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Objectives
At the conclusion of this session, students will be able to

18.1 Discuss the process and importance of policy implementation

18.2 Discuss the implementation of emergency management policies

18.3 Discuss examples of policy implementation in emergency management

________________________________________________________________________

Scope

This session provides an overview of the policy implementation process, including how implementation works in theory and in practice. The discussion of the implementation of emergency management policies will focus on why it is difficult to put such policies into practice without a very pragmatic approach.
________________________________________________________________________

Readings

1. Assigned student reading:

William L. Waugh, Jr., “Current Policy and Implementation Issues in Disaster Preparedness” in Managing Disaster: Strategies and Policy Perspectives, Louise K. Comfort, ed. (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1988), pp. 111-125.

David R. Godschalk, Timothy Beatley, Philip Berke, David J. Brower, and Edward J. Kaiser, “Missouri After the Midwest Floods of 1993” in Natural Hazard Mitigation: Recasting Disaster Policy and Planning, by David R. Godschalk, Timothy Beatley, Philip Berke, David J. Brower, and Edward J. Kaiser, (Washington, DC: Island Press, 1999), pp. 161-192.

2. Instructor readings:

William L. Waugh, Jr., “Assessing Quality in Emergency Management” in Performance and Quality Measurement in Government: Issues and Experiences, Arie Halachmi, ed. (Burke, VA: Chatelaine Press, 1999), pp. 665-682.

David R. Godschalk, Timothy Beatley, Philip Berke, David J. Brower, and Edward J. Kaiser, “State Implementation of Natural Hazards Disaster Mitigation Policy: A Flawed System” in Natural Hazard Mitigation: Recasting Disaster Policy and Planning by David R. Godschalk, Timothy Beatley, Philip Berke, David J. Brower, and Edward J. Kaiser, (Washington, DC: Island Press, 1999), pp. 453-475.

3. Background reading for instructor (optional):

Denise Scheberle, Chapters 1 and 2 in Federalism and Environmental Policy: Trust and the Politics of Implementations, by Denise Scheberle (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 1997).

William L. Waugh, Jr., “The Fiscal Risk of All-Hazards Emergency Management OR the Political Hazard in Rational Policy,” International Journal of Public Administration (vol. 22, no. 5, 1999b), pp. 611-636.

________________________________________________________________________

Requirements

It is recommended that a copy of Natural Hazard Mitigation: Recasting Disaster Policy and Planning by David R. Godschalk, Timothy Beatley, Philip Berke, David J. Brower, and Edward J. Kaiser, (Washington, DC: Island Press, 1999) be acquired and made available for students and faculty. The volume analyzes policy formulation and implementation issues relative to Hurricane Andrew, the 1993 Midwest floods (in Iowa and Missouri), the Loma Prieta earthquake, Hurricane Bob, and a series of floods and storms in Tennessee. 

A copy of Denise Scheberle’s Federalism and Environmental Policy: Trust and the Politics of Implementation (Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 1997) would also be helpful for students and faculty. Scheberle examines the implementation of environmental policies regarding the Safe Drinking Water Act, the asbestos program, the radon program, and the surface mining program, and the role of regional offices in EPA programs. While the analysis focuses on EPA, the general principles are common to other agencies, including FEMA.

________________________________________________________________________

Comments

The discussion of policy implementation should raise fundamental questions about the politics of administration and the expertise of public administrators. The view that there is a clear separation between politics and administration is persistent, but it has long been discounted in public administration literature. There is an ethical issue concerning the responsibility of public administrators to point out the problems that are likely to emerge in the implementation of policies and to help elected officials to formulate policies that will achieve what they, as well as public administrators, intend.

There is a new and growing literature on the importance of networks and collaborative efforts in the implementation of policies and the management of programs. See the symposium on “The Impact of Collaborative Efforts: Changing the Face of Public Policy through Networks and Network Structures” in the Spring 1999 issue of Policy Studies Review. While the articles do not address emergency management issues, they do address the new forms of intergovernmental and interorganizational collaboration that EPA, FEMA, and other federal agencies are adopting. The article on Florida’s National Estuary Program offers case studies of collaboration between the state and EPA.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 18.1 

Discuss the process and importance of policy implementation 

Implementation is the process of putting laws and regulations into operation, i.e., translating them from paper into operating programs and processes. 

