Session No. 19

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Policy Science: Hurricanes and Tropical Storms
Time: 2 Hours
______________________________________________________________________________
Objectives:

By the end of this session, students should be able to:

19.1  
Articulate why matters of politics and policy are relevant in some hurricane disasters, but not necessarily others, and offer examples.

19.2
Discuss why Hurricane Katrina in 2005 and Hurricane Andrew in 1992 had such major effects on the nation’s law and policy in emergency management.

19.3 
Explain political challenges posed in hurricane damage mitigation vis-a-vis zoning, building regulation, retro-fitting, and relocation.

19.4 
Summarize the major findings of presidential and congressional investigations of the Hurricane Katrina response from 2005-2007.
19.5 
Describe some of the major scientific and technical issues    
surrounding hurricane prediction and tracking.

19.6
Offer observations on the mounting costs of hurricane damage and      
the political issues which surround the coverage and assumption of 
these costs.

19.7
Recount some of the main features of FEMA’s National Hurricane 
Program, revamped in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina.

______________________________________________________________________________
Scope

This session surveys America’s political experience with hurricane disasters. It examines several hurricane-related laws and programs relevant at each stage of the disaster cycle. At the local level in the mitigation and preparedness stages, hurricane-related politics involves decision-making regarding zoning, building regulations for hurricane mitigation, setback rules, beach preservation and dune protection, open space requirements, and a host of other concerns which affect a community’s degree of protection and vulnerability to hurricanes. As a hurricane looms, authorities must decide whether or not to call for an evacuation of the threatened areas, and whether the evacuation will be voluntary or compulsory. These decisions embody dramatic economic and political implications.

At the State level, authorities must promote and disseminate hurricane forecast and tracking information, help (along with localities) to effect evacuation and sheltering when needed, maintain State utility infrastructures, conduct damage assessments, and facilitate post-hurricane reconstruction.

The Federal Government supplements State and local duties under the National Response Framework before, during, and after hurricane landfalls. Legislative officials engage in the post-disaster oversight of responding public agencies.

This session devotes considerable attention to Hurricane Katrina of 2005, and secondarily Hurricane Andrew of 1992, because each has had a major impact on the law, policy, politics, public image, and practice of emergency management. 
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Requirements

This session embodies a substantial amount of reading. It may be worthwhile to break the class up into small groups and ask each group to assume a role in the case of Hurricane Katrina. Ask each group to assume a role: FEMA director, President, DHS Secretary, Governor of Louisiana, Governor of Mississippi, Mayor of New Orleans, Louisiana Office of Emergency Planning Director, General of the National Guard (General Honare). Ask each group to briefly review the highlights of the hurricane event from their role vantage point and to discuss the emergency response and the political aftermath of the disaster.

If possible, it would be worthwhile to screen a video for the class which is either a compendium of news accounts or a program dedicated to reviewing a hurricane disaster in all of its dimensions, including its political dimensions. The Public Television programs “NOVA,”  “Frontline,” or “The American Experience,” may cover Hurricane Andrew and Hurricane Katrina. 

If time permits, this may also be a good session in which to invite a research meteorologist to discuss the science of hurricane formation, tracking, and impacts.

Remarks

This may be a most controversial and animated session. Those new to the field may have a preconceived opinion of emergency management shaped significantly by the media’s presentation of what went wrong and what went right in the Federal, state, and local response to Hurricane Katrina. The Sylves book includes in various sections facts and observations on the Hurricane Katrina issue. The Miskel book also presents facts and observations, but is somewhat more sympathetic toward FEMA but highly complimentary of the military. Miskel is less impressed by the achievements of the Clinton-Witt era FEMA than is Sylves and the Haddow, Bullock, and Coppola team. The point is to be aware of author biases and interpretation.
It is imperative that teaching and review of both the Katrina and Andrew cases be conducted professionally and fairly.  Consider introducing the session with two competing frames. 
In the first frame be sure to indicate that catastrophic disasters like Katrina are extremely difficult to address given their magnitude, complexity, and levels of human suffering. Point out that government at all levels conducts wide ranging and self-critical after-action reports and investigations after events as profound as Katrina. In many ways preparations for the next catastrophic disaster are shaped by how these reports and investigations are acted on. Make it clear that political, administrative, and emergency management officials have learned from both Andrew and Katrina and are seeking to dramatically improve performance after the next catastrophic disaster.
In the second frame, as counterpoint to the first frame, offer critical observations on the state of emergency management given its performance before, during, and after Hurricane Andrew. Challenge the class with the claim that emergency management may not be as professionally advanced and capable as emergency managers think it is given what happened in the Katrina case. Posit that government emergency managers may be too bureaucratic, rule-bound, slow, or mismanaged to handle catastrophes. Ask whether the DHS mission focus on terrorism may be part of the reason FEMA was judged to have performed badly in the Katrina response. Ask whether FEMA, as well as State and local emergency management agencies, are only really capable of addressing “routine” disasters and emergencies that are not catastrophic.
It will then be the responsibility of the instructor to steer discussion and analysis in an open and non-directive manner allowing the class to reason out answers to the assertions made in each frame.
Objective 19.1
Articulate why matters of politics and policy are relevant in some 



