so that the river 
will be lower, and [not] rise over the banks and make our pumps useless.  FEMA and the other 
governing agencies that maintain the Wanaque reservoir should keep the reservoir water lower 
(20-30%) during the early spring months.  This way the reservoir can absorb the spring rains and 
not overflow and rush down river adding to the volume of water of the river. 

Flooding in Little Falls can be prevented we need more people to fight for this instead of talking 
about removing the Beatties dam.  How about constructing other ways to prevent the flooding?  
There are areas all over the United States that are in Flood zones and do not flood. Everyone in 
our town pays for flooding issues whether they are in a flood zone or not!! 

I believe not enough is being done to prevent flooding. I suggest dredging the river, opening the 
dam earlier, building a retaining wall along the river, and as a last resort buy out homes at a fair 
market value or relocate with a comparable home in a comparable location. 

Flooding has gotten worse then when I first moved in 36 years ago. Other factors have made it so. 
I believe we should not suffer when we were not at fault. Leaving is not an option as it would cost 
more money to purchase a home as we have here elsewhere. Since as I said we were not at fault I 
believe other solutions should be considered instead of buyouts.  Not to mention the loss of 
revenue for the township. 

7 of the 10 'floods of record' could have been mitigated with a 24" 'bulkhead' or levee around the 
Singac peninsula just south of the Pompton Tpk. Railway overpass 

This town is a joke.  Fix the problem and stop spending millions on the Corps of Engineers to 
evaluate the situation.  Gate Beatties Dam.  Have the pump houses discharge past the falls.  Build 
a levee…have you ever heard of New Orleans?  There are many other things that can be 
done…how does Paterson get a 30 million dollar flood control put in? I am happy for all the 
people that RENT in that area.  Let’s stop talking about things and start taking action.  Knocking 
down houses and raising houses is an insult.   
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This appendix includes newspaper articles to inform the public of the Hazard Mitigation Planning effort 
in the Township of Little Falls.  
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Little Falls to write 
disaster-aid plan
Thursday, March 6, 2008
Last updated: Thursday March 6, 2008, EST 8:43 AM

BY VIRGIL DICKSON

SPECIAL TO THE RECORD

LITTLE FALLS -- A little extra planning can mean more federal aid
in the event of a natural disaster, township officials say.

The township has hired a firm to write an All Hazard Mitigation
Plan, which if approved by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency would make Little Falls eligible for more money from the
government following a disaster.

On Feb. 26, the Township Council voted to hire environmental
engineering company Tetra Tech of Rockaway for $50,000 to
assemble a plan. The plan would not only assure money for
damage caused by a disaster, but provide funding for preventive
measures, federal officials said.

"By having an approved mitigation plan in place, you become
eligible for a lot of FEMA programs that wouldn't be otherwise,"
FEMA spokeswoman Barbara Lynch said Monday.

To date, only Wayne and Atlantic City have had plans approved by
FEMA. All 21 New Jersey counties, as well as several municipalities,
are in some stage of putting a plan together, Lynch said.

The plans help FEMA prioritize which towns receive the most
money, she said.

Having the plan has helped Wayne's efforts to buy out homeowners
in areas that flood often. The township had its plan approved by
FEMA in 2005, and it has used the federal money for post-flood
cleanup and preventive measures.

Over the past two years, nearly $6 million has been spent to
relocate people from Wayne's flood-prone Hoffman Grove
neighborhood, with much of that money coming from FEMA,
township officials said. Nationwide, $100 million is set aside
annually by FEMA for pre-disaster mitigation, according to Jonathan
Raser, a Tetra Tech consultant.

Little Falls officials expect to give the state Office of Emergency
Management a preliminary plan by early April. Residents also will
get to see it.

Should the plan be approved by the state and supported by
residents, officials hope to send it to FEMA this summer.

E-mail: dickson@northjersey.com
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This appendix provides a comprehensive list of mitigation actions considered by the Township of Little 
Falls that met the goals and objectives of the Plan. 



LITTLE FALLS…IDENTIFICATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES 

Little Falls All Hazard Mitigation Plan 042408 

LLIITTTTLLEE FFAALLLLSS IIDDEENNTTIIFFIICCAATTIIOONN OOFF MMIITTIIGGAATTIIOONN IINNIITTIIAATTIIVVEESS

Per 44 CFR 201.6(3), the Plan shall include “a Mitigation Strategy that provides the blueprint for 
reducing the potential losses identified in the risk assessment, based on existing authorities, policies, 
programs and resources, and its ability to expand on and improve these existing tools.  This section shall 
include: 

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

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

Mitigation actions can be grouped into six broad categories: 

Prevention:   Government administrative or regulatory actions or processes that influence the way land 
and buildings are developed and built. These actions also include public activities to reduce hazard losses. 
Examples include planning and zoning, building codes, capital improvement programs, open space 
preservation, and storm water management regulations. 

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

Public Education and Awareness.   Actions to inform and educate citizens, elected officials, and 
property owners about the hazards and potential ways to mitigate them. Such actions include outreach 
projects, real estate disclosure, hazard information centers, and school-age and adult education programs. 

Natural Resource Protection.   Actions that, in addition to minimizing hazard losses, also preserve or 
restore the functions of natural systems. These actions include sediment and erosion control, stream 
corridor restoration, watershed management, forest and vegetation management, and wetland restoration 
and preservation. 

Emergency Services.   Actions that protect people and property during and immediately after a disaster 
or hazard event. Services include warning systems, emergency response services, and protection of 
critical facilities. 

Structural Projects.   Actions that involve the construction of structures to reduce the impact of a hazard. 
Such structures include dams, levees, floodwalls, seawalls, retaining walls, and safe rooms. 



LITTLE FALLS…IDENTIFICATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES 

Little Falls All Hazard Mitigation Plan 042408 

Review of Potential Mitigation Initiatives By Hazard

Flooding (Riverine, Flash, Ice Jam and Dam):

Acquisitions 
Elevations 
Structural Retrofits 
Structural Projects – Dams, Removal of Dams, Levees 
Planning and Zoning, incl. Site Plan Review 
Master Planning 
Stormwater Management, including No Adverse Impact  
Building Codes, including: 
  Greater freeboard in flood zones 
 Elevation of utilities above BFE 
Capital Improvement Programs 
Drainage and Stormwater Management Improvements 
Open Space Regulations and Preservation Efforts 
Public Education and Outreach 

NFIP 
Warnings and Notification 
What to do when…evacuation, where to go, what to bring, pets 
Acquisition and elevation opportunities 
Making your home more flood resistant (elevating utilities, household Haz waste) 

Real Estate Disclosure 
Stream Corridor Restoration 
Wetlands preservation and forest and vegetation management 
Warning Systems 
Emergency Response Services 
 Training 
 Equipment 
Sheltering (incl. capacity, proper facilities, backup power, long-term availability) 
Protection of Critical Facilities 
Understanding of Hazard Areas and Vulnerabilities (improved understanding of risk) 
 Produce and adopt better flood hazard maps 
 Capture/Survey high water marks during flood events 
 Develop procedures for the collection and archiving of flood loss information 
Understanding of Vulnerable Populations and associated evacuation issues 
Join CRS 
Develop a COOP/COG 
Post-Disaster Planning  
Debris Management Planning 



LITTLE FALLS…IDENTIFICATION OF MITIGATION INITIATIVES 

Little Falls All Hazard Mitigation Plan 042408 

Severe Storm (Windstorms, Hurricanes, Thunderstorms, Hail, Lightning and Tornadoes)

Building Codes 
Retrofits of Substandard Facilities 
Storm Shutter, Shatter-Resistant Glass 
Public Education and Outreach, Awareness 
Evacuation Planning 
Sheltering, including retrofits of shelter facilities 
Tree Management (pruning, proper selection of tree species) 
Debris Management Planning 
Warning Systems 
Emergency Response Services 
Protection of Critical Facilities 
Redundancy of Utilities for CF 
Retrofit of Utilities 
Sub-Surface Utilities 
Redundancy for communications 
Join “Storm Ready” 

Severe Winter Storm (Heavy Snow, Blizzards, Freezing Rain/Sleet, Nor’easters and Ice Storms)

Same as Severe Storms, with: 
Storm Ordinances (parking, etc.) 
Snow and Ice Management 

Earthquake

Planning and Zoning 
Structural Seismic Retrofits 
Retrofit Critical Facilities 

Shatter-resistant glass 
Tie-downs of hot-water heaters, appliances, shelving, computers 

Improve/Upgrade/Enforce Building Codes 
Public Education and Outreach (what to do when, how to build to better standards) 
Emergency Response Services 
Develop and Adopt a COOP/COG 



APPENDIX F: FEMA 386-4 GUIDANCE WORKSHEETS 
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This appendix includes FEMA 386-4 Guidance worksheets to facilitate plan maintenance and review by 
the Township of Little Falls.  



