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PROCEEDINGS: 
 

 

 

Day 1   

Tuesday  July 12, 2011  4:15 p.m. to approximately 9:45 p.m. 
 

 

Session Title:  Welcome 

Date/Time: Tuesday, July 12, 2011   4:15p.m. – 4:30 p.m. 

Speaker: Kathleen Tierney, Natural Hazards Center, University of Colorado at Boulder 

Note Taker: Darrin Punchard, AECOM 

 

Dr. Kathleen Tierney welcomed everyone to 

the NHMA Practitioners Workshop, and thanked 

NHMA for the opportunity to initiate the 

discussions with the group. 

 

She explained that the Natural Hazards Center 

has been coordinating with NHMA for quite 

some time, and is excited to see the organization 

building its membership and she was pleased to 

have the Center work again with NHMA in 

planning this annual workshop.  The Center‘s 

partnership with NHMA means a lot.   

 

The Natural Hazard Center was created 35 years ago with the goal of bridging the gap between 

researchers, policy makers and practitioners.  Looking at the development of NHMA, we now have the 

opportunity for a tremendous partnership between a grassroots organization made up of mitigation 

practitioners and those engaged in research at the Hazards Center and other disaster research centers. 



 

Dr. Tierney continued by saying that many of those who have spent their entire careers in academic 

research do so with the hope that they will have an impact on society.  However, without the practitioners 

and advocates such as those involved with NHMA, their research findings go nowhere.  Staying in touch 

with practitioners also provides those implementing mitigation on the ground to be able to communicate 

best practices and lessons learned back to the research community.  It is a two-way relationship that is so 

critical for us both to be successful in what we do. 

 

Dr. Tierney suggested that we all know that loss reduction, along with decisions that can have the greatest 

impact on loss reduction, happens at the local level.  We also know that there are forces at work against 

mitigation at the local level.  For example, landlords and the development community will often oppose 

mitigation policy or practice, making it very difficult for local advocates to pursue and implement actions 

in the name of risk reduction.  She explained that while it can be a difficult battle, those in the research 

community recognize that the local community is where the action is really taking place.  The local 

practitioners are the critical link to making our nation safer from hazards. 

 

Dr. Tierney closed by stating that it was her pleasure to welcome everyone to the 2011 Practitioners 

Workshop, and she looks forward to continuing all of the great work and discussions that lie ahead. 

 

 

************************************************************************************* 

 

 

Session Title:     Plenary: Mitigation on the Ground – The Current State and Future of Hazard  

Mitigation – Part 1 
Date/Time:        Tuesday, July 12, 2011      4:30 p.m. – 5:15 p.m. 

Speakers:          Leslie Chapman-Henderson, Federal Alliance for Safe Homes, Inc. (FLASH) 

Alex Dornstauder, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Sandra Knight, Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

Moderator:        Alessandra Jerolleman, Natural Hazards Mitigation Association (NHMA) 

Note Taker:       Lori Peek, Colorado State University  

 

Alessandra Jerolleman, moderator, opened the session by welcoming all participants and noting that the 

session would be dedicated to sharing successes, challenges, and future directions as related to hazards 

mitigation. She then briefly introduced each of the three speakers.  

 

 
 



 

 

Leslie Chapman-Henderson, the first speaker, is President and CEO of the Federal Alliance for Safe 

Homes, Inc., more commonly known as FLASH (http://www.flash.org/). Ms. Chapman-Henderson began 

her presentation by offering an overview of FLASH, which was founded in 1998, and works to strengthen 

homes and safeguard families. FLASH has four key focus areas which include: (1) Leadership; (2) 

Partnerships; (3) Education; and (4) Outreach and Awareness.  

 

In its effort to ―bring mitigation to the public,‖ FLASH has developed an innovative ―Tale of Two 

Homes‖ strategy where the organization shows dramatically divergent outcomes for homes and families 

after disaster. For example, after Hurricane Charley in 2004, FLASH produced a story featuring two 

homes on the same block, one devastated by the storm and the other still standing. This story inspired a 

$250 million home wind retrofit and grant program and generated national media coverage. Similarly, 

following the 2007 wildfires in California, FLASH featured a home that did not burn because the 

homeowner had taken simple steps to mitigate her risk while six other homes on the same block burned to 

the ground. These and many other stories told by FLASH clearly illustrate that when homes and people 

survive it is not ―luck‖ but instead is a clear result of best case mitigation practices.  

 

FLASH has also worked collaboratively with Disney to develop the StormStruck®: A Tale of Two 

Homes exhibit. The 2,700 square foot exhibit opened in August 2008 in Orlando. StormStruck® takes 

guests through the ―perfect storm‖ to help guests better know their risks, understand their options for 

mitigating those risks, and feel empowered to take action. In 2010, over 1,000 people per day, on average, 

visited the StormStruck® exhibit. In addition, business, academic, and political representatives regularly 

visit StormStruck® and over 80 stakeholder groups have hosted events on the premises since its grand 

opening. In her concluding comments, Ms. Chapman-Henderson emphasized that ―mitigation has become 

good business.‖  

 

The second speaker, Alex Dornstauder, is Deputy Director for Homeland Security, Headquarters, at the 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). His initial comments focused on the various mitigation 

programs presently in place at the USACE. The programs include the following:  

 

 Critical Infrastructure Protection Program: focuses on identifying risks and vulnerabilities to 

critical infrastructure and developing plans to mitigate those risks and vulnerabilities.  

 Dam and Levee Safety Program: focuses on vulnerabilities of dams and levees. A levee database 

is currently being built and a risk methodology is being developed.  

 Levee Vegetation Programs: addresses threats to the integrity of levees.  

 Provost Marshal Office: addresses infrastructure vulnerabilities on and off military installations.  

 Asset Management Program: acknowledges the reality that operations and maintenance 

requirements for managing aging infrastructure will continue to grow and require new capital 

investments and innovative long-term planning strategies.  

 Civil Works Mitigation Program: focuses specifically on hazards mitigation activities; the 

average project takes 22 years from inception to implementation, and thus requires long-range 

vision and commitment.  

 

Mr. Dornstauder emphasized that many things are going ―right‖ in each of these programs, but as with all 

activities, there is room for improvement. Some of the key areas identified for improvement include: 

integrating all parts of the program and synchronizing across the life cycle of projects; prioritizing efforts 

at all levels; integrating across local, state, and federal government; developing a more holistic long-term 

vision for mitigation; applying the state-of-the-art technology and tools; developing a rigorous evidence-

based long-term investment strategy.  



 

Sandra Knight, who is Deputy Federal Insurance and Mitigation Administrator for Mitigation at the 

Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), was the third and final speaker in this session. She 

began by underscoring the three primary goals for her division at FEMA: (1) Valuing people and 

relationships and encouraging collaborative partnerships; (2) Enhancing credibility and building trust; and 

(3) Building sustainable, disaster resilient communities.  

 

Dr. Knight then discussed recent hazards events and highlighted efforts within communities and among 

leaders to ―build back better.‖ Specifically, she offered the example of Phil Campbell, Alabama, which 

was devastated in April 2011 when a tornado ripped through the town, killing 27 of its 1,100 some 

residents and destroying over 400 buildings. The mayor in Phil Campbell wants a safer community and is 

working with FEMA to rebuild sustainably.  

 

FEMA is currently engaged in several mitigation focused activities. These include sending mitigation 

assessment teams across four states, conducting outreach to communities, leading stakeholder sessions, 

and minimizing red tape and bureaucracy to simplify the process for the end user.  

 

FEMA is also engaged in sustainability partnerships with other federal agencies such as the U.S. 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). FEMA and HUD have five pilot programs in 

the field at present and are attempting to align their grant cycles and to improve the effectiveness of their 

planning activities. FEMA has also worked closely on the Presidential Policy Directive on National 

Preparedness.  

 

Dr. Knight ended her talk by offering another mitigation success story. By many accounts, the floods of 

2011 were on the scale of previous historic floods, such as those in 1927, 1933, and 1993. Yet, relatively 

speaking, the damage in 2011 was not as significant, and many questioned why this was so. Was it the 

mitigation activities undertaken by individuals and communities? Was it the fact that the NOAA seasonal 

forecast was so accurate? Was it the fact that FEMA has been working hard through its insurance 

program? Or, was it the work of the USACE? Perhaps the answer is some combination of all of the 

above. But what is most clear is that there is still much work that needs to be done. Many people deny 

they are at risk and have a false sense of security. There is also a rising sense of distrust of government in 

this nation. Thus, as Dr. Knight emphasized in her closing comments, partnerships are more important 

than ever and it will take agencies and organizations like NHMA working together to continue to 

champion mitigation practices.   

 

 

************************************************************************************* 

 

 

Session Title:  Workshop Overview 

Date/Time: Tuesday, July 12, 2011   5:15 p.m. – 5:30 p.m. 

Speaker: Edward A (Ed) Thomas, President NHMA 

Note Taker: Darrin Punchard, AECOM 

 

Ed Thomas introduced himself and described his history working with FEMA.  He continued by saying 

that, as President of NHMA, he works for all of you as members, as supporters of NHMA, and as the 

practitioners of mitigation on the ground.   

 

He explained that while NHMA has come a long way, we need to go a lot further.  We need additional 

membership, we need additional input, and we need more financial support in order to achieve our goal of 



reducing the misery and suffering caused by disasters and by the mistakes that we as humans make with 

regard to creating or exacerbating those disaster events,  which often times can be avoided. 

 

Ed strongly encouraged everyone to eliminate the term ―natural disaster‖ from their vocabulary.  There is 

no such thing, and we need to remember what Gilbert White taught us.  While hazards such as floods, 

wildfires, and earthquakes are acts of God, disasters are largely acts of man.  We‘ve got to change our evil 

ways. 

 

Ed discussed the successes we have had in this country with reducing the disasters associated with urban 

fires, as well as floods, in areas along the Mississippi that still occur but don‘t result in the devastating 

consequences as seen in those same areas in 1993.  We know we can do it.  We know how to do it.  We 

just need to do it. 

 

In closing, Ed described one of the critical issues we need to recognize and address has to do with large 

population increases in areas that are prone to natural hazards.  People want to live where they want to 

live, and these are often in areas that will experience earthquakes, floods, tornadoes or wildfires.  

However, we, in the mitigation community, can see to it that they do so safely, and in ways that don‘t 

result in devastating disasters when these natural events occur. 

 

 

************************************************************************************* 

 

 

Session Title: Plenary: Mitigation on the Ground – The Current State and Future of Mitigation 

Date/Time:  Tuesday, July 12, 2011     5:30 p.m. – 6:15 p.m. 

Moderator:    Jo Ann Howard, H2O Partners, Inc. 

Speakers:    Steve Murdock, Rice University 

                     Margaret Davidson, NOAA 

                     Dennis Mileti, University of Colorado Natural Hazards Center 

Note Taker:    Erin Capps, H2O Partners, Inc. 

 

 

Dr. Steve Murdock provided a background on demographics, how and where the US is growing and 

what the implications are of that growth: 

 

In the last decade we have had relatively slow growth, second only to the Great Depression; yet, we added 

27.3 million people. 

 

Roughly two-thirds of growth is from the national increase; international migration makes up the other 

one-third.  The states that experienced the biggest growth are: Texas, California, Florida, Georgia, North 

Carolina, Arizona, Virginia, Colorado, Nevada and Washington.  Of these ten, Nevada experienced the 

most growth.   

 

Notice that the states experiencing the most growth are either in the South or West.  The Midwest and 

Northeast have not experienced this type of growth.  In fact, Illinois, Iowa, Louisiana, Massachusetts, 

Michigan, Missouri, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania, all saw a decrease in growth in 

2010.   

 

The rapidly growing parts of the states are in the West and in the South. Proportionately, the population 

change for the South was 52.4% and 32% for the West, versus 9.3% for the Midwest, and 6.3% for the 

Northeast. This distribution has not helped our cause. Unfortunately, growth has occurred in areas that are 



more prone to natural disasters. If you were to overlay the map of increased growth with the map of 

disaster declarations of the U.S., you would see that the majority of states that have experienced a greater 

proportion of growth are also more likely to have disasters. 

 

The city that experienced faster growth than the country as a whole was San Antonio, Texas. Our large 

central cities have continued to have slow growth and haven‘t been revitalized.  It‘s still suburban growth 

that has characterized urban growth.   

 

Many of the rapidly growing areas are the very areas that are most prone to disasters, but there‘s 

something else that‘s very important to understand about our growth:  the change in racial and ethnic 

composition. 

 

Of the total US population growth, only 8.3 was due to non-Hispanic, White populations.  Meaning 92% 

of all growth in the US is due to minority populations. Of this, the largest percentage is the Hispanic 

population.  This growth is a national phenomenon and is not just occurring in the states along the border 

of Mexico.  If we look at it in terms of our youngest population, we would have the largest decline in 

children since the 1930‘s, if it had not been for the growth of Hispanic and Asian children. This is not just 

in a few areas, it‘s nationwide. 

 

Dr. Murdock then presented a series of maps of the US (slides 17-20 of the PPT – see Appendix), with 

areas shaded in red where there has been a decline in growth and areas in blue where there has been an 

increase.  Nationwide, it‘s apparent from these visuals that there has been a decrease in the non-Hispanic, 

White population (in about 1700 counties), whereas there has been an increase in the Hispanic and 

minority populations.  In fact, for the Hispanic population increase, almost the entire map of the US (by 

county) is shaded in blue, indicating an increase on a national scale.  There has been a dramatic 

distribution of growth among minority populations 

 

The other issue is the aging of our population.  Of the population age 65 and over, 84% is non-Hispanic 

White and about 17% is made up of minorities.  The percentage of minorities increases as you look at 

younger populations, and the census projections indicate that the only age group where non-Hispanic, 

White is the dominant population in 2050 will be the 65+ age group.  Dr Murdock projected that there 

will be an increase of 157 million people by 2050 and of that 7.6 million will be made up of non-Hispanic 

Whites with 97.2 million Hispanics.  

 

Why do we care about this demographic?  Due to the variety of factors, these populations also have 

socioeconomic characteristics that affect their ability to react and respond to disasters, and also affect 

their ability to recover from disasters. 

 

Why is that?  Looking at the American Community Survey, there is a difference in poverty rates and 

income between racial and ethnic groups.  From 1999-2009, the most significant difference in a negative 

direction is among the non-Anglo populations.  They have experienced substantial decreases in income. 

 

What about education?  39% of adult Hispanics have less than a high school level of education, whereas 

31% of non-Hispanic Whites have a Bachelors degree.  There is a real disparity in terms of education; yet, 

we need to educate the population about disasters and the tools needed to mitigate disasters.  

 

In summation, we are going to continue to have significant population growth.  That growth will 

increasingly involve minority growth, and not non-Hispanic Whites. Why?  Fertility rates among non-

Hispanic Whites are the lowest of the country.  The average age for non-Hispanic, White women is 41.  

Therefore, we are unlikely to have a baby boom.  The only other way to increase the non-Hispanic, White 



population would be immigration from Europe.  This is the oldest and slowest growing part of the world 

and the only part of the world that is predicted to have a decline in population.  We are a vanishing breed. 

 

The problem is if the socioeconomic conditions are not addressed, the statistics show that the populations 

that are increasing are more likely to be concerned about making the rent and are not as concerned with 

disasters, because they do not have the time or resources to be concerned.  

 

We have a challenge to insure that all Americans have the skills and education that they need. They need 

the resources to respond to natural disasters.  The challenge for us is not only to mitigate disasters, but to 

mitigate disasters in a way that reaches the current population and future populations. 

 

Margaret Davidson discussed weather trends and ―global weirding‖: 

 

First, Margaret Davidson presented a story.  After Hurricane Hugo hit Charleston in 1990, Margaret 

helped the SHMO write the Multi-Hazards Mitigation Plan.  The only thing that counted as mitigation at 

that time was engineering.  Also, she became aware of  a community called Sun City, that was developing 

a new residential area.  Sun City was one of the early gated community concepts and they were interested 

in the security of their residential development.  The conversation lead to securing windows and doors, 

securing the envelope, was just as important as securing from crime.  They listened and did put on better 

quality roofs, doors and windows.  When we hear how far FLASH has come, it‘s great to see it as a 

national organization that got its roots with Project Impact.  That gives us hope.  

 

Let‘s talk about trends.  It‘s ―Global Weirding‖ not Global Warming.  In all categories of natural disasters 

across all continents, we are breaking all records.  There are things that suggest the trends and cycles we 

are seeing is not like anything we have seen in history. If we are breaking records across all continents for 

all disasters, something weird is really going on.  

 

If we couple the statistics of extreme events with demographics along with our financial outlooks, it‘s not 

a rosy picture. What the demographics tell us is we have to think differently about messaging, both 

content and mode.  When Obama won the South Carolina primary, he didn‘t do it in the usual way, of 

going to churches.  He went to the barber shops and basketball courts.  This is what we have to do when 

we think about where we take this message.  Even looking at this room, there are maybe 12 people under 

40.  We have to make the message about family values and security.  How do I make my family safe? 

And where do I get the money to do that? 

 

Where will the money come from? It will come from the pathway that Leslies (FLASH) is showing us. It 

comes from innovative partnerships, such as the one that Bill Hooke introduced, a partnership with the 

Business Civic Leadership Council at the US Chamber of Commerce that represents small businesses.  

These now have disaster resilient initiatives, and a lot of the foundations that support them also have 

disaster resilient initiatives, and that is good; but what do we really need to do? 

 

Not only, do we not trust feds, because the good decisions are not made at the federal level. Where do the 

important decisions start?  They start at the local level.  If the local community is at the table, they want to 

be there.  If we want to change how we think about our communities, then we have to have some new 

people at this party, because everyone here is on the train.  We need to reach out to others.  We need to 

develop a continuing education program for those that sit on planning and zoning boards, such as the 

APA.  Also, we can reach out to the people on local land trusts.  They also sit on chamber committees.  

These groups control a lot of what happens in local communities.  We need to help them see that this is 

about their community, their families, and their neighborhood.  You can lead a horse to the flooding water 

and it still won‘t drink, so we need to change their attitudes. 

 



In addition to bringing new people to the party, we need a new definition of the Cost-Benefit Analysis 

(CBA).  The way we currently perform CBAs deeply discounts the future.  Many things like soft 

mitigation projects are prohibited. The future is much closer.  We need to work through groups like 

scientific societies and other professional organizations to join in on assisting the CBA and changing it.  

Maybe we could work with the AARP and get the older ones to move to safer places.  Or, maybe we get 

them to stay in dangerous places and youth to move to safer places; then, we solve two problems at once!  

 

There are two things we need to do: 

1) Everyone wants to go to heaven and no one wants to die, so we need to create heaven on earth. 

2) In the words of Oscar Wilde, ―You are not at the table, you are on the menu.‖ 

 

Dennis Mileti provided a realistic view of the current situation and what we can do about it: 

 

―Everything I had prepared to say I threw away based on what I‘ve heard.  I thought of four things to 

comment on:‖  

 

The first is Gilbert White‘s dissertation from 1945, which tried to answer why flood losses in America are 

increasing despite all the good things people are doing.  Why, despite everything so many people are 

doing for so many different natural hazards, are things continuing to get worse?  I‘m left with the 

following question, that I‘m leaving with each of you, if you promise not to have your feelings hurt: 

Despite everything you or your agency have done, or you‘ve thought to do, things will continue to get 

worse. Why would we change what didn‘t happen in the 50‘s, 70‘s, 80‘s or 90s?  Prove me wrong. 

 

The second thing that I‘ve thought of is I think I might know why.  Our view of mitigation is terribly 

narrow.  How could we possibly think we could achieve progress and reverse the increase in losses that 

nature imposes on humanity, when we don‘t look at the context that we are working in?  How could we 

expect that building another dam or levee or buying another repetitively flooded property or selling more 

flood insurance will make a difference when we don‘t look at the context?  Income disparity has been 

growing in the nation for decades.  There‘s not a middle class, anymore. There‘s the filthy rich and 

everybody else.  The poor suffer the most in disasters and we are growing more poor people.  How can 

we achieve mitigation in the standard way when we ignore that context?  How can we hope to accomplish 

more in a rampant era of capitalistic globalization where the sources of income are spread around the 

globe?  Globalization facilitated the abundance of workers, pushing wages down and that will do more for 

disaster losses than selling flood insurance.  We also have aging infrastructure, and climate is changing 

the weather related issues we will face today and in the future.  We are crazy to think we will swim up 

those streams and make progress.  We can‘t even tread water where we are.  It doesn‘t have to be that 

way, but a continued narrow definition of mitigation is no longer allowed, because it displaces our 

attention of social forces that are having more to do with future disaster losses than they ever did.  This 

may be why nothing has changed from the 40‘s.  And you thought demography was the grim science? 

 

Another thought that came to mind was that we lack focus in yet another direction.  We lack focus in that 

we do not have standardized set of practices in mitigation.  We don‘t have a mitigation manual. Everyone 

talks about mitigation, but I felt like I was watching a bb in a moving boxcar, bouncing all over the room.  

I wrote down some of the hits of the bb (what is mitigation?): building codes, land use, flood insurance, 

shutters on windows, dams and levees, etc…  This was just mitigation, and doesn‘t even reach who does 

mitigation.  What I heard today is that it‘s done by planners, individuals, householders, local 

governments, which, as a sociologist, makes my head swim.  What motivates people?  I heard several 

things: global champions (this can be a person or a business), public education, windows of opportunity, 

bottom up approach, top down approach.  All of these are true, but do we have a standard set of ideas 

about what mitigation is?  Should there be a mitigation license?  Should we train people about mitigation 

or at least have a handbook and agree on the elements? 



 

Lastly, I thought how do you make mitigation happen?  Regardless of who you are, we are all people.  

Even though we may not agree on all of the elements, no matter where we are in that boxcar, we know 

how to make mitigation happen because it involves people.  Mitigation happens when you change culture, 

value thinking in the long-term and value-taking behavior that results in safer behavior.  And, we couldn‘t 

be in a better state to answer how you get culture change.  Example of the Anastasi Indians.  New ideas 

spread from one part of structure to the other through innovative pottery.  How they spread this is how 

mitigation spreads: people talk to each other.  We once had in place in America a project to facilitate just 

that, Project Impact, and we set it aside. We would probably be wise not to bring it back with that name; 

but, how mitigation might occur in a local community is if locals come to value it.  How they come to 

value it is if they meet a person like Ann Patton or an organization like USGS.  It could be at a meeting or 

at a BBQ, that‘s how Ann did it.   

 

What once we had in this country, we now desire.  Please get money whenever you can grab it.  Now is 

not the time to expect to grab much, but what we need to do is get the conversation going in America‘s 

communities, once again.  It worked once before, sponsored by FEMA, and it can work again.  It may not 

be sponsored by FEMA, but it can happen again.  

 

Ending on an optimistic note: Despite the fact that things continue to worsen despite all of our efforts and 

despite the contextual factors, we can accomplish a great deal.  We need to focus our thinking and we 

need to jump all over what we know works, and we must never, ever think that we can get this job done 

alone.  We need to include every other person in the country to join our team.   

 

Having had the fortunate opportunity to hang out with Gilbert White, I know why he accomplished so 

much and is so well thought of.  He never, ever, ever stopped.  And, one of the things he never stopped 

doing was enrolling more and more people to join in his life‘s mission.  Without accomplishing much in 

terms of losses, he, more than others, might have been sad, but he died smiling.  Those of you who had 

the opportunity to meet and know him, know how happy he was.  So, it was the journey, and we are on 

the mitigation journey.  Thank you for forming this organization.  

 

 

************************************************************************************* 

 

 

Session Title:  Joint Meeting of the NHMA Board, NHMA Advisory Committee, Conference 

Sponsors and NHMA Supporters 
Date/Time: Tuesday, July 12, 2011   7:00 p.m. – 9:30 p.m. 

Speaker: Roy Wright, FEMA Risk Analysis Division 

Moderator: Ed Thomas, NHMA 

Note Taker: Ann Patton, Tulsa Partners, Inc. 

 

Roy Wright, Deputy Director of FEMA‘s Risk Analysis Division, said he would speak from a FEMA 

perspective and also share some personal remarks offered from an individual perspective.  

 

His comments follow: 

From a FEMA perspective, I want to reflect on these last couple of days and how it fits in the broader 

hazards workshop. When I interact with organizations like NHMA, I come into these interactions asking 

the question, what does mutual partnership look like? It‘s easy for a federal agency to walk in and say, let 

me tell you what we are doing and how you can help me get it done. And while that is not inappropriate 

and there is a space for that, when I approach organizations like NHMA, I want to understand, what are 

those mutual points? I do that because I think it is a more effective way to do what we do, but I also do it 



because I think it models the kind of thing we are pursuing with communities, which is about 

engagement, about sitting together and saying, this doesn‘t have to be a cookie cutter approach. This 

needs to be responding to what the needs are between these two communities.  

 

We share a very common border – between FEMA and the work NHMA does. It is interesting, in my 

work around mitigation and this community over the past decade -- and it‘s only been about the last 

decade, so I can‘t talk about 27 or 37 or 50+ years – what I am hearing today that I haven‘t heard before, 

is really a pregnant opportunity relating to mitigation, an opportunity that has opened up, that I don‘t 

think has been in place for a while. 

 

And that played out in some of the conversations today. We talked quite a bit about mitigation planning, 

and what occurs to me is that it was not about mitigation planning but about actually changing something 

for the people who live in those communities. I am far less concerned about plans and processes. I am 

concerned about people. That is what builds communities, and that‘s what we, together, are all focused 

on.  

 

Now, I guess I‘m a bureaucrat, I‘ll take that as the compliment it was intended to do. I push to make sure 

that we have the processes to work, yes, but to the end of what we do from the people side. And so we are 

rehabbing the mitigation plan review process – I use the word rehab intentionally. The bone structure is 

solid. We have good pieces of things here, yet how it operates needs to find some new ways to be more 

pliable, more agile, and more effective as we move forward. And so I particularly appreciate the 

conversations that took place on that, and the work that this organization is doing with us, even this next 

week as we sit with stakeholders and look at what it means to actually get our mitigation plans processed, 

to have the greatest impact.  

  

Ultimately where I want to see that go is to get beyond white binders that somehow comply with section 

322 of the Stafford Act, although that is part of my job, and get to the point that we actually see 

comprehensive and general land use plans reflect this is a way that will reflect: this is what the 

community wants to do, that the hazards have been dealt with, they have been informed in the process, 

and it‘s changing the way they are doing things. 

  

Another dimension we talked about downstairs is the disaster-resilient communities.  

 

This is a piece that really hits the fire in my belly. This is the thing where we may actually make a 

difference and change the pieces.  And so – we had this happy coincidence as we were talking today 

about Risk MAP and some of the things that we are pursuing, and the kinds of things that Shirley was 

talking about are the exact things that we are trying to pursue in a systemic way through Risk MAP. But I 

say to you, with all transparency, all we can do with the federal programs and federal dollars is open up 

opportunities and provide tools. Ultimately, it has to be about the community.  

