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Florida coastal counties are vulnerable to natural disasters. When the 

unfortunate event occurs, the cost of disaster impacts to the community can be 

substantial and recurring. Recovery processes could take from a couple of months to 

several years. Planning provides an opportunity for managing future disaster risks and 

expediting the process of redevelopment through post-disaster redevelopment plan.  

Study on the quality evaluation of recovery plan, also known as the post-disaster 

redevelopment plan, to coastal jurisdictions in Florida, is relatively limited. The thesis 

seeks to examine recovery plan quality across selected coastal counties in Florida 

utilizing the content evaluation method to determine overall and categorical quality of 

the plans, compare plan's strength and weakness and discuss variables determine 

variation in plan quality.  

The study found that assessment to the content of recovery plan quality is vary. 

Some counties have recovery plans of high quality while some others were found below 

the average. Based on the average of score of the four counties, an overall quality of 

the four recovery plans is above moderate, scoring 6.25 on the scale of 10. Counties 
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which develop stand-alone PDRP such as Manatee and Pasco county registered high 

scores in most indicators which are in contrast with counties developing recovery plan 

as elements of comprehensive plan.  

The state mandate does not guarantee high quality plan. The study promotes 

coastal counties to develop post-disaster redevelopment plans in the stand-alone 

format. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

 
The loss from disasters in the state of Florida is enormous. According to the 

State Mitigation Plan (Florida Division of Emergency Management, 2013), a total of $1.6 

billion of the federal individual assistance grants has been delivered to recover. During 

the same period, the state issued several executive orders in response to natural 

disasters but not all events were accounted for in federal funding. This fact suggests 

that the cost of disaster impacts to the community can be substantial and recurring. 

Therefore, reducing risk by directing redevelopment away from high vulnerable zones 

offers a better option to prepare for future calamities. In addition, recovery processes 

could take from a couple of months to several years. Fortunately, planning provides an 

opportunity for managing future disaster risks and expediting the process of 

redevelopment through post-disaster redevelopment plan. 

A successful disaster risk planning and implementation demands a great role on 

the part of planners (Schwab, 2014). Increased involvement of planners is an 

advantage since the profession is well-equipped with land use planning to devise a 

strategy for reducing risk by locating safer places for redevelopment that maintain 

functional relation with developed area (Burby et al., 1999). On top of that, the planner’s 

contribution in designing public participation when introducing a range of development 

scenarios to address hazards promises meaningful results to feed into decision making 

process (Schwab, 2014). However, among other disaster management fields, recovery 

or redevelopment planning is the least understood due to several reasons including the 

lack of a unified policy implementation framework, the pressing and rapidly changing 

nature of recovery, and varying commitment of local governments to leverage 
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opportunities in the aftermath of a disaster (Berke & Campanella, 2006; Olshansky, 

2009; Smith & Wenger, 2007). Understanding these factors to determine successful 

post-disaster recovery is useful not only for policy makers and government officials but 

also for survivors, relief organizations and social scientists (Aldrich, 2012). 

One important reason to examine the development and implementation of quality 

recovery plans is that they are not widely utilized. A study examined 280 jurisdictions of 

eight states in the southeastern part of the country in which Florida was part of the 

sample found only 87 counties had prepared a recovery plan. Based upon plan content 

evaluation, those plans received low scores (Berke, Cooper, Aminto, Grabich, & 

Horney, 2014). This assessment suggests the value of a systematic content analysis of 

existing plans to offer ways to improve disaster recovery practices among coastal 

communities in Florida.  

A second reason for this study relates to high vulnerability of coastal counties to 

natural disaster. One of the global issues that receives attention from disaster risk 

planning researchers concerns with Sea Level Rise (SLR). The sea level is rising 

globally and impacting Florida is virtually indisputable by any measures (Church et al., 

2013; Hine, Chambers, Clayton, Hafen, & Mitchum, 2016). While the IPCC estimates 

the global mean sea level reached at 1 meter by 2100, evidence suggests the US East 

Coast and southeast Florida have seen fluctuations up to 6 times of the projected global 

mean sea level (Church et al., 2013; Valle-Levinson, Dutton, & Martin, 2017). The 

question people should ask was not about ‘when’ a disaster would occur but rather by 

‘how much’ impacts should be anticipated because considering 75% Floridian 

population which contributed to over 80% of the state’s revenue inhabit a relatively flat 
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terrain nearby the ocean, building adaptive capacity to respond threats that comes with 

climate change and natural disaster becomes necessary (Florida Oceans and Coastal 

Council, 2010). Recognizing high vulnerability of Florida coastal counties to natural 

disasters, the following text briefly outlines how coastal counties have address this 

challenge through planning. 

The third reason concerns with limited discussion on the comparison of Post-

Disaster Redevelopment Plan (PDRP) quality by plan format between stand-alone plans 

and the element of comprehensive plan. Florida is among few states that incorporate 

disaster risk into the mandatory comprehensive plan for localities. Since 1993, the state 

legislation required every coastal county to prepare a PDRP as an element of its 

comprehensive Plan. PDRP is intended to guide redevelopment policies in the 

aftermath of a disaster and reduce vulnerability of public and private property and lives 

to disasters (Schwab, 2014). Some counties notable for pioneering the PDRP in the 

1990s include Palm Beach and Lee County (Schwab, Topping, Eadie, Deyle, & Smith, 

1998). However, lack of guidance in defining key contents of PDRP and no clear 

indicators to determine the quality have led many jurisdictions to borrow perspectives 

from emergency management which is heavy on short-term recovery when designing 

recovery policy. It was not until 2010 that the state joined efforts with the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration (NOAA) in piloting the establishment of local recovery plan framework 

aiming to provide a major reference source for short and long-term redevelopment 

process. One of the outputs is the release of PDRP guideline where much of the 

contents was established upon lessons from the early batch participants which included 
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five counties and one municipality (Florida department of community affairs & Florida 

division of emergency management, 2010). The PDRP guideline enables the state to 

promote a streamlined approach for local governments to identify policies, determine 

responsibilities and implementing actions to facilitate long-term recovery for their 

community. 

The enactment of the Community Planning Act 2011 altered the recovery 

planning landscape in Florida. Coastal management remains a requirement in the 

comprehensive plan, but the law removed the requirement of coastal counties to 

prepare Post-Disaster Redevelopment Plan. Elaboration of changing state mandate is 

necessary to acknowledge the update on regulations associated with post-disaster 

redevelopment in Florida.  

Overall, the recovery plan enables the community to formulate redevelopment 

strategies that goes beyond returning to pre-disaster levels (Berke & Campanella, 2006; 

Schwab et al., 1998; Schwab, 2014) and evaluation ensures that the plan is updated to 

recent situations and objectives. 

This thesis seeks to examine recovery plan quality across selected coastal 

counties in Florida. This will be carried out by demonstrating application of quality plan 

evaluation coupled with analysis of factors that determine variation in plan quality 

specifically with regard to state’s mandate and plan format. Building upon this 

perspective, the study expects to enhance recovery plan quality as part of logical 

process of incorporating planning to improve resilience against natural disasters 

(Campanella, 2006). 
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Objective 

The study objective is to assess and describe the content quality of the chosen 

local recovery plans and to examine factors associated with variation in plan quality. It 

also attempts to show utilization of the content analysis method for coastal communities 

to derive ideas for enhancement of Post-disaster recovery plan. 

Area of study includes four metro coastal counties in Florida, respectively 

Manatee, Pasco, Brevard, and Volusia County. Manatee and Pasco counties prepared 

and adopted PDRP as stand-alone recovery plans respectively in 2009 and 2016 while 

Brevard’s comprehensive plan was last updated in 2008 and Volusia County updated 

the plan in 2016. 

To achieve the objectives of the thesis, three analyses are introduced. The first 

concerns measurement of overall and categorical quality of the plans. The second 

emphasizes comparison of strength and weakness sections in the plan and the third 

relates to factors determine variation in plan quality. Results from the analyses will be 

added to discussion about connection between plan format and post-disaster 

redevelopment plan quality. 

Research Questions 

The study utilizes cross-section research to answer the following research 

questions: 

1. How recovery plans vary based upon use of the content quality evaluation 
framework? How different is the quality of recovery plans when adopted as 
stand-alone PDRP versus when they are incorporated into goals, objectives and 
policies of a local comprehensive plan? 

2. What are the strength and weakness sections in the plans?  
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3. Based on results of content evaluation, how do state mandate and plan format 
determine plan quality? Does this content analysis to local recovery plans point 
to ways to improve disaster recovery practice among coastal counties in Florida? 

Study Framework 

The framework for the study is derived from the plan evaluation method 

established in Berke et. al. (2014). The method systematically compares plan quality 

based on examination of 20 indicators across six categories that constitute a typical 

recovery plan. The study relies on the upstream part of planning process i.e. 

establishment of plan document. According to Baer (1997), evaluation of plan 

documents does not require the plan to be implemented nor resulting in some 

outcomes. Further, evaluation in this category is often administered by independent 

assessors rather than plan authors. This suggests content evaluation is a legitimate 

research topic. 