Worksheet #1 Progress Report step 

Progress Report Period:_________________  to ___________________________________________________
(date)                               (date)

Project Title: _________________________________________  Project ID#: ____________________________

Responsible Agency: _________________________________________________________________________

Address: __________________________________________________________________________________

City/County: ________________________________________________________________________________

Contact Person: _______________________________________ Title:_________________________________

Phone #(s): ____________________________ email address: _______________________________________

List Supporting Agencies and Contacts:

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

Total Project Cost: ___________________________________________________________________________

Anticipated Cost Overrun/Underrun: _____________________________________________________________

Date of Project Approval: _________________________ Start date of the project: _________________________

Anticipated completion date: ___________________________________________________________________

Description of the Project (include a description of each phase, if applicable, and the time frame for completing each

phase): ___________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

senotseliM etelpmoC
detcejorP

foetaD
noitelpmoC
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Plan Goal(s)/Objective(s) Addressed:

Goal: _____________________________________________________________________________________

Objective: __________________________________________________________________________________

Indicator of Success (e.g., losses avoided as a result of the acquisition program):

In most cases, you will list losses avoided as the indicator. In cases where it is difficult to quantify the benefits in dollar
amounts, you will use other indicators, such as the number of people who now know about mitigation or who are tak-
ing mitigation actions to reduce their vulnerability to hazards.

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

Status (Please check pertinent information and provide explanations for items with an asterisk. For completed or

canceled projects, see Worksheet #2 — to complete a project evaluation):

Summary of progress on project for this report:

A. What was accomplished during this reporting period?

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

B. What obstacles, problems, or delays did you encounter, if any?

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

C. How was each problem resolved?

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

Project Cost Status

� Cost unchanged

� Cost overrun*

*explain: ___________________________________

_________________________________________

� Cost underrun*

*explain: ___________________________________

_________________________________________

Project Status

� Project on schedule

� Project completed

� Project delayed*

*explain: ___________________________________

_________________________________________

� Project canceled
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Next Steps: What is/are the next step(s) to be accomplished over the next reporting period?

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

Other comments:

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________________________________

Adapted from the North Carolina HMGP Progress Report Form at http://www.dem.dcc.state.nc.us/mitigation/document_index.htm.
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If the planning team determines the answer to any of these questions is “yes,” some changes may be necessary.

Worksheet #2 Evaluate Your Planning Team step 
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?maetgninnalpehtnodetneserperebdluohstahtnoitatnemelpmi

noitcAdesoporP/stnemmoC :
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IF YES

IF NO

Project Name and Number: _______________________________

____________________________________________________

Project Budget: ________________________________________

____________________________________________________

Project Description: _____________________________________

____________________________________________________

____________________________________________________

Associated Goal and Objective(s): __________________________

____________________________________________________

____________________________________________________

Indicator of Success (e.g., losses avoided): ___________________

____________________________________________________

____________________________________________________

Worksheet #3 Evaluate Your Project Results step 

Was the action implemented? YES             NO

What were the results of the implemented action? _____________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

Why not?

Was there political support for the action?

Were enough funds available?

Were workloads equitably or realistically distributed?

Was new information discovered about the risks or community that made

implementation difficult or no longer sensible?

Was the estimated time of implementation reasonable?

Were sufficient resources (for example staff and technical assistance) available?

YES   NO

Insert location map.

Include before and after
photos if appropriate.
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Date:

Prepared by:
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Worksheet #4 Revisit Your Risk Assessment step 

If you answered “Yes” to any of the above questions, review your data and update your risk
assessment information accordingly.

















APPENDIX G: FEDERAL MITIGATION PROGRAMS, ACTIVITIES AND INITIATIVES 
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This appendix provides a summary of available federal programs that relate to mitigation planning and 
may provide possible sources of funding or technical support for mitigation initiatives. 

Program/Activity Type of Assistance Agency and Contact 

Basic and Applied Research/Development 

Center for Integration of 
Natural Disaster 
Information 

Technical Assistance: Develops 
and evaluates technology for 
information integration and 
dissemination 

Department of Interior (DOI) –US Geological Survey 
(USGS), The Center for Integration of Natural Hazards 
Research: 
(703) 648-6059 
hazinfo@usga.gov

Hazard Reduction 
Program 

Funding for research and related 
educational activities on hazards. 

National Science Foundation (NSF), Directorate for 
Engineering, Division of Civil and Mechanical Systems, 
Hazard Reduction Program: 
(703) 306-1360 

Decision, Risk, and 
Management Science 
Program 

Funding for research and related 
educational activities on risk, 
perception, communication, and 
management (primarily 
technological hazards) 

NSF – Directorate for Social, Behavioral and Economic 
Science, Division of Social Behavioral and Economic 
Research, Decision, Risk, and Management Science 
Program (DRMS): 
(703) 306-1757   
www.nsf.gov/sbe/drms/start.htm

Societal Dimensions of 
Engineering, Science, and 
Technology Program 

Funding for research and related 
educational activities on topics such 
as ethics, values, and the 
assessment, communication, 
management and perception of risk

NSF – Directorate for Social, Behavioral and Economic 
Science, Division of Social, Behavioral and Economic 
Research, Societal Dimensions of Engineering, Science 
and Technology Program: 
(703) 306-1743 

National Earthquake 
Hazard Reduction 
Program  (NEHRP) in 
Earth Sciences 

Research into basic and applied 
earth and building sciences. 

NSF – Directorate for Geosciences, Division of Earth 
Sciences: 
(703) 306-1550 

Technical and Planning Assistance 

Planning Assistance to 
States 

Technical and planning 
assistance for the preparation of 
comprehensive plans for the 
development, utilization, and 
conservation of water and related 
land resources.  

Department of Defense (DOD) US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE)
Contact the Floodplain Management Staff in the 
Appropriate USACE Regional Office    
North Atlantic:  (212) 264-7813 
South Atlantic:  (404) 331-4441 
Great Lakes and  
Ohio River:       (513) 684-6050 
Mississippi Valley:  (601) 634-5827  
Northwestern:    (503) 808-3853 
Southwestern:    (214-767-2613 
South Pacific:     (415) 977-8164 
Pacific Ocean:    (808) 438-8863  

Disaster Mitigation 
Planning and Technical 
Assistance 

Technical and planning 
assistance grants for capacity 
building and mitigation project 
activities focusing on creating 
disaster resistant jobs and 
workplaces. 

Department of Commerce (DOC), Economic 
Development Administration (EDA):
(800) 345-1222 
EDA’s Disaster Recovery Coordinator:  
(202) 482-6225 
www.doc.gov/eda
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Program/Activity Type of Assistance Agency and Contact 

Watershed Surveys and 
Planning 

Surveys and planning studies for 
appraising water and related 
resources, and formulating 
alternative plans for conservation 
use and development.  Grants and 
advisory/counseling services to 
assist w/ planning and 
implementation improvement. 

US Department of Agriculture (USDA) – National 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Watersheds 
and Wetlands Division: (202) 720-4527 
Deputy Chief for Programs: (202) 690-0848  
www.nrcs.usda.gov

National Flood Insurance 
Program 

Formula grants to States to assist 
communities to comply with NFIP 
floodplain management 
requirements (Community 
Assistance Program). 

FEMA 

Emergency Management / 
Mitigation Training 

Training in disaster mitigation, 
preparedness, planning. 

FEMA 

National Dam Safety 
Program 

Technical assistance, training, 
and grants to help improve State 
dam safety programs. 

FEMA 

National Earthquake 
Hazards Reduction 
Program 

Training, planning and technical 
assistance under grants to States 
or local jurisdictions. 

