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Learning Objectives:

By the end of this session (readings, lectures and exercises) the student should be 
able to:

10.1
Describe disaster recovery, including the issues faced following a major and catastrophic disaster

10. 2
Discuss stakeholders and their roles in disaster recovery
10.3
Describe and analyze the United States Disaster Recovery Assistance Framework
________________________________________________________________________
Session Overview:
The purpose of this three hour session is to describe the disaster recovery and reconstruction process following a catastrophic disaster.  Emphasis is placed on defining the similarities and differences of disaster recovery processes following localized events, disasters and catastrophes.  Stakeholders and their roles in recovery are addressed followed by an analysis of pre- and post-event recovery planning and policy making.  A proposed United States disaster recovery assistance framework is described as a means to integrate the topics previously discussed and stimulate critical thinking among students.
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10.1
Describe disaster recovery, including the issues faced following a major and catastrophic disaster 
Remarks:  In addition to describing disaster recovery and the disaster recovery process, the instructor should discuss how the process is not necessarily the same for all stakeholders involved.  A discussion may include how the speed of recovery may vary according to differing levels of pre- and post-event planning, social vulnerability, and access to resources, including information.  The instructor may choose to include a discussion of differing recovery outcomes, including the degree to which hazard mitigation concepts are incorporated into the process and the factors facilitating a sustainable disaster recovery (see Smith 2004, Smith and Wenger 2006). 
Disaster recovery is among the most complex aspects of hazards management and the least understood component of what are commonly referred to as the four phases of emergency management – preparedness, response, mitigation and recovery.  This holds true for both practitioners and hazards researchers.  One of the greatest challenges is the lack of clarity as to who is actually in charge of long-term recovery activities following a disaster.  The challenges associated with recovery are further exacerbated in the case of a catastrophic event.
Please note that virtually all of this session’s materials all come from research done on disasters, not catastrophes.  We have attempted to extrapolate from disaster experience, where possible, and have noted where catastrophes will likely differ from the experience with disasters.
Defining Disaster Recovery

Disaster recovery can be defined as “The differential process of restoring, rebuilding and reshaping the physical, social, economic, and natural environment through pre-event planning and post-event actions” (Smith and Wenger 2006).

This definition highlights the fact that recovery involves more than just the physical reconstruction of damaged structures following a disaster.  It also includes social, economic and environmental elements.  Catastrophic disaster recovery can be analyzed across the same dimensions (physical, social, economic and environmental) that are used to describe non-catastrophic events.  This does not mean, however, that unique factors do not come into play during these larger, more complex disasters.
Disasters can cause both positive and negative outcomes.
Positive outcomes may include:

· The reassessment of past and projected development patterns in known hazard areas and taking steps to limit the impact of future events.  This is typically referred to as hazard mitigation.   FEMA defines hazard mitigation as a “sustained action taken to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk to human life and property from natural disasters and their effects” (19xx).
· Educating local residents, business owners and community officials about the vulnerability they face in their community.

· Taking advantage of the post-disaster “window of opportunity” to enact new policies and programs addressing identified problems.  This may include the adoption of more rigorous building codes, the construction of improved affordable housing, or the conversion of hazard prone neighborhoods to open space.

· Increased investment in area.

· Decreased levels of social conflict, as disasters may serve as a unifying event.
Note, it is doubtful that some or many of these positive outcomes would pertain in a catastrophe, given the high severity level and broad range of suffering resulting from catastrophes.

Negative outcomes may include:

· The degradation of environmentally sensitive areas.

· The failure to adequately assist socially vulnerable populations, resulting in their emigration or worsened economic and psychological condition.

· The long-term or permanent closure of local businesses

· Reduced investment in areas prone to disaster.

· Increased levels of social conflict among those competing for scarce resources.
· Collapse of settlements in some catastrophe-struck regions.

In-Class Discussion:  The concept of disasters as a “window of opportunity” raises a number of important questions.  Disasters can perpetuate pre-event economic and social inequities and further social conflict.  Disaster recovery can also benefit some groups more than others.  Thus an important question becomes who are the beneficiaries and losers following disaster?  The instructor may ask students to address this question based on the readings and class discussion.  The instructor may cite as an example the significant economic windfall for developers and private sector contractors following disaster (for additional information on the role of the private sector in disaster see The Shock Doctrine: The Rise of Disaster Capitalism by Naomi Klein 2007).  
Elements of Recovery

Physical recovery refers to the repair and reconstruction of damaged housing, public facilities (i.e. schools, police and fire stations, water and wastewater treatment facilities, recreational facilities, etc.), infrastructure (i.e. water and sewer lines, electric lines, roads, bridges, etc.) and businesses (including small operations and corporations).  The act of engaging in physical recovery is often referred to as reconstruction.  During reconstruction the physical and spatial elements of human settlement patterns may be changed or “reshaped” based on decisions made by public officials, individuals, developers and investors following disasters.
Catastrophic disasters are often defined by the magnitude of physical damages sustained in a given area.  This may be measured by aggregated loss, or the percentage of damages sustained relative to the total area exposed to the hazard.  In the event of a catastrophic disaster the level of physical damages may involve regional, state, national, multi-national or global impacts.   
Understanding the physical recovery of a community, state or larger region (in the case of a major disaster or catastrophe) requires recognizing the interconnectivity of housing, public facilities, infrastructure (or lifelines) and businesses.  For example, in order to move back into one’s place of residence, it must be deemed structurally sound and habitable by local building officials, which enables the power to be turned back on.  The repair of water and sewer systems allows schools and businesses to consider resuming operations, assuming necessary repair have been made.  Many residents with children will not return to their communities until schools are reopened while the businesses normally responsible for making repairs to damaged structures and infrastructure must themselves be capable of resuming operations.   
In-Class Discussion:  Based on previous readings and lectures conducted throughout the course, the instructor should lead a discussion concerning how catastrophes impact the physical recovery or reconstruction of impacted communities.  Issues to consider include: 
· The scope of the event – regional and national impacts to recovery assets (housing, infrastructure, public facilities) and resources (temporary housing, federal emergency management staff, building materials, etc.) 

