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I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
A. Purpose

This updated version of the state plan now reflects the Disaster Mitigation Act (DMA) of
2000 planning requirements and emphasises plan coordination and program
implementation. Another important addition to the state plan is a discussion of how the
outcomes of the local mitigation plans will be reflected in future drafts of the state plan.
Both natural and human-caused hazards are addressed.

The State of Minnesota is vulnerable to a variety of potential disasters. These hazards,
both natural and human caused, threaten loss of life and property of the state. Such
hazards as riverine and flash flooding, urban and wildfires, blizzards, tornado and straight
line winds, earthquakes; ice storms, droughts, hazardous material spills, and nuclear,
biological, or chemical releases have the potential for inflicting vast economic loss and
personal hardship. Vulnerability will continue to increase as the state develops and
Minnesota’s population grows in the Metro area.

Hazard mitigation planning and preparedness will be the most effective instrument to
diminish losses by reducing the impact of disasters upon people and property. Although
mitigation efforts will not eliminate all disasters, the state shall endeavor to be prepared
as much as possible for a disaster.

This All-Hazard Mitigation Plan represents the efforts of state and local agencies in
fulfilling the responsibility for hazard mitigation planning. The intent of the plan is to
reduce the actual threat of specific hazards by limiting the impact of damages and losses.

B. Scope

The All-Hazard Mitigation Plan evaluates and ranks the major natural, technological and
domestic preparedness hazards, affecting the state of Minnesota as determined by
frequency of event, economic impact, deaths and injuries. Mitigation recommendations
are based on input from state and local agencies and national best practices.

C. Mitigation Definition

Hazard mitigation may be defined as any action taken to eliminate or reduce the long-
term risk to human life and property from natural and technological hazards. Potential
types of hazard mitigation measures include the following:

« Structural hazard control or protection projects

« Retrofitting of facilities

« Acquisition and relocation of structures

« Development of mitigation standards, regulations, policies, and programs
« Public awareness and education programs

« Development or improvement of warning systems1.

The emphasis of such a measure is on a total warning system; not simply the purchase of warning equipment hardware.
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D. Benefits
The benefits of hazard mitigation include the following:

« Saving lives, protecting the health of the public, and reducing injuries
« Preventing or reducing property damage

« Reducing economic losses

« Minimizing social dislocation and stress

« Reducing agricultural losses

« Maintaining critical facilities in functioning order

« Protecting infrastructure from damage

« Protecting mental health

« Reducing legal liability of government and public officials.

E. Legal Basis of Plan

1. Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, as amended by
Public Law 106-390, October 30, 2000 (Section 322 of this statute requires that a
state All-Hazard Mitigation Plan be prepared following a Presidential Disaster
Declaration.). With this, the plan will conform to the 44 CFR Parts 201 and 206:
Hazard Mitigation Planning and Hazard Mitigation Grant Program. The plan will be
written to the standards of an Enhanced Plan as noted in part 201.5, which provides
for states to receive an increased percentage of HMGP funds.

2. Authorized under Section 404 of the Stafford Act, the Hazard Mitigation Grant
Program (HMGP) provides grants to States and local governments to implement
long-term hazard mitigation measures after a major disaster declaration. And the Pre-
Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Program was authorized by 8203 of the Robert T. Stafford
Disaster Assistance and Emergency Relief Act (Stafford Act), 42 USC, as amended
by 8102 of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.

3. Minnesota Statutes, Chapter 12. (Delineates Minnesota Homeland Security and
Emergency Management [HSEM)] responsibilities.)

4. Governor's Executive Order 04-04. (Assigns emergency responsibilities [including
hazard mitigation] to state agencies.).

HSEM has been designated as the state’s coordinating agency for disaster
preparedness, emergency response, and disaster recovery assistance. HSEM has
statutory responsibility for coordinating the state’s hazard mitigation efforts through
the State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO).

5. The State Hazard Mitigation Officer has the overall authority and responsibility for
maintenance of the plan. The plan will be reviewed on an annual basis; and every
three years it will be resubmitted to FEMA for their review as required by the federal
DMA 2000 planning guidelines.
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6. The State will comply with all applicable Federal statutes and regulations during the
periods for which it receives grant funding, in compliance with 44CFR 13.11(c). The
State will amend its plan as necessary to reflect the changes in State or Federal laws
and statutes as required in 44 CFR section 13.11(d).

7. Other relevant legislative initiatives include a result of the 1999 legislative session
that required the Department of Public Safety (DPS), the Department of Finance, and
Department of Administration, Local Planning Assistance to conduct a study and
make recommendations for establishing a State Hazard Mitigation Program.

Land Use Controls:
There is no State of Minnesota land use plan. However, in Minnesota Statutes, there
are a number of essential elements for the management of the state's resources - land
and water. The state preempts local land use decisions and authority, at least to some
extent by:

Shoreland Management (Minn. Statutes § 105.485) Adopted in 1969. - Established
regulations classifying shoreland based upon suitability for development and a
classification of lakes, streams and rivers and establishing ordinances for permissible
uses.

Water Quality (Minn. Statutes § 115.03, 105.38.) Enforcing the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act of 1972 - Any project or development that pollutes state waters
IS required to meet the standards established for the receiving water.

Flood Plain Management (Minn. Statutes § 104.01 - 104.08) - All types of
development having high flood damage potential are regulated by statewide standards
to be enforced by conforming county and municipal ordinance.

Power Plant Siting (Minn. Statutes § 116.55) Adopted in 1973. - State approval
required.

Critical Areas (Minn. Statutes § 116G.02) Adopted in 1973. - Addressed any
development that would make a material change in the use or appearance of any
structure or land within areas so designated.

Environmental Policy Act (Minn. Statutes § 116D.02) Adopted in 1973. - Stipulates
when Environmental Impact Statements must be prepared for various types of private
and government actions.

Wild and Scenic Rivers (Minn. Statutes § 104.32) Adopted in 1973. - Classifies and
regulates designated rivers and the permitted and conditional uses and types of
development in each class.

Solid Waste Management (Minn. Statutes 8 116F.01) - Establishes statewide
standards administered through the counties.
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Air Quality (Minn. Statutes § 116.01.) Enforcing the Federal Clean Air Act. - Major
air polluters regulated at point-of source. Also when area air quality standards are
exceeded in an area, all growth and development contributing must be addressed.

Water Resources (Minn. Statutes § 36.25 - 36.26, Chapter 702 1973 Laws sub. 1, and
105.106) Adopted in 1973. - Applied to all types of residential, agricultural, and
industrial development dependent on the appropriation of water or some action
related to works on public waters.

F. Plan Objectives
1. Determine the extent of existing mitigation programs and policy--capabilities.
2. Evaluate and rank all-hazards that impact Minnesota.

3. Create a detailed, working document that will establish a standardized process for
ensuring coordination of recovery-related hazard mitigation efforts following a major
emergency/disaster and implement an on-going, comprehensive state hazard
mitigation strategy.

4. Familiarize state and local officials, and the general public about comprehensive
hazard mitigation in Minnesota; obtain their support.

5. Fulfill the mitigation planning requirements found in 44 CFR parts 201.4 and 201.5,
resulting in an Enhanced State Mitigation Plan; this makes the state eligible to receive
increased funds under the HMGP, based on twenty percent of the total estimated
eligible Stafford Act disaster assistance.

Il. FOUNDATIONS OF THE STATE MITIGATION PROGRAM
A. State Mitigation Program Overview

FEMA currently has three mitigation grant programs that are administered by the State:
Hazards Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), the Pre-Disaster Mitigation program
(PDM), and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program. Both HMGP and PDM are
administered through the Department of Public Safety, Division of Homeland Security
and Emergency Management; the FMA is administered by the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources.

Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP)

Authorized under Section 404 of the Stafford Act, the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
(HMGP) provides grants to States and local governments to implement long-term hazard
mitigation measures after a major disaster declaration. The purpose of the program is to
reduce the loss of life and property due to natural disasters and to enable mitigation
measures to be implemented during the immediate recovery from a disaster.
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Hazard Mitigation Grant Program funding is only available to States following a
Presidential disaster declaration. Eligible applicants are:

e State and local governments

e Indian tribes or other tribal organizations

e Certain private non-profit organization

Individual homeowners and businesses may not apply directly to the program; however a
community may apply on their behalf. HMGP funds may be used to fund projects that
will reduce or eliminate the losses from future disasters. Projects must provide a long-
term solution to a problem, for example, elevation of a home to reduce the risk of flood
damages as opposed to buying sandbags and pumps to fight the flood.

In addition, a project's potential savings must be more than the cost of implementing the
project. Funds may be used to protect either public or private property or to purchase
property that has been subjected to, or is in danger of, repetitive damage.

Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Program

The Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program provides technical and financial assistance
to States and local governments for cost-effective pre-disaster hazard mitigation activities
that complement a comprehensive mitigation program, and reduce injuries, loss of life,
and damage and destruction of property. FEMA provides grants to States and Federally
recognized Indian tribal governments that, in turn, provide sub-grants to local
governments (to include Indian Tribal governments) for mitigation activities such as
planning and the implementation of projects identified through the evaluation of natural
hazards. The Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Program was authorized by 8203 of the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Assistance and Emergency Relief Act (Stafford Act), 42
USC, as amended by §102 of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.

Funding for the program is provided through the National Pre-Disaster Mitigation Fund
to assist States and local governments (to include Indian Tribal governments) in
implementing cost-effective hazard mitigation activities that complement a
comprehensive mitigation program. All applicants must be participating in the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) if they have been identified through the NFIP as having
a Special Flood Hazard Area (a Flood Hazard Boundary Map (FHBM) or Flood
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) has been issued). In addition, the community must not be
suspended or on probation from the NFIP.

44 CFR Part 201, Hazard Mitigation Planning establishes criteria for State and local
hazard mitigation planning authorized by 8322 of the Stafford Act, as amended by §104
of the DMA. After November 1, 2003, local governments and Indian Tribal governments
applying for PDM funds through the States will have to have an approved local
mitigation plan prior to the approval of local mitigation project grants. States will also be
required to have an approved Standard State mitigation plan in order to receive PDM
funds for State or local mitigation projects after November 1, 2004. Therefore, the
development of state and local multi-hazard mitigation plans is key to maintaining
eligibility for future PDM funding.
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Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) Program

FMA provides funding to assist states and communities in implementing measures to
reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of flood damage to buildings, manufactured
homes, and other structures insurable under the National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP). There are three types of grants available under FMA: Planning, Project, and
Technical Assistance Grants.

FMA Planning Grants are available to States and communities to prepare Flood
Mitigation Plans. NFIP-participating communities with approved Flood Mitigation Plans
can apply for FMA Project Grants. FMA Project Grants are available to states and NFIP
participating communities to implement measures to reduce flood losses. Ten percent of
the Project Grant is made available to states as a Technical Assistance Grant.

These funds may be used by the state to help administer the program. Communities
receiving FMA Planning and Project Grants must be participating in the NFIP. A few
examples of eligible FMA projects include: the elevation, acquisition, and relocation of
NFIP-insured structures. Funding for the program is provided through the National Flood
Insurance Fund, and FMA is funded at $20 million nationally.

States are encouraged to prioritize FMA project grant applications that include repetitive
loss properties. The FY 2001 FMA emphasis encourages states and communities to
address targeted repetitive loss properties identified in the Agency's Repetitive Loss
Strategy. These include structures with four or more losses, and structures with 2 or more
losses where cumulative payments have exceeded the property value. State and
communities are also encouraged to develop Plans that address the mitigation of these
target repetitive loss properties.

Community Rating System (CRS)

While not a funding source, the NFIP’s Community Rating System (CRS) is a voluntary
incentive program that recognizes and encourages community floodplain management activities
that exceed the minimum NFIP requirements. As a result, flood insurance premium rates are
discounted to reflect the reduced flood risk resulting from the community actions meeting the
three goals of the CRS: (1) reduce flood losses; (2) facilitate accurate insurance rating; and (3)
promote the awareness of flood insurance.

One of the creditable activities of the program is provision of a floodplain management plan.
Criteria have been established for the development and preparation, review, public input and
adoption to ensure a comprehensive plan. In addition to the planning activities, credit is also
provided for such activities as public information, mapping and regulations, and flood
preparedness. These activities work toward the first goal of the CRS, damage reduction.

