MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND
IMPLEMENTATION

Under the four planning goals, each objectivestell with one or more specific implementation meatha priority
classification, targeted completion date, poterfialding source(s) if needed, explanatory text dgsons, current
status description, descriptions of benefit-coshsiderations (including technical feasibility andvieonmental
soundness), and a reference or description ofttine's relevance to a full range of hazards (inalgdiechnological
and human-related hazards).

The current implementation status (“2014 status”@ach objective from the 2011 plan edition carfdaend in the
“Comments” section under each objective, includingexplanation of any delays or implementation |enwis.

Objectives from the previous 2011 plan that havenbeompleted or removed (in their entirety) fromtter
consideration (due to non-feasibility, consolidatior other reasons) have been transferred to thiestditled
“Compendium of Addressed/Removed Objectives” atetin@ of this section.

To help keep retain continuity between this updgiksh and the previous edition, and to assist entthcking of
implementation progress over time, Mitigation Olipes that have been completed or removed fromideretion
still appear here, but with strikethroughs to denelements that are no longer considered curréhe referenced
Compendium table toward the end of this section gwenmarizes of all those objectives that have lbeempleted or
removed. Benefit-cost review text is provided éwery objective, to explain why a net benefit wobklexpected i
sufficient resources, staff time, interagency cawtion, political priorities, etc. are sufficiepthvailable to allow the
objective’s implementation. There are cases inctvl@n objective has been removed due to a lackesfet things
even though an explanation is provided about wieydttivity could result in a net benefit. In thesstances, the
“2014 status” text provides the most important oggs) for the objective’s current implementatioatss.

The list of currently active, prioritized objectivéor the time period 2015-2024 is summarized & dbrresponding
table entitled “Summary of Target Completion DdtasPlan Objectives,” at the very end of this satti

Goal 1

Promote Life Safety: Minimize disaster-related injuries and loss of Itfeough public
education, hazard analysis, and early warning.

Objective 1.1: Increase public / private sector aw@ness of hazard related dangers and mitigation sations.
Implementation Method:

-« State agencies will distribute information aboutzdra@ mitigation through training sessions, the rimg
professional networks, and other readily availabéans.

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA
Comments: An HMGP project under Federal Disasté6l@tatewide Mitigation Marketing and Public Edtiwa)
had allowed the development of a notification “pasti” development (Phase 1) with contracted assistgrovided
by Zimmerfish Associates (a Lansing-based publiatiens and advertising firm). Phase 1l had inealvthe
development, by state employees, of mitigation aetlanal materials specific to seven targeted peifesl groups,
for distribution on CD-ROM. 2014 status: Instedgmceeding with the original marketing visiomnaf§thas found it
more efficient to develop and update existing godgadocuments for the widest available distributibrough
internet web sites. This transformed objective tbemefore be considered an ongoing activity.
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BC REVIEW: Many casualties occur only because pea@re unaware of the actual risks present in dazarch as
lightning, severe winds, industrial accidents, flep hazardous materials incidents, public healtlergencies, or
wildfires. By building awareness through the psiwn of instructional materials and partnershiphwiher agencies
(governmental, media, educational) at the localtestand federal level, casualties are certaindyemted, for costs
that are far less than most other projects. Famgte, the web posting of a booklet involves nelglegmarginal

costs and therefore may pay off it its reading prés even a single life from being lost. For exiEnphe mere
awareness of actual risks from lightning for pessontdoors may save lives.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is relevant for all hazards.

Objective 1.2: Encourage and promote multi-hazard mergency plans in all public and private institutians, to
include provisions for mitigating applicable hazards.

Implementation Method:

» Provide planning guidance, technical assistanadcantinuous follow-up to applicable facilities, r@gjuired.
Committee Priority: HIGH (ongoing)

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: State Funding (General Fund), HMA, EMAR, e

BC REVIEW: Federal funding has been used for theeldgpment and maintenance of these plans, in aanogdwith
the relevant regulations. Plan development isewaluated for a cost-benefit ratio in the way thlagsical projects
are (although federal funding for physical hazaitigation projects requires FEMA-approved state k@l plans to
be in place, and the development of emergency rsgpplans is an ongoing activity associated withEmergency
Management Performance Grant at both the statdomadi level). In view of the enormous potentialpacts of
hazards such as transportation accidents, terrowfidfires, and infrastructure failures, it clearhakes sense to have
coordinated planning efforts taking place throughtwe state. Such plans also help to justify btslged priorities
established for grant fund use. The planning m®cequires the involvement of multiple agencied #rus
encourages these other agencies to contributedffeits and resources toward at least some ofjtiads, activities,
and projects identified by the plans. It has begmorted by some local emergency management pregiam
Michigan that the benefits realized from multi-aggeoordination, by themselves, were already canmeidi to justify
the local planning efforts, even before the plad been completed.

Comments: 2014 status: The MCCERCC Hazard Mitiga€@ommittee decided to re-classify this from lanhigh
priority. Michigan schools are now required by 299A 102 to plan for incidents of violence and othazardous
situations. Virtually all state owned facilitieayre an emergency plan in place that addressesearaige of hazards.
Community and site planning for hazardous mater@lks ongoing activities and one of the main missiof
MCCERCC. These are ongoing activities that will dmntinued and supported by state staff, withirouese
limitations. State agencies also provide trainmgiany persons in these subjects.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is clearly relevant for all hazards.

Objective 1.3: Promote local early warning systemand capability.
Implementation Method:

v \DS,-@a OFtahs.
* Use information from local hazard mitigation plaosassess gaps in warning system coverage.
* Assist with funding warning systems and warningrss in local jurisdictions, through the administatof
FEMA Hazard Mitigation Assistance grant funds.
Committee Priority: MEDIUM
Completion Target: 2019
Funding: EMPG, HMA, HSGP
BC REVIEW: The great value of human life and headthd the relatively low cost by which many warnsygtems
can alert large numbers of persons about hazaelmrdgs and conditions, warrant continued emphasss\eery cost-
effective way of preventing casualties from all égpof large-scale hazards. Michigan has been vadoin the
administration of federal funds that have beenatig@ toward warning systems, with local emergeneynagement
programs themselves proposing the specific locatfonsirens, and areas needing coverage by neningasystems.
The selection process for these proposed warnisigsg involves an explicit comparison between tigscof each
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outdoor siren and the number of persons livindiengroposed siren’s coverage area. Other typesuofing systems,
such as the provision of NOAA weather radios talitees (including equipment that had been spegiallapted to
serve the hearing-impaired), the installation afioaelay towers, have also been funded. Thiigedn accordance
with FEMA benefit-cost standards, typically throudje use of “5%” State discretionary funds underAiM
Comments: 2014 status: The MCCERCC Hazard Mitiga@ommittee decided to re-classify this from low to
medium priority, reflecting the fact that many sisehave been funded by EMHSD through the use afrédunds
available for the purpose. At certain times, tregfiency of that activity would have qualified thistion for high
priority status, but the funds available for thigity have been quite limited in recent yearshisTobjective was
scaled back to reflect actual resources projectethet available. The State endorses the nationatiygnized
Emergency Management Accreditation Program (EMA&)dards for early warning systems and capabiditpat of
its ongoing local emergency management and hazérgation planning efforts. Federal mitigation gtunding
will be provided, where available and appropridte,future early warning capability enhancementgets, but this
may only mean a small fraction of the mitigationds available after a declared disaster.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is relevant for multiple hazards.

Objective 1.4: Promote the concept of “safe roomstWvithin homes, businesses, and local/state governniah

facilities to prevent and minimize injury and lossof life in tornadoes and severe winds.

Implementation Method:

* Print and make available FEMA's “safe room” constion plans; also permanently post the plans on the
MSP/EMHSD web page.

»  Work with the Michigan Committee on Severe Weatherreness to promote safe rooms as a viable ofiion
severe storms protection.

» As circumstances allow, develop prototype “safemgb within public buildings to serve as demonstati
projects.

» Develop new (or enhance existing) safe space pirtfbemation materials for mobile home residents.

Committee Priority: MEDIUM

Completion Target: 2019

Funding: HMA, EMPG

Comments: 2014 status: The MCCERCC Hazard Mitigattommittee decided to re-classify this from high t

medium priority. Safe room demonstration projaetded at Michigan State University Day Care Ceniader

HMGP for Federal Disaster 1346. (This project, chhincludes eight safe rooms, was completed du2ip@e.)

Bullet 1 — This documentation is available in hanpl from MSP/EMHSD, and on a FEMA web site, refeashby

the MSP/EMHSD web site. Bullet 2 — This is an dngceffort. Bullet 3 — A safe room demonstratiaiwjpct was

funded at the Grand Traverse Band of Ottawa angp&wa Indians Reservation in Antrim, Benzie andr{gvaix

Counties. Consisting of six safe rooms, it was gleted in August, 2008. Bullet 4 — This is an dngceffort.

BC REVIEW: Certain safe room projects have beenwshto be cost-effective life-protective measuresrewhen

calculations have been focused exclusively on sewnd events. Safe rooms are potentially usefubther types of

hazards for which sheltering may be useful, whicightn increase the cost-effectiveness of this sisate

(Technological and human-related hazard eventsntlagtresult in a need for “sheltering in place tlsas terrorism,

nuclear attack, nuclear power plant accidentsaaatdous materials incidents; or for social distag@ response to

public health emergencies or bioterrorism.) Eaafe soom location proposed for grant funding issidered on a

case-by-case basis, using a FEMA-established datvdi assessment. (Additional safe room projeatsy be

privately implemented, without the use of grantdsnby business and residential owners who havepemtently

decided that the projects are useful.)

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Yes- winds plus technological/human hazards

The concept of a fallout shelter now dates backyndatades, although such shelters have historisaiyy much

more use as tornado and storm shelters. An ineteasncern with terrorism could again bring new leagis to all

the sheltering functions that safe rooms mighteserv

Objective 1.5: Support and utilize a system of realime rainfall and river flow gauges throughout Michigan as
part of an overall flood warning system.

Implementation Method:

» Support for multi-agency system of stream gaugesrter-gauge interpolation for local, state andefal users.
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* Incorporate stream gauge system and data into Isased analysis and resource protection activities
* Encourage local and regional agencies to consideraie use of stream gauge data in their own &etvi
* Maintain weather web site to display precipitatioformation so that agriculture and fire weathetic® and
actions may be undertaken in a timely manner.
Committee Priority: MEDIUM
Completion Target: 2019
Funding: Federal Funding (current effort led by U3&ological Survey; partnering agencies in Michjga
Comments: Several state agencies supported a @@og@ical Survey grant proposal to obtain fundsifder-gauge
interpolation of stream gauge data during 2013e T3treamStats” system would provide this informatto local,
regional, state, and federal agencies. Streamegaaige in place on many rivers throughout the shateconditions
between the gauges must be interpolated, to makgabges maximally effective. 2014 status: Thigaive was
substantially changed from the 2011 plan, to réftecent activities involving government agencaesj although the
committee re-classified it from LOW to HIGH prigrita subsequent lowering to MEDIUM was considereatem
appropriate when an update from USGS revealeddbstiacles to the funding process had appeared. foumth
bullet point is addressed by an MDNR web sithtgi://glffc.utah.edu/
BC REVIEW: Many gauges are already in place thraugtMichigan as part of a real-time monitoring syst(see
the WaterWatch web site attp://waterwatch.usgs.gihvbut the gauge locations do not cover all knolodplain
and at-risk areas. Although an expansion of thuggdocations does seem to be cost-effective withodplain areas
that contain development, the capacity to use ceenpuo interpolate stream conditions between tgesges would
provide extra information for many areas throughthé state, at a reduced cost. Although desigoedidod
mitigation, these gauges also proved useful in20E0 Enbridge pipeline break disaster, in whiclhrgé amount of
fuel was accidentally released into the Tallmadgee€ and Kalamazoo River. Immediate access torwevel
measurements provided useful information for emeogeesponders, technicians, and engineers.
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths particular item focuses directly upon natural
(hydrological) hazards, although flood-related jareginess and response can also relate to the poevehdamages
and impact that result in secondary hazards (fromastructure failure, transportation accidentzandous materials
incidents, etc.)

Objective 1.6: Develop comprehensive hazard analysé risk assessments (as part of a hazard mitigatigplan
development process) in all local emergency managemt program jurisdictions to address all pertinent
natural, technological and human-related hazards.

Implementation Method:

* Multi-year hazard analysis development procesgateid in FY 2000 and is implemented by municipal aaunty
governments and their partnering agencies, maksegofi local grant agreements (annual work plan&EMPG-
funded emergency management programs) and deditaredd mitigation planning staff in MSP/EMHSD.

» Create hazard area data sets using the locallyiteahgnd reported hazard data.

» Overlay the hazard area data on the critical faesliinventory and relevant population data to fife@and further
define and quantify risk and vulnerabilities.

Committee Priority: HIGH/ONGOING

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: EMPG, HMA

Comments: Local emergency management program ictisols (and their partnering agencies) use prigigidance

materials, plus input and training opportunitias,develop a detailed hazard analysis as part of theal hazard

mitigation plan development process. Local haratad can be compiled by the MSP/EMHSD in detaik dvee, but
in general form has already been taken into accdurihg updates of the Michigan Hazard Analysis Btidhigan

Hazard Mitigation Plan. Some of this informati@nused at the state and local levels to developsatatt hazard

mitigation projects and to make more informed hdzaitigation decisions. 2014 status: This objexiiy still valid

and remains an ongoing activity for MSP/EMHSD.tids in with other assessment processes oversediffesent
branches of government, such as the flood map apgsrformed in coordination with MDNR. Bulleta@d 3 are
medium-term activities that rely upon accumulatgdrimation readily usable in Geographic Informat®ystems.

BC REVIEW: Federal funding has subsidized the dgwalent of local hazard analyses and mitigationplarabout

100 local Michigan EM programs. Since plans assigt quality hazard mitigation project selecti@md the tens of

millions of dollars so far spent on hazard mitigathas been estimated to save about 3 times as imlchg-term
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reductions in emergency response costs, propentyage, environmental impacts, loss of life, and ecun/business
impacts, it has been deemed worthwhile to inclirecbsts of planning as part of that calculation.
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item addresses all types of hazards.
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Goal 2

Reduce Property Damage:Incorporate hazard mitigation considerations indad use
planning / management, land development proceardgjisaster resistant structures.

Objective 2.1: Increase knowledge of urban/regiongblanners and emergency managers about sound lande

and development practices that can help reduce loAgrm hazard risks and vulnerabilities.

Implementation Method:

» Partner with accreditation organizations for undadgate and graduate city, urban, and regionalnpign
programs at Michigan colleges and universitiesetcourage integration of hazard mitigation prinesphand
practices into comprehensive planning coursesoarldé development of a course (or courses) tlsauds same.

e Partner with the American Institute of CertifiedaRhers (AICP) and the American Planning Association
include questions pertaining to hazard mitigatiarttee exam for AICP certification.

Committee Priority: HIGH (Ongoing)

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: EMPG

Comments: 2014 status: The priority of this itemsw@hanged from Medium to High. A Hazard Mitigatibn

Comprehensive Plan Interface course is includetM8P/EMHSD PEM training requirements, and the cousse

consistently offered as part of the MSP/EMHSD ftragncurriculum. In addition, hazard mitigationitrimg sessions

and presentations have been offered to planningigrah studies students at Wayne State Univeidighigan State

University and the University of Michigan at varitimes since 2001. These sessions and preseastatatinue to

be offered as requested. In recent years, awa@mesoutreach has been greatest at Michigan Statersity, due

primarily to the convenience of its location an@ tireat overlap between State government and witiyesocial
networks. Other educational institutions are hgmatcouraged to inquire about having a guest spdaka EMHSD
on the topics of hazard awareness, hazard vulritiedi and hazard mitigation activities. Outredohadditional

Michigan universities and colleges will occur inetmext couple of years (high priority). More widesad

presentations have occurred at conferences arbenstdte.

Information on the FEMA Mitigation Management Serteaining courses has been included in recent HIEPISD

Training Catalogs. Planning guidance is providelihe and in MSP/EMHSD Publication 207a—"Hazard ilyition

Planning Handbook,” which is scheduled for updatéhie next year (high priority). This document bagn widely

distributed to the planning community and to otheafessional disciplines involved in hazard mitigatand/or land

use planning in Michigan.

BC REVIEW: The costs of guidance activities arengeininimized through the use of internet resourdgsidance

documents can be readily accessed from federalstatd agency web sites, and their use is encourdgedg

correspondence, courses, and presentations. &klspeakers promote this objective through sessibrdready-

established conferences. Since these conferereedready held periodically, costs are not greaimply add or fill

one of the sessions with a speaker on the subjEaé publication of articles and letters in plamnmagazines and
newsletters (or editorial postings on web pagesamsdciated web logs) is also considered to beyacest-effective

means of reaching a large number of profession@itse costs of such activities would easily be fiedi if hazard

awareness allows even just a few extra lives tsaved.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is relevant for all types of hazards, aral th

urban and regional planning profession has trauifly sought to foresee and address such issugdrastructure

failures, transportation accidents, and potentiatinflicting land uses (e.g. the segregation ofigtdal hazardous
materials handling from schools and residentiahsre Michigan’s guidance documents and plans see&kpand
planners’ awareness of additional types of spatia systemic interactions, such as the potentiphonof hazards
upon critical facilities, special populations, aather emergency management concerns (such as paeityafor

evacuation and other emergency response actiohswsitvulnerable area).
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Objective 2.2: Further define identified flood vulrerabilities in state owned/operated critical faciliies.