· The duration of recovery – described in years or decades and how this impacts public interest and national support by Congress and other relief organizations

· The intensity of the event – the level of damages sustained and how this affects long-term dislocation and relocation, resettlement patterns and future reconstruction strategies. 
Social recovery includes the degree to which the restoration of social bonds and networks occur.   Social networks often provide a key means of sharing information such as recovery grant and loan eligibility and other relief programs.  Physical isolation and dislocation following disasters often disrupt these networks.  Disasters can also result in the formation of new informal ties as disaster victims may work together to address a common problem.  In some cases, this may result in the formation of what are referred to as emergent groups. (This is discussed more deeply in Session 11.)
Catastrophic disasters, unlike smaller events, can permanently alter social networks and result in the increase in large segments of an affected population’s level of social vulnerability.  Specific indicators of changes in social recovery may include the long-term or permanent diaspora of large numbers of the population impacted by a disaster.  

Economic recovery is closely tied to the ability of businesses to reopen and governmental activities to resume as they tend to comprise the principal economic drivers.  Generally speaking, small, locally owned businesses are more vulnerable to the impacts of disasters than larger businesses and corporations.   Several factors contribute to this higher level of vulnerability, including:

· The lack of suitable financial reserves
· Inadequate insurance coverage

· The failure to develop a pre-event continuity of operations plan.
A continuity of operations plan is comprised of a series of actions intended to help prepare a business to maintain operations in the event of a disaster.  Specific elements may include:
· A vulnerability assessment, which involves the estimation of the likelihood an event could impact their operations and others upon which they rely (vendors, suppliers, power sources, etc.).  The vulnerability assessment includes a review of the structure in which the business is located and its supporting infrastructure relative to hazards and their forces (e.g. high winds, ground motion, flooding, fire)

· A list of proposed actions intended to reduce their exposure to damaging events based on this assessment.  Action items may include reviewing the adequacy of existing insurance policies, the identification of an alternative business site, the purchase of a backup power source, the strengthening of the structure in which the business is located, and the identification of alternate vendors and suppliers. 

Note:  In the case of catastrophic disasters, events may be of such magnitude and duration that large businesses, including corporations, may cease operations.

The ability of a community to recover economically is also inextricably linked to the restoration and functionality of supporting infrastructure.  The physical repair of businesses represents one step in a more complicated process.  The resumption of business operations requires the continuation or resumption of other businesses that supply needed goods and services upon which that business depends.  It also requires the reopening of roads and communication channels to deliver those goods and services.  
Depending on the nature of the business affected, disasters can provide a substantial increase in the demand for their services.  Examples include the following:

· The construction industry

· The sale of building materials

· Engineering and architectural firms

· Disaster-based contractors (who pick up or manage debris clean up efforts, write and administer disaster recovery grants, and supplement federal, state and local staff following disasters) 
· Others may see a dramatic short term reduction in demand, followed by a sharp increase.  These include; automobile sales and white goods (washers, dryers, refrigerators, etc.) 

In other cases, many businesses suffer significant short-term, mid-term, long-term and in some cases, permanent economic hardships as demand for their products and services may be severely curtailed.  Examples include:
· The sale of luxury items
· The tourism industry

Catastrophic disasters may impact national or even the global economy due to an event’s scope and duration.  Examples may include impacts to a nation’s gross domestic product or significant impacts on national or global markets.
In-Class Discussion:  In the case of sea-level rise, how should coastal communities -which are highly dependent on tourism, tax revenue from ocean-front properties, and the harvesting of coastal marine life (dependent upon the health of degraded wetlands) - address these and other identified economic recovery challenges?

Environmental recovery.     Disasters, understood in the context of environmental recovery, can be assessed relative to their impact on environmental systems’ ability to resume their principal pre-event functions.  The scope (geographic scale), duration, and severity of catastrophic disasters can affect larger environmental units such as watersheds, ecosystems, and cross multiple political boundaries which each may use differing means to address the event.  Catastrophic environmental damages may include the following examples:

· The long-term or permanent degradation or loss of wetlands in coastal areas or floodplain (note: wetlands serve a number of important functions - a natural buffer from the impacts of hurricanes and flooding, filter pollutants, an important habitat/nursery for aquatic life that serves as a food source for people and other animals)

· The long-term or permanent loss of a given area for agricultural purposes due to the impacts of a disaster.  Examples may include desertification, long-term drought, climate change, or environmental contamination due to hazardous waste or nuclear radiation. 
In-Class Discussion:  Based on the discussion in this session and the course should Hurricane Katrina be categorized as a catastrophic event?  Why or why not?  Are there other measures of physical, economic, social and environmental impacts that should be considered?  If so, what are they?  The instructor may want to refer back to previous case studies described in session 2 in order to assess their impacts in the context of recovery and ask students to describe them. 
The Disaster Recovery Process.   The disaster recovery process can be understood in a number of ways.  Key issues to discuss include:

· The disaster recovery process emerges from the initial response to a disaster and overlaps with the early phase of recovery efforts.

· As described earlier in the session, the disaster recovery process involves more than the steps associated with physical reconstruction efforts.

· Following a major disaster or catastrophic event, the disaster recovery process can take more than a decade.

· The transition from short-term recovery to long-term recovery and reconstruction is often difficult as it is less certain who is responsible for these activities.
Disaster recovery has been described by a number of hazard scholars as following a series of orderly, sequential phases, each one comprised of a set of clear activities.  Among the most widely recognized description of the process is the model developed by Hass, Kates and Bowden in 1977.  

Note:  The fact that a significantly improved model of the recovery process has not been developed since the late 1970s highlights the fact that research in this area remains limited. 
The model is comprised of four periods: Emergency, Restoration, Reconstruction I and Reconstruction II.
Figure 1.  Model of the Disaster Recovery Process (Haas, Kates and Bowden, 1977)
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The Emergency period is comprised of search and rescue activities and mass feeding and sheltering of disaster victims.  It may also include the clearing of disaster-generated debris from major roadways.
The start Restoration period may include the completion of the previously mentioned activities as well as the restoration of primary urban services (electricity, water, sewer), the return of evacuees and the removal of most disaster generated debris.  

