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Course Title: Hazards Risk Management

Session 19: Case Studies
										Time: 2 hrs.
													


Objectives: (Slide 19-2)

19.1	Examine those factors that make Case Studies of Napa, CA and Tulsa, OK relevant to the discussion of community-based risk management

19.2	Examine and discuss the Case Study of Tulsa, OK

19.3	Examine and discuss the Case Study of Napa, CA




Scope:

This session will focus on what makes a successful community-based risk management program through an examination and discussion of Case Studies of Tulsa, OK and Napa, CA.  Both of these communities have decades of experience with chronic hazards such as flooding and tornadoes and have designed, implemented and maintained hazard risk management and mitigation programs that over time have reduced the impacts of future disaster events and promoted resiliency in their economy, environment and the quality of life enjoyed by their citizens.
													

Readings:

Student Readings:

“Global Warming, Natural Hazards, and Emergency Management.” Bullock, Jane, George Haddow and Kim Haddow. Chapters 4 – Community-Based Hazard-Mitigation Case Studies. “A Tulsa Story: Learning to Live in Harmony with Nature.” By Ann Patton. CRC Press, Taylor & Francis Group. 2009.

“Global Warming, Natural Hazards, and Emergency Management.” Bullock, Jane, George Haddow and Kim Haddow. Chapters 5 – County/Regional-Based Hazard-Mitigation Case Studies. “Living River: The Napa Valley Flood management Plan.” By Dave Dickson. CRC Press, Taylor & Francis Group. 2009.

Instructor Reading:

“Global Warming, Natural Hazards, and Emergency Management.” Bullock, Jane, George Haddow and Kim Haddow. Chapters 4 – Community-Based Hazard-Mitigation Case Studies. “A Tulsa Story: Learning to Live in Harmony with Nature.” By Ann Patton. CRC Press, Taylor & Francis Group. 2009.

“Global Warming, Natural Hazards, and Emergency Management.” Bullock, Jane, George Haddow and Kim Haddow. Chapters 5 – County/Regional-Based Hazard-Mitigation Case Studies. “Living River: The Napa Valley Flood management Plan.” By Dave Dickson. CRC Press, Taylor & Francis Group. 2009.

													


General Requirements:

Power Point slides are provided for the instructor’s use, if so desired.

It is recommended that the modified experiential learning cycle be completed for objectives 19.1 – 19.3 at the end of the session. 
													


Objective 19.1 - Examine those factors that make Case Studies of Napa, CA and Tulsa, OK relevant to the discussion of community-based risk management

Requirements

Instructor leads a discussion of those factors that make a community-based risk management program successful and how they have been applied over time in Tulsa, OK and Napa, CA.  This discussion will serve as an introduction to the Case Studies to follow in this session.


Remarks

I. As we have discussed throughout this course, there are four basic steps in the successful design, implementation and maintenance of a community-based risk management and hazard mitigation program including: (Slide 19-3)

a. Building a community partnership

b. Identifying community risks

c. Identifying and prioritizing hazard mitigation actions designed to reduce community risks

d. Building the political, financial and public support to implement the mitigation actions

II. These four steps were the basis for FEMA’s Project Impact: Building Disaster Resistant Communities national hazard mitigation initiative from 1997-2001.

III. There are other factors that play a role in community-based risk management including: (Slide 19-4)

a. Leadership

b. Local funding source

c. Staffing

d. Technical expertise

e. Working with the natural environment

f. Mix of structural and non-structural mitigation actions

g. Support from State and Federal partners

IV. Both communities participated in FEMA’s Project Impact initiative – Tulsa as a community-based project and Napa as a county/regional-based project – and as such completed the four step project Impact process: (Slide 19-5)

a. Build a community partnership – Tulsa through the efforts of everyday citizens and local government officials built support from the community at large to tackle the community’s flooding problem.  Napa engaged in a two-year community consensus building effort in order to create a 20-year plan for managing flooding in the county.

b. Identifying community risks – In both Tulsa and Napa, flooding had been an issue for decades and was significantly impacting every aspect of life in these two communities. 

c.  Identifying and prioritizing hazard mitigation actions designed to reduce community risks – Tulsa designed a series of flood mitigation actions that included both structural and non-structural actions designed to reduce flooding impacts.  Napa created a 20-year plan that also included both structural and non-structural actions.

d. Building the political, financial and public support to implement the mitigation actions – Tulsa generated public support for flood mitigation among both the public and elected and appointed public officials and established a annual Stormwater drainage fee that with federal funding sources paid for flood mitigation actions.  Napa built public and governmental support through its two-year plan development process and passed a ½ cent sales tax increase that has been used to match other public and private funding sources.

e. Ask the Students to compile a list of structural and non-structural flood mitigation actions that may have been in Tulsa and/or Napa based on what they have learned in prior course sessions.  Record this list and compare it to what is learned in both Case Studies. 

V. Other factors that played a role in community-based risk management in Tulsa and Napa include: (Slide 19-6)

a. Leadership – Individual community residents, government officials, both appointed and elected, and in the case of Tulsa, the media all played important roles in organizing the community and in the design and implementation of flood mitigation actions in both communities.

b. Local funding source – Tulsa created an annual Stormwater draining fee and Napa passed a ½ cent sales tax increase that provided consistent annual funding that was used by both communities to match public and private funding sources to pay for flood mitigation actions.

c. Staffing – City and county government staff played critical roles in both Tulsa and Napa in moving the planning and implementation processes forward.  A strong and constant focus by this staff helped keep both efforts on track.

d. Technical expertise – Tulsa turned to experts on flood control management in designing their flood mitigation actions.  Napa brought in a consulting and design firm to help build community consensus and to identify potential flood mitigation actions and how they fit into the overall 20-year plan.

e. Working with the natural environment – Both Tulsa and Napa projects involve working with and not against the natural environment.  Both communities sought to incorporate the rivers that flowed through their communities into the fabric of their community’s economy and economic development.

f. Mix of structural and non-structural mitigation actions – No one-flood mitigation action could fully address the flooding issues in Tulsa and Napa.  Rather each community identified a series of both structural (levees, retention ponds, etc.) and non-structural (property buyouts, wetland restoration, etc.) flood mitigation actions.

g. Support from State and Federal partners – Tulsa worked closely with FEMA and other Federal departments and agencies to identify funding for their various flood control projects.  The US Army Corps of Engineers paid for Napa two-year consensus building planning proves and Napa has secured a combination of State and Federal government and private sector funds to fund their various flood mitigation actions.

