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Requirements:

As well as the figures referred in this session, the instructor may wish to prepare additional slides or overheads from the text of the material outlined below (e.g., Major FEMA Roles in Mitigation). The source for the figures in the session is: FEMA Web Page: http://www.fema.gov.

Check these Web pages for the most up-to-date information. Figures are as follows:

7.1
FEMA Organization 

Web page: http://www.fema.gov/about/regoff.htm 

7.2
Regional and Area Offices 


Web page: http://www.fema.gov/about/regoff.htm

7.3
Refer to Table 8.1 titled "Players in the Tennessee Mitigation Process" in Godschalk, D. R. et al. (1999). Natural Hazard Mitigation: Recasting Disaster Policy and Planning. Washington, DC: Island Press. 

7.4
Refer to Figure 13.1 titled "Intergovernmental Policy System for Natural Hazard Mitigation in Practice" in Godschalk, et al. (1999). 

7.5
Refer to Figure 3.1 titled "Earthquake Hazards/Flood Hazards" in Burby, R., Ed. (1998). Cooperating with Nature: Confronting Hazards with Land Use Planning for Sustainable Communities. Washington, DC: John Henry Press, p. 59. 

7.6
Refer to Table 7.3 titled "Public Service Professional Associations Impacting Local Government Policy Making in Burby (1998) p. 222. 

7.7
Refer to Table 7.4 titled "Examples of Disaster-Related Giving, 1993-1994" in Burby (1998) p. 225. 

Remarks:

Objective 7.1
Acquire appreciation of the context for mitigation as a multi-agency, multi-jurisdictional activity involving the public sector, private sector, and non-governmental organizations, and emphasizing the intergovernmental relationships at the local, state, and federal levels.

The Legal Framework for Hazard Mitigation
All activities of government (including mitigation), whether federal, state or local, must be conducted within the legal constraints of the U.S. Constitution, State constitutions, and federal, state and local statutes. Various levels of government have been allocated responsibility for making decisions regarding land use and development. The Federal Constitution charges the Federal government with making foreign policy, protecting the rights of its citizens, and other actions that affect the welfare of the nation. It allocates most responsibilities for land-use planning and permitting to the states.

Similarly, state constitutions prescribe the powers of the various states, protect the rights of their citizens, and allocate certain responsibilities to their local political subdivisions. These state constitutions and powers of local agencies vary widely. For example, in California, developers must obtain the approval of local agencies before dividing land, grading, or building structures. However, in other parts of the country, state and local agencies are much more limited in the control that they have over land use. For example, in Sanders County, Montana, the only role that government has outside of incorporated towns is to certify the quality of wells used for drinking water. No building or grading permits are required; property owners may construct whatever they want on their land, wherever they want—even in federally-declared floodplains.

State and local land-use law and Federal protection often constrain mitigation efforts. Federal agencies such as FEMA often are limited to little more than encouraging wise land use and mitigation of recognized hazards and to making funds available for improving existing government-owned facilities. For political and economic reasons, many state and local agencies are unwilling to require investigation and mitigation of some types of hazards.

The myriad federal, state, and local laws can make it difficult to develop and implement an effective mitigation program. In fact, local land-use decisions to deny permits for construction in hazardous locations have been overturned by various courts. This framework within which mitigation must be carried out should be kept in mind as participants review the following material.

Despite the limitations that are in place, there is much that is being done at all levels of government to mitigate the impacts of hazards. The Federal Emergency Management Agency is a leading player in the U.S. management scene, and FEMA’s role is discussed extensively below. However, FEMA is not the only player. Other federal agencies, state agencies, local government and the private sector also influence hazard mitigation throughout the nation. Some of these other players are discussed in this session. Other activities are discussed in Session 8 (Mitigation Programs), Session 9 (Hazard Mitigation Planning), and Session 10 (Federal Disaster Assistance Programs and Policies).

FEMA

· FEMA is an independent federal agency with more than 2,500 full time employees.

· Employees work at FEMA headquarters in Washington D.C., at regional and area offices across the country, at the Mount Weather Emergency Assistance Center, and at the FEMA training center in Emmitsburg, Maryland.

· FEMA also has nearly 7,000 standby disaster assistance employees who are available to help out after disasters.

· Often FEMA works in partnership with other organizations that are part of the nation’s emergency management system. These partners include state and local emergency management agencies, 27 federal agencies and American Red Cross (http://www.fema.gov/fema).

See Figure 7.1, “FEMA Organization.”
FEMA is organized into a variety of administrative units. These include a functional arrangement of units addressing the four phases of emergency management: mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery.

Each of these units reports directly to FEMA’s Director. The FEMA Director has “Cabinet status” which effectively gives the director direct access to the President of the United States. The “Mitigation Directorate” and the “Regional Offices” division represent the key units most involved in federal hazard mitigation policy and activities.

See Figure 7.2, “FEMA Regional Offices.”

FEMA has 10 regional offices, and two area offices. Each region serves several states, and regional staff work directly with the states to help plan for disasters, develop mitigation programs, and meet needs when major disasters occur. Details on each of FEMA’s regional offices (contact information, states covered) and their “regional partners” can be found at http://www.fema.gov/about/regoff.htm.

Note that the states included in each region share some hazards in common, while differing in their exposure to other types. For example, Region II includes New Jersey, New York, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. While all four areas have coastal concerns, NJ and NY face the threat of severe winter storms while the Caribbean territories face a much higher exposure to hurricanes and tropical storms. Region VII’s states—Iowa, Kansas, Missouri, and Nebraska—generally share a common exposure and concern with floods.

Each FEMA regional office has a politically appointed director, some technical specialists (e.g., staff with strong engineering, environmental impact, or cost-benefit analysis backgrounds) and several Federal Hazard Mitigation Officers (FHMOs) who are the primary points of contact with states. The regional offices work to provide funding, guidance, some technical assistance and training to state and local emergency management organizations or U.S. territories.

As noted previously, FEMA is now advancing mitigation as the foundation of the national emergency management system and has devised a “National Mitigation Strategy.”11 To summarize, some of the major FEMA roles in mitigation include:

· Shaping national mitigation policies;

· Providing funding for mitigation at the state and local level;

· Administering or supporting several hazard-specific mitigation programs (e.g., National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program);

· Promoting education and awareness of hazard mitigation;

· Strengthening and supporting state and local emergency management capabilities, including non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the private sector.


[Note: Federal programs are covered in detail in Session 10]
While FEMA plays a major role in shaping and coordinating emergency management programs and policies at the federal level, the federal government’s full involvement with states is supposed to occur only when a state has indicated that it is overwhelmed by a disaster. In these instances, the State Governor requests a Presidential Declaration of Major Disaster or Emergency. According to the Stafford Act:

“Such a request shall be based on a finding that the disaster is of such severity and magnitude that effective response is beyond the capabilities of the state and the affected local governments and that Federal assistance is necessary. As part of such request, and as a prerequisite to major disaster assistance under this Act, the Governor shall take appropriate response action under State law and direct execution of the State’s emergency plan. The Governor shall furnish information on the nature and amount of State and local resources which have been or will be committed to alleviating the results of the disaster, and shall certify that, for the current disaster, State and local government obligations and expenditures (of which State commitments must be a significant proportion) will comply with all applicable cost‑sharing arrangements of this Act.”12
The Governor submits an official request to the President through the FEMA Regional Director asking for Federal assistance under the Stafford Act. If granted, the Governor then appoints a State Coordinating Officer (SCO) to interact with the Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO) assigned to the disaster operation as the President’s representative (Blanchard, 1997).

