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The Department of Homeland Security has incorporated the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) as one of its foundational building blocks.  This shift has many people in the emergency management field concerned about the future of all-hazards planning, and worried that planning for non-terrorist related hazards and events will be neglected or overlooked by the new department.  It is feared that all-hazards plans will become one-hazard plans, with a sole emphasis on terrorism.

This concern arises from past experiences with the “stovepipe” approach of creating stand-alone plans tailored for specific hazards. This classic approach consisted of areas of specialized planning that functioned without recognizing or taking into account the cross-cutting nature of emergency response and preparedness, such as communications systems, command issues, and control. Proponents of stand-alone plans, however, countered that emergency planning had to account for unique differences among types of hazards and their responses. They argued that a generic “all-hazards” approach was too broad and not able to adequately address the crucial differences between responding to an earthquake and a nuclear accident. 

With time, these competing perspectives have merged to create the current all-hazards concept of emergency planning that addresses concerns expressed by both points of view. This perspective is widely in use today. 

All-Hazards Approach and Terrorism
If an all-hazards approach is the answer, then why are so many concerned about its accepted use for emergency management in this age of terrorism? Many emergency managers believe that the approach’s utility and generic aspects will be lost on those who are new to the field or those whose overriding concern is terrorism. Conversely, many terrorism specialists are concerned that the planning and preparedness challenges of terrorism, as a unique hazard event, will be overlooked.

Essentially, we have returned to the debate between the two paradigms of the emergency planning spectrum. This artificial rift again demonstrates misconceptions about a comprehensive and responsive all-hazards approach and its applicability to emergency planning and management. 

Legislative Roots
The concept of all-hazards planning was originally put forth by FEMA in its Civil Preparedness Guides (CPG), in particular CPG 1-8, Guide for the Development of State and Local Emergency Operations Plans (EOP).  CPG 1-8 was updated in 1996 by the Guide for All-Hazard Emergency Operations Planning, State and Local Guide (SLG 101). Both publications acknowledge the flexibility inherent in disaster and hazards planning, and the need to combine hazard specific activities with a core approach that encompasses responses that are appropriate to all hazards.

Chapter 5 of CPG 1-8 states, “To be logical, a planning process must address each hazard that threatens the jurisdiction. It is important, therefore, that the hazards identification process be completed at the beginning of the planning process. Generic planning, as reflected in the functional annexes, does not ignore hazards; it addresses all of them collectively. It is inevitable, however, that the unique characteristics of various hazards will not be adequately covered in the annexes.” Hazard-specific appendices fulfill this role. 

The SLG 101 states that the functional approach should: 

· avoid duplication of the planning effort for every hazard and every task, by dividing the emergency operating plan (EOP) into four levels of specificity (basic plan, functional annexes, hazard-specific appendices, and standard operating procedures); 

· serve in hazardous situations by organizing the EOP around performance of generic functions; and 

· emphasize hazards that pose the greatest risk to a jurisdiction, through the use of hazard-specific appendices. 

As appropriate, the plan should quantify the risk area, geography, and demographic considerations that apply to each hazard.

Further, as planning philosophies, neither a one hazard, specialty planning approach nor a generic, one-size-fits-all approach of strict functional planning is recommended. A true all-hazards approach, therefore, contains a solid foundation that provides for the scope of functions and activities that need to be addressed in all incidents. 


Hazard analyses examine unique but interrelated hazards to provide a framework for comprehensive, thorough, and all-hazards analysis, whether the incident is natural, chemical, biological, or nuclear. The FEMA document, Understanding Your Risks, Identifying Hazards and Estimating Losses (386-2), along with Community Vulnerability Assessment Tool (available on CD-ROM), illustrate this point well. These documents were originally published for mitigation activities, but since all hazard analysis should consider mitigation opportunities, they are certainly applicable. If mitigation is not feasible, we must be prepared to respond. The Guide for All-Hazard Emergency Operations Planning underscores this when it states, “Hazard analysis is the basis for both mitigation efforts and EOPs.”

Planning and Resource Allocation 
To be carried out correctly, this approach takes a great deal of work over a long period of time. At the local level, if an emergency management agency is understaffed, it is difficult for a planning team to acquire the necessary expertise to conduct a comprehensive hazard analysis and create hazard-specific plans. Larger metropolitan areas may have adequate resources to support specialized planners, but even then, most municipalities do not allocate sufficient resources. 

In these cases, it is possible that state or federal planners could provide the needed expertise to assist local planners with the technicalities of hazard specific planning. This is analogous to the medical field, when a general practitioner consults with an appropriate specialist for help with a particular diagnosis or treatment that may be outside the practitioner’s scope of practice.

However it is implemented, FEMA has issued additional planning guidance that incorporates terrorism planning into a hazard-specific section of an EOP. In conjunction with the guide, these documents provide a complete framework in which both response and management extremes are blended together, balanced, and incorporated into a single, working unit.

What Now?
The Department of Homeland Security, with FEMA as a major structural component, would be short-sighted to ignore existing documents developed from lessons learned in real life incidents that have been used by so many people for so many years. 

This is especially true for the core all-hazards aspects of emergency planning. However, as the FEMA documents state, we must not ignore the hazard-specific aspects of the current practice of emergency planning. To truly have an all hazards plan, we must plan for all-hazards.
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