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Executive Summary

1 Executive Summary

During 2003, the State of Maryland its counties and cities to lead the development of local

hazard mitigation plans. These plans, required by the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMAZ2K)

for hazard mitigation assistance (HMA) grant program eligibility, hel p local governments

determine risks and vulnerabilities and identify projects to reduce these risks. The Prince

&1 OUT 1 z vaity ¢ Ladr&Nult -Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 2017 Updaigan

update to the 2005 and 2010 plans approved by tre Maryland Emergency Management Agency

and the Department of Homeland Security Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region I
EQOEWEEOxUIl EwEAwWUT T w/ UPDOET w&l OUTIT zUw" OUOUBew" OUOEDO
/ UDOEIT w&l OUT 1 z U w'rebHatakd Mitigation:Rlah 2000aUpdatvas aproved by

FEMA Region Il on February 8, 2012.

/ UDOEIT w&i OUTIT zUw" OUO0UawECEwWUT T w" DUawdi w+EUUI OwWEOO
(MAC) to lead plan development. The Committee met twice during the planning process and

worked closely with Dewberry Consulting, LLC to develop the multi

Public input was sought throughout the process in accordance with DMA2K requirements.

1.1 Authority

By proclamation in 2005, the
County Coun cil and the County
Executive charged the
Department of Environmental
Resources (DER) with
coordinating with other
appropriate departments and
agencies to facilitate the
development of the Plan in
conformance with state and
federal guidelines.

The Plan was prepared pursuant
to the federal Hazard Mitigation
and Pre-Disaster Mitigation
Programs (44 CFR Parts 201 and
206), the Flood Mitigation
Assistance Program (44 CFR
78.6), and the process outlined in
materials prepared by the
Federal Emergency Management
Agency for the Community

1
ZARY

COUNT

LA

Y COUNCIL
M. Bland

A Proclamation

WHEREAS, Prince George’s County, Maryland recognizes the
floods and other natural hazards pose a continual threat to public
health, safety and welfare and could result in significant public and
private property damage, and economic losses; and

WHEREAS, the hazards mitigation planning process encouraged
by the State of Maryland and the United States Department of
Homeland Security (Federal Emergency Management Agency) offers
the opportunity to consider hazards and risks and to identify
mitigation actions to reduce future risks; and

WHEREAS, the State of Maryland has provided grants to
support the development of an All Hazards Mitigation Plan, including
Federal funds administered by the Maryland Department of Natural
Resources” Costal Zone Management Division to prepare the Hazard
Identification and Risk Assessment, and the Maryland Emergency
Management Agency to complete the planning process.

NOW, THEREFORE, Be It Proclaimed by the Prince George's
County Council and the County Executive, Jack B. Johnson, that the
Department of Environmental Resources is charged with coordinating
with other appropriate County departments and agencies to facilitate
and prepare the Prince George’s County Hazards Mitigation Plan in
FURTHER, the
Department of Environmental Resources shall notify, invite and

conformance with State and Federal guidelines.
encourage participation by appropriate State and Federal agency

representatives, adjacent communities and representatives of business
owners, homeowners, and not-for-profit organizations.

et A drb

o~

%‘*‘,,w s

ONY KNOTTS ] KB.JOHNSQF
CPUNCIL CHAIRMAN COUNTY EXECUTIVE

-jurisdictional plan update.




Executive Summary

Rating System of the National Flood Insurance Program. In addition, it is intended to satisfy
planning requirements associated with the Maryland Comprehensive Flood Management Grant
Program (Environment Title 5, Subtitle 9).

1.2 Planning Area

/ UPOET w&l OUT T zUw" OUOUa wE OE w+ E U U IBaltime e metrepBlith) wOT wUT 1
area (Figure 1-1). The County is bounded on the west by the District of Columbia and Fairfax

County, Virginia. To the north are Montgomery and Howard Counties; on the east are Anne

Arundel and Calvert Counties, and Charles County is to the south. The City is located midway
between Baltimore and Washington, DC.
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Washington, D.C.
1 Maryland
[ Virginia

Figure 1-1. Vicinity map of Washington, DC, area.

Although there are 27 separate incorporated municipalities within the boundaries of Prince

&I OUT 1T zUw" 6UO0UaowodO6O0a wli | w" bUbégeewdlandiuse altbdri@Q wE OE w! O
Only the City of Laurel is recognized separately by FEMA and administers its own floodplain

management ordinance, thus the City of Laurel participated has been incorporated into the

plan as a separate entity in the planning process with specific community profile information
detailed in Section 8.0.
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%OUWUT 1T wxUUxOUI UwOi wxOEOODOT Ow/ UPOET w&l OUT I zUw" OU
which were used during the 2010 plan update planning process. ) These planning areas are

geographically defined by natural or manmade boundaries and represent the sm allest

geographical area for which a master plan is prepared.

Per the Mitigation Advisory Committee, the 2017 Hazard Mitigation Plan Update was
organized where appropriate into areas consistent with the nine County Council Districts and
the city of Laurel as shown in Figure 1-2.




Executive Summary

Figure 1-:2./ UDPOET w&l OUT 1T zUw" OUOUaw" OUOGEPOw#HPUUU

1.3 Planning Committee Membership

The following agencies are designated members of the Mitigation Advisory Committee:

= =

=A =4 =4 =4 4 4

T

Environment (Dawn Hawkins -Nixon, Chris Akinboloa and Catherine Escarpeta)

Office of Homeland Security Office of Emergency Management (Ronald Gill, Courtney
Mariette, James Qarter and Eddie Waters)

Police (Joe Perez, Charles Hamby, William Alexander, Kirk McLean and Dan Shefield)
Fire/EMS (Rudolph Thomas and Craig Black )

Public Works and Transportation (Gwen Clerkley and Vernon Stinnett)

Information Technology (Todd Addis )

Family Services (Cathy Stasny)

Maryland -National Capital Park & Planning ¢ Planning (Debbie Tyner and Caroline
Connelly)

City of Laurel (Bill Goddard, Jack Brock, Stephen Allen and Theresa Martin)

The following were notified when the planning process w as initiated and were asked to review
and comment on the Plan before it was finalized:

T

)l
)l
)l
)l
)l

3T T wl kwbOEOUXxOUEUI EwOUOPEDXxEODUDPI UWOOEEUI EwbOL
separate land use authority and the City of Bowie, which retains some land use authority.

(OU0I UT U001 EwxEUUDI UwOOw/ OE OO Db Grnaitd thatksWnBigtdinedx UE OD E w
by M-NCPPC (civic associations, neighborhood associations, etc.)

Adjacent counties (Montgomery, Howard, Charles, Calvert, Anne Arundel)

American Red CroUU wgp/ UPOET w&l OUT T zUw" T ExUI UA

Maryland Emergency Management Agency

Maryland Department of the Environment

The Mitigation Advisory Committee participated in the planning process (outlined in Section

2.2) through attendance at a series of meetings, review of materials, comments on draft

documents, consideration of hazards and existing programs and policies, and identification of

actions that will further reduce the impacts O wi EAEUEUwbOw/ UPOET w&l OUT T z Uw
of Laurel.

1.4 Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment

A solid fact base is a key component of any plan. The Hazard Identification and Risk
Assessment (HIRA) serves as the fact base for the hazard mitigatio plan. The HIRA consists of
three parts. Its purpose is to:




Executive Summary

1. (EIl OUPI awbi PET wil EAEUEUWEOUOEWEI I 1 EQw/ UPOEIT w&l O
2. Profile hazard events and determine what areas and community assets are the most

vulnerable to damage from th ese hazards, and
3. Estimate losses and prioritize the potential risks to the community.

For this plan update, certain hazards were not addressed due to the infrequency of occurrence
and/or limited impact, several were combined and several added . Table 1-1 summarizes the
results of the hazard identification, which are explained fully in Section 4.0, Hazard
Identification and Risk Assessment.

Table 1-1. Planning Consideration Levels by Hazard Type for 2017 Update

= n
= ) 2
=0 3 2 = o c =
£ 52/ 3 @& 2 E § =
5 E5 | E| o = N g
Hazard o = = = 2 o 5 o
= o £ © = (2] — o E
E [ = (@] < @ = (]
n > 2 & I = 5 3
O 2 z ©
Riverine Flooding 5 5 5 5 5 4 5
Coastal Flooding 4 3 3 |2 3 3 |1 Medium -
Low
Severe Storms (Flood
4 4 4 4
Related) > > °
Flood Risk - Dam Failures 5 3 3 2 3 5 1 Medium
Flood Risk - Levee Failures 5 3 3 2 3 5 1 Medium
Tornadoes 5 3 5 3 5 5 5 -
. Medium -
Severe Storms (Wind-Related) | 5 4 3 5 4 3 5 High
High Winds 5 4 3 |5 3 3 |4 Medium -
High
Hurricanes/Tropical Storms Medium -
. 4 4 4 4 3 4 |4 )
(Wind -Related) High
. . Medium -
Winter Storms/Blizzards 5 4 3 5 5 3 4 . '
High
Wildire « |2 |1 |z |1 |21 [jew
Medium -
Drought 4 3 3 |5 1 1 |2 edium
Low
Earthquakes 0 5 3 5 3 5 3 Medium
. Medium -
Land Movement/ Landslides 0 1 3 2 1 5 5 Loewlum
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o g8 £ 5 o 35 2
S §£ & i £ E > <
= = B = o = = 4 S
Hazard 24 = © 8 - E g) =) o
] =3 @© = = —
i) S c = o n = Qo ©
8 o3| 8| 8 £ & ¢ ]
(99} > = 5] 8 ; S C>)
O A z
Sinkholes 0 1 2 1 1 3 1
Extreme Heat 0 5 1 5 5 1 3 Medium
Medium -
Extreme Cold 0 5 1 5 3 1 2
Low

The HIRA described each of the hazards in varying levels of detail consistent with each

planning consideration level. In general, the Mitigation Advisory Committee through

gualitative and quantitative analysis presented in Section 4.0 found that riverine flooding,

severe flood-related storms and tornados were the most significant hazards. Wind -related

Ul YT Ul wOOOUOUOwWT BT T wpPOEUOWUUOXxPEEOWUUOUDBUWEOEWPD
Floods occur primarily within several key watersheds as well as throughout transportation
networks with inadequate drainage measures to handle stormwater during short -duration,
heavy precipitation events. More recently localized flooding occurred along Upper Branch in
Upper Marlboro during Tropical Depression Irene in 2011, and subsequent heavy storms
during spring 2015 and December 2016, A new method to assess flooding risk was usedt

%%, ZUwW3OUEOwW$SRxOUUUI wubOwHnOOOExOEPOUWYI UUPOOWI 6 Y w
building footprints apportioned within reg ulated flood hazard areas. The TEIF 2.0 methodology
uses building footprints from local jurisdictions to apportion total replacement values of

buildings at the census block-level (1000 square feet units). The TEIF methodology divides
building replacement v alues by proportionate methods (area of each respective building
footprint). For example if a census block is known to have $1M of value associated with all
buildings and there are a total of ten (10) buildings in the census block - each building having
the same exact sizd a proportional distribution would dictate that each building has a value of
$100,000. After Hazus values are dispersed to the building footprints, the buildings within the
Special Flood Hazard Area were identified and the portions (or percent area) of buildings

within the floodplain was calculated. Ultimately, the dispersed replacement values were

tallied for the dollar value associated with each respective building that is entirely or partially in
the floodplain. These values are then generalized into 1000 ft blocks to comply with regulations
and not target individual structures or building owners.