													

Objective 19.2 - Examine and discuss the Case Study of Tulsa, OK

Requirements:  

The instructor will lead a review of the actions taken in Tulsa to reduce flooding in the community and discuss what factors made this effort successful.  The basis of this case study is a chapter authored by Ann Patton, a Tulsa native and driving force in Tulsa’s flood management efforts for over 20 years, and is included in the 2009 book entitled, “Global Warming, Natural Hazards, and Emergency Management.”  A short biography of Ann Patton is included in the following Supplemental Considerations.

													

Supplemental Considerations:

Ann Patton Biography

Ann Patton is a Tulsa-based writer, consultant, and grassroots advocate for disaster-resistant, sustainable communities.  She has more than 35 years’ experience in journalism and government, as a citizen activist, newspaper reporter, program manager, and writer.  She was the founding director of three award-winning local programs: Tulsa Partners, Project Impact, and Citizen Corps, all working through partnerships to create safe, sustainable families and communities. She is a charter member of the team that built Tulsa’s flood control and hazard mitigation programs.  She retired from the City of Tulsa in 2004 and continues to serve as a consultant and volunteer.

She heads Ann Patton Company LLC, a professional consulting firm.  She serves as consultant and /or volunteer with groups such as the Institute for Business & Home Safety, Save the Children, and Tulsa Partners.  She has worked with the Department of Homeland Security, Federal Emergency Management Agency, U. S. Corporation for National and Community Service, Surgeon General’s Office for Medical Reserve Corps, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.

Mrs. Patton has served as mentor to many communities in the U.S. and beyond.  She is secretary for the Board of Direction of the National Multihazard Mitigation Council, representing U.S. communities.  She has served on the Millennium Center Executive Committee, Disaster-Resistant Business Council, national Working Group on Citizen Engagement in Health Emergency Planning, the Hazard Mitigation Working Group of the Department of Homeland Security, and the Association of State Floodplain Managers’ committee on building public support for local floodplain managers.

													


Remarks:

I. Introduction

a. The story of Tulsa’s fight to control flooding begins on June 8, 1974 with what had become the regular flooding of Mongo Creek. (Slide 19-7)

b. That night a Tulsa resident named Carol Williams, whose house had flooded, started an advocacy group that would ultimately lead to the design and implementation of a flood control system that has successfully reduced flooding impacts in Tulsa over the past three decades.

c. This case study will focus on a series of eras since that date in June 1974:

i. 1974-1984 – Conflict and confrontation

ii. 1984-1990 – Challenge and change 

iii. 1990-1998 – Integration

iv. 1998-2002 – Collaboration and expansion

v. 2002 – 2008 – Sustainability

d. Tulsa in located in an area in Oklahoma known as “Tornado Alley” subject not only to tornadoes but also to regular flooding principally from the Arkansas River.

e. Tulsa has a long history of flooding prior to 1974 suffering major floods in 1908, 1923, 1943, 1957, 1959, 1963, 1968 and 1970 and more.

f. Significant flooding occurred along the many creek beds developed for housing.

g. Ask the students why they think individuals would build a home in a creek bed known to flood on a regular basis?

II. 1974-1984 – Conflict and Confrontation

a. Tulsa joined the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) in 1970 but failed to adopt flood maps. (Slide 19-8)

b. Flash floods occurred in 1971 and 1973 with four more floods in 1974. The June 8 flood coupled with three tornadoes was the largest causing $18 million in damages.

c. Carol Williams group is named Tulsans for a Better Community and is joined by Ron Flanagan a planning consultant and other flood control technical experts.

d. Tulsans for a Better Community become effective advocates for four major points:

i. Stop new buildings that will flood or make anybody else flood worse. 

ii. Clear the most dangerous of the flood-prone buildings and turn the land into parks. 

iii. Carefully install remedial works, such as channels and detention ponds to hold and convey water, considering the offsite and future impacts of the works, watershed- wide.

iv. Involve citizens at every point.

e. 1976 Memorial Day flood killed three and caused $40 million in damages to 3,000 buildings. (Slide 19-9)

f. City Hall responds with “wave of actions” including:

i. Temporary moratorium on floodplain building.

ii. Hiring city’s first hydrologist 

iii. Assigned a planner to develop a set of comprehensive policies

iv. Began master drainage planning

v. Gained public approval of first flood control bond issue in years

g. Regulations held for the most part and no new building has flooded since the implementation of the 1977 regulations.

h. Ask the students what were the key factors in the success of the Tulsans for a Better Community response to the 1976 Memorial Day flood?  Potential responses include repetitive flooding, detailed and specific goals, mix of technical staffing and regulations requested, pressure on City Hall.

