Chittenden County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan (AHMP) Review/Update Committee
Meeting Agenda

RSVP to Dan Albrecht (846-4490 x29; dalbrecht@ccrpcvt.org) to confirm whether you will or will not attend.

Date: Wednesday, September 9, 2015

Time: 3:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. [NEREIBIZZA

Location: Main Conference Room, CCRPC Offices, Winooski

1. Callto Order, Introductions and Changes to the Agenda ( Information, 3 minutes )

Public comments on items not on the Agenda ( Information, 2 minutes, longer if necessary )
Review and Action on minutes of May 13, 2015 minutes (Action, 5 minutes)
Review Hazard Identification List (attachment) (Action, 15 minutes)

Please review the attached list of hazards which includes hazards in the 2013 State AHMP, hazards in the
2011 County AHMP and proposed hazards identified by this Committee in May.

The Committee will be asked to decide on the final 2016 list of hazards to be risk-assessed.

Review Key Hazards Risk Estimation scoring matrices (attachment) (Action, 30 minutes)

Please review the attached 3-page, color coded, Hazards scoring matrices. Staff is suggesting consolidation
of some hazards and the addition or deletion of hazards from analysis. The 2011 matrices are included for
reference.

The Committee will be asked to decide on the proposed changes should to the risk estimation criteria and/or
scoring methodology.

Review Mitigation Strategies (attachment) (Action, 30 minutes)

We have included an updated analysis of the strategies from the 2011 Plan that includes FEMA comments
and staff reporting on progress since 2011.

Given the proposed Key Hazards and their relative scores, the Committee should be prepared to discuss:

a.  Which strategies from 2011 should be continued for the region?
b. Should any new strategies should be included as priorities for the region?

Next Steps (Information, 10 minutes)
Staff will outline the next steps for the 2016 Plan update, including:

Agency review of draft 2016 Plan ( Holly Dominie, FEMA Region One)

Do we maintain college appendices (UVM, Champlain College and St. Michaels College)
Update on Municipal AHMP update process by Emily, Lee and Dan

Next AHMP Committee meeting: set date

Incorporation into ECOS Plan Update

®oo0 o

Adjourn




Risk estimated
Hazards in 2013 State Plan in 2011 Plan
Flooding and Fluvial Erosion yes
Terrorism yes
Earthquakes No

Estimate risk for 2016 Plan
Yes (split)
Yes

No

Infectious Disease Outbreak yes Yes
Hurricanes/Tropical Storms No
Tornadoes No
Nuclear Power Plant Failure No
Landslides/Rockslides yes
Severe Thunderstorm no
Wildfires yes
Dam Failure No
Severe Winter Storm yes
Hail yes
Ice Jams No

Drought yes
Rock Cuts no
Invasive Species no
Extreme Temperature no
Other hazards with risk

estimated in 2011 Plan

High Winds Yes
Lightning Yes
Radiological (natural) Yes

Urban Fire Yes Yes
Telecommunications Failure Yes Yes
Loss of Electrical Serivce Yes Yes
Loss of Sewer Service Yes Yes
Loss of Water Service Yes Yes
Loss of Gas Service Yes Yes
Haz Mat Incident Yes Yes
Major Transportation Incident Yes Yes
Military Ordinance Incident Yes _

Crime Yes or just Opiate issue???
Civil Disturbance Yes Yes
Epidemics Yes Yes
Economic Recession Yes Yes

Key Employer Loss Yes Yes
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Each town has had a declared disaster;,-however, analysis of this table reveals some interesting
differences between different s of the County. The four non-lakeshore floods from 1990 -
through 1996 primarily gi#fécted the more upland munigipalities, the gravel and dirt roads of

3 (caused by a confl
nd the July 1998 floodi

of the 1998 Ice Storm is evident. Municipalities in the hj
temperatures below the freezing point during that

34 Future Events

and mountains of the county had

Although estimating the risk of future events is far from an exact science, CCRPC staff used best
available data and best professional judgment to conduct an updated Hazards Risk Estimation

- analysis, which was subsequently reviewed and revised by the Plan Review/Update Committee
in 2009. This analysis assigns numerical values to a hazard’s affected area, expected
consequences, and probability. This quantification allows direct comparison of very different
kinds of hazards and their effect on the county, and serves as a rough method of identifying
which hazards hold the greatest risk. CCRPC staff applied the following scoring system:

Area Impacted, scored from 0-4, rates how much of the municipality’s developed area would be
" impacted.