In many occasions, content evaluation studies share similar characteristic such 

as involving large samples and cross-reviewed by two people or more (double coded). 

This study undertakes as one-person effort thereby the scoring is single coded and only 

makes use of a small sample.  

Organization of Thesis 

The thesis is organized into six chapters. The subsequent Chapter 2 puts 

together and review ideas from prior studies on recovery planning and content 

evaluation of post-disaster redevelopment plans. Chapter 3 details the methodology 

involving discussion on plan quality principles, scoring procedure and selection of case 

study. Chapter 4 elaborates the results of content evaluation examination and discusses 

the strength and weakness analysis of each plan. Chapter 5 presents study 
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recommendations and indication of points for further study. Chapter 6 summarizes the 

findings and discussion. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

 
This chapter examines the relevant literature for this study. The first section 

offers a brief discussion on disaster recovery. The second section addresses the hazard 

plan system in Florida. The third section looks at changes of the state mandate in 

relation to establishment of the post-disaster redevelopment plan. The fourth section 

assesses plan evaluation types. The last section outlines the plan quality evaluation 

studies that defined the approach used in this analysis. 

Disaster Recovery 

Several studies have been carried out to determine recovery. Haas et al., (1977) 

generalizes disaster recovery as a set of sequential activities of overlapping episodes 

denoted as Emergency Restoration, Replacement, and Betterment. Haas et. al. claimed 

that the sequence is predictable and estimated a full operation could take up to ten 

years. Other important findings pointed out that the recovery goal will be greatly affected 

by the pressure of returning to the pre-disaster situation. Unlike Haas et al., (1977), 

Rubin et al., (1985) claimed that the city had distinctive processes to achieve goals 

which in some places recovered better than other and took a shorter time to achieve 

complete recovery. A related study argued that successful recovery planning and 

implementation is determined by effective leadership; knowledge of existing resources 

and capacity; and knowing what to do during the emergency and post-disaster (Rubin, 

Saperstein, & Barbee, 1985). This study will verify whether claims described above are 

relevant to date. 

The government through the Federal Emergency Management Agency has 

published the National Disaster Recovery Framework (2011) in which it defines disaster 
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recovery as capability to facilitate the community to achieve the desired recovery. The 

definition of recovery in NDRF recognizes planning as one of the critical features to 

enable successful recovery (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 2011). Typical 

activities related to recovery include restoration and rebuilding of critical components of 

the community such as infrastructure, housing, health and community service, 

economic development, natural assets and cultural assets. Recovery combines 

activities that are spread across disaster phases including mitigation, response and 

long-term redevelopment. 

NDRF has broadened the definition created by Smith and Wenger (2007) which 

focused on long-term redevelopment and mitigation but with less emphasis on 

emergency response. This study of Florida’s post-disaster redevelopment adopts the 

definition of disaster recovery proposed by Smith and Wenger (2007). This is due to the 

parallel objective it offers with Florida’s PDRP guidance (2010) in which the intention of 

developing PDRP is to enhance community's capacity to plan, implement and manage 

long-term recovery and redevelopment. Elaboration about what type of plan has been 

designed to address unique characteristics of each disaster phases is provided in the 

following section. 

Research on disaster recovery alludes to several characteristics that have links 

to the rate of recovery, although there has been mix of results with regard to the 

connection between variables and recovery results, presenting debates about whether 

the relationship is causation or association. Daniel Aldrich (2012) examines elements 

affecting recovery speed. The elements include quality of governance, amount of aid, 

severity of damage, socioeconomic and demographics settings, population density, and 
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social capital which centers in the book. While noting that some studies have 

maintained association between certain variables with recovery level, Aldrich’s study 

reveals conceptual gaps by citing opposite claims which mainly are drawn from 

empirical studies. 

Although scholars repeatedly refer to the lack of theory describing disaster 

recovery, the following characteristics continuously come up in many studies: time 

compression to achieve goals (Hopkins, Johnson, & Olshansky, 2012), mismatch and 

competition between resources and the pressing demand for recovery (Rubin, 1985), 

long complicated undertaking (Olshansky & Johnson, 2010), preparing a plan ahead of 

time helps facilitate recovery (Schwab et al., 1998), require big team of skills, some 

could be taken from outside of community (Schwab, 2014), and recovery planning tends 

hard to sell for public support (Berke et al., 2014). 

Hazard Plan System 

Local governments in Florida has at least four official planning documents to 

address hazards. Each plan is designed to serve a specified disaster phase which also 

to some extent touches on disaster recovery. The plans include comprehensive plan, 

comprehensive emergency management plan (CEMP), local mitigation strategy (LMS) 

and Post-disaster redevelopment plan (PDRP). This section will elaborate the 

relationship between these plans and PDRP. 

CEMP establishes the local emergency management and disaster response 

framework. The main purpose of the plan is to reduce loss of life and property damage 

caused by disasters (Manatee County Emergency Management, 2013). The framework 

is created to serve all phases of disaster management that include Prevention, 

Preparedness, Response, Recovery and Mitigation. The plan defines not only the role 
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and responsibility of all levels of government but also the private sector and non-

governmental organizations during the emergency. This role is critical to support 

coordinated efforts such as mobilizing resources and taking actions in each of disaster 

phase. 

Local Mitigation Strategy (LMS) establishes the mechanism to eliminate impacts 

caused by exposure to hazards. The plan seeks to serve many purposes, some of 

which are to provide an approach to mitigation planning, provide decision tools for 

mitigation actions and facilitate coordination of mitigation-related programs among 

participating jurisdictions (Brevard Prepares, 2015). LMS does not provide direction to 

develop and maintain Post-disaster redevelopment. 

Several elements of the comprehensive plan which provide direction to hazard 

managements are coastal management, future land use, housing, intergovernmental 

coordination and capital improvement. Each element develops a separate goal, 

objective and policies and form some connection to a particular hazard plan. The 

connection between comprehensive plan and LMS or CEMP is not based upon a 

mandate. However, Florida PDRP guidance (2010) requires policies in PDRP 

adequately referenced in the comprehensive plan. Further, consistency of post-

redevelopment policies relies on successful integration between these documents, as 

noted in Figure 2-1 (Florida department of community affairs & Florida division of 

emergency management, 2010) 

Acknowledging the overlapping and cross-cutting topics among local hazard 

plans with comprehensive plan, the Florida PDRP guidance allows local governments to 

pick a format appropriate to their needs. The format includes passing ordinance related 
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to post- disaster recovery, adding recovery issues into Local Mitigation Strategy, 

widening the recovery annex of Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan, 

incorporating PDRP into comprehensive plan, and preparing the stand-alone PDRP 

(Florida department of community affairs & Florida division of emergency management, 

2010). The last two categories elect to become focus in this thesis which find agreement 

in Berke and Campanella (2006) who suggested that both types are the most adopted 

format throughout the country. 

In terms of plan content, CEMP is predominantly action-oriented, especially when 

compared to the LMS, comprehensive plan, and PDRP. CEMP is organized into several 

chapters and the section on recovery is established as one of the annexes. The annex 

describes tasks, planning efforts and policies to facilitate short-term recovery. Some of 

the assessments carried out in CEMP are also present in LMS and PDRP such as 

vulnerability assessment, review of regulations and capacity and identification of funding 

and resources. CEMP, LMS and PDRP have cross-cutting topics which provides 

potential for further integration and coordination in defining policy and action for Post-

disaster recovery. For instance, CEMP indicates the activation of Emergency 

Operations Center (EOC), a temporary coordinating unit established during an 

emergency for allocating resources from the State. When the emergency is lifted, PDRP 

could provide guidance for transition to long-term recovery. 

Update in The State’s Mandate 

Florida is one state that takes integration of disaster recovery plan into 

development planning system with great care. Two provisions provided regulations for 

local government in coastal counties preparing planning are Florida Statute 163.3178 

and Florida Administrative Code (FAC) 9J-5. These laws required or mandated coastal 
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counties in Florida to include in the coastal management element of its comprehensive 

plan, a policy that mentioned intention to prepare a Post-disaster redevelopment plan. 

Section 163.3178(2), Florida Statutes 

Each coastal management element required by Section 163.3177(6)(g), 
Florida Statutes, shall be based on studies, surveys, and data; be 
consistent with coastal resource plans prepared and adopted pursuant to 
general or special law; and contain: 

(f) A redevelopment component which outlines the principles which shall 
be used to eliminate inappropriate and unsafe development in the coastal 
areas when opportunities arise. 

§9J-5.012(3)(b)(8) F.A.C. 

Prepare post-disaster redevelopment plans which will reduce or eliminate 
the exposure of human life and public and private property to natural 
hazards 

In addition, the requirement for coastal management goals, objectives and 

policies includes an outline of Post-disaster redevelopment and regulation to identify 

areas for redevelopment: 

§9J-5.012(2) F.A.C. 

Post-disaster redevelopment including: existing and proposed land use in 
coastal high-hazard areas; structures with a history of repeated damage in 
coastal storms; coastal or shore protection structures; infrastructure in 
coastal high-hazard areas; and beach and dune conditions. Measures 
which could be used to reduce exposure to hazards shall be analyzed, 
including relocation, structural modification, and public acquisition. 