Post-Disaster Orientation of FEMA Involvement:

· This expanded federal involvement in state and local emergency management obviously occurs after a major disaster event—in terms of hazard mitigation—and focuses on the development of 409 state hazard mitigation plans and damage assessment which determine the amount of funding available for disaster recovery and hazard mitigation projects.

· The fact that the majority of federal assistance for hazard mitigation occurs after a major disaster has occurred has been criticized as inconsistent with the definition and intent of mitigation (Godschalk et al., 1999). Revisit the discussion of the mitigation phase of emergency management from Session 2 with emphasis added:

Mitigation—this phase involves activities that prevent a disaster, reduce the chance of it happening, or reduce its damaging effects. Mitigation activities should be undertaken long before a disaster occurs as part of a long-term strategy to reduce or prevent the loss of life and property damage likely to occur from a variety of natural and technological disasters. Examples include the rezoning of undeveloped residential areas located in a floodplain to resource conservation areas, and retrofitting the infrastructure of buildings and bridges to meet stronger seismic standards to resist the effects of earthquakes.

· On the other hand, more immediate issues often overshadow hazard mitigation during “calm” times such as unemployment, infrastructure development, housing, taxes, economic development, etc. Studies have found that “the willingness of local governments to undertake risk-reduction programs has more to do with the extent of local political demands, which affect commitment of elected officials, and community resources than with previous experience with disasters or objective risk” (May and Deyle 1998).

· While acknowledging these key underlying factors, disaster events do, in fact, focus the attention of decision-makers, state and local agencies, and the public on hazard mitigation planning and implementation. Disasters also help to identify hazard mitigation needs and priorities that may not have been clear prior to the event. Overall, post-disaster circumstances provide unique opportunities for planning and implementation of hazard mitigation strategies, including:

· Financial assistance becomes available.

· Technical assistance becomes available.

· Structures that have been damaged or destroyed have to be rebuilt anyway.

· Constituent support for mitigation will be high.13
Ask the class to consider what it would take to make these kinds of “unique opportunities” a reality prior to a disaster occurring.

The States

[Note to Instructor: Given the importance of the states’ role in hazard mitigation planing and implementation, a quick overview of the states’ role in emergency management is provided below (excerpted from Blanchard, 1997). If participants are already familiar with this material go directly to the section on the State Role in Hazard Mitigation]

Overview of State Role in Emergency Management

State government has a pivotal role in emergency management, being the key linking pin between Federal resources and local governments. All states have laws that describe the responsibilities of the state government in emergencies and disasters. These laws provide Governors and state agencies with the authority to plan for and carry out the necessary actions to 

respond to and recover from emergencies. State emergency management legislation describes the duties and powers of the Governor, whose authority includes the power to declare a state of emergency and to decide when to terminate this declaration.

It has not always been this way:

“...the role and responsibilities of the state emergency management office have changed significantly, both in focus and scope, since passage of the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950. During the 1950s and 1960s, the state civil defense’ office was primarily responsible for coordination with its designated federal counterpart to disseminate information on civil defense, to maintain civil defense communications, and to provide for civil defense training programs. The increased incidence of technological disasters in the 1970s and 1980s precipitated the transition to an all‑hazard approach to emergency management and the emergency of state offices with a much broader scope of responsibility. The state emergency management office . . . has evolved from being a relatively small and obscure line agency with limited planning, training, and response capabilities to its present status as an integral part of state government” (Drabek and Hoetmer, 104).

Thus, according to Drabek and Hoetmer, in today’s environment:

“The unpredictability of natural, technological, and civil hazards, coupled with the potential for intense media scrutiny during an emergency has spurred the nation’s governors to give increasing attention to the state emergency management function. The Three Mile Island incident is a classic example of how a governor can suddenly be thrust into the media spotlight under stressful conditions. The response and recovery efforts surrounding the Valdez, Alaska, oil spill demonstrate that disasters are becoming extraordinarily complex and costly. Legal issues, such as protection from liability in a disaster, are yet another dimension of emergency management with which governors (as well as administrators at the local level) must be conversant”(p. 102).

Many of the responsibilities to perform and maintain the provisions of emergency management legislation are generally delegated to the state emergency management offices. Each of the 50 states, the several territories and the District of Columbia has an emergency management agency of some type. These 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.

These offices are organized in a number of ways and have different names. State emergency managers are responsible for preparing for emergencies and coordinating the activation and use of resources controlled by the state government when they are needed to help local governments respond to and recover from emergencies and disasters. Most important among the responsibilities of state government, including the Governor’s Office, are the following:

· Enacting emergency management legislation, codes and regulations.

· Enforcing national laws (such as Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization act, dealing with preparing for and responding to hazardous materials incidents).

· Applying public administration skills to statewide planning.

· Developing and maintaining programs addressing all four phases of the emergency management cycle.

· Coordinating the activities of other state agencies in the development of the state emergency operations plan and in response to disaster events.

· Assuming any or all of the emergency powers of the governor.

· Assisting local governments with their emergency management responsibilities, particularly disaster response.

· Coordinating state recovery efforts, including obtaining Federal disaster assistance.

As noted above, each state maintains a State Office of Emergency Management. This office is responsible for developing and maintaining a State Disaster Operations Plan and a State Emergency Operations Center (EOC), from which civil government officials (State, Federal, municipal, and county) exercise centralized direction and control in an emergency. The EOC serves as a resource center and coordination point for additional field assistance. It provides executive directives and liaison to state and Federal governments, and considers and mandates protective actions.

There is no single model for the placement and structure of the emergency management responsibilities at the state level in the US. The emergency management function, by whatever name it goes by, may be:

· Attached to the Governor’s Office

· Independent agency reporting directly to the Governor’s Office

· In the Military Department

· The Adjutant General’s Office

· A Division of Public Safety or State Police

· In Local/Community Affairs Department, or

· Another office

On this subject, Drabek and Hoetmer write that:

The importance of the location of the state emergency management office was the subject of a 1978 study undertaken by the National Governors’ Association. In examining the effectiveness of the...[major] state models in relation to the four phases of emergency management, the study suggested that:

· Mitigation and recovery functions are better managed by program and policy oriented offices of state government, whereas preparedness and response are better managed by more tactically oriented departments such as the state police or adjutant general.

· The study concluded, however, that the overall effectiveness of the emergency management function in state government is not determined by the location of the office but by the relationship between the emergency management office and the governor’s office.

· In analyzing the organizational models, the authors note that some offices are strong and some are weak for a variety of historical, turf, political, and conceptual reasons. Clearly, there is not a state model to follow; rather, it is the governor’s understanding, concern, and support, coupled with the state director’s coordination and strategy-building skills, that determine the strength of the organizational framework” (pp. 103-104).

State Role in Hazard Mitigation
· The primary points of contact with the federal government at the state level are the fifty-four State Hazard Mitigation Officers (SHMOs), one for each state and U.S. territory.

· SHMOs act as intermediaries between FEMA’s regional offices and state and local government bodies within states.

