Session No. 4

Course Title: Hazards Risk Management

Session 4: Hazards Risk Management in the United States
Time: 3 hours


Objectives: (See Slide 4-2)
4.1 Discuss Federal government efforts to manage risk.
4.2 Examine Project Impact and community engagement in hazard mitigation.

4.3 Examine the legal basis for hazards risk management.

4.4 Discuss FEMA’s “Whole Community” concept.

4.5 Examine risk management process owners and stakeholders.

4.6 Discuss obstacles to effective risk management.

Scope:

This session examines the history of risk management in the United States from early efforts such as the National Flood Insurance Program to FEMA’s current Whole Community effort.  Discussion will focus on government risk management efforts, the legal framework for these efforts and what impact these efforts have on community development.  The role of the private sector and other stakeholders in risk management will be examined and the session will end with a discussion of the various obstacles to effective risk management. 
__________________________________________________________________________

Readings:

Student Reading:

Haddow, George, J. Bullock and D. Coppola. 2010. Introduction to Emergency Management, 4th Ed. Butterworth Heinemann. Burlington. Chapter 3.
Project Impact Guidebook – Handout.

FEMA. 2007. MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE UNDER THE DISASTER MITIGATION ACT OF 2000. June 2007. http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord.do?id=3115
FEMA. 2011. A Whole Community Approach to Emergency Management: Principles, Themes, and Pathways for Action. FDOC 104-008-1 / December 2011. http://www.fema.gov/about/wholecommunity.shtm
Instructor Reading:

Haddow, George, J. Bullock and D. Coppola. 2010. Introduction to Emergency Management, 4th Ed. Butterworth Heinemann. Burlington. Chapter 3.
Project Impact Guidebook – Handout.

FEMA. 2007. MULTI-HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING GUIDANCE UNDER THE DISASTER MITIGATION ACT OF 2000. June 2007. http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord.do?id=3115
FEMA. 2011. A Whole Community Approach to Emergency Management: Principles, Themes, and Pathways for Action. FDOC 104-008-1 / December 2011. http://www.fema.gov/about/wholecommunity.shtm
_____________________________________________________________________________

General Requirements:

Provide lectures on the module content, facilitate class discussions, and lead class exercises that build upon the course content using the personal knowledge and experience of the instructor and students.

Power Point slides are provided for the instructor’s use, if so desired.

It is recommended that the modified experiential learning cycle be completed for objectives 3.1 – 3.4 at the end of the session. 


Objective 4.1 Discuss Federal government efforts to manage risk
Requirements:

The instructor will lead a discussion of government efforts to manage risk starting with the Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) and including an examination of the Civil Defense period with its focus on preparedness and the National Flood Insurance Program with its emphasis on flood mitigation.  The Instructor will lead a discussion of the various ongoing Federal government hazard mitigation programs including FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program (PDM), Flood Mitigation Assistance Program (FMA), Repetitive Flood Claims Program (RFC), and Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL), and, the National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP). (See Slide 4-3)
Remarks:
I. The United States government has a long history of responding to all types of threats. In 1803, a congressional act was passed to provide financial assistance to a New Hampshire town devastated by fire. This is the first example of the federal government becoming involved in a local disaster.

II. During the 1930s, the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and the Bureau of Public Roads were both granted the authority to make disaster loans available for repair and reconstruction of certain public facilities after disasters. The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) was created during this era to produce hydroelectric power and, as a secondary purpose, to reduce flooding in the region.  This is one of the first examples of hazard risk management on a large scale in the US.

III. The next notable period of evolution occurred during the 1950s. The Cold War era presented the potential for nuclear war and nuclear fallout as the principal disaster risk. Civil defense programs proliferated across communities during this time. Individuals and communities alike were encouraged to and did build bomb shelters to protect themselves and their families from a nuclear attack by the Soviet Union.

IV. Federal support for these activities was vested in the Federal Civil Defense Administration (FCDA), an organization with few staff and limited financial resources whose main role was to provide technical assistance. A companion office to the FCDA, the Office of Defense Mobilization, was established in the Department of Defense (DOD). The primary functions of this office were to allow for the quick mobilization of materials and the production and stockpiling of critical materials in the event of war. In 1958, these two offices were merged into the Office of Civil and Defense Mobilization. 

V. Ask the students: Do you think the primary focus of the Civil Defense were to reduce the impacts of a nuclear attack or to prepare the population for the impacts of a nuclear attack? Why?
VI. Hurricane Betsy struck in 1965 and Hurricane Camille in 1969, together killing and injuring hundreds and causing hundreds of millions of dollars in damage along the Gulf Coast. The response to these events, as with previous disasters, was the passage of ad hoc legislation for funds. 
VII. However, the financial losses resulting from Hurricane Betsy brought about the passage of the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, which in turn created the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) which allowed the government to provide low cost flood insurance to individuals. (See Slide 4-4)
A. The NFIP was created by Congress in response to the damages from multiple, severe hurricanes and inland flooding and the rising costs of disaster assistance after these floods. 
B. At that time, flood insurance was not readily available or affordable through the private insurance market. Because many of the people being affected by this flooding were low-income residents, Congress agreed to subsidize the cost of the insurance so the premiums would be affordable. The idea was to reduce the costs to the government of disaster assistance through insurance. 
C. This act required local governments to pass a floodplain management ordinance in return for federally backed, low-cost flood insurance being available to the community. 
D. This act started one of the largest federal mapping efforts because the government promised local governments that they would provide them with the technical tools to determine where the floodplains were in their communities so they could steer development away from these areas. 
E. The NFIP was designed as a voluntary program and, as such, did not prosper during its early years, even though flooding disaster continued. 
F. Then in 1973, after Hurricane Agnes, the legislation was modified significantly. The purchase of federal flood insurance became mandatory on all federally backed loans. In other words, anyone buying a property with a Veterans Administration (VA) or Federal Housing Administration (FHA) loan had to purchase the insurance. 
G. Citizen pressure to buy the insurance caused communities to pass ordinances and join the NFIP. The NFIP helped the communities by providing them with a variety of flood hazard maps to define their flood boundaries and set insurance rates.
H. The 1993 Midwest floods triggered another major reform to the NFIP. 
(a) This act strengthened the compliance procedures. It told communities that if they didn’t join the program, they would be eligible for disaster assistance only one time. Any further request would be denied. 
(b) As a positive incentive, the act established a Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) fund for flood planning, flood mitigation grants, and additional policy coverage for meeting the tougher compliance requirements such as building elevation.

I. Over the years, the NFIP has created other incentive programs such as the Community Rating System. This program rewards those communities that go beyond the minimum floodplain ordinance requirements with reduced insurance premiums. 
J. The NFIP represents one of the best public/private partnerships. Through the Write Your Own program, private insurers are given incentives to market and sell flood insurance.