‘Consequences consist of the sum of estimated damages or severity for four items, each of which
are scored on a scale of 0-3:

» Health and Safety Consequences

» Property Damage

« Environmental Damage

« Economic Disruption

Probability of Occurrence (scored 1-5) estimates an anticipated frequency of occurrence.

To arrive at the overall risk value, the sum of the Area and Consequence ratings was multiplied
by the Probability rating.

3.4.1 Future Natural Hazard Events

According to the updated Hazard Risk Estimation analysis (Table 3-2) the following natural
hazards received the highest risk ratings out of a possible high score of 80 and are considered
significant and worth mitigating against.

» Severe Winter Storm (45)

=  Flooding (32)

= Fluvial Erosion (24)

= Multi-Structure Urban Fire (16)
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Previous FEMA disaster relief funds were used both to address Severe Winter Storm and
Flooding Events, which occurred at least once in every municipality. The 2005 All Hazard
Mitigation Plan combined Fluvial Erosion with Landslides. Based on increased awareness of
fluvial erosion and the consequences of erosion damage to roads or bridges, fluvial erosion is
now being addressed separately. The potential damage from a major urban or multi-structure
fire is relatively high in certain municipalities given the aging housmg stock in the area and the
lack of adequate building inspection.
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Table 3-2 Natural hazard risk estimation matrix

Arez Impacted

Key: 0= N developed area impacted

1 = Less than 25% of daewe%nped area impacked
2= Less than 50% of developed area impacved
3= bess than 75% of daveloped area impacted
4 = Over 75% of developed area §

Ky 0= Nohealth and safety impact
1 = Faw injuries or ¥lnesses

2= Few fatalities or iinesses

3 = Humerous Fatafities

Progerty Samoge i i 1 2 i 1 1 g

Key 9= Nogroperty damage

1 = Faw properties destroved or damages

2 = Py destroved bat many damaged

2 = Few damagedand many destroyed

3= Ma sties destroyed and damaged
N

Emvironmental Damags E p i 3}
Key: o = Litfe or nio emdronmental damage

1 = Pespurces damaged vath short-term recavery
2= Respurces demaged with fong-term recovery
3= RESOL!I’DES &&cmwaé beyond recow

E{Qﬁ‘é}m:‘{ mswpé:mm 1 2 1 1 i il i [4] 2 i
Ky = M economic impact

1 = Low drect andfor indirecs oosts

2 = High direct and fow indirect costs
2= Lo direct and Bigh indirect costs
3 = Hig’h direct and ?ﬂzﬁl iﬁdi!ett cm

um n;fAfea & Cansequenws Smms

Pmbabi&m; of Occurrente

Koy £ = Uinknown Bt rare acourrence
2= Unknpwn but asticipets an ooourrence
3= 10D yesrs or less ocoErence
4 = 25 years o¢ less ooosrrencs

=0ncea year ur nwna uca:urmme

TO'EAi RISK RA’HNG 8 32
Totel Risk Reting =

Surn of Ar2a & DonsequUEnTRS SCoTeS

» Probability of Occurrence:

3.4.2 Future Technological Hazard Events

According to the updated Hazard Risk Estimation analysis (Table 3-3), the following
technological hazards received the highest risk ratings out of a possible high score of 80 and are
considered significant and worth mitigating against.
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= Telecommunications Failure (30)
=  Power Loss (28)

= Major Transportation Incident (28)

As discussed in Section 1, large portions of Chittenden County are urban or suburban in nature,
and much of its population is dependent upon municipal services such as water, sewer, electricity
and gas. Losses of these services could therefore deprive many individuals, including vulnerable
populations such as the elderly, of basic human needs.

