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Abstract. 

Supporting calls in Canada for a national mitigation strategy, this paper outlines the 

considerations needed for effective inter-organizational collaboration in proactive efforts 

to reduce losses associated with disasters. Some of the issues explored include: 

regulatory and financial arrangements, making use of existing organizations, drawing 

support f?om those not traditionally involved in disaster issues, encouraging regional 

approaches, and coupling mitigation with other community goals. 

Key words: disaster mitigation, disaster resistant, community, intergove~ental, 

emergency planning, Canada, national mitigation strategy. 

1. Introduction 

Rigorous scientific research, public policy, and common sense concur that it is 

better to take steps to prevent disasters, or at least reduce losses to property and human 

life, rather than to limit one’s efforts to responding in the aftermath of disasters. 

Disasters are products of social activity and are characteristic rather than accidental 

features of the environments in which they occur (Hewitt, 1983). Relying on response 

and recovery activities, in other words returning the community to a state of normality, 

often hides what causes losses to occur. Mitigating or reducing losses associated with the 

consequences of hazardous threats is a complex process that has increasingly become the 

focus of both scholarly study and policy formation (Burby, 1998a; Federal Emergency 
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Management Agency, 2000; Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1 997; Federal 

Emergency Management Agency, 1996; Nigg et al., 2000; Nigg et al., 1998; Tierney, 

2000; Paterson, 1998; Wachtendorf et al., 2000). This paper does not examine specific 

activities associated with mitigation, such as earthquake retrofitting, ring-dike 

construction, sdety standards, fire prevention strategies, or building relocation. Instead, 

it explores the organizational processes involved in the implementation of mitigation 

strategies. As Cariada moves toward developing a national mitigation strategy, it is 

important to consider how best to approach mitigation, who should be involved in the 

process, and how the nation should distribute the responsibility for mitigation actions. 
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2. Mitigating Natural Versus Human- Induced Disasters 

Just as Canada is a country of diverse peoples, climates, and landscapes, so too 

does it face diverse hazards. Recent events that resulted in significant damage and 

disruption and mobilized considerable resources include the 1998 Eastern Canada ice 

storm, the 1997 Manitoba Red River flood, and the 1996 Quebec Saguenay River floods. 

In past years the country has also suffered losses to property and life from hurricanes, 

tornados, avalanches, earthquakes, tsunamis, hail storms, and forest fires. Traditionally 

these so-called natural phenomena have been regarded as distinct from human-caused 

incidents such as mine explosions, urban fires, chemical spills, shipwrecks, airplane 

crashes, train derailments, and other transportation accidents. Infectious disease 

outbreaks constitute other hazards that are typically seen as having little in common with 

natural disasters such as floods and earthquake. However, how Canadians define 

disasters is not a trivial matter. Whether or not Canadians include technological and 

health related hazards in our consideration of disaster mitigation impacts the financial, 

implementation, and organizational strategies they choose. 

The social vulnerability paradigm has much to offer this debate. Rather than 

seeing the causes of disasters as a result of physical events, this approach holds that 

disasters are inherently social and experienced differently by segments of the community 

(Tierney et al., 2001). For example, although a flood can be deemed an extreme physical 

event, the flood may not be disastrous, depending where we chose to locate our 

comu~ties and the planning decisions we made. The lack of resources available to 

some groups in our community to cope with an impending flood puts them at risk to a 

greater degree than others in the same area. The social, political, and economic 
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characteristics of a community, as well as the interaction between humans and their 

environment, have more to do with vulnerability to natural disasters than does the 

triggering environmental hazard (Bolin & Stanford, 1998; Blaikie et al., 1994; Oliver- 

Smith, 1986; Bates & Pelanda, 1983). It follows that the distinction between natural and 

human-induced disasters is somewhat dubious. Just as mine explosions and chemical 

spills can be traced back to technical, human, or organizational decisions-making - 

including failing to anticipate accurately risk or deciding that the risk is acceptable - 

disastrous outcomes of naturally occurring phenomena such as earthquakes and flooding 

cannot be divorced fkom similar origins. These social causes can turn phenomena that 

might otherwise affect a small segment of the population or have only a minor impact 

into a process that has a severe impact on an entire community. 

