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Objectives:

10.1
Be familiar with the concept that the emergency management function in local government is comprehensive in scope and should, normatively, be defined by the four comprehensive emergency management phases: preparedness, response, recovery and mitigation.

10.2
Understand the working relationships and functional links that may be (but are not always) created between the local planning/community development program and the local emergency management program.

10.3
Be able to identify specific techniques, programs and management arrangements that a local government may use to create links between the local planning function and appropriate phases of the local emergency management program. (This objective supports Course Exercise #2).

10.4
Introduce Exercise 2. Describe how hazards are perceived and how hazard resilience planning works in a specific community, and then propose three opportunities to incorporate hazard resilient community principles into the community’s strategy. 


Scope:

The Instructor briefly reviews with students the comprehensive emergency management (CEM) goal in the United States hazards community (which they may/SHOULD already be familiar with from other Higher Education Project Curriculum Courses) and how this goal is related to the concept of  “disaster phases.” Now, in this session and ones immediately following (i.e., Sessions 11-14) the question is how local planning and community development fits with the CEM framework. Why is better integration between the local planning and emergency management programs desirable?  Using examples including some based on descriptive national sample data on city practices, students explore opportunities to strengthen the CEM approach by integrating it more closely with the local planning and community-building functions described elsewhere in this course.  The Instructor may ask students to evaluate the community used for the course exercise for similar efforts, as a separate short assignment.
​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​


Reading:

Student and Instructor Reading:  

Drabek, Thomas E. 1988. “Chapter One.  The Evolution of Emergency Management,” In T.E. Drabek and G.J. Hoetmer, Eds., Emergency Management: Principles and Practice for Local Government. Washington, D.C.: International City Management Association, pp. 1-25.

Additional Instructor Reading:

Neal, David. 1997. “Reconsidering the Phases of Disasters,” International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters, 15(2): pp. 239-264.

Patton, Ann. 1993. From Harm’s Way: Flood Hazard Mitigation in Tulsa, Oklahoma. Tulsa: Public Works Department, City of Tulsa and Mayor’s Office, City of Tulsa. 

Hazard Mitigation Successes in the State of North Carolina (1999). Raleigh: Emergency Management Division, Department of Crime Control and Public Safety.

Faupel, C.E. and J. Kartez. 1996. “Inter-Agency Collaboration and Hazard Education in American Communities,” Journal of Social Service Research 22(1/2), pp. 131-149.

Mileti, Dennis S. 1999. “Chapter Seven.  Preparedness, Response and Recovery,” In Disasters by Design: A Reassessment of Natural Hazards in the United States. Washington, DC: Joseph Henry/National Academy Press, pp. 209-239.

Lindell, Michael K. and Ronald W. Perry. 1992. “Chapter Two: Community Emergency Planning,” In Behavioral Foundations of Community Emergency Planning. Washington, DC: Hemisphere Publishing Company.

Neal, David. 1997. “Reconsidering the Phases of Disasters,” International Journal of Mass Emergecies and Disasters. 15(2), pp. 239-264.

Schwab, James, et al. 1998. Planning for Post-Disaster Recovery and Reconstruction. Planning Advisory Service Report Number 483/484. Chicago, IL: American Planning Association.


Handouts:

10-1.
Local Planning Department and Emergency Management Roles in CEM Phases Compared.

10-2.
City Planning Department Involvement With Local Emergency Manager in Traditional Preparedness and Mitigation-Related Tasks.

10-3.
Pre-disaster Recovery/Reconstruction Procedures and Regulations Adopted by Cities: Comparison of Emergency Manager versus Director Reports.

10-4.
City Planning Department/Director’s View of Appropriateness of Department Roles in CEM.

10-5.
Planning Department/Director and Local Emergency Manager Views of Key Influences and Motivators for Working With Each Other.

 


General Requirements:

Major points in first half of the session should be presented as lecture with one or two specific short discussion questions that may be used at the instructor’s discretion as noted below.  In the second half of the session, which presents examples of city practice, the Instructor can choose to either (1) ask students to informally comment on how their exercise community compares with the examples or; (2) spend more time on a case study example of the instructor’s choosing.


Objective 10.1 Review the concept that the emergency management function in local government is comprehensive in scope and can be defined by the four CEM phases: preparedness, response, recovery and mitigation.