CCRPC has had limited success in identifying “trouble spots™ that have repeated occurrences of
service outages or downed lines. VT Department of Public Service requires electric companies to
report outage data (day, time, duration, general street location and determined cause. However,
an exact location (i.e., near which exact utility pole) is not provided. Therefore, at this time,
CCRPC cannot detail the geographic area with repeated service losses nor provide any detailed
information on the likely frequency of future events.

Small scale transportation incidents—accidents involving a small number of vehicles—occur
with relative frequency in Chittenden County, and can result in fatalities. However, the
transportation incident rating in the risk estimation matrix concerns rarer, large-scale events.
“These could include an airline crash, an incident with a passenger ferry or large boat, a rail
incident, a roadway accident involving a large number of vehicles, or major road infrastructure
failure. Although the potential impacts are high, the rarity of such transportation events makes it
difficult to identify specific geographic areas where such large transportation accidents are likely
to occur.
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Table 3-3 Technological hazard risk estimation matrix

Pren impacted

Key:  O=Nodeveloped ares impacted
1 =Less than 25% of developed area imgacted
2 = Less than 5035 of developed area impacted
3=1Less than 75% of developed area impached
4 = Dvar 75% of developed area anpactaﬁ

Heolth & Ssfety Conseguences 1 i 1 2
Key: O =Nofealth and safety impact
1 =Faw injuries or dlnesses
2 =Few fatalities or Hllnesses
3 = Numerous FataT 2

ﬁmpem Damage H 4 2 a3 e ki 1
K 3 = o property damage ]
1 =Faw propetties destroyed or damaged
2 = Faw destroyed but many damaged
3 =Few damaged and many destroyed

Key: @ =1i¥e or no emvincemental damags
1 = Resourcas darmaged with short-teem recovery
2 = Respuress demaged with Jong-term recovery
3 = ReSDUrCEs ﬂ&mmeﬁia and Terover

7

Evpnonic Qisruption 1 1 1 3 1 3 1 2z 2
Key: 0= #o sconoméic impact

1= bovey sirmet anidfor indiract costs
2= High direct snd fow direct costs
2 = bovee dirert and high indirect oosts

| |Res 1 = Unknimwn but rare SCCUFFERTE
2 = Unknown but anticipate an oocusrence
3 = 305 yaars or less ooourrencs
= 25 years ef less grourrence
cnce 3 YEEF OF mone ntmrrem:e

TOYAL R,asx RAT?NG
Teta? Risk Rating =
sum of &rea & Conssquences Sooces
13 Pr@babahrs; cf Orurrence
L

3.4.3 Future Societal Hazard Events

According to the Hazard Risk Estimation analysis (Table 3-4), the following societal hazards

received the highest risk ratings out of a possible high score of 80 and are considered significant

and worth mitigating against:
=  Epidemic (21)
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»  Crime (16)
= Civil Disturbance (16)

F or the most part, the risk of Societal Hazards is less than that of Natural and Technological

+ Hazards. The exception to this is the risk of an epidemic. While epidemics are rare, they do
have the potential of mass casualties and significant economic disruption over a wide area.
Appropriately, efforts have been made in recent years on the county and municipal levels to
mitigate the hazards associated with an epidemic, though most pandemic mitigation still takes
place at the state or federal level. The recent swine flu pandemic raised public awareness of
epidemics, even though few cases were reported in Vermont.
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Table 3-4 Societal hazard risk estimation matrix

Area impacbecf

Key: o=hio daveloped area impacted

1 =Less than 25% of developed area impactad
2 = Less than 50% of developed area impacted
3 = Lass than 755 of a‘weﬂnpec{ ar2a impacted

