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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

Section 1 provides a general introduction to hazard mitigation and an introduction to the Neuse River
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan. This section contains the following subsections:

1.1 Background

1.2 Purpose and Authority
1.3 Scope

1.4 References

1.5 Plan Organization

1.1 BACKGROUND

This document comprises a Hazard Mitigation Plan for the Neuse River Region of North Carolina.

Each year in the United States, natural and human-caused hazards take the lives of hundreds of people
and injure thousands more. Nationwide, taxpayers pay billions of dollars annually to help communities,
organizations, businesses, and individuals recover from disasters. These monies only partially reflect the
true cost of disasters because additional expenses incurred by insurance companies and non-
governmental organizations are not reimbursed by tax dollars. Many natural hazards are predictable, and
much of the damage caused by hazard events can be reduced or even eliminated.

Hazards are a natural part of the environment that will inevitably continue to occur, but there is much we
can do to minimize their impacts on our communities and prevent them from resulting in disasters. Every
community faces different hazards, has different resources to draw upon in combating problems, and has
different interests that influence the solutions to those problems. Because there are many ways to deal
with hazards and many agencies that can help, there is no one solution for managing or mitigating their
effects. Planning is one of the best ways to develop a customized program that will mitigate the impacts
of hazards while accounting for the unique character of a community.

A well-prepared hazard mitigation plan will ensure that all possible activities are reviewed and
implemented so that the problem is addressed by the most appropriate and efficient solutions. It can also
coordinate activities with each other and with other goals and activities, preventing conflicts and reducing
the costs of implementing each individual activity. This plan provides a framework for all interested parties
to work together toward mitigation. It establishes the vision and guiding principles for reducing hazard
risk and proposes specific mitigation actions to reduce identified vulnerabilities.

In an effort to reduce the nation's mounting natural disaster losses, the U.S. Congress passed the Disaster
Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000) to invoke new and revitalized approaches to mitigation planning.
Section 322 of DMA 2000 emphasizes the need for state and local government entities to closely
coordinate on mitigation planning activities and makes the development of a hazard mitigation plan a
specific eligibility requirement for any local government applying for federal mitigation grant funds. These
funds include the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), the Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program,
and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) Program, all of which are administered by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) under the Department of Homeland Security. Communities with
an adopted and federally approved hazard mitigation plan thereby become pre-positioned and more apt
to receive available mitigation funds before and after the next disaster strikes.

This plan was prepared in coordination with FEMA Region IV and the North Carolina Division of Emergency
Management (NCEM) to ensure that it meets all applicable federal and state planning requirements. A
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

Local Mitigation Plan Review Tool, found in Appendix A, provides a summary of FEMA’s current minimum
standards of acceptability and notes the location within this plan where each planning requirement is met.

1.2 PURPOSE AND AUTHORITY

This plan was developed in a joint and cooperative manner by members of a Hazard Mitigation Planning
Committee (HMPC) which included representatives of County, City, and Town departments, federal and
state agencies, citizens, and stakeholders. This plan will ensure all jurisdictions in the Neuse River Region
remain eligible for federal disaster assistance including FEMA HMGP, PDM, and FMA programs.

This plan has been prepared in coordination with FEMA Region IV and NCEM and in compliance with
Section 322 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (Stafford Act), 42 U.S.C.
5165, enacted under Section 104 of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, (DMA 2000) Public Law 106-390
of October 30, 2000, as implemented at CFR 201.6 and 201.7 dated October 2007. Additionally, this plan
will be monitored and updated on a routine basis to comply with the above legislation and with the
National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended by 42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq, and North Carolina General
Statutes, Chapter 166A: North Carolina Emergency Management Act, as amended by Senate Bill 300: An
Act to Amend the Laws Regarding Emergency Management as Recommended by the Legislative Disaster
Response and Recovery Commission (2001).

This plan will be adopted by each participating jurisdiction in accordance with standard local procedures
under the authority and police powers granted to counties as defined by the State of North Carolina
(N.C.G.S., Chapter 153A) and the authority granted to cities and towns as defined by the State of North
Carolina (N.C.G.S., Chapter 160A). Copies of adoption resolutions are provided in Section 9 Plan Adoption.

1.3 SCOPE

This document comprises a Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan for the Neuse River Region. The planning
areas includes all incorporated municipalities and unincorporated areas listed in Table 1.1.

Table 1.1 - Participating Jurisdictions in the Neuse River Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan

Greene County

Hookerton Snow Hill
Walstonburg

Jones County

Maysville Pollocksville
Trenton

Lenoir County

Kinston La Grange
Pink Hill

Pitt County

Ayden Bethel
Falkland Farmville
Fountain Greenville
Grifton Grimesland
Simpson Winterville
Wayne County

Eureka Fremont
Goldsboro Mount Olive
Pikeville Seven Springs
Walnut Creek
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

The focus of this plan is on those hazards deemed “high” or “moderate” priority hazards for the planning
area, as determined through the risk and vulnerability assessments. Lower priority hazards will continue
to be evaluated but will not necessarily be prioritized for mitigation in the action plan.

The Neuse River Region followed the planning process prescribed by FEMA, and this plan was developed
under the guidance of an HMPC comprised of representatives of County, City, and Town departments;
citizens; and other stakeholders. The HMPC conducted a risk assessment that identified and profiled
hazards that pose a risk to the planning area, assessed the planning area’s vulnerability to these hazards,
and examined each participating jurisdiction’s capabilities in place to mitigate them. The hazards profiled
in this plan include:

Dam Failure

Drought

Earthquake

Extreme Heat

Flood

Hurricane & Tropical Storm

Severe Weather (Thunderstorm Wind, Lightning, & Hail)
Severe Winter Storm

Tornado

Wildfire

1.4 REFERENCES

The following FEMA guides and reference documents were used to prepare this document:

FEMA 386-1: Getting Started. September 2002.

FEMA 386-2: Understanding Your Risks: Identifying Hazards and Estimating Losses. August 2001.
FEMA 386-3: Developing the Mitigation Plan. April 2003.

FEMA 386-4: Bringing the Plan to Life. August 2003.

FEMA 386-5: Using Benefit-Cost Review in Mitigation Planning. May 2007.

FEMA 386-6: Integrating Historic Property and Cultural Resource Considerations into Hazard
Mitigation Planning. May 2005.

FEMA 386-7: Integrating Manmade Hazards into Mitigation Planning. September 2003.

FEMA 386-8: Multijurisdictional Mitigation Planning. August 2006.

FEMA 386-9: Using the Hazard Mitigation Plan to Prepare Successful Mitigation Projects. August 2008.
FEMA. Local Mitigation Planning Handbook. March 2013.

FEMA. Local Mitigation Plan Review Guide. October 1, 2011.

FEMA National Fire Incident Reporting System 5.0: Complete Reference Guide. January 2008.
FEMA Hazard Mitigation Assistance Unified Guidance. June 1, 2010.

FEMA. Integrating Hazard Mitigation into Local Planning: Case Studies and Tools for Community
Officials. March 1, 2013.

FEMA. Mitigation Ideas. A Resource for Reducing Risk to Natural Hazards. January 2013.

Additional sources used in the development of this plan, including data compiled for the Hazard
Identification and Risk Assessment, are listed in Appendix D.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

1.5 PLAN ORGANIZATION

The Neuse River Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan is organized into the following sections:

Section 2: Planning Process

Section 3: Planning Area Profile

Section 4: Hazard ldentification & Risk Assessment
Section 5: Capability Assessment

Section 6: Mitigation Strategy

Section 7: Mitigation Action Plans

Section 8: Plan Maintenance

Section 9: Plan Adoption

Appendix A: Local Plan Review Tool
Appendix B: Planning Process Documentation
Appendix C: Mitigation Alternatives
Appendix D: References

vV vV vV vV VvV vV Vv vV VvV VY
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SECTION 2: PLANNING PROCESS

Requirement §201.6(b): An open public involvement process is essential to the development of an effective
plan. 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 nonprofit interests to be involved in the planning process; and

3) Review and incorporation, if appropriate, of existing plans, studies, reports, and technical information.
Requirement §201.6(c)(1): The plan shall 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.

This section provides a review of the planning process followed for the development of the Neuse River
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan. It consists of the following sub-sections:

2.1 Purpose and Vision

2.2 What’s Changed in the Plan

2.3 Preparing the Plan

2.4 Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee
2.5 Meetings and Workshops

2.6 Involving the Public

2.7 Outreach Efforts

2.8 Involving the Stakeholders

2.9 Documentation of Plan Progress

2.1 PURPOSE AND VISION

As defined by FEMA, “hazard mitigation” means any sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate the
long-term risk to life and property from a hazard event. Hazard mitigation planning is the process through
which hazards are identified, likely impacts determined, mitigation goals set, and appropriate mitigation
strategies determined, prioritized, and implemented.

The purpose of the Neuse River Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan is to identify, assess, and mitigate hazard
risk to better protect the people and property within the Region from the effects of natural and human-
caused hazards. This plan documents progress on existing hazard mitigation planning efforts, updates the
previous plan to reflect current conditions in the Region including relevant hazards and vulnerabilities,
increases public education and awareness about the plan and planning process, maintains grant eligibility
for participating jurisdictions, maintains compliance with state and federal requirements for local hazard
mitigation plans, and identifies and outlines strategies the Region’s participating jurisdictions will use to
decrease vulnerability and increase resiliency.

The Neuse River Region HMPC met to discuss their vision for the Region in terms of hazard mitigation
planning. The committee was asked to consider what the successful implementation of the plan would
achieve, what outcomes the plan would generate, and what the Region will look like in five years as a way
to brainstorm a vision statement for the plan. The HMPC developed and discussed a list of ideas that were
consolidated into the following statement and set of key principles that they agreed should define and
guide the planning process and the Region’s approach to hazard mitigation:
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SECTION 2: PLANNING PROCESS

Using a coordinated and multi-disciplinary hazard mitigation approach, protect
life, property, and the environment through coordination and cooperation
among public and private partners in order to reduce risk/loss and enhance the
quality of life for citizens throughout the Neuse River Region.

2.2 WHAT’S CHANGED IN THE PLAN

This plan is an update to the 2015 Neuse River Basin Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan, which included
participation from all jurisdictions involved in this plan update: Greene, Jones, Lenoir, Pitt, and Wayne
Counties. The previous plan was approved by FEMA on June 22, 2015.

This hazard mitigation plan update involved a comprehensive review and update of each section of the
existing plan and an assessment of the success of the Counties and participating municipalities in
evaluating, monitoring and implementing the mitigation strategy outlined in their existing plans. Only the
information and data still valid from the existing plans was carried forward as applicable into this update.
The following requirements were addressed during the development of this regional plan:

Consider changes in vulnerability due to action implementation;

Document success stories where mitigation efforts have proven effective;
Document areas where mitigation actions were not effective;

Document any new hazards that may arise or were previously overlooked;
Incorporate new data or studies on hazards and risks;

Incorporate new capabilities or changes in capabilities;

Incorporate growth and development-related changes to inventories; and
Incorporate new action recommendations or changes in action prioritization.

Section 4.2 provides a comparison of the hazards addressed in the 2018 State of North Carolina HMP and
the 2015 Neuse River Basin Regional Plan and provides the final decision made by the HMPC as to which
hazards should be included in the updated 2020 Neuse River Regional Plan.

In addition to the specific changes in hazard analyses identified in Section 4.2, the following items were
also addressed in this 2020 plan update:

GIS was used, to the extent data allowed, to analyze the priority hazards as part of the
vulnerability assessment.

Assets at risk to identified hazards were identified by property type and values of properties
based on North Carolina Emergency Management’s IRISK Database.

A discussion on climate change and its projected effect on specific hazards was included in each
hazard profile in the risk assessment.

The discussion on growth and development trends was enhanced utilizing 2017 American
Community Survey data.

Enhanced public outreach and agency coordination efforts were conducted throughout the plan update
process in order to meet the more rigorous requirements of the 2017 Community Rating System (CRS)
Coordinator’s Manual, in addition to DMA requirements.

2.3 PREPARING THE PLAN

The planning process for preparing the Neuse River Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan was based on DMA
planning requirements and FEMA's associated guidance. This guidance is structured around a four-phase
process:

1) Planning Process;

2) Risk Assessment;
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3) Mitigation Strategy; and
4) Plan Maintenance.

Into this process, the planning consultant integrated a more detailed 10-step planning process used for
FEMA’s CRS and FMA programs. Thus, the modified 10-step process used for this plan meets the
requirements of six major programs: FEMA’s HMGP; PDM; CRS; FMA; Severe Repetitive Loss Program;
and new flood control projects authorized by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Table 2.1 shows how the 10-step CRS planning process aligns with the four phases of hazard mitigation
planning pursuant to the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.

Table 2.1 — Mitigation Planning and CRS 10-Step Process Reference Table

DMA Process | CRS Process
Phase | — Planning Process
§201.6(c)(1) Step 1. Organize to Prepare the Plan
§201.6(b)(1) Step 2. Involve the Public
§201.6(b)(2) & (3) Step 3. Coordinate
Phase Il — Risk Assessment
§201.6(c)(2)(i) Step 4. Assess the Hazard
§201.6(c)(2)(ii) & (iii) Step 5. Assess the Problem
Phase Ill — Mitigation Strategy
§201.6(c)(3)(i) Step 6. Set Goals
§201.6(c)(3)(ii) Step 7. Review Possible Activities
§201.6(c)(3)(iii) Step 8. Draft an Action Plan
Phase IV — Plan Maintenance
§201.6(c)(5) Step 9. Adopt the Plan
§201.6(c)(4) Step 10. Implement, Evaluate and Revise the Plan

In addition to meeting DMA and CRS requirements, this plan also meets the recommended steps for
developing a Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP). Table 2.2 below outlines the recommended
CWPP process and the CRS step and sections of this plan that meet each step.

Table 2.2 — Community Wildfire Protection Plan Process Reference

CWPP Process CRS Step Fulfilling Plan Section

Convene decision makers Step 1 Section 2 - HMPC

Involve Federal agencies Step 3 Section 2 — Involving Stakeholders
Engage interested parties (such as community Step 1, 2, Section 2 — HMPC, Involving the
representatives) and 3 Public, Involving Stakeholders
Establish a community base map Section 4 — Wildfire

Develop a community risk assessment, including fuel Step 4 and 5 | Section 4 — Wildfire

hazards, risk of wildfire occurrence, homes, business and Section 5 — Capability

essential infrastructure at risk, other community values
at risk, local preparedness, and firefighting capability

Establish community hazard reduction priorities and Step 6, 7, Section 6 — Mitigation Strategy
recommendations to reduce structural ignitability and 8 Section 7 — Mitigation Action Plans
Develop an action plan and assessment strategy Step 8 and Section 7 — Mitigation Action Plans

10 Section 8 — Plan Maintenance
Finalize the CWPP Step 9 Section 9 — Plan Adoption

The process followed for the preparation of this plan, as outlined in Table 2.1 above, is as follows:
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2.3.1 Phase | - Planning Process
Planning Step 1: Organize to Prepare the Plan

With the Region’s commitment to participate in the DMA planning process, community officials worked
to establish the framework and organization for development of the plan. An initial meeting was held with
key community representatives to discuss the organizational aspects of the plan development process.
The County Emergency Managers led each County’s effort to reorganize and coordinate for the plan
update. Consultants from Wood Environment and Infrastructure Solutions, Inc. and Holland Consulting
Planners assisted by leading the Region through the planning process and preparing the plan document.

Planning Step 2: Involve the Public

Public involvement in the development of the plan was sought using various methods, as detailed in
Section 2.6.

Planning Step 3: Coordinate

The HMPC formed for development of the 2015 Plan was reconvened for this plan update. Where
necessary, additional members were added to the HMPC. Each community also sought to incorporate
stakeholder and public participation on the HMPC. More details on the HMPC are provided in Section 2.4.
Stakeholder coordination was incorporated into the formation of the HMPC and was also sought through
additional outreach methods. These efforts are detailed in Section 2.8.

Coordination with Other Community Planning Efforts and Hazard Mitigation Activities

In addition to stakeholder involvement, coordination with other community planning efforts was also
seen as paramount to the success of this plan. Mitigation planning involves identifying existing policies,
tools, and actions that will reduce a community’s risk and vulnerability to hazards. Participating
jurisdictions in the Neuse River Region use a variety of planning mechanisms, such as comprehensive
plans, subdivision regulations, building codes, and ordinances to guide growth and development.
Integrating existing planning efforts, mitigation policies, and action strategies into this plan establishes a
credible and comprehensive plan that ties into and supports other community programs. As detailed in
Table 2.3, the development of this plan incorporated information from existing plans, studies, reports,
and initiatives as well as other relevant data from neighboring communities and other jurisdictions.

These and other documents were reviewed and considered, as appropriate, during the collection of data
to support the planning process and plan development, including the hazard identification, risk and
vulnerability assessment, and capability assessment. The Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment can
be found in Section 4 and the Capability Assessment can be found in Section 5.

Table 2.3 — Summary of Existing Studies and Plans Reviewed

Resource Referenced Use in this Plan

Local comprehensive plans from around the region were referenced in
the Planning Area Profile in Section 3. Other local comprehensive plans
were incorporated into Mitigation Action Plans where applicable in
Section 7 and referenced in the Capability Assessment in Section 5.
Local Ordinances (Flood Damage Local ordinances were referenced in the Capability Assessment in
Prevention Ordinances, Subdivision Section 5 and where applicable for updates or enforcement in
Ordinances, Zoning Ordinances, etc) | Mitigation Action Plans in Section 7.

Greene, Jones, Lenoir, Pitt and

Local Comprehensive Plans

Wayne Counties and Incorporated The Flood Insurance Studies were referenced in the preparation of flood
Areas Flood Insurance Study (FIS) hazard profile in Section 4.
Reports
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Resource Referenced Use in this Plan
The previous plan was referenced in compiling the Hazard Identification
Neuse River Basin Regional Hazard and Risk Assessment in Section 4 and in reporting on implementation
Mitigation Plan, 2015 status and developing the Mitigation Action Plans in Section 2 and

Section 7, respectively.

North Carolina State Hazard The State plan was referenced in compiling the Hazard Identification
Mitigation Plan, 2018 and Risk Assessment in Section 4.

2.3.2 Phase Il - Risk Assessment
Planning Steps 4 and 5: Identify/Assess the Hazard and Assess the Problem

The HMPC completed a comprehensive effort to identify, document, and profile all hazards that have, or
could have, an impact on the planning area. Geographic information systems (GIS) were used to display,
analyze, and quantify hazards and vulnerabilities. A draft of the risk and vulnerability assessment was
made available on the plan website for the HMPC, stakeholders, and the public to review and comment.

The HMPC also conducted a capability assessment to review and document the planning area’s current
capabilities to mitigate risk from and vulnerability to hazards. By collecting information about existing
government programs, policies, regulations, ordinances, and emergency plans, the HMPC could assess
those activities and measures already in place that contribute to mitigating some of the risks and
vulnerabilities identified. A more detailed description of the risk assessment process and the results are
included in Section 4 Risk Assessment.