hurricane disasters, but not necessarily others, and offer examples.
When wind events start as tropical waves and grow in intensity and size, and then enlarge further into tropical depressions and then into tropical storms, they may ultimately grow to hurricane strength. Tropical storms have wind speeds between 39 and 74 miles per hour. A hurricane “is a tropical storm with winds that have reached a constant speed of 74 mph or more.
 Cyclonic tropical storms with formed central “eyes” and with speeds above 74 mph are referred to in the Atlantic, Caribbean, and Gulf areas as HURRICANES. The exact same phenomenon in the Pacific Ocean region is called a TYPHOON and in the Indian Ocean a CYCLONE. The Atlantic hurricane season begins June 1 and ends November 30 each year.

The public’s impressions about how the government has handled a near-term hurricane disaster or emergency they can recall is important and how people act on these impressions and beliefs often have political consequences. How people vote in local, State, or National elections may be influenced by whether they believe emergency management has been poorly handled or capably addressed. Public opinion and its political and electoral implications may also affect legislators in their decisions about how government emergency management is authorized and funded. Clearly, recent American experience with hurricane disasters has had significant implications in electoral politics and public policy on the national, State, and local levels.
Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Scale 

The Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Wind Scale is a 1 to 5 categorization based on a hurricane's intensity at an indicated time. The scale provides examples of the type of damages and impacts in the United States associated with winds of the indicated intensity. In general, damages rise by about a factor of four for every category increase. The scale does not address the potential for such other hurricane-related impacts, as storm surge, rainfall-induced floods, and tornadoes. These wind-caused impacts are to apply to the worst winds reaching the coast and the damage would be less elsewhere. The general wind-caused damage descriptions are to some degree dependent upon the local building codes in effect and how well and how long they have been enforced.
 See Supplemental Considerations section below for the National Hurricane Center’s five category Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Wind Scale.
Two very major physical issues surrounding hurricane force involves wind speed (and the size of the wind front) and magnitude of storm surge. 
Storm surges occur along coastlines and estuaries. Storm surge may produce high water and flood damage along coast lines and river banks, and sometimes even along river banks tens of miles away from coastlines.  In areas where coastlines are relatively flat and low-lying, storm surge can push water far inland.  People who think they are safe because they live miles away from a coast or river bank may experience flooding in their neighborhoods. As mentioned above, the Saffir-Simpson Scale does NOT address magnitude of storm surge. The magnitude of storm surge may be immense during weak hurricanes or only modest in strong hurricanes.  In other words, high wind speed hurricanes do not always produce great storm surges, plus storm surge is also a function of tidal action, bathymetry, barometric pressure, and coastal topography at the time the hurricane approaches land or strikes land.
Hurricane force high winds may cause extensive damage over vast areas. Hurricanes have been known to make landfall along the Gulf coast and cause extensive property damage from there through the mid-Atlantic and all the way to New York State and New England, without ever moving back over ocean water.  Often tornadoes are spawned inside hurricanes adding to the devastation and danger. Not to be overlooked is that hurricanes may deposit vast amounts of precipitation over a large area producing floods, even when they are weakening or down-graded to tropical storm or tropical depression strength.  Often inland flood devastation produced by major hurricanes is colossal.
For a list of the top ten hurricanes in the U.S. from 1900 to 2006 ranked by Federal Government relief costs see Haddow, Bullock, and Coppola’s page 35.
 More than 50 million Americans live near hurricane-prone coastlines.

