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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report isone of aseries of publications that summarize and syrthesize information collected
by the Disaster Research Center as part of its ongoing assessment of the Project Impact (PI)
implementaion process. The data presented here were gathered in four focus group discussions
that were held during the 2000 Project Impact Summit. Twenty-six represent atives from Project
Impact communities around the U. S. took part in those discussions.

The data that were collected in 2000 complement other focus group data that were gathered
using the same methodology in 1998 and 1999. All group members took part in the discussions
with the understanding that the information they provided would be treated as confidential.
Discussions were tape-recorded; the tapes were later transcribed to facilitate analysis.

The focus group discussions were designed to obtain Project Impact participants’ views on the
Pl implementation process. Group members were asked to offer observations and insights on the
following topics:

Community-based strategies for achieving disaster resistance

The organization of local Project Impact initiatives

Strategies for building disaster mitigation partnerships with diverse segments of the
community

What communities would like FEMA to do to fecilitate program implementation
Expectations with respect to the future of Project Impact when initial funding comes to
an end

More gererally, group perticipants were asked to provide information on lessons learned over
the course of organizing and implemerting Pl activities, advice for other communities, and
insights on how to improve program quality and outcomes. Discussons generally centered less
on what was being done in individua communities and more on how programs should be
organized and carried out, what works, and what doesn’t.

The most commonly-discussed community-based loss reduction strategies were educational
programs and campaigns, mitigation projects, and partnership-building activities. Ongoing
educational efforts idertified by participants ranged from broadly-based public educdion
campaigns focusing on what communities need to do to become more disader resistant, to
school-based programs and to efforts to educate government officials in local communities.
Educational campaigns seek to promote loss reduction and encourage proactive planning and
mitigation. Equally important, educational strategies focus more broadly on fighting apathy,
ingitutionalizing mitigation as a community value, and changing puldic expectations with
respect to disaster losses so that such lossesare no longer viewed as inevitable.

Community-based mitigaion-related activities discussed by focus group members included risk
asessnents desgned to identify and prioritize hazards, the development of integrated
mitigation plans, the mobilization of support for community projects from diverse governmental



sources, and other capacity-building activities, including efforts to egtablish multi-
organizational collaborative networks and to identify indigenous sources of knowledge,
resources, and organizing ability.

Group participants offered advice about how best to organize local mitigation initiatives. As in
other years, discussants in the 2000 focus groups continued to emphadze leadership as a vital
component in hazard-reduction programs. Individuals who assume leadership roles should have
strong community and organizational tiesand should be able to reach out to different sectors of
the community and help reconcile different (and often conflicting) interests while moving the
community toward program goads. Leadership responsbilities should be shared among
representatives of important community constituencies, and those representatives should be
involved as early in the program planning process as possible. Those who are willing to make an
investment in Pl should be encouraged to assume a much responsibility asthey are able to take
on, but at the same time there must be a system of accountability in place to ensure that
commitments are fulfilled.

While lauding the efforts of community sakeholders who contribute funds, time, and other
resources Pl, group members strongly concurred that leadership responshility for the initiative
camot rest soldy with voluntegs. Rather, they saw paid staff as inportant both for program
continuity and for achieving project goals in atimely manner. Discussants sressed that the role
of PI coordinator should be afull-time, paid position.

Discussions on program organization stressed the importance of developing interorganizational
and interjurisdictional approaches to disaster mitigation. In order to effectively mitigate against
future disagters, communities must work with other levels of government to establish effective
mitigation networks and must recognize that disasters and hazards to not respect political
boundaries. Community partnerships regional alliances, hazard-based neworks, and mentoring
relationships were commonly-discussed goproaches to broadening involvement in Pl.
Integrating community-based mitigation efforts into existing community networks was also seen
as an important ingredient in program success.

Mobilizing community constituencies and involving a wide range of community sectors were
other themes that were addressed in the focus group discussons. Effectively mobilizing
businesses to support Pl entails understanding what businesses want and expect to receive
through their involvement, providing concrete benefits for busnesses tha choose to become
involved, overcoming business resistance to programs that may be seen as threatening business
interests, providing an appropriate mix of incentives for business participation, and publicly
recognizing business contributions.

Project Impact began with a strong emphasis on public-private part nerships, and the formation of
strong business-community collaborative relationships remains a magjor program goa. At the
same time, communities are also beginning to recognize the importance of extending the
partnership concept to community-based organizations and to especially vulnerable populations,
such as the poor, the elderly, and ragal/ethnic minority groups. An important firg step in this



process is to establish linkages with groups that are already working with vulnerable segments of
the population, particularly those whose goals already overlap with those of Project Impact, such
as health and safety-oriented community organizations Other community-based groups are
more likely to want to join the initiative if they can be shown that working on loss-reduction
measures will help them achieve their own gods. It is important to recognize that while
vulnerable groups have significant needs and often require assistance with mitigation efforts,
they also have skills, resources, and ideas that can bendit community-based mitigation
initiatives. As is the case with busnesses, groups serving vulnerable populations should become
involved as early as possible in the program planning process.

Expanding partnerships with a wide range of government agendes is another key to program
success. The communities represerted in the 2000 focus groups had formed productive
partnership relationships with a range of federal agencies, including the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the U. S. Geological Survey, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
as well as with various state-level agencies These partnerships have made it possbe to
leverage the rdatively smal amount of money provided by FEMA into substantial sums that can
be devoted to large-scale integrated loss reduction projects. Communities find these multi-
organizational, multi-jurigdictional collaboraions to be very useful and productive, but they aso
express a need for additional guidance on how to best to access external sources of funding.

Group participants identified a number of ways in which FEMA can help local communities
achieve their mitigation goals. As in previous years focus group discussants stressed the notion
that FEMA should continue to provide guidance for local programs (and such guidance is greatly
appreciated) but should not attempt to micromanage them. Group participants see some FEMA
plans and goals as somewhat unrealigic, particularly with respect to the time it tekes to initiate
large mitigation projects and to actually see progress being made. Seen from the perspective of
local program participants, federal timelines seem not to recognize the difficulties associated
with launching and carrying out local efforts.

Loca communities very much want FEMA to assst in the development of broader interactive
networks among Pl comnmunities. National summits, regional summits, and other meetings are
seen as providing excdlent opportunities to share ideas and resources and to provide concrete
information on strategy development. Communities look to FEMA to provide mechanians for
information and knowledge trander.

Group participants also expressed the hope that FEMA will address issues related to its own
intra-agency coordination, particularly with respect to the clarity and congstency of the guidance
that is provided to communities. Some group participants pointed to understaffing and turnover,
particularly in regiond offices, as a contributor to the confusion and miscommunication that
sometimes occurred over issues such as funding eligibility and other program details.



As noted earlier, communities also look to FEMA to facilitate coordination among various
governmental agencies and to clarify and reconcile guiddines and regulations that are often
either unclear or inconsistent. Overall, group participants pointed to the need for better
coordination among the various federal and state programs whose funds support (or can
potentially support) community-based mitigation activities.

Findly, community representatives expressed a need for clear information on long-term federal
support for Pl. Communities recognize that large mitigation projects will require more resources
than they can nobilize alone. Many PI communities have aready made a long-term
commitment to reducing disaster losses through community-based mitigation programs and they
expect the federa government to maintain a Smilar commitment over time to disaster resistance
nationwide

Focus group members identified many ways in which Project Impact has already begun to result
in significant changes in their communities. Pl has provided new planning tools, stimulated risk
assessment activities, and led to the adoption of dricter loss reduction measures at the local
level. Group participants reported that the cultural changes Project Impact envisions have begun
to take place. Comrmunities are moving from a readive goproach to disasters — that is an
approach focused on response and recovery — to a perspective that instead emphasizes proactive
mitigation-based strategies. Pl has also helped create a new role for emergency managers, who
no have more visibleinvolvement intheir communities on an everyday, routine basis

Based on comments made by focus group members, it is clear that many communities have
aready begun to “graduate” from the intial phase of PI, in that they are beginning to
institutionalize mitigation programs and practices at the community levd. Some communities
have achieved major successes in obtaining non-federal support for their Pl-related activities.
However, this is not yet the case for most communities, and even those that have begun the
process of institutionalization still ook to the federal government, and ecifically to FEMA, for
leedership in the area of pre-disaster hazard mitigation. Those who are closest to the process
worry about the challenges inhaent in trying to keep loss-reduction on the political agenda on a
long term basis, and they wonder how it will be possible to achieve that god in ther
communities without the resources and the vigbility that a nationally-based federal intiative like
Project Impact can provide.

Building coalitions and fodering a commitment to reducing disaster losses at the community
level are difficult goals to achieve. Sustaining those efforts over time will be even more
difficult. Based on the content of the focus group discussions, it is clear that communities across
the United States see FEMA as a crucid source of continued leadership, guidance, and
innovative loss-reduction strategies. Without an ongoing federal commitment, there is a very
real possihility that community-based mitigation efforts will stagnate.



Disaster Resistant Communities I nitiative:
L ocal Community Representatives Share Their Views:
Year 3 Focus Group Final Proect Report

INTRODUCTION

In fall 1997, the Disaster Research Center (DRC) began an ongoing assessment of the
development and implementation of Project Impact in the ssven comnunities that were chosen
as pilot sites for the program: Allegany County, Maryland; Deerfidd Beach/Broward County,
Florida; Oakland, California; Pascagoula, Mississippi; Seettle, Washington; Tucker County and
Randolph County, Wes Virginia; and Wilmington/New Hanover County, North Carolira.
These saven communities were each given $1 million dollars to enhance their disaster resistance
through mitigation projects, public education activities, and the development of public-private
partnerships. A series of DRC reports and presentations on the lessons learned by these
communities during the initial year of the new progran provided the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) with feedback on the types of challenges the communities faced,
the processes they had estallished to manage Project Inmpact, the types of activities they had
undertaken, the benefits derived, and the opportunities developed from participation in the
program. In late 1997, FEMA brought another fifty communities into Project | mpact.

As FEMA began plans to provide funding to fifty additional communities in late 1998, severd
questions were raised concerning the applicability of the pilot communities experiences for
newer communities. For example, it was not clear whether experiences would be tranderable,
since pilot communities had recelved substantially more funding and attention from FEMA'’s
national and regiond saffs than would any of the newer communities. Moreover, regional
offices often consdered themsdaves understaffed to take on the respongbilities of providing
guidance and technica assstance to communitiesin this newly-expanded program.

During the first Project Impact Summit in December, 1998, DRC conducted focus group
interviews with knowledgeable representatives from the newer communities that had been added
during the previous year. At the next Summit in December, 1999, focus group interviews were
also conducted with representatives from communities that had been added to the program
during the previous two years. These focus groups alowed for comparisons, both over time and
across non-pilot communities making it possible to determine whether new issues had emerged,
whether old issues had been resolved, whether understandings of the Project Impact philosophy
had changed, and whether new crestive program activities were being undertaken.

The information gathered on non-pilot Project Impact communities during the 1998 and 1999
focus groups generated interesting findings, both with respect to the comparisons between pilot
and non-pilot communities, and with respect to how the initiative had progressed over the year
since the first focus groups were held (for specific findings from those focus group discussions
see Wachtendorf, et al., 2000). During 2000, DRC continued to conduct follow-up interviews
with knowledgeable community representatives in the seven pilot communities. At the same
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time, DRC also added an additional ten non-pilot communities to its assessment. Field studies
were conducted in each of the ten new conmmunities. Focus groups were again held with anew
set of community representativesin November 2000 at the third annual Project Inpact Summit.
Thisthird st of focus group sessions forns the basisfor this report.

METHODOLOGY
Overview of the Focus Group Concept and Process

A focus group is a carefully planned discussion designed to obtain perspedives on adefined area
of interest in a non-threatening environment (Krueger, 1994; 1998). The intent of the focus
group is to provide a candid depiction of participants views on a specific topic. The interviewer
(or discussion moderator) does not try to bring the group to consensus, but rather encourages
comments of all types on the topic under discussion. The focus group does not attempt to
problem-solve. Rather, the purpose of the group is to encourage paticipants to express ther
ideas, feelings, and assessments of the topical areas being considered. Focus groups can be used
for various purposes, including program evduation. For example, when a new program or
project has been intiated, focus groups can play a role in the formative evaluation process by
eliciting participants views on program gods and strategies. The current gudy isan exanple of
that evaluative approach.

Focus groups are designed to take advantage of group interaction processesin order to gererate
rich and detailed data on the topics under consideration. Focus groups are particularly useful
when the goal of a research project isto elicit as wide arange of views as possble in an efficient
mamer. AsBerg obsaves (1998:101):

When focus groups are administered properly, they are extremely dynamic.
Interactions among and between group members stimulate discussions in which
one group member reacts to comments made by another. This group dynamism
has been described as a “synergistic group effect”...A far larger number of ideas,
issues, topics, and even solutions to a problem can be generated through group
discusson than through individual conversations. Indeed, it isthis group energy
that distinguishes focus group interviews from more conventional gyles of one
on-one, face-to-face interviewing approaches.

A focus group typically is composed of strangers or of people who have minima contad with
one another in their daily lives At the same time, groups should be composed of participants
who share similar concerns and responsibilities that are considered relevent to the topic of
intereg. This commonality of interests is always stressed at the beginning of the group
discusson, dnce perceved differences among paticipants (e.g., differences in status,
knowledge, or authority) can result in hesitation to share ideas or opinions. Care needs to be
taken to reassure paticipants that all group members as wel as the views they express are of
equal value.



Because groups differ in their composition and dynamics, it is common practice to organize
multiple groups to discuss a topic. As arule of thumb, a minimum of three focus groups is
recommended in order to obtain broad coverage of topical areas. Groups are typicaly composed
of six to ten participants; a group must be large enough to provide for a diversity of perceptions,
but smal enough for everyone to have an opportunity to speak. For the group to be successful,
participant selection criteria must be specific, clearly idertifying the population characteristics
that the group members are expected to represent.

The focus groups carried out as a part of this study conform well to these methodological
standards. Each year, multiple groups were conducted, groups were intentionaly kept small, and
as discussed in more detail below, care was taken to ensure both diversity and balance in each
group. The discussons that took place were lively and extremely informative, yielding many
views on the Project Impact process and numerous suggestions for how community-wide
mitigation grateg es should becarried out.

Purpose of the Project Impact Focus Group Study

The focus groups conditute one component of a larger evaluation of Project Impact that is being
conducted by DRC. This larger evdudion involves interviews, site visits, and analysis of
documentary materids in a total of severteen Project Impact communities seven pilot
communities as well as a non-pilot community from each of the ten FEMA regions. For more
information on these studies and a detailed analyss of the pilot community evaluations, see
Nigg, & al. (1998); Nigg, et al. (2000); Tierney (2000).

The objectives of the focus group interviews conducted in November 2000 were: 1) to provide
suggestions for future changes to the Project Impact (P1) program; 2) to examine more closdy
issues that emerged during the indepth interviews that had been conducted with key
stakeholders in the seventeen assessment communities; and 3) to compare the current state of the
initiative with findings from the earlier focusgroups hed in 1998 and 1999.

Data Collection Strategy

Participant Sdedion

On November 12", 2000, DRC conducted four focus groups with representatives of Project
Impact communities who were attending the Project Impact Summit in Washington, D.C. The
DRC sdected focus group paticipants from alig of Summit participants made available by the
FEMA contractor organizing the annua event. A dratified sampling procedure was used. The
respondents were stratified on the following dimersions. their functional postion in the
community; the length of time their community had been involved in Project Impact; the FEMA
regional location of their community; and whether their communities were urban or rurd. The
selected representatives were then faxed letters of invitaion by DRC explainng the purpose of
the focus groups. The invitation letter was followed up by a telephone call from a DRC g &ff
member. When a respondert agreed to be part of a focus group, DRC staff faxed a letter of
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confirmation (see Appendix A), along with a copy of the questions that would be discussed
during the focus group interview (see Appendix B). Summit attendees who were goproached to
participate in the focus groups but who were unale to attend because of scheduling conflicts
were substituted with other names that DRC had been previoudy identified in the sample. This
strategy was similar to the approach used in 1998 and 1999. To put the 2000 focus groupsinto
context, this report first provides a brief overview of how the groups were organized in the
earlier Summit discussions.

Participantsin Year One

Three focus groups with a total of fifteen community representatives were conducted in 1998,
the first year of the sudy. An additional thirty-five representatives were aked to participate but
could not change their travel reservations or were unable to attend the Summit. The first focus
group condged of two emergency managers two building officials an assistant director of
public works, and a chief sorm water engineer. The second focus group was composed of acity
manager, a deputy emergency manager, a city/county building commissioner, and a community
affairs manager/Project Impact coordinator. The third focus group consisted of a non-profit
representative, a city adminidrator, an enviroomental plamer, an assistant director of
engineering and building standards, and a contingency manager of a large private industry.

These participants represented deven cities, three counties, and a county that considered itsdf a
regional community and spanned nine of the ten FEMA regions; seven of the communities were
urban, and eight were rura. Nine of the respondents were from communities that had already
signed Memoranda of Agreement, while six were from communities that were in the process of
being introduced to Project Impact goals and activities.

Participantsin Year Two

Four groups comprising atota of thirty community representatives were conducted in 1991. An
additional four representatives who agreed to participate did not come to the group session.
Fifteen of the partidpants represented cities, seven represented counties (two of whom were
from city/county joint desigrations), five were from regional areas (that is, more than one
county), and three participarts represented organizations. The first focus group consisted of one
emergency manager, one Pl coordinator, one building officid, a director of public works, a
plamer, a representative of a non-profit agency, and a univergty adminisrator involved in
Project Impact. The second focus conssted of an assdtant city manager, an emergency
management director, a county conmissioner, an administrative assistant to a Pl coordinaor, a
Pl coordinator, a county building official, a public works director, and two business
representatives. The third group was made up of a county manager, an emergency management
diredor, a county commissoner, a Pl coordinator, a plamer, a county bulding official, a
superintendent of a school system, a public works planner, and a representative of the business
community. The fourth group was comprised of two PI coordinators, an assistant city manager, a
non-profit representative, and a business representative.

4



All ten FEMA regions were represented, and participants were evenly split between urban and
rural communities. Twenty-one of the respondents were from communities that had already
signed Memoranda of Agreement (MOA), while nine either had not yet signed an MOA, did not
know whether such a document had been signed, or were unaware of the MOA status a the time
the discussions were held. Some of the participants represented more that one postion within
their communities. For example, the Project Impact coordinator sometimes also filled the role of
community emergency manager or plamer.

Participantsin Year Three

Four groups with a tota of twenty-six members were conducted in 2000. An additional seven
representatives who had agreed to participate were later unakde to participate in the group
discussons. As aresult of greater activity taking place during the annual Summit than in past
yea's, several other informal meetings and pre-Summit sessions conflicted with the focus group
meeting times. At least two of the people who had initially agreed to participate in the focus
groups but who did not attend indicated that they had been unable to participate because of
conflicts with other Project Impact meetings.

The first group consiged of a mayor, an emergency manager, a representative from a faith-based
non-profit, a large business representative, and three Project Impact coordinators. One Project
Impact coordinator was aso the community’s city maneager, while another was aso a fire
commissoner. Both the representative from the non-profit and the large business did not work
grictly with one Project Impact community, but instead interacted with multiple designated
communities. The second group was made up of a county commissioner, a public works officid,
a bulding offica, a business representative, a representative from a large non-profit
organization, and three Project Impact coordinators — one of whom was also a planning
commissoner. The third group was comprised of a Chamber of Commerce/community advisory
committee representative, arepresertative from a large-non-profit organization, a representative
fromthe historic preservation comnunity, and three Projed Impact coord nators —each of whom
was al an emergency maraeger. The fourth group corsisted of a deputy mayor, a municipal
manager, a planner, a represertative from a community-based non-profit organization, and a
Project Impact coordinat or/building officid.

Although it would have been desirable to conduct many more focus groups, involving larger
numbers of people, the eleven groups that were conducted between 1998 and 2000 do represent a
good cross-section of Project Inpact participants around the country. Looking first a& who
participaed in DRC’s focus groups, Table 1 presents summary information on the composition
of Project Impact focus groups over the three-year period. Appropriately, Project Impact
coordinators were the largest group represented in the discusson groups. Local eected and
appointed officials also had significant representation, as did local building and saety
departments, the non-profit sector, the business sector, and emergency management
organizations.



