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in 2010 the office of emergency management 
updated the Seattle Hazard identification and 
vulnerability analysis (SHiva) that identifies 
Seattle’s hazards and synthesizes research on 
them. SHiva describes how the severity of the 
hazards could impact Seattle. the major findings 
were that earthquakes are our biggest threat with 
winter storms and terrorism close behind.  

Seattle will have another large Seattle fault 
earthquake.  when it happens, it will have a 
significant impact on the communities of the 
Central Puget Sound region, including Seattle.  
a scenario prepared in 2005 brought to light 
a number of alarming statistics related to a 
hypothetical 6.7 magnitude earthquake scenario.  
for example, the report showed that 1,600 people 
in the affected area would not survive the next 
event – eight times the number of deaths from 
Hurricane Sandy that just devastated the new 
york and new Jersey coastlines.  the toll on 
infrastructure would be significant: bridges down, 
pipelines broken, shipping and transportation 
reduced to a crawl.  the report estimated an 
economic toll (including property damage) at 
$33 billion.  with half of Seattle’s jobs located 
in liquefaction areas that suffer horizontal 
acceleration three times the standard used in 
our building code, damage to buildings (and 
associated jobs) would be significant.  180,000 
buildings would be moderately or severely 
damaged.

SEAttLE’S DISAStER PREPAREDNESS, 
RESPONSE, AND MItIgAtION

Seattle is a national leader in disaster response 
planning.  a broadly based city team regularly 
exercises coordination across agencies and 
governments to direct a unified response to all 
kinds of natural hazards and threats.  Seattle is 
also a leader in mitigating the impact of known 
hazards and threats.  investments in our fire 
stations, community centers and even in single 
family homes (through the City’s Home retrofit 
Program) are a great example for others to follow.  
However, a unified plan for short- and long-term 
disaster recovery – an all-hazards plan for how to 
build resilience into current city planning efforts 

background
Seattle is vulnerable to a number of natural 
hazards that can profoundly affect the safety of 
citizens and impact jobs, economic development, 
natural systems, and livability.  a recovery plan 
can increase the capacity of families, businesses, 
neighborhoods, community based organizations, 
and all levels of governments to begin recovery 
strategies immediately after an event.  a recovery 
plan can capitalize on opportunities to increase 
resilience during the redevelopment process 
and include accommodation for those most 
vulnerable to disaster.  the plan can enhance 
coordination and collaboration across sectors 
and amongst communities during the recovery 
process.  early and decisive action developed in 
advance increases the likelihood that people and 
businesses will choose to stay in their community 
after an event rather than relocating to an area 
unaffected by the disaster.     

the office of emergency management was 
funded by the Seattle City Council in 2012 to 
begin the development of a disaster recovery 
Plan for Seattle aimed at increasing the 
community’s resilience to the impacts of major 
disasters. Phase one of the effort is designed to 
identify major short and long term recovery issues 
and next-steps towards their resolution; major 
recovery policy issues; key stakeholders in the 
community (public, private and non-profit); the 
form, function and potential representatives for a 
Community recovery team; recommendations for 
recovery decision-support and decision-making 
process; City of Seattle roles for effectively 
interfacing with county, state and federal 
partners during a major recovery process; and an 
identification of best practices.

WhAt ARE thE RISkS SEAttLE fACES?

Seattle is 162 years old.  it has survived the 
Great Seattle fire, three earthquakes, the Great 
depression, the Boeing Bust, and as 2012 is 
drawing to a close, the Great recession.  

intRoDuCtion
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annexes.  eSf-14, “long term recovery 
and mitigation,” defines short- and long-term 
recovery, and includes an overview of some of 
the critical recovery functions such as economic, 
infrastructure, and human needs recovery.  
Structural elements of recovery, including key 
staffing positions, are also defined.  in short, this 
eSf provides a basic operational and procedural 
outline of recovery actions, but is not intended to 
be comprehensive in scope and does not address 
the complete spectrum of needs and issues (as a 
post-disaster recovery plan might) that will need to 
be addressed post-disaster.   

WhAt guIDANCE IS thERE fOR 
DISAStER RECOvERy PLANS?

the federal emergency management agency 
(fema) published the national disaster 
recovery framework (ndrf) in September 
2011 to describe the concepts and principles of 
effective federal recovery assistance.  it identified 
coordinating structures to align key roles and 
responsibilities between local, State, tribal and 
federal governments, the private sector, and 
non-governmental and community organizations. 
the ndrf emphasized that “a key element of the 
process is that the impacted community assumes 
the leadership in developing recovery priorities 
and activities that are realistic, well-planned, and 
clearly communicated.”  the ndrf notes that 
decisions made and priorities set early in the 
recovery process will have “a cascading effect on 
the nature and speed of the recovery process.” 
the ndrf and associated rSfs complement the 
development of the Seattle disaster recovery 
Plan.  Seattle is in a unique position to develop 
a pre-disaster recovery plan consistent with the 
ndrf that can serve as a model for other cities 
both nationally and internationally.

a short list of a few other jurisdictions in the u.S. 
have developed post-disaster recovery plans.  
most of these have been developed in response 
to a recent disaster; however, there are a small 
number of plans that have been developed with 
the intent of being implemented before a disaster 
takes place.  one example of such a plan is 
fairfax County, virginia; the State of florida has 

and adapt to new conditions after a disaster event 
– does not currently exist. this is the intent of this 
planning effort – to develop a framework for a 
disaster recovery plan for the City of Seattle. 

Why RECOvERy PLANS ARE DIffERENt 
thAN PREPAREDNESS, RESPONSE, AND 
MItIgAtION

many assume that recovery from a disaster is 
predominately the job of government; however, 
government is only one actor in a cast of many. 
while government departments and agencies 
own and actively manage about 30 percent of the 
city with public roads, rights of way, and parks, 
the other 70 percent of the city is the province 
of non-governmental actors. therefore, just as 
Seattle has evolved through a blend of public and 
private investment so too must be the recovery 
process post disaster.  Government, business 
owners (large and small), investors, community 
based organizations, neighborhood groups and 
homeowners must be actively engaged in recovery 
planning, as all stakeholders will have an active 
role to play in the recovery of Seattle.

in the immediate aftermath of a disaster, experts 
use a “command and control” model to rescue 
the injured, put the fires out, and clear the roads.  
recovery is nearly the opposite of command 
and control.  rather, it is about hundreds 
and thousands of people, organizations, and 
businesses making smart and informed decisions 
that will collectively bring the city back after a 
major disaster.  anyone who lives, works, or 
plays in Seattle will be collectively engaged in 
putting their lives and their economy back into 
operation.  it is the citizens, the community based 
organizations, and the businesses of Seattle all 
working in partnership with government entities 
that will lead and execute a disaster recovery 
strategy. 

CuRRENt CIty RECOvERy PLANNINg

Current recovery planning efforts have been 
documented as part of the Seattle disaster 
readiness and response Plan, which contains 
15 “emergency support function (eSf)” 

intRoDuCtion
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intRoDuCtion

WhO INItIAtED PhASE ONE Of thE 
DISAStER RECOvERy PLAN?

the office of emergency management was 
granted funding from the Seattle City Council 
in 2012 to begin the disaster recovery 
planning process.  oem hired the consultants 
Collinswoerman to develop Phase 1 and guided 
the project with input from staff representatives of 
the City Council, the Seattle City Budget office, 
and the department of Planning and development.   

WhO PARtICIPAtED IN PhASE ONE 
WORkShOPS?

three stakeholder workshops and one special 
meeting with dPd were conducted during Phase 
one to get a broad perspective.  the workshop 

also developed a post-disaster redevelopment 
guidebook.  other examples of post-disaster 
recovery plans are included in the case studies 
section of this document.

a key reference guiding Seattle’s recovery 
planning is the 2011 book “Planning for Post-
disaster recovery” by dr. Gavin Smith.  He served 
as an advisor to the Seattle team that prepared 
this Phase 1 report.  dr. Smith is a research 
Professor in the department of City and regional 
Planning at the university of north Carolina at 
Chapel Hill. dr. Smith also serves as the executive 
director of the u.S. department of Homeland 
Security’s Coastal Hazards Center of excellence 
and the university of north Carolina’s Center for 
the Study of natural Hazards and disasters.  

Fig. 1: The National Disaster Recovery Framework (NDRF) “Recovery Continuum” diagram (2011 NDRF, Page 8)
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intRoDuCtion

participants included representatives from non-
profit and community-based organizations, 
the State of washington, king County, local 
institutions and special districts such as the Port 
of Seattle and the university of washington, 
advocacy groups, private business organizations, 
and fema. the broad range of input and diverse 
perspectives represented at each of these 
workshops provided the foundation for the plan 
framework.  the participants also highlighted 
innovative new ways of thinking about recovery 
planning, and their valuable insights were 
incorporated into the framework document.  a 
full list of the participants in each workshop is 
included in the appendix section of this document.
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CoRe ValueS

Purpose
the values that form the foundation of the 
recovery plan were compiled to guide the 
plan and represent the core planning priorities 
defined by the community and stakeholders.  
these draft principles were developed over 
the course of four focused workshops with key 
representatives from community organizations, 
business groups, government agencies, members 
of the professional community, academics, and 
institutions.  these values can provide the basis 
for the development of goal statements in the next 
phase of the recovery planning process.

CORE vALuES

Equity & Diversity1. 

Neighborhood Ownership2. 

Innovation3. 

Participation & Communication4. 

Environmental Quality5. 

Economic vitality6. 

Independence & Individuality7. 

Mobility8. 

Resilience & Sustainability9. 

Civil Rights and Liberties10. 

EQuIty AND DIvERSIty

Having equity and diversity as values means 
respecting and leveraging the diversity of cultures 
in Seattle to ensure that recovery planning is 
fair and equitable.  recognize that communities 
will have different perspectives and aspirations 
for how their neighborhood should redevelop 
following a disaster.

NEIghbORhOOD OWNERShIP

Seattle is a city of neighborhoods.  this is a 
strength that undergirds Seattle’s quality of life 
and resilience. residents and neighborhood 
business owners take great pride in their 
communities and need to be key influencers on 
how a neighborhood redevelops.

INNOvAtION

innovation has been part of Seattle’s identity as 
the city has sustained and grown its economy 
through cycles of economic growth and decline. 
a disaster recovery strategy for Seattle should 
anticipate that technological, social, economic, 
and environmental innovation will be incorporated 
into a Seattle recovery plan.  the opportunity 
to effect transformative change and advance 
planning goals post-disaster can be facilitated 
much more effectively with pre-event planning.  
these planning goals include those that may not 
have had support, resources, or political will to 
accomplish them pre-disaster.

PARtICIPAtION AND COMMuNICAtION

Seattle is known for its passion for process.  it is a 
core belief that everyone can have their say in how 
the city makes decisions. an inclusive, transparent 
process of governance during disaster recovery 
will be important to respect, especially as planning 
and development choices progress post-disaster.

ENvIRONMENtAL QuALIty

Seattle’s wealth of natural amenities is part of 
what defines environmental quality and is a key 
aspect of life for Seattleites.  the preservation 
of and respect for issues that define Seattle’s 
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CoRe ValueS

environmental well-being will be important to 
guide decision-making post-disaster. Protecting 
environmental systems (e.g. watersheds/wetlands, 
critical areas, etc.) can also serve as a powerful 
means to reduce the impacts of natural hazards 
(e.g. flood, landslide, wildfire), which are part of 
the natural environment. 

ECONOMIC vItALIty

Seattle’s economic vitality is central to the 
economic health of the overall region. a diverse 
range of businesses large and small have 
sustained a vibrant economy in the region for 
generations.  the continued vitality of Seattle’s 
economy is a critical element of the community’s 
long-term recovery.  though dependent upon a 
number of related factors, such as infrastructure, 
social well-being, and the restoration of capital 
assets, rapid economic recovery depends heavily 
upon the preparedness and decision-making of 
the private sector in the post-disaster period.  
therefore, a robust recovery will require inclusion 
of the private sector in recovery planning pre-
disaster. 

INDEPENDENCE AND INDIvIDuALIty

independence and individuality are values that 
motivate individuals and the community as a 
whole.  achieving self-reliance is an important 
element of a good recovery and sustainable 
development goals.

MObILIty

all modes of mobility are essential to speed 
recovery of the City. whether by automobile, bus, 
truck, train, ferry, cargo ship, aircraft, bike, or foot 
— people, companies, and governments depend 
upon a fully-functioning transportation system.   
Building resilient networks of transportation 
facilities and having a plan to rebuild the full 
complement of mobility options post-disaster will 
aid successful recovery.

RESILIENCE AND SuStAINAbILIty

resilience refers to creating and utilizing the 
systems, policies, technologies, and other 
means that can give a City and its inhabitants an 
enhanced ability to recover quickly from a major 
disaster and adapt to changing conditions over 
time.  Sustainability refers to the ability to sustain 
the city’s environmental, economic, and cultural 
qualities over time – including times of crisis and 
recovery.  these two key themes are fundamental 
to the recovery plan.

CIvIL RIghtS AND LIbERtIES

respect for civil liberties is a core value and 
stated legislative priority in the City of Seattle.  
City Council resolution 30578 states, in part, 
“the preservation of civil rights and liberties is 
essential to the well-being of any democracy, 
particularly during times of conflict when such 
rights and liberties, especially those of immigrants 
and ethnic minorities, may be threatened...” 
the recovery period following a major disaster 
is an especially critical time for ensuring that 
constitutionally-protected civil liberties are upheld 
for all residents.  its inclusion as a core value in 
this document underscores the importance of 
upholding civil rights and liberties during and after 
a major disaster.
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CAtEgORIES Of RECOvERy ISSuES

buILDINgS AND LAND uSE

examples:

regulatory: Permitting, Codes (e.g., building, land •	
use, zoning)
Housing•	
unreinforced masonry (urm) buildings•	

INfRAStRuCtuRE / PubLIC fACILItIES

examples:

fuel, water, Power, Steam, roads, rail, Ports•	

ECONOMIC / fINANCE

examples:

employment / Business recovery and retention / •	
economic revitalization
fiscal: resource allocation, access to capital, •	
mechanisms for disbursement

hEALth / SOCIAL

examples:

vulnerable populations (access / mortality)•	
Public health (incl. mental health), public safety•	
education: Schools and healthcare•	

ENvIRONMENtAL QuALIty

examples:

debris clearing, environmental remediation•	
Sustainable infrastructure for multiple benefits•	

COMMuNIty OutREACh

examples:

Public education: “Survivor” v. “victim” mentality•	
Public participation in recovery•	
Community group / association networks•	

PubLIC LEADERShIP

examples:

Project prioritization•	
transition back to normalcy•	
Preparedness at all scales: regulatory, financial, etc.•	
Communication•	

Recovery Plan issues & Strategies
one of the keys to successfully understanding the 
issues that will be important to the City’s recovery 
is the broad, ongoing outreach and participation of 
stakeholders and the public. as noted above, it is 
the non-disaster professionals who will be leading 
the recovery by the decisions, investments, and 
commitments they make.   those decisions will 
be based on an understanding of the task ahead, 
the availability of financing, the sense of ongoing 
safety, and the connection that these decision-
makers have to this community and this place.  
to address these challenges, stakeholders were 
engaged in a series of workshops.  Participants 
expressed their ideas through small group 
discussions about their perception of major 
recovery issues and associated recovery 
strategies.  additionally, some of the key actors 
necessary for successful long-term recovery 
planning were identified.

a number of potential issues were identified, along 
with associated implementation strategies and 
critical actors that will be necessary to carry out 
recovery tasks both pre- and post-disaster.  these 
categories can be used as a framework to identify 
how to direct recovery planning efforts and who to 
involve.  the plan should also consider identifying 
various levels of investment or effort for each issue 
type.  this could provide some guidance as to the 
level of planning needed for each issue category.  

iSSueS anD StRategieS
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iSSueS anD StRategieS

ISSuE tyPE ISSuE RECOvERy StRAtEgy CRItICAL ACtORS

Buildings and land use Housing address un-reinforced 
masonry structures

relocate buildings from 
liquefaction zones

Historic preservation 
groups

multi-disciplinary 
professional groups

infrastructure / Public 
facilities

Coordination of pre-/post-
disaster planning

Joint approach with multiple 
actors to thoughtfully re-shape 
infrastructure systems

utility providers, transit 
agencies, neighborhood 
leaders, non-profit 
organizations

economic / finance employment / business 
retention

Create systems in advance to 
allow for easy access to cash 
/ capital

ensure necessary 
relationships & agreements 
made ahead of time

Banks, City agencies, 
community associations, 
businesses

Health / Social ensuring vulnerable 
populations have access

include people with disabilities 
in planning process ahead of 
time

determine accessibility 
considerations pre-disaster

vulnerable populations, 
nGos, social service 
organizations

environmental Quality environmental clean-up, 
debris removal

rebuilding in an ecologically-
mindful way

non-profit organizations

agencies

Community outreach Public participation in 
recovery planning

Solicit input on the plan 
pre-disaster from multiple 
stakeholder groups

neighborhoods, 
businesses, government 
agencies, et al

Public leadership Project prioritization develop objective 
methodologies to determine 
fair, equitable, and economical 
redevelopment projects 

agencies, consulting 
firms, nGos, individuals 
and community leaders

education Schools, daycares, and 
other educational facilities

develop strategies to get 
educational facilities up and 
running aSaP, using them 
as hubs for information, 
healthcare, and basic services 
such as food distribution if 
needed.

School districts, daycare 
providers, health and 
social service providers

Sample of issues, Strategies, and Critical actors in Recovery Planning
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authorities; regular interaction pre-disaster 
(e.g., workshops, scenario planning, etc.); 
and creating/maintaining funding protocols 
between individual departments, utilities, 
local, regional, state, tribe, and national 
governments.

Keep the money flowing.3.   the smaller the 
business, the lower the income, the deeper the 
debt of people affected by an event, and the 
more important quick cash and ready credit is 
to their ability to participate in recovery.

Develop specific resilience messaging that 4. 
builds, repeats, and inculcates a survivor 
mindset via Seattle’s formal and informal 
networks.

Integrate resilience strategies into city 5. 
planning.  disaster recovery policies 
developed in Phase two will build resilience 
strategies into existing planning including 
Comprehensive Plan updates, hazard 
mitigation planning, neighborhood plan 
updates and other planning activities across 
most city departments.

C6. onsult and inform.  Public consultation and 
consistency with broadly held community 
values will remain important throughout the 
recovery process.  Pre-disaster consultation  
is designed to augment and accelerate 
post-disaster consultation.  values that unite 
the community are important touchstones 
for disaster recovery decision-making.  
mechanisms and relationships built with 
community-based organizations pre-disaster 
will need to adapt post-disaster to ensure 
information / services are distributed quickly. 

Build multi-scale structural resilience into 7. 
centralized systems.  we create resilience 
when we nest semi-autonomous buildings 
(i.e., green buildings) into semi-autonomous 
districts (i.e. district energy, water, food, 
pedestrian systems).  those in turn are served 
by the centralized backbone of energy, water, 
and transportation systems.  these systems 
interact up and down scale.  they encourage 
the use of renewables such as wind, sun, soil, 
water, shade and vegetation.  this multiple 
scale approach is not limited to natural 
resources. it applies equally well to social 
networks, mobility, food, jobs and recreation.

the Plan Concept
disasters can have broad and deep impacts to 
people, institutions, and businesses in the city.  
Planning for recovery needs to engage the whole 
community to work towards making Seattle a more 
resilient and sustainable city.  for the plan to be 
successful, it must enhance the adaptive capacity 
of the city to absorb and bounce back from all 
kinds of change. this includes taking care of those 
in need, empowering self-reliance across the 
city fabric, and understanding systems dynamics 
between and across the range of urban services.   

a few key concepts that should be included in the 
disaster recovery Plan are detailed below.

Enhance and augment social resilience.1.  
Because we cannot know the extent or 
impacts of any particular disaster in advance, 
the strongest indicator of a successful 
recovery is strong social linkages across the 
diversity of the community.

Planning for disaster recovery is more akin 
to community-based planning than the more 
professionalized command and control 
methodology that is appropriate for disaster 
preparedness and response.   increasing 
the social resilience of the community is an 
important guiding concept of this recovery 
plan.  the plan will include pre-disaster 
strategies that enhance and augment the 
social resilience of businesses, landowners, 
governments and citizens to disasters of all 
kinds.  Particular focus will be to increase 
social connectivity with pre-disaster 
outreach strategies and dialogues, trainings; 
investigation of social media tools; cross-
sector and cross-cultural introductions 
between members of the whole community; 
and incorporating locally-grounded knowledge 
held by citizens.

Increase connectivity between disaster 2. 
professionals.  disaster professionals 
will continue to play an essential role in 
guiding post-disaster activities between the 
governmental sectors as well as providing 
information and insight to non-governmental 
actors.  this includes developing agreements 
and best practices that harmonize existing 

ReCoVeRy Plan ConCePt
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ReCoVeRy Plan ConCePt

buILDINg MuLtI-SCALE RESILIENCE INtO 
CENtRALIzED SyStEMS

engineers that manage centralized systems 
have taken a number of steps to increase their 
robustness.  Critical pieces of infrastructure are 
being hardened and upgraded.  measures have 
been put in place to respond quickly if large 
pieces of the system fail.

the strength of this hardening approach is that it 
increases the capacity of these systems to absorb 
changes up to a more robust design target.  the 
design target is typically a maximum defined by 
historic events, such as a design storm or longest 
recorded drought or an earthquake of a certain 
magnitude.

yet we know that our records used to set these 
targets may not reflect the full variability inherent 
in the natural system.  for example, the water 
utility uses the hydrological record from the last 
81 years to set standards of reliability of water 
and energy systems.  engineers pick design 
targets for earthquakes that would do well in 
moderate quakes like the february 28, 2001 
nisqually quake, but would fail catastrophically in 

larger events like the Cascadia subduction zone 
earthquake of January 26, 1700.  

engineers pick reasonable yet not extreme event 
targets for at least two reasons.  first, it is difficult 
to predict exactly what kind of future event will 
impact the system so designers and regulators 
select a target that seems consistent with the 
functional design life of the system.  Second, 
officials are loath to over-design a system for 
events that are by definition uncertain.  when it 
comes to earthquakes, we don’t know how big or 
when an extreme event will hit.  this boils down 
to cost and practicality.  the bigger the event and 
the more extreme the design target – the more 
expensive and impractical these systems become.  
we simply can’t afford to design the system for 
the biggest events – even when we have geologic 
evidence that proves the risk.

if we cannot predict the event, if we cannot afford 
it anyway, and if we do not want to build all our 
systems like a nuclear survival bunker, then should 
we just ignore it?

there is an alternative approach that comes 
from an understanding of ecological resilience 

Fig. 2: Resilient systems are able to adapt quickly to changing conditions and maintain their “exploitation” and “conservation” 
phases longer than brittle systems.
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ReCoVeRy Plan ConCePt

science.   resilience is about designing for 
variability in conditions – rather than designing 
on the assumption that conditions will remain 
within measured or reasonable assumptions.  
recent science of climate change shows that 
we really do not know anymore – if we ever 
did – just what future climate conditions will be 
like.  Compounding the uncertainty, fast evolving 
technologies, shifts in markets and resource 
availability, and further concentration of human 
populations in dense urban settings opens a 
compelling likelihood that the next 100 years may 
show us much more radical and unpredictable 
change than we have experienced in the city’s 
written history. 

resilience science confirms that nature is not just 
growth and maintaining an ever-improving status 
quo forever. nature is also a process of collapse 
and reorganization.  research shows that social 
and ecological systems (and yes, even cities) go 
through these inevitable cycles from growth to 
maturity to destruction to renewal. those cities 
that have the adaptive capacity to be renewed and 
rebound from change while keeping their identity 
intact are the most resilient.  resilience is about 
getting better because of change, not merely 
armoring existing systems so that the status quo 
lasts forever.

the lesson of resilience is that efforts to protect 
the status quo at all costs may risk even more 
painful adjustments. applying resilience thinking 
encourages us to create a portfolio of options 
at different scales that are designed to be more 
resilient with change.  as we implement systems 
that are designed to accommodate change, then 
we can absorb and recover from change and use 
it to renew ourselves, our systems and our cities.