2.3.3 Phase lll — Mitigation Strategy
Planning Steps 6 and 7: Set Goals and Review Possible Activities

Wood and HCP facilitated brainstorming and discussion sessions with the HMPC that described the
purpose and process of developing a vision for the planning process and setting planning goals and
objectives, a comprehensive range of mitigation alternatives, and a method of selecting and defending
recommended mitigation actions using a series of selection criteria. This information is included in Section
6 Mitigation Strategy.

Planning Step 8: Draft an Action Plan

A complete first draft of the plan was prepared based on input from the HMPC regarding the draft risk
assessment and the goals and activities identified in Planning Steps 6 and 7. This draft was shared for
HMPC, stakeholder, and public review and comment via the plan website. HMPC, public, and stakeholder
comments were integrated into the final draft for NCEM and FEMA Region IV to review and approve,
contingent upon final adoption by the Counties and their participating jurisdictions.

2.3.4 Phase IV - Plan Maintenance

Planning Step 9: Adopt the Plan

To secure buy-in and officially implement the plan, the plan will be reviewed and adopted by all
participating jurisdictions. Resolutions will be provided in Section 9.

Planning Step 10: Implement, Evaluate and Revise the Plan

Implementation and maintenance of the plan is critical to the overall success of hazard mitigation
planning. Up to this point in the planning process, the HMPC's efforts have been directed at researching
data, coordinating input from participating entities, and developing mitigation actions. Section 8 Plan
Maintenance provides an overview of the strategy for plan implementation and maintenance and outlines
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the method and schedule for monitoring, updating, and evaluating the plan. The Section also discusses
incorporating the plan into existing planning mechanisms and how to continue public involvement.

2.4 HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING COMMITTEE

As with the previous plan, this Hazard Mitigation Plan was developed under the guidance of a HMPC. The
Committee members included representatives of County and jurisdiction departments, federal and state
agencies, citizens and other stakeholders.

To reconvene the planning committee, a letter was sent via email to all County Emergency Managers
asking for their assistance to convene the County, City, and Town HMPC contacts from the previous
planning effort. Each community was asked to designate a primary and secondary contact for the HMPC.
Communities were also asked to identify local stakeholder representatives to participate on the HMPC
alongside the County, City, and Town officials in order to improve the integration of stakeholder input
into the plan. Table 2.4 details the HMPC members and the agencies and jurisdictions they represented.

The formal HMPC meetings followed the 10 CRS Planning Steps. Agendas, minutes, and sign-in sheets for
the HMPC meetings are included in Appendix B. The meeting dates and topics discussed are summarized
in Section 2.5 Meetings and Workshops. All HMPC meetings were open to the public.

The DMA planning regulations and guidance stress that to satisfy multi-jurisdictional participation
requirements, each local government seeking FEMA approval of their mitigation plan must participate in
the planning effort in the following ways:

e Participate in the process as part of the HMPC;

e Detail where within the planning area the risk differs from that facing the entire area;
e Identify potential mitigation actions; and

e Formally adopt the plan.

For the Neuse River Region HMPC, “participation” meant the following:

Providing facilities for meetings;

Attending and participating in the HMPC meetings;

Collecting and providing requested data (as available);

Completing the Local Capability Self-Assessment;

Providing an update on previously adopted mitigation actions;
Managing administrative details;

Making decisions on plan process and content;

Identifying mitigation actions for the plan;

Reviewing and providing comments on plan drafts;

Informing the public, local officials, and other interested parties about the planning process and
providing opportunity for them to comment on the plan;

Coordinating and participating in the public input process; and
Coordinating the formal adoption of the plan by local governing bodies.

Detailed summaries of HMPC meetings are provided under Meetings and Workshops, including meeting
dates, locations, and topics discussed. During the planning process, the HMPC members communicated
through face-to-face meetings, email, and telephone conversations. This continued communication
ensured that coordination was ongoing throughout the entire planning process despite the fact that not
all HMPC members could be present at every meeting. Additionally, draft documents were distributed via
the plan website so that the HMPC members could easily access and review them and provide comments.
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Table 2.4 - HMPC Members

Jurisdiction | Representative Position or Title

CRS Steering Committee

Agency

Lenoir County

Lenoir Co Emergency Services

Samuel Kornegay

EM Planner

Lenoir County

Lenoir Co Emergency Services

Jerri King

Interim Director

Teacher, Agricultural & Life

Lenoir County South Lenoir High School Joseph Noble Sciences
Associate Dean of Public
Lenoir County Lenoir Community College Justin Tilghman Safety
Kinston City of Kinston Damien Locklear Fire Chief
Kinston City of Kinston Adam Short Planning Director
Kinston N/A Russell Rhodes Citizen/Stakeholder
Kinston N/A Dorian Edwards Citizen/Stakeholder
. Pitt County Planning &
Pitt County Development James Rhodes, AICP Planning Director
. Pitt County Planning & Mark Nottingham,
Pitt County Development AICP Planner IlI
Pitt County Pitt County Planning Board Johnny Pinner Citizen/Stakeholder
Pitt County Red Cross Disaster Mark Lenz Program Manager
Farmville Town of Farmville Justin Oakes Planning Director
Farmville Town of Farmville David Hodkins Town Manager
Farmville N/A Hunter Walters Citizen/Stakeholder
Farmville N/A Burt Smith Citizen/Stakeholder
. City of Greenville Public Works
Greenville . .
Dept. Daryl Norris Stormwater Engineer
Greenville N/A Ann Maxwell Citizen/Stakeholder
Grifton Town of Grifton Mark Warren Interim Town Manager
Grifton Town of Grifton Brian Silva Police Chief
Grifton N/A Mike Gaskins Citizen/Stakeholder
Grifton N/A Daniel Allbritton Citizen/Stakeholder
Winterville Town of Winterville Terri L. Parker Town Manager
Winterville Town of Winterville Bryan Jones Planning Director
Winterville N/A Bryan Fagundus Citizen/Stakeholder
Winterville N/A Sean Owens Citizen/Stakeholder
Wayne County Wayne County Planning Berry Gray Planning Director
Wayne County Wayne County Planning Anthony Cape Planning Technician
Wayne County N/A Chris Cox Citizen/Stakeholder

Wayne County N/A Pete Benton Citizen/Stakeholder
Marty Anderson, PE,
Goldsboro City of Goldsboro CFM City Engineer
Goldsboro PO Drawer A, Goldsboro
City of Goldsboro Bobby Croom, PE 27530
Goldsboro NC Baptist Men Chip McGuirty Citizen/Stakeholder
Goldsboro At-large citizen Gloria Crowder Citizen/Stakeholder

Walnut Creek

Village of Walnut Creek

Robert Parchman

Administrator/Chief of
Police

Walnut Creek

Village of Walnut Creek

Peggy C. Page

Village Clerk

Walnut Creek

N/A

Stoney Sloan

Citizen/Stakeholder

Walnut Creek

N/A

Craig Bowen

Citizen/Stakeholder
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Jurisdiction

Agency

Representative

Position or Title

HMPC Working Group

Greene County

Emergency Services

Berry Anderson

Director

Greene County

Emergency Services

David Lancaster

EM Coordinator

Town of Hookerton Town of Hookerton Tyler Shirley Maintenance Supervisor
Town of Hookerton Town of Hookerton April Vinson Town Clerk/Finance Officer
Town of Snow Hill Town of Snow Hill John Bauer Town Manager

Town of Snow Hill Town of Snow Hill Todd Whaley Public Works Director
Town of Walstonburg | Town of Walstonburg Ron Turner Commissioner

Town of Walstonburg

Town of Walstonburg

Bess Patton

Town Clerk

Jones County

Jones County Emergency Svcs

Timmy Pike

Emergency Services
Director

Jones County

Jones County Administration

Franky Howard

County Manager

Maysville Town of Maysville Shumata Brown Town Manager
Pollocksville Town of Pollocksville Jay Bender Mayor
Trenton Town of Trenton Glenn Spivey Town Clerk
Trenton Town of Trenton Darlene Spivey Mayor
La Grange Town of La Grange Planning .
Inspections & Safety Nathan A. Rhue Director
La Grange Towr.1 (.)f a Qrange
Administration John P. Craft Town Manager
. . Town of Pink Hill
Pink Hill Administration Carol Sykes Mayor
Pink Hill Town of Pink Hill
Administration Crystal Heath Town Clerk
Pink Hill Town of Pink Hill Public Works | Timothy Kennedy Public Works Director
Ayden Community & Economic
Town of Ayden Stephen Smith Planning Director
Ayden Town of Ayden Steven L. Harrell Town Manager
Bethel Town of Bethel Tom Asbell Town Manager
Bethel Town of Bethel John Nelson Public Works Director
Falkland Town of Falkland Vickie Wells Town Clerk
Falkland Town of Falkland Ginger Little Mayor
Fountain Town of Fountain Admin. Letha H. Hines Town Clerk
Fountain Town of Fountain Utility Dept. Ronnie R. Williams Utility Supervisor
Greenville City of Greenville Public Works Surveyor/Floodplain
Dept. Billy Merrill Coordinator
Grimesland Town of Grimesland Barbara Chitmon Town Clerk
Grimesland Town of Grimesland Jaime Moles Deputy Clerk
Simpson Village of Simpson Richard C Zeck Mayor
Simpson Village of Simpson Sue Ellen Hill Village Clerk
Eureka Town of Eureka Doug Booth Mayor
Fremont Town of Fremont W. Darron Flowers Mayor
Fremont Town of Fremont Barbara Aycock Town Administrator
Mount Olive Town of Mount Olive Charles S. Brown Town Manager
Mount Olive Town of Mount Olive Jammie Royall Special Projects Director
Pikeville Town of Pikeville Lisa Jones Town Administrator
Pikeville Town of Pikeville Joanne Honn Town Clerk
Seven Springs Town of Seven Springs Stephen Potter Mayor
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2.5 MEETINGS AND WORKSHOPS

The preparation of this Plan required a series of meetings and workshops for facilitating discussion,
gaining consensus, and initiating data collection efforts with local government staff, community officials,
and other identified stakeholders. More importantly, the meetings and workshops prompted continuous
input and feedback from relevant participants throughout the drafting stages of the Plan.

Table 2.5 summarizes the key meetings and workshops held by the HMPC during the development of the
plan. In many cases, routine discussions and additional meetings were held by local staff to accomplish
planning tasks specific to their department or agency. For example, completing the Local Capability Self-
Assessment or seeking approval of specific mitigation actions for their department or agency to undertake
and include in their Mitigation Action Plan. These meetings were informal and are not documented here.

Public meetings are summarized in subsection 2.6.

Table 2.5 — Summary of HMPC Meetings

Meeting Title Meeting Topic Meeting Date Meeting Location
1) Introduction to DMA, CRS, and FMA Col:::nicsc.:,ilgn:;,rs’
HMPC Mtg. #1 — requirements and the planning process February 7, 2019 Auditorium

Project Kick-Off | 2) Review of HMPC responsibilities and

1717 W. 5th
the project schedule. 5% Street

Greenville, NC

1) Review and update plan goals

2) Brainstorm a vision statement Kinston Community

3) Report on status of actions from the Center
HMPC Mtg. #2 2015 plan February 26, 2019 2602 W. Vernon Ave
4) Complete the capability self- Kinston, NC
assessment
1) Review Draft Hazard Identification & Lenoir County
Risk Assessment (HIRA) Cooperative Extension,
HMPC Mteg. #3 2) Draft objectives and Mitigation Action Q22 R 1791 NC Highway 11,
Plans Kinston, NC
1) Review the Draft Hazard Mitigation Coo L:rr;\ct)il\:ecgrtr:atr\:sion
HMPC Mtg. #4 Plan March 9, 2020 i . ’
. 1791 NC Highway 11,
2) Solicit comments and feedback .
Kinston, NC
2.6 INVOLVING THE PUBLIC

An important component of any mitigation planning process is public participation. Individual citizen and
community-based input provides the entire planning team with a greater understanding of local concerns
and increases the likelihood of successfully implementing mitigation actions by developing community
“buy-in” from those directly affected by the decisions of public officials. As citizens become more involved
in decisions that affect their safety, they are more likely to gain a greater appreciation of the hazards
present in their community and take the steps necessary to reduce their impact. Public awareness is a key
component of any community’s overall mitigation strategy aimed at making a home, neighborhood,
school, business, or entire planning area safer from the potential effects of hazards.
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Public involvement in the development of the plan was sought using various methods including open
public meetings, an interactive plan website, a public participation survey, and by making copies of draft
plan documents available for public review online and at government offices. Additionally, all HMPC
meetings were made open to the public.

All public meetings were advertised on the plan website and on local community websites, where
possible. Copies of meeting announcements are provided in Appendix B. The public meetings held during
the planning process are summarized in Table 2.6.

Table 2.6 — Summary of Public Meetings

Meeting Title Meeting Topic Meeting Date Meeting Location

1) Introduction to DMA, CRS, and FMA requirements Woodmen Center

Public and the planning process February 26,
. . e . 2602 W. V
Meeting #1 2) Review of HMPC responsibilities and the project 2019 60 . ernon
Ave Kinston, NC
schedule.
Lenoir County
Public 1) Review “Draft” Hazard Mitigation Plan Cooperative

March 9, 2020 | Extension, 1791 NC
Highway 115,
Kinston, NC

Meeting #2 2) Solicit comments and feedback

2.7 OUTREACH EFFORTS

The HMPC agreed to employ a variety of public outreach methods including established public
information mechanisms and resources within the community. The table below details public outreach
efforts employed during the preparation of this plan.

Table 2.7 — Public Outreach Efforts

Location Date Event/Message

Plan website Ongoing Meeting announcements, meeting materials, and description of
hazards; contact information provided to request additional
information and/or provide comments

Local community websites | 2/13/2019 Public Meeting #1 announcements posted with information about
the planning process

Local community websites | Ongoing Link to the plan website shared to expand reach

Public survey Ongoing Survey hosted online and made available via shareable link

Plan website - HIRA draft 7/30/2019 Draft HIRA made available for review and comment online

Plan website - Draft Plan 3/6/2020 Full draft plan made available for review and comment online

Mitigation Flyer Ongoing Information flyer made available online and at meetings

Public involvement activities for this plan update included press releases, creation of a website for the
plan, a public survey, and the collection of public and stakeholder comments on the draft plan.

A public outreach survey was made available in February 2019 and remained open for response until July
2019. The public survey requested public input into the Hazard Mitigation Plan planning process and the
identification of mitigation activities to lessen the risk and impact of future hazard events. The survey is
shown in Appendix B. The survey was available in hard copy at the first public meeting and online on the
plan website. In total, 105 survey responses were received.

The following is a list of high-level summary results and analysis derived from survey responses:

Neuse River
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
2020




SECTION 2: PLANNING PROCESS

17.3% of respondents say they feel not at all prepared for a hazard event; 61.5% feel somewhat
prepared.

23.8% of respondents do not know where evacuation centers or storm shelters are located;
however, 91.4% of respondents say they are able to evacuate or take shelter if necessary, which
indicates that most people manage evacuating or taking shelter through their own resources. It is
possible that these results skew toward those with more awareness of hazard risk and resources
to respond.

Over 29% of respondents do not know where to get more information on hazard risk and
preparedness.

Flood was rated the most significant hazard, followed by hurricane, severe weather, and tornado.
Earthquake was rated the least significant hazard, followed by wildfire and drought.
Respondents who reported having taken steps to mitigate risk at home reported a wide variety
of actions, including property protection such as elevating equipment and maintaining drainage;
preparedness actions such as emergency kits, supplies, and generators; and prevention, including
decision-making regarding home purchase and political action regarding new development and
growth management.

Respondents largely favored structural projects and property protection for mitigation.

Detailed survey results are provided in Appendix B.

2.8 INVOLVING THE STAKEHOLDERS

In addition to representatives of each participating jurisdiction, the HMPC included a variety of
stakeholders. Stakeholders on the HMPC included representatives from a public school district, a local
community colleges, a religious organization, local developers, and the Red Cross, as well as local
residents. Representatives from North Carolina Emergency Management also attended HMPC meetings.
Input from additional stakeholders, including neighboring communities, was solicited through invitations
to the open public meetings and distribution of the public survey. However, if any additional stakeholders
representing other agencies and organizations participated through the public survey, that information is
unknown due to the anonymous nature of the survey.

2.9 DOCUMENTATION OF PLAN PROGRESS

Progress on the mitigation strategy developed in the previous plan is documented in this plan update.
Table 2.8 below details the status of mitigation actions from the previous plan. More detail on actions
being carried forward is provided in Section 7 Mitigation Action Plans.

Table 2.8 — Status of Previous Mitigation Actions

Jurisdiction Completed Deleted Carried Forward
Greene County 4 2 14
Town of Hookerton 4 2 15
Town of Snow Hill 4 2 14
Town of Walstonburg 4 2 14
Jones County 11 5 19
Town of Maysville 11 5 15
Town of Pollocksville 11 5 15
Town of Trenton 9 5 17
Lenoir County 4 2 13
City of Kinston 4 2 13
Town of La Grange 4 1 12
Town of Pink Hill 4 1 12
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Jurisdiction Completed Deleted Carried Forward

Pitt County 8 0 17
Town of Ayden 7 0 12
Town of Bethel 6 0 12
Town of Falkland 6 0 12
Town of Farmville 9 0 13
Town of Fountain 6 0 12
City of Greenville 12 0 14
Town of Grifton 9 0 12
Town of Grimesland 8 0 12
Village of Simpson 6 0 12
Town of Winterville 12 0 12
Wayne County 3 1 15
Town of Eureka 1 1 11
Town of Fremont 3 1 14
City of Goldsboro 3 1 15
Town of Mount Olive 3 1 14
Town of Pikeville 3 1 14
Town of Seven Springs 3 1 13
Village of Walnut Creek 3 1 15

Total 38 10 78

Table 2.9 on the following pages details all completed and deleted actions from the 2015 plan.

Community capability continues to improve with the implementation of new plans, policies, and programs
that help to promote hazard mitigation at the local level. The current state of local capabilities for the
participating jurisdictions is captured in Section 5: Capability Assessment. The participating jurisdictions
continue to demonstrate their commitment to hazard mitigation and have proven this by reconvening the
HMPC to update this multi-jurisdictional plan and by continuing to involve the public in the hazard
mitigation planning process.