§9J-5.012(3)(c)5 F.A.C. 

Post-disaster redevelopment including policies to: distinguish between 
immediate repair and cleanup actions needed to protect public health and 
safety and long-term repair and redevelopment activities; address the 
removal, relocation, or structural modification of damaged infrastructure as 
determined appropriate by the local government but consistent with 
federal funding provisions and unsafe structures; limiting redevelopment in 
areas of repeated damage; and, policies for incorporating the 
recommendations of interagency hazard mitigation reports, as deemed 
appropriate by the local government, into the local government’s 
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comprehensive plan when the plan is revised during the evaluation and 
appraisal process; 

§9J-5.012(3)(c)6 F.A.C. 

Identifying areas needing redevelopment, including eliminating unsafe 
conditions and inappropriate uses as opportunities arise; 

These provisions have been in place since 1994. Nevertheless, Schwab (2014) 

maintains state guidance defining components of PDRP has not available until 2010, 

resulting in many redevelopment plans created as an extension of emergency 

management plan since many local officials had turned to emergency managers for 

advice. 

In 2011, the introduction of Community Planning Act (CPA) updates the 1985 

Local Government Comprehensive Planning and Land Development Regulation Act, 

providing new reference for local government planning bylaw. The CPA repealed 

administrative regulations in FAC 9J-5, eliminating the state’s mandate for local 

governments in coastal counties to prepare plans and to restrict harmful activities to 

human and natural resources. To compensate for the cutback, the CPA modified its 

provision in section 163.3178 (2) F.S., expanding requirements for the redevelopment 

element within coastal management policy. Some of the requirements include: 

• Urging local governments to participate in National Flood Insurance Program 
Community Rating System,  

• Promoting redevelopment best practices that will result in clearance of property 
identified in FEMA flood zone  

• Requiring new construction in flood plain to be consistent or stringent with Florida 
Building Code.  

In addition, the new regulation encourages local governments to apply innovative 

planning tools to address future new development areas (163.3168, F.S.). This policy 
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provides an opportunity to apply mitigation and redevelopment measures promoting 

new development away from high-hazard areas. 

Plan Evaluation 

Plan evaluation study has been around over past few years in many different 

fields including in natural disaster-related themes. Many researchers have attempted to 

apply plan quality principles to determine the quality of plan in scalable fashion. Plan 

quality principles, an original work of Berke and Godschalk (2009), characterizes plan 

quality from a set of measurable indicators essential for a plan to function and to be 

effectively implemented. The method has been seen in various topics of planning 

evaluation including in recovery planning. This chapter will review some concepts 

regarding plan evaluation and plan quality principles and to distill lessons from prior 

hazard planning studies. Additionally, a review of state legislations outlining preparation 

of post-disaster redevelopment will be provided. 

There has been a large body literature dedicated to evaluating planning quality. 

Some of it has been driven for the purpose of developing appropriate criteria to 

determine a good plan (Baer, 1997). Developing evaluation criteria for planning is seen 

as a contextual endeavor contingent upon the period which the plan established and 

conceptual character whereby the plan represented. This means, criteria being 

developed to assess plan quality undertaken in parallel with preparing a plan would be 

different to an evaluation carried out after a plan is fully implemented. Similarly, 

establishing criteria for a plan characterized with high degree of freedom such as a 

vision plan would be different with a rigid type of plan such as blueprint (Baer, 1997). 

According to Baer, five categories of plan evaluation includes analysis of best 

alternatives while preparing a plan, critics to a plan as does somebody reviewing a 
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movie, evaluation of outcomes against a plan, assessment of criteria being used to 

prepare a plan, and systematic comparative evaluation of plans after they have adopted 

(Baer, 1997). This thesis incorporates the last category of evaluation. 

The subsequent work on planning evaluation was discussed in Alexander and 

Faludi (1989) who argue that standard planning practice cannot determine the criteria of 

evaluation. Typical evaluation addressed in their paper include evaluation during plan 

preparation, evaluation of planning process, and evaluation of outcomes driven by 

planning activity. Their study took the definition of planning proposed by Alexander 

(1981) who defines it as social activity to accomplish goals through developing 

reasonable strategies to decide on actions based on supports and power essential to 

realize them. It holds an idea that planning is not an act of belief but rather logical which 

qualifies itself as subject of evaluation. The authors acknowledge uncertainty in 

planning, leading to a flexible link between plan and implementation which further 

signify a conformity to original plan does not necessarily determine planning success 

(Alexander & Faludi, 1989). The planning concept discussed here lends itself to the 

conceptual framework this thesis has attempted to build upon which is different from a 

“symbolic” disaster plan to which Clarke (1999) referred as lack of instrumental function, 

a tendency to be rhetorical about the future and detached from the community it serves. 

For Talen (1996), defining the connection between planning and implementation 

is the ultimate business of plan evaluation. Talen argued that planning should come up 

with the original evaluation approach distinguished from those in policy analysis studies. 

Talen continued that unlike planning which is relatively stationary in developing 

evaluation methods, policy studies were more advance where the inquiry does not stop 
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in identifying difference between policy and action but had expanded to examine factors 

affecting policy realization. The study delineates on implementation of plan as a guiding 

document, suggesting distinction with planning implementation which according to 

Talen was more of a process. On that front, Talen pushed for assessing outcome of 

implemented plans to investigate how plans are transformed into actions and to 

determine factors built into an effective plan. 

Despite Talen’s main interest on the evaluation of plan implementations, the 

paper acknowledges other forms of evaluations such as analysis of the plan document 

which is conceptually similar to Baer’s type of evaluation being utilized in this thesis. 

However, Talen classifies the analysis as evaluation prior to implementation which is 

different from Baer’s. Within this category, much of the efforts are spent on decoding 

text to unravel insights about how planners organize their thoughts in developing a plan. 

The fact that plan evaluation exists suggests that the plan is meant for actions which 

further indicates that a full-spectrum of evaluation should take into account the years of 

plan implementation, otherwise any claim related to outcomes should be deemed 

unreliable (Talen, 1996). Additionally, Talen argued that, if the plan was made for a 

reason then the plan’s adherence must be expected or else there would be no way for 

communities to identify which elements of the plan had worked and which had not, let 

alone factors responsible to yield such outputs. 

An investigation of the connection between plan and implementation is a valid 

inquiry. Critics of this approach reject the linear relationship between the plan and 

actions, attributing the cause to the uncertainty of future. It is argued that, when 

outcomes come to fruition, the surrounding future conditions have changed which may 
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call for a new set of parameters to measure the plan’s success (Berke & Godschalk, 

2009). Hence, Berke and Godschalk (2009) argue, that it would be more difficult to 

determine plan effectiveness by evaluating outcomes at the end of planning period than 

to figure out what could be done at the present time to develop an effective plan based 

on a shared understanding among plan makers about what defines a good plan. 

Developing the standard good plan is a continuous learning process in which evaluation 

of plan content is one of the method to achieve it. 

The underlying argument of conducting plan content evaluation draws from Lyles 

and Stevens (2014) who assert that the study of plan-making by means of content 

analysis is significant in its own right. This thesis undertakes plan content evaluation to 

investigate the quality of adopted plans. This will allow communities not only to judge 

the plan’s quality but also to identify its strengths and weaknesses and utilize the 

pattern to formulate an enhancement strategy that better suits the current and projected 

situations (Baer, 1997; Berke & Godschalk, 2009). Realizing the potential of a plan as 

guidance to reduce damage and losses from natural disasters creates a learning 

opportunity that is too valuable to overlook (Berke & Godschalk, 2009; Burby et al., 

1999). Drawing from Brody (2003), accumulative knowledge obtained from plan 

evaluation may accelerate learning processes in the community which is pivotal to 

address recurrent problems such as hazardous events more effectively. Evaluation of a 

plan is built upon assessment of its content in which the concept will be discussed 

further in the following section. 

Plan Content Quality 

Many scholars studying plan content quality converge on analysis that compares 

quality of plan principles drawing from large sample to draw suggestions for enhancing 
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the quality of specific principle in which a plan was identified lacking (Berke et al., 2014; 

Fu, Gomaa, Deng, & Peng, 2017; Horney, Nguyen, Salvesen, Tomasco, & Berke, 2016; 

L. W. Lyles, Berke, & Smith, 2014; Woodruff & Stults, 2016). Some scholars examine 

contributing factors toward plan quality such as a state mandate (Berke & French, 1994; 

Burby & Dalton, 1994; Lyles, Berke, & Smith, 2014); local government’s commitment 

over environmental issues (Burby &May, 1998); and the participatory level of 

stakeholders in planning process (Burby, 2003; Horney et al., 2017). Broad implications 

resulting from plan quality evaluation is made possible through quantitative 

measurement of indicators which allowing cross-assessment between principles within 

a plan and across plans (Berke & Godschalk, 2009; Burby, 2003). This section will 

review concepts related to plan quality studies and adopt those that are essentials for 

this research. 

