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Hazards, Disasters and U.S. Emergency Management – An Introduction

Session 6:  FUNDAMENTALS OF U.S. EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

9 June 2000 Draft
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Note to the Instructor:

A student handout containing definitions of emergency management and other related terms can be found at the end of this Session.  

You may want to make it a homework reading assignment in preparation for this Session.  

Or, you may want to hand it out in class as a means of stimulating discussion on the question “what is emergency management?” and how does it differ from other related terms – such as crisis management or civil defense.

You might wish to incorporate emergency management definitions found in the handout, but not in the notes that follow, in your presentation material.

You might consider asking your students to find and bring to class a definition not found on the hand-out (complete with source citation).

Objectives  (See “Fundamentals of U.S. Emergency Management Slide”)
Define emergency management as a term and an occupation.

Describe the meaning of “Bottom-Up” emergency management.

Discuss the Intergovernmental and Partnership nature of U.S. emergency management.

Describe the concept of “CEM” or “All Hazards” emergency management.

Describe and discuss what is meant by Integrated Emergency Management.

Describe the Four Phases that comprise the disaster life cycle.

Describe the major tenets of Building Disaster Resilient Communities

Discuss the problems inherent in emergency management, other than in times of disaster.

Instructor Reading:
Neal, David M.  1997.  “Reconsidering the Phases of Disaster.”  International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters, Vol. 15, No. 2, 239-264.

TERMS AND DEFINITIONS:

Note to the Instructor:

The instructor might want to begin by asking the class to name all the terms they are aware of that are alternatives to the term “emergency management.”  

These can be noted on the black board or flip-chart and then the students can be asked to try to define or make distinctions between the varying terms.

If the students have not pointed out the differences in focus or orientation between the concepts of emergency management, hazards management, risk management, crisis management and civil defense, then some distinctions should be made as well as implications.  

Show “Other Terms” Slide
Business Continuity

Business Resumption Planning

Civil Defense

Civil Emergency Preparedness

Contingency Planning

Crisis or Consequence Management

Disaster Services or Management

Emergency Services

Hazard Management

Recovery Planning 

Risk Management

You might want to point out that:

CIVIL DEFENSE in the United States is often associated with nuclear attack or national security preparedness.  As such it was viewed as something one did not want to think about – it was not very popular, even before the end of the Cold War.

This term can still be found in the US, though, and is often encountered abroad.  For example the United Nations not infrequently uses this terminology and defines “civil defense” as:

“The system of measures, usually run by a government agency, to protect the civilian population in wartime, to respond to disasters, and to prevent and mitigate the consequences of major emergencies in peacetime” (UN 1992, 17).

CIVIL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS is similarly associated with nuclear attack or national security concerns – thus the emphasis on “civil” preparedness – as opposed to military oriented “defense” preparedness.

Business and industry sectors tend to prefer the use of such terms as “BUSINESS CONTINUITY PLANNING,” “CRISIS or CONSEQUENCE MANAGEMENT,” “CONTINGENCY PLANNING,” or “BUSINESS RESUMPTION or RECOVERY PLANNING” to the term “emergency management” which is more often found in the public sector.  

These terms seem to focus primarily on preparedness, response and recovery and less on prevention and mitigation.   

In this context you might want to point our Allinson’s critique of  “crisis management,” found in his book Global Disasters:  Inquiries Into Management Ethics.  Allinson writes that:

“CRISIS MANAGEMENT” implies a concern with dealing with on on-going event – or disaster response.  A focus upon disaster response could turn into a preoccupation with skills based training – often at the expense of knowledge based activities, such as conducting a hazards, vulnerability and risk assessment.

A focus on disaster response or crisis management will also tend to translate into too little attention paid to mitigation, preparedness or recovery.

“CONTINGENCY PLANNING,” on the other hand implies a focus on before-the-event planning – planning for action –- looking at all the “what ifs”.  Priority attention paid to preparedness can turn into a preoccupation with planning and problem solving at the expense of trying to understand how to lower the vulnerability of high risk populations within a jurisdiction.

BUSINESS RESUMPTION PLANNING implies a focus on planning today to get a business or industrial operation going again AFTER it has been shut down by a disaster.  It does not seem to take fully into account actions which can be taken today to mitigate against a hazard threat which would keep the business or industry from being forced to suspend operations in the first place.

DISASTER MANAGEMENT or SERVICES seems to imply a focus on the response to something that has already happened – a response orientation.

EMERGENCY SERVICES is a term that is identified in this country with existing emergency offices such as police, fire and ambulance.  “Emergency Management” offices with such names report that they frequently receive 911 calls from the public, looking for an ambulance, or someone to put out a fire.

HAZARD MANAGEMENT is a very infrequently used term in this country as applied to the names of governmental offices – it is found much more frequently in the disaster research literature.  A possible shortcoming with this term could be a sense that an organization’s focus was only on dealing with a “threat” prior to its actualization – becoming then a “disaster” that a different set of folks would then become involved with – say emergency services personnel.  As Bolin and Stanford note in the handout, “Hazard management as a technically specialized field necessarily avoids the broader environmental and social contexts of disasters…” (Bolin with Stanford 1998, 219).

RISK MANAGEMENT is a term that has only recently entered the field of hazards, disasters and society’s organized response to them.  The term “risk management” has typically been applied to private sector efforts to manage or limit injuries and losses.  As the handout notes, it has in the past dealt with the indexing of critical operations, assessing risk exposure for those operations designated as “vital” or “high,” and then developing a mitigation plan which outlines the who, what, when and how of preventive or corrective actions.

The instructor might want to point out that Australia and New Zealand have in recent years turned more to the use of the term “risk management.”  Their approach implies priority attention to prevention and mitigation.

WHAT IS EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT?

Note to the Instructor:  The instructor may now wish to ask the class to volunteer definitions of emergency management.

What is your definition of emergency management?

Note to the Instructor:  After listening to definitions offered from the class, you may want to put up the Emergency Management Definition graphic.  The class could be asked to comment upon this definition and to compare and contrast it with ones offered in class.

“Emergency Management” definition graphic:
“Emergency Management:  Organized analysis, planning, decision-making, and assignment of available resources to mitigate (lessen the effect of or prevent), prepare for, respond to, and recover from the effects of all hazards.  The goal of emergency management is to save lives, prevent injuries, and protect property and the environment if an emergency occurs.”  (FEMA, Introduction to Emergency Management Course, 1995, p. 1-6.)

This overhead captures a 1995 FEMA definition of emergency management.  

Do you agree that the primary goal of emergency management, as this overhead seems to indicate, is “to save lives, prevent injuries, and protect property and the environment if an emergency occurs”?

What about the more recent U.S. movement towards building disaster resilient communities within the context of sustainable development?  

As you may recall from the first course session, isn’t the primary emphasis of “building disaster resilient communities” on prevention, risk minimization and vulnerability reduction rather than more efficient and effective disaster response?

What about the following definition of Emergency Management?

Show Slide on Sylves EM Definition
“The discipline and profession of applying science, technology, planning and management to deal with extreme events that can injure or kill large numbers of people, do extensive damage, and disrupt community life.”  (Sylves 1998)

This definition does not focus upon any one of the disaster life cycle phases.   It focuses upon hazards as a problem and the kinds of things – science, technology, planning and management – that can address or solve the problem. 