Moving forward, information in this plan will be used to help guide and coordinate mitigation activities
and decisions for local plans and policies in the future. Proactive mitigation planning will help reduce the
cost of disaster response and recovery to communities and their residents by protecting critical
community facilities, reducing liability exposure, and minimizing overall community impacts and
disruptions. This plan identifies activities that can be undertaken by both the public and the private
sectors to reduce safety hazards, health hazards, and property damage.
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Table 2.9 — Completed and Deleted Actions from the 2015 Neuse River Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan

Description 2019 Status  Status Comments/Explanation

Greene County
Continue to maintain the County’s E-911 addressing system. This system is
aimed at maintaining accurate location information on all developed
properties throughout the County. The E-911 addressing system will be
maintained through the County’s GIS system.
Educate, inform, and provide local real estate agents with information that
will advise potential buyers to investigate the flood hazard for the property
G6 they are considering purchasing. This effort should involve a floodplain Deleted Redundant; addressed in G4.
determination and an assessment of flooding history, if applicable and
requested.
Factor in the information and strategies outlined within this plan when
G9 making decisions that will impact land development policy and infrastructure | Completed Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.
improvements and extensions.
Work with the State Office of Dam Safety (ODS) to:
a) Ensure that all dams in Greene County for which the ODS has jurisdiction
are inspected on a regular basis;
b) Ensure that ODS notifies the Greene County Emergency Management
(EM) office of all ODS jurisdictional dams classified as "high hazard" or
"distressed" dams;
c) Attempt to ensure that all high hazard or distressed dams in the County Continuing effort in coordination with the NC Office of Dam

) ; ) Completed

have an updated and implemented operations and maintenance plan and Safety
emergency action plan;
d) Provide the County EM office with an inventory of all ODS jurisdictional
dams in the County; and
e) With the assistance of ODS and/or dam owners, determine the extent of
flood inundation if dam failure were to occur for each major dam in the
County.
Continue to maintain all development regulations, emergency and land use
G14 related plans, and applications for permits on the County's website. This Completed Completed; now in maintenance phase.
information will be updated and maintained as deemed necessary.
Work to establish a flood and tornado immediate warning system to serve all
County residents, including those located within incorporated areas.

G2 Completed Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.

G12

G21 Deleted Redundant; addressed in G11.

Jones County
Review, update, and, when feasible, exercise the County EOP and evacuation
J1 plan. This effort will involve a review of sheltering procedures including the Deleted Redundant; addressed in J1.
"CRES" plan.
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2015
Action #

13

Description

Continue to coordinate with the American Red Cross to ensure that a
Spanish-speaking translator is available at the County's Central Shelter when
it is activated. If a greater need persists following a disaster event, the
County will establish contacts through which additional contractors may be
procured.

2019 Status

Deleted

Status Comments/Explanation

Redundant; addressed in J1.

14

Continue to proactively address nuisance issues through ongoing code
enforcement efforts. These efforts will focus on the cleanup of debris and
abandoned material that may pose a threat during a flooding event or other
natural disaster generating heavy winds.

Completed

Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.

17

Continue coordination with Lenoir County in maintaining a joint E-911 call
center. Although the primary facility is located in Lenoir County, Jones
County will maintain the backup facility.

Completed

Completed; this facility is now in place.

J10

Jones County Emergency Services will work closely with the County Health
Department and the Department of Social Services in maintaining the
County's Infectious Disease Spread Prevention Plan. These efforts will involve
the creation of a public and media notification plan regarding infectious
diseases and other public health issues. Jones County will also maintain a
flow of information to all applicable agencies in the event of an outbreak of
disease.

Deleted

Redundant; addressed in J1.

J13

Continue efforts to keep White Oak River, Trent River, and local streams free
of debris (natural and man-made). These efforts will involve both County
efforts, as well as grant funding when feasible.

Completed

Procedures now in place; ongoing activity.

117

Continue to address the issue of a Brock Mill Dam breach within the County's
Emergency Operations Plan (EOP).

Completed

Operational function of the EOP.

J19

Continue to coordinate with NCDOT in addressing drainage issues along State
roadways throughout the County.

Completed

Determined to be a responsibility of NCDOT.

120

Work with NC Cooperative Extension Service to assist farmers and foresters
in addressing the drainage issues relating to their operations.

Completed

Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.

J21

During the project approval process for new development, the County will
work to educate individuals about the potential threats associated with
building in areas identified as susceptible to forest fires. These efforts will
focus on property protection mechanisms available to the property owner.

Deleted

Redundant; addressed in J9.

124

Continue to work closely with real estate agents, contractors and business
owners to ensure that prospective buyers and business operators are
educated about development and hazards present within a flood hazard area.
The County will prepare materials for dissemination to these entities to assist
in this education process.

Deleted

Redundant; addressed in J12.

125

Continue to maintain an Interlocal Agreement with the Towns of Maysville
and Pollocksville to cover the use of water in an emergency situation.

Completed

Completed; now considered a function of the EOP.
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2015
Action #

Description 2019 Status  Status Comments/Explanation

Work with all participating municipal jurisdictions in identifying a long-term

126 solution to digital data protection. These efforts will focus on off-site backup | Completed Completed; now in maintenance phase.
procedures.
Work with all participati icipal jurisdictions to establish | . .
127 orkwith a participating municipal jurisdictions 1o estabilsh an annua Completed Completed; approved annually prior to hurricane season.

contract with a Pre-Qualified Post-Disaster Debris Management Firm.
Through implementation of the County's Emergency Operations Plan, ensure
128 that there is an adequate food and water supply for citizens in shelters during | Completed Operational function of the EOP.
and after a disaster.

Increase GIS capacity and capability for emergency response and damage

Staff in place; training provided through annual budgeting

132 assessment functions through ARC GIS training for redundant Jones County Completed
process.
Staff.
Convert water supply withdrawal from Black Creek Aquifer to Castle Hayne
134 Aquifer in accordance with Eastern Carolina water supply permitting Completed Capital project completed during implementation of existing plan.

requirements and aquifer management policy.

Lenoir County

Lenoir County Emergency Services will coordinate with and assist the Lenoir
County Cooperative Extension in educating local farmers about the potential
L4 impact of natural hazards on annual crop yields. Cooperative Extension will Completed Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.
provide educational materials to assist in limiting crop damage associated
with natural hazard events.
Maintain a comprehensive Floodplain Management Program focused on
managing development within flood hazard areas. This effort will include
maintaining updated Flood Insurance Rate Maps, as well as annually
reviewing and updating the County Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance.
Municipal jurisdictions which maintain independent Floodplain Management
Programs will be responsible for carrying out this action.
Continue to update and maintain a comprehensive GIS System involving the
mapping of a range of County facilities and services including:

e  Fire Hydrants
L11 e  Critical Facilities Completed Completed; not in maintenance phase.

e 911 Addressing

e Infrastructure
Floodplain Maps
Maintain information on the County website, as well as the County
Emergency Services Facebook page, regarding issues related to preparation .
L13 and safety in the event of a natural disaster. These efforts will involve the Deleted Redundant; addressed in L9.
distribution of emergency notifications when deemed necessary.

L5 Completed Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.
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2015
Action #

Description 2019 Status  Status Comments/Explanation

Continue to enforce all regulations outlined under the NC State Building
L16 Code. Although not a requirement, the County will encourage the use of Completed | Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.
wind resistant design techniques for all new residential construction.

Continue to provide detailed information regarding properties located within
L18 flood hazard areas as outlined under CRS Manual Section 322.a through Deleted Redundant; addressed in L4.
322.8.

Pitt County
Review respective Flood Damage Prevention Ordinances to assess whether
any revisions and/or updates have been mandated by FEMA or NCEM.

P2 - . . ) C leted C leted; handled -needed basis.
Additionally, jurisdictions will consider whether regulatory options are omplete ompleted; nowhandied on an as-needed basis
available to provide for more effective floodplain management.

Continue to enforce the NC State Building Code. Through enforcement of the
NC State Building Code, jurisdicti ill kt that all struct 3 . .
P4 ate building L-ode, jurisdictions wilt work to ensure that all structures Completed Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.

including manufactured homes, are properly anchored to minimize potential
impacts stemming from a disaster event.

Maintain and update local Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). These maps

P5 will be reviewed and formally updated as revisions become available through | Completed Completed; now handled on an as-needed basis.
North Carolina Floodplain Mapping Program.

Continue to impose regulations as defined under the Tar-Pamlico and Neuse

River Basinwide Water Quality Management Rules. Compliance with the Tar-
P8 Pamlico rules are mandatory. This strategy will be amended during Completed

Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability. Coordinated

implementation of this plan due to anticipated changes in the Tar-Pamlico with NCDEQ.
and Neuse River Basinwide Regulations.
Continue to provide detailed information regarding properties located within
P19 flood hazard areas as outlined under CRS Manual Section 322.a through Completed Day-to-day component of CRS program.

322.8.

Support the efforts of the Greenville Utilities Commission (GUC) and Duke
Energy to increase the resiliency of all infrastructure components.

Support all recommendations defined under the Flood Mitigation Report for
P23 Pitt County, NC, developed as a component of this plan. The Flood Mitigation | Completed
Report for Pitt County has been provided in Appendix I.

Work to address localized flooding issues throughout the county as identified
and discussed in the Pitt County Stormwater Management Study and the SEPI
Flood Mitigation Report for Pitt County, North Carolina, developed as an

Completed; now handled on an as-needed basis. Periodic

P22 meetings held with GUC and Duke Energy.

Completed

The County Board of Commissioners continues to support the
recommendations of this plan.

The County Board of Commissioners continues to support the

P24 . ) . . C leted dati f th | d lying fi t fundi
element of this plan. The County will apply for grant funding to facilitate Ml ;zc;Trmzzt @ rlg'r;sctoacti\?ist?eﬁ ans and applying for grant tunding
implementation of these projects through agencies identified under the y prol ’
funding source column.
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2015
Action #

Description

2019 Status

Status Comments/Explanation

P28

The City of Greenville will continue to update the City’s Emergency
Operations Plan (EOP), provide more strategies for City operations following
a disaster, and ensure that the EOP is aligned with the Regional Hazard
Mitigation Plan.

Completed

Completed; now considered a function of the EOP.

P29

The City of Greenville will revise the development standards in the Flood
Damage Prevention Ordinance so that new single-family residential
development (not just multi-family) must be elevated two (2) feet above base
flood elevation, making the standards consistent with Pitt County standards.

Completed

Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.

P30

The City of Greenville will avoid subdivision development that is dependent
on one or few streets that are susceptible to flooding. The City’s subdivision
ordinance currently requires single-family residential subdivisions with 30+
units to provide two or more access points; the City will consider requiring
multi-family subdivisions to also provide two or more access points.

Completed

Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.

P32

The City of Greenville will continue to establish a flood recovery center (FRC)
when needed to address post disaster issues. The City will utilize existing
staff and create temporary positions for the FRC.

Completed

Completed; this policy is in place and is defined within the city’s
emergency operations procedures.

P33

The Town of Farmville will raise minimum flood protection level (freeboard)
from 1 foot to 4 feet above base flood elevation.

Completed

Farmville has established a 2-foot freeboard and will continue to
enforce this standard.

P35

The Town of Grifton will continue to flood proof manholes to reduce
stormwater to enter the sanitary sewer system.

Completed

Completed; now in maintenance phase.

P36

The Town of Grimesland will activate a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
with the NC Department of Transportation for debris removal at the
Declaration of Emergency by the State of North Carolina.

Completed

Completed; MOA is in place and will be reviewed annually.

P37

The Town of Grimesland will establish contracts with the Grimesland
Volunteer Fire Department for fire services within the Town.

Completed

Completed; contract is in place and will be reviewed annually as
necessary.

P38

The Town of Winterville will continue to administer and enforce
requirements for underground electric service in new subdivisions.

Completed

Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.

P39

The Town of Winterville will continue to enforce and propose more stringent
provisions of the design standards manual requiring onsite retention of
runoff when proposed development activity would increase the rate of
runoff. These regulations have been amended to require assumption of
higher runoff rates in calculation of post-development runoff. As a result,
greater levels of onsite stormwater improvements are now required.

Completed

Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.

P40

The Town of Winterville will require emergency generators at all new sewer
pump stations as a required improvement.

Completed

Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.

P41

The Town of Winterville will continue to implement its Drainage System
Maintenance Program.

Completed

Completed; project activities are carried out through the Town’s
annual budgeting process.
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2015
Action #

Description 2019 Status  Status Comments/Explanation

Wayne County
Maintain all FEMA Elevation Certificates, FEMA Floodproofing Certificates for
non-residential structures, and where applicable, a V Zone Design Certificate
W3 for all structures built or floodproofed since application to the CRS. V Zone Completed Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.
Design Certificates must be maintained only for structures built subsequent
to January 1, 2013.
Continue to enforce all regulations outlined under the NC State Building
W5 Code. Although not a requirement, the County will encourage the use of Completed Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.
wind resistant design techniques for all new residential construction.
Continue to maintain all development regulations, floodplain maps,
emergency and land use related plans, and applications for permits on the
County's website. This information will be updated and maintained as
deemed necessary.
Factor in the information and strategies outlined within this plan when
W12 making decisions that will impact land development policy and infrastructure | Deleted Strategy determined to be ambiguous and lacking in substance.
improvements and extensions.

w8 Completed Completed; now considered a day-to-day capability.
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SECTION 3: PLANNING AREA PROFILE

This section provides an overview of the current conditions and characteristics of the Neuse River region.
As Greene, Lenoir, Jones, Pitt, and Wayne Counties collectively comprise the Neuse River region, general
information for the region, such as location, topography/geology, and climate have been combined in this
section. Following the Region’s introductory information is a summary for each county and participating
municipal jurisdictions containing pertinent information regarding natural functions, demographics such
as population, housing, and economic characteristics, and land development trends. Much of the
demographic, housing, and economic data is derived from American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year
Estimates.

The following provides an overview of the sections:
3.1 Regional Characteristics

This section discusses the region’s location within North Carolina, as well as significant geographic,
transportation, and geologic features. It also provides an overview of average annual climactic conditions,
documents the presence of mapped wetlands located throughout each of the participating County
jurisdictions, outlines the presence of threatened and endangered species, and provides region-wide
mapping.

3.2 Greene County Characteristics
3.3 Jones County Characteristics
3.4 Lenoir County Characteristics
3.5 Pitt County Characteristics

3.6 Wayne County Characteristics

Each of the county profiles contains the following information: an overview of each county’s hydrology, a
discussion of parks/open space; demographic data for all participating jurisdictions including total
population counts, racial composition, housing characteristics, and employment and industry statistics; a
listing of all properties within each participating County jurisdiction that have been listed on the National
Register of Historic Places; and a brief overview of development trends throughout each participating
jurisdiction with information on parcel development and pre-FIRM property counts where available.

3.1 REGIONAL CHARACTERISTICS

Greene, Jones, Lenaoir, Pitt, and Wayne Counties are located in eastern North Carolina’s Coastal Plain, as
shown in Figure 3.1. The CSX Transportation, North Carolina Railroad, and Norfolk-Southern Railways run
through Greene, Lenoir, Pitt, and Wayne Counties. Roadway transportation for the area is provided by
Interstate 795 and US Routes 117 and 258 (running in a north-south direction), and 13, 64, 70 and 264
(east-west), and State Highways 11, 30, 33, 41, 43, 55, 58,91, 102, 111, 118, 121, 123, 222, 581, and 903.
Pitt-Greenville Airport is located on NC 11 approximately 10 minutes northwest of downtown Greenville.
The airport is centrally situated within Pitt County and easily accessible to surrounding smaller
communities. Air passenger service is provided by US-Air Express to Raleigh-Durham International Airport
and Charlotte Douglas International Airport. The North Carolina Global TransPark is located at the Kinston
Regional Jetport (Stallings Field) in Kinston.

The Neuse River region has a relatively flat to gently sloping topography. Elevations range from 10 feet
above sea level near the Neuse River in Lenoir County to about 190 feet in the southwestern part of Wayne
County. Soils near drainageways are well drained to moderately well drained; whereas, toward the center
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of the interstream divides, they are somewhat poorly to very poorly drained. The underlying material in
the swamp areas of the region is slowly permeable, and internal drainage is slow. The region is drained
by the Tar/Pamlico, Neuse, and Trent Rivers and their tributaries. Figure 3.2 shows the Region in relation
to the HUC-8 drainage basins.

The following table, Table 3.1, provides the area in square miles for all jurisdictions participating in the
Neuse River Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan Update.

Table 3.1 — Neuse River Region Total Land Area

Jurisdiction Total Land Area (Square Miles)
Greene County 266
Hookerton 0.3
Snow Hill 15
Walstonburg 0.4
Jones County 473
Maysville 0.7
Pollocksville 0.3
Trenton 0.2
Lenoir County 403
Kinston 16.9
La Grange 2.3
Pink Hill 0.5
Pitt County 655
Ayden 2.3
Bethel 1.0
Falkland 0.2
Farmville 3.1
Fountain 1.0
Greenville 25.6
Grifton 1.7
Grimesland 0.5
Simpson 0.4
Winterville 2.5
Wayne County 557
Eureka 0.4
Fremont 1.4
Goldsboro 24.8
Mount Olive 2.7
Pikeville 0.5
Seven Springs 0.3
Walnut Creek 1.5

Source: County Profiles - Wikipedia.

Figure 3.3 shows the population density across the Neuse River region, and Figure 3.4 shows Social
Vulnerability Index (SVI) ratings across the region. Details on population and social vulnerability are
discussed by county in the following sections.
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Figure 3.1 — Neuse River Region Location Map
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Figure 3.2 — Neuse River Region, HUC-8 Drainage Basins

Contentnea
03020203

Upper Neuse
03020201 WAYNE

Northeast
Cape Fear
03030007

D)
-y
.

Lower Tar
03020103

GREENE
Middle Neuse
03020202
LENOIR

JONES
Lower

Neuse
03020204

o=

White Oak
New River River"
03020302 03020301

/

NOTE: THIS MAP IS FOR
REFERENCE ONLY

N
I Viles
"‘é&' 0 5 10
S

wood.

Legend

m HUC8 Watershed Basin
ﬂ Participating HMP Counties

Source: National Hydrology Dataset

Neuse River
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
2020




SECTION 3: PLANNING AREA PROFILE

Figure 3.3 — Neuse River Region, Population Density
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Figure 3.4 — Neuse River Region, Social Vulnerability Index
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The climate of the Neuse River Region is warm and humid. Summers are long and hot, and winters are
short and mild. Summer thunderstorms account for a large part of the growing season rainfall, which is
therefore subject to wide variations from year to year, from month to month, and even from county to
county. In some years, there may be periods of 5 to 20 days when some local areas do not have any
significant rainfall. In such cases, irrigation may be a worthwhile aid to crop production. The amount of
rainfall is frequently increased in autumn and occasionally in summer by the passage of a tropical storm
over the region. Rainfall in winter is usually associated with large low-pressure storms passing over the
eastern part of the United States or over the Atlantic Ocean. It is less variable than rainfall in summer.

Some snow or sleet occurs almost every winter, but accumulations are generally small, and they melt in
a few hours. The blanketing effect of a layer of snow that lasts for several days is extremely rare. The
average annual maximum temperature is 77.5 degrees Fahrenheit, and the average minimum
temperature is 45.5 degrees Fahrenheit.

Wetlands

The benefits of wetlands are hard to overestimate. They provide a critical habitat for many plant and
animal species that could not survive in other habitats. They are also critical for water management as
they absorb and store vast quantities of storm water, helping reduce floods and recharge aquifers. Not
only do wetlands store water like sponges, they also filter and clean water as well, absorbing toxins and
other pollutants.