K. Today more than 20,000 communities in the NFIP have mitigation programs in place. 
L. Ask the students: What distinguishes the NFIP as a hazard risk management program from any other insurance program? (Answer: the passage of a local floodplain management ordinance as a requirement for joining the NFIP has significantly reduced the pace of development in flood areas in communities across the country.)
VIII. In 2000, Congress passed the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA2000).  (See Slide 4-5)
A. DMA2000 amended the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act in an effort to encourage mitigation planning at the State and local levels, requiring that States maintain mitigation plans as a prerequisite for certain Federal mitigation funding and disaster assistance programs.  
B. The program also provided incentives to states that could show increased coordination and integration of mitigation activities by establishing two different levels of state plan certification: “Standard” and “Enhanced.”  
C. States that demonstrated what was considered “an increased commitment to comprehensive mitigation planning” through the development of an approved Enhanced State Plan could increase the amount of funding they received through the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP).  
D. DMA2000 also established a new requirement for local mitigation plans and authorized up to 7% of HMGP funds available to a state to be used for development of state, Tribal, and local mitigation plans. 
IX. The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) is the largest source of funding for state and local mitigation activities. (See Slide 4-6)
A. The HMGP was enacted by Congress in 1988 as part of the Robert T. Stafford Act.
B. The HMGP provides grants to state and local governments to implement long-term hazard mitigation programs after the President has declared a major disaster. 
C. HMGP projects must reduce the risk, and the benefits of the project must exceed the costs.
D. Examples of activities supported by HMGP include the following: (See Slide 4-7)
(a) Acquisition of property on a voluntary basis and commitment to open use of the property
(b) Retrofitting of structures and lifelines
(c) Elevation of structures
(d) Vegetation management programs
(e) Building code enforcement
(f) Localized flood-control projects
(g) Public education and awareness
E. HMGP Cost Share (See Slide 4-8)
(a) HMGP’s legislation established a cost sharing of disaster assistance by the states. At the time, the formula for state HMGP funding was 15 percent of the public assistance costs, and it had a 50 percent federal, 50 percent state cost share.
(b) From the period 1988 to 1993, many states did not take advantage of the HMGP funding because it was difficult to meet the matching requirements, even though the 15 percent cap was often not very much. 
(c) After the devastation of the 1993 Midwest floods, Congressman Volkmer from Missouri championed a change to the legislation that would significantly increase the states’ ability to mitigate. 
(d) Congress amended the legislation to allow for a 75 percent federal, 25 percent state match, and dramatically increased the amount of funding to 15 percent of the total disaster costs. 
(e) The rationale for these changes was to work aggressively to move people and structures out of the floodplain. HMGP has allowed states to hire staff to work on mitigation and requires development of a State Hazard Mitigation Plan as a condition of funding. 
(f) FEMA’s Property Acquisition program was born out of the 1993 Midwest Floods experience and the changes brought on by the Volkmer legislation resulting in HMGP funds being use to acquisition and removal of over 25,000 properties from floodplains across the country.
(g) This program brought about a change in the emergency management community at the state and local levels. With adequate funding, states and localities began to hire staff designated to work on mitigation.
F. Ask the students: Why would a property owner take a voluntary buyout from the government to buy property outside of the floodplain?
X. Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program (PDM) (See Slide 4-9)
A. Through the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, Congress approved creation of a national Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program (PDM) to provide mitigation funding not dependent on a disaster declaration. 
B. The genesis of PDM was an initiative of the Clinton administration called Project Impact: Building Disaster-Resistant Communities. Project Impact grew out of the devastating disasters of the 1990s. (A full description of Project Impact is presented in Objective 4.3)
C. In 2002, the Bush administration decided to drop the Project Impact name and concept in exchange for a competitive grant program as their approach to pre-disaster mitigation through the PDM program 
D. The program’s original budget request was $300 million, and it was proposed that PDM replace both Project Impact and the HMGP. Congress did not agree with combining the programs but did agree to the PDM. 
E. As designed, PDM is designed to provide “funds to states, territories, Indian tribal governments, communities, and universities for hazard mitigation planning and the implementation of mitigation projects prior to a disaster event.”   The program requires jurisdictions to submit applicants for a competitive grant selection. 
F. Ask the students: What are the most important elements in DMA2000? (Answers: authorizes mitigation funding before a disaster strikes, provides incentives for hazard mitigation planning at the local level, and raises the role of mitigation in State and local emergency management operations.)  
XI. The Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program provides annual funding for communities to take action to reduce or eliminate the risk of flood damage to buildings insured under the NFIP. (See Slide 4-10)
XII. The Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC) program provides funding to reduce the risk of flood damages to individual properties insured under the NFIP that have had one or more claim payments for flood damages.  This program can provide up to 100% Federal funding for eligible properties.
XIII. The Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) program provides annual funding to provide funding to reduce or eliminate the long-term risk of flood damage to severe repetitive loss (SRL) structures insured the NFIP.  To qualify, the structure must be designated a severe repetitive loss structure defined by FEMA as properties with “at least four NFIP claim payments (including building and contents) over $5,000 each, and the cumulative amount of such claims payments exceeds $20,000; or for which at least two separate claims payments (building payments only) have been made with the cumulative amount of the building portion of such claims exceeding the market value of the building.” 
(FEMA http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/srl/index.shtm)
XIV.  The National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP) (See Slide 4-11)
A. Congress established the NEHRP in 1977 (Public Law 95-124) as a long-term, nationwide program to reduce the risks to life and property in the United States resulting from earthquakes. This is accomplished through the establishment and maintenance of an effective earthquake hazards reduction program.
B. The NEHRP, is a multi-Agency effort that works to: (See Slide 4-12)
(a) Improve understanding, characterization, and prediction of hazards and vulnerabilities; 
(b) Improve model building codes and land use practices; 
(c) Reduce risk through post-earthquake investigations and education; 
(d) Develop and improve design and construction techniques; 
(e) Improve mitigation capacity; and accelerate application of research results. 
C. The NEHRP provides funding to states to establish programs that: (See Slide 4-13)
(a) Promote public education and awareness
(b) Planning
(c) Loss estimation studies
(d) Some minimal mitigation activities.
D. The specific roles of each of the agencies within NEHRP are summarized here: (See Slide 4-14)
(a) FEMA is responsible for emergency response and management, estimation of loss potential, and implementation of mitigation actions. 

(b) NIST conducts applied earthquake engineering research to provide the technical basis for building codes, standards, and practices, and provides the NEHRP lead agency function. 

(c) NSF conducts basic research in seismology, earthquake engineering, and social, behavioral, and economic sciences, and operates the Network for Earthquake Engineering Simulation (which includes the tsunami wave basin research facility and supporting tsunami research). 

(d) USGS operates the seismic networks, develops seismic hazard maps, coordinates post-earthquake investigations, and conducts applied earth sciences research (which includes tsunami research and risk assessment). 

(e) NSF and USGS jointly support the Global Seismographic Network (GSN), the main facility for pinpointing earthquakes in real time.

E. Since its inception, Congress has reviewed and reauthorized NEHRP every two or three years. Congress recently completed a thorough two-year review of NEHRP, resulting in enactment of the NEHRP Reauthorization Act of 2004 (P.L. 108-360), which President Bush signed into law on October 25, 2004. Public Law 108-360 designates NIST as the lead agency for NEHRP, transferring that responsibility from FEMA that filled that role since the program’s inception. 
F. The NEHRP Reauthorization act of 2004 authorized $900 million to be spent during the period from 2004 to 2009. The law also authorizes the spending of $72.5 million, over a three-year period, for the creation of a National Windstorm Impact Reduction Program modeled according to NEHRP.  Funds have never been appropriated for this new program but supporters introduced the concept again in 2009 as part of the NEHRP reauthorization.
G. Ask the students: How does NEHRP differ from FEMA’s flood loss reduction programs and the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIB)?
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

Additional information concerning FEMA’s hazard mitigation programs can be found at:

HMGP - http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/hmgp/
FMA - http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/fma/index.shtm
Pre-Disaster MT Grant Program - http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/pdm/index.shtm
Repetitive Flood Claims Program - http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/rfc/index.shtm
Severe Repetitive Loss - http://www.fema.gov/government/grant/srl/index.shtm
National Earthquake hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP) - http://www.nehrp.gov/
_____________________________________________________________________________

Objective 4.2 Examine Project Impact and community engagement in hazard mitigation.
Requirements:

The instructor will lead a discussion concerning Project Impact, FEMA’s national, community-based hazard mitigation initiative that was established in 1997 and by time it ended in 2001 was active in over 225 communities around the country.
Remarks:
I. Project Impact grew out of the devastating disasters of the 1990s. Many of the communities hit by these disasters took months and even years to recover emotionally and financially. (See Slide 4-15)
II. James Lee Witt, then Director of FEMA, questioned the wisdom of spending more than $2.5 billion per year on disaster relief and not a penny to reduce disasters before they happen. 
III. The mitigation tools and techniques were available, so why not work to prevent individuals and communities from becoming victims of disasters? 
IV. The questions was how best to apply these tools to be most effective.  FEMA convened a series of focus groups with representatives from professional organizations whose members play important roles in government, non-governmental and non-profit groups involved in emergency management including local emergency managers, city and county managers, state legislators, floodplain managers, city planners, etc.
V. The consensus among the participants in the focus groups that whatever FEMA wanted to accomplish in hazard mitigation it had to be set at the community level.  FEMA should provide financial and technical support but the work had to be done by community leaders in their communities,

VI. With a small amount of seed money, FEMA launched Project Impact in 1997 in seven pilot communities.
VII. The concept behind the initiative was simple. The mitigation activities had to be designed and tailored to the hazards in that community, and all sectors of the community had to become involved in order for it to be effective and sustainable. Project Impact brought the business community into the emergency management umbrella. 
VIII. Communities were asked to achieve the following four goals: (See Slide 4-16)
A. Build a community partnership.
B. Assess the risks.
C. Prioritize risk-reduction actions.
D. Build support for implementation of mitigation projects by communicating your actions.
IX. In 1997, FEMA produced the Project Impact Guidebook to help communities to establish Project Impact.  The Guidebook provides checklists and suggestion on how a community creates a community partnership including a list of potential community stakeholders, guidance on assign community risks and hazard mitigation actions, and tips for promoting hazard mitigation in the community (A copy of the Project Impact Guidebook is available as a course handout.) 

X. By 2001, more than 225 communities were participating in Project Impact, and Congress had appropriated $25 million to the initiative. 
XI. Seattle, Washington was one of the original pilot communities. In 2001, when a 6.8 earthquake struck Seattle, the mayor attributed the success of their Project Impact activities for the minimal damages and prompt recovery. (See Supplemental Considerations)
XII. FEMA contracted with the Disaster Research Center at the University of Delaware to conduct an assessment of the seven Project Impact pilots over a three-year period from 1997 to 2000.  The following excerpt form the Executive Summary of the final DRC report published in 2002 summarizes the results of the DRC research: (See Slide 4-17)
A. “Study participants found their community’s involvement in Project Impact to be beneficial in many ways. According to their own reports, the initiative helps pilot communities understand their risks and plan accordingly. 
B. “It also provides a means for enabling communities to leverage resources from a range of sources and gives additional impetus to community education and outreach efforts. 
C. “One pilot community that had recently experienced a disaster found that Project Impact had helped reduce losses in that event. The mitigation measures that were in place at the time of the disaster would not have been undertaken without the input, organization, and resources Project Impact had provided.
D. “This study finds that (the seven pilot) communities are undertaking new loss-reduction activities, laying the groundwork for future mitigation efforts, and capitalizing on the synergy created by Project Impact to increase their disaster resistance. 
E. “Communities also face significant challenges in their efforts to achieve that goal. (See Slide 4-18)
F. “Communities must, for example, find ways of sustaining program activities when there is turnover among partners, local elected and appointed officials, and Project Impact Coordinators. Ongoing efforts are needed to keep political officials engaged. 
G. “Communities also need to strike a balance between encouraging partner activity and overburdening partners. 
H. “Finally and perhaps most important, finding long-term funding sources for loss-reduction activities is an increasingly pressing challenge for these communities.” (Disaster Research Center 2002)
I. Ask the students: What made Project Impact different from other Federal government hazard mitigation programs?
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

Project Impact was shut down in 2001 but its legacy lives.  The following article reprinted from the Emergency Management website, provides a perspective on Project Impact over 7 years after the initiative ended.
Project Impact Initiative to Create Disaster-Resistant Communities Demonstrates Worth in Kansas Years Later

BY: Eric Holdeman, Ann Patton | December 12, 2008

Project Impact, a short-lived federal initiative that worked to create disaster-resistant communities, showed that teamwork by different government levels and the private and nonprofit sectors can do amazing things when they're working in close partnership with one another. The program suggests how past experiences can provide a guide for future adaptation.

When a killer tornado plowed toward Manhattan, Kan., in spring 2008, people scurried to shelter - just as they had planned for years.

The little-known Project Impact, which began in 1997, encouraged residents to build tornado shelters. It paid off.

The half-mile-wide, F3- to F4-scale tornado left millions of dollars of damage, but everybody found safe shelter, and there were no deaths in Manhattan, said Dori Milldyke, the former Project Impact director. Her home was among those wrecked in the June 11, 2008, storm.

"Riley County and Manhattan Project Impact had given grants toward safe rooms in Miller Ranch, one of the major areas of damage in Manhattan," Milldyke said. "I'm sure it saved lives. One couple lived by hiding in their shelter under their concrete steps. Others found safe refuge in group safe rooms built in mobile home parks. And others knew where to grab the safest improvised shelter, following our Project Impact preparedness tips. As I go around helping people clean up, I am proudly wearing my old Project Impact shirt because I know it made all the difference here."

Curbing Losses

Although Project Impact was discontinued as a national program in 2001, the initiative continues to make a difference. Project Impact is alive and well in Miami-Dade, Fla., according to Frank Reddish, the county's blunt-spoken mitigation manager.

"We routinely have up to 100 organizations attending our meetings, including all our municipalities, major county departments, nine colleges and universities, 10 hospitals, nonprofits such as Red Cross and the Humane Society; and good old for-profits including IBM, Wal-Mart, Macy's, Visa, UPS, American Airlines, etc. We have completed more than $250 million in projects so far," Reddish said.

"Following the hurricanes of 2004 and 2005, not one facility - not one - that we mitigated had any more damage than scuffed paint," Reddish said. "And where we had done flood mitigation, there was no flooding, none. Project Impact worked in Miami-Dade County and still does."

Project Impact towns, from Manhattan to Miami, got in the habit of collaborating in public-private partnerships to make long-term changes in their disaster profiles. Collaboration is a habit encouraged by Project Impact, which made a dramatic difference in some of the test locations.

When James Lee Witt was director of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), he quickly saw that federal help could actually perpetuate endless disaster cycles of build, disaster, rebuild, disaster.

FEMA established the idealistic Project Impact initiative in 1997 to help communities reduce their disaster tolls by building partnerships among businesses, agencies, churches, neighborhoods and others who worked together on locally based hazard-mitigation activities.

These hazard mitigations included long-term actions, such as earthquake retrofits, floodplain buyouts and tornado safe rooms that can lower death and destruction dramatically.

"Working together, we can reduce disaster losses," Witt said at the time.

Project Impact started small, with pilots in a few dozen communities that built partnerships among first responders, businesses and nonprofits, so they could seize opportunities to build safer, stronger towns.

Witt had a big goal: to change the culture. He urged Project Impact partners to make hazard mitigation an integral part of how the community and its people live and conduct business every day.

"There is something about the Project Impact process," Witt said, "that will reach down into the heart of your community and bring out the best in your best people."

It didn't work everywhere. But when the project worked, it worked well.

Project Impact Principles

The successes and failures of the Project Impact initiative may rest in the fact that it wasn't a traditional federal program. Typically a federal program throws money at a specific and identifiable problem, with requisite rules and regulations attempting to control the outcome. A traditional federal program has three steps: a beginning, when the money starts flowing; a middle, when the work is strictly controlled from Washington; and an end, when the money runs out.