As of October 1, 2003 there were only 3 communities participating in the CRS.
Floodplain Management Activities

Preventive activities keep flood problems from getting worse. The use and development
of floodprone areas is limited through planning, land acquisition, or regulation.
Preventive measures are usually administered by building, zoning, planning, and/or code
enforcement offices:
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Planning and zoning
Stormwater management
Open space preservation
Drainage system maintenance
Floodplain regulations

Dune and beach maintenance

Property protection activities are usually undertaken by property owners on a building-
by- building or parcel basis. They include:
e Relocation
Floodproofing
Acquisition
Sewer backup protection
Building elevation
Insurance

Natural resource protection activities preserve or restore natural areas or the natural
functions of floodplain and watershed areas. They are usually implemented by parks,
recreation, or conservation agencies or organizations:

e Wetlands protection

e Best management practices

e Erosion and sediment control

Emergency services measures are taken during a flood to minimize its impact. These
measures are the responsibility of city or county emergency management staff and the
owners or operators of major or critical facilities:

e Flood warning

e Critical facilities protection

e Flood response

e Health and safety maintenance

Structural projects keep floodwaters away from an area with a levee, reservoir, or other
flood control measure. They are usually designed by engineers and managed or
maintained by public works staff:
e Reservoirs
Channel modifications
Levees/floodwalls/seawalls
Beach nourishment
Diversions Storm sewers

Public information activities work to inform property owners, potential property
owners, and visitors about hazards, ways to protect people and property from the hazards,
and the natural and beneficial functions of local floodplains. They are usually
implemented by a public information office:

e Map information

e Library
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Outreach projects
Technical assistance
Real estate disclosure
Environmental education

Mitigation Committee Formation and Support

The Minnesota Recovers Task Force (MNRTF) was created by Executive Order. State
and federal agencies meet initially after a disaster for an indefinite period of time to pool
all resources for the affected area during the response and recovery periods. Applications
are sent to the MNRTF for review and concurrence on project funding.

In addition to the Minnesota Recoveries Task Force, the state formed the Mitigation
Advisory Committee (MAC) back in June 1999 to promote disaster resistance in
Minnesota by:

e Educating the public about hazard mitigation methods

e Developing statewide mitigation partnerships

e Encouraging building code adoption & enforcement

e Encouraging responsible growth through planning & zoning
e Encouraging appropriate insurance coverage

The MAC advises DHSEM on mitigation issues, which included Project Impact. There
were five Project Impact communities in Minnesota — Steele County, City of Burnsville,
Washington County, City of Fridley, and Stearns/Benton Counties Partnership. The MAC
reviewed all Project Impact community applications and makes a recommendation to the
HSEM Director. The MAC also works with the Minnesota Project Impact Partnership, a
group of statewide organizations that support the ideals of disaster resistance. The MAC
reviewed the disaster study and recommended several objectives to the HSEM Director.
The MAC hosted and attended workshops on GIS Applications in Emergency
Management and Local Hazard Mitigation Planning. The MAC worked with two
vendors on the development of a slogan-logo for statewide hazard mitigation activities.
The MAC coordinated fund raising activities for development of disaster mitigation
public education resources.

B. Prioritizing Local Assistance

Review of mitigation project applications—and planning applications—are conducted by
the State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO) and are prioritized according to FEMA and
state criteria. These criteria are listed below and on the Pre-Application Ranking form
that follows. These criteria focus on identifying communities with the highest risks,
repetitive loss properties, and most intense development pressures; benefits are also
identified for use in the FEMA Benefit Cost Analysis Module.

1. Measures that best fit within an overall plan for development and/or hazard
mitigation in the community, disaster area, or state.
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2. Measures that, if not taken, will have a severe detrimental impact on the applicant
such as potential loss of life, loss of essential services, damage to critical
facilities, or economic hardship on the community.
3. Measures that have the greatest potential impact on reducing future disaster
losses.
4. Measures that are designed to accomplish multiple objectives, including damage
reduction, environmental enhancement, and economic recovery.
5. Measures that are in accordance with any overall-hazard mitigation project
priorities established by FEMA or the State of Minnesota.
6. Additional state criteria that may be considered
a) Geographic distribution of projects
b) Projected cost of proposed project
¢) Relative cost-effectiveness of projects
d) Conformity of project with existing local hazard mitigation plans and land
use/building regulations in the communities. Sub-grantees who do not have a
plan will be required to develop a multi-hazard mitigation plan.

e) Applicant's level of interest and demonstrated degree of commitment to
hazard mitigation actions and programs.

f) Are there any repetitive loss properties included in the project or will the
project protect any repetitive loss properties

One particular criterion that is uniquely addressed through this methodology is that of
development pressures, assuring that growth of the community does not infringe on
known hazard areas—for example, in the floodplain. Item #1 and #6/d above speak to
this, noting the importance of adhering to an “overall plan for development” and second,
mitigation actions that conform to “...existing hazard mitigation plans, land use / building
regulations.” This type of detail will become even more apparent as the State reviews
local mitigation plans; in the meantime, this information is gathered during the applicant
process, as noted above and below, in the Pre-Applicant Ranking form below. This form
prompts with questions that point toward growth issues in particular: “Does the project
restore floodplains and/or wetlands?”” And “Does the project have multiple objectives
such as damage reduction, environmental enhancement and economic recovery?” And
“Does the project promote development of recreational areas/historic areas?”
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STATE OF MINNESOTA
HAZARD MITIGATION GRANT PROGRAM
FEMA-DR1569-MN

PRE-APPLICATION RANKING

APPLICANT: COUNTY:
AMOUNT REQUESTED: $ SCORE: RANK:
PROJECT TYPE POINTS
Non-Structural Mitigation:
Acquisition
Residential 35
Critical Facility 35
Commercial 25
Relocation
Residential 30
Critical Facility 30
Commercial 20
Floodproofing
Residential 25
Critical Facility 25
Commercial 15
Planning (with implementation) 10

Development and implementation of zoning and building code | 15
ordinances, etc.

Educational Programs for public officials and citizens 15

Structural Mitigation:
Storm Water Drainage Improvements 10
Detention/Retention Ponds
Storm Sewer Improvements
Other

Bluff Stabilization

Channelization

Dam Improvements

Construction of small levees/berms

Erosion and sediment control

grorjorforforfo

Other

Page BP-10




Minnesota All-Hazard Mitigation Plan April 15, 2005
Basic Plan Revision 1
Ineligible Activities: 0
Warning Systems, Purchase of Equipment, planning without
Implementation
Project Type Section Sub-Total (35 points possible)
SITE VULNERABILITY
Flood Event Frequency
5+ 25
4 20
3 15
2 10
1 5
0 0
Does the Project involve removing structures from:
Floodway 10
Flood Fringe 5
Does the project address multiple hazards? 10
Site Vulnerability Section Sub-Total (45 points possible)
PROJECT BENEFITS
Does the project alleviate or reduce the need for emergency services | 5
during disasters?
Does the project alleviate or reduce damages to improved structures? 10
Does the project have a beneficial impact on more than one community | 10
or is it multi-jurisdictional?
Does the project solve a problem independently or is it part of another | 5
solution with assurance that the project will be completed?
Is the project a long-term solution to a repetitive or imminently | 10
dangerous situation?
Does the project directly prevent death and injury by reducing a person’s | 5
vulnerability to the hazard?
Does the project substantially reduce future disaster costs? 0-10
Does the project reduce the cost of repairing repetitive damages? 0-10
Does the project restore floodplains and/or wetlands? 5
Does the project have multiple objectives such as damage reduction, | 0-10
environmental enhancement and economic recovery?
Does the project promote economic growth and community | 0-10

development?
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Does the project promote development of recreational areas/historic | 0-10
areas?

Does the project provide flood protection beyond the 100-year flood | 10
event?

Project Benefits Section Sub-Total (110 points possible)

OTHER ITEMS TO CONSIDER

Is the project in the declared area? 10

Mitigation Plan  Approved Flood=5 Approved All-Hazards=10 10
Working on All-Hazards =5

Does the proposed project involve the use of innovative approaches to | 5
mitigation or mitigation measures?

Has the applicant submitted the project under a previous disaster? 5

Are other agencies willing to provide funds towards funding the project? | 10

Is the applicant willing to put funds towards the project over and above | 10
the 12.5% local match?

Are there funds available to fund the entire project? 5
Is there future maintenance required on the project? -10
Does the community participate in the CRS? 5

Other Items to Consider Section Sub-Total (60 points possible)

TOTAL SCORE: (250 total points possible)
PROJECT RANK:

C. Monitoring Project Implementation

In addition to simply implementing specific strategies the state will continue to assess the
way its mitigation program is achieving the goals and objectives of the plan. The
Mitigation Plan is intended to serve as a guide for dealing with the impact of both current
and future hazards. It is not a static document and must be modified to reflect changing
conditions if it is to be an effective plan. Disasters or change in political or community
views will require that the plan’s goals and objectives be reevaluated.

The state will make use of the FEMA planning guide series, State and Local Mitigation
Planning How-To guide: Bringing the Plan to Life. The associated worksheets of this
guide will be put to use on strategy progress reporting, evaluation of the planning team,
project results, revising the risk assessment, and on general plan revision itself.

Monitoring Points:
a) HSEM will serve as the grantee for project management and accountability of

funds in accordance with 44 CFR Part 13. Sub-grantees (applicants) are
accountable to the grantee for funds that have been awarded to them.
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b)

9)

h)

The HSEM financial management officer (FMO) will be responsible for
managing the letter of credit procedures, and for placing the Section 404 funds
obligated by FEMA for approved projects into a HMGP and PDM accounts at
HSEM. The FMO will not obligate federal funds for a project until informed by
the SHMO that FEMA has approved the project.

The SHMO will be responsible for initiating the completion, on behalf of the
applicant, of a HMGP and PDM Sub-grant Award Agreements. The SHMO will
provide the sub-grantee with a copy of the completed agreement, along with the
Sub-grantee’s Handbook.

The grantee and sub-grantee will implement a record keeping and financial
system for the project. The State will keep an individual file on each project.
Sub-grantees will submit quarterly progress reports to the SHMO. The due dates
for these reports are 15 days after the end of the fiscal quarter during the time the
project is in progress. The SHMO will, in turn, submit quarterly progress reports
to FEMA, as required. The final report will be a complete assessment of project
accomplishment.

The SHMO will monitor and evaluate project accomplishment and adherence to
the work schedule by utilizing the quarterly progress reports submitted by sub-
grantees.

Sub-grantees will maintain financial records and receipts necessary to document
all their expenditures relative to their projects for minimum of six years following
submission of the final report and may be required to maintain them longer upon
notification from the State.

The SHMO will review requests for partial payment, time extensions, changes in
project scope, and cost overruns. The SHMO will also coordinate project
closeout, with use of the following form:
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PROJECT CLOSEOUT WORKSHEET

Project

Point of Contact

Criteria Status/Finding/Date Completed Initials & Date

STATE

All Acquisitions Complete:
# Total Parcels
# Vacant Parcels

Project Funds Expended:
$ Federal

$ State

$ Local

Closing Statements In

Deed Restrictions Verified

Project Certification Form
Received

Final Project and Admin.
Payment(s) Made

Notice of Close-Out to
Region V

FEMA

CATEX or FONSI Received

Benefit-Cost Analysis
Documented

Legals/Plat to GIS
Closing Statements
Deed Restrictions

ADAMS/DAMAGES
update and/or Deobligation

Project Site Inspection
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Other Issues

Scope of Work

Changes in scope of work include any work other than what was expressly identified in
the project application. Changes may include, but are not limited to, a change in which
properties are being acquired or a change in the number of properties being acquired or
work on sites not identified in the original grant application.

A sub-grantee wishing to change the scope of work on a project must notify the SHMO in
writing.

Payments

The state may issue a partial payment for a portion of FEMA's share (the "HSEM HMGP
Share™) of the cost of an approved hazard mitigation project to a sub-grantee. The
"HSEM State Share" of the project, if any has been authorized, will not be provided until
the project has been completed.

A partial payment to a sub-grantee will be based on expenditures that can be documented,
ensuring that the remaining work to be completed is well within the dollar amount of the
approved project.

A Cumulative Expenditure Report form is to be used to request the partial payment. The
request must be submitted to the SHMO and must be accompanied by supporting
documentation that substantiates the project expenditures to date.

Following the review and approval of the request and supporting documentation, the
SHMO will authorize payment.

If the partial payment request is denied, the sub-grantee will be so advised, and given the
reason for the denial.

If a presidential disaster declaration has been issued in Minnesota, the Federal
Emergency Management Agency can—through the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program—
pay for 75 percent of the cost of structural acquisition with the remaining 25 percent to be
provided by the local governments. The Flood Damage Reduction (FDR) program
administered by The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, Division of Waters
will pay half the local share leaving the local government unit with only a 12.5 percent
share. The Minnesota Legislature created the FDR Grant Assistance Program in 1987 to
provide technical and financial assistance to local government units for reducing the
damaging effects of floods.

Time Limits and Extensions

As a general rule, projects must be started within 90 days of their approval by FEMA,
and be completed within one year of the start date. Exceptions to these time limits may
be granted for certain types of projects and/or special circumstances.
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If a sub-grantee determines that it will not be able to complete its project by the date
specified in the Sub-grant Award Agreement, it must immediately notify the SHMO, and
request a time extension.

Cost Overruns

Sub-grantees must notify the SHMO by letter as soon as they determine their project will
have a cost overrun. The letter should include the dollar amount of the overrun, the
reason for the overrun, and provide appropriate justification and documentation (invoices,
copies of contracts, pictures, etc.) to support the additional costs.

