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Chapter Updates

 Chapter 1 – Introduction

» Purpose

» Federal/State Requirements

» Description of  Emergency Management Cycle

» Planning Approach

» Public Participation

» Background & Scope

» Relationship to other Plans

» Overview of Hazard Assessment



Update of Hazard Assessment

Profile Methodology

 2005 Plan

– 1) Likelihood of Occurrence

» Low = 1 – 3 points

» Medium = 4 – 6 points

» High = 7 – 10 points

– 2) Casualty Potential

» Low = 1 – 3 points

» Medium = 4 – 6 points

» High = 7 – 10 points

Little Italy, SSM - 2011



Profile Methodology continued

 2005 Plan

– 3) Local Capability

» Low = (not very capable) 7 – 10 points

» Medium = (somewhat capable) 4 – 6 points

» High = (very capable) 1 – 3 points

– 4) Population Affected

» Low = (less than 5% of population) 1 – 3 points

» Medium = (5% - 25% of population) 4 – 6 points

» High = (more than 25% of population) 7 – 10 points

– 5) Economic Impact

» Low = (less than $5,000)  1 – 3 points

» Medium = ($5,000 - $25,000) 4 – 6 points

» High = (greater than $25,000) 7 - 10 points



Profile Methodology continued

 2005 Plan
Since some criteria were considered more important than others each aspect 

was assigned a weight to balance the total score:

– Likelihood of Occurrence = 35%

– Casualty Potential = 35%

– Local Capability  = 15%

– Population Affected = 10%

– Economic Impact = 5%



Profile Methodology – 2012 Plan

 Hazard Description - a generic description of the hazard and 

associated problems, followed by details on the hazard specific to 

Chippewa County

 Geographic Extent
– Isolated: Single site occurrences for each incident (Points = 1)

– Limited: Less than 10 percent of the planning area (Points = 2)

– Significant: 10 to 50 percent of the planning area (Points = 3)

– Extensive: 50 to 100 percent of the planning area (Points = 4)

For Each Hazard:



Profile Methodology continued – 2012 Plan

 Historical Events - This subsection contains information on 

historic incidents, including impacts where known. The extent or 

location of the hazard within or near the Chippewa County Planning 

area is also included here.

 Likelihood of Occurrence
– Low – less than a 1% chance of occurring annually (Points = 1)

– Medium – 1% - 50% chance of occurring annually (Points = 2)

– High – 51%-100% chance of occurring annually (Points = 3)

Frequency is determined by dividing the number of events observed by the number of years and 

multiplying by 100. This gives the percent chance of event happening in any given year. Where this data 

results in a percent above 100 percent, the hazard is assumed to have a yearly frequency rating. 



Profile Methodology continued – 2012 Plan

 Direct Impacts - This describes the short-term 

consequences to people and property which occur directly 

as a result from the hazard.

 Indirect Impacts - This describes the short-term and 

long-term consequences, including social and economic 

impacts. Secondary hazards are also examined here. 



Impact Magnitude and Severity Summary

 Population Affected
– Low (less than 5% of population) (Points = 1)

– Medium (5% - 25% of population) (Points = 2)

– High (more than 25% of the population affected) (Points = 3)

 Casualty Potential
– Low (no fatalities, treatable injuries) (Points = 1)

– Medium (fatalities possible, injuries probable) (Points = 2)

– High (fatalities, and/or life changing injuries probable) (Points = 3)



Impact Magnitude and Severity Summary 

continued

 Economic Impact
– Low (less than $5,000) (Points = 1)

– Medium ($5,000-$25,000) (Points = 2)

– High (greater than $25,000) (Points = 3)

 Local Capability
– Low (not very capable) (Points = 3)

– Medium (somewhat capable) (Points = 2)

– High (very capable) (Points = 1)



Vulnerability Assessment

 This section provides an analysis of the exposed 

properties, people and resources in the county 

specific to the hazard.  For clarification and ease 

of mitigation planning, exposures are broken into 

four major categories:
– Population

– General Property

– Essential Infrastructure, Facilities, and Other Important 

Community Assets

– Natural, Historic and Cultural Resources



Estimating Potential Losses

 Potential losses will be determined based on available data, so 

the methodology varies by hazard.  For some hazards this may 

be based on average annualized losses, or using the 

documented event of record for the hazard and identifying the 

corresponding damage in dollars, adjusting them for inflation 

to reflect 2012 costs. Where the hazard occurs in a specific 

area, such as flood, GIS methods will be used to estimate 

losses to structures and critical facilities, as available data 

permitted.

