Session No. 10

Course Title:
Principles and Practice of Hazards Mitigation

Session 10:
Federal Disaster Assistance Programs and Policies

Time:
3 hours

Objectives:

10.1 Acquire knowledge of the evolution of federal disaster assistance policies related to hazard mitigation.

10.2
Exposure to the types of federal disaster assistance programs available specific-to and relating-to hazard mitigation, including the linkages between federal, state, and local programs.

Scope:

This session focuses on the role of the federal government in disaster assistance. The session will introduce participants to the wide variety of federal programs and agencies involved in aspects of disaster relief and hazard mitigation. In addition, participants will review the evolution of federal disaster assistance policies.

Readings:

Student and Instructor Reading:

Beatley, T. (1999b). Chapter 2 - Evolving Mitigation Policy Directions. Natural Hazard Mitigation: Recasting Disaster Policy and Planning. D. R. Godschalk et. al., Washington, D.C., Island Press. Assigned reading for this session should focus on the “The History and Evolution of Mitigation and Disaster Assistance Policy” portion of the chapter. The remainder will be covered in Session 13.

Disaster Assistance: A Guide to Recovery Programs, FEMA 229(4). November 1995 (read program summaries for all programs categorized as “Disaster Assistance” as listed in Appendix Two therein, plus Community Development Block Grants, earthquake-related programs, flood-related programs, the hurricane program, insurance-related programs, and those listed as “Not in current CFDA”; skim remaining.)

Background Reading (covered previously read in earlier sessions):

Burby, R. J. (1998). Chapter 1 - Natural Hazards and Land Use: An Introduction. Cooperating with Nature: Confronting Natural Hazards with Land-Use Planning for Sustainable Communities. R. J. Burby. Washington, D.C., John Henry Press.

Platt, R. H. (1998). Chapter 2 - Planning and Land-Use Adjustments in Historical Perspective. Cooperating with Nature: Confronting Natural Hazards with Land-Use Planning for Sustainable Communities. R. J. Burby. Washington, D.C., John Henry Press.

May, P. J. and R. E. Deyle (1998). Chapter 3 - Governing Land Use in Hazardous Areas with a Patchwork System. Cooperating with Nature: Confronting Natural Hazards with Land-Use Planning for Sustainable Communities. R. Burby. Washington, D.C., John Henry Press.

Requirements:

The instructor should review the Beatley reading, its central points and discussion alternatives in advance and make copies and/or overheads of the organizing figure used in this session. The instructor should also obtain a copy (or copies) of FEMA’s Disaster Assistance: A Guide to Recovery Programs. Instructions for the written assignment can be presented orally or distributed as a handout in class. Figures are as follows:

10.1
“Chronology of Significant Disasters and Major Mitigation Policy” in Beatley, T. (1999b), Evolving Mitigation Policy Directions, Natural Hazard Mitigation: Recasting Disaster Policy and Planning, D.R. Godschalk, Washington, D.C., Island Press. 

Remarks:

Objective 10.1
Acquire knowledge on the evolution of federal disaster assistance policies related to hazard mitigation.

The History and Evolution of Mitigation and Disaster Assistance Policy

Instructor Tip:
Display Figure 10.1 as an organizing graphic and borrow/highlight portions of the following points from Beatley, 1999b. The names of key terms, laws and federal initiatives appear in bold type.

Beatley’s Central Points:

“The pattern of incremental changes in the (federal disaster assistance to states and localities) is one of gradually expanding both the types of benefits eligible for funding, and the extent and share of the federal funding provided.”

“Despite the creation of FEMA, contemporary federal disaster policy can be characterized as highly fragmented and uncoordinated, still suffering from conflicting goals, and (until recently) the lack of a cohesive national strategy or plan. Disaster assistance is actually provided by a host of different federal agencies and programs…Moreover, vulnerability of people and property is influenced by numerous public investments made by many of the same federal agencies.”

“Structural approaches have been increasingly viewed as inappropriate, and there has been a gradual move in the direction of non-structural flood mitigation approaches.”

“Over time there has been a growing appreciation for the importance of naturally-functioning river systems, and the need to conserve and protect the many environmental benefits and ecosystem functions provided by floodplains.”

