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Executive Summary

Purpose
The Champaign County Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) is intended to meet the planning

requirements established in Section 104 of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (42 USC 5165)
and 44 CFR Part 201. The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000) encourages planning
for disasters before they occur. DMA 2000 is administered by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA). An approved local mitigation plan that addresses the specific
natural hazard threats to local jurisdictions makes jurisdictions eligible to apply for mitigation

funding through these FEMA programs:

« Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program
+ Hazard Mitigation Grant Program
» Flood Mitigation Assistance

Scope
The Champaign County Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan identifies local hazard mitigation goals

and objectives, and specific hazard mitigation actions to implement over the long term that will
result in reduction in risk and potential for future losses associated with the occurrence of

natural hazards.

The plan was developed to be useful to each participating jurisdiction. The Plan can be used to
facilitate an increased awareness of potential natural hazards and a better understanding of

potential losses from natural hazard events.

The development and ultimate adoption of the Plan by each jurisdiction identifies and prioritizes
mitigation actions that can occur in each jurisdiction, in advance, to reduce or eliminate long-
term risk to life and property from potential natural hazard events.

Planning Process
The HMP development process included four major stages, with opportunities for public.

participation throughout: 1) organizing resources; 2) assessing risks; 3) developing the
mitigation plan; and 4) implementing the plan and monitoring progress.

Each of the 24 municipal jurisdictions located wholly or partially within the County agreed to
participate in development of a multi-jurisdictional HMP. The major higher education institutions
in the County (University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign and Parkland College) also agreed to
participate in developing the HMP. In total 27 jurisdictions, inciuding the County, participated in

developing the HMP.

A ‘combination’ approach was used to represent all participating jurisdictions on the HMP
Planning Team. This approach allowed for the direct representation of the seven largest
populated jurisdictions and two higher education institutions on the Planning Team, and for the
authorized representation of the 19 smaller municipalities on the Planning Team. The
combination approach allowed for the direct representation on the Planning Team of
approximately 90 percent of the population of all participating jurisdictions.

A broad-based HMP Advisory Group was recruited to support the Planning Team in their review
of the draft HMP document and to provide their additional input at key stages during the project.
Advisory Group members recruited during the Organization Stage included representatives of
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each school district in Champaign County, key area-wide public and private service providers,
and selected government agency representatives.

Public Participation
Ongoing opportunities for public input were an essential component of the HMP development

process. Efforts to inform the public and to allow for their effective participation in HMP
decision-making included: initial publicizing of the HMP to representatives of all municipalities in
the County; establishment of an interactive HMP website; public notice of Planning Team
meetings; information displays and press releases about HMP development; conducting a

public preference survey; and holding a public meeting.

Hazards Profiles
Based on the lllinois Natural Hazards Mitigation Plan natural hazard ratings for Champaign

County, the Planning Team selected the following natural hazards to profile for the HMP
planning area:

= Severe Storms (including: tornados, damaging lightening, and hail)
» Severe Winter Storms

* Floods

* Extreme Heat

* Drought

= Earthquakes

All jurisdictions in the HMP planning area are at risk for all of the natural hazards profiled in the
HMP, except for one type of flooding, commonly referred to as ‘riverine flooding’ or ‘overbank
flooding’, which is flooding that occurs when the waters rise above the normal water line and
overflow the banks of a river, stream, or channel. The jurisdictions of Allerton, Broadlands,
Gifford, Homer, Longview, Ludlow, Ogden, Pesotum, Philo, Savoy, Thomasboro and Tolono do
not contain land that is within the 100-year flood plain. There is very little chance that normally
dry areas within those jurisdictions will become inundated with water from riverine flooding that
results in significant damage. However, these jurisdictions may experience less damaging
flooding phenomena such as ponding or flash floods.