The implementation of policies is typically done by public agencies, but is increasingly often being done by third parties through the privatization and contracting out of government services.

When services are contracted out or turned over to private firms entirely, control over the implementation process is made much more difficult (Fesler and Kettl, 1991: 262).

The implementation of policies is overseen by the chief executive and administrative officials and by the legislative body to ensure that the policies are being operationalized effectively and as intended.

In some cases, higher administrators and even legislative committees and individual legislators may attempt to “micromanage” programs to ensure that they are being implemented and operated in accord with the officials’ preferences (Fesler and Kettl, 1991: 271).

Congress, for example, oversees policy and program implementation to 

1. ensure that its intent is being followed,

2. identify waste, fraud, and abuse,

3. collect information on the policy,

4. assess its effectiveness,

5. protect Congress’ interests vis-a-vis the president,

6. protect personal prerogatives, and

7. force changes in unpopular regulations and other actions (Fesler and Kettl, 1991: 272-273).

There is a persistent view among some Americans that the policy process is characterized, or should be characterized, by elected officials making policy and public administrators simply implementing the policy as it was written or intended.

The policymaking process is much more complex than that, however. Public administrators are often involved in policymaking as policy and/or administrative experts, sometimes suggesting policies themselves and seeking approval by elected officials. 

Many policies fail in the implementation process. The intent or purpose of the policy may not be realized, or the resources allocated to implement the policy may be exhausted before results are achieved.

In some cases, the purpose of the policy may change as it is being implemented and the results may be better or worse than originally expected. Early feedback from clients, policy experts, the media, legislative committees, and other actors may encourage adjustments in the policy that make it work better.

The critical issues in policy implementation are

1. the relationship between policy formulation and implementation,

2. the criteria and focus of program evaluation, and

3. the perspective that should guide implementation (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983: 7).

First, there are differing views of the relationship between policy formulation and implementation.

The traditional expectation is that 

1. policy will be set by elected officials, 

2. public administrators will implement the policy, and, 

3. if improvements can be made or changes are needed, the elected officials will reformulate the policy appropriately (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983: 7).

Proponents of that view tend to distrust “bureaucratic discretion” as being contrary to the representation of public interests through elected officials.

Bureaucratic discretion was a topic of discussion among the framers of the U.S. Constitution and in earlier documents, including the Federalist Papers. John Locke argued for the use of discretion by administrators for the public good and Alexander Hamilton argued that discretion was necessary to implement legislation (Bryner, 1987: 4).

Bureaucratic discretion in implementation has also been supported by presidents seeking to implement their own policy goals through the policy implementation process (Bryner, 1987: 4).

Bureaucratic discretion frees legislators from having to tend to every minor detail in the design of policy, helps diffuse conflict (because details can be left for the implementation stage), and provides a medium for negotiation and conflict resolution (Bryner, 1987: 5).

Discretion permits officials to be flexible and allows them to adapt policies to changing circumstances (Bryner, 1987: 5).

The public administrators themselves, as well, represent public interests. The “representative bureaucracy” view is based on the idea that women, minorities, and people from other segments of American society work within the public bureaucracy and thereby represent the interests of their own groups. 

Studies of policy implementation have focused on the “interactive” or “adaptive nature” of the process (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983: 7-8). That is, the expectation is that adjustments are made by all parties during the policy formulation and implemention stages to ensure that the policy will be workable when put into operation.

When making policy, elected officials should be sensitive to implementation issues and should design policy so that it can be implemented successfully.

Public and nonprofit administrators, as experts in particular policy areas as well as in administration, should participate in policy formulation to ensure that the policies adopted will achieve what the elected officials intend, with reasonable cost, and can be implemented appropriately.

For example, housing, employment, and other programs for the homeless generally began as general outreach programs to address the needs of everyone found living on the street, in shelters, and in other forms of temporary housing. 