Results of  Duck Lake Fire, Luce County, 2012



Mitigation Capabilities Assessment

A review of the existing mitigation activities and 

existing policies, regulations, and plans that pertain 

to mitigation and strategies that have been proven to 

be effective in reducing the risks and impact of a 

hazard.



Overall Risk Summary

Overall vulnerability for the hazard is measured in terms of geographic 

extent, impacts, magnitude and severity, probability of occurrence, and 

exposure. These findings are summarized in this section and analyzed to 

reveal an overall risk rating for the hazard. This rating is calculated by 

averaging the numeric ratings for each measurement and then assigning a 

corresponding interpretation to the average. This determines the 

vulnerability of the County to the hazard, relative to the other hazards 

profiled. 

 Low: Minor risk (0 to 1.9 average)

 Medium: Moderate risk (2.0 to 2.5 average)

 High: High risk. (2.5 or higher average)



Natural Hazards 

 Severe Winter Weather/Heavy Snow/Blizzard/Ice 
Storms

 Severe Thunderstorms/High Wind 
Events/Hail/Lightning

 Wildfires

 Flooding – Shoreline/Riverine/Dam Failures

 Drought

 Extreme Temperatures

 Tornados

 Subsidence

 Earthquakes



Man/Technological Hazards

 Infrastructure Failures

 Public Health Emergencies

 Transportation/Hazardous Materials Accidents

 Fixed Site Hazardous Materials Incident

 Civil Disturbances

 Pipeline Accidents

 Structural/Scrap Tire Fires



Chapter 2 – Community Profile

 County Description

 Geography

 Climate

 Surface Waters

 Watershed Basins

 Population & Demographics

 Land Use Patterns

 Transportation Network

 Utilities

 Critical Facilities



Critical Facilities

 Hazard Materials Sites

 Health Facilities –

Hospitals/Nursing Homes

 Emergency Response Facilities –

Police & Fire Stations, Public 

Works sites

 Utilities – Water & Wastewater 

Treatment plants, Electrical 

Substations

 Schools

 Places of Assembly – host over 

1,000 people 

Casino/Campground/Festivals

 Transportation – Harbors, Ferries, 

Railroad, Airports, Bridges, Dams

The law does not specify or define the term ―Critical Facility. The reason 

is this term should be defined by the planning process. Each planning effort 

should identify and define those facilities and infrastructure that are critical 

to providing emergency services to the planning area. These definitions can 

and should be unique to the defined planning area.

2005 Plan Critical Facilities



2012 Critical Facilities

Do we want to update the Critical Facilities 

definition for the 2012 Plan?



Public Input

Surveys:

• 2010 Survey

Local Units of Governments

Supervisors

Clerks

Transportation

DPW

OES Board/Stakeholder’s List

Emergency First Responders



5 - LUG

12 - OES Board

14 - Firefighters

Responses Returned:





Public Input

• 2012 General Public On-Line Survey & Map Editing 

Tool

To gather information from the general public and to 

assist in pinpointing areas on a map that are 

vulnerable to hazards.

• News release to local newspapers

• Facebook announcement

• E-mail blast/Website/Newsletter



24

Other Chapters

 Chapter 3 – Detailed Hazards Profiles

 Chapter 4 – Goals & Strategies

 Chapter 5 – Action Plan

 Chapter 6 – Implementation & Monitoring

 Appendixes

– List of Stakeholders/Committee

– Proof of Public Participation

– Survey & Survey Results

– Participating Local Units of Government’s Documentation of 

Adoption



Mitigation Examples

 Land use planning

– Identifying hazard-prone areas

– Carefully plan development

 Acquisition

– Flood buy-out programs

 Tornado/High Wind safe rooms and warning 

systems

 Education and outreach

 Hazard maps, brochures, web site information



Next Steps

 Public Input Period/Public Meeting(s) to go over the results of on-line 

survey, map input, gather more input, and progress to date

 Goals & Strategies Developed by Taskforce Committee

 Draft Completed July, 2013

 Series of Public Meetings

 Final Plan Update and approval by MSP/FEMA due September, 2013

 Must be formally readopted

– Local governments

– School districts

– Colleges and universities

» Any public entity who thinks it may want to secure hazard 

mitigation funding



Questions?

Thank You

[Source: NASA's Moderate Resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer (MODIS)]

January 22, 2013


