Chittenden County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan Review/Update Committee Meeting
MINUTES

Date: Wednesday, May 13, 2015
Time: 2:30 p.m. — 4:30 p.m.
Location: Main Conference Room, CCRPC Offices, Winooski

Attendees: Dan Albrecht (CCRPC), Regina Mahony (CCRPC), Sharon Murray (Bolton), Ryan McLaren
(Buel’s Gore), Seth Lasker (Burlington), Jeannine McCrumb (Charlotte), Sarah Hadd (Colchester), Todd Odit
(Jericho), Roger Hunt (Milton), Clare Rock (Richmond), Barbara Young (St. George), Paul Conner (So.
Burlington), Sarah McShane (Underhill), Melissa Manka (Westford), Ken Belliveau (Williston), Dave Bergeron
(Winooski), and Staci Pomeroy (ANR)

1. Call to Order, Introductions and Changes to the Agenda

2. Public comments on items not on the Agenda — No one from the public was in attendance.

3. Project Background, Update Process and timeline

Dan reviewed the purpose of the All Hazard Mitigation Plan (AHMP) and the process for updating the Plan
and the municipal annexes prior to August 2016 (when the current Plans will expire). Dan described some
of the history of the previous plans. He further described that in thinking about the update it is best to
describe strategies that are necessary but also feasible within the five year timeframe. The county-wide plan
includes a detailed description of the required Plan elements, and therefore does not need to be repeated in
the municipal annexes. Therefore, ultimately the municipalities need to adopt both the county wide plan
and their individual annex. After today’s meeting, CCRPC staff will work to create a new draft of the
County-level Plan and this committee will meet at least one more time in the fall to review and approve
those changes. Starting in the fall, CCRPC staff will work intensively with individual municipal staff to
review and edit the municipal AHMPs

There were questions about why we need to have these Plans. They are necessary to obtain a lower
municipal share requirement for FEMA emergency relief assistance declared disasters (Emergency Relief
Assistance Funds - ERAF). It was also discussed that the municipal plans are now required to include a
flood resiliency element and while the original intent was to use the AHMPs as the municipal plan element,
statute reads that they can be used as a reference. Sharon Murray explained that the original intent was for
the flood resiliency element was to be broader and not just focused on flooding. Staci Pomeroy asked when
the five year timeframe will start depending on when each municipality adopts. Dan indicated that it would
be easiest for everyone to adopt at nearly the same time, as was done on the last round. Ideally we will
submit the second draft to FEMA before the August, 2016 deadline.

4, Review Hazard ldentification List

The Committee reviewed and discussed the attached list of assessed hazards identified in the 2011 All
Hazards Mitigation Plan. Clare Rock asked how we will incorporate some of the hazards that come out of
the local plans into the County-wide plan. Dan indicated that we will be able to circle back and incorporate
them into the County plan. Sharon Murray also suggested that we look at the 2013 State Plan AHMP and
include the hazards that they’ve identified. If one of the hazards that they identified are not an issue here
then we just need to explain that in our Plan.

The additional hazards that were identified include:

High ground water levels — this was an issue in the spring lake floods as some damage occurred from water
coming up through the basements. There was some discussion about a lack of data, but CCRPC will look
into it.




Fluvial erosion — not all erosion problems have been caused by flooding so this should be identified on its
own or at least under a more general category with inundation flooding. Jericho, Bolton and Underhill were
identified as areas that have seen this problem. We have much more data on this now.

Extreme cold/frost — There was some discussion about the frozen pipes that most municipalities experienced
this last winter and whether we could identify strategies to proactively address the issues. Roger Hunt
explained that most of the problems were caused under the travelled roadway and one solution is to run
deeper service connections and insulation.

Heat wave — It was agreed that this certainly is and may become more frequent, however it wasn’t clear if
we could run an assessment of it. There are notifications regarding power issues with AC when there is a
heat wave. CCRPC will research it and if we come up with interesting data or strategies we will discuss it
in the Fall.

