Session No. 8

Course Title:
Principles and Practice of Hazards Mitigation

Session 8:
Mitigation Programs

Time:
3 hours

Objectives:

8.1
Gain an understanding of the essential elements of a mitigation program including legal authority, fiscal capacity, political will, and technical ability.

8.2
Acquire knowledge for planning a mitigation program at the state-level.

8.3
Acquire knowledge for planning a mitigation program at the local-level.

Scope:

Hazard mitigation programs vary widely at the state and local level. This session explores the content and “essential implementation elements” of hazard mitigation programs in the U.S. focusing on: major program objectives and activities, legal authority, fiscal capacity, political will, and technical ability. The session takes a broad perspective of hazard mitigation programs, which serves as the foundation and lead-in to subsequent sessions on hazard mitigation plans. The session will also include discussions concerning: the relationship between hazard mitigation programs and land-use planning, and the different strategies available for mitigation programs.

Readings:

Instructor and Student Reading:

U.S. FEMA (1990b). “Chapter 4: Initiating the Hazard Mitigation Process,” in Post-Disaster Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance for State and Local Governments, DAP-12. Washington, D.C., Federal Emergency Management Agency: pp. 49-70.

Godschalk, D. R., E. J. Kaiser, et al. (1998). Chapter 4 - Integrating Hazard Mitigation and Local Land-Use Planning. Cooperating with Nature: Confronting Natural Hazards with Land-Use Planning. R. J. Burby. Washington, D.C., John Henry Press.

Bohl, C. C. and D. R. Godschalk (1999). The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program: Scattered Spending. Natural Hazard Mitigation: Recasting Disaster Policy and Planning. D. R. Godschalk. Washington, D.C., Island Press, (read only the “Reinventing the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program,” at the end of the chapter).

Requirements:

Along with the figures and handouts for presentation in this session, the instructor may wish to prepare additional slides or overheads from the text of the material outlined below (e.g., Essential Elements of a Hazard Mitigation Program). The instructor should make copies of the figures and handouts for each participant prior to class. Figures and/or handouts are as follows:

Handouts

8.1
“Executive Order Creating a State Hazard Mitigation Team” 

Source: U.S. FEMA (1990). Post-Disaster Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance for State and Local Governments. Washington, D.C., Federal Emergency Management Agency. 

8.2
“Sample Memorandum of Understanding” Source: U.S. FEMA (1990) p. 95. 

8.3
“Using State Administrative Plan to Establish State Team” Source: U.S. FEMA (1990). 

Figures 

8.1
Refer to Figure 4.1 titled “Community Values and Mitigation/Land Use Planning” in Burby, R., Ed. (1998). Cooperating with Nature: Confronting Hazards with Land-Use Planning for Sustainable Communities. Washington DC: John Henry Press, p. 90. 

8.2
Refer to Table 4.1 “An Integrated Mitigation/Land Use Planning Process” in Burby (1998) p. 95.

Remarks:

In the previous session we looked at how the Stafford Act set forth federal and state requirements for hazard mitigation activities, including provisions for the federal Section 404 Hazard Mitigation Grant Program and Section 409 state hazard mitigation plans. These and other federal programs will be looked at in greater detail later in the course. The next two sessions will focus on state and local hazard mitigation programs and plans.

State and Local Mitigation Programs

Definition

There is no simple or singular definition of what a state or local mitigation program is. The major differences between state and local hazard mitigation programs involve:

· capabilities and legal authority;

· the degree of focus on intergovernmental coordination;

· the extent of control of local land use regulation; and

· the constituents served by the program.

These differences influence other distinctions in terms of goals and objectives identified and the level of monitoring and evaluation involved.

The following section will outline “essential elements” of both state and local hazard mitigation programs. This section will be followed by a more detailed look at the content and strategies employed in first state, and then local programs.

Essential Implementation Elements of a Mitigation Program

The following section will outline “essential elements” of both state and local hazard mitigation programs. This section will be followed by a more detailed look at the content and strategies employed in first state, and then local programs.