 

Resilience is 
about designing 
for variability in 
conditions rather than 
the assumption that 
conditions will remain 
within measured 
or reasonable 
assumptions. 
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DeCiSion-making PRoCeSSeS

following a major disaster, the recovery plan will 
depend heavily on the action of a lead recovery 
Coordinator that will coordinate all appropriate 
actions in line with the Plan, existing policies, and 
mandates.  the recovery Coordinator will be 
advised by a Community recovery task force (or 
similarly-titled organization) composed of a broad 
representation of key stakeholders in the city.  

What is the role and function of the Community 
Recovery Task Force?

the Community recovery task force should 
reflect the geographical, cultural, and economic 
diversity of the city.  it will serve as a conduit to 
update decisions makers on real-time conditions 
and challenges throughout the city before and 
during the recovery process.  it will also review 
major actions under consideration by the recovery 
Coordinator for both the public and private 
sectors.

the task force is advisory to the recovery 
Coordinator.  the intent is for the task force to 
frame that advice within the context of shared 
community values identified in draft form in Phase 
one of the Seattle disaster recovery plan. 

DECISION-MAkINg PROCESSES

Currently, the City of Seattle’s Disaster Readiness 
and Response Plan (drrP) is “the principal 
document for explaining how the City of Seattle 
government will engage its collective resources 
to respond to a major incident or disaster.” the 
drrP is prepared by the office of emergency 
management (oem) in collaboration with the 
City’s disaster management Committee (dmC). 

the eSf-14 annex of the drrP takes into 
account both short-term and long-term recovery.  
eSf-14 focuses on providing a framework for 
recovery decision-making and implementation.

the drrP directs that short-term recovery 
operations will be based on the national incident 
management System (nimS) to the extent 
possible, and includes positions as illustrated in 
the diagram below. in addition, eSf-14 identifies 
specific responsibilities for each City of Seattle 
department.

Fig. 3: Recovery Operations Organizational Chart (Adapted from EFS-14 in the Seattle DRRP)
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DeCiSion-making PRoCeSSeS

Southwest, Southeast, Central, Center City, 
northwest, and northeast.  other representatives 
should represent small and medium businesses, 
cultural and special needs groups, as well as 
volunteer, school-based, and service groups.  
Several other “at large” members should be invited 
who have skill sets that can complement the task 
force.  these might be those with expertise in 
particular aspects of recovery who can help the 
task force to frame their recommendations to 
have the most impact for their recommendations.

Because the task force is advisory, it is not 
necessary that the group be in full agreement for 
any recommendation although consensus will 
be most valuable for the recovery Coordinator 
and others involved in the recovery effort.  in 
fact, the task force may choose to recommend 
conflicting points of view with a clear description 

Because recovery planning and implementation 
requires trade-offs, using shared values as 
touchstones for recommendations from the task 
force will help the recovery Coordinator, the city 
government, and community members as they 
sort through the overwhelming needs that make 
recovery an unprecedented challenge.

members selected for the Community recovery 
task force should be highly connected individuals 
who have ongoing and trusted relationships 
throughout the city and in the geographic areas 
that many will represent. Some portion of the 
task force representatives should be known 
and recognized for their ability to articulate the 
interests and needs of the neighborhoods (e.g., 
community councils, neighborhood sustainable 
groups, and neighborhood business associations) 
in geographic sections of the city – such as 

` 

Roles and Functions for Seattle Recovery 
Individuals 
& Families 

Individuals 
& Families 

Individuals 
& Families 

Individuals 
& Families 

Individuals 
& Families 

Individuals 
& Families 

Individuals 
& Families 

Individuals 
& Families 

Individuals 
& Families 

Individuals 
& Families 

Neighbors 

Volunteer, school,  
and service 

groups 

Recovery    
Coordinator 

Neighborhood-
scale business 

groups 

Community 
Recovery    

Task Force 

Cultural affinity  
or special needs 

groups 

Businesses 

Neighborhood-
scale 

community 
groups 

Mayor 

INFORMATION AND RESOURCES FLOW UP, DOWN, AND BETWEEN SCALES 

Implement on Private Property 

+ Facilitate recovery 
+ Provide direction 
+ Guide public and 
private recovery 
+ Communicate 
+ Receive and direct 
philanthropic funding 
+ Coordinate with 
Federal, State, Tribal, 
County, City, Schools, 
and regional 
governments 
+Prioritize recovery 
consistent with 
community values. 

 

+ Represent the 
community 
+ Advise Recovery 
Coordinator 
+ Share information 
and insight with 
community and 
chambers 
+ Review and provide 
insight on 
governmental 
recovery priorities and 
projects based on 
shared values of the 
community.  

Communicate and Collaborate Direct/ 
Organize/ 
Facilitate 

Lead/ 
Govern 

+ Work with City 
Council on recovery 
funding and policy 
priorities 
+ Inspire, encourage, 
and frame recovery 
effort 
+ Advocate for, 
counsel, and 
empathize with 
survivors 
+ Govern on-going 
governmental 
operations 

 

+ Gather  and forward 
information from 
community to Task 
Force 
+ Share information and 
guidance from Task 
Force to community, 
business, cultural, 
volunteer and service 
groups 
+ Identify opportunities 
for action 

+ Gather  and forward 
information both ways 
+ Help each other and 
individuals and families 
+ Implement recovery 
projects consistent with plan 

+ Protect family     
and property 
+ Repair/rebuild 
consistent with 
recovery plan. 
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DeCiSion-making PRoCeSSeS

properly frame the recovery effort to staff, business 
leaders, media and the public.  Constituents 
can be disoriented or shocked in the aftermath 
of a disaster and will be seeking leadership and 
understanding from elected officials.  as the 
recovery period continues over the post-disaster 
months and years, elected officials will need to 
advocate for, empathize with, and counsel those 
still struggling to achieve full recovery.

of the differences represented at the table.  a 
professional facilitator should be brought on board 
to help the task force conduct business and 
move through their agendas.

The Role of the Recovery Coordinator

the recovery Coordinator is a difficult and vital 
position.  the coordinator must facilitate recovery 
across the array of interests and scales of the 
city.  Clear, compelling direction and guidance 
must be provided to government and citizen 
entities to make good choices consistent with 
shared community values.  the coordinator must 
work alongside federal, State, tribal, County, 
other cities, schools and regional governments 
while accelerating decision-making and 
implementation of the plan.  this person must 
be able to prioritize recovery efforts that reflect 
the advice and information from the Community 
recovery task force.  ultimately the coordinator 
must be able to balance difficult and potentially 
contentious political dynamics that are bound to 
be exacerbated during the post-disaster recovery 
period.

the recovery Coordinator should also have 
access to a non-profit entity empowered to 
receive and distribute recovery funds from private 
and foundation sources.  the intent of these 
funds is not to compete with relief agencies 
or governmental funds – rather it is to provide 
flexible funds that can be immediately applied with 
minimal red tape to achieve near-term outcomes 
that must move more quickly than ordinary 
decision timelines.  use of these funds would not 
relieve the coordinator of accountability, however. 
all monies must be tracked and accounted for and 
should be subject to annual or biannual audit.

What is the role of elected officials during the 
recovery plan?

during a recovery period, the mayor and City 
Council will be challenged with overseeing 
the portfolio of governance that they already 
control.  their role will be to work collaboratively 
on recovery funding and policy priorities as 
identified by the recovery Coordinator.  they will 
be especially needed to inspire, encourage, and 
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key PoliCy iSSueS

high priority for the recovery planning process. 
an astute plan will create a constituency 
for resilience who will know who to contact, 
what needs to be done, and how things can 
improve in the future.  

enlightened neighborhoods that adopt social 
and structural resilience will also become a 
pool of knowledgeable volunteers who can 
reach out to other parts of the city following a 
disaster. 

 What role do businesses play in 3. 
recovery?

Provision of goods and services and jobs 
can be severely impacted during a disaster.  
reestablishing business is essential for long 
term recovery.  

for smaller businesses an extended period 
of down-time can be fatal.  fema notes 
that somewhere around 40 percent of small 
businesses fail following a disaster. revenues 
can fall immediately and dramatically for 
days, weeks, or months.  Businesses without 
significant reserves or access to sufficient 
lines of credit can find themselves unable to 
continue.  even businesses anticipating relief 
from government funds or insurance payments 
can be severely stressed as they seek 
reimbursement which requires that they float 
the costs, fill out significant paperwork and 
wait weeks or months for review and payment.  

larger firms or national firms may weather 
such an event somewhat more easily as the 
breadth of their business can absorb shocks if 
only a portion of their enterprise is affected.

within days of a disaster many employers 
decide if they will stay and rebuild or leave 
and restart their business in an unaffected 
area.   if their sense is that the disaster has so 
overwhelmed the region that it will be a long 
time for the return of essential services, many 
employers decide to reopen in a new location 
elsewhere, which can permanently reduce the 
number of jobs and revenues in the city. 

key Policy Questions and 
issues to inform Phase 2 Scope 
Development

 how does the recovery plan relate to 1. 
other city plans like the comprehensive 
plan, neighborhood plans, or other city 
planning efforts?

the Seattle disaster recovery Plan should 
be maintained separately as a complement 
to ongoing planning by the city.  each of 
the existing plans for city services should 
be strategically amended to enable policies 
consistent with the intent of the recovery 
plan.  in particular, the Comprehensive Plan, 
hazard mitigation plan, neighborhood plan 
updates, transportation plans, transit-oriented 
development plans, utility plans, capital 
planning for the city and regional plans should 
all be reviewed in Phase 2 of the recovery 
planning process for additional goals, policies, 
and actions that will reference and leverage 
the recovery strategy.

 What role do the neighborhoods play in 2. 
recovery?

Seattle’s tradition of strong neighborhoods 
with unique identities is a plus for disaster 
recovery.  a neighborhood where strong social 
cohesion is nurtured creates capacity that is 
fundamental to community recovery.  a social 
network of connected people who know and 
trust each other is a strong basis for disaster 
recovery.  neighbors can provide neighbors 
with timely information, appropriate insights, 
and shared resources during the long recovery 
process. a community attitude of being 
survivors, of being adaptable, being positive 
and having a desire to make the neighborhood 
better than ever, and having knowledge of 
local conditions and needs before and after 
disasters all play a role.

Building on and augmenting neighborhood 
connectivity within neighborhoods and 
between neighborhoods should be an ongoing 
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key PoliCy iSSueS

Before a disaster, another way to facilitate 
post-disaster financial recovery is to convene 
regional financial institutions to walk through 
the kinds of issues that will be faced by their 
borrowers in a recovery scenario.  Specific 
tools and programs like the one described 
above can be developed in advance as an 
investment in the continuity and recovery of 
the community.

there are other financial tools available 
– particularly for non-profits and public 
agencies including federal grants, bonds, 
levies, federal rehabilitation tax credits, tax 
abatements, revolving loan funds, and transfer 
of development rights.  making certain that 
those impacted have access to information 
about and understand how to leverage 
these resources will be important during the 
recovery period. 

 What sort of funding is available to 5. 
create and update the Disaster Recovery 
Plan?

the Seattle City Council provided funding 
for the Seattle disaster recovery planning 
process.  once the plan is adopted there 
will need to be consistent updates and 
engagement with the public to maintain the 
validity and effectiveness of the plan.  at this 
time there is no outside funding stream for 
the plan so it will be important for program 
directors and local elected officials to continue 
to fund the multiple benefits that come 
from a pre-disaster recovery plan including 
increased community connectivity and social 
resilience, new tools and programs that will 
shorten the impact of disasters, and increased 
resilience of the city to all kinds of sudden and 
catastrophic change.

a metaphor for funding the pre-disaster 
recovery planning is to consider it as akin 
to insurance premiums.  if a Seattle fault 
earthquake causes $30 billion in damage 
and 1,600 deaths, what is a reasonable 
premium to moderate or reduce those losses? 
the benefit/cost ratio can be calculated if 
those premiums achieve multiple community 

 What are the financial issues that make 4. 
recovery difficult and what are some 
strategies to consider? 

the financial implications of a major disaster 
are extensive and often long-lasting. insurance 
or government funds do not cover all the 
losses following a large disaster. as noted 
above, businesses lose revenue every day 
they are not open for business.  likewise, 
their employees lose wages every day that 
they cannot work. local governments find that 
their tax revenues are also severely impacted 
because there is less money flowing through 
the local economy.  those with debt or no 
savings or limited access to lines of credit can 
find themselves without adequate resources to 
continue.

availability of ready cash for those impacted is 
an issue in the first days of disaster recovery.  
Cash is king. Credit for those who expect 
reimbursements is also needed. Credit is also 
needed for those businesses that will need to 
cover lost revenue.   

the lack of credit availability remains a 
constraint on the recovery even as the 
recovery moves into the mid to long term.  
as government relief reimbursements and 
insurance claims are paid, there typically 
remains a shortfall that must be borne by the 
governments, businesses and individuals 
affected.

Specific programs (financial tools) need 
to be developed that can help to assist in 
the finances of recovery.  these programs 
should be put into place before a disaster. 
for example, one tool could be to allow 
small businesses to pre-qualify for disaster 
recovery loans.   these funds could be used 
as ready cash for payroll or immediate repairs.  
federal or state government could become a 
guarantor of the loans thus reducing the risk 
for the lenders.  the economics and functional 
program elements of such a program and 
any number of others will require further 
development.
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accommodate immediate needs without 
compromising the intended ultimate recovery.

 how can we keep Seattle employers and 7. 
Seattle jobs in Seattle after a disaster?

Participants in the stakeholder workshops 
noted that many employers may decide to 
reopen in a new location if their sense is that 
the disaster has overwhelmed the capacity of 
the region to respond intelligently and quickly.  
a major element of this is uncertainty is that 
employers wonder how long it will be for the 
return of services essential to their business’ 
survival.  if employers relocate to a location 
away from the affected area then this can 
permanently reduce jobs and government 
revenues and stretch out the time to recovery.  

Some financial strategies to help mitigate 
this effect have been noted in the discussion 
above. yet the decision to stay or go is not 
exclusively economic.  most employers have 
homes and families in the region.  the thought 
of moving a business at any time is a huge and 
complicated endeavor.  the decision is often 
a judgment call – will this area recover and 
when and how long can we hang on?  does 
the recovery plan help me and my business?  
Because of these types of questions the 
immediate post disaster messaging from 
government officials and recovery experts can 
be very influential in this critical window in the 
recovery period.  

direct messaging by government officials as 
well as broader messaging by the media at 
the first stages of the recovery period can 
be influential in continuing commitment of 
business to the community.  Phase 2 of the 
recovery plan should test what messages are 
most useful.  Some examples could be: we 
are rebuilding better than before, government 
red tape will not stop us from doing what is 
necessary, opening vital communication and 
mobility corridors for business and trade is a 
top priority in the recovery period, and there is 
a strong commitment to keep employers and 
employees together during this time of great 
disruption.  

benefits that can be quantified or qualitatively 
evaluated, including increased emphasis on 
neighborhood resilience and food security.

 how can we address the known conflicts 6. 
with the need for temporary housing 
and the transition pathway to permanent 
housing?

dealing with temporary housing and the 
transition to permanent housing is particularly 
difficult in urban areas. trailers used in rural 
areas may have a difficult time fitting into 
dense city patterns.  Some scholars argue that 
energy and resources spent on “temporary” 
housing can impede progress towards more 
permanent solutions.  too often temporary 
housing becomes de facto permanent housing 
if property owners have no funds to build a 
new replacement home.  this gets even more 
difficult when the housing that is damaged or 
destroyed is multi-family. it takes 18 months 
or more to rebuild a typical multi-family facility 
excluding cleanup and restoration of access 
and services.  Sometimes long term use of 
hotels is used, but the costs can be very 
expensive.

there are a number of innovative proposals for 
temporary housing such as use of containers 
or pop-up buildings yet few have managed 
to become widely available or in wide use.  in 
part, the issue is that the demand can go from 
zero to tens of thousands of units within a few 
moments or days.  for example, Hurricane 
Sandy in new york City alone accounts for the 
sudden need for 20,000 housing units. 

Given the difficulty of this issue, it will require a 
dedicated effort, creativity, and a commitment 
to solutions to devise economically viable 
building replacement strategies.  the time to 
work on such a solution is before a disaster 
hits; thus it is a strong candidate for focused 
work as part of an ongoing disaster recovery 
planning process.  architects, planners, 
neighborhood representatives, building 
officials and other government officials need 
to develop a plausible range of options 
that are flexible and adaptable enough to 
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rebuild in harm’s way and then suffer multiple 
losses again and again.

liquefaction zones in earthquake prone 
areas are particularly problematic.  land 
that supports a number of commercial, 
industrial, and even residential uses during 
normal times can become so unstable that 
buildings sink and differentially settle – 
cracking  foundations and twisting buildings 
and floors.  Christchurch offers an example 
that may have similar implications for a Seattle 
fault earthquake.  the earthquakes that 
damaged the city have not stopped since the 
initial large event.  as this report is written 
in late 2012, Christchurch has had 10,937 
earthquakes (including aftershocks) since the 
first large 7.1 magnitude event of September 
4, 2010.  these more or less continuous and 
reoccurring liquefaction events have made 
significant portions of the city unbuildable. 
Buildings damaged in earlier quakes are re-
damaged again and again.  no one knows if 
this sort of continuous seismicity will happen 
in Seattle.  yet we do know that liquefaction is 
an issue in large portions of Pioneer Square, 
Chinatown international district, duwamish 
and interbay industrial corridors and urban 
centers and villages in parts of downtown, the 
university district, South Park, eastlake and 
South lake union.

as Phase 2 of the Seattle disaster recovery 
plan is developed, additional work to address 
this issue is recommended.  a range of 
potential approaches to be considered 
include: 

evaluating land uses to determine if vulnerable •	
populations are at risk
estimating risk, if any, with current land use •	
policy, including the use of land suitability 
analysis
identifying best practices for business •	
continuity such as relocating back office 
functions to less risky areas
Considering land banking that could be used •	
to quickly relocate industrial, commercial, 
residential and other uses following a disaster

Christchurch provides an example of how 
to maintain the critical relationship between 
employers and their employees.  the 
government decided to provide a weekly cash 
payment per employee to employers.  the 
employers then forward that money to their 
employees who were unable to work.  this 
maintained the connection between employers 
and employees and was sufficient to help 
many employees stay local and bridge the 
transition back to full employment.

events can make it difficult for employees 
to stay. Some employees will be unable to 
return to work if family members need care, 
if roads and bridges are impassable, if their 
home is significantly damaged, or if they are 
evacuated to distant areas.   employees may 
find their personal finances quickly affected 
with an immediate loss of income at the same 
time that extra expenses are needed to secure 
their homes and families. the risk of missing 
payments for housing, food, and transportation 
increases substantially.  

a related issue that can affect employees’ 
ability to return to work is the operation of 
schools and childcare facilities that allow 
people to work without having to stay home 
to take care of their children.  these facilities 
must be restored as soon as possible post-
disaster in order to facilitate a return to work.

ultimately, employees who fail financially 
while waiting for their job to restart may end 
up moving outside the region.  this diaspora 
effect makes it difficult for employers that 
finally do restart to find the experienced 
employees they had prior to the event thus 
extending the time to recover.

 What if some areas of the city are no 8. 
longer suitable for rebuilding?

this issue comes up more often than one 
would hope in floodways, beaches damaged 
or destroyed by hurricanes, large landslides, 
and liquefaction zones.  Sometimes the area of 
habitation is no longer suitable and alternative 
locations must be found.  too often people will 
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services have developed volunteer action 
interfaces to inform residents and guide 
volunteers.  those who need volunteers can 
submit a request to the online entity who will 
geo-locate the place and need.  volunteers 
can then refer to the constantly updated maps 
to identify projects where they feel their talents 
or interests can best be put to use.  these 
spontaneous organizing tools can be extremely 
helpful and government officials and recovery 
staff may rely heavily on these types of “new 
media” interfaces.   

finally, groups that did not participate in pre-
disaster planning will undoubtedly volunteer 
post-event. they represent an additional 
opportunity for recovery planners to leverage 
these strengths in ways that do not fit with 
normal governmental approaches.  this 
strength is also a potential source of conflict 
as nimble and flexible groups can grow 
impatient with governmental constraints. 

 how will the recovery process be 11. 
governed?

this Phase 1 plan proposes that a recovery 
Coordinator position be created with broad 
authority to coordinate with city departments, 
community groups and other organizations and 
governments funded by local, state, or federal 
government.  as outlined in the City’s Disaster 
Readiness and Response Plan (DRRP), 
eSf 14, the coordinator is to be advised by a 
broadly representational Community recovery 
task force that will guide the recovery 
process.  decisions by the coordinator will be 
based on the recommendations of the task 
force which will operate on an advisory basis.  
detailed roles and responsibilities of the 
recovery Coordinator will be spelled out and 
facilitated in a number of intergovernmental 
and inter-agency agreements to be completed 
in Phase 2 of the recovery process. use of 
these agreements could provide a virtual 
unified response in the pre-disaster period and 
quickly scale up post-disaster based on those 
agreements.

 What are the priorities for recovery? Who 9. 
is helped first? What is needed in what 
order to facilitate recovery?

