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A) What Academic Community Can Do to Help Build Disaster-Resilient Communities
Provided Summary: Ms. Fetterman shared information about the FEMA Building Science Branch, its program mission with a focus on mitigation, and available FEMA materials and training that academic partners can utilize to support local education on how to build disaster-resilient communities. The Building Science Branch has hundreds of free FEMA materials that contain standards and techniques on how individuals, organizations, and communities can effectively prepare and mitigate multi-hazard risks. The academia can use these FEMA materials to plan, develop, and conduct sound emergency management and hazard mitigation curricula. Through this educational partnership, the academic community can help build disaster-resilient communities.
Introduction

FEMA has awarded billions in disaster assistance to public and private universities in the US, with private insurance carriers paying out substantial sums to universities as well. The cost to these institutions due to business interruptions is more difficult to calculate. Federal research grants to US universities total around $15 billion annually, so there should be a strong relationship between FEMA and universities to help them avoid potential business interruptions due to hazards.
FEMA Building Science Branch

Under the FEMA umbrella, the Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administration (FIMA) has three branches: the Risk Analysis Division, the Risk Reduction Division, and the Risk Insurance division (under which the National Flood Insurance Program falls). FIMA identifies risks, creates models for improvements, and takes action on items such as elevating housing, etc. This branch addresses mitigation as only one aspect of resilience. Under the Risk Reduction Division is the Building Science Division, represented by Ms. Fetterman. The Building Science Division addresses mitigation in a cyclical process:

Source: http://www.fema.gov/rebuild/buildingscience/ 

The cycle starts with Research to New Knowledge, where the Branch partners with research institutions such as the Department of Homeland Security Science and Technology Directorate (DHS S&T), the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), the National Science Foundation (NSF), the Earthquake Engineering Research Institute (EERI), the Institute of Business and Home Safety (IBHS), and universities, practitioners, and local officials. A large aspect of the research to new knowledge step is that researchers from the above organizations conduct post-disaster forensic engineering and share lessons learned with the public. For example, given the recent tornadoes in the Midwest, there are mitigation teams doing post-disaster forensic engineering in Missouri.

Next on the cycle is Guidance and Tools Development. The Building Science Branch produces the majority of FEMA’s publications on risk reduction. There are currently over 200 FEMA publications on multi-hazard risk reduction. These are items created for widespread dissemination, and can be especially useful for university staff (to help hazard-proof campuses), professors, and students. There are also several available mitigation trainings on earthquakes, floods/winds/hurricanes, and building codes for interested participants.  
From there the Branch looks at Building Codes and Standards to discuss what disaster resilient building codes are. The example of the Japanese earthquake was raised during the session: without the resultant tsunami, the earthquake would have been a non-issue due to the country’s strict building codes. By definition, building codes are minimum standards to prevent collapse, to save lives, and to allow for quick evacuation. However, critical facilities are supposed to build above building codes. In terms of universities, many buildings are very old, and therefore are more vulnerable, having been built when building codes were less strict (or nonexistent). Also discussed were FEMA partners in developing the codes and standards; the International Code Council and American Society of Civil Engineers are two of these. In regards to enforcement, states and local governments are responsible for adopting and enforcing building codes; this is frequently seen as FEMA’s job, but it is not. For the most part, the US adopts all recommended codes, but there is major oversight in enforcing the codes by building inspectors. 
After codes and standards, the Building Science Branch addresses Outreach and Implementation. There are numerous components to the outreach and training portion of FIMA. To start, the branch develops trainings, participates in demo projects in partnership with local universities (i.e. builds model structures to see if they stand in all hazards), and participates in cooperative agreements with non-governmental organizations. FIMA also works with the insurance industry and grant requirements to ensure people build back stronger, and engages in partnerships, increasingly with the private sector. The branch has also created QuakeSmart, an earthquake awareness initiative, and brings it frequently to the private sector. 
The last part of the cycle is Reduced Disaster Losses. Through this work, the Building Science Branch creates safer communities by reducing losses to life and property, enables individuals to recover more rapidly from an impact, and lessens the financial impact on the Federal Treasury, states, tribes, and communities through its work with the Multi-mitigation Council.  Research is then conducted on these actions to start the cycle over again.
Partnership between Universities and the Building Science Branch
The Building Science Branch and universities all have resources to bring to this partnership. The Building Science Branch offers Risk Analysis Tools (i.e. HAZUS), Risk Reduction Guidance, training, partners and contacts, and cooperative agreements and grants. (Regarding grants, there is limited funding but it is available. For instance, in Nevada where there is a high seismic risk, risk analysis and modeling is delegated to the Geology Department in the University of Nevada).  For their part, universities offer research, knowledge, facilities, technology, students, alumni working in the community, influence, and community partners. The opportunities for partnering are plentiful. 
Recommendations are to:
· Maximize available information, guidance, tools and training to support risk analysis, planning, and actions to universities and communities. 