Assessing Vulnerability to Natural Hazards
The data coliection and analysis methods used to assess the vulnerability of HMP planning area

jurisdictions to the profiled natural hazards included:

= Inventorying categories of property that could potentially be damaged,
= Determining average cost per square foot and the replacement cost for potentially damaged

structures;
» Considering potential damage caused by each type of hazard including a general description

of the economic impacts; and
» Ranking the vulnerability to each threat by jurisdiction.

HAZUS software was used to assess HMP planning area vulnerability to earthquake and flood
hazards (specifically, riverine flood hazard). Specific hazard event scenarios were analyzed
with HAZUS to provide a more detailed vulnerability assessment. Additional information
regarding the procedures followed in assessing vulnerability with HAZUS software for the
riverine flood and earthquake hazards are available in Appendix 3.
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The ranking of six natural hazards based on the vulnerability assessments for each hazard is
indicated in the following table:

Ranking of Hazards Based on Vulnerability Assessment

Natural
Hazard

Hazard
Rank

Annual
Probability

Property
& Crop
Damage

Safety
Hazard

Critical
Facility

Vulnerability

Potential
Economic
Disruption

Jurisdictions
Affected

Severe
Storm

81%
47% Tornado
62% Hail

7% Damaging
Lightning

Moderate

High

High

Medium

All

Flood

67%

Major

Medium

Medium

Medium

By Riverine

Floods:

* Unincorporated
Champaign
County

* Bondville

* Champaign

= Fisher

* Foosland

= [vesdale

= Mahomet

* Rantoul

* Royal,

« Sadorus

= Sidney

= St. Joseph

= Urbana

* Parkland
College

« UIUC

By Ponding
and Flash
Floods:

All

Severe Winter
Storm

87%

Minor

High

Medium

Medium

Al

Extreme
Heat

Minor

High

Low

Low

All

Drought

Moderate

Low

Low

Medium

All

Earthquake

Minor

Low

Low

Low

All
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+ Severe storms, which include tornados, hail, and lightning, are the highest ranking natural
hazard threat of the HMP. The large probability of severe storms, along with the potential
threat to not only property, but the health and safety of the jurisdictions’ citizens, make severe
storms dangerous. The damage that occurs in a large severe storm tends to be more localized
than a large flooding event, though tornados can damage property and cause injury across a

large area.

Flooding is the second highest ranking threat of the HMP. Although not all jurisdictions are
threatened by riverine flooding, the frequency, high potential damage to property, and wide
damage area of a flooding event make it a hazard which is likely to cause widespread,

significant damage.

Severe winter storms are the third ranking threat of the HMP. Severe winter storms can
pose safety risks, particular associated with vehicular travel, because of the reduced
visibility, and the slippery road conditions that they cause. Severe winterstorms not only
have the capability of making travel dangerous, but can disrupt transportation altogether if
roads become impassable. Ice storms can cause property damage and interruption of

power service.

« Extreme heat is the fourth ranking threat of the HMP. Extreme heat is not usually
associated with property damage, but poses serious health risks, especially to vulnerable
populations. An extreme heat event is likely to affect the whole County, putting many

people at a health risk.

Drought is the fifth ranked hazard of the HMP. Droughts do threaten crops in the county.
However, drought is ranked on the lower end of the hazards because it does not pose a
significant threat to structures or critical facilities, nor does it pose a health and safety

hazard.

« Earthquake is ranked last in the HMP. The lack of historical damage caused by
earthquakes in Champaign County, and the modest damage that is predicted by the HAZUS
model suggest that earthquakes are the hazard that are least likely to impact the HMP

planning area.

The following key contains a description of categories used to rate overall vuinerability to natural
hazards for each jurisdiction:

Key na | Nota hazard to the jurisdiction

Low Risk - little damage potential (e.g., minor damage to less than 5% of the

jurisdiction)

M Medium Risk - moderate damage potential (e.g., causing partial damage to
5-10% of the jurisdiction; infrequent occurrence.