Priorities for action will be established in 
Phase 2 of this plan. Planners will identify 
those groups who have particularly high 
levels of need such as children, the elderly or 
chronically ill, those that rely on community 
support, and those who are marginalized or 
displaced. 

the ndrf identifies the kinds and timing of 
activities that facilitate recovery into short term, 
intermediate term and long term recovery (See  
figure 1, recovery Continuum – description of 
recovery activities by phase). 

 how can volunteers be accommodated 10. 
and best placed to provide needed relief? 

management of volunteers during the recovery 
process is a significant task and recovery 
officials can be overwhelmed if not prepared. 
over the course of recovery thousands of 
volunteers from within and outside the area will 
stream to the city to provide assistance.

the disaster recovery Coordinator will need 
to assign individuals to coordinate and direct 
volunteers to participating organizations.  
for example, stakeholders from community 
organizations that were involved in pre-
disaster planning will also need to coordinate 
with the needs identified in the recovery 
plan. By involving these organizations in 
pre-disaster planning, some of the post-
disaster collaboration protocols should be 
worked out in advance to take advantage of 
the nimbleness and flexibility that they have 
inherent in their organizational structure.  
another method could be to utilize one stop 
centers or information kiosks distributed at 
ports of entry and throughout the region can 
offer updated information and “advertise” 
for specialist skills that are required.  many 
of these skills required for recovery can be 
identified and rosters of qualified people can 
be assembled in advance of a disaster.

technology and online networks can also play 
a critical role.  Google.org and other online 
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be assigned as a “shadow” position to step in 
on a short-term basis to launch the recovery 
effort with a permanent replacement hired as 
soon as possible following an event.

the recovery Coordinator should be 
authorized to hire or use loaned staff as 
needed to guide the recovery.  decisions by 
the coordinator should be based on the values 
and principles that will be formally adopted 
in Phase 2 of the planning process. See the 
“Core values” section in this document for 
values recommended for the plan.  

this approach is not the only option to 
address governance of a disaster recovery 
effort; these and other alternative management 
structures will require special consideration 
during the Phase 2 recovery plan process.

how are funding decisions made?12. 

if the governance of the recovery process 
remains as indicated above, the Community 
recovery Coordinator would help to 
orchestrate and align delivery of recovery 
funds as they come available.  the coordinator 
would consult with the task force as well 
as recipient agencies and governments to 
recommend and guide the application and use 
of recovery funds. 

responsibility and accountability for the funds 
will remain with the governmental agencies 
and organizations that are qualified to receive 
those funds.  However, via pre-disaster 
intergovernmental agreements, the recovery 
Coordinator may have substantial influence on 
how and in what priority those funds will be 
directed while remaining in accordance with 
legal and other constraints applied to those 
funds. 

these types of agreements have precedence.  
federal, state, county, and city agencies 
regularly collaborate to assemble funding 
for regional priorities for transportation.  
this experience can be a powerful guide to 
decision-making in the crucial first years of 
recovery.

an alternative under consideration was the 
creation of a wholly separate and ongoing 
entity who would manage the recovery 
process. any such entity needs to have 
alignment between responsibility and authority.  
Creating a fully separate authority to receive 
and be accountable for receipt and direction 
of post-disaster funds would require an 
on-going organization dedicated to disaster 
recovery.  while much of disaster recovery 
is non-governmental in nature, existing 
governments and authorities are likely to play 
a significant role in the receipt and distribution 
of funds.  Given that these local governments 
already have well-established mechanisms in 
place for responsibility and accountability, it 
may be considered redundant to fund an entire 
new organization.   

an important first task in Phase 2 of the 
recovery plan is to identify an interim 
Community recovery task force to advise 
and participate in development of the pre-
disaster recovery plan.  the group will be 
broadly representative of the various Seattle 
communities as well as government, business, 
civil society organizations.  

it is recommended that the task force meet 
at least six times per year for first two years, 
then twice per year after that. Sub-committees 
of the task force will likely be formed to 
focus on issues that require specific expertise.  
a five-year update of the recovery plan is 
recommended to keep the plan up-to-date 
and reflective of best practices in recovery 
planning.  if Seattle faces a disaster at any 
time during the planning process the task 
force should be convened immediately post-
disaster to advise the Community recovery 
Coordinator.

developing a job description and a “pocket” 
or position within city or other governmental 
budgets will be important early on.  existing 
staff may be assigned as “interim” or the 
position may be left vacant to be filled 
immediately after a disaster. a temporary or 
loaned executive from the public or private or 
community-based organizational sector could 
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 how will we track and report on progress 13. 
during recovery?

the disaster recovery Coordinator should 
issue within two to four weeks a broad outline 
of the recovery effort.  these targets needs 
to be aggressive enough to drive outcomes, 
detailed enough to be measureable,  and 
flexible given that a cascade of system failures 
and unanticipated needs will complicate the 
timing of any particular steps in the recovery 
plan.

 how will information be coordinated and 14. 
flow to the public during recovery?

the disaster recovery Coordinator will need 
to collaborate with local government officials 
and should have a staff person experienced 
in public outreach, engaging with CBos and 
working with news media.

 how will recovery activities be tracked 15. 
for record-keeping and administration of 
reimbursements?

tracking and reporting of funds and volunteer 
efforts is an important element of a disaster 
recovery Coordinator.  the office of 
emergency management has staff trained in 
this effort.  However, a large disaster would 
quickly overwhelm available resources.  Phase 
2 of the disaster recovery plan needs to 
identify a tracking and reporting protocol for 
recovery purposes that can be made available 
to all the organizations that may play a role in 
receiving, dispensing, or providing a match for 
recovery funding.

 how often will the Recovery plan be 16. 
maintained and updated?

the report should be updated enough to 
remain relevant and known to officials and 
outside partners in a recovery.  for example, 
five years is a reasonable period that will allow 
for new insights in disaster recovery and new 
technologies while being often enough that 
staff and officials remember the agreements 
and strategies already completed.  the plan 
should also be reviewed and potentially 

after a significant disaster there are multiple 
streams of money that will flow into an 
affected area.  all of that money has certain 
constraints on its use and many of the funds 
require that a matching amount of cash or in-
kind services be provided from other sources.  
Some of it is only for reimbursement or can be 
used only to replace what was broken – not 
to improve it.  for example, fema will only 
pay for temporary housing, but not permanent 
housing, even though temporary housing 
has a number of difficult issues that make 
it undesirable particularly in dense urban 
settings. in another example, the city should be 
prepared to advocate for the use of fema’s 
Public assistance 406 funds after federally-
declared disasters, which can pay for the 
incorporation of hazard mitigation measures 
into the repair of some types of damaged 
infrastructure (reference fema discretionary 
hazard mitigation funding under Section 406 
[Stafford act]). 

understanding the resources and required 
matches, following the various reporting 
requirements, and managing documentation 
is daunting.  figuring out how to assign 
funding to local priorities is also quite 
difficult – especially if there has been no 
recovery planning pre-event. in Phase 2 of the 
recovery plan, it will be important to identify 
a strategy for funding resource management 
and to create memoranda of agreement or 
cooperation agreements before the event.

one of the advantages of having a fully 
developed pre-disaster recovery plan in force 
is that the City of Seattle will understand 
certain challenges in recovery and will be able 
to proactively engage with our representatives 
in Congress and the Senate to channel post-
disaster federal money in such a way that it 
is consistent with the recovery plan – thus 
avoiding some of the constraints in flexibility 
that frustrate recipients who do not have a 
recovery plan in place.

key PoliCy iSSueS



 Ja
n

u
a

r
y

 2
2

, 2
0

1
3

     |     t
o

w
a

r
d

 a
 r

e
S

il
ie

n
t

 S
e

a
t

t
l

e
: P

o
S

t
-d

iS
a

S
t

e
r

 r
e

C
o

v
e

r
y

 P
l

a
n

 f
r

a
m

e
w

o
r

k
     |      C

it
y

 o
f

 S
e

a
t

t
l

e
     |     C

O
L

L
IN

S
W

O
E

R
M

A
N

       

25

key PoliCy iSSueS

updated after disasters that strike Seattle and 
as lessons are learned from events that affect 
other cities.

 What is the best way to interact and 17. 
facilitate the donor community who 
will be providing resources to help in 
recovery?

Phase 2 of the recovery plan should initiate 
several meetings and focus sessions with 
the donor community to better understand 
their needs and the intentions of the Seattle 
disaster recovery Plan.  they will be better 
able to direct their funding efforts and the city 
will be able to better align their needs with 
available funds.
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DRaft SCoPe of woRk outline

representation, roles, responsibilities and 
authority.

outline process for coordination with regional  »
organizations if disaster impacts areas 
outside of Seattle

Provide outreach to constituents on the •	
progress of the Disaster Recovery planning 
process
Define focus areas using guidance from •	
framework plan and others as appropriate, and 
convene groups of stakeholders for each focus 
area.  Examples:

Housing: Convene architects, planners,  »
members of housing authorities and 
community development corporations, and 
disaster experts to develop post-disaster 
transition pathways from temporary housing 
to permanent housing 

infrastructure: work with task force  »
members and stakeholders to develop 
business case descriptions for resilient 
systems for water, energy, food, and 
transportation

Human services: work with stakeholders  »
such as the City’s Human Services 
department, mental health agencies, social 
workers, and others who can provide key 
insights on basic human needs, especially for 
vulnerable populations.

Schools and childcare: work with school  »
district officials and childcare providers to 
develop plans for post-disaster recovery, as 
well as critical roles that can be undertaken 
by school facilities post-disaster.

Cultural: Consult with state, tribes, and  »
historic preservation officials to adopt post-
disaster policies for protection of heritage 
sites as well as cultural and archeological 
resources

land use: meet with land use regulators,  »
developers, builders, and investment firms 
and develop draft “retreat” policies for 
unbuildable lands

environment: Convene regulators and  »
stakeholders to consider post-disaster 

DRaft Disaster Recovery Plan 
Phase 2 Scope of work outline
Phase 1 of the Seattle disaster recovery Plan 
outlines the types of activities needed to prepare 
for recovery planning.  the steps required to 
complete the plan are outlined below as a 
consultant scope of work for Phase 2, with the 
assumption that a consultant team will work 
in partnership with the City to create the post-
disaster recovery plan.  these tasks involve 
pre-disaster activities and outreach, analysis of 
alternative policies, mechanisms and metrics, and 
engagement with the disaster recovery task 
force and a broad diversity of organizations and 
members of the public.

MAIN SECtIONS:

 Review existing documentation and best 1. 
practices for recovery planning

 Engage and Convene Stakeholders; Identify 2. 
Key Areas for Creating Resilience and 
Develop Recovery Strategies

 Create Mechanisms and Metrics for Recovery 3. 
Actions

 Refine Recovery Governance Structure; 4. 
Define Roles & Responsibilities

 Develop Critical Policies and Links to Other 5. 
Planning Documents

 Recovery Plan Synthesis: Define the 6. 
Recovery Program and strategies for 
addressing issues in key areas (i.e., Recovery 
Support Functions)

Engage and Convene Stakeholders; Identify 
key Areas for Creating Resilience and 
Develop Recovery Strategies

Create/Convene Disaster Recovery Task Force•	
Define roles/structure•	

use criteria developed in Seattle disaster  »
recovery Plan Phase 1 regarding 
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Develop & test finance mechanism concepts •	
such as:

Pre-authorized disaster loans for low-income  »
homeowners and small business payrolls

Consider appropriate pre-requisites such  º
as credit-worthiness, completed recovery 
training and development of a business 
continuity plan

vehicles to facilitate cash payments to keep  »
the business/employee relationship (per 
Christchurch, nZ)

land banking for displaced jobs /populations  »
(link to identified hazards & land use policies)

others »

Develop robust economic impact analysis •	
framework

develop a framework to test elements of  »
the recovery plan using triple bottom line 
business case analysis to determine not only 
economic, but also social and environmental 
impacts

includes “apples to apples” comparison  º
between diverse alternatives using 
benefits and costs across the community, 
environment, and economy.  Sensitivity to 
impacts can also be tested using different 
discount rates, timing, vulnerability to cost 
changes in essential elements and other 
criteria.

Draft training curricula and/or appropriate •	
resources for business, neighborhoods, 
government officials on disaster resilience

examples include “train the trainer” sessions,  »
online courses / reference

Conduct regular updates »

Develop social resilience mechanisms that link •	
people, institutions to each other pre-disaster 
and post-disaster 

develop trainings both in person and online  »
people, institutions, across boundaries

Create multiple tools for communication »

develop pre-disaster messaging about  »
“survivor” vs. “victim” mentality, being 
adaptable, etc.

environmental protection and restoration 
policies

finance / economic development: Convene  »
financial institutions and experts to develop 
finance mechanisms

real estate: work with task force pre- »
disaster to develop draft criteria for “catalyst” 
projects that can kick off redevelopment in 
impacted areas

arts: Consult with arts professionals on  »
potential role of arts and artists in recovery

media: Convene media dialogue about  »
disaster recovery roles, responsibilities, and 
potential issues

Define how to “Rebuild better”: Develop draft •	
rebuilding goals for a better city, in consultation 
with Recovery Task Force

increase resilience »

increase sustainability »

incorporate hazard mitigation »

incorporate nature »

maintain and enhance character and  »
aesthetics

increase mobility »

reestablish vibrant local economy »

enhance local food security »

reflect city goals for diversity, environmental  »
and social justice

Create Mechanisms and Metrics for 
Recovery Actions

Identify and define performance metrics for •	
phases, timeline targets, and milestones for 
short-, mid-, and long-term recovery

economic/business recovery, housing  »
recovery (temporary and permanent), 
infrastructure recovery, et al

Consider levels of investment required for  »
recovery efforts and identify actions that 
achieve recovery in different focus categories 
(e.g., buildings & land use, infrastructure, 
environment, etc.) 

DRaft SCoPe of woRk outline
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DRaft SCoPe of woRk outline

Community organizations and non-profits »

Private sector entities »

Government: local / regional / State /  »
federal / tribal

Define transition strategy post-disaster•	

identify key milestones for each period of  »
recovery

Develop Critical Policies and Links to Other 
Planning Documents

Develop and define agreements and policy •	
linkages to existing formal  planning documents

Comprehensive plan »

Propose policies for resilience to be  º
included to make Seattle resilient to all 
kinds of change

identify areas and land uses most fragile  º
to change and strategies to mitigate or 
shorten the recovery time after disturbance

develop land use transitions for land uses  º
most vulnerable to disturbance

identify uses to be excluded from hazard- º
prone areas, e.g., nursing homes, daycare 
facilities, or confinement institutions

others º

Hazard mitigation plan »

identify hazard projects and policies noted  º
in the plan and be prepared to implement 
them if post-disaster funding allows.

use risk assessment conducted as part  º
of the hazard mitigation planning process 
to help inform disaster recovery decisions 
(e.g. the location of temporary housing, the 
repair of damaged infrastructure, assistance 
provided to socially vulnerable populations)

neighborhood plans »

explicitly define how resilience planning can  º
be incorporated into neighborhood plans

utility plans »

Policy direction to utilities to plan for multi- º
scale resilience

Collaborate with technology developers  »
such as Google.org or others on crisis map/
recovery map features

engage individuals and community groups  »
in the development of the plan and the 
identification of local needs after disasters

Identify and define how technical analysis •	
mechanisms, such as GIS, could inform post-
disaster recovery planning

Conceptualize relationships between land  »
use types, vulnerable populations, and 
infrastructure investment priorities with 
disaster scenarios and land suitability analysis

define analytical approaches »

involve citizens and community groups in  »
the risk assessment process, including the 
evaluation of the data and methods used 
and the incorporation of local, indigenous 
knowledge into the process

Refine Recovery governance Structure; 
Define Roles & Responsibilities

Confirm structure for post-disaster governance •	
proposed in Phase One.

draft recovery Coordinator key roles and  »
responsibilities

Propose funding time periods and nature of  º
the position, e.g., using temporary/loaned 
executive

define roles both pre- and post-disaster  º

identify details of recovery task force  »
(advisory to the recovery Coordinator), 
convened immediately post-disaster

define nature of relationship with recovery  º
Coordinator, timing of meetings, etc.

determine representation: broadly  º
representative of community, government, 
business, diversity

identify task force committee assignments  º
for issue-specific focus

Define roles of actors at all levels and in all •	
sectors

individuals »
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DRaft SCoPe of woRk outline

address planning alternatives to  º
increase resilience, such as nested semi-
autonomous systems

Conduct business case analysis for resilient  º
systems using triple-bottom-line metrics

Transportation plans•	

Complement policy direction to utilities to  »
plan for multi-scale resilience

determine how to augment / enhance  º
existing policies such as Complete Streets

Conduct business case analysis for resilient  º
systems using triple-bottom-line metrics

City-wide capital planning•	

relocate at-risk infrastructure »

reldevelop building code transition strategy »

determine code update needs, e.g.,  º
escalating code for more significant events

address potential for a project prioritization  »
methodology in times of disaster recovery

Plan maintenance and updates•	

determine needs for ongoing monitoring  º
and define timeline

Propose regular review cycle (e.g., 5-years)  º

Recovery Plan Synthesis: Define the 
Recovery Program and strategies for 
addressing issues in key areas (i.e., Recovery 
Support functions)

Buildings and land use (including housing)•	
infrastructure / Public facilities•	
economic / finance•	
Health / Social•	
environmental Quality•	
Community outreach•	
Public leadership•	
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appendix a: meeting summaries
Summaries of input gathered from three stakeholder workshops, including guiding principles, shared 
values, issues, strategies, and principal actors. 

appendix b: Survey results
Summaries of key insights into the disaster recovery planning process documented by the participants 
at each workshop.

appendix C: existing documentation summary
Summaries of existing documentation relating to disaster recovery planning at the city, regional, state, 
and federal levels.

appendix D: Case studies
A review of disaster recovery planning and related activities in the United States and abroad, including 
a summary matrix

appendix e: Reference materials
Additional materials that can provide insight and value to the ongoing Seattle disaster recovery 
planning process.

aPPenDiCeS
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aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS

Attendees:

Name title Organization
Cliff Babcock Safety Coordinator BP olympic Pipeline

matthew Carnell major acct. mgr verizon wireless

margaret Cesena mgr., neighborhood 

Service Ctrs.

City of Seattle

Bob Chandler asst. director Sdot

karimah Cooper emergency mgmt. 

Planning and 

development Spec.

City of Seattle HSd

lawrence eichhom emergency mgmt. and 

Security advisor

Sdot

richard Gelb Performance 

management lead

king. Co. dnrP

Stan Gent President Seattle Steam

ann Graves enforcement Supervisor Seattle animal Shelter

michael Hamilton Chief information 

Security officer

City of Seattle

elenka Jarolimek emergency management 

Coordinator

City of Seattle, finance 

and admin. Svcs.

Jerry koenig Security office / 

emergency Planner

Seattle City light

tracy krawczyk Policy and Planning dir. Sdot

tim lupher Port recovery uSCG

don Jordan executive director Seattle animal Shelter

william mcGillin Sr. asst. City attorney Seattle City attorney’s 

ofc.

Sabra Schneider dir., electronic 

Communications

City of Seattle dept. 

of it

monica martinez 

Simmons

City Clerk City of Seattle

eve Sternberg Strategic initiatives, 

Capital Planning Partner

Seattle Public library

karl Stickel fiscal and Policy analyst City of Seattle Budget 

ofc.

tina vlasaty director of finance and 

operations

City of Seattle 

office of economic 

development

Jill watson emergency mgmt. 

Planner

City of Seattle

yolande williams Court administrator City of Seattle

vicki wills it Strategic Planner City of Seattle

Bill wolak Sr. Planning Specialist Seattle Police

meeting Summaries
three stakeholder workshops and one roundtable 
discussion with the department of Planning and 
development were held during the course of the 
framework planning process.  an extensive and 
diverse set of organizations were solicited to attend 
and provide input on the recovery plan framework 
– including the guiding principles, shared values, 
key recovery issues, and strategies.  all workshop 
participants were solicited for further input via a 
survey, distributed at the end of the workshop 
(included in Appendix b).  the survey collected 
information on who should be involved in future 
recovery planning efforts, including a “community 
recovery team”.  Such a group would be composed 
of representatives from a diverse group of 
stakeholders and could act as a liaison between 
the local government and non-governmental actors. 

full documentation of the outcomes of each 
workshop is included following this summary.

StAkEhOLDER WORkShOP #1: 

11/9/2012, 9 AM - 12 PM

SEAttLE CIty hALL, bERthA LANDES 
kNIght ROOM

the first of three stakeholder workshops, this 
workshop included representatives from the Seattle 
disaster management Committee, as well as 
representatives from key City of Seattle and other 
local government agencies.  the purpose of this 
workshop was to gather together stakeholders 
already active in disaster management and recovery 
planning, and build a set of informed insights that 
would generate core disaster recovery principles, 
issues, strategies, and principal actors.

the workshop included an overview of the purpose 
of the disaster recovery planning process and 
key themes of recovery planning, followed by 
a break-out session, during which workshop 
participants identified key principles that could 
provide the foundation for the recovery plan.  a 
second facilitated break-out session identified key 
issues, strategies, and primary actors. Participants 
completed a survey at the end of the workshop.
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Attendees:

Name title Organization
arif Ghouse director, maritime 

Security / 

emergency Planning

Port of Seattle

John Gibson member youth Sports 

leagues

John Hervey transportation 

Supervisor

Charlie’s Produce

Joe Huden Project director, 

Center for regional 

disaster resilience

Pacific northwest 

economic region

dave laClergue Planner City of Seattle

Pegi mcevoy asst. Super. for 

operations

Seattle Public 

Schools

leslie Smith executive director alliance for Pioneer 

Sq.

deborah witmer Commissioner SCPwd

david willard Safety Program 

manager

metropolitan 

improvement district

StAkEhOLDER WORkShOP #2: 

11/13/2012, 1 PM - 4 PM

COLLINSWOERMAN OffICES, SEAttLE

this workshop included a group of stakeholders 
from the public, private, and non-profit sectors and 
was conducted in a “focus group” format with the 
whole group included in all discussions.  following 
an overview presentation from the consulting 
team, the workshop began with a “shared values” 
exercise that identified some of the key unifying 
principles that should underlie the recovery 
planning process. following the shared values 
discussion, workshop participants engaged in an 
open discussion of the key issues, strategies, and 
principal actors.  a survey was distributed and the 
results collected at the end of the workshop.

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS
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aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS

Attendees:

Name title Organization
ed Barnes vice President, 

operations

wa State 

Convention Center

ryann Child Commute Programs 

assistant

Cascade Bicycle 

Club

anna Constant Coo food lifeline

dennis dwan tv news 

operations manager

komo tv

lorri Gifford recovery Planner wa State military 

dept., emd

Gary Gordon Business Continuity 

manager

the Boeing Co.