FEMA; DOI-USGS 
USGS 
Earthquake Program Coordinator: 
(703) 648-6785 

Volcano Hazards Program Technical assistance: Volcano 
hazard warnings and operation of 
four volcano observatories to 
monitor and assess volcano hazard 
risk. 

DOI-USGS 
Volcanic Hazards Program Coordinator: 
(703) 648-6708 
(650) 329-5228 

Floodplain Management 
Services 

Technical and planning 
assistance at the local, regional, or 
national level needed to support 
effective floodplain management. 

DOD-USACE 
North Atlantic:  (212) 264-7813 
South Atlantic:  (404) 331-4441 
Great Lakes and  
Ohio River:       (513) 684-6050 
Mississippi Valley:  (601) 634-5827  
Northwestern:    (503) 808-3853 
Southwestern:    (214-767-2613 
South Pacific:     (415) 977-8164 
Pacific Ocean:    (808) 438-8863 

Watershed Protection and 
Flood Prevention Program 

Technical and  financial 
assistance for installing works of 
improvement to protect, develop, 
and utilize land or water resources 
in small watersheds under 250,000 
acres.  

USDA-NRCS 
Director, Watersheds and Wetlands Division: 
(202) 720-3042 
(202) 690-4614 
www.nrcs.usda.gov

Environmental Quality 
Incentives Program 
(EQIP) 

Technical, educational, and limited 
financial assistance to encourage 
environmental enhancement.   

USDA-NRCS 
NRCS County Offices 
Or
NRCS EQUIP Program Manager: 
(202) 720-1834 
www.nrcs.usda.gov

National Earthquake 
Hazard Reduction 
Program 

Technical and planning 
assistance for activities associated 
with earthquake hazards mitigation.

FEMA, DOI-USGS 
Earthquake Program Coordinator: 
(703) 648-6785 

HAZARD Identification and Mapping 
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Program/Activity Type of Assistance Agency and Contact 

National Flood Insurance 
Program: Flood Mapping 

Flood insurance rate maps and
flood plain management maps for 
all NFIP communities;  

FEMA 

National Flood Insurance 
Program: Technical 
Mapping Advisory Council 

Technical guidance and advice to 
coordinate FEMA's map 
modernization efforts for the 
National Flood Insurance Program.

DOI-USGS 
USGS – National Mapping Division: 
(573) 308-3802 

National Digital 
Orthophoto Program 

Develops topographic 
quadrangles for use in mapping of 
flood and other hazards. 

DOI-USGS 
USGS – National Mapping Division: 
(573) 308-3802 

Stream gauging and Flood 
Monitoring Network Operation of a network of over 

7,000 stream gauging stations
that provide data on the flood 
characteristics of rivers. 

DOE-USGS 
Chief, Office of Surface Water, 
USGS: (703) 648-5303

Mapping Standards 
Support Expertise in mapping and digital 

data standards to support the 
National Flood Insurance Program.

DOI-USGS 
USGS – National Mapping Division: 
(573) 308-3802 

Soil Survey Maintains soil surveys of counties 
or other areas to assist with 
farming, conservation, mitigation or 
related purposes. 

USDA-NRCS 
NRCS – Deputy Chief for Soil Science and Resource 
Assessment: 
(202) 720-4630 

National Earthquake 
Hazards Reduction 
Program 

Seismic mapping for U.S. DOI-USGS 
USGS
Earthquake Program Coordinator: 
(703) 648-6785 

Project Support 

Aquatic Ecosystem 
Restoration 

Direct support for carrying out 
aquatic ecosystem restoration 
projects that will improve the quality 
of the environment.  

DOD-USACE 
Chief of Planning @ appropriate USACE Regional Office
North Atlantic:  (212) 264-7111 
South Atlantic:  (404) 331-4580 
Great Lakes and Ohio River 
    Chicago:        (312) 886-5468 
    Cincinnati:     (513) 684-3008 
Mississippi Valley  
   Division:         (601) 634-7880 
Northwestern Division 
    Portland:        (503) 808-3850 
    Omaha:          (402) 697-2470 
Southwestern Division:  (214) 767-2314  
South Pacific Division:  (415) 977-8171 
Pacific Ocean Division:  (808) 438-3850    
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Program/Activity Type of Assistance Agency and Contact 

Beneficial Uses of 
Dredged Materials 

Direct assistance for projects that 
protect, restore, and create aquatic 
and ecologically related habitats, 
including wetlands, in connection 
with dredging an authorized 
Federal navigation project.  

DOD-USACE 
Same as above 

Wetlands Protection – 
Development Grants 

Grants to support the development 
and enhancement of State and 
tribal wetlands protection programs.

US Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA)
EPA Wetlands Hotline: (800) 832-7828 
Or
EPA Headquarters, Office of Water 
Chief, Wetlands Strategies and State Programs: 
(202) 260-6045 

Clean Water Act Section 
319 Grants 

Grants to States to implement 
non-point source programs, 
including support for non-structural 
watershed resource restoration 
activities. 

EPA
Office of Water 
Chief, Non-Point Source Control Branch: 
(202) 260-7088, 7100 

Coastal Zone 
Management Program 

Grants for planning and 
implementation of non-structural 
coastal flood and hurricane hazard 
mitigation projects and coastal 
wetlands restoration. 

Department of Commerce DOC 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA)
National Ocean Service 
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management 
Chief, Coastal Programs Division: 
(301) 713-3102 

Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) State 
Administered Program 

Grants to States to develop viable 
communities (e.g., housing, a 
suitable living environment, 
expanded economic opportunities) 
in non-entitled areas, for low- and 
moderate-income persons. 

US Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) 
State CDBG Program Manager 
Or
State and Small Cities Division,  
Office of Block Grant Assistance, HUD Headquarters: 
(202) 708-3587 

Community Development 
Block Grant Entitlement 
Communities Program 

Grants to entitled cities and urban 
counties to develop viable 
communities (e.g., decent housing, 
a suitable living environment, 
expanded economic opportunities), 
principally for low- and moderate-
income persons. 

HUD
City and county applicants should call the Community 
Planning and Development staff of their appropriate 
HUD field office.  As an alternative, they may call the 
Entitlement Communities Division, Office of Block Grant 
Assistance, HUD Headquarters: 
(202) 708-1577, 3587 

Emergency Watershed 
Protection Program 

Provides technical and financial 
assistance for relief from imminent 
hazards in small watersheds, and 
to reduce vulnerability of life and 
property in small watershed areas 
damaged by severe natural hazard 
events. 

USDA – NRCS 
National Office – (202) 690-0848 
Watersheds and Wetlands Division: 
(202) 720-3042 

Rural Development 
Assistance -- Utilities 

Direct and guaranteed rural 
economic loans and business 
enterprise grants to address utility 
issues and development needs. 

USDA-Rural Utilities Service (RUS) 
Program Support: (202) 720-1382 
Northern Regional Division: (202) 720-1402 
Electric Staff Division: (202) 720-1900 
Power Supply Division: (202) 720-6436 
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Program/Activity Type of Assistance Agency and Contact 

Rural Development 
Assistance – Housing 

Grants, loans, and technical 
assistance in addressing 
rehabilitation, health and safety 
needs in primarily low-income rural 
areas. Declaration of major disaster 
necessary. 

USDA-Rural Housing Service (RHS) 
Community Programs: (202) 720-1502 
Single Family Housing: (202) 720-3773 
Multi Family Housing: (202) 720-5177 

Project Impact:  Building 
Disaster Resistant 
Communities 

Funding and technical 
assistance to communities and 
States to implement a sustained 
pre-disaster mitigation program. 

FEMA 

Flood Mitigation 
Assistance 

Grants to States and communities 
for pre-disaster mitigation to help 
reduce or eliminate the long-term 
risk of flood damage to structures 
insurable under the National Flood 
Insurance Program. 

FEMA 

Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program 

Grants to States and 
communities for implementing 
long-term hazard mitigation 
measures following a major 
disaster declaration. 

FEMA 

Public Assistance Program 
(Infrastructure) 

Grants to States and 
communities to repair damaged 
infrastructure and public facilities, 
and help restore government or 
government-related services.  
Mitigation funding is available for 
work related to damaged 
components of the eligible building 
or structure. 

FEMA 

National Flood Insurance 
Program 

Makes available flood insurance
to residents of communities that 
adopt and enforce minimum 
floodplain management 
requirements.   