The following table, Table 3.2, provides a summary of wetland coverage within each County located in the
Neuse River Region as reported by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s National Wetlands Inventory.

Table 3.2 — Neuse River Region, Wetlands Acreage

County Wetland Acreage Co:A:\:; ;S:ZLge
Greene County 23,093 13.6%
Jones County 90,143 29.8%
Lenoir County 38,295 14.8%
Pitt County 79,704 19.0%
Wayne County 49,053 13.8%
Total 280,288 18.6%

Source: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, National Wetlands Inventory

Threatened and Endangered Species

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service maintains a regular listing of threatened species, endangered species,
species of concern, and candidate species for counties across the United States. There are a range of
species that are listed throughout the Neuse River Region. The following table, Table 3.3, provides the
status of threatened or endangered species within each participating County.

Table 3.3 — Neuse River Region, Threatened and Endangered Species

Group Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status Coun.tl.es
Identified
Amphibians Neuse River waterdog Necturus lewisi Proposed Threatened GJLPW
Birds Red-cockaded Picoides borealis Endangered GJLPW
woodpecker
Clams Atlantic pigtoe Fusconaia masoni Proposed Threatened G LP W
Clams Tar River spinymussel Elliptio steinstansana Endangered P, W
Clams Dwarf wedgemussel Alasmidonta heterodon Endangered P, W
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Group Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status Coun.tl.es

Identified

Clams Green floater Lasmigona subviridis Under Review P

Clams Yellow lance Elliptio lanceolate Threatened P

Fishes Carolina madtom Noturus furiosus Proposed Endangered G JLPW

Flowering Plants | Sensitive joint-vetch Aeschynomene virginica | Threatened L

Mammals Northern Long-Eared Bat | Myotis septentrionalis Threatened J

Mammals Little brown bat Myotis lucifugus Under Review J

Mammals West Indian Manatee Trichechus manatus Threatened P

Reptiles American alligator Alligator mississippiensis | Similarity of Appearance | J

(Threatened)

Source: U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Note: G = Greene, J = Jones, L = Lenoir, P = Pitt, W = Wayne

3.2 GREENE COUNTY

3.2.1 Hydrology

All of Greene County falls within the Neuse River Basin. A detailed overview of the Region’s River Basin
and Sub-basin boundaries is provided on Figure 3.5.

The Neuse River originates in north central North Carolina in Person and Orange counties and flows
southeasterly until it reaches tidal waters near Streets Ferry upstream of New Bern. At New Bern, the
river broadens dramatically and changes from a free-flowing river to a tidal estuary that eventually flows
into the Pamlico Sound.

The Neuse River Basin is the third largest river basin in North Carolina (6,235 square miles) and is one of
only four major river basins whose boundaries are located entirely within the state. There are 3,389
freshwater stream miles, 17,902 acres of freshwater reservoirs and lakes, 143 saltwater stream miles, and
370,779 estuarine/saltwater acres in the Neuse River Basin. There are also numerous miles of unmapped
small perennial, intermittent and ephemeral streams. Extensive wetland communities are also found in
the lower Neuse River Basin.

The Neuse River Basin encompasses all or portions of 18 counties and 77 municipalities. The population
of these 18 counties increased by 27 percent from 1990 to 2000 and is expected to increase by 44 percent
between 2000 and 2020. The population is projected to grow by more than 867,000 with the total number
of people living within the Neuse River Basin to be over 2,000,000 by 2020.
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Figure 3.5 — HUC-6 River Basins, Greene County
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3.2.2 Parks and Open Space

The Greene County Parks and Recreation Department offers a wide range of programs for both the youth
aged population, as well as adults and seniors. These programs include annual sports leagues, as well as
activities for seniors focused on wellness long term fitness. The County maintains two primary recreations
including:

Greene County Recreation Complex
o Three Baseball Fields
o One Soccer/Football Field
o Picnic Shelter
o Restrooms
Greene County Wellness Center
o Full-sized basketball court
Stage
Locker Rooms
Retractable Seating
Audio Visual Room

O O O O

3.2.3 Demographics

Total Population

Overall population growth throughout Greene County has been moderate since the 2000 US Census.
Unincorporated portions of the County have increased in population by 11%, which is comparable to the
total growth of all municipalities at 11.5%. Two of the three County municipalities have experienced
growth as well, except for Hookerton (-15.0%). Although a bulk of unincorporated Greene County
increased in population between the years of 2000 and 2010, the County’s municipalities experienced
more growth over the period of 2010 to 2017. Figure 3.3 in Section 3.2.3 shows the population density of
the Neuse River region.

The following table, Table 3.4, provides a breakdown of total population for Greene County and the
participating municipalities for the years 2000, 2010, and 2017.

Table 3.4 — Greene County Total Population

s % Change % Change Overall % Change
Jurisdiction 2000 2010 2017 2000-20g10 2010-20g17 2000-2017 8

Hookerton 467 409 397 -12.4% -2.9% -15.0%
Snow Hill 1,514 1,595 1,820 5.4% 14.1% 20.2%
Walstonburg 224 219 242 -2.2% 10.5% 8.0%
Municipalities 2,205 2,223 2,459 0.8% 10.6% 11.5%
Unincorporated Areas 16,769 19,139 18,600 14.1% -2.8% 10.9%
Greene County 18,974 21,362 21,059 12.6% -1.4% 11.0%

Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey.

Growth Trends

Table 3.5 provides population forecast through the year 2050 for Greene County, as well as all
participating municipal jurisdictions. These forecasts are based on established trends between the years
2000 and 2017. According to these estimates, Greene County overall is expected to increase in population
at a rate of 24.4% through 2050 (a total of 5,128 individuals).
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Table 3.5 — Greene County Population Projections, 2017-2050

s % Change

Jurisdiction 2017 2020 2030 2040 2050 2017-2 0g5 0
Hookerton 397 386 351 316 281 -29.1%
Snow Hill 1,820 1,885 2,101 2,318 2,534 39.2%
Walstonburg 242 245 257 268 280 15.6%
Municipalities 2,459 2,516 2,710 2,902 3,095 25.9%
Unincorporated Areas 18,600 19,008 20,370 21,731 23,092 24.2%
Greene County 21,059 21,525 23,079 24,633 26,187 24.4%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey and HCP, Inc.

Racial Demographics

The population of Greene County is principally Caucasian (57.9%) and African American (35.9%). Greene
County does have one of the larger Hispanic populations throughout the Neuse Region at 14.9%. The
median age for Greene County is 40.4 years, which is also characteristic of the County’s municipalities.
The County’s population is aging slightly, in that nearly 43% of the population is over the age of 45. Table
3.6 shows the racial composition for Greene County.

Table 3.6 — Greene County Racial Composition

Jurisdiction Caucasian African- Asian Other Two or Persons of Hispanic
American Race* More Races or Latino Origin**
Hookerton 55.7% 43.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.0%
Snow Hill 47.7% 48.3% 0.3% 0.9% 2.9% 13.4%
Walstonburg 71.9% 20.2% 0.0% 3.8% 4.1% 1.2%
Greene County 57.9% 35.9% 0.1% 3.1% 3.1% 14.9%

*QOther races includes American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, etc.
**Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin are classified regardless of race; therefore, this percentage is considered independent of the other race

classifications listed.
Source: US Census Bureau, American Community Survey.

Social Vulnerability

Figure 3.6 below displays social vulnerability information for Greene County by census tract according to
2016 data and analysis by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). The CDC’s Social
Vulnerability Index (SVI) indicates the relative vulnerability within census tracts based on 15 social factors:
poverty, unemployment, income, education, age (65 or older), age (17 or younger), disability, household
composition, minority status, language, housing type (multi-unit structures, mobile homes, crowding,
group quarters), and transportation access. Higher social vulnerability is an indicator that a community
may be limited in its ability to respond to and recover from hazard events. Therefore, using this SVI
information can help the County and municipal jurisdictions to prioritize pre-disaster aid, allocate
emergency preparedness and response resources, and plan for the provision of recovery support.

Overall, Greene County has a very high Social Vulnerability Index. This can be attributed to a variety of
factors including the rural nature of the County, which results in an overall lack of emergency response
and central municipal services. Snow Hill is the largest municipality within the County, which contrasts
with other Counties within the Region except for Jones County. Pitt County, Lenoir County, and Wayne
County all maintain larger population centers with a much broader response capacity.
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Figure 3.6 — Greene County Social Vulnerability
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3.2.4 Housing Characteristics

Throughout unincorporated Greene County, there are a total of 8,289 housing units, which has only
increased by 76 units (0.9%) since the 2010 US Census. Housing development has been slow throughout
the County, including the municipalities, except for Hookerton, which has increased by 12.3% (26 units)
over the same period. Within all jurisdictions, most homes are occupied. Homes within unincorporated
Greene County are predominantly owner-occupied (69%), while housing tenure is more evenly split within
the County’s municipalities.

Most housing within Greene County is single-family homes (59.4%); however, it should be noted that
36.5% of residential structures are manufactured homes. The prevalence of manufactured housing poses
a unique threat regarding both sustainability as well as emergency response with defined flood hazard
areas.

Table 3.7 below provides a summary of housing characteristics for Greene County, as well as participating
municipal jurisdictions.

Neuse River
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
2020




SECTION 3: PLANNING AREA PROFILE

Table 3.7 — Greene County Housing Characteristics

Housing Units | Housing Units % Change % Owner Occupied | % Vacant Units
Jurisdiction (2010) (2017) 2010-2017 (2017) (2017)
Hookerton 212 238 12.3% 79.0% 21.0%
Snow Hill 804 836 4.0% 91.7% 8.3%
Walstonburg 107 105 -1.9% 85.7% 14.3%
Greene County 8,213 8,289 0.9% 88.6% 11.4%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

3.2.5 Wages, Employment and Industry

The 2017 ACS reports that the median household income for the Greene County is $50,922 which is nearly
equivalent to the state’s median household income of $50,320. However, approximately 25.8% of the
population is considered to be living below the poverty level. Moreover, 38.8% percent of people under
18 years of age are living below the poverty level.

Within Greene County, approximately 47.6% of the population is in the labor force. This is generally
characteristic of all participating municipal jurisdictions as well, with all communities maintaining a rate
between forty and fifty percent. According to the ACS, the unemployment rate for Greene County overall
was 9.4%. Additionally, as of 2017, approximately 24.7% of households throughout Greene County relied
on food stamps/SNAP benefits.

The following tables, Table 3.8 and Table 3.9, provide a summary of key economic indicators and
population employed by occupation for incorporated and unincorporated portions of Greene County.

Table 3.8 — Greene County Key Economic Indicators, 2017

Jurisdiction Population in Percent Percent Percent Not in | Unemployment
Labor Force Employed (%) | Unemployed (%) | Labor Force (%) Rate (%)
Hookerton 174 49.8% 2.7% 47.4% 5.2%
Snow Hill 761 47.1% 6.0% 46.9% 11.3%
Walstonburg 98 42.9% 7.1% 50.0% 14.3%
Greene County 9,008 47.6% 4.9% 47.2% 9.4%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Table 3.9 — Greene County Employment by Occupation, 2017

Production,
Management, . Natural Resources, .
c e . . . Service Sales and R Transportation,
Jurisdiction Business, Science ' Construction, and .
and Arts (%) (%) Office (%) Maintenance (%) L
? ? Moving (%)
Hookerton 32.7% 26.7% 13.9% 12.7% 13.9%
Snow Hill 28.0% 20.6% 14.5% 14.7% 22.2%
Walstonburg 46.4% 4.8% 15.5% 15.5% 17.9%
Greene County 26.8% 19.8% 14.4% 18.6% 20.5%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

The top employers in Greene County represent the management, business, science and arts; production,
transportation, and material moving, and service occupations. These employers include:

NC Department of Public Safety
Greene County Public Schools
County of Greene
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Principle Long Term Care, Inc.
Greene County Health Care, Inc.
Ambleside, Inc.

Ham Produce Co, Inc.

N W L Capacitors Snow Hill Division
Bojangles Famous Chicken & Biscuits
Lenoir Community College

3.2.6 Historic Properties

As of September 2019, Greene County had 12 listings on the National Register of Historic Places. This list
includes 10 historic structures/sites and 2 Historic Districts. Presence on the National Register signifies
that these structures have been determined to be worthy of preservation for their historical or cultural
values. The following provides a listing of all Nationally Registered Properties in Greene County:

Benjamin W. Best House (Jason vicinity) 2/3/2006

Titus W. Carr House (Castoria) 11/25/1987

Edward and Sallie Ann Coward House (Ormondsville vicinity) 3/6/2002
Greene County Courthouse (Snow Hill) 5/10/1979

Hardee House (Ormondsville vicinity) 9/22/2014

Neoheroka Fort Site (Archaeology) (Snow Hill vicinity) 7/17/2009
Saint Barnabas Episcopal Church (Snow Hill) 10/10/1979

Snow Hill Colored High School (Snow Hill) 8/23/2003

Snow Hill Historic District (Snow Hill) 9/14/2000

Snow Hill Historic District Boundary Increase & Additional Documentation (Snow Hill) 8/27/2009
Speight-Bynum House (Walstonburg vicinity) 3/12/1992

Zachariah School (Wooten's Crossroads) 5/4/2005

3.2.7 Land Development Trends

Development throughout Greene County is rural in nature. The most concentrated urban development
is located within and adjacent to the Town of Snow Hill. Snow Hill is developed like most eastern North
Carolina communities, with a traditional main street downtown surrounded by local access residential
streets. Commercial and light industrial development lines the corridors into town from more rural
portions of the County. In unincorporated Greene County, development is sparse, and a majority of non-
residential development is associated with agricultural operations. There has been more development
occurring along US Highway 258 and NC Highway 58 heading south from Snow Hill to Kinston. Table 3.10
shows the developed and undeveloped parcels in Greene County.

Table 3.10 — Greene County Developed and Undeveloped Parcel Counts

Jurisdiction Developed Parcels | Undeveloped Parcels | Pre-Firm Buildings | % Developed Pre-Firm
Hookerton 177 84 67.8% Hookerton
Snow Hill 736 233 76.0% Snow Hill
Walstonburg 137 50 73.3% Walstonburg
Greene County 5,995 4,877 55.1% Greene County

Source: HCP, Inc., Greene County Tax Office.

Detailed summaries of future land development trends, including Future Land Use Maps, are provided in

the county annexes.
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3.3 JONES COUNTY

3.3.1 Hydrology

Jones County is split between the Neuse and White Oak River Basins. Most of the County falls within the
Neuse River Basin with a small percentage of the County’s southern extent located within the White Oak
Basin.

The White Oak River Basin (also known as the Onslow Bay River Basin) lies entirely within the outer coastal
plain. The name of the basin is a bit of a misnomer in that it includes four separate river systems: the New
River and its tributaries in the southwestern section; the White Oak River and its tributaries; the Newport
River and its tributaries; and the North River in the eastern section. The basin also includes Bogue, Back
and Core Sounds as well as significant portions of the Intracoastal Waterway.

An overview of the Neuse River Basin is provided in the Greene County profile in Section 3.2.1. Figure 3.7
shows Jones County in relation to HUC-6 drainage basins. HUC-8 drainage basins are shown in Figure 3.2.

3.3.2 Parks and Open Space

The Jones County Recreation Department offers opportunities to participate in soccer, tee ball, coach
pitch, little league, Pop Warner football, and basketball. A Tournament of Champions is held each year
which welcomes participation from outside of Jones County and all A.A.U. teams. Registration for all
activities is held through the local schools or visiting the office located within the Jones County Board of
Elections Office in Trenton.

Most of the recreational facilities serving the residents of Jones County were destroyed through the
impacts of Hurricane Florence and have not yet been replaced. At this time, the County is relying on the
athletic fields associated with Jones Senior High School for all athletic programs. Additionally, William
Frost Park is located within the Town of Maysville. This is a small municipal park facility that provides a
basketball court, playground, and bathroom facilities.
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Figure 3.7 — Jones County, HUC-6 Drainage Basins
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3.3.3 Demographics

Total Population

The total population of Jones County according to the 2017 ACS was 9,776 persons. Population
throughout unincorporated portions of Jones County has been in decline since the 2000 Census at an
overall change of -9.8%. Only one of the County’s municipalities has experienced population decline, the
Town of Maysville at -3.2%. The County’s other municipalities have experienced quite rapid population
increase over this same period, including Pollocksville (69.5%) and Trenton (52.9%). Overall the growth
for the County’s municipalities has been large at 17.9%. Figure 3.3 in Section 3.2.3 shows the population
density of the Neuse River region.

The following table, Table 3.11, provides a breakdown of total population for Jones County for the years
2000, 2010, and 2017.

Table 3.11 — Jones County Total Population

C o % Change % Change | Overall % Change
Jurisdiction 2000 2010 2017 zooo-zog10 2010_20g17 20002017 &

Maysville 1,002 1,019 970 1.7% -4.8% -3.2%
Pollocksville 269 311 456 15.6% 46.6% 69.5%
Trenton 206 287 315 39.3% 9.8% 52.9%
Municipalities 1,477 1,617 1,741 9.5% 7.7% 17.9%
Unincorporated Areas 8,904 8,536 8,035 -4.1% -5.9% -9.8%
Jones County 10,381 10,153 9,776 -2.2% -3.7% -5.8%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Growth Trends

Table 3.12 provides population forecast through the year 2050 for Jones County, as well as all participating
municipal jurisdictions. These forecasts are based on established tends between the years 2000 and 2017.
According to these estimates, Jones County overall is expected to decrease in population by 2.3% through
2050 (a total loss of 227 individuals). This loss includes both unincorporated Jones County as well as all
municipalities.

Table 3.12 — Jones County Population Projections, 2017-2050

Jurisdiction 2017 2020 2030 2040 2050 ;/;’)f:_i';g_rg
Maysville 970 965 946 928 910 6.2%
Pollocksville 456 512 698 885 1,071 134.9%
Trenton 315 344 442 541 639 102.7%
Municipalities 1,741 1,821 2,087 2,353 2,620 50.5%
Unincorporated Areas 8,035 7,934 7,599 7,264 6,929 -13.8%
Jones County 9,776 9,755 9,686 9,618 9,549 2.3%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey and HCP, Inc.

Racial Demographics

The median age for Jones County overall is slightly over 45 years. The County’s population overall is fairly
evenly distributed, with roughly 22% of the population under eighteen years of age, and slightly over 20%
over the age of 65. The County’s gender composition is nearly evenly split at 48.8% male and 51.2%
female. The racial composition of Jones County is predominantly Caucasian (66%). The remaining County
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population is 30.5% African American, 0.2% Asian, and 3.2% either other race or two or more races. Only
4.5% of the County’s population identifies as Hispanic or Latino.

Table 3.13 below provides a summary of racial composition for Jones County, as well as all participating
municipal jurisdictions.