  

As part of a Federal program in a resource-constrained environment, I am required to measure our 

progress. Some people go, must you? And I said, yes, we must. There are three measures driving the risk 

map program – triangulation seems to be an in-vogue term in Washington these days. As we look at Risk 

MAP, we want to tell the story of our success and demonstrate the value of the dollars that Congress has 

given us. We have three things we are measuring; 

 

1.      The population that we initiative Risk MAP projects with. 

2.      Data credibility – where large sums of money get spent. We have to ensure we have that 

connection with the flood insurance program, the source of many of our dollars.  

3.      But the end game, the thing that we are working out and figuring out the right way to measure – 

and this is how I will actually describe our success – is action. Have we seen a reduction in 



the risk? Put whatever word on it you want – action, risk reduction, disaster resilience, 

whatever one of those terms you want to put on it – these have to be decisions made in 

communities.  This is way outside the sphere on control of FEMA.  But it is in our sphere of 

influence. And it is the thing that we are committed to, because if we are going to spend 

hundreds of millions of dollars each year, satisfying particular regulatory needs in the 

National Flood Insurance Program, which we will do, we need to ensure that these broader 

benefits to communities are being realized.  

 

And so we are triangulating. We are going to be able to measure the population we engage, and we are 

going to be able to tell you stream reaches and whether those data are satisfying the standards. At the 

same time, we are looking at these broader components of action.  

 

The final place where I see some of this stuff connecting is what we talked about last night related to the 

presidential policy directive, which does give us the opportunity to have this broader conversation about 

mitigation. I will tell you, it is going to make some of us this room uncomfortable. At times, it has been in 

our interest to narrow the scope of what is mitigation so that we can more clearly define it and claim the 

space as our own. What we have to do now, or are directed to do by the President, depending on how you 

look at it, is take a broader view of mitigation. What does it mean to truly drive resilience, in the 

structural and nonstructural environment?  It has to do with critical infrastructure as well as public health. 

Folks, there are many of the same actions that produce all of those benefits. And so, what I look forward 

to, in the months to come as we collaborate with NHMA, is finding ways that two things can happen 

simultaneously: 

 

On one side, we can continue to build capacity, because capacity is about people, and people are who live 

in our communities, and those are the people who make decisions, and those are the people who benefit 

when those risk-informed resilient actions are taken. 

 

On the other side, we will reduce risk. That‘s a high order. As Dr. Murdock said yesterday, we are going 

to increase in population, and those people are going to live somewhere. Some futurists say, if you look at 

the population increase, about one-third of them will probably be accommodated through density on 

existing footprints and the other two-thirds of them are going to begin to occupy the remaining open 

space. We need to make sure we are taking a far more informed view about where we situate our people, 

so that they can be resilient, not because we took some structural action to fend off the water and protect 

them from it, but because we situated them in a place where they weren‘t subject to that hazard to begin 

with.   

  

And so that‘s the piece – where I sit from, on my side – I get excited about. And I listened to the 

conversations that go on, and the last day and a half has been in the top days of my year, because of the 

conversations I have been able to have with people in this room who are so committed. And so I am 

encouraged by what you guys are doing. And I want to make sure that we talk together in that partnership. 

 

So with that said, I am going to take my name tag off and make some different comments, if that is ok. I 

got dragged into some side conversations downstairs and offered some rather challenging comments, and 

I was told, you should tell other people about that.  So here we go – 

 

I spent a chunk of my career working with associations, about what it is that makes them successful. The 

question I want to put in front of you all, as members of NHMA – and I have some particular things I 

want to ask the board and the Advisory Committee to think about in a moment.  Here‘s the fundamental 

question I think you all need to grapple with in the months to come. What are you best at? What are YOU 

best at? NHMA was created because there was a void amongst these other associations and the other 

major drivers. There was a void there.  And NHMA was formed to fill some of that space – but I ask, 



What does it mean for NHMA to be resilient? What will it take for this organization to be thriving in four 

years? Because most startups shut down. It happens in private sector and nonprofits as well. 

  

So here‘s the things that I see. When organizations are trying to create roots, they do so by finding the 2-3 

things they can do better than anybody else. They tend to make some hard choices about some things that 

they may not be able to do for now. But when they find that thing that they do better than everybody else, 

it does a couple of things.  First of all, it drives value. It continues to enhance the prestige of the 

organization, but also tends to demonstrate that, when this organization touches it, it will be successful. 

 

Second, when you focus on the thing you are best at, it attracts resources, volunteers and financial 

resources. 

 

So, I think you have some hard choices to make. I sat in the conversation downstairs – 18 pages of just 

wonderful thoughts filled the wall. And that has to be distilled. And so a couple of committee chairs 

summarized that for you today and said, we could do this, we could do that. Volunteer organizations are a 

two-edged sword. On the one side, it‘s your best asset. On the other side, it can be your Achilles heel, 

because as a board and advisory group – what does your own resilience look like? I think the key to that 

is, finding those two or three things that you can do better than anyone else, and people will be able to 

recognize that very quickly; in the next year, in the next two years.  

  

We mentioned this a couple of times today. The dimension that we sit in competes for local decision 

makers‘ time and effort. I sat with mayors at US Conference of Mayors earlier this year, and a mayor said 

to me, ―You know, the typical mayor has 48 business lines that report to him, you‘re one of them.‖ So 

what are we doing to affect that decision making? What does it mean to make sure we have good 

expertise in communities, but we also affected the decision makers, so they are primed to know how to 

respond? 

 

So the challenge I am going to leave you this evening is – because I appreciate the partnership we have 

together – when I come back and sit with some of you in the next year, I want to know, what are you best 

at? How are you ensuring your own resilience?  

 

Because there is a void no one else is filling, that created the genesis of this organization, and we need to 

do that and do that well -- because as a nation, we have got to address these hazards, we have got to do 

things in a different way, because we can‘t afford to keep these rebuilding efforts going the way they have 

been going in the past three decades, for the next five.  There will be disasters, and we will make 

substantial investments in the recovery from those.  But we cannot afford it the way we do it today. 

 

This group offers a window in something that MAY actually advance the economic resilience of this 

country, and that‘s something we would all benefit from. 
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Roy Wright’s Presentation: 

I have spoken to some tough crowds, been in Long Island with 350 people yelling at me. After what 

stands between your dinner and dessert, on a day that has been going since 8 a.m., seems a bit more 

daunting. So I have been allotted 45 minutes and I am going to choose to do this in about 6. Then you are 

going to get homework. So, I am going to grab a hold of some stuff that Dennis talked about today; as 

well as some of the afternoon speakers.  

 

There‘s an opportunity, and this is the part that you probably shouldn‘t keep on videotape. When I say 

opportunity, I have been ambivalent, even skeptical about how presidential policy directives actually turn 

into something that changes the world. But here‘s where the opportunity is where here I think it is 

different today than in some other cases. This new presidential policy directive on preparedness for the 

first time For the first time for where the White house sets mitigation side by side with protection, 

prevention, response and recovery. And for those of you who have had conversations about mitigation 

over the years as well as the stepchild routine, we have an opportunity to make something out of this.  

There are a series of timelines that the national security staff and the White House have laid out in front of 

us that are downright unreasonable. Just to be perfectly honest with you. They think this stuff just gets 

created overnight. But, what we are doing over the course of this summer is laying out what‘s the end 

state goal for mitigation and as we go into the fall we will lay out a framework for mitigation in this 

broader sense. There is a national response framework that has been in place for quite a number of years. 

The national disaster recovery framework that has been in development for a couple three or four years 

that I am sure is coming out any day now. And I am not going to walk you through all of the details and 

the back of that package is what Mr. Obama signed. In front of that is some timeline. So the front two 

pages I am going to ask you to look at tomorrow morning when you wake up and I will find a way at the 

end of my remarks tomorrow to revisit this. Because we are being asked to lay out what is the end state of 

mitigation? Well it opens up an opportunity that Dennis pointed to today. Because either on purpose or by 

accident they defined mitigation in this document far broader than we are accustomed to. You mentioned 

today we tend to take this narrow view, well the President, or at least people who write for the President 

seem to understand that and its going to force us to become a little bit more uncomfortable when what we 

traditionally view as mitigation open up some opportunity in that case. It says critical infrastructure 

belongs in that conversation, that the public health belongs in the conversation, it says that what it means 

for the public to be wise about risk belongs in this conversation. It really leads into what is recovery and 

what is protection? It doesn‘t allow the infrastructure/protection people to stay in one little silo. It forces 

them to play in multiple places. It doesn‘t let the terrorist people to sit in one little silo. It says everything 

related to resilience is in the domain of mitigation. So what do you want to do with it?   

 

So, this summer, we are working on a statement of what is the in-state and what are the capabilities 

required for mitigation. Again not to be replayed, I think we are doing this backwards. The framework is 

written after we are writing all of these things, but they promise me we will be able to edit them once we 

get the framework written. I don‘t know that I trust them, but they promise me this will be the case. And 

so for the next four weeks we will be rolling out a set of capabilities for public review and because of the 

federal advisory committee act, we are not going to be, there are a lot of things that we are handcuffed on, 

but organizations like NHMA and the Hazards Center, I am going to send this to them and I can‘t ask for 

your organizations comments, but if you have some smart people that actually know something about 

this, I would appreciate some comments in the next 72 hours. We are rooting much of this stuff in the 

work that the subcommittee on disaster reduction did in 2005 and 2008. We are not starting from scratch. 

Some smart people have already done some work on this and we will use this as the basis to revise and 

extend and this in state capabilities should be laid out in the next few weeks and it goes to the White 

House in mid August and to the President in mid September and in the fall we write the mitigation 

framework. And there will be at least one or two ??  So we can bring a broader group of practitioners 

together to look at these elements on how we should approach it.  

 



So, why should this matter to you? A couple of reasons, first of all, It gives us an opportunity, not a 

guarantee, it‘s an opportunity to take some things that we were talking about this afternoon and most of 

the agenda tomorrow and approach them in a way that could potentially bring focus to an area that tends 

to allow bb‘s to bounce around the boxcar. The second component of it is it might open up the 

opportunity for the federal family to begin to obscure our programs in such a way that they actually 

become useful to the communities. Because we tend to lead with our insignias and our own acronyms and 

vernacular when there are whole communities that are trying to mitigation risk, trying to make 

communities more resilient, aiming to reduce the impact of disasters. Or as my friends in infrastructure 

prefer to call them ―adverse events‖ and the impact of adverse events that we would reduce the impact 

that those disasters have, the cost of those, reduce the time it takes to recover from those. All of that is in 

front of us. So I will say more about this tomorrow. You have something to read, for those of you that 

have insomnia and have nothing else to read. Look at the definition on the very back page. The president 

defined mitigation for us. There is now a definition at least from the White House and it was the one that 

Sandra read today and it is not the one that we have traditionally used. But it is the one we were given. As 

I have said in one meeting ―what the President meant to say was‖ but all I have are the words on the page. 

Know that through some of the avenues that we have access to you, we are going to ask for feedback and 

someone‘s wonderful sense of timing. It has been appointed that July 19-22 and August 1-5 are approved 

dates for external interaction. I will send it at least to NHMA, the Hazards Center, to NASMA, to NEMA, 

and ASFPM. And know that as we continue to work on these pieces, I know that we have an opportunity 

to get the federal family focused and maybe to bring more focus to the community. And that focus is 

broader than what I think we traditionally pay attention to and it may allow us to actually shoot something 

from the back door to the front door without having to watch them bounce around. As a federal official I 

cannot ask for your advice on these things but just offer you the opportunity to submit your comments for 

consideration. 

 
Questions and Answers: 

(Unknown): What is the difference between a PPD and an executive order?  

Roy Wright: I have not a clue, it is a legal process. All I know is that executive order is force of law and a 

presidential policy is directing a series of steps to agencies that could end up in an executive order on the 

other side. 

Ron Flanagan: From this definition it seems that mitigation becomes sort of an overriding principle? If 

this is true why don‘t we just come out and say it? 

Roy Wright: Not to nuance things too much at 9:06pm, I think you are right about response. I think the 

definition of recovery is also broader. ??? They are committed to long-term recovery and there is clear 

overlap and connection to that. That being said, I do think the concepts of mitigation, making things 

better, and resilience over the long term is an overriding principle and I think that‘s why it sits in front of  

??. 

Ron Flanagan: Well, can we be a little more clear about that and not be so nuanced about it? Just bring it 

out and say that this nations policy, as far as preparedness, response, and recovery is mitigation and that is 

to say the main things, that recovery… 

Roy Wright: Ed? 

Ed Thomas: Well, it sounds like wonderful feedback to give us when we provide this document to you. 

That‘s exactly the point. With respect to Roy‘s, I am proposing to the membership that we do what Louis 

B. Mayer suggested was 98% of life, just showing up. This is really the first time that hazard mitigation 

has had a seat at the table. We need to follow the leadership of Ron and really aggressively say ―Look, 

this is what we want to say about this.‖ There are people on the international scene. Secretary General of 

the United Nations, folks I that run USAID, Red Cross, that have clearly said ―we have got to stop getting 

better about response and recovery, but getting better about hazards mitigation and disaster prevention,‖ 

because the nature of the hazards and the  consequences are growing so fast that we can‘t keep up. This is 

what we need to convey in an intelligent, careful manner. We can start reading this thing tonight. Ron has 

helped us start with this. We would like to be very active in being there, feed information to Roy so that 



he can say, ―Gee, it‘s not really me that‘s saying this, it‘s all these other people that are giving us this 

information. I think that is one of the roles. Folks ask me what‘s the role of the NHMA? It‘s to be there so 

that we can give this information to FEMA and we can do the best with it. I mean does that mean that we 

are going to get it done? Yes it does! 

Alessandra Jerolleman: As long as we have your email, we will compile the information and pass it along. 

This is just one mechanism for you to do this. 

Bob Freitag: The term mitigation really helps to guide other programs. So by looking at this word 

mitigation, we have to look at HMGP?? Having said that, I have never really thought of mitigation 

meaning capabilities, and capabilities refers to something much, much broader in terms of process than 

actually action, so this is really expanding, this will allow HMGP to be used to expand the capabilities, 

not just action, which could help the system. 

Roy Wright: Sounds like to me that you writing the implementation plan that she has asked you to ?? after 

the?? 

Bob Freitag?: You wanna define the word ―capabilities‖ for me? 

Roy Wright: Capabilities is a term of art. I wouldn‘t get twisted around too much on it. If you look at 

page two and you look at the stuff that comes after the subcommittee for disaster reduction, the six things 

that are lifted from the grand challenges report, um that is, those six are likely to be the basis, if not the 

capabilities that are put out in the next week. So, if you want to start writing your comments, frankly you 

can do the from those six items, That gives you a flavor of what they see as a capability. If you go into the 

response space, it‘s the ESF‘s, if you go into the recovery space, its seven RSF‘s, six, sorry. So, I hope we 

don‘t have MSF‘s, that just doesn‘t sound good to me, but uh, that will give you a sense, the capabilities, 

it says this is what the nation needs to ensure is available and in place so that this outcome can be 

achieved. 

Ed Thomas: The opportunity that exists for us it is ?? and rather than asking someone what capabilities 

means I like to tell them what it means and let them dispute that. Bob? 

Bob Freitag: As I am looking at the definition on page six… 

Roy Wright: You mean that one that has Mr. Obama‘s name at the bottom? 

Bob Freitag: Yeah 

Roy Wright: Because I can‘t change anything on that page 

Bob Freitag: It‘s just the way I am looking at the definition of mitigation. It says, ―The term mitigation 

refers to those capabilities necessary to reduce the loss of life, property, ?? disasters.‖ What I look at 

immediately with this is a sense of having early warning for a major disaster. This is mitigation under this 

definition.  

Ed Thomas: Our challenge is to write this down on a sheet of paper and tell them what it means. It is as 

simple as that.  

Sandra Knight: It is ok for it to look like recovery or preparedness or something else because this is the 

preparedness framework and really we should have PSF‘s instead of different words for five frameworks, 

so when those things overlap or intersect, it‘s ok. I think that part of the process is to recognize that you 

don‘t stop, throw it over the fence, and something else starts. It‘s a continuum and how you build that into 

the whole emergence management. That‘s how we have to think about it. 

Ed Thomas:  We will have more time with Roy, the ball is in our court folks, and we can either run with it 

or not. We have a chance to have a seat at the table, to have our voice be heard through NHMA, Roy and 

the various organizations. 

Tim Lovell: Well, I just have to say that I appreciate Roy putting this all in our court. We have been 

looking for opportunities like this for years. 

Roy Wright: I‘d like give credit to those folks who have been advocating on these points really over the 

last three or four years, with the national security staff at the White House. They are the ones who 

ultimately really put these pieces in place and very clearly articulated mitigation in this space. That‘s 

probably the most significant win out of all of this, now we just need to live up to the challenge that has 

been open for us. 

Ed Thomas: Are there other more general questions? Ann? 



Ann Patton: I know it‘s late. After the sessions today when several of us, like Dennis and others, talked 

about, I guess challenged the federal government, and maybe I challenged Sandra directly, ok so 

remember that Project Impact program that we all thought was so hot? Why can‘t have it again or call it 

something else? I would call it ―Disaster Resilient Communities‖ or something? I had a short 

conversation after Dennis‘ speech with Sandra and her comments were so remarkable that I really wanted 

some of the others to hear. 

Sandra Knight: First of all, how easy is my job when I have people like this? Roy steps up to the 

leadership challenge and I have that kind of leadership all throughout my organization. You know Maria 

Vorel led Project Impact, and so, I mean she is such an important part of my staff. So, top down this is a 

presidential order, Project Impact was the exact opposite. It is bottom up. So, the challenge is, ok FEMA 

when you gonna do Project Impact? So I have been hearing it, I get it, I do. But here is the challenge, the 

challenge to your organization and to all the ―Mighty Mitigators‖. It is business proposition. We know it 

worked. You can tell me how it worked. You know what the framework was that made it work, but now 

we need to figure out the business proposition, set it up. It may not be FEMA‘s dollar and quite frankly 

we are not gonna go over the hill and find new programs. It is not gonna happen. So, how are we gonna 

get creative? And so, how do we energize this and I will be your biggest cheerleader and try and find 

some resources to support it, but help me frame this. Maybe it‘s some foundation, a 501 that we set up to 

get donations, maybe it is interagency, but you have got to think about what it is you want from Project 

Impact, the key elements that have to happen to make it work and help us establish a business plan to 

make it happen. Then we can be your advocate. And as we can build our programs to support it, we do in 

odd sorts of ways through HNGP, through RiskMAP, though our programs. We can help support that, but 

you have to help me figure out how to get HUD on, states on, private investors on, it‘s in the best interest 

of business to be hazard risk oriented, so why wouldn‘t they want to invest in Project Impact, it‘s their 

bottom line. So, I think that‘s what you wanted me to say Ann. You guys know the program, let‘s figure 

out a way to work it out. 

 

Wrap Up 
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Roy Wright‘s Presentation: 

National Disaster Recovery Framework has been in development for 3-4 years, depending on who you 

talk to……  

 

We are being asked, what is the end state of mitigation? Well, it opens up an opportunity, because either 

on purpose or by accident, they define mitigation in this document far broader than we are accustomed to. 

… it‘s going to force us to become a bit more uncomfortable with what we traditionally view as 

mitigation, open up some opportunities… including conversations with public health, it also says what it 

means for the office to be wise about risk belongs in this conversation. It bleeds into what is recovery and 

what is mitigation. It doesn‘t allow people to stay in one little silo, it forces them to play in multiple 

places. It doesn‘t let the terrorism people sit in one little silo. Everything related to resilience is in the 



building with mitigation. So what do you want to do with it? So this summer we are working on a 

statement about what is the end state and what are the capabilities required for mitigation. Not to be 

repeated, I think we are doing this backwards, the framework after we write all these things, but they 

promise me we will be able to edit these things once we get the real framework written. … and so for the 

next 4 weeks we will be rolling out a set of capabilities for public review, and .. organizations like NHMA 

and the hazards center are going to send us – I can‘t ask your organization to comment but if you have 

some smart people, I would appreciate some comments in the next 72 hours.  

 

We are rooting much of this stuff in the work of the Subcommittee on disaster reduction did in 2005 and 

2008, we are not starting from scratch. Some smart people have already done some work on this. We are 

going to use that as a basis… in the next few weeks, goes to the White House in mid August and to the 

President in mid September.  And then this fall, we write the mitigation framework. And there will be at 

least….  

 

So why should this matter to you? A couple of reasons: first, gives us an opportunity, not a guarantee, to 

take some of the things that we were talking about this afternoon and walk them by most of the agenda 

tomorrow, and approach them in a way that potentially could bring focus to an area that tends to allow 

bee bees to bounce around the boxcar.  Second, it might open up the opportunity for the federal family to 

begin to … our programs in such a way that they actually become useful again. We tend to lead with our 

own (programs while communities are just trying to reduce the impact of disasters and cost and recovery 

time).  All that is in front of us.  

 

Will talk about it tomorrow…. Look at definition on very back page, where President defines mitigation 

for us.  It is the one Sandra read today, not the one we have traditionally used. … 

 

We are going to ask for feedback… July 19-22 and Aug 3-5 are approved windows for external 

interaction. I don‘t make this stuff up. So when you get an email in either one of those windows, read it.  

 

Know that what we are sending out in mid July will not extend beyond a page and a half. Your opinions 

and insights are what we need. … more collaborative process in developing the framework. Will send at 

least to the Hazards Center and NHMA, to NASHMA, to NEMA and ASFPM…. We will send these 

pieces out… and I think we have an opportunity, if the federal family voted, and maybe to bring more 

focus to our communities, and that focus is broader than I think we usually paid attention to….  

 

(JoAnn Howard: if you sign in on the sheet, we will send to all of you.) 

 

As a federal official, I cannot ask for your advice on these things, but simply offer you the opportunity to 

submit your random comments for my consideration.  

 

Ed will send out, we will make comments, and Ed will send comments back in. 

 

Ed Thomas: This is the first time mitigation has had a seat at the table.  

Nature of the hazard and the consequences are growing so fast, we can‘t keep up. … 

 

One of the roles of NHMA. The ball is in our court, with a chance to be heard. 

 

Tim Lovell:  We appreciate your putting the ball in our court, we have been waiting for this chance for 

years. 

 

Ann Patton:  After the sessions today, some of us challenged Sandra Knight to have Project Impact again, 

maybe call it something else – maybe disaster-resilient communities, or whatever. Bob Freitag and I had a 



short conversation with Sandra Knight after Dennis‘s speech. And her comments were so remarkable, that 

I really wanted some of the others to hear what she had to say. She is challenging us, now. 

 

Sandra K Knight:   Maria Vorel – such an important part of my staff… . we tried top down, this was a 

presidential order – and project was exactly the opposite, bottom up. So the challenge is, okay, from the 

day I got on board, people were whispering to me. I get it, I do. So here is the challenge, and this is the 

challenge to your organization. And to all the ―Mighty Mitigators‖:  you can tell me the framework that 

made it work, now we got to figure out a business proposition, and Dennis set it up – it may not be 

FEMA‘s dollar, and quite frankly, I am not going to go on the hill and find new programs. It is not going 

to happen. So how do we get creative, as Margaret said, Rub two nickels together, how do we energize 

this and we will – I will be your biggest cheerleader on this, and we can provide programmatic support. 

How can we frame this? Help we find a way to make it happen. Maybe it is some foundation. Maybe we 

set up a 501-C-3 and that you get donations to make it happen. Maybe it is an interagency initiative that 

somehow gets funded. You have to think about what it is you want from Project Impact.  What are the 

key elements that had to happen to make it work? You know that, you lived it, you were part of it, then 

help me frame this, help me make it happen.  Help us establish a business plan to make it happen. And 

then, we can provide programs to help, through HMGP, Risk MAP, through our program and our 

planning, we can help support that. You‘ve got to help me figure out -- How do I get HUD on? How I get 

State Farm… on?  So, their bottom line, it‘s a money proposition. You guys know the program, let‘s work 

together to figure it out. 
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Ed Thomas opened the morning session by welcoming all of the participants to Day 2 of the Workshop 

and opened the floor for discussion.  

 

French Wetmore volunteered to respond to Dennis Mileti‘s challenge from the previous night‘s plenary 

and to take the lead on working on a manual for mitigation. Lewis [Last Name??] and Deborah Mills both 

offered to help.  

 

Gavin Smith recommended that the group look at the following document, which he helped create: Tools 

and Techniques: An Encyclopedia of Strategies to Mitigate the Impacts of Natural Hazards. Ed Thomas 

seconded the notion and indicated that any manual for practitioners should bring together the state-of-the-

art in research and practice.  

 

Bob Freitag then raised the question of whether the definition of mitigation should be broadened and also 

how we should address the perceived or read distinction between ―mitigation‖ and ―preparedness.‖ 



Deborah Mills responded that we may want to think of mitigation as the middle circle in a Venn diagram, 

connecting and at the center of the other phases of emergency management.  

 

 
 
Ed Thomas, President, NHMA- Ed explains National Mitigation Collaborative Alliance; NEMA 

developed a Mitigation White Paper, recommended the formation of a collaborative alliance of 

organizations coming together: ASCE, ASFPM, NEMA, FEMA, ABA, Actuary Group, IBHS; 19 or 20 

members. USACE will try to come in as a non-voting member. NEMA, NHMA & ASFPM are the 

management troika. Natural Hazards Center will be the electronic library base. NHMA could improve our 

website, to serve as a Cog in this great Mitigation effort. 

Dr. Shirley Laska- We recognize the importance of examples for people and communities to follow, Pilot 

Concepts; Could we work with FEMA to work with community who would be subject to a disaster, as a 

Pilot Project for Mitigation? In the process of helping them, it would be a ―Patchwork Quilt‖ situation, 

bringing together all of the resources to help them with Mitigation. 

Ed Thomas- Potential Pilot Project; It sounds like this might require some legislative action. We could 

seek funding from FEMA, foundations, and others to develop such a concept. 

Sandra Knight, Deputy Administrator, FEMA- Maybe, with the language as a Pilot, makes it worth 

considering. 

Ed Thomas- That‘s essentially a legal matter.  

Jo Ann Howard, President, H20 Partners, Vice-Chair, NHMA- The threshold can‘t be below 75%, but it 

can be more. 

Ed Thomas- This could be developed into a proposal.  

Kristina Peterson– Environmental groups; More environmental groups are becoming concerned about, 

and aware of Mitigation. We need to reach out to environmental groups to become part of this 

organization.  