Juliette Hayes Community Planner fema region 9

Jim Hutchinson Catastrophic 

incident Planner

wa State military 

dept., emd

tiffani kaech director of agency 

relations

food lifeline

robert kaseberg news operations 

Supervisor

komo - tv

Betty lunceford director, 

telecommunications

Seattle Community 

Colleges

lois maag Communications 

Strategic advisor

Seattle dept. of 

neighborhoods

elman mcClain director, Public 

Safety

Seattle Central 

Community College

mat mcBride Business Continuity 

Program analyst

BeCu

elisa miranda facilities manager el Centro de la raza

kristen myers mitigation Planner fema region 10

Shalini Priyadarshini Graduate Student university of 

washington

Joanne Quinn Sr. Community 

development 

Specialist

City of Seattle, 

office of Housing

eric Schinfield Chief of Staff Seattle metro 

Chamber

michael Sletten director, Campus 

Safety

Seattle university

mark Solomon Crime Prevention 

Coordinator

Seattle Police

kathleen Southwick executive director Crisis Clinic

lee wood regional director of 

engineering

fisher 

Communications

StAkEhOLDER WORkShOP #3: 

11/13/2012, 1 PM - 4 PM

SEAttLE uNIvERSIty, ChARDIN hALL

the last of the three sessions conducted for 
stakeholder outreach, this workshop included 
a number of key stakeholders from the public, 
private, non-profit, and education sectors.  as 
with the previous workshops, a general overview 
presentation of the recovery planning process 
was given by the consultant team to orient the 
workshop participants.  following this, participants 
were asked to participate in a “shared values” 
exercise that identified some of the key Seattle-
specific principles around which a recovery plan 
could be developed.  the second half of the 
workshop was dedicated to the identification of 
issues, strategies, and principal actors to address 
each issue and exectute each strategy.  finally, a 
survey was completed at the end of the workshop.
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aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS

Build connections with other cities with similar •	
hazard risks in advance to aid with planning
Clarify coordination and issues between •	
volunteers and paid staff roles; address “surge 
capacity” for employment in dPd, oem, other 
critical departments.

What would improve post-disaster planning from 
the perspective of DPD?

develop a system to prioritize post-disaster •	
redevelopment plans / projects
Clarify and document permit review priorities to •	
help recover community services such as child 
care and senior services more quickly
ensure access to adequate resources to assist •	
with the redevelopment process as needed
a more cohesive approach to dealing with •	
hazard-prone areas pre-disaster (e.g., areas prone 
to landslides, liquefaction, and other possible 
consequences of a major disaster)
more resources for addressing unreinforced •	
masonry buildings pre-disaster
Prioritization of common values – such as •	
values that define how to rebuild “better”, more 
sustainably, more beautifully, etc.
recognize overlap between “response” and •	
“recovery”; reduce duplication of efforts
utilize existing tools / plans to inform the recovery •	
plan – e.g., policies that can be “imported” into 
the comp plan as needed

What are some needs from OEM’s perspective to 
effectively plan/prepare for post-disaster recovery?

work with dPd closely to identify key issues and •	
strategies to solve them
Create a reimbursement strategy•	
ensure that plans or draft ordinances are in place •	
to address temporary uses (temporary housing, 
parks, etc.), ensuring that there is space available, 
and in line with existing codes for temporary uses 
of buildings and land

Attendees:

Name title Organization
tom Hauger Comp/reg’l Planning mgr. Seattle dPd

Sandy Howard Sustainability Strategist Seattle dPd

dave laClergue urban designer Seattle dPd

Jon Siu Principal engineer Seattle dPd

erika lund recovery Coordinator Seattle oem

StAkEhOLDER WORkShOP #4: 

12/6/2012, 1 PM - 3:30 PM

SEAttLE DEPARtMENt Of PLANNINg AND 
DEvELOPMENt, SMt 1974

this workshop was a focused roundtable 
discussion with several members of the Seattle 
department of Planning and development.  the 
goal was to to identify the concepts and themes 
of the recovery plan framework, including typical 
issues faced during long-term recovery, reslience 
concepts, and the recovery network – i.e., the 
importance of linking and leveraging multiple 
sectors and groups.  topics discussed included 
potential policy and regulatory challenges, and 
long-term recovery issues and questions, such as:

Zoning: Goals / policies / regulations to help •	
prevent redevelopment in hazard-prone areas
Building code changes / updates•	
unreinforced masonry buildings: Pre-disaster •	
mitigation
Comp Plan: Can elements of resilience be •	
included to address disaster recovery issues? 
Post-disaster permitting: e.g., streamlining •	
permitting of priority facilities
relocation of displaced populations: e.g., •	
temporary / permanent housing
Concurrency: Coordination of planning w/ •	
utilities, transportation, and land use
outreach: messaging / communicating to the •	
public the role of dPd and defining the roles of 
community based organizations in recovery

Meeting Discussion Summary

General comments

recommendations from a disaster recovery plan •	
could inform the comprehensive plan
neighborhood plans can play a role in guiding •	
post-disaster planning – for example, by 
identifying local priorities for sustainability, 
livability, aesthetics, and growth.
Post-disaster permitting can be improved •	
and expedited by using a pre-approved list of 
contractors for specific areas of expertise.
a “mobile permit review” process – i.e., •	
reviewing permits quickly on-site, similar to a 
program used in San francisco – could help 
accelerate the rebuilding process.
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Stakeholder workshop #1 Results
SuMMARy Of kEy DISAStER RECOvERy PRINCIPLES:

COMMENt # PRINCIPLE

1 neighborhood-level resilience

2 increased focus on equality / equity (inclusiveness)

3 economic resilience

4 transportation / infrastructure

5 Speedy and smart

6 Pre-Planning / Strategic focus capacity

7 Cross-sector connections

8 framing discussion on recovery

9 Scale and timeline (different issues at different times of recovery)

10 Personal resilience

11 unity of effort

12 Quick access to capital and cash

13 Schools

14 Customized approach to economic players (e.g. small v. large business)

15 operational resilience at the local level

[next table]

16 leverage / engage neighborhoods for recovery efforts

17 utilize cross-jurisdictional links / organizations that are already in place

18 Speedy recovery to build momentum and build public confidence

19 two-way communication (between government and public)

20 Confidence building through tangible results

21 Citizen-empowerment to implement recovery – but with cohesion, oversight, 
connection to bigger recovery picture

22 Balance process and progress

23 Set expectations for recovery early (pre-disaster)

24 Clear communication w/ public: specify how, when, where redevelopment will occur

25 Build capacity of community organizations pre-disaster

26 equitable method of citizen participation post-disaster (do not exclude those viewed 
as typically underserved)

[next table]

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS
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COMMENt # PRINCIPLE

27 Public / private partnerships – communicate / share priorities

28 unity and equity of outcome

29 understand priorities of mid-term recovery

30 individual empowerment: to recover, provide resources, provide connections

31 Centralized communication: clear/consistent; reach broadly into every sector

32 use of media resources

33 educate to be prepared and mobilized for recovery

34 involve neighbors

35 think mitigation and sustainability and integrate community pre/post-event

36 inclusive process for recovery (cultural, language)

37 adapting existing plans to post-recovery plans

38 Consider different kinds of “recovery” (e.g. personal v. city-wide)

39 Public / private sector provide resources to help people recover

40 unity of effort

41 Create a survivor v. victim mentality

42 Core human needs: Shelter, food, etc. (maslow’s hierarchy)

43 Crime is an obstacle: emphasize security and safety

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS
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Stakeholder workshop #1 Results
ISSuES, StRAtEgIES, AND CRItICAL ACtORS:

Issues / Strategies / Critical Actors
Stakeholder Workshop #1 

Seattle City Hall, Bertha Landes Knight Room 

11/08/2012 9AM – 12PM 

Summary of Issues, Recovery Strategies, and Critical Actors (Discussion #2) 

Issue  Recovery strategy Who (Critical actors)
Permitting: DPD; SDOT 
Red tape 

Consolidating process regionally; i.e. One 
stop shop (local, regional, state);  
Clearly communicate reasons behind 
permits that must be obtained;  
Expedite process 

Emergency Executive Board 
(EEB); key City agencies; must 
include regional and state 
government as well 

Economic: Unemployment 
Keeping people employed i.e. 
transportation issues 

Design/build;  
Require percent of work is being done by 
locals;  
Access to longer term benefits 
Organize and address reason that map 
impact individuals ability to keep working; 
Develop methodology to establish what is 
best option 

Regional policy makers; state, 
feds 

Priority of projects 
Streamline/flexible guidance 

Develop methodology and way to 
determine what projects will get best bang 
for buck 
Expedite inspection processes, e.g., public 
health inspections for restaurants 

 

Fueling/Supply  Utilize temporary capabilities  Petroleum industry; 
Environmental industry; 
Maritime industry; Health; 
Human services; Ports/DOD; 
Shipping industry 

Steam Services  Alternative sourcing   
Housing  Relocate housing out of liquefaction areas; 

Zoning consideration;  
Break‐out city/areas of levels of services;  
Non‐profit housing resources;  
URM considerations 

Historic preservation; Non‐
profit housing 
groups/organizations 

Debris management  [Have a] plan in place   
Maritime/Freight  Marine transportation – USCG‐they 

prioritize;  
Movement priority 

Federal, State, Local 

Building code variances and/or 
updates 

Recognize need for variance in codes 
based on risk 
Land use planning prior to disaster 
Keep building character using new 

 

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS

regulatory tools (e.g., form‐based codes) 
Need for customization of 
recovery activities (partly due to 
equity issues) 

Context‐sensitive recovery 
“Zone‐based” recovery plan for different 
categories of uses (housing, businesses) – 
i.e., what should go where based on 
hazard risk profile, for example 

Consult federal models 
State 
 

Concurrency (planning 
coordination between utilities, 
transportation, land use) 

Joint approach with multiple actors to 
thoughtfully re‐shape infrastructure 
systems 
 

Utility providers 
Neighborhood leaders 
Volunteer organizations 
Churches 
Human service organizations 
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aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS

regulatory tools (e.g., form‐based codes) 
Need for customization of 
recovery activities (partly due to 
equity issues) 

Context‐sensitive recovery 
“Zone‐based” recovery plan for different 
categories of uses (housing, businesses) – 
i.e., what should go where based on 
hazard risk profile, for example 

Consult federal models 
State 
 

Concurrency (planning 
coordination between utilities, 
transportation, land use) 

Joint approach with multiple actors to 
thoughtfully re‐shape infrastructure 
systems 
 

Utility providers 
Neighborhood leaders 
Volunteer organizations 
Churches 
Human service organizations 

   City‐wide issues with allocation 
of resources post‐disaster 

Pre‐disaster planning, including: 
Spatial analysis/mapping to help 
“democratize” the process of determining 
how resources are allocated – scenario‐
dependent; including a 
parametered/prioritization algorithm 
Understand inter‐dependencies 
Keep objective, out of the realm of politics 
as much as possible 

Seattle OEM: Interagency 
Biological Restoration 
Demonstration Program 
(IBRD) – for example (Path‐
aware) 
King County: HAZUS program 
(ESRI‐based) 
NIAC program (FEMA / DHS) 

Socio‐economic inter‐
dependence 

Utilize modeling data 
Engage stakeholders 

Boeing 
SODO‐employers 
Civic and County‐based 
organizations 

Public education re: disaster 
recovery, especially need to 
understand issues of personal or 
community responsibility in 
disaster recovery 

Inclusiveness – solicit input on the plan 
from multiple stakeholder/community 
groups 

Neighborhoods 
Businesses 
Government agencies 

Disconnect between what 
neighborhoods and businesses 
want and City priorities 
 

Early agreement on big issues like debris 
removal, structural rehabilitation 
De‐centralized approach 

Neighborhood organizations 

Cash – distribution and access 
post‐disaster 

Relationships with financial institutions 
Using Federal seed money for mitigation 

Banks 
DPD 
Community associations 

Definition of “recovery”  Thinking about framing recovery as 
“resilience” (e.g. “resilience plan” v. 
“recovery plan”) 

 

It’s about the people  Social resilience   
   

Issues / Strategies / Critical Actors
Stakeholder Workshop #1 

Seattle City Hall, Bertha Landes Knight Room 

11/08/2012 9AM – 12PM 

Summary of Issues, Recovery Strategies, and Critical Actors (Discussion #2) 

Issue  Recovery strategy Who (Critical actors)
Permitting: DPD; SDOT 
Red tape 

Consolidating process regionally; i.e. One 
stop shop (local, regional, state);  
Clearly communicate reasons behind 
permits that must be obtained;  
Expedite process 

Emergency Executive Board 
(EEB); key City agencies; must 
include regional and state 
government as well 

Economic: Unemployment 
Keeping people employed i.e. 
transportation issues 

Design/build;  
Require percent of work is being done by 
locals;  
Access to longer term benefits 
Organize and address reason that map 
impact individuals ability to keep working; 
Develop methodology to establish what is 
best option 

Regional policy makers; state, 
feds 

Priority of projects 
Streamline/flexible guidance 

Develop methodology and way to 
determine what projects will get best bang 
for buck 
Expedite inspection processes, e.g., public 
health inspections for restaurants 

 

Fueling/Supply  Utilize temporary capabilities  Petroleum industry; 
Environmental industry; 
Maritime industry; Health; 
Human services; Ports/DOD; 
Shipping industry 

Steam Services  Alternative sourcing   
Housing  Relocate housing out of liquefaction areas; 

Zoning consideration;  
Break‐out city/areas of levels of services;  
Non‐profit housing resources;  
URM considerations 

Historic preservation; Non‐
profit housing 
groups/organizations 

Debris management  [Have a] plan in place   
Maritime/Freight  Marine transportation – USCG‐they 

prioritize;  
Movement priority 

Federal, State, Local 

Building code variances and/or 
updates 

Recognize need for variance in codes 
based on risk 
Land use planning prior to disaster 
Keep building character using new 
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Public safety  Build trust with the community; 
Maintain security and enforce the law; 
Preplan prioritization‐anticipate 
criminal activity;  
Shelter in place by community and 
situate shelters in community 

 

Access the vulnerable 
populations 

Identify those community leaders who 
have access;  
Pinpoint pockets of high concentration 
of vulnerable people; 
Push resources to support 

 

Resources (equipment, supplies, 
personnel, cash on hand) 

Important to get the supply chain 
operational; 
Preplan a resilient infrastructure 

 

Expectations on recovery from 
the public 

Conduct an open process; access public 
information from known points of 
communication;  
Explained by trusted leadership;  
Frame the measure of recovery; 
Disasters happen;  
It’s not a failure;  
Connect vision 

 

Scope of the damage  Resilient systems design;  
Recover from damage;  
Must do risk reduction 

 

   

Public safety  Build trust with the community; 
Maintain security and enforce the law; 
Preplan prioritization‐anticipate 
criminal activity;  
Shelter in place by community and 
situate shelters in community 

 

Access the vulnerable 
populations 

Identify those community leaders who 
have access;  
Pinpoint pockets of high concentration 
of vulnerable people; 
Push resources to support 

 

Resources (equipment, supplies, 
personnel, cash on hand) 

Important to get the supply chain 
operational; 
Preplan a resilient infrastructure 

 

Expectations on recovery from 
the public 

Conduct an open process; access public 
information from known points of 
communication;  
Explained by trusted leadership;  
Frame the measure of recovery; 
Disasters happen;  
It’s not a failure;  
Connect vision 

 

Scope of the damage  Resilient systems design;  
Recover from damage;  
Must do risk reduction 

 

   Issues with prioritization  Preplan based on risks and known 
points of vulnerability (know our 
weaknesses);  
Determine the focus that relates to the 
vision;  
Look at the systems approach flow of 
resource through the network and the 
relationships to those networks 

 

Getting to the vision and setting 
a timeline 

Building a healthy relationship with 
communities;  
Identify the gaps in outreach;  
Connect resiliency to rebuild 
infrastructure, network  

 

Participation in recovery  Integrated into day to day planning; 
Talk to the players by framing recovery 
from their perspective and articulate 
the benefits;  
Define the role of government in 
recovery 

 

Relocation of displaced 
populations 

Location of shelters in vicinity of this 
displaced population;  
Shelter in place bring resource to them 

 

Employment  Government program to keep small 
businesses employed by providing cash 
per employee;  
Keep footloose  by creating incentives; 
Capitalize on the goodwill of the nation 

 

Housing recovery  Access to financial resources;  
Look at leveraging existing 
credits/waivers 

 

   

Issues with prioritization  Preplan based on risks and known 
points of vulnerability (know our 
weaknesses);  
Determine the focus that relates to the 
vision;  
Look at the systems approach flow of 
resource through the network and the 
relationships to those networks 

 

Getting to the vision and setting 
a timeline 

Building a healthy relationship with 
communities;  
Identify the gaps in outreach;  
Connect resiliency to rebuild 
infrastructure, network  

 

Participation in recovery  Integrated into day to day planning; 
Talk to the players by framing recovery 
from their perspective and articulate 
the benefits;  
Define the role of government in 
recovery 

 

Relocation of displaced 
populations 

Location of shelters in vicinity of this 
displaced population;  
Shelter in place bring resource to them 

 

Employment  Government program to keep small 
businesses employed by providing cash 
per employee;  
Keep footloose  by creating incentives; 
Capitalize on the goodwill of the nation 

 

Housing recovery  Access to financial resources;  
Look at leveraging existing 
credits/waivers 

 

   

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS

Issues / Strategies / Critical Actors
Stakeholder Workshop #1 

Seattle City Hall, Bertha Landes Knight Room 

11/08/2012 9AM – 12PM 

Summary of Issues, Recovery Strategies, and Critical Actors (Discussion #2) 

Issue  Recovery strategy Who (Critical actors)
Permitting: DPD; SDOT 
Red tape 

Consolidating process regionally; i.e. One 
stop shop (local, regional, state);  
Clearly communicate reasons behind 
permits that must be obtained;  
Expedite process 

Emergency Executive Board 
(EEB); key City agencies; must 
include regional and state 
government as well 

Economic: Unemployment 
Keeping people employed i.e. 
transportation issues 

Design/build;  
Require percent of work is being done by 
locals;  
Access to longer term benefits 
Organize and address reason that map 
impact individuals ability to keep working; 
Develop methodology to establish what is 
best option 

Regional policy makers; state, 
feds 

Priority of projects 
Streamline/flexible guidance 

Develop methodology and way to 
determine what projects will get best bang 
for buck 
Expedite inspection processes, e.g., public 
health inspections for restaurants 

 

Fueling/Supply  Utilize temporary capabilities  Petroleum industry; 
Environmental industry; 
Maritime industry; Health; 
Human services; Ports/DOD; 
Shipping industry 

Steam Services  Alternative sourcing   
Housing  Relocate housing out of liquefaction areas; 

Zoning consideration;  
Break‐out city/areas of levels of services;  
Non‐profit housing resources;  
URM considerations 

Historic preservation; Non‐
profit housing 
groups/organizations 

Debris management  [Have a] plan in place   
Maritime/Freight  Marine transportation – USCG‐they 

prioritize;  
Movement priority 

Federal, State, Local 

Building code variances and/or 
updates 

Recognize need for variance in codes 
based on risk 
Land use planning prior to disaster 
Keep building character using new 
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Small Business/large business  Create a sense of responsibility to be 
part of recovery;  
Access to financial resources 

 

Social services  Capitalize on the goodwill of the non‐
impacted populations and 
organizations;  
HSP directed outcomes provide 
directives;  
Provide continuity of operation of 
organizations 

 

Successful community based on 
the ‘vision’ 

What does a prepared Seattle look like?   

Government leadership and 
contribution 

   

Mortality especially with 
vulnerable population 

   

Physiological impact     
 

Issues with prioritization  Preplan based on risks and known 
points of vulnerability (know our 
weaknesses);  
Determine the focus that relates to the 
vision;  
Look at the systems approach flow of 
resource through the network and the 
relationships to those networks 

 

Getting to the vision and setting 
a timeline 

Building a healthy relationship with 
communities;  
Identify the gaps in outreach;  
Connect resiliency to rebuild 
infrastructure, network  

 

Participation in recovery  Integrated into day to day planning; 
Talk to the players by framing recovery 
from their perspective and articulate 
the benefits;  
Define the role of government in 
recovery 

 

Relocation of displaced 
populations 

Location of shelters in vicinity of this 
displaced population;  
Shelter in place bring resource to them 

 

Employment  Government program to keep small 
businesses employed by providing cash 
per employee;  
Keep footloose  by creating incentives; 
Capitalize on the goodwill of the nation 

 

Housing recovery  Access to financial resources;  
Look at leveraging existing 
credits/waivers 

 

   

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS

Issues / Strategies / Critical Actors
Stakeholder Workshop #1 

Seattle City Hall, Bertha Landes Knight Room 

11/08/2012 9AM – 12PM 

Summary of Issues, Recovery Strategies, and Critical Actors (Discussion #2) 

Issue  Recovery strategy Who (Critical actors)
Permitting: DPD; SDOT 
Red tape 

Consolidating process regionally; i.e. One 
stop shop (local, regional, state);  
Clearly communicate reasons behind 
permits that must be obtained;  
Expedite process 

Emergency Executive Board 
(EEB); key City agencies; must 
include regional and state 
government as well 

Economic: Unemployment 
Keeping people employed i.e. 
transportation issues 

Design/build;  
Require percent of work is being done by 
locals;  
Access to longer term benefits 
Organize and address reason that map 
impact individuals ability to keep working; 
Develop methodology to establish what is 
best option 

Regional policy makers; state, 
feds 

Priority of projects 
Streamline/flexible guidance 

Develop methodology and way to 
determine what projects will get best bang 
for buck 
Expedite inspection processes, e.g., public 
health inspections for restaurants 

 

Fueling/Supply  Utilize temporary capabilities  Petroleum industry; 
Environmental industry; 
Maritime industry; Health; 
Human services; Ports/DOD; 
Shipping industry 

Steam Services  Alternative sourcing   
Housing  Relocate housing out of liquefaction areas; 

Zoning consideration;  
Break‐out city/areas of levels of services;  
Non‐profit housing resources;  
URM considerations 

Historic preservation; Non‐
profit housing 
groups/organizations 

Debris management  [Have a] plan in place   
Maritime/Freight  Marine transportation – USCG‐they 

prioritize;  
Movement priority 

Federal, State, Local 

Building code variances and/or 
updates 

Recognize need for variance in codes 
based on risk 
Land use planning prior to disaster 
Keep building character using new 
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PARtICIPAtION & COMMuNICAtION

over communicate•	
Communication•	
access to timely and accurate information•	
Good judgment•	
Honesty•	
Communication•	
access•	
Choice•	
develop a consensus•	
Process•	
decisiveness•	
most people will try to do ‘the right thing’•	
inclusiveness•	
Participation•	
inclusive•	
Have a say in the process•	
Collaborative•	

ENvIRONMENt

environmental protection; restore ecological •	
function
environmentally and ecologically sound•	

ECONOMIC vItALIty

Business continuity•	
economic vitality•	
operate business•	
Businesses will leave•	
Commerce•	
Schools need to ‘normalize’ before community •	
can recover

Stakeholder workshop #2 Results
ShARED vALuES ExERCISE

EQuIty & DIvERSIty

resource allocation will be stressed and we will •	
need system for allocation.
Compassion•	
equity•	
diversity•	
equity•	
Support for those in need.•	
diversity•	
vulnerable populations will need extra support •	
to get “equity”.
equity•	
diversity language; economic; cultural; gender; •	
orientation.
access to what we need.•	
distribution of scarce resources.•	

COMMuNIty

neighborhood cooperation•	
Community•	
Protect Seattle “Character” – neighborhoods, •	
landmarks, organizations.
neighborhoods feel overlooked •	
neighborhood orientation•	
neighborhood focus•	
different regions of city will have different •	
needs.

