Module 3-2 Integration of Community Planning and Disaster Management 
Time
30 minutes

Objectives
For students to identify:
· similarities and differences between disaster management and community planning

Background

So, given the links between HRV analysis and land-use planning, what are the links between disaster management planning practices and community and regional planning? 
Course Content
· Although rooted in very different ideologies, community planning and disaster management planning share some common features:  both have been conducted in isolation from the community; both are concerned with the physical community (e.g., buildings, infrastructure, etc.) as well as the human community; both are based in local government; and both take a predictive approach to planning 
· They differ in that community planning has a long academic heritage and is rich in theory and design, is long range, is comprehensive, and has often been criticized for being overly optimistic (Hodge 1991). Disaster management, on the other hand, has only emerged since the mid-1950s. Also, disaster management has often been seen as a second career for retired police officers and members of the military, and it is only  recently that academic institutions have begun to offer degrees in it in the United States and only since 2000 in Canada. 
· Both community planning and disaster management can make important contributions to community safety, thus it is quite surprising that the two disciplines have not communicated with one another and attempted to coordinate their efforts 
· “People who work to manage natural hazards must repackage themselves and what they know from the local community’s viewpoint, across adjustments and across hazards, but in context of non-hazards community goals. Our research is telling us that local stakeholders’ capacity to manage their own environment, resources, and hazards must be increased, and that it is the locals who must decide what they are willing to lose in future disasters.” Myers (1997, 1) 
· On a practical level, the links between disaster management and community planning seem abundant. Indeed, they may lead to zoning bylaws to avoid high-risk areas, building codes to reduce the consequences of hazards, mitigation strategies to offset the potential of hazards, and so on. Yet, traditionally, the disciplines of disaster management and community planning have not been linked. Why not? 
· To begin with, disaster managers and community planners come from very different backgrounds, the former being comfortable with phrases such as “command and control,” “incident command system,” “emergency responders,” and “aid to the civil power,” and the latter being more familiar with phrases such as “not in my backyard (NIMBY),” “community empowerment,” “special interest groups,” and “public forums.”  
· Disaster managers see things differently than do community planners, for example: to local community planners, the gentrification of older unreinforced masonry buildings represents an opportunity to preserve local history and culture as well as to bring in tourist dollars; to disaster managers, these edifices represent collapsed buildings during an earthquake.  
· Despite their different orientations and backgrounds, both community planners and disaster managers have similar goals: to make the community as safe and as secure as possible while maintaining its cultural heritage and maximizing the quality of human life.

· Consider: (1) those planning activities that occur before the disaster, and (2) those that occur during or after the disaster:  
· Most communities have official plans that plot their progress and future development. Discussions around these plans should include the local disaster manager as well as community planners. New developments should not be built without considering both existing and potential hazards and risks. This is especially important with regard to schools, hospitals, and other critical facilities. As communities retrofit existing infrastructure, disaster managers should be directly involved in discussions and decision making. 
· When a community has not been included in the policy and decision-making processes, in post-disaster situations it often finds itself caught between contrasting philosophies. For example, some people will want the community to return to pre-disaster conditions, while others will want to take the opportunity to pursue various other planning goals (Central United States Earthquake Consortium 1993, 44). 

· The challenge, therefore, is twofold:

· to integrate the processes of community planning and disaster management planning so that both are working towards the same goals, and 
· to encourage a high degree of community participation.
· Consider the following principles in Australia’s Safe Community Program (Disaster Preparedness Resources Centre 1998):

· Listen to the community -- let them define what they believe are the most important problems;

· Mobilize all members of a community creatively;

· Coordinate efforts at a regional level;

· Raise public awareness of the importance of managing risk; and

· Ensure that powerful interest groups support the community efforts.

· Godschalk et al. (1998) espouse four community planning options from which communities can choose when developing sustainable hazard mitigation:  (1) stakeholder participation, (2) planning components, (3) plan types, and (4) mitigation strategy.  The first option involves the degree to which community help and support is enlisted in formulating and implementing the mitigation plan. The second option integrates the HRV assessment into community values, and it is then used to formulate policy and planning actions in order to meet community expectations.  The third option involves deciding whether the sustainable hazard mitigation plan should be fully integrated with the community development plans or whether it should be a stand-alone plan.  
· Godschalk et al. (1998), in all but a few situations, are strong advocates of incorporating the two plans.  The final option involves the type of mitigation strategy that the community chooses. This involves answering the following questions: (1) what is the degree of cooperation? (2) which local authority will take the lead role? (3) how will the strategy affect current development as opposed to future development? (4) to what degree will hazards be controlled and how will this be affected by human behaviour? (5) what will be the emphasis on pre-disaster as opposed to post-disaster activities? and (6) to what degree will outside partners be involved?  It is suggested that the results of an adequate HRV analysis may well determine the mitigation strategy that the community finally adopts.  But a great deal of the impetus for adopting Godschalk et al.’s four options will depend on the degree of community support.
Questions to ask students:
When did you first acknowledge that disaster management was a potential career choice?  Was it a similar choice for the previous generation?

Discuss with students the shift in acknowledging the need to have trained professionals in the field of disaster management.

What are some of the underlying philosophical issues in Australia’s Safe Community Program?

Answer:  People in their own communities have to take their destiny into their own hands; the community should determine its own future; individual and collective needs must be balanced; and there must be a move towards self-reliance.
Handouts

None
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