Ed Thomas- Please help us develop that type of activity; we are reaching out to American Rivers; they 

have joined NHMA as an institutional member. There is no YOU here, it is only an US! There is no one 

else to do the work. As a member of a committee, you can influence where we go. 

Gavin Smith- Disasters are highly political, and we may want to connect with those in power; it‘s not just 

about damages and disasters, it‘s often about political power. 

Mitigation 

Preparedness 

ResponseRecovery



Ed Thomas- Alessandra can tell us that we are part of the Hazards Caucus on Capitol Hill, we are part of 

a presentation on July 28
th
, as part of the Collaborative Alliance. We can begin that together, all of us. 

We‘ll ask Alessandra to put out a note to the membership, if you have any thoughts or ideas, please let us 

know. 

Barry Hokanson- I‘d like to comment, sometime today, on the various types of planning, because it 

creates a problem in our communication; 

Louis Dooley- When working with communities, we were often enveloped by environmental groups, and 

lost the community we were talking to, because they did not want to deal with a lot of the baggage that 

comes with the environmental agenda.  

Ron Flanagan- Planning Consultant- This afternoon, we are having a session on integrating Hazard 

Mitigation into other plans, and that might be the appropriate time to address those planning issues. 

Bob Freitag- Definition of Hazard Mitigation.  

Ed Thomas- We‘ll work on that in the context of our comments on PPD-8. 

Tim Lovell- Overview of Disaster Resilient Communities Track Session; We were going to address these 

issues under Public/Private Partnerships, but the group expanded the definition to Disaster Resilient 

Communities. Today we are going to have a workshop, not a series of presentations; Sandra Knight gave 

us a challenge to come up with a proposal Project Impact, we need to have something to foster Disaster 

Resilient Communities.  

Darrin Punchard- Overview of Hazard Mitigation Planning Session: Craig Fugate said, back in 1995, 

that Mitigation should be like an invasive species: we need to get it into our codes, regulations. Our track 

will include French Wetmore, on Floodplain Management Planning, CRS 2012 Revisions; Karen 

Helbrecht, an update on what HQ & the Regions are doing with their Stakeholders, States & Local level. 

Gavin Smith, will report on Analysis of 200 Mitigation Plans; and Jim Schwab, on Integration Hazard 

Mitigation into Local Plans. 

 

 

************************************************************************************* 
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Note Taker:   Ron Flanagan, R. D. Flanagan & Associates 

 

Darrin Punchard- Introduction (Power Point Presentation); Discuss the NHMA Planning Committee, 

needs, obstacles, best practices, debates; Ken Topping said: ―Plans are only as good as the results 

achieved.‖ 2 briefings from Karen; NHMA is represented on FEMA‘s External Stakeholders Work 

Group; monthly conference calls; strategic planning process, top 6 Priorities;  

 

Goals:  

1. Increase dialog between FEMA and local mitigation practitioners;  

2. Integrate Hazard Mitigation into local plans; 



3. Value of Hazard Mitigation Planning 

4. Identify Case Studies and Best Practices; 

5. Gain consensus on Mitigation Planning, and publish a White Paper; 

Other issues made it in to our long term planning process. 

 

Barry Hokanson - Relationship to SHMOs;  

Louis Dooley- 

Alessandra Jerolleman- 

French Wetmore- CRS (Power Point Presentation: CRS Planning Update – 
http://sendfiles.aecom.com/download.aspx?ID=656ddaef-7237-4d74-a1e5-
bca674c06ef4&u=darrin.punchard@aecom.com)  

I want to cover what‘s going on with CRS Planning. In particular, its relationship with Hazard Mitigation 

Planning. We‘ve been holding that each plan should meet the other‘s program criteria; 5 National 

Example Plans, 4 get credit for both CRS & HMGP. Incentives for flood management plans; 

Communities with 10 or more repetitive losses must do a 510 Plan in CRS; 

1,164 communities of the 21,000 communities in the NFIP; but, represents 66% of all of the Flood 

Insurance Policies; The communities with the big flood problems are generally in CRS; Roseville, CA is 

the Class 1 community. To be a Class 4 Community, you have to have, not just a Plan, but a good Plan, 

with so many points. Participants are where the flood insurance claims and policies are, heavily in the 

southeast; 85% of the policies are in Regions 4 & 6; Discussion of statistics. 

Clancy Phillipsborn: ―In Hazard Mitigation your plan is Pass/Fail. In CRS Plan, you get a grade. The 

more you do, the more credit you get.‖ 

We spend a lot of time working with Karen (FEMA HQ), to make sure both plans jive. The CRS Manual 

is revises every 3 years; We have developed a Strategic Plan. The biggest incentive for CRS is Repetitive 

Loss. Plans are long on data, but short on what you can do for the community. Very little public 

involvement; Just because you have a good document, doesn‘t mean you have good implementation. 

Ingredients for a good Plan: No. 1 is you just had a big flood. 2. the community has flooding, and wants 

to do something about it. You have to get the right players together. A committee of key community 

participants is important to the success of a plan; Participants should include people who have been 

flooded, movers & shakers; If they meet often enough, are educated during those committee meetings, 

involve the important actors within the community, you are going to get better Plans; The committee is 

not a requirement under either program, you get a lot of points for it in CRS. 

Dave Mallory-Who should be the Participants on the committee? 

French- Both programs have a laundry list of who should be on the committee: Staff who are responsible 

for implementation, Public Works, engineers, emergency manager, members of the public, people directly 

impacted, like flood victims, non-profit groups: Red Cross, Chamber of Commerce, academia; The 

Mayor knows who should be on that committee. The Committee meetings are more Education and less 

Planning. 

Bob Freitag- Vulnerable populations are a challenge; we engage representatives of their organizations, but 

it‘s still a challenge. 

Ron Flanagan- With the acknowledged value of community involvement, why is it not a requirement of 

HM Planning and CRS? 



French Wetmore- That may change in the next CRS Manual Update. You can‘t get to a Class 4 without 

meaningful committee involvement. Thurston Co., Wash., used their HM Plan for CRS, but did not meet 

CRS 510 Planning requirements for Class 4. They are stuck at a Class 5. 

Darrin Punchard- CRS has more prescriptive guidance, HMGP is more general. Most points in CRS  510 

fall under public involvement. Process is more important than Product. CRS has an annual report; 

implementation comes back to credibility. 

Gavin Smith-  

Jim Murphy- Will communities be able to support the collaborative efforts? Can we have virtual 

meetings? Everyone is insisting on more collaboration, but with severe budget cuts, is that realistic and 

reasonable? 

French Wetmore- We are getting the same feedback from communities. We are giving them an insurance 

break for doing these things. If you don‘t do them, you don‘t get the break.  

Deborah Mills- Integrated planning. Hampton, VA., 800 Repetitive Losses, 50 sq. Miles, filled in the 

wetlands, built slab-on-grade houses, now they all flood. Lot of public outreach. 

Barry Hokanson– It is important that the Executive Meeting buy in. Finance, City Manager, Planning, 

etc., motivation of the executives are different than the citizens and the elected officials. 

Gavin Smith- Important consideration is how to do more with reclining resources. Much money used in 

Risk Assessment; pre-event resources are quite small, while post-event resources are quite large.  

Karen Helbrecht- We don‘t do a very wee is explaining the benefits of an HM Plan. We don‘t understand 

to benefits, and convince people. The real benefit of the HM Plan is the translation of the Risk 

Assessment to what‘s vulnerable, and what they can do about that. What is the Plan doing for the 

community? 

Janiele Maffei- (California Earthquake Authority) How do you perpetuate the Plan, if the City Manager, 

or project manager is replaced, and you have a whole new cast of characters? 

Louis Dooley- Do the communities plan for the points, or for the problems? 

French- So much of CRS is centered around the points.  

Jo Ann Howard- Suggests a pilot impoverished community for NHMA to work with to develop a proper 

CRS and HM Planning Process. 

Jim Murphy- 

French Wetmore- What makes a good plan? Too many plans are written for FEMA to read, and they 

should be written for the citizens to read; Local vs. Regional plans; Houston has a 14 county plan, how 

much community participation can take place in that kind of plan? The 10-Step Planning Process: 

Involving the public is always difficult. Share the plan with other organizations; Vulnerability analysis; 

must be more future oriented. Set Goals, tie the Goals to the problem. Goals, Objectives, Mitigation 

Measures; Six categories of Alternatives; More attention to Natural Resource Protection. Post Disaster 

Mitigation procedures; A flood response Public Information  & Education Mitigation Program; A broader 

Natural Floodplain Functions plan; Key: Tie the projects to the assessed problems and goals. Website: 

www.crs2012.org .All of the changes to CRS. A series of Webinars over the next 4 weeks. There will be a 

new one for the Oklahoma CRS committee. We need to educate the consultants to do HM plans and CRS 

plans. 

Deborah Mills- When will the 2011 Manual be completed?  

French- Jan. 2012. Send in comments by Aug. 31
st
; Task Force has to approve changes; Impacts on 

communities won‘t be felt until the Cycle visit. Webinars are 2 hours long, will cover all of CRS, are 

open to everyone; the list is on the website. 



Karen Helbrecht-  FEMA had a successful joint webinar with similarities and differences of CRS & 

HMGP plans; Problems with Regional Planners; we have walked through the Planning Process. We need 

a national conversation webinar, not with just our Regional Planners. 

French- We need to get the word out to the consultants. 

Manuela Johnson- Comments on Regional Plans; Lake County, Ind., put up as a ―Best Practices‖ plan. 

Dave Mallory- In Colorado, we had an all day workshop on 510 Plans by FEMA Region; ISO came out 

to make presentations. What is the cross connect with Risk Map? 

French- Connections are there; products of Risk Map are several years down the road, 2015 maybe. We 

don‘t know what the Risk Map products are going to look like. 

Bob Freitag- How do you address No Adverse Impact? 

French- What‘s missing in CRS is the vision; CRS gets too into the weeds; it recommends higher 

standards; NAI Toolkit publication does that. People need broader concepts. 

Ron Flanagan- BCA Ratios are a problem with HM. All you need is a 1 BCA, which may not be the best 

solution or have no Adverse impact, especially where drainage or flood projects are concerned. 

Gavin Smith- Impacts of future development; A good plan should look to the future; nexus between land-

use & risk reduction. We‘ve found in CRS & HM Plans, that‘s often not the case. 

French- Watershed impact is going to be a major issue in future CRS. 

Jim Murphy- Is it possible for communities to have Risk Map meetings and get credit for CRS? Maybe 

more training for Regional Staff on the interface between CRS, HM & Risk Map. 

 

 

Karen Helbrecht- Brief history of HM Planning Program; Blue Book; meeting w/ Regions in 2009; 

20,000 communities with HMGP Plans, many are multi-jurisdictional; lot of work at the Regions just 

reviewing Plans. 

 

Sept. 2010, Roy Wright  challenged us to revise the Plan review process, to involve external stakeholders; 

it‘s important for us to hear your concerns. 

 

Goals: Increase focus on Risk reduction strategies; Programs aligned with Regulations; Consistent Plan 

reviews from Region to Region; new Plan Review Guidance and Plan Review Tool that limits 

subjectiveness as much as possible; More positive relationship between FEMA & plan developers; make 

sure that communities own this process. Simplify FEMA, State, local time in the Plan review process. 

The benefit is in the Planning Process, not how we review the plans; make sure we are putting our 

resources in the right side of the process. 

 

Emphasis is on How to improve the quality of the plans, and the plan development process. Stakeholders 

say simplify Cross-walk, update guidance; States want to change from 3 to 5 years; Cross-walk is being 

replaced with a Plan review Tool.  

 

Different interpretations of regulatory language. We want plans to get better and better, continuous 

improvement of the plans; Developing a Plan Developer Handbook. 

 

Mitigation Measures reflect hazard vulnerabilities. Plan Review Tool is out for pilot test. If anyone would 

like a copy, I can get it for you. Old Cross-walk is 15 pages, New Tool is 3 pages, focuses on the 4 phases 

of the planning process; Blue Book is written for the Plan reviewer, focuses on what needs to be done to 

approve or not approve a Plan. 



 

We want to encourage communities to do better, recognize good behavior, celebrate communities with 

good, approved plans; We need to build bridges between Emergency Managers, floodplain managers, 

land-use planners, public works. Communities have had approved HM Plans, and they didn‘t even know 

it. What‘s the point? We have to make sure the plans are meaningful. Integration of land-use plans, 

floodplain mgt. activities; 

 

Our concern is that we not raise the bar too high. 

Freitag- Expressed concerns about environmental issues, EO 11988, climate change, coastal issues; 

guidance is lacking. 

Karen- We do defer to States & locals to identify their hazards; resistance to Federal mandates. If 

communities are not engaged in the planning process, it is a meaningless exercise. If you have the best 

plan, developed by the best consultants, and it sits on the shelf, what did they achieve? The link with Risk 

Map is communicating the risk, and taking action. If a community understands their risks, and it is taken 

into account in their budget decisions, land use and capital improvements plans, it will be effective. Some 

States and communities just don‘t get it, they are doing plans just to et the grants. 

What makes for a meaningful planning process? What makes for a good plan? 

Can we give credit for a good annual report? Can we give them credit for a plan update, and 10 years for 

a full plan update? We need to look more comprehensively, less regulatory. We are developing incentives 

for good behavior.  

One of the best plans I‘ve seen is a multi-county, multi-jurisdictional plan in southwest West Virginia; 

included Virginia Tech, Bradford University, representatives from small communities; What made that 

process work? 

Gavin Smith- We are developing a tool to assess the plans, what makes a good plan. What makes good 

plans that lead to good risk reduction outcomes. 

French- How many plans have already filled out Cross-walks? 

Karen- Some States require it. FEMA doesn‘t require it. 

Dooley- Concern about non-natural hazards.  

Murphy- Compliment FEMA on trying to get communities into the loop; it‘s easy for Tulsa, North 

Carolina communities to do a good job, but it‘s so difficult for struggling communities into the loop, 

certain groups to participate. 

Karen- We are taking a look at Capability Assessment. 

Jim Schwab- American Planning Association (PowerPoint Presentation: Hazard Mitigation: Integrating 

Best Practices into Planning – http://sendfiles.aecom.com/download.aspx?ID=ed573ef4-dd27-4acf-9333-

2cf3844e1ffd&u=darrin.punchard%40aecom.com )  Update on APA activities.  

How do we evaluate Best practices in getting plans implemented? Many plans prepared by Emergency 

Managers without participation or contact with the community planners; many planners do not realize 

why they should be involved or participate in the Hazard Mitigation Plan process; Much of the Plan 

involves land-use, zoning, subdivision regulations, the Comprehensive Plan. 

A 2007 agreement with FEMA produced a Planning Advisory Service Report, on-line, can be 

downloaded from the FEMA website; FEMA sponsored a audio web conference with J Schwab, Ken 

Topping, David Gottshalk, Julie Burrows;  

What did we show in this report? Role of Planners in Hazard Mitigation; Disaster Mitigation Act, How to 

integrate HM throughout the planning process; Safe Road Guide, to ensure that HM works its way into 



codes, etc. 6 Case Studies, Iowa City, where things don‘t belong; where does public policy change come 

from after a disaster? Smart Planning Act, Rebuild Iowa, EPA‘s Smart Growth Office; 10 Smart Growth 

Principles. 

Natural Hazards Element; Comp Plan and HM Plan not talking to each other; integrating natural hazards 

throughout the comprehensive Plan, neighborhood plans, redevelopment, functional plans, water, sewer, 

park, recreation, and open space plans. 

First 3 chapters: who is doing plan preparation? 700 plans in California, 50% done by local agencies; 

Calif. Requires a Safety Element. How well are HM Plans integrated into Safe Element Plans? Only 3% 

of planners say they are integrated. 18% no relation, 30% don‘t know. 

Conclusion: Factors in a successful plan are leadership faction, and a local champion. What does not 

work: Disasters you ignore today will bite you tomorrow; No public buy in, means no public support;  

Learn from disasters; linkages between HM Plans and other local plans, transportation plan, housing, 

historic preservation, economic development plans. 

Gavin Smith- University of North Carolina (PowerPoint Presentation: State Mitigation Plans and the 

Disaster Mitigation Act: Do Plans Support Coastal Resiliency and Adaptation? -  

http://sendfiles.aecom.com/download.aspx?ID=4c972b32-3895-4a82-804a-

7eabaf54da24&u=darrin.punchard%40aecom.com )  performing a national evaluation of State & local 

HM Plans; State 409 plans are extremely weak; We‘ll give State Plans a ―C‖. The 6 year study & analysis 

bridges science, research, and practice. 

Research involved What are the quality of the plans; strength and weaknesses; how well do they address 

climate adaptation. 

Plan Quality Literature. Principles, Blue Book; Issues: Does the Plan meet the criteria, resilience, loss 

reduction, regulations. Are good plans leading to resilience? Intergovernmental coordination. Not doing a 

good job of educating the broader community; nexus between Smart Growth and Risk reduction.  

DHS Grant to study 30 coastal state plans, including 174 local plans, built on the Blue Book & Plan 

Quality Literature. Analysis of policies and implementation; Explanation of assessment tools, 

methodology. Limited discussion of land use and risk reduction in the plans; connectivity between HM 

Plans and planning is inadequate at the State and local levels. 

Policy Recommendations for State Plans: Need to incorporate emphasis on land use; Incorporate Plan 

Quality Literature into the Plan review process; Needs to be forward looking, action oriented document; 

Pre-event planning and capacity building; need a capacity assessment. 

At the local level, they are more focused on projects than on comprehensive sets of policies. 

In North Carolina, pan-university program on Hazard Mitigation to include engineering, social sciences, 

political science. 

Discussion of Climate Change/Adaptation and risk analysis. Few plans discuss Climate Change. 
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Darrin Punchard provided a background on the NHMA and the Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee: 

Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee: Activities Update 

- Important activities as it relates to mitigation planning nationally 

- HMP CEE within HMA  

 

 15 members 

 Co-chairs: Darrin Punchard / Ron Flanagan 

 Wide representation 

 

- HMP activities 

 

 Monthly calls 

 Fourth Friday of every month from 1-2 Eastern 

 List of goals/priorities on achievement and specific measureable actions 

 Board has received top 6 priorities 

 CEE has heard briefings from FEMA and NHMA is formally represented on NHMA‘s 

External Work Group 

 

- HMP CEE Goals 

 

 Increase dialogue b/w FEMA and local mitigation practitioners 

 Recognize states are integral role in making this happen 

 Question regarding this and state‘s roles; Darrin explained the importance of 

SHMOs 

 Focus more attention on integrating hazard mitigation into other local planning activities 

 Provide input to FEMA‘s ongoing plan review process project 

 Confirm value of hazard mitigation planning (more of a soft goal) 

 Identify case studies to help institutionalize mitigation into routine activities 

 Gain consensus on how to improve hazard mitigation planning and publish white paper 

for NHMA endorsement (more of a specific action item) 

 There‘s a lot that we have learned in terms of good and bad as practitioners and 

need to put together in a paper 

 Other topic areas – goals 7-13 – are important, but not the focus of the white paper 

 Darrin.punchared@aecom.com, RFlanagan@fdflanagan.com  

 

French Wetmore provided an updated on the CRS and changes to be implemented in 2012: 

 

- CRS Planning Update – 510 Floodplain Management Planning 

 

 Example of plans and listed on CRS website 

 CRS Credit Assumptions 

 

 Planning is the opposite of ad hoc or reactive decision making 

 Planning determines the best mix of activities to accomplish an objective 

mailto:Darrin.punchared@aecom.com
mailto:RFlanagan@fdflanagan.com


 Community with a plan is better than one without 

 Government incentives for planning 

 

 Example of County in Illinois, had repetitively flooded property, before they can remove 

the structure a flood occurred again 

 

- Explanation and definition of repetitive loss properties 

- Update: 1,164 participating communities as of May 1, 2011 – this is only about 6% of NFIP.   

 

 Only one class 1, majority of class 8 or 9.  Class 1 is the best 

 Several prerequisites hit at class 4 

 

- Distribution map of CRS. Heavily in southeast and FLA and LA 

- Only nine communities in classes 1-4 (star communities) 

- 85% of policies are in Regions IV and VI (Gulf Coast) 

- 41% of communities in CRS are getting credit for FPM plans 

- Max score is 294 and closest is 265 

- Top 10% are getting 190 points are more 

- Bottom 90% can‘t even get 2/3 of the credit 

- Difference: HMP is a pass/fail – meet it or don‘t; CRS get a grade, more you do, more points you 

get 

- Top 22 scorers: all but 2 are class 4 or better 

 

 Charleston County (13 communities in South Carolina – multi-jurisdictional plan 

 Note: full list is on PPT 

 

- Getting lots of plans that are hazard mitigation plans so the average score is 123 

- Want better plans and better scoring plans 

 

 Q: Do you think now the requirement in HMP is to have certain levels of floodplain 

management will help or hurt? 

 A: Biggest problem is people don‘t have funding to do much more than the basic, but 

there are guidelines to go over and beyond 

 

- How do we improve the program: 

 Feedback and tweaks 

 Revamped in 99 

 Coordination with DMA 

 CRS strategic plan that will result in new guidance in 2012 

 

 Committee members 

 Research 

 University of Oregon 

 University of North Carolina 

 

- Lessons Learned 

 

 Biggest incentive is repetitive loss 

 Biggest incentive to do planning is FEMA grants and HMPs 

 Long on data – long on easy stuff like web searching; charts, tables, maps, etc, 



 Short on review of alternatives 

 

 CRS says review all alternatives 

 Most just list problems and what they will do 

 The thought process does not show up of how you got to solution 

 

 Most have very little public involvement, which is very important 

 Just because it‘s a good document doesn‘t mean you will have good implementation and 

vice versa 

 

- What gets implemented? 

 

 Projects funded by a FEMA grant 

 Projects to protect public property 

 Cheap projects, such as public awareness activities, get CRS credit and get implemented 

 If anything else, plans end up with more public education activities 

 Public works projects in the mill: see at least recommended public works; most of the 

time suspect these would happen anyway and put them in and implement 

 So plans get things implemented, although some activities may have been underway or in 

the works 

 

- What makes for a good plan? 

 

  A recent flood experience gets everyone involved 

 Local desire- Charleston County is a good example of everyone involved, most likely 

because just hit by hurricane Hugo. 

 

 Problem is if you are consultant or state assisting hard to motivate from the 

outside 

 

 Public involvement – this will result in a better product and implementation 

 Get the right players and get a good planning committee who represent important groups 

and will involve others. The committee is not a requirement but you get points from it. 

 

- At this point the group had a Q&A discussion, names are mentioned where captured: 

 

 Q: What would this committee typically look like? 

 A: Both programs (HMGP and CRS) have a laundry list of who should be included like 

EMPs, planners, key local officials, public, non-profit groups like the chamber. HMP has 

academia and CRS included that as well 

 Q: In last series of hazard mitigation had vulnerable populations because of economic 

issues; pop is concerned about surviving; used reps of organizations that knew them, but 

still a challenge 

 A: End up with smarter CEE members 

 Q (Ron): Why is it that under HMP and CRS that it‘s not a requirement or you don‘t get 

more points for involving more groups? 

 A: That may change.  Have to have a good committee to get good score.  Thurston Co, 

WA: got credit for CEE, budget cut then decided to use HMP for CRS CEE. HMP did 

not have any non-government. County had enough points to be at class 3, but stuck at a 5 

until they go back and get more involved 



 Darrin: More of incentive-based approach to CRS planning. And most points follow 

under public involvement.  

 French: Want feedback from people that are planners to tell if they had better product. 

What could be improved? 

 Darrin: Better product and process – value added in just going through the process 

 Gavin: Key weakness is implementation and participation; might be able to look at 

practice and applied research to get additional backing for issues and improvements to 

CRS planning and how you improve plans are integrated 

 Darrin: One thing that is good about CRS as opposed to HMP, in CRS you get points for 

creating an annual progress report, presenting to officials, and make it available to public 

 Jim: Public involvement and collaboration is critical.  One of concerns from RiskMAP 

was issue of whether communities with cutbacks and reductions be able to support the 

collaboration and other demands of working more with citizens. How do we do that and 

can the communities support it? 

 French: Some criteria requests face to face meetings but getting pushback from 

communities as well. Getting insurance break and that‘s the reason for the strict 

requirements 

 Deb Mills: Hampton County, 50 square miles and 850 rep loss properties. Had public 

outreach through their own processes; having difficulty getting credit for that effort 

overlaying HMP with CRS because no one is showing up to public meetings since in 

their minds they have already done it with other public meetings prior to the start.  Need 

to be reasonable and look at appropriate context 

 French: Look at public involvement and public information; much broader look at public 

information in the future 

 Barry: Motivation of the executive is slightly different than that of the mayor. Concern is 

more about professional reputation.   

 French: Getting right players is important 

 Gavin: answering Jim; lot of money spent in risk assessment and argument is that need to 

spend money on other parts and FEMA and other agencies can spend more time on the 

front end; pre-event resources (time and money) are rather small.  Maybe there needs to 

be some circuit riding 

 Karen: One of the things we don‘t do well is convince people of the benefit of mitigation 

planning.  The real benefit is translation of risk assessment to what you can do about it. 

It‘s making decision on annual budget; spend that money smarter. If you can integrate a 

better understanding of risks and how you conduct business, that is truly the benefit. 

 Janel (Ca Earthquake Authority – Chief Mitigation Officer): When you have great 

officials then they retire or they leave; how do you perpetuate that? 

 French: We aren‘t doing that well enough, but there is a procedure in place 

 Bob: Has implementation happened and people plan for points or for problems? 

 French: So much planning is done for garnering points. Created model for fictitious 

community. Model said should we get flooded, we will buy out properties and they did. 

Setting up the process is a good thing 

 Darrin had question about how many buildings in floodplain. Roseville is top one, only 

with CRS class 1 and only about 100 properties overall in the floodplain. French: If doing 

it for points, doing it for the wrong reason 

 Louis: How do you keep these things active and people engaged?  

 Group discussion response about incentives, different groups, cost-share, if they just had 

a disaster, etc. 

 

- Issues: 

 



 Is 10 step approach still OK? 

 

 Short answer is yes 

 

 Should we still give credit automatically for HMPs? Yes 

 What about multi hazard plan where flood is just one portion? 

 

 Deeper issue and may need to itemize 

 Good plans even if multi-hazard have good data on flood 

 

 Data v. interpretation 

 

 Has to be where citizens can read and understand and should have 

summaries/narrative 

 

 Local v. regional effort 

 

 Example of multijurisdictional plan like a county with 15 cities, how good is that 

for any individual city 

 Worst example is Houston Texas is getting credit under the HGAC plan so how 

much really is that doing? 