In addition to the strategies and activities involved in state and local hazard mitigation programs, there are four key implementation elements: legal authority, fiscal capacity, political will, and technical ability.

Legal Authority

The creation of state and local hazard mitigation programs, and/or elements of such programs (e.g., the creation of hazard mitigation agencies, the establishment of state or local hazard mitigation “teams,” the adoption of hazard mitigation goals and objectives, etc.) typically requires official legal authority from the executive or legislative body. The clear provision of legal authority for hazard mitigation programs and activities “helps to establish a formal commitment by other state (and local) agencies to participate in the mitigation planning process, support mitigation activities, and provide resources to complete specific mitigation tasks.” [FEMA, 1990b].

See Handout 8.1, “Executive Order Creating a State Hazard Mitigation Team.”

See Handout 8.2, “Sample Memorandum of Understanding.”

See Handout 8.3, “Using State Administration Plan to Establish State Team.”

Methods for establishing the legal authority of hazard mitigation programs and activities include:

· Executive Orders (usually issued by Governors, but sometimes Mayors);

· Memorandums of Understanding (between the State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO) or local official in charge of mitigation and various local and state agencies);

· The State Administrative Plan, required under the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program;

· Other local “resolutions,” agreements, or documents used by local and state authorities to provide legal authority for programs and activities.

The types of advisory teams and cooperative committees established via Executive Orders and similar devices may require additional legislative approvals, and perhaps have laws enacted, if they require a provision of funds to carry out their activities.

Fiscal Capacity

The types of activities involved in a hazard mitigation program will determine the extent to which resources will be required. At a minimum, a state level program requires the hiring of a State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO). Although the Stafford Act does not require a SHMO to be a full-time position, the responsibilities identified in this and other sessions strongly suggest the need for a full-time officer and perhaps additional staff to establish and maintain a hazard mitigation program.

Beyond staffing requirements, there is a need to identify funding sources for carrying out the many recommendations which the hazard mitigation program and plan produce. If states mandate local hazard mitigation plans, they should identify new resources, and/or dedicate portions of existing resources (e.g., state agency staff time), to assist local governments.

Mitigation actions at both the state and local level can be funded by both public and private sources, but rules for the provision and use of funds must be clearly established. This is usually accomplished through the legislative branch. The nature of hazard mitigation in the United States is that funding for mitigation activities comes from a variety of sources, primarily involving federal disaster relief funds, but also incorporating state, local, and private sector funds. To ensure the success of programs and projects, these sources must be clearly identified at the outset.

Potential Funding Sources for an Acquisition and Relocation Program:

· Government funding;

· Corporate or foundation funding;

· Insurance programs;

· Donation (land and/or money ); or

· Public/private land swap.

Political Will

As mentioned in the previous session, research continues to indicate that the most important factor in establishing a hazard mitigation program is the political will (or “commitment”) of state and local elected officials. This is even more important than the commitment of emergency management officials, the available resources for carrying out hazard mitigation, and the relative exposure to hazards which states and localities experience. While there is no simple technique, or “road map,” to nurture and maintain the political will necessary for creating a viable hazard mitigation program, many of the SHMO’s activities listed under “education, awareness, and training” are aimed at building community consensus on the importance of hazard mitigation planning. Local political will is also affected both positively and adversely by federal and state resources and mandates that promote hazard mitigation.

Technical Ability

Even with the political will to establish a hazard mitigation program, little can be accomplished without the technical ability and knowledge base necessary to plan and implement hazard mitigation activities. This type of knowledge and expertise is rare at the local level, and the resources to hire and train staff dedicated to hazard mitigation are typically lacking. Thus, there is a need to identify those agencies and individuals, both within and outside of state and local government, whose responsibilities and knowledge comes close to that involved in hazard mitigation. These types of individuals are likely to be found in:

· emergency management agencies

· local land use planning and public works departments

· environmental protection agencies and groups

· engineering and planning firms

· insurance businesses, and in other areas.