During the last decade, experts, many of whom run programs for the homeless, determined that the problem of homelessness is actually many different problems rather than a single problem amenable to a single solution. 

People are homeless because of alcohol and drug abuse, mental health problems, general health problems, spousal abuse, child abuse, unemployment due to the lack of job skills, unemployment due to the closing of businesses, unemployment due to illness, the expense of rents and security deposits for utilities, the lack of low-income housing in communities, being forced to leave by other families, and other factors. Some homelessness is long-term and some is very temporary. 

To address the problems of homelessness requires a multiplicity of approaches, in other words.

In some cases, policies are so vague that implementing officials have to make policies in order to operationalize the law that was passed by the elected officials. 

For example, civil rights policies have frequently provided ambiguous policy guidance until they have been implemented by public and/or private organizations and tested in the courts. The courts’ interpretation of the law has changed often over the years, as well.

In other cases, policies provide so many opportunities for influential actors to change their purposes, that the final implementation looks little like the policy that was originally intended. 

The official intent or stated purpose of public policies may not include secondary purposes. 

For example, public education in the U.S. is also a form of day-care. Parents are usually at work while their children are in class. Shortening the school day or providing extra vacation days presents a dilemma for parents because they have to find alternative care for their children. 

Suspending or expelling students often results in their being unsupervised during the day and may result in criminal activity, drug abuse, and other problems. Therefore, school districts and police departments are trying to find alternatives to expulsion and suspension.

Similarly, by providing support for elderly Americans, Social Security also benefits their families because their children do not have to house and feed elderly relatives. 

In that sense, Social Security is a program for younger people because it shifts the burden of supporting elderly citizens from their families to the Social Security System. (It is also social insurance, because recipients pay into the system in order to qualify for benefits, so the fiscal burden largely falls on the Social Security Trust Funds rather than on the government as a whole).

Public policies also frequently have impacts that are unintended or at least unexpected. 

For example, a dilemma in law enforcement for the past sixty years has been how to encourage kidnappers to release their hostages without harm. The Little-Lindbergh Act was passed after the kidnapping and murder of Charles Lindbergh’s baby in 1932, and it prescribes the death penalty for kidnappers. 

Because of the act, kidnappers essentially face the same penalty whether they kill their hostages or not. Therefore, kidnappers often choose to kill their hostages because it is less likely to result in their being identified and apprehended than if they let the hostages go free.

Similarly, the passage of politically popular, hard-line “three strikes and you are out” laws in many states is causing serious economic problems. The laws prescribe life imprisonment for criminals who are convicted of three or more felonies. 

There is some question concerning the appropriateness of the penalty when the third crime is a relatively minor and nonviolent felony, such as writing bad checks. The larger problem, however, is simply the number of offenders who are being incarcerated. Growing prison populations are becoming a major financial burden for many state governments.

The classic study of policy implementation is Pressman’s and Wildavsky’s book Implementation (1984), which describes the Economic Development Administration’s (EDA) attempt to provide jobs for minority workers through public works and building loans in Oakland, California, in the 1970s. The full title of the book explains much of its focus:

Implementation: How Great Expectations in Washington Are Dashed in Oakland; Or, Why It’s Amazing that Federal Programs Work at All, This Being a Saga of the Economic Development Administration as Told by Two Sympathetic Observers Who Seek to Build Morals on a Foundation of Ruined Hopes.

EDA’s program was an experiment and the experiment did not achieve what was intended by its creators. Pressman and Wildavsky conclude that the program failed despite gaining political agreement on its purpose, getting adequate funding from Washington, and gaining agreement among local officials on its purpose. 

The program failed because it could not be implemented in time to achieve the expected results (p. 8).


In brief, EDA’s Oakland Project was a failure because so many agreements had to be reached and maintained before the program was implemented and approvals had to be secured from a large number of participants (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984: 8).

There were a number of reasons why the implementation process was not fully considered when the project was initiated (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984: 1-6). 

EDA was created to stimulate economic development in rural areas and it had little experience in implementing programs in large urban areas. The people that the project was intended to help in Oakland were the inner city poor. 