Does this, though, say all that we want a definition of emergency management to say?  

In order to properly address the question of “what is emergency management,” we need to consider alternative ways people approach the subjects of hazards, disasters and emergency management.

Consider the following excerpt discussed earlier in the course:

“In characterizing the social research on hazards and disasters…the literature can be divided into two general approaches, behavioral [technocratic] and structural [or vulnerability] ‘paradigms’… The former conceives of disasters as events caused by physical hazard agents and views human behaviors primarily as responses to the impacts.  It emphasizes the application of science and technology, usually directed by government agencies and scientific experts, to restore order and control hazards.

Elements of this ‘dominant’ view…appear with some frequency in US disaster research, reflected in its ongoing concern with defining unique features of disasters and how they differ from other types of social phenomena… 

In contrast, the structural [or vulnerability] paradigm stresses various political and economic factors which unequally place people at risk to hazardous environments.  In this view, disasters are not discrete events but are part of the larger patterns and practices of societies viewed geographically and historically.  This structural approach encompasses much of the recent vulnerability work by anthropologists and social geographers…. 

Structural [vulnerability] approaches tie the study of disasters to more general work on society/environment issues and draw from conceptually richer theoretical traditions that view disasters as unusual events requiring their own specialized theory” (Bolin with Stanford 1998, 27-28).

To summarize and somewhat expand upon this position, let’s look at the following:

[Show Slide]

Technocratic vs Vulnerability Approach to Emergency Management
Technocratic Model


Focus on Physical Processes of Hazards


Apply Managerial Problem Solving


Apply Technology, Engineering, Money


Tends to be Top-Down

Vulnerability Model


Focus on Socio-Economic-Political Factors


Seeks to Reduce the Vulnerability of People – Particularly those most at risk


Sensitive to Social Justice and Equity within Hazards Reduction


Bottom-Up Approach

Note to the instructor:  You may wish to note that the quest for good emergency management practices should seek to find an appropriate balance between the technocratic and the vulnerability approaches.  

This “balance” will vary from one community to another because each has its own set of hazards and social makeup and structure.  

Thus, while no “perfect” definition of emergency management has been provided, the students have been provided with an introduction to the types of considerations that have to be made in reaction to the threat posed by the physical phenomenon of hazards and the needs of people in a social and community context.

The remaining portion of this class can now turn to an overview of how the U.S. has, in general, constructed its emergency management approach to hazards and societal needs and responses. 

FUNCTION 1:  BOTTOM-UP APPROACH
The first thing to say about U.S. emergency management is that in many aspects it employs a “bottom-up” approach as opposed to one that is “top-down” as in some other countries.

In essence, this means that we rely heavily on building LOCAL emergency management capabilities as opposed to a reliance on a national or centralized emergency management corps.
There are four aspects of the U.S. bottom-up approach to emergency management that deserve comment:   
[SHOW SLIDE]
(1) Decentralization of responsibilities

(2) Establishment of State, county and local political jurisdiction emergency management

(3) Reliance on existing emergency services personnel

(4) Networking with broad segment of community

Decentralization of Responsibilities:
Some countries manage their equivalent of U.S. emergency management from the national level.

National/federal personnel do the lion’s share of planning and response to non-routine emergencies and disasters.

Therein can be found line authority as in an organization chart or military structure – the top level passes orders and directions down to the bottom – there is a command relationship.

Not so in the U.S.  While federal organizations are very much involved in hazards, disasters and emergency management, there is essentially very little command authority wherein the federal government orders States to perform emergency management functions.  Instead, the federal government relies, for the most part, on persuasion and on incentives and disincentives.
An incentive would be “strings attached” to funding – levying requirements or obligations of some sort that accompany federal monies.

An example of a disincentive would be the withholding of a license to bring a nuclear power plant on-line if federally required population protection measures were not in place – such as putting a warning system in place and developing emergency operations plans.

There are many advantages of a system that is more bottom-up than top-down.  

There are also disadvantages.  As Lindell and Perry (1992, 2-3) write:

“Most environmental scientists and emergency services professionals would probably agree that an organized emergency management system does not exist in the United States.  An organized system means a well-defined and differentiated structure of components with mutually agreed on roles interacting over time in a coordinated manner to achieve common goals…. Much of what now exists remains both fragmented and incomplete.”

In addition, it should be noted that ours is not completely a “bottom-up” system.  Much of the way emergency management has evolved and is accomplished in this country can be explained in terms of national legislation and executive direction – thus the current emphasis in the U.S. on mitigation as the cornerstone of emergency management.

Nation-Wide Emergency Management Cadre:
A second tenet of the “Bottoms-Up” approach to U.S. emergency management is the existence of a nation-wide cadre of State and local emergency management personnel.

Every State government has an element that performs emergency management functions – usually an Office of Emergency Management, though other nomenclature is also used.

Most of the more than 3000 plus counties in the country have Offices of Emergency Management.

Most cities have an Office of Emergency Management.

Many towns, villages, townships and other incorporated political jurisdictions also have an Office of Emergency Management.

Note to the instructor:  If time permits you may want to remind the class of what was said in the historical overview session – namely that despite almost two hundred years of experience of having to confront hazards and disasters, it was not until the passage of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 and its 1957 amendments authorizing the appropriation of Federal personnel and administrative funds, that local and State “emergency management” offices began to be established across the country.

Reliance on Existing Emergency Services Personnel:
A third tenet of the “Bottom-Up approach to emergency management in the US is a reliance on existing emergency services personnel.

Rather than develop a local, State, or Federal Emergency Management Corps or Service to respond to disasters, as some countries have done, the U.S. relies on existing emergencies services personnel – such as:

Fire

Police

Public Works

Public Health

Transportation

Thus a local office of emergency management generally would not have its own disaster response personnel.
While some local offices do have volunteer auxiliary personnel – say to assist the police or Department of Public Works in putting barricades across flooded roads – primary disaster response responsibility resides with existing emergency services and other personnel.

Similarly, at the national level, there is not a federal disaster response force that comes in, even for Presidentially-declared disasters, and takes over and manages operations.  Generally it is the case that when federal personnel participate in disaster response it is in support of State and local activities.

Community-Wide Networking:

A fourth and final tenet of the “Bottoms-Up approach to US emergency management is the importance of community-wide networking – getting out from behind a desk and into the community one serves to meet and work with others.

For effective emergency management to function, a broad array of organizations and personnel in the public and private sectors need to be involved in the full-range of emergency management measures.  Such as:

Show “Community-Wide Networking” Graphic
Local government personnel



Business and industry

Volunteer and Community Based Organizations

Religious Organizations

The Media


Academia


Citizenry

Community-wide networking cannot be overestimated.  Without it a great deal of sad experience has taught us that what one has tends to be paper plans and programs that do not work and fall apart in the face of real disasters.

FUNCTION 2:  INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND PARTNERSHIP NATURE OF U.S. EMERGENCY  MANAGEMENT
A second principle of U.S. emergency management is the intergovernmental and partnership nature of its practice.


