June 23, 2008 FEMA/EMI Emergency Management Higher Educations Program Report
(1)  Business Continuity and Emergency Management: 
Under the subject-line heading of “The Unconsummated Marriage and Business Continuity, Mike Mastrangelo, Businness Continuity Coordinator, University of Texas System, writes to add to the email stream on which (BC or EM), if either, encompasses the other: 

Paraphrasing what seems to be developing as a question in this discussion: is Emergency Management an umbrella that incorporates other risk management functions such as Business Continuity? There are similarities in methodology. Both disciplines plan for and respond to the same events, and so it is plausible that this could be the case. In a sense it is an empirical question. Survey a large enough sample and find out if Emergency Management provides that umbrella organization. (My observation is that EM would not provide this function in a majority of cases.) But another interesting question is: ought Emergency Management provide this function? I would argue that while it might be appropriate for certain organizations to do this, it can not be generalized. There are many factors that go into how a particular entity organizes itself. Not least of which are the legacy organization and the cost to change. Perhaps this is a question best left to the particular organization. Interestingly the NFPA 1600 standard combines the two fields and recommends that they be included in the same program. 

Note that NFPA 1600: Standard on Disaster/Emergency Management and Business Continuity Programs has been adopted by Department of Homeland Security as the National Standard. Though I’m not sure what this means. While at the Incident Command System session at the recent Higher Ed Conference, I asked the FEMA participants how adoption of the standard was going to influence for example, their training design. Evidently at this point it is not. Note also that the 2007 edition of NFPA 1600 added prevention to the previous four aspects of mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery. “Doing so brings the standard into alignment with related disciplines and practices of risk management, security, and loss prevention.” (1600-1) 

The substance of the standard is contained in pages 4-16, with the remainder of the document dedicated to lists of organizations, resources, and the like. The standard calls for the creation of a program that includes: a strategic plan; an emergency operations / response plan; a prevention plan; a mitigation plan; and a continuity plan. Under this framework – emergency operations and business continuity are brought under the same umbrella of a “Disaster/Emergency Management and Business Continuity” Program. However there is no recommendation on whether an Emergency Management entity would run this. The standard does say, “The entity shall develop, coordinate, and implement operational procedures to support the program and execute its plans,” so we can assume that the standard leaves these questions to the organization creating the program. (5.11.1) In regard to notification and transitions between program elements (a point that Mary made), the standard says in A.5.1.2 that “Key program elements cross boundaries during prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery. Each element should be considered interrelated and can be considered concurrently. The use of ‘phases, elements, or components’ varied from program to program.” Again the standard seems to acknowledge the need for coordination among Emergency Management and Business Continuity, but leaves it up to the organization to determine procedures for doing this best suited to their needs.  (The standard acknowledges that there are similarities and differences to business continuity, continuity of operations, and continuity of government.) 

If I read correctly, the standard calls for an ‘impact analysis’ to be completed for the emergency response plan, the prevention plan, and the continuity plan. In the business continuity field, a business impact analysis is generally considered (along with the RTO, and RPO) as something that distinguishes their methods from others such as Emergency Management. (Perhaps more information is available on NFPA’s $72 book on how to implement the standard. I have not purchased this.) 

Emergency Operations Centers: 

In the Business Continuity field, Disaster Recovery Institute International (DRII) provides a recommended structure for BC response operations. The Business Continuity Steering Committee that functioned during the planning stages – morphs into an Emergency Response Team that forms the Emergency Operations Center for BC response. (DRII Professional Practices for Business Continuity Planners: Emergency Response and Operations, Subject Area 5: Emergency Response and Operations, B4 Command and Control Procedures, a. Opening the Emergency Operations Center) (Note also that DRII references Quarantelli 1978 Uses and Problems of Local EOCs in Disasters in their educational materials.) The EOC in this case though is within the organization and may include key organizational representatives from operations, finance, human resources, procurement, information technology, etc. It is used in a different sense than the term EOC in Incident Command. 

This is reflected in the NFPA 1600 standard. DRII participated in the development of the standard. A.5.8.3.8 (4) calls for “Primary and alternate emergency operations centers: A facility or capability from which direction and control [emphasis added] is exercised in an emergency. This type of center or capability is designated to ensure that the capacity exists for leadership to direct and control operations from a centralized facility or capability in the event of an emergency. 

A.5.12.1 of the standard in contrast, defines an EOC in ‘emergency management’ terms of providing coordination of information and resources in support of the incident management activities. This appears to be an internal inconsistency in the standard, where the same term (EOC) is used to describe two different functions (direction and control – versus - information and resource coordination). It may reflect the as yet evolving though on how to blend emergency management and business continuity. 