INNOvAtION

aim to be ‘cutting edge’. •	
rebuild smarter•	
Get transportation and services back quickly•	
Pride in technology•	
make it better than before•	
transportation•	
we are smart.•	

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS
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Stakeholder workshop #2 Results

Stakeholder Workshop #2 

CollinsWoerman Offices, 710 2nd Avenue, #1400 

November 13, 2012  1 PM – 4 PM 

Summary of Issues, Recovery Strategies, and Critical Actors (Discussion #2) – from whiteboard 

Who Issue  Recovery strategy Who (Critical actors)
DPD  Unreinforced Masonry  Determine new code 

requirements and process 
required to implement 

City, building owners, 
builders 

“  Project & Permit Review  Have a plan in place; conduct 
reviews and inspections 

City, building owners, 
builders 

“  Land use policy; where to 
rebuild? 

Think about how to prevent 
“unwise” development; how 
to help property owners 

City, City Attorney, 
builders 

Alliance for 
Pioneer Sq. 

Long‐term housing     

“  Public health & safety     
“  Business redeployment  Move off‐site; remote access   
“  Keep outlying/adjacent 

neighborhoods from being 
overwhelmed 

   

“  Regional communication & 
transportation 

   

  Infrastructure: Power, 
Water, Transportation 

Deal with infrastructure now  WSDOT, SDOT, utilities 

  Logistics – Supply chain     
  Economic revitalization  Streamlined permitting in 

recovery scenario 
Investors 

Pacific NW 
Economic Region 

Infrastructure (esp. Transp.)     

  Communication  Logical communication 
structure already in place 

 

State Council for 
Persons with 
Disabilities 
 

Rebuilding infrastructure / 
buildings 

Utilize universal design  Design experts, A/E 
consulting firms, mix of 
public and private actors 

“  Accessibility at the forefront 
of consideration 

Inclusion of people w/ 
disabilities ahead of time; 
accessibility considerations 
designed ahead of time 

Vulnerable populations, 
NGO’s, social service orgs 

Port of Seattle  Critical infrastructure back 
up and running 

Temporary facility concepts  USACE, Federal resources, 
USCG 

  Business retention  Effective / fast response  Business groups, major 
firms in area 

  Home preparedness (staff)  Staff develop home   
about systems of redundancy 

Charlie’s Produce  Infrastructure, including 
roads, utilities, port 
facilities, railways; Fuel 

  Large economic players in 
the region; regional 
suppliers 

  Economic redevelopment 
(customers) 

  Local chambers of 
commerce 

John Gibson  Role of the community 
group network; 
Communications through 
community groups 

Shelters/housing; 
communications 

Community groups (incl. 
sports associations for 
communications and poss. 
accommodations) 
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PROCESS/PubLIC INvOLvEMENt 

Public involvement •	
Communication•	
Communicate to the community•	
flexibility •	
Consensus •	
mediators. City officials able to mediate •	
collaboration and community efforts
want people to have a say/input; all voices have •	
a chance to be heard
timely •	
accountability •	
don’t want to be told what to do•	
Collaboration •	
Process•	
independent thinkers, but still strive for •	
consensus 
transparency •	
transparency •	
openness•	
lots of ideas •	
Prior planning •	
Collaboration important •	

NEIghbORhOOD & OWNERShIP

neighborhoods•	
neighborhood identification & centric •	
importance & diversity of neighborhoods•	
Specific neighborhoods •	
neighborhood focused.  Care more about my •	
neighborhood, than someone else’s. 
Small community based•	
Human-scaled•	
Property ownership•	
value of single family housing •	
neighborhoods•	
neighborhood uniqueness & community •	
Community •	
Support local business—large & small•	
love of location: Green lake, west Seattle, & •	
Phinney ridge, etc. 

Stakeholder workshop #3 Results
ShARED vALuES ExERCISE

INDEPENDENCE/INDIvIDuALIty 

(visitor) independent •	
Self Sufficient •	
independence •	
individuality •	
i don’t want to be inconvenienced, i am •	
impatient “i want mine, damnit! and i want it 
now”
independence •	
want to help•	
Progressive •	
leadership•	

EQuIty/DIvERSIty 

Protect vulnerable Populations•	
Community engagement; more specifically •	
utilizing community leaders & organizations, 
clubs, chapters, etc. to engage the community 
in the process and relay important issues 
affecting the community. 
Humanitarian e.g. housing; care of •	
disadvantaged; social services
diversity within communities•	
Grassroots involvement•	
inclusion •	
including all ethnic groups•	
equity •	
Safety net•	
diversity & inclusion important •	
Program for safety of children and elderly•	
dignity•	
Cultured & linguistic diversity  •	
diversity •	
take care of needy and vulnerable population. •	
e.g. low income housing; public health; case 
management

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS
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organized around nodes. Similar interests, •	
professions, etc.

ECONOMIC DEvELOPMENt 

(visitor) High Quality of life expectations •	
livable income levels •	
History •	
Coffee lovers•	
arts•	
authenticity •	
Pride of Seattle Heritage (lots of those born •	
here have come back)
Community education – community-oriented •	
education; effectively communicates resources

ENvIRONMENt 

environment/ beauty of place •	
environmental concern •	
appreciation of the outdoors •	
(visitor) link to the outdoors•	
Strong advocates for environment.  leader •	
in leed Seagreen, evergreen sustainable 
development standard

tRANSPORtAtION / ACCESS   

mass transportation important •	
mobility about the city scape •	
mobility •	
Public access/ transportation. avenues to reach •	
loved ones, reach the community, non-profit, 
social services, etc. 
transportation•	
accessibility/Connectivity •	
innovation•	
Cutting edge•	
opportunity •	
(visitor) frontier “young” fresh approach to •	
“old” problems.
High-tech•	
availability of a technology web/net  •	
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Stakeholder workshop #3 Results
ISSuES, StRAtEgIES, CRItICAL ACtORS

Seattle Disaster Recovery Plan Framework – Stakeholder Workshop #3 

Seattle University, Chardin Hall, Room 145 – 1020 E. Jefferson Street, Seattle 

November 14, 2012  1 PM – 4 PM 

Summary of Issues, Recovery Strategies, and Critical Actors (Discussion #2) 

 

Issue  Recovery strategy Who (Critical actors)
Food Access: Supply chain 
interruptions deliveries; Risk 
Management/ Dealing with donations 

Food Banks: using existing facilities and 
supplies; quick collection of perishables 
from commercial grocery stores 

NW Harvest; Food Lifeline; 
Seattle Food Committee 

Transportation: Fuel shortages; 
bridges; accessibility 

Fuel storage location is safe and 
accessible; generators for fuel stations; 
bikes: ‘infrastructure’ bike repair, pre‐
planning/network planning 

Transit agencies, SDOT, bike 
shops, transport nonprofits, 
marinas/maritime industries 

Medicine: short to long term medical 
needs; adequacy of facilities and 
personnel; restoring our capacity and 
medical facilities 

Use of other public facilities; Will 
moving people to other areas require 
other facilities?; Strategic relocation 
post disaster 

 

Power outages     

Connectedness/ Domino Effect (esp. 
economically) 

   

Shelter: clearing debris; location 
selection 

   

Rezoning: related issues of disrupting 
cohesiveness 

   

Rebuilding in threatened/unstable 
areas 

   

Environment clean up: quick fix verses 
long term approach 

   

Need for patience     
Knowing when to transition out of 
'recovery' mode 

   

Contingency for fuel/ supplies/ food, 
etc. 

   

Options for ports, docks, etc.     
Accommodating employees at work if 
disaster happen while they're there 

   

COOP planning for businesses     
Getting paychecks     
IT infrastructure/long term outages 
and communication 

Neighborhood level infrastructure and 
planning; HUBs/Info Centers let people 
know they exist; Pre‐disaster Education 
and outreach (know where to go); 

 

Make the system clear in advance 
(avoid chaos); Setting expectations and 
make sure people know how they'll be 
informed (e.g. when power will be 
restored) 

Where will people turn?  SNAP/ block watch/ etc.; Inform and 
educate them now; Coordinating and 
clarifying the role played by public 
nodes; Mass communication methods 

Informal leaders: Colleges, 
police station, fire 
department, landlords, 
building managers (esp. for 
renters) 

Keep people here  Permitting process; restarting 
businesses, continuing care for 
injured/vulnerable, Communication by 
leadership (multiple sources, social 
networks, umbrella messages); 
Employment (work out of 
classifications, restart schools) 

 

Housing     
Transportation Utilities     
   

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS
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Make the system clear in advance 
(avoid chaos); Setting expectations and 
make sure people know how they'll be 
informed (e.g. when power will be 
restored) 

Where will people turn?  SNAP/ block watch/ etc.; Inform and 
educate them now; Coordinating and 
clarifying the role played by public 
nodes; Mass communication methods 

Informal leaders: Colleges, 
police station, fire 
department, landlords, 
building managers (esp. for 
renters) 

Keep people here  Permitting process; restarting 
businesses, continuing care for 
injured/vulnerable, Communication by 
leadership (multiple sources, social 
networks, umbrella messages); 
Employment (work out of 
classifications, restart schools) 

 

Housing     
Transportation Utilities     
   Public process around decision making  Relaxation of appropriate laws, 

neighborhood centric, NGO 
coordination, enable disaster planning 
in neighborhood plans; engage non‐
traditional players) 

 

Housing  Everybody but higher impact to more 
vulnerable; loss of stock (identify other 
options: location, type);  maintaining / 
altering / relaxing regulatory policy to 
expedite housing (need to understand 
needs, money and regulations that 
come to play   coordinate upfront; 
Build upon existing strengths and 
processes (ensure space for all 
community advocates and mediators‐
neighborhoods (esp diverse cultures, 
color), CBOs); Include stakeholders 
throughout processes—planning / 
evaluating / updating; Build and 
support existing capacity in post‐
disaster partner organizations  

Housing development 
consortium, HDC, AHMA, 
Housing search northwest 
organization 

Stakeholder engagement  With limited resources, What is the 
value of participating? What is the 
expected contribution? Why is recovery 
planning important to ‘me’? Why is 
recovery planning important to the 
organization?; work within existing 
relationships / mechanisms; Continuity 
over time; Opportunity to engage 
meaningfully in recovery from a 
distance, not in person 

 

   

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS

Seattle Disaster Recovery Plan Framework – Stakeholder Workshop #3 

Seattle University, Chardin Hall, Room 145 – 1020 E. Jefferson Street, Seattle 

November 14, 2012  1 PM – 4 PM 

Summary of Issues, Recovery Strategies, and Critical Actors (Discussion #2) 

 

Issue  Recovery strategy Who (Critical actors)
Food Access: Supply chain 
interruptions deliveries; Risk 
Management/ Dealing with donations 

Food Banks: using existing facilities and 
supplies; quick collection of perishables 
from commercial grocery stores 

NW Harvest; Food Lifeline; 
Seattle Food Committee 

Transportation: Fuel shortages; 
bridges; accessibility 

Fuel storage location is safe and 
accessible; generators for fuel stations; 
bikes: ‘infrastructure’ bike repair, pre‐
planning/network planning 

Transit agencies, SDOT, bike 
shops, transport nonprofits, 
marinas/maritime industries 

Medicine: short to long term medical 
needs; adequacy of facilities and 
personnel; restoring our capacity and 
medical facilities 

Use of other public facilities; Will 
moving people to other areas require 
other facilities?; Strategic relocation 
post disaster 

 

Power outages     

Connectedness/ Domino Effect (esp. 
economically) 

   

Shelter: clearing debris; location 
selection 

   

Rezoning: related issues of disrupting 
cohesiveness 

   

Rebuilding in threatened/unstable 
areas 

   

Environment clean up: quick fix verses 
long term approach 

   

Need for patience     
Knowing when to transition out of 
'recovery' mode 

   

Contingency for fuel/ supplies/ food, 
etc. 

   

Options for ports, docks, etc.     
Accommodating employees at work if 
disaster happen while they're there 

   

COOP planning for businesses     
Getting paychecks     
IT infrastructure/long term outages 
and communication 

Neighborhood level infrastructure and 
planning; HUBs/Info Centers let people 
know they exist; Pre‐disaster Education 
and outreach (know where to go); 
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Funding  Know what is out there, how to get it 
and how long it takes;  
What is needed locally;  
What mechanisms exist and are 
needed for disbursement;  
Where are the investors and how to 
guide development/investment (Where 
should the money go or what the 
parameters are i.e. recovery plan); 
Identify capabilities required to 
implement recovery plan and build 
resources (i.e. building inspectors, 
zoning officials, assessors, structural 
engineers / architects / construction) 

 

Mental Health  Additional ‘work load’ for CBOs who 
already have experience (train others, 
try to maintain faces/places); use 
recovery plan as a guide for community 
to create ‘security’ 

 

Communications: Lack of access to 
information: technical, cultural, social 

Establish good sources of information 
ahead of time;  
expand hubs expand to recovery 
establish trusted sources 

 

Big financial decisions: many firms 
decide whether to stay/leave early on 
without complete information; once 
they have left hard to get back 

Relaxed regs for micro lending (reduce 
time to get funds to small business); 
have equity component to this; bridge 
downtime; encourage continuity 
planning; insurance products; 
government pass‐through with 
employee req. to do community 
service; ‘Allcoa’, Skills/resource 
brokering “Craigslist for disaster” 

 

   Plan scalability  All disasters are local; Break down 
planning by district; Build a process to 
change plan; Build on existing groups 

 

Getting back to normal  What represents normal? Rituals, social 
activities; Help people accept loss and 
move to new normal 

 

Preparedness of businesses  Pre‐endorsement of microloan   
Rebuilding in ecological way     
Land use issue     
Having existing codes kick in on pre‐
existing buildings (Example: 
EPA/rivers) 

   

What is redevelopment idea in 
neighborhood plans? 

   

 

aPPenDix a: meeting SummaRieS

Seattle Disaster Recovery Plan Framework – Stakeholder Workshop #3 

Seattle University, Chardin Hall, Room 145 – 1020 E. Jefferson Street, Seattle 

November 14, 2012  1 PM – 4 PM 

Summary of Issues, Recovery Strategies, and Critical Actors (Discussion #2) 

 

Issue  Recovery strategy Who (Critical actors)
Food Access: Supply chain 
interruptions deliveries; Risk 
Management/ Dealing with donations 

Food Banks: using existing facilities and 
supplies; quick collection of perishables 
from commercial grocery stores 

NW Harvest; Food Lifeline; 
Seattle Food Committee 

Transportation: Fuel shortages; 
bridges; accessibility 

Fuel storage location is safe and 
accessible; generators for fuel stations; 
bikes: ‘infrastructure’ bike repair, pre‐
planning/network planning 

Transit agencies, SDOT, bike 
shops, transport nonprofits, 
marinas/maritime industries 

Medicine: short to long term medical 
needs; adequacy of facilities and 
personnel; restoring our capacity and 
medical facilities 

Use of other public facilities; Will 
moving people to other areas require 
other facilities?; Strategic relocation 
post disaster 

 

Power outages     

Connectedness/ Domino Effect (esp. 
economically) 

   

Shelter: clearing debris; location 
selection 

   

Rezoning: related issues of disrupting 
cohesiveness 

   

Rebuilding in threatened/unstable 
areas 

   

Environment clean up: quick fix verses 
long term approach 

   

Need for patience     
Knowing when to transition out of 
'recovery' mode 

   

Contingency for fuel/ supplies/ food, 
etc. 

   

Options for ports, docks, etc.     
Accommodating employees at work if 
disaster happen while they're there 

   

COOP planning for businesses     
Getting paychecks     
IT infrastructure/long term outages 
and communication 

Neighborhood level infrastructure and 
planning; HUBs/Info Centers let people 
know they exist; Pre‐disaster Education 
and outreach (know where to go); 
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aPPenDix b: SuRVey ReSultS

workshop Survey Results — key insights
“What was the most important insight that came out of today’s workshop?”

WORkShOP #1

Great choice on contractor •	
Presentation was good•	
recommendation of Gavin Smith’s book•	
Building resiliency•	
teaching community about how to be survivors rather than victims is a key element to recovery•	
Broadly different levels of understandings of disaster recovery planning exist among city staff•	
Sharing clear info with community in advance; manage people’s expectations in advance; nothing can •	
happen without transportation issues resolved first
deliberate planning and zoning now for recovery after the catastrophic event•	
iterate quantitative/analysis with engagement and inclusiveness •	
need to plan, present to community, modify•	
need objective method to prioritize recovery efforts (geographically)•	
need to identify community & business leaders to agree a-priori to participate in decision-making•	

WORkShOP #2

the diversity of needs after a disaster and challenge of limited resources.•	
recovery is another animal for response (which is what i have been focusing on up to now). it is •	
almost more important to have public/private/nGo partnerships in recovery phase.
what i don’t know about business continuity plans for the neighborhood.•	
dPd doesn’t just need to think about how to handle permit volume after a disaster, but also how to •	
prioritize: schools, community centers, shelters, and medical facilities.
i love the ecology model- will you share your presentation?•	
think, then implement plans and processes to reduce recovery time after disasters.•	
we are unprepared for a disaster of this scope.•	

WORkShOP #3

that the city is starting a recovery process.•	
there are so many businesses, CBo’s, volunteer organizations and government- already involved in •	
disaster response. this effort needs to build on what they are doing. don’t make this a “new” effort. 
So much work and planning is already underway.
Great group effort•	
lots of animated discussion•	
Seattle’s taking the lead•	
identifying core values of the city was great!•	
understand where the money will come from (e.g. fema) and what will and won’t be paid for. •	
therefore what gaps will need to be filled.



 Ja
n

u
a

r
y

 2
2

, 2
0

1
3

     |     t
o

w
a

r
d

 a
 r

e
S

il
ie

n
t

 S
e

a
t

t
l

e
: P

o
S

t
-d

iS
a

S
t

e
r

 r
e

C
o

v
e

r
y

 P
l

a
n

 f
r

a
m

e
w

o
r

k
     |      C

it
y

 o
f

 S
e

a
t

t
l

e
     |     C

O
L

L
IN

S
W

O
E

R
M

A
N

       

49

aPPenDix b: SuRVey ReSultS

we have a lot of work to do. much of it is preparedness, mitigation, education so that response and •	
recovery will go smoother.
Pre-communication on what to do and where to go is key.•	
recovery planning is huge! So much to think about, work through and so many partners to be •	
engaged.
that many CBo, nGo, and city of Seattle here started planning and have plans. our private business •	
has started the process in planning for a disaster recovery. this is something new at our company and 
is good to see we are planning along with other agencies.
Be proactive. there’s a lot of infrastructure that can be put in place to make recovering easier /fast / •	
cheaper.
tons of existing resources- identify them•	
learn by example i.e. Sandy and bicycle was used to get around when traffic is jammed and forcing •	
fuel shortages.
the reminder that all disasters are local and that planning for response and recovery efforts have to •	
occur at the neighborhood level to be effective to the individuals affected.
Contingency planning as an outgrowth of neighborhood plans.•	
it would be helpful to know more about City of Seattle office of emergency management structure.•	
enthusiasm•	
awareness of need and opportunities•	
leadership at grassroots level•	
this is actually being done! excellent!•	
networking; resilience!•	
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City of Seattle Disaster Recovery Plan framework

existing Documentation Review
SuMMARy Of ExIStINg DISAStER-RELAtED PLANS, guIDELINES, AND StANDARDS

the City of Seattle has begun the process of creating a comprehensive disaster recovery Plan. as 
part of the initial effort to develop a scope and framework for this plan, a review and summary of existing 
disaster-related documents, guidelines and other relevant materials from local, regional, and national 
sources was completed. as the following sections illustrate, there are numerous written documents 
and programs that address the four phases of emergency management (i.e. mitigation, preparedness, 
response and recovery) to varying degrees. the plans, guidelines and standards highlighted below will 
help shape the content and structure of the eventual City of Seattle disaster recovery Plan.

SEAttLE DOCuMENtAtION

title Latest update Purpose

Seattle disaster readiness and 
response Plan (drrP)

main Plan, 
eSf annexes, 
earthquake 
annex (2012); 
Snowstorm 
annex (2011); 
Support 
annexes 
(2007).

Provides the main foundation for emergency 
response, preparedness, recovery and mitigation 
in the City of Seattle.

Seattle Hazard identification and 
vulnerability analysis (SHiva)

2010 a summary and analysis of all potential danger 
sources in Seattle, both natural and man-made. 
fulfills fema, emaP and state-mandate hazard 
identification requirements.

Seattle all-Hazards mitigation 
Plan

2009 a comprehensive effort to describe mitigation 
efforts across City departments and to develop 
an integrated mitigation strategy, with an 
emphasis on mitigation for city-owned and 
operated facilities and infrastructure. 