The SHMO will evaluate each cost overrun request, and make a determination as to
whether or not it appears to be justified; if so, it may approved if the following criteria
can be met:

a) No additional federal HMGP monies for the project are requested, or additional
federal HMGP monies for the project are requested, and are available due a cost
under run on another project.

b) The projects maintain a benefit/cost ratio of 1 or better.

c) The federal share of the project cost does not exceed 75 percent. If HSEM has
approved the cost overrun, FEMA will be notified and requested to obligate the
additional HMGP monies necessary for that project.

d) The full scope of work on all affected projects can still be met.

e) The amount of the change is less than 10% of the total project cost.

f) Cost overruns, which are determined by the SHMO to be justified, and deserving
of approval, but which do not meet the criteria listed above may be submitted to
FEMA for a determination.

g) Ifthe FEMA Region V Regional Director approves the cost overrun request,
he/she will notify the SHMO in writing, and proceed to process a supplement.
However, in no case will the total amount obligated to the state exceed the
funding limits set forth in Section 206.432(b) of the Final Rules for the Stafford
Act.

Appeals
An applicant/sub-grantee may appeal any determination made (by either the SHMO or
FEMA) related to federal assistance for a sub-grantee.

Upon receipt of an appeal, the SHMO shall review the material submitted, make
additional investigations as necessary, and shall forward the appeal with a written
recommendation to the FEMA Region V Regional Director within 60 days.

D. Project Completion and Closeout

When a sub-grantee has completed its hazard mitigation project, it will be responsible for
completing a Project Completion Certification form. A completed certification form,
along with the necessary supporting documentation, must be returned to the SHMO
within 60 days of project completion.
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Once the SHMO has received the Project Completion Certification form from a sub-
grantee, he/she will initiate project closeout activities, including:

1.

Reviewing documentation by using the Project Closeout Work Sheet to ensure
that all claims and costs are eligible and in compliance with the Sub-grant Award
Agreement.

Notifying FEMA that the project has been completed (once all project
documentation has been approved). The letter to FEMA will certify that the
approved work was completed, that reported costs were incurred in the
performance of eligible work, and that the project is in compliance with the
(applicable) FEMA/State Agreement.

Requesting final payment to the sub-grantee, which includes an administrative
cost allowance, as stipulated in the Hazard Mitigation Sub-grant Award
Agreement and any amendments to the agreement. The amount of this allowance
will be in accord with Section 406(f)(1) of the Stafford Act.

Cost underruns rarely occur, but if they do and no other projects are pending to use these
funds, then these funds would be returned to FEMA; again, this is a rare occurance and
historically Minnesota has effectively used 99% of its funds for projects.

E. Eligibility Criteria for Mitigation Measures

To be eligible for the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, a project must:

1.

2.

Be in conformance with the state hazard mitigation plan developed as a
requirement of the DMA 2000.

Have a beneficial impact upon the designated disaster area, whether or not located
in the designated area.

Be in conformance with 44 CFR Part 9, Floodplain Management and Protection
of Wetlands, and 44 CFR Part 10, Environmental Considerations.

Solve a problem independently or constitute a functional portion of a solution
where there is assurance that the project as a whole will be completed. Projects
that merely identify or analyze hazards or problems are not eligible.

BE COST-EFFECTIVE AND SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE THE RISK OF
FUTURE DAMAGE, HARDSHIP, LOSS, OR SUFFERING RESULTING
FROM A MAJOR DISASTER. THE SUB-GRANTEE MUST
DEMONSTRATE THIS BY DOCUMENTING THAT THE PROJECT:

a) Addresses a problem that has been repetitive or a problem that poses a
significant risk if left unsolved.

b) Will not cost more than the anticipated value of the reduction in both
direct damages and subsequent negative impacts to the area if future
disasters were to occur. Both costs and benefits will be computed on a net
present value basis.

c) Has been determined to be the most practical, effective, and
environmentally sound alternative after consideration of a range of
options.
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d) Contributes, to the extent practicable, to a long-term solution to the
problem it is intended to address.

e) Considers long-term changes to the areas and entities it protects and has
manageable future maintenance and modification requirements.

To be eligible for the Pre-Disaster Mitigation program funds:

FEMA will provide PDM grants to each of the fifty States, the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Samoa, which, in turn, may
provide sub-grants to local and Indian Tribal governments.

Federally recognized Indian Tribal governments; and local governments to include
State recognized Indian Tribes, authorized tribal organizations, and Alaska Native
villages are eligible to apply to the Grantee for assistance. Private non-profit
organizations are not eligible sub-grantee applicants; however, local governments
may sponsor an application on their behalf.

All applicants must be participating in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
if they have been identified through the NFIP as having a Special Flood Hazard Area
(a Flood Hazard Boundary Map (FHBM) or Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) has
been issued). In addition, the community must not be suspended or on probation
from the NFIP (except as directed by H.J. Res 2, February 20, 2003).

Mitigation planning and mitigation projects are eligible activities, including
information dissemination activities regarding cost-effective mitigation technologies
related to the proposed mitigation planning activity or project.

To be eligible for FEMA’s Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program:

An FMA project must, at a minimum, be:

Cost effective.

Cost beneficial to the National Flood Insurance Fund.

Technically feasible.

Physically located in a participating NFIP community or must reduce future flood
damages in an NFIP community.

An FMA project must also conform with:

The minimum standards of the NFIP Floodplain Management Regulations.
The applicant’s Flood Mitigation Plan.

All applicable laws and regulations, such as Federal and State environmental
standards or local building codes

FMA is a pre-disaster grant program that rovides funding to States and communities to
assist in their efforts to reduce or eliminate the risk of repetitive flood damage to
buildings, and structures insurable under the National Flood insurance Program (NFIP).
Planning, technical assistance and project grants are offered under this program. FMA
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was created as part of the National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994 (42 U.S.C. 4101)
with the goal of reducing or eliminating claims under the NFIP.

Cost Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures

The Stafford Act requires HMGP mitigation projects to be cost-effective, and FEMA
regulations require net present value calculations to be used in determining cost-
effectiveness.

Since mitigation projects are designed to reduce or eliminate future damages, cost-
effectiveness evaluations of them must estimate damages, which are likely to be avoided
over the entire expected life of each project.

Flood mitigation projects, particularly acquisition or elevation projects, located where a
Flood Insurance Study or other reliable hydrology information is available will be
evaluated using the FEMA RIVERINE FLOOD FULL DATA MODULE.

Flood mitigation projects located where detailed hydrology information is not available
and many other types of small infrastructure and non-riverine projects will be evaluated
using the FEMA RIVERINE LIMITED DATA MODULE.

Large, complicated projects will be evaluated by a FEMA contractor under the Hazard
Mitigation Technical Assistance Program (HMTAP).

HSEM or FEMA staff will perform benefit/cost (B/C) analyses of proposed projects
based on the materials described in the “Information Needs” sections below.

Cost Benefit Concepts
a) “Benefits” are expected future damages, losses, and costs that would be avoided
with a project in place, discounted to present value.

b) “Costs” are the total initial construction and installation costs, long-term
maintenance costs, and project management costs, discounted to present value.

c) “Present Value” is the result of a calculation to determine the time value of
money. Dollars expected to be received in the future have a present value that is
less than dollars available now. Present value is calculated by use of a discount
rate of 7% (current rate established by Federal OMB). This “discounting”
calculation may be thought of as the reverse of an “interest” calculation.

d) “B/C Ratio” is the sum of yearly benefits over the life of the project, discounted to
present value, divided by total costs, also discounted. If the ratio is > 1.0, the
project is cost-effective (benefits exceed costs).

Post-disaster Assessment Strategy
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Following a disaster, it will be important to evaluate the impact of previous mitigation
methods, or conversely, the impact on the structures that did not receive recommended
mitigation measures. This follow-up evaluation will document the actual value and
effectiveness of mitigation activities.

One method to accomplish this activity is to determine the actual cost avoidance
accomplished as a result of previous mitigation measures.

First, a review will be conducted following a disaster to determine whether or not there
were any previous mitigation actions taken in the effected area. For example, these
actions could have been an acquisition/demolition, flood proofing or elevation, storm
shelters, reinforcement of structures, or other structural measures designed to protect
property. During this review, it should also be determined whether there were any
projects that were proposed but not accepted by a property owner.

If any mitigation actions had been accomplished an estimate will be prepared for damage
that would have occurred as a result of the latest disaster to each structure impacted by
the mitigation activity. For flooding for instance this could involve an individual
structure in the case of an acquisition/demolition, elevation, or structures protected by a
structural measure of some nature.

For properties that were subject to proposed mitigation actions that were not accepted or
accomplished, damage loss figures would be assembled to enable comparison with
estimated losses if the activity had been accomplished.

The Minnesota Department of Public Safety, Division of Emergency Management,
compiled a report on Minnesota Mitigation Success Stories in September 2001. This
report included success stories regarding flooding, winter storms and creating disaster
resistant manufactured home communities. This report and several other Minnesota
success stories is available on the Region V website.

A success story regarding Minnesota’s living snow fences was published in the January-
February 1999 edition of the Minnesota Conservation Volunteer.

Several other Minnesota success stories have been documented in publications of the
Association of State Floodplain Managers. These are available online at their website
www.floods.org

F. Program Management Capabilities

It is the State’s goal to meet FEMA’s 12-month application deadline each and every time
by submitting complete applications, benefit-cost analyses, and records of environmental
reviews. If there are extenuating circumstances and the 12-month deadline will be
missed, the State will file for a 90-day extension on the deadline.

The State will perform and complete both the benefit-cost analyses and the records of
environmental to the best of it capability. The benefit-cost analyses will include all
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supporting documentation such as Flood Insurance Rate Maps, Flood Insurance Studies
and all documentation of damage turned in by the local communities. Records of
Environmental (RER) will be turned in with the appropriate state and federal
correspondence letters, topographic maps with project site(s) labeled, pictures of the
project site and any other information needed for a complete RER.

In keeping with the requirements contained in both the completed Sub-grant Award
Agreement and the Sub-grantee’s Handbook, the grantee and sub-grantee will implement
a record keeping and financial system for the project. The State will keep an individual
file on each project.

Sub-grantees will submit quarterly progress reports to the SHMO. The due dates for
these reports are 15 days after the end of the fiscal quarter during the time the project is in
progress. The SHMO will, in turn, submit quarterly progress reports to FEMA, as
required. The final report will be a complete assessment of project accomplishment.

The SHMO will monitor and evaluate project accomplishment and adherence to the work
schedule by utilizing the quarterly progress reports submitted by sub-grantees. The
SHMO will contact sub-grantees if such a report is not received in a timely manner.
Additionally, the SHMO will promptly respond to any suggestion, in the context of the
quarterly report or otherwise, that a significant problem with a project exists. Such
problems will also be reported to the GAR or his/her designee as necessary. The SHMO
will monitor projects continually: before, during, and after the course of a project.

Sub-grantees will maintain financial records and receipts necessary to document all their
expenditures relative to their projects for minimum of six years following submission of
the final report and may be required to maintain them longer upon notification from the
State.

As a general rule, projects must be started within 90 days of their approval by FEMA,
and be completed within one year of the start date. Exceptions to these time limits may
be granted for certain types of projects and/or special circumstances.

If a sub-grantee determines that it will not be able to complete its project by the date
specified in the Sub-grant Award Agreement, it must immediately notify the SHMO, and
request a time extension. In its letter, the sub-grantee must explain why it will not be
able to meet the completion deadline, what project work remains, and when it anticipates
the project will be completed. Upon his/her review of the time extension request, the
SHMO will notify the sub-grantee of the decision. Projects must be completed by the
time a disaster is financially reconciled, usually 4 years after the date of the disaster or
another schedule mutually agreeable to FEMA and the State.

G. *Goals of State Mitigation Program

GOAL 1. Maintain and enhance the Minnesota Division of Homeland Security and
Emergency Management’s capacity to continuously make Minnesota less
vulnerable to all hazards.
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GOAL 2. Build and support local capacity and commitment to continuously become less
vulnerable to natural hazards.

|GOAL 3. Improve coordination and communication with other relevant entities.

[GOAL 4. Increase public understanding, support, and demand for hazard mitigation.

*For complete discussion of goal setting and resulting objectives and strategies,
see “Mitigation Strategy” at the end of Annex A.

H. Mitigation Recommendations / Activities

The following are programmatic objectives and later, within Annexes A and B, there is a
table outlining Goals, Objectvies and Strategies that addresses each hazard.

1. Hazard Mitigation and Risk Management

a)
b)

c)
d)

€)
f)
9)

h)
i)

Integrate hazard mitigation activities in all pertinent agency programs.

Provide funding and technical assistance to help local governments conduct local
mitigation plans.

Maximize the use of hazard mitigation funding to reduce the impact of future
disasters. Develop a strategy for the utilization of all-hazards risk assessment.
Maintain collaborative and cooperative relationships with the scientific and
technical communities for all-hazards.

Accelerate closeout of hazard mitigation claims of prior years.

Provide technical assistance and guidance to improve all-hazard risk assessments.
Improve communications with DHSEM stakeholders, legislators, and special
interest groups.