[SHOW SLIDE]
Locals not left to fend for themselves

Joint State/local and Federal responsibility

Each level has contributions to make

Importance of improvisation and Flexibility

Teamwork

We do not leave local jurisdictions to fend for themselves.

Emergency management is a joint local/State and Federal responsibility.  In the words of one FEMA document:

“The burden of disaster management, and the resources for it, require a close working partnership among all levels of government (Federal, regional, state, county, and local) and the private sector (business and industry, voluntary organizations, and the general public)…” (FEMA 1993 (Sep), I-5).

In the U.S. system there is a broad range of political and managerial transactions between and among governments of all levels in disaster management. 

There are 56 States and Territories and over 3,000 counties within the U.S. 

Each level of government has characteristic resources, skills and knowledge that it can bring to bear on emergency management. 

To over-simplify, the contribution of each level can be summarized as follows:

· Federal—
Legal Authorities,  (legislation, regulations and executive orders)

Fiscal and Material Resources, 

Research, Technical Information and Services, 

Specialized Personnel.

· State—

Legal Authorities, 



Emergency Management Offices (every State has one)




Administrative Skills, 




Specialized Personnel, 




Conduit Between Local and Federal Levels.
· Local—

Direct Motivation and Involvement, 




Knowledge of the Situation – People and Environment




Personnel and Resources, 




First Responders.

State agencies, like their local counterparts, are expected to be organized effectively, and should possess well-maintained emergency plans, facilities, and equipment. 

To become and remain eligible for Federal financial assistance, each State must manage a State emergency management program that compliments and promotes local emergency management.

Aspects of “Intergovernmentalism”:
[SHOW SLIDE]
To make an intergovernmental system work, improvisation and flexibility must be part of the ethos of the system – an ethos with mutual respect and understanding at its center.

Various emergency task domains must be identified and a consensus must be reached on who is going to perform each. 

But, every disaster presents unanticipated demands, so the capacity to improvise must also be built in. 

This calls for a team approach and mentality and highlights the need for networking and coordination, concerning which more will be said in the section to come dealing with local emergency management.

· Sharing Resources and Information

· Joint Participation in Planning, Programming, and Exercises

· Fiscal Linkages, such as in Town and County Joint Budgets

· Wide-Array of Informal Linkages

Intergovernmental relationships can take the form of:

· government to government mutual aid arrangements, 

· agency to agency memorandums of understanding, 

· interstate compacts, and 

· pre-disaster Federal-State agreements. 

Partnership Prerequisites: 

Show “Teamwork and Partnership Prerequisites” Graphic
· Mutual Trust

· Mutual Support

· Genuine Communication

· Acceptance of Conflicts as normal and Commitment to working them out

· Mutual Respect
FUNCTION 3:

ALL HAZARDS (COMPREHENSIVE) EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT
The third fundamental component of U.S. emergency management is referred to as “All Hazards” or “Comprehensive” Emergency Management.

[SHOW SLIDE]
Not that many years ago, government at all levels used to prepare for disaster using a hazards-specific approach – an earthquake plan, a hazardous materials spill plan, a severe storm plan, etc. 

Thus, if you walked into an Office of Emergency Management in a jurisdiction that was vulnerable to a number of hazards you would find a similar number of disaster plans, one for each hazard confronting that jurisdiction. 

In addition, within the community you would likely find a number of various other disaster plans in other public and private sector organizations – often not coordinated with others or perhaps even unknown to other disaster planners. 

For example, from a 1982 report on disaster planning in the U.S. the author notes that:

“In one community the following separate plans and procedures existed: 


the county disaster plan; 


a separate emergency plan for each school prepared by the principal; 


an overall school emergency procedure planning guide; 


a storm response manual for both gas and electricity prepared by the 


utility; 


planning procedures for the fire department; 


a police department emergency plan; 


a citywide post-disaster cleanup plan; 


a countywide post-disaster plan; 


an emergency medical services response plan; 


and an emergency plan for each of the military facilities in the area. 


Few of these plans are referenced or coordinated with each other. (Perry 


and Mushkatel 1986, 142-143).

As you may recall from the previous history session, this was a concern expressed by the National Governor’s Association 1978 Report on Emergency Preparedness – a concern and lexicon that was eventually taken up by the Federal Emergency Management Agency upon its creation in 1979-1980.

Thus, this is not the way emergency management is done in the U.S. today. 

People came to the realization that there are a range of functions which cut across hazards boundaries. 

The function of communication, for example, is the same function regardless if the hazard is an earthquake or a hurricane. 

Because of this realization, and the difficulty of dealing with a large range of disaster plans, a “comprehensive” or “all-hazards” approach, which focuses on the types of functions that government performs regardless of the type of disaster, has been adopted by most jurisdictions. 

Show Emergency Management Functions Graphic
These include such common functions as:

· Capability Assessment (or Community Profiling)

· Capability Maintenance

Testing and updating of plans

Testing Equipment

Training and Education Programs

· Continuity of Government (or Operations)

· Direction and Control

· Essential Public Services (food, medical care, etc.) Maintenance

· Evacuation & Sheltering

· Hazard, Vulnerability, Risk Analysis or Assessment

· Planning

· Public Safety Maintenance

· Resource Management

· Warning & Communications

Additional Point:  There is nothing “magic” to this specific list of functions – communications, for example could be broken out from warning and communications.  One may encounter different categorizations in the literature -- for example, FEMA’s State Capability Assessment for Readiness publication (1997) uses a somewhat different listing.  What matters is that in planning an attempt be made to look for functional commonalties.  

It is recognized, of course, that there are unique features to each hazard, so detailed hazard specific annexes to all-hazards plans do need to be developed. 

BENEFITS:

Another benefit of all-hazards emergency management is that it affords cross-training opportunities for responder organizations and helps to avoid duplication of effort – in other words it facilitates a move toward an Integrated Emergency Management approach.

In the words of Enrico Quarantelli,

“Apart from theoretical, logical or empirical research reasons for taking a generic or all hazard approach to disaster planning, there are also some practical ones. These include being: 

(a) cost-efficient in terms of expenditure of time, effort, money and resources; 

(b) a politically better strategy because it mobilizes a wider range of groups interested in disaster planning thus creating a more powerful constituency for the process; 

(c) a major way of avoiding duplication, conflict, overlaps, and gaps in preparedness activities and actual responses to disasters; and 

(d) a way of increasing efficiency as well as effectiveness in any organized effort to cope with disaster occasions” (Quarantelli 1992, 10).

FUNCTION 4:  INTEGRATED EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT (IEM or IEMS) 

The fourth fundamental of U.S. emergency management is referred to as IEM or IEMS for Integrated Emergency Management or Integrated Emergency Management System.

As you may recall from the previous History Session, IEMS was adopted by FEMA in the 1983-84 timeframe in order to:

(1) Improve US hazard and disaster management functions (Perry and Mushkatel 1986, 130), and
(2) Broaden Congressional Support for an Enhanced Civil Defense Budget
Its goal was and still is to develop and maintain credible emergency management capabilities nationwide for all types of emergencies, at all levels of government. 