· Link disaster resilience topics in academic disciplines and student projects. Disaster resilience engenders a multitude of areas, such as urban planning, political science, engineering, public administration, medicine, sociology, and psychology, to name a few. In many instances professors need to introduce and TEACH mitigation, as it is not a word many students are familiar with. 
· Build a Disaster Resilient University (refer to the link on the PowerPoint) to serve as a model to other institutions. (At the moment there are no grant monies available, however contact Ms. Fetterman for ideas). 
· Develop or join a coalition of universities leading voluntary collaborative community disaster resilient projects (i.e. mitigating university hospitals, school community shelters). Many universities partner with Ceres, an organization with a focus on earthquake engineering. 
· Build and sustain partnerships with the private sector, government, and non-profits. 

· Pronounce a mutual commitment to train and professionalize the next generation of building practitioners, planners, emergency managers, and community leaders. It is important to maintain this commitment post-surge, when interest is at its highest. Professionalize emergency management. Encourage students to use FEMA materials. 
· Lead and support local disaster resilient efforts (i.e. legislation, urban planning, engineering projects, risk communication, local awareness movements). One example of this is the Shakeout, a statewide program in California that helps people and organizations prepare for and respond to earthquakes via drills. 
Questions and Answer: 

1. Why does FEMA sometimes give money to communities, and then have the communities in turn give to the universities instead of giving a sub-grant to the universities directly?

It can come down to overhead costs, as in the case where the university does not have a full time emergency management department. Participants discouraged sub-grantees, because all parties need to fill out the government paperwork, and then forward it to the State and beyond. 

Participant Comments:

· Government initiatives need to come to universities FIRST, as they are members of and have many links to the community. 

· Students must learn that it’s a hands-on, help the people business, and it’s highly political. Students need to know not just what is written in the law, but what other events/thoughts/public opinions are forming around them. 

For more information, contact Claudette Fetterman at (202) 646-4344 or by email at Claudette.fetterman@dhs.gov. The Building Science website is available at (http://www.fema.gov/rebuild/buildingscience/).   

B) The Sub-skills of Mitigation Planning: What Local Emergency Managers Find Out Too Late 

Provided Summary: Mitigation planning is funded by FEMA, making it highly attractive to local jurisdictions. Most States provide ample assistance in administering the funding and providing some technical support. What local emergency managers learn too late in the process is the degree of detail and the level of participation required by local jurisdictions who must participate in the planning process of a multi-jurisdictional, all-hazards mitigation plan. Can we do more to teach mitigation planning skills in our college programs? In this session, the sub-skills will be identified and experiences shared by participants.
Introduction
The President recently cut $93 million of mitigation grant monies because they weren’t being approved by FEMA and subsequently used by communities. A reason behind this could be that large swaths of the country do not know what mitigation is. This is a problem of great magnitude; in order for American society to become less vulnerable to hazards, mitigation must occur. The law says that communities must have FEMA-approved mitigation plans in order to get funding for mitigation projects; however, navigating this process can be murky.
This session outlined the laws pertaining to mitigation funding: namely, DMA 2000 and its updates, as well as the Interim Final Rule, Title 44, Chapter 1, Part 201 (44 CFR Part 201). This session also went over the value of mitigation ($4.00 saved for every $1.00 invested!) and the tools for mitigation planning (such as community meetings and announcements for grant planning). There is a lot of money available for mitigation, but a problem arises with the way it’s distributed. Unless a community’s draft plan is foolproof in all aspects – such as strategies, participation, scientific research to back the proposal – FEMA may not approve it and the funds will not be released. This is a problem for local emergency management because after a disaster occurs, we all pay for it as a nation (i.e. when Joplin was hit by the tornado earlier this year). Every community in the country should know about mitigation planning. As a start, communities can familiarize themselves with the Risk MAP (Mapping, Assessment, Planning) as shown below:
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Source: http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/fhm/rm_main.shtm 
In doing so with a hazard in mind, they could be on their way to developing a mitigation draft plan.
Sub-Skills of Mitigation Planning: Content from the Field
The following are tools for mitigation planning. 

Crosswalk                
Participants should know that to receive mitigation funds, they must enter into a contract with the state – it is not just local emergency management involved. Part of this interaction involves a document called a Crosswalk. The Crosswalk (as seen in the accompanying PowerPoint) is an evaluation tool used by the state to examine your draft plan, and it is based on law. The state uses it to see if you’ve met the responsibilities in every section of the law. It is highly detailed, so it is encouraged that you ask for a sample copy of a completed Crosswalk from your state agency at the start of the planning process to ensure that the draft is as complete as possible. 
Each draft should be approximately 14 pages, and each jurisdiction has their own draft. The Crosswalk requires quite a lot of information regarding vulnerable areas. For example, when a mitigation plan takes on structural changes to local buildings, FEMA wants to see the square footage of every building. Resource strapped communities frequently have a hard time accessing this level of expertise. In the Crosswalk that is sent back to the community, any comments in red give generic reasons describing how you did not meet the law. 

