March 15, 2008 FEMA Emergency Management Higher Education Program Report
(1)  IAEM President Larry Gispert Statement, House Hearing, Is FEMA on Right Track? 
International Association of Emergency Managers.  Testimony of Larry Gispert, President, International Association of Emergency Managers, Before the Subcommittee on Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives, on “Federal Emergency Management Agency:  Is the Agency on the Right Track?”  Washington, DC: March 13, 2008, 8 pages. Accessed at: http://www.iaem.com/publications/news/documents/IAEMLarryGispert031308.pdf 

Excerpts: 

On PFO Position:  “We…appreciated the Committee including bill language prohibiting the funding for any position designated as a Principal Federal Official (PFO) in a Presidentially declared disaster or emergency in your FY 2008 Appropriations Act. We urge you to include this same limitation in the FY 2009 bill. IAEM has consistently opposed the appointment of PFOs. Instead, our members want the Federal Coordinating Officer (FCO) to have unambiguous authority to direct and manage the federal response in the field. It is absolutely critical for state and local officials to have one person empowered to make decisions and coordinate the federal response in support of the state….” 

On EMI:  “We also want to emphasize our strong support for the Emergency Management Institute (EMI) – once the “crown jewel” of the emergency management profession. More recently, however, it has fallen on hard times. For decades, EMI was charged with establishing and promoting the principles and doctrine of the comprehensive emergency management approach. Lack of funding and a loss of focus on the primary objectives of the Integrated Emergency Management System (IEMS) have left EMI adrift without an up-to-date, cohesive, professional EM curriculum. Many of the problems described below in terms of guidance and organizational structure are due to this lack of a truly integrated training program for emergency managers at all level of government. We urge the Committee to establish a separate line item for EMI in the FEMA budget so that EMI can have a consistent funding stream. We would also urge you to engage in discussions with FEMA on the funding needed to develop new courses and update the current ones. We believe an estimate would be a minimum of $2,200,000 annually.” 

On EM Roundtable, EMI and EM Hi Ed Program:  “Recently, at the invitation of the EMI Superintendent [Dr. Cortez Lawrence], a "Principles of Emergency Management" (POEM) Roundtable comprised of recognized practitioners from the major professional associations, representatives of EM standard-setting organizations and distinguished academics, has identified this lack as one of the major contributing factors to many of the problems which plague the system today. EMI must be funded so that a master EM curriculum can again be the focus of the Institute. Another highly successful program at EMI is the Emergency Management Higher Education Project. This project although consistently under funded – has produced significant improvements in the preparation of professional, college educated, emergency managers who represent the future of effective disaster policy and practice. The financial resources to accomplish these worthy goals are a prudent investment in the development of our emergency management system. We urge the Committee to provide additional funding to the Higher Education Project for two additional positions and a minimum of an additional $400,000 annually for course development, the Higher Education Conference, and related activities.” 

On FEMA Within DHS:  “The stated purpose of this hearing is to determine whether FEMA is on the right track. We think FEMA wants to be on the right track, but it is still not clear they have the authority to drive the train. IAEM wants to see a revitalized FEMA and we are seeing improvements. The leadership is working with us more closely. However, we remain concerned about the role of FEMA within DHS, whether FEMA truly has been given all the responsibility for preparedness and managing disaster response as the law requires, and whether DHS has truly “bought” into the all hazards doctrine which is so vital….” 

On FEMA Coordination re NRF:  “I would like to extend our appreciation and gratitude to our partners and colleagues in FEMA for increasing the level of involvement and communication with IAEM on key initiatives. Originally, we strongly objected to the draft National Response Framework (NRF) which ignored input from State and local government partners. FEMA listened and addressed some of the issues we raised in their final version of the NRF. Key documents impacting how we plan, exercise, train, respond, and recover should not be written without the involvement of State and local government emergency managers. If you expect us there during the crash landing, please make sure we’re a part of the takeoff….”  [Emphasis added] 
On Different DHS and Local Perspectives:  “IAEM realizes there are differences in the way we approach things based on our perspectives – that of the DHS / OMB view from 50,000 feet and that of the local government view from our boots on the ground. However, we believe our joint responsibility to protect the lives and property of our citizens requires all of us to continue to strive to understand the differences derived from our perspectives, and how those affect the policies on building true emergency management capability at the local level….” 