H Significant Risk - major damage potential (.g., dastmcﬂve. damagetomcreﬂwan
" | 10% of the jurisdiction; reguler occurrence.) ,

L

Using the above Key, a summary of vulnerability to natural hazards by jurisdiction is provided in
the table below:
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Summary of Vulnerability to Natural Hazards by Jurisdiction

Profiled Severe
Natural Hazards: » Storms
includes Seyere Riverine Flash Extreme
Toma.dos, Winter Floods Flood§ O Heat Drought | Earthquake
Hail Storms Pondin
Jurisdictions: ’ g
v D.amag.mg
Lightning
Village of Allerton H H na M L
Village of Bondville H H M M L
Village of Broadlands H H na M
omerermedd [ [ w [0 w0
City of Champaign H H M L M L L
Village of Fisher H H M L M L L
Village of Foosland H H M L M L L
Village of Gifford H H na L M L L
Village of Homer H H na L M L L
Village of Ivesdale H H M L M L L
Village of Longview H H na L M L L
Village of Ludlow H H na L M L L
Village of Mahomet| H H M I M L L
Village of Ogden H H na L M L L
Village of Pesotum H H na L M L L
Village of Philo H H na L M L L
Village of Rantoul H H M L M L L
Village of Royal] - H - H M L M L L
Village of Sadorus H H M L M L L
Village of Savoy,  H H na L M L L
Village of Sidney H H M L M L L
Village of St. Joseph|  H H M L M L L
Village of Thomasboro| H H na L M L L
Village of Tolono|  H H M L M L L
Cityof Urbana] H H M L M L L
e I B
Parkland College] H - H na L M L L

08/01/2009

Executive Summary - 5

28



Attachment B

b Executive Summary

e o

Developing Mitigation Strategy
Planning Team Members identified four goals that broadly describe the long-term ideals and

intentions of the HMP and objectives for each goal, consistent with those of the current State of
Illinois Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan and the adopted City of Urbana Hazard Mitigation Plan.

The HMP goals and accompanying objectives follow:

Goal 1. Minimize avoidable deaths and injuries due to natural hazards.
Objectives  1-a Educate population regarding methods of protecting self and property from
natural hazard impacts
1-b Establish adequate warning systems.
1-c  Protect critical facilities and services from impacts of natural hazards.
1-d Arrange for provision of storm shelters and cooling centers for population.

Goal 2. Protect existing and new infrastructure from impacts of natural hazards.
Objectives  2-a Monitor condition of infrastructure for needed maintenance.
2-b Ensure that water is available in the event of a drought.

Goal 3. Include natural hazard mitigation in local government plans and regulations.
Objectives  3-a Improve the information base regarding vulnerability to impacts of natural

hazards.
3-b Review local programs and ordinances to determine how they can better

address the impacts of natural hazards.

Goal 4. Coordinate natural hazard mitigation efforts of participating jurisdictions.
Objective  4-a Update the muiti-jurisdictional HMP every five years.

Specific Mitigation Actions For Each Hazard Planning Team members and HMP project
staff reviewed a comprehensive range of specific mitigation actions for each hazard for each
jurisdiction by reviewing groups of mitigation actions as identified by FEMA:

= preventive

property protection

natural resource protection
structural projects

public education and awareness

Mitigation Action Preference Survey The Champaign County HMP Mitigation Measures
Survey was designed to gather public input about potential hazard mitigation actions. The
survey was placed online at the HMP website (www.ccrpc.org/HMP) and paper copies of the
survey were provided to the primary contact of each participating jurisdiction. The Survey was
available online over an eight-week period, November 24, 2008 through January 16, 2009.

The survey contained 40 questions. Participants were asked to indicate whether they “strongly
agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” or “strongly disagree” with a series of natural hazard mitigation
actions. Fifty-seven responses to the survey were received. Respondents most preferred
implementing public awareness and public education mitigation actions; actions to protect
critical facilities; and adopting building codes to require safe rooms and other standards to

strengthen structures to be wind resistant.
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Mitigation Action Prioritization Method Planning Team members agreed to a prioritizing
method that involved a 3-step analysis of each mitigation action. Each mitigation action was
scored using the 3-step method, with each step yielding up to 14 points each. The maximum
total score for any one mitigation action could be 42.