IEMS seeks a continual upgrading of emergency management capabilities and a reduction of duplicated efforts and resources through joint, community-wide planning – i.e., the integration of hazard, disaster and emergency management roles and responsibilities throughout a political jurisdiction and into the community it serves. 

[Show Integrated Emergency Management Graphic]
“IEMS…seeks to achieve a more complete integration of emergency management planning into mainstream state and local policy-making and operational systems” (FEMA 1993 (Sep), 1-9).

It is applicable to all jurisdictions regardless of size or level of sophistication, even though not all are confronted by the same hazards, and not all have or require the same capability.

FUNCTION 5:  THE FOUR PHASES OF THE DISASTER LIFE CYCLE:
The fifth fundamental of U.S. Emergency Management is referred to as “the Four Phases” of the disaster life cycle.



[SHOW SLIDE]
[Mitigation

Preparedness

Response

Recovery]

It has been written that:
“Disasters do not just appear one day.  Rather, they exist throughout time and have a lifecycle of occurrence which must be matched by a series of management phases that include strategies to mitigate hazards, prepare for and respond to emergencies, and recover from their effects” (FEMA 1993 (Sep),1-5).

Within the U.S., emergency activities have been into four phases that require different types of organization and preparation:

· Mitigation

· Preparedness

· Response, and

· Recovery
This particular codification gained precedence over others as a result of the use of this terminology in the NATIONAL GOVERNOR’S ASSOCIATION REPORT OF 1979 mentioned in the Historical Overview Session. (Neal 1997, 243)
  


Prior to this time it was not uncommon to see time phases discussed in terms of pre-event, event, and post-event; or “prevention” preceding “mitigation” instead of being collapsed into it; or recovery broken up into such subcategories as restoration, rehabilitation, redevelopment and reconstruction.
There is nothing “magic” to this lexicon except that it tends to dominate over others.   One can easily find other ways to codify the Disaster Life Cycle in disaster literature.

Brief descriptions of each phase follow:

MITIGATION:
Here is a FEMA definition of Mitigation.

[SHOW SLIDE]
“Mitigation is any action of a long-term, permanent nature that reduces the actual or potential risk of loss of life or property from a hazardous event” (FEMA 1998 (March), 9-25)

Note to the Instructor:

Here are a couple other definitions if you choose to compare and contrast.

“Mitigation refers to activities which actually eliminate or reduce the chance of occurrence or the effects of a disaster….It also includes long-term activities which reduce the effects of unavoidable disasters” (FEMA 1993 (Sep), 1-7 and 1-10).

Mitigation includes activities designed to postpone, dissipate, or lessen the effects of a disaster or emergency.  In general, mitigation is the initial phase. It should be considered long before an emergency occurs.  (FEMA 1995, II-2)

The point is that Mitigation is:

“taking sustained actions to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to people and property from hazards and their effects.”  (FEMA 1998 (May), SM 1-12)

As Lindell and Perry note (1992, 12), “the focus here is on prevention—stopping disasters before they happen.”

Key Terms:

Measures taken long before disaster threatens – i. e., not upon notification

Measures that eliminate or reduce the threat or the consequences

Measures that are long-term, permanent or sustained – i.e., not temporary

Examples are:


[SHOW “MITIGATION EXAMPLES” GRAPHIC]
· Building Codes, Regulations, Ordinances and Standards:

Requiring roof tie-downs to reinforce roofs in hurricane-vulnerable localities


(FEMA 1993 (Sep), 1-7).


Requiring elevation of  structures in floodplains (FEMA 1993 (Sep), 1-7).


Adopting hazardous materials container structural codes.


Requiring flame-resistant roofing material in areas subject to bush and wildfires.

· Building/Facility Design:
Analyzing building failures following an earthquake.

Improved design and construction techniques.
· Critical and Public Facilities Policies and Projects – Such as 


Mandating measures to make utilities, structural components, and contents resistant 


to damage. (FEMA 1998 (March), 9-26).


Dredging waterways prone to flooding.

· Land-Use Planning, Zoning and Regulations – 

Zoning regulations that prevent or regulate the use of hazardous areas like floodplains (FEMA 1993 (Sep), 1-7).

Limiting density of construction to decrease fire spread potential.

· Acquisition or Relocation of Structures
Purchase of structures within a flood plain for the purpose of destruction or removal outside the flood plain.

· Hazards Control:

Dikes,  Dams,  Levees 


Retaining Walls and Breakwaters

Sprinkler Systems


Slope Stabilization Measures


Windbreaks

· Hazards Regulation 
Regulation of transportation of hazardous cargoes through congested urban areas. (FEMA 1995, II-2)

· Real Estate Disclosure Provisions
· Retrofitting Measures

Adding wire mesh to Chimneys in wooded areas


Bolting a house to its foundation in areas susceptible to earthquakes.


Bracing pendant (drop or suspended) ceilings for earthquake protection


Hurricane clips and shutters


Mobile home tie-downs

Reinforcing and/or bracing chimneys in earthquake prone areas


Replacing unreinforced brick filler walls with reinforced masonry--earthquake threat

· Public Education, Awareness and Outreach


Contour farming to help reduce flood potential


On all aspects of mitigation

Mitigation is important to:

· Protect people and structures

· Reduce the costs of disaster response

· Help reduce the Federal debt.  (FEMA 1998 (March), 9-25)

Prior to the Witt Era, mitigation received the smallest proportion of resources devoted to emergency management.  (Lindell and Perry 1992, 15)

PREPAREDNESS
The 2nd Disaster Life Cycle Phase is Preparedness—

[Show “Preparedness” Graphic]
[“Preparedness is planning how to respond in case an emergency or disaster occurs and working to increase resources available to respond effectively” (FEMA 1993, 1-8).]

Another way to say this is that:

Preparedness is planning now on how to respond in case of emergency or disaster in order to protect human lives and property, and developing capabilities and programs that contribute to a more effective response. 

Preparedness is an “insurance policy” against emergencies since we cannot mitigate against every disaster. It is undertaken because mitigation activities cannot keep all emergencies from happening.   (FEMA 1995, II-2)

Note to the instructor:

Yet another definition is that preparedness is “building the emergency management profession to effectively prepare for, mitigate against, respond to, and recover from any hazard by planning, training, and exercising.”  (FEMA 1998 (May), SM 1-12)

Key Term:

Building Response Capabilities

Preparedness activities include:

Show Preparedness Activities Graphic
· Establishing Hazard and Emergency-Related Laws, Regulations and Authorities:

Establishment of an emergency management organization.


Establishment of a line of succession for continuity of government.


Regulations requiring posting of Fire Exit signs.


“Good Samaritan” Law


Hazardous materials release notification laws.


Mutual Aid Agreements with other political jurisdictions.


Stand-by Vendor Contracts
· Planning, Policies and Procedures:

Development of an Emergency Operations Plan in order to ensure the most 


effective, efficient disaster response.



-- Hazards, Vulnerability and Risk Analyses and Maps


-- Evacuation and Shelter policies, plans and procedures



-- Special Populations planning (disabled, incarcerated, homebound, etc.).



-- Pets in Shelters policies, plans and procedures.