Many types of expertise can provide valuable contributions to a hazard mitigation program including:

· emergency management

· land use planning

· cartography

· insurance underwriting

· education and research (especially college and university level involved in public policy, urban planning, geography, geology)

· engineering

· real estate development law.

An important component of any hazard mitigation program is to identify and coordinate these types of technical resources for informing and guiding hazard mitigation activities.

Content and Strategies of State Hazard Mitigation Programs

At the state level, the SHMO and emergency management staff are faced with the daunting task of coordination between the federal, state, and local levels of government. Under the Stafford Act, states are responsible for fulfilling planning, staffing, and coordination functions in order for the state and local governments to become eligible for federal disaster relief funds. Not surprisingly, state hazard mitigation programs focus on satisfying the requirements of the Stafford Act, namely:

1.
Appointing a State Hazard Mitigation Officer who reports to the Governor or to an authorized representative, and who serves as the point of contact for all matters relating to Section 409 hazard mitigation planning and implementation.

2.
Preparing and submitting a state hazard mitigation plan(s) or updates to existing plan(s).

3.
Participating on the Hazard Mitigation Survey Team or Interagency Hazard Mitigation Team.

4.
Arranging for appropriate state and local participation on (teams) and in the Section 409 planning process.

5.
Following up with state agencies and local governments to ensure that appropriate hazard mitigation actions are taken. This involves coordination of plans and actions of local governments to ensure that they are not in conflict with each other or with state plans.

6.
Ensuring that the activities, programs, and policies of all state agencies related to hazard evaluation, vulnerability, and mitigation are coordinated and contribute to the overall lessening or avoiding of vulnerability to natural hazards.

In a post-disaster environment, the SHMO is typically consumed by items two through four. Indeed, for many states this is the extent of the hazard mitigation “program”: fulfilling the Stafford Act requirements in order to become eligible for federal disaster relief funds. Such “programs” become active in the wake of a disaster, and they become dormant once the state 409 Plan is completed and 404 hazard mitigation projects are approved and funded.

In terms of an ongoing state hazard mitigation program, however, these and other activities form the basis of comprehensive, long-term efforts to increase state and local awareness, capacity, capabilities, and commitment to carry out hazard mitigation.

Key activities for an ongoing state hazard mitigation program include:

1.
Plan Development

A new state hazard mitigation plan, or an update to an existing plan, are due to FEMA within 180 days of the date of the declaration (note: this may be extended up to 365 days by FEMA’s Regional Director “if adequate justification is received in writing from the state”). Given adequate staff, resources, and cooperation, it is entirely possible to produce a good mitigation plan within this time frame. Due to the chaos and multitude of planning, evaluation, and implementation activities which take place immediately following a disaster, however, many plans appear to be hastily assembled in order to fulfill federal requirements for accessing federal disaster relief funds.

For example, the hazards assessment portions of state 409 plans typically incorporate the most readily available information on hazard identification and evaluation. It is rare, however, that an extensive assessment exists, one which puts geographically precise information on vulnerability to hazards in the hands of state and local agencies that they can act on. Thus, an important part of a state hazard mitigation program is to continually improve and refresh the hazards assessment information available for planning and implementation through technical studies, hazards mapping, the introduction of technical tools such as geographic information systems, and partnerships with state and federal agencies, research institutions and organizations, foundations, business, and industry. This extends to all elements of the plan: a hazard mitigation program should establish an ongoing planning process to actively identify, solicit, and nurture the resources necessary to inform state and local level planning, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation.

2.
Intergovernmental Coordination

A major goal of a hazard mitigation program is to encourage and coordinate the participation of federal, state, and local representatives and business and industry in all aspects of hazard mitigation planning, implementation, monitoring, and evaluation (and not simply the 409 Plan process). At the state level, this involves horizontal coordination of state agencies and programs related to hazard mitigation, and vertical coordination with FEMA’s Regional Office (and often other federal agencies) as well as a multitude of local governments. This often involves a “consciousness raising” effort on the part of the SHMO to make agencies, such as a State Department of Environmental Conservation, for example, aware of hazard mitigation, and to make players aware of one another and the resources which are available.