STEP 1. The first analysis is one that assesses an ‘action scope’ for the mitigation action.
Up to 14 points were allocated based on which category fits the subject mitigation action.
Members determined which level each mitigation action fit into to: Level 1, Level 2, or
Level 3. Next, if the mitigation action was determined to be a Level 1 or a Level 2 action,
points were assigned based on Planning Team members’ expertise and judgment as to
the effectiveness of the mitigation action. Because Level 3 actions permanently
eliminate or reduce property damages, injuries, or deaths in a specific area, Level 3
actions were assigned the highest amount of 14 points automatically.

A description of the ‘action scope’ levels and the points to be assigned to each ‘action
scope’ level follows:

Level 1 Actions Potential Score: 1 to 14 points
» Eliminate or reduce property damages, injuries and deaths from less significant

natural hazards; or
» Educate the public on disaster preparedness and mitigation related to the less

significant natural hazards (e.g., drought, or earthquake)

Level 2 Actions Potential Score: 8 to 14 points
= Reduce property damages in a specific area; or
= Have the potential to reduce property damages, injuries and deaths across a wide

area; or
= Educate the public on disaster preparedness and mitigation

Level 3 Actions Score: 14 points
* Permanently eliminate property damages and/or eliminate or reduce injuries and

deaths in a specific area; or
= Have a high probability to systematically reduce property damages, injuries and

deaths across a wide area.

STEP 2 Cost Effectiveness Rating Potential Score: 1 to 14 points
Members ranked each mitigation action qualitatively and subjectively, based on
perceived cost-effectiveness of the mitigation action. In rating ‘cost-effectiveness’, a
score of 14 points was possible, with lower scores denoting less cost-effectiveness and

higher scores denoting greater cost-effectiveness.

STEP 3 Feasibility Rating: Potential Score: 1 to 14 points
Each action was assessed along 14 dimensions using a portion of FEMA's STAPLEE
framework. If the action was generally positive in a certain dimension, it was given a

point. The total points available for feasibility range from 1 to 14.

Total Score A total score was assigned to each mitigation action based on the 3-step
prioritization process described above.

Total Score: 0-27 = Priority 3
28-35 = Priority 2
36-42 = Priority 1
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Mitigation actions receiving the highest scores were rated as a Priority 1; those receiving mid-
range scores were rated as a Priority 2; and mitigation actions receiving the lowest range of

scores were rated as Priority 3.

Hazard Mitigation Actions Prioritized by Jurisdiction  Chapter 6 includes a table that lists
hazard mitigation actions, as prioritized, for each participating jurisdiction. Included for each
mitigation action is information about the party responsible for implementing the mitigation
action, funding source, and a suggested timeframe for implementation.

Monitoring, Evaluating, and Updating the Plan
To remain eligible for mitigation project funding opportunities, a FEMA requirement is that the

Champaign County HMP be reviewed and revised as necessary to reflect changes in
development, progress in mitigation efforts, and changes in its priorities, and resubmitted for

FEMA approval every five years.

Chapter 7 describes the HMP maintenance procedure. The Planning Team recommends that
the HMP be reviewed on an annual basis beginning one year after FEMA acceptance. The
annual review will facilitate a means of tracking and recording progress of participating
jurisdictions toward implementation of mitigation efforts, and allow an opportunity for Planning
Team members to evaluate opportunities to better coordinate mitigation actions across
participating jurisdictions. The annual review schedule will enable an easier, more efficient five-

year update.

Ongoing opportunities for public participation will remain an essential component of the HMP
maintenance process. Efforts to inform the public and allow for public input as the HMP is
reviewed and updated will include: continuation of the HMP website; public notice of future
Planning Team meetings; release of public service announcements and press releases,; and
holding a public meeting prior to the end of the five-year HMP update cycle to review updated
information, modifications, and proposed mitigation actions at that time.
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