-- Crisis Counseling plans and procedures



-- Unsolicited Goods and Services plans and procedures.



-- Mass Casualty/Fatality plans, policies and procedures.



-- Non-essential functions curtailment during disaster policy development.



-- Prioritized essential services restoration plans.



-- Resource Management plan, policy and procedures.



-- Policy on hazard pay for government employees.


Drafting a recovery or strategic long-term community mitigation plan.


Special Events Planning (sporting events, concerts, celebrity visits).


Developing a Community Profile (demographics, resources, facilities).


Dependent care policy for dependents of emergency services personnel.

· Capability Development – Such as the pre-emergency establishment of 


Budget preparation for the emergency management organization.
Emergency Operations Center.

Hazard forecasting, detection, monitoring and/or  warning capabilities.

Hiring of emergency management personnel.

Putting family disaster supplies kit together.

Smoke Detector placement

Stockpiling critical emergency supplies and equipment.

Storm Shelter construction

Storm Watch and Warning Programs
· Training and Education:

Training of emergency services and other personnel to respond.


Development and implementation of citizen disaster awareness and community 


disaster education programs.

· Tests, Exercises and Drills for Personnel and Equipment (FEMA 1995, II.2).


Public  and Private Sectors 


Community and Family (e.g. fire drills).

· Insurance Coverage
RESPONSE:
The third phase of the Disaster Life Cycle is Response -- 


[SHOW “RESPONSE” GRAPHIC]
“Emergency response activities are conducted during the time period that begins with the detection of the event and ends with the stabilization of the situation following impact”  (Lindell and Perry 1992, 13) 

A FEMA definition:

“Conducting emergency operations to save lives and property by positioning emergency equipment and supplies; evacuating potential victims; providing food, water, shelter, and medical care to those in need; and restoring critical public services.”  (FEMA 1998 (May), SM 1-12-13)

Response efforts seek to:     



[SHOW “RESPONSE EXAMPLES”GRAPHIC]

(1) Implement Preparedness Measures upon detection of imminent or approaching danger – As in:

Sounding warning sirens, issuing evacuation advisories, shuttering windows prior to hurricane landfall.


Activating and staffing Emergency Operations Centers.


Opening and staffing shelters.


Issuing emergency public information.

(2) Provide or Enable Emergency Assistance – As in: 

Emergency medical care.  (FEMA 1993 (Sep), 1-10)


Shelter operations


Emergency food and water provision.


Search and Rescue

(3) Confront Hazard Effects and Reduce Damages

Flood Fighting


Debris removal from critical needed roadways


Fighting fires and other secondary effects such as contamination

Tracking/Monitoring the Disaster Event – such as a hazardous materials plume


Securing the impact area.

(4)  Enhance Recovery Potential


Damage Assessment


Managing unsolicited goods and services

This phase of activity is marked by time pressures and a sense of urgency that is less prevalent in mitigation, preparedness, and recovery.  In the world of disaster response, minutes of delay can cost lives and property” (Lindell and Perry 1992, 14).

One of the clues that response efforts are turning into recovery efforts is when this sense of crisis passes.  As David Neal has written:

“One indicator that the response phase is ending occurs when male managers begin wearing ties and jackets again, or when women managers begin wearing skirts and hose again” (Neal 1997, 255).

RECOVERY:
The 4th Disaster Life Cycle Phase is Recovery -- 


[SHOW “RECOVERY” GRAPHIC]
In the past, the lion’s share of financial resources devoted to emergency management has gone to disaster recovery.  (Lindell and Perry 1992, 14)

Recovery refers to those non-emergency measures following disaster whose purpose is to return all systems, both formal and informal, to as normal as possible (FEMA 1995, Introduction to Emergency Management Course, II-2).

 “Recovery means rebuilding communities so that individuals, businesses, and governments can:

Function on their own.

Return to normal life.

Protect against future hazards.”

Recovery activities generally begin after the response phase, but, depending on the recovery measure, can begin while others are still in disaster response – and can continue for years.  (FEMA 1995, II-2)

One FEMA Federal Coordinating Officer has stated that one day he realized he had just transitioned from a response to a recovery mode when he started asking “how much does that cost” questions.

Examples are:

[SHOW “RECOVERY EXAMPLES” GRAPHIC]

Clean-up and decontamination operations

Community planning 


Consumer Protection against price-gouging and contractor fraud


Crisis counseling may help victims of catastrophic loss
Debris clearance (from non-critical transportation routes)

Development of a Recovery Plan or strategy (after the fact)
Disaster Relief assistance for individuals, families and communities

Legal assistance
Long Term Radiation Exposure Control

Pumping out flooded residential basements

Razing burned-out buildings

Reconstruction



Redevelopment loans



Reforestation after wildfire devastation





Temporary housing (non-emergency)
Experience shows that these phases are cyclical rather than linear in their interrelationships.
  (FEMA 1995, II-2)

All activities and experiences lead individually and cumulatively back to the mitigation phase—we learn to prevent and diminish future emergencies from past events, whether through actual emergencies or simulations of response activities. (FEMA 1995, II-2)

The disaster or emergency, actual or potential, can be seen as the motivating force for the motion of the cycle. (FEMA 1995, II-2)

Note to the Instructor:

If you have the time and inclination, you may want to try to get your students to think of the four phases in a personal way.  The following is an aid to such an approach”

Personalizing the Four Phases:

Typical emergencies that can occur in one’s home can illustrate the four phases:

First, you prepare to protect yourself or others if an emergency occurs.

If an accident does happen, you administer first aid or get medical attention if necessary.

Later, you clean up or repair any damage

Finally, you ask yourself how the accident happened and how it can be prevented from happening again.  You take steps you believe would lessen the problems you experienced handling the accident.

Ask if there are any questions.  When questioning ends, hand out the student Four-Phases Handout and give the class approximately twenty minutes to complete.  Compare results and discuss differences of opinion.

Sixth Fundamental:  Building Disaster Resilient Communities
Show Building Disaster Resilient Communities Slides

· Sustainable Development Philosophy

· Unconstrained Development Leads to Disaster

· Strategic Community Planning (Smart Growth)

· Respect and Defend the Environment

· Network and Partner

-- BDRC Too Big for One or Small Number of People

-- Bring People Together from a Variety of Backgrounds and Disciplines to                                 

    Refract the Hazard Problem Through a Prism of Complementary Minds 

    Allied in Common Purpose.

-- Strengthens Social, Economic, and Environmental Resiliency
· Seek Inter and Intro-Governmental Equity
· Reduce Vulnerability of People
· Smart and Long-Term Structural Mitigation
· BDRC Public Education Needed
· The Future of Emergency Management
· From Background to Boardroom

· Long-Term and Global Perspective

· Emergency Management will become synonymous with BDRS

· Four-Phases Disaster Life Cycle

· Holistic – Not Just Advanced Mitigation

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PROBLEM AREAS:
Show “Problem Areas” Graphic
Low Salience
Disasters are by their very nature high-risk, low probability events. 

Their infrequency makes it difficult to justify expenditure of public money in view of seemingly more pressing, on-going public needs and issues – except when one happens.

