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6.1 Introduction

This chapter focuses on past and ongoing efforts within the United States to develop and sustain public/private partnerships to support all phases of Comprehensive Emergency Management (CEM): Mitigation; Preparedness; Response and Recovery in the context of all hazards including flooding events.  Such events do not necessarily need to be catastrophic in nature to require a unified effort involving both the government at all levels and the private sector working together to develop, maintain and employ CEM capabilities to the benefit of their communities.  Since the creation of the United States Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in 1979 and in the preceding years, the private sector has been recognized as a necessary partner in CEM from the community level to the Federal level of government. 

Although this chapter is presented in the context of flooding, the United States (US) is a large and geographically diverse nation facing multiple hazards which present widespread threats. Following Hurricane Katrina in 2005, FEMA has championed the Catastrophic Disaster Planning Initiative to develop partnerships involving all members and organizations comprising communities from the local to the Federal level.  Planning scenarios for this initiative include a major earthquake in the central US (New Madrid Fault), a hurricane in southern Florida, a cyclone and tsunami in Hawaii, and a pandemic.

As an example, the central US earthquake scenario (Figure 1) will directly impact 8 states and another 14 states indirectly, placing over 12 million people at high risk, causing over $70 Billion (US) in direct damage and hundreds of Billions in cascading economic losses.  To prepare for such an event and leading up to the US National Level Exercise for 2011 (the 200th anniversary of the last major New Madrid Fault earthquake), FEMA conducted the NMSZ Catastrophic Earthquake Disaster Response Planning Initiative, involving “partnerships and collaboration with hundreds of government agencies; business, industry and voluntary organizations; and scientific and academic institutions.”(Website FEMA a)  This initiative included community, state and regional level meetings and exercises, designed to create and refine unified effort through partnerships across all sectors and all levels of government.  This three year planning effort recognized that the partnerships must be developed, refined and maintained over time and lesser events, to be effective during times of major disasters.  
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6.2 Background

Floods impact the entire community and demand a coordinated unity of effort to include private sector organizations working with all levels of government.  The private sector is the lifeblood of communities, providing employment, services and products, and tax revenue.  In turn, the private sector depends on resources and support of the government and the whole community to remain in business and to prosper.  The necessary unity of effort must be based on meaningful partnerships which are developed and supported over long periods of time and are continually visited, practiced and refined across the phases of Comprehensive Emergency Management during periods of routine community functioning, through periods of emergency and disaster.  As described later in this chapter, a necessary component of such partnerships is trust which is established through mutual respect, open and honest communication, and shared goals and objectives.  The US experience over the past two decades consistently supports this need for trust, which is developed and sustained over time and shared experiences.  

As a starting point for this chapter, a definition of what is a public/private partnership is required.  Many definitions can be found and most include the term collaborate which implies working together. The following definition of collaborative partnerships is selected to highlight the nature of non-contractual relationships which best fit the purpose of public/partnerships supporting all phases of CEM.

“Collaborative partnerships are non-legal working relationships that often occur between the public and private sectors to meet a common objective or goal. Primarily goodwill gestures, collaborative partnerships are often used to provide knowledge exchange or collective leverage resources for a specified goal.” (Website NASCOI)
As described by John Copenhaver, a former Presidential appointee to FEMA and President and CEO of Disaster Recovery Institute International, in his 1997 Disaster Resource Guide article:  From a Business Perspective, Government and Business Working Together in Emergency Management, “Much has been said (and written) about the subject of our local, state and Federal Emergency Management Agencies "partnering" with the nation's business sector in the four areas of emergency management---preparedness, mitigation, response and recovery. In fact, the concept of these partnerships seems to make sense to such an extent that the question comes to mind, "Why haven't we been doing this all along?"(Copenhaver, 1997)   
Despite this recognition, the development and sustainability of meaningful public/private partnerships have been largely limited to superficial and failed efforts.  The research of the Business Executives for National Security (BENS) Task Force report on the experiences of the Gulf of Mexico hurricane season of 2005, Getting Down to Business (2007), includes the following finding: “The American private sector must be systematically integrated into the nation’s response to disasters, natural and man-made alike. Government alone cannot manage major crises nor effectively integrate the private sector after a crisis occurs. The Task Force believes that building public private collaborative partnerships, starting at the state level, is one of the most important steps that can be taken now to prepare the nation for future contingencies. Unfortunately, with few exceptions, durable, collaborative relationships do not today exist.”(Business Executives for National Security, 2007)  The report goes on to make numerous recommendations to all levels of government, the most relevant of which to this chapter is “creating new ways to institutionalize public-private collaboration at the state and major metropolitan area levels.” (Business Executives for National Security, 2007) The March 2011 Presidential Preparedness Directive 8 (PPD 8) updates this recommendation by establishing a National Preparedness System which encourages unity of effort across all sectors from the community to the Federal level (Website FEMA b)  