Table 3.13 — Jones County Racial Composition

Jurisdiction Caucasian African- Asian Other Two or Persons of Hispanic
American Race* More Races or Latino Origin**
Maysville 57.1% 38.8% 0.0% 1.3% 2.8% 5.7%
Pollocksville 45.2% 52.6% 0.0% 0.8% 1.3% 2.2%
Trenton 60.3% 34.6% 0.0% 2.9% 2.2% 13.0%
Jones County 66.0% 30.5% 0.2% 0.8% 2.4% 4.5%

*QOther races includes American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, etc.
**persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin are classified regardless of race; therefore, this percentage is considered independent of the other race

classifications listed.
Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Social Vulnerability

Figure 3.8 displays social vulnerability information for Jones County by census tract according to 2016 data
and analysis by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). The CDC's Social Vulnerability Index
(SVI) indicates the relative vulnerability within census tracts based on 15 social factors: poverty,
unemployment, income, education, age (65 or older), age (17 or younger), disability, household
composition, minority status, language, housing type (multi-unit structures, mobile homes, crowding,
group quarters), and transportation access. Higher social vulnerability is an indicator that a community
may be limited in its ability to respond to and recover from hazard events. Therefore, using this SVI
information can help the County and municipal jurisdictions to prioritize pre-disaster aid, allocate
emergency preparedness and response resources, and plan for the provision of recovery support.

Jones County is very similar to Greene County, in terms of their Social Vulnerability Index. Much like
Greene, Jones County lacks the presence of a large population center, which provides a much more
substantial urban framework, and the resulting capital and emergency response infrastructure that goes
along with it. It should be noted that a high SVI index does not provide an indication of true deficiency
within either Greene or Jones County but is simply an assessment of various demographic factors that
historically contribute to a community’s ability to respond to catastrophic natural hazard events.
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Figure 3.8 — Jones County Social Vulnerability
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3.3.4 Housing Characteristics

Housing development through nearly all of Jones County has been slow since 2010. There have been an
additional 110 housing units developed throughout unincorporated Jones County, a modest growth rate
of 2.3%. Most of the housing within the County is owner occupied (72.5%), while roughly 16% of all
housing units were reported as vacant. The County’s housing stock is young, with roughly 66% of homes
being constructed between the years of 1970 and 2000. Additionally, less than 32% of homes were
constructed prior to 1970. Most homes within the county are single-family structures (61%), and of the
remaining housing stock (just over 34%) are manufactured homes.

The increase in housing stock within the County’s municipal jurisdictions has also been slow, apart from
Pollocksville. The Town of Pollocksville has experience very rapid housing development at a rate of 32.9%,
an increase of 55 housing units since 2010. The age of the housing stock for the County’s municipalities
is generally consistent with unincorporated Jones County.

Table 3.14 provides a summary of housing characteristics for Jones County, as well as participating
municipal jurisdictions.

Neuse River
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
2020




SECTION 3: PLANNING AREA PROFILE

Table 3.14 - Jones County Housing Characteristics

Housing Units | Housing Units % Change % Owner Occupied | % Vacant Units
Jurisdiction (2010) (2017) 2010-2017 (2017) (2017)
Maysville 489 496 1.4% 81.3% 18.8%
Pollocksville 167 222 32.9% 83.3% 16.7%
Trenton 137 147 7.3% 72.1% 27.9%
Jones County 4,838 4,948 2.3% 83.8% 16.2%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

3.3.5 Wages, Employment and Industry

According to the 2017 ACS, the median household income for Jones County was $37,526, which is much
lower than the state’s median household income of $50,320. The median income for residents of the
County’s municipalities varies slightly with Pollocksville having the lowest median of $30,000. The Towns
of Maysville and Trenton are more comparable at $42,386 and $37,000 respectively.

Within Jones County, approximately 54.8% of the population is in the labor force. This is generally
characteristic of all participating municipal jurisdictions as well, except for Pollocksville (61.6%).
According to the ACS, the unemployment rate for Jones County overall was 11.5%. The highest
unemployment rate reported throughout the County was Maysville (12.7%), while the lowest was the
Town of Pollocksville (5.5%). The largest employment sector within Jones County is management,
business, science and arts (30.8%).

The following tables, Table 3.15 and Table 3.16, provide a summary of key economic indicators and
population employed by occupation for both incorporated and unincorporated portions of Jones County.

Table 3.15 — Jones County Key Economic Indicators, 2017

Jurisdiction Population in Percent Percent Percent Not in | Unemployment
Labor Force Employed (%) | Unemployed (%) | Labor Force (%) Rate (%)
Maysville 468 49.2% 7.2% 42.2% 12.7%
Pollocksville 205 57.1% 3.3% 38.4% 5.5%
Trenton 134 49.8% 5.3% 44.9% 9.7%
Jones County 4,478 47.9% 6.2% 45.2% 11.5%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Table 3.16 — Jones County Employment by Occupation, 2017

Production,
Management, . Natural Resources, .
s e . . . Service Sales and R Transportation,
Jurisdiction Business, Science ' Construction, and .
and Arts (%) (%) Office (%) Maintenance (%) L
? ? Moving (%)
Maysville 28.4% 16.8% 27.4% 8.8% 18.6%
Pollocksville 56.8% 24.2% 6.8% 8.9% 3.2%
Trenton 12.4% 13.2% 33.9% 12.4% 28.1%
Jones County 30.8% 16.0% 21.1% 15.3% 16.8%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

The top employers in Jones County represent the sales and office; service; and management, business,
science and arts industries. These employers include:

Jones County Board of Education
County of Jones
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Craven Regional Medical Center
Brook Stone Living Center

Universal Mental Health Services, Inc
Blue Rock Structures, Inc.

Smithfield Foods, Inc.

Home Health and Hospice Care, Inc.
Olsten Certified Healthcare Corp.
Preston Taylor Foods, Inc.

3.3.6 Historic Properties

As of September 2019, Jones County had 9 listings on the National Register of Historic Places. This list
includes 8 historic structures/sites and 1 Historic District. Presence on the National Register signifies that
these structures have been determined to be worthy of preservation for their historical or cultural values.
The following provides a comprehensive listing of all Nationally Registered Properties in Jones County.

Bryan-Bell Farm (Pollocksville vicinity) 12/21/1989

Eagle Nest (Taylors Corner vicinity) 11/13/1974

Foscue and Simmons Plantations (Pollocksville) 10/7/1998
Foscue Plantation House (Pollocksville) 11/19/1971

Grace Episcopal Church (Trenton) 1/20/1972

Bryan Lavender House (Pollocksville) 4/25/1985

Sanderson House (Pollocksville vicinity) 12/16/1971
Trenton Historic District (Trenton) 7/3/1974

Wyse Fork Battleground (Archaeology) (Caswell) 7/10/2017

3.3.7 Land Development Trends

Jones County is the least developed County within the Neuse River region. The municipalities throughout
Jones County are generally much smaller than the other counties, which is evidenced by the fact that
Jones County also has the lowest population throughout the region. The development pattern throughout
the County is very rural in nature, with slightly higher densities in and around the towns of Maysville,
Pollocksville and Trenton. Within unincorporated portions of the County, development is generally
characterized by single-family homes on larger lots and non-residential development associated with the
agriculture industry.

Table 3.17 summarizes the developed and undeveloped parcels in Jones County.

Table 3.17 — Jones County Developed and Undeveloped Parcel Counts

Jurisdiction Developed Parcels | Undeveloped Parcels % Developed
Maysville 438 183 70.5%
Pollocksville 178 62 74.2%
Trenton 153 55 73.6%
Jones County 3,909 4,186 48.3%

Source: HCP, Inc., Jones County Tax Office.

Detailed summaries of future land development trends, including Future Land Use Maps, are provided in
the county annexes.
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3.4 LENOIR COUNTY
3.4.1 Hydrology

All of Lenoir County’s jurisdiction is located within the Neuse River Basin. An overview of the Neuse River
Basin is provided in the Greene County profile in Section 3.2.1. Figure 3.9 on the following page shows
Lenoir County in relation to HUC-6 drainage basins. HUC-8 drainage basins are shown in Figure 3.2.

3.4.2 Parks and Open Space

Lenoir County, as well as participating municipalities, maintain both active and passive recreation
facilities. Additionally, Lenoir County maintains a robust Parks and Recreation Department that oversees
the development and administration of a wide range of recreational programs serving all demographics.
The activities include programs tailored to senior citizens, special populations, summer camper, adult
programs, and youth-based activities and programs. The following provides a summary of County and
municipal park facilities:

Barnet Park and Disc Golf Course (3613 Sandclay Road)
o Ballfields, Disc Golf Course, Playground, Par 3 Golf Course, Picnic Shelter, Restrooms,
Tennis Court, Trails
Ellis Planetarium, Health & Science Museum (403 West Caswell Street)
Emma Webb Gymnastics Center (1316 McAdoo Street)
o Picnic Shelters, Playground, Softball Field
Exchange Science Center (401 West Caswell Street)
o Canoe Rentals, Fishing, Meeting Rooms, Picnic Shelters, Playground, Pond, Trails,
Restrooms
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Figure 3.9 — HUC-6 Drainage Basins, Lenoir County
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3.4.3 Demographics

Total Population

Population growth for Lenoir County has generally not occurred dating back to the 2000 Census. Overall,
the County has decreased in population by 2.9%. Over the same period, rates or population decline have
been even greater within most of the County’s municipal jurisdictions. The most substantial population
decline has occurred within the Town of Pink Hill (-16.9%), followed by the City of Kinston (-11.3%). Most
of the population decrease within the County as well as all municipal jurisdictions occurred between the
years of 2010 to 2017. Figure 3.3 in Section 3.2.3 shows the population density of the Neuse River region.

The following table, Table 3.18, provides a breakdown of total population in Lenoir County for the years
2000, 2010, and 2017.

Table 3.18 — Lenoir County Total Population

s % Change % Change Overall % Change
Jurisdiction 2000 2010 2017 zooo-zogm 2010-20517 2000-2017 ¢

Kinston 23,688 21,677 21,004 -8.5% -3.1% -11.3%
La Grange 2,844 2,873 2,723 1.0% -5.2% -4.3%
Pink Hill 521 552 433 6.0% -21.6% -16.9%
Municipalities 27,053 25,102 24,160 -7.2% -3.8% -10.7%
Unincorporated Areas 32,595 34,393 33,774 5.5% -1.8% 3.6%
Lenoir County 59,648 59,495 57,934 -0.3% -2.6% -2.9%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Growth Trends

Table 3.19 provides population forecast through the year 2050 for Lenoir County, as well as all
participating municipal jurisdictions. These forecasts are based on established trends between the years
2000 and 2017. According to these estimates Lenoir County overall is expected to decrease in population
at a rate of -10.5% through 2050 by a total of 6,372 individuals.

Table 3.19 - Lenoir County Population Projections, 2017-2050

R % Change

Jurisdiction 2017 2020 2030 2040 2050 2017-2 0g5 0
Kinston 21,004 20,584 19,184 17,784 16,384 -22.0%
La Grange 2,723 2,703 2,634 2,566 2,498 -8.3%
Pink Hill 433 420 377 334 291 -32.8%
Municipalities 24,160 23,707 22,196 20,684 19,173 -20.6%
Unincorporated Areas 33,774 33,480 32,501 31,522 30,542 -9.6%
Total 57,934 57,187 54,697 52,206 49,716 -14.2%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey and HCP, Inc.

Racial Demographics

The Lenoir County population is evenly distributed with respect to gender, with roughly 47.8% of citizens
male and 52.2% female. In terms of racial composition, most citizens in the County are Caucasian (55.1%),
while 39.3% reported being African American. The Town of Pink Hill is much different from the rest of the
County in that 11.8% of the population reports being “other race”, while the Town also supports a Hispanic
population of 15.5%. The median age throughout the County is slightly over 40 years, with unincorporated
Lenoir County maintaining a median age just under 42 years.
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Table 3.20 provides a summary of racial composition for Lenoir County, as well as all participating
municipal jurisdictions.

Table 3.20 - Lenoir County Racial Composition

Jurisdiction Caucasian African- Asian Other Two or Persons of Hispanic
American Race* More Races or Latino Origin**
Kinston 31.1% 64.9% 0.7% 1.1% 2.2% 2.9%
La Grange 39.0% 61.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Pink Hill 63.7% 24.0% 0.0% 11.8% 0.5% 15.5%
Lenoir County 55.1% 39.3% 0.6% 1.8% 3.2% 7.5%

*Other races includes American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, etc.

**Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin are classified regardless of race; therefore, this percentage is considered independent of the other race
classifications listed.

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Social Vulnerability

Figure 3.10 below displays social vulnerability information for Lenoir County by census tract according to
2016 data and analysis by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). The CDC’s Social
Vulnerability Index (SVI) indicates the relative vulnerability within census tracts based on 15 social factors:
poverty, unemployment, income, education, age (65 or older), age (17 or younger), disability, household
composition, minority status, language, housing type (multi-unit structures, mobile homes, crowding,
group quarters), and transportation access. Higher social vulnerability is an indicator that a community
may be limited in its ability to respond to and recover from hazard events. Therefore, using this SVI
information can help the County and municipal jurisdictions to prioritize pre-disaster aid, allocate
emergency preparedness and response resources, and plan for the provision of recovery support.

Lenoir County’s social vulnerability index rating centers around the presence of Kinston and the fact that
the City is home to both a dense population and a variety of urban and emergency response resources.
The vulnerability is much lower in the City than in more rural portions of the County to the north and
south. Additionally, the eastern and western portions of the County also maintain slightly lower social
vulnerability, mainly due to the presence of lower population counts and the presence of available
primary highway access.
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Figure 3.10 — Lenoir County Social Vulnerability Index
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3.4.4 Housing Characteristics

Sixty percent of the housing stock in Lenoir County has been developed since 1980. This young housing
stock results in a more resilient community, since most homes were built after the establishment of the
National Flood Insurance Program and the enforcement of local Floodplain Development regulations. In
recent years, housing development has been modest. Additionally, the impacts of hurricanes Matthew
and Florence has slowed new home starts in recent years.

In terms of vulnerability associated with natural hazard events such as tropical storms, hurricanes, and
tornadoes, roughly 23.6% of the Lenoir County housing stock is comprised of manufactured homes, which
is one of the highest percentages in the Region. The prevalence of manufactured housing poses a unique
threat regarding both sustainability, as well as emergency response with defined flood hazard areas.

Table 3.21 below provides a summary of housing characteristics for Lenoir County, as well as participating
municipal jurisdictions.
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Table 3.21 - Lenoir County Housing Characteristics

Housing Units | Housing Units % Change % Owner Occupied | % Vacant Units
Jurisdiction (2010) (2017) 2010-2017 (2017) (2017)
Kinston 9,365 11,293 20.6% 80.3% 19.7%
La Grange 1,440 1,315 -8.7% 95.1% 4.9%
Pink Hill 240 231 -3.8% 86.1% 13.9%
Lenoir County 27,437 27,517 0.3% 84.5% 15.5%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

3.4.5 Wages, Employment and Industry

According to the 2017 ACS, the median household income for Lenoir County was $37,515, which is much
than the state’s median household income of $50,320. Additionally, roughly 12% of the County’s overall
population lives below the poverty level. Within Lenoir County, approximately 58.3% of the population
is in the labor force. According to the ACS, the unemployment rate for the County overall was 11.6%.
Unemployment rates for municipalities throughout the County vary slightly with the City of Kinston having
the highest (14.5%) and the Town of La Grange having the lowest (9.5%).

The following tables, Table 3.22 and Table 3.23, provide a summary of key economic indicators and
population employed by industry for both incorporated and unincorporated portions of Lenoir County.

Table 3.22 — Lenoir County Key Economic Indicators

Jurisdiction Population in Percent Percent Percent Not in | Unemployment
Labor Force Employed (%) | Unemployed (%) | Labor Force (%) Rate (%)
Kinston 53.4% 45.6% 7.8% 46.6% 14.5%
La Grange 48.9% 44.2% 4.7% 51.1% 9.5%
Pink Hill 66.6% 57.4% 9.1% 33.4% 13.7%
Lenoir County 58.3% 51.4% 6.7% 41.7% 11.6%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Table 3.23 — Lenoir County Employment by Occupation

Production,
Management, . Natural Resources, .
e e s . . Service Sales and R Transportation,
Jurisdiction Business, Science . Construction, and .
and Arts (%) (%) il Maintenance (%) I LA
? ? Moving (%)
Kinston 26.0% 26.1% 19.6% 7.0% 21.3%
La Grange 28.4% 28.3% 18.9% 6.9% 17.4%
Pink Hill 20.4% 22.9% 14.9% 27.9% 13.9%
Lenoir County 28.0% 21.8% 20.1% 11.5% 18.6%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

The top employers in Lenoir County represent the production,
service; and sales and office industries. These employers include:

Sanderson Farmes, Inc.
NC Department of Health & Human Services
Lenoir County Schools
Smithfield Foods, Inc.
Lenoir Memorial Hospital, Inc.
Lenoir County
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Electrolux Home Products, Inc.
Aristofraft/Decora/Schrock
City of Kinston

Spirit Aerosystems

3.4.6 Historic Properties

As of September 2019, Lenoir County had 31 listings on the National Register of Historic Places. This list
includes 24 historic structures/sites and 7 Historic Districts. Presence on the National Register signifies
that these structures have been determined to be worthy of preservation for their historical or cultural
values. The following provides a comprehensive listing of all Nationally Registered Properties in Lenoir
County.

American Tobacco Company Prizery (Kinston) 4/28/2005

(former) Atlantic and North Carolina Railroad Freight Depot (Gone) (Kinston) 11/8/1989
Baptist Parsonage (Kinston) 11/8/1989

Robert L. Blalock House (Gone) (Kinston) 11/8/1989

C.S.S. Neuse (Moved) (Kinston vicinity) 6/11/2001

B.W. Canady House (Kinston) 11/8/1989

Cedar Dell (Kinston vicinity) 8/26/1971

Herring House (LaGrange vicinity) 10/25/1973

Hill-Grainger Historic District (Kinston) 11/8/1989

Hotel Kinston (Kinston) 11/8/1989

Imperial Tobacco Company Office Building (Kinston) 4/17/2017
Jesse Jackson House (Jackson's Store vicinity) 6/24/1971

Kennedy Memorial Home Historic District (Kinston vicinity) 9/3/2009
Kinston Apartments (Kinston) 6/22/2004

Kinston Baptist/White Rock Presbyterian Church (Kinston) 11/8/1989
Kinston Battlefield (Four Areas) (Archaeology) (Kinston vicinity) 11/30/2006
Kinston Commercial Historic District (Kinston) 6/3/1994

Kinston Fire Station/City Hall (Kinston) 11/8/1989

LaGrange Historic District (LaGrange) 5/11/2000

LaGrange Presbyterian Church (LaGrange) 8/14/1986

(Old) Lenoir County Courthouse (Kinston) 5/10/1979

Midtown Motor Lodge (Kinston) 12/27/2016

Mitchelltown Historic District (Kinston) 11/8/1989

Peebles House (Harmony Hall) (Kinston) 8/26/1971

Peoples Bank Building (Kinston) 11/8/1989

Queen/Gordon Streets Historic District (Kinston) 11/8/1989
Standard Drug #2 (Kinston) 12/1/2014

Sumrell and McCoy Building (Kinston) 12/21/1989

Trianon Historic District (Kinston) 11/8/1989

Tull-Worth-Holland Farm (Kinston vicinity) 9/22/1992

Dempsey Wood House (Deep Run vicinity) 8/26/1971

3.4.7 Land Development Trends

Table 3.24 summarizes the developed and undeveloped parcels in Lenoir County. As with all other
counties within the Region, Lenoir County as well as all participating municipal jurisdictions are
predominantly developed. Development throughout Lenoir County is very rural in nature and as with
other regional municipal areas centers around the city/town corporate limits and extraterritorial
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jurisdictions. The City of Kinston is centrally located and serves as the County seat, as well as the hub of
commercial activity of the County. Outside of the City of Kinston, development is extremely rural in nature
except for several key commercial nodes and non-residential development associated with agricultural

operations.