It has been estimated, for example that the typical U.S. community faces a major disaster about once every twelve years (Coleman and Granito 1998). 

Thus hazards “have a very low priority on the local political agenda…” (Olshansky and Kartez 1998, 182)

Lack of Strong Political Constituency:

Because disasters generally occur so infrequently in any given community, emergency management support groups or constituencies fail to develop or come together with sufficient strength to overcome obstacles to strong comprehensive capability development.

Resistance to Unfunded Federal Mandates
A corollary problem of issue salience within the realm of disaster policy is traditional American opposition toward, or resistance to, national planning and regulation (especially fears of Federal zoning) – especially when unfunded.

Resistance to emergency preparedness is thus a given. 

Disaster Ignorance:
Too often, local officials and even emergency managers assume, wrongfully, that routine procedures will meet the demands of disaster and thus allow themselves to be governed by the more pressing matters of daily routines.

Difficulties Measuring Effectiveness
Unless a community has experienced a disaster within recent memory, it is frequently difficult to make the case that emergency management programs would be effective – cost-benefit analyses contain enough “ifs” that making the case that dollars invested in mitigation and preparedness programs would pay off in bigger dividends in the future.

Technical and Administrative Know-How:

In order to accomplish emergency management responsibilities nationwide, a cadre of professionals is required at every level of government and within the private sector which can bring to an organizational management team requisite knowledge-based competencies (education) and skills-based operational competencies (training).  

This graphic on Emergency Management Stereotypes gets at these problems.

SHOW EMERGENCY MANAGER STEREOTYPE GRAPHICS (2)
Emergency Manager Stereotype

Not College Educated (4-Year Degree)

White

Late Middle-Aged

Male

Emergency Management is 2nd or 3rd Career

Job Obtained Other Than With EM Knowledge, Skills, and Abilities

Spends EM Career in One Jurisdiction

Has Not Done a Risk Assessment

Has Not Joined an EM Professional Association

Does Not Read the Disaster Research Literature

Is Disaster Response Oriented


-- Reactive


-- Command and Control Style

Universe of Professional Contacts is generally Emergency Services Personnel


Plans For the Jurisdiction

Frequently Wears Other Hats

Not Well Paid

EM Office is Not Well Funded

Many Part Time and Volunteer Positions

Show New Generation of Emergency Managers Graphics:

College Educated – Many With Emergency Management Degrees


More Professional and Knowledgeable


Younger


More Diverse – More Reflective of U.S. Society


Culturally Sensitive


Emergency Management is Career of 1st Choice


Primary Focus Is Building Disaster Resilient Communities


Proactive


Life-Long Learner – Reads Hazards/Disasters Research


Joins EM and/or Related Professional Associations


Plans With Rather than For Jurisdictional Stakeholders  -- Partners and Networks


Better Paid


Better Funded


Upwardly and Geographically Mobile








SHOW “BROADER RANGE”

Broader Range of Working Contacts



-- Elected and Appointed Officials



-- Economic Development Commissions



-- Planning and Zoning Boards/Commissions



-- Builders and Developers



-- Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Agencies/Groups



-- Academia and Professional Organizations



-- Community Based Organizations

High in demand are such attributes as:

· Interpersonnal communication skills;

· Long-range planning and strategy development capability;

· Team-playing and networking capabilities;

· Understanding of importance of disaster resilient communities philosophy within a sustainable development context;

· Ability to work under pressure.
Emergency Management and Related Terms & Definitions Handout

Emergency Management:

“Emergency management has been defined as the process by which the uncertainties that exist in potentially hazardous situations can be minimized and public safety maximized.  The goal is to limit the costs of emergencies or disasters through the implementation of a series of strategies and tactics reflecting the full life-cycle of an emergency.  This is a four-stage approach termed Comprehensive Emergency Management (CEM), and covers reduction, readiness, response and recovery” (Britton 1998, 1).

“The entire process of planning and intervention for rescue and relief to reduce the impact of emergencies as well as the response and recovery measures, to mitigate the significant social, economic and environmental consequences to communities and ultimately to the country, usually through an emergency operation center.” (Disaster and Emergency Reference Center 1998)

“The process by which the uncertainties that exist in potentially hazardous situations can be minimized and public safety maximized. The goal is to limit the costs of emergencies or disasters through the implementation of a series of strategies and tactics reflecting the full life cycle of disaster, i.e., preparedness, response, recovery, and mitigation.” (Drabek 1998)

“Organized analysis, planning, decision-making, and assignment of available resources to mitigate (lessen the effect of or prevent), prepare for, respond to, and recover from the effects of all hazards. The goal of emergency management is to save lives, prevent injuries, and protect property and the environment if an emergency occurs.” (FEMA 1995, I-6)

“Emergency management is the practice of identifying, anticipating and responding to the risks of catastrophic events [and] to reduce to more acceptable levels the probability of their occurrence or magnitude and the duration of their social impacts.” (Lindell and Perry 1992)

“Disaster/emergency management and business continuity encompasses the areas of personnel training and acquisition of resources as well as the evaluating and testing of plans and procedures to mitigate and prepare for credible disasters.”  (NFPA- 1600, 2000, 7)   A Disaster/Emergency Management Program “implements the mission, vision, and strategic goals and objectives as well as the management framework of the program and organization.” (NFPA-1600, 2000, 4)

“A range of measures to manage risks to communities and the environment. It involves the development and maintenance of arrangements to prevent the effect of, prepare for, respond to or recover from events causing significant community disruption or environmental damage.” (Salter 1997 28)

“The discipline and profession of applying science, technology, planning and management to deal with extreme events that can injure or kill large numbers of people, do extensive damage, and disrupt community life.” (Sylves 1998)

“The organization and management or resources for dealing with all aspects of emergencies. Emergency management involves the plans, structures and arrangements which are established to bring together the normal endeavors of government, voluntary and private agencies in a comprehensive and coordinated way to deal with the whole spectrum of emergency needs including prevention, response and recovery.” (Victorian Department of Justice 1997)

Business Continuity Program:
“An on-going process supported by senior management and funded to ensure that the necessary steps are taken to identify the impact of potential losses, maintain viable recovery strategies and recovery plans, and ensure continuity of services through personnel training, plan testing, and maintenance.”  (NFPA-1600, 2000, 4)

Civil Defense:
“All activities and measures designed or undertaken for the following reasons: (a) to minimize the effects upon the civilian population caused by, or which would be caused by, an attack upon the United States or by a natural disaster; (b) to deal with the immediate emergency conditions which would be created by any such attack or natural disaster; and (c) to effectuate emergency repairs to, or the emergency restoration of, vital utilities and facilities destroyed or damaged by any such attack or natural disaster.” (FEMA 1990)

“The system of measures, usually run by a government agency, to protect the civilian population in wartime, to respond to disasters, and to prevent and mitigate the consequences of major emergencies in peacetime.” (UN 1992 17)

Comprehensive Emergency Management:  

An integrated approach to the management of emergency programs and activities for all four emergency phases (mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery), for all types of emergencies and disasters and for all levels of government and the private sector.

“A way of fitting elements of emergency management into an inclusive framework encompassing all hazards and levels of government and the private sector.  Requires integration of emergency programs and actions, to ensure all elements are incorporated into emergency planning” (Britton 1998, 5).

