September 23, 2008 Emergency Management Higher Education Program Report
(1)  Catastrophe Readiness and Response – Upper Division Course Development Project: 
Received today for review from Drew Bumbak, Director of the Center for Emergency Education and Disaster Research at the University of Maryland, Baltimore County, a new draft session for review.  The session received today (#13) is entitled “Pandemic Scenario.”  It was developed by Dr. Rick Bissell at UMBC and by Dr. Tom Kirsch at the Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine. 

From the Session Overview Statement: 

This session is intended to present to students the complicated problems and dynamics that would likely accompany a very probable relatively slow-onset catastrophe, a pandemic of a new or “novel” version of an influenza virus.  We say that this is probable because it is in the natural order of viruses that they mutate. When they do this, it results in new versions of an old virus.  This new version is particularly potent because our immune response system does not recognize it, making it “novel”.  Because of the high probability of such an event happening during the professional lifetime of current students, and because the vocabulary and methods of public health are foreign to many emergency managers, we have chosen to use the pandemic scenario in order to: 1) expose emergency managers to the methods and terminology of public health practitioners, with whom emergency managers will have to work closely;  2) help students grasp the myriad social/economic/political/security complications that could result from a pandemic, and; 3) present students with a compelling scenario in which the typical tools of emergency management and emergency response are not the primary resources in combating the event and its direct effects. 

Session 13 Learning Objectives: 

By the end of this session (readings, lectures and exercises) the student should be able to: 
· Describe mechanisms of disease spread and control 
  

· Describe the current estimates of the social, economic, transportation, communications and health sector impacts of a pandemic, and their affects on critical systems (e.g. food, utilities, law enforcement, healthcare, etc.). 

· Describe current Federal pandemic preparedness and response plans. 
· Identify potential strategies for dealing with / responding to a pandemic. 

· Describe barriers to effective inter-jurisdictional planning for pandemic response. 

· Discuss the impact of a pandemic on the private sector. 

· Discuss the potential long range economic problems that may result from a pandemic. 

· Discuss inter-jurisdictional issues (including international coordination) in a pandemic response. 

The 10-page Instructor Notes and the 45-page Power Point support documents will be forwarded to the EMI web staff on the Friday weekly CD ROM update.  Should be accessible within one-two weeks thereafter.  In the meantime, if one wishes to review and comment on this draft material, please contact Dr. Rick Bissell at:  bissell@umbc.edu or Drew Bumbak at:  drew.bumbak@umbc.edu 

(2)  FEMA and DHS: 
McNeill, Jena Baker.  “Removing FEMA from DHS Would Be a Terrible Mistake.”  Web Memo (No. 2071), Heritage Foundation, September 22, 2008, 2 pages.  Accessed at:  http://www.heritage.org/Research/HomelandSecurity/upload/wm_2071.pdf 

Excerpt: 

It’s déjà vu all over again: People are arguing that the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) should be taken out of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). [See yesterday’s EM Hi-Ed Report, Walker NEMA presentation] Recent disaster responses, from the California wildfires to Hurricane Ike, demonstrate that FEMA is operating effectively within the department. Congress should reject calls to make FEMA a stand-alone agency…. 

DHS Secretary Michael Chertoff, as a cabinet-level official, is able to go to bat for FEMA with high-ranking officials…. 

Removing FEMA from DHS would simply breed confusion between DHS/FEMA roles, unduly expand government, and increase response time by adding more steps to the process…. 

Instead… 

Establish clear requirements that limit the situations in which federal emergency declarations can be issued. Congress should align emergency declarations with scales used for disasters, such as the Richter scale. When a disaster goes beyond the defined state and local capabilities, then and only then would FEMA step in. This ensures that precious FEMA resources are dedicated to those disasters that truly require a national response. 

Eliminate certain types of disasters from FEMA jurisdiction. Certain types of disasters are too localized to mobilize a federal government agency. In fact, this type of response led to gross inefficiencies that do little to help an afflicted area but waste millions in taxpayer dollars. 

Restrict homeland security grants to funding only the 27 capabilities on the DHS Target Capabilities List (TCL)…. 

[Thanks go to William Cumming for bringing this to our attention.] 