Objective 19.2
Discuss why Hurricane Katrina in 2005 and Hurricane Andrew in 



1992 had such major effects on the nation’s law and policy in 




emergency management.

Hurricane Andrew

In 1992, Hurricane Andrew resulted in about $30 billion in damages in Florida and Louisiana. It was ultimately measured as a Category 5 on the Saffir-Simpson Scale. Andrew caused two and a half times more damage than did Hurricane Hugo in 1989. Sixty-one people perished as a result of the storm.
Some 28,000 homes were completely destroyed, another 100,000 seriously damaged, and between 180,000 and 250,000 were left homeless. An estimated 1.5 million lost electricity service and 80,000 local businesses were knocked out of commission.

Though the declaration process went smoothly, Miskel claimed that situational awareness of the degree of Andrew devastation was slow coming, for which Miskel blames the State of Florida more than FEMA.

Over 150,000 people lost phone service, many in the heaviest zones of damage, thus complicating their ability to apply to FEMA through the agency’s teleservice system. Cell phones were not widely available in 1992.

The needs of disaster victims in south Florida were not met quickly. Water and food were in short supply. Shelters housing 35,000 people were inadequate. Media coverage of the slow response was widely publicized and televised. A storm of political criticism began after Dade County Emergency Management Director, Kate Hale, used a press conference to complain about federal assistance three days after Andrew had struck.

President GHW Bush appointed his Transportation Secretary as the lead emergency manager to address Hurricane Andrew. When political officials make extraordinary changes in emergency management leadership during or shortly after a major disaster, this is often an indication of a breakdown in normal emergency management operating procedure. Miskel claims that Card’s appointment was not intended to eclipse the authority of the Federal Coordinating Officer on the ground in south Florida, so much as to invest someone with authority to speak for the President at the site of the disaster.
 

Nonetheless, FEMA was not judged to have done a good job coordinating the work of other Federal agencies. However, this was not completely the fault of FEMA because at the time the Federal Response Plan, intended to help coordinate the disaster response of some 26 Federal agencies, many Federal agencies were as yet unprepared to assume the duties they were expected to shoulder under the Plan.

Miskel compliments the work of the military in addressing Hurricane Andrew and applauds the electric utility sector’s system of inter-state cooperation as it put thousands of electrical workers to the job of restoring and rebuilding the electric power grid in the damage zone of south Florida.

Miskel also indicates that Congress launched a series of investigations of the Federal response to Andrew and it commissioned the National Academy of Public Administration to prepare a major study of FEMA and its work in hurricane disaster management.

Miskel disclosed that the NAPA Report and at least one General Accounting Office study called for a disaster management “tsar” in the White House. He observed that such a proposal proved unnecessary for the following reasons:

When President Clinton assumed the presidency some four months after Hurricane Andrew, he made sure his administration learned from the mistakes made in 1992, thus precluding the need for a disaster “tsar” near the Oval Office.
Clinton appointed James Lee Witt, his former state emergency managers at the time Clinton was Governor of Arkansas, to head FEMA. Witt was an experienced and politically savvy emergency manager. Witt worked to professionalize FEMA, improve its employee morale, ramp up FEMA’s disaster pre-deployment and system of damage assessment, and enhance its level of disaster relief applicant “customer satisfaction.”

In response to calls from Congress, Clinton reduced the number of political appointees at FEMA and he made sure of the appointments that remained most would be filled by people experienced in the field of emergency management.

In the Clinton-Witt FEMA, pre-disaster deployments increased dramatically. Congress and the Administration poured more Federal resources into Federal agency disaster preparedness. The Administration also ended many of FEMA’s Cold War civil defense duties, though some remained and many were re-installed or augmented in the era of homeland security after the terror attacks of 9/11/01.

Perhaps most significantly, Clinton had a strong personal relationship with his FEMA director, championed emergency management as an important field of public policy, and added Witt to his Cabinet, thus elevating FEMA’s status among a sea of bigger and more politically powerful Federal departments and agencies.