2. I. DEFINING MITIGATION 

Unlike preparedness activities that increase a community's capacity to respond to 

disaster, mitigation involves long-term efforts to reduce vulnerability and the severity of 

a disaster itself (Tierney, 1993). Mitigation, however, is too often hazard-centered rather 

than people-centered (Cannon, 1994). Because disasters are tied to social processes, 

strategies that aim to reduce disaster vulnerability must pay attention to vulnerabilities in 

both the built and the social environment. Furthermore, responsibility for mitigating 

against disasters cannot rest solely with hazard experts if Canada is to be successfit1 in its 

goal to make communities safer. Instead, those experts must work closely with 
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community groups, governments, organizations, and businesses in mitigation planning 

and implementation. 

The disaster reduction strategies that are in place to reduce damage and disruption 

fiom one type of hazard, for example an earthquake, may have positive or negative 

implications for reducing damage fkom other hazards, such as flooding or terrorism. An 

all-hazard approach, where the focus is on reducing vulnerabilities in structures, systems, 

landscapes, social groups, and organizations, is more comprehensive and effective in the 

long-term than isolated activities centering on measures to counter specific hazards. In 

other words, comprehensive mitigation requires more than a technical fix. It demands 

the sustained input and support of a wide range of community stakeholders; it demands a 

coordinated effort from a cross-section of organizations; it demands political and 

economic buy-in to ensure feasibility (Tierney, 1993). 

3. Jurisdictional Responsibilities 

Emergency response roles in Canada currently adopt a bottom-up approach: 

responsibility lies first with the individual, then the municipality, followed by the 

province or territory, and fhally with the federal government. As one level finds itself 

unable to cope with an emergency situation, the next level of government lends support. 

Local and provincial jurisdictions oRen have in place an inter-agency organizational 

structure that assembles and coordinates response activities in an emergency operations 

center during a disaster response. While the emergency management organization plays 

a facilitating role, one department is typically named the lead agency during the disaster. 

For example, a Department of Water Resources may take the lead role during a major 

flood. 
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The general framework for disaster mitigation currently follows a similar 

structure: individual households and businesses are responsible for reducing 

vulnerability to their own property; local governments shoulder the burden for 

community mitigation; provinces or territories play a larger role in financing and 

planning projects in their jurisdictions; and the federal government provides additional 

cost-sharing financing for some provincial actions. Unlike response activities, however, 

responsibilities for mitigation activities are less formally tied to a national plan of action. 

The distribution of responsibility for mitigation is implicitly derived from the national 

response structure, as well as formal and informal mandates within individual 

departments. While emergency management agencies often facilitate activities and 

promote disaster mitigation, individual departments assume much of the responsibility 

for mitigation, although they frequently do not describe such activities as mitigation and 

their mandates are not part of an inter-agency disaster reduction strategy. 

Even when such activities have not been formally termed mitigation, Canada has 

a long history of adopting measures to reduce the disaster losses. However, it is more 

common for communities to take post-disaster steps to address specific issues and types 

of hazards that implement comprehensive long-term mitigation strategies (Newton, 

1997). M e r  suffering from disaster losses, community organizations and governments 

may mobilize resources and support to ensure that similar losses do not reoccur in the 

future. In these instances, mitigation activities, when they are followed through with, 

frequently involve single projects for a spec& hazard type and magnitude. Rarely are 

long-term comprehensive multi-hazard strategies implemented and sustained. Mitigation 

activities must become more proactive rather than reactive. The first challenge for 
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Canada is to develop a national vision of how it plans to reduce vulnerability to disasters 

in its communities. A national vision would provide a framework under which sub- 

national jurisdictions could develop plans that are tailored to their communities and 

coordinate the individual efforts of departments. Although mitigation must take place at 

the individual and community level, other jurisdictional levels can also provide important 

guidance, direction, resources, and even legislation (Newton, 200 1). 

Mitigation, at its best, is essentially an attempt at planned social change (Tierney, 

1993). Social change cannot be departmentalized and operated in a vacuum. If 

communities are to be effective in reducing overall vulnerability to the hazards they face, 

they must commit with purpose, cooperation, and vision to a long-term plan to do so, as 

well as have an institutional environment that allows mitigation implementation to occur 

(Tierney, 1993). 

Based on mitigation research conducted in the United States, document analysis, 

and email and telephone interviews with a selection of regional, provincial, and local 

representatives fi-om Canadian emergency management offices, the following sections 

outline important considerations for the development of a national mitigation strategy 

that encourages inter-agency coordination. 