Consequence Management:

“Involves measures to alleviate the damage, loss, hardship, or suffering caused by emergencies. It includes measures to restore essential government services, protect public health and safety, and provide emergency relief to affected governments, businesses, and individuals.” (FEMA 1998b) 

Contingency Planning:
“Asking about all the ‘what ifs’ that might occur in the activities of an organization and the dangers faced in the external environment” (Lerberger, 1997, 267).

Crisis Management:

“Coordination of actions during acute emergency.” (Disaster and Emergency Reference Center 1998)

“Involves measures to resolve the hostile situation, investigate, and prepare a criminal case for prosecution under federal law.” (FEMA/EMI 1998b)

“In the literature that exists so far, the term ‘crisis management’ has been widely employed. But this terminology is ambiguous. ‘Crisis management’ can be taken to refer either to managing a crisis after it has arisen—that is, intervening in a crisis situation—or managing in such a way that a crisis does not arise in the first place. The blanket term ‘crisis management’ is thus a conceptual blanket that covers a multitude of sins. It is best to avoid the usage of such a label, since the inclusion of the work ‘management’ in such a label implies that the process so labeled is envisioned as a solution to the problem of crises in general. This, however, is not really the case. At best, so-called crisis management addresses only crises that have already arisen and usually only when such crises have become either imminent or already actualized disasters” (Allinson 1993, 92)

“Since ‘crisis management’ is used in the literature to refer for the most part to either how one responds to an existent crisis or how one might anticipate crises and therefore be able to respond to them, crisis management most often connotes intervention management whether after the onset of the disaster or in anticipation of a disaster. In either of these two modes, it is nevertheless a ‘band-aid’ approach since it either comes into effect after the wound or primarily addresses itself to having a band-aid ready to cover the wound immediately so that the wound does not bleed overly much.” (Allinson 1993, 93)

Disaster Management:
“The body of policy and administrative decisions and operational activities which pertain to the various stages of a disaster at all levels.” (UN 1992 22)

“The entire process of planning and intervention to reduce disasters as well as the response and recovery measures.” (Disaster and Emergency Reference Center 1998)

Hazard Management:
“…hazard management concerns itself primarily with technologically sophisticated emergency preparedness and technical/engineering solutions to weaknesses in built environments….Hazard management as a technically specialized field necessarily avoids the broader environmental and social contexts of disasters: their root causes in capitalist development, urban growth, and environmental degradation that place more people, their property, and livelihoods at risk of an increasingly complex array of natural and technological hazards.”(Bolin/Stanford 1998, 219)

“The technocratic approach to hazard management first critiqued by Hewitt in 1983 still promotes a view of disaster as primarily a matter for science and engineering, focusing on understanding, predicting, and controlling physical effects through policy and regulation. In this physicalist view, disasters result from the vulnerability of structures, and not…from the structures of vulnerability. The technocratic approach ignores the complex of social factors that make social protection unavailable to marginal households.” (Bolin/Stanford 1998, 221)

Hazard management “utilizes individual and collective strategies to reduce and mitigate the impacts of hazards on people and places.”  (Cutter 1993, 2)

Risk Management:
“Public risk management is a process that is used to decide what to do where a risk has been determined to exist.  It involves identifying the level of tolerance the community has for a specific risk or set of risks and determines what risk assessment options are acceptable within a social, economic, cultural and political context.  To achieve this, the process must be open since it has to factor in benefits, costs of control and any statutory or socially approved requirements needed to manage the risk.  Hence, it requires communicating and consulting with the public-at-large, either directly or through appropriate representation as well as with specialists” (Britton 1998, 1).

Risk Management is “about how to prevent and how to finance recovery from accidental losses…” (Center for the Advancement of Risk Management Education 1999, 1).

“The art or act of handling the possibility of loss or injury. Involves four components of 

(1) Indexing critical operations, 

(2)  Assessing risk exposure for those operations designated as ‘vital’ or ‘high’, 

(3)  Developing mitigation plan outlining who, what, when and how the corrective and preventive actions will be implemented, and 

(4)  Testing and measurement of the effectiveness of the corrective and preventive actions.” (Schaming 1998, 26-28)

The process of intervening to reduce risk—the making of public and private decisions regarding protective policies and actions that reduce the threat to life, property, and the environment posed by hazards. Generally, the risk management process attempts to answer the following questions:

1. What can be done?

2. What options or alternatives are available and what are their associated tradeoffs in terms of costs, benefits, and other current and future risks?

3.  What are the effects of current decisions on future options? (Shaw, 1999)
The process whereby decisions are made and actions implemented to eliminate or reduce the effects of identified hazards.  (Simeon Institute, 1992)

“Risk Management means reducing the threats to life and property (and the environment) posed by known hazards, whilst simultaneously accepting unmanageable risks and maximizing any associated benefits.”  (Smith 1996, 54)

“A framework for the systematic application of management policies, procedures and practices to the tasks of identifying, analyzing, evaluating, treating and monitoring risk.” (Standards Australia, 4360)

Four Phases Student Activity – Short Version

Listed below are many more-or-less traditional emergency management functions.  Enter a M for mitigation, P for preparedness, Rs for response and Rc for recovery for each item.

Activating warning system when tornado is spotted

Adding wire mesh to chimneys in wooded areas

Analyzing building failures following an earthquake

Bolting a house to its foundation in earthquake country

Budget preparation for the emergency management organization

Building Codes, regulations, ordinances, development of hazard-related

Community Disaster Education program

Community profile (demographics, resources, facilities)—development of

Crisis counseling plans and procedures (emergency services personnel, victims)

Crisis counseling 2 days after a hurricane

Crisis counseling 2 months after a hurricane

Damage assessment plans and procedures, pre-event development of

Declaration of a state of emergency or disaster

Donated goods plans and procedures, pre-event development of

Elevation of structures in a flood plain

Emergency activation call-down list, preparation of

Emergency Operations Center activation

Emergency Operations Center—pre-event establishment of

Emergency Operations Plan--drafting

Emergency Public Information plans and procedures, pre-event development of

Equipment, stockpiling of emergency-related equipment (chainsaws)

Essential services prioritized restoration plans (electricity, water, sewage, phones)

Exercise participation

Federal Disaster Assistance, knowledge of procedures to apply for

Fire exit signs, regulations requiring their placement

Hazards, vulnerability and risk analysis

Hazardous materials container structure codes

Hazardous materials containment and scrubbing equipment, stockpiling of

Hazardous materials plume tracking

Hazardous materials release notification laws and regulations, development of

Hazardous materials transportation through a jurisdiction, regulation of

Hazardous materials underground storage tank regulations, enforcement of

Installation of fire suppression systems in new construction

Installation of hurricane clips and shutters by a homeowner

Land-use controls and procedures, development of

Laws and legislation, development and passage of disaster-related

Limiting density of construction to decrease fire spread potential

Mass casualty plans and procedures, development of

Mobile home tie-downs

Mobilization of essential services and personnel in anticipation of disaster

Mutual aid agreements with neighboring political jurisdictions

Ordering an evacuation without the legal authority to do so

Practicing family fire drills

Pumping out flooded electrical generating plant

Pumping out flooded residential basements

Purchasing warning and communications equipment

Purchasing plywood and cutting it to fit windows in case of a hurricane

Putting plywood over windows as a hurricane approaches the coastline

Putting family disaster supplies kit together

Razing burned-out buildings

Recovery plan, preparation of during disaster response and recovery phases

Regulating hazardous material users or producers in a jurisdiction

Replacing unreinforced brick filler walls with reinforced masonry in earthquake country