Table 1. Participantsin Project Impact Focus Groups, 1998-2000°

Position
Pl Coordinating Office
Emergency Managem ent
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City and County Management
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Planning/Community Development
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In addition to having well-balanced organizational representation, the 2000 groups exhikited
diversity in other ways. Twelve participants were from communities with city designations,
eleven were from county-designated communities, one represented a regiona community, and
two participants were involved with multiple communities across the country. (When the
designation scope of Project Impact included both a major city and the county, we classified the
community as acounty designation.)

All ten FEMA regions were represented, and participants came from communities ranging in
size from small towns and rural aress to mgor metropolitan centers. There were seven smdl
communities represerted, all with populations under forty thousand. Six of the communities that
were represented were medium-sized, with populations between fifty and one hundred fifty
thousand. Eight communities had populations between two hundred and fifty and five hundred
thousand residents. These were classified as large communities. Three communities, classified
as very large had popuaions over seven hundred thousand. All participants were from
communities that had been designated a Project Impact community in 1999 or earlier, although
some had received FEM A seed funding or held their sgning ceremonies only recently.

Data Collection

In preparation for the focus group discussons, members of the DRC team were given training in
the skills necessary for successfully conducting focus groups, including observing and recording
participants actions during the group sessions (e.g., body language, the tone of the interactions

2lfa participant held the role of a Pl coordinator as well as another position in the community, that person is listed
in the Pl Coordinating Office category. The bracketed numbersin some categories reflectthe Pl Coordinators that
perform other additional roles. For example, the Emergency Management category in 2000 includes one emergency
manager who is not a Pl coordinator and three emergency manager s who also act as Pl coordinators. Only one
focus group representative in Y ear Three worked exclusively as an emergency manager. However, & the bracketed
number indicates, there were atotal of four individuals that held em ergency management positions.



among group members), keeping notes while discussions were in progress, identifying
prominent themes, and keeping track of particularly salient points made by group members.
Prior to the initiation of group discussions, all group participants were briefed on DRC's
confidentiality policies, and all were asked to sign consent forms. Participants were reassured
that no statements made in the course of group discussions would be attributed to them, and they
were also asked to keep the comments made by other group members confidential. All focus
group discussonswere taped and later transcribed verbatim inther entirety.

Each focus group had a moderator and an assistant moderator. During the focus groups, which
lasted approximately two and one half hours, the moderator kept the discussion on track and
made sure that everyone was confortable with theflow of communication. Moderatorsals had
respong hility for ensuring that particular individuds did not dominate the discussion and that dl
participants had an equal opportunity to speak.” The assistant moderator greeted and integrated
late arrivals into the on-going group discussion, monitored the ten minute time dlotmert for
each quedion, took notes and generally observed participants behavior for any indication of
uneasiness or hesitancy. There were no problemsin these areas. Group participants were at ease
and engaged throughout the discussion sessions. They frequently took written notes of what
others were saying and after the discussions many expressed that they had learned a lot of
valuable information from other community represertativeswho had shared their experiences

Analysis of Focus Group Interviews and I dentification of Themes

In the 1998 and 1999 focus group discussions, the questions asked of partidpants focused
primarily on each community’s experience during the initiative’s start-up process. Topics
discussed included their overdl involvement in Project Impact, the problems of sustaining
momentum, each community’s goals and objectives for Project Impact, the intial benefits of
participation, the help FEMA needed to provide to communities that were getting started in the
program, and what chalenges communities faced in moving Project Impact forward. DRC
shared information provided by communities already paticipating in initiatives with other
communities that recently had received ther designations. Based on the focus group
discussions, DRC al <0 provided feedback to FEMA about how to improve Project I mpact and to
highlight the agpects that the communities found vduall e in the early stages of implementation

In 2000, participants were again aked to discuss the successes and chdlenges they faced while
trying to make their communities more disaster resistant. At this stage, DRC also structured the
discusson to take advantage of their longer experience in the initiative, asking questions that
elidted information about specific drategies they used to successfully overcome the chalenges
they faced. Partidpants were better ade to describe the gpproaches they had enployed to
enhance mitigation; how their conmunities organized to implement disaster-resistant objectives,

®  Although moderators did their best to encourage all participants to give their views on all the questions discussed
during the group session, following general procedures for conducting focus groups, each participant was also free
not to take part in the discussion if he or she so chose. Reasons for not offeri ng views on particular topics ar e always
difficultto discern, and lack of interest in speaking on an issue can indicate many things, including not having a
sufficiently well formed opinion to feel comfortable about talking on the issue and feelings of not having anything
additional to add towhat has already been said.
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which community members and organizations became involved and how; what Project Impact
had contributed to each community’s mitigation efforts; and what they saw as the future of
Project Inmpact intheir local communities.

This report analyzes and summarizes participants responses to the specific questions posed
during the focus group discussions. Group members comments were collapsed into categories
in order to provide an overview of the general themes that emerged. Whenever possible,
comparisons were made between this year’s findings and the 1998 and 1999 focus groups. The
major issues discussed in this report include the following:

- Strategiesfor Building Disaster Resistant Communities

- Organization of Project Impact Initiatives

- Building Disager Mitigation Partnerships with Different Segmentsof the Community
- Suggestions for FEMA Regarding Ovesight and Management of Project |mpact

- The Future of Project Impact inLocal Communities

The report closes with an overall summary and assessment of key lessons learned from the focus
group interviews.

STRATEGIESFOR BUILDING DISASTER RESISTANT COMMUNITIES

In the focus groups conducted by DRC at the 1998 and 1999 Summits, participants were asked
to outlire ther communities' Project Impact goals. Education and mitigation were the mog
commonly reported ectivities followed by partnership-building efforts.  Planning was
highlighted as an objective in 1998, while in 1999 risk assessments were more likely to be
reported as accomplished or future gods In 2000, the DRC ingead asked participants to talk
about the strategies they found successful in helping them create disaster resistant communities.
The strategies they discussed did not include specific substantive activities such as home
retrofits, river dikes roof tiedowns, tornado safe rooms, and flood buy-out programs. While
such activities are clearly important, participants chose to concentrate instead on the processes
that they believed needed to occur in order to move forward with mitigation programs.

Education

Because education had been idertified as one of the maor objectives of communities in past
years, it is not surprising that education was one of the most commonly mentioned drategies that
community representatives thought was crucial to bringing about disaster resistance.
Discussons on the role of educaion centered on a vaiety of topics, including the need for
education regarding what communities need to do to achieve higher levels of disaster resigance,
the need to educate government officials, and the linkages that need to be established between
education and proactive planning. The discussions below summarize group participants views
on community educational needs and strategies.



Education Regarding What Needs To Be Done In The Community

In some areas, particularly those with high-consequence but infrequent disaster threats, Project
Impact organiza's found through their contact with the schools hositals, nursing homes, and
other sectors of the community that many people were unaware of the hazards their communities
faced. Even citizens who were knowledgeable about community risks often did not devote much
time to consdering the potential consequences of disasters. Focus group participants who
confronted the challenge of encouraging uninformed citizens to support mitigation activities saw
the first step toward becoming disaster resistant as educaing differert groups in the community
about community hazards.

Participants stressed the need to educate the public about what has been accomplished and what
dill needs to be done in the community. Frequently, even those community members who were
somewhat educated about the need to mitigate against disasters seemed to mistakenly believe
that, if there were any additional geps that could have been taken to make the community safer,
those steps would already have been taken by their local government officials. In other words,
many community residents may think that if safety measures have not been undertaken, it is
because such meaaures will not realy make a difference. As one Project Impact coordinator put
it:

People think, ‘Well if it's an important thing to do, certainly my city would
require my builder to build my house better...’ There's an assumption that
government does that.... That [assumption] was a big surprise to us. We hadn’t
realized how entrenched that was [in the minds of community members.]

One inmplication of this observation is that Project Impact programs need to take deps to
reeducate a trusting public that much can be done to reduce disaster losses in the community,
and that public pressure is needed to motivate government and the private sector to take such

steps.

Along these lines, participants spoke of the desirability of partnering with visua artists, because
they felt people could best learn about the risks they face through striking images At the same
time, the goal of such educational efforts should not be to frightenthe public. As one participant
noted, educational strategies that appeal to the public’s fears are likely to backfire, in that they
can lead to denial and inaction. Rathe than being made to feel threatened, the public should be
presented with accurate information about what the risks are and given strategies they can take to
reduce those risks. As a representative from a non-profit in a medium-sized dty observed:

When you scare people, they shut off, they shut down because it's jug too
frightening to even conside that...they're going to have to be camping in their
yard, or that they're going to have to move, or they're going to lose all of their
things and their pets are going to die. | mean, just all these horrendous things
that happen, you know if family members arelost. | think it’s okay to use that as
a tactic as long asthere’'s an empower ment component as well. So you can say,
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‘This is what’s going to happen, but this is what you can do, and maybe it’s not
going to save your house, but these are the steps you can take,’ and really
empower people.

Group members stressed that education campaigns must be targeted toward specific groups. A
strategy that works with some sectors of the community may be totally ineffective with others.
Generic, non-targeted approaches are unlikely to succeed. Thus, community members who can
share information regardng how to targd, influence, and mobilize business owrers, youth
groups, seniors, homeowners, renters and other groups are valuable information sources when
developing educational drategies

Education of Government Agencies

Businesses and the generd puldic are not alone in their need for additional information. Focus
group participants indicated tha government agency employees and dected and appointed
officids also need education on the local hazards facing the community, what other agencies are
doing in the areas of disaster mitigation, response, and recovery, and how their agencies cen
contribute to loss reduction efforts. In short, an effort is needed to promote mitigation within the
public sphere.

Promoting L oss Reduction

Another theme that emerged strongly in the focus group discussions was the notion that
communities must promote their successes to both government officids and the general public.
For example, one Project Impact coordinator kept decision-makers informed about Project
Impact activities by forwarding to them acopy of the reports that were sent to FEMA:

FEMA requires the coordinators to fill out quarterly reports, monthly reports,
[and] what not. When | fax them or send them off to [FEMA] headquarters or my
state point of contact, | just include the mayor and the city manager, and the
deputy director, and heads of all the departmentsin there. Then they can see
where we're going, which directions we're going [in] and how we're getting
there.

The Project Inpact “brand nane€’ and the publicity that accompanies Project Impact aso have
helped communities promote mitigation, educae community condituents and call atention to
mitigaion concerns. Those implementing the initiative locally can promote their efforts by
being able to point to a nation-wide effort supporting their own local strategies. As a Project
Impact coordinator from amedium-sized county commented during the group session:
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They recognize the Project Impact logo now and they understand what it means
through the education and awareness. They can see that on the ground things are
starting to happen through the projects, identifications of hazards, mapping and
those kinds of things. So it isan education and awareness thing for me [that is
important] .

Using Education to Encourage Proadive Planning and Mitigaion

Focus group participants agreed that educaional strategies should aim a changing how people
think about disaster, its causes, and its prevention. Structural and non-structural mitigation
activities are clearly fundamental to loss reduction efforts, yet without a public that is educated
with respect to a community’s risks and with respect to the strategies tha are available to
mitigate those hazards, it will be difficult to find the political and financial support to carry out
those activities. More importantly, educational efforts must help people understand the
relationship between making the decision to devote resources to mitigaion and the reduction of
futurelosses. People must understand that damage and loss are avoidabl e and that the mitigation
activities they do decide to undertake can make a major difference when a disaster does occur.
As aProject Impact coordinator who is aso a building offidal observed:

The average person [says], ‘ Well, my house was built as well as it could be; it's
just an act of God [that] my neighbor’s house didn’t get destroyed and mine did.
It'sjust pure chance,’ or thingslike that. And that really is something | think that
points out how important an educational effort isto change the way people think
about natural disasters and the belief about what level of control they might
actually have over the outcome.

Representatives who participated in the focus group discussions had clearly embraced the idea
that long-term loss-reduction cannot be achieved without changing cultural views. For example,
they thought that hel ping people understand that losses are not inevitable and that they have the
ability to protect themselves much nore effectively against future disagers should be made a
priority. Most aso saw education as a critical component in changing their communities’ belief
sets.

Many group members enphasized the need to concentrate on educating the younger generation
about community hazards and mitigation strategies. Participants described activities ther
communities had implemented, some targeting children in lower grades, others aming a middle
and high-school students, as well as college-based programs that educated future planners and
practitioners about disaster mitigation. Education of the younger generation takes time, but
participants expressed confidence that long-term benefits would accrue from such efforts.

Just as in 1998 and 1999, several communities reported that their biggest challenge was
overcoming mitigation apathy, particularly in areas of the country that do not experience
frequent triggering events. To overcome this barrier, education about what could happen and
what has happenad in other disaster-stricken areas was the most common strategy employed by
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the communities represented in the 2000 focus groups. This was a0 one of the strategies
discussed in 1999 groups. Clearly, communities must continue to be concerned about
developing the strategies they use to keep disaster issues in the forefront of the minds of
community members, particularly in the absence of dramatic disaster events.

Finding Incentives for L oss Reduction

One of the challenges communities confront involves finding incentives that can motivate people
to take mitigative actions — incentives that go beyond the more genera notion of community-
wide safety. Mary group participants thirk that this general goal is insufficient to stimulae
action, particularly when there appears to be no immanent threat. To address this need,
participants believe that communities need to strike a balance between regulations that require
mitigaion measures to be undertaken and approaches that rely more on voluntary compliance.
No clear consensus emerged on which approach is most likdy to be effective or under which
circumstances. For example, one Project Impact coordinator was concerned that programs
perceived as over-regulatory could actudly be counterproductive, and that more support could
be garrered for mitigation if measures werenot presented ina regulatory context.

Other participants were nore skeptical about the benefits of strictly educaion-based and
voluntary compliance programs. They felt strongly that laws, regulations, and incentives such as
tax credits and permit fee waivers must accompany education campaigns to acceleate changes
in beliefs and behavior. At some leve, education must be combined with proper planning and
regulation. They also believed that the groups that oppose regulation and stricer codes or
zoning ordinances would not voluntarily comply with recommended mitigation measures either.
These community representatives recognized that departments imposing regulations must also
take into account the perspectives of al sakeholders in the regulatory process. At the same
time, they continued to stress the notion that some form of regulation would still be needed to
achieve mitigation goals and sandardize mitigation compliance across the community.

Changing the W ay People Think About Disasters

As noted earlier, the idea appears to be taking hold firmly in communities across the United
States that enhancing communty disaster resistance necessaily involves a series of major
cultural shifts in the way disasters are percaved. These ghifts involve moving awvay from
fatalism and the notion that disasters are “acts of God” that strike people and communities
randomly — in other words, that disasta losses are beyond our control. They also involve
recognition that dsaste's and ther losses are social problems that, like other problems, need to
be addressed through sound social policy. If people thirk that disasters are uncontrollade, that
there is nothing they themselves can do to reduce disaster losses, or that enough has been done
dready, then advocates for loss-reduction will have difficulty getting their message heard. Even
when citizens and organizations know what should be done to make a community safer, many
dill do not undertake those efforts. Group members often expressed the idea that changing the
way community members think about disasters and how they actively ded with disagter issues is
integral to al programs that attempt to reduce future losses.
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Members of our disusson groups alo noted that implemerting large capitd projeds is not
enough to achieve disaster resstance. Governments must find politica supports within the
community to move auch projects forward. Risks are also not static. New risks develop or are
discovered and previoudy minor risks can become a greater threat. The community must begin
to understand how the decisions they and their governments make now will influence their well-
being in the future.

The focus group discussions indicate that communities are attempting to reduce disager losses
by changing the focus in government agencies from solely response-driven approaches to
approaches that consider mitigation whenever they consider disaster issues. As one Project
Impact coordinator observed:

| think what is successful in this approach to disaster resistance is pointing out
that mitigation is the cornerstone.. for the other [activities] we talk about, in
recova'y and response and preparedness

Several of the participants «ill placed an emphasis on the importance of warning and
preparedness measures, including the need to employ sren warning sysems and to stockpile
supplies, such as emagency power generators. Yet these communities maintained that
preparedness activities could ds0 be considered mitigaion undea some circumstances. For
example, one participant from a tornado-prone area contended that warnng sirens are necessay
tools needed to mitigate against loss of life.

Apathy and complacency continue to be problems for Project Impact commurities. As other
DRC reports have stressed, one of the biggest challenges for communities that do not face
frequent threats of large-scale disasters is convincing people that disaster mitigation is an
important issue. One community found it was important to reach out to industry and ther
employees and point out how much a disaster event could redly impact their hedth, ther
employment, and their community as a whole. While community members may readlize that the
threat exigs, the chdlenge is getting mitigation on the agenda as a political priority. As a
municipal manager from alarge city noted:

| think unfortunately [that] people, by their nature, do not focus on things they
can’'t see, can't remember, and we have a great capacity to forget things very
quickly and I think when you start trying to preach to people about disasters, it’'s
very hard if they don’t have a common understanding and experience, and it’s
recent.

The exigting political atmosphere helps determine the strategies communities can put in place to
augment their mitigation campagns. For example, one community is dready very proactive in
its mitigation requirements for resdentiad housing when single-family units are sold. Other
communities were very surprised tha the community was able to pass such measures. Those
communities, rather than being able politically to enact such sweeping and significant measures,
had to settle for undertaking smaller mitigation activities. However, they expressed the hope
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that, through such activities, they could begin to obtain the political support needed for more
ambitious programs.

Another participant observed that because of an unreceptive political climate, some communities
would fail at developing long-term mitigation programs regardless of how much seed money
they receive.  Some communities do not have the political will to make disagter mitigation an
ongoing priority and will instead use the money to complete one or two large and worthwhile
mitigation projects. Other communities do have the political will to move ahead with disaster
mitigaion initiatives, one group member expressed the notion that these kinds of communities
would have placed an emphasis on mitigation even without FEMA support. However, Project
Impact was still extremely valuale, in that it helped communities in which politicd will was
already present to move ahead with mitigation adivities a a much faster rate and to put in place
organizational structures and networks to address mitigation in a long-term and more wide-
reaching way.

Group members continued to emphasize the wdl-known point that disasters offer a teachable
moment and a window of opportunity to implement change. Communities must be ready to
seize upon the moments dter a disager to push forward mitigation strategies. In order to do so
successfully, communities must assess their risks and develop srategic plans to implement
programs — even when public and government gpathy are at their lowed levels. Participants
described how mitigation was usually something communities did occasionally after a federal
disager declaration. However, this reactive approach needs to change. Instead, communities
need to first develop a local mitigation srategy that provides ablueprint for mitigation activities
throughout the community. They should be ready with a plan of action when adisaster does take
place and know how to use that moment as a window of opportunity. As one Project Impact
coordinator and emergency manager from alarge city advised:

Have a road map. Should a dsaster take place, [we need to know] how we're
going to prevent thase typesof damages [from] occurring [again].

Along the sanme lines, a group member opined:

| agree [that] you have to capitalize on the moment. Y2K was a great time for us
for planning, to get everybody on board. And you have to take moments like that
and be ready to go with something. You just can’t start to put your plan together;
you have to have something ready to go when the time comes You sell, it's like
Christmas, you have your merchandise ready, and you have to wait.

Various ways of taking advantage of windows of opportunity were suggested. For exanple, a
Project Impact committee in a community impacted by a disager event can share with its
citizens, businesses, and agencies what has been successful in other communities and propose to
implement these strategies shortly &ter the disager when the community is most receptive to the
ideas. Having access to ideas through the nation-wide Project Impact network and through
FEMA-sponsored activities such as the amual Summits has enabled communities to provide that
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kind of information. One group participant gave high marks to FEMA and Projed Impact for
making that kind of information available:

The big advantage of this nation-wide effort of Project Impact and the sharing of
ideas [isthat] | come out of [the annual Summit] with a list of example programs
that other conmunitiestried and were successful [with]. [Then] | go back with a
set of [mitigation] tools to [implement] when [ my community is] most [ receptive]
to change, bring those out, get them darted, and then continue to build off of that.