3.1. REGULATORY AND FINANCIAL ARRANGEMENTS 

Many provinces have enacted legislation to ensure that local communities have 

emergency plans and undertake risk assessments, yet most do not require that 

communities allocate finding to take mitigative actions. A shifl may be underway as the 

Quebec legislature recently tabled Bill 173, the first bill in Canada that obliges 

municipalities to determine the potential hazards in their areas and implement a plan to 
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address them. Bill 173 also promises resources to assist communities in completing 

these projects. 

In most provinces and territories, legislation or regulation limits construction in 

hazard prone areas and sets enforceable guidelines on construction through building 

codes, standards, and environmental licenses. These regulations, particularly in the case 

of flood hazards, are typically put in place in response to recent damage or disruption. 

Only rarely are such laws and regulations part of a set of proactive measures or long-term 

strategies. Development or amendments to legislation and regulation include a 

consultative process with the general public, interest groups, and other agencies. 

However, the challenge is to attract adequate representation fi-om community 

stakeholders, as will be discussed hrther below. 

Some provincial emergency management agencies provide training for the 

emergency management systems and send representatives to attend speaking 

engagements at local community groups. Yet when asked during interviews to describe 

the topics presented in their education programs, most representatives fiom these 

provincial agencies focused on preparedness, response, and recovery issues and did not 

include mitigation education. 

Provincial departments share expenses with municipalities for some mitigation 

projects. Federal departmental support is limited and generally takes the form of advice 

and council. Provinces also enter into cost-share arrangements with the federal office 

responsible for emergency issues. Limited hnds for mitigation are sometimes made 

available through the Joint Emergency Preparedness Program and from a post-disaster 

process called Disaster Financial Assistance Agreements (DFAA) making it possible for 
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the assistance that is given to reestablish facilities to their original conditions following a 

disaster to incorporate improved and safer conditions. Rather than taking a proactive 

role, the federal government adopts a reactive approach where it supports post-disaster 

provincial and local efforts (Newton, 1997). In the future, the newly formed Oflice of 

Critical Infrastructure Protection and Emergency Preparedness (OCIFEF) - formerly 

Emergency Preparedness Canada - may have a more active role in disaster mitigation, as 

its charge includes developing and implementing a comprehensive approach to protecting 

Canada’s critical infrastructure. 

Most jurisdictions recognize the need to engage in more mitigation activity. 

However, representatives interviewed from provincial emergency management agencies 

typically state that a lack of available resources is the primary barrier against mitigation 

implementation. The Insurance Bureau of Canada and the Institute for Catastrophic Loss 

Reduction are advocates for a national disaster mitigation strategy that would allocate 

more federal funding to national and provincial mitigation projects, as well as formally 

institute a national program to encourage mitigation adoption throughout the country. 

The benefits of having a national mitigation strategy are not limited to ensuring greater 

resources for projects: a national strategy would also set mitigation as a priority for all 

levels of governments and outline how individual departments can coordinate to make 

Canadian communities sder 

Adequate financial support and resources are integral to moving forward on 
mitigation strategies. Providing mitigation incentives is an important mechanism for 
encouraging voluntary adoption of disaster resistant measures. Even when standards are 
in place, local communities often differ in the resources they have available to carry out 
activities. Many smaller communities do not have sufficient funds to implement 
mitigation initiatives on their own and require some form of cost-sharing with higher 
levels of government. Establishing long-term fUnding sources, integrating mitigation 
practices in long-term budgets, and pooling the resources and efforts of a variety of 
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departments are other ways communities can garner resources. However, pooling 
resources should not mean taking finds out of worthwhile projects and directing them 
instead to mitigation activities. Instead, departments should be encouraged to think about 
how disaster mitigation fits into their own mandates, how working together with other 
agencies toward building safer, healthier communities can achieve mitigation goals in a 
more comprehensive and fiscally sound way. 

vulnerability to disaster, higher levels of government can play a pivotal role by providing 
guidance and technical expertise, encouraging coordination among jurisdictions, 
legislative and regulative backing, creating standards, disseminating information about 
alternative sources of funding, and developing and carrying out educational outreach 
programs. 
3 2. PUBLICPRIVATE INTEGRATION 

As Canada begins to develop a more concentrated effort toward mitigating 
against losses before disasters actually strike, it becomes increasingly important to 
consider the roles and responsibilities of government, non-profit organizations, and the 
private sector in formulating, implementing, and enforcing disaster mitigation activities. 
In the 1990’s, disaster management institutions in the United States increasingly involved 
private and public partnerships in disaster mitigation planning and implementation. Like 
American organizations dealing with disaster issues, Canadian organizations, such as the 
Institute for Catastrophic Loss Reduction, are now also advocating participation f?om a 
wide range of governmental, business, and non-gove~ental stakeholders (see Tierney, 
2000; Nigg et aZ. 2000; Wachtendorf et al. 2000; Nigg et aZ. 1998 for assessments of 
publicfprivate partnership integration in the United States). 