Requirements:


Discuss major points below in lecture.

Remarks:

I.
Overview.

A. The idea of disaster phases has been an important tool for better integrating the different tasks of effective emergency management before, during and after impact and creating future resilience rather than repeated losses.  

1. Although it may seem obvious today, it has been only about twenty years since the idea of “comprehensive” or integrated-phases emergency management has been in use.

2.             The definition of disaster phases also provides a very useful tool       

                  for understanding how the local planning and community   

                 development function is linked to building disaster resilience.

II.
History.

A. As early as 1932 social scientists tried to categorize the experience of disaster in terms of life stages or “phases.”  For example, Carr’s early (1932, in Neal, 1997)) framework had three phases: a preliminary or “prodromal” one (“forces that will cause disaster are getting underway”), dislocation/disorganization (the time of impact) and; readjustment and reorganization.  (This discussion is drawn from Neal (1997) listed in instructor readings and which may be assigned as an optional student reading).

1. Early definitions were based on the idea that phases of disaster occur sequentially in time and are defined by the disaster itself in terms of pre-impact, impact and post-impact stages (e.g., “the skies are clear,”  recovery must have begun ….but has it?).

2. For example, Stoddard (1968, in Neal, 1997) defines these stages:  pre-emergency, emergency (warning and evacuation), dislocation, relocation, and post-emergency short-term and long-term rehabilitation.     

3. Neal (1997) discusses problems with fitting community disasters into universal categories or phases, and these concerns of his have practical management implications:  

a. For example, the phases are linked in complex ways, such as the obvious one that reconstruction or relocation influence the community’s resilience or vulnerability in the next pre-disaster phase.

b. For example, some hazards and the community’s response have resulted in long reconstruction phases that then overlap with repeated disasters!

The Instructor can draw other examples from Neal, 1997 and the exercise community if he/she desires, or ask students to briefly identify some if Neal (1997) has been assigned as an optional reading.

III.
Development of the comprehensive emergency management concept.
A. In the late 1970s just prior to FEMA’s creation, the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (DCPA) provided a grant to the National Governors Association (NGA) to evaluate the role of the states and of intergovernmental relationships in national disaster preparedness. The NGA study report helped redefine thinking about the needs and problems in U.S. disaster planning policy at federal and local as well as state levels.

Instructor may ask students to recall major issues that the NGA report addressed, from summary in the Drabek and Hoetmer (1988) assigned reading .

1.
Example: Lack of leadership agency for disaster management at the federal, state, and local levels, disconnect between community development decisions and disaster preparedness, etc. (see Drabek and Hoetmer, 1988: 17-19).

B. The National Governors Association’s Emergency Preparedness Project Final Report (1979) used the social science idea of disaster phases in a new way—as a management tool—to define an organizational goal for dealing with hazards at all levels of government.  The report proposed a “comprehensive emergency management” (CEM) approach in which responsible public agencies recognize the need to address all the phases of hazard management.

C. Review the four phases of emergency management: Preparedness, Response, Recovery, Mitigation  (see MPP slides).

1. Preparedness:  Plans and procedures designed to save lives and to minimize damage when an emergency occurs. 

a. Planning, training, interorganizational coordination, and disaster drills are all traditional elements of preparednes, as are pre-event resource acquisition and positioning.  

b. Family preparedness and citizen education have become integral parts too.

2. Response:  The actions taken to save lives and prevent further damage in a disaster or emergency.  

a. The most traditionally accepted aspect of emergency management, it includes damage assessment, search and rescue, fire fighting, triage or medical aid, and immediate sheltering, feeding or clothing of dislocated victims and mental health interventions to deal with immediate traumatic stress impacts.

3. Recovery and Reconstruction:  All the actions taken to restore communities, their families, individuals and enterprises, to satisfactory conditions following disasters and major emergencies.  

a. Recovery now has begun to encompass more than rebuilding to previous conditions and vulnerabilities by making mitigation an integral part of decisions. 

4.
Mitigation:  Actions and programs that reduce vulnerability to hazards by avoiding exposure or minimizing the future impacts of exposures that are unavoidable.



(Instructor note that sequence of phases is shown differently in Table 10-1 



and this is an occasion to emphasize that the phases are CYCLIC and 



continuous without a single phase being the starting point). 