· The SHMOs home agency may be a dedicated hazard mitigation unit. More often, the SHMO will reside within a more generalized Emergency Management agency.

· Although local governments are often considered the most resource-poor in terms of hazard mitigation, it is typically the SHMOs who are faced with the daunting full-time task of coordinating interactions with a multitude of federal, state, and local agencies as well as business and non-governmental partners.

· As well as coordinating between many different levels of government, state agencies and programs, the state’s role in hazard mitigation involves implementing or modifying statewide laws and programs to support hazard mitigation objectives, and the provision of staff and resources to assist local communities in planing and implementing hazard mitigation.

· Figure 7.3 lists only the “key players’ (and groups of players) involved in hazard mitigation in the State of Tennessee. Note, in particular, the Tennessee Hazard Mitigation Council, which is a panel of 21 advisors representing a wide variety of state agencies, FEMA, and American Red Cross officials.

See Figure 7.3, “Key Hazard Mitigation Players in Tennessee”

The following passage is excerpted from a survey of all state hazard mitigation officers (SHMOs) in the United States, and it provides some additional background and context on the states’ role in hazard mitigation as viewed by the SHMOs themselves (Berke, Philip, and Mark Healey (1996).

Summary and Conclusions from Survey of State Hazard Mitigation Officers

Several key findings may be derived from the survey results:

1.) The number of staff assigned to mitigation represents a very small percentage of emergency management staff at the state level. The median number of total emergency management staff among states is 38, and the median number of staff devoted to natural hazard mitigation is only two, with just under half of the states reporting a full-time hazard mitigation staff of zero to one. Thus state agency capacity to carry out mitigation is quite low.

2.) Perceived organizational capacity to undertake mitigation is somewhat higher than actual capacity in terms of the number of staff assigned to mitigation. About one-third of all respondents rated state organizational capacity as “high” or “very high,” while an additional third rated capacity as “medium.”

3.)
The commitment of support for mitigation by state and local officials is uneven. State elected officials and local emergency management officials’ commitment is somewhat low, but commitment of state appointed emergency management officials is perceived to be much higher.
Common reasons given for the somewhat low level of commitment by state elected officials include:

· a lack of awareness about mitigation

· a low sense of urgency

· a lack of funding for mitigation

Similar reasons were given for the level of commitment by local emergency management officials, with an additional reason related to the traditionally strong emergency response-orientation compared to the weak mitigation-orientation of local emergency management operations.

Reasons given for the higher level of commitment by state appointed emergency management officials include their high level of awareness about mitigation, and their extensive practical experience in the emergency management field which has led to most officials being convinced of the need for mitigation.

4.) A substantial majority of respondents maintained that federal 404 grant policy requirements and procedures are the most important factors in influencing state capacity and commitment for hazard mitigation.
Federal 409 planning policy requirements were viewed as important influences, but not quite as important as 404 grants. Respondents most commonly mentioned the federal funding tied to 404 grants and 409 plans as a major reason for the high importance of these factors.

5.) State 409 plan documents are seen by a slight majority of respondents as having an important influence on state mitigation capacity and commitment. The most common reasons given in explaining the influence of 409 plans was the role of the plan as a “blueprint” for the mitigation efforts in the states and the role of the plan in bringing other state agencies into the process.

6.) Guidance received from FEMA regional offices is considered an important influence on state capacity and commitment for mitigation by a large majority of respondents. Common reasons given for a good working relationship include the dedication of the people in the FEMA regional office to help the states and the role of the region as an effective go-between the state and FEMA national. Interestingly, three respondents (all representing different FEMA regions) mentioned that their region was “widely regarded as the best FEMA region.”

7.) The most common technique used by the agencies of the respondents to coordinate the hazard mitigation efforts of other state agencies and local governments is the formation of inter-agency teams and committees. State hazard mitigation teams were the most often mentioned of these inter-agency teams. Others include 404 grant review committees and inter-agency Governor’s task forces.

8.) The most common purpose of 409 plans is to provide a “blueprint” for the mitigation effort in the state that outlines the state goals, priorities, and strategies for hazard mitigation. Other primary purposes include:

· fulfilling federal requirements “to make FEMA happy”

· establishing funding priorities for the 404 grant program, and

· assessing the capability of state agencies to carry out mitigation

Increasing state capacity and commitment is considered a more important purpose of 409 plans than increasing local capacity and commitment.

9.)
There is a wide variation in importance given to local influence in the preparation of state 409 plans. Forty-two percent rated local input as “important” or “very important,” and fifty percent rated local input as “somewhat important” or “unimportant.” Respondents maintained that the level of local involvement (whether high or low) was highly dependent upon whether the state agency(ies) preparing the plan solicited input from local officials. A few respondents mentioned little local desire to participate as a reason for a low level of local input.

10.)
Acquisition and relocation projects are regarded as the most effective means of reducing vulnerability. Other types of mitigation outcomes that received high marks for vulnerability reduction include drainage projects and facility improvements.

11.) A majority of the SHMOs rated their state’s overall mitigation effort as moderately high. Just over one-third rated the overall mitigation efforts of their states as quite low.

[end Berke and Mark Healey excerpts (1996)]

It should be noted that not all mitigation resources are located in Emergency Management, and the above study conclusions may therefore cast a very limited view on this issue. Remember that the State Hazard Mitigation Teams and other state agencies are often available to the state hazard mitigation officer, boosting his or her capability to accomplish mitigation initiatives significantly. For instance, New Jersey has a Unit staff of three, but the resources of the State Hazard Mitigation Team and the departments they represent are available to carry out mitigation efforts.

Furthermore, the small size of the mitigation staff may not be the true cause of a state’s inability to effect mitigation. Many other factors may contribute, including the complexity of land-use law, coupled with economic forces and the distributed authority for permitting and land-use decisions, that make it extremely difficult to design and implement an effective statewide or nationwide mitigation program.

To illustrate the subtle complexities, consider the following “case study” example from California.

Selected Seismic Hazard Mitigation Efforts in California
The first grading code was adopted in southern California in the 1950s after landslides caused extensive damage to property owned by wealthy citizens. This grading code eventually became an appendix to the Uniform Building Code. Through the years, the UBC has gradually been improved as our understanding improves regarding earthquake hazards and how buildings react. As the UBC is updated, the state adopts the new version to guide its construction of critical structures and its own buildings. The state also requires each city and county to adopt the state’s code, although the local agencies may adopt more stringent measures. In some ways, the UBC may be flawed, probably because it attempts to cover a wide range of possible conditions. For example, in the grading section, the code states that cities and counties may require site investigations for liquefaction, landslide hazards, etc., but does not require (by using an explicit mandate such as “shall require”) that an agency do so.

While some might argue that hazard investigations should be required in areas where these hazards might be present, developers often argue that such investigations are not explicitly required by the UBC (because “may” is used instead of “shall”). In essence, they argue that the added cost of the investigations and the mitigation measures reduce the salability of their developments. Many local agencies lack the political will to override these concerns absent a clear state mandate. Thus, the permissive language in the UBC is a conceptual gap that hinders effective mitigation in some communities.