While the government is adopting standards, the practice in the business world seems to be moving ahead and considering new frameworks such as Business Resilience (which incorporates many of the risk functions – not just Emergency Management and Business Continuity. In a sense, the business resilience framework is an evolution from an older Business Continuity framework that may have placed too much emphasis in business functions rather than core missions of the organization, human factors, and sustainable design. 

Under the ISO/PAS 22399 standard Organizational resilience requires proactive preparation for potential incidents and disruptions, in order to avoid suspension of critical operations and services, or if operations and services are disrupted, that they resume operations and services as rapidly as required by those who depend on them. 
ISO/PAS 22399 describes a holistic management process that identifies potential impacts that threaten an organization and provides a framework for minimizing their effect. 
More broadly than the business world - others are looking at societal resilience.  

Businesses also are increasingly adopting Enterprise Risk Management efforts which consider uncertain future events as both dangers and opportunities. This function is often at the strategic level of the organization and so it would be unusual for Emergency Management to provide an umbrella in this case (with the possible exception of a business that provided EM services, support, or technologies).  

Mike Mastrangelo, Business Continuity Coordinator 
Office of Risk Management, The University of Texas System, Austin, Texas 78701 
mmastrangelo@utsystem.edu 

[Note:  We have many more contributions as well, and intend to continue to post on this topic, though not everything received.] 

  
(2)  DHS National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 
Department of Homeland Security.  U.S. Department of Homeland Security National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility – Draft Environmental Impact Statement.  Washington, DC:  DHS, June 2008, 1,005 pages.  Accessed at:  http://www.dhs.gov/xres/labs/gc_1187734676776.shtm 

[Note:  Most, but not all 1,1005 pages are accessible at the above noted website – in sections for ease of access.] 

From the “DHS News Briefing for June 21, 2008 on an Associated Press piece on the release of this document: 

DHS Study Says Animal Disease Outbreak At Proposed Lab Could Devastate.   The AP (6/20) reports, "An outbreak of one of the most contagious animal diseases from any of five locations the White House is considering for a new high-security research laboratory would be more devastating to the U.S. economy than from the isolated island laboratory where such research is now conducted, says a report published Friday. The 1,005-page Homeland Security Department study said chances of such an outbreak -- with estimated loses of more than $4.2 billion -- would be 'extremely low' if the research lab were designed, constructed and operated according to government safety standards. Still, it calculated that economic losses in an outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease could surpass $4 billion if the lab were built near livestock herds in Kansas or Texas, two options the Bush administration is considering. That would be nearly $1 billion higher than the government's estimate of losses blamed on a hypothetical outbreak from its existing laboratory on Plum Island, N.Y." The Bush Administration "is studying the safest place to move its research on such dangerous pathogens from Plum Island to the U.S. mainland near herds of livestock, raising concerns about a catastrophic outbreak. A final choice is expected by late fall. The foot-and-mouth virus does not infect humans but could devastate herds of cattle, swine, lambs and sheep. The five locations the U.S. is considering are Athens, Ga.; Manhattan, Kan.; Butner, N.C.; San Antonio; and Flora, Miss." 

(3)  Emergency Mangement Higher Education Report on Survey of EM Hi-Ed Programs 
Received today from Carol Cwiak, North Dakota State University, a 29-page report on her suvey of colleges and universities with emergency management programs (degrees, concentrations, minors, tracks, minors and the like) in early 2008.  From the Report: 

The number of emergency management higher education programs continue to grow in both number and strength. The data collection herein was undertaken to provide a status report of where emergency management higher education currently stands. The goal of this report is to assist the FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Program, policymakers, educators, students, practitioners and other interested parties in understanding where higher education is today and where it is heading in the future. This report will examine current program status, program and student demographics, growth expectations, trends and challenges…. 

The survey instrument sought data on general program information, student demographics, enrollment and graduation trends, program faculty, program support indicators, utilization of emergency management materials and coursework, challenges facing emergency management programs, anticipated changes in programs, top knowledge, skills and abilities, and additional products, activities or services that respondents would like the FEMA Higher Education Program to provide…. 

The majority of respondents, 62% (33), reported that they consider their primary program focus to be both private and public sector (n=53). 

This report has been forwarded to management for review – along with recommendations for capitalizing on several opportunities brought up within the report.  The report was also forwarded to the web staff for upload to the EM Hi-Ed Program website in two locations – 2008 Conference Agenda (Proceedings), and Survey sections, where it should be accessible within a few days. 