One key coordination strategy which should be part of a state hazard mitigation program is the creation of state hazard mitigation committees with advisory and decision making powers. These committees consist of representatives from major state-level departments and local governments, and may include representatives of the executive branch of state government. Federal representatives sometimes serve in an advisory capacity but avoid decision-making roles, which are deemed the state’s domain.

This is a crucial coordinating function of state hazard mitigation programs. Such committees can assist in accomplishing virtually all other state-level hazard mitigation functions. In addition, they can provide a mechanism for evaluating and ranking hazard mitigation projects submitted by state and local governments. Pre-evaluation of applications for the federal Hazard Mitigation Grant Program should occur in committees at the state-level in order to:

a.
Confirm that the projects are appropriate applications of hazard mitigation (and not, for example, response and recovery activities which would be ineligible);

b.
Improve the quality of the applications and improve their chances for approval at the FEMA regional level;

c.
Coordinate overlapping efforts advanced by municipalities independent of one another;

d.
Prioritize projects in terms of pressing needs;

e.
Identify projects which might be funded through alternative sources, such as the federal Public Assistance Program (also known as the “406 Program”). For example, in Tennessee, the SHMO reviews all 406 Public Assistance Damage Survey Reports (DSRs) to identify opportunities to include fund hazard mitigation projects under the 406 program. Inclusion of mitigation projects under the 406 program has lessened the need to fund the same projects from more limited 404 funds. Furthermore, since the gross amount of 404 funding is, in part, calculated as a percentage of 406 expenditures, there has also been an increase in the total amount of 404 funding (Kaiser and Bohl, 1999).

f.
Choose between projects which are competing for limited amounts of disaster relief funds;

g.
Protect the status of the SHMO as an impartial facilitator and coordinator of hazard mitigation efforts. When projects are reviewed and ranked by a panel of state and local representatives, the SHMO cannot be accused of favoring certain localities.

Note that some states have chosen not to perform this state-level evaluation, instead forwarding all project applications to the FEMA Regional Office. This not only forfeits the many benefits of state-level reviews outlined above, but it may well create strain between the state and the FEMA Regional Office.

3.
State-level Coordination of 404 Hazard Mitigation Grant Proposals and Approved Projects

Although the federal government (i.e., the FEMA Regional Office) is officially charged with administering the 404 Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, the state plays a major role in coordinating projects between the federal and local levels. State hazard mitigation programs should clearly identify roles and procedures for:

a.
The identification of potential 404 Projects. In Tennessee, for example, the SHMO developed a handbook for 404 applications and a one-page pre-application form (“Notice of Interest”) to help encourage, manage, and screen potential applications (Kaiser and Bohl, 1999);

b.
The solicitation of proposals from the local level;

c.
The marshaling of technical assistance to help get proposals written, evaluated and submitted to the FEMA Regional Office;

d.
The ongoing “championing” of projects at the federal level; and 

e.
The coordination of approved local projects as they are implemented.

In most cases, the SHMO fulfills all or part of these roles. As recommended above, a state hazard mitigation committee should be involved in the evaluation of project proposals. The “championing” of proposals is an important role for the SHMO, given that it typically takes about two years to get a 404 project funded, and an average of three-and-one-half years to complete a hazard mitigation project once a disaster has occurred (Bohl and Godschalk, 1999).

The SHMO is assisted in the identification of projects by the Hazard Mitigation Teams; the Stafford Act mandates this following a disaster. In order to maintain a pro-active, pre-disaster oriented program, however, the state will need to outline procedures and mechanisms for identifying and evaluating projects on a regular, or continuous, basis. Bohl and Godschalk (1999) have recommended the creation of a substate regional procedure for identifying, evaluating, and (ideally) funding and implementing hazard mitigation projects on a regular basis.

The model could be based on the process for identifying highway improvement projects carried out by metropolitan planning organizations. Along these lines, an existing regional organization or committee would be designated which would solicit and prioritize hazard mitigation projects from local governments. Clear guidelines for the submission, review, and prioritization of projects would be established. The list of projects could be updated annually, or biannually, and be used to incrementally update the 409 Plan (Bohl and Godschalk, 1999).