Many types of organizations typically become involved in a community7s post- 
disaster response. According to studies carried out by the Disaster Research Center 
(DRC) (Quarantelli & Dynes, 1977), four different forms of organizations are present in 
large-scale multi-agency disasters: 1) established organizations that cany out routine 
tasks and use an existing structure, including organizations such as police and fire 
departments that are expected to respond to a disaster; 2) expanding organizations, or 
those that perform routine tasks and use a newly emergent structure, such as Red Cross or 
Salvation Army chapters that are normally staffed by a small cadre of professionals but 
expand to include trained volunteers after a disaster; 3) extending organizations, or those 
that perform non-routine tasks yet maintain an existing structure, such as a company 
involved with the transportation of commercial goods that volunteers the use of its 
vehicles to store and deliver food, bottled water and donated supplies to disaster victims; 
and 4) emergent groups, or those that both perform non-routine tasks and develop a new 
structure, such as search and rescue teams or community members who come together to 
help sandbag threatened homes fi-om impending flood waters. When a cornunity is 
faced with a disastrous situation, organizations that do not regularly finction as 
emergency responders take on non-routine task to assist with newly emergent and 
immediate needs, while other organizations temporarily alter their organizational 
structure to accommodate demands upon them. 

Although local communities must make investments in reducing their 

Municipalities and provinces often have agreements in place with non- 

governmental organizations and associations for emergency response activities. These 
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relationships could be expanded to develop mitigation initiatives where these 

organizations are capable of making a valuable contribution. Mitigation strategies would 

benefit fi-om taking into account the types of organizational resources that become 

available in the warning and response phases of a disaster and better incorporating them 

into long-term mitigation planning. Agencies and businesses may not recognize the 

important role they could play in leveraging resources, promoting mitigation within their 

own organizations, and supporting measures that encourage disaster resistance. Those 

businesses that do can serve as mitigation mentors to other businesses in their respective 

networks and professional associations. The various organizations and groups that come 

forward and contribute when a disaster strikes comprise a potential source of knowledge, 

funds, equipment, and human resources for mitigation. What are needed are strategies 

that can foster the same kind of organizational expansion, extension, and emergence to 

address mitigation-related issues. 

Conversely, the inter-organizational networks developed from comprehensive 
mitigation planning and implementation can have positive effects on a community's 
disaster response. W e  know from research on intergovernmental coordination that 
during a disaster, instead of following lines of communication outlined in emergency 
response plans, government departments often fall back on the formal and informal 
relationships developed prior to an emergency (Wachtendofi, 2000; Nigg, 1997; 
Hightower & Coutu 1996; Drabek et aZ., 198 1). The trust between key decision-makers 
and operational personnel formed before a disaster can increase the effectiveness of an 
emergency response (Wachtendo6 2000; Gillespie, 1991; Auf der Heide, 1989). In 
other words, not only can mitigation-centered activities help prevent losses; they can also 
hrther contain losses by increasing response effectiveness. Planning for disaster events 
is perhaps more important than the resulting document, because the planning process 
facilitates networking and familiarizes individuals with the roles of other responders in 
diff'erent agencies (Auf der Heide 1989; Dynes et ai., 1980). Engaging in inter- 
organizational mitigation efforts helps cultivate informal relationships, providing a better 
understanding of organizational roles in disaster mitigation, response, and recovery. It 
follows that partnership development focusing on mitigation, if sustained, will likely lead 
to smoother interaction during a disaster (Wachtendorf, 200 1). Some jurisdictions have 
established private/public inter-organizational councils to address mitigation concerns 
but still need to increase the frequency of their meetings, their focus on mitigation, as 
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opposed to preparedness and response, and their representation from industry and non- 
profit groups. 