An emergency manager from a large region underscored the point that small disaste's or
emergency events constitute opportunities to increase awaeness about the initiative and
activities. He noted that it is important to tum the emergency around and use it — in terms of
planning, education, and coordination — to the initiative’ s advantage. Several respondents agreed
that the window of opportunity provided by a disaster event in the community or in a
neighboring community is perhgps the most effective way to bring eout change in community
beliefs and practices.

Risk Assessments

Although many communities understand the hazards threatening their communities, for many
others the first step toward achieving disaster resistance is identifying the risks they face.
Conducting an all-hazard conmunity-wide risk assessment makesit possible for communities to
consider disaster mitigation in concert with other community goals and to establish loss-
redudion priorities. Several communities did not have time to conduct risk assesamerts before
submitting their statements of work to FEMA and were unaware that they could change ther
mitigaion goals based on priorities developed from the risk asessmernt. Group membes
suggested that communities tha have not conducted rik assessments should be encouraged to
do 0 in the early stages of the initiative and only then retum to FEMA with a more concrete
plan regarding how they intend to prioritize and implement activities. Perhaps a risk assessment
and organization start-up fund should precede the awarding of the larger grant for communities
that do not have those assessments and structures dready in place.

A planner from a medium-szed county explained that communities must confront the
complacency of people who choose to live in the floodplain because they think it is cheaper,
because they think it is more beautiful, or because their families have adways lived there. That
group member observed that GI S is awonderful tool to show people how much they are actudly
at risk and the damage aflood can redly do to their property. The most successful GIS projects
involve inter-community cooperation and collaboration across many departments. At-risk
communities need the hardware and the software to conduct GlSbased planning and
enforcemert.
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Planning

Linking Mitigation Planning I nto Existing Community Efforts

One Project Impact coordinator/emergency manager who had been in the emergency
management field for many years observed that disaster mitigation is not a new concept and had
not been “invented’ with Project Impact. This group member observed that buyouts of flood-
prone homes had been taking place in his community for decades, but that suddenly those
activities were being credited to Project Impact. Although this individual was a proponent of the
initiative, he also stressed the notion that part of promoting Project Impact involves showing that
mitigaion is an activity in which many communities have long been engaged and that Project
Impad presentsan opportunity to do even more in a very focused way.

Others agreed that mitigation is an activity that their communities had been carrying out many
years, but they saw Project I mpact as helping to focus on prevention before a disaster rather than
undertaking mitigation projects in the aftermath of disasters. Project Impact has also helped
organizations to partner with other area agencies and businesses on projects, whereas prior to the
initiative they had been working more independently. Through Project Impact, non-profits have
been integraed into community-wide initiaives and have recdved funding not only from city
government, but d<0 the private sector. Moreover, Project |npact fecilitates efforts to integrate
mitigaion into long-term, ongoing strategies instead of ad hoc activities. Group members
emphasized that mitigation planning should build upon the exiging community efforts and
incorporate planning in such areas asgrowth management and developmert.

Creating A Mader Plan

One important way for communities to make a firm movement to disager resistance is to
integrae mitigation into comprehensive community planning documents and programs Not
only do master plans consolidate and coordinae efforts among different organizations, but they
also make mitigation a priority in the community, placing it on the agenda for yearsto come. As
this group participant noted, these kinds of comprehensive planning approaches in the past have
proved elusive for many communities, but Project Impact has begun to move things in the right
direction:

Many of you may have dealt with this in the pad, but each division and
department [stays] within its own entity, and really never communicated with the
others. And one of the things that we've done in Project Impact, as far as
mitigation is concerned, is [we] have morphed it into our master plan strategy.
SO my Project Impact application actually emphasizd that we would have a
hazards mitigation section of the master plan for the [county], identify those
actions, get some guidelines and some plans.... You know, and get people talking
[to each other]. [For example,] how does project mitigation fit into GIS [and
other projects?].... If | ever were to choose one thing about Project Impact [that
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was beneficial to my community], it would be [that] it has created the avenue for
communication that [ has|] enabled us to better plan for the future.

Establishing An Organizational Structure

Not dl communities are as advanced in thelir approaches to mitigation as others. One smdl
community representative stated that some communities do not even have an emergency
management director in place, which obviously makes it very difficult to launch sustained efforts
to reduce disaster losses One of the biggest challenges for many communities particularly
smaller ones, is to put an organizational structure in place to serve as a vehicle for mitigation.
Clearly, moving from ad hoc and reactive approaches to dealing with hazards to organized
drategic planning initiatives is a major chalenge. Specific suggestions concerning how to build
an effective mitigation organization are discussed in the section on the organization of disaster-
resistant community initiatives.

Government Support

Group discussion participants concurred that drawing local government support is an essential
element in increasing disaster resistance. Strong program buy-in from government departments,
elected offidds and school districts can give a Project I mpact initiative the support it needs to
sustain activity. Discouragingly, communities still report a good deal of complacency among
both the citizerry and governmental officids, even in areas where both small and large disasters
are relatively common. In areas where disasters are infrequent, politicians may not feel that
mitigaion activity is an eection-winning issue Project Inmpact dakeholdes must show
politicians that it is in their best interest to support mitigation drategies as failing to take the
necessary deps to prevent losses can be an dection-loang issue. A locd champion in
gover nment sometimes has better access than other community members to the media, as well as
a broad range of businesses and conmunity organizations Through these contacts, the
government champion can keep the community aware of Project Impact activities.

Other group members, particularly those from larger communities, stressed the inportance of
having support from the community’s executive level of government. Only with this support,
they said, will disager mitigation be given priority in the community and allocated the necessary
time and resources to accomplish mitigation goals. A Project Impac coordinaor from a very
large city expressed thisview:

| think the biggest thing is having somebody higher up, like an elected official, set
the priority. That set it for us. You get the mayor telling people under him [or
her] to do it and it gets done.

Interagency and Community Cooper ation and Communication
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Regional communities have begun to see the importance of jurisdictional cooperation and
coordination in order to achieve disaster resistance. This regiona approach has als reinforced
the need to strengthen the ties between different levels of government within the region For
example, emergency managers may already have established informa or formd ties with ther
counterparts through mutual aid agreements, routine interaction, and professional meetings.
However, such networks may not have formed, for example, between emergency managers and
plamers or between city managers and socid ervice organizations in the neighboring city or
county. As thisemergency manager explained:

It requires an ongoing dialogue and an interrelationship among all levels of
governmert...as well as the community level. [It takes] public officials, different
types of planners, volunteer organizations, emergency managers, [and] private
citizens to make it happen.

Although participants stated that it was a constant challenge to encourage area-wide buy-in, they
recognized that such efforts are necessary in order to achieve disaster resistance. As one group
member noted: “Because the disaster does not stop a the city lines, everyone has to be a pat of
it

Interagency collaboration is also important within jurisdictions. Participants frequently praised
Project Impad for its focus on collaboration. At the same time, success in achieving
collaboraion has been mixed. Several communities had yet to achieve a truly collaborative
environment, others were not hopeful they would be able to achieve the levels of collaboration
they wanted. But according to focus group participants, the mgority of communities had seen
marked improvements in inter-agency dissster-related efforts, and they beieved that the
initiative did offer communities the chance to build and strengthen these ties if they chose to.

One participart observed that Project Inpact was helpfu in bringing together non-profits city
asociations, and businesses and really eqablishing communication between the groups in her
community. Some groups have been working on response-related issues for some time, but until
Project Impact began, city departments had not been communicating with some of these other
agencies. Focus and commurication are therefore important components of the initiative.

Another participant from a large county dated that while the government cound! was in cortrol
of Project Impact, information had not been shared between agencies and within the county.
Since that time, an advisory council was put in place, and the initiative is now set to strengthen
ties between the private sector and non-profit sectors.

Capacity Building
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Communities differ in their capacity to develop and carry out mitigation programs. Project
Impact must concentrate on utilizing these existing capacities while at the same time increasing
access to indigenous sources of knowledge, resources, and organizing ability. In doing so,
communities can leverage resources with organ zations that dready work with various segments
of the community. These organizations can provide a wedth of information concerning the
needs and capabilities of the people with whom they work, and at the same time, the Project
Impact initiative can suggest ways that dissster mitigaion would augment their own
organizational objectives.

Group participants argued that communities must look at each neighborhood and at different
resdent populations and recognize that they have knowledge, materids, and resources that could
make a difference in mitigating the risks those residents face. Even if after being contacted
through outreach activities some residents or groups choose not to participate, they would at
leas have been given the information to make an informed choice.

One participant suggested that neighborhoods could conduct inventories to determine who in the
community had particular types of supplies and skills This had already been done for dsaster
preparedness and response issues in his neighborhood, and he observed tha the concept could
easily be expanded to include mitigation actions. In order to encourage participation, the
neighborhood organizers posted the names of those who were not attending the medtings, and
attendance quickly rose. The neighborhood group invited the fire department and school
representatives to meetings and provided the fire department with a GIS map of their community
and its vulnerabilities. Parents pressured schools to put together emergency supply packs for
children who may be stranded in school after a disaster, develop bussing plans and institute
other safety measures In this partidpart’s view, organizing such programsis a metter of finding
people inthe community to take ownership and initiative.

Mitigaion efforts cannot be seen as separate from broader concerns communities face.
Communities typically mug work toward mitigation while deding with a host of other pressing
issues. Changes in economic, population, and business and industrial trends often mean that
communities are forced to deal primarily with basic survivd issues, as opposed to “subsdiary”
problems such as hazard mitigation. Group members acknowledgethat it isa major challengeto
encourage people to buy into the initiative when there are so many other needs, issues, and
priorities and only a limited amourt of time and money.

Broadening the Base of Participation in M itigation Activities.

Several participants found that by encouraging broad-based participaion, Project Impact
initiatives were able to expand their goals and activities to a wider range of comnunity residents
and organizations. They noted that it is important to hear what others in the community see as
mitigaion priorities and what strategies they want in place. Committees and sub-committees
should have a cross-section of community representation and should ensure that activities benefit
al citizens, not just a select few. One community found it was important to have many different
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committees and ways for people to get involved. His approach dlows people to become
involved in the projects and tasks in which they are interested, which in turn helps sustain
program eforts.

ORGANIZATION OF DISASTER RESISTANT COMMUNITY INITIATIVES

By the time the focus groups were conducted in fal of 2000, the communities involved in the
focus groups had already had organizational sructures in place for a significant amount of time
and were in a position to comment on the effectiveness of these structural arrangements.
Community representatives could describe their respective organizational structures and how
those dructures had evolved, provide advice regarding what organizational arrangements appear
to contribute most to Project Impact success, and offer advice for other comnunities that are
beginning to establishtheir own organizational vehiclesfor the initiative

Steering Committees and Subcommittees

The typical organizational structure consisted of several subcommittees or work-groups and one
steering committee.  Approximately haf of the participants indicated that the projects were
driven by the work-groups, with fina approval for financing and implementation lying with the
steering committee. The authority of the geering committee varied across communities. In
some communities, work-groups had control over their spending allocations within limits, while
others required final approval by the steering committee. One city saw its steering committee
trangtion from a decison-making body to a facilitator of different subcommittee plans. Some
communities had more elaborate structures. For example, a regional community established a
steering committee within each of the subcommittees A representative from the subcommittee
steering committee then served as the representative to the executive geering committee  One of
the large counties designated a trandtion team to determine the program’s direction before it
formed its steering and subcommittees. This same community had an additional layer in its
organizational structure, an advisory committee, that made al final decisons and to which the
steering committee reported.

Most of the communities formed subcommittees focused on specific projects or issues. Quite
consistent across these communties were work-groups addressing public education, risk
assessment and geographic information systems (GIS), media and puldicity, and finances. Other
committees mentioned by participants included those concentrating on infrastructure, lifelines,
medical facilities, and issues such as netural resource management, early warning systems, codes
and standards, prevention, large business issues and outreach, and small business issues and
outreach. Three communities—one medium, one large, and one very large in size—instead
chose to organize their committees around the hazards their counties and cities face. Among the
committees discussed by respondents were those deding with fire, seismic hazards, and
flooding.

The sections below discuss lessons learned concerning organizational structure and advice group
participants offered with respect to the organizational frameworks in which Project Impact
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activities are conducted. These recommerdations center on the need for leadership and
accountability, the need for interorganizational and interjurisdictional approaches to mitigation,
the need to link Project Impact initiatives with the activities of exising community
organizations, and the need for ongoing monitoring and assessment — and possible redirection —
of Project Impact activities.

Assigning Respongbility and Establishing M echanismsof Accountability

The vast mgority of participants saed that clearly articulated roles and responsibilities was one
of the most important factors in creating a succesful Projed Impact organization. Key
prerequisites to achieving this goad were edablishing leadership within the organization and
instituting a sense of ownership and accountability within work groups.

Leadership

As in other years, discussants in the 2000 focus groups continued to emphadze leadership as a
vital component in hazard-reduction programs. Participants stressed that it is important for those
active in those initiatives to have a clear understanding of who is responsible for decison-
making and implementation within the community and who is the contact person for Project
Impad activities.

Some communities found that many of the tasks associated with the disaster mitigation initiative
fdl to the community’s emergency manager because of his or her association with disaster
response. However, many of the focus group participants stated that dthough the emergency
manager clearly has an important role to play in disaster mitigation, someone in that postion is
not always the most appropriate person to take on the leadership role within the Project Impact
initiative. Instead, the people who fulfill this role should be individuals with strong community
and organizationa ties, who can reach out to different sectors within the conmunity, lead
meetings effectively, and help reconcile different interests while moving the community toward
program goals. One commmunity appointed co-chairs to lead the Project Impect I nitiative. One
of these chairsis afinanaa planner for alarge business. This chair had lost a home in a disaster
and was very active in the community. The other char is an executive director of a large non-
profit organization. The executive director also had disaster experience and strong ties to the
community. These co-chairs were able to recruit other partners and establish credibility because
of the connections they already had and because of the trust members of the community had in
their leadership abilities. Asthis exanple shows, effective leadership makes it possible to garner
the support of community decision-makers and can keep disaster mitigation on the community’s
agenda

L eadership has two interrdated dimensons. Locd initiatives work best when both dimensons
are present and when they reinforce one another. First, communities clearly benefit from having
local champions Like the co-chairs described above, these individuas have access to decision-
makers in the public, private, and non-profit sectors. Effective champions are charismatic, have
effective public rdaions skills, and are able to apped broadly to different business and
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community groups. At the same time, champions demonstrate a long-term commitment to the
initiative and are able to sustain momertum by encouraging others to make and follow through
on their commitments.

Another type of leader that also makes a key contribution to Project Impact success is a
facilitator, supervisor, and initiator. This person can adminiger grants recognize and deal with
federal regulation, complete quarterly reports, and fufill other bureaucratic requirements. These
individuas can draw on multiple resources and are able to mentor others. They see to the day-
to-day operations of the program and ensure that the community is able to meet its objectives.
The local Project Impact coordinator typically holds this type of leadership role.

While it is possble that the locd champion may dso serve as the Project Impact coordinator, it
seems this is not the case in communities that appear most successful at implementing Project
Impact. The skills and time required for championing public, private, and non-profit support and
those needed to effectively manage the operational agpects of a program are not aways found in
the same individual. In other words, charismatic |leader/advocates may make poor adminidrators
and fadlitators, and vice versa However, both types of leadership areimportant and necessary.

Group participants also stressed that the responsibility for the initiative cannot solely rely on
volunteer efforts. Focus group members concurred that a paid staff is important both for
program continuity and for achieving project goals within a timely mamer. For example, given
the difficulties of promoting mitigation and the wide range of ectivities that must be undertaken
to move progranms along, the job of the Project Inpact coordinator must be considered a full-
time position. The coordinator’'s responshilities include facilitating meetings, seeking
aternative sources of funding, ensuring funding documentation and reports are completed,
managing projects, and coordinating work-group activities. Unfortunately, Project Impad
coordinators in some communities must divide their time between duties associated with the
initiative and the full-time responshilities of their other positions in plannng, emergency
management, the fire service, or other departments. When coordinators must split their time
between jobs both jobs suffer.

Wor k-Group Ownership And A ccountability

The 2000 focus group discussions revealed that communities continue to strugge with mary of
the same challenges that group participants discussed in 1998 and 1999, including fighting
community gpathy and lack of engagement on disaster issues. Asin previous years, encouraging
community members to take ownership of the intiative was seen as an important organizational
drategy. This issue will be discussed in greater detail in the section below on building
partnerships in local communities. However, it also warants discussion here because
participants did raise sveaal points gecifically related to increasing partnership responghility
within the work-groups.

With respect to partners, group participants emphasized the importance of clarifying
expectations regarding responsiilities and levels of activity from the start of a partner’s
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involvement. Although communities receive inquiries from interested individuas and
commitments from partners to attend meetings and work with Project Impact, some of these
same communities found that their partners did not take initiative in following through on tasks
as they had promised

One participant indicated that the emergency manager had taken on dl the responghility of the
initiative. Partners attended meetings, but they did not become active in carrying out Project
Impact activities, and consequently the emergency manager was till left doing al of the work.
Focus group respondents stressed that it is crucial to increase and sustain partnership activity and
to organize the initiativein ways that encourage active partid pation.

Group menbers advised tha because much of the planning and decision-making takes place at
project or executive meetings community participants should leave meetings feeling that tasks
have been accomplished, that they have additional projects to take back to their organizaions or
groups, and that this collective endeavor is achieving the objectives they envisoned. Without
thissense of achievement, participants will |ose interest.

Participants must understand what is expected of them, and the responsbilities of the sub-
committees must be clearly defined. Focus group participants noted the importance of matching
responghility for tasks to the interest of each partner. Because involvement in Project Impact
competes with other professional and personal priorities, these participants agreed that partners
were more likely to follow though on projects in which they had a particular interest.

The more successful a community becomes & garnering participation from partners, the more
likdy it is that there will be a need to further sub-divide the work-groups to keep them
manageadde. Discussants noted that when groups become too large, typically only a smdl core
group of partners are active. The remaning patners attend meetings without truly
demongrating involvement. By sub-dividng into addtional project work-groups under the
umbrella of a larger themed subcommittee, communities are again able to hold individuals
accountable for their participation — or lack thereof — and cultivate commitment to task-
completion. For example, an education committee may sub-divide into groups such as grade
school hazard mitigation, high school hazard mitigation, univergty degrees and certification on
loss reduction, and public education mitigation campaigrs.

Additiondly, individual partners and the work-groups must be accountable for tasks they choose
to undertake or the Project Impact coordinator will become overwhelmed. If subcommittees do
not assume their far share of the work-load, the community risks faling behind on its mitigation
objedivesor losing its Project Impact coordinator to burn-out.

One focus group participant described how his community was able to place responsibility on a

select number of committee members while a the time same time drawing in participation and
resources from less active yet still committed partners:

23



[There is a] dynamic tension...between the community involvement nodel —
which really, the Project Impact [initiative] is based on — and the efficiency
model. [We] have a few committed people involved in pushing a project along,
and in our structure, we [also] have a committee that works on the projects, and
then there is a coalition. [The coalition consistsof] all the partners.. that would
be assigned to that project. It would be the reponsibility of that committee to
involve that coalition [on that] project asthat committee sees fit.

Severa of the communities made commendable efforts to involve the community at every level
of the decison-making process before approving projects Although allowing community
membe's the opportunity to provide feedback can delay mitigation actions which in turn
sometimes makes it necessary for communities to ask for extensons from FEMA, the
stakeholders we gpoke with stated that ensuring that different segmerts of the community were
able to give input throughout the entire process was wdl worth the added time devoted to it.
Moreover, they were given discretionary control, within limits, over funding projects, which
fostered a greater sense of ownership. As a community planner affiliated with Project Impact
noted:

The work-groups will not have ownership of things they, the individual members,
[do] if they don't have control of the money, if it's not their ideas, and if they
aren't willing to put in the time and the energy to follow through.... I have
wonderful, creative, strong people in there who have so many ideas that | couldn't
possibly do everything that they want me to do. | couldn't do it in years, and
years, and years.... Ownership of the tasks has to go back into the work-group
and I'm pushing, and pushing, and pushing it badk [to them].... | feel like
sometimes like I'm in a handball court trying to [pud] it back.”