Henlth & Sa;e‘*y CONSEGUENCES

Key 9 = o health and safaty impact
I = Fay fnjuries or dinesses

2 = Fey fatalities or iilnasses

‘Property Sumage

Key: &= No property damage

1 = Faw properties destroyed or damaged
2 =Few destroyed but many demagad

3 =Few damaged and many destroyed

Ersiranmental Domage
Ky &= Lite or no envirenmental damape
I = Resources damapad with short-term recovery
2 = Resources damaged vaith dong-term recovery
3 = Resources destroyed beyond recavery

=

EEBROINE msm%ecn

Ky O = Nesconpmric impact

1 = Low direct and/or indirect costs

2 = High direct and S indirect costs
2 = Lo direct and high indirect costs
3= High direct and mg;{indi;m eosts

PmbahTty of m:currence

Key 1 = Unknown but rare ocourrence
2 = Unknown but anticipate sn otoumence
3= 203 years of less occurranoe
4= 35 yaars or juss poosrrence

=OnE 3 }‘EE#‘ or rore GCC{}

TOTAL RjS’K RATZ?IG
Tots! Risk Rating =
sum of Arza & Consequences SCores

e

* Profability of Ocrurrenca

3.4.4 Summary of Future Hazard Events

Based on this risk estimation analysis, the highest rated hazards for Chittenden County are

= Severe Winter Storm (45)
= - Flooding (32)
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= Telecommunications Failure (30)
= Power Loss (28) .

= Major Transportation Incident (28)
= Fluvial Erosion (24)
»  Epidemic (21)

It should be noted that the top natural hazard on the list—severe winter storm—could be the

. cause of two of the highest-rated technological hazards, telecommunications failure and power

loss. The current swine flu pandemic has not significantly affected Chittenden County but has
raised local awareness of the potential risks of an epidemic. This partially accounts for epidemic
being the highest ranking social hazard.

Table 3-5 shows the distribution of significant hazards for each municipality. This table
represents the subjective opinion of officials from each municipality, either based on direct
municipal input or on the highest-rated hazards from the municipal annex. As a result, this
assessment of relative risk and/or significance is not consistent from community to community.
However, the table does illustrate which issues are of most importance to each municipality.
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Area Impacted

Key: 0 = No developed area impacted 0
1 = Less than 25% of developed area impacted 1
2 = Less than 50% of developed area impacted
3 = Less than 75% of developed area impacted
4 = Over 75% of developed area impacted 4 4
Consequences
Health & Safety Consequences
Key: 0 = No health and safety impact 0
1=Few injuries or ilinesses 1
2 = Few fatalities or illnesses 2
3 = Numerous Fatalities
Property Damage
Key: 0 = No property damage
1 = Few properties destroyed or damaged 1 1 1
2 = Few destroyed but many damaged
2 = Few damaged and many destroyed
3 = Many properties destroyed and damaged
Environmental Damage
Key: 0 = Little or no environmental damage 0
1 = Resources damaged with short-term recovery 1 1
2 = Resources damaged with long-term recovery
3 = Resources destroyed beyond recovery
Economic Disruption
Key: 0 = No economic impact
1 = Low direct and/or indirect costs 1 1
2 = High direct and low indirect costs 2
2 = Low direct and high indirect costs
3 = High direct and high indirect costs
Sum of Area & Consequences Scores 3 9 8
Probability of Occurrence
Key: 1 = Unknown but rare occurrence
2 = Unknown but anticipate an occurrence
3 =100 years or less occurrence
4 =25 years or less occurrence 4
5 = Once a year or more occurrence 5 5
TOTAL RISK RATING
Total Risk Rating = 12 45 40