Severe wind events, such as hurricanes and tornadoes, have historically affected the area.
Generally, hurricanes tend to bring flooding rather than high winds brought by severe storms
create localized havoc from downed trees blocking transportation networks, creating localized
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power outages from downed power lines and damaging building structures, particularly
residential roofs and propert y. Central Virginia the opposite is often true with high wind
impacting areas with tree cover causing roof damage and power outages due to downed power
lines. Flooding from tropical and sub -tropical storm events and severe thunderstorms tends to
be localized and in many cases due to a high proportion of paved or impervious pavement in
densely populated watersheds which cannot absorb high volumes of runoff during intense
storms. Tornadoes recorded in the region have typically been FO (4@ 72 mph; light damage) or
F1 (73112 mph; moderate damage) in intensity but a rare tornado did result in fatalities in
College Park several decades ago.

1.5 Mitigation Goal and Strategies

3T Tw, "wUlYDIPIEWOTT wxUI YDOUUwx OE Oz Uwiwbieh®asE OE wUI Y
emerged as a main societal concern. The 2017 to 2022 plan goal is:

(OwbUwOT 1T wi OEOwWO! w/ UPOET w&l OUTIT zUw" OUOUAWESEWUT T w
improve the public health, safety, and welfare of its communities, and to expand the resi liency

of livable communities by:

1. Increasing public awareness of natural hazards and risk reduction measures; and
2. Mitigating risks due to natural hazards.

Mitigation strategy status on the 2012 Hazard Mitigation strategies, actions and projects may be
found in Appendix C. Some strategies were completed and have outlived their relevancy while
others are ongoing programmatic activities which are included in the new strategies outlined in
Section 5.0 and listed in more detail in Appendix D.

The new, 2017 to ®22 mitigation strategy, action and project types were re-organized into six

categories shown on Table 1-2 that better correspond to County and City government

department organization, programsand UT T w/ OEQuwl Yt k w/ UDOET w&l OUT 1T zUuw
approved May 6, 2014.

Table 1-2. Mitigation Categories and Project Types

Category Project Type

Prevention Planning and zoning

Building codes

Open space preservation

Floodplain regulations

Stormwater management regulations
Drainage system maintenance
Capital improvements programming
Shoreline/riverine setbacks
Acquisition/Demolition

Relocation

Property Protection

= =4 & -8 8 _a _9a _a_2a -2
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Category Project Type

Natural Resource Protection

Structural Projects

Emergency Services

Education & Awareness

= =4 -4 4 -8 _98 _9 _92 _2_2 -2

=4 =4 -8 -8 _98_9_92_42_4._.4._-29._2._-52._-92._.29._-49._-29_-29._-252._-2._-2._2._-2

Building elevation

Critical facilities protection

Retrofitting (i.e., wind -proofing, floodproofing, seismic design)
Safe rooms, shutters, shattefresistant glass
Insurance

Land acquisition

Floodplain protectio n

Watershed management

Beach and dune preservation

Riparian buffers

Forest and vegetation management (i.e., fire resistant
landscaping, fuel breaks)

Erosion and sediment control

Wetland preservation and restoration

Habitat preservation

Slope stabilization

Historic properties and archaeological site preservation
Reservoirs
Dams/levees/dikes/floodwalls/seawalls
Diversions/detention/retention

Channel modification

Beach nourishment

Storm sewers

Warning systems

Evacuation planning and management
Emergency response training and exercises
Sandbagging for flood protection

Installing temporary shutters for wind protection
Outreach projects

Speaker series/demonstration events

Hazard mapping

Real estate disclosure

Library materials

School children educational programs

Hazard expositions

In addition, MAC members and their staff identified and prioritized mitigation strategies for
their organizations and programs who were engaged by email or phone conversations.
Priorities were developed from data collected on past damages, existing exposure to risk,
community goals, and needs based on local knowledge of County and City needs.
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1.6 Capabili ty Assessment, Implementation and

M aintenance
371 wWEEXxEEDPOPUAWEUUI UUOI OUwiI YEOUEUT UwlUT 1T welOUUI OUwWE
of Laurel to mitigate the effects of the natural hazards identified in the HIRA. By providing a
summary ofeachjUUPUEDPEUDP OOz Uwl RPUUDOT wxUOT UEQUWEOEwWx OODE
as the foundation for designing an effective hazard mitigation strategy.
The plan outlines a procedure for implementation, maintenance, and plan updates. The Prince
&I OUTT zUw" OUOUaw. I I PETl woOi w 6001 OEOCEw21 EVUPUazUw. 11
partnership with the City of Laurel Emergency Manager and the Mitigation Advi sory
Committee will be responsible for monitoring this plan. The OEM will request an annual
xUOT Ul UUWUXxEEU] wi udbOwlUT 1 w, "wxEUUPEDxEOUUWEOBEWOUI
{ 2022 Mitigation Strategies Alliance January 31 annually. Information will be consolidated and
provided in a report to MEMA and FEMA Region Ill. These annual progress reports will begin
in 2018 and will include corrective action plans if needed, based on evaluation criteria set by the
MAC. In accordance with Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) regulations, a
written update will be submitted to Maryland Emergency Management Agency and FEMA
Region Il every five years from the original date of the plan, unless circumstances (e.g.,
Presidential disaster declaration, changing regulations) require a formal update earlier. The
public will be continually informed of changes to the plan as they occur.

1.7 Acknowledgments

The 2017 Plan update was supported by a Hazard Mitigation Assistance Pre-Disaster Mitigation
grant program p lanning grant administered by the Maryland Emergency Management Agency
with funding from the Federal Emergency Management Agency. The project was facilitated by
Dewberry Engineers, Inc. Lanham, Maryland.

1.8 Conclusion

The/ UPOET w&il OUT I z ULadreDHhagatd Mitigai®di Rieh RodAUpdaiembodies the
continued commitment and dedication of the local governments and community members of

the region to enhance the safety of residents and businesses by taking actions before a disaster

strikes. While nothing can be done to prevent natural hazard events from occurring, the region
is poised to minimize the disruption and devastation that so often accompanies these disasters.

1-10
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2 Introduction

2.1 Mitigation

Mitigation is commonly defined as sustained actions taken to reduce or eliminate long -term risk

to people and property from hazards and their effects. A mitigation plan states th e aspirations

and specific courses of action that a community intends to follow to reduce vulnerability and

exposure to future hazard events. These plans are formulated through a systematic process

centered on the participation of citizens, businesses, public officials, and other community

stakeholders.

A local mitigation planis thex T a UPEEOwUI xUIl Ul OUEUPOOwWOI wEwNUUDPUED
risks from natural hazards. Local officials can refer to the plan in their day -to-day activities and

in decisions regarding regulations and ordinances, granting permits, and funding of capital

improvements and other community initiatives. Additionally, these local plans will serve as the

basis for states to prioritize future grant funding as it becomes available .

371 w/ UPOET w&l OUTT zUw" OUOVAWESEWUT T w"PUawdi w+EUVUI O
useful tool for all community stakeholders by increasing public awareness about local hazards

and risks, and providing information about options and resources available to reduce those

risks. Educating the public about potential hazards will help each jurisdiction protect itself

against the effects of future hazards, and will enable informed decision -making regarding

where to live, purchase property, or locate business.

The area covered by this plan includes:

City of Laurel

/ UDOET w&l OUT 1 zUw" OUOUa

2.2 The Local Mitigation Planning Impetus

On October 30, 2000, President Clinton signed into law the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000
(DMAZ2K), which required state and local mitigation plans that would help to reduce loss of life
and property, human suffering, economic disruption, and disaster assistance costs resulting
from natural disasters.

The new law amended the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assstance Act

and added a new section to the law, Section 322, Mitigation Planning. Section 322 requires local
governments to prepare and adopt jurisdiction -wide hazard mitigation plans for disasters
declared after November 1, 2004, as a condition of receivng Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
(HMGP) project grants and other non -disaster related mitigation grant assistance programs.
Local governments must review and, if necessary, update their mitigation plans every five years




Introduction

from the original date of the pl ans in order to continue Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA)
program eligibility.

The requirements for local mitigation plans are found in Section 44 Code of Federal Regulations

/ EUOwIl Yhét 6 ww%»ns', EgBWR w OB EDIWE 0DOOdW/ OE OOadéry& UDEEQE
2011 provides updated FEMA interpretation and explanation of local plan mitigation

Ul TUOEUDOOUWEOEwW%»$, zUwl RxI EUEUDPOOUWI OUwODPUDPT EUDO
the 2013 Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool to ensure thataplanmeed Uw%$, z UwUI T UOEUOUL
requirements as well as hazard

23 37T 1T w/ UPOET w&l OUT T zUw" OUOUAWEOEwW" PUa w
Mitigation Plan 2017 Update Sections

Section 1.0¢ Executive Summary provides the plan update context of communities, the Prince

&1 OUT | z Uand Gryddltarel Mitigation Advisory Committee (MAC), the planning area,

the revised mitigation plan goal and a brief summary of the planning process.