FEMA 

HOME Investments 
Partnerships Program 

Grants to States, local 
government and consortia for 
permanent and transitional housing 
(including support for property 
acquisition and rehabilitation) for 
low-income persons. 

HUD
Community Planning and Development, Grant 
Programs, Office of Affordable Housing, HOME 
Investment Partnership Programs: 
(202) 708-2685 
(202) 708 0614 extension 4594 
1-800-998-9999 

Disaster Recovery 
Initiative 

Grants to fund gaps in available 
recovery assistance after disasters 
(including mitigation). 

HUD
Community Planning and Development Divisions in their 
respective HUD field offices or HUD Community 
Planning and Development: (202) 708-2605 
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Program/Activity Type of Assistance Agency and Contact 

Non-Structural Alternatives 
to Structural Rehabilitation 
of Damaged Flood Control 
Works 

Direct planning and construction 
grants for non-structural 
alternatives to the structural 
rehabilitation of flood control works 
damaged in floods or coastal 
storms. $9 million FY99 

DOD-USACE 
Emergency Management contact in respective USACE
field office: 
North Atlantic:  (718) 491-8735 
South Atlantic:  (404) 331-6795 
Great Lakes and  
Ohio River:       (513) 684-3086 
Mississippi Valley:  (601) 634-7304  
Northwestern:    (503) 808-3903 
Southwestern:    (214) 767-2425 
South Pacific:     (415) 977-8054 
Pacific Ocean:    (808) 438-1673 

Partners for Fish and 
Wildlife 

Financial and technical 
assistance to private landowners 
interested in pursuing restoration 
projects affecting wetlands and 
riparian habitats. 

Department of Interior (DOI) – Fish and Wildlife Service 
(FWS)
National Coordinator, Ecological Services: (703) 358-
2201
A list of State and Regional contacts is available from 
the National Coordinator upon request. 

Project Modifications for 
Improvement of the 
Environment 

Provides for ecosystem 
restoration by modifying structures 
and/or operations or water 
resources projects constructed by 
the USACE, or restoring areas 
where a USACE project contributed 
to the degradation of an area.   

DOD-USACE 
Chief of Planning @ appropriate USACE Regional Office
North Atlantic:  (212) 264-7111 
South Atlantic:  (404) 331-6270 
Great Lakes and Ohio River 
    Chicago:        (312) 886-5468 
    Cincinnati:     (513) 684-3008 
Mississippi Valley  
   Division:         (601) 634-5762 
Northwestern Division 
    Portland:        (503) 808-3850 
    Omaha:          (402) 697-2470 
Southwestern Division:  (214) 767-2310 
South Pacific Division:  (415) 977-8171 
Pacific Ocean Division:  (808) 438-8880   

Post-Disaster Economic 
Recovery Grants and 
Assistance 

Grant funding to assist with the 
long-term economic recovery of 
communities, industries, and firms 
adversely impacted by disasters. 

Department of Commerce (DOC) – Economic 
Development Administration (EDA)
EDA Headquarters 
Disaster Recovery Coordinator: 
(202) 482-6225 

Public Housing 
Modernization Reserve for 
Disasters and 
Emergencies 

Funding to public housing 
agencies for modernization needs 
resulting from natural disasters 
(including elevation, flood proofing, 
and retrofit). 

HUD
Director, Office of Capital Improvements: 
(202) 708-1640 

Indian Housing Assistance 
(Housing Improvement 
Program) 

Project grants and technical 
assistance to substantially 
eliminate sub-standard Indian 
housing. 

Department of Interior (DOI)-Bureau of Indian Affairs 
(BIA)
Division of Housing Assistance, Office of Tribal Services:
(202) 208-5427 

Land Protection Technical assistance for run-off 
retardation and soil erosion 
prevention to reduce hazards to life 
and property.   

USDA-NRCS 
Applicants should contact the National NRCS office: 
(202) 720-4527 
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Program/Activity Type of Assistance Agency and Contact 

North American Wetland 
Conservation Fund 

Cost-share grants to stimulate 
public/private partnerships for the 
protection, restoration and 
management of wetland habitats. 

DOI-FWS 
North American Waterfowl and Wetlands Office: (703) 
358-1784 

Land Acquisition Acquires or purchases 
easements on high-quality lands 
and waters for inclusion into the 
National Wildlife Refuge System. 

DOI-FWS 
Division of Realty,  
National Coordinator: 
(703) 358-1713 

Federal Land Transfer / 
Federal Land to Parks 
Program 

Identifies, assesses, and 
transfers available Federal real 
property for acquisition for State 
and local parks and recreation, 
such as open space. 

DOI-NPS 
General Services Administration Offices 
Fort Worth, TX: (817) 334-2331 
Boston, MA:      (617) 835-5700 
Or
Federal Lands to Parks Leader 
NPS National Office: 
(202) 565-1184 

Wetlands Reserve 
Program 

Financial and technical 
assistance to protect and restore 
wetlands through easements and 
restoration agreements. 

USDA-NRCS 
National Policy Coordinator 
NRCS Watersheds and Wetlands Division: 
(202) 720-3042 

Transfers of Inventory 
Farm Properties to Federal 
and State Agencies for 
Conservation Purposes 

Transfers title of certain inventory 
farm properties owned by FSA to 
Federal and State agencies for 
conservation purposes (including 
the restoration of wetlands and 
floodplain areas to reduce future 
flood potential) 

US Department of Agriculture (USDA) – Farm  Service 
Agency (FSA)
Farm Loan Programs 
National Office: 
(202) 720-3467, 1632

Financing and Loan Guarantees

Physical Disaster Loans 
and Economic Injury 
Disaster Loans 

Disaster loans to non-farm, private 
sector owners of disaster damaged 
property for uninsured losses.  
Loans can be increased by up to 20 
percent for mitigation purposes. 

Small Business Administration (SBA)
National Headquarters 
Associate Administrator for Disaster Assistance: (202) 
205-6734  

Conservation Contracts Debt reduction for delinquent and 
non-delinquent borrowers in 
exchange for conservation 
contracts placed on 
environmentally sensitive real 
property that secures FSA loans. 

USDA-FSA 
Farm Loan Programs 
FSA National Office: 
(202) 720-3467, 1632 
or local FSA office 

Clean Water State 
Revolving Funds 

Loans at actual or below-market 
interest rates to help build, repair, 
relocate, or replace wastewater 
treatment plants. 

EPA
EPA Office of Water  
State Revolving Fund Branch 
Branch Chief: 
(202) 260-7359 
A list of Regional Offices is available upon request 

Section 108 Loan 
Guarantee Program 

Loan guarantees to public entities 
for community and economic 
development (including mitigation 
measures). 

HUD
Community Planning and Development staff at 
appropriate HUD field office, or the Section 108 Office in 
HUD Headquarters: (202) 708-1871 
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Program/Activity Type of Assistance Agency and Contact 

Section 504 Loans for 
Housing 

Repair loans, grants and 
technical assistance to very low-
income senior homeowners living in 
rural areas to repair their homes 
and remove health and safety 
hazards. 

US Department of Agriculture (USDA) – Rural Housing 
Service (RHS)
Contact local RHS Field Office, or  
RHS Headquarters, 
Director, Single Family Housing Direct Loan Division:  
(202) 720-1474 

Section 502 Loan and 
Guaranteed Loan Program 

Provides loans, loan guarantees, 
and technical assistance to very 
low and low-income applicants to 
purchase, build, or rehabilitate a 
home in a rural area. 

USDA-RHS 
Contact the Local RHS Field Office, or the Director, 
Single Family Housing Guaranteed Loan Division, RHS: 
(202) 720-1452 

Rural Development 
Assistance -- Utilities 

Direct and guaranteed rural 
economic loans and business 
enterprise grants to address utility 
issues and development needs. 

USDA-Rural Utility Service (RUS)
Contact Rural Development Field Offices, or RHS, 
Deputy Administrator, Community Programs Division: 
(202) 720-1490 

Farm Ownership Loans Direct loans, guaranteed / 
insured loans, and technical 
assistance to farmers so that they 
may develop, construct, improve, or 
repair farm homes, farms, and 
service buildings, and to make 
other necessary improvements. 