Table 3.24 — Lenoir County Developed and Undeveloped Parcel Counts

Jurisdiction Developed Parcels | Undeveloped Parcels | Pre-Firm Buildings | % Developed Pre-Firm
Kinston 8,116 2,947 9,664 87.4%
La Grange 1,241 592 1,440 78.6%
Pink Hill 255 91 300 86.7%
Lenoir County 13,470 8,808 11,404 69.9%

Source: HCP, Inc., Lenoir County Tax Office.

Detailed summaries of future land development trends, including Future Land Use Maps, for each
jurisdiction that participates in the Community Rating System program are provided in the county
annexes.

3.5 PITT COUNTY

3.5.1 Hydrology

Pitt County is split between the Pamlico and Neuse River Basins. Roughly 30 percent of the County falls
within the Neuse River Basin while the remaining northern 65 percent resides in the Pamlico Basin.

The Tar River originates in north central North Carolina in Person, Granville and Vance counties and flows
southeasterly until it reaches tidal waters near Washington and becomes the Pamlico River and empties
into the Pamlico Sound. The entire basin is classified as Nutrient Sensitive Waters (NSW). Development
and population growth center around Greenville, Rocky Mount, Washington and in rural areas within
commuting distance to Raleigh.

An overview of the Neuse River Basin is provided in the Greene County profile in Section 3.2.1. Figure 3.11
shows Pitt County in relation to HUC-6 drainage basins. HUC-8 drainage basins are shown in Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.11 — HUC-6 Drainage Basins, Pitt County
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3.5.2 Parks and Open Space

The availability of parks and recreation sites and programs is essential to maintaining a high quality of life
for County residents. The County recognizes that the recreation facilities must be improved and expanded
to meet the growing community needs for recreational activities. The following summarizes several key
recreational opportunities throughout Pitt County:

Pitt County Community Schools and Recreation - Pitt County Community Schools and
Recreation was created in 1977 in order to maximize utilization of school facilities, to encourage
greater citizen involvement with the schools, and to develop recreation programs and activities
for citizens of all ages.

Alice F. Keene District Park - Alice F. Keene District Park is the first district park in Pitt County.
The park was developed on 23 acres of land located behind the Pitt County Recreation Center.
Phase | of the park included a lighted softball field, four multi-purpose fields for soccer, flag
football and lacrosse, a 1/4-mile walking trail, concession/bathroom building and parking area.
Future phases include additional sports fields, playgrounds, outdoor basketball courts, lawn
games, extended walking trails, exercise stations, and nature areas.

Pitt County Community Garden - The Pitt County Community Garden is located adjacent to the
Alice F. Keene District Park. The garden contains 80 plots which provide Pitt County residents an
opportunity to grow their own vegetables.

Coastal Carolina Trail - Pitt County is a member of the 3-county Coastal Carolina Trail
Committee, which has developed a master plan and feasibility study for the development of a
30-mile recreational trail along an abandoned rail corridor.

Pitt County Greenway Plan - The Pitt County Greenway Plan is intended to serve as a guide for
the establishment of a county-wide network of greenways and trails. It also supports County
efforts to achieve other goals in maintaining the natural environment, wetland preservation,
and floodplain protection in the County.

Pitt County Walking Trails - The Pitt County Community Schools and Recreation Department has
made it a priority to develop safe, accessible places where people of all ages and abilities can
walk. There are many trails throughout the County.

As noted, the facilities listed above are considered some of the most extensive and utilized facilities within
the County. In total, there are over seventy-five park facilities throughout the County, municipalities, and
the East Carolina University Campus.

3.5.3 Demographics

Total Population

Pitt County, as well as each participating jurisdiction, have experienced periods of population growth since
the 2000 Census, except for Bethel, Falkland, Fountain and Simpson. Growth within the County overall
has occurred at a rate of 31.9% since the year 2000, while municipalities experienced overall growth of
45.1% over the same period. Growth has been steady county-wide except for several municipalities which
have experienced substantial population increases including Greenville (49.4%) and Winterville (98.0%).
Of the four municipalities that experienced a decline in population, Fountain experienced the largest
decrease (-37.3%), followed by Falkland (-26.8%). The exception is the Town of Grifton, which experienced
a population increase of 34.2%. Figure 3.3 in Section 3.2.3 shows the population density of the Neuse
River region.

Table 3.25 provides a breakdown of total population throughout Pitt County for the years 2000, 2010, and
2017.
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Table 3.25 - Pitt County Total Population

L % Change % Change Overall % Change
Jurisdiction 2000 2010 2017 zooo-zog1 o | 01 o-zog17 20002017 g

Ayden 4,622 4,932 5,120 6.7% 3.8% 10.8%
Bethel 1,681 1,577 1,656 -6.2% 5.0% -1.5%
Falkland 112 96 82 -14.3% -14.6% -26.8%
Farmville 4,302 4,654 4,720 8.2% 1.4% 9.7%
Fountain 533 427 334 -19.9% -21.8% -37.3%
Greenville 60,476 84,554 90,347 39.8% 6.9% 49.4%
Grifton 2,073 2,617 2,782 26.2% 6.3% 34.2%
Grimesland 440 441 483 0.2% 9.5% 9.8%
Simpson 464 416 369 -10.3% -11.3% -20.5%
Winterville 4,791 9,269 9,488 93.5% 2.4% 98.0%
Municipalities 79,494 108,983 115,381 37.1% 5.9% 45.1%
Unincorporated Areas 54,304 59,165 61,103 8.9% 3.3% 12.5%
Pitt County 133,798 168,148 176,484 25.7% 5.0% 31.9%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Growth Trends

Table 3.26 provides population forecast through the year 2050 for Pitt County, as well as all participating
municipal jurisdictions. These forecasts are based on established tends between the years 2000 and 2017.
According to these estimates, Pitt County overall is expected to increase in population by 124% through
2050 with an increase of 215,551 individuals.

Table 3.26 — Pitt County Population Projections, 2017-2050

Jurisdiction 2017 2020 2030 2040 2050 ;/('Slc;'_;';iz
Ayden 5,120 5,217 5,542 5,866 6,191 20.9%
Bethel 1,656 1,652 1,637 1,623 1,608 -2.9%
Falkland 82 78 65 52 39 -52.0%
Farmville 4,720 4,801 5,071 5,340 5,610 18.9%
Fountain 334 312 239 165 92 -72.5%
Greenville 90,347 98,222 124,472 150,722 176,972 95.9%
Grifton 2,782 2,950 3,510 4,069 4,629 66.4%
Grimesland 483 491 519 547 575 19.0%
Simpson 369 356 311 267 222 -39.7%
Winterville 9,488 11,130 16,601 22,073 27,545 190.3%
Municipalities 115,381 125,209 157,967 190,725 223,484 93.7%
Unincorporated Areas 61,103 71,039 104,159 137,279 170,399 178.9%
Pitt County 176,484 196,248 262,126 328,005 393,883 123.2%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey and HCP, Inc.

Racial Demographics

The overall Pitt County population is predominantly Caucasian comprising 57.7% of citizens, while most
of the remaining population is African American (34.6%). Overall, Pitt County has a Hispanic/Latino
population of 6.0%. Falkland has the largest relative Hispanic population throughout the County include

the Town of Falkland (18.3%) and the Town of Grifton (8.8%).
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According to the ACS, the 2017 median age within Pitt County was 32 years. Approximately 73.3% of the
County’s population is over the age of eighteen, while 47.2% is male and 52.8% is female.

Table 3.27 below provides a summary of racial composition for Pitt County, as well as all participating
municipal jurisdictions.

Table 3.27 - Pitt County Racial Composition

Jurisdiction Caucasian African- Asian Other Two or Persons of Hispanic
American Race* More Races or Latino Origin**
Ayden 48.4% 46.1% 1.2% 3.9% 0.4% 4.2%
Bethel 41.7% 53.1% 0.0% 4.1% 1.1% 4.3%
Falkland 11.0% 70.7% 0.0% 18.3% 0.0% 18.3%
Farmville 51.1% 47.2% 0.0% 0.1% 1.6% 2.2%
Fountain 60.2% 34.4% 0.0% 3.6% 1.8% 3.6%
Greenville 54.0% 38.2% 2.7% 2.7% 2.4% 4.9%
Grifton 44.9% 48.0% 0.0% 6.3% 0.9% 8.8%
Grimesland 63.8% 28.8% 1.0% 3.9% 2.5% 3.7%
Simpson 58.0% 40.7% 0.0% 1.4% 0.0% 0.8%
Winterville 61.3% 33.3% 2.45 0.9% 2.1% 2.5%
Pitt County 57.7% 34.6% 1.7% 3.6% 2.3% 6.0%

*Other races includes American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, etc.

**Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin are classified regardless of race; therefore, this percentage is considered independent of the other race
classifications listed.

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Social Vulnerability

Figure 3.12 below displays social vulnerability information for Pitt County by census tract according to
2016 data and analysis by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). The CDC’s Social
Vulnerability Index (SVI) indicates the relative vulnerability within census tracts based on 15 social factors:
poverty, unemployment, income, education, age (65 or older), age (17 or younger), disability, household
composition, minority status, language, housing type (multi-unit structures, mobile homes, crowding,
group quarters), and transportation access. Higher social vulnerability is an indicator that a community
may be limited in its ability to respond to and recover from hazard events. Therefore, using this SVI
information can help the County and municipal jurisdictions to prioritize pre-disaster aid, allocate
emergency preparedness and response resources, and plan for the provision of recovery support.

Pitt County is split nearly evenly in relation to social vulnerability. The northern portion is characterized
by high social vulnerability, while southern Pitt County is overall much lower. When considering the built
environment within these portions of the County, this disparity becomes clear. Southern Pitt County is
home to the Towns of Ayden, Grifton, Winterville and the southern half of the City of Greenville. Northern
Pitt County is much less densely developed and lacks the volume of population centers that exist within
the southern portion of the County. The presence of these municipalities provides a range of benefits
that affect social vulnerability including jobs, urban resources, access to transportation, and emergency
response capacity.
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Figure 3.12 — Pitt County Social Vulnerability Index
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3.5.4 Housing Characteristics

According to the ACS, there were approximately 77,843 housing units in unincorporated Pitt County as of
2017. This figure marks a 3.8%, or 2,853 unit increase since 2010. Although the County’s housing unit
growth has been somewhat modest, several County municipalities have experienced a much more rapid
increase in their housing stock. Projected housing unit counts have increased by roughly 24.1% in
Grimesland and 11.1% in Bethel over the same period.

Throughout Pitt County, the housing ownership relating to owner occupants is generally at or slightly
below fifty percent. This percentage is generally characteristic of all municipal jurisdictions as well, except
for Winterville (80.8%), Simpson (83.2%), and Grimesland (63.5%). Additionally, the City of Greenville
maintains the lowest owner occupancy rate in the County at 33.5%. This factor is important with regard
to mitigation and post disaster recovery because homeownership directly correlates to the long-term
maintenance and flood proofing of property, as well as the eligibility for funding of impacted units
following a flooding event associated with nor’easters and tropical storms/hurricanes.

In terms of vulnerability associated with natural hazard events such as tropical storms, hurricanes, and
tornadoes, roughly 12.6% of the Pitt County housing stock is comprised of manufactured homes, which is
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similar to the state overall (13%). The prevalence of manufactured housing poses a unique threat
regarding both sustainability, as well as emergency response with defined flood hazard areas.

Table 3.28 provides a summary of housing characteristics for Pitt County and incorporated areas.

Table 3.28 — Pitt County Housing Characteristics

Jurisdiction Housing Units | Housing Units % Change % Owner Occupied | % Vacant Units

(2010) (2017) 2010-2017 (2017) (2017)
Ayden 2,373 2,314 -2.5% 87.8% 12.2%
Bethel 747 830 11.1% 83.9% 16.1%
Falkland 39 30 -23.1% 76.7% 23.3%
Farmville 2,239 2,071 -7.5% 84.3% 15.7%
Fountain 210 202 -3.8% 76.2% 23.8%
Greenville 40,564 42,041 3.6% 87.0% 13.0%
Grifton 1,130 1,223 8.2% 88.4% 11.6%
Grimesland 191 237 24.1% 83.1% 16.9%
Simpson 217 173 -20.3% 86.1% 13.9%
Winterville 3,593 3,739 4.1% 99.2% 0.8%
Pitt County 74,990 77,843 3.8% 88.4% 11.6%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

3.5.5 Wages, Employment and Industry

The 2017 ACS indicates that the median household income for Pitt County was $43,526, which is 13%
lower than the state’s median household income ($50,320). Approximately 15.3% of County households
and 28.9% of people under 18 years of age are living below the poverty level.

Within Pitt County, approximately 64.4% of the population is considered to be in the labor force. This is
generally characteristic of all participating municipal jurisdictions as well, except for Bethel (47.7%) and
Fountain (51.8%). According to the ACS, the unemployment rate for Pitt County overall was 10.1%.
Additionally, as of 2017 approximately 15.2% of households throughout Pitt County relied on food
stamps/SNAP benefits.

The following tables, Table 3.29 and Table 3.30, provide a summary of key economic indicators and
population employed by occupation for both incorporated and unincorporated portions of Pitt County.

Table 3.29 — Pitt County Key Economic Indicators

Jurisdiction Population in Percent Percent Percent Not in | Unemployment
Labor Force Employed (%) | Unemployed (%) | Labor Force (%) Rate (%)
Ayden 53.8% 42.7% 10.5% 46.2% 19.7%
Bethel 47.7% 40.4% 7.3% 52.3% 15.3%
Falkland 59.3% 51.9% 7.4% 40.7% 12.5%
Farmville 69.0% 62.1% 6.9% 31.0% 10.0%
Fountain 51.8% 38.8% 12.9% 48.2% 25.0%
Greenville 64.1% 57.5% 6.6% 35.9% 10.3%
Grifton 59.4% 50.7% 8.7% 40.6% 14.6%
Grimesland 53.9% 47.6% 6.4% 46.1% 11.8%
Simpson 65.2% 52.4% 12.9% 34.8% 19.7%
Winterville 72.4% 69.2% 3.2% 27.6% 4.4%
Pitt County 64.4% 57.8% 6.5% 35.6% 10.1%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.
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Table 3.30 - Pitt County Employment by Industry

Production,
Management, Service Sales and TR [, Transportation
Jurisdiction Business, Science a . Construction, and o
and Arts (%) ) Uit (E) Maintenance (%) and l\(laterlal
Moving (%)
Ayden 29.8% 27.6% 25.7% 7.3% 9.6%
Bethel 32.5% 6.6% 29.8% 13.7% 17.4%
Falkland 7.1% 50.0% 10.7% 0.0% 32.1%
Farmville 30.8% 25.7% 23.2% 5.0% 15.3%
Fountain 12.0% 21.3% 13.0% 30.6% 23.1%
Greenville 39.5% 23.2% 22.0% 4.0% 11.3%
Grifton 23.2% 18.7% 20.6% 16.1% 21.3%
Grimesland 28.3% 15.0% 18.2% 9.6% 28.9%
Simpson 38.9% 29.3% 14.4% 10.8% 6.6%
Winterville 48.4% 15.8% 21.8% 8.3% 8.6%
Pitt County 37.4% 21.1% 22.7% 7.2% 11.6%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

The top employers in Pitt County represent the management, business, science and arts and the
production, transportation, and material moving industries. These employers include:

Vidant Medical Center

East Carolina University

Pitt County Board of Education
Wal-Mart Associates, Inc.

Pitt Community College

Nacco Materials Handling Group, Inc.
Pitt County

Patheon Manufacturing Services, LLC
Alliance One International, Inc.

City of Greenville

3.5.6 Historic Properties

As of September 2019, Pitt County had 32 listings on the National Register of Historic Places. This list
includes 22 historic structures/sites and 10 Historic Districts. Presence on the National Register signifies
that these structures have been determined to be worthy of preservation for their historical or cultural
values. The following is a listing of all properties in Pitt County that are on the National Register.

Ayden Historic District (Ayden) 8/26/1994

College View Historic District (Greenville) 3/19/1992
Cox-Ange House (Winterville) 10/6/2000

Dickinson Avenue Historic District (Greenville) 3/1/2007
Dupree-Moore Farm (Falkland vicinity) 8/28/2012
Falkland Historic District (Falkland) 10/3/2012

Farmville Historic District (Farmville) 10/21/1993

E.B. Ficklen House (Greenville) 12/20/1984

James L. Fleming House (Greenville) 7/21/1983
Fountain Historic District (Fountain) 5/3/2016
Greenville Commercial Historic District (Greenville) 8/21/2003
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Greenville Commercial Historic District Additional Documentation (Greenville) 9/16/2009
Greenville, NC Tobacco Warehouse Historic District (Greenville) 7/17/1997
Greenville, NC Tobacco Warehouse Historic District Boundary Increase (Greenville) 11/30/1999
Greenwreath (Falkland vicinity) 4/29/1982

Grimesland Plantation (Grimesland vicinity) 3/31/1971

Spencer Harris House (Falkland vicinity) 1/20/2005

Robert Lee Humber House (Greenville) 7/9/1981

Jones-Lee House (Original site) (Greenville) 11/25/1980

Kittrell-Dail House (Renston vicinity) 3/24/2000

Robert J. Lang Jr. House (Fountain vicinity) 8/23/1990

William H. Long House (Greenville) 4/15/1982

Benjamin May-Lewis House (Farmville vicinity) 6/20/1985

Jesse R. Moye House (Greenville) 10/17/1997

Oakmont (Greenville) 10/15/2001

Pitt County Courthouse (Greenville) 5/10/1979

Red Banks Primitive Baptist Church (Bell Fork vicinity) 2/20/2002

Renston Rural Historic District (Winterville vicinity) 12/4/2003

Saint John's Episcopal Church (St. John's) 12/2/1986

Thomas Sheppard Farm (Stokes vicinity) 5/18/2000

Skinnerville-Greenville Heights Historic District (Greenville) 12/23/2005
United States Post Office (Greenville) 2/6/1986

3.5.7 Land Development Trends

All jurisdictions throughout Pitt County are predominantly developed, with most communities being
developed to over 65% of their total parcel availability. Pitt County is by far the most urbanized of the
Neuse River region. The Towns of Ayden, Farmville, Grifton, and Winterville are significant commercial
and population centers, while the City of Greeneville is the largest municipality in the entire Region.
Development throughout the County is either associated with one of the urbanized areas, or strategically
located along one of the County’s key transportation corridors. Northern Pitt County is generally more
rural, while a bulk of the County’s urban outgrowth is occurring in its southern extent.