(3)  Hurricanes Gustav and Ike – Senate Committee Hearing on Government Response: 
Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs, Ad Hoc Subcommittee on Disaster Recovery.  After Action: A Review of the Combined Federal, State, and Local Activities to Respond and Recover from Hurricanes Gustav and Ike.  Washington, DC:  Sep 23, 2008.  At:  http://hsgac.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?Fuseaction=Hearings.Detail&HearingID=18074dc1-92a6-4160-ba02-d04cecc8ecd9 
Witnesses:  

Senator Reggie Dupre, Jr., Louisiana State Senate District 20 

Mayor Lyda Ann Thomas, Mayor of Galveston, Texas, 

Mayor Cedric Glover, Mayor of Shreveport, Louisiana, 

Mayor Bill White, Mayor of Houston, Texas 
Lieutenant Governor Mitch Landrieu, Louisiana Lieutenant Governor 
Lieutenant Governor David Dewhurst, Texas Lieutenant Governor  

Admiral Harvey E. Johnson, Jr., Deputy Administrator, FEMA 
Chief Ed Hecker, Chief of Engineers, Commanding General, Homeland Security Div., USCOE 
As of 4:14 pm the prepared statements had not been uploaded, but there is a link to a recorded video archive. 

See, also: 

Lezon, Dale and Ruth Rendon.  “Galveston asking Congress today for $2.3 billion in relief.”  Houston Chronicle, September 22, 2008.  Accessed at:  http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/hurricane/ike/6016817.html 

McKinley, James C. Jr.  “Galveston Seeks $2.2 Billion in Storm Relief.”  New York Times, September 23, 2008.  At:  http://www.nytimes.com/2008/09/23/us/23ike.html?_r=1&sq=+ 
(4)  National Infrastructure Protection Plan [NIPP] 2009 – Public Review Draft: 
Received for review today an advance copy of the 238-page, September 18, 2008,  NIPP for 2009 – being distributed selectively to stakeholder organizations.  We gather that there will be a Federal Register Notice requesting public comment within a week or two.  We plan on posting a note to this effect if we catch the FRN posting.  Seeking to determine if the advance draft received today can be further distributed or not – suspect not.  Will put at the top of the “to read” stack. 

(5)  Mass Care in Disasters – GAO Testimony and Report: 
Government Accountability Office.  Mass Care in Disasters:  FEMA Should Update the Red Cross Role in Catastrophic Events and More Fully Assess Voluntary Organizations’ Mass Care Capabilities (Testimony {Cynthia Fagnoni} Before the Subcommittee on Economic Development, Public Buildings, and Emergency Management, Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure, House of Representatives).  Washington, DC:  GAO-08-1175T, September 23, 2008, 70 pages.  Accessed at:  http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d081175t.pdf 
(6)  Repetitive Disaster Losses and Amending the Stafford Act: 
Young, Rob and Orrin H. Pilkey.  “Flood, Rebuild, Repeat.”  USA Today, September 23, 2008.  Accessed at:  http://blogs.usatoday.com/oped/2008/09/flood-rebuild-r.html 

Excerpts:  

During moments like these, the country understandably feels sympathy for those who have lost property in the wake of Hurricane Ike. But there is an important question that should be raised while the nation's attention is once again focused on billions of dollars in damage.   Should the federal government pay to rebuild along vulnerable shorelines such as Surfside Beach, Texas? Surfside Beach, which is at the west end of Fallets Island, had houses built out on the beach. Many of those homes were destroyed. 

Of course, it might make fiscal sense to repair our Houstons and our downtown Galvestons, but oceanfront communities perched on highly vulnerable, storm-prone shorelines are another matter…. 

The problem lies in the 1988 Stafford Act. When the president declares an emergency, financial and physical help is immediately forthcoming. Public aid has repeatedly poured into these risky communities to fund the replacement of damaged infrastructure in the same vulnerable location. No lessons learned. It is time for major reform of the Stafford Act. It is time to cut places such as Surfside Beach and Dauphin Island loose. What are the consequences of no longer applying the act to certain communities? Most likely, the west end of Dauphin Island and Surfside Beach would be abandoned by current property owners. In other oft-damaged beach communities, local taxpayers would decide based on their own economic calculus. 

Our policy of providing federal funds for repetitively damaged communities makes no sense in a time of rising sea level. In coming decades, as sea level rises, storm damage will increase. 