To qualify for EDA loans, employers had to present their plans to an employment review board made up of representatives of local businesses, labor, and the poor community. Monthly reports from employers were monitored and aid could be cut off if satisfactory progress was not being made in hiring inner city workers. 

Business leaders and the involved employers found the process time-consuming and resented being supervised from Washington.

Expectations within the minority community were raised as the project was initially promoted, but they became frustrated when it was evident that progress would be very slow (if it occurred at all).

Second, the criteria and focus of program evaluation may be ambiguous or subject to different perceptions; consequently, assessing performance may be difficult (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984: 9-11).  

Whether policies are measured in terms of their output (expected or intended products or services) or outcome (expected and unexpected results) affects perceptions of their success or effectiveness.

For example, during the 1960s and 1970s, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) created a program to provide training for hard-core unemployed urban residents. 

Cities implemented CETA by creating public sector jobs to train the unemployed for employment. However, many cities became dependent upon the CETA-financed workers because they were employed in essential government services. 

The program was successful to the extent that it was popular among city officials because it provided city workers at reduced cost.

By contrast, welfare reform was a major political issue in the 1990s. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (popularly referred to as the Welfare Reform Act) replaced the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) programs with the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. 

TANF is a block grant program that largely lets the states determine how to implement its provisions. One of the principal provisions is that TANF puts a two-year time limit on the receipt of welfare benefits. 

The principal measure of policy success has been the decreasing number of people drawing TANF or welfare benefits. However, there is growing concern that there is too little attention being paid to the status of those leaving the welfare rolls and, particularly, to the health and condition of their children. 

If the former welfare recipients are not working, which might be expected for people with few job skills, it is uncertain how they are faring without welfare benefits. 

Also, the number of low-income and welfare families receiving medical care through Medicaid and other programs is decreasing. Not all states are letting TANF recipients know that they can continue receiving medical care benefits for a year after leaving the program. 

Those finding work are also unlikely to be receiving medical benefits through their employers; consequently, increasing numbers of low-income families may be without medical care.

Cost-benefit analysis provides economic measures of policy or program results, but some impacts may not be measurable in economic terms and the analysis will be affected by the measures used. (Programs are often measured against the presumed result if not adopting the program; compared with other programs adopted for similar purposes; or compared with themselves at different points in time). 

Third, whose perspective should guide implementation is often uncertain. The implementation of a policy or program can be seen from at least three different perspectives (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984: 12-13):

· that of the policymaker(s),

· that of the implementers or line administrators, and

· that if the clients or target group.

From the policymakers’ perspective, the concern is how to get the implementers to put the policy into practice as intended. That usually means following the process from the top of the administrative hierarchy down to where decisions are being made about how it will be put into operation.

From the implementers’ perspective, the concern is how to fit the new policy or program (i.e., the goals of policymakers) into their own work environment and how to achieve their own goals.

From the client or target group perspective, the concern is how the new policy or program addresses their own needs and how well it is implemented to achieve the goals that they agree with.

The three perspectives may be in conflict, but it is also possible that all three may have very similar perspectives on policy implementation if policies are developed with the interests of each in mind.

The first National Performance Review report in 1993 recommended developing new, closer relationships among federal and state agencies to facilitate the implementation and operation of programs (Scheberle, 1997: 2).

Since that initial report, the Clinton Administration has encouraged federal agencies to “reinvent” their working relationships with their state and local counterparts.

The importance of accommodating interests and finding consensus on policies in order to implement them successfully was pointed out in a 1995 General Accounting Office report on the EPA’s relationship with the states. 

The GAO report concluded that limited funding was a problem, but that inconsistent EPA supervision, a tendency to “micromanage” programs run by the states, a lack of state involvement in EPA decisionmaking, and the need for technical support from EPA were also significant problems. A “partnering” arrangement with a more negotiated method of oversight was suggested (Scheberle, 1997: 2).