Sum of Area & Consequences Scores
x Probability of Occurrence
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Area Impacted
Key: 0 = No developed area impacted
1 = Less than 25% of developed area impacted 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 = Less than 50% of developed area impacted 2 2
3 = Less than 75% of developed area impacted 3
4 = Over 75% of developed area impacted
Consequences
Health & Safety Consequences
Key: 0 = No health and safety impact
1 = Few injuries or illnesses 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 = Few fatalities or illnesses 2 2 2 2
3 = Numerous Fatalities
Property Damage
Key: 0 = No property damage 0 0 0 0
1 = Few properties destroyed or damaged 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 = Few destroyed but many damaged
3 = Few damaged and many destroyed
4 = Many properties destroyed and damaged
Environmental Damage
Key: 0 = Little or no environmental damage 0 0 0 0 0 0
1 = Resources damaged with short-term recovery 1 1 1
2 = Resources damaged with long-term recovery 2 2
3 = Resources destroyed beyond recovery
Economic Disruption
Key: 0 = No economic impact
1 = Low direct and/or indirect costs 1 1 1 1 1 1
2 = High direct and low indirect costs 2 2 2
2 = Low direct and high indirect costs 2
3= High direct and high indirect costs 3
Sum of Area & Consequences Scores 5 4 6 7 7 5 5 5 4 6 6
Probability of Occurrence
Key: 1 = Unknown but rare occurrence 1 1
2 = Unknown but anticipate an occurrence 2 2 2
3 =100 years or less occurrence 3 3
4 =25 years or less occurrence 4 4 4
5 = Once a year or more occurrence 5
TOTAL RISK RATING
Total Risk Rating = 15 4 24 28 7 10 25 15 16 12 12 |
Sum of Area & Consequences Scores
x Probability of Occurrence
]




Area Impacted

Key: 0 = No developed area impacted
1 = Less than 25% of developed area impacted
2 = Less than 50% of developed area impacted
3 = Less than 75% of developed area impacted
4 = Over 75% of developed area impacted

Consequences

Health & Safety Consequences

Key: 0 = No health and safety impact
1 = Few injuries or illnesses
2 = Few fatalities or illnesses
3 = Numerous Fatalities

Property Damage
Key: 0 = No property damage
1 = Few properties destroyed or damaged
2 = Few destroyed but many damaged
3 = Few damaged and many destroyed
4 = Many properties destroyed and damaged

Environmental Damage

Key: 0 = Little or no environmental damage
1 = Resources damaged with short-term recovery
2 = Resources damaged with long-term recovery
3 = Resources destroyed beyond recovery

Economic Disruption

Key: 0 = No economic impact
1 = Low direct and/or indirect costs
2 = High direct and low indirect costs
2 = Low direct and high indirect costs
3 = High direct and high indirect costs

Sum of Area & Consequences Scores

Probability of Occurrence
Key: 1 = Unknown but rare occurrence
2 = Unknown but anticipate an occurrence
3 =100 years or less occurrence
4 =25 years or less occurrence
5 = Once a year or more occurrence

TOTAL RISK RATING
Total Risk Rating =
Sum of Area & Consequences Scores
x Probability of Occurrence
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Recommended changes in Strategies for 2016 version of Chittenden County AHMP:

6.5 Implementation and Monitoring of Mitigation Strategies

The following table will aid responsible entities in implementing the mitigation actions for Chittenden County, and facilitate annual monitoring of the

plan.

Table 6-1 Chittenden County Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazards Mitigation Plan Implementation Matrix

Mitigation Strategy

AHMP
Page #

Primary Responsible
Entity

Task

Brief Description

Progress since 2011 and
Recommendation for 2016 Plan

#1 Develop mechanisms and
plans for coordination and
cooperation between municipal,

non-profit and private

emergency service providers.

79

LEPC #1, CCRPC

Basic EOP
Preparation/Update
Workshops

Sponsor workshops to help
municipalities prepare and update
their Basic Emergency Operation
Plan.