Another group participant, a Project Impact coordinator/emergency manager from a medium-
sized dty, echoed thissentiment:

When the projects surface, they surface to the committee. They do not surface
[only] to me. | direct people who have a potential project to come to the
committee meeting [and] raise theidea. The committee does the prioritization of
the projects, saying, ‘ Yeah, thisisgood,” or ‘No, we don’'t have enough money for
that one.” Then[the committee has] ownership[of the initiative].

Interorganizational and Interjurisdictional Approaches To Disaster Mitigation

As in previous years, the concept of interagency and cross-jurisdictional collaboration was aso
very important to focus group partiapants in 2000. Participants recognized that in order to
effectively mitigate againg future disasters, communities must draw in many perspectives and
areas of expertise. They also stated that because the consequences of disasters do not stop at
political boundaries, communities could most effectively address the hazards they face by
working in collaboration with adjacent cities, courties, and even states.
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Severa of the communities were more successful than others a atracting representation from a
varigdy of governmental departments, non-profit groups, and businesses. Those that were
successful had made concentrated efforts to include many groups in the process, or had made a
practice of encouraging interagency collaboration when confronting community issues. Inter-
agency collaboraion brings with it many chalenges. Organizations may have very different
intereds and pergoectives, or there may be a history of mistrust between sectors or conflict
between city and county jurisdictions. However, community representatives felt that generating
interorganizational and interjurisdictional approaches to disaster mitigation was important to the
ultimate success of Project Impact.

A building official from a large county described the weght his community gave to
intergovernmental coordination. The city council from the laged city withn the county
selected a Project Impact transition team when the county first received its designation. The
trangtion team condged of government employees who had previous experience working on
intergovernmental projects. The council felt that these employees (for example, those who had
worked on an intergovernmental project focusing on recycling) woud be best aiited to
determine the direction of an interorganizational program. The members of this group were able
to develop a hazard mitigation plan and reach out to all govemment bodies as wdl as non-profits
and businesses. They krew to consult with researchers studying the community to find out
information about the people who were dready involved and interesed in community mitigaion
efforts, and they were abde to develop a new organizational structure in which others from the
community who were interested in Project Impad could participate.

Some communities had already devdoped a local mitigation drategy and had utilized grant
funds to bring players together before they officidly joined Project Impact. One county Project
Impact coordinator explained that his community had folded the initiative into existing
mitigation strategies, committees, and business alliances. The existing structure consisted of two
separate committees, one private and one public. He stated that if his community were to begin
efforts over again, it would have been preferable to combine the public and private efforts,
because it would have facilitated discussions between the sectors on growth management-related
issues:

| think it would have opened up a little bit, maybe a better a dialogue or some
better understanding of what it is that we want our community to look like and
how we can get therecollectively from a private and public sector standpoint.

Focus group participants alo described regional approaches & a vital component of successful
disaster mitigation initiatives, particularly once the initiative is ready to expand beyond its start-
up phase. The resources and information available to communities can be pooled and
maximized to produce the greatest impact within the hazard region. Therisks communities face
typicdly extend beyond their municipad or county boundaries. Regional planning can minimize
risks in neighboring jurigdictions — risks that ultimately can impact the desgnated community
direcly or indirectly.
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By informally taking a regional gpproach to hazard mitigation, ore large city was able to share
resources and ideas with neighboring communitiesto help address common hazards. While not
adl communities were as willing to disregard teritorid clams to funding and resources, this
community demonstrated the interconnection between city and county risks and showed that
regional gpproaches can work. The community was adso abile to work with other Project Impact
communities within its region to develop a resource neéwork and generate new ideas about both
how to mitigate dissster and how to organize the inttiative successfully. As the Project Impact
coordinator in this community explained it, this kind of outreach, while much needed, is
certainly not without its challenges:

We started out making [Project Impact] local and quickly realized it [was not
only] our city [that was at risk].... What we did affected what went on in the
county.... [ The county] was very surprised [that we] wanted to share our funding
and our ideas with therest of the county because everyone in the past has been so
territorial. [1t] is hard to break down some of the walls that are out there, the
political walls that are out there. Democrat, Republican — you know, we have the
same ideas. We work together out in the field as emergency managers. | don't
even know what [political affiliation the other emergency managers| are...but
when you are dealing with your bosses it is tough to get [the political] walls
broken down.

At the same time, one mayor from a very small dty observed that while the regional approach
has these distinct advantages, each community still has to contend with its own unique issues.
And while collaboration is certainly an important ideal, in the end, each jurisdiction mug look
after its own congtituents. Similarly, another much larger courty realized the dedson to
mitigate ultimately rested with each municipality within its jurisdiction. In this case, however,
the Project Impact community asked each municipdity to adopt its own individual plan, but in
the end, most adopted the general plan set forth by the county. Only a few municipdities had
additional goecial interests that were incorporated into their own respectiveplars.

Obvioudy, no community can force another jurisdiction within its region to collaborate.
However, community representatives who participated in the focus groups sawv the benefits

associated with oollectively confrorting regiond risks and encouraged other communities to
strive toward building regional partnerships around disaster mitigation issues.

Integrating Project Impact Initiativesinto Existing Structures and Organizations
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Many focus group participants stressed the value of integrating Project Impact into existing
structures and organizations. They stressed that athough the initiative should avoid adopting
exising sructures that clearly do not work well, and although it should ke open to new
approaches, to the greaest extent posshle Project Impact should utilize the organizational
resourcesand strategies dready successfully at work.

Most communities have devdoped organizational approaches that have dealt successfully with
other issuesinthe past. Those arrangements that have proven successful should serve as models
for Project Impact initiatives. For example, one large regional community took an existing
council structure and used it as the basis for the Project Impact intiative Although the gructure
remained the same with the addition of Project Impact, new members were added, particularly
from each county’s local emergency community commission, information technology employees
from each county departmert, and representation from plaming and growth management.

Communities aso succeeded in tapping into organizations that were not dready involved in
disaster mitigation. These organizations were willing to broaden their mandates to consider and
integrae mitigation. One benefit of this goproach is that existing organizations aready have
established strategies for reaching the segments of the community with which they work most
cdosdy. Incorporating these organizations can prove an effective and efficient way to broaden
the intiativeto accomplish mitigation goals

Project Impact meetings are necessary to coordinate activities, monitor progress, and discuss
emerging issues. However, focus group participants from both small and large communities also
noted that there are major challenges associaed with obtaining full participation in the various
meetings that need to occur to move the initiative forward, e.g., executive committee and sub-
committee meetings. Project Impact partners have indicated to some focus group participants
that in thelr view, taking part in Project Impact requires attendance at too many meetings,
particularly given thar many other duties and responsibilities. Project Impact must conpete
with the meetings of other organizations, particularly because those who choose to become
active in disaster mitigation activities are often also active in other community groups. Several
communities were able to overcome the problen of crowded schedules and increased
participation in Project Impact by utilizing already-existing organizations and placing mitigation
on the agenda of their regularly scheduled meeting. Efforts to incorporae disaster mitigaion
into the agendas of established groups do not eliminate the need for meetings that do focus
primarily on community mitigation planning and actions. Rather, such time-saving strategies are
a good way to enhance the organizationa structure, increase participation, and remove burdens
from participants who are already very busy. Asone Project Impact coordinator observed:

And, from there, you know, you can get their input. They don’t have another
meeting to go to. | mean, how many times have you heard, ‘1I’m meeting-ed
out’?... Thatisa big issue. So, [it helps] if you can integrate the topic into what
already exists.

Obtaining Local Government Buy-In
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One of the predominant themes that emerged in the focus group discussons is that Project
Impact initiatives need to have the support of loca government officials in order to succeed.
While the role governmertal officials take and which departments become most active in the
initiative may vary according to the community context, what does not vary is that budgeting,
planning, and other decisions of locd governnment have a profound impact on Project Impact
implamertation at the local community level. Whether government agencies finanaally support
the initiative will also partly determine its sustainability. Noting that any federal program
involves some oversight, most focus group participants felt that local government was in the best
position to provide such information and accountahility to FEMA.

The Importance of Periodic Reevaluation

For many communities, community-based mitigation planning is a very new endeavor. Some
communities have had years of experience in disaster mitigation planning, and Projed Impact
has brought about a new or revitalized focus on the issue Fundamentd for both types of
communities, however, is the need for periodic reevaluation of the effectiveness of program
structures, strategies, and mitigation activities. Communities may find that certain aspects of the
Project Impact organization have worked really well, while other components have failled or not
generated the expected results. Communities may also have interacted with other Project Impact
communities since their designation and received suggestions or heard of innovative ideas about
how to improve their own organizational strudure.

One historic preservationist who works very closely with Project Impact described the initiative
as a “work-in-progress’ in the community. In this large city, the initiative is reevaluated
annudly and has been adapted to increase both levels of activity and its emphads on
sustaingbility:

[Our community has] been having...an annual meeting that’s been almost like a
retreat to re-visit what's been committed in the past and to look at what they want
to commit to in the future, and [we] even actually re-organized the committee, re-
visited the committee structures.

A representative from a large county Chamber of Commerce described how the Project Impact
program began under the control of county administrators in his community. Since that time, a
new advisory panel, sub-committees, and dliances have been formed. A third example comes
from a representative from a large non-profit organization. She described how he community
brought the subcommittees together to reexamine the initiativeé's objectives and ensure that dl
subcommittees were still working toward achieving common goals:

We' ve come back and convened as a large group and [ made] sure that we focus
on what our initial [goals, tasks, and subgroups were]. And that seems to pull
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people back to where they should be. The frequent monitaring is really
important...

Organizing an Initiati ve that Involves Broad-Based Community Participation Takes Time

Community representatives agreed that organizing an initiative that includes broad-based
community participation involves a lengthy planning and partnering process. The more
integrated the approach, the more time it takes to give everyone a chance to provide feedback
and define roles for themselves. Some communities stated tha they were told by FEMA to
present a detailed work plan and budget during the initid application process. These
communities argued that this requirement was not conducive to a community-generated process,
as the plan was submitted before meaningful partrership recruitment coud take place. Other
communities were gven more flexibility in the application process and were told by FEMA that
they only needed to provide a generd sketch of what they intended to accomplish, and could
adapt their plans once the community was consulted. Although focus group participants did
acknowledge that setting time limits is necessary to ensure tha activities are completed, they
aso felt that investing time to <lidify relationships and encourage broad community
participation was important for achieving Project Impact goals — even if that kind of strategy
might result in delays in mitigation implementation. It obvioudly takes longer to network and
involve the community than to make an executive decision and hire a contractor to do project
development work. However, the people we spoke with felt there were important pay-offs to
increasing community input and participation. As a consequence, however, these comnunities
often required funding extensons from the Federa Emergency Management Agency. One
Project Impact coordinator observed that:

It isafairly administratively intensive project and | think you really need to have
a full time dedicated staff member. We had only allocated thirty five thousand
dollars in administrative funds for our whole duration of a five hundred thousand
dollar two year project. So we underestimated. Because we aretrying to network
with so many different groups...and while it’s valuable and is what | think is
going to sustain the momentum in our communities, it takes three or four times as
long to get lots of people involved than just to hire a contractor consultant to do a
job and produce a produd. But | think it will pay off.

Many communities underestimated the time they would need to devote to the project,
particularly during the start-up period. These communities felt that FEMA’s deadlines
discouraged them from spending the time tha they really needed to plan. Others fdt that some
communities that were able to move ahead quickly with mitigation projects structured the
initiative to spend the money within FEMA’s designated time period as these communities had
no intention to continue the loca initiative once the federal money had run out. Some expressed
frustration with spending requiremerts:

But | mean my whole three hundred thousand had to be budgeted out with
identified proj ects before we could get spending funds.
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When we became a Project Impact community, [it] was not the case [that all of
the seed money needed to be spent by a certain date] Itisnow. These are new
ground rules. That stuff is supposed to be seed money. If you have to commit
yourself to spending every penny of it before you are surethat you have a project,
[the situation] is pretty dumb in my personal opinion.

Many focus group participants indicated tha by devoting time during the start-up process to
assessment and long-term planning, and by considering ways to leverage federa money beyond
the FEMA fundng deadling communities would be in a beter position to undertake long-term
mitigation projects and to sustain Project Impact activities.

BUILDING DISASTER MITIGATION PARTNERSHIPSWITH DIFFERENT
SEGMENTSOF THE COMM UNITY

Developing Partner ships with the Private Sector

The mgority of participants reported that they had success in reaching out to businesses and
attracting their participation in mtigation adivities. Severa represmtatives from large
communities indicated that many of these locd businesses had had along history of involvement
in community ectivities. Thus, focus group participants were not surprised that these businesses
were willing to become involved in mitigation issues after receiving letters inviting them to join
the initiative.  Representatives from smaller communities noted that the sze of ther
communities made it very easy to approach local businesses and garner their participation. In
smaller communities, local busness owne's are likely to be active in community issues and to
have closeinformal contacts with mitigation advocates incity or county government.

Other communities were able to get the private sector involved because the businesses had
experienced recent disasters or threats. One non-profit representative from a large city described
how her community used the recent Y 2K computer threat as a teachable moment to outline loss
reduction strategies and discuss how business vunerahility and overall community vulnerability
are related. By reminding businesses of actual or potential disaster impacts on their business
operations, Project Impact organzes weae ade to auccessfully dtract private sector
representation to serve on their steering committees. With business owners and employees
assuming a visible role within the Project Impact organization, the community initiative was
then better able to attract additional private sector support. Table 2 provides a listing of the
businesses, business groups, and other partners that were identified as collaborators by
participants in the 2000 focus groups. This table reflects partners that were mentioned as
examples by participants and is not meant as an exhaustive list of businessrelated partners
active in communities As indicated in the table, partners included business alliances,
universities, media organizations, and a variety of manufacturing, congruction, financd,
service, and retail operations.
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When asked for advice on how to involve the private sector, group participants indicated that
Project Impact organizers should identify specific projects in which they want busnesses to
become active. If told how they can become involved, many busnesses will offer their
assistance. One participant suggested that communities should distribute a Project Impact “wish
list” that outlines the items or services needed by the Project Impact organization. Businesses
can then identify the ways in which they can contribute. Participants stated that when businesses
are not provided with activities from which they can choose, they often have difficulty
understanding how they can become involved and do not actively propose projects. Businesses
then become inactive, not because they do not believe in the concept of disaster mitigation, but
rather because they do not see how they can fit into the community’ s mitigation strategy. As one
Project Impact coordinator froma medium-sized dty put it:

[ Businesses] are very open and receptive if you can come to them with the project
identified that you want themto help with. In fact some of them have made it very
clear, ‘Let us know when you want this support, when you want this help for your
identified project. Other than that | am sorry, but you know, we can’t just get
involvedin all of them’

Some communities had prior experience integrating the private sector into disaster-related
programs before the Project Impact initiative was introduced. Activities in which these
communities had involved businesses in the past included the development of locd mutud ad
agreements, training sessions, hazardous materids programs, and locad emergency planning
commissions for chemica emergencies. Businesses that had participated in these kinds of
disaster-related programs were also likely to become part of Project Impact when asked to do so.

Table 2. Business Partnersand Other Organizations Discussed by Focus Group Members

Lending ingtitutions Business alliances
Insurance companies Concr ete associations
Univasities Home builder s associations
Shutter companies Chamber of Commerce
Home hardware stores Ingitutes of Bus nessand Home Safety
Building developers Televison stations
Mortuaries Radio stations

Gas stations Newspapers

Book stores Manufecturing plants
Small local retail stores Large industries

Local chains of nationd retail stores Airports

Technology companies Utility companies
Consulting agencies
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Asking Businesses What They Need

Focus group participants indicated that, rather than asking directly for help at first, asking
businesses what they need to achieve disaster resistance is an important initial step in engaging
businesses to become Project Inpact partners. They advised that business owners and managers
should not be seen only as sources of leveraging resources in their community. Instead, they
contend that the owners, their business operations, and thar employees are d <0 potertid victims
to hazardous events. Several communities began the dialogue on Project | mpact by engaging in
discussons with locd business representatives to find out what they needed to become disaster
resistant withintheir own operations.

Severa community initiatives attracted business involvement by offering no-cost risk
asesgnents of their facilities and operations. Projedt Impact patners were willing to visit a
business, conduct a risk assessment of the building or the firm’'s operations, and discreetly offer
the busnessthe report a the Project Impact office. Through this strategy, they were able to help
businesses idertify ways they could implement loss reduction measures provide a service to the
businesses as a means of egtablishing a reationship with them, and begin a didogue with
business owners and managers about how the husiness could contribute to comnunity efforts
and how they could educate their own employees concerning disaster mitigation at home and in
the workplace. One Project Impact coordinator noted that the initiative must first offer
something to induce businesses to get involved:

The most important [strategy is to identify the type of] disaster prevention
[needed] for that particular business...and then getting [ the business] involved on
that angle Then, that may spin off into other adtivities

Other group participants echoed this idea:

We're going to go in therewith a two-pronged premise, ore is to try to get people
to do business continuity plans...and the second thing is to do education with
their employees

Whether they do [the mitigation activities] or not, we open that door and...talk to
the staff and [ask to] talk to the enployees. If wesell them on the fact that if we
can’t get your employees [to make their homes more disaster resistant], they are
going to bea little bit slower getting back [to work].

Other communities offered businesses training courses on how to identify risks and develop
mitigaion plans. Larger budnesses partnered with communities to mentor smaller busnesses on
disaster mitigation. One very large community developed a spesker’ s bureau through which it
trained partners to tak about Project Impact and disaster mitigaion, and then sent these
individuals to speak to other organizations within their own sectors. Group participants
observed that businessesare mog receptive to information provided by other busness leaders.
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Many business owners and managers are skeptical of government-based initiatives because they
believe such initiatives will lead to further regulation of businesses. Thus businesses were most
receptive to Project I mpact when the initiative was presented as a source of information and
resourcesingead of asa regulatory or quas-regu atory agency.

Clearly most busnesses want to reduce their disaster vulnerability if they can. However, many
suffer from a lack of knowledge on how to prioritize reduction strategies and a lack of financial
resources to implement mitigation measures. Group members observed that even when
communities have experienced disagers the collective memory tends to be short, and this is
another reason why businessestend not to support mitigation.

Focus group participants discussed how their communities are going about developing financial
incentives insurance reductions, and low-cost mitigation loans so tha budnesses can follow
through on mitigation activities once loss-reduction plans are developed. As one hisoric
preservaion official from a large city dated, busnesses are quite willing to participate in
mitigaion programs, provided those initiatives are voluntary and accompanied by incentives,
rather than additiond regulation:

[The home builder’s association was| concerned that codes and regulations
would be brought into effect. What has ended up happening is the leadership of
the local home builder’s association became solely mitigation [focused] and
began a voluntary program of promoting safe rooms. And [it] is now even
interested in trying to develop a legidati ve committee for developing incentives.
They're still opposed to codes, they don’t want to be regulated or told what to do,
but they are going to work with us, on voluntary basis, and on developing
incentives.

Some communities have opted for achieving mitigation through the pursuit of “recommended
practices’ instead of implementing stricter codes. Advocates for mitigation have then
concentrated on educating the community about the standard of disaster resigance they can
expect to achieve through that approach. Other communities have concentrated on educating the
public about what they should demand from building developers Focus groups participants
noted that when market forces demand increased disaster resistance, busnesses will comply to
meet the expectations of their customers. As one group member observed, builders will change
not when new mitigation strategies become available, but rather when consumers demand higher
levels of disaster resistance:

We started one of our projects before we got Project Impact. It was on wind
resistance. We thought we would go to the buildersto get changes in how people
built homes. We thought ‘These are the right people, right? They're the ones
building [the homes]. You show them [the] different ways to do it so that they
can do it affordably. They probablywouldn't be ableto sleep at night if they built
them the old way once you show them that there's a new and improved way with
very little additional cost....” But they are not going to be the initiators unless
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they want to market it and they se a niche for themselves in a competitive
market.... It's the consumer [we need to reach who will see the benefit and
demand disaster resistance].