Note:  A second phase of debris is typically generated as damaged and destroyed structures are demolished and taken to designated landfills.
The Reconstruction I period involves the repair and replacement of damaged structures and infrastructure to their pre-disaster condition or greater.
The Reconstruction II period includes the completion of major construction projects and assumes that the impacted area achieves an improved result relative to pre-event conditions.
In-Class Discussion:  Does this model adequately address the issues associated with a catastrophic event?  If not, what are important factors that are missing?
Missing elements include:

· Loss of government functionality / reconstitution of government

· Addressing mass casualties (hospitalization, warehousing of the dead)

· Major public health threats

· Mass starvation

· Relocation of major urban centers

· Reconstruction may not occur or a disaster may cause the eventual and in some cases, permanent decline of an area.
Note: The recovery timeline for a catastrophic event is of much longer duration.  For example, the emergency/long-term temporary housing of disaster victims was extended for several years following Hurricane Katrina, which most experts would not classify as a catastrophic disaster.
Other general critiques of the model include its failure to:
· Address the reality that disasters differentially affect communities, groups and individuals because of varied levels of pre-event planning/preparedness and social vulnerability.  As a result, some may recover differently and to a lesser degree than others.
· The disaster recovery process is not easily demarcated over time.  Several factors facilitate or hinder the temporal aspects of recovery (and will be discussed in the Disaster Recovery Assistance Framework).

· The disaster recovery process does not always follow a linear progression, rather it is more accurately characterized as a continuum based on the timing of assistance (as noted in the Disaster Recovery Framework, which is described later in this session), which is not uniformly provided.  
· The model does not address pre-event conditions, including variations in community capability to confront the challenges associated with recovery, nor does it discuss the role of disaster recovery planning.

The definition posed by Smith and Wenger highlights the importance of pre- and post-event planning, which is discussed next.  
______________________________________________________________

10.2
Discuss stakeholders and their roles in recovery

Stakeholder groups involved in disaster recovery are categorized accordingly:

· Public Sector (federal, state and local governments)

· Quasi-governmental and Nongovernmental organizations (regional planning organizations, professional associations, colleges and universities)

· Nonprofit Relief Organizations (non-profits and foundations)

· International Aid Organizations and Nations

· Private Sector and For-Profit Organizations (businesses and corporations, financial and lending institutions, insurance, media)

· Emergent Groups and Individuals 
(these categories are used in the next session describing the Disaster Assistance Framework).
Each group is described briefly, including their roles in recovery.
The Public Sector is comprised of federal, state and local government agencies.
Key federal agencies include:

· FEMA 
· Small Business Administration

· U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

· National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration

· The Department of Housing and Urban Development

· Military

FEMA is the principal agency responsible for the coordination of federal assistance following federally-declared disasters.  The National Response Framework represents the primary guidance document used by FEMA to assign federal roles and responsibilities (          ).  Fifteen Emergency Support Functions (ESFs) are defined to further define specific tasks (Figure 2).
Note:  For additional information on stakeholders see Session 4, Stakeholders and their Roles in Recovery In the EMI course Holistic Disaster Recovery: Creating a More Sustainable Future.  2004.  Federal Emergency Management Agency, Emergency Management Institute Higher Education Project.  The course is available online at 

http://training.fema.gov/emiweb/edu/completecourse.asp.
Figure 2.  Emergency Support Functions Emergency Support Functions and Coordinators
ESF #1 — Transportation 

ESF Coordinator: Department of Transportation

• Federal and civil transportation support

• Transportation safety

• Restoration and recovery of transportation infrastructure

• Movement restrictions

• Damage and impact assessment

ESF #2 — Communications

ESF Coordinator: DHS (National Communications System)

• Coordination with telecommunications industry

• Restoration and repair of communications infrastructure

• Protection, restoration and sustainment of national cyber and information technology resources

• Oversight of communications within the Federal incident management and response structures

ESF #3 — Public Works and Engineering

ESF Coordinator: Department of Defense (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers)

• Infrastructure protection and emergency repair

• Infrastructure restoration

• Engineering services, construction management

• Critical Infrastructure liaison

ESF #4 — Firefighting

ESF Coordinator: Department of Agriculture (U.S. Forest Service)

• Firefighting activities on Federal lands

• Resource support to rural and urban firefighting operations

ESF #5 — Emergency Management

ESF Coordinator: DHS (FEMA)

• Coordination of incident management and response efforts

• Issuance of mission assignments

• Resources and human capital

• Incident action planning

• Financial management

ESF #6 — Mass Care, Emergency Assistance, Housing and Human Services

ESF Coordinator: DHS (FEMA)

• Mass care

• Disaster housing

• Human services

ESF #7 -— Resource Support

ESF Coordinator: General Services Administration

• Resource support (facility space, office equipment and supplies, contracting services, etc.)

ESF #8 -— Public Health and Medical Services

ESF Coordinator: Department of Health and Human Services

• Public health

• Medical

• Mental health services

• Mortuary services

ESF #9 — Search and Rescue

ESF Coordinator: DHS (FEMA)
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• Life-saving assistance

• Search and rescue operations

ESF #10 —- Oil and Hazardous Materials Response

ESF Coordinator: Environmental Protection Agency

• Oil and hazardous materials (chemical, biological, radiological, etc.) response

• Environmental safety and short- and long-term cleanup

ESF #11 — Agriculture and Natural Resources

ESF Coordinator: Department of Agriculture

• Nutrition assistance

• Animal and plant disease and pest response

• Food safety and security

• Natural and cultural resources and historic properties protection

• Safety and well-being of pets

ESF #12 — Energy

ESF Coordinator: Department of Energy

• Energy infrastructure assessment, repair and restoration

• Energy industry coordination

• Energy forecast

ESF #13 -— Public Safety and Security

ESF Coordinator: Department of Justice

• Facility and resource security

• Security planning and technical resource assistance

• Public safety and security support

• Support to access, traffic and crowd control

ESF #14 -— Long-Term Community Recovery

ESF Coordinator: DHS (FEMA)

• Social and economic community impact assessment

• Long-term community recovery assistance to States, local governments and the private sector

• Mitigation analysis and program implementation

ESF #15 -— External Affairs

ESF Coordinator: DHS

• Emergency public information and protective action guidance

• Media and community relations

• Congressional and international affairs

• Tribal and insular affairs
Note:  Congress also plays an important role in recovery following large disasters as they tend to appropriate large sums of federal dollars in the form of supplemental appropriations.  These dollars are intended to address needs not met by federal programs associated with the Stafford Act.  Congress, through existing and new subcommittees may assess recovery activities and suggest changes in federal law or in the agencies tasked with disaster response and recovery-related duties.