Staffing inadequate to organize
workshops. CCRPC staff work on
annual basis to remind municipalities
to complete Local Emergency
Operations Plan (LEOP) document
which have supplanted BEOP.

ALSO NOT A MITIGATION ACTION.
REMOVE FROM 2016 PLAN.

79

LEPC #1

LEPC #1 Resource
Preparedness Guide

Update the resource guide for
emergency responders dealing with
hazardous materials.

In discussions at spring 2015
Chittenden County Fire Mutual Aid
meeting, it was recommended this be
removed for 2016 plan. THIS IS
PRIMARILY A RESPONSE ACTION,
NOT A MITIGATION ACTION.
REMOVE FROM 2016 PLAN.

79

CCRPC, VLCT,
municipalities

Regional Police and
Dispatch Services
Study

Study feasibility of regional
policing and dispatching for
Chittenden County.

CCRPC staff have had informal
discussions with municipalities
regarding regional policing and
individual municipalities may explore
cost sharing mechanisms. ALSO NOT
A MITIGATION ACTION. REMOVE
FROM 2016 PLAN.

80

LEPC #1, CCRPC

Continued Efforts
and New Strategies

Continue to develop and enhance
domestic preparedness and
emergency planning in Chittenden
County.

Since Tropical Storm Irene in 2011,
CCRPC has a formal MOU with VT
DEMHS to assist in staffing of State
EOC and now regularly collects data
on damages in towns during hazards
events to forward to VTDEMHS. This
is a Response and Recovery effort.
ALSO NOT A MITIGATION ACTION.
REMOVE FROM 2016 PLAN.

81

VT ANR, CCRPC

Fluvial Geomorphic
Assessments

Completed. REMOVE FROM 2016
PLAN

82

VT ANR, CCRPC

Fluvial Erosion
Hazard Mapping

Completed.
REMOVE FROM 2016 PLAN.




82 TBD, determined by River Corridor COMPLETED. River Corridor Plans
funding. Management Plans and/or reach-by-reach project ideas
have been developed for numerous
streams throughout the Coun
REMOVE FROM 2016 PLAN.
82 Municipalities (see Fluvial Erosion
annex for specific Hazard Mitigation
responsible entity) Implementation
MAYBE
SPLIT THIS UP INTO SEPARATE
TASKS: A) improved town plan
language on Hazards and Flood
Resiliency and b) improved zoning
bylaws with FEH/RC protections.
s AHMP | Primary Responsible - - Progress since 2011 and
LRI ST Page # | Entity VEES e DA e Recommendation for 2016 Plan
#2, continued. 82 CCRPC, VT ANR Flood Insurance Completed.
Map Updates REMOVE FROM 2016 PLAN.
#3 Evaluate capabilities of 83 VT ANR, VTrans, Infrastructure CCRPC is working on an analytical
existing road and stormwater CCRPC, CCMPO Assessment for tool to collate information from various
infrastructure Stormwater data sources to facilitate prioritization
Vulnerability of repair and/or replacement
of infrastructure.
84 VT ANR, VTrans, Infrastructure CCRPC is working on an analytical
CCRPC, CCMPO Assessment for tool to collate information from various
Fluvial data sources to facilitate prioritization
Erosion/Landslide of repair and/or replacement [EENE
Vulnerabilty SAYS, SAME AS ABOVE) of




infrastructure.