The ability to gain business support is rooted in the ahility to launch strategies tha recognize
business views on regulation, provide benefits for businesses that wish to become involved in
mitigation activities, and overcome reservations busnesses may have about taking part in
government-initiated programs By encouraging greater private and non-profit sector
involvement in steering and sub-committees, Project Impact initiatives were able to avoid
creating the kind of resistance from the business conmunity that many government initiatives
create. Group participants were careful to point out that Project Impact has a reponshility to
encourage the adoption and enforcement of mitigation regulations even in Stuations in which
businesses oppose those measures. At the same time, they observed that by first helping
businesses take steps on their own, Project |mpact organizers are in a better postion to dicit
private sector support for broader mitigation strategies at a later time. Government agendes
must implement |oss reduction regulations in accordance with a proactive mitigation strategy;
however, the adoption of mitigation ectivities is less difficult when those who are being asked to
mitigate agree with — or at least agree not to oppose — those measures. And they must dso be
willing to make a long-term investment in mitigation. As one Project Impact coordinator noted:

It may cost less in the long run [to mitigate], but it may cost more right up front,
and we can't back away from that. We've got to be blunt about that and maybe
even show people how, contrary to so [many] of our beliefs, that we should invest
now for the future. | mean, it'sa national trend that we don't do that, and it may
be human nature, but we have to try to change on that.... We are making some
progress on that, but boy isit slow.

One business representative explained that businesses often beieve they can either mitigate their
own riks or buy more insurance to cover potential losses, without taking into account
community vulnerability and the need for community-level mitigation measures. Some have
failed to consider the potential vulnerability of their own employees or to consder how ther
operations will be affected if those employees become victims in a community-wide disaster.
While mitigating against the structural damage and the loss of goods and services at the work
site is extremely important, so too are the mitigation measures taken by employees to ensure that
they and their families are safe during a disaster, have not suffered significant property damage
during a hazardous event, and can get to work after a disaster.

One community retained a consulting company to arrange appointments with forty community
businesses, spend a few hours walking through their facilities, and have a very postive
discusson about what those business owners can do to identify the risks and mitigate the
hazards. Because the consultants were able to point out to business owners spedfic actions that
should be taken at thar business sites, the mitigation message was much clearer than if it had
been presented to a large number of businesses at an off-site meeting space. One business
representative discussed the kinds of issuesthese inspections raise:
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Gee, the water heater is nat strapped. Maybe you want to do that [because]
you'rein an earthquake area. Or from a flooding standpoint, what can they do to
have some quick release on their electronic equipment so they can get it above the
four-foot level? From a wind standpoint, do they have safe areas [in the
business], from a tornado standpoint, for their employees? Do they know howto
shut off the utilities?

Following these visits, businesses were provided with a detailed checklig that addressed not
only busness risks but pointed to risks within the community at large that might impact their
operations. This information was supported with detailed handouts about mitigation and
preparedness for the business and their employees. Once the Project Impact initiative had
established an information-sharing rapport with the business, the Project Impact contact person
was able to initiate a discussion with the business contacts about broader community mitigaion
goals and strategies. A business representative discussed how these risk assessments were then
broadened to include the entire community:

And, then we also talked about how you protect a community [by] educating the
children, educating their families, pulling together. To get communities to
galvanize together to do it, indgoendent of Project Impact, just bring ther own
little community of home owners [and businesses| together to understand [the
risksand howto mitigate them].

The community followed up by conducting a survey of the businesses that had been assisted
through this program and recelved very positive feedback. The comnmunity found that
businesses often have a lot of incorrect information about risks and how they can be reduced,
and that the wak-through helped darify many mitigation issues. The program seems to have
had an effect, in tha busnesses reported following through with a number of loss-reduction
measures, such as buying flood insurance, holding education programs for their employees, and
purchasing emergency supplies. The community was committed to reconnecting with
businesses approximaely every dx morths to kegp them involved. The community
representative who desaribed this business outreach effort observed tha as a result:

[ The businessey are getting totally involved in the community and they really
start to support the efforts of they city and Project Impact, and [are] becoming
mor e sdf-sufficient.

Strateges To Encourage Business Participation

From the point of view of discusson participants, businesses have been receptive to the
information Project Impact has provided them and have dso offered innovative ideas regarding
what their communities needed to do to become disaster resistant. Group members pointed to
the following factors that motivate private sector participation in broader community mitigation
activities beyond the walls of their own businesses:
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. Businesses want to provide services to the public. Businesses seem geruinely concerned
about the impact a disager could have on the community, and they believe that they
should be contributing to the overdl well being of the community. Participants agreed
on the need to encourage a “big neighbor” concept, in which businesses identify a need
and work together with others in the conmunity to address it.

. Businesses recognize that community disagers affect their own viability. Businesses
understand that community losses could ultimately impad their firancial well-being.
Strategies to reduce community risks can, in turn, reduce the damage, disruption, and loss
of sales their businesses may experience following a hazardous event. Study participants
found that by demonstrating to business ownersthat their disaster resistance is contingent
upon the disaster resigance of the community, they were able to increase businesses
involvement in community mitigation projects. When possible, businesses should work
on community projeds they believe reduce factors that modg put ther business directly or
indirectly at risk.

. Businesses want publicity for their involvement. They want to be able to place the
Project Impact label on their own material and use Project Impact events to gan
exposure for their own products and services. This is true virtudly across the board —
that is, for businesses that provide goods or services that are directly applicable to
disaster mitigation activities (for example, home hardware stores and shutter companes),
for businesses tha must mitigate in order to support community-wide mitigation efforts
(for example, utility companies and airports) and for other businesses that hope to
acquire community support by supporting community ectivities like Project Impact.
Participants suggested that if local Project Inpact programs publicize budnesses that are
active in Project Impact, other businesseswill wart to become involved aswell.

. Businesses want incentives for participation. Beyond publicity, many companies dill
want to see some dired financial benefit from their participation. For example, some
may be willing to gve reduced rates for prirting or materials, but they still want those
purchases to be made from their esablishment. Businesses are willing to reduce ther
profitsto benefit a community cause, but they sill want to earn some amount of profit on
the transaction. Thus, instead of asking for free products and services, Project Impact
communities have begun to employ other strategies, such asasking to pay reduced rates,
purchasing one item while getting the second for free, and offering web link exchanges
for busnesses if the business home page provided alink to the Project Impect site.

. Businesses want to be appreciated for their contributions. Focus group participants
observed that even small tokens of recognition, such as thank-you cards and certificates
signed by the mayor, demonstrated to owners and managers that their contributionswere
valued and showed them that time goent away from the organization to assist with Project
Impact activities was well spent. One Project Impact coordinator noted that even
seemingly minor things, such as seeing their names and pictures in print or on televison,
are rewardng for some people. By inserting pictures of participants into media
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promotional and education material, comnmunities are able to acknowledge active
participation in avery viside way.

6. There are some business owners and employees who will take a personal interest in
Project Impact. |n some cases, employees were particularly interested in disaster-related
problems or found disaster mitigation an especially worthwhile issue with which to
become involved. In others, business representatives had experienced a devastating
disaster and wanted to prevent future losses in the community. These employees and
owners placed hazards high on their own busness agendas and were willing to work to
mobilize support for community mitigation projects.

Private Sector Contributions

According to information provided by discussion participants, businesses contributed to the
Project Impact initiative in a variety of ways. Table 3 lists various types of contributions
participants discussed during the focus groups. A cautionary note isrequired here: the activities
liged in the table are those that were voluntarily mentioned by participants in the course of
responding to the discussion questions. The listing is not meant to provide an exhaustive
account of al types of contributions made by businesses in the communities represented in the
2000 groups.

As indicated in the table, businesses enhanced local mitigation activities by making direct
financia contributions as well as by providing various types of services and supplies. While
some businesses provided funds directly to Project Impact, in most cases, businesses provided
material and services at reduced rates, provided free samples or prototypes of products such as
safe rooms, donated items such as generators and surplus products, and provided on-site services
in the forms of meeting space and printing.

Business representatives also provided vaduable expertise to Project Impact initiatives.
Employees with a variety of skills, knowledge, experience, and professond contacts served on
steering committees and were active on mitigation activity. Larger busineses also mentored
smaller businesseson how to take steps to assessrisksand reduce losses in a business.

Another way in which businesses provided assstance to community-wide efforts is through
educational and promotional activities. Companies have provided or sponsored intiative-related
advertising and educational spots on local televisions stations, radio stations, and in loca
newspapers. They have dso helped produce advertisements and instructiona videos and
produced and distributed disaster mitigation material to children. Chamber of Commerce
organizations and industry asociations included information about Project Impact in their
newsletters as away to attract private sector participation. Many business partners also provided
links on their web sites that took Internet surfers to the Project Impad homepage.
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Table 3. Examples of Business Contributions

Monetary
Contributions,
Services and
Supplies
Financid
contributions

Mitigationtool
kits

Generaors

Discounted
water-heater
straps
Mesting space

Safe rooms

Surplus items

Brochure
printing

Another way that businesses make an important contribution to Project Impact goals and
objectives is through their political influence. Indeed politicd buy-in on the part of busnessesis
crucial to the longevity of the initiative. Building cooperation between businesses and the local
government and showing that city leaders are concerned about their constituents also becomes a

Expertise

Large business
mertoring of
smaller
businesses

Serviceon
committees

Education and
Promotion

Mitigaion
instructiona
videos

Web link
exchange with
Pl and patners

Educaionfor
children

Discounts
(e.g.,towild-
fire fighters)

Advertising
spots
Asocidion
newsl etter
inserts
Display
brochures
Educationa
spots

Political
Support

Political
support and
gover nment
pressureto
sustain
initiative

Mitigation
within the
Business

Discussons
with employees
about
mitigation

Provision of
educational
materialsin
payroll
envelopes
Business-
focused
mitigaion
plans
Insertion of
information in
business
newsl etter

very positive berefit that business-centered Project Impact activities can provide.

Private sector partners also contribute to the initiative by taking steps to make their own
organizations disager resistant. By completing risk assessmerts and mitigation plans, businesses
not only help reduce potertial losses to their own operations, but also contribute to overdl
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community resilience. Companies have included mitigation information with employee checks
and internal business newdetters. Businesses of al sizes talked to their employees about disaster
mitigation, and many invited speakers to give presentations.

Chdlenges Associated With Attrading Private Sector Partici pation

The focus group discusson contained quedions on chdlenges communities face in attempting to
attract private sector organizations to take part in local Pl programs. Group members made a
number of observations concerning barriers that stand in the way of fuller business participation
in the initiative. Major challenges identified by participants are listed in Table 4.

Table 4. Challenges Attracting the Private Sector

Businesses are over-extended

High business and employee turnover rate

Business competition

Fear of increased regulation

Sustaning partner activity

Involving small businesses

Eliciting support from local branches of rationd partrers

Contacting the right person in the business

One of the challenges described by a non-profit representative was the fact that all types of
representatives — from government to non-profit organizations to the budness sedor — are
already over-extended. Disastea mitigaion is an issue mary feel they can put off until some
future time.

Communities that experienced high rates of budness turnovers were forced to repeatedly reach
out to new busnesses simply to sustain the same level of participation. Even when busines
organizaions remain in the community, employees frequently move to different departments
within the company or even change companies. When a business loses an enmployee who was
particularly interested and active in disaster mitigation, the local Project Impact initiative may
lose the partidpation of that business unless ties can be reestaldished with another employee.

Group members observed that when a particular type of business participates in Project Impact,
its competitors may dso want to join. However, those Stuaions can backfire, because some
businesses try to avoid offering the same products and services or being afiliated with the same
activities as their competitors. Because businesses tend to like to carve out unique niches for
themselves in terms of their community activities, high-profile involvement on the part of one
business might discourage those that offer amilar goods and services from taking part in Project

I mpact.

As suggested earlier, communities also encountered resistance from businesses because they
feared increased regulations. In one community, for example, the owners of one of the
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community’s major industries, a smelting operation, said they supported hazard mitigation and
had already dlocated money into deding with the issue for themselves but that they did not
want to become involved in Project Impact because they saw it as potentially connected to
tighter environmental regulation. This same participant explaned the resgance his conmunity
met from businesses and industry to a hazard-mapping project that was intended to lay the
groundwork for future Project Impact activities. In this case, the mapping study was seen as a
threat to local development interests:

Realtor groups, for example, looked at my field hazard mapping project, which
had to be [the] first [Project Impact activity] because first we needed to know
where the wild land...hazard was. And guess what? It'sin the interface. | think
we all know that. We have people moving out in drovesinto the trees telling us
it’skind of in the basin in the mountains and all around us very heavily timbered.
[ The realtors and devdopers] saw [the mapping project] as another [regulation
like the] flood plain coming down the road; that the next step was to say, ‘ Thou
shall not build there.’

In this community, fire hazards could have been addressed by requiring the developer to provide
additional sources and on-site sorage of water for fighting fires. However, this goproach would
have been codlly for the developer. Instead, optiona residentia sprinklers were offered, shifting
costs to potentia buyers. Once this was done real estate and development interests stopped
opposing the meaaure.

The focus group discussions reinforced the idea that attracting private sector involvement is only
the first step inthe Project Impact process. Once businesses have committed to Project Impact,
organizers must continue to find ways to sustain their activity. For example the Project Impact
coordinator must involve partners on specific projects and events and delegate regponghility to
them. This delegation helps lesen the burden for the coordinator while helping to establish
ownership of the initiative among partners. Additionally, the initiative should not provide
partner acknowledgements and publicity unless there has been a substantia contribution,
including on more routine tasks. In other words, the publicity gained from participation should
not exceed the contribution made. One participant indicated that her community had given up
on attempting to achieve total business buy-in and were now focusing on working with partners
who were truly supportive:

Our biggest problem is keeping people interested and focused. You have to get the
accomplishments [along] the way, and get some successes even if they are small,
just to start building your history and track record.

Focus group participants expressed genera dissatisfaction with their efforts to involve small
businesses in the initiative, indicating that smaller businesses are often left out of the Project
Impact decision-making process. Although they are invited to participate and attend meetings,
small business owners typically do not have expendable time and resources to contribute to the
sameextent asrepresertativesfromlarge companies.
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Local small businesses may also not yet understand how they can make a contribution. Several
participants discussed how they had been in contact with businesses that believed in Project
Impact’s objectives but did not know how to help. Based on these observations, greater effort
must be made to develop avenues through which these interested businesses can mak e a valugble
contribution.

Some communities, recognizing that smaller businesses often can't afford to provide much in the
way of financial assistance, asked them to contribute in smaller yet important ways. In these
communities, small businesses were ade to help in various ways, for example by posting and
displaying Project Impact materia, providing thank-you discounts to wildfire fighters, and
distributing disaster-related information to employees.

Participants were also aware that by partnering with larger companies the Project Impact
initiative runs therisk of isolating smaller businesses. While large national companies are often
very helpful to Project Impact, locally-based busnesses do not dways have the same capecity to
support the initiative. Participants cautioned one another and other comnmunities to ensure that
mitigation partnerships devel oped out of a desre to make the community safer did not create an
appearance of government-endorsed favoritism toward national chains that can afford to make a
contribution. As one Project Impact coordinator observed, efforts should not involve local
counterparts of national chains at the expense of localy-based businesses that can provide the
same types of resources:

Obviously in our community we' ve gat the [large building supply chains] of the
world and we want them to participate, but we also want the [smaller hardware
and lumber shops] of the world to participate as well, and | think our challenge
has been not to necessarily grab the [large chains] because it's the smaller
businesses that we don’t want to dry out. That's what makes our community our
community, you know, the hardware store that’ s been there for fifty years.

A representative from the non-profit sector also expressed concern that alliances with retionwide
chains do not do much to help local economies:

[What] you risk [when] working with a corporation like [a national home
building supply chain] or any other large corporation is that they're often not
based in the community that you are working in, so you're taking dollars away
from the local lumber yard when you use your own materials. | don’t know how
to reconcile that because [the large building supply company is] doing a great
thing, and they are amooth to work with.

One group participant, a city manager, pointed out that it is important for Project Impact to
devote a considerable amount of time to sustaining momentum in involving smaller businesses.
Although small business representatives are enthusiastic when they first become involved, taking
part in Project Impact often competes with their many other business commitments and
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activities. Condgderable communication and coordination is therefore needed to keep them
active inthe intiative

Similar to discussions generated in previous focus groups, participants in 2000 expressed
difficulty connecting with local branches of nationa partners, but overal the concern was not as
great as in previous years. An emergency manager from a large regional community described
how one local branch in his city was unaware of the exiging agreements its parent organization
had made on a national level. The community initialy did not know whether the branch made
its own decisons regarding patidpaion or whether it consdered itself bound by regional or
national agreements made by the head office. In this particular community, a state agency
intervened to help establish a separate agreement with the local kranch. Another large
community was relying on cold-calls to the local branch store.

One participant shared information on a successful strategy he had used to mobilize the local
affiliates of national partners. First, he contacted the home office at the regional or national
level. Next, the main office identified an individual employee to contact in the locd branch of
the chain. When meeting with that loca branch, he aso brought with him a letter from the
national or main office requesting involvement in the locd Project Impect initiative. This
participant noted that the letter helped establish a rapport with the employee and lent credihility
to the intiative

Participants expressed frustration concerning difficulties in identifying the most appropriae
person within a business organization to contact. In some instances, community initiatives were
most successful when they contacted the business owner or the chief executive officer. At other
times, the mod receptive contact was the risk manager or safety officer. In very large
organizations, Project Inpact organzers often had to guess about who would have the authority
to designat e business resources to the initiative or who might take the mog interest in disaster
mitigaion and take it upon themselves to pitch the initiative internally to the decision-makers.
As one Project Impact coordinator noted, efforts to enlist business support often run into dead
ends:

A lot of people get key-holed down to somebody in the company or in the plant
that’s not in the decision-making role and is reluctant to participate, and I'm
struggling with that. 1'm having a hard time getting the right people [who are]
enthusiastic and that say, ‘We'll do this...” | can get the people who report back
or listen, but don't take the action, don't have the authority within those
organizations to take that initiative.

Many locd initiatives begin mobilizing busness support by utilizing the reationships built
through other emergency networks. For example, as part of its disaster preparedness efforts, one
community had issued passes to the industries in its area for their designated criticad employees,
depending on the number of employees they have and the percentage of the people that would be
designated critical. Because these passes were distributed to banks and other mgjor industries,
the emergency marnagement community had developed a good relationship with these businesses
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over the years. These relationships formed the garting point for this community’s effort to build
private sector involvement in Project Impact. Another participant suggested that Project Impact
organizers find champions in the community who will take mitigation cause to businesses. He
believed that someone from a segment of the community other than govemment, either from the
private sector or even from community-based organizations, would be more effective at making
a connection with potential private sector partners.

Mayors, other elected officials, and appointed officids often have extensive connections within
the private sector. Support from loca politica figures can help to legitimate the initiative and
can provide access to decision-makers within major companies. Communities suggested
networking with agencies that have private sector contacts and asking them to introduce the
Project Impact contact to the person in the company that make the decisons. Other
public/private task forces, such as those linked to Y2K preparations, were also thought to
provide useful initial contacts.

One Project Impact coordinator described the problems he faced attracting organizational
decision makers and other key officials to the initiative. He fdt srongly that the initiative could
benefit from more participation on the part of individuals in finance, marketing, and other
departments. However, when he contacted individuals within business organizations to enlist
their help, they tended to refer him to safety officers, rather than to the kinds of people he really
wanted to reach.

Another participant noted tha while it should be dear to any business that helping Project
Impact makes businesses safer and adso has good public relations vaue, it is dmog inevitable
that organizers will at times end up targeting some individual who just doesn’'t ‘get it” He
explained that talking to that person any further is wasting time. Instead, it is better to move on
and to try to speak to someone else within the organization.