Key State agencies and organizations include:

· State Emergency Management Agency
· Governor’s Office
· State Legislature
Additional states agencies involved in recovery include:

· Department of Natural Resources
· Department of Commerce or Economic Development

· State Budget Office

· State Planning Office

· Department of Public Health
State Emergency Management Agency
Each state maintains an agency responsible for coordinating preparedness, response, mitigation and recovery activities of the state before and after emergencies and disasters.   Primary recovery roles include:
· Overseeing a comprehensive emergency management program
· Developing and implementing a training program targeting state agency personnel, local government staff, community groups and citizens.  Areas of emphasis include preparedness, response, mitigation and recovery-related issues.
· The coordination of state assets following a disaster
· The direct liaison to FEMA pre- and post-event, often serving as an intermediary between local governments and FEMA following a disaster

· Administrator of federal recovery programs following disasters

Note:  State Emergency Management Agency recovery programs tend to focus on the means to administer federal recovery grant programs rather than a more proactive approach that includes a robust recovery planning element.  
Governor’s Office
Under most state statutes, the Governor is provided broad “emergency powers”.  This provision typically requires governors to adopt and implement an emergency management program focused on preparedness, response, mitigation and recovery-related activities.  These powers are substantial following a disaster, providing significant discretion regarding the use of state assets and temporary modification of pre-event rules and regulations (e.g. relaxation of environmental regulations associated with the burning of debris, relaxing weight limits on trucks hauling debris, relief supplies or construction materials).
Key roles associated with recovery include:

· Committing state assets (e.g. mobilizing the National Guard, other state agencies and their physical assets)

· Declaring a state disaster

· Establish evacuation routes

· Requesting federal assistance (through a request for a federal disaster declaration)

· Designating a State Coordinating Officer (typically the Director of the State Emergency Management Agency)
· Enter into mutual aid agreements with other states

· Serving as the “public face” of the state – attempting to assure people and ensure that the state response and recovery efforts runs smoothly

· Seek additional post-disaster funding assistance through the State Legislature
State Legislature

Key roles of the State Legislature include:
· Approve requests from the Governor to appropriate state disaster recovery assistance funding.  These funds may be used to assist with the non-federal match requirement associated with many federal relief programs or the development of state programs intended to address gaps in federal assistance.  A growing number of states have established a “rainy day” fund for this purpose.
· Establish post-disaster recovery commissions tasked with the evaluation of past state performance following disasters.  Their findings may result in modified policies and additional funding targeting identified weaknesses.

· Create and pass state budgets that include funding for emergency management programs. 
Local Government
Key local government actors and key tasks are listed below:

· City Manager (oversee recovery efforts, hire contractors, manage staff, advise mayor, report on status of recovery)
· Finance Official (track post-event expenditures, grant awards and loans) 
· Public Works Director (assess damages to public works, oversee the restoration of services and reconstruction efforts)
· Planning Director (implement pre-disaster recovery plan, write post-event plan, assist with grants management activities)
· Police Chief (protect public safety and monitor public and private property)
· Fire Chief (search and rescue, fire suppression, assist in conducting preliminary damage assessments)
· Building Official (lead damage assessment teams, conduct substantial damage determinations and habitability assessments; sign off on building permits)
· Local Floodplain Administrator (assess flood-related damages, assess the accuracy of Flood Insurance Rate Maps, consider proposing increased floodplain management standards, notify individuals about techniques and/or requirements that may or must be incorporated into the repair or reconstruction of their home or business)
· Local Emergency Manager (liaison with State Emergency Management Agency officials, coordinates the local requests for state assistance – particularly in the response and early recovery phase, may coordinate search and rescue activities.  The Local Emergency Manager is often the Fire Chief or Police Chief).
Note:  The Local Emergency Manager often is most adept at preparedness and response activities, as they tend to come from a background in emergency medical services, fire or police.
Note:  The degree to which local land use planners are involved in recovery varies widely across the country.  In many cases planners are not tasked with the development of a pre-or post-event recovery plan.  Further hindering recovery planning efforts are the typically low levels of coordination between planners and emergency managers (Kartez and Faupel 1984). 
Quasi-governmental and Nongovernmental organizations 

Quasi-governmental and non-governmental organizations include:

· Regional planning organizations, 

· Professional associations, and

· Colleges and universities

Regional planning organizations

Regional planning organizations may be referred to as metropolitan planning organizations or councils of government and assume many roles that may be assumed by local governments.
Primary recovery roles include:

· Writing and implementation of local grant programs
· Local land-use planning

· Collecting and analyzing data associated with demographic, environmental, transportation, economic development.  Regional planning organizations are often tasked with the spatial analysis of this information.
· Assume local governance tasks

Note:  Regional planning organizations have become heavily involved in the coordination and writing of multi-jurisdictional hazard mitigation plans.

Professional Associations

Professional Associations provide the following services following a disaster:

· Critically analyze recovery activities and offer targeted solutions

· Provide expert opinion to other stakeholders involved in recovery

· Mobilize members to provide assistance based on their professional knowledge

· Conducting post-disaster damage assessments

· Providing pre- and post-disaster planning assistance

· Advocate for changes in building standards and codes

Professional associations involved in recovery include:

· Association of State Floodplain Managers

· National Emergency Management Association

· International Association of Emergency Managers

· American Planning Association

· American Institute of Architects

Colleges and Universities

Key roles in recovery include:

· Conducting hazards related research (that has been translated into practice)

· Teaching the growing number of students seeking a career in hazards management

· Providing post-event technical assistance across a number of disciplines including planning, engineering, public health and architecture.