In 1971, following the San Fernando earthquake, California adopted a requirement that all cities and counties address earthquake and other geologic hazards as a part of their general plans. These “Safety Elements” outline the types and location of hazards known to the community and are supposed to outline the development policies with respect to those hazards. Unfortunately, many of those elements were flawed, containing incomplete information or misplaced emphasis, or suffering from one or more conceptual gaps (See http://www.mtnswest.com.hazplan/ for “Geologic Hazards in General Plans: Problems and Recommendations” which describes the problem in greater detail). In many cases, the local agency did not adopt ordinances or other administrative tools to implement the adopted Safety Element. Also, while the Safety Elements were effective in partially educating local decision makers about hazards in their community, only about one-third have been updated once they were adopted in the 1970s. Thus, only in a few communities have decision-makers benefited from the educational process of creating a Safety Element. And because few Safety Elements contain information that describes the costs and benefits of various mitigation measures, or the consequences of not implementing mitigation, few city and county decision-makers are aware that the mitigation is cost-effective and seldom prohibitive or unreasonable.

The Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zones Act also was passed in 1971. It mandated that the State Geologist identify active faults, designate zones along those faults within which site-specific investigations must be required by cities and counties before development can be permitted. The law requires that cities and counties retain a state-licensed geologist to review the site-investigation report on their behalf and that no structure for human occupancy is permitted to be constructed over the surface trace of an active fault. The Act (since renamed the Earthquake Fault Zoning Act) also mandates that sellers of real property and their agents disclose whether or not property is within one of these hazard zones. To date, the state has released over 500 Earthquake Fault Zone maps and several thousand investigations have been conducted.

Although the Alquist-Priolo program has been effective in raising public awareness of California’s earthquake hazards, it did little to reduce damage from earthquake shaking and ground failure (principally liquefaction and landslides). State legislation passed in 1973 required the state to pay for any local government costs for new state-mandated programs, hindering expansion of hazard mitigation programs. The only new geologic hazard mitigation program enacted between 1973 and 1989 was the State’s Landslide Hazard Identification Program. That law encouraged but did not require that cities and counties use state maps showing landslide hazards. In essence, the state lacked the political will to adopt an effective landslide mitigation program. The program was repealed (sunsetted) 10 years following enactment, although some local agencies still use the products today.

Following the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, California enacted the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act. Patterned after Alquist-Priolo, the act directs the State Geologist to identify areas subject to strong ground shaking, liquefaction, earthquake-triggered landslides, tsunamis, and other earthquake hazards as mapping techniques improve. The legislature sidestepped the local-mandated cost issue by allowing cities and counties to pass their added costs on to developers as part of the permit fee. Rather than involve themselves in determining the criteria for designating that property was in a Seismic Hazard Zone, the legislature created an advisory committee made of technical experts and representatives of city, county and regional governments and the insurance industry. This advisory committee created a consensus that guides how the zones are delineated and how the hazards are to be investigated and mitigated. The state maps and guidelines are distributed to cities and counties who must require site investigations prior to permitting development within the zones. If hazards are present, the law requires that the report contain recommendations to mitigate the hazard to a level of risk that is acceptable to the local agency. Also, state regulations require cities and counties to retain state-licensed engineers and/or engineering geologists to review the reports and recommendations for reasonableness on the agency’s behalf. California cities and counties are savvy enough that they do not prohibit development outright (which would constitute a taking and require compensation), but instead conditionally approve the developments; however, some of the imposed mitigation requirements may require expenditures that render the proposed project uneconomical. Finally, the law mandates that sellers (or their agents) of real property in the zones so advise potential buyers.

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act is not entirely perfect. One possible conceptual gap in the Act that may need to be addressed is to stipulate that the hazards identified be mitigated. However, few cities seem willing to risk lawsuits that might result if they fail to require mitigation measures recommended by state-licensed geologists and engineers. Also, one should be aware that, as with the UBC, the minimum level of acceptable risk required by the state is a life-safety level. Thus, the objective is to eliminate the loss of life and not to ensure that the structure is usable following an earthquake of given magnitude. To significantly reduce property damage from future earthquakes may require measures that are more stringent than that required by the UBC and/or a raising of the minimum level of risk acceptable to the state.

Following the 1994 Northridge earthquake, California requested Stafford Act moneys to expedite production of the Seismic Hazard Zone maps. FEMA provided $9,375,000 for production of 38 Seismic Hazard Zone maps. FEMA’s analysis estimated a benefit-cost ratio of about 9:1 for this effort. By April 1999 more than 100 California cities and counties will be required to implement the Seismic Hazard Mapping Act. Communications with these agencies indicate that fewer than one-third were requiring mitigation of liquefaction and landslide hazards prior to receiving the state maps.

The Seismic Hazards Mapping Program has many components that work together to achieve mitigation:

· A state-mandated process that involves experts and governmental officials in developing a consensus that prescribes how the hazards are to be mapped and mitigated.

· A public consensus for mapping criteria that requires a level of geotechnical information such that it is unlikely that the courts will find the resulting regulatory maps to be arbitrary, capricious, or otherwise invalidated.

· A state mandate that prescribes the minimum requirements that must be used by cities, counties, and state agencies before permitting new land divisions, grading or construction.

· A real-estate disclosure component that fosters public awareness and informed decision-making.

· An outreach program to deliver the maps to affected local agencies and explain the maps and various implementation requirements.

· Cooperative efforts with local universities to educate consulting and government engineers and geologists about appropriate investigation and mitigation techniques and flaws in commonly used techniques.

· Communication with real estate professionals regarding their disclosure obligations and how to obtain the maps and related information.

· A feedback loop that enables the state to use the locally required site investigations to modify the hazard zones in the future.

Success of California’s Seismic Hazard Mapping Act is not entirely assured. The building industry still regards the program as a burden that reduces their profits. Market and political forces might result in the future repeal of part or all of the program. One of the major questions facing the program is how to create sufficient public demand for earthquake-resistant housing so that the building industry would willingly bear the increased cost, which would be passed on to the consumer. If such challenges are successfully met, the program should result in continued future benefits.

As of September 1, 1998, FEMA has committed to provide funds to expedite production of an unspecified number of additional Seismic Hazard Zone maps in Ventura, Los Angeles, and Orange Counties. California’s Seismic Hazard Mapping Program has received an Award in Excellence from the Western States Seismic Policy Council. For more information abut the Seismic Hazards Mapping Program, copies of the law, regulations guidelines, maps and other materials, see http://www.consrv.ca.gov/dmg/shzp/.

Local Level

· It has been said that all mitigation, like all politics, is local (FEMA, 1995a). This is because the vast majority of hazard mitigation projects and activities are implemented at the local level, at some specific geographic locale. This is also because the most extensive control (authority) over land use occurs at the local level throughout the United States (e.g., the power of eminent domain can be used by local governments to acquire land in a floodplain).

· While all mitigation may be considered local, however, the resources for identifying mitigation needs and opportunities, and the resources for planning and implementing mitigation projects are seldom found locally.

· At the local level there is typically no counterpart to FHMOs and SHMOs. Given the limited resources and multitude of pressing, daily concerns, there is usually no full-time or even part-time local hazard mitigation officer. Instead, local personnel and agencies whose responsibilities include emergency management (defined broadly), public safety, public works, and land use planning are called on to participate in hazard mitigation planning and implementation. These can include land use planners, police and fire departments, and emergency medical units.