Hurricane Katrina

In summer and fall 2005, a huge hurricane year for the U.S., Hurricane Katrina caused some $100 to $200 billion in damage. Measured in the range of a Category 3 and Category 4 Hurricane Katrina devastated the Gulf coast and inland areas of Louisiana, Alabama, and Mississippi; and it triggered the failure of levees surrounding New Orleans. The immensely destructive and widespread hurricane is blamed for over 1000 deaths and has displaced more than a half a million people for periods ranging from weeks to months. 
At the time, Secretary Michael Chertoff activated the National Response Plan by declaring an “Incident of National Significance” as a result of the devastation caused by Hurricane Katrina – the first-ever use of this designation. The “Incident of National Significance” administrative declaration was discontinued when the National Response Framework was introduced in 2007.
The Pre-Katrina public evacuation was one of largest in U.S. history; this may be one of the few successes in early management of the disaster.
However, social equity issues emerged. Though the vehicular evacuation of much of the central Gulf coastal areas was judged satisfactory, not everyone was able to evacuate New Orleans. Some people did not own vehicles, public transportation evacuation of many poor areas was inadequate, and a sizable fraction of Gulf Coast people, including thousands of New Orleans residents, chose to ride out the hurricane in their homes.  The Mayor of New Orleans did not declare a mandatory evacuation of the City until twenty-four hours before the hurricane struck.
Since the Katrina disaster, have local governments and their respective states done enough to address the fraction of their populations who can’t or won’t evacuate in a future catastrophic disaster? This may be a worthy topic of discussion.
Another major social equity problem stemmed from grossly inadequate provision for people who were ill, hospitalized, disabled, or elderly infirm. Post-disaster investigations emphasized the need to better help those who have special needs, such as disabilities, infirmities, or who are hospitalized before, during, or after disasters.
 

Haddow, Bullock, and Coppola emphasize the importance of social and economic risk factors in gauging disaster vulnerability at the local and State levels. Be sure to draw the attention of students to the social vulnerability variable list and the economic vulnerability variable list contained in their book.

A particularly troublesome problem of Hurricane Katrina was maintenance of civil order and provision for people made homeless in a massive flood zone. Major arguments arose concerning whether post-disaster looting incidents were criminal acts or acts of desperation seemingly justified by dire circumstances.
After disasters, who is thinking about the wisdom of resettlement of high hazard zones at the state and local level in the U.S.? Former House Speaker Dennis Hastert was forced to apologize for publicly asking whether it might not be a good idea to forego resettling certain “below sea level” neighborhoods of New Orleans. 
Owing to the tremendous political pressures brought to bear by the Mayor of New Orleans, the Governor of Louisiana, and by the full Louisiana congressional delegation, as well as others, abandonment of below sea level areas flooded by the levee failures during Hurricane Katrina was removed as a policy option.  Senior government officials were advised not to argue for prohibiting resettlement of New Orleans and other high hazard coastal areas hit by the hurricane. 
This represents an example of Political Scientist Anthony Downs third stage of the Issue-Attention Cycle discussed in chapter one of the Sylves book. In that stage the public begins to lose interest in the policy problem because they realize that resolving it involves very high cost and very great political controversy.

Disaster policy and emergency management are not conducted independent of other societal concerns or public policy domains.  There were problems of law enforcement and problems of social equity for the disabled, sick, and elderly. Not to be overlooked is the matter of alleged racism in the government’s response to the disaster. Consider the Sylves case of the Gretna Bridge incident.
 Was the Gretna Bridge incident a failure of federalism manifesting local racism?

Do local governments have the right to bar disaster evacuees from entering their jurisdiction?  When people of color are blocked by law local enforcement authorities from entering a local jurisdiction under circumstances of emergency, are they victims of racism who are being denied their civil rights? Or, does Gretna law enforcement (or any local government’s law enforcement) have the authority and right to turn away evacuees of a disaster? The Mayor of Gretna insisted that Gretna had enough problems with the disaster and could not have absorbed more evacuees. He maintained that it is the right of local governments to restrict exit and entry of people to a jurisdiction during times of a disaster in the interest of public safety.

Discuss these questions with the class and consider assigning research questions on these issues.
Objective 19.3
Explain political challenges posed in hurricane damage mitigation vis-



a-vis zoning, building regulation, retro-fitting, and relocation.
The Disaster Relief Act of 1969 called for coordination of Federal hurricane recovery programs. The Disaster Assistance Act of 1970 provided grants, loans, and temporary housing to victims of hurricane devastation. The chief laws applying to hurricanes are the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973. The latter law sets out penalties for local governments that do not participate in, or comply with, the National Flood Insurance Program.