On Emergency Management Performance Grants:  “The guidance appears to be overly restrictive. Specifically, there is a requirement that 25% of EMPG resources be directed toward planning. This may seem perfectly reasonable from a DHS or OMB perspective; however, when specific local circumstances are considered, it is not. One of our State government emergency management colleagues has let us know there is an issue with this in his state. The state expended considerable effort, time and EMPG resources on planning in FY 2007. This year their priority is to exercise and train on the plans they developed last year. He asked if a waiver on the 25% requirement for planning was possible and was told it was not. Now, that state will be prevented from directing resources to training and exercising the plans they developed last year because the guidance specifically directs that 25% of EMPG funding will be spent on planning. Many of our IAEM local government emergency managers tell us that EMPG funding makes the difference between whether there is a person to perform the emergency management function within a jurisdiction or not. Placing restrictions on these funds defeats the concept of the local government being able to identify and develop the capabilities it deems necessary for its own specific set of circumstances.” 
On Homeland Security and Emergency Management Perspectives:   “The FY 2008 EMPG program guidance contains extensive language linking these funds to the National Planning Scenarios, the Target Capabilities List (TCL), the Gap Analysis, the National Plans Review and other issues that are more strictly associated with Homeland Security. We would remind our DHS and OMB colleagues that The Stafford Act, which authorizes EMPG, is very broad – and it is very broad for a reason. The Stafford Act is broad because Congress understands the needs in each local jurisdiction are not the same. One size does not fit all. This is a case where capability building has to be tailored to the local jurisdiction’s requirements. Frankly, we believe the Homeland Security perspective of the DHS prevents them from having a good understanding of the problems that could result from this guidance. We think the guidance needs to be addressed by those who have a better understanding of these effects – our colleagues in FEMA.” 

On Urban versus Rural Usage of EMPG Funding:  “In addition to the issues IAEM has identified relating to the FY 2008 EMPG program guidance, we also find some troubling language in the President’s FY 2009 budget appendix and the budget justifications. Specifically, the language that concerns us is found on page 516 of the Budget Appendix and reads, “Emergency Management Performance Grants ($200 million).— These grants support State and Urban Area efforts to achieve target levels of capability in catastrophic planning and emergency management.” We would remind our DHS and OMB colleagues that EMPG resources are authorized for use by State and local governments, whether urban or rural. We have shared this concern with our colleagues at FEMA and understand that a retraction of this language will be sent. However, as of the writing of this statement, I understand that Congress has not yet received such a retraction. I bet the rural but disaster prone counties in your states would be very surprised to learn that OMB thinks EMPG funding is only for urban areas.” 
On Role of Local Emergency Manager:  “I am often asked to describe exactly what our function is, as local government emergency managers. In reply to this query, I portray the local government emergency manager as the person selected to lead a band in which many of the players have only produced music as a soloist. These soloists are, on the individual level wonderful, but they don’t have a great deal of experience in playing together as an entire band. That local government emergency manager works to try and get harmony and coordination to emerge from a group of players who are not used to working with or relying upon one another. It takes real work to get these well-meaning folks to produce that harmonious effort to deal with mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery from disasters and emergencies. Local government emergency managers are not responders – but we work closely with those responders to help create the beautiful music that calms the savage disaster.”  [Emphasis Added] 

On National Planning Scenarios Approach:  “An example of where this harmony is lacking at the Federal Agency level is, in our opinion, found in the National Planning Scenarios, and the documents based upon them. The National Planning Scenarios are very narrowly focused on primarily the threats of terrorism (13 of the 15 scenarios are focused on attacks, terrorism, or biological disease outbreak). Essentially, they do not represent the full range of threats facing the United States of America. For example, none of the scenarios deal with flooding or tornadoes as a primary problem. Flooding and tornadoes accounted for 130 of 295 Presidential declarations of disaster from 1988 through 1996 (Godschalk, et al. 1999, p 8). As such, these national planning scenarios are self-limiting, rather than reflecting the actual full range of threats that exist and anticipating the formation of potential new threats to our nation. The bigger picture here, however, is not the specific number of scenarios, but that any scenarios developed are utilized to create one Emergency Operations Plan identifying the functions and capabilities common to all emergencies as well as the roles and responsibilities of government. Deriving multiple plans from these scenarios seems to be an adoption of a military-style planning process. This process is great – if you are the military and funded and equipped with the resources of the military. If you are a state or local government, this simply is not the most efficient and effective way to utilize planning resources.” 