Table 3.31 summarizes the developed and undeveloped parcels in Pitt County.

Table 3.31 - Pitt County Developed and Undeveloped Parcel Counts

Jurisdiction Developed Undeveloped % Developed Pre-FIRM % Developed
Parcels Parcels Buildings Pre-FIRM
Ayden 1,955 559 78% 1,769 70.4%
Bethel 724 327 69% 915 87.1%
Falkland 50 21 70% 61 85.9%
Farmville 2,026 588 78% 2,145 82.1%
Fountain 221 123 64% 324 94.2%
Greenville 26,522 3,669 88% 11,234 37.2%
Grifton 891 402 69% 1,109 85.8%
Grimesland 187 159 54% 311 89.9%
Simpson 216 109 66% 199 61.2%
Winterville 3,976 380 91% 1,051 24.1%
Pitt County 20,911 11,665 64% 19,178 58.9%

Source: HCP, Inc., Pitt County Tax Office.
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Detailed summaries of future land development trends, including Future Land Use Maps, for each
jurisdiction that participates in the CRS program are provided in the county annexes.

3.6 WAYNE COUNTY

3.6.1 Hydrology

Wayne County’s jurisdiction is located almost entirely within the Neuse River Basin. A small portion of
the county is located in the Cape Fear Basin An overview of the Neuse River Basin is provided in the Greene
County profile in Section 3.2.1. Figure 3.13 on the following page shows Wayne County in relation to HUC-
6 drainage basins. HUC-8 drainage basins are shown in Figure 3.2.

3.6.2 Parks and Open Space

The following parks and recreation facilities are located throughout Wayne County and the City of
Goldsboro. These facilities provide a range of outdoor recreational opportunities for both team sports,
as well as individual use. In addition to these facilities, Wayne County Parks and Recreation also offers a
wide range of athletic programs.

Park Facilities
Berkely Park
Fairview Park
H.V. Brown Park
Herman Park
Mina Weil Park
Peacock Park
Stoney Creek North Greenway
Stoney Creek Park
North End Park
Quail Park
South End Park
Veterans Memorial Park
Stoney Creek State park
Reedy Branch Greenway
Facilities

o Herman Park Center

O OO O O O O O O O O O 0 O

o W.A. Foster Center
o Senior House
o Bryan Multi Sports Complex
o Golf Course
Pools

o Mina Weil Pool
o Peacock Pool
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Figure 3.13 — HUC-6 Drainage Basins, Wayne County
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3.6.3 Demographics

Total Population

Population growth within Wayne County has been stagnant since the year 2000, experiencing on a 0.6%
increase through 2017. The growth of the County’s municipal jurisdictions has been varied. Several towns
have experienced negative growth including Eureka (-20.9%), Fremont (-14.0%), and Goldsboro (-9.2%).
The most substantial increase in population occurred within the Town of Walnut Creek, which
experienced a 23.6% increase in population dating back to the year 2000. Overall municipalities
throughout Wayne County exhibited a 7.5% reduction in overall population over this same period. Figure
3.3 in Section 3.2.3 shows the population density of the Neuse River region.

The following table, Table 3.32, provides a breakdown of total population throughout Wayne County for
the years 2000, 2010, and 2017.

Table 3.32 — Wayne County Total Population

s % Change % Change Overall % Change
Jurisdiction 2000 2010 2017 zooo-zog10 -0 10_20"’;7 2000201 &

Eureka 244 197 193 -19.3% -2.0% -20.9%
Fremont 1,463 1,255 1,258 -14.2% 0.2% -14.0%
Goldsboro 39,043 36,437 35,432 -6.7% -2.8% -9.2%
Mount Olive 4,567 4,589 4,675 0.5% 1.9% 2.4%
Pikeville 719 678 771 -5.7% 13.7% 7.2%
Seven Springs 86 110 79 27.9% -28.2% 8.1%
Walnut Creek 859 835 1,062 -2.8% 27.2% 23.6%
Municipalities 46,981 44,101 43,470 6.1% -1.4% -7.5%
Unincorporated Areas 66,348 78,522 81,026 18.3% 3.2% 22.1%
Wayne County 113,329 122,623 124,496 0.6% 1.5% 9.9%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Growth Trends

Table 3.33 provides population forecast through the year 2050 for Wayne County, as well as all
participating municipal jurisdictions. These forecasts are based on established tends between the years
2000 and 2017. According to these estimates Wayne County overall is expected to decrease in population
at a rate of -14.3% through 2050 with a reduction of 17,289 individuals.

Table 3.33 — Wayne County Population Projections, 2017-2050

s % Change

Jurisdiction 2017 2020 2030 2040 2050 2017-2 0g5 0
Eureka 193 186 162 138 115 -40.6%
Fremont 1,258 1,227 1,123 1,020 916 -27.2%
Goldsboro 35,432 34,854 32,926 30,998 29,071 -18.0%
Mount Olive 4,675 4,695 4,760 4,825 4,890 4.6%
Pikesville 771 781 814 846 879 14.0%
Seven Springs 79 78 74 70 67 -15.8%
Walnut Creek 1,062 1,106 1,254 1,402 1,549 45.9%
Municipalities 43,470 42,926 41,113 39,299 37,486 -13.8%
Unincorporated Areas 81,026 83,191 90,407 97,623 104,839 29.4%
Wayne County 124,496 126,117 131,519 136,922 142,325 14.3%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey and HCP, Inc.
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Racial Demographics

The overall Wayne County population is predominantly Caucasian comprising 60.1% of citizens, while
most of the remaining population is African American (30.4%). The racial composition of the County’s
municipal jurisdictions varies substantially. The Town of Mount Olive and the City of Goldsboro is
predominantly African American at 53.6% and 50.2%, respectively. Overall, Wayne County has a
Hispanic/Latino population of 11.3%. Municipalities with the largest Hispanic population in the County
include Fremont (8.7%), Mount Olive (7.5%), and Goldsboro (6.7%).

Table 3.34 below provides a summary of racial composition for Wayne County, as well as all participating
municipal jurisdictions.

Table 3.34 — Wayne County Racial Composition

Jurisdiction Caucasian African- Asian Other Two or Persons of Hispanic
American Race* More Races or Latino Origin**
Eureka 68.4% 31.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 2.6%
Fremont 56.8% 36.8% 0.0% 2.9% 3.5% 8.7%
Goldsboro 40.8% 50.2% 2.1% 2.0% 4.9% 6.7%
Mount Olive 36.7% 53.6% 0.2% 5.6% 3.9% 7.5%
Pikeville 88.2% 8.8% 0.4% 0.0% 2.6% 2.1%
Seven Springs 92.4% 7.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walnut Creek 92.4% 2.7% 0.6% 0.0% 4.3% 4.9%
Wayne County 61.0% 30.4% 1.2% 3.8% 3.6% 11.3%

*Other races includes American Indian, Alaskan Native, Native Hawaiian, Pacific Islander, etc.

**Persons of Hispanic or Latino Origin are classified regardless of race; therefore, this percentage is considered independent of the other race
classifications listed.

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Social Vulnerability

Figure 3.14 below displays social vulnerability information for Wayne County by census tract according to
2016 data and analysis by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC). The CDC’s Social
Vulnerability Index (SVI) indicates the relative vulnerability within census tracts based on 15 social factors:
poverty, unemployment, income, education, age (65 or older), age (17 or younger), disability, household
composition, minority status, language, housing type (multi-unit structures, mobile homes, crowding,
group quarters), and transportation access. Higher social vulnerability is an indicator that a community
may be limited in its ability to respond to and recover from hazard events. Therefore, using this SVI
information can help the County and municipal jurisdictions to prioritize pre-disaster aid, allocate
emergency preparedness and response resources, and plan for the provision of recovery support.

Wayne County overall is characterized by moderate social vulnerability. The presence of the City of
Goldsboro, as well as Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, contribute to this fact. Nearly two-thirds of the
County (southwestern, northeastern, and northwestern) have a low to moderate social vulnerability,
while central southern Wayne County is much higher. Like several other counties in the region, this fact
can be attributed to a much lower population density.
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Figure 3.14 — Wayne County Social Vulnerability Index
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3.6.4 Housing Characteristics

Housing development throughout Wayne County overall, including nearly all municipal jurisdictions has
been either slow or non-existent dating back to the year 2010. In relation to housing count increases, all
but two municipalities experienced a decrease in housing units over this period. In some instances, the
data presented through the ACS can misrepresent a jurisdiction’s demographics. It appears that this could
be the case within Wayne County regarding housing unit counts. The housing stock within Wayne County
is fairly young, in that roughly 55% of homes were constructed after 1980.

Table 3.35 provides a summary of housing characteristics for Wayne County and incorporated areas.

Table 3.35 — Wayne County Housing Characteristics

Housing Units | Housing Units % Change % Owner Occupied | % Vacant Units

Jurisdiction (2010) (2017) 2010-2017 (2017) (2017)
Eureka 115 93 -19.1% 87 6
Fremont 681 596 -12.5% 483 113
Goldsboro 16,824 16,046 -4.6% 13,961 2,085
Mount Olive 2,119 2,015 -4.9% 1,574 441
Pikeville 334 363 8.7% 311 52
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Housing Units | Housing Units % Change % Owner Occupied | % Vacant Units
Jurisdiction (2010) (2017) 2010-2017 (2017) (2017)
Seven Springs 61 54 -11.5% 43 11
Walnut Creek 363 462 27.3% 444 18
Wayne County 52,949 53,092 0.3% 47,587 6,315

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

3.6.5 Wages, Employment and Industry

The 2017 ACS reports that the median household income for Wayne County was $41,766, which is a bit
lower than the state’s median household income of $50,320. However, approximately 21.2% of the
population is considered to be living below the poverty level. Moreover, 17.0% percent of people under
18 years of age are living below the poverty level.

Within Wayne County, approximately 60.9% of the population isin the labor force. This is generally higher
than the municipal jurisdictions located throughout the County. Throughout Wayne County, including all
municipal jurisdictions, the percentage of the labor force currently employed falls below 50%, except for
Pikeville (54.3%) and Walnut Creek (53.3%). According to the ACS, the unemployment rate for Wayne
County overall was 9.7%. Additionally, as of 2017, approximately 18.6% of households throughout Wayne
County relied on food stamps/SNAP benefits.

The following tables, Table 3.36 and Table 3.37, provide a summary of key economic indicators and
population employed by industry for both incorporated and unincorporated portions of Wayne County.

Table 3.36 — Wayne County Key Economic Indicators

Jurisdiction Population in Percent Percent Percent Not in | Unemployment
Labor Force Employed (%) | Unemployed (%) | Labor Force (%) Rate (%)
Eureka 49.4% 48.1% 0.6% 50.6% 1.3%
Fremont 52.0% 45.3% 5.4% 48.0% 10.7%
Goldsboro 55.5% 41.7% 7.6% 44.5% 15.4%
Mount Olive 54.4% 44.2% 10.2% 45.6% 18.8%
Pikeville 59.7% 54.3% 5.4% 40.3% 9.1%
Seven Springs 52.5% 45.8% 6.8% 47.5% 12.9%
Walnut Creek 59.8% 53.3% 3.0% 40.2% 5.3%
Wayne County 60.9% 52.3% 5.6% 39.1% 9.7%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.

Table 3.37 — Wayne County Employment by Occupation

Management, . Natural Resources, Productlop,
g s . . Service Sales and . Transportation,
Jurisdiction Business, Science (%) Office (%) Construction, and and Material
0, 2 ® H 0,

and Arts (%) Maintenance (%) Moving (%)
Eureka 33.8% 21.6% 20.3% 14.9% 9.5%
Fremont 22.6% 21.2% 15.2% 22.6% 18.4%
Goldsboro 30.1% 21.7% 23.3% 7.0% 17.9%
Mount Olive 27.2% 17.5% 9.9% 11.6% 33.7%
Pikeville 26.8% 17.6% 24.1% 18.2% 13.2%
Seven Springs 85.2% 3.7% 3.7% 7.4% 0.0%
Walnut Creek 48.9% 7.4% 32.2% 3.7% 7.8%
Wayne County 29.1% 17.9% 22.8% 12.1% 18.1%

Source: US Census Bureau American Community Survey.
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The top employers in Wayne County represent the sales and office industry and the service industry.
These employers include:

Wayne County Board of Education

Wayne Memorial Hospital, Inc.

NC Department of Health & Human Services
Wal-Mart Associates, Inc.

County of Wayne

Case Farms Processing, Inc.

Department of Defense

Mount Olive Pickle Company, Inc.
Georgia-Pacific LLC

Wayne Community College

3.6.6 Historic Properties

As of September 2019, Wayne County had 17 listings on the National Register of Historic Places. This list
includes 16 historic structures/sites and 1 Historic District. Presence on the National Register signifies
that these structures have been determined to be worthy of preservation for their historical or cultural
values. The following provides a comprehensive listing of all Nationally Registered Properties in Wayne
County.

Charles B. Aycock Birthplace State Historic Site (Fremont vicinity) 2/26/1970
Barnes-Hooks Farm (Fremont vicinity) 9/1/1995

Borden Manufacturing Company (Goldsboro) 2/2/2005

Eureka United Methodist Church (Eureka) 8/26/1982

First Presbyterian Church (Christian Science Church) (Goldsboro) 5/29/1979
L.D. Giddens and Son Jewelry Store (Goldsboro) 3/19/1979

Goldsboro Union Station (Goldsboro) 4/13/1977

Harry Fitzhugh Lee House (Goldsboro) 3/1/1984

(former) Mount Olive High School (Mount Olive) 10/22/1998

Mount Olive Historic District (Mount Olive) 5/27/1999

Oddfellows Lodge (Goldsboro) 8/3/1978

Perry-Cherry House (Mount Olive) 3/13/1980

Southerland-Burnette House (Mount Olive) 2/8/1988

(former) United States Post Office (Mount Olive) 6/2/1995

Vernon (Gone) (Mount Olive vicinity) 10/9/1974

Soloman and Henry Weil Houses (Goldsboro) 12/22/1976

Dred and Ellen Yelverton House (Fremont vicinity) 8/27/2009

3.6.7 Land Development Trends

Development throughout Wayne County generally extends out from the City of Goldsboro. Goldsboro
serves as the commercial core of the County but is also home to Seymour Johnson Air Force Base.
Seymour Johnson has facilitated housing development within unincorporated portions of the County, and
therefore rural Wayne County has several subdivision developments that are not situated within one of
the County’s municipalities. Development has become particularly intense heading south from the City
of Goldsboro towards the Town of Mount Olive. There are still large portions of the County that are
characterized by agricultural operations, and the uses associated with them.

Table 3.38 summarizes the developed and undeveloped parcels in Wayne County.
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Table 3.38 — Wayne County Developed and Undeveloped Parcel Counts

Jurisdiction Developed Parcels | Undeveloped Parcels | Pre-Firm Buildings | % Developed Pre-Firm
Eureka 137 54 169 88.5%
Fremont 695 268 876 91.0%
Goldsboro 11,316 4,017 11,745 76.6%

Mount Olive 1,791 948 2,430 88.7%
Pikeville 328 99 350 82.0%
Seven Springs 78 64 131 92.3%
Walnut Creek 410 176 242 41.3%
Wayne County 31,366 16,381 29,292 61.3%

Source: HCP, Inc., Wayne County Tax Office.

Detailed summaries of future land development trends, including Future Land Use Maps, for each
jurisdiction that participates in the Community Rating System program are provided in the county annex

to this plan.
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4.1 OVERVIEW

This section describes the Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment process for the development of the
Neuse River Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan. It describes how the Region met the following requirements
from the 10-step planning process:

Planning Step 4: Assess the Hazard
Planning Step 5: Assess the Problem

As defined by FEMA, risk is a combination of hazard, vulnerability, and exposure. “It is the impact that a
hazard would have on people, services, facilities, and structures in a community and refers to the
likelihood of a hazard event resulting in an adverse condition that causes injury or damage.”

This hazard risk assessment covers all of the Neuse River Region, including the unincorporated Counties
and all incorporated jurisdictions participating in this plan.

The risk assessment process identifies and profiles relevant hazards and assesses the exposure of lives,
property, and infrastructure to these hazards. The process allows for a better understanding of the
potential risk to natural hazards in the region and provides a framework for developing and prioritizing
mitigation actions to reduce risk from future hazard events. This risk assessment followed the
methodology described in the FEMA publication Understanding Your Risks—Identifying Hazards and
Estimating Losses (FEMA 386-2, 2002), which breaks the assessment down to a four-step process:

2. Profile
Hazard Events

1. Identify
Hazards

3. Inventory
Assets

Data collected through this process has been incorporated into the following sections of this plan:

Section 4.2: Hazard Identification identifies the natural and human-caused hazards that
threaten the planning area.

Section 4.3: Risk Assessment Methodology and Assumptions

Section 4.4: Asset Inventory details the population, buildings, and critical facilities at risk within
the planning area.

Section 4.5: Hazard Profiles, Analysis, and Vulnerability discusses the threat to the planning
area, describes previous occurrences of hazard events and the likelihood of future occurrences,
and assesses the planning area’s exposure to each hazard profiled; considering assets at risk,
critical facilities, and future development trends.

Section 4.6: Conclusions on Hazard Risk summarizes the results of the Priority Risk Index and
defines each hazard as a Low, Medium, or High Risk hazard.

4.2 HAZARD IDENTIFICATION

To identify hazards relevant to the planning area, the HMPC began with a review of the list of hazards
identified in the 2018 State Hazard Mitigation Plan and the 2015 Neuse River Regional Hazard Mitigation
Plan. This review of hazards is summarized in Table 4.1. The HMPC used these lists to identify a full range
of hazards for potential inclusion in this plan update and to ensure consistency across these planning
efforts. All hazards on the below list were evaluated for inclusion in this plan update.
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Table 4.1 - Full Range of Hazards Evaluated

Hazard Included in 2018 Included in 2015 Neuse River
State HMP? Basin Regional HMP?