 

- CRS/DMA criteria v. local approach 

- Standard explanation of CRS planning 

- What counts is if your community followed the process 

- The process jives exactly with DMA criteria and number one thing for getting the most 

points is involving the public 

- Step 1 – Organize 

- Need professional planner 

 Debating this issue lately and looking for feedback from University of NC; a lot 

of mitigation plans the planning dept. doesn‘t even realize the plan is underway 

- CEE of affected departments 

- Formal creation by governing body 

- Step 2 – Involve the public 

- Planning CEE 

 Look at social media 

- Public meetings 

- Questionnaires 

- Outreach to organizations 

- Step 3 – Coordinate 

- May get more flexible here, but at a minimum you have to circulate the draft plan to other 

organizations 

- Step 4 – Assess the hazard 

- Map 

- Description 

- Rep loss area 

 This is change and beefing this up; DMA has done this 

- Past floods 

- Other hazards 

- Step 5 – Assess the problem 



- Only need one for credit (number of buildings, impact and natural functions and 

development trends) 

- People always miss development trends; need to be more future-oriented. Plans ought to 

account for revised flood maps. What about populations? Who is living or may live in the 

floodplain? 

- All step 4 hazards 

 Step 4 says have SFHA and drainage problems. Are you picking up every one of 

those steps 

- Step 6 – Set goals 

- Tie the goals to the problem 

- Doesn‘t have to be detailed, but make a connection 

- Is having general goals good enough? This is another issue that UNC is researching 

- Step 7 – Look at all the alternatives 

- Natural resource protection, emergency services, public information, preventive 

activities, property protection 

- Step 8 – Draft an action plan 

- Wrestling with post-disaster mitigation procedures and what to do there. Another activity 

in CRS – outreach projects- will have a new credit; putting together a flood response 

public information program, like letters and door hangers. Too often this is an 

afterthought. So important to set up post-disaster mitigation procedures 

- Revamping the habitat conservation plan and to make  broader floodplain protection plan 

- Actions for other natural hazards 

- Key issue is tying the projects to the assessed problem and goals. Not going to get credit if you 

don‘t tie problems 

- Step 9 is adopt the plan, but it‘s planning 

- Step 10 is ongoing implementation and evaluation 

- Want to tie implementation so you don‘t get same credit if not doing anything with the 

plan. 

- Lots of example plans available; at ASFPM had a side session for the consultants that do 

mitigation plans more familiar with CRS  

- New website: www.CRS2012.org 

- Has all changes to CRs 

- Breaks down details for each activity 

- Document management is an issue – want to make sure to know where it is stored 

- Webinars coming up: open and free 

 

Discussion: 

- Need to get word out to consultants. Suggestion that it should go to states because they can reach 

consultants 

- What‘s the connection with RiskMap?  Have Dave Carlton (mapping contractor and CRS 

contractor) as a connection. Problem – RM means different things in different places and the 

products of risk map are 7 years down the road. Will put a real effort on RiskMAP in 2015 

- Connection with NAI?  NAI toolkit publication does make a connection to some degree because 

NAI activity does relate back to CRS and has points associated with it. Gavin: a good plan should 

not look at problems in past, but should have a future orientation and look at land use. Watershed 

impact will be a bigger piece in the future CRS planning 

- Going back to time/resources of local officials – is it possible to more closely marry the efforts of 

CRS/HMP with RiskMAP, could the RM meetings maybe help meet the criteria so they are not 

having to redo meetings?  For public the answer is yes, but the community has to think of it in 

advance. 

 

http://www.crs2012.org/


Karen Helbrecht of FEMA HQ provided an update on the new hazard mitigation planning review tool: 

- Organizing process and revamping the plan review process to make more effective for all 

engaged. 

- Stakeholders and getting all involved 

- Charged with following goals: 

- Increase the mitigation focus on risk reduction strategies 

 Plans doing a good jobs on risk assessment, but vulnerabilities not transferred to 

mitigation strategies 

- Make sure in line with law and regulations 

- Be consistent from region to region in terms of plan reviews and minimize subjective 

interpretation 

- Facilitate more positive interaction between FEMA and plan developers by increasing 

dialogue 

- Use less state and local resources in plan review process and more in planning process 

itself 

- Want to improve quality of plans and plan development 

- By end of September, want to roll out the new process 

- Created a team looking at the plan review tool (formerly crosswalk) 

- Need to update regulatory guidance (blue book) 

- And update the non-regulatory guidance and tools for developing plans 

- Plan review and development training. 

- Course called G318 for plan development training although initially developed for plan 

review training 

- Recognize need to update this and come up with a changed management structure and 

culture of the plan review process 

- Also stood up a quality assurance team that throughout the process achieving the goals 

and to check in as roll out the tool if the process is working 

- Regulatory language interpreted in many different ways – what is a ―comprehensive 

range of mitigation actions‖ what is really required and acceptable? Need to educate 

communities and states about why the process is important and what they will get out of 

it 

- Plan Developer Handbook: going to try to come up with a bunch of tools in there 

- Training from that will help to get:  

 Good (approved) 

 Better 

 Best 

- Plan review tool is already out there for review. Old Crosswalk was over 15 pages and denying or 

failing for the wrong reason. Now it‘s streamlined and 3 pages 

- Also decided the bluebook should be written strictly for the plan reviewer; just need what do you 

need to approve or not approve, just the good elements 

- Then associated with the tool is the plan assessment piece looking at where it could be better, 

celebrate success and see how it could be better 

- Want better relationship with communities and if first communication with FEMA is them telling 

what was wrong that doesn‘t foster the best relationship 

- Need to improve communication over the five years 

- Build bridges between different groups 

- Some communities have mitigation plans and they don‘t even know it 

- Plans need to be meaningful 

- Big difference between CRS and HMP is that HMP has to be completed in order to receive HMA 

grants 

- Sometimes this is the only way communities can participate 



- Don‘t want to raise the bar too high 

- Q: Bob Frietag: Relationship between states and locals in regard to substantive policy; a: FEMA 

has to defer to states and locals to choose their own hazards; to have ownership in plans by 

choosing.  

- Q: Ron: On one hand looking for process to improve plan; one of key things is the ―should‖ and 

if remove, how can get better? A: they are not removed, but will be in planning tool. Best plans 

are owned and understood by the communities. Need to find communities that understand the 

benefit of planning and how they get to that point. Many plans are meaningless because the 

community doesn‘t understand the process or benefits 

- Link with RiskMap is about communicating risk and taking action and the mitigation plan is the 

best vehicle for communicating risk.  If a community truly understands the risk, then under their 

normal budget and process, implementation will happen 

- Have had negative response between states and localities because doing plans to get grants. 

Going to have to understand that and work with them to get them to understand why it is 

important. 

- Q: City of New Orleans planning dept. and just completed update; developed supplement and see 

where they want city to be 5 years from now. Took projects from mitigation plan, tried to see 

which can do in 6 months, which longer term, and what about other criteria not in plan, like 

improving coordination, etc. also trying to start water management working group. FEMA: this is 

excellent. Would like to capture this and share thoughts and see implementation when you 

actually achieve these things. What are the tools you are using? NO: trying to get support of 

critical leadership. 

- Need comments from planning review guidance. Need to encourage improvement in other areas. 

Not required, but one thing they would like to see is an annual report. Maybe credit would be 

possible to give credit to the star communities that submit an annual report. Another piece 

working on is developing incentive for good behavior and measuring community‘s resilience. 

- One of best multi-jurisdictional plans was four counties in Virginia.  

 

Jim Schwab, AICP, APA Hazards Planning Research Center: 

Hazard Mitigation: Integrating Best Practices into Planning 

- Many plans from EMCs and not involving the planning dept 

- Planners need to assert themselves fully 

- Effective planning involves some form of land use.   

- Integrating best practices – what is it? 

- FEMA contract with APA to produce the PAS Report 

- Web conference available online 

- Discussed role of planers in mitigation 

- Explanation of DMA 2000 

- Integration hazard mitigation throughout all aspects of planning  

- Concept of a safe growth audit 

 Some sort of a checklist so communities could look at the kinds of things they 

can think about so they can ensure that hazard mitigation is worked into codes 

and site reviews 

- Chapter on Six case studies 

- And chapter on Overall findings and recommendations 

- Example of Cedar Rapids, Iowa – where does public policy change come in and what does it look 

like? 

- Smart Planning Act – passed in Iowa, that had interesting language 

- Help from EPA smart growth, made happy marriage b/w smart growth concepts and 

hazard mitigation 



- Contains 10 smart growth principles and 13 suggested elements of a local comprehensive 

plan, one of which is a hazard element 

- Best practices –  

- Chapter 1 – hazard mitigation; an essential role 

- Ch. 2 – hazard mitigation and DMA 

- Ch. 3 – integrating hazard mitigation throughout comprehensive plan 

- Ch. 4 – integrating hazard mitigation into other local plans 

- Ch. 5 – integrating into other implementation tools of planning 

- Ch. 6 – case studies – large jurisdictions 

- Ch. 7 – case studies – intermediate jurisdictions 

- Ch. 8 – case studies – small towns and rural communities 

 Wanted to show where you can really get into some significant work 

 Can find book on FEMA website 

- Ch. 9 – findings and recommendations 

- Local hazard mitigation plan prepares in CA: 

- 50% agency 

- 29% consultant 

- 21% both 

- This was based on study by Cal Poly University 

- In California, 1/3 didn‘t know relationship between mitigation plan and CA‘s required safety 

element 

- Findings – what works: 

- Complementary goals between comprehensive planning and hazard mitigation plans 

- Leadership factors within the communities, sustaining public support – this is what was 

consistent through the case studies where looking at best practices. This was a factor time 

and time again 

- What does not work? 

- Procrastination 

- Failure to involve planners in local hazards planning; or failure of planners to get 

involved 

- Failure to engage public and communicate about hazards – no public buy in or support 

and consequently a politically fragile LHMP 

- Investment in redevelopment without communicating about hazards 

- Failure to use other plans to address hazards 

- Conclusions 

- The road ahead 

 Learn from disasters 

 Start change now 

 Strengthen integration of hazards with other planning activities 

 Think linkages 

 

Gavin Smith provided an update on state mitigation plans and their implementation: 

State Mitigation Plans and the DMA: Do Plans support coastal resiliency and adaptation?  

- Did a national evaluation of state and local plans after the DMA and this has never been done 

before.   

- Theoretical assessment but grounded in practice 

- Looked at motivation for DMA, key features DMA and climate adaptation and why that is absent 

from the DMA 

- Key research questions: 

- Quality of plans? Strengths/weaknesses? And how well do they meet climate change. 

- Six year study 



- Overall framework – Plan Quality Principles 

- Vision 

- Goals 

- Fact Base 

- Policies 

- Implementation 

- Monitoring 

- Inter-governmental coordination 

- Links to Blue book by section – tied dimensions to the blue book. Looking at whole of policies 

and how they affect risk reduction 

- Can make connection between resilience and planning 

- Intergovernmental more resilient if you get more involved 

- Example – seaside, Florida – smart growth in dumb locations? 

- Not doing a good job of implementing principles 

- Smart growth principles in an area that is incredibly vulnerable 

- Issue after Katrina in Mississippi – they thought ridiculous to build homes elevated on ocean 

front, but bad messaging to be making fun of hazard mitigation; also in their smart code it‘s 

decreased density as you move out from the city core, but natural hazard with water body.  

Starting to see nexus with compact urban form and quality of life and hazards/risks 

- Methods 

- Plan collection – 30 coastal state plans, 174 local plans. This was part of a hazard 

mitigation grant and first updates from 2006-2008; online download and email or mail 

requests 

- Evaluation instrument – developed and tested 

- Content analysis – double-coded each plan using independent coders. Reliability analysis 

and score reconciliation with 73% agreement and qualitative assessments of best 

practices. 

 Looking at whether it does or doesn‘t exist 

 Writing best practices in narrative form 

- Findings: 

- Across all dimensions the quality scores are rather low, policies and implementation and 

participation score lowest 

- This is for state plans 

- There‘s not a rational nexus between risk assessment and policies/goal statement. 

- Showed map of us with states color-coded by criteria. Found no state that has a suite of 

actions that ranks high 

- Conclusions 

- As a whole if you had to give a score to state plans, it would be a C. 

- No plan has all of the key dimensions at a high level 

- If plans have certain good elements use those as best practices to help FEMA and 

association  

- Limited discussion of land use as a risk assessment tool 

- Very poor linkage between the fact base and policy choices 

- Found that generally the connectivity b/w mitigation and planning community remains 

inadequate. 

- Recommendations 

- Focused mainly on states at this point as in middle of analysis on local plans 

- Don‘t adhere to the adage that all land use is local. State plays an important role in land 

use to locals. State policies shape choices and actions that communities take at the local 

level 



- If developing enhanced state plan means more than administering grants better. 

Encourage them to create a forward looking, action-oriented document. 

- Interviewed SHMOs and did surveys. One thing they mentioned and uncovering in 

research pre-event capacity training. A lot can be done with little cost, but does take 

resources and time 

- Improving nexus with risk and capability assessment and strategies 

- Increased commitment of policies in addition to projects  - local plans focus on projects 

instead of comprehensive policies that are forward-looking 

- An association  can bolster what FEMA would like to do, but can‘t and that‘s bring research 

findings and other resources 

- Links to Climate change: 

- Basic findings is very few address 

- Most say in the update that they will do it 

- Strategic linkages with climate change adaption like risk and vulnerability assessment 

like HI, concerned with unique island vulnerabilities and indigenous knowledge, which is 

really important. 

- Picture of Manila, settlements built after typhoon washed them out, right next to affluent 

community.  
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Ron Flanagan presented a Power Point. 

 

Ron favors local Mitigation planning but understands that others favor other perspectives including 

regional planning. He suggested that there needs to be a well-rounded discussion. 

 

It is critical to involve local citizens. Locals should include government, business, NGOs, Community 

Based Organizations (CBOs), citizens and citizen networks and interest groups. There was general 

agreement at the Natural Hazards Workshop and the NHMA meeting that we do not do well at involving 

all of the stake holders. NHMA might consider the development of a workbook on community/citizen 

engagement. The Center for Hazards Assessment Response and Technology (CHART) University of New 

Orleans has been developing community/citizen engagement research and tools. 

 

Gavin Smith reminded to group that Mitigation planning is often not local but may be national or 

impacted by national or regional processes that locals may not be aware of. 

 

Ron reminded us that there is a ‗Las Vegas syndrome‘ – it will not happen here. Losses are going up 

faster than what can be sustained- mitigation is the possibility to lessen these losses. There is about a 



100% probability that a family will experience a natural hazard over the life of a mortgage.  If we do not 

mitigate we will build back in the same places and suck up public funds 

     

There have been 21 Presidential disasters in OK - Okfuskee County is the highest declaration county in 

the country but has no regulations or codes.  There are some inexpensive wind mitigation measures -

$500.00 to $700.00 per home which could have prevented this repeating occurrence. 

 

Hazard mitigation planning needs to include debris - the removal of and positioning of debris. Often, this 

is neglected and the result is that debris becomes the focus instead of the rebuilding.  

 

High schools in Joplin were not mitigated and were totally destroyed.  Fortunately children were not in 

attendance at the time.  Schools should be a priority for safety and mitigation.   FEMA should make this a 

requirement of mitigation funds that communities build back to better standards - such as safe rooms, 

wind resistant windows, etc.  We can improve based on the analysis of all the houses destroyed.   

 

In Piedmont, the safe-room was left after the house was gone - the job has to be done right- not part way - 

the builders and the contractors need to be held  to their job of doing it correctly and inspections should 

monitor these details. 

Planners and users need to be educated.  Builders are not doing the work that is needed to make homes 

safe - with just a bit difference in the design or doing as little as putting the correct bolts on the attached 

screws. 

 

Post disaster recovery planning- 

        It is best to do mitigation before the disaster; if not, there is a desire to re-establish the status quo.    

 

CRS needs to be in the mitigation guidelines. 

        Build back better- or we will have the same disaster again and again. 

 

HMGP planning is a comprehensive method of planning that can help a community do all the critical 

parts for mitigation planning. 

 

It is critical to find ‗local champions‘ to push mitigation 

 

The processes known as ‗social resource management‘ (Kent and Taylor), Participatory Action Research 

(PAR) and Diffusion of Innovation (E. Rogers) are tools to help in  citizen/community engagement.  

 

Mustang OK-   flood plain DFIRM, there is a problem with growth.  Their plan does not take in to 

account the future urbanization.  NFIP is not working if it doesn‘t consider the future growth and 

industrialization of an area.  Full urbanization planning needs to be taken into account along with growth 

issues and constraints for the environment and possible risks. 

 

Ed Thomas pointed out that the action in Mustang was not legal because of constitutional issues of 

common law and  because flood plain work might be OK  it is not necessarily legal. 

       

French Whetmore - FEMA is to map to future hazards/risks. 

 

FEMA counsel is working to draw distinction – is it compliant – or is it not?  How do we take into 

consideration   future conditions - how do we get around it -  how are insurance rates considered with 

DFIRM-  do we rely solely on them?  

 



Some communities are using higher standards –Charlotte/Mecklenburg County regulates for higher 

standards. (Perhaps NHMA could research which communities have good standards and determine the 

processes they used to accomplish their success.) 

 

We need to change some of the policies at federal level as well as the local. 

 

Public Assistance— 

PA grants- Are they still working? Where are the people who are doing it? (possible research need) 

 

For mitigation to happen at the local level and with local activities on the ground, it is critical to build 

mitigation planning into the general planning process for all stakeholders. (Perhaps NHMA and others 

can develop plans for how a variety of stakeholders, households, contractors, businesses, NGOs can 

include mitigation, including continuity and contingency planning, in their regular planning process.  

(CHART-UNO has developed materials and workshops for government, business and NGOs. The 

Episcopalians and Presbyterians in south Louisiana have developed contingency and continuity planning 

materials for their congregations.  Can NHMA help collect the tools that already exist?) 

      

PPD 8 National Preparedness policy objectives: 

We need an all hazards approach to reduce future risks and it needs to involve all levels of government 

from federal to the individual household.  Mitigation planning is a complex process. A planning process 

takes more than two contacts with a client-  if there is a minimum requirement that doesn‘t work we 

should change the minimum standards.   Educational process and HMGP Development, where are the 

issues and how are they going to be addressed?  There is a problem with the 25% fed/state match, Tulsa 

has a bond issue with each project so that there can be funding. 

 

Mitigation measures can be taken in Tulsa as part of the capital improvement process. 

 

Consultants are doing everyone a disservice by doing it from the outside and not including the public. The 

public has to be involved and they all have a responsibility in the mitigation process. 

 

Insurance companies, chamber of commerce, radio television, utility companies, land developers, etc 

must be involved.  A Citizen Advisory board meets monthly in Tulsa to look over all the issues of safety 

and mitigation and to make priorities and find the resources to make mitigation happen.  It has staff.  

Mitigation would not work in Tulsa if a group advisory team didn‘t meet monthly. (The Tulsa plan needs 

to be shared) 

 

‗I have gone to communities to find out what has been implemented – if it isn‘t implemented the plan is a 

waste- say to hell with the communities who don‘t care-  put the energy with the communities who care.‘ 

 

Staphlee planning considerations 

Staphlee - Social, technical, administrative, political, historical and cultural, legal, economic, and 

environmental considerations.     Historical places are critical - special needs population have to be 

addressed in the mitigation plan.  The Tulsa Partners- has a day without business day with business folks 

to make plans etc.   City hall plus other public places to educate -  All people in Tulsa are notified about 

hazards and the flood plains- only 25% participation in the flood insurance- why is this so low? 

 

―Turn around- don‘t drown signs in all the flooding places - signage went into affect areas or areas that 

are at high risk‖-   

  



Comprehensive plan- also have to take into account expansive soils issues-  so easy to prevent but this is 

not considered and it isn‘t required-  look at places on the map and the appropriate foundations when 

permits are issued.   

 

IBHS- is working with the NFPA for attention of natural resource protection-  Environment needs are 

extremely important for issues of  the influence of how the environment affects risks- we can mitigate 

with proper 

Use of environment – storm water retention ponds can also be used for public usage. 

 

Things can be made that are community friendly while addressing the needs of mitigation (we need to 

develop such a list) 

 

Manuela Johnson presented a regional planning example-    

Mitigation program in Indiana has county wide plans that include the local communities for discussions 

and cooperation.  The planning process has  brought people together that will have to work in a response 

event and will then share their resources and joint planning and shared expertise along with goals and 

objectives.  Outreach is identified as a need so the cooperation of each community through a county wide 

effort will spread more good with less money.  Integrating.  Water shed basis affects the whole water shed 

communities within the area- we took the meetings to local areas and helped bring a hybrid effort of top 

down/bottom up to get all players together-  91 county plans are up for review to FEMA – almost 100% 

of the counties in Indiana- 

 

This is how you can do it and here are the variety of sources, not just FEMA.  There are only 3 in the 

mitigation office in the state (Indiana) - reality is that if we didn‘t go with the county wide planning effort  

we wouldn‘t be able to do it. 

 

French - Water shed plan is much better - county wide is good- if  education is 75% of getting it done 

then having only one person from each community in a county then there isn‘t much education going on-   

Money given on an unequal is a problem -  few plans versus  many plans.     Illinois has now switched to 

the Indiana plan. 

 

Multi-jurisdiction is important for the changes on the ground- Dallas Fort Worth area adopted specific 

standards- and agreed on several primary issues - do the planning and get the jurisdictions agree on the 

codes- regional practices are critical - This work is about relationships - build relationships between 

communities.  (Need materials on how to build relationships) 

 

Let‘s figure out why things work - and have the communities that have working programs mentor others- 

 

Pierce County, Lou Dooley, - go across jurisdictions and do risk communications and assessments and 

from that 78 jurisdictions have their own plan- it is a hybrid process - it works for Pierce County, 

Washington 

 

Multi-jurisdictional or Single Jurisdiction for planning?  It is always a debate and conundrum or should it 

be water shed regions or bio-regions? 

 

Barry - Illinois – resource usage is always a consideration; Tennessee was hesitant to give out money  

 

Mary Beth -  getting people to the table- county at the table – mitigation working group- update plan – 

changes in people and content need to be updated- even the ones that are not declared still get money so 

that they update plans - FSU used planning students to update the plans-   

 



Money and how much they have -  there should be some type of quality of plan - some kind of  statement 

of what a good plan will take, in time, efforts etc.  What is a good practice as appose to what is the 

minimum- 

 

The conundrum is if a community is going to take small steps as opposed to doing nothing- maybe if this 

is the first step - need to look at the local issues and the context of the place- 

 

Jim Owen - came to this meeting from Santa Clara- forensic hydrology to make the analysis and changes 

for the betterment of the plan - What we do as a standard of excellence has to be considered in context- 

406 mitigation example- has any president required- is this worth researching? - for public assistance-   

need to have mitigation in order to have public assistance - go through all the structures that could be a 

problem in the mitigation plan- such as roads, bridges etc.  Then, get this into the a better system of 

standards - we might want to give this type of input to FEMA for 406 – 

 

Region 6 consultants and plans- in correcting of plans - the sending back of plans etc. it needs to have a 

relationship between the jurisdictions.  

 

Recommendations:  

       

Multi-jurisdictional plans -120 some - risk assessment- predicted risk and growth- participating 

committee within all the various jurisdictions, school boards, planning, etc.  Then, created a mitigation 

strategy with a workbook for each jurisdiction - FEMA saw that as good-   

 

I support the flexibility - we get the good professional expertise in the process and we take incremental 

steps so that we can come out with something in the next five years.   Critical - action, not just the paper 

work is critical.  we are so concerned with paper work done that we don‘t take action - after a disaster 

when funding becomes available- we need to make sure that the FCO‘s and the regional offices and the 

jurisdictions if they are talking to the communities. - How are we going to improve the process after the 

disaster?- 

 

How are you going to prioritize the HMPG - But the big money is PA etc. - so how do we do this -  make 

the prioritization in the mitigation time period- 

 

Linkage between the local and state plans-   

 

MJ or SJ   YES and the HYBRID 

      You get out of it what you put into it- 

        

What would a community look for in a good consultant - Evaluate the process and the consultant - help 

the community learn what the process should look like and what the consultant should be doing -  

(NHMA could develop a white paper on consulting) 

 

What type of approach - a risk based approach or one more focused on the process - get achieved results - 

multilateral approach and tie it to public assistance-   

 

NHMA - Develop a recognition based on results related goals for communities  

 

Some type of criteria could be developed for those who do a good job and then they get the money as an 

incentive to do better. 

 

Guernee, Illinois- compliance and multi-jurisdictional-   



 

We may now have a quantity of communities that are involved - we now have to have quality 

measurements for the plans. 

 

Quality:  take a look at expected damages and what is the plan doing to help to stabilizing the situation 

and reducing the damage in the outcomes - the cost analysis between what it looks like if they don‘t and if 

they do -  this should be done in a good plan 

 

Historical sites and natural services (Wetlands and forests provide natural services beyond resources and 

recreation) 

OTHER IDEAS AND CONCERNS EXPRESSED: 

Need to involve more students in hazard mitigation and research.  

 

NHMA needs to recruit student members and open more dialogue with research community 

 

Funding and funding criteria for mitigation needs to be more important. 

 

Mitigation needs to include the concepts of capacity building (resiliency) of citizens, businesses, NGOs.  

 

―Getting people to the table‖ is not the only way (or the best way) to get good citizen engagement. We 

need to be sure our engagement process does not, in fact, discriminate against some citizens. 
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Tim Lovell, Chair of Track 2 and Chair of NHMA Disaster-Resilient Communities Committee,  

Called the session to order at 8:30 am and introduced Dr. Bill Hooke, who moderated the opening and 

closing sessions. 

 

 

Session 1: Applying Research to Building Disaster-Resilient Communities 

Date/Time: 8:30 a.m. – 10:00 a.m. 

Session 1A:  Public-Private Partnerships 

Speaker: Bill Hooke, American Meteorological Society 



 

Bill Hooke asked why disaster losses continue to rise despite all our good efforts. One reason is that 

people continue to move into hazardous areas. The 2001 hazards assessment cited four reasons: We don‘t 

know as much as we think we know. We don‘t use what we know. We are mis-using what we know.  

Perhaps there is a time lapse in reaping benefits from what we do. Dr. Hooke compared this experience to 

that in the aviation industry:  there are now four times as many flights as in previous years, but accidents 

are actually reduced. The difference, he said, it that the aviation community learns from experience. 

 

Dr. Hooke cited Dennis Mileti‘s remarks on the previous day: our focus is too narrow, there is no more 

middle class, poverty is growing, and the climate is changing. Dr. Hooke said the problem looks too big 

to solve, but we have to start a conversation that deals with the real world. I am a hammer, he said, and 

this problems looks like a nail. There are models that can provide us guidance, including: 

 

 Demographics. In previous years, the world‘s population was headed toward 15 billion, 

and people thought the future was hopeless. But no one is making such a large prediction 

today. What happened? When we began to allow women to have education, gave them 

control of their bodies, and assured them that their children could live to adulthood, the 

birth rate dropped like a stone.  