Involving Vulner able Segments of the Community and Community-Based Or ganizations

Although from its inception Project Impact was intended to be a program that included a range
of dakeholder groups and community organizations in lossreduction activities, in the early
years of the initiative a considerable amount of emphasis was placed on developing patnerships
with private sector organizations. As the preceding section i ndicates, those eforts have me with
condderable success, particularly with regect to larger businesses and local branches of national
chains. Without downplaying the importance of those successes, there remains a need to expand
the initiative to other community sectors, including non-profit and community-based
organizations and groups providing services to more vulnerable community residents, such as
the poor, recent immigrants, and racia and ethnic minorities. Thus, one of the goals of DRC's
research is to establish the extent to which loca Project Impact programs are beginning to move
in the direction of greater inclusiveness.
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In the focus group discussions that were held in 2000, participants were better ale than in
previous years to suggest issues related to broadening and expanding the initiative However,
communities showed corsiderald e variation in the extent to which they were actively working on
including previoudy underrepresented groups in local mitigation adivities. Several participants
stated that their communities had not yet developed any activities aimed at reducing losses for
vulnerable populations. Instead, they appeared to believe that activities that seek to make the
entire community safer will automatically help vulnerabde groups. Other participants admitted
that while their communities had begun attempts to include and assist the mog vulnerable of
their community in the initiative, they gill had muchleft to accomplish.

Establishing Linkages With Groups That Are Already Working With Vulnerable Segments Of
The Community

One of the most frequently recommended drategies for reaching out to wilrerable ssgments of
the community was to establish working relationships with existing groups that already interact
with those populations. Group members noted that whether the organizations are government
departments, large non-profit agencies, groups supporting interests based on race, gender, or age,
activity interest groups, community action groups, or faith-based organizations, these groups and
agencies have esablished community contacts, outreach mechanisms and are familiar with the
needs and capacities of the populaions they serve Table 5 contans a liging of the types of
organizations focus group members indicated were targeted for participation in Project Impact in
their communities. Although participants in the 2000 groups mentioned a gredaer vaidy of
organizations that had been designated for incluson than had participants in 1998 and 1999, still
absent from the discussion were non-Christian faith-based orgenizations and a variety of
ethnicity-focused groups.

A common grategy for broadening the initiative was to try to include Project | mpact concernsin
the activities of existing organizations and networks. Several communities had already
established interagency councils and task forces to address other community issues. One
community, for example, had st up a health alliance of organizations in an effort to build
healthier communities. This community drew upon its contacts within the health aliance and
redefined the concept of community health to include mitigation activities. Project Impact
organizers were quickly able to attract support from many organzations that work with
vulnerable segments of the community because they approached existing groups dready in the
network. A business representative from alarge county observed:

So we have within our organization, about seven or eight different councils and
those councils are made up of people, professionals, and lay people and
administrators of programs, probably about ninety programsin our county.

Efforts to expand Project Impact to more vulnerable segments of the population are complicated
by the fact that organizations that help meet the needs of vulnerable groups often have limited
funding sources and sometimes compete with other organizations for the same resources. An
organization working with the poor, for example, may struggle to deliver services within its
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mandae and hesitate when faced with incorporating a new component, such as disaster
mitigation, into its activities. Asone Project Impact coordinator commented:

Sometimes it’s been a challenge to ensure that we're griving to accomplish and
achieve the goals that we've st out without impeding an individual
organization’s ability to do the things they normally do that may or may not be
related to the specifics of Project Impact. There's only so many dollars that go
around.

In order to include these organizations, Project Impact organizations must continue to identify
ways that mitigation contributes to their exiging mandates. They should also find ways to help
share the bur den these organizations will assume by becoming involved with another community
initiative. A suggestion provided by one partidpant was to provide funding to exiging groups to
implement mitigation as a demondration project, and then ask them to continue mitigaion
efforts using their own funds. As aresult, organizations will have the opportunity to see what is
involved in incorporating mitigation into their activities and determine whether or not they
consider such efforts worthwhile and sustainable. At other times, mitigation education and
implemertation can be incorporated into existing activities without requiring additional funding
and time. One strategy to engage both small businesses and vulnerable segments is to encourage
gmal businesses to educate their employees. One representative of a faith-based non-profit
advised:

[Get small] businesses to educate the community menbers who work [for them],
and that could easily be one way to catch minority communities and low-income
residents who might not turn out at a community meeting [ scheduled at times or
locations they may find inconvenient], but if you could convince the employer to
let Project Impact take an hour to address the employees, [that might work] .

Communities have long ligs of what could be done in the community to increase disader
resistance. The challenges they face include determining how to mantain momentum, how to
go beyond their original set of projects and partners, and how to successfully reach out to the
varidy of organizations that serve our increasngly diverse population. One community
incorporated hazard risk and mitigation needs into one social service agerncy’s existing oecial
needs database. Another group participant told of his community’s experience with a national
non-profit organization that helps build homes for low-income famlies. He explained that asis
the case with local branches of national private sector organizations, local counterparts of
national non-profits may not necessxrily know about or choose to be involved with Project
Impact. Eventuadly, his community was able to work out a plan to involve the local branch
affiliated with that non-profit, although there were still some obstacles to be overcome:
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The reason why their director was unwilling to be involved was because he
wanted every single house to be exactly the same. Their model isthat you have a
minimal house, you only put[in] what is necessary because you want to build as
many houses with the money you have as possible. And it needs to be fair to
everybody. And, as he pointed out, the people that are getting these houses work
on other houses, so if you stick something in a house...everybody else that worked
on this house [wants the same thing]. So it was kind of difficult to talk to [the
director] about the idea of doing mitigation efforts on these houses as on a
demonstration house, unless we could assure him that it would be affordable
enough to be done on every single other house after that.

Group members also pointed out tha government organizations working with initiative should
not appear to be mico-managing community-based organizations Additionally, local projects
should find representatives from the vulnerable ssgments of the community to help identify
those in need, such as low-income. One participant pointed out the importance of taking into
account internd community politics, including political issues that may divide different
economic strata and racid-ethnic groups.  Various community stakeholders have different
opinions about who isredly in the most need. These differences in perspective must be worked
out collaboratively through the initiative decision-making process, but not in away that further
isolates disenfranchised groups.

Group discussions reveaed that many Project Impact participants appear to view lesswdl-off
and vulnerable segments of the population as mainly recipierts of services undertaken by others,
rather than as potentiad partners that have resources and expertise to invest in community-based
mitigation. As a counterpoint to this notion, one Project Impact coordinator observed that low
income and working class citizens not only want information, but they also want to participate.
Vulnerable groups within the community have significant needs and often require asdstance
with mitigation efforts; however, they also have skills, resources, and ideas that can benefit the
overd| initiative. As a building official from a large county observed, “Without [these]
resources, you can have themoney and still not [get projects done].”

Group members cautioned that the inclusion of vulnerable segment s of the community should

not be an afterthought. Rather, groups representing those most in need should be involved in the
earliest decision-making and planning phases of Project Inpact. Organizersmust make eforts
to print mitigation material in severd languages and speak at meetingsattended by members of
vulnerable groups. Equally importart, they should focuson tranng indigenous community
leaders who can work with those constituencies The goal of Project Impact should be to reach
out to vulnerable groups, provide information and tools, and build capacity, while supporting the
decisions these groups make. This kind of grategy, according to one group member

...really is very successful because you're talking about not only empowering the
community, but also letting them decide what they want and how to participate.
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Another observed that akey to getting vulnerable populations involved with Project Impact isto
help these groups begin to fed a ense of ownership and sdf-reliance. The foaus must be on
educating the population that the government is not going to be able to do everything that needs
to be done for them when there is a disager. Rather, they need to be prepared to take
respong hility for their own safety and that of their property. Participants suggested that the best
way to begin tha proces of eaducaion is to meda with community members in ther own
organizations and neighborhoods instead of expecting them to attend meetings that might be held
too far away or at inconvenient times. Asthis group participant explained, direct outreach works
best with underserved populations:

In general, | think that what we found works is you have to take the education
process directly to the people. If you do it in just normal advertising mode froma
media standpoint on television, or just print media, it's not as effective as if you
can meet the folks face to face. So that [means] going down to the senior homes,
where the elderly are paentially, or minority population [communities], to
educate them face to face or directly. You know, | have seen programs work
effectively that have dore that.

Several participants wondered if using existing networks redly does reach al sectors of the
community that need help with mitigations One group member observed that in his community
outreach efforts needed to expand from relationships with social service organizations to further
include the neighborhood associations in the low-to-moderate income areas. Other participants
noted that community-based organizations are in some ways easier to partner with than
businesses, because they tend to be less skeptical about establishing government linkages more
oriented to community-related goals, and not profit driven.

Contributions From Community-Based Organizations

Participants also discussed the many ways in which community-based organizations in ther
areas had dready contributed to the Project Impact initiative. Many of the activities mentioned
were simlar to those discussed in previous years. For example, communities held educational
programs and gave preentaions a senior citizen centers, completed non-gructurd retrofit
projects in elderly and low-income neighborhoods, and provided educaional programs for
school children. Smilar to othe years, sveral communities reported having put into place
school mitigation initiatives. Often Project Impact initiatives encounter resigance when they
propose large capital improvement mitigation projects because of the high costs associated with
such programs. However, communities seem to be more successful in garnering comnmunity
support for schod mtigation projects, because residents want to protect children. As one
Project Impact coordinator noted:

If you wanted to do a program to get the school, something done at a school,

community support for that is much bigger than almost any other program
associated with Project Impad.

a7



Communities mentioned severd creative Project Impact activities involving more vulnerable
segments of the communty. One large county organized neighborhood associations and block-
groups to form environmenta or hazard watches. Smilar to neighborhood crime watch
programs, these groups were trained and organized to watch for debris that might cause flooding
during periods of heavy rainfdl in their community.

Table 5. Examples of Existing Groups Involved in Local Project Impact Activities

Community Neighborhoo Block-Grant Drug-Free Health Communit
B ased dGroups Funded Community Alliance y Action
Councils Organization Coundil S Projects
S
Tourism Chamber of Airports Hotels
Commerce
F o o d Meals on FoodBanks
Programs Wheels
Race and NAACP Women’s
Gender Alliances
Interest
Activity- GadenClubs Outdoors
Based Groups
Interest
Groups
Elderly American Senior Retired
Interests Association Citizen Teachers
for Retired Groups Association
Persons S
Youth Y out h Groups That Schools 4 H Youth
Interests Development Work With Groups R adio
Commission  Families Stations
Education- University AmeriCorps
Based Student
Groups Groups
Large Non- Red Cross Salvation Habitat for
Profit Army Humanity
Animals Humane
Interests Society
Faith-Based Churches Faith-Based
Groups Disaster
Recovery
Groups
Governmen F i r e Health Police Social Housing
t Agencies  Department Depatment  Department Service Authority
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In one community, low-income households were initially skeptical when Project Impact |eaders
came to their homes to discuss hazard mitigation. The Project Impact initiative was more
successful in its outreach when it partnered with Red Cross youth who came to the homes with
identification badges

Community groups can benefit Project Impact both by providing people to conduct outreach
within their community as well as providing personnel to carry out mitigation activities. These
outreach workers can be very successful in mobilizing community resdents. One non-profit
leader described how those efforts proceeded:

We recruit someone from that community to really go out and recruit the rest of
the community involved. Like for instance, about a month ago we did mitigation
in about thirty homes in a low income projed, and we got the leader of that
Community Council to go out and recruit the homes that we mitigated. Shedid a
wonderful job, got us thirty homes. Then we got a sorority to gonsor the
mitigation to actually fund the mitigation project. We have done a lot of senior
homes, and we get someone in the senior group that’s leader of that senior group
that meets on Tuesday nights and say, ‘Hey, | have a project for you all to do. |
have a project | want you guys to be involved in,” and that way we' ve been able to
get the leaders of it and we provide the resources and the educational training,
and that’s really worked.

Community-based preparedness efforts should take into account the fact that & any given time
many people who happen to be presert in the community are in fact from somewhere else.
Tourists, transients, and short-term and seasonal residents may make up alarge proportion of the
population in some communities. Group partidpants from communities whose economies are
based on tourism reported that it is often difficult to reach towrig and transient populations with
safety information. Project Impact personnel in one community talked with the Chamber of
Commercein an effort to include hazard tips in travel packages, however, the private sector had
strong reservations about alarming potential visitors. The difficulty this participant faced was
addressing the vulnerability of specific segments of the community while at the same time
appeasing community business concerns.

Community-based mitigation also involves addressing the needs of the elderly. A large regional
Project Impact community put in place mutuad aid agreements to set up animal cages outside the
emergency shelters during a disaster. This community found that many people, particularly
elderly citizens are hegtant to evacuate to shelters unless they are able to bring along their pets.
These animal storage cages, which are located outside the shelters, alow elderly persons and
other community residents to be safe while staying closeto their pes.

This same community launched an outreach effort focusng on garden clubs. Outreach workers
educated club members on how to plant different types of fire-resstant and wind-resistant
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greenery. This activity showed the gardening group how to do something related to ther
intereststhat would also make their community safer in the event of a fire or windstorm.

Several communities conducted vulnerability and needs assessments or mapped critical facilities.
More so than in previous years, DRC found that special needs are increasngly considered in
mitigaion and preparedness efforts. One participant described his community’s efforts to
prevent loss of life for the disabled population in the community.

A lot of times a segment of our population is[immobil e]. We worked to build an
identification card system where we can track their needed medications, allergies,
and other types of things that advance in an emergency. The list is kept in a
database and utilized to facilitate the evacuation.

In all, group participants identified eleven segments of the populaion they bdieve are
particularly vulnerable to disaster. The majority of the participants mentioned low-income
groups, the dderly, and children or youth as important groups to partner with and assist. Other
groups that were referred to less often included tourists, racial and ethnic groups, minority
populations in genera, animal owne's, hospitalized and disabled persons, residents who have
mental hedth problems, non-English speskers, and the homeless. These are groups with which
local Project Impact programs are currently working, or with which they plan to work in the
future.

Based on the information provided in focus group discussions, it gppears that communities have
begun to give serious consderation to how to include more vulnerable segments of the
population in community-wide mitigation efforts. However, group members also agree that
much more still needs to be done, especially to involve groups not represented in mainstream,
established community networks and leaders from these sectors of the community. They also
caution that it is importart to engage underseved popuaions from the very beginning in
designing programs, rather than waiting urtil later to include them in the process.

Partnering With Government Agencies

Many of the strategies communities use for partnering with government agencies have aready
been discussed above in the section ertitled “Strategies for Building Disader Resistant
Communities.” In addition to local government departments, communities had partnered with
the US Army Corps of Enginears, the US Geologica Survey, the Nationa Oceanic and
Atmospheric  Administration, the Depatment of Naural Resources the Coundl of
Governments, and other state agencies. In general, participants were satisfied with their success
in attracting the support of government agencies. Participants offered several specific
recommendations for new communities that are starting to partner with government depart ments.
Most important among those suggestionsare the following:

1. Coordinate with agencies working on similar projects Participants advised communities
to talk with other agencies that have funding and are working on projects whose
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objectives are compatible with those of Project Impact. Because there are often many
areas of overlap between projects it is important to work together, coordinate timelines,
and build upon ore another’s budgets One Project Impact coordinator described how
her community was &le to leverage $35,000 that was to be used for flood plan
acquigtion into an approximatedly $3 million overall environmental cleanup and
recreation project by partnering with other agercies working on community
environmental issues. Organizations must firgt identify the projects they are working on,
then look for ways ther activities can contribute to loss reduction straegies, and move on
to partner with agencies that can enhance the overall disaster resistant impact of such
projects.

Identify common goals Because disaster mitigation is inherently a multi-organizational,
multi-agency endeavor, intergovernmentd coordiration is essential.  The activities of
one department can boost or impede the loss reduction strategies of amother.
Depatments should share their objectives and work together to develop strategies that
can help multiple departments reach their goals together. As one group participant noted

When the agency doesn’t have all the answers, [it takes] an advisement [process
in which] you put everyone at the same table and you see what the common goals
are. You can really come up with some wonderful solutions. And it’s just almost
like it takes a community to make a disaster-resistant emphads on everything.

. Partner with school districts Focus group participants stressed that not only can schools
educate the next generation about disaster mitigation, but school children also take
material and information home to the rest of their households The schools provide an
excellent means for reaching a large segment of the community. Participants encouraged
communities to approach school superintendents as initial points of contact. They aso
suggested approaching the schools early enough to ensure mitigation can be added to
course curricula  For example, the Red Cross offers Magters of Disasters educational
material for teachers. In situations where teachers are resistant to adding another
component to the curriculum, Project Impact initiatives can build on programs police and
fire departments already offer in schools.

. Government agencies should set the community standard. Government must take the
first steps toward supporting and carrying out mitigation efforts, working collaboratively
with others, and implemerting loss reduction strategies. |f government is willing to show
leedership in the area of hazard mitigation, busnesses and community groups will
follow. If govermmert isunwilling to assume that leadership role, it will be sgnificantly
more difficult to gain the support of those other stakeholder groups.

. Seek information on the roles, respongbilities, and activities of federal and state
agencies. Communities must seek out information how these organizations can help
them achieve their mitigation goals. State and federal agencies can provide guidance,
suggestions for how to design projects so tha they will move more quickly through
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government bureaucracies, resources such as maps and daa, and irformation on
dternative sources of funding. Many of the focus group participants had strong
relationships with state and federal agencies, but some were still unsure aout how to
utilize these partners as resources and involve them more actively in their loca
initiatives. They encouraged other communitiesto work with state and federa agencies
and devel op innovative collaborative projects that are locally driven but also carried out
with state and federal support and guidance.

6. Involve political leaders. Vita to the sustainability of Project Impact is the political and
financial support of government leaders, in part because their administrative decisions
will determine budget alocations for projects and personnd. Their level of interest and
support can mean the difference between success and failure for an intiative.
Participants sressed the importance of keeping locd government officids informed
about Project Impact activity by sending weekly updaes on Project Impact activities to
government officials including them on steering committees, and involving them in the
planning process and promotional events.

7. Understand existing tensions between government agencies and jurisdictions.
Government jurisdictions sometimes must overcome |ongstanding inter-organizational or
inter-jurisdictional disagreements before working together collaboratively on Project
Impact. Although a history of conflict between agencies or jurisdictions does not prevent
collaboration on disaster mitigation, those wishing to carry out community-based
programs must understand the tensions that may exist among groups and develop
strategies that reduce those tensions and foster a spirit of cooperation among participating
groups.

Group members suggested that communities should adopt sector-specific straegies for
attracting and involving a wide range of sectors and community groups. In order to do this, they
argued, Project Impact organizers must “fire tune” their messages. By adopting strategies
focused mainly on attracting government depatments, initiatives run the risk of isolating
businesses and community groups. Similarly, outreach approaches that elicit large busness
participation may not appea to small businesses, and groups representing diverse neghborhood
require diverse outreach strategies. Although employing multiple and varied drategies takes
time, participants agreed that the end result, broad-based community participation in disaster
reduction is worth the effort andisone of the most important components of Project I mpact.

WHAT FEMA CAN DO TO HELP LOCAL PROGRAM S SUCCEED

As communities continue to implement Project Impac in their communities and strive toward
disaster resistance, the federal government gill has an important role to play in disaster
mitigaion and the overal effectiveness of this multi-jurisdictional intiative. Focus group
participants were asked to outline what their communities needed from FEMA (besides ther
obvious need for additional financial resources) in order meet the goas and objectives of the
initiative on the local level. Not surprisingly, many of the responses echoed opinions expressed
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in the focus groups that were held in 1998 and 1999. Like previous focus group members,
participants in the 2000 groups ill wanted FEMA to provide guidance, promote redistic
timelines and objectives, help develop networks between Project Impact communities, improve
its inter-agency coordinator, and assure communities it was committed to supporting the disager
resstant community initiative. New to the 2000 focus groups wee cdls for FEMA to
coordinate federal agencies and guidelines. The brief discussions and interview excerpts below
summai ze those needs, as expressed by group participants

1. FEMA should provide guidance to local communities, but should not try to
micromanage programs.

Communities continue to be interested in receiving templates and guidance about how to
implement the program. At the time the focus groups were conducted, many participants
believed they were still “re-inventing the wheel” and not learning from the experiences of other
communities. Communities are still looking for a simple and straightforward Project Impact
guidebook. Either the information communities are searching for is not available in the format
they want or they are not finding the information that is available. Communities also want
templates that explain how to undertake activities, not simply what to do. They are not looking
for “cookie-cutter” approaches because they vaue the initiative's flexibility and the freedom
communities have of adopting mitigation strategies within their own needs They do, however,
want information about how to go about organizing an activity if they chose to. As one Project
Impact coordinator from a smdl county stated:

The project itself is very flexible and that was one of the issues that was brought
up in our communityis that because it’s so flexible, people aren’t used to working
in that kind of environment.... That has enabled us to do the unique things that
we' ve been able to do within each of our individual communities..l mean, yeah,
we got the toolkits and if you're like me in the middle of a project, you have
hardly had a chance to even open it up and go through it piece by piece But if
we had a resource manual, and contact names, and grant capabilities of — yes, it
may be a multitude of information, but if you’ re working on one thing, you could
go to flood mitigation and pick out somebody that’s in headquarters or your area
or your region or whatever and contact that person and find out where it is you
need to get additional funding for whatever project you're working on. If we had
a better-defined template or guidelines that could better direct us instead of
saying, ‘Have a community meeting, have a convening session, and a signing
ceremony,” and you’'re going, “ How do | do that? They don’t even know | exist?’
You know, how do | do that?