“The latest stage in the evolution of national disaster policy might be described as the “mitigation era.” It represents a period, especially in the last four or five years, in which the importance of mitigation - both in advance of and following disasters - has received unprecedented political support and emphasis” (Beatley, 1999b).

Figure 10.1 - Chronology of Significant Disasters and Major Mitigation Policy

[Note: The following remarks are drawn from the assigned Beatley reading for this session. It is presented here only for the purposes of helping instructors prepare lesson plans, and all rights are retained by the author.]

The Evolution of the Federal Government’s Emergency Management Role:

· The extensive federal system for providing disaster assistance and relief to state and local governments has evolved slowly and incrementally:

Prior to the 1930s there was little federal involvement in disaster relief and assistance.

Prior to 1950, there was no established system for providing federal disaster assistance to states and localities. Congress provided occasional assistance in response to specific disaster events (note: occasional disaster relief bills were enacted by Congress, as early as 1811, in response to the New Madrid earthquake).

1950. The first Disaster Relief Act, passed in 1950, signals the beginning of the current disaster assistance framework.

1953. The Disaster Relief Act of 1953 authorized assistance for individual victims as well as state and local governments

1970s. The federal disaster relief system continued to be expanded and amended by acts passed in 1970 and 1974. By the mid-1970s, the federal share of disaster costs had risen to 70 percent (from 1 percent in 1953).

1980s & 1990s. The basis for the current system is the 1988 Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, which was amended in 1993.

· The pattern of incremental changes in the law is one of gradually expanding both the types of benefits eligible for funding and the extent and share of the federal funding provided.

Effects of increased federal assistance:

· Significantly lessened the likelihood of large property loss from a natural disaster.

· Subsidized much of the risk; therefore the federal government’s involvement contributed to poor locational decisions (i.e., continued development in hazardous areas).

· Created a sense of entitlement by state and local governments and individual disaster victims.

· Politicized and nationalized natural disasters, making it very hard for state and local officials not to seek aid from the federal government, and making it difficult for federal officials to deny such requests. This situation is compounded by the national media attention given to disaster events.

Evolution of the federal emergency management bureaucracy:

(Refer to Figure 10-1 of the Instructor Guide)

· Most significant was the creation of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) by President Carter in 1979; a single federal agency with responsibility for coordinating federal disaster policy.

· FEMA was created by consolidating five agencies:

· The Defense Civil Preparedness Agency (from the Pentagon);

· The Federal Insurance Administration;

· The Federal Disaster Assistance Administration (from HUD);

· The Federal Preparedness Agency (from GSA), and;

· The National Fire Prevention and Control Administration (from Commerce).

· The consolidation of these agencies was intended to reduce the bureaucracy involved in federal emergency management efforts, but it has also contributed to some confusion concerning FEMA’s mission over the years related to the different phases of emergency management and the role of civic defense. The direction of the agency in more recent years has made its mission somewhat clearer.

· Despite the creation of FEMA, contemporary federal disaster policy remains highly fragmented and uncoordinated, with disaster assistance provided by a host of different federal agencies and programs (e.g., FEMA, HUD, Transportation, Education, Small Business Administration, etc.).

The Stafford Act:

· The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988 was a major overhauling and updating of the nation’s disaster relief system, and it was a major watershed point in the history of disaster management.

· It is the primary legislation governing the provision of federal disaster assistance and the nature of the federal-state disaster assistance framework, and its provisions have implications for all phases of disaster management.

· The Act provides funding for state disaster preparedness (through its Comprehensive Cooperative Agreements), and following a presidential disaster declaration, the Act makes available extensive monies for both public and individual/family disaster assistance.

· The Act makes mitigation an important goal, creating the hazard mitigation grant program (HGMP, also referred to as the “404 Program,” which makes matching funds available for hazard mitigation projects following disasters. Under the original 1988 Act, the federal government could assume up to 50% of the costs of these projects, with a total amount not to exceed 10% of the total public assistance costs for that disaster declaration. In 1993, under the Hazard Mitigation and Relocation Act, (P.L. 103-181, the so-called Volkmer bill after its chief sponsor in the House), these funding limits were increased to 75% for the federal share, with total funds not to exceed 15% of all disaster assistance provided. These changes have substantially increased the amount of funding available for mitigation.