Continue to enhance Regional capability.

Develop a risk-based approach to project management and grant payments.

2. Emergency Preparedness

a)

b)
c)

d)

e)
f)

9)
h)

Integrate Minnesota’s Incident Management System (MIMS) structure into plans
and operations at all levels of government in the state.

Enhance and coordinate mutual aid programs throughout the agency.
Integrate Lessons Learned from After Action Reports for disasters into
documents, procedures, and processes.

Improve communications with DHSEM constituents, legislators, and special
interest groups.

Continue to enhance Regional capability.

Ensure state agencies and allied agencies provide appropriate support to local
jurisdictions.

Support and assist local jurisdictions and local state agencies in their planning
efforts for hazardous material or radiological incidents.

Develop, update, and maintain the appropriate regulations for emergency
management.
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1) Upgrade existing equipment through the acquisition of new equipment to meet
safety and liability concerns.

J) Institutionalize work plan processes throughout the agency.

k) Initiate and maintain the agency strategic planning process, including integration
involving mitigation.

I) Ensure that DHSEM has a program and procedures to utilize volunteers and
volunteered resources.

3. Warning
a) Increase the agency's capability to assess impending threats and issue warnings.

4.Emergency Response

b)

c)

d)
e)

f)

Ensure timely response activities within DHSEM, including activation of
Regional Emergency Operations Centers (REOCs) and State Operations Center
(SEOC), to ensure coordination of mutual aid systems through REOC activations.
Ensure state agencies and other organizations provide appropriate support to local
jurisdictions.

Ensure a smooth transition from Response to Recovery.

Improve communications with DHSEM constituents, legislators, and special
interest groups.

Provide necessary equipment and resources to existing REOC's and development
of alternate EOC location.

5. Recovery

3)
b)
c)
d)

€)
f)

Improve communications with DHSEM constituents, legislators, and special
interest groups.

Provide advocacy and necessary training and information to those seeking disaster
assistance.

Anticipate and address recovery issues with local governments, state agencies,
private organizations, and the federal government in a timely and effective
manner.

Establish programs and streamline processes to improve customer service.
Maintain work on current disasters.

Close out old disasters.

6. Administration, Information Management, and Program Support

a)
b)

c)
d)

e)

9)
h)

Improve the agency's ability to maintain day-to-day operations during disaster
response and recovery periods.

Streamline and standardize administrative and program procedures.

Identify opportunities for outsourcing and evaluate cost effectiveness.
Relocate Headquarters facilities to improve the agency's efficiency and safety.
Improve the scope, utilization, and functionality of the Minnesota’s Incident
Management System (MIMS), including the integration of geographic
information management systems (GIS).

Automate Disaster Assistance Claims and Grants Processing.

Automate appropriate administrative procedures to facilitate budget management,
reimbursements, contracts management, and inventory tracking.

Facilitate seamless electronic communication capabilities statewide.
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1) Provide interactive internet access to DHSEM information.

J) Improve communications with DHSEM constituents, legislators, and special
interest groups.

k) Continue to enhance Regional capability.

I) Improve administrative processes according to reports and recommendations from
other sources.

7. Training and Exercises
a) Provide professional development training to DHSEM staff and essential
emergency services training to DHSEM staff, state and local agencies, as well as
other segments of the emergency management community.
b) Develop, implement, and document intra-agency training curricula for all
specialized positions within the SEOC and REOC.
c) Exercise major response and recovery plans and planning guidance for Regions,
other state agencies.

I. Implementation

Although most mitigation measures are implemented on a continual basis, the post-
disaster period often presents special hazard mitigation opportunities. Because such
mitigation opportunities may be more apparent immediately following a disaster, both
public officials and the general public may be more willing to consider them, and special
funding may be available to assist in their implementation.

In the event of a Presidential Disaster Declaration, one of the state's most notable
mitigation activities involves the activation of the Minnesota Recovers Disaster Task
Force (MRDTF). The task force is comprised of both state and federal agencies?, and is
chaired by HSEM. In the event of a Presidential Disaster Declaration, all or part of the
task force is activated and normally meets on a weekly or monthly basis. The meetings
facilitate a coordinated and timely distribution of state/federal post-disaster
recovery/mitigation funds by establishing mutually agreed upon (project) priorities,
identifying eligible projects, and mixing and maximizing available funds in order to be
able to implement projects.

?The state and federal agencies requested to provide a representative for the Minnesota Recovers Disaster Task Force will generally include those
that typically provide personnel to serve on an Interagency Hazard Mitigation Team/Hazard Mitigation Survey Team and/or a damage survey
team. These members include Minnesota Department of Public Safety’s Homeland Security and Emergency Management, FEMA, Department
of Natural Resources, Department of Trade and Economic Development, Housing Finance Agency, Pollution Control Agency, and the state
Historic Preservation Office. In addition, other agencies that have applicable programs, regulations, and/or funding may be asked to provide a
representative. The specific agencies selected will be determined by the nature of the disaster.
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111 DEVELOPING AND SUPPORTING LOCAL MITIGATION PLANNING

The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 required that state and local units of government
have all-hazard mitigation plans in place by November 2004 prior to receiving Hazard
Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) funds. The state responded by updating its own plan
to the new standards and by conducting an extensive outreach effort to encourage local
units of government to complete plans as well.

A. Outreach

State mitigation staff gave presentations at each of the six Regional Program Coordinator
meetings, targeting the county emergency managers in attendance. The benefits of
mitigation planning were presented and the incentives of future eligibility of HMGP and
PDM funds were explained. Similarly, presentations and handouts were used to announce
the program at several conferences. The Association of Minnesota Emergency Managers
annual conference was an example of such outreach.

Letters of invite were sent directly to county emergency managers, planners, and tribal
government leaders—inviting them to take advantage of current funding to complete an
All-Hazard Mitigation Plan. Letters were sent on four separate occasions, one for each
time funding became available under the PDM FY 02, ‘03 and HMGP DR-1370; 1419
program funds.

Continued outreach was conducted during mitigation planning workshops and forums;
attendees were encouraged to partake in the planning process.

State HSEM Staff—Regional Program Coordinators—were also instrumental in
coordinating mitigation planning efforts. See map of Coordinators by region on following

page.
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B. Prioritizing Applicants

The outreach strategies used resulted in a large response from interested communities
from across the state. Funding was available in four different intervals so those
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candidates that met the selection criteria best were chosen first; then, those applicants that
needed time to gather more resources were considered next.

The state prioritized applicants based on statewide representation, proneness to hazards,
and commitment and ability based on existing planning resources in the community
(water plans, comp plans, etc.) and the availability of trained staff. The state’s selection
resulted in a wide geographic representation, inclusive of both large and small
communities and a variety of hazard types. The state has identified and made planning
funds (HMGP and PDM) available for 61 counties, one city, and one tribal government:

C. Local Plan Development Schedule

County / Planning Project Grant Source |Final Plans Due
Cook County PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
St. Louis County PDM FYO02 26-Mar-05
Lake County PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
Beltrami County PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
Hubbard County PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
Clearwater County PDM FYO02 26-Mar-05
Nobles County PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
Redwood County PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
Murray County PDM FYO02 26-Mar-05
Todd County PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
Goodhue County PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
Carver County PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
City of St. Paul PDM FY02 26-Mar-05
Hennepin County PDM FYO02 26-Mar-04
Koochiching County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Itasca County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Aitkin County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Carlton County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Mower County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Winona County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Big Stone County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Chippewa County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
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County / Planning Project

Grant Source

Final Plans Due

HMGP DR-1370

Lac qui Parle County 1-Nov-04
Yellow Medicine County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Mahnomen County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Lake of the Woods County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Isanti County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Polk County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Kittson County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Marshall County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Roseau County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Blue Earth County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Sibley County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
LeSueur County HMGP DR-1370 1-Nov-04
Chisago County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Kanabec County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Mille Lacs County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Norman County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Pennington County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Red Lake County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
HMGP DR-1419
Pope County 1-Nov-05
Meeker County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Kandiyohi County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Renville County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Anoka County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe | HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Otter Tail County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Clay County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
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County / Planning Project

Grant Source

Final Plans Due

Rock County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Jackson County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Swift County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Becker County HMGP DR-1419 1-Nov-05
Pine County PDM FY03 1-Jun-05
Washington County PDM FY03 1-Jun-05
Waseca County PDM FY03 1-Jun-05
Nicollet County PDM FY03 1-Jun-05
Brown County PDM FYO03 1-Jun-05
Watonwan County PDM FY03 1-Jun-05
Martin County PDM FY03 1-Jun-05
Faribault County PDM FYO03 1-Jun-05
Cass County PDM FY03 1-Jun-05
Wadena County PDM FY03 1-Jun-05
Morrison County PDM FY03 1-Jun-05
*Newly added counties:
Stevens, Stearns, Benton, \Various Sources 2005

Ramsey, Dakota and Steele;
and city of Warren
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All-Hazard Mitigation Planning -
Participating Counties

[ | Participating
B Not participating
Also participating: City of Warren,

=t Paul, Mille Lacs Band of Ojibwe
and the Upper Siowx Community

The state’s goal is to ultimately have the entire state covered with hazard mitigation plans
by the end of 2006; currently, 77% of the counties and their local units of government are
working on all-hazard mitigation plans. The state will continue to work with the 20
counties that remain, particularly those counties that have been significantly impacted by
past disasters. However, the willingness and ability to conduct a plan ultimately resides
with a given community; at this time, not all communities are prepared to commit to the
planning process.
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D. Funding

The state made use of two FEMA funding sources for developing all-hazard mitigation
plans: Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) program and the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
(HMGP). HMGP funds become available with Presidential Disaster Declarations—DR
1370 and DR 1419. Both programs require a 25% non-federal match of which the local
governments themselves must cover. Federal funds made available for planning thus far

include:
e PDM FY 2002: $366,375 federal share
e PDM FY 2003: $248,361 federal share
e DR 1370: $393,779 federal share
e DR 1419: $410,181 federal share

The approach used was to fund county-level, multijurisdictional plans; this regional
approach covers all local jurisdictions within the county. The plans were funded at an
average of $22,500—federal share—per plan. This figure assumed a total planning
project cost of $30,000. This figure was based on the average cost of conducting a county
comprehensive plan.

The state recognized an approach that would expand the usefulness of available
resources: to work with Regional Development Commissions (RDC) on conducting
county-level plans for the regions they serve. These organizations are planning entities
that work with several counties in a particular region. They serve most areas across the
state and are currently working with 51 counties. Another ten counties have chosen to
work with private consultants or to work independently on their own plan.

The benefits of using these existing, established regional planning organizations are:

e Serves larger number of counties and more cost-effectively

e Provides greater chance of jurisdictions meeting the FEMA deadline

e Covers large geographic area

e Brings plan components together through better networking and staffing
e Helps eliminate duplication of efforts by neighboring counties

E. Technical Assistance

DHSEM made use of $135,000 of PDM funds to form an interagency agreement with the
Local Planning Assistance Center of the Department of Administration, to provide
support in the following areas:

e Developing a prototype local hazard mitigation plan

e Assisting counties in plan development and maintenance

e Providing GIS maps, tables and text necessary to describe the community and
assess risks
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e Providing GIS software and data to participating local communities:
Environmental Planning Programming Language (EPPL) and EPpl Interface
Consortium (EPIC)

e Compiling statewide datasets

e Providing training opportunities through workshops and forums

This interagency agreement has allowed the state to gather and present planning
resources more quickly and to provide local planning projects with data and technical
assistance in a more efficient and comprehensive manor. One of the main products
produced from this effort was a prototype mitigation plan—known as the Careful County
All-Hazard Mitigation Plan—that will be used by current and future planning projects.

F. Local Capability Assessment

The following is a brief discussion of the state’s local capabilities; a more complete
analysis will be conducted once a significant number of plans become available. These
plans will soon reveal a comprehensive view of the local hazards, strategies to address
these hazards, and the capabilities needed to implement the strategies. Action 1.1.3.5
addresses the review of local plans to obtain the information to compile a more detailed
local capability assessment and conduct an analysis of the effectiveness of local
mitigation policies, programs, and capabilities.

An initial survey of county emergency managers was conducted in January 2003 in an
attempt to reveal some basic capabilities—see Annex E, All-Hazard Mitigation Survey.
This inquiry prompted communities to start thinking about its mitigation program. The
survey found that staffing, training, funding, communications, and general support for
conducting a hazard mitigation plan were just some of the concerns.

Since a lack of staffing was a main concern, this obviously reveals that mitigation
planning needs and resulting projects themselves, will suffer as a result. Training of staff
was also noted as a need. Particularly in light of limited staffing, such training is crucial
in enabling existing staff to better handle given and increasing workloads—the use of
volunteers could further bridge this gap.

Of course funding was found to be a primary concern—needed to support staffing,
training, planning and mitigation project implementation. Fortunately most of the
counties in Minnesota have received grants to complete mitigation plans; and with this,
continued eligibility of HMGP and PDM funds will assist communities in completing
mitigation projects. Local financing of mitigation projects can also come from within the
community, during the course of normal operations—for example when completing
capital improvement projects.