III. 1984-1990 – Challenge and Change (Slide 19-10)

a. New public officials elected in 1984 upset election including new Mayor and new Street Commissioner committed to tackling flood control issue.

b. 1984 Memorial Day flood is worst flood ever killing 14 and causing $183 million in damages to 7,000 homes.

c. Tulsans for a better Community immediately created a “Flood-hazard mitigation team” that:

i. Assessed the damage

ii. Identified areas of highest hazard

iii. Implemented a rebuilding moratorium

iv. Identified properties for acquisition and relocation

d. Ready for when FEMA came to town 15 days after the flood and used FEMA funding to purchase and relocate 33 single-family homes and 228 mobile home pads for $17.6 million that included $1.8 million in FEMA funds and $11.5 million in local funds plus insurance claims.

e. Stormwater Management Department created.

f. Within two years, a storm-water utility fee of $2 monthly on everyone’s water bill was instituted that provided stable funding source for ongoing flood control activities.

g. Redeveloped acquired properties into open space and recreational uses.

h. Ask the Students what was the most important accomplishment of this period and why?  Choices include establishing Stormwater Management Department, creating the Stormwater utility fee, acquiring and relocating flooded properties, organizing a quick response to memorial day flood, securing FEMA funds for buyouts, others.

IV. 1990-1998 – Integration (Slide 19-11)

a. New Public Works Department established.

b. Stormwater management institutionalized into city operations.

c. Regular buyouts using local funds to match FEMA funds resulted in over 1,000 repetitive loss properties being acquired and relocated out of harm’s way.

d. Properties returned to open land and recreational use.

V. 1998-2000 – Collaboration and expansion (Slide 19-12)

a. Tulsa joined FEMA’s Project Impact initiative and received a $500,000 grant.

b. FEMA grant extended over three years and help expand hazard mitigation work to other hazards including tornadoes and terrorism.

c. Partnered with old adversaries Home Builders Association of Greater Tulsa who incorporated the tornado Safe Room concept into their new homes.

d. Pre-disaster mitigation planning instituted.

e. City created non-profit, Tulsa Partners Inc.,  to succeed Project Impact grant.

f. Ask the Students what factors they think played a role in the success of flood control activities in Tulsa during this period?

VI. 2002-2008 – Sustainability (Slide 19-13)

a. Recent Tulsa Partners Inc. projects include:

i. Continuity planning for nonprofits and small businesses, in conjunction with the Institute for Business & Home Safety;

ii. Disaster safety for children and care providers, in partnership with Save the Children;

iii. Public education in preparedness and mitigation.

b. Shift to community sustainability issues and building a disaster resistant community.

c. Examples of current and past projects presented in Supplemental Considerations below.

													

Supplemental Considerations:

Below are some examples of Tulsa-based initiatives that may offer lessons for people working to build disaster-resistant, sustainable communities and live in greater harmony with Nature. Many of these projects were born in Tulsa Partners or share a similar philosophy.  

Tulsa Partners 
Tulsa Partners Inc. is a 501-C-3 nonprofit program that continues the work begun by FEMA’s Project Impact: creating partnerships to create disaster-resistant, sustainable communities. It serves as a catalyst for collaboration in a broad range of programs, generally related to grassroots disaster management and sustainability. Public-private partners collaborate to accomplish their mission: to advance community goals, enhance quality of life, and create a more livable, safe, and sustainable community, in harmony with each other and Nature.

Over the past decade, Tulsa Partners has fielded more than 300 partners and hundreds of volunteers. This program has received some dozen awards, including several national awards, as well as grants from national and local organizations.

Funded by grants and donations, Tulsa Partners operates through a governing board, advisory committee, and numerous project-specific committees. It specializes in incubating innovative projects, deriving lessons learned, then institutionalizing those projects with other groups and proceeding to explore new ideas. Some of the best programs have been started by partners within their own organizations, sometimes independently and other times in concert with Tulsa Partners. (See also www.TulsaPartners.org)

SafeRooms
Tulsa lies in the heart of Tornado Alley, but houses generally have been built without basements or other shelters. In 1998, when Texas Tech University developed new technology for building tornado SafeRooms, Tulsa Partners seized the opportunity to popularize them.
SafeRooms are specially anchored and armored closets or similar small enclosures. They can be built in new or existing buildings, inside or outside, above or below ground, to provide safe shelter in even the most dangerous tornadoes. 

With $50,000 from FEMA, Tulsa Partners formed a partnership with the Home Builders Association of Greater Tulsa to create some high-profile demonstration SafeRooms, coupled with an aggressive public education program. When the disastrous May 1999 tornado hit Oklahoma, President Clinton kicked off a FEMA-supported SafeRoom initiative, which was later replicated in some other states. 

Within a few years, tens of thousands of SafeRooms were built across Oklahoma. They were used successfully in subsequent tornadoes such as the 2003 tornado in Moore, OK. 
See also Safe Rooms Save Lives, http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord.do?id=2488

Disaster-Resistant Business Council
Tulsa is strongly committed to encouraging continuity of operations planning for businesses, nonprofits, and government agencies. 

In 2007, Tulsa Partners volunteers formed the Disaster-Resistant Business Council to help spearhead continuity planning. The DRBC is chaired by State Farm Insurance executive Dave Hall. It is a national pilot for the Institute for Business and Home Safety’s Open for Business® program. Members include the Tulsa Metro Chamber of Commerce, Association of Contingency Planners, and Oklahoma Insurance Department. The DRBC supports Open for Business® planning through workshops, public events and education, direct training, and collaboration with other programs. Examples of recent events include disaster planning workshops for long-term care, hospitals, businesses, and child care providers. 
See also www.IBHS.org.

Save the Children / Tulsa Partners initiative
In 2007, Tulsa Partners joined with the international Save the Children group to establish a demonstration project. The general goal is to develop and document ways local coalitions can improve child safety in disasters.  

With a wide variety of partners, the group is working to provide preparedness training for children and care providers; to provide continuity of care through Open for Business® planning; and to mobilize neighborhoods and the general community in support of children and their child care centers.  

They are also developing a model children’s annex to the community’s Emergency Operations Plan. Tulsa has formally designed child care centers as critical facilities; that is, safe and secure child care must continue in place even in times of emergency if the community is to function well and recover. 