(4)  Flooding, Levees, Mitigation – Pay Me Now or Pay Me Later: 
Davey, Monica.  “Call for Change Ignored, Levees Remain Patchy.”  NYT, June 22, 2008.  At:  

http://www.nytimes.com/2008/06/22/us/22midwest.html?_r=1&adxnnl=1&oref=slogin&ref=todayspaper&adxnnlx=1214244350-JwI51OIImURZ15QaDFXRUg 

This New York Times article which is about the current mid-west flooding in the third paragraph notes:  
After the last devastating flood in the Midwest 15 years ago, a committee of experts commissioned by the Clinton administration issued a 272-page report that recommended a more uniform approach to managing rising waters along the Mississippi and its tributaries, including giving the principal responsibility for many of the levees to the Army Corps of Engineers.   But the committee chairman, Gerald E. Galloway Jr., a former brigadier general with the Corps of Engineers, said in an interview that few broad changes were made once the floodwaters of 1993 receded and were forgotten. 

  

“We told them there were going to be more floods like this,” said Dr. Galloway, now an engineering professor at the University of Maryland. “Everybody likes to go out and shake hands on the levee now and offer sandbags, but that’s not helpful. This shouldn’t have happened in the first place.”  While the committee’s recommendations certainly would not have prevented the Mississippi and its tributaries from rising to catastrophic levels, Dr. Galloway said they could have lessened the sense of helplessness and limited some of the damage. 

We mention this because Dr. Galloway was one of our featured pleanary speakers during the last EM Hi-Ed Conference – speaking about flood mitigation in a presentation entitled “Why Won’t They Listen.”   Why did we invite Dr. Galloway, perhaps best-known for his 1994 report on the 1993 Midwest floods, to the 2008 EM Hi-Ed Conference?  Well it wasn’t because we had a crystal ball that told us that the Midwest would be flooding again in a few weeks!  Rather, it was because we did have a crystal ball telling us that it could and probably would happen again – takes a little data, a little reading, and a little knowledge of modern human behavior in relation to hazards.  We have invited Dr. Galloway back next year, comfortable in the belief that his message will still be very much in need next year, just as it was this year. 

(5)  Mitigation 
World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF).  Natural Security:  Protected Areas and Hazard Mitigation (The Arguments for Protection Series).  WWF:  May 19, 2008, 130 pages.  Accessed at:  http://assets.panda.org/downloads/natural_security_final.pdf 

From Foreword: 

The International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (ISDR) welcomes this report as a concrete response to its call for work to promote understanding that: protection of vital ecosystem services is fundamental to reducing vulnerability to disasters and strengthening community resilience…. (p. 3) 

From Summary:  

…the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment estimates that approximately 60 per cent of the 
world’s ecosystem services (including 70 per cent of regulating and cultural services) are being degraded or used unsustainably, and notes that: “Changes to ecosystems have contributed to a significant rise in the number of floods and major wild fires on all continents since the 1940s”…. 
Economic losses from weather and flood catastrophes have increased ten-fold over the past 50 years, partially as the result of climate change…. 

At present, billions of dollars are spent on the aftermath of disasters even though experience shows that spending on pre-disaster mitigation is a far better value that can lessen the enormous suffering that disasters usually result in. The World Bank, for example, suggests that every dollar invested in effective disaster reduction measures saves seven dollars in terms of reduced losses from natural disasters…. 
We find that protected areas can play three direct roles in preventing or mitigating disasters arising out of natural hazards: 
_ Maintaining natural ecosystems, such as coastal mangroves, coral reefs, floodplains and forest that may help buffer against natural hazards…. 
_ Providing an opportunity for active or passive restoration of such systems where they have been degraded or lost 
Specifically we find that: 
Natural or semi-natural habitats conserved in protected areas can help to mitigate flooding by: 
_ Providing space for floodwaters to go without causing major damage 
_ Absorbing the impacts of floods with natural vegetation 
Protected areas retain natural vegetation, particularly forests, which can in certain circumstances, prevent and mitigate landslides and avalanches by: 
_ Stabilising soil and packing snow in a way that stops the slippage starting 
_ Slowing the movement and extent of damage once a slip is underway 
Protected areas help to retain natural vegetation, reefs and landforms that can help block sudden incursions by seawater, with particular benefits from the stabilising effects of: 
_ Coral reefs; Offshore barrier islands; Mangrove forests; Sand-dunes; Coastal marshes 
…. 
Protected areas can protect against fire by: 
_ Limiting encroachment into the most fire-prone areas 
_ Maintaining traditional cultural management systems that have controlled fire 
_ Protecting intact natural systems that are better able to withstand fire 
Protected areas can help address problems of hurricanes and typhoons through: 
_ Their role in mitigating floods and landslides 
_ Directly buffering communities and land against the worst impacts of a storm events (e.g. storm surge) 
The main role of protected areas in the case of earthquakes is in: 
_ The prevention or mitigation of associated hazards including particularly landslides and rock falls; _ Providing zoning controls to prevent settlement in the most earthquake prone areas 
Protected areas can also play a role in addressing some of the underlying causes of disasters through, for example: 
_ Stabilising climate change through carbon sequestration 
_ Halting the loss of forest quality and quantity 
_ Protecting against river fragmentation and wetland loss 
_ Protecting coral reefs 
From Preface: 