Section 2.0¢ Introduction summarizes the nearly two -decade planning determined by the
Disaster Mitig ation Act of 2000, its regulatory requirements and the plan document
organization.

Section 3.0t Planning Process and Community Profile defines the processes followed

throughout the update of this plan including a description of stakeholder involvement and

OUUUI EET w31 PUwUI EUDPOOWEOUOwWxUOYPEI UwEwxT aUPEEOWE
County and the City of Laurel, examining characteristics such as geography, hydrography,

development, people, and land uses.

Section 4.0¢ Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment evaluates the natural hazards likely

OOwEI I 1 EQw/ UPOET w&l OUTIT zUw" OUOUAWESEWUT T w"PUawdi w
how the region might be affected by natural hazards. Critical facility information has been

redacted andisOOEEUI EwbPOw xx] OEPRW&OWEYEDPOEEOI wUxOOwUI gU
Office of Emergency Management.

Section 5.0¢ Multiple Hazard Mitigation Strategy EEEUI UUT UwUOT 1 w/ UPOET w&l OUT
City of Laurel hazard -related issues and concerns forby establishing a revised framework goal

for mitigation activities and policies. The strategy includes a revised goal and a range of

updated mitigation strategies, actions and projects to support achievement of this goal to reduce

hazard exposure to areacitizens and to increase community resiliency. Status on the 2010

mitigation strategies may be found in Appendix C and new 2017 ¢ 2022 strategies, organized by

six major mitigation project types, may be found in Appendix D.
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Section 6.0¢ Community Capabi lity Assessment, Implementation and Plan Maintenance
Procedures described available programs and resources which can support plan
implementation. How the plan will be monitored, evaluated, and updated, including a process
for continuing stakeholder involve ment after the plan is completed, is also described in this
section.

Section 7.0¢ Additional State Requirements contain all other state requirements that need to
be met.

Section 8.0¢ City of Laurel Plan provides a physical and demographic profile of the City of
Laurel, looking at characteristics such as geography, hydrography, development, people, and
land uses.

Section 9.0¢ Referencesincludes a list of the reports and data used to develop this plan.

Section 10.0¢ Appendices are included at the end of the plan, and contain supplemental
reference materials and more detailed calculations and methodologies used in the planning
process. The complete meeting and outreach support materials, history of federal disaster
declarations in the region, additional HIRA data, and 2010 mitigation strategy status updates
may all be found in the Appendices along with a detailed summary of updated information in
the 2017 plan.

Appendix A ¢+ Committee meeting materials and outreach

Appendix B ¢ Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment supplemental materials
Appendix C ¢ 2010 Mitigation Strategies Status

Appendix D ¢ 2017+ 2022 Detailed Strategy Update

Appendix E + Record of Change

Appendix F + Sample Adoption Resolutions

Appendix G t+ Redacted Materials

Appendix H { List of Abbreviated Terms

Appendix | + Capability Assessment Table
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3 Planning Process and Community Profile

3.1 Planning Process

3T 1T w/ UPOEIT w&l OUT T zUw" OUOUaw#1 xEUUOI OUwWOI wOT 1T wsOYD
21 EOUPUaw. I 1 PET woOi w$s Ol UT 1 OEaw, EOCETIT O O0wbOwxEUUOI
Emergency Services led the development of their first regional hazard mitigation plan for the

jurisdictions during 2005.

For the required 2011 update, the County and City continued a joint planning process, resulting

inthe 2011/ UPOET w&l OUT I zUw" OUOVawEGEwW" PUa woOi w+mwi®UI Ow, E
combined effort leveraged the advantage of shared resources, and built on the success of similar

multi -jurisdiction partnering agreements. This approach has been continued for the 2017 plan

update with technical assistance and support provided by D ewberry Consultants, LLC.

The Mitigation Advisory Committee (MAC) worked with the consultants throughout the

planning process to ensure that potential stakeholders participated in the planning process

including reviewing the draft and final versionso | wUT T wx OEO8d ww/ UPOET w&l OUT 1 7
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Hazard Mitigation Assistance (HMA) grant

to support the 2017 plan update and contracted with Dewberry Consultants, LLC, on behalf of

the County and the City of Laurel .

The plan update followed a traditional mitigation plan update process initiated with then a

Mitigation Advisory Committee Hazard Mitigation Plan Update kick -off meeting December 2,

2016. The Hazard Identification Risk Assessment (HIRA ¢ see section 4.0)was completely

reformatted using updated data sources during the winter and early spring of 2017 as the 2011

HIRA only featured updated demographic and disaster declaration information. The hazard

identification, risk assessment and vulnerability analysi s was presented to the MAC at a

Ol 1T UPOT wOOw, EVET whyOw!l YAwWPT T UT wOT 1T w/ OEOGz Uwl OEOwb
Profile, 2011 Mitigation Action Status and Maintenance sections were updated during late

spring and early summer, 2017 along with new 2017 to 2022 mitigation strategies.

The County leveraged community outreach events during May through July, 2017 to seek
comments on the draft HIRA and stakeholders perceptions of hazard exposure and disaster
preparedness. Some of these events centeredn the kick-off of Hurricane Season and
corresponding outreach opportunities during June, 2017. A variety of media outlets were
employed including social media. A sampling of outreach materials and messaging may be
found in Appendix A.

3.1.1 The Hazard Mitigation T echnical Advisory Committee

/ UPOET w&l OUTT zUw" OUOUawWEOOYI Ol EwEw, PUPT EUDOOW EYD
Ul xUI Ul OUEUDPYI Uwi UOOWET xEUUOI OUUwPpDUTI DOw/ UDOET wé&l
MAC worked with the Dewberry team and provided input  at each key stage of the planning
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process, including reviewing the format and content of the previous plan and making decisions
on what information to carry forward into the 2017 plan update. MAC members responded to
gueries detailing plan implementation a nd mitigation capabilities; updated their 2011 plan

actions; participated in MAC and HIRA/Goal Setting meetings; organized and participated in
email correspondence, phone discussions or inperson meetings to create a comprehensive
menu of 20174 2022 mitigation actions which respond to identified priority hazard risks,
reviewed document drafts and supported outreach efforts. Appendix E contains the record of
changes that documents how each section in the 2011 plan was updated in the 2017 plan.
Efforts to involve county and city departments and community organizations that might have a
role in implementation of the mitigation actions or policies included invitations to attend
meetings and serve on the MAC, access to draft updated plan sections, email upd ates,
mitigation action development discussion, numerous outreach events and opportunities for
input and comm ent on all draft deliverables. Table 3-1 lists contributing HMTAC members. .

Table 3-1. 2017 Mitigation Advisory Committee

Jurisdiction/Organization

Department

Office of Homeland
Security/Office of
Emergency
Management

Ronald Gill / UDOEIT w&l OUT 1 ¢ Deputy Director

Office of Homeland
Security/Office of
Emergency
Management

Courtney Mariette / UPOEIT w&l OUT 1 7 Regional Planner

Office of Homeland
Security/Office of
Emergency
Management

James Carter / UDOET w&l OUT 1 ¢

Office of Homeland
| Security/Office of
Emergency
Management
Department of the
Environment

UDBET wal OUT | Dep_artment of the
Environment

Eddie Walters Prince&1 OUT 1|

Dgwn Hawkins - /| UDOEIT w&l Associate Director
Nixon

Chris Akinbobola / Special Assistant

Catherine Escarpeta

| UDBOEIT w&i

Department of the
Environment

GIS Analyst

Joe Perez

T w&i

Police Department

Captain

Charles Hamby

/ UPOEIT w&l

Police Department

Major
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and Recreation

Jurisdiction/Organization Department

William Alexander / UDOET w&bubty 1 1 Police Department Major

Kirk McLean / UDOET w&l OUT I Police Department Lieutenant

Dan Schefield / UPOEIT w&l OUT 1 Police Department
Department of Public

Gwen Clerkley / UDOEIT w&l OUT I Works and Associate Director
Transportation
Department of Public

Vernon L. Stinnett / UDOEIT w&l OUT I Works and Division Chief
Transportation

i oA S s ffi f Inf i .

Todd Addis / UPOEI wé&l OUI | Office of Information Security Manager
Technology

Debbie Tyner MNCPPC Department .Of Parks Deputy Director
and Recreation

Laura Connelly MNCPPC Department of Parks Planner Coordinator

/ UPOEI w&lil 6UIT

Area Agency on

Cathy St i .
y Stasny Depe.lrtment of Family Aging
Services
. . . . Deputy Cit
Bill Goddard City of Laurel Administration pg y v
Administrator
JackBrock City of Laurel Planning Planning Director

Stephen Allen, Sr.

City of Laurel

Emergency Manager

Theresa Martin

City of Laurel

GIS Analysis

During December, 2016 through March, 2017 the MAC held two meetings and supervised work
on the Countyand Cita z UwOPUDPT EUPOOwWwx OEQWUXxEEUI 6 w$sRUI OUDPYI wWE
OEEUUUI EwET UPIT 1 Ow/ UDOET w&l OUTIT zUw" 6UOVaw. $, weOEwWU

were conducted with the City of Laurel Office of Emergency Services staff to incorporate
appropriate dam infrastructure hazard and risk information into the redacted critical facilities
analysis. The MAC members coordinated and consulted with other entities and stakeholders to

identify and delineate natural hazards within the local jurisdicti

ons and to assess tle risks and

vulnerability of public and private buildings, facilities, utilities, communications, transportation
systems, and other vulnerable infrastructure. In addition, the individual MAC members

worked with OEM and the consultant t o review program capabilities, 2011 mitigation action
status and to identify/update 2017 jurisdictional mitigation actions.

In developing the mitigation plan, a majority of necessary communications occurred through
telephone calls and emails. The MAC and Dewberry mutually chose this communications
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avenue, rather than meetings, to best acconmodate budgets and schedules.Table 3-2
documents meeting dates and their purposes. Meeting presentations, related materials and
attendance sign-in sheet scans may be found in Appendix A. Participation in various plan
development activities is summarized in Table 3-3.

Table 3-2. Hazard Mitigation Technical Advisory Committee Meetings

Date Summary of Discussions

December 1, / UDOET w&l OUTT zUw" OUOUaw#1 xEUUOI OUwOI

2016 Management and Dewberry Consultants, LLC project administrative kick -off
meeting. At this meeting the project schedule, deliverables and coordination
with the Maryland Emergency Management Agency (MEMA) and Region llI,
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was discussed.