On DHS and FEMA Roles and Responsibilities:  “Congress made it clear when the Post Katrina Reform Act was passed that they want a strong FEMA with an Administrator with clear authority for managing all aspects of disasters and emergencies. Some specific examples from the Act which we believe are not being followed include: 
        Section 611 (12) (B) is of particular importance. This amended the Homeland Security Act of 2002 by “striking the matter preceding paragraph (1)” which contained the language, “the Secretary acting through…” and inserted instead the following language. “In General – The Administrator shall provide Federal Leadership necessary to prepare for, protect against, respond to, recover from or mitigate against a natural disaster, act of terrorism and other man-made disaster including…managing such response. “Congress acted intentionally to transfer these responsibilities from the Secretary to the Administrator.”  [Emphasis in original].... 
“We believe that DHS frequently and mistakenly quotes Section 502(c)(5)(B) regarding the authority of the Secretary and the Administrator as being applicable across the entire act when, in fact, it is limited in scope only to paragraph (5). We strongly request the committee to provide continual oversight of DHS on these matters to ensure they are following the clear and direct law on these issues.” 

On PKREMA and DHS S2R:  “Congress also rejected the DHS Stage 2 Reorganization and clearly and unambiguously moved all Preparedness functions and personnel to FEMA. IAEM believes that Section 506 (c) (1) and (2) of the Homeland Security Act as amended by the Post Katrina Reform Act clearly prohibits the transfer of any asset, function or mission from FEMA without a specific Act of Congress. A major function of FEMA is to rebuild relationships with State and local officials. Therefore, the Intergovernmental Affairs function assumes a much higher level of importance. Despite the clear prohibition on moving this function from FEMA, we understand there are 17 positions performing this vital role still under the National Protection and Programs Directorate (outside of FEMA) on a non-reimbursable detail. We urge this committee to insist that these positions and funding should be immediately transferred to FEMA for intergovernmental.” 

On DHS Office of Operations Coordination:  “Another of our areas of our concern focuses on the Office of Operations Coordination – which was created after the Post Katrina Reform Act was signed into law--and whether the role this office will perform is consistent with the implementation of the Post Katrina Reform Act. Subtitle C of the Post Katrina Reform Act clearly assigned the FEMA Administrator responsibility for the National Preparedness System, including the National Planning Scenarios and the planning system yet these functions appear to have been placed under the authority of the Office of Operations Coordination.” 

On Incident Management versus Emergency Management:  “Yet another area of potential concern is a growing internal discussion within DHS regarding the perceived differences between Incident Management and Emergency Management. We believe we can help put the discussion of these terms to rest. Emergency Management is the broader, overarching and systematic approach to the issue of dealing with all disasters and emergencies, whether natural, technological, or homeland security. Incident management, while important, is a much more narrowly focused sub-element of response, one of the four phases of emergency management (mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery). To insist otherwise is to ignore the evidence of reality – and, a tacit acknowledgement on the part of DHS that they fail to understand the broader implications of the overall emergency management system. At the very least, we believe this committee needs to ask DHS to clarify the role of the Office of Operations Coordination, and what connection it has to preparedness and managing the federal response to an incident--which is now the statutory responsibility of FEMA.” 

Conclusion:  “In summary, we urge the committee to continue to build emergency management capacity by increasing EMPG to $487 Million. We urge the committee to continue to insist on the appropriate implementation of the Post Katrina Act, to protect and strengthen FEMA and to empower its Federal Coordinating Officers. We urge continuing support for EMI and the vitally important Higher Education Project. We request appropriate funding for the Pre-Disaster Mitigation program. And, finally, we would remind our colleagues at DHS / FEMA that success is an equal opportunity vendor. There will be enough for everyone as long as we coordinate and cooperate in our joint responsibilities to our citizens.”  
(2)  Jadacki (DHS/OIG) Statement Before House Appropriations, March 13, 2008: 
Department of Homeland Security.  Statement for the Record, Matt Jadacki, Deputy Inspector General, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Before the Subcommittee on Appropriations, U.S. House of Representatives.  Washington, DC:  March 13, 2008, 12 pages. Accessed at: http://www.dhs.gov/xoig/assets/testimony/OIGtm_MJ_031308.pdf 

Excerpt:  