…this is not a report about the human suffering which results from natural disasters – although the voices of those affected by disaster can be heard here. Rather it is a discussion about why our environment is becoming less effective in mitigating the effects of natural hazards, and how lack of environmental protection is contributing to the social, economic and environmental costs of disasters.  It is…a depressing story to tell…. 

As the number of lives lost and the economic and social toll rise, the focus on disasters has sharpened.  Report after report, conference after conference and agreement after agreement list the terrifying impacts of natural disasters on our world and call for better disaster management in the short-term and disaster reduction in the long-term. (p. 9) 

(6)  Moving Mississippi Forward – House Hearing on Katrina Recovery: 
House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency Management.  Moving Mississippi Forward:  Ongoing Progress and Remaining Problems (Hearing).  Washington, DC:  June 19, 2008.  Prepared statementsaccessed at: http://transportation.house.gov/hearings/hearingDetail.aspx?NewsID=682 

(7)  Pre Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Reauthorization Bill: 
From IAEM Policy Advisor Martha Braddock in an email today: 

Today, June 23, H.R. 6109 to reauthorize the PDM Program is scheduled to be considered on the House Floor.  All votes on bills today are expected to be held until 6:30 pm.  On June 19, HR 6109 was ordered reported…   
Bill language: 
         amends Sec. 203(f) of Stafford Act 

         increases minimum allocation for each State from $500,000 to $575,000 (maintains provision that each State will receive the lesser of this amount or 1% of funds appropriated) 

         codifies competitive aspect of program-- "shall be awarded on a competitive basis subject to the criteria in subsection (g)."  

         retains provision that no state may receive more than 15% of funds appropriated for fiscal year 

         authorizes $250,000,000 for FY 2009, 2010, 2011. 

         eliminates the provision in Section 203(m) to sunset program on 30 Sep 2008. 

  
Key Report language: 
      Building codes--reminds FEMA that adoption and enforcement of appropriate building    codes should be considered under section 203(g)(2) 

         PNP --believes that if a local government is unable to serve at the sub-applicant and sub-grantee on behalf of a private nonprofit, an appropriate State agency may do so on its behalf. 

         Grant Administration--reminds DHS the Congress specifically exempted the PDM program from grant administration and other requirements imposed in the 9/11 bill to avoid slowing down the disbursement of funds. 

         Streamlined application process--urges FEMA to develop a streamlined application process and continue to seek ways by which small communities can make the most efficient use of limited resources 

         Technical Assistance--encourages FEMA to continue to make available technical assistance and allow States the greatest flexibility permitted to provide technical assistance 

         Tornado warning sirens--"The Committee notes the clear purpose of the Pre-Disaster Mitigation program to reduce injuries, loss of life, and damage to property from natural disasters and the program's broad statutory authority to provide Federal assistance for projects, such as tornado warning sirens, which serve this purpose. Given the sudden nature and extreme destructive power of tornados, the Committee believes warning sirens are a cost-effective measure for mitigating injuries and loss of life from tornados. The Committee believes that Section 203 of the Stafford Act clearly authorizes mitigation assistance for tornado warning sirens. Indeed, a number of States have recognized the problem of tornados in their Hazard Mitigation Plans submitted to FEMA, pursuant to the Stafford Act. FEMA has provided mitigation grant funding for tornado warning systems in a number of states, including Kentucky and Mississippi. In addition, FEMA highlights the value of these warning systems in its own Mitigation Best Practices database. The Committee believes that providing funding for mitigation projects such as warning sirens is consistent with the intent of the PDM program to help reduce injuries and loss of life. " 

  
(8)  Email Backlog:  602 
(9)  Today’s EM Hi-Ed Report Distribution:  8,970 subscribers. 
The End. 
B. Wayne Blanchard, Ph.D., CEM 
Higher Education Program Manager 
Emergency Management Institute 
National Emergency Training Center 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Department of Homeland Security 
16825 S. Seton, K-011 
Emmitsburg, MD 21727 

“Please note:  Some of the Web sites linked to in this document are not federal government Web sites, and may not necessarily operate under the same laws, regulation, and policies as federal Web sites.”