USDA-FSA 
Director, Farm Programs Loan Making Division, FSA: 
(202) 720-1632 
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This appendix documents specific public and stakeholder comments received throughout the planning 
process.   
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This resource defines terms that are used in or support the risk assessment document.  These definitions 
were based on terms defined in documents included in the reference section, with modifications as 
appropriate to address the Township of Little Falls specific definitions and requirements. 

100-year flood – A flood that has a 1-percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any given year.  
This flood event is also referred to as the base flood.  The term "100-year flood" can be misleading; it is 
not the flood that will occur once every 100 years.  Rather, it is the flood elevation that has a 1- percent 
chance of being equaled or exceeded each year.  Therefore, the 100-year flood could occur more than 
once in a relatively short period of time.  The 100-year flood, which is the standard used by most federal 
and state agencies, is used by the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) as the standard for floodplain 
management to determine the need for flood insurance.   

500-year flood – A flood that has a 0.2-percent chance of being equaled or exceeded in any one year. 

Aggregate Data – Data gathered together across an area or region (for example, census tract or census 
block data).   

Annualized Loss – The estimated long-term value of losses from potential future hazard occurrences of a 
particular type in any given single year in a specified geographic area.  In other words, the average annual 
loss that is likely to be incurred each year based on frequency of occurrence and loss estimates.  Note that 
the loss in any given year can be substantially higher or lower than the estimated annualized loss. 

Annualized Loss Ratio – Represents the annualized loss estimate as a fraction of the replacement value 
of the local building inventory.  This ratio is calculated using the following formula:  Annualized Loss 
Ratio = Annualized Losses / Exposure at Risk.   The annualized loss ratio gauges the relationship between 
average annualized loss and building value at risk.  This ratio can be used as a measure of relative risk 
between hazards as well as across different geographic units 

Asset – Any man-made or natural feature that has value, including but not limited to people, buildings, 
infrastructure (such as bridges, roads, and sewer and water systems), and lifelines (such as electricity and 
communication resources or environmental, cultural, or recreational features like parks, dunes, wetlands, 
or landmarks). 

At-Risk – Exposure values that include the entire building inventory value in census blocks that lie 
within or border the inundation areas or any area potentially exposed to a hazard based on location.

Base Flood – Flood that has a 1-percent probability of being equaled or exceeded in any given year.  It is 
also known as the 100-year flood. 

Base Flood Elevation (BFE) – Elevation of the base flood in relation to a specified datum, such as the 
National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929.  The BFE is used as the standard for the National Flood 
Insurance Program. 

Benefit – Net project outcomes, usually defined in monetary terms. Benefits may include direct and 
indirect effects. For the purposes of conducting a benefit-cost analysis of proposed mitigation measures, 
benefits are limited to specific, measurable, risk reduction factors, including a reduction in expected 
property losses (building, content, and function) and protection of human life. 

Benefit-cost analysis (BCA) – Benefit-cost analysis is a systematic, quantitative method of comparing 
the projected benefits to projected costs of a project or policy. It is used as a measure of cost 
effectiveness.
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Blizzard - Characterized by low temperatures, wind gusts of 35 mph or more and falling and/or blowing 
snow that reduces visibility to 0.25 miles or less for an extended period of time (three or more hours). 

Building – A structure that is walled and roofed, principally aboveground and permanently fixed to a site.  
The term includes a manufactured home on a permanent foundation on which the wheels and axles carry 
no weight. 

Building Codes – Regulations that set forth standards and requirements for construction, maintenance, 
operation, occupancy, use, or appearance of buildings, premises, and dwelling units. Building codes can 
include standards for structures to withstand natural disasters. 

Buildup Index - Cumulative numerical index derived from daily weather data, presumably indicates the 
moisture content in medium-driving forest fuels.  

Capability Assessment – An assessment that provides a description and analysis of a community or 
state’s current capacity to address the threats associated with hazards. The capability assessment attempts 
to identify and evaluate existing policies, regulations, programs, and practices that positively or 
negatively affect the community or state’s vulnerability to hazards or specific threats. 

Climate – The meteorological elements, including temperature, precipitation, and wind, that characterizes 
the general conditions of the atmosphere over a period of time (typically 30-years) for a particular region.   

Community Rating System (CRS) – CRS is a program that provides incentives for National Flood 
Insurance Program communities to complete activities that reduce flood hazard risk. When the 
community completes specific activities, the insurance premiums of these policyholders in communities 
are reduced. 

Critical Facility – Facilities that are critical to the health and welfare of the population and that are 
especially important following a hazard.  Critical facilities include essential facilities, transportation 
systems, lifeline utility systems, high-potential loss facilities, and hazardous material facilities. As defined 
for the Township of Little Falls’ risk assessment, this category includes police stations, fire and/or EMS 
stations, major medical care facilities and emergency communications. 

Dam Failure – A partial or complete breach in a dam, which impacts its integrity.  Dam failures occur for 
a number of reasons such as flash flooding, inadequate size of spillways, mechanical failure of valves and 
other equipment, rodent activities in earthen dams, freezing and thawing cycles, earthquakes, and 
intentional destruction.  

Debris – The scattered remains of assets broken or destroyed during the occurrence of a hazard.  Debris 
caused by a wind or water hazard event can cause additional damage to other assets. 

Digital Elevation Model (DEM) – U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) Digital Elevation Model (DEM) data 
files that are digital representations of cartographic information in a raster form. DEMs include a sampled 
array of elevations for a number of ground positions at regularly spaced intervals. These digital 
cartographic/geographic data files are produced by USGS as part of the National Mapping Program.

Digital Flood Insurance Rate Maps (DFIRMs) – These maps are used to calculate the cost insurance 
premiums, establish flood risk zones and base flood elevations to mitigate against potential future flood 
damages to properties.  
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Displacement Time – After a hazard occurs, the average time (in days) that a building’s occupants must 
operate from a temporary location while repairs are made to the original building due to damages 
resulting from the hazard. 

Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000) – Law that requires and rewards local and state pre-
disaster planning, promotes sustainability as a strategy for disaster resistance, and is intended to integrate 
state and local planning with the aim of strengthening state-wide mitigation planning. 

Drought – A period of time without substantial rainfall that persists from one year to the next.  Droughts 
can affect large areas and can impact areas that range from a few counties to several states.  Along with 
decreasing water supplies for human consumption and use, droughts can kill crops, livestock, grazing 
land, edible plants, and even in severe cases, trees. 

Duration – The length of time a hazard occurs. 

Earthquake – A sudden motion or trembling that is caused by a release of strain accumulated within or 
along the edge of earth’s tectonic plates. 

Erosion – Wearing away of the land surface by detachment and movement of soil and rock fragments, 
during a flood or storm or over a period of years, through the action of wind, water, or other geologic 
processes. 

Erosion Hazard Area – Area anticipated being lost to shoreline retreat over a given period of time. The 
projected inland extent of the area is measured by multiplying the average annual long-term recession rate 
by the number of years desired. 

Essential Facility – A facility that is important to ensure a full recovery of a community or state 
following the occurrence of a hazard. These facilities can include:  government facilities, major 
employers, banks, schools, and certain commercial establishments (such as grocery stores, hardware 
stores, and gas stations).  For the Township of Little Falls’ risk assessment, this category was defined to 
include schools, colleges, shelters, adult living and adult care facilities, medical facilities and health 
clinics, hospitals. 

Exposure – The number and dollar value of assets that are considered to be at risk during the occurrence 
of a specific hazard.  

Extent – The size of an area affected by a hazard or the occurrence of a hazard. 

Extra-Tropical Cyclone - A group of cyclones defined as synoptic scale, low pressure, weather systems 
that occur in the middle latitudes of the Earth.  These storms have neither tropical nor polar characteristics 
and are connected with fronts and horizontal gradients in temperature and dew point otherwise known as 
"baroclinic zones".  These cyclones produce impacts ranging from cloudiness and mild showers to heavy 
gales and thunderstorms.   

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) – Independent agency (now part of the Department 
of Homeland Security) created in 1978 to provide a single point of accountability for all federal activities 
related to disaster mitigation and emergency preparedness, response, and recovery. 