4.
Education, Awareness, and Training

As noted at the outset of this course, “mitigation” is a poorly understood concept among both professionals and citizens in general. An important part of any state hazard mitigation program is to raise people’s awareness concerning what mitigation is, what stakes are involved, and how mitigation can be implemented. Education, training, and awareness activities include:

· Speeches and presentations made by SHMOs in schools, town board meetings, and professional and business organizations;

· Efforts to disseminate information on mitigation through the media (television, newspapers, radio stations, Internet providers);

· Statewide or regional conferences on hazard mitigation, or a hazard mitigation program as part of an emergency management conference;

· The production of videos, pamphlets, and other informational pieces for distribution to the public or selected sectors of public and private enterprises; and

· Workshops, seminars, and courses on hazard mitigation planning, tools, and techniques for public officials, business and industry, and homeowners.

5.
Development of Local Mitigation Plans

Just as the federal government seeks to act as a catalyst for state hazard mitigation planning through the requirements of the Stafford Act, state governments can act as a catalyst for the development of local hazard mitigation plans. In larger municipalities, this may constitute a separate plan developed specifically to address hazard mitigation. More typically, the objective of state government is to get hazard mitigation incorporated into local land-use planning and other ongoing local government functions.

Given the uneven capacity of local governments, it is imperative that state government not simply mandate hazard mitigation planning, but provide some incentives and assistance to develop hazard mitigation knowledge, tools, and techniques at the local level. Some states have considered making local hazard mitigation plans a requirement to participate in federal disaster relief efforts; however, the legality of this mandate is questionable. Others have attempted to provide state staff members from planning and community development agencies to assist the efforts of local planning departments. States also work with their regional FEMA offices to develop handbooks, workshops, and seminars to help encourage and guide local hazard mitigation planning.

6.
Legislative Action

Another important part of a state hazard mitigation program is to review and recommend changes or additions in state legislation to advance hazard mitigation efforts. This may involve amendments to existing legislation or the drafting of new legislation. Some areas where legislation may present opportunities and threats to hazard mitigation include state-level: land-use, environmental protection, building codes, economic development, community development, emergency management, transportation, facilities planning, education, health, and public safety.

Content and Strategies of Local Hazard Mitigation Programs

(Note: this section is largely adapted from Godschalk, Kaiser, et al., 1998. It is presented here for course preparation purposes only, and the authors retain all rights).

At the local level, the resources required for a full-time mitigation program and staff rarely exist. Thus, hazard mitigation planning at the local level takes the form of integrating mitigation elements into existing local agencies and programs. The most common function exercised by local governments which dovetails with hazard mitigation efforts is local land-use planning.

Both land-use planning and hazard mitigation:

· are future oriented

· are proactive rather than reactive

· link immediate actions to longer-term goals and objectives

· can contribute to the sustainability of communities by:

1.
Keeping people and property out of harms way from hazards;

2.
Maintaining the mitigating qualities of natural environmental systems;

3.
Designing development to be resilient in the face of natural forces.

See Figure 8.1, “Community Values and Mitigation/Land Use Planning.”

A Model of Linked Land-use Planning, Mitigation, and Sustainability

Figure 8.1 provides a way to visualize the linkages among land-use planning, mitigation, and sustainability as the structural pieces of a three-legged stool. The stool is supported by the three legs of the community values underlying sustainability—social values, market values, and ecological values. Each of these must be balanced to support long-term sustainability, the meta-goal linking these individual values. A community mitigation/land-use planning effort can not afford to tilt its goals in only one direction without endangering the balance and viability of the community’s future survival (Godschalk, Kaiser, et al., 1998, p. 89-90).

To achieve local land-use planning and mitigation objectives, local government exercises the following powers:

· Planning Power seeks to gain community agreement on a future course of action as embodied in an official land-use plan, using tools for education, participation, consensus building, visioning, persuasion, and coordination.