In some cases, smaller municipalities are assisted by intermediary agencies, such as state or regional planning departments or non-governmental organizations. In other cases, elected officials themselves have acted as the prime hazard mitigation contacts at the local level (e.g., Carthage, TN major led efforts to acquire and relocate homes repeatedly flooded).

Finally, in a few cases, businesses will act independently and seek out hazard mitigation resources and expertise (e.g., the seismic retrofit of wells undertaken by Memphis Gas, Light & Water) (Bohl and Kaiser, 1999).

· More often than not, all of these local actors (with the exception of land use planners) are primarily motivated and active in preparation, response and recovery phases of disasters. Participation in mitigation planning and implementation is largely a result of previous experience with disasters and connections with state and federal hazard mitigation agents.

· Most counties in the U.S. and most medium to large size cities have an emergency management organization (EMO). This organization could consist of one part-time volunteer or a staff of paid full-time personnel. The more populated and more disaster prone a jurisdiction, the more likely they are to have full-time paid professionals. The trend is towards having a full-time paid professional at the head of an Office of Emergency Management. This is probably due to an increased awareness of the need for disaster preparedness and emergency management at the local level (Blanchard, 1997).

· Also found at the local level are Local Emergency Planning Committees (or LEPCs), comprised of representatives from government, the general public, and stakeholder groups. These were formed stemming from the Superfund Authorization and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, as a reaction to the Bhopal, India chemical release disaster in which some 2,000 people living near a chemical facility were killed by the release of a toxic chemical. LEPCs help to solicit and monitor this information, and they work with local public and private organizations to advance community awareness and preparedness (Blanchard, 1997).

· Although hazard mitigation expertise is rare at the local level, emergency management organizations and planning agencies represent the most common and logical agencies for involvement in hazard mitigation planning and implementation. The “home rule” situation which prevails in the United States means that local jurisdictions exert the most direct control in areas directly related to hazard mitigation, including:

· land use planning

· building codes and other development standards

· subdivision regulations

· zoning ordinances

· local laws and regulations which can regulate hazardous materials and conditions.

Objective 7.2
Acquire knowledge of hazard mitigation planning under the Stafford Act, including the requirements at the federal, state and local level.

The Stafford Act

The responsibilities and relationships between federal, state, and local government for hazard mitigation planning and implementation is defined in the Stafford Act, specifically, in (Section 409 and Subpart M of the Stafford Act). The majority of these responsibilities and relationships involve three broad activities:

· The formation and conduct of post-disaster hazard mitigation teams and their reports which assess damage and mitigation opportunities and issues;

· The development of a state 409 hazard mitigation plan (and its update immediately following a disaster);

· The identification, application, evaluation, implementation, and monitoring of hazard mitigation projects.

Note that these activities are almost all triggered by a disaster event, which means that the bulk of hazard mitigation activity under the current system is occurring post-, not pre-disaster.

Federal Responsibilities

Stafford Requirement:
“Oversee all pre- and post-disaster evaluation and mitigation programs and activities.”

This is the key, overarching federal responsibility.
Federal hazard mitigation programs and activities include:

· The Disaster Preparedness Improvement Grant Program;

· The Hazard Mitigation Assistance Program;

· The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program;

· Leadership of Hazard Mitigation Survey Teams and Interagency Hazard Mitigation Teams; and planning activities conducted under Section 409 (i.e., the development of state hazard mitigation plans).

· Planning activities conducted under Section 409 (i.e., the development of state hazard mitigation plans).





[U.S. FEMA, 1990a, pp. 34]

The Hazard Mitigation Survey Team is comprised of representatives from FEMA, the state, and local jurisdictions. This team is activated following disasters to identify immediate mitigation opportunities (and potential funding sources) and issues to be addressed in the Section 409 hazard mitigation plan. The team may include representatives of other Federal agencies, as appropriate.

The Interagency Hazard Mitigation Team is comprised of representatives from twelve Federal agencies and is activated following flood related disasters to coordinate Federal post-flood identification of immediate mitigation opportunities.

Stafford Requirement:
“Appoint a Federal Hazard Mitigation Officer for each disaster to manage hazard mitigation programs and activities.”

Additional FHMO responsibilities and involvement include:

· Serve as the point of contact for the SHMO;

· Participate in a Preliminary Damage Assessment of impacted areas;

· Address state and local mitigation issues;

· Develop a mitigation strategy for disasters;

· Evaluate state mitigation programs and activities for the Regional Analysis and Recommendation;

· Work with the SHMO and assist in forming the hazard mitigation language in the FEMA-State Agreement. The FEMA-State Agreement states the understandings, commitments, and conditions for assistance under which FEMA disaster assistance shall be provided. This agreement imposes binding obligations on FEMA, states, and their local governments in the form of conditions for assistance which are legally enforceable.

· Work with the Federal Public Assistance Officer (who administers the Public Assistance Program) to ensure that appropriate conditions and standards are incorporated into FEMA-funded projects, and to identify hazard mitigation opportunities involving damaged public property which could be funded under the Public Assistance Program.

The FHMO also has additional responsibilities within the Federal government with respect to coordinating activities with the Individual Assistance Program, the Public Information Officer, and ensuring compliance between FEMA disaster assistance actions and Federal mandates.

Although the majority of the FHMO’s responsibilities and activities are post-disaster, the Stafford Act requires FEMA to:

“Provide technical assistance to state and local governments in fulfilling mitigation responsibilities.”

“Conduct periodic reviews of state hazard mitigation activities and programs to ensure that states are adequately prepared to meet their responsibilities under the Stafford Act.”

“Assist the state in the identification of the appropriate mitigation actions that a state or locality must take in order to have a measurable impact on reducing or avoiding the adverse effects of a specific hazard or hazardous situation.”

In effect, these requirements ensure that the hazard mitigation relationship between the federal, state, and local levels can be an ongoing one. FEMA may also provide training for SHMOs, state agency representatives, and local officials. Lastly, FEMA is required to monitor and evaluate hazard mitigation initiatives, and to follow up with state and local governments to make sure mitigation commitments are fulfilled.

State Disaster Planning

The key responsibilities of the state are to coordinate and ensure the implementation of all state and local activities regarding hazard evaluation and mitigation (including planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation). Many of the state responsibilities parallel activities undertaken by FEMA and are conducted in coordination with the FHMO. State responsibilities are usually filled by the designated SHMO. As outlined in the Stafford Act, state responsibilities include:

· Appoint a State Hazard Mitigation Officer who reports to the Governor or to an authorized representative, and who serves as the point of contact for all matters relating to Section 409 hazard mitigation planning and implementation.

· Prepare and submit ... a hazard mitigation plan(s) or update to existing plan(s).

· Participate on the Hazard Mitigation Survey Team or Interagency Hazard Mitigation Team.

· Arrange for appropriate state and local participation on (teams) and in the Section 409 planning process.

· Follow up with state agencies and local governments to ensure that appropriated hazard mitigation actions are taken. This involves coordination of plans and actions of local governments to ensure that they are not in conflict with each other or with state plans.

· Ensure that the activities, programs, and policies of all state agencies related to hazard evaluation, vulnerability, and mitigation are coordinated and contribute to the overall lessening or avoiding of vulnerability to natural hazards.