December 2, Hazard Mitigation Plan Update Project Kick -off Meeting: During the

2016 Mitigation Advisory Committee Plan Update K ick-off Meeting, the planning

process and schedule was presented. Committee members committed to the
project and schedule. The list of hazards and rankings from the 2011 previous
plan update were validated through a prioritization exercise. The previous

plan structure and content was discussed; a decision was made to retain
structure and general level of content. The update process and role of HMTAC
members, project schedule and desired plan outcomes were discussed.

March 10, 2017

HIRA Results and Goal s Update Meeting: The Hazard Identification, Risk
Assessment andVulnerability Analysis results were presented with maps
posted in the meeting space as well as provided in a power point presentation.
The 2011 plan goal was reviewed and slightly modified. P ublic outreach needs
were discussed.

May 17, 2017

"OO0I 1T Ul OEl WEEOOwWEIT UpI 1 Ow/ UDOET w&l OUT
Environment and Office of Emergency Management and Dewberry to outline
plan draft progress and incorporation of Community Rating System program
review into the project. Plans were made for the contractor to visit with some
staff personally in June to gain clarity on some County programs as well as to
complete 2017¢ 2022 new Mitigation Strategies.

June 30, 2017

Final Project Meeting: AcOOEDOI Ew/ UPDOET w&il OUT T zUw
meeting outline d adoption procedures for the local plan adoption process and
implementation schedule based on MEMA -FEMA conditional plan approval.




Table 3-3. Mitigation Advisory Committee Meeting
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Summary and Attendance

MAC Member Organization Jurisdiction Kick - Capability Data HIRA &  Mitigation Outreach Final
off Survey/2011 Provided Goal Actions Activities  Adoption
Meeting Action Review Discussion Call TBD
Status Meeting

Ronald Gill OHS/OEM PG County X X X

Courtney OHS/OEM PG County X X X X X X

Mariette

James Carter OHS/OEM PG County X X X

Eddie Walters OHS/OEM PG County X

Dawn Dept. of the PG County X X X X

Hawkins -Nixon | Environment

Chris Dept. of the PG County X X X

Akinbobola Environment

Catherine Dept. of the PG County X X X

Escarpeta Environment

Joe Perez Police Dept. PG County X X X
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MAC Member Organization Jurisdiction Kick - Capability Data HIRA &  Mitigation Outreach Final
off Survey/2011 Provided Goal Actions Activities ~ Adoption
Meeting Action Review Discussion Call TBD
Status Meeting
Charles Hamby | Police Dept. PG County X X X
William Police Dept. PG County X X X
Alexander
Kirk McLean Police Dept. PG County X X X
Dan Schefield Police Dept. PG County X
Gwen Clerkley | Dept. of Public PG County X X X X
Works and
Transportation
Vernon L. Dept. of Public PG County X X X
Stinnett Works and
Transportation
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MAC Member Organization Jurisdiction Kick - Capability Data HIRA &  Mitigation Outreach Final
off Survey/2011 Provided Goal Actions Activities ~ Adoption
Meeting Action Review Discussion Call TBD
Status Meeting
Todd Addis Office of PG County X X X
Information
Technology
Debbie Tyner Department of MNCPPC X X X X X
Parks and
Recreation
Laura Connelly | Department of MNCPPC X X X
Parks and
Recreation
Cathy Stasny Agency on Aging | PG County X
Bill Goddard Administration Laurel X
Jack Brock Planning Laurel X
Stephen Allen, | Emergency Laurel X X X X
Sr. Management
Theresa Martin | GIS/IT Laurel X
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3.1.2 Public Participation and Stakeholder Input

Internal stakeholder | OT ET 1 O OUWEI T EOwDPOw- OYI OEl UOQuwl Yht wbl T Quw
and City of Laurel Mitigation Advisory Committee was notified that the plan would be updated

and the committee would be revitalized to reconvene at a project kick-off meeting on December

2,2016.

$R0UI UOEOwWxUEODPEWXEUUPEDXxEUPOOwWPEUwWDPODPUPEUI EwbOuw, E
Homeland Security ¢ Office of Emergency Management supplemented by efforts of the Prince

&I OUT T zUw" OUOUaw#1 xEUUOIT O WMapJune@dd DuysR@y.pU OO0 OUWEUU
/ UPOET w&l OUT T zUw" OUOUawl EUwxUOOOUTI EwUT 1T wx OEOwWUXxEE
Public Works Roundtable Workshop on May 23, 2017 where OEM Planner Courtney Mariette

promoted the plan during an afternoon update on Emergency M anagement Activities. The

program agenda and sign-in sheet may be found in Appendix A.

3T 1T w/ UPOET w&l OUT T zUw" OUOUaw+ OEEOQwWs$ Ol UT 1 OEaw/ OEOOD
conducted on July 11. 2017.The purpose of the LEPC is to enhance Prince George's Courit 7 U w
preparedness to hazardous materials incidents by involving the government, private business,

OO0OxUOI PUwWwOUT EOPAEUDOOUOWEOEWEDUDPAT OUG w" OOEUEUI Ew
Complex - Training Room at the Landover Office of Homeland Security Office of Emergency

Management facility. TT DU wOT 1 UPOT wx Ul Ul 601 EWEOwWOx xOUUOUOPUaAwUO
Identification and Risk Assessment to areas in the county identified as vulnerable to natural

hazards which may also be vulnerable to hazardous materials incidents. It also provided an

opportunity for networking on mutual program objectives. The LEPC roster may be found in
Appendix A.

Examples of community outreach and engagement include incorporation of hazard awareness
into community events | ike Capital Heights Day on June 10, 2017where the Office of
Emergency Management provided all -hazard information from the 2017 Plan Update Hazard
Identification Risk Assessment to the more than 50 people who came up to the OEM table.
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) UOI wbUw/ UPOET w&l OUT T zUw" OUOUa wnOOOEwW PEUI Ol UUw, O
Hazard Mitigation Plan update project and flood awareness through several intensive activities.

The month kicks off with A
Proclamation shown to the right by
the County Council and County |

Executive followed by leveraged -“5_531 : g %rndamatiun

press and media contacts using | gy

\ /
% 9/
RIS

- GEORGES

traditional news, radio and comtycouscn,  WHEREAS, the month of June signals the advent of
.. . . . Dok lem Dok hurricanes, tropical storms, tornadoes and other
television along with Social Media. DunicleM.Ghres  Telated severe weather occurrences including the
,?,‘j;';‘;ﬁ;:h'm" likelihood for flooding; and

Each owner of flood prone o !
N N N A Ay Jare R et WHEREAS, the Prince George’s County Department of
x UOx|] UUawEIl xBPEUI E 7 the Environment conducted floodplan studies
idenﬁfyiqg at least 4,300 floodprone structures

Flood Insurance RateMaps as Coutttywide; and

H ithi H WHEREAS, the Department of Environment is taking
bemg Wlthm the SpeCIaI FIOOd mesasures to inform local residents about the hazards

Hazard area is sent a letter of flooding; and

. WHEREAS, it is important to renew public awareness
enCOUfaglng the purChase Of ﬂOOd of floods and flood disasters, and thgt local residents
. . become aware of the potential for flooding and how to
insurance even if not lender reduce the impact of a major flood.
required, mitigation options and NOW, THEREFORE, Be It Proclaimed by the Prince

. . George’s County Council and County Executive,
sources of more information Rushern L. Baker, III, that the month of June 2017, is
P T, P v e o~ A declared “Flood Awureness Month” in Prince
Ul UOUIT I wul | wbaged O U George’s County. FURTHER, all citizens are

. encouraged to become aware of the programs and
F|00dp|a|n Lookup Tool and other services the County offers through the Department of
the Environment, the Offices of Emergency

p rog rams. Management, and the Police and Fire/EMS

Departments, which protect the community from
floods and flood disasters.

AsUOOEUa wOi w/ UDPOE] ,.D A; P
County and City of Laurel outreach = =" E:ﬁn
efforts, scanned materials and P ETa | R e
screen captures of messaging will

be placed in Appendix A.

3.1.3 Incorporation of Existing Plans and Studies

Thel YA w/ UPOET w&l OUIT Lagrél MD Kaa@d Witigato® Blanipdaté a8 wO |
incorporates information from a number of other plans, studies, and reports. These documents
include:

1 2016 State of Maryland State Hazard Mitigation Plan, MEMA.

 Plan/ UPOEIT w&li G Gliding Toddy §nd Komorro w; / UDOET w&l OUT 1T zUw" OU
General Plan

City of Laurel Master Plan: Goals, Objectives and Policies

NOAA and US Army Corps of Engineers climate reports

Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Commission Data and GIS datasets

/ UPDOEIT w&l OUT 1 znd @IS Gethéets a w# EUE WE

=A =4 =4 =
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1 Maryland Forest Service wildfire data and reports
9 Landslide Incidence and Susceptibility in the Conterminous United States, U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS).
FEMA Risk Mapping, Assessment, and Planning%( 1, 2 WEOE w%( 2 OQw/ UPOEIT w&l
County and City of Laurel, MD
FEMA TEIF 2.0 Analysis 2017methodology for flood risk analysis
#UEi Ow/ UPOET w&l OUTIT zUw" OUOUaws Ol UT T OEaw. xI UEUB
USDA Census of Agriculture
2010 US Census Bureau population data
1 2010% 2014 American Community Survey population estimates

=A =4 =4 =

Information about how these plans and studies were incorporated into in Sections 3.0.,4.0, and
5.0 is specifically mentioned in those sections where relevant and more specific data sources
and information is cited with relevant tables and figure s. Full reference information is provided
in Section 9 References

3.2 Community Profil e

Prince George's Countyis part of the greater Washington-Baltimore metropolitan area. The

county is approximately 499 square miles (mi? |, 483 mi2 comprised of land and 16 mi2 of water.

/ UPOET w&l OUT 1T zUw" OUOUaAwPUwWUUUUOBUOGET EwEaw OO0l w UUO
east, Calvert County to the southeast, Charles County to the south, Howard County to the

north, and Montgomery County to the northwest in Maryland. Washington, D.C. and the

Potomac River lie to the west. The county border with Fairfax County and Alexandria , Virginia

is the Potomac River shoreline along the Virginia coast.