The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act was signed into law by President George W. Bush in October 2006. This measure is not necessarily hurricane specific but is mentioned in this chapter because Hurricane Katrina provided the impetus for its formulation and enactment.

Under the law, the FEMA Director was re-titled the FEMA Administrator. 
The Preparedness Directorate of the Department of Homeland Security saw many of its functions transferred to the reinvigorated FEMA by this law. The U.S. Fire Administration, the Office of Training and Grants (renamed the Office of Grant Programs), and several other divisions or program offices were to go to FEMA. The law also created the post of Deputy Administrator and Chief Operating Officer (Chief of Staff) who handles the overall operational responsibilities of FEMA, and a Deputy Administrator for National Preparedness (a new division) within FEMA.

The Citizen Corps in the old Office of Training and Grants went to FEMA’s Office of Readiness, Prevention, and Planning. The law also called for FEMA to establish a National Advisory Council, with members appointed by the FEMA Administrator.

The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act itself grew out of extensive committee investigations and hearings of the House and Senate. 

The law provides the FEMA administrator direct access to the President and forbids the Secretary of DHS from removing functions and responsibilities from FEMA. 

More Hurricane Political and Policy Issues

Waugh adds that American hurricanes pose several political dilemmas. The death and injury toll from hurricanes is, in historical terms, diminishing. Americans are becoming more informed about the proper land use, building techniques, and practices which afford greater mitigation against wind and storm surge. Yet, coastal populations in hurricane-prone areas continue to increase, and the public knowledge and experience with hurricanes is relatively low. The political salience of hurricane disaster mitigation and preparedness is also low, especially in areas which have not been hit by hurricanes for a great many years.

States sometimes undermine sound hurricane mitigation through policies which encourage coastal development, usually in the interest of increasing tax revenue and employment. Waugh observes that some States actually provide tax credits to coastal property owners in order to relieve some of the high insurance cost burdens they bear for owning structures along vulnerable shorelines.

Hurricane mitigation efforts for hurricane prone communities can make a tremendous difference in the impact of such extreme climatic events. Waugh presents several categories of mitigation efforts that coastal communities could adopt:

1.
Hard Engineering, physical structures [break walls, seawalls, levees, floodwalls or spillways, bulkheads, revetments, sea groins, etc.]
2.
Soft Engineering, environmental [sand fill, snow or sand fences to slow dune migration, planting beach grasses, walkways to reduce the number of people hiking over sand dunes, protection or addition of salt marshes to help absorb tidal and storm surges.]
3. Passive Mitigation, [controlling or reducing pedestrian and vehicular traffic on and along beaches, setback lines to ensure development does not destroy beach vegetation or interfere with wave run-out, zoning and building regulations to limit specific types of development along shorelines, government buyouts of private land needed to protect vulnerable areas]
4.
Meteorological [use of short- and long-term weather forecasts, including those modeling climate change, to provide forewarning of the public.]

Each of these mitigation efforts need the support of public officials to be implemented. Issues like new setback requirements, changing zoning laws, and creating or strengthening building codes, can be politically tendentious. What may be good for the community and provide more of a buffer to hurricane forces may also be opposed by voters because they believe it infringes on their individual or business property rights, or because it affects tourism. Resort developers oppose setbacks because they give them less usable property. 
Other considerations, like having suitable evacuation routes able to handle an entire population, can become overlooked in the face of development. Equally poor is the way State, regional, and local politicians create tax incentives to encourage further development into areas subject to hurricanes, especially when this increased development overwhelms evacuation abilities. The Godschalk article describes just such actions during the recovery from 1979’s Hurricane Frederic, in Pleasure Island and Gulf Shores, Alabama.

Relocating a town or certain structures may also be challenged politically. After a hurricane, it may be prudent to relocate communities or certain structures further inland, but the desire of people to immediately “get back to normal” may encourage officials to disregard building codes or relocation options in exchange for returning to business as usual.