The Project Impact process was entirely different, more like a river than a pond. The idea was to devolve hazard-mitigation responsibility and authority down to the lowest possible level. If money changed hands from the feds to the locals, it was only seed money for growing a process that would not end when the money ran out.

In this model, the federal government became not an authoritarian parent, but instead a partner and facilitator to help inspire and empower locals to size up and solve their own problems - ideally before disasters struck. Local communities were helped to take ownership of their disaster problems and solutions. If it worked, disasters would happen less often and/or be less severe; and the empowered, more self-reliant community could bounce back sooner.

One mitigation example is in Tulsa, Okla., which used to suffer disastrous floods every few years. Tulsa instituted long-term mitigation advances in recent years, and the city has dramatically reduced - although not entirely eliminated - flood frequency and severity with improved channels, detention storage basins, aggressive maintenance and clearance of more than 1,000 buildings from floodplains. Tulsa has not suffered a major flood since 1986.

One advantage of public-private partnerships is that finite funds can be used to create a patchwork quilt of resources including volunteer help, private donations, business contributions and in-kind goods and services. There can be almost miraculous economies in a kind of "stone soup" approach, where everybody brings his or her own and shares. Another advantage comes through the strength of shared knowledge and passion.

In Project Impact, FEMA provided technical assistance, exchanged lessons learned among communities and encouraged peer-to-peer alliances among nationwide partners that helped inspire them to assist each other.

Some communities took the initiative's flexibility as license and saw Project Impact as no more than a short-term grant to do one specific project. In those towns, the benefits may have been fleeting or minimal.

In others, the initiative continues, in self-seeding crops of work that create safe and secure hometowns.

A Holistic Catalyst

When Washington, D.C., leadership changed in 2001, long-term mitigation fell out of favor. Detractors said Project Impact was a waste of money, but advocates said long-lasting changes take time. When Project Impact was discontinued in 2001, it had enjoyed less than five years of life - hardly long enough to revamp the culture in many towns struggling to change entrenched habits of turf building, short-term greed and long-term disaster aggravation.

Nonetheless, remnants survive in some communities where Project Impact, by whatever name, refuses to die.

Some communities continue partnerships and mitigation through government operations, like the Evansville-Vanderburgh County Building Commission in Indiana and the Jefferson County Office of Homeland Security and Emergency Management in West Virginia. Others, such as Tulsa, set up 501(c)(3) nonprofit corporations that are continuing the Project Impact work, often under other names - such as Tulsa Partners Inc., whose mission includes sustainability and disaster resistance.

In these and other towns, Project Impact was a catalyst for holistic management approaches and long-term thinking.

"Millions of individual decisions must be guided by comprehension of their consequences," said Tom Cain, former Project Impact director in Roanoke, Va. "Government programs that are framed to achieve results with two-year and four-year election cycles will never be sufficient to achieve the kind of cultural and environmental change that is necessary. Sound decisions must be implemented consistently - and forever. The real issue is cultural. We must believe that it is important to live within nature's limits. We must care and know what those limits are, and make decisions accordingly."

Lessons Observed

This kind of long-range vision is still working in places like Seattle, whose Project Impact volunteers spent their Saturdays diligently identifying and removing earthquake hazards, retrofitting schools and helping homeowners with nonstructural earthquake mitigation. Their patient work paid off during a 2001 earthquake.

"We made a long-term commitment when we signed the Project Impact agreement, and we meant it," said Roger Faris, a Project Impact volunteer who spearheaded the retrofit program.

"Even though the [Bush administration] abandoned Project Impact, the Puget Sound area's efforts to be more disaster resistant are continuing," Faris said. "For example, our free, seismic-retrofit classes for older homes are being taught by volunteers, including me, and we have great cooperation among emergency management, building officials and the academic community. The idea that local people know what needs to be done and can cooperate on all levels to move forward remains the best hope for accomplishing real mitigation."

There's the potential that with a new presidential administration, the lessons observed - lessons learned are rarely transferred from one administration to the next - from Project Impact might be applied to future mitigation programs and also beyond to other program areas in FEMA and the Department of Homeland Security.

In Washington, D.C., within the Beltway, there will need to be consistent leadership and messaging when communicating with state and local authorities. In order to get buy-in from people in the hinterlands, they must believe that a new program being put forth has legs and is not going to be gone in six months as the next disaster or personnel change redirects effort and money to a new area. Getting a commitment from state and local officials might be difficult because of their experience of being blown by the winds of change for almost a decade. But it can be done.

Building Trust

One of Project Impact's strengths was the freedom given to local emergency managers and their partners to work on disaster mitigation that was deemed important by the local jurisdictions. As long as the effort fit within the broad mitigation category set by FEMA national leadership, local authorities were free to implement programs that they believed could work within their local context.

FEMA was not some distant partner back in Washington, D.C. The federal face put forward was that of the FEMA regions geographically dispersed throughout the nation. Staff in these regional offices have the local and regional knowledge to be helpful to state and local jurisdictions. Within the Project Impact model, they were present in face-to-face meetings - not as ever-present auditors, but as on-scene advisers - to help coordinate appropriate multi-federal agency participation.

With the preparedness function returned to FEMA, there's an opportunity for a much closer interaction between government levels. One-on-one relationships that are built over time by working on joint projects will help establish a strong bond that goes beyond any single program area.

The personal involvement of FEMA staff as advisers, not dictators, with the program can make all the difference in ensuring that funding is allocated properly. Huge amounts of money aren't needed to spark meaningful work.

At its height, Project Impact was a $20 million national program, which is decimal dust in the federal budget. Given the funding that has been allocated for homeland security purposes, even a modest $250 million program would create new opportunities.

What was learned from Project Impact was that teamwork by the different government levels and the private and nonprofit sectors can make remarkable accomplishments. Treating people and organizations as equals pays off in the long run in building quality relationships that stand the test of time. Hazards and risks keep increasing, creating opportunities with the concepts of adaptation and mitigation.

These two concepts of adaptation and mitigation can make all the difference in our collective futures.

Source: Emergency Management, http://www.emergencymgmt.com/disaster/Project-Impact-Initiative-to.html
____________________________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

FEMA contracted with the Disaster Research Center (DRC) at the University of Delaware to conduct an assessment of the seven Project Impact pilot communities.  This assessment was conducted overt the course of three years and resulted in the development of eight reports summarizing the DRC’s researchers findings.  The full set of reports can be accessed at http://www.udel.edu/DRC/archives/Project_Impact.html.

Presented below in the Executive Summary of the final report prepared by the DRC for FEMA in January 2002 that assessed the progress made in the seven Project impact pilots through the Summer of 2000. 
DISASTER RESISTANT COMMUNITIES INITIATIVE: ASSESSMENT OF THE PILOT PHASE—YEAR 3

YEAR 3 PILOT COMMUNITIES REPORT

Report to the Federal Emergency Management Agency January, 2002

By Tricia Wachtendorf, Rory Connell, and Kathleen Tierney, with assistance from Kristy Kompanik

Disaster Research Center University of Delaware Newark, DE 19716
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The findings discussed here are based on the Disaster Research Center’s third-year follow-up study on the seven Project Impact pilot communities. Data for this report were collected during the summer of 2000. The report is based on in-depth interviews that were conducted with officials who had primary responsibility for overseeing the implementation of the Project Impact initiative in their communities, analyses of documentary materials, and comparisons with data that were collected in earlier phases of this study. Topics addressed in this report include: the current status of Project Impact activities in the seven pilot communities; the status of Project Impact partnership-building efforts; partnering strategies; strategies for sustaining program momentum; variations in Project Impact management structures; perceived benefits and challenges associated with participation in Project Impact; and views on the future of the initiative in the seven pilot communities.