· Section 409 (formerly 406) of the Act required state mitigation planning as a condition for states receiving disaster assistance. To meet this requirement, the state must prepare (or update) a state hazard mitigation plan within six months of a presidential disaster declaration.

The “Mitigation Era:”

The latest stage in the evolution of national disaster policy might be described as the “mitigation era.” It represents a period, especially in the last four or five years, in which the importance of mitigation—both in advance of and following disasters—has received unprecedented political support and emphasis. A significant milestone was the creation on November 28, 1993 of the Mitigation Directorate, within FEMA.

This represented a “fundamental” change in the approach taken to disaster and emergency management. “For the first time in the history of federal disaster assistance, mitigation - sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to people and their property from hazards and their effects - has become the cornerstone of emergency management” (FEMA 1995a, p. vii). Other milestones include completion of the National Mitigation Strategy (FEMA 1995b—see Session 2 of this course), and the convening of the first National Mitigation Conference in December of 1995.

The History of Disaster Planning and Mitigation Policy for Specific Natural Disaster Types: Floods, Hurricanes, and Earthquakes

Flood Mitigation Policy

· Federal involvement dates to the mid-1800s when Congress authorized the Corps of Engineers to study flood control alternatives for the lower Mississippi Valley. A series of federal flood control acts, beginning in 1917, provided federal cost-shares for flood control projects, and gradually the federal involvement expanded.

· The period 1930 to 1950 marks a time of massive construction of flood control works, with some $11 billion in federal monies expended. Until the late 1960s, structural measures, such as the building of levees and floodwalls, were the dominant approach to riverine flood management.

· Some problems with structural measures (e.g., flood levees, sea walls, diversions):

They are extremely costly.

They often result in substantial destruction and disruption of the natural environment.

They may also create a false sense of security, and they may actually serve to increase the amounts of property at risk to flooding as people and businesses locate behind levees and floodwalls.

· Beginning in the 1960s, structural approaches have been increasingly viewed as inappropriate, and there has been a gradual move in the direction of non-structural flood mitigation approaches. This move was spurred on by two influential reports:

The White Report (named after Gilbert White, the committee chair), produced by the Presidential Task Force on Federal Flood Control, argued for a more balanced approach, using a number of different mitigation measures, including land use management and flood insurance.

The “Galloway Report” (named after the committee’s chair, Brigadier General Gerald Galloway), completed by the Special Interagency Floodplain Management Review Committee following the 1993 Midwest Floods, represents a significant point in national floodplain policy. The report further endorsed the gradual move away from structural measures, embraced land use and relocation strategies, and it emphasized protecting and restoring the natural functioning of river systems.

· One of the most significant outcomes was an emphasis on floodplain management, which led to the creation of the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) in 1968 (and the addition of strong incentives for participation in 1973). About 18,600 communities are currently participating in the NFIP.

· Another outcome was the increasing attention given to the strategy of relocating structures and communities out of the floodplain, and therefore out of harm’s way. The acquisition and relocation approach is a dramatic repudiation of the structural or engineering ethic, and it became a major application of hazard mitigation grant program funds following the 1993 Midwest Floods. More than 9,000 properties will have been acquired at the end of the program. This represents 156 buyout projects in nine states. Notable examples of relocated communities include Valmeyer, Illinois, and Pattonsburg, Missouri. Modest relocation has also occurred through Section 1362, the Flooded Properties Purchase Program, under the NFIP. This type of action is, from the federal view, much more cost-effective than continuing to pay out flood insurance claims in every future flood event.

Hurricane and Coastal Storm Mitigation Policy

The history of coastal hazard mitigation policy parallels flood mitigation policy:

· An early emphasis on structural measures (e.g., sea walls, offshore breakwaters, revetments, etc.) involving the Corps of Engineers.

· Increasing levels of federal regulation and subsidies.

· A shift in the late 1960s and early 1970s away from structural measures and towards nonstructural ones (including a permanent ban on shore “hardening” structures in North Carolina and Maine).