A report by the National Academy of Public Administration in 1995 also suggested “accountable devolution” based on partnership. The principle is to let state governments have more responsibility in the management of policies, with oversight based upon need rather than routine practice (Scheberle, 1997: 2).

Since the National Performance Review recommendations and analyses by GAO and NAPA, many federal agencies have developed “partnering” arrangements with state and local governments for the implementation of policies and programs, and this seems to be the preferred method of intergovernmental interaction in the 1990s (see, e.g., Scheberle, 1997: 1).

Mazmanian and Sabatier conclude that there are six conditions necessary for effective implementation of a policy that requires “substantial departure from the status quo” (1983: 41-42):

1. The explicit objectives in the legislation or policy statement are clear and consistent or provide some means of resolving inconsistencies;

2. The legislation or policy statement contains “sound theory” regarding causal relationships and provides the implementers with adequate control over the actors and other variables to achieve the desired goals;

3. The implementation process is structured so as to make the achievement of goals possible, including supportive agencies, appropriate decision rules, adequate budget, and access to needed support;

4. Agency administrators are skilled in management and politics and are committed to the program;

5. The program has active constituent support (i.e., from clients and other involved groups) and key legislative support (and no judicial opposition); and 

6. The sociopolitical and economic environment does not change, creating competing or conflicting policies or reduced political support.

The absence of any one or two of the conditions may not be a fatal flaw, but successful implementation may be more difficult to achieve. 

However, very ambiguous objectives, poor “theory,” strong political opposition (particularly on critical committees or among key decisionmakers), poor management, an inactive or weak constituency, and an environment that does not support implementation can cause policies to fail (sometimes before they are fully adopted).


__________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:
1. Why is policy implementation so important?

Suggested answers:

Policies adopted by Congress, state legislatures, city and county councils, and other legislative bodies, as well as those developed by elected and appointed executives, often 

· are so vague as to require interpretation before they can be put into practice, 

· have faults that have to be corrected if they are to succeed, 

· have many purposes because of the number of interest groups and legislators and others involved in the drafting of the policies, and/or

· require so many approvals or so much participation that the desired results cannot be achieved within the prescribed amount of time.

2. How are public administrators involved in the policy implementation process?

Suggested answers:

They may be involved as 

· interpreters of the meaning of the policymakers,

· advisors to the policymakers on the design of policy or its implementation,

· experts who can provide substantive information on the policy problem, and/or

· policymakers who are implementing their own ideas.

3. What are the conditions likely to lead to success (or failure) in implementing a policy?

Suggested answer:

To be successfully implemented there need to be 

· clear and consistent objectives,

· objectives based on “sound theory” regarding causal relationships,

· a well-structured implementation process, including administrative and political support, an adequate budget, and helpful procedures,

· skilled and committed administrators, 

· active support, particularly in key decisionmaking roles, and

· a task environment that helps or at least does not interfere with the implementation process.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 18.2 

Discuss the implementation of emergency management policies

Emergency management policymaking has been described as being different from other kinds of policymaking in that policies usually come in the aftermath of a major disaster and address the issues raised by that disaster, rather than broader issues.

In terms of Mazmanian’s and Sabatier’s conditions for successful implementation (in the previous section), emergency management policies present some problems. For example,

1. Legislative or policy objectives that are still often unclear or inconsistent:

Emergency management policies, like other policies, often have unclear objectives because policymakers were unsure what they wanted to achieve or because there was a lack of consensus on the desired results or insufficient scientific and technical knowledge about the hazard that the policy is addressing. 

However, the increased emphasis on strategic planning in the 1990s has encouraged FEMA and other emergency management agencies to develop mission statements, clear goals and objectives, and the means for measuring progress toward those objectives.

The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 requires a broader view of the “results” being pursued by focusing on ends rather than means. 

FEMA, for example, has identified the results it is seeking, operationalized the desired results in measurable terms, and developed strategies for the achievement of the results. 

However, the agency will be dependent upon state and local governments, other federal agencies, and private organizations to achieve its goals, and coordination is a high priority (GAO, 1998; Waugh, 1999b).