 FEMA‘s Project Impact initiative also provides a model, he said. Suppose we followed 

the Project Impact model, educated communities about the risks they face, helped them 

but didn‘t tell them what to do, and gave them the terrible news that outside help must be 

limited so they are responsible for managing those risks and have to take ownership of 

the problem and solution. We have to deal with this on a community-by-community 

basis. There is no such thing as being the only one who survives; we have to all succeed 

together.  

 

Dr. Hooke cited a recent study by the National Science Foundation‘s Disaster Round Table, which he 

chairs, which recommended Project-Impact style public-private partnerships.   

  

He recommended working with four criteria: 

 

 Short-term and long-term policy changes enlightened by experience. Examples: public-

private partnerships, no adverse impact, and the new Presidential Policy Directive 8. 

 Emergent solutions, things that are viral. The internet has speeded up the possibility for 

doing things. 

 Leadership; get a small segment of the group working on track as leaders for all. 

 Base actions and policies on facts. 

 

Dr. Hooke reminded the group that Jesus had a policy manual, called the Bible; a networking tool, the 

expanding Roman Empire; a leadership group of 12; and an action plan based on facts, love, and 

cooperation. Similarly, he said, we need to find solutions that are cheap and effective, in a time of 

financial meltdown, and things that can be done quickly by small groups.   

 

 

Session 1B: Resilience 

Speaker : Warren Edwards, CARRI 

 

Warren Edwards, Director of the Community and Regional Research Institute (CARRI) in Oak Ridge, 

TN., defined resilience as the ability to endure, recover from, and adapt to potential threats. He said 

expanding resilience in America will require a broad and sustained engagement of all citizens, companies, 



and communities. Over the past two years, CARRI has studied resilience in communities through a 

program (www.ResilientUS.org) funded by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. Pilot study 

communities included Memphis, the Gulf Coast near Gulfport, MS, and three counties around Charleston, 

SC.  

 

Gen. Edwards said communities – which he defined as self-defined geographic entities held together by 

common interests – are highly complex social/political/economic entities. To work with communities, we 

need to respect that complexity and to ask four things: 

 

 What do you mean by resilience in the context of my community? What does it mean 

to me? 

 Where am I? Need some kind of measurement, but it is very difficult to measure 

resilience. We like to measure things we can count. How can we measure leadership 

and a quality called ―stickiness,‖ why people keep coming back to the place, no 

matter how bad it is. 

 Can I get some processes and tools that will help me get from where I am to where I 

need to be? We can work on this one, he said. 

 How do we get rewarded for spending that time and energy? What is the community 

payoff, in terms of social and economic benefits? 

 

The challenge demands that people draw together at local levels. But how do we convene and hold all 

those people who make up the full fabric of the community, when local leaders and residents are 

consumed by their daily problems and challenges? No one really believes a disaster will occur, and the 

disaster-mitigation payoff, so how do we build incentives so the community will improve, whether or not 

a disaster occurs? The answer, he said, is to tie resilience to something else, things that are positive 

improvements that can energize the community, as it builds social and business capacities over time. 

 

We need to develop a common framework, in the spirit of Project Impact, he said, that networks 

communities so they can interact and learn from each other. Every community will be different, but we 

need to build in enough framework commonality so the nation can learn from the localized resilience 

ventures. CARRI has developed a framework they call CRS (Community Resilience System) that they 

will now test in ten pilot communities. 

 

Sandra Knight, FEMA‘s deputy administrator for mitigation, suggested perhaps Project Impact 

communities could serve as mentors to the CARRI pilots communities. 

 

Margaret Davidson, NOAA Coastal Services Center director, said we need to learn from each other, 

expand the models, and include non-traditional partners such as the EPA and its work on environmental 

justice issues. A hundred years after the nation accepted the idea of government coming in after a disaster 

to try to make the survivors whole, now we must face the fact that ―It can‘t be Uncle Sugar coming in to 

fix everything,‖ she said.  

 

Wendy Freitag, external affairs manager for Washington State Emergency Management Division, said her 

agency is reaching out to communities, based on a model of a training class on mentoring and coaching, 

focused around the private and non-profit sectors and small businesses. 

 

 

Session 2: Building on Current Models of Partnerships to Create Disaster-Resilient 

Communities 

Date/Time: 10:15 – 11:45 a.m. 



Session 2A: National to State and Local 

Speaker: William S. Becker, Natural Capitalism Solutions 

 

Bill Becker, a Colorado consultant on energy and climate policy at Natural Capitalism Solutions, said the 

need for partnerships has never been greater in his lifetime.  More people are moving into hazard areas, 

our disaster infrastructure is aging, the pattern over the past decade has been for more severe weather 

events, and ―nobody has any money,‖ he said. We are likely to see programs cut, not started. Part of our 

problem arises because we expect temporary political leadership to solve permanent problems, he said. 

 

In the face of these challenges, there are some hopeful advances, he said. FEMA is taking a ―whole 

community‖ approach. Three agencies – HUD, DOT, and EPA – are conducting sustainable community 

pilots. Through a 2009 executive order, the military is offering to help communities obtain sustainability 

goals. More than 200 recommendations for national climate action were developed by the Presidential 

Climate Action Project, which Mr. Becker chaired.  

 

Climate change is unique, he said, because the longer we wait, the worse it will become. If we think of it 

as a risk, we can learn to manage that risk, as well as others.  ―All pollution is global,‖ he said, ―but 

localities will have to control their own destinies.‖ We need to push for government assistance and 

expanded programs, but we can‘t wait. We have to find less structured ways to work together, now. He 

recommended messages around the themes of homeland security, personal security, and the fiscal impact 

of not acting now, including rising public health costs. We also need to find ways to stabilize two strained 

government programs for flood insurance and crop insurance, Mr. Becker said. 

 

He recommended that resilience become a rating factor in other programs, including programs we don‘t 

normally associate with hazards. He recommended people consult www.FutureWeWant.org for more 

information. 

 

 

Session 2B: State to Local 

Speaker: Wendy Freitag, State of Washington Emergency Management 

 

Wendy Freitag, external affairs manager for the Washington State Emergency Management Division, 

said it is helpful that FEMA has an Office of Private-Sector Partnerships and has added liaisons in each 

region to work with private sector and tribes. All FEMA regions now have disability specialists, too; 

these experts know how to reach people with disabilities and keep abreast of the complex and changing 

challenges in communicating with and helped those populations.  

 

Workshop participants mentioned several other useful examples, including FEMA‘s cooperating technical 

partners program; FEMA‘s Risk Map (Mapping, Assessment, and Planning) program 

(http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/fhm/rm_main.shtm), and the American Lifelines Alliance (now 

unfunded); FEMA‘s post-disaster Community Education and Outreach and Disaster-Resilient University 

programs; NOAA‘s StormReady and TsunamiReady programs; FLASH (Federal Alliance for Safe 

Homes); FireWise; a national fire-management plan; drought-management programs; and the Institute for 

Business & Home Safety.   The Red Cross has a new readiness program aimed at small business. 

  

Margaret Davidson cited NOAA‘s coastal management programs and community resilience efforts, 

including some specific community projects. The Business Civic Leadership Center, an arm of the U.S. 

Chamber of Commerce, has a coalition of a dozen foundations who help fund BCLC programs, including 

business continuity and disaster-resilient programs, she said.  

 



The group discussed developing a compendium of information about the local resilience pilots, how they 

are structured, and lessons learned.  

  

Wendy Freitag noted that a common thread over the workshop has been how we share knowledge, with 

the understanding that one size does not fit all. In Washington State, her agency partners with the 

Homeland Security Center of Excellence, with an action framework named ―Pathways to Resilience.‖ 

They are piloting with a course and identified leaders who serve as community champions and are 

powerful, trained advocates, she said.  To try to overcome ―disaster amnesia‖ and to capture teachable 

moments, they are also partnering with the local leaders to collect YouTube video testimonials and 

stories. 

 

Tim Lovell, director of Tulsa Partners Inc., explained the TPi program that encourages business 

continuity planning for child care centers, done in conjunction with the IBHS Open for Business, the 

Child Care Resource Center, Save the Children, and State Farm Insurance. After a pilot phase, the Child 

Care Resource Center took over the program and is running with it, he said. TPi also sponsors a program 

to help non-profits develop continuity plans, so they can keep operating during and after a disaster; and 

the Tulsa United Way has made these continuity plans a requirement to receive funding, he said. 

 

Lori Peek, Colorado State University, suggested writing an article for a national magazine about the best 

places to live, from a resilience standpoint. Susan Cutter has the data, she said, and the data could be 

linked with public school districts. 

 

Wendy Freitag challenged NHMA to recommend better ways to measure resilience. She said her agency 

is conducting a survey about individual knowledge and preparedness, to attempt to measure how well 

they are doing. They are rethinking the Citizen Corps model with social scientists to learn good ways to 

motivate people. 

 

Shirley Laska urged her to pitch the program to the neighborhood level. 

 

Warren Edwards said communities have to determine the messages that work for their own people, but 

we can give them helpful resources. ―We have spent the last lot of years trying to scare people to death, 

and it hasn‘t worked,‖ he said. ―We have to re-craft the message. I suggest talking about better lifestyle, 

better educational opportunities for our children, so that people will think, ‗I want to do this, not because I 

am scared to death but because it is good for the community. And the way to take the message forward,‖ 

Mr. Edwards said, ―is not with old fat white guys.‖  

 

Margaret Davidson noted that we are a nation of story tellers, and that is a good way to help people learn.  

 

 

Session 3: Recap of Morning Sessions 

Date/Time 11:45 a.m. - noon 

Speaker: Tim Lovell, Tulsa Partners, Inc. 

 

Tim Lovell summarized the morning discussion. 

 

Bill Hooke reminded the group that the afternoon discussion would focus around developing an action 

plan to foster disaster-resilient communities. ―How can a small group, such as NHMA, have an impact?‖ 

he asked. The action plan should be greater than NHMA and focus on how NHMA can encourage larger 

groups to act.  ―What are we going to get other people to do?‖ Dr. Hooke said. 

 

 



Session 4: Discussion of Opportunities, Gaps, Actions 

Day/Time: 1:30-2:15 p.m. 

Speaker: Shirley Laska, University of New Orleans 

 

Shirley Laska, founding director of CHART (the Center for Hazards Assessment, Response and 

Technology) at the University of New Orleans, moderated a discussion about gaps, challenges, and 

opportunities to encourage resilience communities. 

 

Margaret Davidson said that hazard mitigation is climate adaptation, regardless of the time scale. Few 

communities have recovery plans, she noted, and suggested that NHMA could develop a model recovery 

plan and training on it.   

 

Ann Patton suggested that perhaps communities could coalesce around developing recovery plans, in 

Project Impact style grassroots programs. 

 

George Sullivan, American Red Cross, said the primary driver of action is seeing others take action, 

which is probably more important than the information received or the source of that information. 

 

 

Session 5: Development of Framework and Action Plan for Disaster-Resilient Communities 

Day/Time: 2:15-3 p.m. 

Moderator: Bill Hooke, American Meteorological Society 

 

Bill Hooke moderated the closing breakout session, working toward developing a framework and action 

plan. 

 

Cindy Palmer, FEMA, described FEMA‘s Risk MAP program and said we might look for ways to 

leverage that funding.  

 

Roy Wright, deputy director of FEMA‘s Risk Analysis Division, said Risk Map works with 400 local 

projects each year, with multiple communities in the same watershed in each project.  Roy also said they 

followed the emergency management model of using exercises to test these plans. 

 

Cindy Palmer said a good model may exist in the Florida resilience program (www.DCA.state.FL.us), 

which includes five pilot community projects. Hillsborough County, FL, is creating priority recovery 

areas, termed ―community resilience centers.‖ The West Coast area, which includes Tampa, has identified 

lands that are at higher elevations and less disaster-prone, and they are encouraging development there 

through incentives. Ms. Palmer quoted the county emergency manager, Gene Henry, as saying the process 

has just taken off, with more than 1,000 people involved; the key was getting involvement by the private 

sector, which is driving the process, he said. These community resilience centers share the same qualities 

as Project Impact communities, Ms. Palmer said. An updated risk map is just one product, but what really 

comes out of the process is community vision and ownership, she said.  The process includes looking at 

the community‘s comprehensive and economic development plans, as well as county‘s emergency 

operations and hazard mitigation plans. 

 

Margaret Davidson and Kathleen Tierney said that even if we had a success rate of integrating 4 out of 

400 RiskMAP projects with community resilience centers per year as ―seed‖ projects, that would be great. 

 

Shirley Laska recommended that we develop our action plan around that kind of program. ―Let‘s make 

this our Project Impact,‖ she said, with apparent concurrence from the group. 

 



Margaret Davidson asked how the community resilience centers are funded through RiskMAP and how 

much funding could be available for process. We would need to plan for a ―recourse center‖ with more 

funders than FEMA, she said. 

 

Shirley Laska recommended ―an idea village – a home base for the community of practice for that 

community – a mitigation farm for family safety – with activities and actions today for today.‖ 

 

Ann Patton suggested that this program could become the action program carrying out the National 

Science Foundation recommendations for public-private partnerships. 

 

The group discussed needs for gathering examples with research to learn from them; then returned to 

discussing the action plan. Priority issues would include the need for an implementation plan to carry out 

the NSF recommendations. Since we cannot have a blank check, we need to identify potential resources 

and string them together in new ways to create funding for this approach, which would be for improving 

communities, not just for hazard mitigation. 

 

Bill Hooke said the action plan should include functions, short- and long-term goals, and priorities. 

NHMA could be a catalyst. 

 

Tim Lovell and Dennis Mileti said it would be quite helpful to have FEMA as one of the national 

partners. Dr. Mileti said it may be possible to grow FEMA‘s existing programs to make the most of 

available knowledge and create the best possible outcomes. He also said that people who are making 

decisions in communities are often ill-equipped to make decisions on mitigation. A possible goal might 

be to increase their professionalism and increase the number of planning departments that include hazard 

mitigation.  He compared the situation to the day when FEMA started to professionalize emergency 

managers. 

 

Margaret Davidson suggested NHMA might someday want to develop a training and certification 

program. 

 

Ann Patton said she would someday like to see a certified mitigation – resilience – manager in every 

community, as we have emergency managers and floodplain managers today.  

 

Roy Wright suggested that NHMA could be ―lead dog‖ on a training and certification program. 

 

Margaret Davidson said an important next step would be a feasibility assessment of the brainstorming 

ideas. Which can actually be accomplished?  Is it possible to bring together a resource center and visible 

demonstration centers. She volunteered her help with a training program, if feasible. 

 

Dr. Mileti said an important step would be rounding up some cash, perhaps from insurance groups, 

foundations, businesses, and agencies. 

 

Roy Wright said a goals statement should be that NHMA will work to increase access to relevant 

experience. Objectives could include: 

 

 On the ―push‖ side, capacity building, information assistance, promotion of hazards 

center functions, working on standard of care, education and commenting on policy. 

 On the ―pull‖ side, a common thread is providing assistance to organizations doing 

planning; and helping people find others who could help them. 

  



The group consensus was that NHMA should to support FEMA‘s Risk MAP program, see how it can be 

adapted to support Project-Impact style community resilience projects, and bring together a caucus of 

groups to work on the program in a Resilient Communities Coalition.   

 

Tim Lovell summarized the consensus to include three recommendations for NHMA: 

 

 Partner with FEMA and Risk Map, plus other agencies and foundations, etc., to try to 

move ahead with a Project-Impact-style resilience project and disaster-resilience centers. 

 Work with academic partners such as the Natural Hazards Center on cataloguing 

information, working in collaboration with others who do research well. 

 Increase our number of partnerships and create a network of multi-interest entities who 

would work on fostering disaster-resilient communities. NHMA would partner with them 

to create a Resilient Communities Coalition. 

 
 
************************************************************************************* 
 
 
Session Title: Discussion / Recommendations 

Date/Time:    Wednesday, July 13, 2011     3:30 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. 

Moderator:    Ed Thomas, NHMA 

Speakers:      Darrin Punchard, AECOM 

Tim Lovell, Tulsa Partners, Inc. 

Note Taker: Erin Capps, H2O Partners, Inc. 

                            

Wrap up from Track 1 (Darrin Punchard): 

 

- Many communities covered under FEMA HMPA but now need to focus on quality. In terms of 

resources and time and effort, do we need to channel in a different direction in a new mitigation 

ethic? 

- How do local governments do more with less? 

-  

- Look at capacity building 

- Multi-jurisdictional planning versus stand-alone and single jurisdiction plans 

- Hybrid also works 

-  

- What type of incentives could be provided? 

 

Wrap up from Track 2 (Tim Lovell): 

 

- Presentation from Bill Hooke on disaster resilient communities 

 

- Warren Edwards with Oak Ridge National Labs, CARRI (community and Regional Resilience 

Institute) and other models of resilience 

 

 Several other research projects and models were brought up 

 One discussion was question of certifying communities – one system for certifying 

communities?  This is not necessarily best. Better to have multiple models, choices and 

options 

 



- Talked about coordinating and plans – comprehensive, hazards, etc. How can we make them 

more resilient?  FEMA touches approximately 400 communities per year on a watershed basis 

with RiskMAP 

 

- Cynthia Palmer: Additional discussion about gaps – research & knowledge on what‘s happening, 

how communities are becoming more resilient, what organizations are involved, etc… there is not 

one single org. involved although a number of groups are working on this.   

 

 Natural hazards center and other academic institutions are gathering best practices, so 

there is a need to have some sort of catalogue of best practices to get an idea about who 

to model after. 

 

- Final session involved Bill Hooke/Goals: 

 

 Partnership with FEMA on promoting disaster resiliency centers 

 Working with academic partners like the natural hazards center and other and 

gathering/cataloguing other information in collaboration with other entities that do 

research well 

 Third project, which ties with first two, is increasing the number of partnerships and 

creating network of multi-interest entities that would work on creating disaster resiliency; 

purpose is to create some overall alliance. 

 

- Questions/Discussion: 

 

 Louis : What is resiliency?  Lots of different definitions 

 

 Initially thought of calling it Disaster Resilient Communities to tie into 

Project Impact 

 Everyone knew what Project Impact meant 

 Ann: Thought it would be a good idea to create a coalition of people focused 

on disaster resistant or resilient, regardless of what term you use, which may 

include businesses, private entities, non-profits, practitioners, etc. and calling 

it the Disaster Resilient Communities Coalition or Resilient Communities 

Coalition 

 Tim: At this point it‘s just a discussion 

 Ann: Could argue in terminology all day, but interested in both 

 Ed: sometimes easier to define something by what it‘s not or by outcome 

 Perhaps think of changing because there is a group, worldwide, called 

Disaster Resilient Cities (only one city in us, north little rock, AR) 

 

 Alessandra: In everything that we have been discussing are there linkages and if we do or 

don‘t fit into that broader context? 

 

 Let‘s look globally 

 Jim: it‘s already being done; when something happens internationally like in 

Japan, it effects everyone 

 Dick K: they may have different definitions and different lifestyles and 

resilience may look different there and may need to take those definitions 

seriously 



 Ed: clearest statements ever seen on response and recovery is from the 

international community 

 It‘s a little pretentious to try to define resilience 

 

 Notion of certification and recognition: could there be some sort of gold star community 

or disaster resilient from NHMA, also notion of best practices 

 

 Ann: Certification also came up in third way and that is suggestion that 

NHMA become an agency that helps train mitigation managers or mitigators 

and help them become better 

 EC: maybe have best practices housed on NHMA website 

 Mileti: any imposition from the outside is an imposition form the outside; 

Has anyone considered that a best practice may not be appropriate?  That 

maybe this is a short come to doing science?  It‘s an inductive affair that may 

create problems. Discovering a best practice and exporting it is a 

shortcoming to doing research.  It‘s not a replacement for science. Best is 

actually potentially the worst 

 

 Jo Ann: Brilliant to be Resilient, not Smart to fail to Start 

 NHMA does have an education committee that has tried to start sharing resources  - 

always looking for volunteers here 

 

- Q: What are the different CEE‘s and how to get involved? 

 

 Answer: to get involved CEE structures allow for discussion by and large between 

members and want white papers to get policy down 

 NHMA will often send out opportunities to comment. 

 Conference Committee, Education Committee, Mitigation Committee, Disaster Resilient 

Communities, Membership and Marketing Committee (outreach and websites), 

Legislative Committee, Advisory Committee 

 Ed: we will form committees as needed; want to start an international Committee. Jane 

Rovins is now working with international committee, trying to get committee going 

 

- Tom: Legislative CEE 

 

 List of bills to track 

 Wrote paper on Peruvian national authority, which discussed hazard mitigation 

 

- John:  Would everyone consider infiltrating other groups? For example public health, same losses 

and goals, but already overloaded.  

 

- Louis: Serves as chair for national environmental health organization and would like to have 

someone from NHMA come and speak to that group 

 
 
************************************************************************************* 
 

 

Session Title:    Closing Plenary 

Date/Time:       Wednesday, July 13, 2011     5:00 p.m. – 5:45 p.m. 



Speakers:         Shirley Laska, University of New Orleans 

  Bob Anderson, California Seismic Safety Commission 

Michele Steinberg, Firewise (Ed Thomas read a written statement from Michele 

Steinberg) 

                         Roy Wright, Federal Emergency Management Agency                         

Moderator:      Jim Murphy, URS 

Note Taker: Ann Patton, Tulsa Partners, Inc. 

 

Jim Murphy, URS, introduced the panel by repeating Dennis Mileti‘s prediction that things are going to 

get worse and agreed that we have to go through cultural change if we hope to reduce disaster losses. The 

workshop did not shy away from difficult and important issues, Mr. Murphy said. He recommended we 

focus on small changes and positive actions (not paperwork, sharpening our ability to react at the 

appropriate nexus of events, when we have an opportunity to combine money and will after a disaster. We 

should rub two nickels together, he said: combining Wall Street, bond agencies, insurers, and other 

businesses, saving them dollars when they want to invest in mitigation and everything we do, and 

harnessing their help to build resilient communities. Our biggest challenge, he said, is information 

overload and how to get our message to decision makers who are swamped.  Our best hope is to create 

partnerships and coalitions, Mr. Murphy said. 

 

Shirley Laska, University of New Orleans, recalled the previous day‘s demographic presentation by Dr. 

Steve Murdock, reporting that America is quickly becoming more diverse, poorer, and less educated, 

making hazard management even more challenging.  People who are poorer and less educated will be less 

capable of supporting their communities, resulting in declines in quality of life. Dr. Laska proposed use of 

a new term, ―essential resiliency,‖ to describe the baseline capacity of residents to have good lives. 

Elements of essential resilience include economic security, social relations, abundant social groups, 

baseline safety, and other qualities. She also proposed calling Project Impact by a code name of ―PI.‖ 

 

Dr. Laska described a South Louisiana exercise in ―synergistic engagement‖ named the Oval Table, a 

forum for discussion among diverse groups including environmentalists and the U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers. The program has some relationship to what used to be called Interagency Hazard Mitigation 

Teams that functioned after disasters. The Oval Table group is carrying out a project named ―How Safe, 

How Soon,‖ funded by the Blue Moon Foundations, in which graduate students teach the environmental 

groups about mitigation and collaborate with communities to implement it. The Oval Table group plans to 

try to create partnerships with communities and plans five, 5-year pilot projects, using a ―patchwork 

quilt‖ funding scheme and a collaborative approach.  That program may operate in a ―PI-style‖ model, 

she said. 

 

Bob Anderson, of the California Seismic Safety Commission, presented information about California‘s 

multi-million-dollar earthquake mitigation program, done mostly with private funding. He introduced 

Janiele Maffei, representing a $20 million mitigation project which is offering grants to California 

homeowners who follow the new residential building code; the funds come from a private source. 

 

Ed Thomas read a statement about Firewise, on behalf of Michele Steinberg, Firewise project manager, 

who was unable to stay for the close of the workshop. Her letter said: Dear Ed, Thanks so much for 

putting together the wonderful meeting that began this afternoon. I am only sorry I cannot participate in 

the remainder of the sessions.  The sessions today were both moving and inspiring. If it is possible, and if 

you are willing to mention a few words about Firewise on behalf of Molly and me, I would be most 

grateful. I think it would be a shame to let this opportunity, to share information with the group, pass by 

due to our challenging schedule this week! What I would like people to know is that Firewise 

Communities is a program of the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) that works to educate and 

motivate people to protect themselves and their property from the threat of brush, grass and forest fires. 



NFPA itself is a nonprofit life safety codes and standards organization dedicated to reducing the suffering 

and loss from fire, electrical and related hazards worldwide. Firewise is co-funded and supported by the 

USDA Forest Service, the US Department of the Interior, and the National Association of State Foresters. 

I would also like to share with folks that, in spite of all the frustration that is part and parcel of this 

business, we are finding that change is happening. And as Dennis Mileti so rightly put it today, it is 

because people are getting together and talking, and learning from one another. I would like to 

recommend that NHMA members and supporters read the book ―Switch: How to Change Things When 

Change is Hard‖ by Chip and Dan Heath. It‘s an easy and incredibly inspiring read. A wonderful part of 

the book focused on how to make the most of things that are going right. This chapter documents an 

incredible story of doing just that, finding what one author calls ―positive deviants.‖ A more accessible 

way of saying this is that they found the bright spots in the gloomy landscape of the problem they were 

examining.  The book contends that we as human beings are literally conditioned, perhaps as part of our 

inherent survival instincts, to look for the ―bad‖. It is much harder for us to see the good things that are 

happening. We have to work harder to do that. But when we do, we can foster change. I would like to 

share that we‘ve got at least 700 bright spots in wildfire safety for people to look at. They‘re called 

recognized Firewise Communities/USA sites, and they are neighborhoods, subdivisions and small towns 

in 40 U.S. states that have used our simple, flexible process to learn about their wildfire risk and to join 

together and take action. To maintain their prestigious and hard-won recognition status, they must also 

conduct mitigation each year and document it. Since the start of the program in 2002 with 12 beta-tested 

communities, nearly 900 communities have initiated status, with an 80% retention rate over 9 years and 

more new communities coming to the program every month. We‘ll celebrate the 10-year anniversary of 

nine of the pilots this fall, here in Denver, at our national wildfire education conference, Backyards & 

Beyond.  I encourage NHMA members and today‘s meeting participants to visit www.firewise.org to 

learn more about these ―bright spot‖ communities and how they are making a difference in personal and 

community wildfire safety. With my best regards and congratulations on a wonderful conference,  

Michele Steinberg, Firewise Communities Program Manager, NFPA Wildland Fire Operations Division. 