Fundamental to diversifying involvement in mitigation activity is building upon 
existing capacities of organizations and safety-related practices of community residents 
(Wachtendorf et ul., 2000; Newton 2000). Individuals and groups already possess 
knowledge and resources about how to mobilize their own communities, what steps are 
needed to reduce their vulnerability, how and by whom those activities should best be 
carried out, and how to prioritize mitigation planning. Existing local knowledge should 
be enhanced not supplanted. However, active community residents are also constrained 
by participation on multiple boards and initiatives. In order to avoid generating 
additional time commitments, which can prevent sustained and consistent participation, 
partnerships should utilize established networks and organizations and integrate 
mitigation into existing activities (Wachtendorf et ul., 2000; Wachtendorf, 2000). 

conditions of communities vary nationwide. In order to sustain momentum in 
implementing long-term mitigation programs, Canadian jurisdictions need to integrate 
mitigation further into community master plans. Development, community planning, 
economic growth, land-use decisions, and infrastructure improvements should not be 
divorced from the hazards and risks the community faces. Instead, local, provincial and 
regional communities should foster inter-agency collaboration and consider the impact 
development, land-use, and related decisions will have on the jurisdiction’s vulnerability 
to hazards in the future. When deciding on appropriate mitigation action, groups will 
disagree as to what should be done. For example, some groups may feel financial 
resources would be better spent on increasing the social capital of vulnerable populations 
to enable them to cope with hazardous situations on their own, rather than concentrating 
on structural mitigation projects. Likewise, rural and urban interests may oppose each 
other. The community must acknowledge and contend with these legitimate concerns. 
The strategies that are adopted should complement the other political, economic, and 
social goals of the community while at the same time recognizing groups in the 
community that may not benefit from the activities. More research should also be 
conducted in Canada to better understand public and private expectations concerning 
disaster impacts, acceptable risk, priorities for loss-reduction strategies, and whether or 
not community residents are willing to support - politically and financially - measures 
put in place before a disaster to ensure public safety, reduces losses, and maintain 
functionality of structures and infrastructure systems. 

Mitigation strategies should take into account the unique contexts and needs of 
different communities while at the same time balancing the need to promote responsible 
mitigation, ensure vulnerable segments of the community are not overlooked, and 
support the participation in planning and mitigation of segments of the community that 
are most vulnerable and not typically involved in mitigation activities (Wachtendorf, 
2001). Frequently, populations that are most at risk from disaster must also cope with 
other more pressing issues. As a consequence, national and local strategies must make 
added efforts to elicit input &om these social groups, integrate their capacities into 
comprehensive plans, and give their mitigation needs high priority. In the case of First 
Nations, collaboration between representatives from these communities and other 

Each community also has its own culture, and the political, economic, and social 
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government bodies on jurisdictional considerations and funding responsibilities is 
crucial. 

A wide range of agencies must coordinate to prevent losses fiom animal and plant 
diseases, epidemics, mine explosions, dam failures, fire, hazardous, spills and releases, 
floods, earthquakes, and other hazards. At the same time, greater effort is also needed to 
develop a knowledge base regarding what organizations are accomplishing and what still 
needs to be addressed (Newton, 1997). Some communities are adopting a regional 
approach to disaster mitigation. Regional approaches are appropriate and should be 
encouraged, as hazards and the need for coordination typically reach beyond political 
boundaries (Wachtendod, 2001; Ingram, et aZ., 1995). 

successkl mitigation (Newton, 200 1; Wachtendorf, 200 1 , Wachtendorf et al., 2000). A 
dialectic relationship exists between public support and political will. Education and 
outreach activities must be implemented and followed through to generate public demand 
and political support for mitigation activities. That support must be effectively 
communicated to elected leaders and department directors. At the same time, proponents 
of mitigation should seek allies among public officials. These leaders in the public sector 
set political agendas for the community and allocate funding for mitigation and public 
outreach activities. Often, they also have the ear of the media and leaders in the private 
and non-profit sectors. Communities must identify potential lead organizations and 
individuals who will advance the mitigation strategy, keep the issues in the forefront of 
peoples’ minds, and garner support from others. By bolstering political will, advocates 
of mitigation will provide a forum for discussion and open up financial resources for 
mitigation and public education. 

Sectors and organizations have different functions and are therefore both limited in what 
they can accomplish while at the same time having opportunities to achieve where other 
sectors cannot. For example, some non-governmental organizations are better able to act 
as watchdogs and put political pressure on governments and the private sector; other 
groups adopt a neutral stance and run education campaigns; while others are successfbl in 
attracting funding from sponsoring agencies (Paterson, 1998). Just as non-governmental 
organizations vary in their fimctions, perspectives, and what they can achieve, so too do 
public and private sector organizations differ from each other and from groups within the 
same sector. Governments have different responsibilities and approaches than 
businesses. They also face different challenges. These differences can generate conflict, 
but working through the challenges is worthwhile. By bringing together organizations 
that can offer a variety of resources, ideas, perspectives, and sources of knowledge, the 
collaboration can result in creative broad-based mitigation strategies that could not be 
achieved if one sector or group were to work in isolation. 

mitigation issues in which “common or overlapping responsibilities are apportioned 
among layers of government” (May & Williams, 19862). National and sub-national 
governments should work in conjunction with one another to map and administer 
operations. 