Nonprofit Relief Organizations 

Non-profits 
Key roles in recovery include:

· Provision of food, shelter, clothing, medical assistance, counseling and crisis intervention
· The repair and reconstruction of damaged and destroyed homes

· Advocating for the protection of environmental systems

· Policy advocates 

· Capacity building

· Technical experts

Foundations
Key roles in recovery include:
· Provision of gap funding and grants
· The sharing of information

· Mobilizing public opinion

· Identifying shortfalls in the recovery assistance system
International Aid Organizations and Nations
Key roles include:

· Linking available international assistance with local needs

· Identifying appropriate diplomatic channels/organizations to funnel relief

· Draw international attention to a major disaster or catastrophic event

Note:  The US assistance network is not accustomed nor designed to effectively receive aid from other countries.

Private Sector and For-Profit Organizations 

The Private Sector includes the following organizations:

· Businesses and Corporations

· Financial and Lending Institutions

· Insurance

· Media
Business and Corporations

Key roles among Businesses and Corporations include:
· Contractors and consultants provide a number of important services including:

· Debris removal
· Deployment of needed assets (food, water and shelter)
· Writing and administering post-disaster assistance grant programs

· Repairing and reconstructing damaged housing, infrastructure, businesses and critical public facilities following a disaster
· Local businesses may assist workers with temporary housing, child care and the continued payment of salaries

· Corporations may provide substantial relief donations in the form of money, supplies or technical services associated with their line of work
· Financial and Lending Institutions assume the following roles:

· Provide the majority of funding for post-disaster repair and reconstruction

· Insurance – related businesses provide financial relief in the form of insurance-based settlements, which play a key role in financing reconstruction efforts

· Media assumes the following roles:

· Shape public perceptions 

· Influence policy formulation and modification

· Inform disaster victims and other stakeholders involved in recovery

Emergent Groups and Individuals 

Emergent groups and individuals assume the following roles:

· Share information, particularly with underrepresented or marginalized groups
· Advocate for the equitable distribution of post-disaster assistance

· Assert the nature of local needs

· Additional disaster-recovery related activities as identified by Stallings and Quarantelli (1985) include:

· Limiting development in flood-prone areas

· Replanting trees following a tornado

· Opposing post-disaster housing approaches and

· Identifying funds to rebuild homes following a landslide

· Individuals may assume the following roles:

· Share experiential lessons with others

· Identify and articulate local needs

· Serve as grass-roots activist demanding change to a system they see as flawed
Catastrophe implications: In catastrophes some or many of the normally available governmental, non-profit and commercial organizations may not be present or able to function for some time in any given area.  For this reason, emergent groups and international organizations may play a bigger role than is typically the case in disasters. This being the case, it would be wise for recovery planners to include contingencies for emergent and international groups.
________________________________________________________________________

10.3

Describe the U.S. disaster recovery assistance framework
Remarks:  Following disasters, a great deal of attention is placed on the assistance provided to individuals, groups, communities and states, including the degree to which it is distributed based on:

race, class and gender;
power, influence, and political capital; 
the impact of major events; 
the differential access to information;
the definition of local needs, including those that have a temporal component; 
how funding practices and policies contribute to an increased level of hazard vulnerability; 
and the important, but unrealized potential of planning for post-disaster recovery.  
Existing scholarship, while important, has led to a narrow, disconnected understanding of the recovery process, limiting the broader applicability of observations and lessons learned, including the conditions that directly hinder the efficacy of existing pre and post-disaster recovery planning efforts.  The disaster assistance framework links key aspects of recovery, identifying members of the existing disaster assistance network, the types of assistance they provide and receive over time, and describes the critically important role of planning for recovery.  

Recovery characteristics include the nature of the rules governing assistance, the timing of program delivery, the level of horizontal and vertical integration within and across organizations, and the varied understanding of local needs both before and after disasters.  Three types of aid, including financial, policy-based, and technical assistance, are provided by a fragmented network of differing stakeholder groups.
  Members of the disaster assistance network include federal, state and local governments, regional planning organizations, professional associations, the private sector, financial and lending institutions, the insurance industry, other nations, universities and colleges, the media, foundations and non-profits, emergent groups and individuals.  

The practice of planning provides a process-oriented vehicle through which stakeholders can:

1-pre-identify and access pre- and post-disaster funding respectively,
2-propose, modify or create new policy, and 
3-enact education, outreach and training programs aimed at building local capacity and an enhanced level of self reliance.  
The reluctance of stakeholders to effectively plan for recovery will be addressed in the context of the existing disaster assistance framework, providing insight into the conditions that help or hinder this process.  
Note:  The material in this part of the session is largely derived from draft sections of the text A Review of the United States Disaster Assistance Framework: Planning for Recovery (Forthcoming, Public Entity Risk Institute) and A Review of the United States Disaster Assistance Framework: Planning for Recovery.  2008.  Emergency Management in Higher Education: Current Practices and Conversations, edited by Jessica Hubbard.  Washington, D.C.: Public Entity Risk Institute.  
Members of the disaster assistance network include the following:

· Public Sector (federal, state and local governments)

· Quasi-governmental and Nongovernmental organizations (regional planning organizations, professional associations, colleges and universities)

· Nonprofit Relief Organizations (non-profits and foundations)

· International Aid Organizations and Nations

· Private Sector and For-Profit Organizations (businesses and corporations, financial and lending institutions, insurance, media)
· Emergent Groups and Individuals

Each member of the network may provide one or all of the following types of assistance:

· Funding

· Policy

· Technical Assistance

Rules and Understanding of Local Needs

A key defining characteristic of the framework includes the nature of the rules guiding assistance and the level of understanding of local needs before and after disasters.  Generally speaking, there exists a poor connection between the rules governing aid distribution and local needs both before and following a disaster.
The figure below highlights the following:

· Those who possess highly prescriptive rules-based relief programs tend to have a limited understanding of local needs.