Although there are 27 separate incorporated municipalities within the boundarie s of Prince
&1 OUT 1T z Uw" O UCGtzsodlLaid shd BoWié retain some degree of land use authority.
Only the City of Laurel is recognized separately by FEMA and administers its own floodplain
management ordinance, thus the City of Laurel participate d has been incorporated into the
plan as a separate entity in the planning processwith specific community profile information
detailed in Section 8.0.

3.2.1 Physiography

Prince George's County lies in the Atlantic Coastal Plain, and its landscape ischaracterized by
gently rolling hills and valleys , but can be locally quite rugged where short, high -gradient
streams have incised steep ravine systemsAlong its western border with Montgomery County,
Adelphi, Calverton and West Laurel rise into the Piedm ont, exceeding 300 feetmean sea level
(MSL) in elevation. The Piedmont is characterized by deeply weathered, poorly exposed
bedrock and a rolling topography. The Fall Line , which delineates the division between Coastal
Plain and Piedmont, is the easternnost extent of rock-filled river rapids, the point at which east -
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flowing rivers cross from the hard, igneous, and metamorphic rocks of the Piedmont to the
relatively soft, unconsolidated str ata of the flat Coastal Plain. Figure 3-1 shows the States of
Maryland and Delaware divided into their respective physiographic provinces.

Physiographic Provinces of Maryland and Delaware

B Appalachian Flateau
B Valley and Ridge

B Elue Ridge

O Fiedmont

O Coastal Plain

— County Boundary

Figure 3-1. Physiographic Provinces of Maryland and Delaware.

3.2.2 Hydrology

Prince George's County lies within two watersheds: the Patuxent River and the Potomac River,
both of which are a part of the greater Chesapeake Bay Watershed.

The Potomac River Watershed covers 14,670 squareiles: Virginia (5,723 mi2 Maryland (3,818

mi?), West Virginia (3,490 mi2), Pennsylvania (1,570mi?), and the District of Columbia (69 mi?2).

Based on information from the 2011National Land Cover Database (NLCD) which is the most

the land area)d w#1 Y1 OOx1 EWOEQOEwWOEO]I UwUx whKé hud wOl wUT 1T wEEUD
EOYI UUwl t 83YUb w66 EUI UWEOEwP] UOEOEUWOEO]T wUx wisd Nwx1 UE
major tributaries include: the Anacostia River, Antietam Creek, the Cacapon River, Catoctin

Creek, Conocoheague Creek, the Monocacy River, the North Branch, the South Branch, the

Occoquan River, the Savage River, the Seneca Creek, and the Shenandoah Rivél'he Potomac

River watershed is mainly fed by the Anacostia River, Oxon Creek, Piscataway Creek,

Mattawoman Creek, Zekiah Swamp, and the Potomac River in Prince George's County.
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The Patuxent River Watershed is fed mainly by the Patuxent River, Rocky Gorge Reservoir, and

61 UUI UOw! UEOGET wbOw/ UPOEIT wénixkati$ rmostly forest@d @2AB&Pwit{ U wE O Y |
only 10.7% of its acreage developed.The Patuxent River is the largest and longest river entirely

within Maryland, and its watershed is the largest completely within the state.

1 Obpi PEEOUwWPEUI UWEOEDPI UwbOw/ UPOET w&l OUTIT zUw" 6UOUA

9 Bald Hill Branch I Henson Creek
1 Base Lake 1 Horsepen Branch
1 Bear Branch 1 Indian Creek
i Beaverdam Creek 1 Lake Artemesia
1 Black Swamp Creek 1 Lake Deborah
9 Carey Branch 1 Laurel Lake
9 Cash Creek Lake 1 Northampton Lake
M Charles Branch 9 Paint Branch
1 Chews Lake 1 Redington Lake
1 Collington Lake 1 Sligo Creek
9 Crow Branch 1 Walker Branch
91 Greenbelt Lake

3.2.3 Climate

The eastern half of Maryland lies on the Atlantic Coastal Plain, with flat topography and sandy
or muddy soil. This region has a humid subtropical climate, with hot, humid summers and a
short, mild to cool winter. This humid subtropical climate is strongly influenced by the
Chesapeake Bay and the Atlantic Ocean, both of which moderate the weather but do not
produce high temperatures of up to 107°F, with nearly 100% relative humidity. Average
temperatures in eastern Maryland are 75°F in July and 35°F in January.

The Piedmont region has average seasonal snowfall totals generally exceeding 20 inches
temperatures below 10°F are less rarethan in the Atlantic Co astal Plain. Land use and

growth areas, and outlying more rural areas in the southern area of the county. Between 2002
and 2010, the County experienced a 7.7% inease in developed land and a 6.3% decrease in
natural resourceareaqd agricultural, forest, and wetlands.

3.2.4 Land-use and Development Trends

While the majority of residential growth between 1980 and 2010] measured by the number of
issued building permits | occurred in County communities outside of the Capital Beltway
(Route 95/495) more isolatedfrom transit stations , approximately 60% of nonresidential gro wth
occurred outside of the Capital Beltway during this period as well. These trends are problematic
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because suburban development during the past three decades has not been compact and has, as

a result, consumed a disproportionate amount of land and requir ed an extensive new

infrastructure investment. Between 2002 and 2011, suburban development outside of the

Capital Beltway accounted for 73% of all growth and 59% of all consumed land, while more

densely urban areas inside the Capital Beltway accounted for 25% of all growth and only 5% of
allconsumedland. 3T PUwPUWET EEUUI wEUI EUWPOUPET woOi wiOi 1T w" ExDI
OUU> wi OUwWUT Y ludthe@ueds infide thé Beldvay3ate more prone to redevelopment.

Land use and development trends are documented by the United States Census Bureau and
Ul EOwET 1 OEazUw Ol UPEEOw" 600UOPUaw2UUYI a6w( OWEEEDU
characterized county demographics. Section 3.2 relies most strongly on Census Bureau data
supplemented bythe POEQuwl Yt kw/ UDPOET w&l OUT T zUw xxUOYI Ew&&l O1 U

As of May, 2014, he highest percentage of the county (282,589 acrepis devoted to single-family
dwelling units (27%). Land dedicated to agricultural and natural resource activities accounts f or
16.7% of the county, while parks and open space, institutional uses, and vacant property
consumes approximately 20% of land area. Only 37 acres, or 0.013%, of county land is classified
as mixed use.lt is anticipated that mix use development will increa se with new and re-
development projects in the future. Table 3-4 provides a comprehensive list and description for
each ofthese land use categoriesas of May 2014

Table 3-4. Existing Land Use for Prince George s County, 2014

Description

% Land
Area

Acres

Agricultural ¢ Natural . L
9 47,134 16.68% Agricultural or natural resources activities.
Resources
Residentialt Single- . . .
I. I "9 76,412 27.04% Single-family detached units.
Family
Residentialt Attached 1,190 0.42% S_lngle—famlly attached units e.g.duplexes or
triplexes.
Residentialt Townhouse 4,878 1.73% Single-family townhouse units.
Residentialt Multifamily 5,431 1.92% Multifamily units e.g.apartments or condos.
Commercial 5,832 2 06% Commercial e.g.shopping, service, trade, or
restaurants.
Office 3,446 1.22% Offices.
Industrial 8,150 2.88% Industrial, manufacturing, and storage .
Institutional 32,662 11.56% Social, institutional, or public facilities.
T tati d . -
rfd_n_spor ation an 7,186 2.54% Transportation and utility -related.
Utilities
Parks and Open Space 34,475 12.20% Parks and open space.
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0,
Land Use Acres % Land Description
Area
Vacant 55,756 19.73% Undeveloped land
Mixed Use 37 0.01% Smgle lot Ml'xed -use, typically housing office above
retail or retail .
Total 282,589 100.00% OOWOEOEWEUI EwbOw/ UPOET w¢

20UUETl ow/ UPOET w&l OUT T zUw" OUHUaw xxUOYI Ewsal O1 UEOw/

Future land use decisions are guided by Plan 2035 which prioritizes which affect the county as a
whole, specifically where future growth and development should be concentrated. Land use
and is committed to maximizing g development in its mixed-use Regional Transit Districts,
many centered proximateto UT I wE OU O U a z U whuk 201 1istudy Byuhz GéolgeMasnl)
University Center for Regional Analysis (GMU) concluded that robust econo mic growth in the
region cannot be guaranteed unless the housing preferences othe workforce have been met.
The study recommended that a majority of new housing be located in compact developments
with convenient access to jobs and transportation options to meet growing demand for mixed -
use, walkable, transit accessible communities.The density of the Regional Transit Districts is
often noticeably greater within a quarter mile of Metro and light rail stations. 31T T w" OUOUa z Uw
greatest opportunity to build a strong commercial tax base and generate the type and scale of
economic development opportunities that will enhance its competitiveness within the region

will rest on creating and enhancingthese Districts shown in approved sector and master plans.
A challenge the County faces is reconciling approved residential unit development (at least
10,000 by 2011) to the land use vision outlined inPlan 2035.The County Department of

Planning and the Maryland -National Capit al Parks and Planning Commission continue to
modify community plans and zoning to meet / O E O wVigjoh.k z U
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LEGEND
Generalized Future Land Use

- Commercial
- Institutional
..
Industrial / Employment
- Residential High
B resicentia Medium-High gz
Residential Medium
Residential Low

Rural and Agricultural
- Parks and Open Space

7/// Priority Preservation Area

e===== Growth Boundary

Miles

Updated: Jaruary 14, 2014

Source: M-NCPPC, 2014

Figure 3-26 w&1 O1 UEOPA&T Ewu%UUUUI w+EOQOEwW4 Ul w, Exwi OUw/ U

Source: Maryland -National C apital Park and Planning Commission, 2014

Plan 2035 notes that 90% of approved by unbuilt development is located outside of the Capital

Beltway. Land use is characterized by three tiers:

Table 3-5. Prince GeOUT 1 z Uw" OUOUa w&UOPUT WEOEwW" OOUUOXx UD(

Tier Growth Rate Total Land Consumption

Developed Tier 25% 5%
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Tier Growth Rate Total Land Consumption
Developing Tier 73% 59%
Rural Tier 2% 36%

20UUEl ow/ OEOw! Yt kw/ UPDOET w&l OUTT zUw xxUOYI Ew&l Ol

3.2.5 Population

3171 w/ UPDOEIT we&l mpulatiory i estimated®dba 909,535 as of the 2015 US Census
Bureau population estimates. This is a 5.3% increase sincéhe 2010population census. Table 3-6
shows the population projections | OUw/ UDOE T w& I Véteranipgpllation Gds €odradd
increasing by 59,015 people between 2011 and 2015. AMiddle East and Afghanistan
deployments are reduced, veterans return or settle in the County for proximity to national
capital region employment.