· Regulatory Power seeks to direct and manage community development so as to achieve desirable land use patterns and mitigate natural hazards, using tools of zoning, subdivision regulations, building codes, sanitary codes, design standards, urban growth boundaries, wetland and floodplain regulations, and the like.

· Spending Power seeks to coordinate public expenditures to achieve community objectives such as concurrency of infrastructure provision and growth, or avoiding provision of infrastructure within hazard areas, using tools for capital improvement programs and budgets.

· Taxing Power seeks to support community programs and objectives such as providing adequate infrastructure and enhancing hazard mitigation, using tools such as hazard improvement districts and preferential assessment for agriculture and open-space uses.

· Acquisition Power seeks to gain public control over lands such as hazard areas, using tools such as eminent domain, purchase of development rights, and dedication of conservation easements.

While local governments have considerable power to plan and regulate land use and development, overall, the level of local response to hazards has been limited. Reasons for this include:

· The lack of public interest in hazard mitigation;

· The reluctance of local governments and property owners to restrict development in hazard areas;

· The lack of resources to carry out hazard mitigation;

· The reluctance of local governments to impose rules and strategies mandated by federal and state governments; and

· The lack of technical knowledge on hazards and hazard mitigation tools and techniques.

See Figure 8.2, “An Integrated Mitigation/Land-Use Planning Process.”

To overcome these obstacles, Godschalk, Kaiser, et al. (1998) argue for integrating hazard mitigation into comprehensive local land-use planning (Figure 8.2 provides a synopsis of the process discussed in detail below). Opportunities for this can be seen in the common types of activities which both land-use planning and hazard mitigation planning involve:

· Generating plan intelligence involving studies and data collection (e.g., demographics, land use patterns, identification of environmentally sensitive lands, community vulnerability by hazard type, location, and intensity).

· Setting goals and objectives (e.g., extend infrastructure, attract industry, targets for reduction in vulnerability).

· Adopting policies and programs which lay out the actions to achieve the plan’s goals and objectives (e.g., capital improvement program for building roads and parks, establishment of a land acquisition program for threatened property in the hazard area).

· Monitoring, evaluation, and revision which seek to adapt the plan to changing conditions, knowledge, and goals and objectives.

The authors stress that there is “no single model for designing a hazard mitigation planning approach,” and that “the planner and the community must choose among alternatives in four different dimensions,” including:

1.
Selecting a stakeholder participation approach for community involvement in the planning process.

2.
Deciding on which components of the plan/program to be included and emphasized, and the emphasis within each plan component (note that these components also introduce the common elements of state 409 hazard mitigation plans, to be covered in subsequent sessions). Paralleling the “common activities” listed above, these components of the hazard mitigation plan include:

· the intelligence component, including both a hazards assessment (i.e., hazards identification, vulnerability assessment, and risk assessment) and capability assessment (i.e., description and assessment of present hazard management policies, programs, and resources);

· the goals and objectives component;

· the “actions,” or, solutions or recommendations component (note that this component is considered the “most essential”); and

· the monitoring, evaluation, and update (adjust over time) component (considered “desirable” but lower in priority compared to the other three components).

3.
Choosing the type of plan (e.g., stand along hazard mitigation plan, integrated portion of a comprehensive plan, verbal policy plan, etc.).

4.
Choosing among mitigation strategies. This choice concerns strategies for implementing the substance of the recommendations component. Godschalk, et al. identify six primary dimensions of “mitigation strategy choice”:

· Taking a coercive approach versus a cooperative approach to influence private sector behavior;

· Employing one local governmental power versus another;

· Shaping future development versus addressing existing development at risk;

· Controlling the hazard versus controlling human behavior;

· Taking action before disaster events versus taking action after the event, during recovery; and

· Going it alone versus taking an intergovernmental and regional approach.

Note that these strategies are not mutually exclusive, and can and should be used in creative combinations. Also note that these many of these strategy dimensions, when slightly reworded, would be equally relevant at the state level.