Data were collected on progress made with respect to four types of Project Impact activities: risk and hazard assessments, mitigation projects, partnership development efforts, and public education and information activities. One hundred-eighteen separate activities were ongoing in these four areas in the seven pilot sites during 2000, and an additional 28 had already been completed. The most common activities were those focusing on public education and information, followed by mitigation projects, hazard assessments, and partnership-building efforts.

At the time data were collected for this study, pilot communities were undertaking a diverse set of activities in all four Project Impact program areas. In the area of risk assessment and planning, activities included vulnerability analyses, inventory development, and capability assessments. Mitigation activities ranged from land-use measures to structural and non-structural retrofit programs. Communities were engaged in a range of public education activities and informational campaigns, many of which were tied to partnership-building activities and training efforts.

A range of activities was documented in the area of partnership development. All pilot communities were actively engaged in reaching out to a variety of private sector, government, and non-profit groups. The number of partnerships increased in 2000 across the seven pilot sites, but not as significantly as it had increased between 1998 and 1999. With respect to the composition of partnership networks, more than a dozen different types of Project Impact partners were identified, including federal, state, county, and city partners; community-based businesses and local branches of national chains; local media; trade and industry organizations; non-profit and social-service organizations; schools and institutions of higher education; hospital and health-care organizations; religious institutions; and local boards, commissions, and coalitions. The most common participants in partnership networks were community-based business partners, partners representing local branches of national chains, and federal government partners. Business partners account for roughly half of all partnerships in the seven pilot communities—an indication that Project Impact has been successful in engaging the private sector. 

Although local initiatives were not as active in outreach to organizations representing vulnerable populations, such as elderly persons, low-income groups, and people with disabilities, movement in that direction was evident in all seven pilot sites. One notable trend was that participation by county and city government partners saw a steady increase between 1998 and 2000.

Informants contacted for this study indicated that various strategies have proven successful for maintaining existing partnerships, attracting new partners, and sustaining program momentum. Interviewees pointed to the benefits of holding regular meetings with partners, effectively managing projects so as to recruit appropriate partners and maintain their interest, recognizing partner contributions, and capitalizing on recent disaster experience to strengthen partnership ties. Strategies for recruiting new partners included typical outreach approaches, such as utilizing existing business organization networks and making presentations on Project Impact at meetings and conferences.

Pilot communities used a variety of strategies to build and sustain project momentum at the community level. Community education projects such as disaster fairs and expos and the promotion of Project Impact goals through the mass media were two such approaches. Assistance from FEMA and other federal agencies, as well as state agencies, was also seen as very important for maintaining momentum. Additionally, community informants stressed the importance of organized community-to-community mentoring programs for sustaining the Project Impact initiative. Such relationships were seen as valuable both for mentored communities and for mentors. As with many other aspects of Project Impact activities, the active involvement of the Project Impact Coordinator and continuity in the coordinator position helped to sustain momentum.

Study participants found their community’s involvement in Project Impact to be beneficial in many ways. According to their own reports, the initiative helps pilot communities understand their risks and plan accordingly. It also provides a means for enabling communities to leverage resources from a range of sources and gives additional impetus to community education and outreach efforts. One pilot community that had recently experienced a disaster found that Project Impact had helped reduce losses in that event. The mitigation measures that were in place at the time of the disaster would not have been undertaken without the input, organization, and resources Project Impact had provided.

This study finds that communities are undertaking new loss-reduction activities, laying the groundwork for future mitigation efforts, and capitalizing on the synergy created by Project Impact to increase their disaster resistance. Communities also face significant challenges in their efforts to achieve that goal. Communities must, for example, find ways of sustaining program activities when there is turnover among partners, local elected and appointed officials, and Project Impact Coordinators. Ongoing efforts are needed to keep political officials engaged. Communities also need to strike a balance between encouraging partner activity and overburdening partners. Finally and perhaps most important, finding long-term funding sources for loss-reduction activities is an increasingly pressing challenge for these communities.

Source: Disaster Research Center, University of Delaware, http://www.udel.edu/DRC/archives/Documents/Project%20Impact/projectreport49.pdf
____________________________________________________________________________

Objective 4.3  Examine the legal basis for hazards risk management.

Requirements:

The Instructor will lead an examination of the legal basis and requirements of two Federal hazard mitigation programs: the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) and the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000).

Remarks:

I. Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) (See Slide 4-19)
a. According to FEMA, “The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) provides grants to States and local governments to implement long-term hazard mitigation measures after a major disaster declaration. 
b. “The purpose of the HMGP is to reduce the loss of life and property due to natural disasters and to enable mitigation measures to be implemented during the immediate recovery from a disaster. 
c. “The HMGP is authorized under Section 404 of the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act.” (FEMA 2012a)
d. “Eligible applicants are:
A. State and local governments
B. Indian tribes or other tribal organizations
C. Certain non-profit organizations
e. “Individual homeowners and businesses may not apply directly to the program; however a community may apply on their behalf.” (FEMA 2012a)
f. “Minimum project criteria - There are five issues you must consider when determining the eligibility of a proposed project. (See Slide 4-20) 
A. “Does your project conform to your State's Hazard Mitigation Plan?
B. “Does your project provide a beneficial impact on the disaster area, i.e. the State?
C. “Does your application meet the environmental requirements? 
D. “Does your project solve a problem independently?
E. “Is your project cost-effective?” (FEMA 2012a)
g. Funding (See Slide 4-21)
A. “The amount of funding available for the HMGP under a particular disaster declaration is limited. 
B. “The program may provide a State with up to 15 percent of the total disaster grants awarded by FEMA. States that meet higher mitigation planning criteria may qualify for a higher percentage under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.

C. “FEMA can fund up to 75% of the eligible costs of each project. The State or grantee must provide a 25% match, which can be fashioned from a combination of cash and in-kind sources. Funding from other Federal sources cannot be used for the 25% share with one exception. 
D. “Funding provided to States under the Community Development Block Grant program from the Department of Housing and Urban Development can be used to meet the non-federal share requirement.” (FEMA 2012a)
h. Ask the Students: What is the value of funding hazard mitigation projects and actions in the aftermath of a disaster?  Who benefits?

II. The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000. (See Slide 4-22)
a. According to FEMA’s State Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance under DMA 2000 published in November 2006, “The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000) (P.L. 106-390) provides an opportunity for States, Tribes, and local governments to take a new and revitalized approach to mitigation planning. 
b. “DMA 2000 amended the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (the Act) by repealing the previous Mitigation Planning section (409) and replacing it with a new Mitigation Planning section (322). 
c. “This new section emphasizes the need for State, Tribal, and local entities to closely coordinate mitigation planning and implementation efforts. 
d. “It continues the requirement for a State mitigation plan as a condition of disaster assistance, and creates incentives for increased coordination and integration of mitigation activities at the State level through the establishment of requirements for two different levels of State plans: “Standard” and “Enhanced.” 
e. “States that demonstrate an increased commitment to comprehensive mitigation planning and implementation through the development of an approved Enhanced State Plan can increase the amount of funding available through the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP). 
f. “Section 322 also established a new requirement for Local Mitigation Plans, and authorized up to 7% of HMGP funds available to a State to be used for development of State, Tribal, and Local Mitigation Plans.” (FEMA 2007)
g. Ask the Students:  How did DMA 2000 advance hazard mitigation planning and actions pre-disaster?
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance Under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance)
To help States, Tribes, and local governments better understand the Rule and meet the DMA 2000 planning requirements, FEMA has prepared this document, Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance Under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance). It was designed with three major objectives:

· To help Federal and State reviewers evaluate mitigation plans from different jurisdictions in a fair and consistent manner;

· To help States, Tribes, and local jurisdictions develop new mitigation plans or modify existing ones in accordance with the requirements of the Rule, and

· To help States, Tribes, and local jurisdictions conduct comprehensive reviews and prepare updates to their plans in accordance with the review and update requirements of the Rule.

This Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance, as interpretation and explanation for the Rule, is FEMA’s official source for defining the requirements of original and updated mitigation plans. It includes references to specific language in the Rule, descriptions of the relevant requirements, and sample plan text to illustrate distinctions between plan approaches that would and would not meet DMA 2000 requirements. In addition, this document provides references to a number of planning tools that FEMA has made available to assist States, Tribes, and localities in developing a comprehensive, multi- hazard approach to mitigation planning, and in preparing plans that will meet the DMA 2000 requirements. These tools include:

· State and Local Mitigation Planning How-to Guides – intended to help States and communities plan and implement practical, meaningful hazard mitigation actions (FEMA 386-1,2,3,4,5,6,7 and 8); available on the FEMA Web site at http://www.fema.gov/plan/mitplanning/planning_resources.shtm#1
· Planning for a Sustainable Future (FEMA 364) - provides guidance for integrating hazard mitigation and sustainable practices as part of pre- and post-disaster mitigation planning efforts; available on the FEMA Web site at http://www.fema.gov/plan/mitplanning/planning_resources.shtm#1
· Multi-Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment, available on the FEMA Web site at http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/fhm/ft_mhira.shtm.

· FEMA Mitigation Resources for Success (FEMA 372) – a compact disc (CD) with a compendium of FEMA resources related to mitigation practices and projects; and

· Mitigation Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) Toolkit Compact Disc – this CD includes all the FEMA BCA software, technical manuals, BCA training course documentation, and other supporting material and BCA guidance. Copies can be obtained by calling FEMA’s toll-free BC Hotline at 866-222-3580.

These publications, with the exception of the BCA Toolkit CD, can be ordered through the FEMA Publications Warehouse at 800-480-2520 or online at FEMA’s Information Resource Library http://www.fema.gov/library/index.jsp.
FEMA recently made available HAZUS-MH (Hazards U.S. – Multi- Hazard), a risk assessment software program. For more information, go to http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/hazus/.
In addition, FEMA has developed the DMA 2000 Mitigation Planning Workshop for Local Governments (G318), based on the Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance and the reference material described above. You can obtain information on this course from your FEMA Regional Office.
Source: FEMA 2007, http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord.do?id=3115
____________________________________________________________________________

Objective 4.4  Discuss FEMA’s “Whole Community” concept.
Requirements:

The Instructor will conduct a review of FEMA’s :Whole Community” concept and discuss its relationship to risk management in the US.

Remarks:

III. According to FEMA, “We fully recognize that a government-centric approach to emergency management is not enough to meet the challenges posed by a catastrophic incident. (See Slide 4-23)
IV. “Whole Community is an approach to emergency management that reinforces the fact that FEMA is only one part of our nation’s emergency management team; that we must leverage all of the resources of our collective team in preparing for, protecting against, responding to, recovering from and mitigating against all hazards; and that collectively we must meet the needs of the entire community in each of these areas. 
V. “This larger collective emergency management team includes, not only FEMA and its partners at the federal level, but also: 
a. Local, tribal, state and territorial partners; 
b. Non-governmental organizations like faith-based and non-profit groups and private sector industry; 
c. Individuals, families and communities, who continue to be the nation’s most important assets as first responders during a disaster.  
d. Both the composition of the community and the individual needs of community members, regardless of age, economics, or accessibility requirements, must be accounted for when planning and implementing disaster strategies.
VI. “As an ongoing component of the nation’s larger, coordinated effort to enhance emergency planning and strengthen the nation’s overall level of preparedness, FEMA engaged many of its emergency management partners – including local, tribal, state, territorial, and Federal representatives; academia; nongovernmental organizations; community members; and the private sector – in a national dialogue on a Whole Community approach to emergency management.  
VII. “Through this dialogue, three principles emerged that represent the foundation for Whole Community: (See Slide 4-24)
a. Understand and meet the actual needs of the whole community. Community engagement can lead to a deeper understanding of the unique and diverse needs of a population, including its demographics, values, norms, community structures, networks, and relationships. The more we know about our communities, the better we can understand their real-life safety and sustaining needs and their motivations to participate in emergency management-related activities prior to an event.
b. Engage and empower all parts of the community. Engaging the whole community and empowering local action will better position stakeholders to plan for and meet the actual needs of a community and strengthen the local capacity to deal with the consequences of all threats and hazards. This requires all members of the community to be part of the emergency management team, which should include diverse community members, social and community service groups and institutions, faith-based and disability groups, academia, professional associations, and the private and nonprofit sectors, while including government agencies who may not traditionally have been directly involved in emergency management. When the community is engaged in an authentic dialogue, it becomes empowered to identify its needs and the existing resources that may be used to address them.
c. Strengthen what works well in communities on a daily basis. A Whole Community approach to building community resilience requires finding ways to support and strengthen the institutions, assets, and networks that already work well in communities and are working to address issues that are important to community members on a daily basis. Existing structures and relationships that are present in the daily lives of individuals, families, businesses, and organizations before an incident occurs can be leveraged and empowered to act effectively during and after a disaster strikes.” (FEMAb 2012)
VIII. FEMA defines Whole Community as Community as a “philosophical approach in how to conduct the business of emergency management. Benefits include: (See Slide 4-25)
a. “Shared understanding of community needs and capabilities
b. “Greater empowerment and integration of resources from across the community
c. “Stronger social infrastructure
d. “Establishment of relationships that facilitate more effective prevention, protection, mitigation, response, and recovery activities
e. “Increased individual and collective preparedness
f. “Greater resiliency at both the community and national levels” (FEMA 2011)
IX. Ask the students: What are the similarities between Project Impact and the Whole Community concept?  What are the differences?
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

Video (1:59 minutes) of FEMA Region I Director speaking about FEMA’s Whole Community concept:
http://www.fema.gov/medialibrary/media_records/6886
_____________________________________________________________________________

Objective 4.5 Examine risk management process owners and stakeholders.

Requirements:

Identify and discuss the roles of stakeholders in risk management including elected officials, government agencies, the business community, academia/hazards research community, and community groups.
Remarks:

X. Stakeholders are defined as “those who may affect, be affected by or perceive themselves to be affected by the [hazards] risk management process.” (Australia 2000)  The Instructor should list the four general areas where stakeholders reside: government, business community, academia/hazards research community and community groups. (See Slide 4-26)
A.
Government – Elected Officials (See Slide 4-27)
1.
Ask the students: List stakeholders among elected officials in government.

2.
Federal elected officials (the President, U.S. Senators and U.S. Representatives) play critical roles in the areas of funding and federal law defining eligibility for Federal disaster assistance.  Federal actions often set the agenda for State and local efforts in hazards risk management.  Also, Federal elected officials can help lead public actions in hazards risk management.

3.
State Governors are critical players in shaping State emergency management and hazards risk management policies and practices and can be significant champions for hazards risk management.

4.
Local elected officials (i.e. Mayors, County Executives, City Council Members, etc.) are key to hazards risk management occurring at the community level.  These officials drive the community budget process and priorities, regulate land use and zoning in the community and manage local government activities such as community planning, public safety (i.e. fire, police and emergency medical) and local emergency management.

B.
Government – Agencies and Departments (See Slide 4-28)
1.
Ask students: List those Federal agencies and departments involved in hazards risk management.