The State Hazard Mitigation Team is composed of key state agency representatives, local units of government, and other public or private sector bodies or agencies. The purpose of the State Hazard Mitigation Team is to:

· evaluate hazards;

· identify strategies;

· coordinate resources; and

· implement measures that will reduce the vulnerability of people and property to damage from hazards.

Local Responsibilities

Per the Stafford Act, local responsibilities include:

· Participate in the process of evaluating hazards and adoption of appropriate hazard mitigation measures, including land use and construction standards.

· Appoint a local hazard mitigation officer, if appropriate.

· Participate on Hazard Mitigation Survey Teams and Interagency Hazard Mitigation Teams, as appropriate.

· Participate in the development and implementation of Section 409 plans or plan updates, as appropriate.

· Coordinate and monitor the implementation of local hazard mitigation measures.

Note that the “teeth” behind this litany of state and local requirements and responsibilities are the billions in disaster relief funds, which the federal government controls.

Objective 7.1 
 Acquire appreciation of the context for mitigation as a multi-agency, multi-jurisdictional activity involving the public sector, private sector, and non-governmental organizations, and emphasizing the inter-governmental relationships at the local, state, and federal levels.

Hazard Mitigation and Intergovernmental Relationships: Conceptual Framework

See Figure 7.4, “Intergovernmental Policy System for Natural Hazard Mitigation in Practice.”

· Figure 7.4 provides a diagram showing the inter-governmental relationships discussed in this section.

· The diagram also incorporates the major linking devices within the system, namely the state 409 hazard mitigation plans and the 404 hazard mitigation projects.

· While 409 plans are sometimes criticized as a federal mandate imposed on the states in order to be eligible for federal disaster relief funds, or paper documents with little impact or overt use, they clearly serve as an integrative device bringing together federal, state, and local levels of governance for the purpose of hazard mitigation.

· Likewise, the hazard mitigation grant program acts as a catalyst bringing together resources and intergovernmental cooperation to implement hazard mitigation.

· One other note concerns the focus on two factors which have been found to influence the quality of hazard mitigation plans and actions: “capacity” and “commitment.” The quality and extent of hazard mitigation efforts is a function of the federal, state, and local capacity (in terms of staff, resources, organizational cooperation, etc.) and commitment to carry out hazard mitigation. Commitment concerns not only the SHMO and FHMO, but elected officials as well (see also May & Deyle reading, p. 72).

See Figure 7.5, “Earthquake Hazards/Flood Hazards.”

While one is often surprised and impressed with the array of programs and agencies involved in hazard mitigation, the other side of this is what May and Deyle have termed “an ad hoc patchwork system” of multiple levels of government each characterized by a multitude of parallel agencies and overlapping responsibilities (see Figure 7.5). The authors conclude that:

· Federal efforts are limited in focus, uneven across different natural hazards, and in some cases undermine the objectives of limiting exposure of life, property, and environmental resources to damage from development of hazardous areas.

(Note: here they are referring primarily to the “long-standing conflict between flood-control and insurance policies that on the one hand promote development (e.g., flood-control projects) with those policies on the other hand that seek to limit exposure (e.g., regulation of wetlands and development on coastal barriers”)).

· States employ a greater diversity of management strategies, including greater use of direct regulation of private-sector land use as well as an array of incentives, investment policies, and planning and regulatory mandates.

· Local governments do not like the way in which the federal government and states have attempted to encourage or force their attention to problems posed by natural hazards (or other environmental issues). Many local officials perceive federal and state environmental mandates as overly prescriptive and coercive.

· Local governments complain about the failure of higher-level governments to fund the costs of implementation, the lack of flexibility in the required actions, and the shifting to them of political blame for infringement on property rights.

· Closely related to the goal divergence and mistrust among different levels of government is confusion that is created by inconsistencies among different policies (this occurs both within a given level of government and between different levels).

· Of prime importance is the commitment of local officials to managing development in hazard-prone areas. The willingness of local elected officials to advocate such measures is an essential ingredient to local governmental action, and their reluctance serves as a key impediment.

· One strong implication ... is that the willingness of local governments to undertake risk-reduction programs has more to do with the extent of local political demands, which affect commitment of elected officials, and community resources than with previous experience with disasters or objective risk.

[excerpted from May & Deyle, 1998]

Partnerships: Business, Industry, and the “Third Sector”

Business and Industry

(adapted from Blanchard, 1997)

Business and industry (henceforth simply “business”) has a major stake, and a major role to play in emergency management, particularly in preparedness and hazard mitigation. In addition to concern over their plant and facilities’ exposure to hazards, businesses have concerns over accessibility to markets, suppliers and customers, and other aspects of business operations that are threatened by disasters.

The Need for Business and Industry Emergency Management:

In large-scale disasters, the government cannot be everywhere at once helping everyone who needs assistance. Just as disaster planning cannot be a one‑person job at the local level, neither can it be just the job of government, at any level, whether local, state, regional or national. The only way we can minimize the devastation of disasters is to work together to plan and prepare for them. That means that government, at all levels, must work cooperatively with a wide segment of the private sector.

There are two major aspects of hazard mitigation involving business and industry.

· One is to actively work with representatives of the business and industry community on behalf of jurisdictional mitigation efforts (community focus).

· The second is to provide advice and guidance to business and industry on measures they can take to help mitigate the effects of disasters (business or industry focus).

Business and Industry Involvement with Governmental Emergency Management:

In terms of the first aspect, that of the need for business and industry to work with local communities to enhance hazard mitigation, it can be said that the business community has a clear stake in the health and personal and economic security of their community. The people who live there comprise the employee and customer base for most businesses. When disaster strikes, individual businesses may survive and recover operations quickly. But the recovery is not complete if employees cannot get to work because they can’t travel on the roads, or the electricity and water are not available, or if customers can’t buy products and services because debris has not been removed, or order and safety have not been restored.

However, a challenge to overcome is that sometimes business and industry, on the one hand, and government, on the other, do not work well together:

“...business and emergency management don’t understand each other, don’t trust each other and the business community is hard to reach out to because we don’t speak with one unified voice.”14
Hazard Mitigation within Business and Industry:

As regards the second aspect, that of encouraging the hazard mitigation efforts of business and industry, FEMA has undertaken several initiatives. The reasons, again, are obvious. Clearly, the business community and the community at large are interdependent. It is just common sense and mutually beneficial for any emergency management activities to be cooperatively coordinated and implemented. The bottom line is that a public/private partnership in emergency management will increase the likelihood that communities and businesses will survive and recover from disasters.

An example of the need for more business and industry participation in emergency management is the Northridge Earthquake. About 80 percent of businesses there reported earthquake‑related interruption of operations. And, the estimated aggregate business loss was nearly $6 billion, or, according to one analysis, about 23 percent of the total Northridge losses. More than 50,000 businesses applied for Small Business Administration loans to help get their business going again.

The Insurance Industry:

Another manifestation of the cost of disasters to business and industry is that disaster claim payouts by the property/casualty insurance industry routinely exceed Federal payments to cover disaster recovery and restoration. The insurance industry has thus far been able to cover disaster recovery and restoration expenses by spreading the risks from catastrophic disasters and thereby lessening the financial impact of disaster on insured victims, including insured local governments. However, the scope and nature of disasters this past decade is causing a reevaluation within the insurance industry of the way they conduct their disaster business.