IV.
Significance to Building Disaster-Resilient Communities.

A. The National Governors Association Study was originally aimed at helping state governors reorganize and revitalize the fragmented, uncoordinated approaches to hazards management in many states. (Many states lacked attention to mitigation, had no single agency responsible for response, and no structure or authorities for recovery management at all, to name a few issues). 

B. But the four-phase CEMframework immediately started to become a powerful management symbol and tool for changing the way all levels of government debate and set goals for hazards policy and organize and manage to pursue those goals.  

1. For example, mitigation was given more prominence in previously response-dominated thinking.

2. The relationship between mitigation and recovery decisions was put on the agenda in a new way.

3. Although the NGA study was aimed at national and state government problems, the CEM idea appealed to innovative local government professionals as a way to argue for dealing with all aspects of hazard vulnerabilities before and after, not just when impacts occur. 

4. The culture of the local government emergency management function was challenged to become an ongoing community function.  

a. For example: “Disaster planning must be integrated into the institutionalized planning processes of the community (not) isolated from the other social and economic planning in the community.” (Wenger, D. et al. 1980. Disaster Beliefs and Emergency Planning. Newark, DE: Disaster Research Center, p. 156).

C. The four-phase CEM model helped create a practical management language to link insights from post-disaster research to the world of practice.  (See Neal 1997).  Examples of the practical implications of this:

1. Phases are not defined by rigid time limits.  Mitigation, for example, should be considered at the time of recovery, because long-term recovery projects set the stage for the extent of continued vulnerability or new resilience in the next phase.

2. As a consequence of more attention to mitigation and recovery, the idea grew in practice that comprehensive local hazards management means involving all relevant public agencies to address all phases of CEM as needed.

3. A fundamental image was created that tasks in hazard/emergency management cannot be considered independent of each other (i.e., response/preparedness coordinators and managers had to shift to a language that implies that response is not a result of uncontrollable events but a consequence of the mitigation and recovery decisions made. 

D. The Instructor should use Tulsa, OK as a very brief example of early CEM-in-action innovations, or use an example of her or his own choosing (FEMA’s Project IMPACT is one source of cases; another is Hazard Mitigation Successes in the State of North Carolina (1999). Raleigh: NC Emergency Management Division).  Note to Instructors:  FEMA’s Project Impact, begun in the mid-1990’s, encourages, supports and recognizes efforts by local governments to work towards building “disaster-resistant” communities, with an emphasis on creating broader partnerships within those communities for pre-disaster mitigation.  A number of case studies of exemplary local programs have been developed.  Instructors may wish to make these available as background material for the course Exercise as well.)

1.
After repetitive flood disasters and rebuilding in the same neighborhoods from the 1950s onward, Tulsa, O.K. developed a comprehensive management strategy for flood mitigation and the political will to implement it after yet another catastrophic flood in 1984. By the early 1990s, although community leaders found “none of it was easy,” Tulsa’s city government had developed new arrangements and tasks for city agencies to end repetitive flooding by relocating households, and managing floodplains’ subsequent development with mitigation in mind.  This was a seminal break with the tradition of response-oriented, non-comprehensive thinking in which, as city official Ann Patton put it, everyone thought “rebuilding is good therapy” even while it set the stage for the next disaster!  A key feature of Tulsa’s strategy—one of the first modern locally generated comprehensive flood management approaches—was the integration of multiple city purposes and agencies in mitigation initiatives.  For example, relocation of poor and repeatedly flooded households rebuilt neighborhoods and lives while utilizing the newly protected land as part of citywide stormwater management, recreation, and watershed management program.  As a necessity to realizing this, city public works, storm utility, planning, recreation and housing agencies, among others, worked together in new ways.  As Tulsa Planning Commission member Sandra Downie had dreamed some years before: “It’s not enough to … just to set a goal of avoiding the pain of flooding … Why can’t we set a goal to purchase the green … a goal to make stormwater a managed resource, one of the factors that make this a truly livable city?” (Patton, 1993: 23). 

E. The lesson of Tulsa and a growing number of communities (e.g., Project Impact communities, NC Hazard Mitigation Program Communities, etc.) is that planning and community development departments have many potential links to the multiple phases of CEM and will have to play key roles in comprehensive hazard management efforts such as Tulsa’s (or instructor case example)


Objective 10.2 Understand the working relationships and functional links that may be (but are not always) created between the local planning and development management program and the local emergency management program.