Participants suggested that FEMA require new commurities to attend the Sunmits before
starting the initigtive. Communities tha did not send representativesto the Summit when FEMA
designated them or the first year after the designation now believed they would have gained
much from learning about the experiences of other communities.
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Participants also suggeded providing communities with a Project Inpact coordinator profile or
job description. Many communities underestimated the work involved in the coordinator role.
Had they been aware of the skills and abilities the position would demand, they would have
selected an individual who already possessed those skills, such as the ability to manage grants,
the ability to understand and deal with political, jurisdictional, and intergovernmental issues,
experience documenting programs and writing quarterly reports, the ahility to draw on multiple
resources and the ability to mentor others.

At the same time, comnmunities dressed that guidance should not overtake community plars.
Participants spoke disapprovingly of Stuations in which FEMA regional representatives signed
partners in the community without informing the Project Impact coordinator about what they
were doing. They dso gave exanples of FEMA representatives they believed had attempted to
dictate community activity priorities Participants recognize FEMA regiond staff as important
resources, but want guidance without being controlled or undermined:

We know what we need for out community. We were not going to do what our
region wanted to do. We wanted to do what we [knew was| good for our
community, so we lost almost a year. | said, * | don’'t want to do the program if
you are going to tell me what you think is good for our community. Let usin the
community and our businesspeople tdl you what is good for the conmunity.’

Improvements can be made in areas of coordination, communication, and flexibility to meet the
needs of individual communities, so that communities have the ahility to decide which the high
priority projects are, and so they do not fed asif requirements are being forced upon them.

2. FEMA should have realistic plans and goal s for local community projects.

Participants expressed the view that FEMA allows too little time for communities to establish
Project Impact before the federa agency expects the money to be spent and the activities
completed. Communities need more time to plan their mitigation strategies. As one non-profit
representative froma medium-sized city observed:

We talked about getting people involved, giving them direction to work on,
identify what your real hazards are and proceed from there But [FEMA says to]
get it within thirty days of the Summit, [and] budget for your program for the next
two years before you put this committee together.

Communities that invested the time to first recruit broad community participation and then hold
planning meetings typicaly needed to request extensions on deadlines, yet these kinds of
inclusive strategies are exactly what FEMA is trying to encourage. Initiaives that seek broad
participation are better able to obtain community support, and very much in keeping with Project
Impact’s overdl philosophy, but they do take time. Without additional resources and dedicated
gaff, more-inclusive mitigation activities can till be undertaken at the same cog, but the tasks
take longer to complete.
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Communities also want to make sure they are spending their financial resources wisdy, in a way
that will stretch and leverage seed money over a period of years. Participants expressed the
opinion that their communities were not being rewarded for successful leveraging and instead
were being indirectly encouraged to follow the path of other communities that intended to end
the initiative once the federal seed money was spert. Group members also pointed out that
passing through local bureaucratic requirements necessarily takes additiond time:

| think it would be really helpful for FEMA to look back and see how many the
communities receiving grants have actually requested extensions because | don't
believe that a two-year grant period, to get the money spent and get this thing up,
organized, and get the projects underway and completed in two years, is realistic.
And everybody that I've talked to talks like, ‘Oh, | just feel like we're getting
underway.’

| don’'t think most of [the communities who have failed] have grown a plant from

a seed.... They think plants just grow. Plants that grow that way die real easily.
Seeds have to be cultivated, and it takes time, and so a lot of the projects take
time. | know that [FEMA is] always on you [about] weekly highlights. I've
actually started deleting those because | was 0 bombarded with nothing
[ happening in my commnunity] . Sometimes nothing can happen for a month. Then
| finally got fed up and starting deleting them, and not feeling guilty for it. It was
hair-raising for a while.

As part of their Project Impact responsibilities, communities are asked by FEM A to monitor and
assess mitigation successes.  Communities appreciate the need to document successes, yet many
of our group participants indicated that in their view FEMA expects significant changestoo early
in the program By laying the groundwork for future projeds, communities think they will
ultimately see major reductions in potential losses. However, they find it difficult to predict
exactly when those benefits will be realized, and they have trouble quantifying future program
impacts. The results of local efforts may only be completely evident at some future time, when
the next major flood, or hurricane, or earthquake passes throughthe area.

A municipal manager from a large dty observed how difficult it is to quantify the impact a
program like Project Impact can have. Although he believes that program is making a
difference, he recognizes that existing data on Project Impact may be insufficient to impress
some funding agencies. The genera sense conveyed by many focus group paticipants is that if
FEMA expectsto see particular kinds of results within a gven period of time, the agency must
make these expectations clear to communities and must also providethemwithtoolsor a method
with which they can demondtrate in a credible way the difference mitigation is making. One
group member was blunt inexpressing his frustration with the need to quantify program impacts:

I’d say one of the big things is that they don’t understand how good projects are
put together. They [FEMA] don’'t understand a damn thing. All they're worried
about, driving us all crazy with, is having success gories. How do you quantify
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it? What do you mean how do | quantify it? They were [asking]... how many
people didn’'t drown, or how many big buildings didn’t fall down after the
hurricane. It's a forced mentality that is in the federal system. So quantifying
just can’'t be done.

3. FEMA should assist with the devel opment of broader interactive networks among Pl
communities.

Focus group participants spoke of a need for obtaining FEMA'’s assistance in devdoping
relationships with other Project Impact communities. Many conddered the annual Summit a
wonderful opportunity to share information with newer communities and meet courterparts from
other areas. Community representatives who had attended sub-Summits in ther regions found
these meeting especially useful because these meetings exposed participants to new ideas,
provided conaete information on strategy development, and helped them implement those
strategies once they returned home.

Community representatives also expressed a willingness to meet with and mentor communities
that are new to the initiative to help them get started. Communities that used nearby Project
Impact cities, counties, and regions as mentors felt the process berefited the local intiative.
Mentoring programs could be set up on aregional, state, or hazard-specific basis.

4. FEMA should make an effort to improve its own intra-agency coordination

The need for clarity and consistency with respect to FEMA guidance is a theme that has
regularly appeared in focus group discussons. As in past years, community representatives in
the 2000 focus groups continued to express frustration about recaving incondgent information
from FEMA, especially regarding initiative guiddine and Summit/mentor expenditures.

The need for clarity with respect to Summit-rdlated traved is sgnificant because of the key role
Summits play in motivating Project Impact partidpants and in transfearing val uable information
on the initiative. While it is difficult to find dternative funding to send people to the Summit, it
is adso important to train people and to make those connections between communities.  While
larger communities may have larger budgets, smaler communities have a difficult time funding
such trips. The two communities that pointed to the problem were, in fact, medium to large
sized urban communities. One participant indicated that he had advanced the funds himself
using hisown aedit card so that other participants from his community could attend the Surmmit:

I’m bringing three people on another grant but right now I've got it all on my
credit card. 1I've got $6,000 on my personal aredit card until | get [ reimbursed]
and | don’t know when [that will be]. And that is a thorn that | have to foot the
bill, that there is no way to cut a purchase order to pay for the people and to
bring them here — the people that should be here that are going to help you
sustain your program. That is something | think that FEMA has to do: to come
up with a better way to do business.
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Another community representative took issue with the fact that FEMA asked someone from the
community to make a presentation at the Summit, but dso wanted that person to be responsible
for the expenses associated with Summit-related travel. That particular indvidual was not part
of the local government, and evertually the gate agreed to pay for that participant’s travel.

A fa more important problem that was highlighted inthe focus group discussion centers on what
Project Impact participants see as inconsgency in the information being presented to
communities. For example, some communities still felt that FEMA decisions are not consistent
and as a result, sSome communities are getting approval where others are not. Communities also
complained that regions and states often provide inconsistent guidance. One emergency
manager described conflicting guidance that his local Project Impact intiative had received:

Our regional person says you can use the money to do this and this and this and
then you...get everything all ready to go. Then the day before you are going to do
something it is turned around and instead [they say] ‘Oh no you can’'t’ or ‘This
wasmisinterpreted.” [It's] the same thing with the state.

Community representatives observed that understaffing at the regional level could be one reason
support isofteninconggent. Participants noted that while some FEMA regonal offices are very
helpful, others appear to have more problems with offering consistent guidance and are less
flexible than thar counterparts. Group members pointed to turnover within FEMA regional
organizations as one potential contributor to inconsistent grant requirements. As one participant
put it:

It would be very nice if [requirements] could stay consistent, that the process that
a community started with, [that] each of the details that are assodated with [the
initiative] could be consistent on down the line when a new player comes on
board. That would be very helpful...[If communities] didn’t have to chase their
tail...we would be much further ahead.

5. Communities need assurances regarding long-termfederal support of Project Impact

At the time the focus groups were held, participants were unclear whether FEMA would make a
long-term commitment to support Project Impact. They appreciated the seed money FEMA
provided, which in many cases had enabled them to leverage other funding sources. However,
they alo recognized that large mitigation projects sometimes require more money than the
community can bear alone. Technica assistance, expertise, shared educationa materials, and
networking opportunities are valuable federd contributions that they also hoped would continue
in the future.

Participants asked for additional regiona support for communities that are beginning the Project
Impact process. One participart stated that it would have been useful for someone from the
FEMA regional office to visit the community and to help locd organizers get started by guiding

57



them through developing strategies for contacting businesses, pulling together the convening
sessions, organizing the signing ceremonies, and other key steps in the Project Impact process.
Essentidly, what group members were saying is that FEMA should provide someone to wak
communities through the gart-up process

Loca communities tha have succeeded in establishing Project Impact programs have made a
long-term commitment to reducing future disaster losses through community-based mitigation
programs. Those who have gone through that process understandably expect the federal
government to maintain a smilar commitment over time to disager resistance nationwide.

6. FEMA should facilitate coordination among governmental agencies, rules, and
guidelines.

Focus group participants pointed to the need for better coordination among the various federa
and state programs whose funds support (or can potentially support) community-based
mitigation activities. Existing rules, guiddines, and regulations often make coordination among
different funding sources and projects extremdy difficult. Group participants explained that
while FEMA has a relaivey short timdine during which the agency wants to see mitigation
activities completed, federd and sate regulations and reviews often dday mitigaion
implementation. Communities are not asking to bypass these reviews. Rather, they would like
FEMA to work more closely with them to ensure mitigation projects meet the requirements of
other federd agencies and make sure that dl the agencies involved have common overall
objectives. One business representative observed that with respect to intergovernmental
coordination:

The process is not necessarily broken, but [it] is not working anywhere near as
well or as it should. And people are going through a lot of consternation, a lot of
challenges that you [shouldn’'t go through] with a program that was designed to
help the community in thisway. It is counter-productive.

Communities want FEMA to provide information about how federd agendes particularly those
that are Project Impact partners, can contribute to local community efforts. They suggested, for
example, that FEMA should compile and distribute to Project Impact communities a guide of
federal service, resources, and technica assistance. A regularly updated contact list should
accompany the resource guide and be distributed periodically so Project Impact coordinators can
speak to individualsin dfferernt agencies who arefamiliar with the initiative and willing to help.

THE FUTURE OF PROJECT IMPACT IN LOCAL COMMUNITIES

Project Impact was originally designed to provide federal seed money to local communities.
Using this seed money, communities are expected to leverage additional mitigation resources
and put into place locally-driven initiatives to carry out mitigation activities when federal
funding stops. Planning for future sustainability must therefore be one of the guiding principles
of local Project Impact initiatives. To assess the extent to which local participants see Project
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Impact as sustainable in the long-term, focus group participants were asked whether or not they
believed Project Impact would still be present in their communitiesin ten years. The responses
they gave and the discussions that ensued painted a mixed picture. Many participants i ndicated
that they believed the initiative would stand the tet of time —that is, that Project Impact would
succeed in drawing funding and would continue to be a viable force at the community level after
FEMA support ends. Others were unsure about Project Impact’s long-term prospects. A smdl
number of participants expressed the idea that Project Impact momentum would dow or even
stop at the point when federal funding ceases.

Sustainability of Project Impact

Those group members who expressed confidence that Project Impact would continue in their
communities into the next decade came from Project Impact communities of al sizes and
represented a wide range of job positions. One reason why these participants consider Project
Impact to be sustanable in the long-term isthat they view disager mitigation asinstrumentd to
and lirked with other economic and development issues. They expressed the hope that now that
a structure is in place to address mitigation issues support for Project Impact can be maintained
into the future Thekey to sugaining Project Inpact isto continue to integrate the initiative with
broader community development and growth management strategies. As one group participant
stated:

It'sa smart growth issue It's a community issue [that] everybody needsto be a
part of. Whether the name Project Impact exists or not, the spin-offs that will
happen because of the Project Impact issues that I’ ve been able to do over the
last year and a half, or in the upcoming six months, those spin-offs will always be
tied to Project Impact..It's going to take us ten years to do some of those
projects. Soin my opinion, yes [ Project Impact will still be inour community] .

Project Impact is al0 sustainable because, in many cases, it links and builds upon measures that
communities had already been conmitted to undertaking before the initiative gated. Some
participants observed that mitigation had aready taken place in their communities for mary
years, but that after the introduction of Project Impact those activities had more concentrated
focus. To them Project Impact was a long-term olution to an important problem facing their
communities. A committed steering committee, long-term financid support, and a sense of
ownership by community members were viewed as fundamenta to any sustained effort. As
these community representativesput it:

Probably if we looked hard enough, there probably always has been [Project
Impact] in some fashion. | think it will be more of a mitigation coordination
group, or disager effects prevention group, which will ultimately lead to a better
community planning initiative. [That] iswhat | would envision it to be.

| think there’'s probably one caveat as we make it seen what’s in the community
that certain segments, likethe community sector, needs to be constantly reminded,
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revitalize theissue. It could be set in the infrastructure of the government and the
business community, but for the public and for the sake of the non-profit
organizations, there needs to be an organization, a steering committee, some kind
of link of communication to lend encouragement, and always hone the message in
new ways.

Sgnificantly, one community represented in DRC’s focus groups even passed a resolution to
maintain Project Impact for twenty years in order to follow through on mitigation projects.
Another representative from a very large city indicated that Projedt Impact had support from
both Democrats and Republicans — in other words, in that comnunity disaster mitigation was
truly a bi-partisan goal. That same community representative also noted that in his city, the
initiative had always been seen as a long-term effort toward planned institutional change, not just
a short-term project.

Participants who believed that Project Impact would still exist in their communities in 2010 also
conceded that changes would likely occur inthe program over the next few years Partidpants
suggested that Project Impact was still heavily connected to regponse and recovery eforts and to
the immediate needs of communities that have recently suffered a disager. Group participants
expressed the hope that in the future communities will place a greater emphads on mitigation
projects as opposed to focusing on post-event response and recovery measures.

One group of discusdon participantsfelt strongly that Project Impact would adapt over time and
expand to take into account new hazards, a wider range of hazards different community
participants, and alternative resources. Some participants opined that the name of the initiative
would likely change once the seed money had been spent. (One of these participants even added
that the Project Impact label had been somewhat problemaic because her community already
had a separate “Project Impact” initiative that dealt with issues unrdated to disaster mitigation in
place prior to the disaster resstant community program.) Overall, group members expressed
confidence that although the name might change, and dthough in some cases modifications
might take place to organizational strucures, the ideas behind the initiativewould survive.

Only one person, a mayor from a small city, stated that the initiative would remain unchanged
after federa support runs out. Others described changes ranging from smply giving the
initigtive a different name to very dgnificant changes in organizational sructures and in
responsibilities for coordinating mitigation activities. For example, groups discussed shifts from
primarily government-run programs to initigtives supported by non-profit organzations Shifts
were aso seen as possibly occurring in the governmentd locus of coordinating eforts, for
exanple, from emergency-managemert-centered to planning-and-devel opment-centered
programs.

Some participants were keptical about whether communities would choose to continue to
support paid postions devoted to disaster mitigation, equivdent to the Project Impact
coordinator positions currertly funded with FEMA seed money or temporarily funded with local
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government resources. Others envisioned communities becoming more sdf-sufficient and
committees seeking alternative sources of financing as federal funds decrease.

Along different lines, a number of community patidpants took the postion tha mitigaion
programs should cortinue to receive the same federd finrandd commitment and investment as
response and recovery projects — that is, that it would be a mistake to discontinue federal funding
for Project Impact. One participant noted that since Congress has provided considerable funds
for disaster response and recovery inthe past five years it should make the same commitment to
aggressvdy fund mitigation actions.

One of the participants who expressed doubt that his community would still have a Project
Impact initiative in ten years explained that his city had not succeeded in garnering sufficient
political buy-in for the initiative. He contended that when the seed money is spent, the city’s
priorities will shift, and dty council will not be inclined to provide budget support to continue
the intiative. Mitigation activities will still take place on an ad hoc basis but the organized
movement will significartly lose momentum. Because Project Impact does not have the
necessary political and financial base, and the city will not devote the resources needed for an
employee to oversee the program:

Just realistically speaking, [if] the money is not there to provide for [projects],
[the administration would] probably be happy to see usgo. We [with the Project
Impact initiative have] gotten into a lot of political disputes over changing
ordinances and stuff ‘ cause it hampers development. In five years, there will be
projectsthat will be there, that you will see were done by Project Impact,...but as
far as somebody sitting at the head, taking care of these committees, and still
meeting ten yearsfrom now, [that will not happen.]

Participants who were unclear with respect to the fate of their local Project Impact intiatives
argued that if the committees and subcommittees diversify and make use of marketing
opportunities such as constant disaster threats and events in order to reinforce the message of
mitigation, Project Impact might survive. Private sector pressure on local government could also
encourage sustainability as adminidrations and federal priorities change. For these participants,
impediments to the continuation of the intiative in their communities include bureaucratic
requirements that cause creativity to stagnate — particularly requirements concerning reporting
on expenditures — limited political support, and a possible breakdown in the organizational
structure following the cessation of Project Impact funding. These ideas were summed up in the
comments of one group partid pant:

[Fird], having diverdty in your Project Impact coalition can allow you to keep
reinventing yourself in what project you are doing, and that reinvention doesgive
you the opportunity to seek sustainability. [Second], having disaster re-occurring
in your community can be a great reinforcement for the community and it is kind
of the reverse of what you want to be doing in this project, but that is pretty much
the reality of it.
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Although participants expressed some epticism with respect to the sustainability of Project
Impact, particularly in informal discussions that took place after the groups concerning the then
undecided November 2000 federal election and potential change in federal administration, focus
group participants stated that every effort should be made to encourage the administration and
Congress to continue the initiative. Enthusiasm remains high and support for Project Impact and
its principles remains widespread among those participating in the program.

The lmpact of Project |mpact

All of the focus group participants were confident that Project Impact had made and would
continue to make a difference in ther communities. They noted that in the very few years in
which they had participated in the initiative, financial support for mitigation had grown, risk
asesgnents were ongoing, efforts were being made to plan and prioritize mitigation objectives,
smal mitigaion projects were being compleed, and the mechanisms were already in place for
undertaking larger capital mitigation projects. Moreover, participants expressed satigdadion
with ongoing changes at the local level, induding increased public expectations, a more
concentrated focus on loss reduction, better communication and collaboration between agencies
and neighboring communities and what they saw as the growing potential to change the way
community organizations, govemments, busnesses, and househol ds deal with disager.