 

Roy Wright, deputy director of FEMA‘s Risk Analysis Division, said he would speak from a FEMA 

perspective and also share some personal remarks offered from an individual perspective. His comments 

follow: 

 

From a FEMA perspective, I want to reflect on these last couple of days and how it fits in the broader 

hazards workshop. When I interact with organizations like NHMA, I come into these interactions asking 

the question, what does mutual partnership look like? It‘s easy for a federal agency to walk in and say, let 

me tell you what we are doing and how you can help me get it done. And while that is not inappropriate 

and there is a space for that, when I approach organizations like NHMA, I want to understand, what are 

those mutual points? I do that because I think it is a more effective way to do what we do, but I also do it 

because I think it models the kind of thing we are pursuing with communities, which is about 

engagement, about sitting together and saying, this doesn‘t have to be a cookie cutter approach. This 

needs to be responding to what the needs are between these two communities.  

 

We share a very common border – between FEMA and the work NHMA does. It is interesting, in my 

work around mitigation and this community over the past decade -- and it‘s only been about the last 

decade, so I can‘t talk about 27 or 37 or 50+ years – what I am hearing today that I haven‘t heard before, 

is really a pregnant opportunity relating to mitigation, an opportunity that has opened up, that I don‘t 

think has been in place for a while. 

 

And that played out in some of the conversations today. We talked quite a bit about mitigation planning, 

and what occurs to me is that it was not about mitigation planning but about actually changing something 

for the people who live in those communities. I am far less concerned about plans and processes. I am 



concerned about people. That is what builds communities, and that‘s what we, together, are all focused 

on.  

 

Now, I guess I‘m a bureaucrat, I‘ll take that as the compliment it was intended to do. I push to make sure 

that we have the processes to work, yes, but to the end of what we do from the people side. And so we are 

rehabbing the mitigation plan review process – I use the word rehab intentionally. The bone structure is 

solid. We have good pieces of things here, yet how it operates needs to find some new ways to be more 

pliable, more agile, and more effective as we move forward. And so I particularly appreciate the 

conversations that took place on that, and the work that this organization is doing with us, even this next 

week as we sit with stakeholders and look at what it means to actually get our mitigation plans processed, 

to have the greatest impact.  

  

Ultimately, where I want to see that go is to get beyond white binders that somehow comply with section 

322 of the Stafford Act, although that is part of my job, and get to the point that we actually see 

comprehensive and general land use plans reflect this is a way that will reflect: this is what the 

community wants to do, that the hazards have been dealt with, they have been informed in the process, 

and it‘s changing the way they are doing things. 

  

Another dimension we talked about downstairs is the disaster-resilient communities.    

 

This is a piece that really hits the fire in my belly. This is the thing where we may actually make a 

difference and change the pieces.  And so – we had this happy coincidence as we were talking today 

about RiskMAP and some of the things that we are pursuing, and the kinds of things that Shirley was 

talking about are the exact things that we are trying to pursue in a systemic way through RiskMAP. But I 

say to you, with all transparency, all we can do with the federal programs and federal dollars is open up 

opportunities and provide tools. Ultimately, it has to be about the community.  

  

As part of a Federal program in a resource-constrained environment, I am required to measure our 

progress. Some people go, must you? And I said, yes, we must. There are three measures driving the risk 

map program – triangulation seems to be an in-vogue term in Washington these days. As we look at Risk 

MAP, we want to tell the story of our success and demonstrate the value of the dollars that Congress has 

given us. We have three things we are measuring: 

 

1. The population that we initiative RiskMAP projects with. 

2. Data credibility – where large sums of money get spent. We have to ensure we have that 

connection with the flood insurance program, the source of many of our dollars.  

3. But the end game, the thing that we are working out and figuring out the right way to measure – 

and this is how I will actually describe our success – is action. Have we seen a reduction in the 

risk? Put whatever word on it you want – action, risk reduction, disaster resilience, whatever one 

of those terms you want to put on it – these have to be decisions made in communities.  This is 

way outside the sphere on control of FEMA.  But it is in our sphere of influence. And it is the 

thing that we are committed to, because if we are going to spend hundreds of millions of dollars 

each year, satisfying particular regulatory needs in the National Flood Insurance Program, which 

we will do, we need to ensure that these broader benefits to communities are being realized.  

 

And so we are triangulating. We are going to be able to measure the population we engage, and we are 

going to be able to tell you stream reaches and whether those data are satisfying the standards. At the 

same time, we are looking at these broader components of action. 

 

The final place where I see some of this stuff connecting is what we talked about last night related to the 

presidential policy directive, which does give us the opportunity to have this broader conversation about 



mitigation. I will tell you, it is going to make some of us this room uncomfortable. At times, it has been in 

our interest to narrow the scope of what is mitigation so that we can more clearly define it and claim the 

space as our own. What we have to do now, or are directed to do by the President, depending on how you 

look at it, is take a broader view of mitigation. What does it mean to truly drive resilience, in the 

structural and nonstructural environment?  It has to do with critical infrastructure as well as public health. 

Folks, there are many of the same actions that produce all of those benefits. And so, what I look forward 

to, in the months to come as we collaborate with NHMA, is finding ways that two things can happen 

simultaneously: 

  

On one side, we can continue to build capacity, because capacity is about people, and people are who live 

in our communities, and those are the people who make decisions, and those are the people who benefit 

when those risk-informed resilient actions are taken 

  

On the other side, we will reduce risk. That‘s a high order. As Dr. Murdock said yesterday, we are going 

to increase in population, and those people are going to live somewhere. Some futurists say, if you look at 

the population increase, about one-third of them will probably be accommodated through density on 

existing footprints and the other two-thirds of them are going to begin to occupy the remaining open 

space. We need to make sure we are taking a far more informed view about where we situate our people, 

so that they can be resilient, not because we took some structural action to fend off the water and protect 

them from it, but because we situated them in a place where they weren‘t subject to that hazard to begin 

with.   

  

And so that‘s the piece – where I sit from, on my side – I get excited about. And I listened to the 

conversations that go on, and the last day and a half has been in the top days of my year, because of the 

conversations I have been able to have with people in this room who are so committed. And so I am 

encouraged by what you guys are doing. And I want to make sure that we talk together in that partnership. 

 

So with that said, I am going to take my name tag off and make some different comments, if that is ok. I 

got dragged into some side conversations downstairs and offered some rather challenging comments, and 

I was told, you should tell other people about that.  So here we go – 

 

I spent a chunk of my career working with associations, about what it is that makes them successful. The 

question I want to put in front of you all, as members of NHMA – and I have some particular things I 

want to ask the board and the Advisory Committee to think about in a moment.  Here‘s the fundamental 

question I think you all need to grapple with in the months to come. What are you best at? What are YOU 

best at? NHMA was created because there was a void amongst these other associations and the other 

major drivers. There was a void there.  And NHMA was formed to fill some of that space – but I ask, 

What does it mean for NHMA to be resilient? What will it take for this organization to be thriving in four 

years? Because most startups shut down. It happens in private sector and nonprofits as well. 

 

So here‘s the things that I see. When organizations are trying to create roots, they do so by finding the 2-3 

things they can do better than anybody else. They tend to make some hard choices about some things that 

they may not be able to do for now. But when they find that thing that they do better than everybody else, 

it does a couple of things.  First of all, it drives value. It continues to enhance the prestige of the 

organization, but also tends to demonstrate that, when this organization touches it, it will be successful.   

 

Second, when you focus on the thing you are best at, it attracts resources, volunteers and financial 

resources. 

 

So, I think you have some hard choices to make. I sat in the conversation downstairs – 18 pages of just 

wonderful thoughts filled the wall. And that has to be distilled. And so a couple of committee chairs 



summarized that for you today and said, we could do this, we could do that. Volunteer organizations are a 

two-edged sword. On the one side, it‘s your best asset. On the other side, it can be your Achilles heel, 

because as a board and advisory group – what does your own resilience look like? I think the key to that 

is, finding those two or three things that you can do better than anyone else, and people will be able to 

recognize that very quickly. In the next year, in the next two years.  

 

We mentioned this a couple of times today. The dimension that we sit in competes for local decision 

makers‘ time and effort. I sat with mayors at US Conference of Mayors earlier this year, and a mayor said 

to me, ―You know, the typical mayor has 48 business lines that report to him, you‘re one of them.‖ So 

what are we doing to affect that decision making? What does it mean to make sure we have good 

expertise in communities, but we also affected the decision makers, so they are primed to know how to 

respond? 

 

So the challenge I am going to leave you this evening is – because I appreciate the partnership we have 

together – when I come back and sit with some of you in the next year, I want to know, what are you best 

at? How are you ensuring your own resilience?  

 

Because there is a void no one else is filling, that created the genesis of this organization, and we need to 

do that and do that well -- because as a nation, we have got to address these hazards, we have got to do 

things in a different way, because we can‘t afford to keep these rebuilding efforts going the way they have 

been going in the past three decades, for the next five.  There will be disasters, and we will make 

substantial investments in the recovery from those.  But we cannot afford it the way we do it today. 

This group offers a window in something that MAY actually advance the economic resilience of this 

country, and that‘s something we would all benefit from. 
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Session Title:  Closing Plenary 

Date/Time:      Wednesday, July 13, 2011     5:00 p.m. – 5:45 p.m. 

Moderator:      Jim Murphy, URS 

Speakers:        Shirley Laska, University of New Orleans 

                        Bob Anderson, California Seismic Safety Commission 

Michele Steinberg, Firewise (Ed Thomas read a written statement from Michele 

Steinberg 

Roy Wright, Federal Emergency Management Agency                    

Note Taker: Erin Capps, H2O Partners, Inc. 

 

Jim Murphy: Why are things getting worse and what could we do? 

- Science is important 

- Biologically we are programmed to be optimistic – it‘s a survival strategy 

- What does that mean about our willingness to tackle disaster head on? Without exception, 

people were much more optimistic on what things would be than they were. 

- The biggest challenge today is information overload – decision makers and the public are 

swamped. Thousands of conferences are probably going on today, all with important 

concepts, and probably all ending in outreach recommendations 

- What do we do? How do we get our message to the decision-makers 

 

 Emphasize action that‘s positive, not paperwork (make it easy) 

 



 FEMA is revising the crosswalk and tool to make it more simple and action 

oriented 

 Ability to react at appropriate nexus of events, when you have the 

opportunity to combine money and will after disaster.  FEMA is already 

taking steps to make sure their FCOs understand mitigation and are starting 

to work with other agencies to make sure we are doing the right thing after 

disaster 

 

 Rubbing two nickels together – appeal to greed (make it economically worthwhile) 

 

 Working with the insurance companies 

 

Shirley Laska: Created a term of ―Essential Resiliency‖. This is where citizens in community have 

capacity to have a good life. Economics would be such that it would be distributed adequately. 

 

- Prospect for project underway that might be precursor for state level Project Impact (PI) 

- People were doing mitigation with no government support. French, former president of 

ASFPM, and started Flood Open House, funded by FEMA for really small amount 

- Concept of the ―Oval Table‖: Providing safe borderland for synergistic mitigation 

engagement. 

 

 If we made it un profitable for development in floodplain, people would stop building 

in the floodplain 

 Example of idea of floating houses (rise and fall with floodplain) 

 USACE sits at one point and states sit at one point b/c not equals among equals 

 Kris (?) dissertation about what happens to us when we engage communities 

 Sitting on committee are: two federal agencies, USACE and National Park Service; 

Coastal Protection Office; Rep from SHMO; and office of Community Development; 

French; and Larry (?) former chair of USACE‘s non-structural CEE and chairs 

ASFPM ? CEE; also environmental groups involve – they don‘t want levees because 

they harm ecosystems;  

 

- Got grant from Blue Moon Foundation called ―How Safe How Soon‖.  Took money and got 

two graduate assistants in CHART; took info to environmental groups 

 

 When communities had more questions the students got answers and went back to 

communities 

 Now have incredibly knowledgeable environmental groups who understand what 

non-structural means 

 

- Need younger people involve; engage communities further than where they are with non-

structural 

 

Bob Anderson, CA Seismic Safety Commission – one of original members of NHMA and work PT for 

CA Earthquake authority that is state run, but privately funded that works with residential earthquake 

insurance, brand new mitigation office, Janel M. (working on 20M project with Cal EMA to provide 

grants to those that mitigate their homes; funding is private) 

 

- CA has embarked on journey which is pretty long, practicing active mitigation for good or ill. 

Expended well over 50M in 2010 dollars in mitigation for earthquakes 

- About 65:1 ratio of benefit to cost 



- Also have pacific earthquake engineering center at UC Berkely, one in NY and one in 

Urbana-Champaign and each center does some sort of earthquake engineering research. Have 

business and industry partner group where you can get PG&E.  

 

Ed Thomas for Michelle Steinberg – all should read ―Switch‖ by Chip and Dan Heat 

 

- 700 bright spots for wildfire safeties  

- Firewise is about to celebrate their 10
th
 anniversary 

- National Fire Protection Association  -  

 

 Individual and subdivision actions 

 Just embarking on three-year strategic plan to include talking to communities about 

zoning for the first time 

 Info is in patchwork quilt 

 

Roy Wright: 

- FEMA perspective 

 

 What does mutual partnership look like? 

 It‘s easy enough to say what you are doing as a federal organization and say here‘s 

how we need to get it done, but how do we reach mutual partnership 

 Need to respond to needs 

 Share a very common border between FEMA and NHMA 

 Hearing opportunity that‘s opened up that hasn‘t been in place for a while. Talked 

about mitigation planning and encouraging is that it wasn‘t about planning for the 

sake of planning, but changing things for those communities.  More concerned about 

people than processes, and this is what we are all here for 

 Rehabbing the mitigation planning process – bone structure is good, but need a more 

pliable, agile process.  

 Things that are being discussed for resiliency are the same things trying to reach with 

RiskMAP, but all that can be done with federal dollars is open up communication and 

provide tools and Roy is required to measure progress, three measures driving it 

(triangulation): 

  

          Action 

 

 

 

 

   

 

Data Credibility            Initiation Population 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 

 

 Need help with others for action, it‘s not FEMA alone that can get this accomplished.  

 What does it mean to truly drive resilience in public infrastructure and public health? 

 

 It‘s often the same actions that drive these 

 

 Two things can happen simultaneously: 

 

 Can continue to build capacity because capacity means people  

 And can reduce risk 

 We need a far more informed view about where we situate people. Not 

because we took some structural action, but because we situated them in a 

place that took them out of the risk area to begin with 

 

- Association view 

 

 Grapple this question: What are you best at? 

 

 NHMA was created because there was void in this realm amongst the other 

situations and drivers and NHMA was formed to fill some of that space, but 

what does it mean for NHMA to be resilient and thriving in four years 

 Most startups shut down 



 

 When organizations are trying to create roots they find the things that they can do 

better than anyone else 

 

 If you find that, it drives value and enhances the prestige the org 

 Also demonstrates that when an organization touches it, it will be successful  

 It attracts volunteer resources and financial resources 

 

 Volunteer org can be a double-edged sword so need to find out how to be resilient 

 The dimension that we sit in competes for times of local officials 

 

 Typical mayor has 48 business lines that report to them and we are one of 

them 

 What does it take to make them think we have expertise and also changes 

decisions 

 

 Challenge:  What are we best at and how are we ensuring our own resilience? 
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Terri Turner:  Closing Remarks – “Why Mitigation? Why Now??” 

 

 

- Mitigation means different things to 

different people, but it‘s what we do 

to make our surroundings safer; it‘s 

about sustainability and resiliency and 

the ―kissing cousin‖ of preparedness 

- Communities continue to issue 

permits to at-risk development 

- We continue to utilize investment 

strategies in at-risk areas 

- There has not been enough education 

of policymakers, consumers and the 

end user, the American Public, about 

risk and propensity toward risk 

- Then add to that the problem of overloaded and underfunded local officials 

- For decades, it‘s been response and recovery with little effort on mitigation; buildings 

replaced in the same manner that caused them to be damaged in the first place 

- Must employ sustainable development practices, that‘s the how, let‘s talk about the ‗why‘ 

 



 Story of Joplin, MO, May 22, 2011 – Howard family headed home in separate cars, 

but then the tornado came. Husband and kids went to Home Depot to seek shelter.  

Others in building were already sheltering in the training room, which was un-

reinforced. Home Depot was incredibly at risk due to its tilt up wall construction. 

Concrete wall fell killing Rusty Howard and his two children and four others. Just a 

steel support system and metal roof held up the walls, but when compromised by 

high winds, the walls can fall like dominoes 

 Engineering and tornado expert ―aghast‖ at the destruction.  Home Depot claimed 

they used the tilt-up wall construction in 100s of stores  

 Two other big box realtors, Academy and Wal-Mart at the same intersection, did not 

suffer the damage of Home Depot 

 City Council indicated not comfortable with any large code enforcement changes 

because businesses would be scared off and move to other towns 

 Missouri has not adopted a statewide code 

 Team of ASCE engineers quoted as saying that residents cannot rely on current 

building standards 

 Home Depot said that they would use the same tilt-up wall construction standards to 

rebuild, but will have a storm shelter 

 But if storm shelter built inside a building with tilt-up wall construction - with those 

100,000 lb concrete walls coming down, what difference would a shelter make? 

 The loss of one more life is too much.  This is the ―why‖! 

 

Ed Thomas: What are we about? Action    

 

- How do we get there? Multiple ways 

 

 Fear for lawsuits 

 

- How do we do things as an association?  

 

 We are in formation time 

 This is why we are open 

 Get ideas in then focus on expansion 

 Will have to work over the next months and years 

 Depak Chopra dharma quote – if want to know your dharma, figure out what it is that 

you do best.  

 We need to figure out what our dharma is and what we do best and we need to find 

this soon 

 

- Ultimately it is about action to protect people and the environment and the taxpayer 

- Need help with everyone to spread the word 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

************************************************************************************* 



Appendix A: 
Leslie Chapman-Henderson’s PowerPoint Presentation: 
 

 

 

 

Mitigation on the Ground --- How world class 
storytellers and a unique nonprofit have joined forces 
to put the disaster safety movement (mitigation) on 

the map.

Tuesday, July 12th

 

 

 

 

Mission:  Strengthening Homes & 
Safeguarding Families

• Founded in 1998 to help 
consumers & bring 
nontraditional stakeholders 
to the disaster safety 
movement

• Creating public value for 
strong, safe & sustainable 
homes

• Fastest growing disaster 
safety awareness and 
education organization in 
the United States

 

 

 

 



Focus Areas

• Leadership
– Risk Mitigation Leadership Forum Series www.mitigationleadership.com

– Policy Dialogue – Building Codes & Mitigation

• Partnership
– More than 120 contributing and In-kind partners

– Collaborative v. membership Model

• Education
– Blueprint for Safety Education Program

– Accredited classroom and new 0nline mitigation courses

• Outreach/Awareness
– Building Safety Month (Annually in May with ICC Foundation)

– Social Media Campaigns www.greathurricaneblowout.org

– Turn Around – Don’t Drown life safety campaign w/ NWS

– Outreach Toolkits – multi-hazard (FLASH Cards, pubs, www.flash.org)

– Disney “Edu-tainment Model” Initiatives

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

• Jim and Teresa
• Punta Gorda, FL
• Hurricane Charley 8/13/2004

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



• Outcome from Jim and Teresa’s story?
– Inspired $250 million home wind retrofit 

inspection and grant program

– Introduced individual retrofitting to new 
public sector partners and leaders

– National media coverage

– Thirteen episodes of Bob Vila’s show, 
“Home Again”

• Most highly rated season

• DVD Box Set

• YouTube perpetuates

• Still Tweeting (1.2 million followers)

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



• Helena’s home 
in the center of 
the cul de sac

• Six neighbors 
surrounding 
Helena’s 
home

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



• Outcome from Helena and R.J.’s 
story?
– Local and national media coverage

• Good Morning America

– Community role models

– Wildfire “Tale of Two Homes” Video
• Became basis for FLASH/ICC wildfire 

education program launched in 2008

 

 
 

 

Homes in Athens, Alabama are completely destroyed following a large tornado on April 27, 2011. Kevin 
Harrison and his wife Sara Beth hold their children, Mason and Sophie as they emerge from a safe room, 
the only thing that survived of their house. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 

• Outcome from Sara Beth’s and Kevin’s 
story?
– Local and national media coverage

• Newspapers
• CNN (550,000 viewers on AC360)

– Sparked conversations on other national 
shows over the weekend

– Sea change in tornado safety reporting 
and increased national demand for safe 
rooms

 

 

 

 

 



People will act when nature’s stories are fresh on 
their minds, but for how long?

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

StormStruck Overview

I. 2,700 square foot exhibit

II. Opened on August 8, 2008 in 
INNOVENTIONS East (Renews August 8, 2011 
for another three year term)

III. Takes guests through the “perfect storm” to 
enable them to understand weather perils, 
storm mitigation and preparation 

 

 

 

StormStruck Goals

When Guests leave StormStruck, FLASH and 
their partners want them to:

1) Know their risks

2) Understand their options

3) Take action 

 

 

  



 

 

 

Exhibit Components
Main Show

StormStruck Theater Show

 

 

 

Exhibit Components
Post-Show

WeatherSafe at 
Your Address 

Kiosks

Storm Ready Kit Race

RenRe Wall of Wind

StormBuilder Game
Post-show 

Discovery Area

 

 

  



 

 

 

Marketing & 
Hospitality

 

 

 

StormStruck
Timeline of Events

 

 

  



 

StormStruck® Grand Opening
August 2008 

 

 

 

                    
 

        News Release        Contact: Zoe Boyer 
April 30, 2009                    (407) 739-4030  
       

 
FEDERAL ALLIANCE FOR SAFE HOMES AND SPONSORS UNVEIL NEW EXHIBIT AT 

“STORMSTRUCK: A TALE OF TWO HOMES®” AT INNOVENTIONS AT EPCOT® 
 
Lake Buena Vista, Fla. – (April 30, 2009) –The nonprofit Federal Alliance for Safe Homes, Inc. 
(FLASH), unveiled a new addition to their StormStruck: A Tale of Two Homes® experience 
located in INNOVENTIONS at Epcot®.  A new “flood wall” exhibit discusses important facts about 
flooding including ways for homeowners to prepare for flood and protect themselves from 
costly flood damage.   
 
“You can’t talk about severe weather without talking about floods,” said Leslie Chapman-
Henderson, FLASH CEO and President. “We felt it was important to bring attention to floods as 
they are the nation’s most common and costly natural disaster.  In putting this exhibit together, 
we were excited to work with all of our partners, including FEMA and the National Flood 
Insurance Program.”   
 
The StormStruck exhibit enables guests from around the world to experience the power of a 
weather event while learning how to prepare for floods, hail, high winds, and lightning. The 
newly developed “flood wall” shows guests how floods can happen, the damage they can cause 
and the steps they can take to protect their families and their homes.  
 
 
Federal Alliance for Safe Homes, Inc. - FLASH 
The nonprofit Federal Alliance for Safe Homes – FLASH®, Inc. is a 501(c) collaboration of 
organizations dedicated to strengthening homes and safeguarding families from disaster. Based 
in Tallahassee, FLASH is the nation's fastest-growing disaster safety education organization with 
more than 100 partners including FEMA, FL Division of Emergency Management, Georgia Pacific, 
The Home Depot, International Code Council, National Weather Service, Renaissance 
Reinsurance,  Simpson Strong-Tie, State Farm, USAA and WeatherPredict Consulting, Inc.  To 
learn more about FLASH and access free resources, visit www.flash.org call (877) 221-SAFE 
(7233).  

(more) 

 
 

* * S AT E L L I TE  I N T E R VI E W OPP O R T U NI TY* *  
 

Hurricane Season IS Flood Season:  
 

FLASH unveils new flood exhibit at their StormStruck: A Tale of Two Homes® 
experience at INNOVENTIONS at Epcot® Know your own flood risk.  Get the facts.  

Take action to protect yourself and your family.  
 

SATELLITE INTERVIEWS AVAILABLE WITH:  
MAX MAYFIELD, FORMER SEVEN-YEAR DIRECTOR OF THE 

NATIONAL HURRICANE CENTER 
LESLIE CHAPMAN-HENDERSON, PRESIDENT - FLASH 

THURSDAY, APRIL 30, 6:00 – 9: 00 AM EST 
 

Hurricane Season IS flood season.  In fact, EVERY season is flood season.  
Floods are the most frequent andmost costly event in the United States - and the 
time to prepare is now. 
 

On April 30, FLASH will unveil a new flood exhibit at StormStruck – A Tale of 
Two Homes® their four dimensional interactive weather experience at 
INNOVENTIONS at Epcot® at the Walt Disney World® Resort in Lake Buena 
Vista, FL.  Max Mayfield, internationally-renowned weather expert and former 
seven-year Director of the National Hurricane Center, along with Leslie Chapman-
Henderson, President of FLASH  will be available to talk with your viewers about 
what to know and do about their flood risk and the thinking that went into the 
development of this flood exhibit at StormStruck.   
 

On location from the StormStruck experience at INNOVENTIONS at Epcot®, 
Mayfield and Chapman-Henderson will talk about the need for flood protection and 
provide tips for viewers.    

 

 Possible interview topics: 

? Why should people care about flooding right now? 

? What are the common misperceptions about flood risk? 

? Tell us about StormStruck experience and the Flood Wall exhibit? 

? How can people protect themselves, their property and their finances? 
 

This interview is sponsored by FEMA, the National Flood Insurance Program and 
the Federal Alliance for Safe Homes. 

 

 

INTERVIEWS WITH:      MAX MAYFIELD, FORMER SEVEN-YEAR DIRECTOR OF 
THE NATIONAL HURRICANE CENTER AND LESLIE 
CHAPMAN-HENDERSON         THURSDAY, April 30, 6:00 – 
9:00 AM EST  

 
TO SCHEDULE: CALL NEWS BROADCAST NETWORK, 212–684–8910 

Media Advisory, 
Press Release and SMT 

Overview

Satellite Media Tour
April 30, 2009  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Satellite Media Tour
April 30, 2009  

I. 849 total broadcasts

II. 827 Networks/Stations represented

III. Total Media Impressions – 5,837,475

I. TV – 1,413,900

II. Radio Interviews – 599,000

III. Radio News Releases – 3,745,075

IV. News infusion – 79,500

 

 

 

 

 

1st Anniversary & StormBuilder Opening
August 2009

 
 

 

News Release                       Contact: Zoe Boyer 
August 20, 2009                              (407) 739-4030 
 

FEDERAL ALLIANCE FOR SAFE HOMES TO OPEN 
STORM BUILDER™ AT INNOVENTIONS AT EPCOT® 

DIY Expert Danny Lipford joins FLASH to unveil new display and announce  
national initiative to promote tornado shelters and safe rooms 

 
 
Lake Buena Vista, Fla. – (August 20, 2009) – Today, the nonprofit Federal Alliance for Safe Homes, Inc. - 

FLASH® opened a new addition to their exhibit and launched a national research and awareness 

campaign with DIY Expert Danny Lipford.  The opening occurred during an event celebrating the first 

year anniversary of StormStruck: A Tale of Two Homes® at INNOVENTIONS at Epcot® in the Walt Disney 

World® Resort.   