· Those with a greater understanding of local needs often possess fewer rules regulating aid programs.
· There exists a significant “zone of uncertainty” among several organizations.

· Our understanding of the types of assistance they provide is less understood (when compared to others).

· The assistance provided does not neatly fall within the two defining parameters of the model.  That is, the zone of uncertainly represents a greater degree of variability between the availability of resources and an understanding of local needs.
· For example, a growing body of research shows that non-profits and the private sector, including corporations and consultant, play a more important role in recovery. 
· Generally speaking, those at the top left of the model have the greatest financial resources, while those at the lower right have the fewer financial resources.

· Rules tend to be shaped by a number of factors:

· The level of communication among stakeholders

· The ability to share information by collecting, analyzing and displaying data, the presence of politically powerful and influential advocates and the use of a process-oriented forum to identify problems, share ideas and propose solutions.
· The failure to create flexible programs among some members of the disaster assistance network is due, in part, to the current system that limits the sharing of information through pre-event venues like recovery committees and participatory planning processes.
· Berke and Beatley (1997) describe an effective planning process as one in which those receiving assistance, the design of aid programs and the capacity of organizations responsible for delivering it is well coordinated.
Figure 2.  Stakeholder Rules and Resources and Understanding of Local Needs
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Timing of Disaster Assistance 
The primary research associated with the timing of disaster recovery has focused on a description of the overall process as the work done by Haas, Kates and Bowden (1977), Rubin and Barbee (1985).  Little emphasis has been placed on the timing of specific assistance programs provided by stakeholder groups over time.
Important aspects of the timing of assistance include:

· Disaster assistance (funding, technical assistance and policy implementation) is provided by differing members of the assistance network at different times across the disaster recovery continuum.
· The timing of assistance significantly impacts disaster recovery outcomes.

· The inability to coordinate the timing of assistance can lead to the duplication of aid, the implementation of counterproductive programs, and missed opportunities to identify complimentary objectives.
· A key part of disaster recovery involves the appropriate balance between speed and deliberation (Olshansky 2006).

In-Class Discussion:  The instructor should discuss how the adoption of hazard mitigation measures can slow or speed the recovery process depending on when these actions are taken.  
· The adoption of hazard mitigation practices during recovery slows the overall speed of recovery.  This is due to several factors:

·  It takes time to identify and select the measures that should be adopted due to costs, the identification of appropriate funding sources to pay for it, garnering public and political support, or the need to change existing policies. 

· The identification of hazard mitigation measures, garnering public support and identifying the means to pay for these actions are key elements of a hazard mitigation plan.  
· The hazard mitigation plan should be developed prior to a disaster.  This enables local officials and citizens to discuss the best way to comprehensively address hazard vulnerability in their community.  The writing of a plan that meets FEMA criteria enables local governments to seek federal pre and post-disaster hazard mitigation funding to implement identified projects.   

· The implementation of these projects and policies in advance of a disaster can speed the recovery process as fewer damages are likely to be sustained following an event.
Figure 4.  Timing of Disaster Assistance
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Figure 4 represents a hypothetical description of the timing of assistance provided by two stakeholders in the recovery process – the federal government and non-profits.  The differential timing of assistance has significant implications for community-and individual-level recovery.  
For example:

· Following disasters non-profits often provide rapid assistance to homeowners (particularly the poor and other socially vulnerable populations).

· This assistance may take the form of housing repair and reconstruction.

· This assistance may occur before federal grant programs are provided to make similar repairs and hire the contractors necessary to perform the work.

· In many cases the repairs may occur before local governments have decided  whether to change building standards (i.e. increase elevation requirements in the floodplain, adopt more stringent building codes, etc.).

· As a result, well intentioned non-profits may repair or rebuild damaged housing to their pre-disaster condition.

· This may occur before federal grants to offset the costs of building to a higher standard are available, thereby missing the “window of opportunity” to incorporate hazard mitigation into recovery efforts.
Horizontal and Vertical Integration

The concept of horizontal and vertical integration provides a sound means to assess inter-organizational relationships and their role in disaster recovery.

The horizontal and vertical integration framework describes the level of coordination across organizations and is particularly helpful in explaining a central aspect of recovery – the challenges of coordinating the range of programs provided by members of the disaster assistance network must be managed (see May and Williams 1986, Berke, Kartez and Wenger 1993).
Horizontal integration involves close ties across organizations at the community level. Strong horizontal integration tends to influence the following:

· The active involvement of local members of the assistance network, including greater levels of public participation in decision making.

· The identification of pre- and post-disaster recovery needs.

· The creation of innovative solutions to disaster recovery issues and challenges.

Low levels of horizontal integration can lead to the following:

· Increased fragmentation among stakeholders, particularly those excluded from the decision making process.

· The inability to create a sound, inclusive vision of what community recovery should be, often limiting the creation of innovative solutions and instead relying on narrowly defined federal assistance programs (in the case of an event that merits a federal disaster declaration).
Vertical integration represents strong ties between local organizations and those located outside the community.  Strong vertical integration can lead to the following:

· Better ability to influence policy making. Relationships with state and federal agencies can shape and modify existing programs to better meet local needs.

· An important example includes the ability to influence the type of Congressional appropriations sought following major disasters.
Low levels of vertical integration can lead to the following:

· Limited influence over the policy making and allocation decisions made by other organizations and agencies.

· The inability to effectively convey local needs to other organizations.
Figure 3.   Horizontal and Vertical Integration Typology (from Berke, Kartez and Wenger 1993)
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The vertical and horizontal typology includes four types.  Each cell is indicative of the level of both horizontal and vertical integration.
Type I communities possess both strong horizontal and vertical integration.  Type I communities:

· Are able to organize, recognizing the nature of external organizations and agencies that provide assistance following disasters.  