The Save the Children / Tulsa Partners initiative will be documented in a guidebook to help other communities learn from Tulsa’s demonstration program.
See also www.SavetheChildren.org. 

A disaster-resilient community
Tulsa’s skill in managing disaster was tested most recently on Dec. 9, 2007, when an ice storm destroyed tens of thousands of trees and threw 75 percent of Tulsans into darkness. The power outage was the largest in Oklahoma history, with more than 600,000 customer accounts without electricity for upwards of a week or more.

In the Emergency Operations Center, Tulsa Mayor Kathy Taylor and her team developed a three-part recovery program:
· Removing and disposing of more than 2 million cubic yards of debris.
· Mobilizing volunteers, including church members and 96 electricians, to help with home repairs, restoration of electricity, and debris clearance.
· Restoring the city’s shattered urban tree canopy, in a public-private wave of tree plantings by the city and Up with Trees.

Meanwhile, across the city, neighbors helped neighbors. The Tulsa Community Foundation launched a campaign to raise funds for emergency human needs. The Tulsa Human Response Coalition established a one-stop center, operated by the Tulsa Urban League, to help low-income people with critical needs. And the electric company and community planners turned their thoughts to long-term mitigation measures, including burying power lines.
See also www.cityoftulsa.org/Storm.asp. 

These disaster-resilient programs evolved within days and weeks, born from a community habit – a culture, if you will -- of collaborative hazard management, developed over many years in Tulsa’s search for ways to live in better harmony with Nature.
													


VII. Lessons learned - Below are a few of the lessons we’ve learned – almost all of them learned the hard way -- on Tulsa’s journey toward becoming a disaster-resistant, sustainable community.  (These lessons were taken directly from the book text): (Slides 19-14 – 19-15)

a. “Start with a small nub of your very best people, kind, committed, selfless, and statesmanlike. Develop a shared vision. Then build a holistic, inclusive partnership around that heart.

b. “Engage a dedicated, able program champion.

c. “Establish broad goals, specific objectives, and flexible strategies that can be adapted to avoid landmines, avert problems, and seize opportunities.

d. “Think holistically. The more comprehensive your program is, the larger your constituencies can be.  

e. “It is important to take a negative mission (such as regulating floodplain use) and convert it into a positive, synergistic mission (such as also providing community parks and open space).

f. “Find something that is working well and attach your program to it. It might be the Red Cross in one town or the United Way in another; perhaps the churches or the library or the City Council. Every town will have a good starting place.

g. “Partnerships should be mutually beneficial, and all strategies should be win/win. Learn to listen well to what your partners need, and find ways to deliver it – as long as it does not compromise your base principles.

h. “Marry opposites for a stronger program. As Dr. Mark Meo at the University of Oklahoma taught us, good public policy happens at the intersection of grassroots citizens and technical experts. It’s true with many diverse populations. Engage academics and marry them with common-sense common folk, too, for another example.

i. “Never, never underestimate the power of the news media. Find ways to inspire them to share your community vision. You are challenged to become a translator of technical jargon into memorable sound bites that motivate humankind.

j. “Plan to seize any post-disaster window of opportunity. It may be in your town, but you can also take advantage of disasters or trends (such as a jag of interest in green building) elsewhere that capture the public interest.  Shamelessly take advantage of the hazard de jour and build on it.

k. “Once you are certain of your long-range goals and principles, dare to invite in your adversaries, listen sincerely, and seek to convert them into supporters.  

l. “Celebrate success. Always spin to the positive. There are no failures, only lessons learned.

m. “Find your best management style. We use a jazz-band system we learned from a Tulsa planner named Gerald Wilhite, with light central control and maximum freedom for innovation; shared vision holds it all together and keeps it working in harmony. 

n. “Rejoice in independent successes. Perhaps the best measure of success occurs when people creates independent programs that further your mission. The Tulsa motto (perhaps the secret to collaboration success) is: There is no end to what you can accomplish in this world if you don’t care who gets the credit.”

o. Ask the Students what other lessons learned they take away from the Tulsa experience?


													


Objective 19.3 - Examine and discuss the Case Study of Napa, CA

Requirements:

The instructor will lead a review of the actions taken in Napa, CA to reduce flooding in the community and discuss what factors made this effort successful.  The basis of this case study is a chapter authored by Dave Dickson, who managed Napa valley’s “Living River” Flood Management Plan, and is included in the 2009 book entitled, “Global Warming, Natural Hazards, and Emergency Management.”  A short biography of Ann Patton is included in the following Supplemental Considerations.

													

Supplemental Considerations:

Dave Dickson Biography

David Dickson most recently was a Senior Consultant to MIG, Inc., a California-based planning and design firm. Mr. Dickson consulted with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Army Corps of Engineers, the University of California, and George Washington University in the areas of watershed management, restoration, disaster management, and financial planning. His public agency work included positions as Chief Financial Officer of the Napa County Flood Control and Water Conservation District and Community Development Director for the Napa County Administrator’s Office. He was Project Manager for the Napa Valley’s “Living River’” Flood Management Plan-a comprehensive watershed-wide Plan for flood damage reduction, river and watershed restoration, and economic revitalization in the City of Napa. He was the architect and manager of the Community Coalition planning process and the financing plan of this countywide effort that now totals over $500 million in public investment. He holds a B.A., Political Science, San Diego State University and has completed Masters Level Course Work, Public Finance Institute, University of California, Davis.  Dave Dickson died unexpectedly in June 2011.

													


Remarks

I. Introduction (Slide 19-16)

a. The Napa River project is a story about how a community came to terms with its river and associated flooding problems.

b. The project included a community consensus building process that resulted in the crafting of a 20-year plan to address the flooding problems that is turn resulted in over $500 million in investments in the community.

c. The Napa River runs the length of the county and has flooded 27 times since 1862 including the largest recorded flood event in 1986 and other major flood events in 1995 and 2005.

d. Over time the river has been polluted by various industries and community residents and groups have worked for years to clean-up the river and to help control flooding through restoring wetlands.

e. The US Army Corps of Engineers proposed structural flood control solutions on four different occasions in the 1960s and 1970s and again in 1995.  The residents rejected these proposals each time because of the negative environmental impacts associated with these proposed projects.

f. Ask the Students how the Napa and Tulsa situations are similar leading up to the efforts to build effective flood control systems?
 
