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Hazard Mitigation Planning Goals  

During the Kickoff Meeting, the Planning Committee reviewed the hazard mitigation planning 

goals from the previously adopted plan. The consultant recommended that all jurisdictions use 

the same planning goals for the update to the plan for more consistency across the planning 

area. The committee members agreed but also left open the option of a jurisdiction revisiting the 

goals during their local planning meeting if desired. The consultant provided an example set of 

goals, which is very similar to the goals in place for many of the jurisdictions, to use as a starting 

place for adopting new goals. The jurisdictions accepted the examples provided with ñ(or 

students)ò included goal 1 and goal 4. 

Hazard Mitigation Goals Update  

1. Protect the health and safety of residents (or students), visitors, staff, and emergency 
personnel (paid or volunteer) during and after hazard events. 

2. Minimize losses to existing and future structures in hazard areas. Critical facilities are 
priority structures. 

3. Maintain local services and infrastructure in order to reduce community, economic, 
and environmental disruption during and after hazard events. 

4. Educate residents (or students) and visitors about hazards and the resources 
available. 

5. Use public funds in a cost effective and fair manner. 
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Hazard Risk Assessment 

To determine the extent a mitigation strategy should focus on hazards, the full set of hazards 

that can potentially affect Linn County were prioritized using the criteria in the 2013 Iowa Hazard 

Mitigation Plan. The assessment is based on hazard probability, magnitude, severity, warning 

time, and duration. Each element of assessment is detailed in Tables 1ï4. In the hazard 

profiles, each element of the assessment is discussed in the context of Linn County. 

Probability reflects the likelihood of the hazard occurring again in the future, considering both 

the hazardôs historical occurrence and the projected likelihood of the hazard occurring in any 

given year. This factor was weighted 0.45 in the assessment. See scoring criteria in Table 1. 

Table 1: Probability Scoring Criteria 

Score Description 

1 Unlikely Less than 10% probability in any given year, history of events is less than 
10%, or event is unlikely but there is a possibility of occurrence 

2 Occasional Greater than 10% up to 19% probability in any given year, history of 
events is greater than 10% up to 19%, or the event could possibly occur 

3 Likely Greater than 19% up to 33% probability in any given year, history of 
events is greater than 20% up to 33%, or the event is likely to occur 

4 Highly 
Likely 

More than 33% probability in any given year, history of events is greater 
than 33% likely, or the event is highly likely to occur 

The magnitude and severity of the impacts of a hazard event is related directly to the extent that 

a hazard affects the community. It is measured using technical measures specific to the hazard, 

which are ideally determined with standard scientific scales. This is also a function of when the 

event occurs, year-round or seasonal, the location affected, the resilience of the community, 

and the effectiveness of emergency response and disaster recovery efforts. The factor was 

weighted 0.30 in the assessment. See scoring criteria in Table 2. 

Table 2: Magnitude/Severity Scoring Criteria 

Score Description 

1 Negligible Less than 10% of property severely damaged, shutdown of facilities and 
services for less than 24 hours, and/or injuries/illnesses treatable with 
first aid 

2 Limited Greater than 10% up to 25% of property severely damaged, shutdown of 
facilities and services for more than a week, and/or injuries/illnesses that 
do not result in permanent disability 

3 Critical Greater than 25% up to 50% of property severely damaged, shutdown of 
facilities and services for at least 2 weeks, disruption to food system 
networks, and/or injuries/illnesses that result in permanent disability,  

4 Catastrophic More than 50% of property severely damaged, shutdown of facilities and 
services for more than 30 days, collapse of food system networks, 
multiple deaths 
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Warning time or the speed of onset is the amount of warning time available before a hazard 

occurs. The average rather than shortest or longest warning time is considered in the hazard 

assessment. For many natural hazards, there is a considerable amount of warning time as 

opposed to the human caused hazards that occur instantaneously or without any significant 

warning time. This factor was weighted 0.15 in the assessment. See scoring criteria in Table 3. 

Table 3: Warning Time Scoring Criteria 

Score Description 

1 More than 24 hours warning time 

2 More than 12 up to 24 hours warning time 

3 6 to 12 hours warning time 

4 Minimal or no warning (less than 6 hours 
warning) 

Duration is the typical amount of time that the community is impacted by a hazard. As an 

example, a snowstorm will likely last several hours, whereas a lightning strike would last less 

than a second. This factor was weighted 0.10 in the assessment. See scoring criteria in Table 4. 