Implementation Method:

» Conduct detailed follow-up studies of vulnerablatstowned/operated critical facilities to help &ietmine the
types of “brick and mortar” projects that would Wequired to permanently reduce identified facility
vulnerabilities to flooding.

* Follow up with the Michigan Department of Technolpdglanagement and Budget (MDTMB) regarding the
implementation of study recommendations in affe¢tedities (as time, circumstances, and resoupegmit).

Committee Priority: MEDIUM

Completion Target: 2019 (Phased Implementation)

Funding: HMA, FEMA HMTAP, RiskMap, USGS, etc.

Comments: 2014 status: The priority of this objeetivas raised from Low to Medium. The Michigan biar

Mitigation Plan itself provides a mechanism for @oplishing this task, although for homeland seguiirposes, the

detailed list of critical facilities is suppress@dthe public version of this document (Attachmaht More extensive

analysis using Geographic Information Systems iigated to follow within the next 5 years or sA.detailed study
of vulnerable state owned/operated critical faesitwould help to determine the types of “brick anakrtar” projects

that would be required to permanently reduce aepntifled facility vulnerabilities to flooding. Hoswer, such a

study may involve multiple agencies, or extra sgafpport through a FEMA HMTAP contract. Addition{fibod)

Map Modernization activities continue to occur inchkigan Counties. The ready availability of dig&d floodplain

information across Michigan will thus enable thelify of flood analysis to improve with subsequeditions of the

MHMP. However, staff time (or HMTAP support) wilked to be identified to make full use of availad@igources in

producing a detailed analysis, and further dFIRBgpess is still being awaited.

BC REVIEW: Specialized Geographic Information Systeesources will be the tool that makes this kihdegearch

feasible. As digital flood information becomes italle from the remaining Map Modernization progah

Michigan, it can be compared with other digital gizda. The result can take the form of detaileg@srthat estimate

flood risks throughout the state’'s diverse facilibgations. Updated lists of critical facilitieave recently been

obtained for this 2014 plan update, and consoldidigital flood maps should be available for congar over the
next several years. A detailed assessment wlillistiolve considerable staff time, but multipleeagies have taken

this GIS approach to the subject, and large postafrthe work might therefore be accomplished nepriekly than a

single agency could handle the task. A complesgéet” of floodplain areas throughout the state,eitaid” with a

complete layer of critical facility locations, waliprovide an ideal starting point, followed by figt considerations

of local topography and “first floor elevations”rféacilities that may be at-risk. As with plannimagtivities, the
expected benefits of hazard mitigation activitiesttare informed by an analysis of risks would xgeeted to exceed
the costs of that research.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is specific to the flood hazard, although

some of the critical facilities in question involegher types of emergency concerns, such as pbbhéth, energy

emergencies, transportation accidents, and intretstre failure. Moreover, some of the topograaimd hydrological
analyses can be useful for hazards such as pigaiaaks, chemical spills, or water contamination.

Objective 2.3: Identify critical floodplain storage areas within the state and enter the data into apppriate
Geographic Information Systems to enhance future fad use planning and development decision making.
Implementation Method:

» Conduct a study of critical floodplain storage araad digitize the results.

* Make the results available to all appropriate lasée planning and regulatory agencies in the state.
Committee Priority: LOW

Completion Target: 2024 (Phased Implementation)

Funding: HMA, CAP, FEMA HMTAP, State Funding (GeakFund)

Comments: Such a study would follow Objective 208 &herefore take extra time to implement. Previplans had
referenced the use of FEMA HMTAP, but such asst&amas not used for this objective. Completiodigftal flood
mapping first needs to occur. 2014 status: Thigave is still valid for future implementation.However,
implementation is contingent upon further digitiaatof FIRM information.

BC REVIEW: Further development of digital geograptata sets may be needed on the part of speda&elogic
or hydrologic agencies to make the costs (moséif s§tne for data preparation and processing) éghtWith further
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progress on that task, and confirmation that madetiapabilities are sufficiently valid, greaterteerty about the
cost-effectiveness of this objective would result.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is focused upon flood prevention, but may
alleviate secondary flood impacts that involve otfypes of hazards.

Objective 2.4: Acquire/remove or relocate residenéil and commercial structures currently occupying
floodways of Michigan rivers and streams.

Implementation Method:

» Identify structures in floodways.

* Acquire / relocate at-risk structures.

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA

Comments: 2014 status: Being addressed by ongoamprd Mitigation Assistance projects such as thnsé&nn

Arbor and Plainfield Township. Previous work hadtluded acquisition projects in Robinson Townsh@itédwa
County). The acquisition and relocation of struesuoccupying floodways (and floodplains) of Michngrivers and
streams remains a top-priority mitigation activibat is consistently identified for funding congiaigon under the
various HMA program funding cycles.

BC REVIEW: The evaluation of this objective is tyaily assessed on a case-by-case basis, and tre afprivate
property owners is essential. In the case of guarded projects, a specific benefit-cost analysfculation is
required by FEMA to demonstrate the cost effectagsmat each proposed project site. Thus, thosdisg®ojects to
be funded with federal matching grants will have Heeir cost-effectiveness verified.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item focuses on flood hazards.

Objective 2.5: Acquire/remove, relocate, or elevatthe worst repetitive-loss structures in Michigan.
Implementation Method:

* Identify repetitive loss structures.

* Acquire / relocate or elevate repetitive loss dtres.

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA

Comments:

2014 status: (Refer to the update narrative foe@Qlve 2.4.) The acquisition and relocation opettive loss
structures in Michigan remains a top priority metiign activity under this plan. The list of repw® loss properties
in Michigan has been substantially reduced in regears.

BC REVIEW: The evaluation of this objective is tyaily assessed on a case-by-case basis, and tre afprivate
property owners is essential. In the case of guarded projects, a specific benefit-cost analysfculation is
required by FEMA to demonstrate the cost effectagsmat each proposed project site. Thus, thos#isg®ojects to
be funded with federal matching grants will have Heeir cost-effectiveness verified.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item focuses on flood hazards, although some
repetitive loss properties may involve busines$ed handle hazardous materials (or provide valuablemunity
services), and thus help to prevent secondary framtechnological hazards.

Objective 2.6: Encourage Community Wildfire Protecton Plans and establish and sustain additional

FIREWISE communities, statewide.

Implementation Method:

* The MDNR will assist communities in developing Coomity Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPP).

+ Communities with completed CWPPs are to be enceataas appropriate, to obtain FIREWISE designattons
address their wildfire risks/vulnerabilities (whéoeal willingness exists to establish and sustiagprogram).

« As MDNR staff resources allow, work with the iddmdl communities to focus local activities to meet
FIREWISE program requirements, fire-related elemehtheir CWPPs, “fire adapted community” standasdc.
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* Formally recognize outstanding CWPPs, examples REWISE community participation, “fire adapted
communities,” and other wildfire-related achievetseras a “best practice” for other Michigan comntiesi to
emulate.

* Expand wildfire mitigation to include related eff®rsuch as the “fire adapted communities” standaferenced
in the new guidance document availabléatab://www.fs.fed.us/openspace/fote/reports/GTR-A8D

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA, EMPG, State Funding (General Fund)

Comments: 2014 status: The MHMCC and MDNR Forestdg@ment Division began a joint effort to estabpght

“FIREWISE” communities in Michigan in 2001, and &xpand the “FIREWISE” program statewide. A state

“FIREWISE” Conference was held in December 200Et#ewide fire threat assessment project was paifisnded

under the HMGP for Federal Disaster 1346. Thissphaas completed and 1346 disaster funds havediesed out.

Wildfire mitigation efforts are more diverse thgst the FIREWISE program, so adjustments have besge in this

objective, to recognize multiple means of incregsiildfire resilience and safety. Part of thisextijve had involved

the completion of the “Wildfire Prevention in Soath Michigan Project” under Federal Disaster 1346, a

disaster that had provided hazard mitigation fugdivhich has since been closed out. Future, retepeojects

covering multiple areas of the state are being ptethas time, resources and circumstances peirhits pbjective
had been part of 2.20 in the 2011 edition of theNi)

BC REVIEW: This strategy would encourage CWPP, émiise,” and other community preparedness and wldfi

mitigation activities. Since it need not add headyninistrative or staffing requirements, and wobkdadopted by

communities that have substantial wildfire risks,guidance and coordination efforts toward wilelfpreparedness,
mitigation, and management is considered to berlglezost-beneficial for these communities, in ligbt the
substantial wildfire costs they have endured.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item addresses the wildfire hazard, which can

also help to protect against the failure of critieilities and infrastructure which may be loahta the wildfire risk

area.

Objective 2.7: Promote and assist with flood mitigaon projects in all vulnerable areas, statewide.

Implementation Method:

* The MDEQ will continue their flood mapping coordiimm work, dam safety programs, NFIP outreach, @her
activities to alleviate general flood risks (beyot@ specific floodway and repetitive loss sitesnitfied in
Objectives 2.4 and 2.5).

 MSP/EMHSD will continue to provide technical asargte with, and promotion of, hazard mitigation piag
that identifies potential at-risk sites for floodtigation activities.

* MSP/EMHSD will continue to administer grant progsarthat allow federally subsidized flood mitigation
activities to occur.

» Develop ways to evaluate flood damage to and caligeiae failure of sewage handling systems.

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA, EMPG, State Funding (General Fund)

Comments: 2014 status: This is a new objectiveeddd the 2014 plan in order to more broadly addiftsod

mitigation activities beyond the more narrowly defil locations already listed under Objectives AdlA5.

BC REVIEW: The evaluation of flood mitigation projs are typically assessed on a case-by-case laasisthe

assent of private property owners is essentialthéncase of grant-funded projects, a specific fieoest analysis

calculation is required by FEMA to demonstrate tlost effectiveness at each proposed project Siteus, those
specific projects to be funded with federal matghgrants will have had their cost-effectivenesdfiest. Hazard
mitigation planning has long been considered tcchs&-beneficial in order to identify and prioritizeéable flood
mitigation projects, and therefore is a federaurement for the allocation of grant funds to sfiegirojects. The

final bullet point has been added here as a repiacefor Objective 4.6.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item focuses on flood hazards, although the

benefits may include reductions in infrastructuséuires, hazardous material incidents, transportagiccidents, and

other flood-associated hazards.

587
Goal 2: Reduce Property Damage (Incorporate hanéigation into plans, processes, and structures)



Objective 2.8: Promote and assist with wildfire miigation projects statewide.

Implementation Method:

* MDNR will make use of grants from the USDA Forestnfice to help fund local communities in their
development of Community Wildfire Protection Plans.

» Since wildfires can be very damaging in large aafaddichigan, scan local plans for hazard mitigatgrojects to
support with technical assistance and/or federzduftamitigation funds (if applicable).

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA, EMPG, USDA Forest Service

Comments: 2014 status: This is a new objectiveeddd the 2014 plan in order to more address degreariety of

hazard mitigation activities beyond flooding. Axtihas already begun on the task in the first bpbent.

BC REVIEW: The evaluation of wildfire mitigation @ects must be assessed on a case-by-case basiasédhere

is not an extensive history of funding for suchjeets. Yet, the damages from this hazard have bgtamsive, and

therefore new ways to prevent or mitigate its impaeed to be explored. It would not be cost-¢ffedo neglect to

make such an effort.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item focuses specifically on wildfire hazards.

Objective 2.9: Identify and fund appropriate mitigation measures for vulnerable public and private fadities

and infrastructure.

Implementation Method:

» Continue to identify, solicit, fund and implementst-effective, environmentally sound, and techhyctdasible
mitigation projects under the HMA, EMPG and othertment programs.

* Per Objective 1.3, fund early warning systems uriderHMGP 5% state discretionary set-aside prowisiod
other pertinent programs.

* Per Objective 1.4, fund “safe rooms” within vulngieapublic and private structures.

* Per Objective 2.2, further define identified floadnerabilities in state owned/operated criticalilities.

* Per Objective 2.4, acquire/remove or relocate edidential and commercial structures currently pgmg the
floodways of Michigan rivers and streams.

* Per Objective 2.5, acquire/remove, relocate, oragéethe worst NFIP repetitive-loss structureshim dtate.

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA, EMPG, State Funding (General Fundivae Funding (Partners TBD), FEMA HMTAP.

Comments: 2014 status: The objective that had pusly been referred to under goal 4 is now listeden Goal 2,

instead. This change involves the objective’s rawphasis upon property protection rather than agsncy

coordination. Refer to the specific objectivesereficed for more details related to each actian.itdhe State of

Michigan has funded, or is currently funding, stanal and/or non-structural measures under eatheobbjectives

listed in the “Implementation Method” description$he recent advances in the development of mars! lbazard

mitigation plans throughout the state should enalreore efficient process to be used to identishswulnerabilities

for potential funding, but this still requires catesable staff time at MSP/EMHSD. Since 2011, #roé progress

has been made in the assembly and creation ofaligjitical facilities data, for Geographic Infortimn System

processing.

BC REVIEW: Although limited federal funds are awdile for hazard mitigation projects at any giveaneti such

grant funds are only given to subsidize projectd trave passed a formal, FEMA-mandated benefitreastw, thus

ensuring that such expenditures are considered tm&i-effective, on a case by case basis.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thegeneral concept of hazard mitigation should be

interpreted as including the consideration andvedteon of a full range of natural, technologicahd human-related

hazards.

Objective 2.10: Promote and assist with severe wirditigation projects statewide.
Implementation Method:
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* Since tornadoes and severe winds are very damagits in Michigan, scan local plans for hazardgaiion
projects to support with technical assistance arfélteral hazard mitigation funds (if applicable).

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA, EMPG

Comments: 2014 status: This is a new objectiveeddd the 2014 plan in order to more address degreariety of

hazard mitigation activities beyond flooding.

BC REVIEW: The evaluation of wind mitigation projeanust be assessed on a case-by-case basis, dévengsis

not an extensive history of funding for such prégecYet, the damages from this hazard are extenaind therefore

new ways to prevent or mitigate its impacts neetidcexplored. It would not be cost-effective t@leet to make

such an effort.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item focuses on wind hazards, although the

benefits may include reductions in infrastructua#uires, transportation accidents, and other hazard

Objective 2.11: Promote and assist with winter weéer mitigation projects statewide.

Implementation Method:

* Since severe winter weather is very damaging inhlM&n, scan local plans for hazard mitigation prtgeto
support with technical assistance and/or federzduftamitigation funds (if applicable).

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA, EMPG

Comments: 2014 status: This is a new objectiveeddd the 2014 plan in order to more address degreariety of

hazard mitigation activities beyond flooding.

BC REVIEW: The evaluation of winter weather mitigait projects must be assessed on a case-by-caselEsause

there is not an extensive history of funding foctsprojects. Yet, the damages from this hazarceatensive, and

therefore new ways to prevent or mitigate its impaeed to be explored. It would not be cost-¢ffedo neglect to

make such an effort.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item focuses on winter hazards, although the

benefits may include reductions in infrastructuaiures, transportation accidents, and other hazard
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Goal 3

Build Alliances: Forge partnerships with other public safety agenaied organizations to
enhance and improve the safety and well beingldli@higan communities.

Objective 3.1: Promote urban forestry and vegetatio management programs and initiatives to develop me

resilient woodlands, streetscapes, and landscap@sdommunities throughout Michigan.

Implementation Method:

» Coordination and technical support to local urbanestry programs (professional guidance, trainiagg
education; tree selection, planting, and mainte@atucal tree ordinance development; public awassrend
education; street and park tree management anciptgncommunity climate adaptation planning; uyilit
vegetation management, awareness, and safety;nidoogcertification).

» Conduct periodic educational programs on creatimg) maintaining a storm-resistant urban forest, i@ at
urban forestry programs and local public works agEn

Comittee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: EMPG, HMA, State Funding (General Fundivdte Funding

Comments: 2014 status: The wording of this objectiad been revised by the MCCERCC hazard mitigation

committee, and the objective’s priority has bedrse to HIGH, to better reflect actual programs #malr effects.

The MDNR Urban and Community Forestry (UCF) prograavers the details in the first bullet point, aitsl

recognition/certification aspects include desigmadi such as “Tree City USA,” “Tree Line USA,” ancr@fied

Arborist. The Michigan Urban and Community ForegBrouncil (MUCFC) is an advisory committee to stated

urban foresters, and works to promote, recogniad, aupport effective and sustainable managementh#n and

community forests throughout the state.

BC REVIEW: Urban forestry programs have producedefieial results in areas determined by local arities (or

utility providers) as being most cost-beneficidkor example, where tree damages are likely to bligk-traffic

roads, heavily damage nearby property, or interfgith the services provided by critical infrastuet (e.Q.

electricity, telephones, drain and sewer servicts@n preventive urban forestry activities haveaxdie been

beneficial. By promoting these types of programsimerous local residents and programs can moretiofey
identify the most promising locations and actigtighere the needs for action greatly exceed therided costs.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is focused on the prevention of

technological hazards involving infrastructure dadl, whose causes include several natural hazaut$ @s severe

winds and ice storms).

Objective 3.2: Promote floodplain management actities throughout Michigan, increase statewide

participation in the National Flood Insurance Program, and ensure that the NFIP policy base accurately

reflects the flood hazard threat in Michigan.