Table 3-6. Population Projections | OUw/ UPOET w&l OUT T zU0w" 6UOU0aA

Percent Change

Population from 2015

2010(Census) 863519

2015(estimated) 909,535 5.30%
2020(projected) 914,500 0.6%
2025(projected) 929,650 2.2%
2030(projected) 944,550 3.8%
2035(projected) 957,650 5.3%
2040(projected) 967,850 6.4%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts and the Maryland Department of Planning, July, 2014

Race and Sex
EEOUEDOT wUOwWI Yk w42 w" T OUUUw! UUI EVWEEUEOWUT T wOENO
County was reported to be of a single race (97.4%). Of the total population reporting one race,
64.6% were Black or African American, 26.9% were White, and 4.70% were AsianThe Hispanic
or Latino origin population was reported as 17.2%. Table 3-7 shows County demographics.

Table 3-7. RaceDemographics | OUw/ UPOET w&l OUT T zUw" OUOUa

Approximate

/ UDOEIT w&l OUT 1 zdpartdd@®acé U a Percent Number of
Persons
White alone, 2015 26.90% 244,665
Black or African American alone , 2015 64.60% 587,560
American Indian and Alaska Native percent, 2015 | 1.00% 9,095
Asian alone, 2015 4.70% 42,748
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Approximate

/ UDOEIT w&l OUT | gdparted@®ace® U a Percent Number of
Persons

I;Ig\ii;/e Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone , 0.20% 1.819
Two or More Races 2015 2.60% 23,648
Hispanic or Latino, 2015 17.20% 156,440
White alone, not Hispanic or Latino , 2015 13.90% 126,425

Source: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts

(OQw/ UDOET w&l OUTT zUw" OUOUaOwUT 1 U brapeesent &80 oftheul T OE OI U
population, or 471,139people. Male persons make up the remaining 48.2% of the population, or
438,396 mople. Table 3-8 shows the gender distributionfor / UDOET w&1 OUT 1 z Uw" OUOUa

Qu

Table 3-8. Gender Distributionof / UPOET w&l OUT 1 zUw" 6UO0aA

Approximate

/ UDOEIT w&l OUT | zdpanedi@er@dr a v Percent Number of
Persons
Female persons 2015 51.80% 471,139
Male persons, 2015 48.20% 438,396

Source: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts

Language

About21.2% of/ UDOET w&1 O Uredidents wérefdseiyb-Bom according to the 2015 U.S.

Census bureau data. In addition, 22.5% of personsagefive or older speak do not speak English

at home. These statistics indicate there may be a significant portion of the community that may

require special consideration when developing hazard reduction and outreach strategies for the

community. Table3-9UT OpbUw0T | wOEDOT UET 1 wUUEUDPUUPEUwWI GUw/ UPOBE]
Table 3-9. Language Demographics | OUw/ UPOET w&l OUT 1 zUw" 6UOU0a

Approximate
Percent Number of
Persons

Foreign Born and At -home Language

Demographi cs

Foreign born persons, 20112015 21.20% 192,821

Language other than English spoken at home,
persons age 5 years+, 2022015
Source: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts

22.50% 204,645
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Age

Age can characterizeanother special needs group is characterized by age. The 2015 TIGER U.S.

"1 OUUUw! UUI EVWEEUVUEwWUT OPUWUT EVWEEOQUU Wt 6+ G wOl wOT T wx
under the age of five while approximately 22.5% is under the age of 18. Additionally,

approxim ately 11.7% of the population is age 65 and above. These figures are similar to the

Maryland state averages, with the exception of the 65 and over population, being 24% below

the state average (141%). Table3-10UT OPUwUT T wET 1 wUUEUPUUPEUwi OUw/ UDC

Table 3-10. Age Demographics | OUw/ UDOET w&l OUT 1 zUw" OUOUa

Approximate Numbe r of

Statistics Prince George's County
I Persons

Persons under 5 years 2015 6.60% 60,029
Persons under 18 years 2015 22.50% 204,645
P 1

ersons between 18 and 65 40.80% 371,001
years,2015
Persons 65 years and over, 2015 | 11.70% 106,416

Source: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts

Education
Data from the 2015 TIGER census estimates shows that about 85.6% of residents in the region
graduated from high school and 31.1%receiveda EEET 1 OOUz UwET 1T Ulstatistod) wi BT 11 U

coupled with the population characteristics described in the previous paragraphs, are important

to inform public outreach programs. The content and delivery of public outreach programs

Ul OUOEWET wEOOUDPUUI OUwkBUT wlUT 1 wEUEDI &&rfotmtio®l | EUwWE O
Table 3-11 summarizes education levelsof/ UDOET w&l OUT 1 zUw" 6UOUAaB

Table 3-11. Education Levelsfor / UPOET w&l OUT 1T zUw" 6UOUa

. Approximate Number of
Education Level Percent PP
Persons

High school graduate or higher, persons age 25 o

.60% 7 2
years+, 20112015 85.60% 8,56
Bachelor's degree or higher, persons age 25 years+, o
20112015 31.10% 282,865

Source: U.S. CensuBureau QuickFacts

Education levels are lower than the Maryland State percentages of 89.4% of persons graduated
f UOOwWI PTT WUET OOOWEOCEwWt AGNUwl OOEWEEET T OOUZUWEI T UI I
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3.2.6 Income
As of 2015, the average median household income in Prince George's County was
approximately $74,260 less than half apercent of the state average according to the 2015 TIGER
U.S. Census. About9.5%of residents within / UD O E | w &oubtylivel beldw the poverty
line. This rate is significantly lower than that of the national rate of 14.8% in 2015and the state
rate of 9.7% The income levels indicate that some residents in housing at risk may not have the
resources available to them to undertake mitigati on projects that require self-funding. Table
3-12 shows the incomedatafor / UDOET w&l OUT T zUw" OUOUawWwESEwWUT 1 w2UEU
Table 3-12.( OEOOI w2 UEUDPUUPEUwWI OUwW/ UPOET w&l OUT T zUw" O6UC
County Income \ Prince George's County State of Maryland
Median household income (in 2015 dollars), 2011
2015

Per capita income in past 12 months (in2015
dollars), 2011-2015

$74,260 $74,551

$32,639 $36,897

Persons in poverty 9.5% 9.7%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts

3.2.7 Housing

As of 2015, there were 331,325 housing units in Prince George's County according to the TIGER
U.S. Census. When considering mitigation options, special attention should be given to the
difference in capabilities between owners and renters. Housing mitigat ion projects, with the
exception of acquisition/demolition or elevation of buildings in extremely high hazard landslide
and flood areas. Table 3-13 shows the housing statistics for Prince George's County.

Table 3-13. Housing Demographics | OUw/ UPOET w&l OUT 1 zUw" 6UO0a

Housing Demographics Prince George's County

Housing units, 2015 331,325
Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 2011-2015 62.00%
Median value of owner -occupied housing units,

20112015 $254,700
Median selected monthly owner costs -with a $1 998
mortgage, 20112015 '
Median selected monthly owner costs -without a $631
mortgage, 20112015

Median gross rent, 2011-2015 $1,294
Building permits, 2015 1,757
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Housing Demographics Prince George's County

305,610

Persons per household, 20112015

2.86

Source: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts

3.2.8 Business and Labor

TheUl EOUOUUwWPHU

Educational services

Federal government
Transportation and warehousing
Retail trade

Information

Health care

Accommodation and food services
Finance and insurance
Professional services

= =4 =4 =4 -4 4 A 4

1
Table3-140PDUUUWUT 1T wi UUEEODUT O1 OUUwPPUT wOT T wi T TT U0wWHU
County.

Table 3-14. The Ten Largest$ Ox 0 0al UUwbOw/ UPOENDuROIEOUT 1 z Uw" OU(

wUT T wOOUU wi CourdyCatel 1 UwbOw/ UPDOET w&&l OUT

Company Product / Service E,\rlr:g?fyeer q
University of Maryland System Higher education 18,726
JWo;r;thlian;stz:ndrews Naval Air Facility Military installation 17,500
U.S. Internal Revenue Service Revenut_a collection & data 5,539
processing
U.S. Census Bureau Demographic research & analysis | 4,414
United Parcel Service (UPS) Mail & package delivery services | 4,220
NASA - Goddard Space Flight Center Space research 3,397
Giant Food Groceries 3,000
Prince George's Community College Higher education 2,785
Verizon Telecommunications 2,738
Dimensions Healthcare System Medical services 2,500

20UUEI 6w, EVAOEQOEW#I xEUUOI O0wOi w" 6601 UET w! UDIT | w

The highest paid professions in the county during 2015 average between $75,000 and $90,000

annually :
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Medical

Architecture and Engineering
Computer and Mathematical
Legal

Management

9 Life, Physical, and Social Science

=A =4 =4 4 =4

As of 2014, there were a total of 14,459 employer establishments and 77,204 firms in Prince

&1 OUT T zUw" OUOUa OwEEE OUE b Ohble B BshowsibusiBesstasdllanet 6 2 6 w" 1 OU

UUEUDPUUDPEUwWI OUw/ UPOET w&l OUTT zUw" OUOUadw Uwoi w#l EI

&I OUT T zUw" OUOUaAwWPEUW 6NUOWOOPT UwUT EOQwUT T w, EVUAOEODE
Table 3-15. Business and Labor 2 UEUDPUUDPE U wi OUw/ UPOET w&l OUT 1 ¢

Employment Prince George's County

Total employer establishments, 2014 14,459
Total employment, 2014 250,855
Total annual payroll, 2014 ($1,000) 11,619,629
Total employment, percent change, 20132014 +3.10%
Total non-employer establishments, 2014 73,755
All firms, 2012 77,204
Men-owned firms, 2012 37,899
Women-owned firms, 2012 34,395
Minority -owned firms, 2012 59,172
Nonminority -owned firms, 2012 16,219
Veteran-owned firms, 2012 7,644
Nonveteran-owned firms, 2012 67,290
Source: U.S. Census Bureau QuickFacts

Residential and Employment Growth

a majority of projected new residential and employment growth to the Regional Transit District
DOWEEEOUEEOEI whpbUT wlOT 1T w&UOPUT w/ OODPEa w,TEbedEOE wlT 1 w
aligns Growth Policy Map Areas with projected new dwelling units and new jobs from 2014

through the Plan 2035planning horizon of 2035.