Requirements:


The content should be presented as lecture. In addition, review Table 10.1 with students and use examples to help the class understand how planning agencies are involved (or could be) in mitigation and recovery.  

Optional: Instructor may ask class to discuss how their exercise community compares to the national sample of cities on key items.  A set of questions may be handed out ahead of this session as homework, or specifically as part of Exercise 2, or handed out at class time for ad hoc discussion.

Remarks:

I.
Similarities of Local Emergency Management and Planning Organizations.

A. Both are long range in focus (or aspire to be) yet are often forced to focus on short-term problems that undermine long-term goals.

1. Emergency Management:  Short-term response to disaster may promote “making people whole” instead of avoiding the same vulnerability in future.

2.
Planning: Short-term development regulation decisions often accommodate immediate market demands for land utilization   but lose opportunities to reduce problems later (e.g., by purchasing or protecting lands in advance). 

B.
Both are responsible for promoting community approaches that require the cooperation of many other agencies.

1.
Emergency Management must make sure resource agencies from recreation to public works can work together in a disaster

2.
Planning must attempt to make sure that separate departments’ service extensions, land purchases and regulations do not work against community long-range planning goals.

C.
Both types of agencies face “education gaps” with decision makers and the public because the benefits of the programs they argue for (hazard reduction, healthy development) exist in the future, are often not easy to demonstrate, and are subject to differing public perceptions of needs or urgency!

D.
As a consequence, local hazard managers and planners face similar key tasks in that both must rely on education, collaboration and a future-orientation to community needs that are often not high priorities between “crises.”

II.
Local Planning Agency Roles in CEM Phases.

A.
How are planning agencies involved in each phase of CEM? (Use Handout Table 10.1 and selected 1993 national city survey examples in Supplemental Considerations).

1.
Planning agencies are primarily involved in activities that affect mitigation and recovery, implicitly but not always explicitly.  (Table 10-1)

2.
These roles have not in the past typically been linked, formally, to an overall city or county hazards mitigation and post-disaster reconstruction strategy: e.g., the case of Tulsa before the later 1980s.   

3.
Local planning and development agency roles in mitigation and recovery are becoming more explicit and recognized because of influences that include:

a. Experiences like Tulsa’s.

b.        State laws mandating hazards policy in local land use   

             plans, as (notably) in Oregon, California, Washington,  

             Florida.

c.         New statewide mitigation initiatives such as North         

            Carolina’s HMPI program, and federal support for  

             initiatives through Project Impact. 

d.         Growing professionalization of the emergency 

             management function in local government, embracing the 

             CEM goal.

e.          Direct, major innovations by planning 

             directors/departments, such as the City of Los Angeles’ 

             Disaster Recovery and Reconstruction Plan.

f.
New technical assistance and model efforts by traditional  

            support agencies for local planning, such as the Southeast 

            Florida Regional Planning Commission’s Hurricane 

            Recovery Planning Handbook. 

          Example:  North Carolina’s statewide Hazard Mitigation Program Initiative which was developed during succeeding recoveries from SIX major hurricanes from 1995-99 defines the benefits of planning in the cycle of CEM phases:

i.
“Planning is the key to transforming mitigation from a reactive process to a proactive one (and) ensuring that land subject to hazards is identified and managed appropriately.  Planning also plays an important role in generating community understanding of and support for … mitigation.  … Planning makes post-disaster recovery easier and more effective by reducing the number of substantive decisions that communities must make under the pressure of reconstruction ….” 

(From: “Part 1: Planning Hazard-Resilient Communities,” in Tools and Techniques for Mitigating the Effects of Natural Hazards. Raleigh, NC: State Emergency Management Division, p. 1.)

g.         More recently, the Federal Emergency Management 

           Agency has worked directly with the planning profession


through its professional organization the American 

Planning Association to develop new information resources

and training that will influence planners’ understanding of

hazard management and their role. (Instructor can note the  Schwab [1998] reading, which is one of the first products 

from the FEMA/APA collaboration).

h.       Even more recently, the changes made by Congress to the  

Stafford Act  through the Disaster Management Act of 2000 (DMA) now provide stronger fiscal incentives for local governments to support pre-disaster planning, and further strengthens the focus on the pre-disaster, mitigation phase of emergency management.