The insurance industry is a key player in all phases of the emergency management life cycle and disaster-related public policy. Burby and his colleagues believe that, in recent years, the U.S. insurance industry has made an effort “to have the Federal Government assume greater financial responsibility for property insurance risks from natural hazards” (Burby, 1998). Unprecedented losses due to events like Hurricane Andrew, the Midwest floods and the Northridge earthquake have caused many insurers to reconsider the types of coverages they underwrite and the geographic areas they are willing to cover.

This is occurring at the same time that many observers, both inside and outside the federal government, are calling for the federal government to “limit the practice of subsidizing risk,” by gradually withdrawing federal subsidies in areas like “disaster relief, flood insurance, shoreline protection, flood control, and tax write-offs of losses to property located in identified hazard zones.” The belief is that, “if people are more effectively informed about the risks of natural hazards and if state and local governments adopt appropriate land-use management measures, returning risk-management decisions to individuals and businesses will foster support for local risk-reduction efforts” (Burby, 1998). Thus, the long dormant role of the insurance industry in encouraging hazard mitigation efforts, particularly avoiding development in areas prone to recurring natural hazards, is being energized by both financial losses and potential government withdrawal from “subsidizing risk.” Generally speaking, however, the insurance industry still does not consistently evaluate land and properties in such a way as to discourage (through higher premiums) development in hazard-prone areas.
Institute for Business & Home Safety (IBHS):

“IBHS is an initiative of the insurance industry to reduce deaths, injuries, property damage, economic losses, and human suffering caused by natural disasters. Two of the projects IBHS runs are the Showcase Community Program and the Public Private Partnerships 2000.

The Showcase Communities demonstrate the benefits of taking specific, creative steps within an entire community to reduce the consequences of disasters. This program has three key objectives:

1. help a community help itself by reducing its vulnerability to hurricanes, earthquakes, tornadoes, wildfires, floods, or whatever natural disasters threaten it,

2. generate a “me too” attitude among other communities by showcasing the successful efforts of particular jurisdictions, and

3. learn what works and what does not work to reduce the emotional and financial devastation caused by natural disasters.

Public Private Partnerships 2000 (PPP 2000) is a cooperative effort of the 19 agencies comprising the Subcommittee on Natural Disaster Reduction (SNDR), which is part of the National Science and Technology Council’s Committee on the Environment and Natural Resources; the Institute for Business and Home Safety, and a number of other private sector organizations. Its goal is to “seek new and innovative opportunities for government and nonprofit, private sector organizations to work together to reduce vulnerability to and losses from natural hazards in communities across the Nation’”(http://www.ibhs.org/default.htm).

FEMA Initiatives:

With the forgoing in mind, FEMA has developed a guidance document entitled Emergency Management Guide for Business and Industry. In this document FEMA discusses the importance of preparing for disaster. Such preparation can literally make or break a company hit by disaster.

In recent years, FEMA has been involved in several public/private partnership activities.

· In the Pacific Northwest, FEMA Region X staff have worked closely with business, lifeline, engineering, government organizations, and area universities to form the Cascadia Region Earthquake Workgroup (CREW). CREW was formed to develop and promote cost-effective, all-hazard mitigation in response to the threat of a great Cascadia Subduction Zone earthquake.

· FEMA has also sponsored a series of round table discussions with public and private groups to discuss their potential involvement in emergency management.

· Additionally, FEMA has formed several task forces with members of the insurance community to explore partnership opportunities.

· Through such initiatives, FEMA’s goal is to develop a structure for a public/private emergency management partnership that facilitates communication and coordination between government and the business community, not only during disasters, but also in shaping and implementing preparedness and mitigation.

FEMA recognizes the need to initiate and nurture the relationship between government and the private sector all the time, and not postpone this until a disaster event occurs. For this reason, FEMA has assigned a full‑time position to work with business and industry community representatives at the national level, and to encourage the development of Business and Industry Emergency Management Round Tables throughout the country. The current occupant of that position is:

Mr. Barry Scanlon

Director for Corporate Affairs

FEMA

500 C. Street, SW, Room 832

Washington, DC 20472

(202) 646-2708

email: barry.scanlon@fema.gov

Examples of hazard mitigation in business and industry:

The instructor should make reference to the hazard mitigation case studies which involved business and industry from previous sessions:

· Memphis Gas & Light & Water seismic retrofitting to protect lifelines (Memphis, TN);

· Anheuser-Busch seismic retrofitting to avoid business disruption (Los Angeles, CA);

· Des Moines, Iowa, mitigation to avoid business disruption costs.

The Third Sector 

(Note: this section is largely composed of excerpts and summaries of Paterson, 1998. The material is presented here for course preparation purposes only and the author retains all rights).

Definition:

The third sector—also known as the nonprofit, non-governmental, independent, or voluntary sector—encompasses everything from large-scale nonprofit institutions with paid professional staffs (e.g., the American Red Cross) to informal grassroots entities with no budget, no real legal status and only good will and volunteerism as their principal resources (Paterson, 1998).

Scope:

From a global perspective, the United States is unique in the role that the third-sector plays in articulating and mediating public policy and in providing public service. The explosive growth of the third-sector over the last three decades springs from a variety of pressures, ranging from individual citizen demands, foundation and corporate support, and direct government action. At present, there are more than one million nonprofit entities in the U.S., and they continue to grow at a rate of about 30,000 a year (Paterson, 1998).

Relation to Hazard Mitigation

Hazards researchers Berke and Beatley’s (1995) recent adaptation of local institutional development theory (Uphoff 1993) to the hazards context suggests that land-use mitigation strategies are most likely to be successful when solutions are crafted, broadly supported, and implemented at the local level with capacity building support from higher levels of government and other organizations. . . The researchers note that third-sector entities were essential players in developing problem-solving capacity in local institutions and groups, linking community groups in common purpose, and finding support for mitigation from higher level organizations (e.g., foundations, government, and corporations) (Paterson, 1998).

Stimulating Third-Sector Involvement:

(1)
creating new third-sector entities tailored to specific mitigation needs;

“The direct approach of government creating new Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) is well established at all levels of government and in many policy arenas.”

(2)
fostering an environment that will spur the independent formation of new entities by providing technical assistance, funding and other forms of support;

Example of ways to encourage the independent formation of new entities include:

· Government projects that disseminate historical accounts of community disasters;

· Case studies of near misses that could have been disastrous; or

· Well targeted community hazard-mapping programs disseminated to the most at-risk local groups

These can all “help create the prerequisite awareness needed for group mobilization.”

(3)
working with existing third-sector entities whose interests are closely aligned with the goals of land-use planning and management.

Working with existing third-sector entities offers a number of advantages over government formation of NGOs or fostering the spontaneous formation of third-sector organizations. These advantages include:

· avoiding start-up costs;

· capitalizing on existing contacts;

· enjoying immediate name recognition;

· gaining instant public credibility; and

· wide variety of opportunities for creating partnerships.