II. Community Coalition Process (Slide 19-17)

a. Surveys showed that flood control was the number one issue in Napa.

b. A 30-month Community Coalition consensus building process was begun in which the community’s business leaders, environmentalists, government officials, mobile home owners, neighborhoods, fishermen, canoers, Red Cross workers, gadflies, and others participated.

c. The Corps of Engineers changed the way they did their business and provided funding to support the Community Coalition.

d. A Steering Committee was formed composed of local elected officials and the presidents of the Friends of the Napa River, the Napa Valley Economic Development Corporation, and the Wine Institute. 

e. The first thing the Committee did was develop a set of goals: 

i. Protection form the 100-year flood

ii. A living, vital Napa River

iii. Economic revitalization

iv. A cost that the citizens could support

v. Retaining our valuable federal project authorization (50% funding)

vi. Watershed wide planning and a solutions-integrated “system.”

f. A coalition of 27 local stakeholder organizations reviewed the goals and joined 27 government agencies with jurisdiction over the Napa River at the table. (Slide 19-17)

g. Over 24 months a total of 8 town-hall style meetings were held with 200-250 people participating.

h. Living River concept was identified in the first six months and several technical experts were brought in to advise four technical committees in four different focus areas including:

i. Living River

ii. Up-Valley watershed management

iii. Urban design

iv. Finance and regulatory issues

i. Ask the Students if they had experience with consensus building projects and what were their impressions of this type of decision-making process.

III. “Living River” Plan (Slide 19-19)

a. After two years of relentless and intense research and negotiations, the Corps, 27 other governmental agencies, and 25 local non-governmental organizations hammered out a revolutionary “Living River” plan. 

b. The plan had stiff requirements:

i. Reconnect the river to its natural floodplain and maintain the natural depth-to-width ratio of the river. 

ii. Restore historical tidal wetlands and implement watershed management practices to maintain the natural riparian corridors along the river and tributaries. 

iii. Clean up contaminated river-adjacent properties

iv. Replace eight bridges that now act as dams during high flows

v. Relocate, purchase, or elevate 38 homes, businesses and mobile homes that were in the floodplain. 

c. Original estimates for the plan totaled $250 million. About $100 million was to come from the federal government and state environmental restoration grants and highway bridge funding. $150 million was to come from local taxpayers and the tourists who visit Napa Valley. 

d. A half-percent increase in the local sales tax taps the tourists, who pay about one-third of the local sales tax. This was a very appealing feature of the finance plan to the citizens. Other tax increase proposals were soundly rejected in community surveys conducted under the direction of the Community Coalition.

e. The Coalition said the tax must expire after 20 years, and two citizen oversight committees were required in the tax measure to scrutinize expenditures and to oversee the technical aspects of project implementation.

f. Campaign conducted to get super majority voter approval of sales tax increase succeeded in passing the measure with a 300-vote margin.

g. Ask the Students to discuss how the final “Living River” plan had something for everyone in it.

IV. Project Update (Slide 19-20)

a. After ten years, the Napa River Living River Flood Protection and Estuary Restoration Project is about 75% complete. It has ushered in a new era for the city of Napa and a major transformation of the city’s southern entrance and downtown. 

b. Old levees have been removed or breached, creating more than 1,000 acres of new wetlands. 

c. Five new bridges that use to act as dams during flood flows have been re-constructed. 

d. Costs have almost doubled over the original estimates for the project, but fortunately higher-than-expected proceeds from the half cent sales tax and State of California bonds for flood control have managed to keep the local expenditure side of the equation in balance. 

e. The Federal Corps of Engineers’ funding, however, has lagged, therefore postponing flood protection.

f. Funding has come from multiple sources – see Supplemental Considerations.

													

Supplemental Considerations:


Multiple Benefits Equals Multiple Funding Sources

	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
	$130 million

	Grants/Loans: Environmental Restoration
	

	   California Coastal Conservancy
	$2 million

	   State Lands Commission
	$2 million

	   CALFED
	$5 million

	   DWR Urban Streams Restoration
	$1 million

	   California River Parkways Grant
	$4 million

	   Clean Water Act: SRF, 2% Loan
	($65 million)

	FEMA Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
	

	   Napa Creek Home Relocations
	$1 million

	   Mobile Home Park Protection
	$7.5 million

	   Countywide Home Elevations
	$4.5 million

	   Floodway Buy-Out
	$5 million

	   Yountville Floodwall/St. Helena Planning
	$8 million

	Federal/State Highway Funds
	

	   3rd Street Bridge
	$9 million

	   1st Street Bridge
	$2 million

	   Maxwell Bridge
	$22 million

	State Road Subventions
	$75 million

	Local Sales Tax Increase
	$240 million

	Total Project Cost (includes Maintenance Trust Fund)
	$520 million



													


g. Economic development – nearly a billion dollars in public and private investment in Napa and up county since the inception of the project resulting in new hotels, new tourist attractions, new restaurants, and new jobs.

h. Ask the Students to discuss what ahs been the greatest benefit derived from the “Living River” project -0 flood control, economic development, environmental restoration and protection, quality of life improvement or something else.