Implementation Method:

e Conduct Community Assistance Contacts (CACs) anthi@onity Assistance Visits (CAVs) to promote the
NFIP.

» Where feasible, promote participation in the NF#8 @ viable and prudent flood mitigation measunegli
MSP/EMHSD and MDEQ hazard mitigation guidance doents.

* Promote the NFIP at applicable governmental confage and trade shows.

* Fully participate in all FEMA sponsored promotiore&kents and activities for NFIP recruitment.

» Participation in Map Modernization activities argeacy coordination around RiskMap efforts.

Committee Priority: HIGH (Ongoing)

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: EMPG, HMA, CAP, State Funding (General djun

Comments: 2014 status: This objective has had ritrity increased from MEDIUM to HIGH. The actiigs

identified in the Bullets above are important, ongomplementation efforts. The MDEQ regularly docts CACs

and CAVs to promote the NFIP and floodplain manag@nas part of its regular work plan under the fed€AP

grant with FEMA. The MDEQ also regularly presemrmation on the NFIP at applicable conferendesining
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workshops, trade shows, etc. involving both floakzdrd management professionals and elected offici@doth
activities will continue to the extent possibleotB the MSP/EMHSD and MDEQ promote NFIP participatin their
hazard mitigation guidance publications, and walhtinue to do so to the extent possible. The dgtivds become a
part of FEMA-approved local hazard mitigation plamughout Michigan. Progress on flood map upslates been
substantial and widespread, through the Map Modation program. Several state agencies reguladyé local
meetings in support of the RiskMap program, to idemazard vulnerabilities and brainstorm locaz&ad mitigation
activities.

BC REVIEW: Compared with the annual damages causgdlooding each year, the costs of encouraging
communities to participate in the NFIP are mindn addition to making flood insurance availabler&sidents
throughout these communities, the NFIP encourdgesl imitigation activities designed to reduce fetlosses. The
NFIP also encourages improvements in various @dieind practices, designed to increase the longgafety and
security of residents and communities. The cost¢e@ated with such improvements are also not pilyriaorne by
just a few agencies or stakeholders, but are widislyibuted among a great many public and prigta&eholders, in
a carefully calculated manner. Thus, the effortd axpense borne by any single participant in ti@svork of
stakeholders tends to be appropriate, from a dtesttereness standpoint.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is focused on flood hazards.
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Goal 4

Provide Leadership: Provide leadership, direction, coordination, guminand advocacy
for hazard mitigation in Michigan.

Objective 4.1: Educate and inform local and state féicials, political leaders, the public, and invohed
professional disciplines about hazard mitigation cocepts, programs, processes, and considerations.
Implementation Method:

» Conduct educational seminars where feasible antbpfipte.

» Develop, update, and distribute written guidancgdied to specific groups.

» Post relevant information on web pages of the M&MED and other agencies.

» Update EMHSD Pub. 207: “Local Hazard Mitigation fiang Workbook.”

Committee Priority: HIGH (Ongoing)

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: EMPG, HMA, State Funding (General Fund)

Comments: 2014 status: This objective has hadritgity elevated from MEDIUM to HIGH. Ongoing avtiies
include the distribution of guidance materials, diany inquiries with appropriate information, comding training
sessions in multiple locations throughout Michigamnd outreach to interested college and univectiyses related to
urban and regional planning. EMHSD Pub. 207 previdetailed guidance to agencies that develop lvazard
mitigation plans, and it needs to be updated tecethanges in federal planning regulations.

BC REVIEW: This objective is met by distributionr (eb-posting) information, by attendance and pregons at
meetings and appropriate conferences, or by thenisglon of materials to newsletters, electronicmogeks, or
targeted publications. All these options entailyolow-to-moderate staff, preparation, and travetts, and the
selected approaches can be readily adjusted over tib suit the current staffing and budget situetiof the
implementing agency. Thus, the benefits of thisrefare very likely to outweigh the costs involved

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item addresses the mitigation of a full range of
natural, technological, and human-related hazards.

Objective 4.2: Promote better information flow on hazard mitigation among agencies, between levels of
government, and between public and private entities

Implementation Method:

» Invite other state agencies and private industishire their concerns, expertise, and ideas wattMi@CERCC.

» Regularly publicize the MCCERCC's activities andi@as using all appropriate means.

* Promote greater overlap between state and locahiplg activities.

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: EMPG, HMA, State Funding (General Fund)

Comments: 2014 status: Ongoing activity. Presemtatby outside agencies and organizations areided as a
regular part of the MCCERCC meeting agenda. MCCERGeting notices, meeting notes, and associateutse
are made available (via the MSP/EMHSD web site)atavide array of public agencies and nongovernmental
organizations. In addition to the MCCERCC, thamaniy focus of this objective will include its compnt agencies
such as MSP/EMHSD, which monitors and encouragesitivelopment of local hazard mitigation plans uigrwut
Michigan. Although the MHMP is informed by locahzard mitigation plans, steps have been taken théh2011
and 2014 revisions of MHMP to structure the docunsnthat its structure has more in common wittalgaans.
The forthcoming revision of EMHSD Pub. 207 (seeddtiye 4.1) will encourage local plans to refer enekplicitly
to information and objectives in the MHMP.

BC REVIEW: The activities in this objective can kacompassed within current and ongoing staff dutes
therefore should not impose significant additior@dt upon the involved agencies. Therefore, tmefits that should
be gained from the specified activities can be seetost-effective.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item refers to the mitigation of a full range of
natural, technological, and human-related hazards.

592
Goal 4: Provide Leadership (for hazard mitigatiotMichigan)



Objective 4.3: Continuously revise and enhance th®lichigan Hazard Mitigation Plan (MHMP) to ensure it
remains current, accurate, relevant, implementableand in compliance with the federal Disaster Mitigdon Act
of 2000 and the Emergency Management AccreditatioRrogram (EMAP).

Implementation Method:

* Update the Michigan Hazard Analysis (EMHSD Pub.)ld#ing or before 2016, as a foundation for updathe
MHMP and so as to maintain contact with partneraggencies and assist in more evenly distributing the
coordination and feedback process across all pértise three years available for MHMP update. (Thiagard
analysis forms approximately half of the contenthaf MHMP.)

* Integrate relevant data and findings from compldtedl hazard mitigation plans into the Risk Assesst and
other appropriate plan sections.

» Keep the documents posted on the MSP/EMHSD wepwgite appropriate staff contact information, sa@abe
continuously available for public review and feeclha

* Maintain contact with all partnering agencies, aodllect information about plan monitoring, project
implementation, new conditions, emerging hazarfisiatological changes, emergency incidents, andrdibpics
relevant to all types of hazards that could affdathigan.

* Revise the Michigan Hazard Mitigation Plan to addrthe appropriate revision period.

» As feasible, establish enhanced collection andyarsasystems for the following types of data:

» Loss estimations for all relevant state owned/agelréacilities.
» Structure counts in floodplains, with particulargrasis on commercial structures.
» Use of satellite and aerial photographs (now rgaaihilable online) for risk assessment purposes.

» Develop the information management capacity tazetithe HAZUS-MH risk assessment tool or to matish i
capabilities through other means.

Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016 (for hazard analysis, thplan update due in March 2017)

Funding: EMPG, HMA, State Funding (General Fund)

Comments: Earlier plan editions were approved derfd DMA 2000 compliant on March 29, 2005, Maréh 2008,

and March 26, 2011. Plan revisions are requireghyethree years in accordance with the state ntibigaplan

standards set forth in the federal DMA 2000. 28iaus: The MSP/EMHSD oversaw the completion ofew n

edition of the Michigan Hazard Analysis in July 20With extensive review and input from its partngragencies,

and then oversaw the update of the Michigan Hakéitjation Plan by March 2014, when the earliertiedi was
scheduled to expire. A federal proposal was madexpand the update schedule from a 3-year cyela, 3-year
cycle, to allow more staff time to be devoted toleapdate and to synchronize the state scheduteghase of local
community planning cycles. MSP/EMHSD strongly sonie an expanded, 5-year update cycle, but agofmtiting,

no official confirmation has been received thatexpanded schedule has been authorized. The n&hestP

revision benefited greatly from expanded technaadhlysis capabilities. Internal Geographic Infatiora System
enhancements and the expansion of online databdsaegial photo archives have led to a substantiadovement in
the capacity to analyze hazards. After the 20itioedof the MHMP was completed, a substantial egian of the

Michigan Hazard Analysis was undertaken, with thgistance of multiple agencies and the MCCERCCGCat Thdate

was completed and published separately in July 20a@further revisions and expansion has agaim lceenpleted

for the March 2014 edition of the MHMP. MHMP remsian all-hazard document, and Michigan accreditainder

EMAP was successfully obtained. Official EMAP cdiapce review is scheduled to occur during 2014 201tb.

BC REVIEW: This objective is a normal part of thenk of the MSP/EMHSD and MCCERCC and therefore does

not entail any unusual expense for the state. Wewesince the MHMP is required for the receiphomerous forms

of federal disaster and hazard mitigation assigtatiere is clearly a net benefit involved in acpbshing the task.

This objective is required by FEMA in order to ntain eligibility for an array of grants, and thigpe of plan is

considered to be a foundational activity for a geogergency management program. Therefore, theteid staff

are considered to be well-justified in this activit

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: TheMHMP has continued to cover the fullest array

of natural, technological, and human-related hagzaadd consideration is continually given to emegghreats that

might merit expanded or new detail in this plan.

Objective 4.4: Continuously monitor proposed legigltion in Michigan for possible hazard mitigation
opportunities and/or implications.
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Implementation Method:

» Establish and maintain reporting relationships wathte agency legislative liaisons so that mit@atielated
aspects of proposed legislation are identified r@pdrted to the MCCERCC.

» Establish and maintain a capability within the MESMHSD to continuously monitor proposed legislati@n
hazard mitigation implications (using the key waowtification mechanism of the Michigan Legislatuveb site
or by other means).

» Establish and maintain reporting relationships wathapplicable emergency management and firstomesdgr
organizations so that mitigation aspects of progdsgislation are identified and reported to the GERCC.

» Establish liaison with the Michigan Legislative iee Bureau so that the following are identifiediaaported to
the MCCERCC (to the extent possible): 1) mitigatiefated aspects of legislation; and 2) the enaatme
revision, and recession of Administrative Ruleswmtitigation implications.

Committee Priority: MEDIUM
Completion Target: 2019
Funding: EMPG, State Funding (General Fund)
Comments: 2014 Status: MSP now has dedicated \stadf keep informed on legislation in Michigan, amitial
contact was made by EMHSD staff to prepare for dimation on any forthcoming legislation that haseegency
management implications, including hazard mitigati?Although this network link and its accompanyprgcedures
still needs to be solidified, the effort has beetstered by increased monitoring activities witliMHSD. These
activities include extensive monitoring and intdrdestribution of media items related to MSP, exgash Public
Information Officer capacity for the agency, angpaxded capabilities for the MIOC. In addition tSRVEMHSD
requests that fire service and other emergency gesment and first responder organizations make t8€MHSD
aware of any proposed legislation that has emeygemmagement implications, internal procedures stoaring
information between MIOC, PIO, hazard mitigatiorampiing specialists, and other staff are being ptd place.
Ideally, all MCCERCC members would similarly expaarttl connect their own legislative monitoring caliads to
those of MSP/EMHSD, and vice versa. However késatime to establish and strengthen these linketome a part
of standard operating procedure. The issue o$legdon monitoring should be revisited on an anrzedis to ensure
that all relevant notifications to the MCCERCC hging made in a timely manner.
BC REVIEW: Since certain staff now dedicate moradtito this activity, it is hoped that this objeetigeould be
accomplished primarily through the developmentdsaf {facto) standard operating procedures that iseréee level of
information and communication among existing st&ffl agencies that already work with legislative &adard
mitigation concerns, and that the costs of suclyness would not be great. In view of the importampact that
legislation can have statewide, either to mitigateto (unknowingly) exacerbate hazard risks andaictp there
should be a clear net benefit to be derived fraseffort.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item refers to the consideration of means to

mitigation the impacts of a full range of natutathnological, and human-related hazards.

Objective 4.5: Develop protocols for MCCERCC to satit, accept, use/expend, and account for privateestor

donations for hazard mitigation purposes.

Implementation Method:

*  Work with the Michigan Department of Technology, Mdgement and Budget (MDTMB) and Michigan
Department of State Police (MSP) Management Sesvicedetermine the guidelines and parameters foin su
activities to ensure compliance with state lawkgand regulations.

» If determined to be feasible and allowable, develgmdard protocols for soliciting, accepting, exgag, using,
managing, reporting on, and accounting for donati@mancial and/or in-kind).

» Institutionalize the protocols in the MCCERCC Bykate ensure their continued and consistent use.

* Asrequired, develop standardized forms to be uséake conduct of all required transactions (onitfg existing
forms that can be used).

* Report on the use and final disposition of donationthe MCCERCC Annual Report of Activities docurhe

Committee Priority: MEDIUM

Completion Target: 2019

Funding: EMPG, State Funding (General Fund)

Comments: 2014 status: The priority for this olbjechas been lowered to MEDIUM, since limited pexsp has been

made on this objective due to lack of staff and jpetimg work priorities. This objective is still ichand will remain
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active for future implementation. This is a keylthmg block for the future success of the MCCER®KRen working
with the private sector. It is important that arstard and consistent process be used when deatmgrivate sector
entities, not only for appearances sake but alsmsore full compliance with applicable state lawges, regulations,
and administrative / management mechanisms.

BC REVIEW: This objective would probably just invel the attention and coordination of personnel g within
multiple agencies) who have the expertise and tinenvestigate and compose recommendations onnthiser.
Since the may be significant additional revenuesight to bear to reduce hazard risks and vulnetiakithrough this
mechanism, the objective seems to be a highlyefsttive one to pursue.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thegeneral concept of hazard mitigation should be
interpreted as including the consideration andvedteon of a full range of natural, technologicahd human-related
hazards.

Implementation Method:

» Convene a subcommittee of subject matter expesta fapplicable agencies to review this issue inmefleod
events and develop solutions to identified problems

* Implement the solutions where feasible.

Committee Priority: This objective has now been enagart of Objective 2.7.

Comments: The 409 Plan for Federal Disaster 774ol@c 1986, recommended creating a multi-discipyirtask

force to evaluate this issue. This issue has sedfén more recent flood disasters as well. 2@ads: Little progress

has been made on this objective due to lack of ated competing work priorities. This objectivesidll valid and

will remain active for future implementation, buashbeen shifted into Objective 2.7, where it shdaddnade a part

of ongoing flood mitigation activities.

Objective 4.7: Identify and formally recognize loc tribal, regional, state, or private projects andinitiatives
that have successfully incorporated hazard mitigatin concepts and/or exemplify sound hazard vulnerabiy
reduction strategies.

Implementation Method:

«  MSP/EMHSD will maintain a “Best Practices” documémt recognizes hazard mitigation activities ircMgan.
Committee Priority: HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: EMAP, State Funding (General Fund)

Comments: 2014 status: With regard to bullet 1,M@CERCC had studied the feasibility of establighanformal
award program for excellent in hazard mitigatiord atecided that it would be better to team with Miehigan
Emergency Management Association (MEMA) to recognizmitstanding mitigation efforts through its estdi®d
mitigation award program. Therefore, at this tithere will not be a separate MCCERCC mitigation r@ngrogram
so this action item will be removed from furthemsweration. With regard to bullet 2, the MSP/EMMH&nd the
MCCERCC had successfully developed a new publinatiblazard Mitigation Best Practices: Michigan Sess
Stories,” which identified and recognized outstagdiaccomplishments in reducing loss of life, propeand
environmental damage associated with natural hazartMichigan. This document, MSP/EMHSD PublicatitO6a
(in recognition of its close tie to the MHMP — Pightion 106), will be periodically updated. Bullremains a valid
and ongoing action item.

BC REVIEW: The costs of this objective are fairlyodest, entailing staff time and input from relevagencies.
Since the “Best Practices” document helps to premaoid recognize hazard mitigation efforts, it ipeoted to result
in a net benefit in terms of prompting additionak&rd mitigation projects in the future.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thegeneral concept of hazard mitigation should be
interpreted as including the consideration andveteon of a full range of natural, technologicahd human-related
hazards.

Objective 4.8: Highlight cost savings and other begfits to taxpayers due to mitigation measures thahelped
reduce future disaster damages.
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Implementation Method:

* Regularly write and publish mitigation “successrigt® / best practices” highlighting the benefitscoimpleted
mitigation projects at the state, tribal, and Ideakls.

» Post the success stories / best practices docuometiie MSP/EMHSD web site (MCCERCC web page) and
submlt them to FEMA V for mclusmn on the FEMA lgmtlon web S|te as approprlate

Commlttee Prlorlty HIGH

Completion Target: 2016

Funding: HMA, EMPG, State Funding (General Fund)

Comments: 2014 status: The MSP/EMHSD completedndrali publication, which was made widely availale
multiple formats, including online posting. Sinités document will be updated in the future, tHigeative continues
to be listed as HIGH priority, even though its imittasks have been accomplished. Two of the tsulisted in
previous MHMP editions have been removed, to réfflgogress that has been made and to reflect tbatagr
effectiveness and efficiency of internet postiragt{er than CD distribution).