Replacing wood shingle roof with slate roof in area prone to wildfires

Requiring hazards disclosure statements in real estate transactions

Search and rescue operations

Shelter Opening and activation in anticipation of hurricane landfall

Shuttering windows prior to hurricane landfall

Slope stabilization measures

Smoke detector placement in one’s home

Stand-by agreements with commercial vendors for crisis delivery of goods or services

Testing warning equipment

Four Phases Student Activity—Long Version

Listed below are many more-or-less traditional emergency management functions.  Enter a M for mitigation, P for preparedness, Rs for response and Rc for recovery for each item.

Acquiring (government) flooded residential property in flood zone after a flood

Activating warning system when tornado is spotted

Adding wire mesh to chimneys in wooded areas

Analyzing building failures following an earthquake

Bolting a house to its foundation in earthquake country

Bracing of pendant (drop or suspended) ceilings for earthquake protection

Breakwater construction

Budget preparation for the emergency management organization

Building Codes, regulations, ordinances, development of hazard-related

Calling 911 upon discovery of a fire

Commandeering private sector property or resources during an emergency

Community Disaster Education program

Community profile (demographics, resources, facilities)—development of

Consumer protection against price-gouging, contractor fraud after a disaster

Contour farming to help reduce flood potential

Crisis counseling plans and procedures (emergency services personnel, victims)

Crisis counseling 2 days after a hurricane

Crisis counseling 2 months after a hurricane

Curfew implementation

Curtailment of non-essential functions during disasters—pre-event policy development

Damage assessment plans and procedures, pre-event development of

Debris clearance plans and procedures, pre-event development of

Deciding who is in charge of operations after a terrorist bombing of government building

Declaration of a state of emergency or disaster

Decontamination operations at flood-damaged water treatment plant

Dependent care policy for dependents of emergency services personnel on disaster duty

Development of improved design and construction techniques for hurricane protection

Donated goods plans and procedures, pre-event development of

Dredging streams or rivers prone to flooding

Elevation of structures in a flood plain

Emergency activation call-down list, preparation of

Emergency Operations Center activation

Emergency Operations Center—pre-event establishment of

Emergency Operations Plan--drafting

Emergency Operations Plan, putting together development team

Emergency Operations Plan, coordination of draft plan

Emergency Operations Plan, procedures to update and maintain

Emergency Public Information plans and procedures, pre-event development of

Equipment, stockpiling of emergency-related equipment (chainsaws)

Essential services prioritized restoration plans (electricity, water, sewage, phones)

Evacuation plans and procedures, pre-event development of

Exercise planning

Exercise participation

Federal Disaster Assistance, knowledge of procedures to apply for

Fire exit signs, regulations requiring their placement

Forcible evacuation policy, development of

Generators, purchase of emergency back-up capability

Good-Samaritan Law, pre-event development of

Hazard pay for government employees, pre-event policy development

Hazards, vulnerability and risk analysis

Hazardous materials container structure codes

Hazardous materials containment operations

Hazardous materials containment and scrubbing equipment, stockpiling of

Hazardous materials identification codes

Hazardous materials plume tracking

Hazardous materials release notification laws and regulations, development of

Hazardous materials transportation through a jurisdiction, regulation of

Hazardous materials underground storage tank regulations, development of

Hazardous materials underground storage tank regulations, enforcement of

Installation of fire suppression systems in new construction

Installation of a floodwall in St. Louis along the Mississippi River

Installation of hurricane clips and shutters by a homeowner

Insurance, purchase of hazard-related (fire, flood, earthquake, etc.)

Inviting media representatives to participate in planning and exercise activities

Land-use controls and procedures, development of

Laws and legislation, development and passage of disaster-related

Levee building

Limiting density of construction to decrease fire spread potential

Line of succession, establishment of

Long-term jurisdictional mitigation strategy, development of

Mass care plans and procedures (food, water, health and medical)

Mass casualty plans and procedures, development of

Mobile home tie-downs

Mobilization of essential services and personnel in anticipation of disaster

Mutual aid agreements with neighboring political jurisdictions

Notification of public officials of hazardous situation

Ordering an evacuation without the legal authority to do so

Overtime pay for government employees’ disaster duty—establish policy

Passing law or regulation prohibiting basements in flood prone areas

Pets—development of policy on pets in shelters

Practicing family fire drills

Publicizing building designs that lessen the effects of high winds

Pumping out flooded electrical generating plant

Pumping out flooded residential basements

Purchasing warning and communications equipment

Purchasing plywood and cutting it to fit windows in case of a hurricane

Putting plywood over windows as a hurricane approaches the coastline

Putting family disaster supplies kit together

Razing burned-out buildings

Recovery plan, preparation of prior to disaster

Recovery plan, preparation of during disaster response and recovery phases

Reforestation of an area after wildfire devastation

Regulating hazardous material users or producers in a jurisdiction

Regulating mobile-home placement in flood-prone areas.

Reinforcing and/or bracing a chimney in earthquake country

Replacing unreinforced brick filler walls with reinforced masonry in earthquake country

Replacing wood shingle roof with slate roof in area prone to wildfires

Requiring hazards disclosure statements in real estate transactions

Resource management plan development

Risk maps, development of

Sand bagging operations

Search and rescue operations

Shelter Opening and activation in anticipation of hurricane landfall

Sheltering plans and procedures

Shuttering windows prior to hurricane landfall

Slope stabilization measures

Smoke detector placement in one’s home

Special event plans and procedures (sporting events, concerts, celebrity visits)

Special populations plans and procedures (disabled, incarcerated, homebound, etc,)

Spontaneous volunteers plans and procedures

Stand-by agreements with commercial vendors for crisis delivery of goods or services

Stockpiling of essential supplies

Storm shelter construction

Storm tracking efforts

Storm watch and warning programs

Strapping of water heater to wall studs for earthquake hazard

Stream flow monitoring

Temporary housing provision after a disaster

Testing warning equipment

Training shelter managers and staff

Training volunteers

Windbreaks

Notes to the Instructor on the Four Phases Activity

After going through the activity the Instructor should note that at times there will be difficulty distinguishing an activity into just one phase. 

Some actions or activities might be reasonably classified differently by different people.  

This is not something to get overly excited about.

The point is to become familiar with the broad range of actions and activities that can take place with the disaster life cycle and to note that since this is a cycle, elements can and do blend into each other.

“At best, such period divisions are arbitrary, and are only useful in distinguishing the major functional activities of a period.  Emergency activities do not cease suddenly, to be replaced by other types of activities.  There is a blend of activity, with different groups of people working of different phases or recovery activity at the same time.”
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