· Are able to recover more quickly (all other factors being equal)
· Are able to incorporate hazard mitigation into recovery

Type II communities are characterized by strong horizontal and weak vertical integration.  A good example of this type may include a tight knit rural community having limited interaction with external organizations such as state and federal agencies.  Type II communities:

· Are unaware of existing programs, their eligibility and means to access them.  As a result they are often heavily dependent on state and federal agencies for guidance and assistance

· May possess strong local groups that provide assistance prior to a disaster, but are initially unaware of the existing channels of communication to external aid organizations.
Type III communities are characterized by weak horizontal and strong vertical integration.  Type III communities:

· Have a good understanding of external assistance provided by others

· May not employ locally inclusive, participatory decision making strategies
· Often rely heavily on external aid programs to the detriment of local involvement
Type IV communities are characterized by weak horizontal and vertical integration.  Type IV communities:

· Are less likely to be able to seek outside assistance nor coordinate the actions of local organizations

· Are less able to clearly identify local needs among varied stakeholder groups
Disaster Recovery Planning
The benefits of disaster recovery planning have been highlighted by a number of case studies (Schwab et. al. 1998).  For example:

· Berke, Kartez and Wenger (1993) - inter-organizational coordination (horizontal and vertical integration) is achieved through planning

· Oliver-Smith (1990) - local needs are met through the use of inclusive planning techniques

· Olson, Olson and Gawronski (1998); Rubin and Barbee (1985) – incorporation of hazard mitigation into recovery.
Note:  The benefits of planning for post-disaster recovery have been largely limited to qualitative case studies rather than quantitative approaches.  

The disaster assistance framework highlights several problematic elements that affect recovery outcomes.  Planning for recovery provides the means to address the prescriptive nature of rules governing assistance, the lack of understanding of local needs, the timing of assistance and the level of horizontal and vertical integration.  Practicing planners use a variety of tools and consensus-building techniques that are directly applicable to the act of pre- and post-disaster disaster recovery and reconstruction.  

Pre-Disaster

Specific tools that are directly applicable to planning for pre- and post-disaster recovery are listed in Figure 4.  Employed before a disaster, many of the categories listed (planning tools, zoning tools, subdivision controls, design controls, financial tools and management tools) can mitigate the impacts of future events by serving to guide the type and location of development relative to hazards.  
Note:  Like in the case of disaster recovery, land-use planning tools and techniques are underutilized as a means to proactively reduce the impacts of hazards.

Post-Disaster – Emergency Phase
In the immediate aftermath of a disaster, the land use planner may be involved in the use of those tools and techniques listed in the “emergency” category.  For example, a  temporary building moratorium may be used to provide the time following a disaster to assess next steps, including the need to alter existing policies and past development patterns that continue to place people and property in harms way.   A building moratorium may also serve to provide the time needed to develop a post-disaster recovery plan.
Post-Disaster – Long-Term Recovery and Reconstruction

After disaster, during long-term recovery and reconstruction activities, the planning categories are highly applicable.  There are many tools which may be used in their current forms as part of a recovery plan, to impact reconstruction activities, or which can be amended based on public input or a reassessment of hazard vulnerability following the event.

Planners also emphasize the importance of the planning process and consensus-building techniques.  These tools emphasize the importance of ongoing interaction, information collection and dissemination, and the search for mutually beneficial outcomes.  Specific tools used may include:

· Public participation techniques

· Policy dialogue

· Facilitation

· Negotiated rule making

Pre-Disaster
Seeking consensus and involving the public in decision making before a disaster can result in big dividends.  Waiting until after the disaster to attempt informing the individuals (disaster victims) hinders the ability of stakeholders to engage in ongoing dialogue. That is to say, those who will be or are affected by proposed decisions, aid programs, etc. and those tasked with formulating policy should dialogue and communicate prior to catastrophe.    
The benefits of sound pre-disaster consensus-building include:

· It allows for lengthy, continued discussions about issues that are important to diverse stakeholder groups.
· It allows for the identification of complimentary objectives (“win-win” solutions).
· It can prove to be an empowering experience for groups that have historically been disenfranchised or marginalized.
· It allows for the education of stakeholders about what to expect (and potentially change) following disasters (e.g. complex, bureaucratic aid programs, the disaster recovery process – search and rescue, debris removal, sheltering, temporary housing, building moratoria, damage assessments, housing and infrastructure restoration and reconstruction, etc.).
· The creation of a collaboratively designed recovery plan that guides post-disaster actions.
Post-Disaster – Emergency Phase
Immediately following a disaster, local governments and other members of the disaster assistance network are often overwhelmed with response-related activities.  During this time it is extremely difficult to get individuals to slow down enough to take the time to even think about planning for recovery.   

Post-disaster (emergency phase) consensus-building issues and challenges include:

· If a disaster recovery plan has not been developed before the event, it is incumbent on local officials to determine when it is appropriate to initiate post-disaster recovery and reconstruction planning activities.
· The best time to initiate varies based on the level of damage and access to common meeting places, materials, time, etc.

· Attempts to facilitate participation requires repeated and extensive efforts to reach out to all stakeholders impacted

· Consensus-building techniques must reflect the fact that stakeholders may have suffered extreme hardship (loss of family, damaged or destroyed housing, loss of job, etc.)

In catastrophes the emergency phase may be extended for quite some time and some of the normal participants in this process may not be available in many localities. Pre-planning for the inclusion of emergent groups and for role flexibility among survivors may help minimize delays related to the catastrophe-caused absences and confusion.
Post-Disaster – Long-Term Recovery and Reconstruction

Post-disaster planning for recovery and reconstruction is not the ideal time to discuss such far-reaching issues.  However, it is better than the frequent alternative, which is to allow largely federal recovery programs to drive the local recovery options.  Specific issues to consider when developing a post-disaster recovery plan include:

· Make sure to involve a wide range of stakeholders, including those from your community and external agencies and organizations providing assistance.  Consider non-traditional partners (environmental and social justice groups, the private sector, the media, etc.).
· Recognize the disaster as an opportunity to address long-standing issues and problems in your community using multi-objective planning processes.
· This may include taking a more aggressive posture on incorporating hazard mitigation into day-to-day actions and policies, addressing issues of equity / social vulnerability, etc.