Algal blooms — These are a challenge for water systems that pull from the lake. CWD’s intakes are lower
and are not impacted by algae, but other systems are impacted. There are also other public health issues
associated with swimming, etc.

Solar flares — they are new but it is an emergency management issue b/c they can affect many things.

Other non-natural fires — those occurring as a result of crime, urban high density multi-family oriented. This
can also be a challenge in more isolated communities where access to water systems is non-existent.

Fuel loss - expand gas service loss to more general fuel loss to include propane, wood, etc.

Invasive species — ash borer, zebra mussles, etc. — major challenge to public health, economic development,
etc.

There was a suggestion to move radiological incident under hazardous materials incident; as well as adding
pollution events as a broad category and organizing other events under it. There was a question about
whether rail is included because there are a lot of challenges associated with the material that is transported
viarail. This is included in the current plan and will be included in the update. Finally, there was
discussion around terrorism and crime and whether they should be combined or categorized separately. We
used the definition of terrorism that the State used in the last Plan and will do so again this time.

BREAK - Note: a reporter from WPTZ joined the meeting at this time.

Review Risk Estimation discussion and scoring matrix

The Committee reviewed and discussed the 2011 Plan’s scoring system (attached) that uses various criteria
to estimate the risk for each of the identified hazards and prioritize hazards for mitigation. Clare asked how
we would rate how a municipality can handle the particular issue — essentially how equipped they are and
their ability to respond. There was discussion about how and where to incorporate this into the Plan. Dan
also noted that to some extent the ability of a municipality to respond to the relative effects and impacts of
hazard is captured in the various scores. The intent of this Plan is to identify hazards and figure out where
we are weak and how to improve on it and it may make sense to evaluate the risk first and foremost without
consideration on how you would mitigate it. Dan explained organization of the Plan and how some of this
will come at the end when we figure out how we deal with these issuesThough the inability of a
municipality to address a hazard could be a hazard in and of itself. It was determined that there should be a
three step process: identify the high hazards, then do a vulnerability assessment and then figure out
strategies on how to address/deal with the hazards.

Other comments/discussion included:
Where would we account for loss of crops — under economic would probably make the most sense.

How do we deal with acute v. chronic losses — this is a great question and the Committee wasn’t sure how to
address this but CCRPC will put some thought into this.

The health & safety ratings seem low for technological hazards — particularly with the aging population that
we have.
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Paul questioned whether telecommunication risk really the highest occurrence over the others? The
Committee will revisit this issue.

Societal — The opiate issue was raised; and there was a question about whether an epidemic is really a larger
economic issue than economic recession. Should crime go up to 5, and/or epidemic regarding opiate use?
We will re-visit this issue.

Review Mitigation Strategies (attachment)

The Committee reviewed and discussed the 2011 Plan’s Mitigation Strategies (attached) with the following
questions in mind:

a. Should each of these strategies should still be a priority for the region?
b. Which strategies should be modified to reflect progress or new developments?
c. Should any new strategies should be included as priorities for the region?

Mitigation primarily happens at the local level, so these strategies are the broad regional strategies.
Suggestions/discussion included:

The resource preparedness guide is a useful resource and should be updated. This information can be
gathered from the LEOP’s.

Broaden the police and dispatch services study to other emergency services (combined salt purchasing is an
example as this is a need for emergency services). It was also suggested that this be called “sharing”
services rather than “regionalizing”.

Identify and include other organizations/agencies (i.e. Howard Center, etc.) that should be
included/incorporated into continued efforts and new strategies.

Clarify strategy the stormwater assessments under #3 to be clear that we are only talking about municipal
roads, and not everything that the sw utilities now take on because we aren’t going to be able to analyze all
of those in the next 5 years. Though it was noted that some of the undersized ponds on private property can
be a real problem.

Next steps from the Climate Action Plan and the various project identified in the numerous fluvial erosion
hazard studies will be included.

The tool for landslide assessment exists and some maps were done in select towns in the County.