V. Key Elements for a Successful Project

a. Even so, the Community Coalition model of a “Living River” planning and consensus development process does not work in every situation. At least seven key elements must be present to achieve the sort of success seen in Napa. (These lessons were taken directly from the book text): (Slide 19-21)

i. An emerging mission born from a crisis or mandate

ii. Common knowledge resulting in shared meaning

iii. A champion willing to take risks

iv. A community of place

v. No better deals elsewhere

vi. Primary parties participate in good faith

vii. Multiple issues for trade-off resulting in multiple community benefits

viii. Adequate resources 

b. An Emerging Mission Born from a Crisis or Mandate 

i. “In order for the process to get started, there must be a deep and shared sense among the populace that something must be done. In the case of Napa, it was major floods in 1986 and 1995, combined with the unveiling of the third unacceptable Army Corps of Engineers design proposal. When natural disasters are the basis of a community crisis, you need to move quickly while the urgency is still in the minds of the locals.” 

c. Common Knowledge Resulting in Shared Meaning

i. “The consensus action planning process must invest in education and create a common understanding of the issues, science, and key dynamics together, so that everyone starts the process with common knowledge. This then evolves into shared meaning among the stakeholders. So often, government engineers and consultants do not adequately invest in educating the public and non-professionals about the underlying reasons behind design recommendations.

ii. “Visualization of complex principals helps in this area, as do professional facilitators. All ideas must be seriously considered, even if many of the stakeholders already know why. Everyone at the table needs to start with the same baseline information. Sometimes I refer to this success element as the need to “love every idea – to death.”

d. A Local Champion Willing to Take Risks

i. “Generally, established bureaucracies and organizations are threatened by truly open, participatory democracy planning processes. In every successful community consensus process I have participated in there has been a key elected official who leads the charge to convince the government entity and community stakeholders to take a risk in how the design and decision process needs to occur.

ii. “In the Napa experience, the “normal process” had failed three times and, given that an acceptable plan would only be implemented if two-thirds of the voters agreed to a tax increase, the Flood Control District agreed to resource a community-based planning process. In doing so, it had to give up some power to the Friends of the Napa River, the Napa Valley Economic Development Corporation, and the Napa Chamber of Commerce and change the composition of its own governing body to add representation from the five cities in the County. 

iii. “Additionally, there is usually at least one professional staff member who commits his or her full time and more to achieving the agreements necessary, meeting with all constituencies behind the scenes in order to identify deal-breaking positions before they come out in public planning sessions.”

e. A “Community of Place”

i. “It is essential that the geographic scope of the consensus planning effort is appropriate. It is not realistic to conduct a participatory process on a State or national level. Stakeholders in Florida and California are too far apart to identify with a “place” of a scale that lends itself to consensus-based planning. A watershed is an ideal geographic scope for the purpose of agreeing on a flood protection plan. Even though the upper watershed stakeholders have different interests than the downstream residents, the Napa Valley as a whole is a “Community of Place.”

f. Primary Stakeholders Participate In Good Faith: No “Better Deals” Elsewhere    

i. “To be successful, a consensus-based community planning process cannot allow key stakeholders to participate in an environment that allows for a better deal to be obtained elsewhere. Agreement needs to be obtained “up front” that participants will truly play by the rules of the process outlined by the sponsors. “   

g. Multiple Issues for Trade-Off Resulting in Multiple Community Benefits

i. “Consensus-driven community planning processes tend to succeed if there is more than one issue on the table. Multi-objective flood protection projects meet this element of success because they usually involve a multitude of issues, including flood protection, environmental restoration, transportation system improvements, land use planning, provision for river trails and passive recreation, community health and safety, and taxation.  If success on the ground is dependent on all of the stakeholders getting something from the process, then the more community benefits included in a project, the easier it is to achieve compromise and consensus.”

h. Adequate Resources

i. “Having adequate resources to tap into is crucial for a project’s success. Professional planning process management, design assistance, visualization, photo simulations, adequate budget for engineering and hydrologic and hydraulic modeling (at least at the feasibility level), and community polling are all critical in achieving effective community consensus planning for large-scale projects. No one will sustain his or her participation if the process just rehashes the same limited information, meeting after meeting. A significant investment must be made by the sponsors to assure that the process will produce answers to hard questions and won’t simply rely on the network of informed or uninformed opinion. It helps tremendously if there is a process to involve stakeholders in the selection of the professional support resources.”

VI. “The Napa River project offers a great example of how a community of diverse and even contradictory interests can band together and bring together all of these elements to achieve protection from nature while at the same time protecting nature. As we move into the reality of climate change and experience more and more its unpredictable, devastating effect on our communities, the need to develop successful consensus-based planning processes like the one in Napa will only become more urgent.”   

VII. Ask the Students if they believe that the Napa model is replicable in their community?

													

Supplemental Considerations:

FEMA has developed an online textbook entitled, “Emergency and Risk Management Case Studies Textbook,” that is available on the FEMA Higher Education program website at http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/emoutline.asp.  Chapter 3 of this textbook includes three case studies in hazard mitigation that may be considered as supplements to this session.

Below are copies of the introductions and conclusions for each of the three case studies included in Chapter 3 of FEMA’s “Emergency and Risk Management Case Studies Textbook.”

[bookmark: _Toc68715427]Case Study 3.1: Deerfield Beach, Florida: A Project Impact Community
[bookmark: _Toc68715428]
Background

After having spent over $20 billion in ten years (1988-1998) to help communities repair and rebuild after natural disasters, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) decided to take a proactive approach to reduce these costs, focusing on mitigation efforts.  In 1997, FEMA Director James Lee Witt initiated Project Impact: Building Disaster Resistant Communities.  The main goal of Project Impact, Director Witt stated during a kick-off speech, was “to change the way America prevents and prepares for disasters”.  

Project Impact was built upon three basic principles:

1. Preventive actions must be decided at the local level;
2. Private sector partnerships and participation is vital; and
3. Long-term efforts and investments in prevention measures are essential. 

Elements of the project included a national awareness campaign and outreach to businesses and communities to educate and to encourage both to become disaster resistant.  To kick off the program, seven pilot communities were selected that were willing to participate in FEMA’s effort to “break the damage-repair, damage-repair cycle,” as stated by Director Witt.   