If you choose to build in an area subject to repeated coastal hazards, you pay for the cleanup, for replacing the roads, for putting the beach back in front of your homes or to move the house back from the shoreline. This is a matter of fiscal responsibility and fairness that all Americans should be able to agree on. 

Rob Young is professor of geosciences at Western Carolina University in Cullowhee, N.C., where he directs the Program for the Study of Developed Shorelines. Orrin H. Pilkey is James B. Duke Professor of Earth and Ocean Sciences Emeritus at Duke University's Nicholas School of the Environment and director emeritus of the PSDS. 

(7)  Risk Mitigation Toolkit (`08) from the National Institute of Standards and Technology: 
Received today a notice on the availability of the Risk Mitigation Toolkit: 

NIST Special Publication 1082 provides an annotated bibliography of printed and electronic resources that serves as a central source of data and tools to help the owners, managers, and designers of constructed facilities develop a cost-effective risk mitigation plan.  NIST Special Publication 1082 supports the use of the Cost-Effectiveness Tool for Capital Asset Protection by providing information on key resources needed to perform a rigorous economic evaluation.  NIST Special Publication 1082 is a revised and expanded version of NISTIR 7390 released last year.  NIST Special Publication 1082 includes expanded treatment of natural and man-made hazards as well as separate sections on risk management at the building and community levels. 

NIST Special Publication 1082 is being published both as a printed document and as a web-based publication to facilitate its widespread use.  The web-based version is referred to as the Risk Mitigation Toolkit.  The web-based version includes all features of the printed version plus active web links to all sources cited.  Both documents are organized around three main topics—risk assessment, risk management, and economic evaluation.  In addition, each document has two indexes, one organized by subject and one organized by author.  The indexes point you to key reference documents, databases, and software tools that will help you develop a cost-effective risk mitigation plan.  The web-based version has an added feature in that all web links within the three main topics are active, enabling you to browse documents and data sources electronically.  Furthermore, many of the web links permit documents and data files to be downloaded for future reference and use.  

The web based version of NIST Special Publication 1082 is now available for download.  Click http://www2.bfrl.nist.gov/sftware/NISTSP1082/ too get additional information and to download the web-based version. 

Single, complementary printed copies of NIST Special Publication 1082 may be requested by sending an email with mailing instructions to nistsp1082@nist.gov. 

Best regards, 

Bob Chapman 
Office of Applied Economics 

(8)  Terrorism: 
Waterman, Shaun.  “Emerging Threats:  DHS Briefing Warns of Psychological Impact of a Chemical or Biological Attack.”  United Press International, September 23, 2008.  

Excerpt:  

"The number of people suffering psychologically induced symptoms could far outweigh the number of actual victims in a chemical, biological or nuclear incident, according to a confidential Department of Homeland Security briefing document. ... The briefing, prepared in 2006 but only leaked last week," suggests "that the possibility of psych-somatic symptoms be taken into account in incident planning and response scenarios." Though DHS would not comment, former undersecretary for preparedness George Foresman "said he believed Homeland Security and the federal government as a whole had made progress on the communications and response issue, compared with the way the anthrax attacks had been handled in the fall of 2001. He said the response to Hurricane Ike had been a model of what he called 'joint information centers' -- where officials from different agencies could cooperate on developing a common operation picture and sharing it with the public." 
(9)  War on Terrorism: 

Thomma, Steven.  “Poll:  Most Americans think U.S. is losing war on terrorism.”  McClatchy Newspapers.  September 22, 2008.  Accessed at:  http://www.mcclatchydc.com/251/story/52912.html 
Excerpt 
A majority of Americans think the United States isn't winning the war on terrorism…. [according to] A new Ipsos/McClatchy online poll…. Some people are more skeptical than others, including women, those aged 18 to 34, those with college degrees and people in the Northeast. The most optimistic: Southerners. 

(10)   Unanswered Email:  1,151 
(11)  EM HiEd Report Distribution:  12.884 
The End 
B. Wayne Blanchard, Ph.D., CEM 
Higher Education Program Manager 
Emergency Management Institute 
National Preparedness Directorate 
Federal Emergency Management Agency 
Department of Homeland Security 
16825 S. Seton, K-011 
Emmitsburg, MD 21727 
(301) 447-1262, voice 
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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