Table 4: Duration Scoring Criteria 

Score Description 

1 Less than 6 hours 

2 Less than 1 day 

3 Less than 1 week 

4 More than 1 week 

With the weight value applied to each factor, the sum of the assessment criteria is used to 

determine the priority level of each hazard. The priority level determines how much focus is 

given to the hazard in the overall mitigation strategy. See Table 5 for the description of each 

priority level. The priority level determined for each hazard may not completely reflect the 

description of each level. The priority level that most accurately fits a hazard is applied, or due 

to local conditions and/or the planning committee, priority level may be adjusted. 

Table 5: Hazard Priority Level 

Hazard 
Priority 

Description 

1 High Risk assessment score is high relative to other hazards; hazards may have 
occurred recently with severe impacts and long-term recovery; the hazard is 
generally a high priority in the community; the planning committee will identify 
potential mitigation projects 

2 Medium Risk assessment score is mid-range relative to other hazards; mitigation actions 
for hazards may already be complete or in progress; the hazard is generally a 
medium priority in the community; the planning committee will identify potential 
mitigation projects that may also address other hazards 

3 Low Risk assessment score is low relative to other hazards; mitigation actions for 
hazards may already be complete; the hazard is generally a low priority in the 
community; the planning committee may discuss potential mitigation projects 
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The multi-jurisdictional hazard risk assessment results for Linn County are included in Table 6. The assessment was used by each 

participating jurisdiction as a base for their specific hazard risk assessment. 

Table 6: Linn County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Analysis and Risk Assessment 

Hazard Type Probability .45 Magnitude and Severity .30 Warning Time .15 Duration .10 Total Priority 

Level 

Animal, Plant, Crop Disease Natural 2 .90 2 .60 4 .60 4 .40 2.50 2 

Drought Natural 3 1.35 2 .60 1 .15 4 .40 2.50 2 

Earthquake Natural 1 .45 1 .30 4 .60 1 .10 1.45 3 

Expansive Soils Natural 1 .45 1 .30 1 .15 1 .10 1.00 3 

Extreme Heat Natural 3 1.35 2 .60 1 .15 4 .40 2.50 1 

Flash Flood Natural 4 1.80 2 .60 3 .45 1 .10 2.95 1 

Grass and Wild Land Fire Natural 3 1.35 1 .30 1 .15 1 .10 1.90 2 

Hazardous Materials Incident Technological 2 .90 1 .30 4 .60 4 .40 2.20 2 

Human Disease Natural 1 .45 2 .60 2 .30 4 .40 1.75 3 

Infrastructure Failure Technological 3 1.35 2 .60 4 .60 4 .40 2.95 1 

Landslide Natural 1 .45 1 .30 2 .30 1 .10 1.15 3 

Levee and Dam Failure Technological 2 .90 1 .30 4 .60 1 .10 1.90 3 

Radiological Incident Technological 1 .45 1 .30 4 .60 4 .40 1.75 3 

River Flood Natural 4 1.80 2 .60 1 .15 4 .40 2.95 1 

Severe Winter Storm Natural 4 1.80 2 .30 1 .45 3 .30 2.85 1 

Sinkholes Natural 1 .45 1 .30 2 .30 1 .10 1.15 3 

Terrorism Human 

Caused 

1 .45 2 .60 4 .60 2 .20 1.85 3 

Thunderstorm, Lightning and Hail Natural 4 1.80 2 .60 2 .30 2 .20 2.90 1 

Tornado and Windstorm Natural 4 1.80 2 .60 3 .45 2 .20 3.05 1 

Transportation Incident Technological 2 .90 1 .30 4 .60 2 .20 2.00 2 
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Hazard Prioritization  

Table 7: Bertram Hazard Prioritization 

Hazard Type Current Priority Level Priority Level Update 

Animal, Plant, Crop Disease Natural 2  

Drought Natural 1  

Earthquake Natural 3  

Expansive Soils Natural 3  

Extreme Heat Natural 1  

Flash Flood Natural 1  

Grass and Wild Land Fire Natural 2  

Hazardous Materials Incident Technological 1  

Human Disease Natural 3  

Infrastructure Failure Technological 1  

Landslide Natural 3  

Levee and Dam Failure Technological Excluded  

Radiological Incident Technological 3  

River Flood Natural 1  

Severe Winter Storm Natural 1  

Sinkholes Natural 3  

Terrorism Human Caused 3  

Thunderstorm, Lightning and Hail Natural 1  

Tornado and Windstorm Natural 1  

Transportation Incident Technological 2  
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Map 1: Bertram Area Flood Zones 
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Map 2: Bertram Area Steep Slopes 

  



8 | P a g e  

Map 3: Bertram Area Potential Karst Soil 

  