BC REVIEW: This objective may be implemented thriowg variety of communications media, each withedéht
associated costs. The posting of content on tteeriet, or in e-mail messages to selected netwarlegencies that
may help spread the information to others, hasgrae be the cheapest method of distributing inédgrom, and
therefore considered to be the most cost-effectiMare expensive options include the use of brosidogedia, the
production and distribution of printed booklets &D-ROMs, and having key spokespersons appeamé¢remces,
public events, and in other newsworthy contextdiese are still used when appropriate opportunédresdeemed
beneficial. Due to the tertiary connection betwéan objective and the realization of demonstratedct benefits
(from hazard mitigation projects), the choice adrpotional techniques usually favors the less expgergptions, but
all of these outreach activities also produce amess and preparedness benefits, which add to dkenall cost-
effectiveness as an appropriate activity to promote

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thegeneral concept of hazard mitigation should be
interpreted as including the consideration andvedteon of a full range of natural, technologicahd human-related
hazards.
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Notes for Goals / Objectives:
THE OBJECTIVES UNDER EACH GOAL ARE NOT LISTED IN OR DER OF PRIORITY.

*Note on Committee Priorities: The MCCERCC Hazard Mitigation Committee re-priaétil these plan objectives
in late 2013. Priority rankings are as follows:

HIGH PRIORITY objectives are those slated for implementation during the Bepears (by 2016), as resources and
circumstances allow.

MEDIUM PRIORITY objectives are those slated for implementation during the Beyars (by 2019), as resources
and circumstances allow.

LOW PRIORITY objectives are those slated for implementation over the nxydars (by 2024), as resources and
circumstances allow. (Note: This ranking may afsdude projects that, because of their naturd, reguire a multi-
year, phased implementation approach. These psoj@dl be labeled “PHASED IMPLEMENTATION” to
distinguish them from other projects that receieed OW PRIORITY ranking but that don’t require a pbd
implementation approach.

**Funding Program Acronyms:

EMPG = Emergency Management Performance Grant;

HMA = Hazard Mitigation Assistance

HMGP = Hazard Mitigation Grant Program;

PDMP = Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program;

FMAP = Flood Mitigation Assistance Program;

RFCP = Repetitive Flood Claims Program;

SRLP = Severe Repetitive Loss Program;

CAP = Community Assistance Program;

HSGP = Homeland Security Grant Program;

CDBG = Community Development Block Grants;

FEMA HMTAP = FEMA Hazard Mitigation Technical Ast@ce Program;

FEMA MMP = FEMA Map Modernization Program;

USDA = United States Department of Agriculture;

State Funding = Funds appropriated by the Michigagislature from the State General Fund; and
Private Funding = Funds provided by a private sesmity for hazard mitigation purposes.

***Notes on Comments for each Objective;The comments column provides the following inforimatabout each
objective, as appropriatet) the RATIONALE for each objective and how it contributes to theerall state
mitigation strategy, 2) th€OST-EFFECTIVENESS, ENVIRONMENTAL SOUNDNESS, and TECHNICAL
FEASIBILITY of each objective, and 3) necessary backgroundnrton to further explain the nature, scope,
magnitude and/or intent of the objective.

Cost-effectiveness is described using a text detsoni under the heading “BC REVIEW.” Techniquestlee review
of benefits and costs (including qualitative tecjugis) is described in the FEMA “How To” guidancecaiment
FEMA 386-5, “Using Benefit-Cost Review in MitigatidPlanning,” dated May 2007. An important partioé BC
concept established by FEMA is that the total bigmef a project are to be compared with its totats, regardless
of who receives these costs and benefits. Progsts are usually being considered with respeittagustifiability of
applying federal funds. Thus, although a spegifigiect may involve a substantial federal subsitg, federal grant
usually is not seeking a net benefit for its ownldpet, but rather is seeking an overall collectigaddit, in the form of
reduced damages and costs for all who may be affemtat-risk (not just the government).

Environmental soundness and technical feasibiligyliated as either “Y” (yes) or “N” (no). Finallgome comments
are added to clarify (or confirm) how the hazardigation objectives address a full array of natutathnological,
and human-related hazards (“Multi-hazard”).
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Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective

(in 2005 MHMP)

Implementation
Method

Completed or

Removed?

Date
Addressed

Funding
Source

Comments /
Rationale

1.5: Amend the State Fire Safety Code Study dthﬁ feasgjilit(yf (f)f ambflm)ding the Code. REMOVED N/A State Funding EEVRIE\QE\GVN g/AY
. Amend the Code (if feasible). .

and code enforcement program to + Develop and fund a uniform statewide code (General Fund) TECH FEASIBLE: Y

include all places of public assembly enforcement program.

and congregation. This objective was removed from the plan because it
is not consistent with the hazard base currently
addressed in the plan. State Fire Safety Codesssu
pertain primarily to the structural fire hazard,iethis
not addressed in the plan at this time. If the pla
expands in future revision cycles to include sttt
fire and other technological hazards, this objectiv
may be reinstated.

2.1: Infegrate hazard mitigation info | E=a0ler contect i e Sate eqsae Comal | SUBSTANTIALLY 2006 State Funding | B Sema s o A e

the comprehenswe planmng process at encourage the following: COMPLETED (Genera' Fund) it was not enacted due to widely differing viewsland use

the local and regional levels.

. Incorporate hazard mitigation into the
comprehensive planning process at the local ar
regional levels by making it a required plan
element.

. Incorporate hazard area classifications into

standard zoning classifications used in Michigar].

. Permit county overlay zoning of designated
hazardous river and stream corridors, hazardo(
transportation corridors, and intercommunity
hazardous areas.

. Require that County Drain Commissioners be
included in the review and approval or

disapproval of all land use change proposals — {o the Michigan Zoning Enabling Act (2006 PA 110)
include C.Ondomlmums’ d.eVEbp.ment site pIar_]s,_ Although it is difficult to determine if any of tiHdHMCC
and mobile home parks (in addition to the existihg

review requirement for land subdivisions.
. Require cross jurisdictional hydrologic planning
between legal entities within watershed units.

and local control issues. In 2003, Governor Gramtzmd
Michigan legislative leaders convened the Michigand
Use Leadership Council (MLULC) to conduct a
comprehensive review of Michigan’'s land use and lan
development policies and their impact on the state’
economy and quality of life. One of the recomméiods
of the MLULC was the consolidation and modernizatid
Michigan’s antiquated planning and zoning enablivgs.
The MHMCC made several specific recommendations tq
the MLULC on this issue in a letter dated July 2603.

On July 1, 2006, Michigan's three zoning enablintsa
(one each for cities and villages, townships, andhties)
were officially repealed and combined into one séstute,

recommendations were considered during the detibesa
for the Act, the fact that it passed is a gregt &eward.
The new Zoning Enabling Act appears to provideisiefit
flexibility and regulatory framework to allow commities
to effectively use comprehensive planning and zptin
reduce their natural hazard risk and vulnerability.

(Preparer's Notes: Although the Zoning Enabling Act
does not specifically address the three issuesifiderin
the Hazard Mitigation Strategy for Federal Disastk28
(yellow highlighted bullet points in the far lefolamn),
there is little likelihood that these issues wilincluded in
amended versions of the Zoning Enabling Act —adtléen
the foreseeable future — given the difficulty regdito get
even the basic consolidation and modernizatiohefict
in the first place.

2006 PA 110 was subsequently amended by 2008 PA 12
on February 29, 2008. No changes regarding haiskrd
vulnerability reduction. At the time of this wrij, a
companion bill to unify Michigan's planning enalgitaws
had been presented to the Governor for signature.)

BC REVIEW: N/A
ENVIR SOUND: Y
TECH FEASIBLE: Y
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective Implementation Completed or Date Funding Comments /

(in 2005 MHMP) Method Removed? Addressed Source Rationale

2.3: |mp|ement appropriate mitigation E)(?ssmle mitigation measures include, but areimiteld REMOVED ONGO'NG HSGP Sgatggdeffst)ézuﬂg;jesrt:zfegyggzllﬁ](lf;;iI:\(ll:lt(i::rl]g‘?vri:h
measures t(_) _prOteCt_ _St_ate owned / . Developing risk / vulnerability assessments of State Funding the Michigan Homeland Security Preparedness
operated critical facilities and potential sabotage / terrorism threats. G | d Committee, Michigan Homeland Security Advisory
infrastructure from acts of sabotage . Developing plans, strategies and procedures fo| ( eneral Fun ) Council, Michigan Homelanq Protection Bogrd, the.
and terrorism mitigating identified vulnerabilities. M_SP/EMHSD, and appropriate state agencies. With
: . Enhancing personnel capabilities through site this homeland security structure in place, this

safety training, better equipment, improved objective would no longer fall under the purview of

information dissemination, increased numbers of the MCCERCC.

personnel, etc.

. Hardening of facilities to include design, BC REVIEW: N/A
construction and structural enhancements to ENVIR SOUND: Y
prevent damage and the potential for injury or TECH FEASIBLE: Y

loss of life (i.e., stronger / fire resistant maks;
use of shatterproof / glazed glass; better egres:
routes; reduced points of entry; increased “buffer”
zones; etc.)

. Physical security enhancements to include
fencing, barriers, locking doors, lighting, camerg
/ monitors, motion detectors, alarms, computer
firewalls, redundant security / communication
systems, etc.

. Security screening enhancements to include bid-
threat detectors, metal detectors, x-ray machings,
plastic explosive detectors, electronic ID card
systems, optical / fingerprint scanners, etc.

1)

2.4: Amend the State Construction . Establish a new statewide building code based pn i New statewide code established and implemented
d includ h . the national consolidated code. COMPLETED 2000 State Fundlng under 1999 PA 245. The code has adequate

Code to |nc u ‘e' where approprl_ate, (General Fund) provisions for wind, flooding, snow loads and fire
hazard mitigation measures designed to protection.
enhance wind, flooding, snow load and
fire protection provisions.
2.6: Amend Part 31 of the State . Amend the Part 31 Rules. REMOVED ONGOING EMPG Objective merged (with old Objective 2.6, current

. 5 Objective 2.4) to include all desired modificatidns
Floodplain Regulatory Authority to CAP the Part 31 Rules.

address the “grandfather” clause that .
allows continued floodway occupation State Funding

as long as the size of the structure is not (General Fund)
increased.
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Comments /
Rationale

Date
Addressed

Objective

Implementation
Method

Completed or
Removed?

Funding
Source

(in 2005 MHMP)

2.8: Incorporate hazard mitigation
factors into the design review process
for construction or major modification
of all state owned / operated critical
facilities.

As part of the MHMP revision process, identify
state owned / operated critical facilities occupyi
floodplains, floodways, subsidence areas, high
risk erosion zones, earthquake zones and othe
known, location-specific natural and
technological hazard areas.
As part of the MHMP revision process, estimate
potential losses to state owned / operated critig
facilities for all relevant natural, technologieaid
human-caused hazards.
Based on the results of the MHMP Risk
Assessment process, conduct detailed follow-u
studies of vulnerable facilities to identify the sho
appropriate mitigation measures for each facilit;
given its level of vulnerability, potential losses,
facility design and function, etc. Specifically
address the following identified concerns:
> Determine the first floor elevations of
facilities in identified floodplains and othe
potential flood prone areas. Determine i
facilities should be flood proofed,
elevated, or relocated, or if drainage
should be improved, as the most
appropriate mitigation option.
> More precisely identify facilities that are
vulnerable to subsidence by conducting
site-specific geological surveys to
determine the presence of abandoned at
unmapped underground mines.
Based on the results of these detailed studies,
select the most appropriate mitigation measure:
and strategies for each facility in order to
minimize future disaster damage.
Implement identified measures and strategies
where possible, based on available resources.
Through the MDTMB representative on the
MHMCC, encourage state agency personnel
involved in the design review process for future
construction or major modification of state
facilities to advocate for hazard mitigation
measures whenever practical.
Revise and enhance the State Flood Hazard
Mitigation Plan (Executive Order 1977-4) to
prevent, where possible, the locating of state
facilities in floodplains, floodways or other know
hazardous areas.

h

SUBSTANTIALLY
COMPLETED

2005

EMPG
State Funding
(General Fund)

The MHMCC Legislative and Special Projects
Committees, working with the Governor’s Office,
developed Executive Directive 2001-5 (signed on
September 11, 2001) which directs the MDEQ to
work with the MHMCC and other state agencies to
develop a statewide, interagency flood mitigation
strategy to assure compliance with Executive Ordel
1977-4. The new Directive will re-focus state agen
efforts on sound floodplain management practices i
the coming years. (Completed)

State owned / operated critical facilities ideatifias
part of the 2004 MHMP revision. (Completed)

Potential natural hazard losses estimated for state
owned / operated critical facilities as part of #6894
MHMP revision. (Completed)

A detailed follow-up study of vulnerable state odrie
operated critical facilities would help to determife
types of “brick and mortar” projects that would be
required to permanently reduce any identified ifgcil
vulnerabilities to flooding. However, such a study
would absolutely require a FEMA HMTAP contract
(at 100% federal share) in order to be conducted a
properly analyzed by the next scheduled plan m@visi
(2011). This study may be undertaken as time,
circumstances, and resources permit. Refer to ne
Objective 2.6.

(Note: no state owned / operated critical factittee
located within high-risk erosion zones, and the
potential losses to state owned / operated fasiliti
from earthquake were determined to be negligible.
No follow-up mitigation actions are required foetie
two hazards.)

For follow-up studies and planning:
BC REVIEW: N/A

ENVIR SOUND: Y

TECH FEASIBLE: Y

For selected mitigation actions, based on the study]|
results:

BC REVIEW: + (only cost-effective actions will be
implemented)

ENVIR SOUND: Y (only environmentally sound
actions will be implemented)

TECH FEASIBLE: Y (only technically feasible
actions will be implemented)

h

h
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective

(in 2005 MHMP)

Implementation
Method

Completed or

Removed?

Date
Addressed

Funding
Source

Comments /
Rationale

2.11: Study methods to map all Maximize MDEQ participation in FEMA’s COMPLETED 2007 FEMA MMP U;ed gnrzigi (ijsnfg% ern;;na]gaendd i?h?ec _l;EM/_—r\hl\g:g ok
ﬂOOdeainS in MiChigan to current Map_ MOdemlzatlon.Emg.ram' CAP should yield updat(gd floodplain maps'statewideiwit i
FEMA / MDEQ standards. Maximize local participation in the i the next few years.
Q Cooperating Technical Partner (CTP) State Funding y
Program with the MDEQ. (General Fund) BC REVIEW: N/A
ENVIR SOUND: Y
TECH FEASIBLE: Y
2.20: Encourage and provide technical Work with the Michigan CDBG Program COMPLETED 1996 CDBG ?:Lan?fnnva;iro er\]r;dm Isce\év;; ;Irgrarigﬁtc;ur:g .izbvié?tle ;(t)ion
assistance to communities to use CDBG to determm? thCh types of projects EMPG and relenzon. CDBG funds ’\jvere used ]to implement
funds for implementing water and would be eligible for funding consideratio . 12 water and sewer infrastructure freeze protectiory
sewer freeze resistance measures. undfr the Rebuild Michigan and other State Fundmg projects within the declared area for Federal Désas
Similar programs. 1028. The total CDBG investment in these ground
Provide that information to communities (General Fund) freeze mitigation projects was $5.7+ million.
statewide via informational letter, web BC REVIEW: +
posting, or other appropriate method. ENVIR SOUND: Y
- A . TECH FEASIBLE: Y
Establish a monitoring system with the
CDBG Program to determine the numbe
of freeze related projects that have been
funded.
2_.22: De\_/elo_p haz_ard mitigation plans Devg(ljop ang Qistlributg planning guidgnge. SUBSTANTIALLY 2008 HMGP :r’.\:leFPM ir:;ficntdin;g(r) T):jr?gra: S%Zeimﬁt;lra JHS:S\}eIEEmEDn
(in coordmatyon with chal . . Pr(Tl\ll N teg nica .?SSISta.nce E:js nee le : COMPLETED FMAP Goal: develop local mitigation plans that cover all
comprehensive plans if possible) in all Collect and compile pertinent data relate PDMP counties and major municipalities in Michigan. bfaj
local emergency management program o the planning effort. work project for 2002-2008. (Ongoing)
S Provide direct assistance in writing plans EMPG BC REVIEW: N/A
jurisdictions. as needed. ENVIR SOUND: Y
Review and certify completed plans. TECH FEASIBLE: ¥
Submit plans to FEMA for final
certification.
3.4: Increase the statewide NFIP policy All implementation methods listed under | CONSOLIDATED N/A — ONGOING | EMPG Combined with Objective 3.3.
Objective 3.3 are also valid under this
base to more accurgtely_ re_ﬂECt the Ob!ect:ze valdu : ACTIVITY HMGP Generally, the MDEQ targets its NFIP promotional
flood hazard threat in Michigan. | : activities at those communities that have the gstat
FMAP flood risk. These flood prone communities are a
CAP higher priority for promotional activities than are
. communities with less of a flood risk. (Ongoing)
State Funding BC REVIEW: N/A
ENVIR SOUND: Y
(General Fund) TECH FEASIBLE: Y

601

=



MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Date Comments /

Objective

Implementation Completed or Funding

(in 2005 MHMP)

Method

Removed?