Fire Potential Index (FPI) – Developed by USGS and the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) to assess and map 
the potential for a fire hazard over broad, defined areas.  Based on such geographic information, national 
policy makers and “on-the-ground” fire managers established priorities for prevention activities in the 
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defined areas to reduce the risk of managed and wildfire ignition and spread.  This index helps to shorten 
the time between fire ignition and initial attack by enabling fire managers to pre-allocate, target, and stage 
suppression forces to high-fire risk areas. 

Flash Flood – A flood occurring with little or no warning where water levels rise at an extremely fast 
rate. 

Flood – A general and temporary condition of partial or complete inundation of normally dry land areas 
resulting from (1) the overflow of inland or tidal waters, (2) the unusual and rapid accumulation or runoff 
of surface waters from any source, or (3) mudflows or the sudden collapse of shoreline land. 

Flood Depth – Height of the flood water surface above the ground surface. 

Flood Elevation – Height of the water surface above an established datum (for example, the National 
Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929, North American Vertical Datum of 1988, or mean sea level). 

Flood Hazard Area – Area shown to be inundated by a flood of a given magnitude on a map. 

Flood Information Tool (FIT) – Hazard U.S. Multi-Hazard (HAZUS-MH) - related tool designed to 
process and convert locally available flood information to data that can be used by the HAZUS-MH Flood 
Module.  The FIT is a system of instructions, tutorials and geographic information system (GIS) analysis 
scripts.  When provided with user-supplied inputs (such as ground elevations, flood elevations, and 
floodplain boundary information), the FIT calculates flood depth and elevation for river and coastal flood 
hazards. 

Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) – Official maps of a community, prepared by the FEMA that shows 
both the special flood hazard areas and the risk premium zones applicable to the community. 

Flood Insurance Study (FIS) – A study that provides an examination, evaluation, and determination of 
flood hazards and, if appropriate, corresponding water surface elevations in a community or communities. 

Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) Program – A program created as a part of the National Flood 
Insurance Report Act of 1994. FMA provides funding to assist communities and states in implementing 
actions that reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of flood damage to buildings, manufactured homes, 
and other NFIP insurance structures, with a focus on repetitive loss properties. 

Floodplain – Any land adjoining the channel of a river, stream, ocean, lake, or other watercourse or water 
body that becomes inundated with water during a flood.  

Flood Polygon – A geographic information system vector file outlining the area exposed to the flood 
hazard.  HAZUS-MH generates this polygon at the end of the flood computations in order to analyze the 
inventory at risk. 

Freezing Rain - Rain that falls as a liquid but freezes into glaze upon contact with the ground.   

Frequency – A measure of how often events of a particular magnitude are expected to occur.  Frequency 
describes how often a hazard of a specific magnitude, duration, and/or extent typically occurs, on average.  
Statistically, a hazard with a 100-year recurrence interval is expected to occur once every 100 years on 
average, and would have a 1-percent chance of happening in any given year. The reliability of this 
information varies depending on the kind of hazard being considered. 
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Fuel Moisture (FM) Content - The quantity of water in a fuel particle expressed as a percent of the 
oven-dry weight of the fuel particle.  FM content is an expression of the cumulative effects of past and 
present weather events and must be considered in evaluating the effects of current or future weather on 
fire potential.  

Fujita Scale of Tornado Intensity – Rates tornadoes with numeric values from F0 to F5 based on 
tornado wind speed and damage sustained. An F0 (wind speed less than 73 mph) indicates minimal 
damage such as broken tree limbs or signs, while an F5 (wind speeds of 261 to 318 mpg) indicated severe 
damage sustained. 

Geology – The scientific study of the earth, including its composition, structure, physical properties, and 
history.   

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) – A computer software application that relates data regarding 
physical and other features on the earth to a database to be used for mapping and analysis. 

GIS Shape Files – A type of GIS vector file developed by ESRI for their ArcView software.  This type of 
file contains a table and a graphic.  The records in the table are linked to corresponding objects in the 
graphic. 

Goals – General guidelines that explain what you want to achieve. They are usually broad policy-type 
statements, long term in nature, and represent global visions. 

Hailstorm – Hail is defined as a showery precipitation in the form of irregular pellets or balls of ice more 
than 5 millimeters in diameter, falling from a cumulonimbus cloud.  Hail is a product of thunderstorms or 
intense showers.  It is generally white and translucent, consisting of liquid or snow particles encased with 
layers of ice.  Hail is formed within the higher reaches of a well-developed thunderstorm.  When 
hailstones become too heavy to be caught in an updraft back into the clouds of the thunderstorm 
(hailstones can be caught in numerous updrafts adding a coating of ice to the original frozen droplet of 
rain each time), they fall as hail and a hailstorm ensues.  A hailstorm is a storm associated with hail. 

Haines Index - A fire weather index based on stability and moisture content of the lower atmosphere that 
measures the potential for existing fires to become large fires.

Hazard – A source of potential danger or an adverse condition that can cause harm to people or cause 
property damage.  A natural hazard is a hazard that occurs naturally (such as flood, wind, and 
earthquake).  A man-made hazard is one that is caused by humans (for example, a terrorist act or a 
hazardous material spill).  Hazards are of concern if they have the potential to harm people or property. 

Hazards of Interest – A comprehensive listing of hazards that may affect an area. 

Hazards of Concern – Those hazards that have been analytically determined to pose significant risk in 
an area, and thus the focus of the particular mitigation plan for that area (a subset of the Hazards of 
Interest).   

Hazard Identification – The process of identifying hazards that threaten an area. 

Hazardous Material Facilities – Facilities housing industrial and hazardous materials, such as 
corrosives, explosives, flammable materials, radioactive materials, and toxins. 
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Hazard Mitigation – Sustained actions taken to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk and effects that 
can result from the occurrence of a specific hazard.  For example, building a flood wall can protect an 
area from flooding. 

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) – Authorized under Section 404 of the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, HMGP is administered by FEMA and provides grants to 
states, tribes, and local governments to implement hazard mitigation actions after a major disaster 
declaration. The purpose of the program is to reduce the loss of life and property due to disasters and to 
enable mitigation activities to be implemented as a community recovers from a disaster.

Hazard Mitigation Plan – A collaborative document in which hazards affecting the community are 
identified, vulnerability to hazards assessed, and consensus reached on how to minimize or eliminate the 
effects of these hazards. 

Hazard Profile – A description of the physical characteristics of a hazard, including a determination of 
various descriptors including magnitude, duration, frequency, probability, and extent.  In most cases, a 
community can most easily use these descriptors when they are recorded and displayed as maps. 

Hazards U.S. (HAZUS) – A GIS-based nationally standardized earthquake loss estimation tool 
developed by FEMA.  HAZUS was replaced by HAZUS-MH (see below) in 2003. 

Hazards U.S. – Multi-Hazard (HAZUS-MH) – A GIS-based nationally standardized earthquake, flood, 
and wind loss estimation tool developed by FEMA.   

HAZUS-MH Risk Assessment Methodology – This analysis uses the HAZUS-MH modules 
(earthquake, wind--hurricane and flood) to analyze potential damages and losses.   

HAZUS-MH MR2 -  HAZUS-MH MR2 was released by FEMA in May 2006.  This version operates on 
an ArcGIS 9.1 platform.  The general building stock valuations are Replacement Cost Value from R.S. 
Means as of 2001.   

HAZUS-MH MR3 - HAZUS-MH MR3 was released by FEMA in December 2007.  This version 
operates on an ArcGIS 9.2 platform.  New data and tools released with MR3 include the following: (1) 
building valuations updated to R.S. Means 2006; (2) building counts based on census housing unit counts 
for RES1 (single-family dwellings) and RES2 (manufactured housing) instead of calculated building 
counts; and (3) new tools in the flood model that enable the user to import user-supplied flood maps and 
flood depth grids or generate a flood depth grid using specified DFIRM floodplain boundaries and digital 
elevation grids.  Please refer to the HAZUS-MH MR3 manuals for additional updates.   

Heat Index (HI) - The temperature the body feels when heat and humidity are combined. Higher 
humidity plus higher temperatures often combine to make us feel a perceived temperature that is higher 
than the actual air temperature.  

Heavy Snow - Snowfall accumulating to 4" or more in depth in 12 hours or less; or snowfall 
accumulating to 6" or more in depth in 24 hours or less. 

High Potential Loss Facilities – Facilities that would have a high loss associated with them, such as 
nuclear power plants, dams, and military installations. 