Over the last two decades, researchers seem have come to some consensus 

surrounding what defines plan quality study (Berke & Godschalk, 2009; Lyles & 

Stevens, 2014; Stevens, Lyles, & Berke, 2014). It refers to a study conducted to 

compare adopted plans that follows the plan evaluation category prescribed in Baer 

(1997). When defining what constitutes the quality of a plan, many studies arrived with 

their own conceptual framework. Baer (1997) for instance, introduces criteria for plan 

quality composed of the context which highlights the what and why of a plan; rational 

process which demonstrates basic elements of  the plan such as defining goals, 

identifying problems, and proposing solutions following logical and realistic methods; 

procedural which elaborate who was involved in the process and how they had 

contributed; connection to wider issues; guidance to implement; accountable data and 
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methodology; consistency of elements within the document and communication 

strategy; and plan format.  

Over time, more principles have been added to improve plan quality evaluation 

which were finalized in the work of Berke and Godschalk (2009). At this point, plan 

quality characterizes of criteria including Issue identification and vision, goals, fact base, 

policies, implementation, monitoring and evaluation, internal consistency, organization 

of content, inter-organizational coordination, compliance to guidance/mandate. 

Regarding critics of the plan quality evaluation method, the literature review has 

led to scanty evidence about studies made to criticize the method. In response to the 

growing works related to content evaluation over two decades, Lyles and Stevens 

(2014) published a paper reviewing this method. However, the paper was not designed 

to provide criticism but rather to offer reasons to explain the growth of plan evaluation 

studies and identify knowledge gaps in the field. The fact shows plan quality evaluation 

using content analysis method has not received significant oppositions which suggests 

the method is robust enough to deliver reliable results. 

This study adopts plan quality principles established in Berke et al. (2014). The 

principles are composed of goals, fact base, policies, inter-organizational coordination, 

participation, implementation and monitoring. Originally, the principles are grouped into 

two categories (i.e. Direction-setting and Action-oriented) but since this study does not 

intended to explore such differentiation, the classification does not apply here. 

Evidently, the principle is derived from Berke and Godschalk (2009), but it has been 

coupled with Quay’s anticipatory governance model (2010) that embracing scenario, 

adaptation and flexibility to handle high uncertainty stemming from recovery processes 
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(Berke et al., 2014). Maintaining the principles for evaluating different objects from prior 

work supports the idea to develop a reliable and replicable plan quality data which is in 

line with the recommendation in Lyles and Stevens (2014). 
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Figure 2-1.  Official disaster management documents in Florida (Florida department of 

community affairs & Florida division of emergency management, 2010)  
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CHAPTER 3  
METHODOLOGY 

 
This chapter describes the method employed in the study. It will be organized 

into three sections. The first section describes scoring, the second section discusses 

case selection and the third section discusses the analysis to pursue. 

Scoring 

Scoring determines the method to measure indicators of relevant principles 

which collectively constitute a model plan of high quality, in this case is a recovery plan. 

Some studies focus on mitigation plans while some other look at adaptation policy to 

sea-level rise impacts. Different research interests have given rise to varying indicators 

to measure and certain types of scoring.  

Plan evaluation determines content quality based on appearance of indicators 

associated with the six principles of recovery plan. The score method used here relies 

on integers of 0, 1 and 2. Assigning value to an indicator must satisfy the following 

rules: the category uses a value of 0 or 1 associated with the argument of “not 

mentioned” or “mentioned” in the plan.  The remaining categories receive a value of 0, 

1, 2 that is associated with “not mentioned,” “partially mentioned,” and “explicitly 

mentioned.” Table 3-1 represents the scoring method and its associated remarks. 

Since goal characterizes the type of plan, then a noticeable goal of post-disaster 

redevelopment plan should be reflected in a binary value of scoring, where a score of 1 

indicates the goal is clearly mentioned and a score of 0 indicates that it is not 

mentioned. For other principles of plan quality evaluation, a stretched score of 0-2 

accommodates a wider range interpretation of recovery plan indicators. Nonappearance 

indicator gains 0, less pronounced and indirectly related policy wording with post-
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disaster redevelopment receives a score of 1, and the maximum score of 2 is reserved 

for explicit and directly related connection to post-disaster redevelopment. This 

approach applies to a minor modification preceding recovery planning evaluation study 

where indicator is denoted with value of either 0 or 1. However, the approach has been 

principally consistent with past research of related subject (Berke & Godschalk, 2009; 

Berke, Smith, & Lyles, 2012; Berke et al., 2014; Fu et al., 2017; Horney et al., 2017).  

The scoring procedures involves three continuing steps leading to a final score. 

First, I enumerate scores for individual principles; Second, I normalize scores by the 

maximum score a principle could reach; Third, the normalized scores are summed up 

divided by 6 which represents the number of principles. The fraction is then multiplied 

by 10 to translate into an index of 0-10. This approach allows for comparison of scores 

between principles since every principle is assigned the same weight. 

The procedure has been developed to acknowledge differing type of recovery 

plans (i.e. stand-alone post-disaster redevelopment plan and components of 

comprehensive plans). Analysis of post-disaster indicators will be carried out to selected 

components of the comprehensive plan’s goals, objective and policy that directly related 

to post-disaster redevelopment themes contained in the coastal management, future 

land use, inter-governmental coordination, housing, and capital improvement sections of 

the plan. 

Case Selection 

The Florida Coastal Management Act, adopted in 1978 and codified as Chapter 

380, Part II of the Florida Statutes, designates the entire 67 local governments as 

coastal zones. However, for this study the population is confined to 35 counties which 

represent those areas with a direct physical border to the sea. Subsequently, four 
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counties are chosen from these 35 counties based on a review of several factors 

including risks to natural hazards, population size and recovery plan type. 

The study limits attention to natural hazards regarding to hydro-meteorology 

factors such as floods, tropical cyclones, severe storms and tornadoes. Not only had 

these hazards caused severe impacts to coastal communities, their occurrence was 

frequent enough to qualify for Federal disaster declarations over the last ten years (see 

Table 3-2). The relatively intensive presidential declaration to alleviate impacts of hydro-

meteorology disasters suggests coastal communities are notably vulnerable to this type 

of disaster. 

The sample represents coastal counties with a population range between 10,000 

– 750,000 to ensure the local government has institutional supports for recovery 

planning. The study sample excludes the metropolitan city to gain a comparable local 

planning capacity (Berke et al., 2014; Lyles et al., 2014). Applying these conditions 

towards population size gathered by the US Census 2010 results in the selection of 12 

counties. Of the 12 counties, three counties indicated an experience for developing 

Post-disaster redevelopment plan. These counties include Pasco, Manatee and 

Sarasota County. Pasco and Manatee County were chosen due to differences in terms 

of plan format and time the plan was adopted. Manatee was adopted as a stand-alone 

plan in 2009 while Pasco did it in 2016. 

Meanwhile, the highest three in population size of the remainder 9 counties 

where the recovery plan format is part of Comprehensive plan comprise Lee (population 

618,754), Brevard (543,376) and Volusia County (494,593). Brevard and Volusia 

County were selected because of differences in time when adopting the plan. Brevard’s 
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comprehensive plan was last updated in 2008 while Volusia last updated the plan in 

2016.  

Differences in adoption time allows for comparison of plan quality that takes into 

account the state mandate effect before and after the enactment of 2011 CPA. Figure 3-

1 shows the case study locations. 

Analysis 

Analysis encompasses several approaches. The first is comparison of plan 

quality. This will be done by the principle, by plan’s overall score and by the plan’s 

format. The second analysis examines claims of prior study on factors to determine plan 

quality specifically on the state mandate and plan format. 

The purpose of comparison among counties by plan quality principles is to 

elaborate similarities and differences in selecting choices and defining priorities for 

planning recovery. Understanding this offers access to identify aspects for plan 

improvement. Similarly, comparison of the overall scores do not intend to rank local 

governments by level of their plan quality but rather it serves as a means to understand 

the overall quality of recovery plans that have been adopted in many coastal counties.  