The findings of the BENS’ Task Force are somewhat contradicted  by the Business Civic Leadership Center (BCLC), a 501(c)(3) affiliate of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 2006 report, From Relief to Recovery: The 2005 U.S. Business Response to the Southeast Asia Tsunami and Gulf Coast Hurricanes.  The report provides the general statement “U.S. companies proved indispensable during the 2005 hurricane season. Businesses large and small contributed cash, in-kind donations, and expertise to support the relief effort.  Americans watched companies deliver supplies, assist with security, and even provide entertainment. In response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, the U.S. private sector contributed $1.2 billion in assistance. A total of 254 companies contributed $1 million or more in cash and in-kind giving.” (Jordan, 2006)  The report lauds the heroic efforts of major companies such as Walmart, Disney, and Office Depot (Figure 2) which can afford such contributions and provides only minor mention of smaller businesses from the impacted communities.  True community level CEM readiness requires local engagement of the private sector through community level public/private partnerships which go far beyond solely response and recovery operations managed primarily from the Federal level.  
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Walmart Volunteers at Katrina – Walmart Corporate             http://walmartstores.com/pressroom/news/5360.aspx
Several initiatives over the past two decades have attempted to develop and strengthen these partnerships and have helped to identify best practices to sustain meaningful partnerships as described in this chapter.  Are these lessons learned and best practices transferable to other countries and cultures?  The authors of this chapter have been involved in multiple efforts to develop such partnerships and believe that the US experience can add value to others.

6.3 Past Efforts to Understand and Establish Public/Private Partnerships

The Federal Response Plan (FRP) of 1992 and amended in 1999 “outlines how the Federal Government implements the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, as amended, to assist State and local governments when a major disaster or emergency overwhelms their ability to respond effectively to save lives; protect public health, safety, and property; and restore their communities.”(U.S. Government, 1992, p. iii)  The plan, although only binding on 27 federal agencies and departments including the American Red Cross, clearly recognizes the importance of the private sector as a partner in Comprehensive Emergency Management as reflected in the following statement.

“Federal agencies are encouraged to take advantage of current partnership

relations with the private sector. Businesses, both inside and outside the disaster-

affected area, can supply critical resources during response operations, and assist

in restoring essential services and rebuilding the economic base during recovery

operations.”(U.S. Government, 1992, p. 9)
Exactly what is entailed in a meaningful and sustainable partnership and specific instructions to the private sector, are not contained in the 1992 and 1999 versions of the FRP.  The task of addressing these omissions thus fell on various efforts and studies to incorporate the private sector as a partner in CEM.  One of the first national efforts, Public Private Partnerships 2000 (PPP 2000) - Forums on Public Policy Issues in Natural Disaster Reduction took place between 1998 and 2000 with the stated goal of seeking “new and innovative opportunities for government and nonprofit, private sector organizations to work together to reduce vulnerability to and losses from natural hazards in communities across the Nation." (Website American Geological Institute)  Organized and administered by the Subcommittee on Natural Disaster Reduction (SNDR), The Institute for Business and Home Safety (IBHS); and a number of other private sector organizations, the forums identified the following key points supporting meaningful partnerships. 

· They are community-based and community-driven

· They involve strong public/private sector collaboration; 
· They are based upon a hazard and risk assessment; 
· They recognize the importance of land use planning and building codes as mitigation tools; 
· They recognize the role of incentives; and
· They integrate professional training opportunities, public awareness and education for all sectors of the community into the whole process.
In the same time period, Project Impact was formally established in 1997 by FEMA  in partnership with seven pilot communities across the nation, to meet the goal of “bringing communities together to take actions that prepare for – and protect themselves against – natural disasters in a collaborative effort.” (Federal Emergency Management Agency, 1997)  Project Impact guidelines stressed the absolute necessity for disaster preparedness at the community level and the development of public/private partnerships to draw and build upon the resources that exist within each community. Although the meaning of a partnership was not defined, project guidelines set forth in the FEMA publication Building a Disaster Resistant Community: Project Impact included

· Providing motivation
· Identifying membership
· Establishing leadership
· Setting a vision
· Establishing expectations among participants
· Setting goals and objectives
Through 2001, federal funding was provided to over 250 communities throughout the US to promote public/private partnerships and collaboration (Waugh and Tierney, 2007).  In 2001, Project Impact was removed from the Federal budget in order to save $25 Million in annual costs (Perkins, 2011).  Without dedicated funding for communities to sustain partnerships, new Project Impact communities were not developed and in the following ten years, communities advertising their involvement in Project Impact on community level Web sites have all but disappeared. 