Objective 19.4 
Summarize the major findings of presidential and congressional 



investigations of the Hurricane Katrina response from 2005-2007.
One of the very best products of Congressional Katrina investigations is the House’s Failure of Initiative. Below are several paragraph extracts taken from the Executive Summary of Initiative. Consider discussing each of these in class and ask the class to read the 5-page Executive Summary of the report in full and use items mentioned there to identify longer sections of the report of possible student interest. Initiative is 379 pages long and need not be read in its entirety by either the instructor or the students.

“The preparation for and response to Hurricane Katrina show we are still an analog government in a digital age. We must recognize that we are woefully incapable of storing, moving, and accessing information

– especially in times of crisis. Many of the problems we have identified can be categorized as “information gaps” – or at least problems with information-related implications, or failures to act decisively because information was sketchy at best. Better information would have been an optimal weapon against Katrina, information sent to the right people at the

right place at the right time. Information moved within agencies, across departments, and between jurisdictions of government as well.”
 

“Seamlessly. Securely. Efficiently. Unfortunately, no government does these things well, especially big governments. The federal government is the largest purchaser of information technology in the world, by far. One would think we could share information by now. But Katrina

again proved we cannot. We reflect on the 9/11 Commission’s finding that

“the most important failure was one of imagination.” The Select Committee believes Katrina was primarily a failure of initiative. But there is, of course, a nexus between the two. Both imagination and initiative – in

other words, leadership – require good information. And a coordinated process for sharing it. And a willingness to use information – however imperfect or incomplete – to fuel action.”

“With Katrina, the reasons reliable information did not reach more people more quickly are many, and these reasons provide the foundation for our findings. In essence, we found that while a national emergency management system that relies on state and local governments to identify needs and request resources is adequate for most disasters, a catastrophic disaster like Katrina can and did overwhelm most aspects of the system for an initial period of time. No one anticipated the degree and scope of the destruction the storm would cause, even though many could and should have.”

“The failure of local, state, and federal governments to respond more effectively to Katrina — which had been predicted in theory for many years, and forecast with startling accuracy for five days — demonstrates that whatever improvements have been made to our capacity to respond to natural or man-made disasters, four and half years after 9/11, we are still not fully prepared. Local first responders were largely overwhelmed and unable to perform their duties, and the National Response Plan did not adequately provide a way for federal assets to quickly supplement or, if necessary, supplant first responders. The failure of initiative was also a failure of agility. Response plans at all levels of government lacked flexibility and adaptability.”
 

Miskel on Hurricane Katrina and its Investigations

Miskel calls the government’s response to Hurricane Katrina an incomparable failure of the disaster relief system.
 The Hurricane caused massive storm damage over the lower half of three states and encompassed a damage zone of 90,000 square miles, as well as triggering the failure of levees that inundated New Orleans. Below are bulleted discussion points from Miskel about what went right and what went wrong in the management of this disaster. 

Among things that seemed to go right before the Katrina struck were:

· The National Hurricane Center (NHC) and other meteorological organizations did an excellent job tracking the hurricane before it struck and estimating its location of landfall. Max Mayfield, head of the NHC, telephoned the President and in a video conference call warned of the magnitude of threat posed by the hurricane. 
· The NHC warnings and media coverage of the looming hurricane, which had passed over Florida as a Category 1 storm the day before it hit the central Gulf Coast, provided ample public alert and warning, though the precise location of the hurricane’s landfall was in a cone of uncertainty that allowed those who did not evacuate to gamble they would be missed.

· The Pre-Katrina public evacuation of the Gulf Coast, including New Orleans, (mentioned previously) was the largest in U.S. history and for those who decided to evacuate and had transport, the overall assessment was that the evacuation was a qualified success.

· Medical response teams were pre-positioned. Huge quantities of water, ice, and “meals ready to eat” were pre-positioned for potential disaster victims.

· President GW Bush issued a pre-event declaration of major disaster well ahead of the actual landfall of Katrina on the Gulf Coast. Governors of Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama took necessary precautions for their states, including notification of their National Guard forces, well in advance of the landfall.
Remember, Katrina caused an estimated 1300 deaths and some 400,000 people were driven from their homes. A White House report disclosed that some 300,000 homes were destroyed or made uninhabitable by the disaster. Between 1.4 and 1.7 million households received financial assistance from FEMA, and these and many more received help from voluntary organizations.