FIRM Maps and HAZUS-MH
FIRM maps can be outdated or unavailable for certain rural counties. They can also be illegible and of little assistance. (Find places within your county that are flood risks, for example. Most maps are antiquated.) HAZUS-MH is free software available from FEMA that maps and displays hazard data from GIS; it has the capability to estimate potential losses from earthquakes, hurricane winds, and floods. It is a huge application that requires 600MB to run, which can be a problem with smaller counties that do not have the space for the software. Furthermore, you must have ESRI ArcGIS software to use HAZUS, which can be costly. HAZUS will not work on a VISTA platform.

Total Participation by all Jurisdictions
A main point shared during this discussion was the importance of gaining 100% local participation. If you apply for a multi-jurisdictional all-hazards mitigation plan, ALL jurisdictions must not only be in agreement of the proposed project but must participate in the process, or FEMA will not approve the draft plan. (It was shared that in New York State, a community was told that mitigation strategies must be submitted by all participating jurisdictions – more than 30, in this case). Furthermore, for every identified natural hazard, all jurisdictions must have a strategy. If a hazard is listed in the state plan, and even if it doesn’t affect a specific community, the jurisdiction still needs to address that hazard in their draft plan. When mitigation planning is involved, there is no local emergency management; participants must assume a regional mindset.

As for representation, a jurisdiction cannot be represented by the county legislator – a task force must be created. Even then, a representative Mitigation Task Force does not substitute for local participation (and a Proxy does not substitute for participation). In essence, the more inclusive of the community, the better chance your draft plan has for success. In the draft, clearly define how each municipality participated in the plan development, i.e. meetings representatives attended, deliverables each municipality met, etc. 
In the draft plan, FEMA needs to see scientific methods were undertaken to determine a hazard exists. Many times it is helpful to review a sample list of strategies from previously approved plans to grasp the boilerplate language. However, although they are public property and despite FEMA’s tolerance of applicants reviewing NSF-approved grants, communities should not take the approved plan and plug segments into their own drafts. Even if it is cited, your draft will not be approved if it references another document too heavily. Instead, it might be helpful to integrate local plans and ordinances already in existence into your draft.
FEMA Approval and Fund Distribution 
FEMA uses the term “draft” to describe any stage of the plan until it has been both approved by FEMA and adopted by all participating jurisdictions. Grant funds will not be distributed to the county of local jurisdiction until a draft plan has been approved. FEMA estimates it takes 45 days for most drafts to be approved, but it is not unheard of to wait up to one year. This can be difficult as in the meantime elections occur and new officers are positioned in rural areas, as happened recently in Region II. The local jurisdiction should be prepared to fund the plan development for up to a couple of years before any FEMA funds become available. 

Question and Answer:

1. What about the other strategies (such as the recovery efforts from the Iowa flooding) that are using funds from President Obama’s American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) for putting Americans back to work? 

This can be another way to fund mitigation, along with using state funds.

Participant Comments:

· Communities can do mitigation, and there are many options to consider: short term vs. long-term plans, town versus county and even household level. Considering this, funds from other sources can be leveraged. Depending on planners’ political knowhow, mitigation can be accomplished.

· Mitigation does not solely consist of large-scale, pricey projects. Build small, get the plan in place. Participants brought to mind Project Impact, where on the South Carolina coastal zone FEMA is sponsoring communities pursuing setbacks and local “Build a Dune” projects.
· Bring sectors together without a rigid template. Replicate the Christchurch example  (2011 Earthquakes, and the ones in Canterbury before that)  which underscore the importance of knowing your neighbors, interpersonal skills, face to face meetings, collaboration, community involvement. 

· A cornerstone of FEMA should be mitigation. It’s a sad state of affairs when communities must seek out other sources of funding. 

· If you can justify your mitigation issue is a DHS issue, then it opens up worlds of funding. 

· Mitigation projects have no impact on disaster relief funds. Mitigation plans offer you a path to mitigation project assistance. Whether or not your community has received mitigation funding, if your community is in need following a disaster, you are eligible to receive disaster relief funds. No mitigation funding will allow eminent domain changes. 
· Consider the possibility of asking for outside help. In Region I, a participant hired a consultant to write a plan to get the mitigation money.

For more information contact Tom Phelan at tphelan@apus.edu. 