Following the September 2001 terrorist attacks in the US, Professor Juliette Kayyem, the Executive Director of the Executive Session on Domestic Preparedness at the Harvard University John F. Kennedy School of Government, and her Research Assistant Patricia Chang, authored the article, Beyond Business Continuity: The Role of the Private Sector in Preparedness Planning, in the Kennedy School publication Perspectives on Preparedness. Professor Kayyem makes the main point that private sector organizations need to go beyond internal self protection in the form of Business Continuity to the fact they are an “essential actor”  in partnership with the government for emergency and crisis planning before an event, and that they need to engage with the government to develop homeland security strategies.  She specifically points out the benefits to the private sector for partnering to include obtaining “authoritative government guidance, timely and accurate information and at times, access to the businesses’ resources which are restricted by the nature of an event.” (Kayvem and Chang, 2002)  Professor Kayeem summarizes her analysis by stating that “The need for public-private partnerships is vital for many reasons. Research by a public-private commission, government assistance in issuing threat and risk assessments, and the utilization of policy instruments will likely benefit not only the public sector, but the nation as a whole.” (Kayvem and Chang, 2002, p. 13)
6.4 Current US Guidance for Public/Private Partnerships

In 2003, President George W. Bush issued Homeland Security Presidential Directive 5 (HSPD-5), Management of Domestic Incidents, (HSPD -5) with the stated purpose of enhancing “the ability of the United States to manage domestic incidents by establishing a single, comprehensive national incident management system.” (Department of Homeland Security, 2003)  HSPD -5 also mandated the development of a National Response Plan (NRP) and the  companion National Incident Management System (NIMS) to meet this purpose.  The two documents, published in 2004, superseded the existing FRP described above, and specifically include the private sector as a partner for a coordinated, effective national response.  Amended after Hurricane Katrina in 2005, and superseded by the National Response Framework (NRF) in 2008, this Federal level guidance assigns the following specific responsibilities to the private sector, but is non-binding short of the financial incentive of Federal funds to states and localities for compliance.

· Planning for the protection of employees, infrastructure, and facilities. 

· Planning for the protection of information and the continuity of business operations.

· Planning for responding to and recovering from incidents that impact their own infrastructure and facilities. 

· Collaborating with emergency management personnel before an incident occurs to ascertain what assistance may be necessary and how they can help. 

· Developing and exercising emergency plans before an incident occurs. 

· Where appropriate, establishing mutual aid and assistance agreements to provide specific response capabilities. 

· Providing assistance (including volunteers) to support local emergency management and public awareness during response and throughout the recovery process (Department of Homeland Security, 2008a).
The NIMS document, which was also updated in 2008, calls for government, nongovernmental organizations, and the private sector to work together seamlessly in all phases of CEM to manage incidents and directs “Governments at all levels should work with the private sector to establish a common set of expectations consistent with Federal, State, tribal, and local roles, responsibilities, and methods of operations. These expectations should be widely disseminated and the necessary training and practical exercises conducted so that they are thoroughly understood in advance of an actual incident.” (Department of Homeland Security, 2008b)
Considering the documented recognition that public/private partnerships are essential components of CEM from the community to the national level and the lack of sustained progress described above, raises several questions (listed below) that were investigated by the US National Research Council (NRC) at the request of, and with the financial support of the Department of Homeland Security,  in a series of workshops (2009 – 2010) to  assess the current states of the art and practice in private-public sector collaboration dedicated to strengthening community disaster resilience.  
The report of the NRC, Private-Public Sector Collaboration to Enhance Community Disaster Resilience, introduces the term resilience to the discussion of public/private partnerships and makes the observation that the generally accepted definition of resilience in many academic circles set forth by Norris and others in the 2008 article Community Resilience as a Metaphor provided the guidance for the workshop participants.  This definition is summarized as “ability of groups (such as communities or cities) to withstand shock such as disaster.”(National Research Council, 2010, p. 18) Other definitions of resilience are widely distributed in academic and commercial literature and government documents to include the Department of Homeland Security Risk Lexicon definition “ability to adapt to changing conditions and prepare for, withstand, and rapidly recover from disruption.”(Department of Homeland Security, 2010)  In the authors’ of this chapter’s opinion, the current definitions of resilience are all acceptable and primarily state a goal for communities that is achieved through the proper balance of collaborative partnerships, resources and capabilities across all sectors of the community, all hazards, and all phases of CEM.  
The workshop investigated several questions which are summarized as follows and presents the findings for each question in the workshop report which is available free of charge on the National Academies Press Web Site at: http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=12864#description.

· Why hasn’t there been more progress made in developing and sustaining public/private partnerships in the US?  

· What are the necessary incentives (motivators) for these partnerships?

· What stands in the way (barriers) to these partnerships?

· What are the best practices for developing and sustaining public/private partnerships? 