Mitigation cannot be considered the responsibility of one agency (Newton, 2001). 

The generation of leadership and political will across jurisdictions is vital to 

Collaboration on mitigation issues offers Canadians benefits and challenges. 

Canada needs to move toward a system of shared governance on disaster 
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Intergovernmental policies can be either coercive or cooperative (May et al 
1996). Coercive policies outhe in detail procedures for achieving policy goals, thereby 
reducing the power at the local level to influence policy development. Conversely, 
cooperative policies promote local government participation with higher government 
entities by increasing the local government’s commitment to higher-level policy goals 
and by enhancing their capacity to work toward goal achievement. 

The cooperative approach is best suited to a Canadian national mitigation 
strategy. National guidelines and strategies are important because they set a nationwide 
standard, symbolically and often financially rank priorities, allow for technical and 
financial resources, and can better garner the support of other agencies and levels of 
government than initiatives without a national platform. Higher levels of government 
must lead by example and ensure that structures and practices within their respective 
jurisdictions set a high standard for hazard mitigation (Burby, 1998b). But the 
responsibility of national and provincial governments must go hrther. These 
governments must require local communities to take mitigation actions. Without a clear 
mandate, most communities will not change their practices. However, with mitigation 
requirements must come support. Strategies to build disaster resistance are most 
successfil when crafted, broadly supported, and implemented at the local level, but 
higher levels of government and other organizations must in turn increase efforts to build 
local capacities to put mitigation actions into practice (Paterson, 1998). The size, 
density, geographic location, culture, industry, and hazard risk exposure vary greatly 
fiom community to community. As a consequence, communities have different needs 
and levels of capacity to address hazard mitigation proactively. The strategies most 
appropriate for one community may not result in successkl mitigation in another. 
Because local communities are first and foremost responsible for disaster response within 
their respective jurisdictions, it follows that federal and provincial should provide support 
for fostering local responsibility for disaster resistance and enhancing local capacity to 
become more disaster resistant. 
4. Conclusions 

and disruption associated with disasters. First, it should implement a national mitigation 
strategy. That is, Canada should have a national vision of how it hopes to make 
communities safer. Although a national strategy must allow for differences in regional, 
provincidterritorial, and local contexts, it must also provide standards, guidelines, goals, 
and an overall framework for achieving them. Elements important to a national 
mitigation strategy include encouraging communities to: 

Canada should take three important steps to gain ground in reducing the losses 

1) Enter into a system of shared governance for disaster mitigation 
2) Develop local long-term mitigation plans and strategies to accomplish these goals 
3) Incorporate the capacities and resources of existing organizations 
4) Expand disaster mitigation planning to include vulnerable segments of the 

community and groups not traditionally involved in disaster issues 
5) Encourage regional approaches to mitigating hazards 
6) Recognize that mitigation decisions are tied to opinions about acceptable risk and 

other community issues - such as the economy, community development, and 
environmental concerns 
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7) Involve political, business, and community leadership in garnering support for 
mitigation activities 
Second, Canadian stakeholders in all sectors and levels of government should 

commit resources to achieving mitigation goals. While mitigation activities must be 
weighed against other priorities facing Canadians, we should not underestimate the 
tremendous impact disasters have on economic and social well-being. If a national 
mitigation strategy is to show results, Canadian stakeholders must devote funds to 
mitigation projects as well as consolidate resources on other important issues to address 
the reduction of disaster vulnerability. Successfblly bringing about a significant change 
in the way the entire community prioritizes, organizes, and implements its strategies to 
cope with disaster is a gradual process. Efforts to increase disaster resistance in 
Canadian communities will take time and must come with a sustained commitment to 
achieving this goal. Unless steps are taken now, disaster losses are certain to increase in 
the future. 

Finally, disaster mitigation is not a one-time endeavor, as hazards and risk are not 
static. Both are dynamic and both bring with them unanticipated consequences. 
Canadians must periodically reassess the strategies they employ to reduce disasters losses 
and integrate new approaches to make communities safer. 
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