Addressed

Source

Rationale

3.6: Identify and implement mitigation S soapeton o oA Tnam I REMOVED N/A EMPG facilate the completon of some SARA Tie Il |
mhea}s1ures thatl.;:OUIddreduce Orfe“mmate off-site response plans required for each (NOT WITHIN State Funding Section 302 plans. Approximately 75% of the 2,74
the threats to li e.an 1 propgrty rom Section 302 site. PURVIEW OF (General Fund) Title 1ll Section 302 sites in Michigan have a
hazardous material fixed site and Develop strategies to integrate local completed offsite response plan. Many of those
. . p 9 g . completed plans will need to be updated over tixé ng
transportation accidents. emergency management planning and SARA PLAN) several years. (Ongoing) F
Title Il hazardous material response planning BC REVIEW'-N/A
into local comprehensive planning efforts. ENVIR SOUND: Y
(SeglGoaI.Z - Red.uce Property Damage — for TECH FEASIBLE: Y
additional information on this activity.)
Consider integrating local hazardous material This objective was removed from the plan because it
planning efforts (via the LEPCs) into the is not consistent with the hazard base currently
“Michigan Safety First Community” initiative addressed in the plan. If the plan expands irréutu
described in Objective 3.1. revision cycles to inglude hazardous ma(erie}l inid
Develop strategies for assisting LEPCs in an_d other technological hazards, this objective beay|
proactively examining 302 sites to reduce reinstated.
chemical inventories (where feasible) and the
resultant risks to human life and property.
4.3: Develop efficient, effective, fair and Develop a project identification and COMPLETED 2008 EMPG The MCCERCC and MSP/EMHSD have developeq
impartial hazard mitigation project solicitation system that can be tailored to HMGP Tevion, prorization and sslection processeaeda
identification, solicitation, review, g‘:{fi;gfrgzﬁﬁ: i‘:f&iﬁ;ﬂ)‘;ﬁ;‘f;’fg‘:}at'o : EMAP to the HMGP, FMAP, PDMP, RFCP, and SRLP.
prioritization and selection processes. ; RN , o
adequate number of high quality mitigation PDMP The “Funding Sources for Hazard Mitigation”
projects. . guidance document (MSP/EMHSD Publication 207A
Develop a mitigation resource matrix / State Funding gflld ;11 Supplezﬂetmdt? thti M;c&é%a&':iaéard Mitigation
3 : lan) was upaated for the revision.
?‘ﬁg::%l ;S)lc’)otgr}aatni" ggirggigggeg%ﬁﬁm te (General Fund) (This voluminous publication can be used to idgntif
UA L2, " possible alternative funding sources for hazard
prioritizing projects. mitigation projects.)
Develop a project prioritization system BC REVIEW: N/A
that includes current and relevant review ENVIR SOUND: Y
criteria and clear-cut scoring options. TECH FEASIBLE: Y
4.4:; Promote multi-objective results on Make multi-objective results one of the COMPLETED 2008 HMGP The achievement of multiple objectives is now
all hazard mitigation projects and criteria used in the prioritization of |nst|tut_|0na||ze_d under thg review criterion
all T roiects for funding under the HMGP EMPG “Consistent with Other Initiatives?” in the
initiatives. proj 9 ! prioritization of projects for funding under the
PDMP, FMAP, RFCP, and SRLP. FMAP HMGP, PDMP, FMAP, RFCP, and SRLP.
PDMP
State Funding
(General Fund)
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,

consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective

(in 2005 MHMP)

Implementation
Method

Completed or

Removed?

Date
Addressed

Funding
Source

Comments /
Rationale

4.8: Develop a staffing pattern for fredp_are ar(;d S:?/Im(iat;?tm?g lellans for t COMPLETED N/A — ONGOING HMGP and PDMP Llr;engngsezsr:\tngiz ?fﬁd?:gf:fﬁgug);:tsfs:;\gr(izesdlaée
i unding under ate Managemen 1a !
adeq“ate_'Y addressmg_state and local Costs. as disasters occur (BUT REQUlRES Management Costs | positions related to grants management, plannidg an
hazard mitigation functions, and ’ > v administrative support. Those positions wereilhjti
fundi f ded mitigati Prepare and submit staffing plans for ONGOING EMPG limited term positions but have all been convetted
pursue funding of needed mitigation ” Sit ay
it funding under PDMP State Management| MAINTENANCE EMAP permanent positions, providing the long term
positions. Costs, as annual funding cycles occur. . continuity required to adequately address and Bust:
Develop and maintain mitigation position TO SUSTAIN State Funding hazard m{'_"galtr']orl‘ f‘:”glt'ons Utr_‘ a Pe’”:a”;”t ba(‘:'sv
Fey IS Imperative that stable, continuous Tfunding sesirc
descriptions that 3ccuratgl>&refl;ect thke CAPAB“-lTY) (General Fund) be identified to provide for the continuation oésie
nature’ S?Ope an m_a_gn'tu € oTworl Private Funding hazard mitigation positions. Otherwise, staff rbay
required in each position. re-assigned to other functions within the division.
Identify (and pursue, as appropriate) other (Partners TBD) BC REVIEW: N/A
funding sources that could be used to fund ENVIR SOUND: Y
hazard mitigation positions. TECH FEASIBLE: Y
4.14: Increase the proportion of full- Consider legislation creating a state fire REMOVED N/A State Funding (Note: Public safety officers are generally comtioma
time, paid professional firefighters fund to provide supplemental funding to NOT WITHIN G | Eund EACAT?SE\’;FQ\CA?- ?\‘f;i/iers, and firefighters.)
within the state fire service. hire and train full-ime firefighters. ( (General Fund) ENVIR SOUND: Y
Study the feasibility of establishing more PURVIEW OF TECH FEASIBLE: Y
full-time public safety officer positions PLAN)
within Michigan local jurisdictions. This objective was removed from the plan because |t
is not consistent with the hazard base currently
addressed in the plan. The issue of full-time fire
service staffing pertains primarily to the strueidire
hazard, which is not addressed in the plan atithes
If the plan expands in future revision cycles tclide
structural fire and other technological hazardis, th
objective may be reinstated.
4.17: Study the floodplain service MDEQ budgetary process. COMPLETED N/A — ONGOING CAP f?ur;er;t_and projected ser_;lli(t:)e requi_r;:me(r;ts related
- . looaplain managemenl will be considered as part o]
program of MDE_Q to determ!ne Federal CAP budgetary process. (B uT REQUIRES State Fundmg the normal MDEQ and CAP budgetary processes.
appropriate staffing levels, given ONGOING G | Eund Requirements for additional staff will be addressed
current and projected service requests. (General Fund) gghgécféew wo Separate, yet related processes.
MAINTENANCE ENVIR SOUND: Y
TO SUSTAIN TECH FEASIBLE: Y
CAPABILITY)
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective Implementation Completed or Date Funding Comments /

(in 2008 MHMP) Method Removed? Addressed Source Rationale

Objective 1.5: Establish / enhance Study the feasibility of amending State REMOVED 2011 status: This objective is not feasible giverrant and projected future

i . It will be tabled for fut Refer to th
. ; \ Y teat ; State Funding e e e e s
anchoring requirements for oil, Administrative Rules to include (General Fund) BC REVIEW: The anchoring of tanks and barrlsstely cheap, and under
. . flood dit it the lete loshiefdubst: the tain,
gasoline, and propane tanks, and paint, comprehensive anchoring requirements fo well 2  reducion n potential ity om dages that may be caused by loos
all land uses in known flood hazard area tanks and barrels as they float away. When th absnvironmental

chemical barrels in known flood hazard S . ) ' contamination, cleanup, and liabilty are compagt the relatively cheap costs
areas . Amend the Administrative Rules (if of anchoring, the cost-effectiveness of this maasaems apparent.

=

. ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is
feaS|bIe). relevant for technological hazards.

Objective 1.7: Establish / enhance state| * Study the feasibility of legislation to REMOVED N/A State Fundi ng e e e T ot a6
located in the floodplain. The seller of the stone must file a disclosure form

disclosure provisions for flood prone strengthen disclosure provisions under (General Fund) i he realor. However, this requirement ontpkss 1o federally iéured barks

. . i and does not apply to land contracts or stateefearbanks. Therefore, disclosurd
areas (require the status of all buildings it;gtz law (Se"e(; Dd'sc'osure Act, 92 PA rcviions o ok apply 10 i nanelansamansoning hames located

X ; L . floodplains. In addition, if an area is not mapfdioodplains, then no disclosure|
located in floodplains be disclosed as a asamended). iy o1 o iy can b o hec. Ay i fos e e v S

diti f i ing f fi ial . Consider within that legislation a provisiop the disclosure forms that permit an "I don't kncariswer to the question of
o . . P location in a floodplain. 2011 status: This obijexis not feasible given current
condrtion of financing Trom a financial to prohibit construction of public buildings and projecied foire resource Vthaitabled for the'
s . - future. Refer to the “Compendium of Addressed Gihjes” table.
InStltUtlon). within the ﬂOOdplaln except those requ”ed BC REVIEW: Although this is more of a regulatorypposal than an action with a
P i specific associated cost, the benefits should bstaatial in promoting an
to meet specific needs within the awareness of (and therefore mitigation of) flossi which could no longer
f|00dp|ain. simply be passedaveat emptor, to a different (and unsuspecting) property ownef.
Although there would be administrative costs assediwith such regulations, real

estate buyers would be more likely to purchasegtpat a price that better
reflects its true value and thus realize substhsaidings and benefits for property
buyers. At this current time, when Michigan fattesrisk of a net population loss,
a provision which provides reassurance to propiyers may also be a useful
mechanism to use in trying to attract new residents
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is
specifically directed toward flood awareness artitgation, but since flooding can
lead to the secondary impacts of infrastructuterfa transportation accidents, and
hazardous material incidents, and since flood diomi can impede the ability to
respond to fires, storms, and other emergency s\éond awareness and
prevention efforts can be considered to also sEsywevention for the secondary
impacts that a flood can cause.

Objective 1.8: Study the feasibility of |+ Work with the MDLEG Manufactured REMOVED N/A State Funding e ofBulig. Howeve e, GXsing Mol aCuTed oGz are 1ot
iri Housing Commission to study the covered under this requirement. 2[011 sta:us dlijisctive is not feasible given
requiring all manufactured homes to be (General Fund) oo e s ot e el e,

tied down (structurally anchored), not f:as,"i",'ty of Suclh a:,pmpcl’sa't' ) B REVIEW: Patoh bty sty cou e« consraion ofcverl
H H H H . SSISt In promuigating rules to require costs (to private owners, park operators, insurageecies, and any other involve
just those in designated floodplains, to

) ) : > stakeholders) compared to the expected benefistmtantially reduced property
. universal tie downs (if feasible). damage amounts
prevent wind and water rollovers. ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thé particular
item is aimed at specific natural hazards, althdtighworth noting that any

actions that protect people’s homes has the coyaliiect of maintaining the
capacities for in-place sheltering and protectfut tay be appropriate for certain
types of technological emergencies, suich as thosiving a radiological or
chemical release. In addition, by maintainingithegrity of residential units, the
capacity of the state to house its residents, aysvacuees from a national
emergency event (.e. Hurricanes Katrina and Ri2005) is maintained and
bolstered. Every residential unit leftintact afieisaster means a lessened numbfe
of residents that may need sheltering, and mayratxdt in an additional capacity
o house those who have been displaced from theitmmes.
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective Implementation Completed or Date Comments /

(in 2008 MHMP) Method Removed? Addressed Rationale

Objective 1.9: Revise the Michigan Collect, compile, analyze and synthesize| COMPLETED 2010 EMPG, HMGP, 2011 status: This objective has been completethtospecified

time period. Refer to the “Compendium of Addressed

Hazard Analysis to address the years hazard data for the period 2006-2008. PDMP. State Objectives” table.
2006-2008 Incorporate hazard data from local hazard , BC REVIEW: The regular updating of Michigan’s hatar
. : i H H mitigation documents is clearly cost-effective ooty because
analyses [ risk agsessments and mitigatipn Fundlng (General of the usefulness of these documents to emergeaopgement
plans as appropriate. Fund) programs throughout the state, but because ofbsantial
. Revise the document format and content|as amount qf federal funding whose availabil_ityistingent upon
ired t flect the state’s current maintaining these documents to the required staisdafhe
required to re ; U . staff time of key workers in State government, ghase
hazard base, state / national / international external parties who review and provide input itite process,
conditions, and changes in state / federal is offset by federal support for such »plannmg reffpand by
. ol saving other agencies the substantial resources (an
laws, regulations, policies, programs, an redundancy) that would be involved were they to all
funding_ indepindentllﬁ)l/ i_nvestigate and analyze the subjemts
S . scratch, on their own.
: Develop and distribute the revised ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD:
document. The Michigan Ha;ar_d Analysis describes all sigaifichazards
. Incorporate findings into the 2011 revisioph known to affect Michigan, from an emergency managem
e L . perspective. The Michigan Hazard Analysis document
to the Michigan Hazard Mitigation Plan. previously published in 2006, has had its natueaiand
(Note: revised plan must be federally :A?tctior:_s Uré’ffaledlaf;% fgb"mid in the Z’OOSnMiC'Lw@Br rd
itigation Plan. In , all the remaining hazagttions
approved by March 28, 20_11') . i were updated for the EMAP Hazard Analysis Annethto
. Note: Implementation of this project is Michigan Hazard Mitigation Plan. These are curiiebeing
; it H consolidated into the 2011 Michigan Hazard MitigatPlan
contingent upon additional state plannlng update, in which this objective will be revisedréfer to the
staff for the MSP/EMHSD. publication of these updated sections as a sepiliahégan
Hazard Analysis document during 2011.

i i . i . Establish a committee of emergenc The list could be published in paper format, postedhe
Ob]e'CtIVe L10: Develop and Wldely .g 4 . COMPLETED 2010 HMGPv PDMP: MSP/EMHSD web page, advertised in the media, and
pUblISh a recommended |IStIng of management gnd human service ager}me S Private Fundin distributed at home centers and other retail atldhe list
“ ifran to develop a list based on current famil g would support and expand upon FEMA's Family Pratect

safety / preparedness gifts” that could
p p g preparedness guidance concept (being self-sufficient for 72 hours). Tisecould be
be purchased for Christmas, birthdays, i . . i sent out under cover of a press release duringhiistmas
d oth ial R . . Identify private sector partners that might] shopping season and at other appropriate timesgitie year.
personal and family safety and | g, meresiedin asising wih mass oL T e s ke b b
ersonal and ramily sarety an i inati i
P . y Yy dissemination of the list. preparedness initiatives (and by link, the fed&Ralady.Gov”
preparedness in a disaster or web site), which advocate and provide guidancétfer
purchase and stockpiling of safety / preparedniftssas a
emergency. basic family preparedness measure. No furthevigcis

required on this objective. Refer to the “Compenuliof
Addressed Objectives” table.

BC REVIEW: Given the ability to cheaply distributedch
information electronically, the costs involved irogucing such
a list would mainly amount to some staff time oa gart of
selected state employees (or the adaptation, \eitmigsion, of
some similar listing that may already have beenipced by
another agency). As with other forms of publiceation and
awareness building on the subjects of safety, peejpess, and
hazard mitigation, the expense involved in accoshjtig this
task would likely be considered justifiable if eversingle death
was prevented as a result of such a campaign.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD:
The recommended listing would not be limited omiyiatural
hazard preparedness, so this item is appropriagdfiressing
all hazards.
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective Implementation Completed or Date Funding Comments /

(in 2008 MHMP) Method Removed? Addressed Source Rationale
Objective 2.2: Develop, construct, and Revise existing MSP/EMHSD concept REMOVED N/A HMGP, PDMP, MSP/EMHSD developed the original concept pape
operate (in conjunction with other paper for use as an educational and X X during F_Y 01. Afull-sm_:_fau_llty cou_ld_ serve as

. - . “selling” tool for potential partners in the Private Fund”’]g focal point vforl hazard mitigation activities yvnhlhe
appropriate entities) a Michigan State of Michigan. 2011 status: No additional
“Safety House” demonstration model to :/;;r::;;and approach potential venture p;ogt]r?rss hdas beentvmade okn lhis ‘(t).bject_il\_lﬁ dug'ko lafc

- P . - . of staif ana competing work priorities. IS oltjee
provide a tfalnlng and qurnjaﬂon partners to gain support and commitmen is not feasible given current and projected future
focal point for builders, building for the concept. resource environments. It will be tabled for the
officials, code enforcement officers, «  Determine size and scope of demonstratjon Lotnggsesa:ée oftgt_ggi-vesztzrb:g the *Compendium of
engineers, C(_)mmuni_ty plann(_ers_, public model (i.e., full-size structure vs. smaller BC REVIEW: L model will help to demonstrate the
works agencies, drain commissioners, scale demonstration model) per the optigns feasibility and benefits of disaster-resistant
and the public on safe, sustainable and e o P atonl 2o s mplementaton nereased i he fecdgnn |

; ; s ; . etermine construction and operational h
disaster resistant bwldlng materials costs. P the costs of developing the model will pay offie t

and construction techniques. increased durability and damage-resistance of hctua

° If feayblg, develop a plan of action for structures that eventually experience threatening
constructing the model. conditions.

. If a full-size structure is built, develop a ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-
plan of action for maintenance and HAZARD: The “disaster resistant” concept is relevan
operation of the facility. for all types of hazards.