“FEMA’s efforts to support state emergency management and to lead the federal response and recovery efforts after Hurricane Katrina were insufficient. While FEMA has made progress in being better prepared for a future catastrophic disaster, it still has much to do to become a cohesive, efficient, and effective organization.   Today, I would like to focus my remarks on FEMA’s progress to prepare for a catastrophic incident. Our goal is to help FEMA turn lessons learned into problems solved.” (2) 

“FEMA’s disaster response culture has supported the agency through many crisis situations. However, FEMA’s reactive approach has traditionally encouraged short-term fixes rather than long-term solutions, contributing to the difficulties FEMA has encountered in supporting response and recovery operations. Without taking the time to fully define and document systems requirements, it is difficult for FEMA to evaluate viable alternatives to its custom-designed systems. Also, the reactive manner in which information technology systems are funded and implemented has left little time for proper systems testing before they are deployed.” (6-7) 
“We are currently reviewing and evaluating FEMA’s preparedness for effective disaster response, particularly for a catastrophic event. This project stems from a July 31, 2007, hearing before the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. The hearing objective was to review FEMA’s preparedness to handle a future disaster. During that hearing, I testified that the “New FEMA” had made progress in many areas related to disaster preparedness, but that generally FEMA was not fully prepared for a catastrophic disaster. The Committee, in turn, requested that we provide a high-level assessment of FEMA’s preparedness for the next catastrophic disaster. 
“This review is the second in a planned series of scorecard assessments to determine the extent of progress made and the status for selected functions and activities within DHS. Our plan is to have a report to Congress in early April. With the report, Congress will have added insight on what it can do to facilitate FEMA’s ability to respond to the next catastrophic incident. We are conducting more in-depth reviews on specific FEMA functions, including most of those discussed in this testimony. 
“The title of this hearing asks, “Is the Agency on the Right Track?” We believe the answer to this question is yes. However, I would like to mention three broad concerns that merit attention: 
• Strategic Planning: Is FEMA engaged in a comprehensive planning effort that spans directorates, prioritizes needs and actions, and maximizes federal resources? Does FEMA require more full-time personnel and a larger budget so that it can plan, mitigate, and respond—all at the same time? If planners and responders are one in the same, when disaster strikes and responders deploy to the field, planning is often delayed or stopped. 

• Sustainability: Can the agency maintain momentum and continue to implement needed changes, particularly in light of budget and personnel challenges? 

• Staffing: In an environment rife with turnover, especially in leadership positions, how can FEMA retain experienced staff, and also recruit and train new staff to build a highly qualified disaster management workforce? 

Let me end my statement with reiterating our goal and intention, which is to take the lessons learned from the response to Hurricane Katrina and assist FEMA to form the foundation for critical improvements to prepare for the response to the next catastrophic event.” (11-12) 
(3)  Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program (RCPGP): 
Federal Emergency Management Agency.  Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program (RCPGP).  1 Feb 2008. At: http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/rcp/index.shtm 
The Department of Homeland Security’s (DHS) Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program (RCPGP) is an important component of the Administration’s larger, coordinated effort to enhance emergency planning and strengthen the nation’s overall level of preparedness.  RCPGP provides funding to advance catastrophic incident preparedness to Tier I and designated Tier II Urban Areas Security Initiative (UASI) Urban Areas. The goal of RCPGP is to support an integrated planning system that enables regional all-hazard planning for catastrophic events and the development of necessary plans, protocols, and procedures to manage a catastrophic event. 

Department of Homeland Security.  Fiscal Years 2007 & 2008 Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program Guidance and Application Kit. Washington, DC: DHS, February 2008, 47 pages. At: http://www.fema.gov/pdf/government/grant/rcp/fy08_rcp_guidance.pdf 

From Introduction: 
The National Academy for Public Administration described emergency preparedness 

planning as the “Achilles Heel of homeland security.”1 Homeland security is highly 

distributed, and depends on State and local governments for the majority of the Nation’s 

security and resilience resources. This increases our reliance on the quality and 

currency of our plans and collaborative planning. We must ensure that our planning practices are not outmoded and encumbered by hierarchical, compartmentalized processes that inhibit networking, interaction and collaboration. We must also ensure that planning cycles are not too long and inflexible to keep up with rapidly changing requirements and that authoritative data is not stovepiped and is readily accessible to planners. 