2.
The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and new Department of Homeland Security (DHS) are the principal Federal agencies involved in hazards risk management.  FEMA manages existing hazards risk management programs (i.e. the National Flood Insurance Program, (NFIP), the National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program (NEHRP. etc.), and provides significant funds for hazards mitigation efforts through FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP).  DHS hazards risk management programs and activities for terrorism incidents continue to be defined.

1. Other Federal agencies fund and manage programs that support hazards risk management including the Environmental Protection Administration (EPA), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Department of Defense (DOD), the Department of Energy (DOE), the Small Business Administration (SBA), the Department of Agriculture (USDA), the Department of Transportation (DOT), the Department of Health and Human Resources (HHS) and others.  These agencies are involved in both the Federal government’s disaster response and recovery programs and in hazards mitigation programs.  These agencies are also currently designing new programs to address the terrorism threat that are relevant to hazards risk management.
2. NEHRP Agencies – Agencies involved in the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) including FEMA, National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST), National Science Foundation (NSF) and the United States Geological Society (USGS) 
3. Ask the students: List the State and local government agencies and departments involved in hazards risk management.
4. State emergency management agencies manage State government activities in emergency management and hazards risk management.  These agencies are supported by Federal funding from FEMA and the Department of Homeland Security and are also responsible for distributing Federal funding to local communities and regional councils of governments.  These agencies are managed by fulltime emergency managers and their staff size and capabilities vary by state.
5. There are other State government agencies and departments that are involved in hazards risk management in such disciplines as Natural Resources, Public Works, Transportation, Social Services and Public Health.
6. The capabilities of local emergency management operations vary among the Nation’s communities.  However, the number of communities with fulltime emergency mangers is rising as the pool of trained emergency managers increases.  These individuals are involved in all aspects of a community’s emergency management activities and can be key to planning and promoting hazard risk management activities.
7. There are numerous other local government agencies that could be involved in hazards risk management including Community Planning, Public Works, Public Safety, Health, Natural Resources, Building, Code Enforcement and others.
Supplemental Considerations - Government – Agencies and Departments

States, and in many cases, local governments, maintain Internet sites describing state and local emergency management organizations, responsibilities, programs etc. An Internet search using any search engine will identify multiple state and local community Web Sites.  The Instructor might consider downloading examples for the students (possibly the Web Site of the community where the University/College is located) or having the students review some of the sites to gain a better appreciation of emergency management organization and programs.  Several of the more complete Web Sites are listed below. 

http://www.floridadisaster.org/
http://www.dhses.ny.gov/oem/
http://www.mema.state.md.us/
It may be of interest to assign each student a state Web Site to investigate and in a class discussion compare Web Site content such as the emphasis of the Web Site (mitigation and prevention compared with response) and the nature of hazards included in the site.

C.
Business Community (See Slide 4-29)
1.
Large employers have a vested interest in community safety and disaster preparedness activities.  Some large companies take steps to protect their facilities, help their employees to protect their homes and families and get involved in community efforts to protect and secure local infrastructure.  Their stake in hazard risk management is significant but their involvement in community risk management efforts is largely inconsistent around the country. 

2.
Small business owners comprise the economic backbone of most communities and historically have done very little to protect their facilities and businesses from natural and technological hazards.  Involving small businesses in hazard risk management was a priority for FEMA’s Project impact: Building Disaster Resistant Communities initiative.

2. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce has expressed interest in the past in disaster management and risk management programs but has yet to commit significant resources to such efforts.  Local Chambers of Commerce on the other hand are generally very interested in hazards risk management and were generally very involved in FEMA’s Project Impact initiative. 

3. A key element in FEMA’s Project Impact was involvement by the business community in the formation of a community partnership.  This was the first time that most businesses had been asked to participate in community disaster management and mitigation efforts.  Small businesses and local Chambers of Commerce were strong early supporters for Project Impact in many communities.
4. In local communities there are several business sectors that have a vital stake in hazards risk management including: home builders, construction companies, office, retail and residential developers, and insurers.
5. Session 5: Private Sector Risk Management, will include a more in depth coverage of the private sector’s role in hazard risk management. 
6. Ask the students:  Why is the involvement of a community’s business sector important to the community’s hazard mitigation activities?
D.
Academia/Hazards Research Community (See Slide 4-30)
1.
FEMA’s Emergency Management Institute (EMI) sponsors the Higher Education Project (http://www.training.fema.gov/emiweb/edu/) to support several projects with the aim of promoting college-based emergency management education for future emergency managers and other interested personnel.

2.
Researchers at the Institute for Crisis, Disaster and Risk Management at George Washington University (http://www.seas.gwu/~icdm), the Natural Hazards Center at the University of Colorado at Boulder (http://www.colorado.edu/hazards), the Disaster Research Center at the University of Delaware (http://www.udel.edu/DRC/) and other colleges and universities have historically been leaders in the area of hazards risk management.  These and other colleges and universities around the United States and abroad have conducted much of the research on natural and technological hazards.  In the US, the National Science Foundation (NSF) funds much of this research.
3.
There are numerous not-for-profit institutes around the country that sponsor research on hazards that provide important information for hazards risk management.  These organizations include the Public Entity Risk Institute (PERI) (http://www.riskinstitute.org), the Earthquake Engineering Research Institute (EERI) (http://www.eeri.org), the Institute for Business and Home Safety (http://www.ibhs.org) and others.

4. As a whole, the hazards research community provides much of the data and technical information concerning natural and technological hazards.  They have also been at the forefront in developing technologies such as hazard mapping to support local decisions makers and in designing risk communication strategies and programs.

5. Ask the Students:  Describe a research project they may have participated in during their university studies concerning risk management?  How were the results of the research transferred to practice by the emergency management community?

Supplemental Considerations - Academia/Hazards Research Community

The Instructor might consider having the students access some of the above listed Web Sites to achieve an understanding of the different reports and publications available covering the field of emergency management in general and hazards risk management topics in particular.

E.
Community Groups (See Slide 4-31)
1.
Interest in hazards risk management has increased in recent years among local community groups involved in such issues as environmental protection, historic preservation, public safety, minorities and issues affecting seniors and the disabled community.  Local Emergency Planning Committees are included in these groups and their supporters in national and regional organizations play a critical role in supporting and promoting hazards risk management planning and actions.

2. Local chapters of National and regional community organizations that are or could be involved in hazards risk management include labor unions, environmental groups (i.e. Sierra Club, National Wildlife Federation, Audubon Society, etc.), public safety groups and others.  The list of these groups will likely increase with the addition of terrorism incidents to the list of hazards to be managed at the local level.

3. Faith-based and voluntary groups have historically played an important role in disaster response and recovery efforts.  These groups are increasingly embracing hazard mitigation especially in their rebuilding efforts in devastated communities.

Supplemental Considerations - Community Groups

The Instructor might consider having the students access community group Web Sites to achieve an understanding of some of the stated missions, objectives and organizations of community based groups.  Potential Web Sites of interest include:

Local Emergency Planning Committees (includes links to community committees listed by state) - http://www.rtknet.org/lepc/webpage/lepcho.html
National Wildlife Federation - http://www.nwf.org/
American Red Cross – http://www.redcross.org/
Habitat for Humanity - http://www.habitat.org
F.
Summary

1.
The list of government, business, community and not-for-profit organizations that are involved in hazards risk management is growing daily.  The increased frequency and severity of natural disasters and the new terrorism threat with its new set of hazards (i.e. bio-Chem attacks, bombings, epidemic threats, etc.) have generated broader interest in managing these risks.  The stakeholders are expected to continue to increase in the coming years.