Hurricane – An intense tropical cyclone, formed in the atmosphere over warm ocean areas, in which 
wind speeds reach 74 miles-per-hour or more and blow in a large spiral around a relatively calm center or 
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"eye."  Hurricanes develop over the North Atlantic Ocean, northeast Pacific Ocean, or the South Pacific 
Ocean (east of 160°E longitude). Hurricane circulation is counter-clockwise in the Northern Hemisphere 
and clockwise in the Southern Hemisphere. 

Hydraulics – That branch of science, or of engineering, which addresses fluids (especially, water) in
motion, its action in rivers and canals, the works and machinery for conducting or raising it, its use as a
prime mover, and other fluid-related areas. 

Hydrography – Pertains to the measurement and description of bodies of water, including oceans, lakes, 
and rivers.   

Hydrology – Hydrology is concerned with the circulation of water and its constituents through the 
hydrologic cycle. 

Infrastructure – The public services of a community that have a direct impact on the quality of life.  
Infrastructure includes communication technology such as phone lines or Internet access, vital services 
such as public water supplies and sewer treatment facilities, transportation system (such as airports, 
heliports; highways, bridges, tunnels, roadbeds, overpasses, railways, bridges, rail yards, depots; and 
waterways, canals, locks, seaports, ferries, harbors, dry docks, piers and regional dams). 

Ice Jam - An accumulation of ice in a river that acts as a natural dam and can flood low-lying areas 
upstream.  They occur when warm temperatures and heavy rains cause rapid snow melt.   

Ice Storm – Term used to describe occasions when damaging accumulations of ice are expected during 
freezing rain situations. Significant accumulations of ice pull down trees and utility lines resulting in loss 
of power and communication.   

Intensity – A measure of the effects of a hazard occurring at a particular place. 

Inventory – The assets identified in a study region.  It includes assets that can be lost when a disaster 
occurs and community resources are at risk.  Assets include people, buildings, transportation, and other 
valued community resources. 

Keetch-Byram Drought Index (KBDI) - A drought index designed for fire potential assessment.  It is a 
number representing the net effect of evapotranspiration and precipitation in producing cumulative 
moisture deficiency in deep duff and upper soil layers.

Level 1 Analysis – A HAZUS-MH analysis that yields a rough estimate or preliminary analysis based on 
the nationwide default database included in HAZUS-MH.  A Level 1 analysis is a great way to begin the 
risk assessment process and prioritize high-risk communities without collecting or using local data. 

Level 2 Analysis – A HAZUS-MH analysis that requires the input of additional or refined data and 
hazard maps that will produce more accurate risk and loss estimates.  Assistance from local emergency 
management personnel, city planners, GIS professionals, and others may be necessary for this level of 
analysis. 

Level 3 Analysis – A HAZUS-MH analysis that yields the most accurate estimate of loss and typically 
requires the involvement of technical experts such as structural and geotechnical engineers who can 
modify loss parameters based on the specific conditions of a community.  This level analysis will allow 
users to supply their own techniques to study special conditions such as dam breaks and tsunamis.  
Engineering and other expertise is needed at this level. 
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Lifelines – Critical facilities that include utility systems (potable water, wastewater, oil, natural gas, 
electric power facilities and communication systems) and transportation systems (airways, bridges, roads, 
tunnels and waterways).

Lightning – A visible electrical discharge produced by a thunderstorm. The discharge may occur within 
or between clouds or between a rain cloud and the ground.  

Loss Estimation – The process of assigning hazard-related damage and loss estimates to inventory, 
infrastructure, lifelines, and population data.  HAZUS-MH can estimate the economic and social loss for 
specific hazard occurrences.  Loss estimation is essential to decision making at all levels of government 
and provides a basis for developing mitigation plans and policies.  It also supports planning for 
emergency preparedness, response, and recovery. 

Lowest Floor – Under the NFIP, the lowest floor of the lowest enclosed area (including basement) of a 
structure.  For the HAZUS-MH flood model, this information can be used to assist in assessing the 
damage to buildings. 

Magnitude – A measure of the strength of a hazard occurrence.  The magnitude (also referred to as 
severity) of a given hazard occurrence is usually determined using technical measures specific to the 
hazard.  For example, ranges of wind speeds are used to categorize tornados. 

Major Disaster Declarations – Post-disaster status requested by a state’s governor when local and state 
resources are not sufficient to meet disaster needs.  It is based on the damage assessment, and an 
agreement to commit state funds and resources to the long-term recovery.  The event must be clearly 
more than the state or local government can handle alone.   

Master Plan – A document, also known as a “general plan”, covering the entire geographic area of a 
community and expressing community goals and objectives. The plan lays out the vision, policies, and 
strategies for the future of the community, including all of the physical elements that will determine the 
community’s future development. This plan can discuss the community’s desired physical development, 
desired rate and quantity of growth, community character, transportation services, location of growth, and 
citing of public facilities and transportation. In most states, the comprehensive plan has no authority in 
and of itself, but serves as a guide for community decision-making.

Mean Return Period (MRP) – The average period of time, in years, between occurrences of a particular 
hazard (equal to the inverse of the annual frequency of exceedance). 

Mitigation Actions – Specific actions that help achieve your goals and objectives.

Mitigation Goals – General guidelines that explain what you want to achieve. They are usually broad 
policy-type statements, long term, and represent global visions. 

Mitigation Objectives – Strategies or implementation steps to attain the identified goals. Unlike goals, 
objectives are specific and measurable.

Mitigation Plan – A plan that documents the process used for a systematic evaluation of the nature and 
extent of vulnerability to the effects of natural hazards typically present in a state or community.  The 
plan includes a description of actions to minimize future vulnerability to hazards.  This plan should be 
developed with local experts and significant community involvement. 
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National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) – Federal program created by Congress in 1968 that makes 
flood insurance available in communities that enact minimum floodplain management regulations in 44 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §60.3. 

Nor’Easter – Named for the strong northeasterly winds blowing in ahead of the storm, are also referred 
to as a type of extra-tropical cyclones (mid-latitude storms, or Great Lake storms.  A Nor’Easter is a 
macro-scale extra-tropical storm whose winds come from the northeast, especially in the coastal areas of 
the Northeastern U.S. and Atlantic Canada.

Objectives – Objectives define strategies or implementation steps to attain the identified goals. Unlike 
goals, objectives are specific and measurable. 

Occupancy Classes – Categories of buildings used by HAZUS-MH (for example, commercial, 
residential, industrial, government, and “other”). 

Ordinance – A term for a law or regulation adopted by local government. 

Parametric Model – A model relating to or including the evaluation of parameters.  For example, 
HAZUS-MH uses parametric models that address different parameters for hazards such as earthquake, 
flood and wind (hurricane).  For example, parameters considered for the earthquake hazard include soil 
type, peak ground acceleration, building construction type and other parameters.  

Planimetric – Maps that indicate only man-made features like buildings. 

Planning – The act or process of making or carrying out plans; the establishment of goals, policies and 
procedures for a social or economic unit. 

Post-disaster mitigation – Mitigation actions taken after a disaster has occurred, usually during recovery 
and reconstruction. 

Presidential Disaster Declaration – A post-disaster status that puts into motion long-term federal 
recovery programs, some of which are matched by state programs, and designed to help disaster victims, 
businesses, and public entities in the areas of human services, public assistance (infrastructure support), 
and hazard mitigation.  If declared, funding comes from the President’s Disaster Relief Fund and disaster 
aid programs of other participating federal agencies. 

Preparedness – Actions that strengthen the capability of government, citizens, and communities to 
respond to disasters.  

Priority Hazards – Hazards considered most likely to impact a community based on frequency, severity, 
or other factors such as public perception.  These are identified using available data and local knowledge. 

Provided Data – The databases included in the HAZUS-MH software that allow users to run a 
preliminary analysis without collecting or using local data. 

Probability – A statistical measure of the likelihood that a hazard event will occur. 

Public education and outreach programs – Any campaign to make the public more aware of hazard 
mitigation and mitigation programs, including hazard information centers, mailings, public meetings, etc. 
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Q3 Flood Zone Data – FEMA flood data that delineate the 100- and 500-year flood boundaries.  The Q3 
Flood Data are digital representations of certain features of FEMA’s Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) 
product, intended for use with desktop mapping and GIS technology.  