Alternatives to structural mitigation of hurricanes and coastal storms:

· Beach renourishment has become increasingly popular (e.g., Miami Beach; Virginia Beach; and Ocean City, MD), receiving hundreds of millions of dollars in federal subsidies. Note: critics, like outspoken coastal geologist Orrin Pilkey, have been critical of a growing reliance on renourishment, and they question its cost (almost always more than originally estimated) and its project duration (the Corps has often overestimated the lifetime duration of such projects). A recent report by the Marine Board, of the National Research Council (1995), however, strongly supports the increased use of beach renourishment, and it declares it “a viable engineering alternative for shore protection” (pp. 3). Moreover, the Board believes the recreational and other benefits accruing from beach renourishment are often greater than thought, and recommends that benefit-cost analyses be adjusted to adequately take account of these benefits.)

· The federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), enacted in 1972, is one of the most unique and significant policy acts related to hurricanes and coastal storms, and it acted as a catalyst for many nonstructural approaches to mitigation. The federal act encouraged changes in state and local policies, resulting in some 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.

· CZMA also created a funding provision, through section 307 of the Act, which requires that future federal actions be consistent with approved state coastal programs.

· CZMA is regarded as a highly successful, voluntary, incentives-based program. State participation has been high, and many states now have extensive planning and management capabilities that did not exist before CZMA.

Emerging areas of concern:

· Global warming and sea level rise (more on this in Session 12). Predictions vary, but the average global sea level may rise by as much as three feet (by the year 2100). This has tremendous implications for coastal areas and hazard mitigation (See Beatley for references on research).

· “Strategic retreat” is often viewed as the only viable long-term mitigation to rising sea levels. In contrast to further reinforcing and armoring the coastlines, strategic retreat calls for gradually moving out of high-risk locations. This strategy is similar to recent trends in flood mitigation that emphasize protecting the natural mitigative features of the environment (in coastal areas, these include dune systems, wetlands, forests and natural vegetation) and the use of acquisition and relocation measures.

· Another area of concern is the role of government subsidies in promoting dangerous coastal development patterns. The Coastal Barrier Resource Act (CoBRA), enacted in 1982, was designed to remove many subsidies for development (e.g., subsidized flood insurance, disaster assistance, highway and infrastructure funding, and tax benefits, e.g., the casualty loss deduction under the U.S. Tax Code) on designated undeveloped barrier islands. The area covered by the Act was substantially expanded in 1990 under the Coastal Barrier Improvement Act, and now includes some 600 barrier island units, and 1,200 shoreline miles. Despite these measures, the attractiveness of coastal areas to development interests has, in many cases, managed to circumvent or overcome the intent of CoBRA.

· Another area of continuing concern has been the inability to enact coastal setback (“erosion management”) standards. Several Congressional proposals in the early 1990s sought to reform the NFIP to make disaster assistance (and flood insurance) contingent on prohibiting development within 30- and 60-year “erosion lines,” but these measures proved extremely controversial and were not adopted. Some measures were later adopted in the 1994 Flood Insurance Reform Act, but the Act stopped short of imposing erosion management standards and, instead, requires FEMA to conduct a study of the coastal erosion problem.

· Finally, there is a growing concern that the tremendous growth in coastal population is vulnerable to an anticipated period of unusually high hurricane activity, and that the current mitigation paradigm proved to be inadequate for coastal areas.

Earthquake Mitigation Policy

· Unlike flood and coastal hazards policies, until recently, the federal role in planning for and mitigating seismic hazards has been very limited. Instead (for obvious reasons) California has generally led the nation in developing and promoting mitigation policies. These mitigation initiatives have included adoption (and gradual strengthening over time) of seismic building standards (i.e., the Unified Building Code), mapping of fault systems and restrictions on building in fault zones, real estate hazard disclosure, seismic elements for local general plans (now through a general safety element), and requiring the development of local retrofit programs.

· At the federal level, the primary involvement has been through the National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP), created by the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977. NEHRP has emphasized funding research, understanding and mapping seismic hazards, and education and technical assistance. The role is essentially one of facilitating state and local mitigation efforts. (Monies are provided primarily through FEMA, United States Geological Survey (USGS), National Science Foundation (NSF), and the National Institute for Standards and Technology.)

· NEHRP has funded several regional seismic mitigation initiatives, notably the Southern California Earthquake Preparedness Program (SCEPP) and the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Earthquake Preparedness Program (BAREPP). These are regional collaborative programs which focus on understanding the seismic risks in a region and in developing local capabilities for preparing, responding to, and mitigating seismic threats. Through USGS leadership, substantial research has been conducted into the nature of seismic threats, and major efforts have been undertaken to map these hazards.