Chapter 3 of the workshop report focuses on the identified challenges and barriers to sustainable partnerships and notes that “government and private sectors are not natural allies and that the United States has developed legal, cultural, and regulatory barriers that may discourage private-public sector collaboration.” (National Research Council, 2010, p. 41)  Specific barriers identified include

· Jurisdictional challenges at and between all levels of government from local to state to Federal.

· The fear of increased government oversight of private enterprise interests in the form of new programs, regulations, and mandates associated with partnerships. 
· The potential for legal liability when the private sector organizations and individuals provide assistance.

· Ineffective and inconsistent leadership within the partnership.

· Different terminology that is not understood by all partnership members.

· Insufficient human and financial resources to support partnership administration and operations.

and inherent in all of the above barriers, and arguably the necessary foundation for any meaningful partnership.
· A lack of trust between and amongst partnership individual and organization members.

Chapter 3 of the workshop report concludes with the assessment that “A social environment conducive to building community resilience from the ground up, needs to support organic growth, flexibility and the needs of all community stakeholders. The environment would allow relationships to be built on trust.”(National Research Council, 2010, p. 52) A tested and proven model for developing and maintaining the necessary level of trust based upon a collaborative approach to public/private partnerships is proposed as a best practices’ model for moving forward in the United States and can be considered for application within the Netherlands.  The model, developed by the Michigan State University, Critical Incident Protocol – Community Facilitation Program, has been tested, refined and implemented in 24 states and 50 communities for the purpose of enhancing public/private sector partnerships, for community crisis and emergency management following an all hazards approach (Website Michigan State University).  Through the six steps listed below, the Critical Incident Protocol attempts to address sector and organizational benefits for partnerships and provides a logical and proven framework to develop and sustain meaningful partnerships.  Complete resources related to the Critical Incident protocol are available free of charge at: http://www.cip.msu.edu/index.html. 
1. Identify public and private sector stakeholders to co-share leadership.

2. Ask leaders to bring others to the table. 

3. Identify common issues on emergency preparedness for collaboration.

4. Identify new resources in the community to mitigate the impact of critical incidents.

5. Determine the challenges that participating organizations encounter.

6. Create sustainability in the partnership by conducting a needs assessment, setting goals, and task performance (Website Michigan State University) (Figure 3)

Figure 3
[image: image3.jpg]







Public/Private Partnership Meeting




Critical Incident Protocol - http://www.cip.msu.edu/

To these steps, the authors of this chapter add two suggestions which are informed by experience with public/private partnerships over the past 15 years.  First, step 3 should go beyond identifying common issues to identify where different roles, motivations and constraints for partners lead to areas of departure where common goals and priorities cannot be agreed upon.  Recognizing and understanding these areas of departure are essential to setting and maintaining the boundaries of any partnership.

Step six calls for sustainability of partnerships.  As the decline in activity following the termination of Project Impact funding demonstrated, resources are needed to sustain a partnership and it is recommended that a funded position be established and resourced to accomplish the administrative tasks associated with partnership maintenance.  This may be the most difficult step to achieve, particularly in a constrained economic environment and achieving consensus of who contributes what to maintain the partnership, but it should be considered a necessary component of sustainability.

6.5 Conclusions

As FEMA Administrator Craig Fugate stated at the first National Conference on Building Resilience through Public-Private Partnerships, held in Washington, DC in August 2011, “We cannot separate out and segment one sector in isolation; the interdependencies are too great.… We want the private sector to be part of the team and we want to be in the situation where we work as a team and not compete with each other.”(Administrator Fugate, 2011)  There is general agreement that public/private partnerships are important at all levels of government and community, and to answer John Copenhaver’s statement and question from the introduction to this chapter -- “In fact, the concept of these partnerships seems to make sense to such an extent that the question comes to mind, "Why haven't we been doing this all along?” -- the authors of this chapter reply that we have been trying, but have not made the progress hoped for over the past two decades and need to do better.  There are, however, many excellent ideas available to move forward and efforts such as the Michigan State University Critical Incident Protocol model provides a proven framework for at least getting the process moving.

The necessity of a whole of community approach to CEM is a primary focus of the Federal Emergency Management Agency and is being emphasized to the community level throughout the nation. The FEMA document, A Whole Community Approach to Emergency Management: Principles, Themes, and Pathways for Action was published in December 2011 and provides additional resources and guides for meaningful partnerships at from the Federal to the local level.  This document is available free of charge at: http://www.fema.gov/library/viewRecord.do?id=4941 . 

The importance of public/private partnerships at all levels of government is clearly recognized at the Federal level and is there are many examples of progress throughout the nation.  With the support of leadership and the availability of resources, hopefully the newly revived interest and progress will continue to support unity of effort within and between all levels of community, the private sector, and government. 
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