2. The soundness of theory regarding causal relationships and the adequacy of control over the actors and other variables for the achievement of the desired goals:

While there is growing understanding of natural and technological hazards, there is still considerable uncertainty about the frequency and causes of events and how to prevent or reduce their effects. 

For example, scientists are still seeking explanations for the phenomena of El Niño and La Niña, although much is known about how they affect weather patterns in North, Central, and South America.

By contrast, seismic hazards are much better understood and there are identifiable mitigation measures that can be integrated into an earthquake hazard reduction program. 

For example, it has been recommended that earthquake insurance rates be based upon compliance with fifteen mitigation measures (FEMA, 1990, cited in Petak, 1998: 160).

3. A structure in the implementation process that allows the achievement of goals:

The implementation of the fifteen seismic hazard mitigation measures identified by FEMA (1990) as possible components of a national earthquake insurance program is largely the province of state and local governments. They are responsible for the adoption and enforcement of land-use regulations.

The U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (1980) determined that there is an “implementation gap” when lower governments are asked to enforce mandates from higher governments (see May and Burby, 1996). 

However, successful implementation of federal policies at the state level may be influenced more by the ease of implementation than by the statutory coherence of the mandate (i.e., the clarity of its objectives) (May, 1997: 654). 

States may choose different policy approaches, as well. (see Session No. 10 on mitigation, particularly Peter May’s listing of states according to their regulatory approaches). 

Cooperation may be easier to obtain when state governments, rather than the federal government, are trying to get local governments to implement a policy or program, because of the control that states have over communities. 

Unless the mandate involves a federal law or money can be offered as an inducement to comply, federal authorities may have limited abilities to gain state and/or local compliance.

However, a more cooperative form of relationship is evolving. Negotiated regulation is being used by the Environmental Protection Agency to encourage broad compliance with environmental standards. 

FEMA’s Project Impact, also, involves negotiation between federal and local officials for the implementation of mitigation strategies in exchange for technical assistance and financial support.

4. The management skill, political skill, and commitment of administrators:

The political acumen and managerial skill of emergency managers are increasing as the field professionalizes (see Session No. 15). 

The Certified Emergency Manager (CEM) credential, for example, requires education and training in emergency management and general managerial skills, as well as actual disaster experience. 

There is a need for broad professional education so that emergency managers will have credibility among administrators, elected officials, and the general public and can take advantage of that credibility to encourage mitigation and preparedness at all levels of government and within communities (Stanley and Waugh, in press).

The integration of emergency management systems into other municipal and administrative functions will require considerable technical and political skill, as well (see, e.g., Stanley and Waugh, in press).

Technological innovations are changing how governments operate, and emergency managers are having to keep abreast of change in order to understand the kinds of policies that are needed and how to implement them successfully (see, e.g., Stanley and Waugh, in press).

5. An active constituency for the policies and key legislative support (and no judicial opposition):

There is relatively little political support for “all-hazards” emergency management programs in general and the comprehensive emergency management functions (i.e., mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery) in particular (Waugh, 1999b). 

There are influential interest groups involved in seismic hazard mitigation, hurricane hazard mitigation, and other disaster-specific programs, but no such interest groups promoting generic mitigation programs, except for emergency management professional organizations like the National Emergency Management Association and the International Association of Emergency Managers.

Disaster policies typically address issues related to one type of disaster, e.g., earthquakes or hurricanes, rather than general disaster planning or economic recovery from disasters. 

Similarly, emergency management programs are funded through a variety of specialized Congressional committees, ranging from national security-related committees to scientific committees.

6. A stable sociopolitical and economic environment with few competing or conflicting policies:

The sociopolitical and economic environments are relatively stable in the late 1990s. There is strong political interest in government efficiency, public support for some government action to reduce environmental risks (but not necessarily to address environmental issues more broadly), and a strong economy to support new policies and programs. 

(The situation was very much different in the 1980s, when there was very little political support for new government programs and governments at all levels lacked the fiscal resources or political inclinations to invest in programs).

There is strong interest at all levels of government in new initiatives that will save money, including mitigation programs that can reduce the costs of disasters. 