H o . . ihili i 4 Part 31 rules have been rewritten and are undeygoternal
gtbjteci\lle z3| AmRend Il:,atrt SJAOI;het giug{”;hse feaSIblhty of amendlng the Part COM PLETED N/A - ONGOING EM PG! CAPi State and external review for possible further modifioati The
ate Floodplain Regulatory Authority . Fundln G I current draft of these rules addresses construittiioodplains
e . Amend the Part 31 Rules (if feasible). g ( enera of lakes as well as structures in floodways thatarrently
to address 1) concerns pertalnlng to ( ) Fund) protected by the grandfather clause. (Ongoing)12®atus:
permits for filling or construction This objective has effectively been addressed byatiove-
ars . . referenced Administrative Rules. No additional adraents
within the roodealn of inland lakes, are likely or planned for the foreseeable futuRefer to the
“ " “Compendium of Addressed Objectives” table.
and 2) the ,grandfather Clause that BC REVIEW: Although certain costs may be incurrgd b
allows continued floodway occupatlon particular persons or parties, the intention ieetdize much
as long as the size of the structure is no} e e et o ciroumets tum out
increased. ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD:

This item is aimed toward the flood hazard, but aso help to
alleviate secondary impacts of flooding that maxplae other
types of hazards (e.qg. infrastructure failure, muibalth
emergencies, etc.).
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective Implementation Completed or Date Funding Comments /

(in 2008 MHMP) Method Removed? Addressed Source Rationale

i 1 . i Possible areas of emphasis include (1) Electrlityuti
ijectlve 2.4: StUdy mEthOdS to Conduct a Comprehenswe St.Udy of federal CONSOLI DATED N/A - ONGO' NG H MG P ) State infrastructure — wind, ice, and snow resistanceWater and
|ncorp0rate hazard mltlgatlon and Sta.te regUIa_tory .mEChamsms reIaFEd to Fundin (General sewer infrastructure — ground freeze resistangeDs8in
considerations into the design of new the design, engineering and construction|of g infrastructure — storm water carrying capacity, dge

X ) 8 public infrastructure. Fund) resistance. _2_011_ status: Thls objective is bedtgmsse_d by_the
and substantlally |mproved pUblIC . . statewide mitigation marketing / education progescribed in
. R . Study the feasibility of amending state Objective 1.1; therefore, this objective will binghated. Refer
infrastructure to ensure disaster- codes, standards, rules and permitting to the “Compendium of Addrgsse_d Objectivn_es" tab_\e.
resistance and structural integrity. processes for public infrastructure to Sﬁ,ﬁmfﬁjj}ﬁ: o ot be rocpel t0

incorporate or enhance disaster-resistan improvements. Since this infrastructure tendseteesmany
practices thousands of persons, however, it can be assuraedhtat
. least some communities, a favorable set of benefitdd be
. Amend codes, standards, rules, and realized that offsets the costs of the redesignimptovement
permitting processes (if feasible). activities.
. ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD:
¢ Develop and adopt minimum standards for This item is not limited to natural hazards. Fearaple,
drain design and construction as part of the substantial consideration has been given in regars to the

“hardening” of critical facilities and infrastruciagainst

effort to revise the State Drain Code. ‘
terrorism and sabotage.

Py . N ; - Th t restrictions t ticaregs below a dam.
Objective 2.7: Amend Part 315 of the Study the feasibilty of amending Part 31 REMOVED N/A CAP, State FUNTING frerimens vy e essci e s sy sksaey ot
Natural Resources and Environmental of the Act. (General Fund) there is a hydraulic shadow below each dam andtitratlopment
A . f f therein is at risk in case of a dam failure. Aggent, local zoning
Protection Act to regulate development Amend Part 315 of the Act (if feasible). authortty can prohibit buiding in the hydraulicesfow but that docs
. not always occur. An alternative to the legislatamendment would
downstream of a dam through analysis be a vigorous educational campaign targeted at foring
’ o ” administrators and other community officials. (Cing) 2011 status:
of the dam’s hydraulic “shadow. Additional progress on this objective has been etbuiue to lack of

staff, competing work priorities, and political afigcal realities. This
objective is not feasible given current and prgdduture resource
environments. It will be tabled for the foreseealoiture. Refer to
the “Compendium of Addressed Objectives” table.

BC REVIEW: Although some decline in property valueay be
incurred in certain locations, there would certaimé higher-risk
locations for which any such decline (which maydiféicult to
definitively measure) is clearly offset by a lesse¢tnlegree of
vulnerability.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths
item is specific to the dam failure hazard, and damctures
themselves may be considered a technological hasact as
infrastructure failure.

A . R T - . . - . . ! betwe legal
Objective 2.8: Study the implications of | «  This issue is being considered as part of REMOVED N/A HMGP, FMAP, entites wihin watorahed unis s currenty besagied a5 part of o overa efr
. . . . 1 't the Coordinated Pl; Act. H rettis tee that thi
instituting statewide watershed the overall effort to amend the state CAP. State Funding| s ive iy adicssedor aiiessed anta e for. hercre.
mana h I | d p|ann|ng enab“ng Ieglslatlon (the 3y g may be necessary to conduct a separate studysasghe to ensure that it is fully

gement to enhance local and state “ dinated P ing Act” G | F d considered. 2011 status: Additional progress isndbjective has been slowed dud
. . . . to lack of staff, competing work priorities, andifical and fiscal realities. This
flood management efforts in |\/||ch|gan_ CO?‘I:dgll’acinduitril:éng sgp;rate study of ( eneral Fun ) objective is not feashle gg\ven curment and prajeduture resource environments.
. It will be tabled for the foreseeable future. Reethe “Compendium of
. . . . . Add d Objectives” table.
this issue, in conjunction with the BC REVIEW: Although a new program may at frst gt entil significant
M iChigar‘I ASSOCiatiOﬂ Of RegiOf‘IS, the ;épeei.n?eh‘eltéz\lt(reelyo:hai efficiencies would be\rara:a%mbe;ng hlandled at the state]
H i iat i ibility that take trouble t té and act it the local
Michigan Association of Planning, and oorsly e o e o e e o
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Wagrshed
other appropriate professmnal groups. management includes the alleviation of multiplestypf secondary e;'secis from
flooding.
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Comments /
Rationale

Date
Addressed

Objective

Implementation
Method

Completed or
Removed?

Funding
Source

(in 2008 MHMP)

Objective 2.9: Conduct a study of
Michigan’s land character and its
influence on storm water runoff — to
facilitate the development of a land
coverage formula for Michigan based
on soil character.

Digitize soil surveys of all Michigan
counties to show and determine soil
erosion potential and soil water holding
capacity. (From this effort, a formula can|
be developed to calculate the maximum
recommended land coverage for
impervious surfaces. Soil characteristics|
slopes and vegetation types will be
considered in the development of this
methodology.)

REMOVED

HMGP, PDMP,
State Funding
(General Fund)

This project was initiated with two HMGP projectsder Federal Disasters 1128
and 1181 ($442,853 in project investment to dae)l surveys for a total of 11
east central Michigan counties were digitized unkisreffort by the Michigan

D of and Rural D (MID). Additional work
will be completed for other areas of the statéras and resources permit. 2011
status: Additional progress on this objective heartslowed due to lack of staff,
competing work priorities, and political and fiscalities. This objective is not
feasible given current and projected future resperwironments. It will be tabled
for the foreseeable future. Refer to the “Compemdf Addressed Objectives”
table.

BC REVIEW: This is another case in which the sigthe task would become
substantially easier to manage as the extent aaiyjof statewide digital data
sets continues to develop. Ata point when topafica hydrologic, and other data
can be readily integrated using a Geographic Irdtion System, the staff time and
resources needed to accomplish this type of tasligfit budget times) should
become affordable enough to provide confidencettieanet benefits realized from
the effort will be substantial enough to offset ébsts of the project.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is
directed primarily toward flood prevention (and naso be useful for the handling
of droughts).

Objective 2.10: Promote the
establishment of minimum setback
requirements for agricultural drainage
ditches.

Develop and distribute guidance (through the Miahig
Cooperative Extension Service and/or related
organizations) on “best practices” for greenbeitm@
agricultural drainage ditches.

Study the feasibility of legislation requiring @t setback
standard.

Study the feasibility of legislation allowing focquisition
of buffer strips, or easement rights through taateiment
or other financial mechanism.

Seek legislation for both (if feasible).

REMOVED

N/A

HMGP, EMPG,
State Funding
(General Fund)

‘May also want to consider developing a slogan esiping the need to keep the
edges of drainage ditches “green’ to prevent sediatien and exacerbation of
flood hazards? 2011 status: Additional progresthisobjective has been slowed
due to lack of staff, competing work prioritiesgapolitical and fiscal realities.
This objective is not feasible given current anmjgted future resource
environments. It will be tabled for the foreseedfblure. Refer to the
“Compendium of Addressed Objectives” table.

BC REVIEW: Taking a regulatory approach to a stideveffort such as this helps.
to spread thin the costs of this type of changassn be less heavy for any
particular agency o location, and thereby likelyasult in net benefits overall
This is particularly true when the regulations tericharily just to improve the
quality of future decisions, rather than to reqtie correction of past mistakes.
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is
focused on flood prevention, which may also prevenious types of secondary
impacts from flooding

Objective 2.11: Develop and distribute
detailed maps showing drains and their
flow direction, to assist in disaster
response actions associated with liquid
pollutants.

Digitize drainage channels of all Michigan counties
show drain routes, characteristics and flow dioecti
Work with county road commissions to have drainesu
and flow direction included on official county roathps.
Work with county planning departments and regional
planning commissions to have drain routes and flow
direction included on county land use and zoningsna

REMOVED

N/A

HMGP, State
Funding (General
Fund)

Once fully digitized, drain routes should be inglddn county road maps and
county land use / zoning maps to assist local et during liquid pollutant
emergencies involving drains. 2011 status: Addilrogress on this objective
has been slowed due to lack of staff, competingpiorities, and political and
fiscal realities. This objective is not feasibleeg current and projected future
resource It will be tabled for future. Refer to the
“Compendium of Addressed Objectives” table.

BC REVIEW: Digital data has probably now advanaethe point where the staff
and resource requirements for this objective avemach lighter (the use wall-to-
wall aerial photo coverage and topographic infoiamaithin a Geographic
Information System) and therefore the task wouttbhie more clearly beneficial
in terms of the realization of net benefits acthssstate. Although certain higher-
risk areas might be focused upon, advances iratitgithnology may allow the
entire state to be analyzed without too much aatiiicost.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item is
relevant to hazards involving and may also
relevant to human-related hazards involving puliialth emergencies,
contamination, or deliberate sabotagelterrorism.

Objective 2.12: Develop and establish
design, construction, and maintenance
guidelines for dikes and levees
protecting agricultural land.

Develop and distribute (through the Michigan Coagige
Extension Service and/or related organizationsjgjiries
that incorporate current engineering and maintemanc
“best practices” for agricultural dikes and levees.

REMOVED

N/A

State Funding
(General Fund)

2011 status: Additional progress on this objedtiae been slowed due (o lack of Staff,
competing work priorities, and political and fisoasities. This objective is not feasible given
current and projected future resource environmelnusil be tabled for the foreseeable future.
Refer to the “Compendium of Addressed Objectiveblet

BC REVIEW: The costs would primarily be the st involved in researching, producing,
and promoting the adoption of these guidelines beblication of such guidelines would be
quite inexpensive, but likely to result in safetyrovements in at least some of the state’s
many agricultural areas.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thé item is focused upon
flood control infrastructure, which involves botétaral and technological components.
Consideration will be given to the expansion of ftém to include a reference to the
protection of such critcal infrastructure from ettgelterrorism, which makes the topic also
relevant for human-related hazards
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Date Comments /

Objective

Implementation Completed or Funding

(in 2008 MHMP)

Objective 2.13: Increase awareness of
community officials about state codes
and standards for water and sewer
systems, and the permit processes for
system alterations, to prevent frost
damage to new and existing
infrastructure.

Method

Issue MDEQ guidance to local communities on a r@gul
basis, with special emphasis placed on grounddreez
mitigation.

Include the guidance in the MSP/EMHSD Statewide
Mitigation Marketing and Public Education Projeatder
Federal Disaster 1346, which is targeted at seven
professional groups that influence mitigation decis at
the local level. (Public works officials are orfethoe seven
targeted groups.)

Fully integrate ground frost damage prevention messs
into all system master plans and the permittinggss for
system improvements and alterations.

Removed?
COMPLETED /
CONSOLIDATED

Addressed
N/A - ONGOING

Source
HMGP, PDMP,
State Funding
(General Fund)

Rationale

2011 status: Bullet 2 is being addressed by Objedtil (mitigation marketing /
education campaign for target groups). Bulletad &are part of ongoing system
monitoring and regulation efforts by the MDEQ teere the structural and
operational integrity of water and sewer systenaireg natural, technological and
human-caused hazards. This is an ongoing, establjrocess that has been
strengthened in emphasis since Michigan's infratie “freeze disaster” (Federal
Disaster 1028-DR-MI in 1994) and is adequate toteeState's needs in this
area. For these reasons, this objective is beimgved from further consideration
and placed in the “Compendium of Addressed Objestitable.
BC REVIEW: This objective can be served by msdnsnun (or web-posting) of
or by atimgean

o by the electronic networks,
or targeted publications. Al these upuuns ertaly low-to-moderate costs, and
the selected approaches can be readily adjustedimeeto suit the current staffing
and budget situations of the implementing agerTdyus, the benefits of this effort
are very likely to outweigh the costs involved.
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item relates
directly to technological hazards involving infrastture failure (even if the
ultimate cause of that failure stems from weatlaezands), and this infrastructure i
also relevant for the human-related hazard of pusialth emergencies.

Objective 2.14: Develop water system
master plans that adequately address
ground freeze protection for those
communities that don’t presently have
such plans.

Work with the MDEQ to determine which communities i
Michigan do not have water system master plans that
adequately address ground freeze protection.
Determine the most appropriate method(s) for pingd
technical assistance to complete a master plan.

Study the feasibility of using HMGP and/or PDMP
planning funds to provide technical assistance for
completing master plans that feature freeze resistas a
plan component.

COMPLETED

N/A — ONGOING

HMGP, PDMP,
State Funding
(General Fund)

"A water system master plan can help Short and long-range
prevenive measures fo ground fost damage. 8BRS Bulets 1.and 2 e pat of ongong system
monioring and egulaton eforts b the MOEQ tzare th sructuraland operanal megry oova
jainst natural, hazards. This is an ongoing.
CStablshed process thl has been strngthenepikeis snce Michigan's Nfrastucture ezl
(Federal Disaster 1028-DR-MI in 1994) and is adétameet the State’s needs in this area. BBlienot
feasible because of fund work elighilty restists and because other funding sources exist tyhe of
assistance. For these reasons, this objectiig bemoved from further consideration and plaoetie
“Compendium of Addressed Objectives” table.

BC REVIEW: Coordination would need to take placelatermine which systems have need, and how sufh
plans could be developed sy from jurisdiction to jurisdictioand
the focus might fall upon those jurisdictions theem to have the most urgent need, thus allowing a
reasonable certainty that the involved efforts wultin positive benefis.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item relates directly to technological

hazards involing infrastructure failure (everfiétulimate cause of that failre stems from weathe
hazards), and this infrastructure is also reletarhe human-related hazard of public health emmezips.

Objective 2.15: Establish formal “let
run” policies and procedures to keep
water moving through a community’s
system to prevent freezing during
periods of extended or extreme cold
weather.

Issue MDEQ guidance to local communities on a regdsis, with special
emphasis during extended periods of extreme colgieeatures.

Include the guidance in the MSP/EMHSD Statewidégdtion Marketing
and Public Education Project under Federal Disa<d6, which is targeted
at seven professional groups that influence mitigadecisions at the local
level. (Public works officials are one of the sevargeted groups.)

Fully integrate let-run policies and procedures il system master plans.

COMPLETED /
CONSOLIDATED

N/A — ONGOING

State Funding
(General Fund)

‘Communtty let-run actions are infiated and tertegeocally, with itle unformiy or consistency.
Developmentoffomal tate guidelnes wouki hefpue that et 1uns do not adversely mpact watdr
ater treatm capabilties. 2011 status: BuletiRiag
addressed by Objective 1.1 (m\l\g:mun marketiadulcation campaign for target groups). Bulletad &
are part of ongoing system morioring and regubGors by the MDERQ (o ensure the srucuraland

operational integrity of water an tiozar
‘This is an ongoing, established process that hems sieengthened in cmuhasls since Michigan's
infrastructure “freeze disaster” (Federal Disa$028-DR-MI in 1994) and is adequate to meet theeSta
needs in this area. For these reasons, this alsiésbeing removed from further consideration plated

in the “Compendium of Addressed Objectives” table.

BC REVIEW: Although some water is used with thiagice (and thus causes an expense), the damages
caused by frozen pipes can be disastrous, ancesaffense of this preventive practice has been
determined to be justifable. The estabishmerfoufial poiicies would probably not cause very rea
expense to any particular stakeholder (although shiogs could be explored during the actual preas
estabishing these poicies and procedures)

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thé item relates directly to technological
hazards involing infrastructure failure (everfiétulimate cause of that failre stems from weathe
hazards), and this infrastructure is also reletarthe human-related hazard of public health emmezips.