 

Lipford joined FLASH CEO and President Leslie Chapman-Henderson to unveil Storm Builder, an 

interactive display that allows guests to virtually replicate four weather phenomena – tornados, 

thunderstorms, blizzards and hurricanes. By using various computer models to build the storms, guests 

will learn the different elements that cause these weather events and how each one is studied by 

scientist and meteorologists. The experience offers a better understanding of meteorology and how 

storms are replicated by researchers to study their effects.  

 

This display is a new addition to StormStruck®, which demonstrates the power of weather events such as 

lightning, high winds and floods though a 4-D experience.  “We’re expanding StormStruck to give visitors 

‘weather 101’ through hands-on experience in the science of storms and how they work,” said 

Chapman-Henderson. “Through the generous support of Renaissance Re, Simpson Strong-Tie and State 

Farm, people from around the world will leave the new Storm Builder interactive display knowing how 

and why scientists study powerful weather events to help make our communities and homes safe.” 

 

The StormStruck anniversary event preceded a Leadership Briefing featuring retired Major General 

Warren Edwards, Director of SERRI at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL).  General Edwards 

discussed the wind safety outreach initiative and how transferring technology from the lab into practical 

use is essential to creating disaster-resilient communities. 

 

Additional participants in the leadership briefing included FEMA, the International Code Council 

Foundation, the Army Corps of Engineers, National Weather Service, the Savannah River National 

Laboratory, Simpson Strong-Tie, State Farm, WeatherPredict Consulting, Inc., as well as university 

researchers from Clemson, North Carolina State and Texas Tech University.  

 

 
 

 

MEDIA ADVISORY 
 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE    Contact:  Zoe Boyer 407-739-4030 
August XX, 2009 
 

Virtual storms provide powerful lessons 
  FLASH TO UNVEIL INTERACTIVE STORM BUILDER DISPLAY AT INNOVENTIONS AT 

EPCOT® 
 

The storms at the popular StormStruck: A Tale of Two Homes
®
 exhibit are imaginary, but experts 

forecast very real and positive impacts on public safety.  On the first anniversary of the exhibit located 
at INNOVENTIONS at Epcot® in the Walt Disney World® Resort, the educational benefits will build to 
new heights with the addition of Storm Builder – an interactive display allowing visitors to create their 
own virtual storms. 
 
StormStruck taps into the irresistible fascination of severe weather to teach visitors how to protect their 
homes and families.  Storm Builder provides another entertaining way to deliver serious lessons with a 
‘Weather 101’ hands-on experience on the science of storms and how they work.  By using various 
computer models to build the storms, guests will learn the different elements that cause these weather 
events and a better understanding of meteorology and how storms are replicated by researchers to 
study their effects. 
 
On Thursday, August 20, 2009,  the Federal Alliance for Safe Homes, Inc. - FLASH® will join with safety 
experts to unveil Storm Builder, a new public safety initiative to educate homeowners about wind safety 
and the benefits of adding a safe room to their home.   
 

Media Availability 
 
When:  Thursday, August 20, 2009 - 11:45 am 
 
Where:  INNOVENTIONS at Epcot® 
 
Visuals:  Middle school students creating virtual tornadoes, thunderstorms, blizzards and 

 hurricanes at the new exhibit 
 
Interviews: Leslie Chapman-Henderson, President/CEO, Federal Alliance for Safe Homes, Inc. - 

 FLASH® 
   Danny Lipford, Television and Radio Home Expert 
  Warren C. Edwards, Director, Southeast Region Research Initiative at the Oak Ridge 

 National Laboratory   
  Ernst W. Kiesling, P.E., Ph.D., Professor of Civil Engineering, Texas Tech  
  University/Executive Director, National Storm Shelter Association 
  Craig Tillman, President, WeatherPredict Consulting, Inc. 

 
 

-###- 

Press Release and  
Media Advisory

 

 

 

 



StormStruck Events

I. Businesses, academia and political representatives visit frequently 
and use StormStruck as a venue for conferences, executive meetings 
and as a showcase for mitigation.  

II. More than 80 stakeholder groups have visited StormStruck and 
hosted events since the opening in August of 2008, including:

• Home Improvement Industry President’s Council

• International Emergency Management Association

• Members of Congress

• National Hurricane Conference Award Winners Director’s 
Reception

• National Volunteer Organizations Active in Disasters (VOAD)

• Reinsurance Association of America

• Roofing Industry Committee on Weather Issues 

• Southeastern Regulatory Association (SERA) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



StormStruck Performance

 

StormStruck® 2010 Average Daily 

Attendance
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StormStruck® 2010 Average Daily Attendance 
vs. Other INNOVENTIONS Exhibits
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StormStruck® Guest Quotes

I. “This was a great reminder that I have to get ready for the hurricane 
season. Time to check out my roof.” 

II. “We’ve already added high-quality shutters and ensured our roof was 
properly attached, but StormStruck did remind me that I need to 
think about protecting my front door.” 

III. "Our kids love playing StormKit. This is their third game."

IV. “Learn how to keep your family and home safe and have fun at the 
same time. That’s what Epcot’s about.” 

V. “We’ve gone through 6 or 7 hurricanes. Everyone needs to see this 
film.” 

VI. “We really had a good time! We will make sure to tell our friends who 
are planning to visit next week with their family.”

 

 

 
 

Impact: Creating Social Value

StormStruck is fulfilling its goals to inspire guests to know 
their risks, understand their mitigation options, and, most 
importantly, to take action. 

I. More than 95% of those surveyed would recommend 
StormStruck® to others.

II. Those surveyed viewed the disaster safety movement as the 
second most important social movement.

1. Checking home for fire hazards (96.1%)

2. Protecting your home from natural disasters (94%)

3. Finding better ways to save and produce energy (90.1%)

4. Finding better ways to protect the environment (89.9%)

 

  



 

 

 

USAA Legacy Partner Briefing – March 21, 2011

 

 

 

USAA Legacy Partner Briefing – March 21, 2011

 

 

  



 

 

 

Proven Value

I. Empowerment for homeowners to take action   

• Nearly 91 percent (90.8%) of guests indicated that they would incorporate the 
techniques learned today into their home during a retrofit.

II. Education to homebuilders

• Nearly 11 percent (10.8%) of guests experiencing StormStruck are employed in the 
construction industry or related trades.

III. Increased brand awareness  

• More than one million guests (1,000,000) will have been exposed to the 
StormStruck sponsors brand through logo and verbal mentions at the conclusion 
of the initial three-year term. 

IV. Increased business to business brand awareness 

• Nearly 19 percent (18.8%) of guests represent the Business Services industry; 19.3% 
the Public Administration industry; 10.8% the Construction industry, 6.0% 
Government; 5.1% Finance; and 4.6% Manufacturing. 
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Appendix B: 

Steve Murdock’s PowerPoint Presentation 

and also found at http://hobbycenter.rice.edu/presentations/ 

07 12 11 Natural Hazards Workshop in Broomfield Colorado   

 

 

 

 

 

http://hobbycenter.rice.edu/WorkArea/DownloadAsset.aspx?id=2147483739


Population Change in The United States: 
Implications  for The Impacts of Natural Hazards 

in the Coming Decades 

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University

Steve H. Murdock, Director

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas

and 

Allyn and Gladys Cline Professor of Sociology

Rice University

36th Annual Natural Hazards Research

and Applications Workshop

Broomfield, Colorado

July 12, 2011

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University
 

 

 

 
 
 

Total Population and Percent Population Change

in Texas and the United States, 1850-2010

Total Population Percent Change

Year Texas U.S. Texas U.S.

1850 212,592 23,191,876 --- ---

1860 604,215 31,443,321 184.2 35.6

1870 818,579 39,818,449 35.5 26.6

1880 1,591,749 50,155,783 94.5 26.0

1890 2,235,527 62,947,714 40.4 25.5

1900 3,048,710 75,994,575 36.4 20.7

1910 3,896,542 91,972,266 27.8 21.0

1920 4,663,228 105,710,620 19.7 14.9

1930 5,824,715 122,775,046 24.9 16.1

1940 6,414,824 131,669,275 10.1 7.2

1950 7,711,194 150,697,361 20.2 14.5

1960 9,579,677 179,323,175 24.2 19.0

1970 11,196,730 203,302,031 16.9 13.4

1980 14,229,191 226,545,805 27.1 11.4

1990 16,986,510 248,709,873 19.4 9.8

2000 20,851,820 281,421,906 22.8 13.2

2010 25,145,561 308,745,538 20.6 9.7

Source: Derived from the U.S. Census Bureau decennial census April 1 of reported year. 

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

Change 2000-2010

State

2000

Population

2010

Population Numeric Percent

United States 281,421,906 308,745,538 27,323,632 9.7

Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 4,293,741 20.6

California 33,871,648 37,253,956 3,382,308 10.0

Florida 15,982,378 18,801,310 2,818,932 17.6

Georgia 8,186,453 9,687,653 1,501,200 18.3

North Carolina 8,049,313 9,535,483 1,486,170 18.5

Arizona 5,130,632 6,392,017 1,261,385 24.6

Virginia 7,078,515 8,001,024 922,509 13.0

Washington 5,894,121 6,724,540 830,419 14.1

Colorado 4,301,261 5,029,196 727,935 16.9

Nevada 1,998,257 2,700,551 702,294 35.1

Ten States in the United States with the

Largest Numeric Population Increase 2000-2010

Population values as of April 1, 2000 and April 1, 2010.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University
 

 

 

 

 



Change 2000-2010

State

2000

Population

2010

Population Numeric Percent

United States 281,421,906 308,745,538 27,323,632 9.7

Nevada 1,998,257 2,700,551 702,294 35.1

Arizona 5,130,632 6,392,017 1,261,385 24.6

Utah 2,233,169 2,763,885 530,716 23.8

Idaho 1,293,953 1,567,582 273,629 21.1

Texas 20,851,820 25,145,561 4,293,741 20.6

North Carolina 8,049,313 9,535,483 1,486,170 18.5

Georgia 8,186,453 9,687,653 1,501,200 18.3

Florida 15,982,378 18,801,310 2,818,932 17.6

Colorado 4,301,261 5,029,196 727,935 16.9

South Carolina 4,012,012 4,625,364 613,352 15.3

Ten States in the United States with the

Largest Percentage Population Increase 2000-2010

Population values as of April 1, 2000 and April 1, 2010.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University
 

 

 

 

 

Regional Population Change as a 

Proportion of U.S. Population Change, 2000-2010

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

 

 



Population of the United States by Regions, 1910-2010

Population values as of April 1, 2000 and April 1, 2010.

Source: U.S. Census Bureau

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University

Population in Thousands (Thousands)

United States/

Regions 1900 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

United States 76,212 151,326 179,323 203,302 226,546 248,710 281,422 308,746

Regions

Northeast 27.6 26.1 24.9 24.1 21.7 20.4 19.0 17.9

Midwest 34.5 29.4 28.8 27.9 25.9 24.0 22.9 21.7

South 32.2 31.2 30.7 30.9 33.3 34.4 35.6 37.1

West 5.7 13.3 15.6 17.1 19.1 21.2 22.5 23.3

 

 

 

 

 

Place

Population Change

2000 2010 Number Percent

New York , NY 8,008,278 8,175,133 166,855 2.1

Los Angeles , CA 3,694,820 3,792,621 97,801 2.6

Chicago , IL 2,896,016 2,695,598 -200,418 -6.9

Houston , TX 1,953,631 2,099,451 145,820 7.5

Philadelphia , PA 1,517,550 1,526,006 8,456 0.6

Phoenix , AZ 1,321,045 1,445,632 124,587 9.4

San Antonio , TX 1,144,646 1,327,407 182,761 16.0

San Diego , CA 1,223,400 1,307,402 84,002 6.9

Dallas , TX 1,188,580 1,197,816 9,236 0.8

San Jose , CA 894,943 945,942 50,999 5.7

Source: U.S. Census 2000 & 2010, P.L. 94-171.

Population 2000 and 2010 and Population Change 2000-2010 for 

the Ten Most Populous Incorporated Places in the United States

 

 

 

 

 



Components of Change, 
U.S. and Texas, 2000-2009

United States Texas

Component Numeric Change

Percent of 
Total 

Change
Numeric 
Change

Percent of 
Total 

Change

Total Change 25,584,644 100.0 3,930,482 100.0

Natural Increase 15,875,579 62.1 2,124,124 54.0

Net Domestic Migration ---- --- 848,702 21.6

Net International Migration 9,709,065 37.9 957,656 24.4

Source: Derived from U.S. Bureau of the Census.

 

 

 

 

 

Population Population Change

Percent of Total 

Population

Race/Ethnicity* 2000 2010 Numeric Percent

Percent 

of Total 

Change 2000 2010

NH White 194,552,774 196,817,552 2,264,778 1.2 8.3 69.1 63.7

Hispanic (All Races) 35,295,818 50,477,594 15,181,776 43.0 55.6 12.5 16.3

NH Black 33,947,837 37,685,848 3,738,011 11.0 13.7 12.1 12.2

NH Asian 9,123,169 14,455,124 5,331,955 58.4 19.5 3.2 4.7

NH Other 8,502,308 9,309,420 807,112 9.5 2.9 3.1 3.1

Total 281,421,906 308,745,538 27,323,632 9.7 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Hispanic includes persons of all races. All other race/ethnicity categories shown here are Non-Hispanic. Non-Hispanic Other 
includes persons identifying themselves as Non-Hispanic American Indian or Alaska Native, Non-Hispanic Native Hawaiian or 
Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic Some Other Race, or Non-Hispanic and a combination of two or more races. 

Source: U.S. Census 2000 & 2010, P.L. 94-171 

Prepared by the Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University  http://HobbyCenter.Rice.edu 

Population, Population Change, and Proportion of the Total Population by 
Race/Ethnicity for the United States, 2000 and 2010 

 

 

 



Population Population Change

Percent of Total 

Population

Race/Ethnicity* 2000 2010 Numeric Percent

Percent 

of Total 

Change 2000 2010

NH White 150,551,787 157,100,990 6,549,203 4.4 28.8 71.1 67.0

Hispanic (All Races) 25,644,883 33,346,703 7,701,820 30.0 33.9 12.1 14.2

NH Black 23,341,446 27,323,665 3,982,219 17.1 17.5 11.0 11.6

NH Asian 7,705,208 11,288,995 3,583,787 46.5 15.8 3.6 4.8

NH Other 4,601,279 5,503,718 902,439 19.6 4.0 2.2 2.4

Total 211,844,603 234,564,071 22,719,468 10.7 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Hispanic includes persons of all races. All other race/ethnicity categories shown here are Non-Hispanic. Non-Hispanic Other 

includes persons identifying themselves as Non-Hispanic American Indian or Alaska Native, Non-Hispanic Native Hawaiian or 

Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic Some Other Race, or Non-Hispanic and a combination of two or more races. 

Source: U.S. Census 2000 & 2010, P.L. 94-171 

Prepared by the Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University  http://HobbyCenter.Rice.edu

Population, Population Change, and Proportion of the Population 18 

and Older by Race/Ethnicity for the United States,  2000 and 2010 

 

 
 

 

 

Population Population Change

Percent of Total 

Population

Race/Ethnicity* 2000 2010 Numeric Percent

Percent 

of Total 

Change 2000 2010

NH White 44,000,987 39,716,562 -4,284,425 -9.7 -93.1 63.2 53.5

Hispanic (All Races) 9,650,935 17,130,891 7,479,956 77.5 162.5 13.9 23.1

NH Black 10,606,391 10,362,183 -244,208 -2.3 -5.3 15.3 14.0

NH Asian 1,417,961 3,166,129 1,748,168 123.3 38.0 2.0 4.3

NH Other 3,901,029 3,805,702 -95,327 -2.4 -2.1 5.6 5.1

Total 69,577,303 74,181,467 4,604,164 6.6 100.0 100.0 100.0

*Hispanic includes persons of all races. All other race/ethnicity categories shown here are Non-Hispanic. Non-Hispanic Other 

includes persons identifying themselves as Non-Hispanic American Indian or Alaska Native, Non-Hispanic Native Hawaiian or 

Pacific Islander, Non-Hispanic Some Other Race, or Non-Hispanic and a combination of two or more races. 

Source: U.S. Census 2000 & 2010, P.L. 94-171 

Prepared by the Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University  http://HobbyCenter.Rice.edu

Population, Population Change, and Proportion of the Population Under 

Age 18 by Race/Ethnicity for the United States, 2000 and 2010 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Percent of United States Population 

by Age Group and Ethnicity, 2000

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

 

 

Percent of United States Population 

by Age Group and Ethnicity, 2050

Hobby Center for the Study of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

 

 



PROJECTIONS

Hobby Center for the Study 

of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

 

 

Projections of the U.S. Population by Race and 
Hispanic Origin: 2000 to 2050

White alone Black alone Asian alone
All other 

races

2000 195,771 34,414 10,436 5,909 35,629 282,158

2010 200,853 37,985 14,083 7,586 49,726 310,233

2020 205,255 41,847 18,308 9,612 66,365 341,387

2030 207,217 45,461 22,991 11,904 85,931 373,504

2040 206,065 48,780 28,064 14,523 108,223 405,655

2050 203,347 51,949 33,418 17,503 132,792 439,010

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 National Projections

Year

(Resident population as of July 1. Numbers in thousands)

Non-Hispanic
Hispanic       

(any race)
Total

Hobby Center for the Study 

of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

  



Numeric Change in the Projected U.S. Population by 
Race and Hispanic Origin: 2000 to 2050 (in millions)

7.6

17.5
23.0

11.6

97.2

156.9

Non-Hispanic

White alone

Non-Hispanic

Black alone

Non-Hispanic

Asian alone

Non-Hispanic all

other races

Hispanic (any

race)

Total

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 National Projections

Hobby Center for the Study 

of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 
 
 
 

Projected Change in the U.S. Population by Race and 
Hispanic Origin: 2000 to 2050

Non-Hispanic White 

alone

5%

Non-Hispanic Black 

alone

11%

Non-Hispanic Asian 

alone

15%

Non-Hispanic Other

7%

Hispanic

62%

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 National Projections

 

 

 

 

 



Projected Age Distribution of the U.S. Population: 

2000 to 2050

2000 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050

Under 5 years 6.8 6.8 6.7 6.5 6.4 6.4

5 to 19 years 21.7 20.3 19.9 19.7 19.4 19.3

20 to 44 years 36.9 33.8 32.7 32.0 31.5 31.7

45 to 64 years 22.1 26.1 24.7 22.6 22.7 22.4

65 to 84 years 10.9 11.1 14.1 17.0 16.5 15.8

85 years and over 1.5 1.9 1.9 2.3 3.5 4.3

Age Group
(Percent of total resident population as of July 1)

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 National Projections

Hobby Center for the Study 

of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

 

 

Percent Race and Hispanic Origin Distribution of the 

U.S. Population by Selected Age Groups: 2000

Non-Hispanic 

White alone

Non-Hispanic 

Black alone

Non-Hispanic 

Asian alone

Non-Hispanic 

all other races

Hispanic       

(any race)
Total

Total 69.4 12.2 3.7 2.1 12.6 100.0

Under 5 years 58.7 14.4 3.6 3.8 19.5 100.0

5 to 17 years 62.1 15.0 3.4 3.1 16.4 100.0

18 to 24 years 62.0 13.9 4.2 2.5 17.4 100.0

25 to 44 years 67.4 12.5 4.4 1.9 13.8 100.0

45 to 64 years 76.7 10.4 3.5 1.5 7.9 100.0

65 years and over 83.7 8.0 2.3 0.9 5.0 100.0

65 to 74 years 81.6 8.7 2.7 1.1 5.9 100.0

75 to 84 years 85.8 7.2 2.0 0.8 4.1 100.0

85 years and over 86.9 7.3 1.5 0.7 3.6 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 National Projections

Age

(Percent of each age group's resident population as of July 1)

Hobby Center for the Study 

of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

 

 



Projected Percent Race and Hispanic Origin Distribution 

of the U.S. Population by Selected Age Groups: 2050

Non-Hispanic 

White alone

Non-Hispanic 

Black alone

Non-Hispanic 

Asian alone

Non-Hispanic 

all other races

Hispanic       

(any race)
Total

Total 46.3 11.8 7.6 4.0 30.2 100.0

Under 5 years 37.1 11.1 5.9 6.5 39.4 100.0

5 to 17 years 38.3 11.3 6.0 5.7 38.6 100.0

18 to 24 years 39.6 11.6 6.4 4.9 37.5 100.0

25 to 44 years 43.6 12.1 7.8 4.1 32.4 100.0

45 to 64 years 49.7 12.8 8.9 3.1 25.5 100.0

65 years and over 58.5 11.2 8.4 2.1 19.8 100.0

65 to 74 years 54.5 12.1 9.3 2.4 21.7 100.0

75 to 84 years 58.2 10.9 8.8 2.0 20.2 100.0

85 years and over 67.4 9.9 5.9 1.8 15.1 100.0

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2008 National Projections

Age

(Percent of each age group's resident population as of July 1)

Hobby Center for the Study 

of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

 

 

POPULATION  CHARACTERISTICS AND  
SOCIOECONOMIC  CONDITIONS

Hobby Center for the Study 

of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

  



Total and Percent of the United States Population in Poverty and 
Median Household Income by Race/Ethnicity, 1999 and 2009

1999 2009

Population

in Poverty %

Median 

Household 

Income*

Population 

in Poverty %

Median 

Household 

Income

Anglo 15,414,119 8.1 $58,523 19,462,966 10.0 $54,671

Hispanic 7,797,874 22.6 $43,442 11,130,896 23.5 $39,923

Black 8,146,146 24.9 $37,956 9,407,955 25.8 $33,463

Asian 1,257,237 12.6 $66,961 1,539,226 11.4 $68,780

Other 1,284,436 18.5 NA 1,327,120 18.4 NA

Total 33,899,812 12.4 $54,172 42,868,163 14.3 $50,221

*In 2009 Dollars

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000 and American Community Survey, 2009

Hobby Center for the Study 

of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

 

 

Educational Attainment for the United States 
Population Age 25 and Older 

by Race/Ethnicity, 2009

Race

Ethnicity

Population 

Age 25 and 

Older

Less 

than high 

school

High 

school 

diploma

Some 

college or 

associates 

degree

Bachelor 

or more

Non-Hispanic White 139,962,199 9.6 29.3 30.0 31.1

Black 22,975,410 18.6 31.6 32.2 17.6

Hispanic* 26,106,587 39.1 26.2 22.1 12.6

Asian 9,404,493 14.7 16.0 19.6 49.7

Total 201,952,383 14.7 28.5 28.9 27.9

________

Source: U.S. Census, American Community Survey, 2009.

*Includes Hispanic persons of all races.

 

 

 

 

 



Average (Mean) SAT Scores for College Bound 
Seniors in the United States in 2001 by Selected 

Characteristics
  

SAT Score
 

Mean Mean
Characteristic Verbal Math
 

All Students 506 514
(N = 1,276,320)

Race/Ethnicity:
American Indian 481 479
African American or Black 433 426
Hispanic:  Mexican American 451 458
                  Puerto Rican 457 451
                  Other Hispanic 460 465
White 529 531
Asian American or Pacific Islander 501 566

Household Income:
 < $10,000 421 443
  $10,000 - 20,000 442 456
  $20,000 - 30,000 468 474
  $30,000 - 40,000 487 489
  $40,000 - 50,000 501 503
  $50,000 - 60,000 509 512
  $60,000 - 70,000 516 519
  $70,000 - 80,000 522 527
  $80,000 - 100,000 534 540

 > $100,000 557 569
 

  

SAT Score
 

Mean Mean
Characteristic Verbal Math
 

All Students 506 514
(N = 1,276,320)

Race/Ethnicity:
American Indian 481 479

Household Income:
 < $10,000 421 443

 > $100,000 557 569
 

Hobby Center for the Study 

of Texas at Rice University

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

The mark of a truly 
educated man is to be 

moved deeply by statistics.

George Bernard Shaw

 

 

 

 
 



Steve Murdock
Phone:  210-867-4385

E-mail: shm3@rice.edu
Website:  http://hobbycenter.rice.edu
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Appendix C: 

Track 2 - Disaster-Resilient Communities  

Organizer:  Tim Lovell, Tulsa Partners, Inc 

Flip Charts (18 pages)  

Wednesday, July 13, 2011 8:30 a.m. – 12:00 Noon 

Note Taker:  Ann Patton, Tulsa Partners, Inc. 

 

 

 

Page 1:  8:30 a.m. 

 

What research tells us: 

 

- Evaluation of mitigation programs – ―Mitigation Saves‖ 

- Evaluations of Project Impact 

- Access?  

 

Gaps: 

 

- Implementation 

- Getting communities to ―own‖ the problem. Own the enhancement 

-  Mutual mentoring 

-  Interaction with community 

- Focus on today – not future disaster 

 

Page 2: 

 

Research/Deliverables 



 

- Social networking  

- Rogers – early adapters 

- Communities have a choice 

- How will systems be refreshed? 

-  How will we have a diverse range of systems? 

 

Gaps: 

 

- Full fabric of community 

- Connection to env. Justice, EPA + Alliance + NHMA + Mitigation 

- Morphing from local to national 

- Document + outcomes 

- Process + power structures 

 

Page 3: 

 

Research/deliverables 

 

- Observation base to watch communities –refresh system 

- Concern * certification of ―resilient‖ communities 

*Locals engaged from beginning 

 

Then community can have an enabled body 

- Training class. Mentoring early adapters 

- Reaching diverse groups – small business 
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How to start disaster resilient communities + how do you keep it going? 

 

 

Page 5:  10:15 a.m. 

 

ACTION 

 

- Because of financial crisis, need for partnerships is greater than ever before 

- Aging infrastructure 

- National renewable energy laboratory 

- Military is leading the nation in renewable energy 

- NFIP & federal crop insurance 
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National Programs –  

 

- FEMA cooperating technical partners 

-  Risk MAP –(mapping assessment planning) 

-  American Lifelines Alliance (ASCE & FEMA) – defunded 

- FEMA disability specialists 

- FEMA office of private sector partnerships 



 

ACTIONS:  

 

Need locally specific messages.  Need consistent messages from trusted sources. 
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National Programs – 

- CDC minority health programs 

- Western governors‘ association + NOAA – agreement 

- Community education + outreach – FEMA (post-disaster) Cindy Fraser 

- Fire adaptive communities 

- Reach- set- go 

- Firewise 
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National Programs –  

 

- Community ready 

- Tsunami Ready (NOAA) Hazard mitigation program 

- FLASH 

- IBHS 

- Ready rating, ready.gov (ARC) 

- Drought Monitor (University of Nebraska) / Drought Ready Communities 

- Community resilience efforts (NOAA) 

- Business civic leadership Center - BCLC (US Chamber) 

- StormReady communities 
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National Programs –  

 

- Resource catalog 

- List of programs w/links, etc. + catalog 

- Connections to universities working on disaster resilience 

- CDC Centers for Disaster (or disease?) 