Table 3-16. Plan 2035 Growth Management Goals

Percentage of

Growth Policy ; Projected Percentage of Projected New
New Dwelling . ;
Map Areas Units Dwelling Units New Jobs Jobs
Regional Transit 50% 31,500 50% 57,000
District
Local Centers 25% 15,750 20% 22,800
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Local Transit, 15% 9,450 15% 17,100
Neighborhood &

Campus Centers

Town Centers 10% 6,300 5% 5,700
Employment Areas | 4% 2,520 20% 22,800
Established 20% 12,600 9% 10,260
Communities

Future Water & 0% 0 0% 0
Sewer Service Areas

Rural and 1% 630 1% 1,140
Agricultural Areas

Total County 100% 63,000 100% 114,000
Projected Growth

Source: Maryland-National Capital Parks and Planning Commission 8.1 Projections, 2012

3.2.9 Transportation

The County contains a large portion of the Capital Beltway (1-95/1-495). After a decadeslong

debate, construction began in late 2007 on an eastvest toll freeway, the Intercounty Connector

(ICC), which extends 1-370 in Montgomery County to connect I -270 with 1-95 and U.S. 1 in

Laurel. The ICC was completed in 2012. Other interstates that service the county include F95

and 1-295. Interstate 95 is a northsouth route, being the primary route along the East Coast

extending from Maine to Florida. | -295 is an eight mile spur route connecting 1-95/1-495 and

Maryland Route 210 near the Potomac River to Interstate 695 and/Vashington D.C. Route 295 in

the Anacostia neighborhood of Washington, DC. A number of large U.S. highways also service

the region. They include: US 1, US 1 Alternate, US 50, and US 301. Therre a total of 38

Maryland state rOEEUwUT EQwUUOwWUT UOUT T w/ UPOET w&l OUTIT zUw" OUC
Fifteen stations Washington Metro subway system stationsE Ul wWOOEE Ul EwbOw/ UPOEIT w&
County; four of them are line terminus stations: Greenbelt, New Carrollton, Largo, and Branch

Avenue. There has been much debate on the construction of the Purple Line, whichwill link

I DT T QawEl YI OOx1 EwWEUI EUwWOl wEOUT w, O0OwiormAie MARAUE OEw/ UD
selected the Purple Line Transit Partners, aconsortium led by Fluor Enterprises, to design and

build the Purple Line and to operate and maintain it for 36 years. Construction began in late

2016, with service projected to begin in 2022, though a legal challenge has stalled work on the

new line. Also worth noting is the pot ential expansion of the Green Line northward to the City

of Laurel and beyond.

The MARC Train (Maryland Area Rail Commuter) train service has two lines that traverse
Prince George's County. The Camden Line runs between Baltimore Camden Station and
Washington Union Station and has six/ UD OE T wé& 1 O Udtops RivardaielPérk) &allege
Park, Greenbelt, Muirkirk, Laurel, and Laurel Racetrack. The Penn Line runs on the AMTRAK
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route between Baltimore Penn Station and Washington Union Station. It has three stops in the
county: Bowie State, Seabrook, and New Carrollton.

The Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority operates Metrobus fixed -route bus

service and Metrorail heavy -rail passenger service in and out of the County as well as the

Department of Public Works and Transportation also operates TheBus, a County-wide fixed -

route bus system, and the CallA-Bus service for passengers who do not have access to or have

diff iculty using fixed -route bus service. CallA-Bus is a demandresponse service which

generally requires 14-days advance reservations. TheCounty also offers a subsidized taxicab

service for elderly and disabled residents called Call-A-Cab in which eligible customers who

sign up for the service purchase coupons giving them a 50 percent discount with participating
UERPEEEWEOOXxEODPTI UwbOw/ UPOET w&l OUT 1T zUWEOE W, OOUT 601
31T w" 6001171 w/ EUOw PUxOUUwpl U086 whuNYNA wbrtandis 1 wh OUOE
home to the adjacent College Park Aviation Museum. Residents also use Ronald Reagan

Washington National Airport in Arlington County, Virginia, Baltimore ¢+ Washington

International Thurgood Marshall Airport near Baltimore, and Dulles International A irport in

Dulles, Virginia.

3.2.10Infrastructure

The Public Service Commission of Maryland regulates gas, electric, telephone, water, sewage
disposal companies, and telecommunications companies. Infrastructure services are robust in
the densely populated areas of the county and within the City of Laurel. Services like solid
waste pick up are more limited in the more rural, southern areas of the county.

Electric
/ UPOET w&l OUT 1 z U w'fi Bléticitybovidets:] Fust EnErgy FSpark Energy,
Baltimore Gas and Electric, PEPCQO and SMECO.

Natural Gas
Natural gas is provided to the County by Washington Gas and Baltimore Gas and Electric.

Telephone

+OEEOwWUl O1 x1T 001 wUI UYPET wbUwxUOYDEIVérieod! UOUT T OU0w/ U
Communications Inc. and AT&T .

Public Water and Wastewater

In the County, public water and wastewater treatment is provided by the Washington
Suburban Sanitary Commission (WSSQ.

3-23



Planning Process and Community Profile

Television

"EEOI wUOI Ol YPUDPOOwWUI UYPEIT wbUuwx U O Va&itoh BOs,E@daga Ow/ UDOE
and Xfinity along with satellite and internet providers.

Internet

(O01 UGl UwPUwxUOYPE]I EwbPUT POw/ UPOET w&l OUTIT zUw" 6UOU
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4 Hazard ldentification, Risk Assessment and Vulnerability
Analysis
4.1 Introduction

The purpose of the hazard identification, risk assessment and vulnerability analysis is to
provide a County-P DET wOYI UYDI bwOi wi OPwYEUPOUUwWI EAEUEUwWPOXE
the City of Laurel in Maryland. The Hazard Identificati on and Risk Assessment (HIRA) uses an

all-hazards identification, classification, and vulnerability indexing process to ensure that the

hazard analysis is comprehensive. The purpose of a HIRA is to characterize hazards which

OT UT EUI OwUOT 1T w" ldebabla paépd, propely@rd srifical infrastructure and thus

enable the Mitigation Advisory Committee to develop a comprehensive slate of mitigation

strategies, projects and actions designed to reduce risk exposure to identified hazards. While

new hazards are unlikely to emerge, evaluation tools and processes will evolve and hazard

priorities will likely change in subsequent HIRA revisions.

A natural hazard is defined as an event or physical condition with the potential to cause harm

to people, property and infrastructure damage, agricultural loss, damage to natural resources,
interruption of business, or other types of harm or loss. In addition, a manmade hazard includes
any disastrous event caused directly and principally by one or more identifiable de liberate or
negligent human actions. Technological hazards, a hazard originating from technological or
industrial conditions, including accidents, dangerous procedures, or failures are also considered
a type of manmade hazard. Other than consideration of dam-related hazards, this plan is only
addressing natural hazards.

/ UPOET w&l OUTIT zUw" OUOVAWEQGEwWUT T w"PDUawldl w+EUUT OQwEUI
experience damage to property and crops, injuries and sometimes loss of life. Hazards have
been cdegorized as Flood, Wind, Fire, Geologic, and Extreme Temperatures hazards, consistent
with the organization of the State of Maryland 2016 Hazard Mitigation Plan Update.

Identifying the hazard risk and vulnerability for a community is critical when determ  ining how

to allocate finite resources to carry out feasible and appropriate mitigation actions. The hazard
EOEQaUPUwWPOYOOYI UwPEI OUPI aDOl wi EET wi EAEUEWUT EQwx O
the City of Laurel, and then analyzing them collecti vely in main hazard categories to determine

the degree of threat. Addressing risk and vulnerability through hazard mitigation measures will

reduce societal, economic, and environmental exposure to hazard impacts.

4.2 Summary of Changes

The 2017 plan update corsolidates, updates, and streamlines content from the 2011 hazard
identification and risk assessment. As part of the update, the following changes were made to
the hazard identification and risk assessment section:
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1 Five Grouped Hazard Categories are preserted: Flood, Wind, Fire, Geologic and
Extreme Temperatures for consistency with the State of Maryland 2016 Hazard Mitigation
Plan Update

1 Geographic analysis and mapping depicts hazard extent, where appropriate, by the nine
County Council Districts. The 2 010 plan used a system of very small geographic
planning units not necessarily relevant to hazard analysis;

1 Pre-2010 hazard event summaries were moved to Appendix B;

1 Total Exposure in Floodplain (TEIF) analysis was performed for analyzing flood risk
instead of using the Hazus Flood module for more precise analysis of potential risk
exposure based on actual building footprints and assessed building values within the
1% and 0.2% floodplain; and

1 Redacted information and maps depicting County critical facilit ies may be found in
Redacted Appendix G.

In addition, each section of Section 4.0 was reformatted to improve clarity, and new maps and
imagery were included. The State of Maryland 2016 Hazard Mitigation Plaeffective August 26,
2016, was reviewed during the update process, and where applicable, information from the
Plan has been cited.

4.3 Hazard ldentification

4.3.1 Types of Hazards

/ UPOET w&il OUTT zUw" OUOVAWEQGEwWUT | w"PUawli w+EUUI OQwEUI
that can impact people and property. T his section includes a general description and definition

of each of the following hazard categories analyzed: Flood, Wind, Fire, Geologic, and Extreme
Temperatures. The impact of each natural hazard will be discussed in their respective hazard

sections later. The level of analysis performed is also described.