2.
Ask the students: Why is it important to consider all stakeholders in order to achieve successful Hazards Risk Management?  (The instructor may wish to consult the supplemental considerations section below.)

Supplemental Considerations:
Dennis Mileti, in his book Disasters by Design, writes, “A sustainable community selects mitigation strategies that evolve from participation among all public and private stakeholders.  The participatory process itself may be as important as the outcome.” (Mileti 1999)  Oftentimes there are groups who are under-represented when mitigation decisions are being made, resulting in inequitable mitigation among stakeholders.  This is especially true in land use planning, where the poor often feel they are not given adequate representation.  The NIMBY
 and LULU
 phenomena are perfect examples of where under representation of  community stakeholders can lead to inequitable risk reduction in a community, possibly resulting in an unfair distribution of risk favoring select community groups over others.  It is important that hazards risk managers recognize the fact that any member of a community that will be affected by a decision is a stakeholder, whether they are a large group or an individual.

It is ethically essential to include all stakeholders in decisions that may ultimately have profound impacts upon their lives, including the best interests of future generations.  Mileti writes that we must ensure ‘inter- and intra-generational equity’.  He further clarifies this by stating “A sustainable community selects mitigation activities that reduce hazards across all ethnic, racial, and income groups, and between genders equally, now and in the future.  The costs of today’s advances are not shifted onto later generations or less powerful groups.” (Mileti 1999)  In order to ensure this equity, it would be essential that all stakeholders be given representation in the decision-making processes of Hazards Risk Management.

Involving all stakeholders creates a stronger consensus building process, thus strengthening the overall acceptance of the decisions that are made.  Mileti writes, “Building consensus is a process of seeking wide participation among all of the people who have a stake in the outcome of the decision being pondered, identifying all possible concerns and issues, generating ideas for dealing with them, and reaching agreement about how they will be resolved and what steps to be taken.”  He adds, “It is important to note that full consensus may never be reached and may not even be desirable.  What is important is that the participatory process be engaged in, for the information it generates and distributes, for the sense of community it can foster, for the ideas that grow out of it, and for the sense of ownership it creates.” (Mileti 1999)


Objective 4.6 Identify and discuss obstacles to effective risk management.
Requirements:

Conduct student interaction requesting that students identify obstacles to communities and individuals to engage in hazards risk management.  Instructor to identify those obstacles not identified by students and lead discussion.

Remarks:

I.
Identify Obstacles.  Hazard risk management makes sense.  Reducing the impacts of future disaster events will result is less lives lost and disrupted and reduced property and economic damages.  So, why isn’t it done?  What are the obstacles to hazard risk management? 
A.
Ask the students:  List obstacles.
B.
Awareness of risks.  Public awareness of their risks is often low and awareness of what individuals and communities can do to manage risks is almost non-existent. (See Slide 4-32)
C.
Risk perception.  Risk perception by the public, elected officials, the business community and all stakeholders in hazards risk management vary widely and are often times based on personal opinions and disparate experiences.

D.
Availability of qualitative and quantitative data.  Decision-makers in government, in the business community and in the home may not have access to current data on their risks.

E.
Mitigation actions.  It is not unusual to hear individuals and community leaders to express the destruction wrought by a disaster as an “Act of God” and therefore nothing could be done to prevent it or reduce the impact.  Information on mitigation actions and techniques may not be widely available to decision-makers.

F.
Funding.  Budgets in government, the business community and in the home may be severely constrained and any new demands on a limited funding pool have a difficult time being considered.  It is often difficult to convince a decision maker to redistribute limited funds in their budget to conduct hazard mitigation especially when the benefits of such actions may take years to be realized.

G.
Politics.  There are numerous pressing issues facing elected government officials and hazards risk management is the new issue for them and yet to gain traction.

H.
Risk Communication.  Generating interest and support from the public for hazards risk management is very difficult and has not been exceptionally successful in the past.  Scaring people does not work.  Risk communication will be covered in much more depth in subsequent sessions. 

I.
Lack of Organizational Constituency.  The natural constituency for hazards risk management is emergency managers at the Federal, State and local government levels and the continuity planners in the business world.  However, this group has yet to gain full access to decision-makers and are often not included in the President’s or Governor’s cabinet nor in the CEO’s management team.

I. Summary.  Many obstacles have been identified in the past. This course will examine in more detail these obstacles, past activities designed and implemented to overcome these obstacles and consideration for new approaches to overcoming these obstacles. (See Supplemental Considerations below)
Supplemental Considerations - Impediments to Mitigation
The following has been excerpted from the textbook “Introduction to Homeland Security Fourth Edition” by Jane A. Bullock et al.  This piece examines some of the impediments to hazard mitigation.

“If so many tools can be applied, why haven’t risk-reduction and mitigation programs been more widely applied? There are several factors, including denial of the risk, political will, costs and lack of funding, and the taking issue. Despite the best technical knowledge, historic occurrence, public education, and media attention, many individuals don’t want to recognize that they or their communities are vulnerable. Recognition requires action and it could have economic consequences as businesses decide to locate elsewhere if they find the community is at risk. 
“Some people are willing to try to beat the odds, but if a disaster strikes, they know the government will help them out. Gradually, attitudes are changing. Potential liability issues are making communities more aware, media attention to disasters has brought public pressure, and the government has provided both incentives for, and penalties for not, taking action.

“As previously mentioned, mitigation provides a long-term benefit. The U.S. political system tends to focus on short-term rewards. Developers are large players in the political process and often are concerned that mitigation means additional costs. Mitigation strategies and actions require political vision and will. 
“As Tip O’Neill, former Speaker of the U.S. House of Representatives, said, “All politics is local.” Well, so is mitigation. Local elected officials are the individuals who have to promote, market, and endorse adopting risk reduction as a goal. For many elected officials, the development pressures are too much, funding is lacking, and other priorities dominate their agendas; however, with the increasing attention to the economic, social, and political costs of not dealing with their risks, more elected officials are recognizing that they can’t afford to not take action.

“Mitigation costs money. Most mitigation of new structures or development can be passed on to the builder or buyer without much notice. Programs to retrofit existing structures or acquisition and relocation projects are expensive and almost always beyond the capacity of the local government. Funding for mitigation comes primarily from federal programs that need to be matched with state or local dollars. As state and local budgets constrict, their ability to match is reduced. Strong arguments can be made that it is in the best financial interest of the federal government to support mitigation. 
“These arguments and a series of large disasters resulted in substantial increases in federal funding, including new monies for pre-disaster mitigation, but the fact remains that mitigation needs far outweigh mitigation funding.

“Many mitigation actions involve privately owned property. A major legal issue surrounding this is the taking issue. The Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution prohibits the taking of property without just compensation. What constitutes a taking, under what circumstances, and what is just compensation have been the focus of numerous legal cases. Several have dealt with the use of property in the floodplain and the use of oceanfront property on a barrier island. The decisions have been mixed, and taking will continue to be an issue in implementing mitigation programs and policies. In 2009, the U.S. Supreme Court agreed to hear a case brought by homeowners in Florida dealing with property lines and ownership on properties where beach replenishment was undertaken with public funds.  As of the writing of this text, no decision on the case had been issued by the Court.”
Source: Bullock, Jane, George Haddow, Damon Coppola and Sarp Yeletaysi. 2012. Introduction to Homeland Security 4th Edition.. Butterworth Heinemann. Burlington, MA. 
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� Not In My Back Yard - A term used to describe citizens’ desires to prevent certain land uses near their homes or communities (Housing Assistance Council 1994)


� Locally Unwanted Land Use - A term used to describe at type of land use that citizens would not wish to have either near their homes, or in their community (Inhaber 2002).
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