Meanwhile, the second analysis is intended to verify claims on recovery plan 

quality based on finding of content evaluation. It also offers recommendations to 

enhance plan quality. 
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Table 3-1.  Score assessment guidance 

Principle Indicator 
Score 
range 

Remark 

1. Goal 
Transformative goals to 
build back better 

0-1 
Higher score indicates 
clearly written goals 

 Restorative goals to return 
to normalcy 

  

2. Fact-base 
Hazard and vulnerability 
assessment 

0-2 
Higher score represents 
explicitly addressed 
indicator 

 Impact analysis   

 Capability review   

3. Flexible policy 
Temporary building 
moratorium 

0-2 
Higher score represents 
explicitly addressed 
indicator 

 Standards for building 
acquisition or relocation 

  

 Post-disaster housing siting 
and supply 

  

 Term for adjusting capital 
improvement 

  

 Term for change in land-
use regulations 

  

 Damage threshold for 
change in building code 

  

4. Inter-
organizational 
coordination 

Representative of lead 
recovery committee 

0-2 
Higher score represents 
explicitly addressed 
indicator 

 Disaster assistance 
network 

  

5. Public 
participation 

During pre-disaster 0-2 
Higher score represents 
explicitly addressed 
indicator 

 During post-disaster   

 Brief explanation about 
participation process 

  

6. Implementation 
and monitoring 

Criteria towards plan 
activation 

0-2 
Higher score represents 
explicitly addressed 
indicator 

 Pre-event to keep people 
familiar with the plan 

  

  Determine post-event roles     
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Table 3-2.  Federal disaster declaration in Florida 2007-2017 (Fema.gov) 

Disaster type Declaration date 
 

Hurricane Irma September 10, 2017 

Hurricane Matthew October 08, 2016 

Hurricane Hermine September 28, 2016 

Severe Storms, Tornadoes, 
Straight-line Winds, and 
Flooding 

May 06, 2014 

 

Severe Storms and 
Flooding  

August 02, 2013 

 

Hurricane Isaac  October 18, 2012 

 

Tropical Storm Debby  July 03, 2012 

 

Severe Storms, Flooding, 
Tornadoes, and Straight-
line Winds  

May 27, 2009 

Severe Storms, Flooding, 
Tornadoes, and Straight-
line Winds 

April 21, 2009 

 

Hurricane Gustav  October 27, 2008 

 

Tropical Storm Fay  August 24, 2008 

 

Severe Storms and 
Tornadoes  

February 03, 2007 
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Figure 3-1.  Case study location 
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CHAPTER 4 
CONTENT EVALUATION  

  
This chapter reports the findings on the content analysis evaluation of local 

recovery plans developed by and adapted in four Florida coastal counties between 2008 

– 2016. Data are gathered from official outlets such as the county’s website and 

correspondence with officials of the respective county between September – and 

November 2017. Stand-alone Post-disaster redevelopment plans were adopted in 

Manatee county and Pasco county in respectively 2009 and 2016. Comprehensive plan 

in Brevard county was updated in 2008 and in 2016 in Volusia. 

The first section of content evaluation will present the results of each principle. 

Assessment will judge how clear the recovery plan messages were written and how the 

contents agree with the principles of recovery plan. The analysis is presented in the 

following order: first, the assessment concerns with goals. Second, it will assess the 

fact-base. Third, it will assess participation. Fourth, it will assess inter-organizational 

coordination. Fifth, it will offer an assessment on Policies. And finally, sixth, it will assess 

implementation and monitoring. 

Findings from principles are incorporated to develop an understanding about 

overall plan quality. Comparison of achievements in the six principles across counties 

will help decipher the strength and weakness sections of a plan. Elaboration of the 

plan’s strength and weakness will be provided. 

Goals 

Goals are a fundamental component of the recovery plan, setting the path 

towards policies and the implementation strategy. Berke et.al., (2014) defines recovery 

goals as future desired conditions that reflect breadth and values of affected 
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communities. The category has one indicator whether a recovery plan contains a goal 

statement of “Build back better” or “Restore to prior conditions.”  

Table 4-1 lists goals identified in the purpose section of PDRP and the objective 

in the coastal management element of comprehensive plan goals, objective and 

policies. Most counties adopt recovery goals of returning to prior-disaster condition and 

reducing future disaster risk. Goals are clearly stated in the three counties comprising 

Manatee, Pasco and Brevard county but are absent in Volusia county. Therefore, three 

counties receive full score and one county receives zero.  

Two of the three samples articulate goal of transformative vision for the plan. 

This include Pasco PDRP and Brevard Comprehensive plan. Adopted goals in Manatee 

PDPR is considered as restorative. The goals in Brevard county refers to Florida 

Statutes specifically before the mandate concerning PDRP was repealed in which it 

contained the purpose to reduce the vulnerability of private and public property and 

individuals to natural disasters.  

Volusia comprehensive plan indicates that the county has identified a policy to 

prepare PDRP. In addition, the plan suggests that prior to adopting the PDRP, any post-

disaster actions should be aligned with the recovery annex of Volusia Comprehensive 

emergency management plan. However, the comprehensive plan suggests that prior to 

adopting the PDRP, post-disaster recovery actions should be consistent with the 

recovery annex of the Comprehensive emergency management plan. 

Observed in all plans, the goal is described in dedicated section. It can be found 

as a purpose of PDRP or as an objective in comprehensive plan. The elaboration of 

goals is relatively brief, but this is not the case for objective since it was written as legal 
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document which calls for specific writing style. The goals sometimes get mixed with 

statements on the purpose of preparing the plan, quoting the benefits in expediting the 

recovery process. For counties with more than one goal, there is no indication of 

priorities among goals to be achieved. 

According to Hopkins (2001), a plan should be able to guide decisions. This 

argument implies that a plan needs to be explicit in its writing to avoid ambiguous 

interpretations as to its original messages. In the hazard planning context, explicit goals 

of post-disaster redevelopment plan represent the leitmotif toward which concerted 

actions should be directed. Goals illustrate preferences of future post-disaster 

conditions which provide shared vision for supporting activities to refer. The evaluation 

on goals suggests that the sample communities demonstrate positive association with 

recovery plan quality. 

Fact-Base 

Scholars of disaster planning highlighted that disasters are affected by pre-

disaster trends (Schwab, 2014). The principle of fact-base implies that a good recovery 

plan offers an estimation of post-disaster needs based on certain disaster scenarios 

upon which policy options are established accordingly. Assessment of the fact-base 

principle is structured around four indicators involving hazard identification, vulnerability 

analysis, the disaster scenario, and capacity and resources review. Analysis of hazard 

and vulnerability reflects community awareness to current threats, while the disaster 

scenario enables a community to project emerging future threats to address. Together, 

the assessment represents the risk analysis with which community could project the 

degree of damage in terms of life casualty and loss of property values incurred by the 

disaster. Review of current plans, programs, regulations including capacity of internal 
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resources could enable community to assess the discrepancy between anticipated 

threats and the stand-by institutional capacity. Fact-base assessment characterizes 

conditions existing before the disaster and how likely it could change in the wake of 

disaster which critical to foster redevelopment policy. 

The post-disaster redevelopment plan is not the only plan employing risk 

analysis. Communities can opt to select results from the local mitigation strategy, the 

comprehensive emergency management plan, a combination of the two, or carry out its 

own with updated data. Whichever type of risk analysis is carried out, it is imperative to 

ensure the final results are consistent across all hazard plans.  

The score of fact-base assessment is displayed in Figure 4.1. Full scores only 

were achieved in counties with the stand-alone PDRP since the plan allocates sections 

to discuss risk analysis. The comprehensive plan does not include fact-base indicators 

but statements in its goals and objectives indicate the trajectory to risk analysis. 

The absence of fact-base indicators results in low scores for Brevard and Volusia 

counties. In Brevard and Volusia counties, the comprehensive plans are designed with 

specific objectives and policies addressing coastal high hazard areas which link up to 

risk analysis in CEMP. However, none of the objectives and policies address the 

discrepancy between lacking capacity and anticipated threats, resulting in zero points 

for the capacity review indicator. This is not the case with Manatee county PDRP, for 

instance, in which the vulnerability analysis connects the hazard level of risk with 

existing capacity helping to unravel local capacity gaps in recovery and redevelopment 

to indicate possible capacity enhancement programs. 
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All plans address indicators of risk assessment but only two plans dedicate it in 

an elaborate discussion. Low scores indicate that the fact-base principle is not explicitly 

shown in the plan while high scores correspond to provision of information such as land 

use, population and facilities to be exposed to hazards of various severity, the potential 

loss, and trend of social vulnerability. Counties where indicators associated with risk 

analysis receiving high scores wrote the analysis to address specific hazards, 

incorporate technical information, analytical by employing the hazard 

modeling/simulation to obtain projected impacts and enhanced messages delivery with 

the effective use of tables, maps and graphics. The Florida PDRP handbook (2010) 

offers vulnerability analysis to include aspects comprising Economic, Financial, 

Environmental, Historic sites and structures, and storm surge and/or Sea Level Rise 

impacts. All these recommended topics have been adequately addressed in Pasco 

PDRP while Manatee PDRP is identified lack discussion on impacts to rising sea level. 

PDRP prepares for redevelopment measures that address the vulnerability 

associated to most hazards encountered in a community including Sea level rise. In 

response to provide reference to address challenges imposed by Sea level rise, the 

state has published a complimentary manual to supplement the original PDRP 

handbook for coastal communities seeking to enhance adaptation strategies to address 

sea level rise into long-term recovery process (Florida department of economic 

opportunity, Florida division of emergency management, 2015).  

Content analysis of Manatee PDRP suggests that the plan has not include 

discussion on adaptation strategy to address Sea level rise. The finding finds 
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agreement with one of the recommendations listed in a study about an evaluation of 

Manatee PDRP (Murphy & Silver, 2017). 