It was suggested that rail not be dropped from the list as this has only been more of an issue nationally, not
less of one.

There was some discussion regarding the shelter-in-place workshops and whether this is happening or
needed. The Red Cross may be doing some of this work. CCRPC will research this further.

There was a suggestion for CCRPC to help groups of municipalities get CRS certification.

Next Steps
This was not discussed, but the following steps were included on the agenda for the 2016 Plan update:

a. Do we maintain college appendices (UVM, Champlain College and St. Michaels College)
b. Agency review of draft 2016 Plan
c. 2016 Plan adoption process: review by municipalities, VDEMHS and FEMA

Adjourn - the meeting was adjourned at approximately 4:40pm.
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6.3 Updating the Chittenden County Multi-Jurisdictional All Hazards
- Mitigation Plan and Municipal Annexes

FEMA regulations require that the All Hazards Mitigation Plan be updated, adopted and
approved every five years in order for jurisdictions to maintain eligibility for pre-disaster

“mitigation funding. This five-year update cycle helps ensure that the plan remains current and
relevant.

CCRPC anticipates that the following plan update procedure will be followed:
1. CCRPC will seek pre-disaster mitigation grant or other grants to fund the plan update.

representatives appointed by LEPC #1, one or more commissioner representatives of
fficio officials from VEM and Vermont ANR

3. The Plan Update Committee will review the annual summary monitoring and evaluation
reports. The Committee will also review the Plan’s identified hazards, the hazard
evaluation process, and the multi-jurisdictional mitigation strategies to determine whether
they are still appropriate, or whether modifications or additions are needed based on
current knowledge and conditions.

4. Based on Committee input, CCRPC staff will update relevant data in the Plan and
prepare a draft Plan update. CCRPC will convene a secon
Review/Update committee to review the draft Plan update

In the event no consensus is reached, a vote by a simple majority of the Committee
voting members present will decide.

CCRPC will

Each governing body may provide, if it chooses, recommendations for further
ges to the updated Multi-Jurisdictional Plan and to its individual annex.

:
7. The public may observe the presentations and provide comments, if desired, on the

Multi-Jurisdictional Plan and the individual municipal annexes. The draft updated plans
will be posted on the CCRPC website for public review and comment.

8. CCRPC staff will incorporate the public and municipal comments into the Multi-
Jurisdictional Plan and the individual municipal annexes.




W1th1n three months of the time that the CCRPC has finished presentatlons to all of the
municipal governing bodies, CCRPC will submit the updated Plan to FEMA Region I
along with copies of the annexes adopted to date.

A municipality may choose not to re-adopt the updated Multi-Jurisdictional Plan and its ,
respective local annex, recognizing that they may no longer use the updated Plan and annex to be
eligible for FEMA hazard mitigation grants. A municipality may choose to develop, adopt and
submit its own Local All-Hazards Mitigation Plan to FEMA Region I, consistent with the

~ requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 and regulations contained in 44CFR201 &
206 in order to maintain eligibility. /

6.4 Incorporation into Existing Planning Mechanisms

The All-Hazards Mitigation Plan was used as a source when updating the Chittenden County
Regional Plan in 2006. The 2006 Regional Plan contained a new Public Safety chapter, the text
and stated goals of which relied heavily on the All-Hazards Mitigation Plan.

- The mitigation strategies contained in this Plan can be incorporated into CCRPC’s future
planning mechanisms in two primary ways:

The Chittenden County Regional Plan — CCRPC’s process for updating the Chittenden County
“Regional Plan will consider and incorporate as appropriate the data, analyses and mitigation
strategies of this All Hazards Mitigation Plan.

The CCRPC annual Work Program — CCRPC will consider and incorporate mitigation strategies
and actions into its annual Work Program, contingent on sufficient resources being available.