Recovery – The actions taken by an individual or community after a catastrophic event to restore order 
and lifelines in the community. 

Regulation – Most states have granted local jurisdictions broad regulatory powers to enable the 
enactment and enforcement of ordinances that deal with public health, safety, and welfare. These include 
building codes, building inspections, zoning, floodplain and subdivision ordinances, and growth 
management initiatives. 

Recurrence Interval – The average time between the occurrences of hazardous events of similar size in a 
given location.  This interval is based on the probability that the given event will be equaled or exceeded 
in any given year. 

Repetitive Loss Property – A property that is currently insured for which two or more National Flood 
Insurance Program losses (occurring more than ten days apart) of at least $1,000 each have been paid 
within any 10-year period since 1978. 

Replacement Value – The cost of rebuilding a structure.  This cost is usually expressed in terms of cost 
per square foot and reflects the present-day cost of labor and materials to construct a building of a 
particular size, type and quality. 

Resolutions – Expressions of a governing body’s opinion, will, or intention that can be executive or 
administrative in nature. Most planning documents must undergo a council resolution, which must be 
supported in an official vote by a majority of representatives to be adopted. Other methods of making a 
statement or announcement about a particular issue or topic include proclamations or declarations.

Resources – Resources include the people, materials, technologies, money, etc., required to implement 
strategies or processes. The costs of these resources are often included in a budget. 

Risk – The estimated impact that a hazard would have on people, services, facilities, and structures in a 
community; the likelihood of a hazard occurring and resulting in an adverse condition that causes injury 
or damage.  Risk is often expressed in relative terms such as a high, moderate or low likelihood of 
sustaining damage above a particular threshold due to occurrence of a specific type of hazard.  Risk also 
can be expressed in terms of potential monetary losses associated with the intensity of the hazard. 

Risk Assessment – A methodology used to assess potential exposure and estimated losses associated 
with priority hazards.  The risk assessment process includes four steps:  (1) identifying hazards, (2) 
profiling hazards, (3) conducting an inventory of assets, and (4) estimating losses.   

Risk Factors – Characteristics of a hazard that contribute to the severity of potential losses in the study 
area. 

Riverine – Of or produced by a river (for example, a riverine flood is one that is caused by a river 
overflowing its banks). 

Saffir-Simpson Scale – This scale categorizes or rates hurricanes from 1 (Minimal) to 5 (Catastrophic) 
based on their intensity.  It is used to give an estimate of the potential property damage and flooding 
expected along the coast from a hurricane landfall. Wind speed is the determining factor in the scale, as 
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storm surge values are highly dependent on the slope of the continental shelf and the shape of the 
coastline, in the landfall region.   

Scale – A proportion used in determining a dimensional relationship; the ratio of the distance between 
two points on a map and the actual distance between the two points on the earth’s surface. 

Scour – Removal of soil or fill material by the flow of floodwaters.  This term is frequently used to 
describe storm-induced, localized, conical erosion around pilings and other foundation supports where the 
obstruction of flow increases turbulence.

Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA) – An area within a floodplain having a 1-percent or greater chance 
of flood occurrence in any given year (that is, the 100-year or base flood zone); represented on FIRMS as 
darkly shaded areas with zone designations that include the letter “A” or “V.” 

Stafford Act – The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, Public Law (PL) 
100-107 was signed into law on November 23, 1988.  This law amended the Disaster Relief Act of 1974, 
PL 93-288.  The Stafford Act is the statutory authority for most Federal disaster response activities, 
especially as they pertain to FEMA and its programs. 

Stakeholder – Stakeholders are individuals or groups, including businesses, private organizations, and 
citizens, that will be affected in any way by an action or policy. 

State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO) – The representative of state government who is the primary 
point of contact with FEMA, other state and Federal agencies, and local units of government in the 
planning and implementation of pre- and post-disaster mitigation activities. 

Structure – Something constructed (for example, a residential or commercial building). 

Study Area – The geographic unit for which data are collected and analyzed.  A study area can be any 
combination of states, counties, cities, census tracts, or census blocks.  The study area definition depends 
on the purpose of the loss study and in many cases will follow political boundaries or jurisdictions such as 
city limits. 

Substantial Damage – Damage of any origin sustained by a structure in a SFHA, for which the cost of 
restoring the structure to its pre-hazard event condition would equal or exceed 50 percent of its pre-hazard 
event market value.   

Thunderstorm - A local storm produced by a cumulonimbus cloud and accompanied by lightning and 
thunder.  It forms from a combination of moisture, rapidly rising warm air and a force capable of lifting 
air such as a warm and cold front, a sea breeze, or a mountain.   

Topographic – Map that shows natural features and indicate the physical shape of the land using contour 
lines based on land elevation. These maps also can include man-made features (such as buildings and 
roads). 

Topography – The physical features of a surface area including relative elevations and the position of 
natural and man-made features.   

Tornado – A violent windstorm characterized by a twisting, funnel-shaped cloud.  It is spawned by a 
thunderstorm (or sometimes as a result of a hurricane) and produced when cool air overrides a layer of 
warm air, forcing the warm air to rise rapidly.   
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Transportation Systems – One of the lifeline system categories.  This category includes:  airways 
(airports, heliports, highways), bridges, tunnels, roadbeds, overpasses, transfer centers; railways (tracks, 
tunnels, bridges, rail yards, depots), and waterways (canals, locks, seaports, ferries, harbors, dry docks, 
piers). 

Tropical Cyclone - A generic term for a cyclonic, low-pressure system over tropical or sub-tropical 
waters containing a warm core of low barometric pressure which typically produces heavy rainfall, 
powerful winds and storm surge.     

Tropical Depression - An organized system of clouds and thunderstorms with a defined surface 
circulation and maximum sustained winds of less than 38 mph. It has no “eye” (the calm area in the center 
of the storm) and does not typically have the organization or the spiral shape of more powerful storms.   

Tropical Storm - An organized system of strong thunderstorms with a defined surface circulation and 
maximum sustained winds between 39 to 73 mph 

Utility Systems – One of the lifeline systems categories.  This category includes potable water, 
wastewater, oil, natural gas, electric power facilities and communication systems. 

Vulnerability – Description of how exposed or susceptible an asset is to damage.  This value depends on 
an asset’s construction, contents, and the economic value of its functions.  Like indirect damages, the 
vulnerability of one element of the community is often related to the vulnerability of another.  For 
example, many businesses depend on uninterrupted electrical power.  If an electric substation is flooded, 
it will affect not only the substation itself, but a number of businesses as well.  Often, indirect affects can 
be much more widespread and damaging than direct affects. 

Vulnerability Assessment – Evaluation of the extent of injury and damage that may result from a hazard 
event of a given intensity in a given area.  The vulnerability assessment should address impacts of hazard 
occurrences on the existing and future built environment. 

Watershed – Area of land that drains down gradient (from areas of higher land to areas of lower land) to 
the lowest point; a common drainage basin. The water moves through a network of drainage pathways, 
both underground and on the surface.  Generally, these pathways converge into streams and rivers, which 
become progressively larger as the water moves downstream, eventually reaching an estuary, lake, or 
ocean.   

Wildfire – Any instance of uncontrolled burning in grasslands, forests, and brush land.  It is further 
defined as an uncontrolled fire spreading through vegetative fuels, exposing and possibly consuming 
structures.    

Wildland/Urban Interface (WUI) - The area where houses and wildland vegetation coincide.  Interface 
neighborhoods are found all across the U.S., and include many of the sprawling areas that grew during the 
1990s.   

Wildland Fire Assessment System (WFAS) - An internet-based information system that provides a 
national view of weather and fire potential, including national fires danger, weather maps and satellite-
derived “Greenness” maps. 
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Wind Chill Index (WCI) - The temperature your body feels when the air temperature is combined with 
the wind speed.  It is based on the rate of heat loss from exposed skin caused by the effects of wind and 
cold.

Windstorm – A storm characterized by high wind velocities; associated with cyclonic storms (e.g. 
hurricanes), thunderstorms and tornadoes.

Zone – A geographical area shown on a National FIRM that reflects the severity or type of flooding in the 
area. 

Zoning Ordinance – Designation of allowable land use and intensities for a local jurisdiction. Zoning 
ordinances consist of two components: a zoning text and a zoning map. 