On capability assessment aspect, counties with stand-alone PDRP include the 

assessment of existing local plans, a list of programs relevant to post-disaster 

redevelopment, identifying areas for plan integration, assessment of existing capability 

to manage recovery from a major disaster, identifying gaps in capability to address post-

disaster needs, and prioritizing actions to enhance capability. On the other hand, the 

comprehensive plan does not equip with discussions on capability assessment. In 

addition, it reviews the goal, objective and policy over elements critical to post-disaster 

such as coastal management, future land use, housing, intergovernmental coordination 

and capital improvement suggests no linkage to capability assessment.  

At this point, fact-base is an essential feature to obtain a pre-disaster profile to 

inform community structuring redevelopment policy. However, once disaster hits, the 

assessment will be orienting to calculate damage and loss including accessible 

resources to develop post-disaster redevelopment policy that answer actual impacts 

patterns.  

Participation 

Assessment of the participation principle structured into three indicators 

representing level of engagement between public officials and community to inform 

recovery actions, including actions undertaken during pre-disaster period. Overall, 

recovery plans have different approaches to address participation. Public participation 

within the stand-alone PDRP is discussed in a dedicated section with adequate depth of 

analysis therefore it receives the highest score in all indicators being observed. Only 

one county comprehensive plan suggests participation efforts for the pre-disaster time 
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although no clear messages were found at other indicators. However, a message of 

participation was entirely missing in one county. Assessment scores for this principle 

are set forth in Figure 4-2. 

In counties with a stand-alone PDRP, public participation is classified before and 

after disaster strikes. Direction of specific action is elaborated in a single chapter such 

as “Coordination and outreach as found in Pasco PDRP or distributed along several 

sections including “Maintenance Procedure and Communication Plan” as observed in 

the Manatee PDRP. Brevard’s comprehensive plan mentions policies to promote public 

participation and raising awareness to disaster risk. However, many of the policies are 

intended to prepare for mitigation and emergency operations such as working with the 

Red Cross to develop public outreach program to reduce evacuation time during a 

hurricane emergency. 

In addition, selection of participation tools is typical. The participation approach 

for post-disaster is relatively traditional in which strategies for gathering information from 

impacted area mainly rely on community meetings. Narratives describing participants 

involved in planning process tend to be a list of functional description without further 

explanation about expected post-disaster roles to play. Lack of description about who 

was involved, to what extend the public can participate, and how much influence the 

public has in shaping a plan could affect public ownership in using the recovery plan 

(Baer, 1997).  

Inter-Organizational Coordination 

Assessment of the principle of inter-organizational coordination seeks to 

determine coordination measures to identify and distribute resources in such a way to 

respond to dynamic post-disaster needs. Corresponding indicators include coordination 
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in preparing the local recovery task force and to recognize key counterparts in disaster 

assistance networks.  

Most plans contained statements that accounted for two indicators of the 

coordination principle. Counties developing PDRP maintains contact agencies at all 

government level and had assigned one agency to assume leadership to command 

redevelopment efforts, yielding the highest score on the assessment. On the other 

hand, the comprehensive plan rarely addresses coordination associated with rebuilding 

policy although most goal, objective, and policy about coordination are written in a 

dedicated chapter of inter-governmental coordination. Less pronounced appearance of 

indicators in the comprehensive plan results in its low score. Readers are advised to 

refer to Figure 4-3 for the score recapitulation. 

The evaluation uncovered weak coordination statements exist in the coastal 

management element in which it stated that policies related to post-disaster 

redevelopment are expected to be consistent with directions provided in the CEMP. The 

Brevard and Volusia CEMPs suggest that in the aftermath of a disaster, the Emergency 

Operations Center (EOC) will assume central position to enable executing policies and 

actions related of short and long-term recovery in which coordination to establish local 

recovery committee and survey of disaster assistance network are part of the job. 

However, it is necessary to assign low scores to the coordination principle in the 

comprehensive plan. 

Policies 

The policy principle corresponds to flexible guidance to respond to impacts and 

meeting ever changing needs in different recovery stages. Assessment seeks to 

determine if recovery plans have accounted for the six indicators of recovery plan 
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policy, including temporary building moratorium, standards for building acquisition or 

relocation, policy on housing siting and supply for damaged areas, requirements for 

adjusting capital improvements, conditions leading to changes in land use regulations, 

and a possible damage cap for changing building codes. 

As pictured in Figure 4-4., among the six indicators only four were addressed 

with strong clarity in the plans, yielding a full score, while the two others suggest a light 

articulation. The four indicators include change in land use regulations, adjustment for 

capital improvement related to public facilities investments, post-disaster housing policy, 

and standard for building relocation or acquisition. This may reflect pressures within 

community for returning to pre-disaster conditions, but it may also denote a lack of trust 

in systematic post-disaster planning efforts prior laying the ground with brick and mortar. 

High score goes to counties with PDRPs whereas counties with the 

comprehensive plan tend to obtain a minimum score. Despite the score diversity, all 

plans include the six indicators in their writing. The Pasco county PDRP is the only plan 

achieving score to two indicators involving threshold to change building code and 

temporary building moratorium. Although relatively noticeable, the proposed actions 

received partial value since they do not match to indicators in the question. For 

instance, Action C1.1.13 of Pasco PDRP maintains a policy to promote flexibility in 

codes to encourage innovation to post-disaster solutions. This statement aligns with the 

indicator related to building code, but it does not specifically mention about damage 

threshold which resulting in its half score. 

Florida PDRP guidance (Florida department of community affairs & Florida 

division of emergency management, 2010) offers a broader area of policy concerns with 
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Land Use, Housing, Economic Redevelopment, Infrastructure and Public Facilities, 

Health and Social Services, and Environment. All recovery plans have tackled these 

subjects with various levels of depth since they are a typical planning aspect, but careful 

examination to measure how far has the policies served recovery agenda is not part of 

this evaluation. 

Implementation and Monitoring 

This principle integrates two areas in planning process subsequent to adopting 

policies, notably implementation of proposed actions and monitor plan execution. The 

assessment seeks to identify whether statements in recovery plans agree with four 

indicators involving post-disaster roles, plan maintenance, procedure of activation, 

monitor policy adaptation, fund, and register outcomes. 

The assessment suggests that four indicators are on display in the plans, as 

shown in Figure 4-5. Three indicators obtain the maximum score which include post-

disaster roles, plan maintenance, and procedure of activation, leaving monitoring 

receive half score. Low scores for monitoring reflect a weak incentive for the community 

to correlate proposed activities in plan-making and outputs of plan-implementation. 

Without a mechanism to incorporate feedback, plan implementation could suffer from a 

lack of sensibility to capture dynamics of post-disaster needs including emerging 

innovative solutions even if the plans have been scheduled for regular update and 

revisions.  

Assessment Summary 

Plan evaluation measures the score of principles constituting a recovery plan. 

Scores are broken down by principles to allow for comparison by county. To answer the 

first question, the evaluation indicates that content quality of post-disaster 
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redevelopment plans varies. Some principles are clearly written and explicit in delivering 

the messages whereas some other are weakly expressed or did not mentioned them at 

all. In result, it is found that some counties have recovery plans of high quality but some 

other only does well in several principles, resulting in the overall poor quality. 

It also suggests a connection may prevail between plan quality and plan format 

although to prove such a hypothesis necessitates a larger sample which is not covered 

in this study. Counties with the stand-alone PDRP registers a high score in most 

indicators in contrast with the recovery plan within comprehensive plan which receives a 

lower score. In addition to monitoring, comprehensive plans do not show endorsement 

to post-disaster roles. The Brevard county comprehensive plan displays weak 

connection with procedure of activation and plan maintenance. However, none of the 

indicators detected in the Volusia comprehensive plan. Local governments can always 

consult Florida PDRP guidance (Florida Department of Community Affairs & Florida 

Division of Emergency Management, 2010) for selected components to discuss when 

undertaking regular monitoring. 

Strength and Weakness 

Berke et al. (2014) alludes to a recovery plan compose of six principles of equal 

weight in which the result of assessment of corresponding indicators has been 

demonstrated in the prior section. This section intends to highlight composite score in 

each principle organized in the county to which the recovery plan belongs. Comparing 

counties by the score will help discern which categories require attention for quality 

improvement. A county assigned with a low score could take the notion as a starting 

point to work on a strategy of preparing a program to advance overall quality of recovery 

plan. 



 

52 

Figure 4-6. summarizes the average scores of principles assessment by county. 

Clearly, this helps to identify which recovery plans secured a high score at certain 

categories, which plans comes out a bit short, and which plans tend to underperform. 

Recovery plans developed by two counties display domination in all categories and only 

slightly fell short in two others. The other two recovery plans exhibit low 

accomplishments throughout the assessment which resulted in underachievement in 

most categories. 

For Manatee and Pasco counties, selecting the stand-alone format has helped 

them to articulate in structuring messages and organizing thoughts into a recovery plan. 

This finding is consistent with Berke et al., (2014) who claims plan format significantly 

impacting recovery plan quality. The PDRPs quality is identically strong (average score 

= 2) in four principles comprising Goals, Fact-base, Participation, and Coordination. 