Seattle City light Continuity of 
operations Plan – recovery 
annex

2011 Provides policies and procedures for Seattle 
City light’s short- and long-term recovery from a 
catastrophic event.
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REgIONAL DOCuMENtAtION

Puget Sound regional 
Catastrophic disaster 
Coordination Plan

2011 Provides an all-hazards framework for 
coordination among local, State, tribal and 
federal entities prior to, during, and following a 
catastrophic incident in the Puget Sound area. 
the plan assists in planning for, responding to 
and recovering from (both in the short- and long-
term) regional catastrophic incidents.

fEDERAL DOCuMENtAtION

national disaster recovery 
framework (ndrf)

2011 a framework created by fema that provides a 
flexible structure that enables disaster recovery 
managers to operate in a unified and collaborative 
manner to address both short- and long-
term recovery strategies. addresses recovery 
principles, roles and responsibilities, coordinating 
structures, and planning guidance.

emergency management 
accreditation Program (emaP)

2010 a voluntary review and accreditation process 
for state and local emergency management 
programs. 

americans with disabilities act 
(ada) toolkit, Chapter 7

2007 a guidance document produced by the Justice 
department that provides general guidelines 
to aid with ada compliance in the provision of 
emergency management programs and services.

a number of agencies, committees, and teams at various levels of government are involved in disaster 
readiness, response, and recovery planning. many of these organizations exist to fulfill local, state, and 
federal mandates related to emergency management. a selected list of these groups is provided below, 
both for the sake of context and as a source for identifying future parties to assist in the development of 
Seattle’s disaster recovery Plan.
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RELEvANt AgENCIES, COMMIttEES AND OthER gROuPS

Name Level Description / function

Seattle office of emergency 
management (oem)

City the primary City of Seattle department responsible 
for organizing and planning disaster response and 
recovery efforts.

disaster management 
Committee (dmC)

City a committee mandated by SmC 10.02.060 to 
1) advise the mayor on all matters pertaining to 
disaster readiness and response, 2) review and 
make recommendations for disaster related plans, 
3) Provide cooperation and coordination with the 
disaster response plans of other local organizations 
and agencies, 4) Prepare and recommend plans 
for mutual aid operations, and 5) recommend 
expenditures for disaster preparations and training.

the director of oem acts as the appointed Chair of 
the dmC, with additional members representing all 
City of Seattle departments. outside organizations 
and agencies such as king County metro, Puget 
Sound energy, Seattle Public Schools, and others 
regularly participate in the dmC and provide input.

disaster management 
Committee Strategic working 
Group (SwG)

City a sub-group within the dmC, representing 
various City departments, that is responsible for 
development of the Seattle drrP, associated 
annexes, procedures and other plans as needed.

emergency executive Board 
(eeB)

City the eeB, convened quarterly for training and 
policy discussion practice, and as needed during 
disasters, is composed of department directors and 
mayor’s office senior staff. it advises the mayor on 
policy issues related to emergencies, takes steps 
to improve coordination between departments, 
modifies response priorities and supports resource 
allocation.

regional Catastrophic Planning 
team

Puget Sound 
region (multiple 
Counties)

a group formed to guide and manage the Puget 
Sound regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant 
Program funded by fema. includes representatives 
from agencies in island, king, kitsap, mason, Pierce, 
Snohomish, Skagit, and thurston counties.

emergency management 
assistance Compact

national a mutual aid system that allows all 50 states to send 
personnel, equipment, and commodities to help 
disaster relief efforts in other states.

Pacific northwest emergency 
management arrangement

international (uS 
and Canada)

an agreement among alaska, idaho, oregon, 
washington, British Columbia, and the yukon 
territory to share resources and support during 
emergencies, particularly those that may cross state, 
provincial or international borders.
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CIty Of SEAttLE AND REgIONAL PLANS

SEAttLE DISAStER READINESS AND RESPONSE PLAN (DRRP)

the Seattle disaster readiness and response Plan (drrP) is prepared by the office of emergency 
management (oem) in collaboration with the City’s disaster management Committee (dmC). the 
drrP acts as “the principal document for explaining how the City of Seattle government will engage its 
collective resources to respond to a major incident or disaster.” the latest revision and adoption of the 
Plan occurred in 2007, while a 2012 update is in the final stages of completion and serves as the basis 
for the summary information contained below. this latest update adds a number of substantive changes, 
including recognition of americans with disability act (ada) guidelines and a shift towards a “whole 
Community” approach (i.e. planning for emergencies with the community not for it).

the drrP is structured around four primary components: the main body of the Plan, emergency 
Support function (eSf) annexes, Support annexes, and incident-Specific annexes, which are 
described below.

DRRP Summary

key Policies

rCw 38.52.070 authorizes jurisdictions in washington to establish emergency management •	
programs and appoint a local emergency management director. 
SmC 10.02.050 authorizes the office of the mayor to direct emergency management programs and •	
planning under the approval of the City Council. 
SmC 10.02.060 assigns ongoing responsibility of the emergency management program to a disaster •	
management Committee (dmC) and its Chairperson which serves at the appointment of the mayor.

Situation

the “situation” that acts as the basis for forming the drrP includes the emergency conditions and 
hazards that are present locally and a set of assumptions that serve as the basis to guide planning.

Preparedness

the City of Seattle has adopted the national incident management System (nimS) as a guiding 
framework for its emergency management program. Based on nimS the City identifies five components 
that it embraces to pursue a “continuous cycle” of preparedness: planning; organizing and equipping; 
training; exercising; and evaluation and improvement.

Concept of Operations

a wide variety of “incidents” require response by the City of Seattle and its partners, such as natural 
disasters, hazardous material spills, terrorist attacks, civil unrest, and numerous other circumstances that 
require an emergency response. the Concept of operations, which explains how the City will respond 
to an incident, contains four key actions:

Gain and maintain Situational awareness•	
activate and deploy resources•	
Coordinate response actions – the City uses the incident Command System (iCS) to guide how it •	
responds to incidents. 

aPPenDix C: exiSting DoCumentation ReView
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demobilize – depending on the resource involved, standard iCS procedures for demobilizing field •	
resources or existing department policies and procedures are followed.

Direction and Control

this section identifies the role of the mayor, the process for resolving policy issues and other problems 
during an emergency, the role of the emergency executive Board (eeB), and the issuance of emergency 
orders under a “Civil emergency” proclamation. in addition, the direction and Control Section of the 
drrP describes the organization of Seattle’s emergency operations Center (eoC).

Coordination of Information

this section reviews the elements for the successful coordination of information following eoC 
activation, including:

the role of the eoC director in providing situational briefs to eoC staff•	
meetings among eSf representatives, as needed, during any operational period•	
reports to be produced by the eoC Planning Section following eoC activation: iSnap initial •	
situational awareness report, short and concise Snapshot reports released throughout the 
operational period, and comprehensive Situation reports issued every 6 to 12 hours.
the role of the City webeoC system to document information during an incident•	
distribution of public information via the Joint information Center•	

Communications

the drrP explain the system of communication methods employed during an emergency, including 
guidelines for use, limitations, and availability. these communications include: 800 mHz radio, other 
radio systems, telephone, mass notification systems, pagers, and email.

Logistics

this section of the drrP discusses department responsibilities, specialized resource ordering, non-
medical logistical support to healthcare providers, the responsibilities of the eoC logistics Section, and 
regional/state/federal assistance.

resource requests that cannot be fulfilled by the City of Seattle eoC are forwarded to the king County 
emergency Coordination Center. any requests that remain unfulfilled after County involvement are sent 
to the State eoC. finally, the State eoC can pass unfulfilled resource requests to the emergency 
management assistance Compact (emaC) or the Pacific northwest emergency management 
arrangement (Pnema), which provide the legal framework and procedures for resource provision 
among u.S. States, or Canada, as needed.

Administration and finance

when the City eoC is activated a mission number is obtained from the State eoC and attached to 
all documentation produced during an incident. the City eoC has a process in place to retaining 
all pertinent records during an incident, such as situation reports, requests for assistance, and 
email communications. Consistent and extensive documentation is essential throughout an incident, 
particularly for expenses and obligations that may be eligible for later reimbursement under federal 
programs.
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Plan Development and Maintenance

the organization of the drrP is based on two documents: FEMA’s Comprehensive Preparedness 
Guide 101- Developing & Maintaining State, Territorial, Tribal & Local Government Emergency Plans 
and the Washington State Supplement to Comprehensive Preparedness Guide 101.

the Strategic working Group (SwG) within the disaster management Committee is responsible for 
development of the SdrrP, associated annexes, procedures and other plans as needed. the Seattle 
office of emergency management (oem) is responsible for facilitating plans reviews and arranging 
updates. Substantive changes and new revisions to the drrP are reviewed by oem staff, the dmC, 
and the law department. after the dmC votes to approve the Plan it is reviewed and approved by the 
mayor, followed by City Council review and adoption.

Emergency Support function (ESf) Annexes

the drrP’s fourteen Emergency Support function (ESf) Annexes describe specific functions 
related to emergency management and provide “prescriptive guidance for directing, controlling and 
employing them.” each eSf has a department or agency that is assigned primary responsibility, as 
noted next to each title below, and presents information according to a standard structure that includes:

introduction: Purpose and Scopei. 

Situation and assumptionsii. 

Concept of operations: organization; General response; direction & Control; and Procedures.iii. 

responsibilities: (1) Prevention & mitigation activities (2) Preparedness activities (3) response iv. 
activities (4) recovery activities.

resource requirements: logistical Support; Communication & datav. 

administrationvi. 

in general, most of the 14 eSf annexes focus on preparedness and response without addressing 
recovery in any significant detail, especially the long-term recovery needs created by a major emergency 
or disaster. while eSf-14 specifically covers long-term recovery, it is still only an annex to the larger 
drrP, thus limiting its ability to be comprehensive in addressing recovery.  the fourteen eSf annexes 
are listed below, with the primary responsible agency listed for each; additional detail is provided for 
eSf-14, given its focus on short- and long-term recovery:

eSf-1: transportation; Sdot. •	
eSf-2: Communications: department of information technology.•	
eSf-3: Public works and engineering; Seattle Public utilities.•	
eSf-4: firefighting; Seattle fire department.•	
eSf-5: emergency management; Seattle Police department/oem.•	
efS-6: mass Care, Housing and Human Services; Human Services department.•	
eSf-7: resource Support; fleets and facilities department, executive administration department, •	
and Personnel department.
eSf-8: Public Health and medical Services; Seattle & king County Public Health.•	
eSf-9: Search and rescue; Seattle fire department.•	
eSf-10: oil and Hazardous materials response; Seattle fire department.•	
eSf-12: energy; Seattle City light.•	
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eSf-13: Public Safety and Security; Seattle Police department.•	
eSf-14: long-term Community recovery; department of finance.•	
eSf-15: external affairs; mayor’s office.•	

ESf-14: Long-term Community Recovery; Department of finance.

ESF-14: Long-Term Community Recovery and Mitigation Annex provides a basic decision-making 
framework that addresses the anticipation of resource needs; identifies procedures, roles and 
responsibilities for city departments; describes strategies and policies to guide recovery efforts; and 
informs the process of interacting with external partners.

the annex is focused on three functional areas of recovery: economic, infrastructure, and human needs. 
economic recovery tasks include financial impact assessment, revenue forecasting, small business 
outreach, coordination with major industries and employers, and others. infrastructure recovery tasks 
include damage assessment, restoration of facilities and utilities, building permitting, and others. Human 
needs recovery tasks include housing assistance, public health issues, service to vulnerable populations, 
and others. 

eSf-14 takes into account both short-term recovery (e.g. immediate restoration of services, damage 
assessment, etc.) and long-term recovery (e.g. repair of infrastructure, redevelopment planning, etc.). 
Because the nature and duration of each emergency or disaster scenario is unique, the annex does 
not provide specific timelines for recovery, but rather, focuses on providing a framework for recovery 
decision-making and implementation.

the structure of recovery operations will be based on the national incident management System (nimS) 
to the extent possible, and includes positions as illustrated in the diagram below. in addition, eSf-14 
identifies specific responsibilities each City of Seattle department.

Recovery Operations Organizational Chart (Adapted from EFS-14 in the Seattle DRRP)
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Support Annexes

the drrP contains five Support Annexes that provide guidance on specific disaster response topics. 
they apply to all City departments and are used to varying degrees depending on the nature and 
severity of an emergency. 

Military Support:•	  describes the circumstances under which units of the department of defense 
(dod) and the washington national Guard (wnG) can provide defense support of civil authorities 
(dSCa) and explains how the City of Seattle goes about obtaining dSCa.
Public warning Support: Provides a common standard for City departments to follow with regard •	
to activating emergency essential employees, notifying the mayor and City officials, and warning the 
public of immediate dangers during an emergency.
Continuity of government (COg) and Continuity of Operations (COOP) Support:•	  establishes 
guidance that will enable the City of Seattle government and staff to continue to effectively operate in 
times of a major incident, disaster, or catastrophe. 
training and Exercise Support:•	  explains how oem staff will be trained to maintain their 
professional development and readiness, as well as how the City will perform exercises to identify 
issues and implement improvements in its emergency management program.
Evacuation Support: •	 describes possible evacuation routes from and through the City of Seattle, as 
well as how evacuations would be planned and executed.

Incident-Specific Annexes

the final element of the drrP contains five Incident-Specific Annexes. they address incident 
types and hazards that are of particular concern to the City (i.e. due to frequency of occurrence or 
the magnitude of potential impacts) or pose unique challenges that require specific attention. these 
annexes include:

Pandemic influenza•	
earthquakes•	
Snowstorms•	
Cyber incidents (considered sensitive – not released to the public)•	
terrorism (considered sensitive – not released to the public)•	

SEAttLE hAzARD IDENtIfICAtION AND vuLNERAbILIty ANALySIS (ShIvA)

the 2010 Seattle SHiva is a comprehensive revision of earlier documents prepared by the office of 
emergency management in collaboration with partner agencies and departments. the main purpose of 
the SHiva is to identify all of the hazards that may impact the City of Seattle.

according to the SHiva, “a hazard may be broadly defined as a source of potential danger or adverse 
condition… something that has the potential to be the primary cause of an incident...” (SHiva, p. 16). 
the document focuses on five hazard groups:

Geophysical: earthquakes, landslides, tsunamis/seiches, and volcanic eruptions/lahars•	
disease outbreaks•	
intentional hazards: Civil disorder, terrorism, and active shooter incidents•	
transportation and infrastructure: transportation incidents, fires, hazardous material incidents, power •	
outage, and infrastructure failures.
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weather: excessive heat, floods, snow/ice storms, water shortages, and wind storms•	
the SHiva is structured around three primary components: (1) an analysis and evaluation (i.e. the •	
ranking model), (2) a community profile, and (3) individual sections dedicated to each of the specific 
hazards.

the ranking model uses a set of 13 parameters, listed below, to compare the potential hazards. 

Base Parameters: •	 Geographic extent, duration, environment, Health effects (deaths and injuries), 
displacement and Suffering, economy, Built environment (Property, facilities and infrastructure), 
transportation, Critical Services (i.e. Continuity of operations and responders, Confidence in 
Government
Multiplier Parameters:•	  frequency and Cascading effects
Future Emphasis Parameter•	

oem staff and the emergency management Strategic working Group assigned parameter values for all 
18 hazards in two different scenarios – most likely and maximum Credible. the scenario score for each 
hazard in each scenario is computed as: 

[Average Base Parameter Value] * [Multiplier Parameter]. 

the combined score for each hazard is the sum of its most likely Scenario score, maximum Credible 
Scenario score, and future emphasis score. the list below shows the top 10 hazards, based on the 
ranking model, and their respective combined scores.

earthquakes (55.7)1. 

Snow and ice storms (46.2)2. 

windstorms (44.9)3. 

terrorism (44.6)4. 

transport incidents (40.1)5. 

Power outages (39.1)6. 

fires (37.5) 7. 

infrastructure failures (35.3)8. 

flooding (35.3)9. 

disease outbreaks (32.5)10. 

water Shortages (30.6)11. 

the SHiva ranks earthquakes as the top hazard of concern, largely as a result of its scores in the 
maximum Credible Scenario. while earthquakes occur relatively infrequently compared to many other 
hazards, they have the potential to cause widespread damage, cripple infrastructure, and interrupt the 
everyday lives of all Seattle residents. By comparison, snow and ice storms (ranked second among all 
hazards) may produce less physical and long-term damage but they occur relatively frequently, can last 
for extended periods of time, and impact large geographic areas. the same is true of windstorms, the 
hazard ranked third in the SHiva model. as the City of Seattle advances in its recovery planning effort 
these top-ranked hazards will likely serve as focal points for discussion and consideration.

following the ranking of hazards, the SHiva presents a comprehensive Community Profile that covers a 
wide range of topics to describe conditions in the city of Seattle. it addresses the following:
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Physical Geography: location, landforms, geography and climate•	
Population and economy•	
land use•	
transportation•	
utilities•	
media•	
emergency Services•	
Healthcare and Human Services•	
Structures•	

finally, the SHiva dedicates a chapter to each of the 18 identified hazards. each of these hazard 
chapters follows a standard format that includes key Points, the nature of the Hazard, History, 
likelihood of future occurrence, vulnerability, assessment and Conclusion.

SEAttLE ALL-hAzARDS MItIgAtION PLAN

the Seattle all-Hazards mitigation Plan addresses mitigation efforts across the city and offers an 
“integrated mitigation strategy,” with particular focus on infrastructure and facilities owned by the City of 
Seattle. after recapping information contained in the SHiva, the all-Hazards mitigation Plan focuses on 
the City’s current mitigation capacity, including departmental information on mitigation accomplishments. 
the other major component of the Plan is a set of updated mitigation goals and objectives (i.e. the 
mitigation Strategy), as well as plans for monitoring, evaluating and updating. 

in essence, the mitigation Plan lays out actions that can eliminate or reduce hazard vulnerabilities and 
potential impacts. mitigation, when successful, can reduce the effects experienced as the result of an 
emergency, such as lower recovery costs, fewer injuries and fatalities, and the faster resumption of 
normal economic activity. in many cases, mitigation focuses on physical activities implemented through 
individual projects, such as seismic retrofits in a building or improvements to stormwater retention 
systems in a flood-prone neighborhood. mitigation can also involve more systemic changes, such as 
reviewing and altering the location of certain land uses across the city (e.g. discouraging development in 
areas with seismically unstable soils).

the all-Hazards mitigation Plan identifies four basic goals, listed below, and numerous objectives for 
each goal (abbreviated here for the sake of brevity).

Protect public health and safety: •	 Partner with agencies that serve vulnerable populations, improve 
disaster warning systems, etc.
Safeguard critical public facilities and infrastructure:•	  formalize best practices for protecting systems 
and networks, consider known hazards when siting new facilities, etc.
Protect public and private property:•	  Promote mitigation of historic buildings, integrate new hazard and 
risk information into building codes and land use planning mechanisms, etc.
Maintain Seattle’s economic vitality:•	  educate businesses about contingency planning, partner with 
the private sector to promote structural and non-structural hazard mitigation, etc.
the all-Hazards mitigation Plan concludes by offering a four-part strategy.•	

Part 1: Long Term Directions »  a suggestion of four possible directions, including (1) integrating 
hazard mitigation into the City’s Comprehensive Plan (2) integrate hazard mitigation into 
departmental evaluation methods used during capital planning (3) Promote inter-departmental 
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hazard planning efforts based around specific topics (4) integrate hazard mitigation into 
departmental repair and recovery planning and projects.

Part 2: Proposed Planning and Policy Actions•	

action a-1: Conduct vulnerability analysis of shelters and traditional housing serving vulnerable  »
populations.

action a-2: Provide contingency planning technical assistance for agencies serving the general  »
pubic and vulnerable populations.

action a-3: Complete study cataloging Seattle’s unreinforced masonry buildings. »

action a-4: update city hazard maps with new liquefaction, earthquake-triggered landslide, seismic  »
ground motion and tsunami/seiche inundation data from uSGS, and nfiP flood mapping – 
particularly as it relates to urban flooding

action a-5: use SPu records, technical data and GiS to create maps that capture the boundaries  »
of recent localized flooding along the thornton, Pipers and longfellow Creek basins, to include 
other problems areas such densmore, aurora/licton Springs, midvale, South Park, etc.

action a-6: update Seattle Hazard identification & vulnerability analysis (SHiva). »

Part 3: Proposed Capital Project actions.•	

action B-1: Complete the four landslide mitigation projects identified and prioritized by the city’s  »
interdepartmental landslide team.

action B-2: Complete seismic upgrade of Queen anne Community Center. this is a tier 1  »
Congregate Shelter Site.

action B-3: Seismically upgrade 6 community centers that have been designated as tier 1  »
Congregate Care facilities

action B-4: Seismically retrofit or rebuild to current seismic standards 32 fire stations and  »
emergency facilities and support other fire mitigation projects.

action B-5: implement Phase ii Bridge Seismic retrofits. »

action B-6: areaways restoration (areaways are usable space constructed under sidewalks  »
between the building foundation and the street wall).

action B-7: rebuild emma Schmitz and viaduct Seawalls to halt deterioration and improve  »
resistance to erosion and earthquakes.

action B-8: Build out alternate data center site to support City of Seattle Continuity Plans for  »
critical city it systems

action B-9: implement technology to routinely inventory installed non-microsoft applications to  »
determine counter measures to cyber attacks

Part 4: Current/Planned Capital Projects. •	 table 4-2 in the Plan outlines projects that were planned or 
underway as of 2009.

PugEt SOuND REgIONAL CAtAStROPhIC DISAStER COORDINAtION PLAN

the Puget Sound Catastrophic disaster Coordination Plan addresses coordination during all phases of 
emergency management required by a catastrophic disaster, from pre-disaster planning through long-
term recovery. the Plan’s author, the regional Catastrophic Planning team, was formed to guide and 
manage the Puget Sound regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program funded by fema. 
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in terms of recovery, the Coordination Plan outlines the roles to be played by the proposed washington 
restoration organization (wro) and potential regional recovery Coordinating Committees. the 
diagram below, based on the Puget Sound urban area Strategic initiative (uaSi) interagency Biological 
restoration demonstration Program (iBrd), illustrates how coordination may be structured during 
recovery efforts.

DEPARtMENtAL PLANNINg (ONgOINg)

the Seattle department of transportation (Sdot) has begun discussion about how to structure itself 
around the ndrf during a recovery effort. in this preliminary work, Sdot has drafted organizational 
charts to meet long-term recovery needs.

in 2011 Seattle City light published a recovery annex to its Continuity of operations Plan (CooP) to 
provide recovery policies and procedures in the event that a catastrophic event damages its capability to 
deliver power. the recovery annex is intended to complement the Seattle drrP and closely embraces 
the national disaster recovery framework.

fEDERAL PLANNINg DOCuMENtAtION

NAtIONAL DISAStER RECOvERy fRAMEWORk (NDRf)

the ndrf, released by fema in September 2011, provides “guidance that enables effective recovery 
support [from the federal government] …provides a flexible structure that enables disaster recovery 

Puget Sound Urban Area Strategic Initiative - Interagency Biological Restoration Demonstration Program structural diagram
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managers to operate in a unified and collaborative manner…and focuses on how best to restore, 
redevelop and revitalize the health, social, economic, natural and environmental fabric” of a community 
during any Presidentially-declared major disaster. the ndrf, which replaces emergency Support 
function 14 of the national response framework, is one of five national planning frameworks called for 
under Presidential Policy directive 8: national Preparedness to comprehensively address emergency 
management in the united States. the five frameworks include:

national response framework, Published 2008•	
national disaster recovery framework, Published 2011•	
national Prevention framework (currently in working draft)•	
national mitigation framework (currently in working draft)•	
national Protection framework (currently in working draft)•	

the ndrf acts as a “concept of operations” that can be used for any incident that has recovery 
implications, whether Presidentially-declared or not. it does not address short-term response actions 
(e.g. life-saving, property protection, etc.), though it does include tools for early integration of recovery 
considerations into response efforts. the ndrf defines five primary components of disaster recovery: 
principles, roles and responsibilities, coordinating structure, planning, and process, detailed below.