Four of the more promising partnerships that policy makers and planners can pursue in relation to hazard mitigation include:

(1) Existing preparedness and response organizations within the hazards field;

(2) Environmental NGOs;

(3) Public service professional associations

(4)
Universities and foundations

(1)
Existing preparedness and response organizations

“Nonprofit organizations play an important role in disaster preparedness, response and recovery in the United States. An umbrella organization known as the National Voluntary Organization Active in Disasters (NVOAD) coordinates voluntary groups responding to disasters.” For example:

· The American Red Cross

· The United Way

· Church World Services

· The Salvation Army

The Red Cross, with 1,315 chapters active in the U.S. and having spent $1.5 billion on disasters between 1982 and 1992, is by far the largest and most active in terms of institutional resources. In FY 97 the Red Cross received $89.632 million in federal, state and local government grants and contracts (the bulk of which is for biomedical and international services). This amount represents only 4.6% of total Red Cross revenues of $1.934 billion. The Red Cross operates under a Congressional Charter that states it must be actively involved in disaster relief, mitigation and prevention. The Red Cross has close ties to the federal government in disasters and plays a unique role in federal disaster relief efforts in Presidentially declared disasters.

In 1994, “the Red Cross announced a new “Disaster Mitigation Initiative” to work with government and private organizations.” This new policy states:

The American Red Cross will advocate programs and legislation which mitigate disaster damage and loss of life, such as the adoption of land-use regulations, improved building codes and appropriate construction standards. It will also advocate effective federal, state and local government programs that meet the recovery needs of disaster victims (Deutsch 1996).

Its current mitigation plans include activities to build local commitment to land-use strategies through awareness and education programs as well as advocacy of local adoption and enforcement of building codes and land-use rules in hazard-prone communities.

(2)
Environmental NGOs

“Hazard reduction and environmental protection are mutually reinforcing activities that often promote more sustainable communities. . . For example, natural coral reefs and barrier islands provide physical protection to low coast lines against damaging waves, tidal surges, and storm damage” (Paterson, 1998).

Natural features which can help mitigate hazards, such as coral reefs, forests, marshes and wetlands, are threatened by development in desirable locations. Thus the interests of environmental NGOs and hazard mitigation advocates very often overlap. Note that the Peterson chapter provides several examples of these types of organizations becoming involved in hazard mitigation, such as the Conservation Foundation’s work to develop a “state-of-the-art shoreline protection strategy” in Franklin County, Florida.

(3)
Public service professional associations

The contributions of scientific, technical and professional organizations has a long history and is considered “critically important for raising public awareness of natural hazards and for building support for mitigation strategies among policy makers” (Paterson, 1998). Public service professional associations bring with them a number of advantages, including:

· High participation rates among local line and executive professionals and cities (which translate into multiple channels to diffuse mitigation messages);

· High credibility among local government decision-makers; and

· The potential of expanding their organizational focus to promote land-use strategies under the guise of their public service function.
(Paterson, 1998)

Examples of these types of organizations are listed in Figure 7.6. See Figure 7.6, “Public Service Professional Associations Impacting Local Government Policy Making.”

(4)
Universities and foundations

Universities’ involvement in hazard mitigation provides the following:

· Contribute information to policy debate; e.g., through the support of specialized hazard research centers which serve as clearing houses on mitigation techniques, provide symposia and conferences, and offer hazard related education and training.

· Influence public opinion through a variety of educational and informational channels.

· Shape the intellectual focus and technical training of professionals and others who operate government and affect the built environment.

Shultz (1993) has strongly suggested that hazards research centers, and universities in general, should expand their efforts to include:

· Training and education of local officials and other groups that do not seek out hazard mitigation information but who are central to policy change.

· Working to increase the capacity and commitment of design professionals to use land-use strategies to reduce losses from hazards.

By expanding their role in these ways, universities could help “to ensure a future constituency for mitigation and a competent population of professional staff to implement mitigation measures” (Patterson, 1998).

Foundations’ involvement in hazard mitigation provides the following:

· Instigate, organize, and finance a variety of institutions that bring information and affected stakeholders together;

· Engage universities and think tanks in policy-relevant research;

· Fund natural experiments to evaluate new but untested ideas; and

· Create forums where experts and citizens can collaboratively try to solve problems.


(Paterson, 1998)

Unfortunately, hazard mitigation and disaster-related issues are a neglected area for foundation activities, amounting to less than one-half of 1 percent of all community development giving according to the Foundation Center’s National Guide to Funding series for 1993-94. Thus, increasing foundations’ awareness of hazard mitigation represents a great opportunity for bolstering hazard mitigation efforts. Figure 7.7 lists some examples of foundations’ involvement in disaster-related activities. See Figure 7.7, “Examples of Disaster-Related Giving, 1993-94.”

Class Discussion
What are the primary roles that the federal government plays in hazard mitigation?

Name some of the roles which state governments are required to play under the Stafford Act.

What role are local governments required to play under the Stafford Act?

Which level of government do you think has the greatest capacity (staff and resources) to carry out hazard mitigation efforts? Why? Which level of government has the greatest stake in successful implementation of hazard mitigation activities? Why?

What are some of the political barriers to getting hazard mitigation “on the radar screen” at the local level? (Competing needs and concerns at the local level, local reluctance concerning state and federal mandates, lack of clear leadership or responsible agency in regards to hazard mitigation, etc.)

What are the two major implementation programs or requirements under the Stafford Act which serve to implement federal hazard mitigation policy? (Looking for state 409 hazard mitigation plans and 404 hazard mitigation grants.)

Name some other ways in which the federal government seeks to influence hazard mitigation activities (e.g., funding research, the creation of hazards research centers, education and training of SHMOs and other officials, dissemination of hazard mitigation knowledge, hazards mapping initiatives, coordination of federal relief agencies, participation on hazard mitigation survey teams, etc.).

Along with the gradual expansion of the federal role in disaster assistance, there has been the development of a sense of entitlement by state and local governments, and individual disaster victims. And, there has been a strong “politicization” and “nationalization” of natural disasters, some believe fueled by the virtually instant, national media attention given to disaster events. To what extent do you feel this is true?

What do you think of Burby et al.’s recommendation that the federal government should stop subsidizing risk and shift the responsibility and burden for risk-reduction efforts to the state and local level? (solicit arguments both for and against). How might the federal and state governments prompt the insurance industry to more actively support hazard mitigation efforts? How might the federal and state governments help local governments assume more risk-management/risk-reduction responsibility (e.g., federal and state support for local land use planning which incorporates hazard mapping, mitigation planning and projects, etc.)?

When does the majority of hazard mitigation activity occur in terms of hazard mitigation planning, the identification and evaluation of potential hazard mitigation projects, interactions between federal, state and local government representatives related to these efforts? (Answer: post-disaster.) How does this contradict the notion of pre-disaster hazard mitigation? What might be done to encourage ongoing, pre-disaster hazard mitigation planning, intergovernmental interactions, and the identification and implementation of hazard mitigation projects?

Hazard mitigation involves both structural (literally involving a physical structure to help mitigate the effects of hazards) and non-structural approaches. Many examples of each are given in the readings, including culverts, sea walls, revetments, groins, jetties, and offshore breakwaters (all structural), and “strong regulatory and other provisions aimed at reducing the hazardous aspects of coastal development patterns; e.g., minimum coastal setbacks, land acquisition, local hazard mitigation plans, wetlands restrictions” (all non-structural). Why is it that many observers have advocated a shift in emphasis from structural to non-structural hazard mitigation approaches?
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