At the 2002 American Planning Association National Conference special workshop on disaster planning, FEMA Mitigation Planner Cecelia Rosenberg described the DMA as a “new beginning for hazard mitigation” with a stronger emphasis on planning.  Instructors may wish to note that the DMA condenses the 10-step mitigation planning process into a four-part approach: Phase 1: Coordination and Coalition-Building; Phase 2: Hazards Identification; Phase 3: Writing the Mitigation Strategy, and Phase 4: Adoption and Update (every 3 years for state plans, 3 years for local government plans).  The DMA initially became effective through an interim federal rule published on February 26, 2002 (44 CFR Parts 201, 206).  Instructors can look at the “How-To” series on FEMA’s web site by mid-2002 for further information on planning under the new DMA).

4.
Planning thus plays a role in helping base preparedness on knowledge of hazards, in building public knowledge and support for mitigation, and in making wiser recovery and reconstruction decisions.

5.
Planning agencies have traditionally been included in at least marginal ways in disaster response plan task assignments and in periodic exercises, if held.  

a.
Innovative local emergency managers have integrated planning departments’ resources closely into preparedness and response for tasks like EOC operations, databases for immediate damage assessment, and so on.

6.
Fewer emergency managers have tapped planning departments’  expertise in citizen participation and in designing effective planning processes and public outreach campaigns.

a.
Continuing refinements to national and state programs, like the Disaster Management Act of 2000, continue to create more emphasis on strengthening the role of good planning in building hazard resilience.

7.
Instructor: Use Handout Tables 10-2 and 10-3 for examples.  These data on how planning departments are involved in the Local Emergency Management Agency’s CEM program effort show that:

a.
Quite a few planning departments (40% to 50%) participate in traditional preparedness activities like the Disaster Response Operations Plan, exercises, training and a city department’s coordination committee.  

i.
This is shown in Handout Table 10-2, which reports on how several hundred medium and large U.S. cities’ planning departments are involved in preparedness and mitigation efforts of the local emergency management agency.

b.
Fewer planning departments actually integrate their expertise and regulatory administration into the overall city emergency and hazards management effort (Handout Table 10-2). 

i.
Over two-thirds of planning departments provide the local Emergency Management Agency with some technical assistance (e.g., GIS data) but very few were involved (1993) in specific mitigation and preparedness tasks such as vulnerability analysis, public outreach, and coordinated mitigation policy.  

ii.
Only one in 20 cities’ planning departments serve as the Mitigation Coordinator—the lead agency for post-disaster mitigation projects.

c.
Both Planning Departments and the Local Emergency Management Agency are involved in making provisions and suggesting policies for administering post-disaster reconstruction, but they are not often aware of what specific policies and regulatory standards are part of the local government’s recovery preparation.  


Objective 10.3 Be able to identify specific techniques, programs and management arrangements that a local government may use to create links between the local planning function and appropriate phases of the local emergency management program.

Requirements:


The instructor should engage students in a discussion of how the local planning and development management function can be involved and integrated into appropriate phases of emergency management.  

Here the instructor can ask students to brainstorm mechanisms and techniques, and can also use the additional handout tables of example data from the national city survey in this section as idea-generators and objects of discussion, as desired.  (The instructor may use some or all of these data-based examples).  This entire discussion and review will require 15-20 minutes. 

Alternatively, the instructor MAY ask students to evaluate the exercise community as part of Exercise 2.  In that case, the instructor has a choice between a Preparation session or a Reporting session on this topic: The instructor may use the discussion here as preparation for that part of the Exercise 2 community evaluation, or may ask students to report on what they found in their Exercise 2 community, comparing it to national survey examples.

Remarks:

I.
In the last section (Objective 10.2) we saw that planning and emergency management can both have significant involvement in mitigation and recovery activities.  But it is not always well coordinated nor are the two agencies as closely involved in each other’s programs as they could be, given their impact on comprehensive emergency management.

II. Discuss with students the following questions:

A. What are the tools and arrangements available to local government to integrate local planning and development management into CEM more fully?