The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) conducted a Nationwide Plan Review2 in 

2006 at the direction of the President and Congress. Peer review teams visited all 56 

U.S. States and Territories and 75 of the Nation’s largest urban areas. 1,086 public 

safety and homeland security officials were consulted and 2,757 emergency operations 

plans and related documents were evaluated. The Review outlined 15 conclusions for 

States and Urban Areas and 24 for the Federal government. The Department provided 

participants with detailed individual reports and encouraged them to translate the 

findings and conclusions into specific, corrective actions. 

Ninety-five percent of the Review participants cited requirements for comprehensive 

planning support and technical assistance. This underscored the Review’s conclusions 

regarding the need for planning modernization to improve the flexibility, adaptability and 

robustness of individual emergency operations plans (EOPs) and to strengthen 

collaborative planning. 

States and Urban Areas have already begun planning modernization. Of the 37 

categories of grant projects in the DHS/Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) December 2006 Biannual Strategy Implementation Report (BSIR), planning 

ranked second (following interoperable communications). For Fiscal Year (FY) 2007 

Homeland Security Grant Program funding requests, States and Urban Areas 

(respectively) ranked planning as the second and third highest funding expenditure 

priority. The emphasis on planning is also reflected in the September 2007 National 

Preparedness Guidelines. 

The Regional Catastrophic Preparedness Grant Program (RCPGP) focuses on highest 

risk Urban Areas and surrounding regions where its impact will have the most significant 

effect on our Nation’s collective security and resilience. It will complement ongoing 

State and Urban Area efforts, address Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform 

Act (PKEMRA) mandates, and support initiatives underway within FEMA’s Disaster 
Operations (DOP), Disaster Assistance (DAD), Mitigation and Logistics Directorates, the 

DHS Incident Management Planning Team (IMPT), the DHS Office of Infrastructure 

Protection and other Federal planning and preparedness agencies. 

RCPGP is one tool among a comprehensive set of measures authorized by Congress 

and implemented by the Administration to help strengthen the Nation against risks 

associated with catastrophic events. 

The purpose of this package is to provide: (1) an overview of the RCPGP; and (2) the 

formal grant guidance and application materials needed to apply for funding under the 

program. The package outlines FEMA management requirements for a successful 

application. It also reflects changes called for in the Implementing Recommendations of 

the 9/11 Commission Act of 2007 (hereafter “9/11 Act”).” (p1) 

(4)  What’s Relatively New – Not Posted in the EM Hi Ed Report Before: 
Department of Homeland Security.  Fact Sheet:  Fiscal Year 2007 Commercial Equipment Direct Assistance Program (CEDAP). Washington, DC: DHS, December, 20, 2007. Accessed at: http://www.dhs.gov/xnews/releases/pr_1198172954591.shtm 

Department of Homeland Security.  DHS Provides Nearly $34 Million to First Responders in Smaller Communities Nationwide. Washington, DC:  FEMA, December 20, 2007. Accessed at: http://www.dhs.gov/xnews/releases/pr_1198172566278.shtm 
Department of Homeland Security.  Fiscal Year 2007 Commercial Equipment Direct Assistance Program (CEDAP).  Washington, DC:  December 20, 2007, 2 pages. Accessed at: http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/grants_cedapawards_fy2007.pdf 
Federal Emergency Management Agency.  Commercial Equipment Direct Assistance Program (CEDAP). December 20, 2007. At: http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/odp/equipment_cedap.htm 

Federal Emergency Management Agency.  FEMA Grants and Assistance Programs. February 6, 2008. Accessed at: http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/index.shtm 

Federal Emergency Management Agency.  What's New at the Office of Grants and Training. FEMA, February 5, 2008. Accessed at: http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/odp/whatsnew/whats_new.htm 

San Diego Immigrants Rights Consortium, Justice Overcoming Boundaries of San Diego County, ACLU of San Diego & Imperial Counties.  Firestorm: Treatment of Vulnerable Populations During the San Diego Fires.  November 6, 2007, 29 pages. Accessed at: http://www.signonsandiego.com/news/metro/images/080306aclufirereport.pdf  [Thanks to Steve Detweiler’s Articles of Interest, March 14, 2008 for bringing our attention to this item.] 

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 
wayne.blanchard@dhs.gov 
http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/edu 

“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, regulations, and policies as federal Web sites.”
  

EMI, the nation’s pre-eminent emergency management training organization, offers training at no charge to emergency managers and allied professions through its resident classes in Emmitsburg, MD, its online courses http://training.fema.gov/IS/ and through development of hands-off training courses.  To access upcoming resident courses with vacancies http://training.fema.gov/EMICCourses/.  
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