
MINUTES 
Nevada Hazard Mitigation Planning Committee PLANNING SUBCOMMITTEE  

Monday, July 28, 2008, 1:30 pm  
Division of Emergency Management Executive Conference Room  
2478 Fairview Drive Carson City, NV  
 
Attendees: Jim Walker, Sam Jackson, Craig Marshall, Rick Diebold, Rob Martinez, 
Casey KC, and (by teleconference phone) Juliette Hayes. 
 
Chairman, Jim Walker welcomed attendees and introductions were made. 
 
The April 28 minutes were distributed for review, were read and approved. 
 
Under New Business, Jim initiated review of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan’s Section 2 
on the Planning Process but discussion was temporarily postponed until copies could be 
made for some members. 
 
The Subcommittee moved on to discuss Carson City’s Hazard Mitigation Plan which 
expires November 22, 2010.  Elizabeth will be working with Stacy Giomi to apply for 
grant funding through DEM to develop an updated Hazard Mitigation Plan for Carson 
City.  
 
Douglas County’s updated Hazard Mitigation Plan has been submitted and reviewed. 
The Subcommittee moved, seconded, and passed a motion to integrate it into the State 
Hazard Mitigation Plan.  
 
After giving the Subcommittee members time to read copies of Section 2 of the State 
Hazard Mitigation Plan on the Planning Process, Jim initiated discussion of the section.  
The need for more work on “Risk Assessment” was discussed.   It was suggested that 
each Subcommittee member address possible edits on risk assessment in his or her 
field of expertise. It was agreed that all NHMP Subcommittee members will get review 
comments on Section 2 back to Elizabeth by the end of September 2008.  
 
The Sections of the NHMP needing the most revision for the next deadline are Sections 
2,3 and 4.  
Rob asked if we will be doing a new ranking analysis for the revision and he asked if it 
will change the Crosswalk.  
 
Juliette responded on FEMA’s behalf that no, the Crosswalk has not changed and 
probably will not change, and that FEMA will focus more on implementation of NHMP 
plans over time.   
 
Jim reported from Elizabeth that NDEM is trying to combine several regional mitigation 
plans into one plan for what we will do as a state.  The Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) 
Program was discussed – it will be combined with other plans as we want to meet all 
FEMA requirements. 
 
Juliette gave a recap of SRL and as an example, said that for the past year, flood 
mitigation plans at the local level are being integrated into a single unified state flood 
mitigation plan.  She said there are also new grant programs to help. FEMA really just 
wants to identify Severe Repetitive Loss properties. The reason for this is to give 
communities a 90/10 cost share instead of the current 75/25. She recommended that we 
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include in the next NHMP revision a statement of how we would address this in the 
future so we will be eligible for the 90/10 cost-share.  
Juliette said she would get us a clearer definition of SRL properties. 
 
Jim said Elizabeth will send out e-mail reminders to Subcommittee members to get 
Secion 2 comments in by the end of September.  
 
  The Subcommittee moved on to a discussion of increased participation by other 
agencies, specifically businesses and PNPs (Public Non-Profits) 
Subcommittee members were asked to brainstorm on methods to create more public 
involvement. 
KC stated the need for a clear statement of what it is we are requesting for these 
entities. One example suggested as an effective forum at which to get a message out 
would be The Wildland Urban Interface meeting on Sept. 25-26.  
It was suggested that we need to identify what PNPs we want to reach out to in each 
area and HOW we want them to interact with us t avoid just a free-for-all.  
We need to take pieces of the plan that are pertinent to the interests each PNP such as 
NESC, NV Mining Association, Red Cross, fire people, water people, etc. and approach 
them with specific needs for input. 
It was mentioned that it would be useless to ask these representatives to attend our 
subcommittee meetings. 
In order to get them to participate effectively, we need to tell them what the benefit to 
them will be.  
We also need to document what we individual subcommittee members already do to 
liaison with PNPs and other agencies as part of or regular business.  
In summary, we need to be more specific in identifying PNPs and benefits to public 
entities of specific sections of the NHMP. 
Rick suggested that we need a rewrite on the paragraph in the crosswalk element that 
deals with this.  Juliette explained that all first round plans had the same issue because 
no one was sure what kind of input was desired. We need to identify specific elements of 
the plan that would benefit from public participation and then target just those groups 
that could contribute to those elements. Jim suggested that each committee member 
come up with a list of target areas and specific plan elements and how they would 
benefit. 
 
Discussion moved to brainstorming how to increase public involvement. We are trying to 
get Public Information Officers Dan Burns (NDOT) and Bob Conrad (NDEM) involved in 
this. It was noted that NESC already goes into schools and we should document that, 
but it was noted that this NESC work is outreach, not public involvement in the planning 
process. Craig asked if it was possible to document one-on-one contact with PNPs. Rick 
described an effective program in Las Vegas where each city councilman appointed two 
people to the mitigation board and they were all taken on a field trip to specific sites 
around the city to see first-hand what the issues were (e.g. faults, detention basins, 
water treatment plant) – then taken back to work on mitigation plans. This is a plan that 
could work in some areas. 
 
It was emphasized that we need to encourage the local plans to involve community & 
PNPs in the planning process  - it is not so effective at the  state level, since  people are 
less interested in state-wide plans than in specific local plans that  affect them. 
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Juliette stated that FEMA wants the state to get more into long-range land use planning; 
the general committee response was that this will not be happening soon. Juliette 
recapped that overall the NHMP crosswalk requirements were all met really well. It was 
mentioned that only 4 of the tribal council plans are in and more work needs to be done 
on that.  
   
Jim moved on to a discussion of OLD BUSINESS. 
 
The integration of Elko County’s plan is still pending, DEM is working on it. 
 
Washoe County has an approved plan and has hired a consultant to work on a new one, 
using a regional approach. The new one will not be done in time for us to incorporate it  
into the next State plan. 
  
Clark County Has applied for grant to develop its plan and is waiting for release of funds.  
  
Severe Repetitive Loss requirements were discussed in New Business. 
 
Jim reported that we are working with Wayne Carlson to develop a database listing of all 
Unreinforced Masonry Buildings (URMs) both public and some private. 
DEM is working with Rick and Stacey to clarify and add positive language in response to 
FEMA’s crosswalk recommendations.  
Rob asked about involvement of the State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) and 
Jim responded that Elizabeth is working on it.  
 
The Public Comment Period was opened, but there was no public comment. 
 
Proposed future meetings were announced on the last Monday of the month at 1:30 pm 
at the offices of Nevada Division of Emergency Management in Carson City on the 
following dates: 
.  
October 27, 2008  
.  
January 26, 2009  
 .  
The meeting was adjourned. 