1. In terms of overall interdepartmental involvement and commitment? (e.g., involve the planning department in a mitigation plan initiative).

2.
In terms of specific CEM phases and functions, e.g. should the planning department be involved in helping with preparedness education for homeowners?  Involved with homeowner mitigation efforts?

B. What should be the role of the Local Emergency Manager (or Coordinator)? The Chief Administrative Officer (i.e., City/County Manager)?  The Planning Director?

C. What can motivate the planning, community and development management agencies in the local government to be active participants in CEM?  For example, is a disaster impact the only or best motivator for this to happen?  

1.         The instructor can use the data and examples in Handout Tables 10-4 and 10-5 to stimulate this discussion, or as a source of comparison to reports about the Exercise 2 community prepared by students.   

2.
Handout Table 10-4 explores the attitudes of city planning directors towards the roles their agencies should play in local CEM.  Note that many planning department heads judge increased involvement in preparedness planning, hazard analysis, and a recovery planning committee as appropriate; but there is more reluctance to involve the planning agency in mitigation and public outreach.  Because the planning departments are involved in building public support and construction/developer sector understanding of regulatory expectations for growth and other environmental quality control issues, there is reluctance, shown in these responses, to opening up the agency to additional political burdens.

3.
Handout Table 10-5 compares what emergency managers and planning directors think are the major motivating forces for their agencies to work with each other.  This is a key factor in realizing the full role that planning and development management agencies in local government can play in CEM.  

4.
These results show that although previous community disasters are one of the more frequently influential factors in bringing emergency management and planning into closer collaboration, there are other opportunities short of disaster. 

5.
Ask students what these results suggest about those other techniques for integrating disaster resilience objectives and actions into the development management, public investment and growth planning activities of cities and counties.  Isn’t the development management and permit review process an opportunity for emergency managers to educate about disaster resilience?   Are informal professional communities within local government an opportunity?   

D.  Instructor: The Schwab et al. Instructor reading (Planning for Post-Disaster 

      Recovery and Reconstruction)  includes good examples of how the planning      

      function should be integrated into recovery, reconstruction and mitigation,   

      particularly Chapter 4,  cc“The Planning Process.”  

III.
Supplemental Considerations.

A.
 Supplemental Data for Examples and Discussion:
1.
Data from Handout Tables 10-2 through 10-5 come from a national survey of trends in comprehensive emergency management in medium and large cities, with a focus on the role of planning departments (Faupel and Kartez 1996).  Unique elements of this study included not only going back to cities in 1993 that had been studied in 1987 to test trends, but also independently studying planning department and emergency management agency activities and comparing their approaches to CEM and to each other.  Handout Table 10-1 is based on that study as well, but the instructor can develop or modify this conceptual framework to suit discussion needs (e.g., have students fill it in, or focus only on planning department roles).

2.
Methodological Note on Survey:  The population of cities for this sample came from an earlier (1987) national study of 375 cities, in which only emergency management offices were involved. But in 1993, both the planning departments and local emergency management officers in each city were involved in the study, and information was collected independently from each agency.  The survey had excellent response rates with 88% of all emergency offices and 90% of all planning departments responding. The combined response rate was 78% (292 cities) for which complete information was collected from both local agencies (extremely high given the potential for attrition due to non-response by one of the agencies).  Geographically distributed among all the states but with an over sample of California and Washington (due to 1987 sample design), the sample frame was weighted towards medium and larger cities.  While 15% of responding cities were those under 25,000 population, 20 percent were cities over 100,000, one-quarter were between 50,000 and 100,000, and the rest between 25,000 and 50,000. 

B. Homework Assignment for Exercise 2.

1.
Instructors who want to link this Session to Exercise #2 might consider asking students to collect selected information on their exercise community after the session is completed.  For example:

a. Students can collect information on how the local planning agencies in the exercise community match the potential roles in each phase of hazards management conceptualized in Handout Table 10-1.  

b. Students can examine what the mechanisms are that their EXERCISE community has in place to promote the integration of the planning/community development function into a comprehensive hazard management approach—a necessity for building disaster-resilient communities.

c.  Keep in mind that collaborative and cooperative organizational arrangements between emergency and planning agencies are both indicators of and needed for a comprehensive approach.  Students can look for these arrangements.