· Take advantage of the post-disaster political context to state what the local needs  are and what is lacking in available assistance.
· One idea that might be considered is the so-called aid auction or aid fair. The idea is that a central government (or, in some cases multi-lateral) organization calls together all the organizations, of all types, who are willing and interested in participating in a recovery project.  Representatives of the government and citizens of the affected communities describe their needs and wants, and then the assembled groups “bid” (no money involved) on which part of what recovery process they want to participate in.  Contracts are written up that stipulate who is responsible for what. At the level of local reconstruction, ultimate control rests with the local government or its representative, but monthly coordination meetings are held for all “players” and concerned citizens.  This has worked quite well in Nicaragua and even in a flood disaster in Poland.   See: Krzysztof Chmura, et al: The Flood Aid Fair in Poland.  Available through the Urban Institute at www.urban.org/publications/409493.html.

Pre-Disaster Versus Post-Disaster Planning
Planning for post-disaster recovery is best achieved prior to a disaster.  This allows communities to identify existing vulnerabilities and develop strategies to address expected issues associated with community recovery and reconstruction activities.  Attempts to develop recovery plans in the aftermath of a disaster, particularly those that attempt to alter the status quo are often met with significant opposition.  Geipel, in his study of the 1976 earthquake in northern Italy, discovered several significant findings:

· The disaster highlighted pre-event social and economic characteristics, resulting in differing impacts based on this reality

· Citizens sought to return to normal as quickly as possible

· Citizens had a vision of what a post-disaster recovery plan should entail, which was recreating the city as it was before the disaster

· The time associated with recovery and reconstruction was directly linked to pre-event characteristics.  For example, in those areas slated for pre-event development, reconstruction activities reflected this reality.  In poor communities, the economy further deteriorated following the earthquake.
· Planners had a limited time window to influence reconstruction outcomes

The Disaster Recovery Plan

Key components of a disaster recovery plan include:

· An evaluation of existing local plans, policies and programs and their relevance to recovery and reconstruction activities 

· Legal Authorities 
· The creation of a Local Recovery Committee
· Key topical elements commonly associated with a recovery plan include:

· Damage and needs assessments
· Post-disaster permitting

· Building moratorium

· Debris management

· Restoration of public services

· Repair of infrastructure

· Critical facilities

· Housing (emergency shelter, temporary and permanent)

· Public health

· Social services

· Business / economic recovery

· Hazard mitigation

· An implementation strategy that identifies those responsible for specific actions in the plan

In practice, pre- and post-disaster recovery planning is undertaken by a limited number of local communities.  The reluctance to plan for recovery prior to a disaster results in several negative outcomes.  They include:

· Poor coordination among stakeholder groups

· An increased length of time required for recovery

· Lower levels of public participation

· An increased likelihood that socially vulnerable populations will receive inadequate assistance 

· A limited understanding of local needs among external aid organizations and agencies

· Low levels of vertical and horizontal integration

· Missed opportunities to incorporate hazard mitigation and other complimentary objectives into recovery and reconstruction
· An increased dependence on federal assistance following disasters
In-Class Exercise: The instructor should engage students in a discussion about the degree to which the Model Recovery and Reconstruction Ordinance described in Planning for Post-Disaster Recovery and Reconstruction (Schwab et. al 1998, pp. 149-167) addresses the identified limitations found in the disaster recovery assistance framework.  The instructor may choose to create student teams to address each of the key themes (stakeholder rules and understanding of local needs, timing of assistance and horizontal and vertical integration).
Take Home Exercise: Based on class lecture, readings and external research conducted by students, the instructor may assign student teams to create an outline of a Disaster Recovery Plan for their hometown or designated community.  The instructor should assign teams a community to assess.  The document should include an overall vision statement, goals, objectives and specific tasks.  The students should present their outline to the class.  This project may take several weeks to complete and may be assigned as a final project.  The project will require students to gain an understanding of the community’s hazard history, existing plans, policies and programs already in place as part of the exercise.
In-Class Discussion:  The instructor should engage students in a discussion of those factors that could be used to stimulate a greater recognition of the importance of pre- and post-event planning for disaster recovery planning.
In-Class Discussion:  Based on class lecture and readings, critically analyze the Disaster Recovery Assistance Framework.  Specific questions addressed should include: 1) how well does the framework describe catastrophic recovery processes and outcomes; 2) discuss any surprises or unexpected conditions among students; 3) discuss the degree to which the characteristics of the framework compliment or contradict other conceptual frameworks found in either of the two catastrophe scenarios provided in this course, the New Madrid Seismic Zone earthquake or an influenza pandemic.  
________________________________________________________________________
Exam Questions:
The following questions may be used as part of an exam covering several sessions.  The questions are meant to capture key elements of the recovery and reconstruction readings and lecture.   
In-Class Exam questions may include the following:

· Based on readings, class lectures, readings and personal opinion, describe the stakeholder group or groups that you believe should lead long-term recovery planning efforts and why you believe that they are the best choice.
· Discuss the similarities and differences between recovery-related issues following localized events, disasters and catastrophic events.  What are the unique challenges faced by communities following localized events, federally-declared disasters and catastrophic events?
· Describe and analyze the disaster recovery assistance framework, including its strengths and weaknesses.
Participatory Take Home Exam and In-Class Presentation:
Break the students into three groups - each one assigned to develop a detailed outline of either a federal, state or local government recovery plan.  Each document should be approximately 10 pages in length.  This will require engaging in additional research beyond assigned classroom readings.  The students should present their findings to the class in a 30 minute presentation as part of the assignment.  
Topics to include in the outline include, but should not be limited to:

· Vision, goals, objectives and actions 

· Key recovery topics and how to address them

· Identified stakeholders and their roles in the planning process

· A description of how actions will be implemented and monitored over time

Participatory Take Home Exam and In-Class Presentation:

Ask each student to examine a key theme of recovery (e.g. social vulnerability, the distribution of disaster assistance, recovery policymaking, etc.) and apply a theoretical model or framework from their academic area of study to a defined research question.  

The student should identify a suitable research question and submit it to the instructor for approval.  Once approved by the instructor, the student should write a 10 page paper and discuss their findings in class as part of a 15 minute presentation.   

________________________________________________________________________
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