Mitigation Tools And Plans

Participants also idertified other postive effects they expect Project Impact to have on ther
communitiesin the coming years, including the new resources they obtained, such as generators,
stream gauges, and flood-gates. They enumerated other benefits, in the form of new policies and
planning tools, such as changed zoning ordinances hazard mitigation plans and upgrades to
seigmic loss-reduction regulations

It isimportart to note that even participants who were unsure or even pessimigic about the long-
term sustainability of Project Impact could still point to actual or anticipated positive outcomes
from the initiative, including changes that will remain in effect even if formal Project Impact
activities are discontinued. For example, even the Project Impact coordinator who believed that
the Project Impact organization would cease once the seed money is spent remarked that under
the initiative his community had completed a vulnerability assessment and had prioritized
projectsfor the next twenty to thirty years. In order to safeguard the continuity and maintenance
of structures and projects, this community required that any department or agency that received
Project Impact seed money needed to commit to maintaining or sustaining the project for a given
period of time into the future. In other words, Project Impact goals and objectives had been
ingtitutionalized within those organizations. Thus, while Project Impact may not continue
formally inthis community, the initiative’ seffects will continueto be felt.

Cultural Shifts
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When asked what impact Project Impact will have made to their communities in ten years,
participants anticipated that by 2010 people in their communities will have begun to change the
way they think about disasters, and that organizations and individuals will be incorporating
mitigaion into their routine activities. A business representative who had worked with multiple
Project Impact commurities offered the opinion that the most important component of Project
Impact is that it encourages a cultural shift in the way communities think about disasters. Inthe
wordsof that group partid pant:

The objective was for Project Impact to be a catalys — not the solution, but a
catalyst to get people motivated to want to build their own disaster resistant
communities, and build their own efforts, and | think that will work because just
as we see technol ogy advance at more rapid rates than we have ever seen before,
safety is a factor, the value of life. We look at medical advances [ and] people are
living longer and that will continue. The importance of having a safe place to
live, a safe place to do business ought to have just as high an importance.

For many communities, Project Impact built upon and gave momentum to what they had already
been doing to contan disaster losses. For exampl e, one community had along history of activity
in disaster mitigation. Project Impact was, as that community’s representative described it, “a
shot in the arnT’ that focused and accelerated mitigation activity. While the city government has
already made a commitment to the disaster resstant community concept, the chalenge over the
next ten years will be to trandate that concept to the entire community. The paticipant saw
Project Impact as an initiative geared toward the organizational levd and as a starting point for
what really needs to become a transformation in how the community moves to institutionalize
disagter mitigation at a neighborhood and even an individual leve:

| just made a note to myself that we passed these laws to retrofit our schools, we
voted for this, we decided it was this important. But [for me] personally? | have
some duff in my car, | have water and extra jackets and blankets and suff, but |
don’t have cabinet locks, my TV is not strapped. | mean I'm embarrassed to say
that, you know, 1I'm on this big committee. And that’s what we need to change
and | think that can be dore in ten years | don’'t think it will be Project Impact,
it's just going to be a continuation of the city and hopefully, what we're hoping
with Project Impact is to really jJump with this process.

Focus group participants emphesized that because the local communities were given control over
gpending and flexibility in prioritizing projects, they were more successful in moving from a
reactive response and recovery goproach to one that is more proactive and more focused on pre-
event loss reduction measures. One participant suggested that athough the state is an important
partner inthe local intiative, she did not think he community would have been as successful if
the seed money had been filtered through the state Locd cortrol brought with it the idea of
local responghility. Equally important, local control also meant that the initiative was in a better
position to attract the attention of local elected officials.
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Other participants saw Project Impact as a means not only to identify wulnerability, but also to
highlight local capacities. Project Impact teaches community organizations and residents what
they can do to take responsibility for becoming disaster resistant. The intiative provides
information and education while at the same time stressing the importance of mitigation through
regulations and through the creation of a city, county, or regiona role-model for disager
resistance that includes both structural and non-structural community mitigation projects. As two
focus group participants put it:

| think Project Impact could look at the assets [in the community and
identify],...the assets we'relooking for [in the future] and...build on those assets,
instead of them saying what's wong with the community, what we don’t
have...[ This alternative approach] gets people energized in a different way.

| love the part about it that focuses on individuals' respongbility for changing the
ways things happen to you from natural disasters. If you want to, you can do
something on your part to be better prepared and survive better, and to keep
more of the things you’ ve invested in and that are dear to you there. | like that
better. | mean that's a good way of looking at things from an internal,
philosophical thing, and that’s why | think it might be successful. It's not treated
in that way in all citieswhereit’s introduced.

Undestanding The Need For Mitigation

Participants described how Project Impact has highlighted for government and businesses the
pressing need for mitigation action. The initiative has also demongrated to communities — and
even to many emergency managers who tend to concentrate mainly on emergency response
issues — that they can take a proactive rather than reactive approach to disasters.

Additiondly, Project Impact has provided a platform to demondrate to paliticians that it is in
their best political interest to prevent disaster-related damage and disruption rather than hoping
disaster does not drike while they are in office. One Project Impact coordinator/city manager
indicated that there is now a greater recognition that dsaster mitigation is crucial to his
community’s survival.  Approximately 25,000 jobs in his community are located in the
floodplain.  Since businesses are increasingly mobile and can leave any community they
consider unsuitable, the city must continue to help mitigate local businesses, assist busnesses in
keeping their economic edge despite hazardous condtions and prevert them from moving to
less vulnerable communities or moving elsewhere after a disaster strikes. This participant
identified Project Impact as an important mechanism for achieving those goals. However, a
business representative from a small county noted that if not handled properly, enforcing codes,
zoning reguaions, and othe mitigation srateges could actually give businesses an incentive to
move to areas that are not as stringent. Another participant noted that some non-Project |mpact
communities are actudly becoming less stringent in an effort to encourage development.
However, because of its naionwide reach and visibility, Project Inpact has begun to raise safety
expectations and promote sandardization across regons while hdping produce ageneral climate
in which more substantial mitigation activities are seen as desirable.
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If Project Impact continues, it could prove to be an advantageous method for helping the more
proactive communities promote their mitigation advances For example businesses may decide
that it isindeed better to locate in communities that are actively pursuing mitigation if they are
shown the impaas a disaster could have on their operations. Less progressive communities may
learn that if they redst mitigation standards today, they will be forced to deal with the
consequences of those decisions in the future.

Interedingly one emergency manager pointed out that in addition to its other accomplishments,
Project Impact has also created a new role for emergency managers within their comnunities.
Emergency maragers in Project Impact communities now have more visble community
involvement both during disasters and on an everyday routine bass. Emergency managers in the
focus groups also described feding more influentia in their communities because of the
proactive rather than reactive position disaster mitigation gives them. These emergency
managers discused how Project Impact has erhanced their community recognition and
involvement:

Prior to Project Impact, [public officials] couldn't have cared less whether
[emergency management] existed or not. | mean, if there was a disaster and you
came in and helped the people out of harm’'s way or you rolled up your sleeves
and sandbagged, you were great. But right afterwards and after the damage
assessment is done and the money comes in and it’s all back-to-normal, they're
ready to call you out for the next disaster. They don’'t see you, or didn’t see me,
as a proactive part of their planning process. Now, that’'s not true anymore. |
think they ve seen me as a very positive, proadive, mitigative conponent in all
the different aspects of community planning.

You think about the emergency management persona, or perspective for others,
and we've gone from civil defense, as somebody just sitting there with an army
hospital in your basement waiting to set up in case of a civil disaster, and
evolving into someone that does response and recovery and damage assessment
into yet a small step further, which is mitigation. You know, that whole
perspective, we have had to make our community realize that [we are not] the
civil defense guy that’s sitting in the shelter anymore. You know, we are now
about creating a disaster resistant community and if Project Impact has enhanced
that capability of changing their perspedive, then great, let’suse it until wecan't
use it anymore.

An emergency manager from a large regiona community hoped that over the next few years,
with the designation of more Project Impact communities in his area, other regions would work
with his Project Impact community to develop statewide enabing legidation or model
ordinances in an effort to standardze requirements. Another emergency marneger from a large
courty sad that the mitigation initiative had dready hdped his community tie together zoning,
growth, and public safety.
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Focus

Participants observed that Project Impact is a very good mechanism to generate community
support and give the comnmunity corcrete mtigation issues on which to focus. One
representative from a very large city explained how Project Impact had been helpful in bringing
together non-profits, city agencies, and businesses and in solidifying communication among
those groups Some groups had been working on emergency response issues for along time, but
until Project Impact was established, they had not been communicating with these other
important agencies. Other group members observed that while their organizations had been
engaged in mitigation activities for years, Project Impact shifted the focus from emphasizing
mitigaion after a disaster strikes to investing in pre-event loss-reduction measures. It aso has
helped organizations form partnerships with other agencies and businesses, whereas before those
groups had beenworking more independently.

I nterorgani zational Collaboraion

According to group participants Project Impact has helped communities egablish neworks of
resources and information. Communities have started to see an increase in private sector
involvement in hazard mitigation, and they look forward to involving more small businesses and
non-profit groups in local mitigation efforts. Participants observed that prior to Project Impact
organizations typicaly worked on mitigation projects independently from one another. Since the
formation of the Project Impact organization in their communities, mitigation efforts are
increesingly collaborative, and a the very least agencies are better informed about which
agencies are involved in different activities.

Project Impact communities have also learned from one another, estalishing new lines of
communications with cities and counties within and outside of their own FEMA regions.
Communities that have made smella strides toward disaster resistance have developed
relationships with more experienced communities Highly proactive communities have served
as mentors, sharing ideas, lending advice, providing promotional and educational meterids,
offering suggestions on how to garner private sector, government, and community-based
organization support, and recommending averues for dternative funding sources. The national
nature of Project Impact has not only given mitigation proponerts a legitimate platform from
which to attract the atention of organizations and individuals in their communities, but it has
given them accessto a wide variety of information and resources acrossthe county.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Participants in the 2000 focus group discussions identified a number of positive contributions
Project Impact had madeto loss-reduction efforts in their communities They continued to make
good progress on risk assessments, prioritization of mitigation projects, and project
implementation activities. In communities where activities were already under way prior to the
intiation of Project Impact, the seed money provided by Project Impact has served as a catalyst
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for moving those projects along more rapidly. Group participants generally concurred that
Project Impact has served as an important framework and organizing principle for linking
together diverse public education, structural, and nonstructural mitigation activities

Community representatives who took part in the focus group discussions provided many irnsights
into the Project Impact implementation process and offered guidance that should prove
extremely useful both to other communities seeking to carry out community-based mitigation
partnership programs and to FEMA. With respect to strategies for organizing, launching, and
sustaining community-based loss-reduction efforts, group members stressed the importance of:

Educational strategies. Public education campaigns should target diverse sectors of the
population, explaining why mitigation is important, what needs to be done, and what they
themselves can do, both to reduce their own vulnerability to disasters and to help contain
community-wide losses. Public education efforts are alo an important means for
garnering financid support for community-based mitigation.  Educational activities
should reach all age groups, but with a specid emphasis on school-age children — the
next generation tha mud be educaed in orde to understand the inportance of
mitigation. Educaional dforts are needed both to overcome apathy and to establish a
political support base for mitigation programs. Among the key goals of community
education are to begin changing cultural expectations and practices and to begin
ingtitutionalizing the concept of mitigation.

Organizational strategies Community-based mitigation programs must work from a
master plan that is a multi-organizational collaborative product. How local initiatives are
organized matters: programs work best when there is effedive leadership, when
organizing efforts build upon existing organizational capabilities and capacities, and
when partners are made to fed both responghble for the directions their efforts take and
accountable for making progress. Successful programs are those that develop and sustan
strong interorganizational collaboraion. At the same time, fostering collaboraion is not
essy. Community-based mitigation efforts will not succeed unless they first recognize
and then find ways to neutralize sources of conflict and oppostion that may stand in the
way of program progress.

With respect to strategies for partnership development, focus group participants offered advice
on how best to engage businesses, other community-based organizations, and governmental
partners. Regarding partnerships with businesses, group participants noted that gaining business
support for community-based mitigation necessarily entails understanding business concerns —
for example, thar resistance to regulation — and giving considerable thought to how best to
involve businesses. To foster genuine collaboration, businesses must be encouraged to take an
active role in working groups and steering committees, if posside from the very earliest stages
of program development. To enlist the support of businesses, locdly-based mitigation programs
should recognize the benefits businesses expect to derive from participation. Businesses are
very interested in serving the puldic, and most recognize that disagers can threaten their own
viability. At the same time, businesses need incentives in order to participate in programs like

67



Project Impact, and they want to be appreciated for thar contribution. Positive publicity can be
an important incentive for business participation, but successful programs alo find ways of
providing businesses with other things they may need such as on-site risk assessmerts or
educational maerials for employees. Business partnership-development eforts should strive to
be inclusive, involving businesses of al sizes and identifying a good mix of nationally- and
locally-based firms

To have a broader community impact, locally-based initiatives must involve a range of other
participants beyond the busness community. In particular, they must reach out to community-
based groups and to organizations representing more-vulnerable segments of the population,
such as members of racial and ethnic minority groups and low-income residents. Group
members observed that communities have begun to give serious consideration to how to include
such groups in community-wide mitigation efforts. However, they also agreed that much more
dill needs to be done, especidly to involve groups not represented in mainstream, established
community networks. They also cautioned that, as with businesses, it is important to engage in
outreach to underserved populations from the very beginning in designing programs, rather than
waiting longer to include themin the process.

Other suggestions focused on ways of developing and improving collaborative relaionships with
government agencies. Locally-based mitigation programs need to be able to leverage fundsfrom
a range of sources In order to acoomplish tha goal, local program personnd need informaion
on the roles, responsihilities, and activities of a variety of state and federal agencies, and
mechanisms need to be put in place to ensure that potentially conflicting regulations, guidelines,
and requirements do not stand in the way of leveraging and coordinating efforts.

Focus group members also offered a number of ideas on how FEMA can furthe support
community-based mitigation efforts. Among those ideasare that FEMA should:

provide guidance to local communities, but should not try to micromanage programs;

have realistic goals and plans for community projects — including realistic expectations
concerning what can be done within specified periods of time;

assist with the development of broader collaborative, information-sharing, and mentoring
programs among Project Impact communities;

make an effort to improve its own intra-agency coor dination;

fecilitate better coordination and consistency among various government agencies, rules,
regulations, and guidelines

Although focus group participants recognized that there was some question about whether the
federal government would continue to fund Project Impact, they also expressed the belief that
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continued federal support is needed, and they stressed that communities need to be kept
informed about long-term funding possibilities.

Discussions on the future of Project Impact in local communities elicited varied regponses from
group members. Some group members indicated that their communities have aready
ingtitutionalized the process of locally-based mitigation and that thar efforts will continue
regardless of levdsof federd support. Cthersexpressed considerald e uncertainty regarding how
local efforts would fare in the absence of federal funding. The general tone of participants
comments indicated that they see federal leadership as very important for supporting and
sustaining community-based mitigation efforts. That leadership has been particularly important
for facilitating the sharing of informaion among communities, mobilizing diverse sources of
support for mitigation — including support from both public and private sources — and generdly
keeping mitigation-related i sues on the political agenda

The focus group discussons and the community field sudies DRC has conducted consistently
show that building local coalitionsand fostering a commitment to loss-reduction in communities
across the United States is very chalenging. Sustaining that commitment over time will be
equdly challenging. Communities across the United States are looking to FEMA not merely as
a funding source — though a this juncture funds do appear to be vital for program progress in
most communities — but equaly important as a source of continued leadership, guidance, and
innovative loss-reduction strategies. Without that leadership, there is a very real possihility that
community-based mitigation efforts will gagnate, except perhaps in the very few communities
that havealready institutionalized the concept.
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APPENDIX A

Dear [Participant’s Name]:

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the focus group discussion that is being conducted by
the University of Delaware’s Disager Research Center at the Project | mpact Summit.

Aswe explained in our earlier telephone call, a focus group is a research technique that uses a
group to obtain in-depth information on a particular topic. The goals of the focus group
discussions areto obtain information on how Project Impact activities are progressing around the
country and to document lessons communities have learned. Y our ingghts and suggestions will
serve asthe basis for recommendations on how Project Inmpact can be grengthened to meet its
overall objective of making communities more disaster resistant.

Each focus group will consist of a group of seven to ten people from Project Impact
communities around the country. T he groups have been specially designed to include people
who hold different positionsin their communities—for example, elected officids, emergency
managers, planners, and businessrepresentatives—and who come from different cities, counties
and regions. I n order to assst you in planning for the focus group interview, we are including the
list of quedions tha we will be discussing. Please feel free to discuss these quedions with
othersin your community before you come to the focus group, but remember that we will be
mogt interested in your own persond observations and experiences. Thisfax includessome
generd guidelines on how we plan to condud the group discussions.

We will be tape recording the discussion in your focus group so that we can keep a careful

record of the things that we hear from you and other members. However, to make sure everyone
feelsfree to speak candidly, we guarantee the confidentiality of your comments. Any findings
and recommendationsthat come out of the interviewswill not be atributed to specific
individuals or communities. FEM A recognizestheimportance of the need for confidenti dity,

and that is one reason why the Disaster Research Center, which is anindependent research
center, was asked to conduct the focus group discussions.

Once again, your focus group will meet on Sunday November 12", the day before the official
dart of FEMA'’s Project Impact Summit. Your group meeting has been scheduled for 1-3 pmin
the Marriott Wardman Park in Washington, D.C. The Marriott Wardman Park, located at 2660
Woodley Road & Connecticut Ave, is the same hotel where the Summit will be hdd. A
member of the DRC’ s research teamwill be near the Summit registration area from 12 p.m.—5
p.m. to assst you in locating your session.

We know that your time is very valuable, and we will make every effort to respect everyone's
busy schedules by both starting and ending on time. We have scheduled two hours for this group
interview, so please be sureto alow yourself enough time to reach your assigned room in the
Marriott a few minutes before 1 p.m..
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Once again, we are very pleased that you have accepted our invitation to participatein this
important group discussion. The success of any group depends on each of its members, so we
are counting on you to participate fully. If for some currently unforeseen circumstance you need
to cancel your trip to Washington in the next few days, please call Tricia Wachtendorf at (302)
831-6618 as soon as possible.

We look forward to meeting with you on November 12"

Sincerely yours,
KathleenJ. Tierney, Ph.D. TriciaWachtendorf, M.A.
Diredor, Disager Research Certer Project Coordinator

APPENDIX B
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Discussion Topicsfor Mitigation Summit Focus Group Members
In one minute or less, please introduceyour self to the group, telling us

Your name

Your organization and job title

Your community name and if it is a city, county, or region, and
When your community joined Project Impact

What do you think isinvdved in making a community mor e disaster resigant?
What strategies can be used to work toward this goal?

What isthe best way to organize Project | mpact activitiesat the community level?
For example:

What type of organizational structure has your community devel oped, atdicsuhaivorking?
If your organizational arrangements ar e effesiivenpitatemekiesiibencaffebiydie ifpreyed?

Do some arganizational structureswork better than others for a program like P1?
Business partne ships are an imppogtantpexipefiBnopsavitin phetb U3i sesspoum omity .
For example:

What success has your community had with involving businesses?
What have businesses contributed to your program?

What problems, if any, have there been with business participation?
What strategies work to attract businesses and keep them involved?

One goakdéi@roneattivipast i$ hos nvdivees gseypetnbsoictutdcbeoonsithei ed especially
vulnerable, such aslow-income residents, elderly persons, and minoritycommunities.

To what extent are groups likethese involved in your local program?

What strategies, if any, are being used to reach out to these groups?

What approaches are most likely to work in providing help to vulnerable populations and
getting them involved with P1?

What can be donein communitiesto foster productive ties with
Local governments?

Sate, federal, and national partners?

Businesses?

Community-based organizations?

The general public?
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L ooking ahead ten years from now, will there still be a Prgect Impact in your
community?

If so, what kind of a programwill it be? If there won-t be a Pl program, why not?

In ten years, will Project Impact have made a difference in your community? In
what ways?

What kinds of help do Project Impact communities need from FEMA? Aside from

giving communities additional funds, what arethe one or two most important things
FEMA can doto help thelocal programsbe more successful ?
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