To maintain a strong level of mitigation capability, elected local officials and governing
bodies must assure that resources are made available to commit to previously adopted
long-term mitigation actions. Partnerships and memorandums of agreement (MOA) can
help ease the financial burden to any one agency; here, cooperative input is given by each
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participating entity, where human, technical, and financial resources are voluntarily
shared.

Local governments have policies, programs and capabilities designed to mitigate, or
assist in the mitigation of, impacts of hazard events on communities. The level of interest
and ability to do such things is varied by community; again, this will be revealed through
the development of local plans.

Local governments are given the freedom to plan for their physical environment—in
addition to its social and economical functions—via a statewide Planning Enabling Act;
similar freedoms are given by the state for local governments to conduct zoning;
however, not all communities choose to conduct such a process due to political or
economic reasons. For those that do, a wealth of information can be derived that will help
communities visualize their land use practices and relate this to mitigation opportunities.
Again, this level of detail will be more apparent once local plans become available.

The state has continually provided guidance and technical support to the local mitigation
plans and has encouraged the sharing of information both between local planning projects
and with the state. This state-local information sharing will make it easier to gather
insights once the plans are completed.

Albeit the State of Minnesota has no comprehensive land use plan, the state is
instrumental in many land use management aspects that aid mitigation efforts, either
directly or indirectly.

Since these controls are ultimately implemented at the local level, then in essence they
are in fact local capabilities. Minnesota Statutes contain a number of essential elements
for the management of the state's resources —including land and water. The state preempts
local land use decisions and authority, at least to some extent by:

Shoreland Management (Minn. Statutes § 105.485) Adopted in 1969. - Established
regulations classifying shoreland based upon suitability for development and a
classification of lakes, streams and rivers and establishing ordinances for permissible
uses.

Water Quality (Minn. Statutes § 115.03, 105.38.) Enforcing the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act of 1972 - Any project or development that pollutes state waters is required to
meet the standards established for the receiving water.

Flood Plain Management (Minn. Statutes § 104.01 - 104.08) - All types of development
having high flood damage potential are regulated by statewide standards to be enforced
by conforming county and municipal ordinance.

Power Plant Siting (Minn. Statutes § 116.55) Adopted in 1973. - State approval required.
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Critical Areas (Minn. Statutes 8 116G.02) Adopted in 1973. - Addressed any
development that would make a material change in the use or appearance of any structure
or land within areas so designated.

Environmental Policy Act (Minn. Statutes § 116D.02) Adopted in 1973. - Stipulates
when Environmental Impact Statements must be prepared for various types of private and
government actions.

Wild and Scenic Rivers (Minn. Statutes § 104.32) Adopted in 1973. - Classifies and
regulates designated rivers and the permitted and conditional uses and types of
development in each class.

Solid Waste Management (Minn. Statutes § 116F.01) - Establishes statewide standards
administered through the counties.

Air Quality (Minn. Statutes § 116.01.) Enforcing the Federal Clean Air Act. - Major air
polluters regulated at point-of source. Also when area air quality standards are exceeded
in an area, all growth and development contributing must be addressed.

Water Resources (Minn. Statutes § 36.25 - 36.26, Chapter 702 1973 Laws sub. 1, and
105.106) Adopted in 1973. - Applied to all types of residential, agricultural, and
industrial development dependent on the appropriation of water or some action related to
works on public waters.

An obvious choice for local communities to enhance their capabilities would be to adopt
the State’s building code: The Minnesota Department of Administration, Building Codes
and Standards Division administers the Minnesota State Building Code - Statutory
Authority (16B.59 - 16B.75); this outlines the construction standards to assure the health,
safety, comfort and security of building occupants. One important planning document
that comes out of this office is the Disaster Preparedness Manual, A Guidebook for
Minnesota Building Officials produced by the Disaster Mitigation Committee of the
North Star Chapter. Included in this document are creative mitigation measures that
surround building code enforcement.

Unfortunately, not all counties choose to adopt the state’s building code. However, the
incorporated communities in Minnesota have the option to adopt the state’s building code
and most have chosen to do so. Insurance companies do take note of communities that do
have an adopted and enforced building code and make insurance rate adjustments
accordingly.

IV. PLANNING PROCESS
The actual measures taken to update the state plan will be emphasized here along with a
general outline of what a mitigation planning process should include. A local planning
process may differ slightly from that of the state’s plan; however, the same plan content

areas and risks will equally be addressed in the local plans.
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The mitigation planning process allows us to identify where we are today, what we want
the future to be and how we plan to get there—all in terms of protecting lives and
property from potential disasters.

The following are the basic mitigation planning components:

Getting started

Commit to meeting the planning requirements of the federal DMA 2000
Marshall resources

Develop a public participation plan

Ensure governmental coordination

AsSess risks

Identify and define hazards

Hazard profile (history)

Assess risk to communities and assets

Note what is currently being done to address hazards
Note the shortfalls and gaps

Estimate potential losses

Developing goals and strategies
Set goals

Identify alternative strategies
Evaluate alternatives

Select preferred strategies

Set priorities

Implementing the plan

Plan Adoption

Implement policy through administrative actions and programs
Monitor plan progress

Update plan as needed

Getting Started

The state had recognized the benefits of meeting the requirements set out in the Disaster
Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000) and made the commitment to conduct an Enhanced
All-Hazard Mitigation Plan. The Act amends the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and
Emergency Assistance Act by adding section 322 - Mitigation Planning. One of the
benefits of completing an enhanced, rather than a standard plan, is that an enhanced plan
provides access to an increased level of mitigation funds—20 percent of HMGP.

This enhanced plan places an emphasis on plan coordination, and provides a broad look
at mitigation activities among state, federal and local entities. This approach is hoped to
lead to partnerships between these entities and promote a sense of awareness of
mitigation possibilities.
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Plan Coordination

A committee was formed to address the plan update, known as the State Hazard
Mitigation Plan Review Team. Members of this committee were chosen from an exiting
body, known as the Minnesota Recovers Disaster Task Force. Additional members were
invited from outside this group, along with an extended invite given to the general public
via a press release and posting on the state’s web page. Not all members or extended
parties were required to physically attend meetings: flexibility was given to allow input
via telephone or e-mail correspondence.

Members of this group were invited from the following areas: State Division of
Emergency Management Regional Coordinators, State Departments of Natural
Resources, Minnesota Department of Health, Fire Marshall Office, Codes Department,
Agriculture, Transportation, Trade and Economic Development, the Pollution Control
Agency and the Historical Society. Federal agencies included the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Army Corps of Engineers, Housing and Urban Development, USDA Natural
Resource Conservation Service, Occupational Safety & Health Administration and US
Coast Guard. Associations included the Minnesota Association of Counties, League of
Minnesota Cities, Business continuity Planners Association, and Minnesota Association
of Townships. Others included Regional Development Commissions, Tribes, Insurance
groups, Universities, County Emergency Managers, City Emergency Managers, County
Planners, Board of Water and Soil Resources, Minneapolis St. Paul Airport, and the
general public.

A series of three meetings were set for the review team. These meetings surrounded the
updating of the plan itself: an initial meeting to communicate the level of input needed
from the participants, a second meeting to incorporate initial findings, and a final meeting
to bring together the plan components and for a discussion on the adoption and
implementation process.

Meeting One:
e Overview of the state's hazard mitigation planning process and the role of local,
state and federal agencies in this process.
e ldentification of state agency plans, programs and policies that may be impacted
by or have an impact on the state plan
e Assigned review tasks that focused on the capabilities assessment and updates to
this or other portions of the plan.

Meeting Two:
e Finalized discussion of state programs and policies that might be affected by the
state plan.

e Discussed draft changes to the state hazard mitigation plan.

e Assigned review tasks that focused on updating the Recommendations section

e Discussed review process, including public review and public participation
strategies.

Meeting Three:
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e Discussed review comments received and showed how comments had been
incorporated into the final plan.

e Noted plan adoption process

e Discussed implementation and monitoring strategies including further state
coordination.

Minnesota Recovers Disaster Task Force Member List

First Name | Last Name Agency

John B. Arnold I11 U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Economic
Development Administration

Britta Bloomberg | Historical Society

John Brach USDA-Natural Resources and
Conservation Service

Ruth Drolsum U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban
Development

Robert Einweck Department of Health

Chris Eng Dept. of Trade and Economic
Development, Community Finance

Ed Fick Department of Natural Resources,
Division of Waters

Kit Hadley Housing Finance Agency

Alan Joles U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban
Development

Jeanne Kern FEMA

Greg Larson Board of Water and Soil Resources

Tom Lutgen Department of Natural Resources,
Division of Waters

Lois Mack Department of Public Service

Theresa Mish Division of Emergency Management

Glenn Olson Department of Human Services

Olin Phillips Department of Natural Resources,
Division of Forestry

Steve Prestin Division of Emergency Management

Terri Smith Division of Emergency Management

Mary Somnis IRRRB

John Stine Department of Natural Resources,
Division of Waters

James P. Thomas U.S. Forest Service

Randy Thorson Pollution Control Agency

Colleen Tollefson Department of Trade and Economic
Development, Tourism

Susan Ude Division of Emergency Management

Inclusive Planning Process
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Members of the committee were asked to share information not only within their own
agency but with other agencies as well. A brainstorming session was held to identify
outreach methods. Talk surrounded the development of a press release and distributing
this piece to multiple sources via association newsletters, informational booths at
conferences, and even at the State Fair where the State Department of Public Safety holds
a variety of displays on public safety issues within one building.

All potential committee members were solicited to participate via an open invitation
process. The purpose and focus of the committee was indicated on the meeting notices,
and agendas were sent in advance. A draft plan was sent to all those who expressed a
desire to participate, along with instructions on what the initial review would include:
investigation of the existing capabilities of all agencies and a look at the
recommendations to see if any have been put into use since the last plan update.

The comments received were addressed and discussed at the second committee meeting.
Suggestions that the committee felt pertinent were then incorporated into the draft plan.

The committee evaluated mitigation activities of various agencies and attempted to
identify areas of mutual interest. They also suggested strategies to improve the overall
cooperation and coordination among local, state and federal agencies. The results of such
efforts can be seen in the plan’s Recommendations and Capabilities sections.

Public participation

Since this document is a revision of an existing state plan it is worthy to note that a
thorough public participation process was already conducted: citizen input on identifying
goals, policies, solutions, and mitigation strategies for the range of identified hazards.
The state has since conducted additional public outreach for purposes of this update.

Public participation assures ongoing support of the plan and allows for the public to see
what the plan will look like before it is put into use. This process also adds new talents
and ideas to the review team’s efforts. Public participation techniques include:

Identify who should participate
General public

Special interest groups
Education

Environmental organizations

Identify methods or techniques to involve the public
Internet

Meeting notices and agendas

Meeting summaries

Identify ways to educate and distribute information
Announcements in newsletters on the ongoing planning process
Newspapers

Website
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Plan for continuing public participation during plan implementation
Continue yearly meetings of review committee

The state chose public participation methods that were effective and timely. The intent
was to gain the public’s viewpoint on various plan components—understandably, the
focus was on perceived risks and relevant mitigation strategies that can be used to lesson
their impact.

A press release was used to reach the broadest audience. This piece was distributed
statewide in a variety of publications and directed persons on where they could view the
plan and make comment:

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

STATE PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICIALS SEEK
MITIGATION PLANNING ASSISTANCE
Updated Approach to Hazard Mitigation Will Include Citizen Input

ST. PAUL — Hazard mitigation is a little like wearing a seat belt; the potential for
disaster is there, so the smart thing to do is reduce the possibility of severe damage.
Floodplain regulations and building codes are two examples of mitigation — ways in
which government attempts to protect lives and property.

State officials are currently updating Minnesota’s hazard mitigation plan, and they
want input from state residents who have a stake in its effectiveness. In particular,
they are interested in creative ideas to improve mitigation and enhance collaboration
among the agencies involved. Some of these include the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, U.S. Department of
Agriculture, and the Minnesota Department of Administration.

“We have representatives from federal, state and local agencies working on this issue,
says Jerry Rosendahl, acting director of the Minnesota Department of Public Safety
Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management. “We need input from
citizens who know about specific risks in their part of the state and want to help in the
process of mitigating potential damage.”

The plan will be finalized by November 1. Public input is welcome through
September 12. To view a copy of Minnesota’s hazard mitigation plan, or to learn
about the process, visit the DHSEM Web site at http://www.hsem.state.mn.us/.
Citizens may contact Roy Murphy, Hazard Mitigation Planner, at 651-296-2007, or
their local emergency manager to inquire about input procedures.

HitH

Although this action resulted in only a handful of direct responses, it placed the idea of
hazard mitigation in the minds of the public—where the final decision rests with how and
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when mitigation measures will be developed. Calls came in from homeowners concerned
about flooding and landslides; and a few students from universities called to learn more
about the state’s efforts and to look for potential study topics on mitigation.