2.
Overall, students should be able to begin investigating, on their own, the focal question:

a.
How are local policy and regulations and public investment decisions, and the work of public agencies responsible for them, being linked to or divorced from each phase of hazard management (particularly mitigation, preparedness, and recovery/reconstruction)?


Objective 10.4 Introduce Exercise 2: Describe How Hazards are Perceived and How Hazard Mitigation Works in <exercise community chosen by instructor> and Suggest Opportunities to Incorporate Hazard Resilient Community Principles. 

Author:  Edward J. Kaiser, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill

Requirements: Note to Instructor.

This is a team exercise.  It is recommended that the instructor keep the same learning teams formed for Exercise 1.   Again, the exercise community and the assignment provide opportunities for examples and discussion questions during lectures for Part II of the course

Remarks: Description of Exercise 2 and Requirements for Students

(This section is written in a format easily adapted as a handout of instructions to students.)

I.  Objectives for Exercise 2 are as follows:
A. Understand and be able to describe how hazards are perceived in a community;

B. Understand and be able to describe an emergency management program, public and private planning processes, and the community’s action programs for managing change and affecting hazard resilience (including disaster preparedness and response);

C. Be able to determine opportunities to incorporate resilient community principles into a specific community’s approach to managing change and mitigating hazards; and

D. Continue to develop and demonstrate oral and written presentation skills as well as skills involved in participating on a team of mitigation and planning professionals.

II. Assignment for Exercise 2

For this exercise, you will continue to work on the same learning team assigned for Exercise1.  Compared to Exercise 1, however, you will be shifting emphasis from description to assessment and making recommendations regarding the community’s emergency management program, its planning programs, and its development management actions.   More specifically, your learning team will create written and oral reports that (1) describe how hazards and hazard mitigation are perceived in <name of community>; (2) describe how hazard mitigation is incorporated into the community’s emergency management, planning, and development control programs there; (3) propose a vision statement for the community; and (4) suggest three opportunities to incorporate hazard resilient community principles into the community’s plans and action programs. 

This exercise requires a written report of no more than 9 pages, plus tables and figures, and an oral presentation of no more than (10 minutes?, instructor inserts desired length) minutes.  The oral report is due in class on <date inserted by instructor, session 15 in the course plan>; the written report is due at end of same class.

Assume your team is a small task force appointed by the <city manager, mayor, planning director,…instructor insert appropriate official>.   You are charged with submitting a report in the form of a concise memo to that official.  The memo should include the following elements:

1.  An executive summary of findings and advice. (1 page)

2.  A description of how the community (its various agencies, officials, and stakeholders) perceives natural hazards and the community’s response to them (2 pages maximum)

3.  A description of the following programs, emphasizing whether and how they address hazard mitigation, and whether and how they are coordinated.  Include attention to the following:
A. The community’s emergency management program;
B. The community’s plans, including its comprehensive plan, hazard mitigation plan, small area or district plans, and functional plans (such as community facilities, transportation, or open space plans);
C. The community’s development management action program, including zoning, subdivision regulations, building permit regulations, and other regulations, as well as public infrastructure programs, land acquisition programs, and taxation/fee programs that incorporate hazard mitigation elements. 
D. Private sector project planning and development procedures.

(4 page maximum, plus tables and figures where much of this information can be 


depicted)

4.  Your task force’s suggested vision statement for the community, incorporating the principles of a resilient community and relevant aspects of smart growth, sustainability, and hazard resiliency. (one or two paragraphs)
5.  Your suggested three best opportunities to incorporate resilient community principles into the community’s system of emergency management, planning, and development management.  That is, what are the three best opportunities to reform the system?  (2 page maximum)
III.  Grading Criteria

The assignment will be graded using the following criteria:

1. Quality of content: is the information relevant and accurate; do descriptions and explanations make sense, is the analysis appropriate, logical and compelling,  are the recommendations creative, reasonable, compelling, …

2. Quality of  written presentation:  is it clearly and appropriately organized; is the writing clear and readable; is the report layout attractive;  …

3. Quality of the oral presentation: is the presentation well organized with a beginning, middle, and strong ending; is the speaker clear and making contact with the audience; are visuals used effectively; does the presentation end on time.

This exercise will account for <10%, or percent to be determined by instructor> of the final grade in the course.
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