Opportunities exist for municipalities and other entities to incorporate this Plan’s mitigation
strategies into their own planning mechanisms, including but not limited to:

e Municipal comprehensivé plans
e Municipal capital budgets
¢ Municipal zoning bylaws and subdivision regulations

e Municipal permitting processes (e.g., zoning permits, subdivision approvals, site plan
reviews, road access permits, etc)

o Redevelopment plans
e Transportation improvement programs
e Open space preservation programs
e Mutual aid agreements

Some of the mitigation strategies in this Multi-jurisdictional All Hazards Mitigation Plan and the
municipal annexes specifically identify actions to incorporate mitigation strategies into other




planning mechanisms. Other opportunities may become apparent when the strategies are
implemented. The ability of municipalities and other entities to incorporate this Plan’s

mitigation strategies into other planning mechanisms is contingent on adequate funding and
staffing resources.




Timeline: Updating the All-Hazards Mitigation Plans (AHMPs)
Multi-Jurisdictional (County) and Municipal Annexes (local plans)

Second meeting

First AHMP Update

meeting Committee

AHMP Review edits to

Update County and Submit Finalize

Committee format of local final and

. AHMPs draft submit

Solicit Review County : local
members County plan to AHMPs
for AHMP Plaq State to State
Update outline
Committee

As soon as funding allows; * ‘I)Sweiu;gn;e 2;%; g::tsiegzglo‘:;?\f/‘ﬂ’s Submit draft
*  Begin presentations to selectboards ]Cou]ntzg% "
to selectboards * Begin update to FOISK/I A by 8-;-0
e Complete revisions local AHMPs 16
/update to County
plan
*  Begin data update
municipal plans
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2011 All-Hazards Mitigation Plan: hazards assessed for risk estimation

Natural

Drought
Flooding
High Winds

- Landslide

Lightning

Multi-structure Urban Fire
Wildfire

Winter Storm
Radiological (Natural)

~ Technological

[

L L] [ ® [ [ ]

Gas Service Loss

Hazardous Materials Incident
Power Loss

Radiological Incident

Sewer Service Loss
Telecommunications Failure
Water Service Loss

Major Transportation Incident
Military Ordnance Incident

Societal

Crime
Civil Disturbance
Terrorism

~ Epidemic

Economic Recession
Key Employer Loss

Other hazards discussed in report but not included in risk estimation matrix:

Earthquake

Tornadoes and Hurricanes

Hail .

Climate Change

Ice Jams

High Hazard Dams .
Inundations, Floodplains, and the NFIP
Fluvial Erosion '
Pollution Event

Several categories of Hazardous Substances hazards
Several categories of Transportation Incident
Food Supply Crisis
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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
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» 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
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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
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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)

Chittenden County, VT Multi-Jurisdictional All-Hazards Mitigation Plan
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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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Table 3-5 Significant hazards, by municipality, Chittenden County, Vermont.
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atural Hazards :& , i‘@ | L %7
Drought
Flooding | x | x X | x X x | x| x| x{x X X X | x| x| x
High Winds X [ x| x X X
Landslide
Fluvial Erosion X [ x X X X
Lightning
Multi-Structure Urban Fire X X X X X
Major Wildfire X
Winter Storm | x X X X X X x| x| x X x | x X X X | x| x X
Radiation (Natural) X X

Technological Hazards

Gas Service Loss

Hazardous Materials X X X X X
Powerloss | x X X X X X X X X X X X x| x [ x X X X
Radiological Incident
Sewer Service Loss X X X X
Telecommunications failure | x X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Major Transportation Incident | x x | x X X | ox X X X | x
Water Service Loss X X X X X x| x

Secietal Hazards

Crime X X
Civil Disturbance X
Epidemic / Mass Casualty | x x | x X X x| x| x| x| x| x X X | x| x X
Terrorism X X
Economic Recession X X X X X X X X X X X X
Key Employer Loss | x X X X

It is important to remember that the significance of a hazard is a function of its frequency and the

amount of damage it might cause. Some hazards, such as drought, can occur every few years in
the county, but effects are usually limited to farmers and a few individual homeowners being
without well water because of a temporary low water table. A major urban fire encompassing

several structures is not a common event but has the potential to cause serious damage.
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