Public outreach opportunities came during various forums, workshops, conferences, and
even during the State Fair: informative flyers were either made available at booths or
distributed to workshop participants. Staff were on hand to explain the state’s mitigation
program and state planning objectives. Examples include flyers in a booth at the League
of Minnesota Cities annual conference; Association of Minnesota Emergency Managers
(AMEM) presentation on the program; HSEM Regional Program Coordinator’s quarterly
meeting announcements; statewide workshops on mitigation planning directed at county
planners and emergency managers; and inclusion in the Minnesota Association of
Townships newsletter and conference presentation.

Additional outreach opportunities were taken during the state’s work with the local
mitigation plan development process. These projects were told to solicit input to the state
plan during their public outreach efforts and during their work group meetings.

The state plan will soon incorporate the findings of the local mitigation plans once they
become available; since these plans included a strong public participation component, so
to the state plan will reflect this local voice.

Integrated Planning Efforts

Isolated planning efforts can result in redundancies and lost opportunities, not to mention
the loss of valuable financial resources. This is why it is important to identify possible
areas of overlap between agencies and groups that work directly or indirectly with
mitigation. This recognition process can result in partnerships or at the very least, can lay
the foundation for ideas to be shared.

The state chose the traditional framework of bringing all ideas to one table through the
formation of a working group. Public participation, as part of the mitigation planning
process, was also a catalyst to making multiple connections.

The State Hazard Mitigation Plan Review Team and the Minnesota Recovers Task Force
(MNRTF) are two examples of multi-agency work groups that share ideas on mitigation.
The MNRTF helps get funds and assistance directly to those areas most affected by a
recent disaster. This approach is an example of how funds, ideas and resources can cross
agency and political boundaries to accomplish mitigation actions.

Another planning link can be seen with the Minnesota Department of Administration,
Building Codes and Standards Division who administers the Minnesota State Building
Code - Statutory Authority (16B.59 - 16B.75) that sets construction standards to assure
the health, safety, comfort and security of building occupants. One important planning
document that comes out of this office is the Disaster Preparedness Manual, A
Guidebook for Minnesota Building Officials produced by the Disaster Mitigation
Committee of the North Star Chapter. Included in this document are creative mitigation
measures that surround building code enforcement.
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Unfortunately, not all counties have chosen to adopt the state’s building code. However,
the incorporated communities in Minnesota have the option to adopt the state’s building
code and most have chosen to do so. Insurance companies do take note of communities
that do have an adopted and enforced building code and make insurance rate adjustments
accordingly.

Every opportunity is taken by the state to coordinate mitigation ideals with other program
processes or initiatives. Such an opportunity came with the recent State Homeland
Security Assessment and Strategy initiative that is designed to get communities to assess
their risk to possible terrorist threats. A key component of this effort is an online risk
assessment tool. The state saw an opportunity here to ask those communities that are not
currently conducting a mitigation plan to use the outcome from such an assessment to
apply to a mitigation plan in the future. Even though this risk assessment only focused
on one hazard—terrorism—communities could conduct a natural hazards risk assessment
at the same time they conduct the terrorism risk assessment. Twenty-six counties were
solicited to conduct such a process.

The State Emergency Operations plan is an obvious planning document that shares a
similar interest with the State All-Hazard Mitigation Plan. Here, short-term recovery
decision-making associated with emergency operations, can lead to implementing
mitigation strategies aimed at reducing long-term risk to human life and property.

Another good example of an integrated planning effort is with the Minnesota Incident
Command System (MNICS), where Minnesota cooperates with federal agencies such as
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Forest Service, National Park Service,
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and state agencies such
as the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the Department of Public Safety,
Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management.

The primary mission of this group is to share resources to fight wildfires. The scope has
recently broadened to include all-hazards. The sharing of federal and state resources has
lowered the cost and increased the efficiency of incident response.

MINICS has a prevention working team that works on identify mitigation projects; Fire
Wise is one of the programs that this team supports. The resulting mitigation projects,
when implemented, work to enhance public awareness and provide tools for individuals
to prepare for catastrophic incidents.

In terms of water conservation the State Department of Natural Resources (DNR)
implements a state statute, M.S. 103G.261, that defines water use priorities for use when
water supplies are limited. Similarly, M.S. 103G.291 has several subdivisions related to
public water suppliers. For example, Subp.3 requires public water suppliers serving more
than 1,000 people to have a "water emergency and conservation plan™ approved by the
DNR. Approximately 320 plans have been submitted. DNR has guidelines for developing
plans and other materials that identify methods for reducing water use. Plans must
include local water allocation priorities consistent with the priorities in M.S. 103G.261

Page BP-41



Minnesota All-Hazard Mitigation Plan April 15, 2005

Basic Plan Revision 1

along with triggers for implementing measures to reduce s for protection of higher
priority essential water uses. Communities applying for projects under the State Drinking
Water Revolving Fund must have and implement a DNR approved water emergency and
conservation plan.

One of the most recent actions the state is considering to lesson the potential impacts
from flooding can be seen in an Excerpt from the Oct. 13th 2003 Minnesota Governor
Press Release:

“MN Proposes 42,500 Red River Acres for CREP”

Minnesota’s Governor Tim Pawlenty today proposed a quarter billion dollar initiative
to set aside 100,000 acres of land near environmentally sensitive waterways. The
Governor's proposal, the centerpiece of his clean water initiative unveiled in June,
would expand the Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) in Minnesota
to dramatically reduce runoff into the state's rivers, streams, wetlands and
groundwater.

The proposal — which will be submitted to U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Ann M.
Veneman this week — focuses on restoring 42,500 acres in the Red River Watershed
in the northwest, 42,500 acres in the Lower Mississippi Watershed in the southeast
and 15,000 acres in the Missouri River Watershed in southwest Minnesota. CREP is a
voluntary federal-state-local program that works with farmers and ranchers to set
aside marginal agricultural lands along waterways to enhance wildlife habitats,
improve water quality, reduce erosion and sedimentation and reduce the impacts of
recurrent flooding.

Once the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) has received Minnesota's proposal,
the final details will be negotiated and agreed upon by both the state and the USDA.
Farmers can begin voluntarily signing up to put their land in the program as early as
March 2004. Landowners will have the choice of a 35-year or perpetual easement.
Nearly $200 million in federal money combined with $46 million from the state will
fully fund the effort. Governor Pawlenty has committed to seeking $23 million in
funding for the CREP program in both the 2004 and 2006 bonding bills.

It is sometimes hard to identify such integrated efforts as outlined here for the concept of
mitigation still remains an elusive topic for many. An agency may in fact be involved in
activities that support mitigation but they may not readily recognize, or place a label on
their actions. This is why mitigation planning and outreach is so important: to get these
isolated efforts going in the same direction so that combined benefits can be realized.

There are at least two other programs that should be integrated into the State plan. These
programs are the FMA and CRS.

Integration of these plans into the State plan will be encouraged through outreach and
communication. Both plans contain planning elements similar to those of the State
mitigation plan. Notification to all communities throughout the State would be
accomplished to encourage integration and coordination of all the planning efforts. Many
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of the requirements are the same, so preparation of a plan that met the strictest
requirements would assure compliance with all the planning requirements. This would
also provide for the most comprehensive approach in reducing damages as a result of a
disaster, no matter what the source.

With such a diversity of mitigation opportunities available, it is anticipated that
participation in the development of this document will aid in encouraging other agencies
to incorporate mitigation measures into their planning and activities.

Through the comprehensive state agency review and approval process, a request will be
made that each agency attempts to incorporate mitigation opportunities into their own
programs and activities.

Plan Adoption

The state will submit the plan to the FEMA Region V office for review and approval
before a formal adoption process is pursued. Once approved, the plan will be adopted via
signature: director of DHSEM, Governor, state agency commissioners involved with
mitigation activities, and from those with shared interests in the plan.

Once the plan has been approved it will be announced via a statewide press release and
posted on the DHSEM website. This step will inform stakeholders of the plans’ success
and encourage the implementation of mitigation strategies in the community and it will
welcome ongoing feedback on the plan.

Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan

To accomplish the monitoring and evaluation tasks, the state will make use of the FEMA
planning guide series, State and Local Mitigation Planning How-To guide: Bringing the
Plan to Life. The associated worksheets of this guide will be put to use on strategy
progress reporting, evaluating the planning team, evaluating project results, revising the
risk assessment, and on the general plan update itself.

Public participation strategies such as website postings, press releases and outreach
through conferences and workshops will continue throughout the life of the plan.
Opportunities for public review will be made possible through local contacts throughout
the state—uvia local emergency managers, planners and State Regional Program
Coordinators.

The State recognizes that the Minnesota State All-Hazard Mitigation Plan is a living
document and requires regular monitoring, review and evaluation. Also, the Federal
hazard mitigation planning regulations require the state plan to be updated and submitted
for approval to the Regional Director of FEMA every three years. Monitoring of the Plan
as a whole will occur during the Plan review which will begin approximately 12 months
before FEMA approval is required.

The Minnesota Recovers Task force (MNRTF) will formerly meet on a yearly basis
(approximately 12 months following the initial Plan approval) to conduct a review of the
plan. If political or hazard events change and dictate an earlier review, then the members
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will be solicited via telephone or e-mail contact for their input to these changes. The
MNRTF will:

Review the goals and action items to determine their relevance to changing
situations in the state.

Review the Risk Assessment as necessary to incorporate current information,
including updated hazard profiles and any new data on vulnerable state facilities.
Monitor progress on mitigation actions and projects in the Plan by reviewing
quarterly progress reports. The database of all local plans and local action items
will be reviewed as part of the process. (Refer to Local Plan Development
Tracking Process for additional information.)

Evaluate mitigation actions and projects in the Plan by reviewing the final
quarterly progress report.

Identify implementation problems (technical, political, legal and financial) based
on quarterly progress reports and input by the public and partners.

Evaluate the effectiveness of the planning effort by using Worksheet #2:
Evaluate Your Planning Team.

Consider recommendations by the MNRTF members to increase hazard
mitigation involvement by state agencies and local jurisdictions.

Discuss changes in policies, priorities, programs and funding that alter the Plan’s
goals and objectives, projects and timelines.

Should the Minnesota Department of Public Safety, Division of Homeland Security and
Emergency Management (HSEM) or the MNRTF determine during the annual meeting
that the Plan should be updated, a meeting will be scheduled for updating the Plan. A list
of recommendations or enhancements compiled during the annual MNRTF meeting will
be used to update the Plan. The State will update its plan as necessary to reflect:

Hazards addressed in the Plan — All of the natural and technological hazards that
have been identified as posing a threat to the State of Minnesota have been
included in the Plan. As situations change or new information becomes available
1) the hazards currently included in the Plan will be updated and 2) new hazards
identified as a threat will be added to the Plan.

State owned structures — A State owned and other Critical Facilities Database is
referenced as Annex E. This database inventories all state owned structures and
will be maintained, as necessary.

HAZUS Analysis — HAZUS, the risk assessment software program, was
attempted in the first edition of the Plan. The data was skewed and did not reveal
the actual risk, vulnerability or costs. HSEM will attempt to utilize HAZUS for
the three-year update.

New mitigation actions and projects — Additional actions and projects may be
identified during the Plan evaluation.

Problem identification and resolution — Recommendations developed to overcome
problems (technical, political, legal and financial) may affect the mitigation
strategy.

Incorporation of Local Plan Action Items — the Action Items listing will be
updated within 180 days of the date of final approval of the local hazard
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mitigation plan. The Action Items section of the State plan will be updated to
reflect the new local plan information. As local action items are completed based
on information provided by the PDM and HMGP program coordinators and
county emergency managers, the mitigation planner will compile a list and insert
it into the three year update as an appendix. The local jurisdiction is required to
notify the HSEM Mitigation Branch within 90 days of completion of an action
item.

Review and update will involve all of the original participants in the planning process and
others identified as important for the Plan update (i.e., the State Hazard Mitigation Plan
Review Team (SHMPRT) comprised of the MNRTF, other State and federal agencies,
various associations from the State, business and public sectors). This process will occur,
as needed, or at a minimum every three years. The Plan will be resubmitted to FEMA for
their review as required by the federal DMA 2000 planning guidelines.

The State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO) has the overall authority and responsibility
for maintenance of the plan. The updated Plan will be submitted to FEMA for review.
Once FEMA has determined the Plan is approval pending adoption, the updated Plan
must be submitted for approval by the Governor and the SHMPRT no later than three
months after the conclusion of the plan update meeting.

Disasters provide an opportunity to evaluate the effects of the disaster, to improve
resistance to the hazard, review the accuracy of hazard specific sections and to determine
if the planning efforts affected damage reduction. In the case of a disaster declaration in
the State, the Minnesota State All-Hazard Mitigation Plan can be updated if the HSEM or
the MNRTF believe this necessary. A post-disaster review may replace an annual review
depending upon the severity of the disaster event.