FEMA promised to guide communities through a risk assessment process to identify and prioritize mitigation initiatives and to work with community leaders to generate support and resources.  These communities, taking action to mitigate the impact of future natural disasters, would demonstrate the economic benefits of pre-disaster mitigation to state and local government officials, which in turn would provide a tangible, measurable incentive for other communities to take similar action.  

President Clinton committed $50 million to Project Impact in 1998, of which FEMA promised to provide up to $1 million to each community participating in the project, dedicating the “seed” money to mitigation projects throughout the community.  The local incentive for participating in Project Impact was that these communities would have the ability to show that “a disaster resistant community can rebound from a natural disaster with far less loss of property and consequently much less cost for repairs…moreover, the time lost from productive activity is minimized for both businesses and their employees”.	 

Deerfield Beach, FL Project Impact

Deerfield Beach, Florida, a coastal community of over 66,000 people, was the first Project Impact community to partner with FEMA.  Deerfield Beach is well acquainted with damages a natural disaster can invoke upon a community. Having been hit by seven major hurricanes in 75 years, residents knew more hurricanes were statistically almost a certainty.  The community’s determination to decrease damages sustained from future hurricanes, after a particularly bad blow from Hurricane Andrew in 1992, followed by near misses of Erin and Opal in 1995, left no question as to its selection to be the pilot Project Impact community.

Although city management was skeptical of FEMA’s initial proposition, FEMA personnel conducted frequent visits and eventually their “sincerity” won the community over.  With guidance from FEMA, Deerfield Beach identified and prioritized mitigation projects that would be most beneficial to the community.  One of the first efforts undertaken was retrofitting the Deerfield Beach High School, which also serves as a community shelter during emergencies.  Hurricane straps were added to the cafeteria and auditorium, and wind shutters were placed on all the school’s windows.  Deerfield Beach also retrofitted the Chamber of Commerce with hurricane-resistant windows and put shutters on the City Hall.  Other projects that Deerfield Beach used their Project Impact “seed” money for are included in Table 3.1.1 (below).
[bookmark: _Toc68715429]
Table 3.1.1. Project Impact Funding Expenditures
	Mitigation Effort
	$ Used

	Awareness Programs - CERT, EOC
	16,710.04

	Business Alliance Quarterly Mtgs.
	3,655.01

	CERT Training
	65,417.13

	Critical Facilities Shuttering and
   Disaster Resistant Improvements
	348,747.06

	EOC Computers/Equipment
	9,378.08

	Emergency Operations Plan
	30,000

	CERT Exercise at Universal Studios
        1998, 1999, 2000
	2,165.04

	Hurricane Awareness Expo
        1998, 1999, 2000
	9,165.45

	Mentoring
	3,371.94

	Public Awareness
      PI Pins, TV Program, Vehicle Decals
	6,008.56

	Mitigation Operations Center
	85,000

	Neighborhood Emergency Team
       Organizational Meetings
	22,739.33

	CERT Fire and Rescue Open House
       1999, 2000
	9,165.88

	Project Impact Booklet
	21,107.28

	Office Supplies
	2,036.68

	Shutters for Single Family Residences
      Senior Citizens, Low Income Households
	365,332.52

	TOTAL
	1,000,000.00



Conclusion
	
Project Impact positively impacted Deerfield Beach.  The community was at its peak in mitigation efforts and awareness when FEMA was working hand-in-hand with them, advising, guiding and supporting their efforts.  To keep a community involved and motivated to pursue mitigation projects takes a commitment of resources:  money, partners, and government support.  Without any one of these three entities, momentum can quickly be lost.  People need to be kept informed during all phases of a community’s efforts so they can develop a sense of ownership and pride in their community.  

Partnerships, as stated by James Lee Witt upon initiating Project Impact, play a crucial role in successful mitigation efforts.  That direction needs to be given as to what is expected in a partnership cannot be forgotten.  FEMA, as evidenced in Deerfield Beach, was a tremendous partner.  Personnel were committed to helping Project Impact communities and remained community advocates throughout the formally funded duration of the program.  Loss of the Federal Government commitment to Project Impact created a change in Florida State Government commitment to mitigation efforts, which squelched the effort being put forth at the community level in Deerfield Beach.  Without support for mitigation efforts, Deerfield Beach was forced to cut back on its progress, but due to committed individuals in the community, Project Impact lives on.  This is a community to be watched and emulated, as Deerfield Beach continues to make progress despite setbacks.  


Case Study 3.2: Avalanche Mitigation in the Western United States

Introduction

An avalanche is a large mass of snow, ice, earth, rock, or other material in swift motion down a mountainside or over a precipice. Snow avalanches, which are most commonly triggered by either heavy snowfall, rain, thaw, or physical disturbance, can occur whenever a sufficient depth of snow is deposited or accumulates on slopes steeper than 20 to 30 degrees (with the most dangerous coming from slopes in the 35-40 degree ranges.)  Generally, slopes of less than 20 degrees are not steep enough for sliding to occur, while those greater than 60 degrees will not be able to maintain a heavy enough load of snow to pose an avalanche risk.  

The physical processes by which avalanches develop, are triggered, and move have been studied extensively and are understood well.  This high level of understanding has resulted in the ability of emergency managers to correctly identify and mitigate them.    The National Snow and Ice Data Center divides avalanches into three main parts – starting zone, track and runout zone. The starting zone is the most volatile area of a slope, where unstable snow can fracture from the surrounding snow cover and begin to slide. The track is the path or channel that an avalanche follows as it goes downhill. The runout zone is where the snow and debris finally come to a stop. During the avalanche, the snow behaves much like a liquid as it slides down the affected slope.