Principles•	

individual and family empowerment »

leadership and local primacy »

Pre-disaster recovery planning »

Partnerships and inclusiveness »

Public information »

unity of effort »

timeliness and flexibility »

resilience and sustainability »

Psychological and emotional recovery »

Roles, Responsibilities and Leadership:•	  the ndrf identifies the roles and activities performed 
by individuals and households, the private sector, the non-profit sector, and local, state government, 
tribal and federal governments related to recovery. recommended roles and activities for each party 
is specifically addressed in appendix B of the ndrf.

of note is the ndrf’s introduction of three new conceptual leadership positions: federal disaster 
recovery Coordinator (fdrC), State disaster recovery Coordinator (SdrC), and local disaster 
recovery manager (ldrm). the ndrf describes pre- and post-disaster recovery responsibilities for 
each of these leadership roles. notably, according to the ndrf, the local government has the primary 
role of planning and managing all aspects of the community’s recovery. 

the ldrm acts as the primary point of contact with the State during pre-disaster recovery 
preparedness, coordinates and leads development and exercising of the local disaster recovery plan, 
and communicates recovery priorities to State and federal governments, among other roles.

Recovery Support functions (RSfs):•	  the rSfs represent the coordinating structure for key 
functional areas of assistance during preparedness, response and recovery phases. they help 
facilitate the identification, coordination and delivery of federal assistance needed to supplement 
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recovery resources and efforts by local and State governments, as well as the private and nonprofit 
sectors. the six rSfs, listed below, each have an identified federal agency responsible for 
coordination, as well as a mission, function, and services that fall under its scope.

Community Planning and Capacity Building; fema and department of Homeland Security. »

economic; department of Commerce. »

Health and Social Services; department of Health & Human Services. »

Housing; department of Housing & urban development. »

infrastructure Systems; department of defense and u.S. army Corps of engineers. »

natural and Cultural resources; department of the interior. »

it is important to reiterate the basic intentions underlying the ndrf: to “describe[s] the concepts and 
principles that promote effective Federal recovery assistance” and “define[s] how Federal agencies will 
more effectively organize and operate to utilize existing resources to promote effective recovery and 
support States, Tribes and other jurisdictions affected by a disaster.” it exists to guide federal agencies 
and their interactions with State and local governments when addressing the issue of recovery, both 
before and after an emergency. notably, the ndrf does little to provide prescriptive requirements for 
local jurisdictions. as such, the City of Seattle retains a large degree of autonomy to address recovery 
as it sees fit, while still complementing the ndrf and the concepts it contains.

EMERgENCy MANAgEMENt ACCREDItAtION PROgRAM (EMAP)

emaP is a “voluntary review process for state and local emergency management programs… 
created by a group of national organizations to foster continuous improvement in emergency 
management capabilities.” emaP is also an independent, non-profit organization whose purpose is 
to foster excellence and accountability in emergency management and Homeland Security programs 
with credible, peer-reviewed standards. all emaP accredited programs must address prevention, 
preparedness, mitigation, response and recovery. more specifically, the recovery plan or strategy 
developed by the jurisdiction must “address short- and long-term recovery priorities and provide 
guidance for restoration of critical functions, services, vital resources, facilities, programs, and 
infrastructure to the affected area.” in general, emaP is a “scalable yet rigorous” national standard for 
emergency management programs in both the public and private sectors. 

accreditation by emaP is a six-step process:

Subscription (i.e. enrollment in the emaP program)1. 

Self assessment2. 

application3. 

on-Site assessment4. 

Committee review5. 

accreditation decision6. 

annual maintenance and reaccreditation (every five years) are additional steps that must be taken to 
ensure continued emaP accreditation.

emaP accreditation revolves around fifteen required emergency management programmatic elements:
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administration and finance1. 

laws and authorities2. 

Hazard identification, risk assessment, and Consequence analysis3. 

Hazard mitigation4. 

Prevention5. 

operational Planning6. 

incident management7. 

resource management and logistics8. 

mutual aid9. 

Communications and warning10. 

operations and Procedures11. 

facilities12. 

training13. 

exercises, evaluations, and Corrective actions14. 

Crisis Communications, Public education and information15. 

in addition to the programmatic areas listed above, emaP also addresses how programs are to be 
managed, including:

Administration, Plans and Evaluation: •	 the jurisdiction should have an executive policy/vision 
statement for emergency management and a strategic plan that identifies the mission, goals, 
objectives, and milestones related to implementation.
Coordination: •	 the jurisdiction should empower an agency, department or office to administer the 
emergency management program and designate an individual to execute the program on its behalf.
Advisory Committee: •	 a committee should be established whereby emergency management 
stakeholders can provide input in program preparation, implementation, and evaluation.

AMERICANS WIth DISAbILItIES ACt (ADA) tOOLkIt, ChAPtER 7

the ada Best Practices toolkit is issued by the department of Justice to help jurisdictions comply with 
the legal requirements of title ii of the ada, though its use is not specifically required. when offering 
programs and services, the ada requires that jurisdictions make “reasonable modifications to policies, 
practices, and procedures when necessary to avoid discrimination against a person with a disability 
and take the steps necessary to ensure effective communication with people with disabilities… without 
being required to fundamentally alter the nature of the program, service, or activity or [assume] undue 
financial and administrative burdens.”

Chapter 7 of the toolkit addresses how to make emergency management programs, services and 
activities accessible to everyone. it covers a number of topics, including:

notification: encourages a wide use of notification methods to ensure disabled community members •	
are reached during an emergency, including those who are visually impaired, deaf, or who otherwise 
may not be reached.
Community evacuation and transportation: addresses the need to identify and assist individuals with •	
varying degrees of immobility during an emergency.
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emergency Shelter Programs: reiterates that the ada states all emergency shelters should be able •	
to provide the same benefits to individuals regardless of disability. a more thorough discussion of 
emergency shelter programs is addressed in an addendum to Chapter 7.
access to Social Services, temporary lodging or Housing, and other Benefit Programs: States that •	
application procedures, advertisement, and operation of social services and benefit programs during 
emergencies should accommodate people with physical disabilities and mobility limitations.
repairing and rebuilding: discusses accessibility standards to be used when rebuilding government •	
facilities following a disaster (e.g. either ada or uniform federal accessibility Standards). Buildings 
constructed or altered after 1992 must follow the standard originally used and comply with the new 
construction requirements of ada title ii.
Steps to ensure access to all in emergencies and disasters•	

advance Planning: during all stages and for all emergency management program areas, seek and  »
use input from people of all disability types, such as mobility, vision, hearing, cognitive, etc.

voluntary registry: Create a voluntary, confidential registry of disabled individual who make require  »
assistance during an emergency.

notification: Combine visual and audible alerts, such as sirens, tty messages, text messaging,  »
door-to-door contact and others.

ensure access for People with disabilities who use Service animals: train service providers,  »
responders, and volunteers to understand the rights of people with service animals. these animals 
do not require certification, identification, or specific training – the only requirement is that they be 
used to assist with a disability.

evacuation and return Home: ensure that disabled individuals are able to evacuate and return  »
home, either independently or with assistance.

transportation: ensure that transportation planning addresses the mobility needs of the disabled,  »
including the transportation of essential medical equipment like oxygen tanks.

Shelters: Government and third-party providers should be familiar with addendum 2 to Chapter  »
7, which addresses compliance with specific rules, policies, and procedures mandated by ada 
in the provision of emergency shelter. at the same time, emergency managers should review the 
local supply of emergency shelters for accessibility (see ada Checklist for emergency Shelters). 
identify and remove barriers or find nearby facilities that can be made accessible – publicize to the 
community which shelters are accessible.

Social Services and other Benefit Programs: ensure that people with disabilities have an equal  »
opportunity to apply for and benefit from them.

incident management: Consider appointing one or more individuals knowledge on ada  »
requirements to participate in incident management and be available to answer questions that may 
arise.

recovery:  when rebuilding or rehabilitating after a disaster ensure that facility design complies  »
with all federal accessibility requirements.
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SuMMARy / CONCLuSION 

the documentation reviewed in the preceding pages demonstrates a high level of planning and 
organization for disaster mitigation, preparedness, and response at various levels of government.  this 
documentation also provides an effective basis to help understand various disaster scenarios, frame the 
significance of a number of potential hazards, and develop some initial steps toward a comprehensive 
recovery plan.  Some of this documentation (for example, SHiva) provides an introduction to important 
concepts relating to both disaster preparedness and recovery such as the concept of community 
resilience and the complex, multi-dimensional consequences of disasters.  the eSf-14 annex within the 
Seattle disaster response and recovery Plan provides a good framework for identifying the linkages in 
City policies and planning priorities as they relate to short- and long-term disaster recovery goals.

the review also identified some important gaps.  it is clear that of the four phases of emergency 
management (mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery), recovery – especially long-term 
recovery – may be the least fully developed in most existing plans and other documents. while post-
disaster recovery necessarily includes a number of critical actions that immediately follow a disaster, it 
is a complex and long-term process that involves a broad array of actors from all sectors (public, private, 
and non-profit) and at a variety of levels of government (local, regional, state, and national).  

Some resources have been dedicated to, and progress has been made toward, the development of 
post-disaster recovery plan documentation for the City of Seattle.  However, a comprehensive planning 
document that specifically addresses strategic short- and long-term recovery (the goal of the current 
scope of work) has not yet been developed.  the federal government’s national disaster recovery 
framework provides a well-developed, multi-dimensional model that local jurisdictions (such as the City 
of Seattle) can begin to use as a structural basis for their own plans.  additionally, the ndrf provides 
one of the first comprehensive approaches to dealing with the issue of bringing together the full range of 
all-hazards disaster preparedness, mitigation, response, and recovery documentation.

the primary gap that has been identified through this initial review of existing documentation is the lack 
of a comprehensive post-disaster recovery plan that addresses both short- and long-term implications 
of recovery.  it is the goal of the planning process (of which this review is a part) to provide a framework 
to address how the City can build upon its existing efforts, leverage external documentation such as 
the ndrf as well as best practices in other jurisdictions – both nationally and internationally.  the 
result of this process will be to create a comprehensive, all-hazards post-disaster recovery plan that can 
complement current elements of Seattle’s emergency management program, such as the SHiva and 
the all-Hazards mitigation Plan.
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aPPenDix D: CaSe StuDieS

Case Studies - best Practice matrix
Name Description Positive 

Characteristics

Cautions

fairfax County (virginia) 
Pre-disaster recovery 
Plan

 a comprehensive all-
hazards pre-disaster 
recovery plan that 
assigns County roles 
and responsibilities, 
describes the role of 
the County’s temporary 
recovery agency, and 
explains how recovery 
actions are planned.

very thorough; covers 
all hazards; incorporates 
the national 
disaster recovery 
framework; includes 
a set of vision / goal 
/ priority statements; 
scalable; focuses 
on broad outreach; 
uses resilience and 
sustainability as key 
themes; emphasizes the 
governmental role as 
that of a facilitator

County/regional focus 
may make specific 
aspects of this plan less 
relevant on a City level.

its high level of detail 
may make it somewhat 
unwieldy to use as a 
guide/framework.  

linkages with other 
existing planning 
documents (and how 
they are affected / 
augmented by the 
disaster recovery plan) 
are not fully apparent

Contact: ian Gregoire  ian.Gregoire@fairfaxcounty.gov

resources: http://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/oem/pdrp/

State of florida Post-
disaster recovery 
Planning: a Guide for 
florida Communities 
(2011)

 a comprehensive 
recovery plan framework 
designed as a model 
for florida communities 
to guide them through 
pre-disaster planning 
and post-disaster 
implementation. 
includes structures 
and responsibilities for 
recovery efforts.

an excellent guide 
for communities pre-
disaster; includes 
case studies; divides 
recommended 
actions into “levels 
of achievement” 
depending upon 
availability of 
resources and level of 
preparedness

it is not a standalone 
recovery plan – rather a 
guide for other florida 
communities (note: 
the florida disaster 
recovery Plan – a 
separate document 
–  is an annex to the 
State’s Comprehensive 
emergency 
management Plan).  
also, the assumptions 
regarding hazards 
related mostly to 
those more relevant to 
communities in florida 
– e.g., coastal storms 
and flooding.

Contact: leo.lachat@em.myflorida.com

resources: 

http://www.floridadisaster.org/recovery/individualassistance/pdredevelopmentplan/index.htm 
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aPPenDix D: CaSe StuDieS

Name Description Positive 

Characteristics

Cautions

San diego (County) 
operational area 
recovery Plan

all-hazards, short- and 
long-term recovery plan

Comprehensiveness, 
stakeholder 
representation; all-
hazards pre-disaster 
focus; emaP certified 
program.

Seems primarily 
focused on operations 
for recovery; generally 
rigid and formulaic; not 
much detail regarding 
the role of the public. 

Contact: 

resources: 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/hhsa/programs/bhs/documents/
BehavioralHealthServicesfinalrecoveryPlanappendices.pdf 

recovery Strategy for 
Greater Christchurch

Comprehensive 
recovery strategy for 
greater Christchurch 
following 2010 and 
2011 earthquakes

Graphically appealing; 
carries statutory 
effect; talks in terms 
of resilience; doesn't 
focus on returning 
Christchurch to its 
former self.

Strategy was written 
post-disaster; goals and 
implementation points 
are fairly broad.

resources:

http://cdn.cera.govt.nz/sites/cera.govt.nz/files/common/recovery-strategy-for-greater-christchurch.pdf

Christchurch Central 
recovery Plan

Comprehensive 
redevelopment plan for 
central Christchurch 
following 2010 and 
2011 earthquakes, 
focusing heavily 
on urban form and 
“anchor” projects.

Graphically/visually 
appealing; statutory in 
nature, so other plans 
and decision must be 
consistent with it.

though it 
acknowledges all areas 
of recovery it focuses 
rather heavily on 
physical aspects and 
construction projects; 
written post-disaster.

resources: 

http://ccdu.govt.nz/sites/ccdu.govt.nz/files/documents/christchurch-central-recovery-plan.pdf
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Name Description Positive 

Characteristics

Cautions

machizukuri in kobe, 
Japan

Community-based 
planning and response 
efforts following a 1995 
earthquake.

demonstrates 
the informal role 
neighborhood-level 
groups can play in 
fulfilling response/
recovery needs (e.g. 
food, housing, etc.).

the cultural context may 
make it difficult to apply 
recovery principles to 
other locations.

resources:

http://participedia.net/cases/use-machizukuri-after-1995-earthquake-kobe-japan

http://www.efcanet.org/Portals/efCa/efCa%20files/Powerpoint/22-05-04kazuyoshi.ppt

http://www.shinsai.or.jp/hrc-e/publish/lessons_ghe/lghe29.html

http://www.iitk.ac.in/nicee/wcee/article/13_771.pdf

oshansky, Johnson, and topping. rebuilding Communities following disaster: lessons from kobe 
and los angeles. Built environment. 32 (4), 354-374. 

evans. machi-zukuri as a new paradigm in Japanese urban planning: reality or myth? Japan forum. 14 
(3), 443-464.

Charlotte & 
mecklenburg County, 
nC floodplain mapping 
Program

floodplain mapping, 
visioning, problem-
definition, and coalition 
building following 
multiple natural 
disasters (storms) with 
flood impacts.

makes use of multiple 
funding sources; 
provides an example of 
using data and mapping 
technology (incl. 
HaZuS) for recovery 
planning; demonstrates 
how participatory 
planning and data-
driven analysis can work 
hand-in-hand.

not explicitly a recovery 
document; focused on 
largely mitigation; may 
be outdated given that 
much of the activity for 
this project occured 
~10 years ago.

Contact: robertBillings@mecklenburgCountynC.gov 

resources:

ftp://ftp1.co.mecklenburg.nc.us/luesa/stormwater/web_linkto_documents/flood_mitigation/
methodology%20report%20final_rev1_2003.pdf

http://charmeck.org/stormwater/Stormwateragencies/documents/Peers%20Pdf/
contractorsfloodsum.pdf

http://charmeck.org/stormwater/data/documents/meckCofldplnmapStnddocrev1_final.pdf
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fairfax (Virginia) Pre-Disaster Recovery Plan
basic Purpose:•	  Provides a management framework, assigns roles for County agencies and 
departments, and explains the use of a temporary recovery agency, applicable to all hazard types.
Main Elements: •	 (1) Base Pre-disaster recovery Plan that describes the functioning of the 
temporary fairfax County recovery agency and other recovery operations, both within and external 
to County government, (2) Position checklists for use by positions at the top of the recovery 
organization, primarily within the temporary recovery agency, and (3) recovery Support function 
(rSf) annexes for use during an activation.
Notable Characteristics:•	  identifies that the County will establish a “new normal” following a 
disaster; primarily intended for use by those involved directly in recovery operations; fully recognizes 
the national disaster recovery framework.

SuMMARy

the authors of the fairfax County Pre-disaster recovery Plan are clear to point out that the document is 
not a tactical or field manual, nor is it designed to provide standard operating procedures. instead, it is 
a “guide for decision-making, establishing priorities, and identifying roles and responsibilities” – a plan 
focused on strategic and concept-level planning. in general, the intent of the Plan is to provide a “menu 
of potential options” that can be applied to any possible disaster recovery. 

like many standards planning documents, the fairfax County PdrP begins with a set of vision, goal and 
priority statements. 

the Plan’s pre-disaster recovery goals include:

Be prepared and proactive; establish and maintain the County’s leadership role•	
leverage the private and non-profit sectors, using existing relationships•	
Promote legitimacy and credibility•	
focus on fairness•	
Build on existing deliberative plans and asset identification/prioritization•	
ensure sufficient financial reserves•	

Post disaster, the Plan offers a separate set of operational goals for both short- and long-term recovery:

Provide effective command and coordination•	
maximize funding opportunities•	
Communicate effectively•	
Promote mitigation and foster resilient redevelopment and construction•	
maintain and enhance the County’s economic base•	
Sustain social and human services, public safety, and health services•	
Provide and/or ensure quality housing•	
Sustain lifelines and restore infrastructure and public facilities•	

following the goals, the PdrP spells out recovery priorities in order of relative importance. they are 
intended to help guide the creation and implementation of recovery programs, as well as inform the 
allocation of limited resources.  the recovery priorities are:
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address life-safety concerns 1. 

Provide for public safety/security and basic health and essential social and human services needs 2. 

Protect property and maintain basic economic stability 3. 

respect basic liberties, legal protections, and privacy safeguards 4. 

maintain basic standards of fairness, and balance individual rights and community interests 5. 

Support general well-being and address intangible social and personal impacts 6. 

Protect and restore natural and cultural resources 7. 

the main body of the PdrP begins with a “Situation” section that describes the planning context for the 
plan. it contains excerpts from the 2011 fairfax County Hazard mitigation Plan and the 2007 national 
Capital region Hazard identification and risk assessment. in terms of overall risk, fairfax County 
identifies four natural hazards of primary concern: flooding, tornados, high winds, and winter storms/
extreme cold. it further identifies nuclear attacks, naturally occurring pandemic diseases, and biological 
attacks as the man-made disasters with the highest potential for regional consequence. the PdrP is 
clear to reiterate that its purpose is to focus on strategic and organizational recovery from a disaster, 
rather than present a pre-disaster “reconstruction” or “rebuilding” plan, primarily because the most 
significant hazards are geographically unpredictable.

a core element of the PdrP is its description of the shift from response and short-term recovery to 
long-term recovery – a transition that occurs as immediate life safety concerns are contained, the 
situation persists, and the demand for services continues to exceed the capability of government and 
other organizations. in long-term recovery, the emergency operations Center (eoC) used during earlier 
phases is replaced by a temporary County recovery agency (i.e. the County recovery Coordination 
Center) and the eoC Commander is replaced by a recovery Coordinator. at the same time, operational 
authority shifts from the director of emergency management to the County executive. finally, recovery 
staff transition from being part of eSf-14 (a branch within the operations Section) to members of the 
recovery agency. the diagrams on the following page illustrate a typical organizational structure for use 
during long-term recovery. 
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Example of a fully activated Recovery Agency Structure, including all RSF Branches (bottom). From Fairfax County Pre-
Disaster Recovery plan.
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one of the primary roles of the recovery agency is to utilize the recovery action Planning (raP) 
cycle to set and prioritize objectives, ensure resource availability, monitor progress, and execute the its 
mission. the raP consists of seven defined steps:

assess progress on any existing objectives;1. 

Set new objectives and strategies;2. 

determine tactics;3. 

Conduct a planning meeting;4. 

draft, approve and distribute the raP;5. 

Perform operation briefings; and6. 

execute the recovery action Plan7. 

the raP process is the method used to turn recovery planning (led by the Planning Section within the 
recovery agency) into action (implemented by the rSf Branches in the operations Section). the raP 
is a cyclical process that occurs during each operational period, while at the same time a Community 
recovery Plan is being developed (and eventually adopted) to set long-term strategy and policy. the 
raP process “checks in” to ensure that the actions it puts forward are consistent with the vision and 
goals developed for the Community recovery Plan.

overall, the fairfax County PdrP provides a very thorough organizational and process framework for 
addressing recovery, in both the short- and long-term. the plan is also notable for its inclusion of the 
elements contained in the recently completed national disaster recovery framework.  However, clear 
linkages with other existing planning documentation are not clearly documented – for example, how 
relevant comprehensive plans or transportation plans could be specifically affected by elements of the 
PdrP. while its approach is fairly traditional, the fairfax County PdrP is a valuable example of a written 
recovery plan, which at the very least, will form part of any recovery program developed by the City of 
Seattle.
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State of florida: Post Disaster Redevelopment Planning

a guide for florida Communities
basic Purpose:•	  a statewide guide for florida’s communities to develop post-disaster recovery plans 
(PdrP).  one basic tenet of the Guide is to help communities go beyond simple reconstruction 
of pre-disaster conditions, and to create more sustainable and disaster-resilient communities with 
participation from various community stakeholders.
Main Elements:•	  1) an overview of what a PdrP is, current requirements, and basic forms such 
a plan can take, 2) Proven methods for the initial planning process, 3) Suggestions and topics to 
include in PdrPs, and 4) Considerations for implementation and future updates to include in plans.  
the document also includes summaries of six “pilot plans” already underway in florida communities: 
Panama City, Hillsborough County, manatee County, nassau County, Polk County, and Sarasota 
County.
Notable Characteristics:•	  as a state-level document, it facilitates development of disaster recovery 
plans state-wide and encourages locally-appropriate solutions to disaster recovery issues using 
community outreach.  it provides a template that can be easily adapted for other communities in 
florida and describes a range of different approaches to do so.  it is also worth noting that florida’s 
state emergency management program is emaP certified.