Some gaps are found in Policies (Manatee = 1.33, Pasco = 1.67) and Implementation 

and monitoring (Manatee and Pasco = 1.75). The gaps are associated with the absent 

absence or weak policy statement in temporary building moratorium and no indications 

to establish monitoring system accounted for registering outcomes, tracking fund 

disbursement and policy adoption. Incorporating these issues into the PDRP would 

reward the community with broader policy alternatives and a sharper focus to address 

post-disaster redevelopment issues. 

The evaluation found that the recovery plan in Brevard County is weak in all 

categories except for Goals, whereas in Volusia low scores are present in three 

categories and non-existent or zero in three others. Although the assessment of the 

Brevard comprehensive plan predominantly returns with half score or less, it turns out 
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the goal itself serves well in providing reasons to address all subjects necessitated in a 

recovery plan. The assessment confirms research of Berke and French (1994) claiming 

that a clear message provides impetus to address related elements for a recovery plan.  

Except for goals, Brevard has several weak sides associated with 

implementation and monitoring (average score of 0.5), policies (0.67), participation 

(0.67), fact-base (0.75), and coordination (1). While it is worthwhile to figure score 

variation, it does not instantly associate with setting up the priority for recovery plan 

quality enhancement. For instance, creating fact-based analysis through research has 

been repeatedly advised for its significance in creating a solid ground of threats and 

anticipated damages essential to inform formulation of policies and strategy of 

implementation (Godschalk, Beatley, Berke, Brower, & Kaiser, 1999; Schwab, Topping, 

Eadie, Deyle, & Smith, 1998; Schwab, 2014). Brevard may want to consider that when 

creating its recovery plan improvement program. 

Volusia’s comprehensive plan falls shorts in many categories. The plan barely 

discusses several principles such as policies (average score of 0.67), fact-base (0.75) 

and coordination (1) and completely fails to address goals, participation, and 

implementation and monitoring. Underperformance in writing the plan concern with 

several factors. It hypothetically denotes that the plan authors do not consider the 

comprehensive plan to be an effective format to undertake recovery plans or simply 

represents a genuine lack of public support to post-disaster redevelopment plan.  

Should Volusia wish to reinforce the recovery plan, a priority should be given to 

enhance the quality concerns with goals and fact-base. This will ensure the plan has an 

explicit future condition, points out hazards to consider and examines institutional 
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strength to embark on necessary measures in all phases of recovery involving pre-

disaster, both the short term, and long-term stage. 

To address the second question, recovery plans display strength in writing their 

goals except for Volusia County. Figure 4-7 summarizes achievement of the six 

principles by county. Manatee PDRP goals in considered restorative in which post-

disaster actions and resources are directed to reach conditions prior to disaster. The 

desire of a community for returning to pre-disaster conditions is natural since disaster 

impacts had disrupted the underlying natural and social orders which leading many to 

face uncertainty about their future, therefore resorting to what they are familiar with-the 

old condition- seems to be a safe thing to do.  

However, selecting the restorative mode may not be an optimum choice. 

Rebuilding based on the old structure has potential to repeat the same failure done in 

the past in terms of creating vulnerability. Berke and Campanella (2006) assert that 

post-disaster situations create a momentum of change or a ‘window of opportunity’ for 

the community to address their past mistakes and replace them with a new form of 

rebuilding that aligns knowledge of the present threats and awareness about future 

hazards and integrates them into the existing plans. 

Two spots of weakness present in all plans include policies and implementation 

and monitoring. While addressing the spots with content improvement is necessary they 

are likely more appropriate to apply in counties that had established fundamental 

elements of recovery plans such as goals and fact-base. Improvement to goals and 

fact-base will likely create a plan of sensible goals and reliable facts to devise 
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consequential policies and foster an action-oriented implementation and accountable 

monitoring system.  
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Table 4-1.  Statement of recovery goals 

County Plan Format Recovery goals 

Manatee Stand-alone 
Facilitate the return of citizens and 
business 

Pasco Stand-alone 
Mitigate disaster, Recover the 
economy and community life, 
Reducing future hazard risk 

Volusia Comprehensive plan Not Mentioned 

Brevard Comprehensive plan 
Reduce or eliminate future risk from 
natural hazards 
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Figure 4-1.  Score on fact-base 

 

Figure 4-2.  Score on participation 

 

Figure 4-3.  Score on inter-organizational organization 

0 1 2

Hazard Identification

Vulnerability assessment

Impacts scenario

Capability review

Brevard Volusia Pasco Manatee

0 1 2

Pre-disaster approach

Post-disaster approach

Include Narrative

Brevard Volusia Pasco Manatee

0 1 2

Local recovery task force

External organization

Brevard Volusia Pasco Manatee
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Figure 4-4.  Score on policies 

 

Figure 4-5.  Score on implementation and monitoring 

0 1 2

Temporary building moratorium

Standard for building acquisition/relocation

Housing supply

Adjusting capital improvement

Change in land use regulations

Damage treshold for changing building code

Brevard Volusia Pasco Manatee

0 1 2

Post-disaster roles

Plan maintenance

Procedure of activation

Monitor policy adaptation, use of
funds, tracking outcomes

Brevard Volusia Pasco Manatee
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Figure 4-6.  Average score by principle 
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Figure 4-7.  Summary of score by county 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

 
This chapter will examine factors associated with variation in plan quality based 

on content evaluation of the recovery plans and review of prior studies. Highlights will 

be given to factors related to state mandate and plan format.  

Many attempts have been made to determine factors to explain plan quality. 

Assorted findings to explain a relationship between plan quality and some independent 

variables indicates the debates are on-going, and that a consensus has yet to be 

reached. Some factors which are present and have received attention from scholars 

include the state mandate and plan format. Table 5.1 captures these factors and its 

claims. 

The evaluation suggests the overall quality of the four recovery plans examined 

in this study is above moderate, scoring 6.25 in the scale of 10. Table 5-2 summarizes 

the score of content evaluation based on plan format with regard to the date signifying 

the change in state mandate. 

Due to limited number of recovery plans involved, the outputs should be 

interpreted with caution. Nevertheless, the exercise demonstrates plan content 

evaluation is one of the viable approaches of systematic plan evaluations. It shows that 

quantifying key principles of a good plan make it possible to uncover content quality that 

would otherwise be overlooked with other approaches, such as focus group discussion. 

Similarly, utilizing the method allows local policy makers gain in-depth views about 

achievement in each plan’s variables as well as an outlook about its comparable 

performance to other jurisdictions. This notion suggests that content analysis provides 
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ways to improve disaster recovery practices for coastal communities in Florida and 

perhaps elsewhere as well. 

State Mandate  

State mandate has been attributed not only as a driving force for a community to 

prepare a plan but also corresponds to the quality of a plan (Berke & French, 1994; 

Berke, 1996). However, when it comes to plan quality, it takes more than compliance to 

mandate. Simply following the mandate’s requirements does not automatically result in 

high plan quality because there are other factors to determine a good plan (Berke, 

Godschalk, Kaiser, & Rodriguez, 2006).  

This study does not design to evaluate the quality of the state’s guidance for local 

communities preparing PDRP. One of the reasons because samples were not drawn to 

represent population of stand-alone PDRP created after the guidance issued in 2010. 

Manatee PDRP was created precede the Florida PDRP guidance. In fact, it was one of 

the counties in which the lessons of developing stand-alone PDRP have contributed to 

establish foundation of the guidance. A comparison between Pasco PDRP components 

with the state guidance indicates that the plan maintains the state’s content structure 

composed of six topics encompasses Land use, Housing, Economic redevelopment, 

Infrastructure and public facilities, Health and social services and Environment. Pasco 

PDPR acknowledges all topics and include one topic on Government functions in which 

the content was likely inspired by the Manatee PDRP’s recovery goal and action plan on 

Government operations and administration. 

Based on Florida PDRP guidance (2010), local governments is required to 

establish PDRP as part of their comprehensive plan pursuant to the Florida Statutes. 

However, as have elaborated in the literature review, the requirement has been 
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repealed following the enactment of the Community planning act. Therefore, decision to 

establish PDRP relies on the assessment of local governments to which they deemed 

necessary while its inclusion to comprehensive plan based on the judgment of effective 

structure for the plan within local development planning system. 

The evaluation identifies Manatee and Pasco county incorporate PDRP 

measures both as specific policies within Coastal management element of 

comprehensive plan or streamlined into different plans such as the recovery annex of 

Comprehensive emergency management plan and Local mitigation strategy. 

The fact that PDRP less popular among other hazard plans could be resulted 

from the lack of documentation, regular dissemination, or combination of both. A 

communication with one of the official at the respective departments indicate that the 

state does not monitor the adoption of PDPR guidance at the local level. That said, the 

state does not hold a record of jurisdictions and its corresponding information such as 

content’s quality to enable an evaluation of the state’s PDPR guidance. 

High variance of recovery plan quality in Florida, as demonstrated in the content 

evaluation, implies that the presence of state mandate alone does not guarantee 

identical output. In fact, recovery plans of high quality are achieved when the mandate 

was in place, the way it was shown in Manatee PDRP as well as when the mandate 

was repealed which take an example of Pasco PDRP. 