Avalanches typically follow the same paths year after year, leaving scarring along their paths.  As such, trained experts can easily identify areas that are prone to the hazard with a high degree of accuracy.  However, unusual weather conditions can produce new paths or cause avalanches to extend beyond their normal paths, and the identification of these risk areas takes a greater amount of expertise and speculation.

Conclusion

Aside from the basic structural avalanche mitigation measures like snow fences, redirection structures and artillery, there are a number of very innovative programs in use.  Two of these innovative measures include zoning, like Ketchum Idaho’s Avalanche Zone District, and corridor management, like the I-90, Snoqualmie Pass East project in Washington State.  Mandated and enforced zoning is effective in preventing damage to structures by keeping them out of known (and zoned) avalanche paths. Corridor management is effective in reducing injury, death, and damage to property, and it reduces the chances of negative economic impacts that result from road closures.

The Committee on Ground Failure Hazards Mitigation Research wrote that hazard mitigation requires measures ranging from appropriate land-use management and effective building codes in avalanche-prone areas to the timely issuance of emergency warnings and programs of public education. Centralized avalanche information and forecast centers currently play an important hazard-reduction role in Colorado, Utah, and Washington. These centers are funded by a variety of state, federal, and private organizations, but the funding base is not secure in all cases and their survival is an issue of concern.  This committee claims that, despite our knowledge of the destructive nature of snow avalanches and the hazards they pose to mountain residents and vacationers, the United States still lacks coordinated national leadership on avalanche issues. There is currently no national program for avalanche prediction, land-use planning, research, and education.  The Federal Land Recreational Visitor Protection Act of 2003 (S.931) could be a step towards a more coordinated approach.  S.391 will provide a funding vehicle for avalanche research, prevention and mitigation through grants.  



Case Study 3.3: Tornado Safe Rooms

Introduction

Tornadoes are an unavoidable factor in the lives of people living throughout most of the United States.  Every year without fail, they cause death, damage and distress.  Of course, some areas of the country are at significantly greater risk than others. For years these high-risk states and communities have struggled to find ways to educate the public about the hazard risk and to reduce the hazard’s impact. 

Researchers at Texas Tech University studied various engineering methods and common sense approaches aimed at protecting lives and property during tornadoes. The tornado safe room idea was borne out of these efforts in the late 1970s; developed in the 1980s; and was gradually implemented in the 1990s.  The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) fully embraced and marketed the concept of safe rooms after a particularly devastating outbreak of tornadoes that struck in 1998.  The states located in the so-called “Tornado Alley” were targeted for the construction of these safe rooms.  In one such initiative in Oklahoma, more than 6,000 safe rooms were built following a set of twisters that struck the Midwest in 1999.  

President Bill Clinton publicly advocated the construction of safe rooms after the events described above and others.  As safe room construction became more widespread, the emergence of success stories increased, anecdotally proving the worth of such mitigation measures.  One community in particular, Moore, Oklahoma, which had suffered through the 1999 tornado events, claimed that many of its citizens were saved from a repeat of the tornado events in 2003 by the widespread use of safe room construction that had occurred in the interim. 

The wide acceptance of safe rooms as a mitigation technique for tornadoes has led to standards and regulations to self-police the industry. Though not all safe room builders and the shelters they construct meet FEMA guidelines, the code community has continued to work towards the development of unified standards. Congress, though not mandating safe rooms, is exploring legislation for wind hazard reduction - the first of its kind that addresses tornadoes, hurricanes or any other wind-driven events.  The safe room concept has shown how mitigation techniques can succeed if a community, its residents, the government, and the private sector join forces to address a hazard or risk that will not simply vanish on its own. 

Conclusion

The fact that Safe Rooms work has been proven by residents and local community support, and endorsed by both President Bill Clinton and his successor’s chief mitigation officer. Comparing Oklahoma tornadoes in 1999 versus 2003, government officials cited the success of safe rooms in protecting lives.  Though safe rooms only exist in a relatively small proportion of all homes in “Tornado Alley”, it is easier to sell a home with a safe room – some people actually want to pay for these shelters. Granted, “tornadoes are low probability/high consequence events. Even in Oklahoma, the chances of an individual building or person being destroyed by a tornado are not very high and difficult to estimate,” as was described by Tulsa’s Ann Patton.  But Texas Tech estimates that each year over three billion man-hours are spent in the United States under tornado watches. “In more than half the watches issued, a tornado occurs somewhere within the watch area.” People in tornado prone areas experience anxiety and loss of productivity unless a safe place is readily available. FEMA has determined that safe rooms, be they residential, community or school ones, best serve the people of “Tornado Alley” and beyond, to people in coastal regions who are under threats during hurricane season. The example of Moore, Oklahoma, best exemplifies the key ingredients for a successful mitigation project: community support, financial support (in its case, from the state) and leaders willing to push the issue. Four years after the 1999 tornadoes, lives were saved in Moore because of safe rooms. Yes, the political willpower must lead to an all-winds hazard program so the safe room concept can be more broadly exposed. Financial institutions and the government need to provide more incentives because at a cost of a couple of thousand dollars, the price tag scares some people away.

According to the National Weather Service, over 1,000 tornadoes are reported each year. Only a fraction of these produce F3-F5 conditions, but they do happen.  One need only consider the cases of Xenia, Ohio, Jarrell, Texas, and Moore, Oklahoma, as well as many other communities in the Midwest, for proof.  Tornadoes will occur in 2006, 2012, 2020 and every year in between and beyond.  Meteorological devices have improved warning times, but ultimately the actual shelter makes the difference. It also comes down to cost, education and willpower to move forward and build a safe room. As one resident of Moore reflected after the 2003 twister that she rode out in her safe room, “It doesn’t matter what the cost, because in that case, your whole lives are depending on it.”

Source: FEMA. “Emergency and Risk Management Case Studies Textbook.” http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu/emoutline.asp.  
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