With regard to the last strategy, “Going it alone,” note the following. While much of the authority to carry out hazard mitigation is local, it is important to acknowledge that local action typically occurs in an intergovernmental framework of federal and state policies and programs aimed at empowering and motivating local governments to build mitigation into their plans and actions[Godschalk, Kaiser, et al. 1998].

Class Discussion

· Name some ways in which state and local hazard mitigation programs differ in terms of:

· Legal authority

· Capacity (staff, resources, and “partners” at each level of government)

· Extent of control over laws concerning land use, the environment, economic development, community development, etc.

· Extent of control of local land use regulation: zoning, subdivision regulations, building codes, etc.

· The constituents served by the program. To whom do the hazard mitigation planners at each level of government report? Who are their primary partners at each level of government? To whom must they ultimately answer? How directly do decisions regarding hazard mitigation at each level of government effect people’s lives in terms of: land values, economic opportunities, quality of environmental conditions, hazard exposure, etc.

· Research has shown that the most important factor for implementing hazard mitigation is political will. Discuss some ways to strengthen the state and local political will for carrying out hazard mitigation activities (including both planning and projects). In general terms this involves education, awareness, and training for elected officials, agency staff, citizens, private sector representatives, builders, developers, etc. Probe what specific types of activities this might involve. How might one use hazard assessment studies to convince various “stakeholders” to get behind a hazard mitigation effort?

· What are some potential funding sources for a hazard mitigation program? For an “Acquisition and Relocation” program?

· What types of government agencies, officials, and private sector groups might you want represented on a hazard mitigation committee at the state level? At the local level? Identify some types of departments, businesses and industries, and citizen groups which you would expect to have a strong interest in hazard mitigation.

· What are the Stafford Act requirements for state hazard mitigation programs? When are most of these requirements “triggered?”

· What are the key activities for an ongoing state hazard mitigation program? What types of roles does the state play for each (ask participants to name some specific types of activities):

· Hazard Mitigation Plan Development

· Intergovernmental Coordination

· Coordination of 404 Hazard Mitigation Grant Proposals and Approved Projects

· Education, Awareness, and Training

· Development of Local Mitigation Plans

· Legislative Action

· How are the concepts of hazard mitigation and sustainable development related?

· What types of powers does local government exercise that can help achieve hazard mitigation objectives? What are some examples of ways local government could use each power to advance or achieve hazard mitigation goals?

· Planning Power

· Regulatory Power

· Spending Power

· Taxing Power

· Acquisition Power

· What are some obstacles to incorporating hazard mitigation into local government activities?

· Name the four main components of a hazard mitigation program/plan. What are some activities carried out under each of these:

· Intelligence Component

· Goals and Objectives Component

· Actions (Solutions and Recommendations) Component

· Monitoring, Evaluation, and Update Component

· Discuss the following six primary mitigation strategies (according to Godschalk, et al.):

1.
What are some advantages and disadvantages of a coercive versus a cooperative approach to influencing private sector behavior (as well as the behavior of other government agencies/departments and lower levels of government)? Would you describe current federal policy under the Stafford Act as a coercive or a cooperative approach? Why?

2.
What types of local government powers (discussed above) do you feel are most appropriate (flexible, effective, promising) for implementing hazard mitigation? Why? Which powers do you think local government is most reluctant to use for carrying out hazard mitigation? Why?

3.
In terms of shaping future development versus addressing existing development at risk, which do you feel the federal government currently emphasizes? State governments? Local Governments? Why might different levels of government appear to emphasize one over the other (this relates to the extent of control of local land use decisions)?

4.
Do you feel that most hazard mitigation policies and programs (at all levels of government) emphasize controlling the hazard or controlling human behavior? Why might efforts to control human behavior be less emphasized? How might support for controlling human behavior be improved?

5.
Does government currently emphasize taking action before disaster events or after, during recovery? Should it differ much by level of government? How might pre-disaster efforts be encouraged?

6.
What are the pros and cons of “going it alone” in developing a hazard mitigation program, versus taking an intergovernmental and regional approach?
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