Objective 2.16: Determine if the State’s
cold weather engineering practices and
standards are sufficient to mitigate
water and sewer infrastructure freeze
failure.

Research and determine cold weather engineerirsg poactices’ for water
and sewer infrastructure (if different from curr&#DEQ practices and
standards)

Determine additional costs of following the higkegineering standards and|
practices.

If the higher standards and practices are feasiliek with MDEQ to
incorporate those standards and practices intent:State codes, standards
and practices for design, construction, and alteratf public water and
sewer systems.

COMPLETED

N/A — ONGOING

EMPG, HMGP, PDMP, Statg
Funding (General Fund and
State Revolving Funds for
public water and sewer
infrastructure improvements)

Could possibly be a planning/research project utiieHMGP or PDMP? Could also possibly be done il

house as awork project under the EMPG? 2011ssullets 1, 2 and 3 are part of ongoing system

monioring and eguiation eforts b the MOEQ tzore th siructuraland operaonal megry oowa
jainst nat hazards. This is an ongoing.

CStablshed process thl has been stngthenepikess snce Michigan's Nfrastucture ezl
(Federal Disaster 1028-DR-MI in 1994) and is adéet@meet the State’s needs in this area. Feethe
reasons, this objective is from and placed in the *Compendium of
Addressed Objectvos”able

BC REVIEW: Subj  exper study t standards and practices
arrve t this determination, Even s mayraat presentto be & hcavy staif burden for thetmos
involved agencies, such a burden might be lessbpepreading the task out, at first, over a longee

and across many staff, and then later, atter aioasmount of information has been collected, aor
focused examination might be without an burden a
any particular time.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item relates directly to technological
hazards involing infrastructure failure (everfiétulimate cause of that failre stems from weathe
hazards), and this infrastructure is also reletarhe human-related hazard of public health emmezips.

Objective 2.17: Determine the feasibility of
increasing the authority of the MDLEG
Manufactured Housing and Land
Development Division to allow for amendment
or rejection of proposed manufactured
housing subdivision plats that are located in,
adjacent to, or would be adversely impacted
by, technological hazard areas.

Study the feasibility (and desirability) of incrézgs the
MDLEG authority to amend or reject manufactured
housing subdivision plats that are at risk (potgfetctual)
from technological hazard areas.

If feasible and desirable, develop a statewidedstechand
universal application of regulations in the develemt of
manufactured housing subdivisions.

REMOVED

N/A

State Funding
(General Fund)

At present, proposed manufactured housing subdivisiats are reviewed by the MDEQ for
floodplain control, but no other agency reviewshspeposals for other hazards, including
technological hazards. Generaly, subdivision tigreent is a local zoning issue in Michigan
Local units of government have been reluctantetryihat authority to the State. A statewide
standard and universal application of regulatierthe development of manufactured housing
subdivisions would be desirable, but may be heayiyosed by mobile home park developers|
and the Michigan Townships Association. Howeuiae,issue warrants further study.
(Ongoing) 2011 status: This objective is not feasgiven political and fiscal realities and
current and projected future resource environmeintsill be tabled for the foreseeable future.
Refer to the *Compendium of Addressed Objectivabl.

BC REVIEW: This objective is fairly modest in scamed therefore, in itself, should ot entail
a great deal of expense, compared with the scaheagsue it might eventually address.
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item s specifically
aimed at technological hazards.
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective Implementation Completed or Date Funding Comments /
(in 2008 MHMP) Method Removed? Addressed Source Rationale

. . . . . Conduct a public information campaign aimed atsasing the use of Posskle dogannames: "Los Keep it TogetheTie One Or +"Geta Grp”; ‘Don't
Objective 2.18: Promote wind resistant Sructural fseners n v onavcion and e of owsing Sucures. COMPLETED N/A — ONGOING | EMPG, HMGP, el el ot A
. . . The campaign could be part of an existing hazamtewess campaign (i.e., la a‘/ + nationsl ac nd fasten byidi
construction techniques to builders and Severe Weather Awareness Week) or a separate efort PDMP. State ol tmers. ol o i sgences - e FEMA
he publi / minimi i + Developa sogan that promots he e o sirdaseners i resicenta ' o s
the public, to prevent / minimize major and commercial constructon. Funding (General ot s i spoche apal s ot Bema s, s siershons o ot
. . If the Michigan “Safety House” demonstration mogieject is g d ind quidance for buiders and citzenbmesto increase structural ntegrty through th
. o Y orkeh increased and consstont use ofsrctural faeftet 3 & no feasbe becauss e objectieed to
wind resistant

that demonstration model. (Refer to Objecthfor details.) feasibity. Refer o the *Compendium of Addres ectves’ table.
C REVIEW: This objciv can b servd by herBtion (or web postng) of formaton, or by

t meetings and of materias to
newslttrs,sectank naworke, of targeted pabkns. Althess & uumns cmanonry lowe-to-maate
costs, and the selected approaches can be redglisted over time o sut the current staffing aedget
situations of the implementing agency. Thus, tedts of this effort are very ikely to outweighe costs
involved
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thé item focuses upon the severe wind
hazard, but the protected structures can inchideatfaciites that relate to technological hattmisuch as.
infrastructure failure.
Research efforts should nvolve the National WeaBuvice, Army Corps of Engineers Cold Regons

Objective 2.19: Develop a methodology | &= s e o oo aic oot ooe oo™ 7P COMPLETED / N/A — ONGOING HMGP, PDMP, Reseih andErheu Loy VOSG, st e Resodaton, L

infrastructure freeze conditions. Could also possibly be done in house as a worlepteinder the EMPG:

for identifying and alerting . Determine the number of days per year that infatare freeze conditions REMOVED EMPG, State o S i v et it mpon s moncrng

F un d) development of the Michigan *Safety House” has ested from further consideration due to non.

and regulation activiies by the MDEQ to ensurestractural and operational ntegrity of water

P . could be expected for each region of the state.
o gt ) ol o sz, T s 0 e e
communities of periods of extended Or | . Exabisna stancaraized waming cassitcatiotesysor e evel o sk undin enera e oo s s esamt Foter Dt T oA m o5 g
expected (i.e., freeze watch, freeze warning) i those used for severe F d g (G | adequato o e lhcs‘alcscurmm nccds s Athovgh & Mg sucnmoc\asswhtatmtcm
severe cold temperatures that could weather, s ot been devlops,ongang i
e warning nficaton system tht canzad nal Michigan Fund Drovde ufkient ar it 5 Communbfici of e potent o it Faceps due
i N to cold lcmpclalurcs and/or ground frost deptre Ehswbwlny of cstabhsmng maintaining :mﬂ us“mﬂy
lead to widespread water and sewer Commniien und) il
system freeze_ups. oy reasons, msubpusa g removed from futher consideratiod sfaced
notification shouldn't be very great, compared wik enormous costs that have been caused byrigeezi
‘damage.
o ; . Define whal constiutes & Thazard area” and "Saforiigation measures” - L rese e are o TS o Sy oW, ST Sl
Objective 2.23: Mandate that schools, o enure carmy and comprehensivenasa m thacatin of the mitigation REMOVED N/A State Fundin 20mig s - My ofwhieh reventbuidig DS Local2oring s fars consder
. . . i y P g construction restrictions for other hazards. Thetfigan Planning Enabling Act (2008 PA 33), pasaiter
hosp|[a|3 fire stations, and other critical strategy. years of debate and delberation by planning aficelected offcials and a number of other prstsal
" Vo o A . Define what a “critical public facility” is and deiop a statewide standard (G ener al F un d) discipine stakeholders, does not contain this piow and a re-wite of this law is highly unikaiven
public facilities (paid for fully or partially by and uniersal applcation ofregulations n thesnreion and sng ofsuch e e e s s s Sy Vo
. facilities. " however, thease
state funds) not be constructed in known . Enstrre that provisions are put n place to elindaaty possibity of i g oo o e domuon. S e e o e oay aefne i
hazard areas unless sufficient mitigation violations to the “Headlee Amendment’ of the MiaigConsitution. oroleoted fuure poltical and social agenda el low. Because here are oher,nigher o
) ) M St;dy the feasibility of enacting “Egls‘ljﬂﬂﬂr\"‘mﬂm that this :;ﬂfr-'ﬂﬂ“ mitigation needs and an ever-dwinding resourcarenment, it is unlikely that resources wil be désd to
reduction measure is institutionalized in all peograreas and for all types this objective in the foreseeable future. Themfdil be removed from further consideratiordapiaced
measures are implemented to reduce potentia of applicable faciies e “Compendim o Addressed Ojecives ale  ron feasity.
injuries, loss of life, property damage, and . e i oasie) B REVEW Th s o o 0 Seave v ot risio s
. - . . Develop new administrative rules as required. manmng (pnmamy done at the local level), sﬂl\ncnsmcmmn must be given to mc existencdauation
loss of function or essential services. ofdentied foodplai areas or oherknown arakigherfisk. T completo i ecent yarsiofens

of hazard mitigaton pians that cover the vast miiof ichigan's land area, from a ocal persipetis a
new resource that would alow this objective tatbly mult-hazard in scope, but at a minimum there
could easiy be a requirement that local Flood iasue Rate Maps be consuted, which cleatly dentit
areas of greater lood risk. The costs of oolanghese avaiable data sources are not gred: at
objectve would kead (0 the consideraion of moransie aciiies that design o engneer suchis
into being . but those ideen as justifiable on

e masa waeraies ot rough pe o mendie

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Tis item refers to hazard areas, which are
defnable in terms of alltypes of hazards—natdahnobogica, and human-related. _______|
2011 status: The enaciment of the Consiructiorcbb8 Buidings Act (2002 PA 628) and the Stle

Objective 2.24: Require colleges / . Establish a dialogue with the MDLEG on the feadtipibf COMPLETED 2002 / ONGOING State Fundin DeRossetHale Single State Consiruction Code 1994 PA 245) effecively addresses this objecthe.
including these structures in the Code provisions. addiion, college and unwersiy faciities usediftstructional purposes are also required to cgmyith the
H t t d h t th 1ot N . . L. N N fire safety Administrative Rules promulgated by 8tate Fire Safety Board under the Michigan Fire
universities 1o aanere to the provisions If feasible, assist the MDLEG in revising legistatiand (General Fund) Prevention Act, 1941 PA 207, as amended. Coletithese reguiatory mechanisms address the
. ; B iliti construction and occupant safety concems at eollegiversity facilities, as identified in this jebtive.
of the State Construction Code and promulgating rules to include college facilitiestite Code Therefore, wilbe emoved flom frthe consesn and placed n the -Compendum of Addressec!
provisions. Objectives” table.
. : . BC REVIEW: Collges and universties tpicall hae capacy 1o realze s objecive wihout ued
third party inspections. hardship. The densty of resentl arangemts Giher funclons)on academic campuses requires
things to run smoothly, and also means that an esipln code compliance and inspections is not an
unreasonabl or mapproprat requement. Thisatshe types of accidents of ity hat mighaat
Fom o omplanc coud st be st e e ot o romcomplance Wnther
considered in terms of their ing, functions, cofleyed
Universties cearty ave a o at stake i mamig efcint and safe operatonal arangemertiese
acties, and each nsiuon'sreputation Scafufe mportant 1o mantain. Therelre, nealicady
Qreatcas fo cech insttuton o volunarlyéo Compl with of exceed Sode and nspectoncas
Given what is at stake, benefit-cost consideratiemer such compliance, and the promotion of such
complance o a mandated kel souki not be seenaosing 05 much o an adgional burden
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y. MUL T HAZARDS T fem s relevant not only o the abiy 0
wittand naturl hazard, bt o roventcl hzards. Cannecions may s be s
betieen tis tem and the avoidance of 1 as publc heath emergences
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective Implementation Completed or Date Funding Comments /

(in 2008 MHMP) Method Removed? Addressed Source Rationale

. . R P The “Michigan Safety First Community” designatiautd possibly have a graduated
Objective 3.1: Integrate existing hazard First Communiy” designation tha ocal communiles REMOVED EMPG, HMGP, T e e e e
AWATEACSS CamPAIgNS IO Ot safety ol viork lowere by uncertaling appropriate pubic PDMP, State D o o S e,
promotion campaign that addresses '

2011 status: The “Michigan Safety First Communitytiative (Objective 2.2) was tabled from
hazard vulnerability reduction, crime e e ‘
. . . H “Compendium of ressed Objectives” table.
prevention, fire Safety’ traffic SafetyY Fu nd) y Private BC REVIEW: Allvough ft may take considerabl timszoordination efos o dentiy and

organize the integration or coordination of theféarts, such coordination would be likely to
H result in certain efficiencies that would not othise have been realizable. More importantly,
school safety, etc. FUNding (Partners | s s mes e e m cimanss o son o
these safety campaigns, the resulting preventiokeahs, injuries, and property/service losse:
T B D would reasonably be expected to justify these sgiemotion efforts.
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item refers to a full array
a -related hazard

further consideration due to non-feasibility; ttfere, this tie-barred objective will also be

Funding (General | i on i amseson v saramarascss e e smeomens

is unlikely that either objective will be implemexiin the manner described. Refer to the

of natural,
— " N — - - "Areas nder Gonsderalio fo purchase as opereauaIks and recreaton and may also SeeuhE d
Objective 3.4: Coordinate proposed Hold regular coordination meetings with the MDNR#ga REMOVED N/A HMGP. EMPG et o g oo 3 oMo STl VBB roWes
. . and Recreation Division to review each agency'stshiod l ] for storm watror seasonal unof retenton / ee. Converse, avcasur:ﬂcvcu‘nsldtgahunﬂ;wasc
orflood milgation purposes may also have sigait open space or recreation vaue. (Ongoing
recreation land purchases with long term needs and proposed land purchases. FMAP. PDMP 2011 status: Because of ifering funding cyclatfames and purchase objectves, s difiak
. e o . . ; coordinate purchase activiies wih the MDEQ. daison, vitually llland acquisiion projects detaken
identified flood mitigation needs across When possible, purchase land that has both reoreatid ! ! for flood milgaton putposes are done trough kgovemment-sponsored piojec appicatons. Moy
flood mitigation value. R FC P S R L P P arkS M\cmgan‘; mnga;mn uramhpruuram funded floocasition and relocation pru‘chcts have in fact
) ] - purchased land that was then converted to permaeemsrional open space. This purchase siategy
the state. . Develop strategies to integrate this objective lotal ’ wel-founded in local hazard mitigation plans assongly advocated by the MSPIEMHSD in s guiian
h itioati ; . and technical assistance provided o local mitgapian developers and potenial grant applcaGisrent
planning efforts (e.g., hazard mitigation, compresiee / & Recreation HSPIEVHSD nd MDEQ i osouces are madamlow uch 1 0 be dovred o e
land use, parks / recreation, etc.) to ensuredbiisidered proactive dentfcaton, satewide,of potentut purchases for lood mitgaton purposes. tah,
. N : : . the State of Michigan generally lacks matching futaproactively purchase land itseff for flood igaition
in both long and short term land use / development FU nd in federal purposes — although the MDEQ occasionaly purchiasesor recreational purposes using dedicated
ecisions. objective is more appropriate for implementatiothatiocal government level. The MSP/EMHSD
t t I | consistently encourages the acquisition of floasherproperty as a highly desirable and high pyiorit
State, local hazard miiaion moasutc, Because s objesibeter sute o ocal mpementaton, sk
removed from futher consideration nths plan piated i the “Compendium of Addressed Objectves

BC REVIEW: From the State g acton may end dona

costs, as procedures are developed and outnzeike use o avaiable flood nformation whenag!

n d et and an ecsions.

From the local perspective, the costs of this @gtimainly in terms of time and staff efforts) crobably

1o.aarge oxtent be corporated o (he largel gf tegtating hazard mgaton practces atban and

regional planning activities.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTHHAZARD: T fm s focused on the flood hazard,bul

may hel ® prevent mpac and infastuctur fakre

— — . — - Tts good publc polcy 1o requltegovernment ced or goverment backed feseTiATRoUSIy @S

ObJE‘CtIVe 3.5: Study the feas|b|||[y of Conduct a joint study (MSP/EMHSD and MSHDA) to COM PELTED N/A _ ONGO'NG State Fund|n be bulkto a higher standart, making them moriskastto wind damage from tomadoes and sevedavin
Government should lead by example. Generally, snehsures are highly cost-effective and easy to

determine if enhanced wind engineering measuresdwou

ir 1 1 1 : N - [ if considered up frc 2011 status: @t inty pilot wind engir ing project

requiring Michigan State Housing be feasible in MSHDA projects. The study shouldrass (General Fund) conducted with he VLA i 1960-2000 using STSORLS. Departmentof Houging and orban
. i " ; i Devel (HUD) “Disaster R InifatveTiing . with the 1996 severs nd

Development Authority (MSHDA)- both practical and financial considerations. oo i Sk s (ond i el Fadr Dt 1575 OF M and 1397 5%
. . . . If the study results are affirmative, revise MSHDA in M\’c‘mg?cjn Ahhfugh m‘-; projct f;”“ﬁf“iﬂff‘a" ime reqied o m;ura‘ma:{c‘ mnnnw;n‘
financed structures to |nCOfP0fate wind documents and procedures as necessary to addeess th it project MSHDA has taken  more poacie koleromoing wid engineering n 5 pojecs. il

: . . . ; ; jncering techn incorporated in MSHDAviced structures when i s cost-acceptable oc
engineering techniques designed to reduce enhanced construction requirements. andior when fequied by he Saie's Snge ConsomCode. The MSHDA has taken i poacie.