The Mitigation Branch is responsible for reviewing all Local Mitigation Plans based on
the criteria established in 44 CRF 201.6 within 30 days of the arrival date and either
certify or supply comments, as needed. Upon the certification or approval of the Local
Mitigation Plan, the Mitigation Branch has 180 days to update the Local Hazard
Assessment, Local Capability Assessment, Actions items section and the database of the
Action Item Listing sections of the Minnesota State All-Hazard Mitigation Plan with the
new material from the Local Mitigation Plans.

Plan Distribution

The plan, and any changes to it, will be available in an electronic format on the
Minnesota Department of Public Safety, Division of Homeland Security and Emergency
Management website. Revised portions of the plan will be annotated with the date of the
revision. Hard copies of the plan will be distributed to State and Federal agencies as
requested and required. HSEM will maintain a distribution list for hard copies provided
to such agencies to facilitate the distribution of plan revisions.

Inquiries about the plan should be directed to:
State Hazard Mitigation Officer
444 Cedar Street, Suite 223
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Saint Paul, MN 55101-6223
HSEM Phone: (651) 296-2233
E-Mail: dps.hsem@state.mn.us
www.hsem.state.mn.us/

Monitoring Progress of Mitigation Activities

The State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO) is responsible for the monitoring and
tracking of the progress of mitigation measures. Quarterly reports are submitted by the
Project Manager for all grant projects (HMGP and PDM). These reports are reviewed by
the SHMO to evaluate the measurable outcomes. Information from these reports is input
into a data base accessible to all participating agencies.

FEMA requires that all disasters are closed and project activity terminated within four
years of a disaster declaration. The Mitigation Branch of the Minnesota Department of
Public Safety, Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management will ensure
that all grant projects are closed after all approved work has been completed or within
two years of the date of project approval, whichever comes first. The SHMO will
monitor all project files and fiscal issues and perform an annual site visit to ensure the
community’s compliance. The Project Manager is responsible for notifying the SHMO
within 10 days of completion of the project. The SHMO will schedule a final site visit to
review all program and fiscal records related to the project and all unspent funds being
held by the community must be returned.

A programmatic and fiscal closeout ensures that all claims and costs are eligible and in
compliance with the Project Application and program requirements. At the time of the
closeout, all files not previously reviewed or completed will be reviewed to ensure all
necessary documents are included. If a file does not contain all required documentation,
the Project Manager will be required to provide the information within 30 days of
closeout. When all files are complete, the SHMO prepares a spreadsheet providing the
total project costs and appropriate cost shares. The Minnesota Department of Public
Safety, Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Management and community will
comply with the Single Audit Act. as amended, and maintain all project documentation
for a period of three years following project or disaster closeouts.

The State Mitigation Branch will monitor, review and evaluate the deadlines for each
project and assess the status of the goals and activities throughout the year. Any
recommendations regarding actions necessary to assure a project’s completion will be
reported to the SHMO. The SHMO in coordination with the Minnesota Recovers Task
Force (MNRFT) is responsible for monitoring and updating the plan.

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR), Waters Division
administers the FMA program. MNDNR monitors and performs the closeout process in
accordance with FEMA guidelines described for the HMGP and PDM programs.

Once a year as part of the Plan review, the SHMPRT will meet to review the overall
progress of achieving the plan’s goals. During this meeting, the group will assess:
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Project outcomes (successes/difficulties/what could have been done better) using
the last Quarterly Report as the final evaluation;

Relevance of goals to changing situations;
New information learned from disasters, studies or reports;

Changes in State or federal policy;
Risk assessment updates; and

Level of coordination among agencies in the State.

The MNRTF will meet following each major disaster to review the Plan’s goals and
projects. Based on the current conditions, the goals and projects will be reevaluated to
determine if there is a need to modify the Plan. If necessary, the SHMO will update the
Plan based on the recommendations of the MNRTF.

PAST DISASTERS, MITIGATION PROJECTS AND CAPABILITIES

See the Minnesota Disaster Declaration Chart on the following pages for specific information on
the 35 FEMA Presidential Disaster Declarations in Minnesota from 1965-2004:

Minnesota Presidential Disaster Declarations — 1965 — 2004

Disaster
Number

Counties
Declared

Action
Date

Disaster
Description

Action
Assistance

1569

Dodge, Faribault, Freeborn, Mower, Steele

10/07/2004

Severe Storms, and
Flooding

PA, IA, HM

1419

Kittson, Roseau, Lake of the Woods
Koochiching, Marshall, Pennington, Red
Lake, Polk, Norman, Clay, Becker
Mahnomen, Clearwater, Hubbard, Beltrami,
Itasca, Wright, McLeod, Goodhue

6/14/2002

Floods, Severe Storms,
Tornadoes

PA, IA, HM

1370

66 Counties and 4 Tribal Governments:
Aitkin, Anoka, Beltrami, Becker, Benton, Big Stone,
Brown, Carlton, Carver, Chippewa, Chisago, Clay,
Clearwater, Crow Wing, Dakota, Dodge, Douglas,
Faribault, Freeborn, Goodhue, Grant, Hennepin,
Houston, Isanti, Kanabec, Kandiyohi, Kittson,
Koochiching, Lac Qui Parle, Lake, Lake of the
\Woods, Le Sueur, Marshall, McLeod, Meeker, Mille
Lacs, Morrison, Mower, Nicollet, Nobles, Norman,
Olmstead, Otter Tail, Pine, Polk, Pope, Ramsey, Red
Lake, Redwood, Renville, Rice, Roseau, St. Louis,
Scott, Sibley, Stearns, Stevens, Swift, Todd, Traverse,
\Wabasha, Washington, Wilikin, Winona, Wright,
Yellow Medicine and the Tribal Governments of
Prairie Island, Red Lake, Upper Sioux, and White
Earth

5/16/2001

Severe Winter Storms,
Flooding & Tornadoes

PA, IA, HM

1333

15 Counties and 1 Tribal Government:
Becker, Chippewa, Clay, Clearwater, Dakota, Dodge,
Faribault, Fillmore, Freeborn, Houston, Mahnomen,

Mower, Norman, Roseau, , Winona, Yellow Medicine

6/27/2000

Severe Storms, Flooding
& Tornadoes

PA, IA, HM
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Disaster
Number

Counties
Declared

Action
Date

Disaster
Description

Action
Assistance

and the Tribal Government of White Earth

1288

6 Counties:
Kittson, Marshall, Pennington, Polk, Red Lake,
Roseau

8/26/1999

Severe Ice Storms,
Flooding, & Heavy Rain

PA, HM

1283

9 Counties:
Aitkin, Beltrami, Cass, Clay, Cook, Hubbard, Itasca,
Lake, St. Louis

7/28/1999

Severe Storms, Winds,
& Flooding

PA, IA, HM

1225

19 Counties:

Anoka, Blue Earth, Carver, Dakota, Faribault,
Fillmore, Freeborn, Goodhue, Hennepin, Houston,
Jackson, Mower, Olmsted, Ramsey, Rice, Scott,
Wabasha, Washington, Winona

7/20/1998

Severe Storms, Straight
Line Winds &
Tornadoes

PA, HM

1212

7 Counties:
Blue Earth, Brown, Cottonwood, Le Sueur, Nicollet,
Nobles, Rice

4/1/1998

Severe Storms &
Tornadoes

PA, IA, HM

1187

7 Counties:
Anoka, Hennepin, Isanti, Kandiyohi, Ramsey,
Sherburne, Wright

8/25/1997

Severe Storms, High
\Winds, Tornadoes, &
Flooding

PA, IA, HM

1175

58 Counties: Anoka, Becker, Beltrami, Benton, Big
Stone, Blue Earth, Brown, Carver, Cass, Chippewa,
Clay, Clearwater, Dakota, Douglas, Goodhue, Grant,
Hennepin, Houston, Hubbard, Kandiyohi, Kittson,
Lac Qui Parle, Lake of the Woods, Le Sueur, Lincoln,
Lyon, Mahnomen, Marshall, McLeod, Morrison,
Murray, Nicollet, Norman, Otter Tail, Pennington,
Polk, Pope, Ramsey, Red Lake, Redwood, Renville,
Roseau, Scott, Sherburne, Sibley, St. Louis, Stearns,
Stevens, Swift, Todd, Traverse, Wabasha, Wadena,
\Washington, Wilkin, Winona, Wright, Yellow
Medicine

4/8/1997

Severe Flooding, High
\Winds, & Severe Storms

PA, IA, HM

Disaster
Number

Counties
Declared

Action
Date

Disaster
Description

Action
Assistance

1158

40 Counties:

Blue Earth, Brown, Chippewa, Clay, Clearwater,
Cottonwood, Douglas, Faribault, Grant, Jackson,
Kandiyohi, Kittson, Lac Qui Parle, Lincoln, Lyon,
Mahnomen, Marshall, Martin, Murray, Nicollet,
Nobles, Norman, Otter Tail, Pennington, Pipestone,
Polk, Pope, Red Lake, Redwood, Renville, Rock,
Roseau, Stevens, Swift, Traverse, Watonwan, Wilkin,
Yellow Medicine.

1/16/1997

Severe Winter Storms &
Blizzards

Snow Emergency
Declaration

PA

1151

12 Counties:

Cottonwood, Faribault, Freeborn, Jackson, Lincoln,
Lyon, Murray, Nobles, Pipestone, Rock, Waseca,
Yellow Medicine

1/7/1997

Severe Ice Storm

PA, HM

1116

26 Counties:

Aitkin, Beltrami, Big Stone, Blue Earth, Chisago,
Clearwater, Clay, Dakota, Faribault, Freeborn,
Kittson, Koochiching, Lake of the Woods, Marshall,
Nicollet, Norman, Pennington, Polk, Pope, Red Lake,
Roseau, Steele, Traverse, Wabasha, Waseca,
\Washington

6/1/1996

Flooding

PA, HM

1078

4 Counties:

Big Stone, Stevens, Swift, Traverse

1/5/1996

High Winds, Freezing
Rain, & Heavy Snow

PA, HM
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Number Declared Date Description Assistance
1064 15 Counties plus 1 Tribal Government: 8/18/1995 [Severe Thunderstorms, |PA, HM
Aitkin, Becker, Beltrami, Cass, Clay, Clearwater, Straight Line Winds,
Crow Wing, Hubbard, Itasca, Kittson, Mahomen, :
Otter Tail, St. Louis, Wadena, , Wilkin, and the Tornadoes, & FIOOdmg
Tribal Government of White Earth
993 57 Counties: 6/11/1993 |Severe Storms, PA, IA, HM
Aitkin, Becker, Big Stone, Blue Earth, Brown, Tornadoes & Flooding
Carver, Chippewa, Clay, Cottonwood, Dakota,
Dodge, Faribault, Fillmore, Freeborn, Goodhue,
Grant, Houston, Jackson, Kandiyohi, Kittson, Lac
Qui Parle, Le Sueur, Lincoln, Lyon, Mahnomen,
Marshall, Martin, McLeod, Meeker, Mower, Murray,
Nicollet, Nobles, Norman, Otter Tail, Pipestone,
Polk, Pope, Ramsey, Redwood, Renville, Rice, Rock,
Roseau, Scott, Sibley, Steele, Stevens, Swift,
Traverse, Wabasha, Waseca, Washington,
\Watonwan, Winona, Wright, Yellow Medicine
946 10 Counties: 6/26/1992 |Severe Storms, PA, IAHM
Chippewa, Kandiyohi, Lac Qui Parle, Lyon, Murray, Tornadoes & Flooding
Nobles, Redwood, Renville, Wright, Yellow
Medicine
929 12 Counties: 12/26/1991 |lce Storm PA, HM
Blue Earth, Dodge, Faribault, Fillmore, Freeborn,
Goodhue, Martin, Mower, Olmsted, Rice, Steele,
\Waseca
824 8 Counties: 5/8/1989  |Flooding PA, IA,HM
Clay, Kittson, Marshall, Norman, Pennington, Polk,
Traverse, Wilkin
797 10 Counties: 8/6/1987  |Severe Storms, PA, IA
/Anoka, Beltrami, Carver, Dakota, Hennepin, Tornadoes & Flooding
Norman, Polk, Ramsey, Scott, Washington
582 11 Counties: 4/30/1979 |[Severe Storms & PA, 1A
Aitkin, Clay, Itasca, Kittson, Lake of the Woods, Flooding
Marshall, Norman, Polk, Red Lake, Roseau, Wilkin
560 17 Counties: 7/8/1978  |Severe Storms, Flooding, [PA, IA
Benton, Clearwater, Dakota, Dodge, Fillmore, Hail & Tornadoes
Goodhue, Hennepin, Houston, Mahnomen, Mower,
Norman, Olmsted, Polk, Ramsey, Wabasha,
\Washington, Winona
555 10 Counties: 4/22/1978 (Storms, Ice Jams, PA, IA
Becker, Clay, Kittson, Marshall, Norman, Snowmelt & Flooding
Pennington, Polk, Red Lake, Traverse, Wilkin
476 17 Counties: 7/17/1975 |Severe Storms, PA, IA
Becker, Beltrami, Chisago, Clay, Grant, Itasca, Tornadoes & Flooding
Kittson, Mahnomen, Marshall, Norman, Otter Tail,
Pennington, Polk, Red Lake, Roseau, Wilkin,
\Winona
473 1 County: 7/5/1975  |Flooding PA, 1A
Aitkin
446 6 Counties: 7/13/1974 |(Severe Storms & PA, 1A
Dodge, Fillmore, Houston, Olmsted, Wabasha, Flooding
\Winona
440 12 Counties: 6/10/1974 |Heavy Rains & Flooding [PA, IA