84 CCMPO; CCRPC Energy and Climate | Research and develop an Energy Completed.
Action Guide and Climate Action Guide for REMOVE FEROM 2016 PLAN or add
Chittenden County and its logical follow-on action
municipalities.
85 VGS, CCRPC Landslide Hazard Completed by Vermont Geological
Assessment Survey with CCRPC as partner.
Protocol Protocol development testing included
the towns of Essex, South Burlington,
Colchester, Bolton and Shelburne.
REMOVE FROM
2016 PLAN.
85 CCRPC, VGS Landslide Hazard Other than the mapping described in
Assessment and the previous row, no funding has been
Mapping secured to prepare additional maps.
POSSIBLY REMOVE THIS ACTION
AS NO FUNDING IDENTIFIED AND
NOT A SIGNIFICANT HAZARD??
o AHMP | Primary Responsible - - Progress since 2011 and
LI ST Page # | Entity VEES e DA e Recommendation for 2016 Plan
87 LEPC #1 Hazardous Identify recent studies and current A state wide hazardous
Materials state databases to help identify commodities flow study may be
Transportation hazardous materials transport and conducted in 2016.
transportation-related hazardous
SEE materials incidents.
COMMENTS BELOW IN
GREY
87 CCRPC, LEPC #1 Hazard Mitigation Identify hazard mitigation planning | No formal action to date.
Planning by Other being done by other entities in
Entities Chittenden County.
87 CCRPC, LEPC #1 Identify Unmet Determine emergency No formal action to date.
Mitigation Data organizations’ and municipalities’
Needs data needs for hazard mitigation
planning.
87 CCRPC, LEPC #1 Determine Data Determine which data gaps are No formal action to date.
Development feasible to fill given time and
Feasibility financial constraints.
87 CCRPC, LEPC #1 Data Development Identify partners for data No formal action to date.

development process. Plan projects
to address data needs. Seek
funding for research projects.




I don’t know why Nan did not make each task under this strategy green, “brief description” unless... While the tasks are not physical or holistic planning projects that would be
eligible for a PDM grant, for instance, they are elements that can lead to such a project. Nan? | CONCUR. | DIDN’T CONSIDER THE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
TASK SINCE IT IS A MAN-MADE HAZARD. THIS COULD BE ADDRESSED AS A MITIGATION ACTION IF SAY SNOWSTORMS OR ERODED ROADS
FROM FLOODING MAKES THE HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRANSPORTATION A VULNERABILITY BUT THE DESCRIPTION DOESN’T STATE THIS.
THIS MAY HAVE LED ME TO THINK THOSE DESCRIPTIONS WERE FOR THAT HAZARD WHICH OUR PLANS WE DON’T ADDRESS. BUT | ALSO
REMEMBER THAT THE DESCRIPTIONS DID NOT LEAD TO OR MAKE THE CONNECTION TO “WHAT END?” AS YOU NOTED IN YOUR
HIGHLIGHTED COMMENT. IT SHOULD HAVE SOME CONNECTION TO WHAT IS BEING MITIGATED (RISK REDUCTION) LIKE THE OTHER
ACTIONS THAT THEY SUCCESSFULLY MADE THAT CONNECTION. I DID HIGHLIGHT THE OVERALL STRATEGY AS MITIGATION. | WOULD
CONCUR THAT WE CAN ACCEPT THESE BUT FOR TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE | WOULD RECOMMEND THEY ADDRESS AS YOU NOTED - To what end?

#7 Develop multi-partner
public communications,
outreach and education projects
to improve the capacity of the
general public and private
sector to mitigate the effects of
and endure hazards.

88 LEPC #1, CCRPC Shelter-in-Place Develop and conduct Shelter-in- Some initial workshops were
Workshops Place information workshops for conducted in 2009. No staff support of
schools, businesses, early funding is anticipated to be readily
childhood education centers and available to feel certain enough to
nursing home include this as a discrete task.
below
89 LEPC #1, VT 2-1-1 Coordination with Strengthen coordination and Vermont 2-1-1 is a regular participant
Vermont 2-1-1 partnerships with Vermont 2-1-1, at LEPC#1 meetings. HOWEVER,
in order to better communicate THIS IS NOT A MITIGATION
information to the public [l ACTION. REMOVE FROM 2016
(preparedness) PLAN.
89 LEPC #1, CCRPC Communications, Identify and implement projects to

Outreach &
Education

coordinate communications,
outreach and education for

emergency management gdihazard
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