FEMA and other other agencies have been seeking good ways to measure the economic return on investments in mitigation, and while there is still some uncertainty about the specific economic benefits of mitigation, there is growing evidence that the benefits are substantial (see next section for examples).


__________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:

1. What impact is the professionalization of emergency management having on policymaking and policy implementation?

Suggested answer:

Better educated and technically trained emergency managers have more credibility with elected officials, other administrators, and the general public. Professional certification, with its emphasis on disaster experience, management training, and technical training, establishes standards for emergency management and expectations concerning the skills and expertise of emergency managers.

2. Why might “all-hazards” emergency management policies receive less support than disaster-specific policies?

Suggested answer:

Emergency management policies have historically been more disaster-specific than general. The Congressional committees that authorize spending on emergency management programs are more disaster-oriented (e.g., national security, earthquakes, hurricanes). Organizations of planners and other professionals usually have interests beyond hazards or disasters. There are few, if any, influential interest groups lobbying for disaster mitigation or preparedness or even disaster recovery.

3. Why might there be problems in formulating and implementing emergency management policies if the national economy weakens?

Suggested answer:

Emergency management agencies have to compete with other agencies for public monies. If the economy is expanding and revenues are high, there is more likely to be money for emergency management. If the economy is weak or officials expect it to weaken, there generally is less money for policies and programs that may not be needed. However, over the past decade, the number and intensity of major disasters has raised public consciousness about disasters and there are mechanisms that can fund disaster operations without affecting FEMA’s budget or the budget deficit (see Session No. 9 on financial issues).

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 18.3 

Discuss examples of policy implementation in emergency management

While mitigation is a central feature of natural disaster policies, it has, in effect, been almost forgotten in emergency management policymaking and implementation (see Godschalk et al., 1999: 17). 

· Because of the availability of disaster assistance, many see little need to reduce the risk to property. 

· Because of the reluctance of many communities to limit the use of private property, they have done little to regulate land uses and building standards. 

· Because of the cost of mitigation programs, many governments have not chosen to implement such programs even though the costs will be recovered in the long term.

· Because of the complexity of organizational responsibilities and prerogatives, many communities and states do not attempt to mitigate hazards.

However, mitigation programs have been successfully implemented following major disasters. 

For example, immediately after presidential disaster declarations were issued for the 1994 Midwest floods, the Interagency Hazard Mitigation Team met to discuss mitigation strategies for future floods (see Godschalk et al., pp. 167-168).

The team included representatives from eighteen federal agencies and departments, twelve state agencies, seven local governments, and one relief organization.

The team made recommendations relating to

· floodplain management,

· levees,

· the risk of flooding behind the levees,

· NFIP mapping,

· hazardous materials, and

· preparedness efforts.

The Missouri State Emergency Management Agency and other state agencies developed the hazard mitigation plan required under the Stafford Act and it was approved by FEMA in October 1994. The plan included nineteen recommended mitigation efforts dealing with a variety of hazards besides floods (Godschalk et al., p. 163).

However, the plan was not used to guide policymaking after the floods and lacked the detail to be useful as a guide for a broad state mitigation strategy. The focus of the state and federal mitigation efforts was the buyout of properties on the floodplain that had suffered repeated losses (Godschalk et al., pp. 164-167).

By agreement between the FEMA regional office and Missouri state officials, the mitigation strategy included very little except the buyout program and making it work better and faster. 

The state matched FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program funds with its federal Community Development Block Grant funds to provide a total of $60 million to buy out properties. 

Applications were solicited from affected communities. Ultimately, approximately 2,400 residences, over 1,100 mobile home pads, 4 apartment buildings, and 385 vacant lots were purchased. Following flooding in November 1993 and the spring of 1994, more properties were purchased. 

Communities decided how to spend the disaster relief funds, and buyouts were the preferred option. 

Following the buyouts, the communities determined how to use the acquired lands for public purposes, and the uses ranged from woodland (i.e., no development) to city parks. (Godschalk et al., 1999: 170-180).