· NEHRP has been criticized for its “information dissemination” approach to mitigation, which is seen as too passive. In response, a Strategy for National Earthquake Loss Reduction was unveiled in April of 1996 that calls for FEMA to better coordinate the activities of different federal agencies, and it emphasizes the adoption of mitigation measures and to the application of mitigation technologies.

· In order to “lead by example,” the federal government has also issued Executive Orders in the 1990s which require new federal buildings to be constructed to minimum seismic standards, and they require certain mitigation retrofit standards to be applied to existing federal buildings.

· Per Beatley, “One important recent development in the seismic mitigation debate is the concern about reforming the seismic insurance system. In the aftermath of record damages from the Northridge earthquake, insurance companies there have substantially curtailed availability of earthquake insurance (Appleby 1995). Those continuing to offer earthquake insurance raised deductibles and premiums. What to do about this has been a contentious issue in California. (There are current proposals to issue insurance through a new state entity, the California Earthquake Authority.) Many believe that these problems would be solved by creating a national all-hazards insurance system, based on the model of NFIP, which would extend federal insurance to earthquake and other hazards as well as floods. Such proposals have been controversial, and for now passage by Congress appears unlikely.”

Objective 10.2
Exposure to the types of federal disaster assistance programs available specific-to and relating-to hazard mitigation, including the linkages between federal, state, and local programs.

Federal Disaster Assistance Programs

Assignment: Report on Federal Disaster Assistance Programs

Assign each participant in the class one of the following disaster types:

1. Hurricane

2. Flood

3. Earthquake

4.
Technological/Human

Tell participants that they are working for a state or local emergency management agency and they have been asked to identify any and all federal programs which might provide assistance in the event of their disaster type occurring. Using FEMA’s Disaster Assistance: A Guide to Recovery Programs, have each individual participant identify major and minor programs, the types of assistance each provides, eligibility requirements, and any other pertinent information. The goal should not be to reiterate what the guide says, but to summarize sources of federal aid for their disaster type in a concise report intended for a director of emergency management at the state or local level.

You may also choose to assign an additional factor for them to consider such as the following:

1.
Agricultural concern

2.
Housing concern

3.
Economic Development concern

4.
Historic Preservation concern

5.
(Other topical areas per participant and instructor interests)

The final product should be in the form of a written report.

Instructor Tip:
This is the last regular assignment in the course. The instructions for the final projects (“student workshops”) are outlined in Session 15. As there are six hours allocated to these workshops, it should be all right to present these instructions when you reach Session 15 in the outline. However, since these workshops represent 25% of the participants’ total grades, the instructor may wish to present the instructions for the workshops much sooner, perhaps immediately following the completion of this session and its assignment. This will allow participants additional time to organize, conceptualize their final projects, and “do a good job.” In any event, participants have covered enough material at this stage in the course to approach their final projects.

Class Discussion

Identify some of the major trends in federal disaster assistance policy (e.g., from structural to nonstructural approaches, from post-disaster relief to mitigation—Does the increased emphasis on nonstructural approaches indicate that structural approaches are ineffective? If not, then what does this shift indicate?

You are the State Hazard Mitigation Officer for an agricultural Midwest state which is experiencing severe flooding. Estimates suggest that as much as 60% of the agricultural crops have been damaged. Many of the most heavily damaged properties have been repeatedly damaged during the past several flood events. What are some of the primary federal programs you would begin to contact for more detailed information? Why? What types of assistance might be available and at what stage in the emergency management cycle?

You are the State Hazard Mitigation Officer for a coastal state which has experienced repeated hurricanes and flooding of coastal areas and development infringing on wetlands. Which federal programs would you look to for help in mitigating these hazards? Why? What types of assistance might be available and at what stage in the emergency management cycle?

An alternative to posing these “leading questions” would be to have one participant from each group formed for the written assignments summarize their reports in class. This would serve to help participants learn about all of the different types of programs and to organize a class discussion (note: since the purpose would be pedagogical and only a few participants would be presenting, those participants asked to present should not be graded on their presentations).
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