This finding suggests that the state mandate did not display adequate 

endorsement to facilitate local governments get the most of their recovery plan. A follow 

up investigation to examine the quality of recovery plans before the enactment of the 

2011 CPA could be utilized to verify this point. 
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To address the weak mandate with regard to local governments’ decisions in 

creating and implementing hazard planning, advice will be sought from research by 

Berke & French (1994) in which they argue the improvement in the mandate component 

related to facilitation could influence implementation of mandates at the local level. 

These features include local capacity building, local commitment building, bureaucracy 

implementation style, and expenditure for plan-making. Should the state consider 

updating the mandate to promote high quality plan, this study recommends the state 

pay attention to enhancement of the mandate’s facilitating features. 

Plan Format 

Another conjecture concerns recovery plan format. As demonstrated in plan 

evaluation content, there is strong indication that the stand-alone recovery plan format 

achieves higher content quality than scattering post-disaster recovery messages across 

chapters in a comprehensive plan. This study is in favor of promoting the stand-alone 

format when creating post-disaster redevelopment plans to help achieve the highest 

potential of plan content quality. 

Assessment to comprehensive plans in counties prepared stand-alone PDRP 

indicates a tangible advantage resulted from developing the plan to overall disaster 

management capacity at the local level. One of the advantage of developing stand-

alone PDRP is that the plan provides alternative policy options to guide counties 

undertake transition from short-term emergency to long-term recovery and 

redevelopment. Manatee and Pasco have successfully integrated the contents of PDRP 

into their comprehensive plan thus enable a coordinated practice of disaster 

management that refer to its respective hazard plan. Inclusion of multiple hazard plans 

into a comprehensive plan not only reflect an effort to seek fundamental compatibility of 
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individual hazard plan but also a resolution of potential conflicts that may rise upon the 

implementation of the plans. This evaluation suggests that counties with stand-alone 

PDRP demonstrated a holistic perspective to equip their comprehensive plan with 

individual hazard plans of complimentary scope thus potentially enhance the capacity to 

build back better, stronger and more resilient. 

The study also recommends coastal counties which had advantage of developing 

PDRP in stand-alone format to implement suggested policies and programs provided in 

the plan. On the other hand, local governments which have not developed the PDRP or 

had included recovery agenda as an added goal, objective, and policy of a 

comprehensive plan to consider creating a PDRP in a stand-alone format. 

It may be notable to point out differences within the same plan format. This 

relates to Manatee and Pasco PDRP considering supports received respectively as pilot 

project and as an independent study. Pasco exemplifies the need-driven for establishing 

a stand-alone PDRP. While Manatee administered the preparation of PDRP because of 

its voluntary participation in the Federal and State-sponsored program, Pasco is more 

proactive since it received less supports to achieve the same deliverable. Decision to 

prepare Pasco PDRP partly acknowledges the awareness of county’s vulnerability to 

disaster and motivated by the intention to exercise post-disaster recovery in more 

sustainable, stronger, and resilient way. Referring to the overall score, the content of 

Pasco PDRP ranks the highest of all samples. This indicates that the content was built 

upon PDRP guidance and potentially took advantage of lessons from jurisdictions 

undertook the exercise before, although a confirmation to PDRP authors might be 

needed to make this claim justified. 
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Up to this point, the thesis has addressed challenges relate to writing a plan. The 

next challenges may be associated with defining strategy to utilize PDRPs once they 

were made. Therefore, further investigation to identify how effective post-disaster 

redevelopment plan contributes to recovery processes in the field could present as a 

follow up study that would help understand PDRP impacts to the recovery process in 

Florida coastal counties. 
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Table 5-1.  State mandate and plan format relationship with plan quality (Berke & 
French, 1994; Berke, 1996; Burby & Dalton, 1994; Burby & May, 1998; Berke 
et al., 2014)  

Factor Claim 

State mandate 
State mandate contributes to better plan quality 

Plan format Plan format has impact to the final plan quality 

 
 
Table 5-2.  Post-disaster redevelopment plan quality (index of 10) 

  Date adopted 

Plan Format Before 2011 After 2011 

Stand-alone 9.16 9.47 

Comprehensive plan 4.17 2.2 
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CHAPTER 6 
CONCLUSION 

 
This study attempts to offer contributions in the practice of recovery planning in 

coastal areas. As have been shown in the preceding chapters, numerous efforts have 

been attempted to study content evaluation of mitigation plans as well as 

comprehensive plan across the nation. Additionally, several studies have paid attention 

to comparative analysis of plan content leading to investigation of variables that play a 

role to determine plan quality. However, quality evaluation of the recovery plan, also 

known as the post-disaster redevelopment plan, and involving coastal jurisdictions in 

Florida, is relatively limited. 

The study explores distinctions of several variables associated with a recovery 

plan based on the plan content evaluation method. It was developed upon preceding 

work of Berke et al., (2014) and has been updated to include analysis about the 

absence of the state’s mandate.  

As far as case selection is concerned, the coastal counties with differing plan 

format are chosen to represent the practice of typical adopted formats comprising the 

stand-alone PDRP (Manatee County and Pasco County) and elements of 

comprehensive plan (Brevard County and Volusia County). By focusing on cases drawn 

from the effort of local governments, the study demonstrates the scalable application of 

plan content evaluation method that can be used to inform a program which seeking to 

advance recovery plan quality.  

Scholars of disaster planning believe that developing a focused and high quality 

post-disaster redevelopment plan can position local governments in a better way to deal 

with highly uncertain circumstances that arise during the recovery process. In addition, 
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the capacity to manage recovery is indispensable given the intensifying vulnerability of 

coastal regions to hydro-meteorological hazards, considering the fact where many 

disasters have occurring over the past ten years do not qualify for federal supports. 

Plan Content Evaluation 

This exercise makes evident that plan content evaluation is a viable approach of 

systematic plan evaluations. The study found that assessment to the content of 

recovery plan quality is vary. Some counties have recovery plans of high quality while 

some others were found below the average. Plans receiving low score either fail to 

discuss recovery plan principles or do not clearly articulated the intended messages. 

Counties which develop stand-alone PDRP such as Manatee and Pasco county 

registered high scores in most indicators which are in contrast with counties developing 

recovery plan as elements of comprehensive plan. Some results from content 

evaluation are detailed below. 

Half of the sample define recovery goals of transformative vison to build back 

better. Written goals are sometimes mixed with the purpose of preparing the plan. Full 

scores for fact-base are only given to counties with a stand-alone PDRP while partial 

score is assigned to counties which develop recovery plan as elements of the 

comprehensive plan. The absence of fact-base indicators results in low scores for 

Brevard and Volusia and although their comprehensive plan addressed coastal high 

hazard areas (CHHA), it did not tackle the discrepancy between lacking capacity and 

anticipated threats which is fundamental to a post-disaster redevelopment plan. 

Strength and Weakness 

Recovery plans display strengths in writing goals except for one. Two spots of 

weakness present in all plans including are policies and implementation and monitoring. 
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The quality of content in stand-alone PDRP is identically strong (average score = 

2) across four principles comprising goals, fact-base, participation, and coordination. 

Some gaps are found in policies (Manatee = 1.33, Pasco = 1.67) and implementation 

and monitoring (Manatee and Pasco = 1.75). 

Content evaluation found the recovery plan of Brevard as weak in all categories 

except goals whereas Volusia has low score in three categories and no score in three 

others. Brevard could consider the idea about creating a solid ground of fact-based 

analysis to inform formulation of post-disaster redevelopment policy and strategy.  

Volusia’s comprehensive plan falls shorts in many categories. It could be 

hypothetically reasoned that the authors do not consider comprehensive plan as an 

effective format to undertake the recovery plan agenda or the authors simply had 

inadequate support to develop a stand-alone post-disaster redevelopment plan. 

Overall Quality 

Based on the average of score of the four counties, an overall quality of the four 

recovery plans is above moderate, scoring 6.25 on the scale of 10. The finding indicates 

that in general coastal counties in Florida are knowledgeable to establish a plan of 

medium quality. It also indicates sufficient public support and commitment to allow local 

governments prepare a systematic, well-written, analytical and communicative recovery 

plan is available in place. 

Factors Related to Plan Quality 

Prior studies indicate that plan quality has positive correlation with plan format 

and a state mandate. With a limited sample of four counties, the evaluation suggests 

positive association are present between plan format and recovery plan quality. Since 

coastal counties have a moderate commitment to develop a recovery plan and given 
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only half of the sample indicates goal of transformative vision, this study recommends 

capacity building with emphasis on creating transformative goals.  

The presence of a state mandate does not guarantee identical output. In fact, 

recovery plans of high quality are achieved when the mandate was in place as well as 

when the mandate was repealed. This finding suggests that the state mandate did not 

display adequate endorsement to facilitate local governments get the most of their 

recovery plan.  

Another conjecture concerns recovery plan format. The study promotes coastal 

counties to develop post-disaster redevelopment plans in the stand-alone format. 

Coastal counties with a stand-alone PDRP should consider the suggested policies and 

programs provided in the plan while local governments which have not developed the 

PDRP in a stand-alone format are encouraged to proceed developing the plan in this 

format. 
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