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Hazard Mitigation

Policies and Strategies
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Hazard Mitigation Policies and Strategies

Among Texas Coastal Jurisdictions

* Last major study was in 1987, published
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Development Regulation and Land Use

Management
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Building Standards

H not at all
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some extent

Flood hazard standards, new hms
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Building code
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Top 21 Policies

* Top 3:

Nat. Flood Ins. Pgm |

sk NFIP Subdivision ordinances :

L. . Flood standards for buildings |

* SUbd'V'Slon Ol’dlnances Wind hazard building standards |
Storm water retention

* Flood Standards Bulding codes |

% TOP I O: Community Rating System '(Flood) |

Hazard setback ordinances |

%k 3 bu”d"’]g COdeS Retrofit building standards |

Plan unit development |

* 2 federal Programs Special local utility standards |

Public hazard education pgms.

* 3 land use policies

Citizen involvement hazard planning

% Only |5 Of 44 had average Profession wind/roof inspections |
Wetland protection |
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Factors Influencing Mitigation

* Planning mandate
* Enabling legislation State
planning

* Policy environment . o
plan ning Capaaty * Budget allocation

environ * Financial sources
* Data sources

* Hazard experience (10

coastal hazards) Mitigation
* Hazard Policies and Strategies
vulnerability/ r:lsk olengd as] « Property acquisition «  Coordination & work with
profile (flooding and development regs  * Financial tools other jurisdiction/s
surge) Hazard * Shoreline regs * Local incentives tools * Intra and Inter jurisdictional

* Natural resource ¢ Federal incentive Agency Agreements
protection programs ¢ Administrative Staff-time

* Building standards Critical public and allocation

* Information private facilities «  Stakeholder/positional leader
dissemination/ * Private-public commitment
awareness sector initiatives

Exposure

Socio- Jurisdiction *  Planning authority/discretion

. Population size - * Jurisdiction type (county and municipality)
. Social vulnerability Demographic characteristics * CMZ/ non-CMZ

. Population change Profile * Rural/Urban

. Median home value
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Jurisdictional Characteristics

+ Planning Authority/Discretion

+* Home rule: considerable variation across states

* Counties and Municipalities (large and small)

* Large municipalities much more comprehensive
* Land Development approaches
* Building codes

+ Comprehensive planning versus no planning

* Jurisdictions with comprehensive/general plans displayed
more comprehensive HM policies/strategies

* Hazard Mitigation Plans; do they make a difference!?

* Limited to no difference between jurisdictions with or
without a LHMP

KJM | HAZARD REDUCTION & RECOVERY CENTER



Capacity

* Capacity: essentially the ablllty of a \
organizations to do what “it” needs or wants to do;
undertake actions, develop and implement policies and
strategies; ability to respond effectively to change, etc.

+ Typical indicators: financial, human, physical and social
capital/resources.
* Ve employed:
* budget,
personnel,
training,
intra governmental support,
community support for planning,
additional financial resources,
data and informational resources.

* X X X * ¥
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Indings:
+ Capacity has a positive effect on the overall extent to
which HM policies and strategies are utilized

*+ Particularly significant for: Building standards/codes;
implementing federal incentives, and property acquisition
programs

* Rough order of indicator importance.

* data and informational resources,
* additional financial resources

* community support for planning

* intra governmental/agency support
* training

* budget, personnel
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Commitment

ommitment: essentially concerned wi ,
goals of mitigation, endorsement, investment of resources,
involvement, promoting actions toward mitigation goals

+ Typical indicators are diverse: capturing the degree of
dedication, engagement, or buy in by jurisdictional and
extra-jurisdictional agencies and constituencies.

* We employed:
* inter-jurisdictional agreements,
intra-governmental involvement,

MOUs among community organizations/associations,

*
*
* involvement with state agencies
*

FTE allocation of agency personnel.
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* Findings: —

+ Commitment: positive and extremely important impact on the
overall extent to which HM policies and strategies are utilized

* Findings suggests increasing payoff for commitment

* Particularly significant for: development regulations, resource
protection, information dissemination, incentives, property
acquisition, facility policies, pub-private initiatives, building
professionals (8 of 10).

* Rough order of indicator importance:

* intra-governmental involvement

inter-jurisdictional agreements

FTE allocation of agency personnel

involvement with state agencies

*
*
*
* MOUs among community organizations
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Making Mitigation Matter: Summary

* Promoting appropriate programs and strategies dep
* Consider and promote upgrading of authority/discretion when
appropriate
* Promote comprehensive planning and inclusion of
mitigation/recovery elements
* Enhance Jurisdictional capacity
* Datalinformation, additional financial resources, and community
support for planning
* Enhance jurisdictional commitment
* |ntra-governmental involvement, inter-governmental agreements,
dedication of agency time, involvement with state agencies
* Seek the double and triple bottom line

* Environmental restoration, mitigation, social vulnerability,
transportation, water conservation etc., etc.
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