Flooding Yes Yes
Hurricanes and Coastal Hazards Yes Yes
Severe Winter Weather (Freezing Rain,
Snowstormes, Blizzards, Wind Chill, Extreme Yes Yes
Cold)
Extreme Heat Yes Yes
Earthquake Yes Yes
Wildfire Yes Yes
Dam Failure Yes Yes
Levee Failure No Yes
Drought Yes Yes
Severe '_I'hunc-lerstorm (Tornado, Hailstqrm, Yes (Tornadoes evaluated as a separate
To.rrent!al Railn, Thunderstorm Wind, High Yes hazard)
Wind, Lightning)
Landslide Yes No
Sinkholes Yes No
Coastal Erosion Yes No
Hazardous Materials Incident Yes No
Radiological Emergency Yes No
Terrorism Yes No
Infectious Disease Yes No
Cyber Threat Yes No
Electromagnetic Pulse Yes No

The HMPC evaluated the above list of hazards using existing hazard data, past disaster declarations, local
knowledge, and information from the 2018 State Plan and the 2015 Neuse River Basin Regional Plan to
determine the significance of these hazards to the planning area. Significance was measured in general
terms and focused on key criteria such as frequency and resulting damage, which includes deaths and
injuries, as well as property and economic damage.

One significant resource in this effort was the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s
National Center for Environmental Information (NCEI), which has been tracking various types of severe
weather since 1950. Their Storm Events Database contains an archive by county of destructive storm or
weather data and information which includes local, intense and damaging events. NCEI receives storm
data from the National Weather Service (NWS). The NWS receives their information from a variety of
sources, which include but are not limited to: county, state and federal emergency management officials,
local law enforcement officials, SkyWarn spotters, NWS damage surveys, newspaper clipping services, the
insurance industry and the general public, among others. The NCEI database contains 1,206 records of
severe weather events that occurred in Greene, Jones, Lenoir, Pitt, and Wayne Counties in the 20-year
period from 1999 through 2018. Table 4.2 summarizes these events.
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Table 4.2 — NCEI Severe Weather Reports for Neuse River Region Counties, 1999 — 2018

Type # of Events Property Damage | Crop Damage Deaths Injuries
Cold/Wind Chill 0 SO S0 0 0
Drought 12 SO S0 0 0
Extreme Cold/Wind Chill 0 SO SO 0 0
Excessive Heat 0 SO SO 0 0
Flash Flood 118 $760,000 $6,100,000 3 0
Flood 33 $141,730,000 $55,000,000 8 0
Frost/Freeze 4 SO SO 0 0
Hail 310 $160,000 $1,405,000 0 0
Heat 2 SO SO 3 0
Heavy Rain 17 SO SO 0 0
Heavy Snow 21 SO SO 0 0
High Wind 16 $1,651,000 S0 0 0
Hurricane 23 $368,116,000 $287,650,000 7 0
Ice Storm 5 SO S0 0 0
Lightning 12 $578,000 $0 0 1
Strong Wind 17 $34,600 $5,000 0 0
Thunderstorm Wind 438 $1,970,000 $6,000 1 10
Tornado 55 $36,421,000 $175,000 0 48
Tropical Storm 31 $115,500,000 $100,500,000 3 1
Wildfire 0 S0 S0 0 0
Winter Storm 58 SO S0 0 2
Winter Weather 34 $10,000 SO 0 0
Total: 1,206 $666,930,600 | $450,841,000 25 62

Source: National Center for Environmental Information Events Database, accessed February 2019
Note: Losses reflect totals for all impacted areas for each event.

The HMPC also researched past events that resulted in a federal and/or state emergency or disaster
declaration for Greene, Jones, Lenoir, Pitt, and Wayne Counties in order to identify significant hazards.
Federal and/or state disaster declarations may be granted when the Governor certifies that the combined
local, county and state resources are insufficient and that the situation is beyond their recovery
capabilities. When the local government’s capacity has been surpassed, a state disaster declaration may
be issued, allowing for the provision of state assistance. If the disaster is so severe that both the local and
state government capacities are exceeded, a federal emergency or disaster declaration may be issued
allowing for the provision of federal assistance.

Records of designated counties for FEMA major disaster declarations start in 1964. Since then, Greene,
Jones, Lenoir, Pitt, and Wayne Counties have been designated in 16 different major disaster declarations.
Table 4.3 summarizes the count of declarations per county, and Table 4.4 provides details for these
declarations.

Table 4.3 — Summary of Disaster Declarations by County

County Major Declarations Received
Greene 11
Jones 10
Lenoir 11
Pitt 13
Wayne 11

Source: FEMA Disaster Declarations Summary, updated December 20, 2018
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Table 4.4 - FEMA Major Disaster Declarations for Neuse River Region Counties

County* Disaster # Date Incident Type Event Title
G J,LP W 4393 9/14/2018 Hurricane Hurricane Florence
G J,LP W 4285 10/10/2016 | Hurricane Hurricane Matthew
GJ,LP W 4019 8/31/2011 Hurricane Hurricane Irene
G,P 1969 4/19/2011 Severe Storm(s) Severe Storms, Tornadoes, And Flooding
5P 1942 10/14/2010 | Severe Storm(s) Seyere Storms, Flooding, And Straight-Line
Winds
J 1608 10/7/2005 Hurricane Hurricane Ophelia
GJ,LP W 1490 9/18/2003 Hurricane Hurricane Isabel
W 1448 12/12/2002 | Severe Ice Storm | Severe Ice Storm
GJLPW 1292 9/16/1999 Hurricane Hurricane Floyd Major Disaster Declarations
GJ,LP W 1240 8/27/1998 Hurricane Hurricane Bonnie
LW 1211 3/22/1998 Severe Storm(s) Severe Storms Tornadoes, and Flooding
GJ,LP W 1134 9/6/1996 Hurricane Hurricane Fran
G J,LP 1127 7/18/1996 Hurricane Hurricane Bertha
P 1087 1/13/1996 Snow Blizzard of 96
G, L P W 699 3/30/1984 Tornado Severe Storms & Tornadoes
G, L P W 234 2/10/1968 Severe Ice Storm | Severe Ice Storm

Source: FEMA Disaster Declarations Summary, updated December 20, 2018
*County code: G = Greene, J = Jones, L = Lenoir, P = Pitt, W = Wayne

Using the above information and additional discussion, the HMPC evaluated each hazard’s significance to
the planning area in order to decide which hazards to include in this plan update. Some hazard titles have
been updated either to better encompass the full scope of a hazard or to assess closely related hazards
together. Table 4.5 summarizes the determination made for each hazard.

Table 4.5 — Hazard Evaluation Results

Hazard Included in this Explanation for Decision
plan update?
The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this
Flood Yes hazard. Multiple disaster declarations for the region are related to
flooding. NCEI reports 185 flood-related events.
Hurricane and The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this
. Yes hazard. Past disaster declarations and NCEI storm reports indicate
Tropical Storm . . .
hurricanes are a significant hazard for the region.
. The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this
Severe Winter . . . .
Storm Yes hazard. The region has received several past disaster declarations related
to this hazard. NCEIl reports 122 severe winter weather related events.
Extreme Heat Ves The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this
hazard. NCEI reports 2 heat events for the region.
The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this
Earthquake Yes hazard. The region could face minimal impacts from the Eastern
Tennessee Seismic zone and the Charleston fault.
Wildfire Yes The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this
hazard.
. The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this
Dam Failure Yes . . .
hazard. There are multiple dams in the region.
The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan addressed this hazard in conjunction with
Levee Failure No dam failure. However, the USACE’s National Levee Database does not
identify any levees in the region.
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Incl in thi
Hazard i Explanation for Decision
plan update?

The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this

Drought ves hazard. There have been multiple past instances of severe drought.
Severe Weather The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this
(Thunderstorm, Yes hazard. Multiple disaster declarations for the region are related to severe
Lightning, Hail) storms. NCEI reports 793 related events in the past 20 years.
The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan and 2018 State plan addressed this
hazard. Multiple disaster declarations for the region are related to
Tornado Yes

tornadoes. NCEI reports 55 tornado segments passing through the region
in the past 20 years.

The 2018 State plan addressed this hazard, buy did not find significant risk
Landslide No in the eastern portion of the state. The 2015 Neuse River Basin plan did
not address this hazard.

The 2018 State plan addressed this hazard but the 2015 Neuse River Basin
Sinkholes No plan did not. USGS data shows minor geological basis for sinkhole risk in
parts of the region but there is no record of sinkholes occurring.

The 2018 State plan addressed this hazard but the 2015 Neuse River Basin
plan did not. Inland erosion is an ongoing occurrence that may result from

Erosion No wind and flood events and so will be discussed as a subset of those
hazards.
Hazardous The 2018 State plan addressed this hazard, but the 2015 Neuse River Basin
No did not. The region considers this hazard more appropriately addressed

Materials Incident . . L
through emergency operations planning and local staff training.

The 2018 State plan addressed this hazard, but the 2015 Neuse River Basin
No did not. Only a small portion of Wayne County is in the IPZ of the Harris
Nuclear Plant, but this does not equate to significant risk to the region.
The 2018 State plan addressed this hazard, but the 2015 Neuse River Basin
Terrorism No did not. The region considers this hazard more appropriately addressed at
the State level.

The 2018 State plan addressed this hazard, but the 2015 Neuse River Basin
Infectious Disease No did not. The State HMP reports the entire State is equally at risk, but
vulnerability is low across all but one impact category.

The 2018 State plan addressed this hazard, but the 2015 Neuse River Basin
Cyber Threat No did not. The region considers this hazard more appropriately addressed
through emergency operations planning and local staff training.

The 2018 State plan addressed this hazard, but the 2015 Neuse River Basin
No did not. The region considers this hazard more appropriately addressed at
the State level.

Radiological
Emergency

Electromagnetic
Pulse

The final list of hazards included in this plan are as follows:

Dam Failure

Drought

Earthquake

Extreme Heat

Flood

Hurricane & Tropical Storm

Severe Weather (Thunderstorm Wind, Lightning, & Hail)
Severe Winter Storm

Tornado

Wildfire
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4.3 RISK ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS

The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 requires that the HMPC evaluate the risks associated with each of the
hazards identified in the planning process. Each hazard was evaluated to determine its probability of
future occurrence and potential impact. A vulnerability assessment was conducted for each hazard using
either quantitative or qualitative methods depending on the available data, to determine its potential to
cause significant human and/or monetary losses. A consequence analysis was also completed for each
hazard.

Each hazard is profiled in the following format:

Hazard Description

This section provides a description of the hazard, including discussion of its speed of onset and duration,
as well as any secondary effects followed by details specific to the Neuse River Region.

Location

This section includes information on the hazard’s physical extent, with mapped boundaries where
applicable.

Extent

This section includes information on the hazard extent in terms of magnitude and describes how the
severity of the hazard can be measured. Where available, the most severe event on record is used as a
frame of reference.

Past Occurrences

This section contains information on historical events, including the location and consequences of all past
events on record within or near the Neuse River Region.

Probability of Future Occurrence

This section gauges the likelihood of future occurrences based on past events and existing data. The
frequency is generally determined by dividing the number of events observed by the number of years on
record. This provides the percent chance of the event happening in any given year according to historical
occurrence (e.g. 10 winter storm events over a 30-year period equates to a 33 percent chance of
experiencing a severe winter storm in any given year). The likelihood of future occurrences is categorized
into one of the classifications as follows:

Highly Likely — Near or more than 100 percent chance of occurrence within the next year

Likely — Between 10 and 100 percent chance of occurrence within the next year (recurrence
interval of 10 years or less)

Possible — Between 1 and 10 percent chance of occurrence within the next year (recurrence
interval of 11 to 100 years)

Unlikely — Less than 1 percent chance or occurrence within the next 100 years (recurrence interval
of greater than every 100 years)

Climate Change

Where applicable, this section discusses how climate change may or may not influence the risk posed by
the hazard on the planning area in the future.
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Vulnerability Assessment

This section quantifies, to the extent feasible using best available data, assets at risk to natural hazards
and potential loss estimates. People, properties and critical facilities, and environmental assets that are
vulnerable to the hazard are identified. Future development is also discussed in this section, including
how exposure to the hazard may change in the future or how development may affect hazard risk.

The vulnerability assessments followed the methodology described in the FEMA publication
Understanding Your Risks—Identifying Hazards and Estimating Losses (August 2001). The vulnerability
assessment first describes the total vulnerability and values at risk and then discusses vulnerability by
hazard. Data used to support this assessment included the following:

Geographic Information System (GIS) datasets, including building footprints, topography, aerial
photography, and transportation layers;

Hazard layer GIS datasets from state and federal agencies;

Written descriptions of inventory and risks provided by the State Hazard Mitigation Plan; and
Written descriptions of inventory and risks provided by the previous Neuse River Regional Hazard
Mitigation Plan.

Exposure and vulnerability estimates provided by the North Carolina Emergency Management
IRISK database.

Crop insurance claims by cause from USDA’s Risk Management Agency

NCEM’s IRISK database incorporates county building footprint and parcel data. Footprints with an area
less than 500 square feet were excluded from the analysis. To determine if a building is in a hazard area,
the building footprints were intersected with each of the mapped hazard areas. If a building intersects
two or more hazard areas (such as the 1-percent-annual-chance flood zone and the 0.2-percent-annual-
chance flood zone), it is counted as being in the hazard area of highest risk. The parcel data provided
building value and year built. Building value was used to determine the value of buildings at risk. Year built
was used to determine if the building was constructed prior to or after the community had joined the
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and had an effective FIRM and building codes enforced.

Census blocks and Summary File 1 from the 2010 Census were used to determine population at risk. This
included the total population, as well as the vulnerable elderly and children age groups. To determine
population at risk, the census blocks were intersected with the hazard area. To better determine the
actual number of people at risk, the intersecting area of the census block was calculated and divided by
the total area of the census block to determine a ratio of area at risk. This ratio was applied to the
population of the census block. For example, a census block has a population of 400 people. Five percent
of the census block intersects the 1-percent-annual-chance flood hazard area. The ratio estimates that 20
people are then at risk within the 1-percent-annual-chance flood hazard area (5% of the total population
for that census block).

Two distinct risk assessment methodologies were used in the formation of the vulnerability assessment.
The first consists of a quantitative analysis that relies upon best available data and technology, while the
second approach consists of a qualitative analysis that relies on local knowledge and rational decision
making. The quantitative analysis involved the use of NCEM’s IRISK database, which provides modeled
damage estimates for earthquake, flood, wind, and wildfire hazards.

Vulnerability can be quantified in those instances where there is a known, identified hazard area, such as
a mapped floodplain. In these instances, the numbers and types of buildings subject to the identified
hazard can be counted and their values tabulated. Where hazard risk cannot be distinctly quantified and
modeled, other information can be collected in regard to the hazard area, such as the location of critical

Neuse River
Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan
2020




SECTION 4: RISK ASSESSMENT

facilities, historic structures, and valued natural resources (e.g., an identified wetland or endangered
species habitat). Together, this information conveys the vulnerability of that area to that hazard.

Certain assumptions are inherent in any risk assessment. For the Neuse River Regional HMP, three primary
assumptions were discussed by the HMPC from the beginning of the risk assessment process: (1) that the
best readily available data would be used, (2) that the hazard data selected for use is reasonably accurate
for mitigation planning purposes, and (3) that the risk assessment will be regional in nature with local,
municipal-level data provided where appropriate and practical.

Key methodologies and assumptions made for specific hazards analysis are described in their respective
profiles.

Priority Risk Index

The conclusions drawn from the hazard profiling and vulnerability assessment process can be used to
prioritize all potential hazards to the Neuse River Region. The Priority Risk Index (PRI) was applied for this
purpose because it provides a standardized numerical value so that hazards can be compared against one
another (the higher the PRI value, the greater the hazard risk). PRI values are obtained by assigning varying
degrees of risk to five categories for each hazard (probability, impact, spatial extent, warning time, and
duration). Each degree of risk was assigned a value (1 to 4) and a weighting factor as summarized in Table
4.6.

The results of the risk assessment and PRI scoring are provided in Section 4.6 Conclusions on Hazard Risk.
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Table 4.6 — Priority Risk Index

RISK ASSESSMENT
DEGREE OF RISK CRITERIA WEIGHT
CATEGORY
UNLIKELY LESS THAN 1% ANNUAL PROBABILITY 1
PROBABILITY .
What is the likelihood of POSSIBLE BETWEEN 1 & 10% ANNUAL PROBABILITY 2 a0
. (]
a hazard event occurring LIKELY BETWEEN 10 & 100% ANNUAL PROBABILITY 3
in a given year?
HIGHLY LIKELY 100% ANNUAL PROBABILTY a4
VERY FEW INJURIES, IF ANY. ONLY MINOR PROPERTY
MINOR DAMAGE & MINIMAL DISRUPTION ON QUALITY OF LIFE. 1
TEMPORARY SHUTDOWN OF CRITICAL FACILITIES.
Lalsser MINOR INJURIES ONLY. MORE THAN 10% OF PROPERTY IN
In terms of injuries, LIMITED AFFECTED AREA DAMAGED OR DESTROYED. COMPLETE 2
damage, or death, would SHUTDOWN OF CRITICAL FACILITIES FOR > 1 DAY
you anticipate impacts
to be minor, limited, MULTIPLE DEATHS/INJURIES POSSIBLE. 30%
critical, or catastrophic CRITICAL MORE THAN 25% OF PROPERTY IN AFFECTED AREA 3
when a significant DAMAGED OR DESTROYED. COMPLETE SHUTDOWN OF
hazard event occurs? CRITICAL FACILITIES FOR > 1 WEEK.
HIGH NUMBER OF DEATHS/INJURIES POSSIBLE. MORE
THAN 50% OF PROPERTY IN AFFECTED AREA DAMAGED OR a
CATASTROPHIC DESTROYED. COMPLETE SHUTDOWN OF CRITICAL
FACILITIES > 30 DAYS.
SPATIAL EXTENT NEGLIGIBLE LESS THAN 1% OF AREA AFFECTED 1
How | f
IS e SMALL BETWEEN 1 & 10% OF AREA AFFECTED 2
could be impacted by a 20%
? 0
hazard event? Are MODERATE BETWEEN 10 & 50% OF AREA AFFECTED 3
impacts localized or
regional? LARGE BETWEEN 50 & 100% OF AREA AFFECTED a4
MORE THAN 24 HRS SELF DEFINED 1
WARNING TIME
Is there usually some 12 TO 24 HRS SELF DEFINED 2
lead time associated 10%
i ?
O 1 L 6 TO 12 HRS SELF DEFINED 3
Have warning measures
i ?
EEshinpiensntes LESS THAN 6 HRS SELF DEFINED a
LESS THAN 6 HRS SELF DEFINED 1
DURATION LESS THAN 24 HRS SELF DEFINED 2
How long does the
hazard event usuall 10%
azar el"et“? usually LESS THAN 1 WEEK SELF DEFINED 3
ast:
MORE THAN 1 WEEK SELF DEFINED a4

The sum of all five risk assessment categories equals the final PRI value, demonstrated in the equation
below (the highest possible PRI value is 4.0).

PRI = [(PROBABILITY x .30) + (IMPACT x .30) + (SPATIAL EXTENT x .20) + (WARNING TIME x .10) + (DURATION x .10)]

The purp