L R mitigation posture voluntariy. A MSHDA (o incorp wnd

i allof el un directy from

or eliminate future wind damage. g agency, HUD. A sate el I bocause § ha e poental 0 mcrease dons

MSHDA buking and renabitaton project (aougniy by a smal amount and the curent poid
iy ot mandated requiions. Snce the MSHDA

voluntaiy consirs enhanced vind engneerstrctures, s ojectve vl be removed from
further consideration i this plan and placed e1tGompencim of Addressed Objectves tabe
BC REVIEW: Initial costs of exploratory discussiomeuld not be very large. A starting point might
invotve infial contact o meetings with MISHDA.regentaties, hrough which some of the nformation
about wind engineering techiques would be redyetiazard migation stff o seected MSHDA staft
who would be able to evaluate the feasibility afiporating such practices into MSHDA-financed
structures. A focus might initially be placed upmarticular areas of the state which have histliyica
proven to to high winds and f

might be tested in areas of the state, as a foasis.
evaluating whether any farther-reaching policy geawould be justifiable.
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTIHAZARD: Ths tem adresses weather hazards, but
may also help to prevent secondary efecs thtesyt from vind damages to residences.
2011 status: No additional progress has been matigsoobjective due to fack of

Objective 4.5: Study the feasibility of : Study the feasibility of establishing a permanemif for REMOVED N/A State Funding staff and competing work priries. Due to cutrand projected futue polcal
mitigation purposes. and fiscal environments, the likelinood of thisative being achieved is almost

developing a State Hazard Mitigation . Establish fund mechanisms and parameters in cotigunc (G eneral Fu nd) non-existent. The State's prolonged and sevemoenis crisis has effectively
Fund to prOVide Seed money to |Oca| with the Michigan Department of Technology, y eliminated any possibility of a state-funded initia of this nature, now or in the

foreseeable future. For this reason, this objestill be removed from further

Management and Budget (MDTMB). I I consideration in this plan and placed in the “Condem of Addressed
communities and State agenCIeS WIShInQ . Per Objective 4.6, develop protocols for solicitamyd Pr|Vate Fundlng Objectives” table.
. . LS accepting donations from the private sector (bissies, Part TBD BC REVIEW: The feasibility of such a fund might #esessable under existing
to undertake mitigation initiatives. i i ot i artners stafing and given suffient
9 philanthropic organizations, individuals, etc.). time, awareness, and cooperation among those whitlwieed to be involved.
. As appropriate, seek funding from the Michigan The ultimate usefulness of such a hazard mitigdtioding source would easily be
Legislature. expected to justify the efforts involved in bringii about.
. ) - ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thegeneral
° Identify and seek funding from potential privatetce concept of hazard mitigation should be interpreteihcluding the consideration
donors. and alleviation of a full range of natural, tectugital, and human-related hazards
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Comments /
Rationale

Date
Addressed

Objective

Implementation
Method

Completed or
Removed?

Funding
Source

(in 2008 MHMP)

Objective 4.7: Develop a construction
and maintenance manual for road and
drainage construction and maintenance
personnel (to minimize future flood
damages).

Review the hazard mitigation strategy documentldee for 1128-DR-MI
to determine the core issues identified by theagtency mitigation team.
Establish a of subject matter the manual
Develop and distribute the manual.
Conduct training workshops on using the manuagéging drain
commissioners, road maintenance personnel, contsaend farmers).
Consider integrating the manual into the CD produdeder Objective 1.1
(statewide mitigation marketing and education cagasince drain

and road in the target
groups for that project.

COMPLETED

HMGP, FMAP,
PDMP, EMPG,
State Funding

(General Fund)

elements include (1) rdschnd details for sizing, design of facilties,
materials, installation methods for culverts, dage ditches, and bridges, and (2) Maintenance

and scheduing methods (planning, fun issees, cost management, etc). 2011 status: The
excellent guidance documents produced by the MDE@er to floodplain management (‘Fioodplain
Management for Local Officials” and “Floodplain Magement in Michigan: Quick Guide”, as well as the
“Flood Hazard Mitigation Handbook'), coupled witbrestruction guidance documents developed by the
MDOT for its staff, effectively meet the intentbfs objective. Regarding Bullet 5, these docurserit be
referenced as guidance for public works personného mitigation marketing and education campaigh C
being developed under Objective 1.1. For thisamathis objective will be removed from further
consideration n this plan and placed in the “Contem of Addressed Objectives” table.
BC REVIEW: A primarily for Jopment, but suct
costs can be accommodated, over ime, within tiimabstaffing levels of state agencies. Distriontand
publications costs can also be reduced throughshef modern electronic media such as the webgpst
of the information. Compared to the enormous sttdichigan's road and drain infrastructure (ashars.
the large number of local offices that handle tieadters), the benefits of producing and distrisuch
information would pretty clearly outweigh the costwived in its development

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item focuses on the flood hazard, but is|

also relevant for selected additional hazards, ssohfrastructure failures and transportationdss,
which are considered to be technological hazards.

Objective 4.8: Re-establish the low
interest loan programs used in the mid-
1980s to elevate and set back flood and|
erosion prone structures along the
Great Lakes shoreline. Study the
feasibility of establishing a similar
program for riverine flood prone
structures for elevation, flood proofing,
or acquisition and relocation.

Conduct a feasibility study of both options.

If feasible, present the concept to the Governstasf for
approval.

Seek a legislative sponsor for legislation to dighlthe

program.

Provide follow up as needed through the legislative

process.

REMOVED

N/A

State Funding
(General Fund)

n the mid-19805, zero interest loans made to emsnd flood-mpacted homeowners as wel as afoo,
impacted agricultural producers. Under this progrthe State took its invested funds out of investn
and delivered those funds o local banks. The bénén loaned those funds at no interest to ovafers
flood- or erosion-impacted structures and flood uted agricultural producers. When the loan paici
was paid back, without interest, the bank retushedoney o the State. In this case, the intéhesState
normally would have eamed on these funds, had e invested, was lost.
Due to the severe drought in Michigan during tbnsier of 2001, the

asked for interest loan program — a measure pasted
law on February 27, 2002. However, legislator$ioit a doubt would be reluctant to fund anothes zer
interest loan program at the same time, especwliyn they recall that the true impetus of the n98a5
program was double digit inflation, 20-percent upksyment rates, and 18-percent interest rates. ritle
1980s economic conditions were the driving forcest the program, and the flood disasters that pedu
in 1985 and 1986 were merely the catalyzing agimatsbrought focus to the issue.
2011 status: N has been due to lack of staff
priories. Due to current and projected futuréijual and fiscal environments, the likeihoodois
objective being achieved is almost non-existertte State’s prolonged and severe economic crisis has
effectively eiminated any possivilty of a statentied infiative of this nature, now or in the fsreable
future. For this reason, this objective wil beneved from further consideration in this plan afted in
the “Compendium of Addressed Objectives table.
BC REVIEW: The study of the feasbilty of expangithis type of program to cover other circumstances
would seem to be warranted in view of the numefogks-risk areas in which structures are also kntwn
be at.risk from flooding and erosion. The loarstiselves would involve individuaiized assessmefts o
costeffectiveness.
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thé item focuses on the shoreline
erosion/flood hazard, although the function of sfithe structures and infrastructure located il
tisk shorel may allow this effort to atsdgation technological hazard impacts.

Objective 4.11: Study the feasibility of
developing a state tax incentive
program to encourage home and
business owners to undertake
mitigation measures that are consistent
with local hazard mitigation plans.

Research Michigan’s solar energy tax credit prograsn
well as programs in place in other states, to detes the
revenue and programmatic implications of implententi
such a program.

If feasible, present the concept to the Governstasf for
approval.

Seek a legislative sponsor for legislation to dighlthe
program.

Provide follow up as needed through the legislative
process.

REMOVED

N/A

State Funding
(General Fund)

Could be modeled after the state solar energye@rogram insttuted n the 1980s. Tax Inoas!
send the strongest p the citiise state that haza
‘The program could be used for both natural andrieidgical hazard mitigation. 2011 status: Althoss.
idea is certainly meritorious, given the currert amojected future poliical and fiscal environmeit

o State’s prolonged and
effectively eiminated any possiviity of a statetied (.., via loss of tax revenue) nitativeius nature,
now or in the For th from further corestion
in this plan and placed in the *Compendium of Addel Objectives” table.
BC REVIEW: Since hazard vulnerabilties end up epthe government a great deal of money in respon:
and recovery costs, investments in hazard mitidtiss been found to reduce such costs, in areaswhe
projects are implemented. A tax-incentive progfa the potential to be much more far-reaching,
widespread, and efficient than traditional grarsdshfunding mechanisms, which are mited to sitecit
selected projects that entail a great deal of latensive preparation and administrative oversigiite
amount of benef, per cost expendiure, from aitaentive based mitigation subsidy could be enarmio
ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thegeneral concept of hazard mitigation
should be interpreted as including the consideratud alleviation of a full range of natural, teological,
and human-related hazards.

Objective 4.13: Develop a Michigan-
specific flood proofing handbook and
make it available to home and business
owners in flood prone areas.

Establish a subcommittee of subject matter expertgvelop
the handbook.

Develop and distribute the handbook.

Conduct training workshops on using the handbaaigéting
home and business owners).

COMPLETED

2010

HMGP, EMPG,
FMAP, PDMP,
CAP, State Funding
(General Fund)

2011 status: The MDEQ publishes Tandbooks for o]
and is0 have appicabiity to owners. The tites of those docusnent
are *Flood Hazard Miigation Handbook,” *Floodplditanagement for Local Officials,” and “Fioodplain
Management in Michigan: Quick Guide.” These sttecific guidance documents, coupled with the
excellent flood proofing guidance documents puksby FEMA and avaiable on the FEMA and
Ready.Gov web sites, effectively address this abjec This objective will be removed from further
consideration in this plan and placed in the “Contem of Addressed Objeciives” table.

BC REVIEW: This objective required stalf time arafe other associated costs but was completed using
existing govermmental resources. The documents baan web posted by the MDEQ and are avallable
onine for statewide distrbution.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Thé item focuses upon flood mitigation, but
itflood proofed ude certain then such

considered relevant to the mitigation of technalaband human-related hazards as well

Objective 4.14: Study the feasibility of
establishing a state-level insurance or
low interest loan program to help

repair, relocate, or fund mitigation
measures for homes and businesses in
subsidence prone areas or damaged by
a subsidence incident.

Study the state-level programs already in pladiiiiois, Kentucky, Ohio,
Pennsylvania and West Virginia to determine comriaseand parallels
with Michigan's subsidence situation.

In with the MDEQ and L Division,
prepare a position paper that outlines the scopermgnitude of the
problem, probable costs associated with such azmgand alternatives.
that could be pursued to establish and implemeft atprogram

If feasible, present the findings to the Governetzf for approval.

Seek a legislative sponsor for legislation to disatihe program

Provide for follow up as needed through the legjiskeprocess.

REMOVED

N/A

State Funding
(General Fund)

2011status: Afthough his 1Gea is certainly meroriogsen the current and projected future poltwail
fiscal environments, it stands almost no chandsedfg implemented. The State's prolonged and sever
economic crisis has effectively eiminated any jiniy of a state-funded initative of this naturow or in
the foreseeable future. For this reason, thisatbjewil be removed from further consideratiorthts plan
and placed in the *Compendium of Addressed Objestitable. (Note: Also see update comments for
Objectives 45, 4.8 and 4.1

BC REVIEW: The main costs of such a feasbiltydstwould involve the time and resources used by

P h and then accumulate and evaluat
appropriate information. Since there are few pogs that are directly aimed at the mitigation efae
tisks from ground subsidence in Michigan, it israsted that the administrative costs involved in a
feasibilty study may be offset by the benefitsraully derived from such a study, such as the
identiication of highest-risk areas in which mepecific projects can be identified and implementdhe
proposed insurance or loan programs do not appd teasible, than the study would have prevetited
application of funds to a lesser-addressed nekediab avaiable funds to be either applied or sito
higher-priority concerns, in accordance with tinligs of the study.

ENVIR SOUND: Y, TECH FEASIBLE: Y, MULTI-HAZARD: Ths item focuses upon the subsidence
hazard, but certain businesses and structuresmiage crical facities whose safety and maiatece
helps to alleviate technological and human-relatezbrds, as well
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Compendium of Addressed Objectives

(The following objectives have either been commle removed from further consideration due to feasibility,
consolidation, or other reason.)

Objective Implementation Completed or Date Funding Comments /
(in 2011 MHMP) Method Removed? Addressed Source Rationale

Objective 4.6: Evaluate flood damage | «  Convene a subcommittee of subjeqdt REMOVED: 2013 EMPG, CAP, State| The 409 Plan for Federal Disaster 774,

to and caused by failure of sewage matter experts from applicable Merged into Funding (General October 1986, recommended creating a

handling systems. agencies to review this issue in Obiective 2 d multi-disciplinary task force to evaluate
recent flood events and develop jective 2.7 Fund) this issue. This issue has surfaced in
solutions to identified problems. more recent flood disasters as well.
Implement the solutions where 2011 status: Little progress has been
feasible. made on this objective due to lack of

staff and competing work priorities.
This objective is still valid and will
remain active for future
implementation.

2014 status: Little progress has been
made on this objective due to lack of
staff and competing work priorities.
This objective is still valid and will
remain active for future
implementation, but has been into
Objective 2.7, where it should be made
a part of ongoing flood mitigation
activities.
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Summary of Target Completion Dates for Plan Objectres

Year

2015

Objectives to Be Completed General Priority
Ranking

1.2: Encourage and promote multi-hazard emergencylans in all public and private institutions.

2.6: Encourage Community Wildfire Protection Plansand establish and sustain additional FIREWISE commauities, statewide.
3.1: Promote urban forestry and vegetation managenm: programs and initiatives to develop more resiliat woodlands, streetscapes,
and landscapes in communities throughout Michigan.
3.2: Promote floodplain management activities throghout Michigan, increase statewide participation irthe National Flood Insurance
Program, and ensure that the NFIP policy base accately reflects the flood hazard threat in Michigan.

4.2: Promote better information flow on hazard mitigation among agencies, between levels of governmeamtd between public and
private entities.

4.8: Highlight cost savings and other benefits taakpayers due to mitigation measures that helped rette future disaster damages.

2016

1.1: Increase public / private sector awareness bfzard related dangers and mitigation solutions.

1.6: Develop comprehensive hazard analyses / risksessments (as part of a hazard mitigation plan delopment process) in all local
emergency management program jurisdictions to addres all pertinent natural, technological and human-elated hazards.

2.1: Increase knowledge of urban / regional plannerand emergency managers about sound land use / dlpment practices that can
help reduce long term hazard risk and vulnerability.

2.4: Acquire and relocate residential and commerciastructures currently occupying floodways of Michgan rivers and streams.
2.5: Acquire / relocate or elevate the worst repetive loss structures in Michigan.

2.7: Promote and assist with flood mitigation projets in all vulnerable areas, statewide.

2.8: Promote and assist with wildfire mitigation projects statewide.

2.9: Identify and fund appropriate mitigation measures for vulnerable public and private facilities ard infrastructure.

2.10: Promote and assist with severe wind mitigatioprojects statewide.

2.11: Promote and assist with winter weather mitiggon projects statewide.

4.1: Educate and inform local and state officialspolitical leaders, the public, and involved professnal disciplines about hazard
mitigation concepts, programs, processes, and codsrations.

4.3: Continuously revise and enhance the Michigan &kzard Mitigation Plan (MHMP) to ensure it remains airrent, accurate, relevant,
implementable, and in compliance with the federal Baster Mitigation Act of 2000. (Update due in Mach 2017, but the hazard analysis
is to be updated by 2015 or 2016.)
4.7: ldentify and formally recognize local, tribal, regional, state, or private projects and initiatives that have successfully incorporated
hazard mitigation concepts and/or exemplify sound &zard vulnerability reduction strategies.

2017

1.5: Support and utilize a system of real-time raifall and river flow gauges throughout Michigan as jart of an overall flood warning

system.

4.3: Continuously revise and enhance the Michigan &kzard Mitigation Plan (MHMP) to ensure it remains airrent, accurate, relevant, M EDIU M
implementable, and in compliance with the federal Baster Mitigation Act of 2000. (Update due in Mach 2014)

4.4: Continuously monitor proposed legislation in Mchigan for possible hazard mitigation opportunities and/or implications.
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MITIGATION OPPORTUNITIES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPL EMENTATION

Summary of Target Completion Dates for Plan Objectres

Objectives to Be Completed

1.3: Promote local early warning systems and capaliiy.

General Priority
Ranking

2018 MEDIUM
1.4: Promote the concept of “safe rooms” within horas, businesses, and local / state governmental figs to prevent / minimize injury
and loss of life in tornadoes and severe winds.

2019 2.2: Further define identified flood vulnerabilities in state owned / operated critical facilities. MEDIUM
4.5: Develop protocols for soliciting private sectodonations for hazard mitigation purposes.

2020 LOW

2021 LOW
2.3: Identify critical floodplain storage areas witin the state and enter the data into appropriate ®ographic Information Systems to

2022 enhance future land use planning and development dision making. LOW

2023 LOW

2024 LOW
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