Table 4-1 shows how the available data was split into the Flood, Wind and Fire hazard -related
categories, the identified hazards ranked in this HIRA section, and the applicable hazard(s)
from the National Centers for Environmental Information (NCEI) database. Note t hat some
hazards, such as severe storms and tropical storms, may be listed in more than one hazard
related category since they include flood- and wind -related hazard elements. Table 4-2 shows
how the available data was split into the Geologic and Extreme Temperature hazard-related
categories and applicable hazards from the NCEI database.
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Table 4-1. National Centers for Environmental Information (NCEI) Hazard(s) related to
Flood, Wind and Fire Hazard -Related Categories and Identified Hazard.

Hazard Related

Category Identified Hazard Applicable NCEI Database Hazard(s)*
Riverine Flood Flood
Coastal Flood Coas.tal Flood
Tropical Storm
Flood Severe Storms (Flood Flash Flood
Related) Heavy Rain
Flood Risk - Dam Failures None
Flood Risk - Levee Failures | None
Tornadoes Tornado
i Thunderstorm Wind
Severe Storms (Wind Lightning
Related)
Halil
High Winds High Wind
Strong Wind
Wind Hurricanes/Tropical Storms | Hurricane
(Wind -Related) Tropical Storm
Blizzard
Heavy Snow
Winter Storms/Blizzards Winter Storm
Winter Weather
Ice Storm
i Wildfire Wildfire
Fire
Drought Drought

* Definitions for the NCEI hazard categories:
https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/stormevents/pd01016005curr.pdf

Table 4-2. NCEI Hazards relate d to Geologic and Extreme Temperature Hazard -Related

Hazard Related

Categories and ldentified Hazards.

Identified Hazard

Applicable NCEI Database Hazard(s)

Category
Earthquake None
Geologic Land Movement/Landslides | None
Sinkholes None
Heat
Extreme Heat -
Extreme Excessive Heat
Temperature Cold/Wind Chill
Extreme Cold - -
Extreme Cold/Wind Chill
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4.4 Vulnerability Assessment Overview

4.4.1 Critical Facilities
Critical Facilities data has been redacted into Appendix G due to the sensitive nature of secure
data within both localities.

4.4.2 Building Data

Building footprints were provided by the County. Building values were extrapolated from the
2016 Hazus TIGER census values and assigned by area weight. Hazus (Hazard&JS) is a FEMA
computer modeling tool wh ich enables the use of Census data to determine risk exposure from
floods, coastal wind events and earthquakes. The Hazus data set does not take into account
actual building value, height, occupancy, or elevation. Approximated values were used to
determine all analyses of damage due to hazard exposure, rounded to three significant figures.
Vulnerability analysis is meant to approximate exposure or damages, which in the case of a real
event, may be more or less than what is calculated in Section 4.0.

4.4.3 Presidential Disaster Declarations

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) maintains the National Disaster

Declarations Summary datasett. The first disaster declared in the dataset was in 1953, and is

UxEEUI EwOOWEwWUI T UCEVUWEEUDENOVWEDDEWBUIUOE @il BOUDA IO
OEOET | Ol OU» wWEUUPUUEOET wEI EOEUEUDPOOUVUwWxT UwUT T w1dEI U
related Department of Homeland Security regulations. For an event to be declared a disaster by

FEMA, the Governor of Maryland m ust first declare a state of emergency and then formally

request from the President that Federal government respond to the disaster because the

impacted local governments and the State lacks the full resources to respond and recover.Table

4301 OPUWUOT T w»n$, w#PUEUUI Uw#1 EOEUEUPOOUW2UO0EUAa wi OL
County, Maryland from 1953 to January, 2017. Eleven Major Disaster Declarations were issued

since 1971 andfive Emergency Declarations were issued since 1993, totaling 16 declarations.

The City of Laurel is included in these declarations. The Individual and Households Program

(IAHP) provides assistance to individuals who experienced property loss or damage due to the

disaster, the Public Assistance Program (PA) supports repair or replacement to damaged public

infrastructure and the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HM) is available for eligible

mitigation projects after the disaster.

1 FEMA Disaster Declarations Summary ¢ Open Government Dataset. https://www.fema.gov/media_-library/assets/documents/28318
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Table 430 w%$, w#1 EOQOEUI Ew#PUEUUI UUwi OUw/ UBDE) wal OUT I :

Disaste ae pe de Progra Declared
Disaste o
pe amed 0 Begin Date
-l | @ @
309 Major Disaster | Flood 17-Aug-1971
-l | @ ]
341 Major Disaster | Flood (Agnes) 23-Jun-1972
-l | @ @
489 Major Disaster | Flood 4-Oct-1975
- - @ @
3100 Emergency Snow 13-Mar-1993
- - ) ]
1016 Major Disaster | Snow 8-Feb-1994
- - @ @
1081 Major Disaster | Snow/Blizzard 6-Jan1996
- - ) )
1324 Major Disaster | Severe/Winter Storm(s) 25-Jan2000
- - @ -
3179 Emergency Severe/Winter Storm(s) 14-Feb-2003
@ | ®@ | @ @
1492 Major Disaster | Hurricane/Flood (Isabel) 18-Sep-2003
- - @ -
3251 Emergency Hurricane/Flood (Katrina)* 29-Aug-2005
- - ) )
1910 Major Disaster | Snow/Blizzard 5-Feb-2010
- - @) -
3335 Emergency Hurricane/Flood (Lee) 26-Aug-2011
- - ) )]
4038 Major Disaster | Flood (Lee) 6-Sep-2011
©) - ) ©)
4091 Major Disaster | Hurricane/Flood (Sandy) 26-Oct-2012
- - @) -
3349 Emergency Hurricane/Flood (Sandy) 26-Oct-2012
- - ) )]
4261 Major Disaster | Snow/Blizzard 22-Jan2016

*Note Emergency Declaration 3251 was intended to assist Hurricane Katrina evacuees.

® = program declaration made
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45 Flood-Related Hazards
4.5.1 Flooding

Description

Flooding is the most frequent and costly natural hazard in the United States, causing more than
10,000 deaths since 1900. Nearly 90 percent of Presidential Disaster Declarations result from
natural events where flooding was a major component. Floods generally result from excessive
precipitation, and are classified in two categories: general floods due to precipitation within a
watershed for an extended time period which includes storm -induced wave or tidal action;
and flash floods, the product of heavy precipitation in  short duration impacting a localized
area. The severity of a flood event is typically determined by a combination of several major
factors, to include: stream and river basin topography and physiography; precipitation and
weather patterns; recent soil moisture conditions; and the degree of vegetative clearing and
impervious surface.

A flood, as defined by the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) 2is: "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: inland or tidal waters; unusual and rapid

accumulation or runoff of surface waters from any source; OU wOQUET OOPd > wibYI UDPOI wi
occurs when a river channel or stream receives more water than it can hold and excess water

overflows the channel banks results in flooding of the surrounding area.

Coastal flooding? is typically a result of storm surge, wind -driven waves and heavy rainfall
produced by hurricanes, tropical storms and other large coastal storms. Urban flooding occurs
where manmade development has obstructed the natural flow of water and decreased the
ability of natural groundcover to absorb and retain surface water runoff. Urban areas are
extremely impervious due to pavement and rooftops which do not allow absorption of
UEPOPEUI UBw3T PUwDUWEOOOOOwWPOWUT T wOOUIT wEl OUI Oa wx Ox
the City of Laurel.

Most flash flooding is caused by slow-moving thunderstorms in a local area or by heavy rains
associated with hurricanes and tropical storms4. However, flash flooding events may also occur
from a dam or levee failure > within minutes or hours of heavy amounts of rainfall, or from a
sudden release of water held by a retention basin or other storm water control facility. Flash
flooding occurs most in urbanized areas where much of the ground is covered by impervious

2FEMA. https://www.fema.gov/national -flood -insurance-program/definitions#F

SCOEUUEOwWi OOOCEDPOT wbUwOOUIT wl icedstél Blbotir@asedida.E U1 VU1 EwUOET UwOT 1 w?

5 Dam and levee failuresD Uw O OUT wlOi SUOUT T Oa ulat/Eeuee Ealuret sadidhE i UwOT 1 w?
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surfaces. Damages from flash flooding are common due to inadequate stormwater management
or facilities which are not properly maintained.

Periodic flooding of lands adjacent to rivers, streams and shorelines (floodplains) is a natural
and inevitable occurrence that can be expected to take place based upon establistd recurrence
intervals. The recurrence interval of a flood is defined as the average time interval, in years,
expected between a flood event of a particular magnitude and an equal or larger flood. Flood
magnitude increases with increasing recurrence interval.

Floodplains are designated by the frequency of the flood that is large enough to cover them. For
example, the 10year floodplain will be impacted by a flood with a 10% probability of occurring
at any time; the 100year floodplain represents the area inundated by a 1% probability flood.
Flood frequencies such as the 1% probability (108year) flood are determined by plotting a
graph of the size of all known floods for an area and determining how often floods of a
particular size occur. Flood frequencies are used to characterize flood modeling by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and its floodplain management regulations,
stormwater management design requirements, and local floodplain management building
standards.

Location and Extent

PrinceGI OUT 1 zUw" OUOUAwWPUWEOUET Ul EwEawl0i 1 w/ EVURT OUw1 B
the west. The City of Laurel is located in the northeast section of the County and borders the
Patuxent River. The majority of tributaries, branches, and creeks in the area flow into either of
these two rivers. The effective FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) for the County were
updated September 16, 2016. They show ongercent annual chance floodplains associated with
the rivers and streams in the Potomac and Patuxentwatersheds. The FIRM identifies high flood
hazard risk areas as part of the onepercent annual chance (100 year) floodplain, moderate risk
areas as part of the 0.2percent annual chance (500 year) floodplain, or minimal risk areas
outside the 500 year floodplain. Figure 4-1 shows the 100 and 500 year floodplains within Prince
&1 OUT 1 z Uw" Ryur&42ZsimitafyBShows the 100 and 500 year floodplains in the City of
Laurel. About 10.7 percent of the County area (including the City of Laurel) is considered at risk
for the 100 year flood with an add itional 0.6 percent considered at risk for the 500 year flood or
levee failure.
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Figure 4-1. 100 and 5008 | EU W% OO OEx OEPOUOQw/ UPOET w&il OUT T z Uw"
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