Becker, Clay, Clearwater, Kittson, Koochiching,
Lake of the Woods, Mahnomen, Marshall, Norman,

Pennington, Red Lake, Roseau
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Disaster
Number

Counties
Declared

Action
Date

Disaster
Description

Action
Assistance

350

5 Counties:
Carlton, Itasca, Lake, Pine, St. Louis

8/25/1972

Severe Storms &
Flooding

PA, IA

347

13 Counties:

Aitkin, Benton, Carlton, Chisago, Crow Wing,
Douglas, Isanti, Kanabec, Mille Lacs, Morrison,
Otter Tail, Pine, Todd

8/1/1972

Severe Storms &
Flooding

PA, IA

291

11 Counties:

Beltrami, Kittson, Koochiching, Lake of the Woods,
Marshall, Norman, Pennington, Polk, Red Lake,
Roseau, St. Louis

7122/1970

Heavy Rains & Flooding

PA, IA

268

4 Counties:
Jackson, Murray, Nobles, Rock

8/5/1969

Heavy Rains & Flooding

PA, IA

255

70 Counties:

Aitkin, Anoka, Becker, Beltrami, Benton, Big Stone,
Blue Earth, Brown, Carver, Chippewa, Chisago,
Clay, Cottonwood, Crow Wing, Dakota, Douglas,
Faribault, Fillmore, Goodhue, Grant, Hennepin,
Houston, Isanti, Jackson, Kanabec, Kandiyohi,
Kittson, Lac Qui Parle, Lake of the Woods, Le Sueur,
Lincoln, Lyon, Mahnomen, Marshall, Martin,
McLeod, Meeker, Mille Lacs, Morrison, Murray,
Nicollet, Nobles, Norman, Otter Tail, Pennington,
Pine, Pipestone, Polk, Pope, Ramsey, Red Lake,
Redwood, Renville, Rock, Roseau, Scott, Sherburne,
Sibley, Stearns, Stevens, Swift, Traverse, Wabasha,
\Wadena, Washington, Watonwan, Wilkin, Winona,
\Wright, Yellow Medicine

4/18/1969

Flooding

PA, IA

250

1 County:

Roseau

9/9/1968

Heavy Rains & Flooding

PA, IA

249

5 Counties:
Blue Earth, Faribault, Freeborn, Le Sueur, Nicollet

8/15/1968

Heavy Rains & Flooding

PA, IA

215

25 Counties:

Aitkin, Becker, Beltrami, Benton, Cass, Clay, Crow
Wing, Itasca, Kittson, Lake of the Woods,
Mahnomen, Marshall, Morrison, Norman, Otter Tail,
Pennington, Polk, Red Lake, Roseau, Sherburne,
Stearns, Todd, Wadena, Wilkin, Wright

3/22/1966

Flooding

PA, IA

188

65 Counties:

Aitkin, Anoka, Benton, Blue Earth, Brown, Carver,
Cass, Chippewa, Chisago, Cottonwood, Crow Wing,
Dakota, Dodge, Douglas, Faribault, Fillmore,
Freeborn, Goodhue, Grant, Hennepin, Houston,
Isanti, Jackson, Kanabec, Kandiyohi, Kittson, Lac
Qui Parle, Lake of the Woods, Le Sueur, Mahnomen,
Marshall, Martin, McLeod, Meeker, Mille Lacs,
Morrison, Mower, Nicollet, Norman, Olmsted, Otter
Tail, Pine, Polk, Pope, Ramsey, Redwood, Renville,
Rice, Roseau, Scott, Sherburne, Sibley, Stearns,
Steele, Swift, Todd, Traverse, Wabasha, Wadena,
Waseca, Washington, Watonwan, Winona, Wright,

Yellow Medicine

4/11/1965

Flooding

PA, 1A

Key:

PA = Public Assistance Program (formerly Infrastructure Support Program)

IA = Individual Assistance
HM = Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
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VI. MITIGATION ACTIVITIES IMPLEMENTED STATEWIDE

The following are Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) projects that are in progress or
have been completed since 1988.

A. Disaster Declaration 1419 (2001, Heavy Rains & Flooding)
Projects are pending:
1. Acquisition/Elevation/Flood Proofing

a. City of Hugo
Acquisition of 1Home

b. Roseau County
Acquisition of 4Homes
Elevation of 2 Homes

c. Stearns County
Acquisition of 3 Homes

2. Drainage Improvements/ Infrastructure

a. City of Ada
Instillation of Strom Sewer Upgrade

b. City of Delano
Elm Street Diversion

c. City of Delano
Instillation of East Side Lift Station

d. City of Delano
Alley Resurfacing Project

e. City of Delano
Instillation of West Side Lift Station

f. City of Roseau
Instillation of Pumping Station

g. City of Twin Valley
Storm Sewer Upgrade

h. City of Warroad
Storm Sewer Upgrade
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3. Electrical Distribution

a. City of Bagley Public Utilities
Conversion of Overhead Power Lines

b. BENCO Electric Cooperative
Conversion of Overhead Power Lines

c. Wright-Hennepin Cooperative
Conversion of Overhead Power Lines

d. Minnesota Valley Electric
Conversion of Overhead Power Lines

e. Redwood Electric Cooperative
Conversion of Overhead Power Lines

4. Other

a. City of Winstead
Instillation of a Back up Generator

B. Disaster Declaration 1370 (2001, Heavy Rains, Flooding & Tornadoes)
Projects are pending
5. Acquisition/Elevation/Flood Proofing
a. City of Afton
Elevation of 5 Homes

Elevation of 2 Commercial Properties

b. City of Granite Falls
Acquisition of 16 Homes

c. City of Lake Saint Croix Beach
Acquisition of 7 Homes
Elevation of 10 Homes

d. Mahnomen County
Acquisition of 13Homes
Elevation of 4 Homes

e. City of Moorhead
Acquisition of 3 Homes
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f. Wild Rice Watershed District
Acquisition of 14Homes

g. Yellow Medicine County
Acquisition of 2 Homes
Elevation of 1 Home

6. Drainage Improvements/ Infrastructure

a. City of La Crescent
Instillation of 17 Grinder Pumps

b. City of Watertown
Elevated 8 Manhole covers

7. Electrical Distribution

a. Brown County Rural Electric
Conversion of Old Overhead Power Lines to New T2 Overhead Lines

b. Clearwater Polk Electrical Cooperative
Conversion of Overhead Power Lines to Underground Lines

8. Other

a. City of Warba
Instillation of a Community Tornado Shelter

C. Disaster Declaration 1333 (2000, Heavy Rains, Flooding, & Tornadoes)
Projects are pending
1. Acquisition/Relocation Projects

a. City of Austin
Acquire and remove 6 homes

b. Mower County
Acquire and remove 6 homes

c. City of Spring Valley
Acquire and remove 9 homes

d. Wild Rice Watershed
Acquire and remove 4 homes

2. Drainage Improvement/Infrastructure Projects
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Minnesota Public Radio
5% project to purchase a backup generator for EMS services.

3. NOAA Transmitter Projects

MN/DOT-NOAA
Purchase and install National Weather Service weather radio-transmitting equipment

D. Disaster Declaration 1288 (1999, Severe Ice Storms, Flooding, & Heavy Rains)
1. Electrical Distribution Projects

a. Brown County
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

b. PKM Electric-2 projects
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

2. Four projects are pending FEMA approval
D. Disaster Declaration 1283 (1999, Severe Storms, Winds, and Flooding)
1. Acquisition/Relocation Projects

Houston County
Acquire and remove 1 floodprone home

2. Drainage Improvement/Infrastructure Projects

a. Red Lake County Highway Department
Stabilize bank of Red Lake River along county highway

b. City of Biwabik, St. Louis County
Replace sanitary sewer mains

c. Two Rivers Watershed District
3. NOAA Transmitter Projects

St. Louis County
Purchase and install National Weather Service weather radio-transmitting equipment

4. Electrical Distribution Projects

a. Arrowhead Electric Cooperative
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines
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b. Lake County Light & Power Association
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

c. Meeker Cooperative Light & Power Association — 2 projects
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

5. Fire Prevention/Mitigation Projects
a. Cook County — Defensible Space
b. Cook County — Permanent Sprinklers
c. Cook County — Portable Sprinklers
d. DNR, Division of Forestry — Safe Areas
e. Lake County — Defensible Space

F. Disaster Declaration 1225 (1998, Severe Storms, Straight-line Winds, &
Tornadoes)

1. Acquisition/Relocation Projects

a. Mower County
Acquire and remove 1 floodprone home

b. Marshall County
Acquire and remove 3 floodprone homes

2. Electrical Distribution Projects

a. Freeborn-Mower Electric Cooperative
Conversion of overhead line to underground line.

b. City of New Ulm, Brown County
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

c. Square Butte Electric Cooperative
Replace guy wire clips on 250kV DC transmission line

d. Lyon Lincoln Electric Cooperative — 2 projects
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

e. Itasca— Mantrap Cooperative Electric
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines
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f. Meeker Cooperative Light & Power Association — 2 projects
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

g. Tri County Electric Cooperative
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

h. City of Blooming Prairie, Steele County
Coversion of overhead lines to underground lines

i. BENCO Electric Cooperative
Conversion of overhead lines to T2 lines

J.  City of North St. Paul, Ramsey County
Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

3. Drainage Improvement/Infrastructure Projects

a.

City of Hibbing, St. Louis County: 2 projects
Replace existing storm sewers and catch basins

St. Louis County
Replacing and upsizing culverts

NOAA Transmitter Projects

Itasca County
Purchase and install National Weather Service weather radio-transmitting equipment

Other

City of Comfrey
Incorporate a tornado-resistant storm shelter into the design of a new municipal
facility.

HSEM
Mitigation Education Trailer

Disaster Declaration 1212 (1998, Severe Storms and Tornadoes)

Electrical Distribution Projects

a.

City of St. Peter, Nicollet County
Conversion of overhead line to underground line.

BENCO Electric Cooperative
Rebuild overhead distribution lines using T-2 cable, new poles, and shorter spans.
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c. BENCO Electric Cooperative
Convert existing conductor to T-2
d. North Itasca Electric Cooperative - 2 projects

Conversion of overhead lines to underground lines

2. Drainage Improvement/Infrastructure Projects

a.

City of Hibbing, St. Louis County — 5 projects

1) Purchase of backup generator to provide emergency power to a sewage lift
station

2) Clean and grade ditches, replace driveway and centerline culverts and
establish offtake ditches

3) Build additional storm sewer catch basins

4) Replace a sanitary sewer and construct a bypass sanitary sewer

5) Replace storm sewer pipes and catch basins

City of Hill City, Aitkin County
Replace storm sewer, catch basin and pipes

Lake County — 2 projects
Replace and upsize culverts

Two Rivers Watershed District
Install 5 grade stabilization structures to reduce bank erosion, prevent washout of
road crossings and restore channel dimensions

City of Keewatin, Itasca County
Install anti-backflow valves in the sewer lines of residences to prevent basement
flooding.

City of Virginia, St. Louis County

Install two concrete pipes to divert excess storm water runoff from an existing
ditch into an abandoned open-pit iron ore mine to prevent downstream flooding in
the city.

3. NOAA Transmitter Projects

a.

Winona County
Purchase and installation of National Weather Service radio transmitters,
redundant transmitters, and related hardware

Murray County

Purchase and installation of National Weather Service radio transmitters,
redundant transmitters, and related hardware
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H. Disaster Declaration 1187 (1997, Severe Storms, High Winds, Tornadoes, and
Flooding)

1. Acquisition/Relocation Projects

a.

b.

City of St. Anthony, Hennepin County

Acquire and remove 5 floodprone homes

City of St. Paul, Ramsey County
Acquire and remove 7 floodprone homes

2. Electrical Distribution Projects

a.

City of Waseca, Waseca County
Conversion of overhead line to underground line.

City of Fairmont, Martin County
Conversion of overhead line to underground line.

City of Austin, Mower County
Install 3-phase main feeder lines

3. NOAA Transmitter Projects

Aitkin County

I. Disaster Declaration 1175 (1997, Severe Flooding, Severe Winter Storms,
Snowmelt, High Winds, Rain, and Ice)

1. Acquisition/Relocation Projects

a.

Wild Rice Watershed District
Acquire and remove 15 flood prone homes.

Kittson County
Acquire and remove 24 floodprone homes.

City of Warren, Marshall County
Acquire and remove 3 floodprone homes.

Kittson County
Acquire and remove 4 floodprone homes.

Chippewa County
Acquire and remove 13 floodprone hom