Notes on State Requirements for Post-Disaster Redevelopment Planning in florida

in florida, plans that address long-term post-disaster recovery and redevelopment are required for 
coastal communities and encouraged for all other communities.  in addition, any local government with 
jurisdiction over coastal lands must have a coastal management element in its comprehensive plan, 
which is required to have a redevelopment component.  this redevelopment component is further 
subject to state law that includes language specific to long-term redevelopment issues relevant to 
disaster recovery and hazard mitigation.

guidebook background and Purpose

the Guidebook was developed as part of the florida Post-disaster redevelopment Planning initiative 
with funding from the florida division of Community Planning, the florida division of emergency 
management, and the florida department of environmental Protection.  Grants were provided by 
both noaa and fema at the federal level.  the initiative’s purpose is “to develop a planning process 
that will encourage vulnerable communities to undertake the preparation needed to ensure long-term 
sustainability and guide them through pre-disaster planning and post-disaster implementation.”  the 
Guidebook draws upon the plans of the six case post-disaster redevelopment communities mentioned 
above to create its foundation.  the initiative and the creation of the Guidebook were in part a response 
to the 2004-2005 hurricane season that saw 12 named storms make landfall in florida, seven of which 
were major Presidential declarations.  these events highlighted the need for more pre-planning to assist 
local jurisdictions with long-term disaster redevelopment scenarios and to help provide guidance on 
how to become more resilient.

the Guidebook begins by clearly stating what a post-disaster recovery plan is, and why communities 
should have such a plan. a key rationale for development of a PdrP, as stated by the Guidebook, is to 
provide a means for local officials, staff, and community stakeholders to communicate with each other 
and understand the complexity of post-disaster recovery – before a catastrophic event.  it also details 
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some key benefits of post-disaster recovery planning – e.g., faster and more efficient recovery, creating 
opportunities to “build back better”, and maintaining local control over recovery.

Different Approaches to Plan Development

the Guidebook provides five distinct approaches that communities can use as they develop their own 
PdrPs.  these are:

Stand-alone PdrP integrated with other local Plans•	

this is the most favored approach outlined by the Guidebook.  this allows for a stand-alone plan  »
to provide a single reference for guiding action and decision-making, while supported by other 
local plans with policy, regulations, procedures, and specific projects.  the Guide focuses on this 
method as a model.

Post-disaster redevelopment ordinance•	

Such an ordinance can be in addition to a stand-alone plan or a first step in preparing for long-term  »
development after a disaster.  for example, Hillsborough County, florida used such an ordinance 
as the foundation of their plan.

integrate Post-disaster redevelopment issues into the Comprehensive Plan•	

the Guidebook stresses that integration of data, analysis, and policies are critical to guide long- »
term development, but that not all issues in a PdrP are a good fit for comprehensive plans.  

integrate Post-disaster redevelopment issues into the local mitigation Strategy (lmS)•	

the Guidebook stresses that the scope of the PdrP is more comprehensive than the lmS, and  »
there may be limitations with using this strategy alone.

expand the recovery annex of the emergency management Plan to address Post-disaster •	
redevelopment issues

the main disadvantage of creating a PdrP solely through this approach is that most emergency  »
management Plans are operational in nature, and integrating long-term, post-disaster 
redevelopment issues, along with significant public input, may be difficult.

Plan topic Recommendations

the Guidebook acknowledges the relative newness of long-term redevelopment planning and the 
lack of established best-practices for strategies and actions to address major issues. one of the first 
recommendations in this section is to ensure that local stakeholder input shapes the issues and actions 
suggested for inclusion in the plan.

Suggested issues are organized by six topics and are further labeled by three “levels of achievement” 
(minimum, recommended, and advanced), based upon an individual community’s ability to address each 
issue.  the key issues identified as a way to organize a community’s PdrP are: 

land use; 1. 

Housing;2. 

economic redevelopment;3. 

infrastructure and Public facilities;4. 

Health and Social Services; and 5. 

environment 6. 
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minimum levels of achievement are recommended to be undertaken first; recommended levels are 
those that should be addressed either simultaneously with minimum items or during the next planning 
cycle; advanced items (considered best practices) are meant for communities to commence upon after 
a solid foundation has been built for mitigation or recovery planning.  details of PdrP issues and actions 
are included at the end of this section. 

Implementation Considerations

the Guidebook provides a template for implementation during all disaster phases – as a dynamic, 
ongoing process versus an end product.  it also emphasizes the need to provide a flexible framework 
that leaves specific implementation actions to each community’s discretion, based on local 
appropriateness.  an important piece of the dynamic nature of the plan is plan maintenance – providing 
for an update every five years (which could coincide with other planning cycles for efficiency and 
coordination). 

Post-Disaster Decision Making Authority, Organization, Roles

the Guidebook recommends that an organization similar to the stakeholder planning body formed to 
draft the plan take the lead in plan implementation.  most florida PdrP pilot communities used an 
executive committee structure supported by subcommittees with specific roles related to the main 
plan topics – however, this is certainly not the only structure than can be implemented.  the document 
specifies some over-arching roles that the planning body (e.g., a “community recovery team”) should be 
responsible for.  these include:

oversight of post-disaster recovery on behalf of local governing bodies•	
ensuring consistency with the community’s vision (including the comprehensive plan)•	
ensuring accountability, transparency, and equity in the recovery process•	
monitoring progress toward goals and ensuring progress is communicated to the public•	
reviewing damage assessments and evaluating the need to modify/augment post-disaster actions•	
reviewing priorities for action implementation•	
initiating recommendations for actions on emergency ordinances and procedures related to •	
redevelopment
overseeing coordination between different levels of government•	
assigning/re-assigning implementation responsibility for new and adopted actions•	
formulating or modifying sub-committee structures•	
ensuring resources and staffing are provided in a timely manner•	
recommending budget requests and approval of grant agreements for Plan implementation•	

financing

financing is an issue both pre- and post-disaster.  the Guidebook highlights one of the principle 
benefits of having a PdrP as being the ability to maintain local control over the entire redevelopment 
process, including the ability pursue creative financing options.  Beyond the typical funding sources 
obtained through grant processes post-disaster, the Guidebook mentions the potential advantage of 
pursuing alternative financing projects, such as public-private partnerships, that could result in more 
effective community development.  understanding potential waivers of certain criteria or streamlining of 
financing processes is advisable to undertake pre-disaster.
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San Diego (County) operational area Recovery Plan
basic Purpose: •	 establish the County’s recovery organization and communication structure for 
disaster recovery.
Main Elements:•	  a concept of operations (for short- and long-term recovery); roles and 
responsibilities for local, state and federal agencies, as well as the private sector; descriptions for 
specific functional roles (e.g. damage assessment, assistance centers, documentation, etc.).
Notable Characteristics: •	 Part of an emergency management program that is emaP certified; 
closely integrated with the State of California’s program.

the San diego operational area recovery Plan is a component of the larger operational area 
emergency Plan that serves the entire county. in addition to this countywide plan, each jurisdiction must 
develop its own recovery plan or annex using the County’s recovery Plan as a template. 

the recovery goals for the operational area include:

Coordinated gathering and evaluation of damage assessment information•	
accurate estimation of the financial value of losses and recovery costs•	
Quick application for state and federal disaster relief funds•	
timely restoration of community services and infrastructure to pre-disaster condition•	
implementation of cost-effective and practicable mitigation measures.•	

according to the Plan, short-term recovery transitions into long-term recovery at the direction of the 
operational area eoC director. under most circumstances, the transition from short to long-term 
recovery operations will occur within 90 days of the termination of the emergency or close of the 
incident period. in the Plan, short-term recovery is focused on the restoration of shelter, jobs, services 
and facilities. long-term recovery is dedicated to rebuilding safely and wisely, reducing future hazards 
and optimizing community improvements.

overall, the San diego operational area recovery Plan takes a familiar (and perhaps limited) approach 
to recovery planning. while it clearly lays out the structure and interactions that guide recovery efforts, 
it offers only limited content focusing on the long-term vision of San diego County post-recovery. like 
similar documents, the Plan tends to focus on response and near-term recovery without fully exploring 
how long-term recovery should take place or what form it should take. in essence, it is a plan to help 
government reconstruct and restore communities to their original pre-disaster status.
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Christchurch, nZ: Recovery Strategy for greater Christchurch
in response to a series of devastating earthquakes in 2010-2011 in the Christchurch area, the 
new Zealand government passed the Canterbury earthquake recovery act. as part of the act, the 
Canterbury earthquake recovery authority (Cera) was created to coordinate the overall effort of 
recovery. a central component of Cera’s role is the development of the Recovery Strategy for Greater 
Christchurch. the recovery Strategy focuses on helping to identify where more specific recovery 
Plans, documents with the power to alter or replace existing plans, are needed. one of the specific 
recovery Plans called for by the recovery act is the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (reviewed 
after this case study), which addresses the city’s central business district.

basic Purpose:•	  Creates a “shared vision” and the broad government framework for recovery efforts 
in the larger Christchurch region.
Main Elements: •	 Goals for six components: leadership and integration; economic recovery, Social 
recovery, Cultural recovery, Built environment, and natural environment; a broad description of 
recovery phases and their components; and a framework for monitoring recovery progress. 
Notable Characteristics: •	 Government adopted and considered “statutory” in nature – all other 
planning efforts must be consistent with it; covers multiple jurisdictions. 

the recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch provides a definition of recovery, sets principles and 
priorities, and lays out a broad timeline of recovery milestones. it is intended to guide and coordinate 
decisions by government agencies and strategic partners while more detailed programs and plans 
are being developed. By law the recovery Strategy must be used to inform certain other plans and 
strategies in the greater Christchurch area (e.g. city and district plans, transportation plans, etc.). the 
recovery Strategy, as stipulated in the recovery act, always prevails if inconsistencies arise between 
it and other documents.  the relationship between the recovery Strategy and other key strategies, 
policies and plans for greater Christchurch is documented on the following page.

the Canterbury recovery act, which authorized the recovery Strategy, states that recovery is both 
“restoration and enhancement.” as the same time, the Strategy explicitly states that recovery does not 
necessarily mean returning the region to its original condition before the earthquakes.  the emphasis 
on recovery is “building better,” and where opportunities for enhancement exist, they should 1) increase 
resilience and/or functionality, or 2) be cost effective according to life-cycle analysis. 

the recovery Strategy describes three phases: immediate, short-term, and medium- to longer-term.  
the immediate phase, lasting approximately 15 months, is focused on restoring basic utilities, assessing 
and demolishing unsafe structures, and establishing areas for suitable redevelopment. the short-term 
phase, which occupies the following couple of years, includes the resolution of land use decisions, the 
delivery of early “confidence building” projects, and the finalization of recovery plans. medium- to longer-
term recovery (lasting a decade or more) focuses on major construction projects, restoration of cultural 
facilities, and the phase-out of recovery organizations. 

at the heart of the recovery Strategy are six “components”: 

leadership and integration; •	
economic recovery; •	
Social recovery; •	
Cultural recovery; •	
Built environment; and •	
natural environment•	
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under each component is a set of fairly broad “goals.” for example, economic recovery includes 
“facilitating the recovery and development of the Central Business district.” implementation of the 
Strategy and fulfillment of its goals is the responsibility of various government agencies and their 
programs. for example, a government agency might develop an assistance program that focuses on 
Goal 4.4: “restoring historic buildings, where feasible, for the benefit of the community.” 

in addition, the Plan includes nine Guiding Principles: 

work together;•	
take an integrated approach;•	
look to the future;•	
Promote efficiency;•	
use the best available information;•	
Care about each other;•	
innovate;•	
aim for balanced decision-making; and•	
keep it simple•	

for programs where statutory intervention is needed (e.g. approval of significant government funding), 
individual “recovery Plans” are developed. 

finally, to ensure progress toward the goals, the recovery Strategy calls for a system of monitoring. this 
ensures the establishment of baseline information, identification of program targets, and the tracking of 
financial performance.

Source: Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA), Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch
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Christchurch, nZ: Christchurch Central Recovery Plan
basic Purpose: •	 Serves as a sub-component of the central government’s overall recovery plans (via 
a federal act) for the Christchurch region by focusing specifically on the central business district. 
Creates specific work programs that flow from the more general recovery Strategy.
Main Elements:•	  a “Blueprint” framework that defines a new urban form for central Christchurch. 
identifies core urban design principles, redevelopment districts, and “anchor” projects for each district 
to be built in the near- to mid-term.
Notable Characteristics: •	 like the recovery Strategy it is considered “statutory”; identifies specific 
projects to carry out the vision but leaves implementation to various government agencies and private 
sector partners.

the Cer act mandates that an individual recovery Plan be created for the Christchurch central 
business district. like the recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch, the Central recovery Plan is 
considered a “statutory” document. as such, a variety of other documents must remain consistent with 
it, such as the City’s long term Plan and various transportation plans.  

the primary element of the Central recovery Plan is the “Blueprint” – a spatial framework (presented 
in the form of a map) that describes the basic urban form for recovery development, including key 
projects. the Blueprint is based on ten design principles that work to address the challenges faced by 
central Christchurch following the earthquakes. the design principles are: Compress, Contain, Catalyze, 
Support, repair, embrace the river, open Space, Complete, existing value, and attract. the recovery 
Plan presents a central design concept for central Christchurch to create a “greener, more accessible 
city with a compact core and a stronger built identity…a city for all people and cultures, recognizing in 
particular ngai tahu (i.e. South island maori) heritage and places of significance.”

unlike the recovery Strategy, the Central recovery Plan is fairly specific in the details it provides. in 
particular, it is structured around 16 “anchor projects” to be designed and built over a period of five 
years, with each project having a designated lead and likely partners. in general, the Central recovery 
Plan puts forth an approach focused on districts, referred to as precincts. for example, it includes retail, 
innovation, and performing arts precincts. within each precinct, the Plan calls out guiding principles and 
overarching design principles, often described through illustrative maps and drawings showing what 
development may look like. while the recovery Plan includes broad design and land use decisions, it 
is not entirely prescriptive. for example, one specific project calls for construction of a covered stadium 
with seating for up to 35,000 but does not dictate specific tenants or limit the parties that may be 
involved in its development. 

in essence, the role of the Central recovery Plan is to lay out a basic vision and direction in terms of 
design and land use for the city’s core. to achieve implementation, the Central recovery Plan instructs 
the Christchurch City Council to adopt a set of amendments to its district Plan (the legal document that 
regulates land use and urban design in the city). as a statutory document designated by the government 
of new Zealand, the Central recovery Plan has the authority to require such changes. 
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kobe, Japan: the Role of machizukuri after the 1995 kobe earthquake
basic Purpose:•	  in Japan, machizukuri is a method of community participation in government 
sponsored redevelopment created in the 1960’s. the 1995 kobe earthquake provided a case study 
for how it could perform during the rehabilitation of the City, including its ability to create social capital 
– i.e., an informal network that provides for rapid and localized recovery efforts post-disaster.
Main Elements:•	  organized councils that carry out machizukuri, including reviewing government 
redevelopment plans and facilitating neighborhood-level assistance after disasters. 
Notable Characteristics: •	 fulfill a formalized role by way of city ordinance; operate successfully by 
building social capital. 

machizukuri is a term that generally describes district-level community organization and planning in 
Japanese cities. typically, machizukuri is carried out by organized “councils” that usually arise from 
existing neighborhood associations; many of these councils are officially recognized by city ordinance. 
machizukuri is often contrasted with the centrally-coordinated planning and redevelopment common 
during much of Japan’s recent history. in its purest form, machizukuri functions as a bottoms-up 
approach to planning – the city provides paid consultants to local councils who draft their own plans, 
with a fair degree of autonomy, for eventual approval by the local municipality. But as shown in the 
aftermath of a major earthquake in kobe, machizukuri can produce mixed results.

Just three months after the Great Hanshin earthquake devastated the City of kobe in 1995, the local 
government issued plans for land readjustment and redevelopment. in neighborhoods that were 
designated as “official” projects, those requiring the most land readjustment and redevelopment, 
machizukuri councils were required. nonetheless, the public was given just two weeks to review these 
plans and provide comments before implementation commenced (Participedia). as a result, many major 
recovery decisions were made without significant support from the community. in instances where the 
machizukuri councils were included in recovery efforts it was often only to address fairly detailed and 
small-scale issues, such as the design of streets and open space (evans).

in other ways, the machizukuri enjoyed much greater success, notably in the informal roles they played 
during disaster response and recovery. in the Shin-nagata South neighborhood they helped organize 
temporary parking, temporary housing and a local currency to help retailers. the machizukuri in the 
mano community helped with fire and rescue efforts, coordinated food distribution and an outdoor 
community kitchen, and provided nighttime watches for each block. researchers focused on the role 
of machizukuri in Japan have pointed to two key elements that lead to success: 1) the accumulation 
of social capital and 2) leadership. machizukuri councils function at a relatively small-scale in which 
neighbors can interact closely with each other. they also work proactively to keep their communities 
informed with regard to development and recovery activities, often by publishing newsletters. in order 
to exploit this social capital, a leader if often needed to connect the machizukuri council with outside 
organizations and the local government, who in the end, is the ultimate decision-maker.
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Charlotte & mecklenburg County, north Carolina: 

floodplain mapping Program
basic Purpose:•	  a program to manage to urban floodplains and reduce flood-related losses that had 
been occurring on a relatively consistent basis prior to the planning effort.  the program was created 
in part due to lack of federal assistance for past disasters (due to no presidential disaster being 
declared) and a need to create local solutions to reduce flood-related losses.
Main Elements:•	   up-front visioning and problem-definition process with a broad contingent of 
stakeholders; use of dynamic mapping technologies that allowed for matching hazard scenarios with 
future land use planning; a home buyout program for the most seriously threatened structures (and 
creation of new public amenities in place of most structures); Public online mapping tool with data 
that goes beyond fema-produced maps.
Notable Characteristics: •	 Provides an example of a mitigation activity that reduces recovery 
burdens; demonstrates the combination of participatory planning techniques with data analysis to 
create an objective basis for hazard mitigation that could be used to guide future recovery efforts; 
demonstrates the creation of a public amenity (i.e. open space) in conjunction with emergency 
management efforts.

after suffering a number of successive flooding episodes in the late 1990’s, the city and county 
governments in Charlotte, north Carolina set out to develop a new program for identifying and managing 
flood risks. Before 2008, over 2000 structures were located in fema-designated floodplains and 
cumulative damage claims had already exceeded $13 million. the program was designed to replace 
fema-issued flood maps (originally produced in the 1970s) that were significantly out-of-date and did 
not meet the needs of the rapidly developing region.  the fema maps also had an inherent limitation: 
they depicted static, current flood hazard conditions.  the effort undertaken through the mapping 
program provided a means to match future land uses with a number of disaster scenarios.  the effort 
was estimated to cost roughly $1.4 million, with costs split between the County and the state/federal 
governments.

the effort began with a visioning process that engaged a wide breadth of stakeholders to understand 
the problem and set a course for a solution.  the process resulted in the identification of six strategies 
for incorporating hazard mitigation into community recovery.  a key theme was the use of reliable, 
objective data to map hazards and identify future land use planning strategies.

the re-mapping program provided the City of Charlotte and mecklenburg County with accurate and 
updated information to pursue flood-related mitigation activities. along the upper little Sugar Creek, 
one of the most threatened floodplains in Charlotte, $28 million in federal funding, $2 million in state 
funding, and $18 million in local storm water funding was used to purchase 180 buildings, consisting 
mostly of single-family homes. the program removed threatened structures and created around 100 
acres of new publicly-deeded open space along the river. in total, the mecklenburg County floodplain 
Buyout/acquisition Program has been used to purchase around 250 homes and 400 apartment units.

another component of the effort is a new dynamic flood-mapping tool provided by Charlotte-
mecklenburg Storm water Services (http://mapserver.mecklenburgcountync.gov/3dfz/). this online 
mapping tool is designed to provide more than just the standard fema flood maps used for insurance 
purposes. it allows homeowners to see a dynamic view of the water depths likely to result from flooding 
of various intensities, ranging from a minor 2-year flood to a potentially catastrophic 500-year flood. the 
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functionality of the tool will eventually be expanded to help homeowners not only identify their risk, but 
also ways to reduce it.

although the Charlotte/mecklenburg County area faces a different set of hazards than the Puget Sound 
region, the process offers a good example of how to plan for post-disaster recovery by mitigating future 
consequences through informed land use planning.  a key take-away from the Charlotte/mecklenburg 
County floodplain mapping program was its use of technology and data to create an objective view 
of hazard vulnerability aligned with future land uses.  this, along with the early community/stakeholder 
involvement allowed the community to produce alternatives that were fact-based and aligned with the 
priorities of the stakeholders.   
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Summary
the recovery planning efforts reviewed in this section illustrate the fact that recovery planning takes 
a wide variety of forms, dependent on a range of factors including the type of anticipated hazards, 
historical precedent, political support, funding sources, and jurisdictional goals – among many others. 
this is especially true when comparing pre- and post-disaster recovery plans. Jurisdictions that have 
already experienced a disaster, such as Christchurch, tend to focus strongly on the built environment 
and expediting construction for rebuilding efforts. By comparison, jurisdictions like the State of florida 
offer fairly broad recovery frameworks intended to serve as a flexible guide built on best practices that 
can be adapted by communities as appropriate for local conditions.

together, the recovery planning efforts described herein represent a relatively small set of precedents in 
the u.S. and internationally that can be compared to the type of comprehensive and visionary recovery 
planning effort that the City of Seattle desires to undertake. in general, pre-disaster recovery planning 
tends to manifest as a more operations-oriented system of recovery management (e.g. based on nimS) 
that incorporates traditional programs (e.g. government administered assistance). though several of the 
planning documents reviewed here fully explain the relationships and agency roles important to recovery, 
other aspects that could contribute to a more comprehensive post-disaster recovery approach could be 
further developed (e.g. future land use planning or neighborhood-level capacity building). these plans 
and planning frameworks are valuable as guides as the City of Seattle undertakes a recovery planning 
effort that considers the full breadth of planning issues necessary in the wake of a major disaster. 

of the recovery plans and related documentation reviewed here, those from Christchurch and fairfax 
County offer a fairly comprehensive recovery approach that includes both the vision (e.g. Christchurch) 
and the operational planning (e.g. fairfax County) that are essential to recovery planning – and will likely 
be the most useful for comparison purposes.  from a structural and overall guidance standpoint, the 
State of florida’s recovery planning guide is an excellent resource that draws upon best practices and 
lessons learned from several post-disaster recovery plans developed in florida communities.  it would 
be useful to also review the recovery planning efforts undertaken in those communities to gain a further 
understanding of how the State’s Guidebook was implemented in practice. 
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