- Theoretical approach identified definitions, etc. 

 

Additional programs/connection 

 

Southern + Western Governors Assoc 

NOAA – FL – Disaster resilience plans 
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1- Categories to organize action items 

2- Short-medium long term + prioritize 

3- Role of NHMA – framework for moving forward 

 

ACTIONS 



- Look at Storm Ready 

- Schools – WEM programs – what are they teaching, etc? 

- Non-traditional programs 
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Disaster amnesia – fighting it! 

 

- Identify benefits of planning (social, economic, environmental) 

- Move quickly to action ―teachable moments‖ 

-  Different forms of knowledge, 3 transfer + relation building 

- 3 levels of teachable moments 

 

 -Disaster-stricken communities 

 -Those not yet hit 

 -Those beginning to think about hazard 

 

- Community needs to determine hazard messaging strategy and then convey messages 

 

 -Focus on ―ripple effects‖ 

 -Hazard mitigation is climate adaptation 
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Fighting disaster amnesia + ACTIONS 

 

- Change language – if have to look up, can‘t see it. 

- Need for more robust recovery programs w/provisional ordinance 

- NHMA develop model recovery plan and teach it 

- Constant information - #of sources, # of types, seeing others do it 

- Little recognition of disaster-specific programs (more likely to use general media) 

- Seeking info 
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ACTIONS / NEEDS 

 

Relative comparison of benefits – need more data 

Insurance industry (payouts) 

EDA info 

 

- Cost databases but no loss databases 

 

 -Death, injuries – economic losses 

 -Quality of life 

 -Rebuilding 

 -Social, environmental 

 

- How can mitigation work when 2 systems are colliding? (i.e., land use) 
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ACTIONS/NEEDS 

 

- Selling message of mitigation – must emphasize benefits across systems 

- Private sector recovery is critical 

-  Assessment of different models /styles of partnerships 

 

   -Public/private; state/local; nonprofits 

 

- Include requirements based on best practices 
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Champions + Knowledge transfer 

 

- How do at-risk people talk about hazard? Need to feel safe to articulate, speak up 

- Temporary political leadership but permanent issues 

-  Links to schools, hotels, travel sites, etc 

- We need to normalize through existing channels that resonate with people 
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How to measure? 

 

- Ask citizens how tools are working, what they are learning, will they take action? 

- Make design local but comparable to extent possible 

- NHMA challenge – inform + motivate to action 

- Must be investments in evaluation – Shake Out will be evaluated 

 

Page 17: 

 

Fear-based messaging has not worked 

 

How to re-craft the message? 

 

- Building a better life, better education, better future! 

- Must be delivered by diverse experts/champions 

- www.futurewewant.org 

- People learn from stories! 
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ACTION PLAN 

 

What are actions that will make much larger groups act?! 
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Appendix D: 

Track 2 - Disaster-Resilient Communities  



Organizer:  Tim Lovell, Tulsa Partners, Inc 

Flip Charts  

Wednesday, July 13, 2011 1:30 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 

Note Taker:  Shirley Laska, University of New Orleans 

                      Tim Lovell, Tulsa Partners, Inc. 

 

Tech assistance for RiskMap will be mitigation assistance 

 

- Emphasizes bottom up approach helping communities assess and understand their risk 

- Part of planning tech assistance 

- Discovery meetings with communities 

-  

-400/yr 

 

www.DCA.state.fl.us  – 5 pilot communities going thru post-disaster recovery planning 

 

Concept: priority recovery areas 

 

- Community resiliency centers 

- Looked at: 

 

-Economic recovery plan 

-Comprehensive plan 

-Emergency ops plans 

-Mitigation plans 

-Cultural hi-hazard 

 

-Then looked at safer areas. 

 

Key: private sector involved. FEMA and NOAA funding completed has taken off. So…if RiskMap is 

reaching 400 communities per year, one of the goals could be to ID community‘s resilient centers to 

encourage development in safer areas. 

 

- Infrastructure/redevelopment importance – exercises for communities to prioritize development 

decisions 

- Could this be next Project Impact? – How are community resilience centers resourced? – 

Different levels of assistance 

 

1. How can this community become involved with developing this program with FEMA? 

2. Still time to influence program implementation. 

3. APA Reports 

 

- IDEA of integrating RiskMAPs with Community Resilience Centers is new. The idea has not yet 

been run thru FEMA. 

- Need to explore/push idea. 

- Center 

 

-Geographic Center 

-Idea center (Mitigation incubator) 

 



Today‘s Activity 

1. Development in safe areas 

 

Gap Activity (Opportunities) 

1. Look for framework 

 

a. Areas where NHMA can make a difference 

 

i. Short, medium, long term 

ii. Prioritization 

Gaps 

- Document programs, projects, communities 

 

a. CARRI 

b. Many of these resources exist already –  

 

i. meta-catalog? 

ii. Just simple list? 

iii. Lots of info and lists but might have data overload/disconnect 

 

c. What are common problems/solutions? 

 

i. Individual case studies 

ii. Related fields/terms 

 

d. First step in creating a resilience database? 

e. Project Impact annual summits 

 

i. Maybe what we need now is a virtual summit to share ideas and innovations 

 

f. Database (w/ wiki qualities): 

 

i. Stephenson Institute? 

ii. Independent database not from gov‘t or private sector (recommendations from 

report: Building communities through public private partnerships) 

 

g. Avoid re-creating the wheel. Look at existing resources. 

 

i. Reports 

ii. Info from related fields 

iii. BMP‘s 

iv. Research 

 

 



CARRI 

 

 White papers 

 Open to research and suggestions 

 Dealing with reduced funding 

 Disconnect between community engagement talks and …. 

 

 

ICLEI (Intergovernmental Assistance group?) 

 

 CAMRA 

 NSF Funds for community resilience 

 

Action Item: 

 

 Idea of existing programs that may have resistance components 

 Missing baseline data for indicators of resilience 

 

1. Implementation Plan 

2. Funding Gap 

 

 Have knowledge, missing resources, so how do we stream together funds for 

resilience? 

 NSF – great for research but not a mission agency 

 

 Talk about how action will benefit a community 

 

ACTION PLAN 

Principles: 

1. Pick subject area 

2. Short, medium, long term priorities 

3. Because NHMA is small, needs to focus on how it can influence larger actors. 

 

NATIONAL PARTNERSHIPS 

 

1. With FEMA – informing and collaborating on community resilience centers idea. 

2. And NOAA 

 

 



When facing new problems (growing inequality, lack of money, climate change), what we can do is start 

conversation and try to change culture. 

 

What tools can deal with mitigation problems? 

 Four categories of action: 

 

1. Policy 

2. Emergency Solutions (Social tech, etc.) 

3. Leadership 

4. Basis of facts 

5. (+) Low capacity at community level. (Need to increase training & Education) (Ex: When 

FEMA worked the professional management field) 

 

- NHMA could be lead on building community capacity. 

- Starting certification program for hazard mitigation (ex: CFM) 

- New partnerships with architecture, green building 

- Need to increase expertise and knowledge base at local level, but also need leadership on board. 

- Not anti-growth…pro-sustainable growth. 

- Community resilience centers 

 

-Selection influenced by open space 

-Center should be modeled for safe building practices 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

 

1. Develop database/catalog 

 

a. Research collaboration with Nat‘l Hazard Center 

 

2. Community Resilience Center 

 

i. Serve as model info centers 

ii. Training 

 

3. Building capacity within communities and local officials 

4. Regular conversations with FEMA 

 

a. Advisory group to develop plan and ID partners 

 

5. $$$$ Sources 

 



a. IBHS 

b. Farmers Insurance 

c. Foundations 

 

 

GOAL Statement 

 

NHMA will work to increase access to relevant experience 

 

- Info/assistance 

- Lobbying/education 

- Mentoring program? 

 

-Partnering communities w/ experts 

 

 

NHMA was founded because there was a void. Next year need to define 1 or 2 things we do best or have 

to offer. 

 

-Build credibility 

-Build coalitions 

 

- Political climate concerning RiskMAP. (Narrow focus. Flood insurance.) 

- Question of funding cuts and federal budget process 
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Appendix E: 

Session Title:  Track 2 Disaster Resilient Communities 

Date/Time:      Wednesday, July 13, 2011     9:15 a.m. – 10:00 a.m. 

Speakers:        Warren Edwards, CARRI 

 

Note:  Mr Edwards based his presentation on this paper: 
 
 

Prepared by:  

Building Community Resilience  

A Community Resilience System Approach  

 

Building Resilience – The Issue:  



Societal resilience is an essential national attribute for successfully managing terrorism and other 

catastrophic risks in the 21st century. Resilience – the ability to endure, recover from and adapt to 

potential threats – has historically been one of the United States‘ great national strengths. Recently, 

however, rising anxiety and uncertainty exacerbated by a political environment that seeks to divide rather 

than unite, has substantially depleted this reservoir of self-sufficiency, competitiveness, cooperativeness 

and tolerance. Rebuilding resilience will require a broad and sustained engagement of all of America‘s 

citizens, companies and communities.  

 

Building Resilience – In Communities:  
America‘s communities are faced with a combination of stresses unique in our nation‘s history. They are 

threatened by the specter of natural and human-induced disasters while simultaneously trying to recover 

from an historic economic crisis. Communities face growing complexity and increasingly significant 

polarization, a new spectrum of hazards of which terrorism is but one and perhaps not the most critical, 

and an accelerating rate of change that leaves them searching for stability and a way to control their own 

destinies.  

 

But communities and their activities are critical to our nation‘s resilience. They are the first place where 

all functions and systems – human social systems, public and private infrastructure systems and economic 

systems – come together at a level that affects individuals and families directly. America‘s communities 

can be the best anchor for a resilient nation when they are able to bring all their citizens together to 

anticipate threats, limit their impacts and prepare to recover rapidly and completely.  

 

We know that every community is a complex social organization with its own characteristics, needs, 

challenges, and potential solutions. Communities must tailor their individual resilience vision, programs 

and action plans without an outside system that is overly prescriptive. Instead, communities need a guide 

in how to think about resilience and develop their own well conceived set of actions that will lead to 

community self-knowledge; to outcome driven actions; to an implementable, sustainable plan; and to 

community improvement and resilience.  

 

Our research coupled with practical experience and observation indicates that these stages are required to 

build a holistic, integrated system of resilience in communities.  

 

• Engagement – In this stage the community finds its resilience champions, organizes them into a 

coherent leadership team and develops well-established, trusted community networks based on 

the full fabric of the community. It is an inclusive stage that is fundamental because it requires the 

community to include all of its citizens in the effort.  

 

• Assessment – Here the community gains self awareness by understanding its interdependencies 

and vulnerabilities, cataloguing its available resources, and learning which resources are at risk, 

which should be restored first and what outside resources are needed.  

 

• Visioning – Research indicates that communities that can create a commonly accepted vision 

for the future couched in positive, active terms are far more able to move into productive 

planning.  

 

• Planning – The plan connects the current state of the community as determined by the 

assessment to the vision of the community‘s future. The plan identifies a series of actions that are 
specific, measurable and supportive of day-to-day community function.  

 



• Implementing and Sustaining – Here he community establishes an organizational home for the 

community resilience program either through creation of a new organizational entity or by 

embedding this program into an already existing public or private organization.  

 

• Evaluating and Revising – The community monitors and evaluates the progress of the plan‘s 

implementation making adjustments as required.  

 

The ultimate test of any community resilience system or process will be how a community will be 

different following a major disruptive event (e.g., a natural disaster, a severe economic downturn, the loss 

of a major employer, a pandemic). While we will never be completely sure until after an event, we firmly 

believe that a community that has implemented a system of resilience would:  

 

-- have assessed its vulnerabilities, catalogued its assets and determined which assets were most 

vulnerable, which could/should be restored first and identified the gaps for which outside 

resources would have to be requested well before the event. This would have been done by all 

parts of the community -- individuals and families; local government; small and large employers.  

 

-- have a well planned and well rehearsed communications plan for getting information to all of 

its citizens based on a collaborative use of all the resources available to the community rather 

than just government. The information provided by such a coordinated plan would be useful, 

relevant and trusted.  

 

-- have well-established, trusted, community networks based on the full fabric of the community 

(government, private business, faith-based, non-governmental organizations) and those networks 

would have been proven through collaborative planning and continuous interactions before the 

catastrophic event. The community would also have similar networks developed with other 

communities within its region. The time to meet your neighbor (individual or community) is not 

post-disaster.  

 

-- have a vision for a post-disaster community and a plan based on that vision. The vision would 

be accepted by the community as a basis for action. Because time is critical post-event, this vision 

and plan would help the community rapidly recover in a manner consistent with their long-term 

vision, goals and interests.  

 

Building Resilience – Providing a Coherent System that Communities Can Use:  
From every element of communities and at all levels of participation, we heard a common request for 

simple actions to address four needs:  

 

• an understanding of what community resilience means to my community;  

 

• a practical way to measure where my community stands on a scale of resilience;  

 

• tools and processes that help my community reach a more resilient state; and  

 

• tangible rewards for my community‘s efforts.  

 

Community resilience is an economic driver. Communities that can build capacity and demonstrate 

their ability to cope with disruptions of all kind become attractive targets for investments, have more 

access to insurance, better bond ratings and stronger social capital.  



Working with our partners, The Meridian Institute (www.merid.org) and the Center for National Policy 

(www.centerfornationalpolicy.org), The Community and Regional Resilience Institute (CARRI) 

(www.ResilientUS.org) convened three working groups – a group of researchers (the Subject Matter 

Group); a group of community representatives (the Community Leaders Group); and a group representing 

government and the private business sector (the Resilience Benefits Group). All groups were overseen by 

a Community Resilience System Initiative (CRSI) Steering Committee. The participants in each of these 

groups came from across the nation representing a variety of resilience-related academic disciplines, 

leaders from the full fabric of community life, and representatives from the insurance and finance 

industries and several major government grant-making agencies. In all, over 150 individuals provided 

input, advice, ideas, and constructive criticism. The Community Leaders Group and the Resilience 

Benefits Group were particularly active with in-person meetings on at least three occasions and strong 

participation in surveys, homework assignments and ―listening interviews.‖ The collective wisdom of all 

the three groups and the steering committee chaired by Dr. Stephen Flynn provided the basis for building 

the system. The final product is a reflection of the work of these groups – a powerful consensus of 

thought leaders who see a need for greater community resilience.  

 

The Community Leaders Group began by fashioning a set of power principles to guide the system. They 

envisioned a system that was a powerful force in communities because it:  

 

• Resonates with Ordinary People – Community resilience begins with human capital, involves 

all members of the community, and is the result of their daily activities. The CRS provides tools 

to help community leaders communicate with their community about resilience.  

 

• Catalyzes Leadership – Resilience requires visionary, cross-sector leaders and networks of 

champions who are able to implement and manage efforts before, during, and after a crisis. The 

CRS helps communities catalyze leadership for resilience.  

 

• Is Flexible and Adaptable – The CRS is flexible and adaptable so that it can be applied in 

communities of different sizes with diverse forms of government, demographics, geography, and 

cultural identity.  

 

• Captures Critical Information and Informs Analysis – The CRS helps communities 

understand, optimize, and leverage existing assets and interdependencies (local and regional) 

while simultaneously identifying and mitigating vulnerabilities. It helps them recognize what 

makes their community unique (e.g., sense of place, culture, etc.) and incorporate these intangible 

assets into their planning and implementation efforts.  

 

• Encourages a Long-term View – The CRS prompts communities to develop a vision of a 

resilient future long before a crisis occurs. It helps them develop resilience goals and design 

actions to help the community meet those goals, including the development of a comprehensive 

recovery plan.  

 

• Helps Communities Return to a “New” Normal – Post-crisis, communities must devise and 

accept a path towards a ―new‖ normal. The CRS‘ visioning and action planning processes help 

communities set a trajectory for a swift recovery.  

 

• Provides Real Benefits – The CRS is grounded in the premise that evaluating community 

resilience and providing rewards for continuous, incremental improvement will lead to greater 

community vitality – triple bottom line outcomes involving human capital, the economy, and the 

environment. The CRS is positioned to provide a whole suite of tangible and intangible benefits 

to the communities who work through the system.  



 

These principles and the additional guidance provided by community leaders and others from around the 

country have been used to design and shape a system that we call the Community Resilience System 

(CRS). The CRS provides a structure for a community to complete each stage of the resilience effort 

described above. It provides a list of supporting resources that a community may use. The catalogue of 

supporting resources is varied and specifically designed to support actions with which they are associated. 

These resources take the form of checklists, templates, examples of successful practices, guidance 

material or data sources. As a community works its way through the web-enabled system using the 

resources, its actions are captured in a resilience action plan.  

 

Building Resilience – Advancing Community Resilience:  
CARRI believes that the best way to achieve community resilience is by using the CRS as a vehicle to 

bring together the ―full fabric‖ of the community to assess and solve community problems and to build 

community capacity. This inclusive, collaborative system of community engagement and problem solving 

ensures that no group is left out of the decision, all groups share in the work and that solutions benefit the 

greatest number of groups and individuals possible.  

 

Building Resilience – The Outline of a Way Forward:  

 

• Establish the CARRI Community Resilience System in several “leading communities.” 

Establishing the CARRI CRS in several communities as a pilot and test of the system will 

accomplish tasks important to the success of both national and CARRI goals –  

 

• Leverage the results of the CRS “Action Planning” stage to engage and empower local 

emergency managers.  

 

• Create a multi-year, multi-layered strategy for cooperation in building community 

resilience and social cohesion.  
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Appendix F: 

Session Title:  Closing Plenary 

Date/Time:      Wednesday, July 13, 2011     5:00 p.m. – 5:45 p.m. 

Speakers:        Shirley Laska, University of New Orleans 

 

Ms Laska’s Presentation: 
 

Senior practitioners/applied researchers can become grumpy in their later professional years because they 

have ―been there, done that‖ and despite a career of advocacy, the rate of improvement they want is not 

visible.  My dear friend, Ray Burby, is an example.  His very, very professional basic applied social 

science has revealed much about why we continue to experience hazard risk.  Communities WILL 

develop risky floodplains, he found, no matter what effort is exerted to not have it happen.  And no matter 

how much he reveals this and makes recommendations based on his very high quality research, he doesn‘t 

see his work and recommendations implemented.   

 

My dear late friend, Bill Freudenburg, whom Kathleen mentioned yesterday, spoke at these meetings in 

2009 and had the same reaction as Ray. He said while speaking here about development projects that 



exacerbated Hurricane Katrina damage, ―What we need…is to set up our laws in such a way that those 

who benefit from doing dumb things also have to pay for it. If they have to pay for it, suddenly the price 

the market will provide for those houses in dangerous places will start to reflect the true cost.‖ Bill 

embodied grumpiness to perfection.   

 

Recently, I have found the feeling coming on.  One day last year I had a shouting match with the LA 

official in charge of coastal restoration and protection because he wouldn‘t take mitigation seriously.  I 

threatened to resign from a state levee panel, on which I had been placed because he wouldn‘t pay 

attention to non structural. I knew I was on my way.  And I also knew, because I have observed the 

response to these very wise and admirable men, that people close their ears to grumpy ―know it alls.‖  

How could I prevent happening to me what has happened to Ray and Bill? 

 

I‘ve been asked by Alessandra Jerolleman, one of my doctoral students, to tell you what a group of about 

20 of us have been doing to affect my cure.  It‘s called the Oval Table.  Why oval? Because two ends 

have more prominence – at one sits the Corps of Engineers and at the other the State of Louisiana Coastal 

Protection and Restoration Authority.  We are not all equals among equals at the table. 

 

What is our purpose?  To proselytize mitigation, non structural methods of reducing flood risk in 

Louisiana.  We use the phrase non structural instead of mitigation because we are not equals among 

equals.  The Corps controls the vocabulary.   

 

What is our challenge?  Levees and flood walls as a risk reduction method reign supreme as the king of 

flood risk reduction in the state.  Despite their contribution to the problem as well as their benefit, they are 

the method of first choice. The severity of the risk begs a macro, visible, physical, immoveable solution.  

I would be preaching to the choir to use time to explain why this allegiance has been a false panacea.   

 

You may not realize the details of the challenge.  No more federal and matching state money to finish out 

the category one protection other than in the metropolitan New Orleans area. And parts of the New 

Orleans system even when completed, such as our interior flood walls, are definitely poised to fail.  And 

added to those challenges is the lack of state and local funds to operate and maintain the system that we 

do have.  The structural future in Louisiana is bleak. 

 

The logic of turning to non structural fails to impress the state leaders.  And those charged with 

implementation of non structural – Mitigation office in the Homeland Security, Floodplain Management 

in DOT, the small voice in Coastal Protection are grumpy as well.  No one listens, no one cares, etc., etc. 

The Oval Table takes the conversation outside the constraints of the silos and immerses it in a receptive 

group of supporters, technically knowledgeable boosters, in the hopes of growing, expanding, integrating 

the efforts of the table.  We are not political advocates; we are technical advocates. Present are:  the Corps 

via a member of the Corps national non structural committee who happens to be the New Orleans office 

chief economist; a representative of the National Park service who serves as staff to the new GOM 

Ecosystem Restoration Taskforce that emerged from the BP oil spill, reps from the three state agencies I 

just mentioned as well as the state office of community development, members of NGOs like the Baton 

Rouge Center for Planning Excellence, members of the NHMA – Ed Thomas & Alessandra.  ASFPM 

Floodproofing Committee Chair, Larry Buss. Environmental non profits – Audubon, National Wildlife 

Federation, Audubon, applied university mitigation specialists – LSU AG & Sea Grant and UNO 

CHART, our center, and regular mitigation consultants such as French Wetmore, past president of the 

ASFPM.  Note the range of types of organizations.   

 

One important quality of this group is the full age range of the table – young professionals, middle-aged 

and those of us prone to senior grumpiness.  The inter-generational socialization must be emphasized 

because there needs to be a hand down to and an empowerment of the younger mitigation professionals. 



That is also what the NHMA is all about.  On that note, one of the coastal La. organizers for the National 

Wildlife Federation, Chris Pulaski, is taking the role of co-convener of the table.  He is young and very 

enthusiastic about non structural because the environmental groups appreciate the negative eco system 

impact of levees. In Louisiana they have done their homework.  And UNO CHART has helped them to do 

so through a project entitled ―How Safe, How Soon.‖ funded by the Blue Moon Foundations.  GRA‘s 

from CHART teach the environmental groups about mitigation and they collaborate with communities to 

implement it. And now the NHMA is picking up that partnership with the environmental groups with 

additional non structural technical support for them. 

 

The idea for the Oval Table idea came to me when I was researching long term recovery from 

catastrophes with Ford Foundation funding and wondered if the way to configure a collaborative state 

effort was to advocate for the return of the Interagency Hazard Mitigation Team that used to be created 

after ever major disaster.  I discerned that it was too much effort to try to resurrect that idea. And the 

IHMA is only temporary.  State mitigation committees were to have solved this but ours is not effective 

in Louisiana, only used to support the state mitigation plan, and then only to rubber stamp it. No teeth. 

The Oval Table has agreed to try to create a partnership with communities.  An RFP will go out to seek 

community submissions for flood risk reduction efforts of moderate size.  Five will be selected and the 

group will work with these five for 5 years.  If the group does not commit to the long-haul, we will not go 

forward with this idea.  No glitz at the beginning with lack of follow up.  There will also be a declaration 

of principles of interaction drafted by the Circle and refined by the participating communities before the 

efforts begin. Silver Jackets, the Corps mitigation program will be invited to the state because we have 

already polled the state and federal table mates and there is no push back to do so.  The Patchwork Quilt 

approach and details will be utilized.  The projects would become the table‘s portfolio of non structural 

collaborations and hopefully successes. 

 

The concept on which this approach is based is one studied and refined by Kris Peterson, another doctoral 

student of mine recently graduated. She describes the borderland between groups and the need to find safe 

ways for different groups to have effective conversations and interaction in these borderlands, areas of 

cross over between silos.  This non official approach is a way we are conceiving to have this happen.  By 

the response of the 20 or so mitigation experts we have approached to participate, we sense an eagerness 

to engage and a trust that the engagement won‘t violate their ‗day jobs.‘ We must continue to behave in a 

way that reinforces that trust.  No competition.  Rather collaboration. 

 

The young co-manager of the table characterizes the table as a ‗think tank‘ and wants it to evolve into a 

state level non structural/mitigation commission with as much respect and authority as the one currently 

in place for flood protection and coastal restoration.  It is evident that the existing commission focused on 

those latter two themes will not carry the water for the non structural risk reduction efforts.  That‘s what 

made me grumpy in the first place. I respond to Chris that we will know if we can become a commission 

if we are successful at what we do.  No cart before the horse. We will have to be so good and have such 

good community and parish (county) support that we can‘t be denied a place at the state table. 

 

The final major goal we have is to push all involved organizations to support more research on the 

benefits of non structural measures so that we can be honest with residents about their benefits. It would 

be unethical to ask coastal Louisianans to give up their fight for levees without answers to their questions 

about the benefits of non-structurals. And as the Corps tells us, don‘t bother them with advocacy for non-

structurals unless we can demonstrate social acceptability along with engineering effectiveness, economic 

efficiency (i.e. a good benefit/cost ratio) and environmental acceptability. 

 

We would love to engage in a wider conversation about our efforts.  If you have some suggestions of 

elements we could add to our ‗model‘ we would love to hear from you.  And if you would like to receive 

occasional updates about our progress, we would love to email them to you. 
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NHMA Fact Sheet 



 

 

 



Appendix I: 

 

A very special part to the NHMA Practitioners Conference was getting to spend time with 

Mary White, the daughter of the late Gilbert F White. 

 

Mary presented NHMA with a piece of 

glass – a center core bore - from the Gilbert 

F White Memorial Flood Level marker, 

which she helped design and which was 

dedicated in Boulder, Colorado, on July 17, 

2011. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A commemorative core bore from the Gilbert F White 
Memorial 

Mary White presents NHMA President, Ed Thomas, with a 
lasting tribute of her father, Gilbert F White 

Mary White and NHMA Vice President, Ann Patton, 
show off the core bore from the Gilbert F White 
Memorial 

Mary White and Terri Turner share a moment of 
admiration for Mary's late father, Gilbert F White 

Ron Flanagan, Dr Sandra K Knight, Ed Thomas, JoAnn Howard 
and eco-artist, Mary White 
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