Not all the community buyout programs have been successful thus far. Relocating the entire town of Pattonsburg, for example, has been expensive because it requires all new infrastructure and public buildings. Reduced losses in subsequent floods have demonstrated the effectiveness of the buyout program (Godschalk et al., 1999: 179-180).

FEMA’s region VII office chose innovative and proactive approaches to facilitate the buyouts, including streamlining procedures, coordinating with the Small Business Administration and other agencies, contracting planning services for communities, and helping communities write the grant applications (Godschalk et al., 1999: 182-183).

The State of Missouri also facilitated the process by streamlining its review process for buyout applications and assisting communities in making the applications (Godschalk et al., 1999: 184).

In summary, the implementation of the state mitigation program differed significantly from the mandated mitigation plan submitted for FEMA review under the Stafford Act. The chosen implementation strategy, however, effectively reduced the flooding hazard in over forty Missouri communities. 

The implementation was greatly facilitated through the efforts of the FEMA region VII office, the state emergency management office, the governor’s office, and local agencies to make the process fast and flexible. 

The buyout program was voluntary and it was a politically popular policy choice. Communities retained control over the purchased property so that it would not be subject to private development in the future.

[The state of California’s implementation of mitigation programs following the Loma Prieta and Northridge earthquakes was described in Session No. 10 in a case study of mitigation policy.]

In terms of state implementation of natural disaster mitigation policies, Burby et alia found that emergency management offices typically have very few staff assigned to mitigation programs (see Godschalk et al., 1999, pp. 453-475). 

· Twenty-two out of 45 states (49 percent) had no or only one mitigation staffer and fifteen (32 percent) had only two to four mitigation staffers (Godschalk et al., 1999: 461-462). 

· Thirty-one percent of the state hazard mitigation officers judged local involvement in the preparation of mitigation plans as “unimportant” or “very unimportant.” Twenty-nine percent judged local involvement to be “very important” (Godschalk et al., 1999: 465).

· Forty-three percent of state hazard mitigation officers judged the commitment of state officials to natural hazard mitigation to be “low,” 30 percent judged commitment to be “medium,” 20 percent judged commitment to be “high,” and only 7 percent judged it to be “very high” (Godschalk et al., 1999: 465).

· Most state resources, e.g., emergency management agency staff, are committed to emergency response and preparedness efforts, leaving relatively few to deal with disaster mitigation (Godschalk et al., 1999: 472). 

· State mitigation plans are not tied to implementation strategies; rather, they tend to be a response to disasters (Godschalk et al., 1999: 472). [The Missouri flood case study cited above, in which buyouts became the sole focus of the state mitigation effort, bears out that conclusion.]

________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:

1. How did the FEMA region VII office facilitate the implementation of recovery efforts in Missouri following the 1994 Midwest floods?

Suggested answer:

The FEMA regional office assisted with the development of the state mitigation plan and ultimately approved it, but permitted the federal and state disaster recovery programs to focus on buyouts as the principal mitigation strategy. The FEMA regional office also provided extra help in filling out the necessary applications for disaster assistance, allowed an expedited review process for those applications, and assisted communities in complying with federal and state requirements.

2. How did Missouri state officials facilitate the implementation of recovery efforts in communities following the 1994 floods?

Suggested answer:

State officials in the Missouri State Emergency Management Agency and the Governor’s Office assisted community officials in developing their grant applicants, and they streamlined the review process to ensure that the applications were approved as quickly as possible.

3. Why do Godschalk and his coauthors suggest that mitigation appears a lower priority in most state emergency management agencies and that because of this, mitigation programs may be more difficult to implement?

Suggested answer:

Almost half of the states had no or only one staff person regularly assigned to work on mitigation programs and about a third had only two to four staff for mitigation. Almost a third of the state hazard mitigation officers felt that local involvement in the development of mitigation plans was “unimportant,” or “very unimportant,” in contrast to 29 percent who felt local involvement to be “very important.” Forty-three percent of the state mitigation officers judged the commitment of state officials to natural hazard mitigation to be “low,” while only 27 percent judged it to be “high” or “very high.”

________________________________________________________________________
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