The following list encompasses some, but not all, of the things that went wrong in the Hurricane Katrina event before, during, and after it transpired.

· People and governments along the Gulf Coast, including New Orleans, had considerable knowledge of and experience with hurricanes and should have understood the dangers they posed. More than this, these governments should have had well developed and operational emergency plans which would enable them to engage the intergovernmental disaster relief system after the disaster. It may be that many or most of these governments were overwhelmed by the impact of the hurricane and therefore rendered largely inoperable, or they were considerably less prepared than they should have been, or both.

· Thousands of people chose not to evacuate before the hurricane struck. When so many people decided to shelter in place, particularly those in New Orleans, the following deficiencies became apparent. New Orleans did not have full evacuation plan for those who remained behind; the Mayor of New Orleans only called for a mandatory evacuation a day before Katrina struck; attempts to use school buses to evacuate those who remained in the City failed abysmally.

· While the Superdome and the New Orleans Convention Center had been designed as evacuation centers for those left behind, they was not prepared to absorb the massive number of people (estimates as high as 30,000 at the Superdome and 20,000 at the Convention Center) who converged on these facilities.

· The municipal police department of New Orleans fell apart owing to loss of cars, equipment, facilities, over-work of remaining officers, role abandonment by other officers, and the magnitude of stress from addressing looting, rescues, and officers’ loss of their own homes.
· For a time major voluntary organizations were overwhelmed by the disaster and some, wishing not to put their workers in harm’s way, held back from deploying to high need but high danger zones. Some were blocked from entering certain areas by public authorities.

· FEMA Director Michael Brown was alleged to have failed to take the initiative, and “waited for the States to articulate their needs,” when the State of Louisiana and its local governments were for a time unable to assess the situation and determine their needs.”
 Just as after Hurricane Hugo and Andrew, the president was “blamed for appointing executives at FEMA “who did not have the necessary credentials and expertise.

Miskel offers a series of qualifiers and observations well worth discussing.
· When the levees failed in and around New Orleans in effect a second catastrophe had occurred. While Hurricanes Hugo and Andrew were very major disasters, Katrina stands as a catastrophe in its own right. He posits that, despite problems in use of the relatively new National Response Plan at the time, State and local governments hit by Katrina could not have been expected to address the catastrophe very capably.

· The military, foremost the National Guard, was judged to have done an exemplary job in the response. Miskel quotes a defense official who claimed that, “Hurricane Katrina relief was the largest military operation inside the United States since the Civil War.”
 Miskel called the multi-state National Guard response a tribute to the effectiveness of the Emergency Management Assistance Compact. He indicated that FEMA “asked the military to take over” distribution of relief supplies, a duty actually assigned to FEMA under the National Response Plan.

· Recovery from the disaster has been a major and controversial challenge. The scale of damage to infrastructure in the central Gulf Coast area was immense. Power restoration was protracted; bridge and highway repairs took weeks, months, and years; business recovery was delayed; State and municipal tax revenues suffered mightily as a consequence of the Hurricane’s effects.
 Congress and the President responded to recovery needs with an array of loan and grant programs, tax benefit inducements, direct provision of Federal services, and promises to rebuild failed levees to withstand future Category 3 hurricanes or better.
Sylves Observations on the President and Hurricane Katrina
The Sylves article entitled “President Bush and Hurricane Katrina: A Presidential Leadership Study” offers five general areas worthy of consideration and addressed in several presidential and congressional investigations of the Federal Government’s response to Hurricane Katrina.
 The five areas are,

· The President as Executive

· The President and Management of Bureaucracy

· The President and the News Media

· The President and Federal-State Relations

· The President and Civil-Military Relations

· The President and Disaster Policy

The President as Executive

The Hurricane Katrina disaster, just as the 9/11 Terror Attacks (addressed in Session #20), promoted the centralizing of authority in the Presidency. Major crises often draw the nation together and require the extraordinary exercise of authority by the President. Congress often accedes to this centralization of authority when a crisis is most acute. Lawmakers, spurred on by the threat of major terror-caused national crises, granted the president greater powers they believed were needed to address the problems posed by possible future terrorism crises. In the same vein, President GW Bush had the opportunity to expand presidential power during and after the Katrina disaster.  
However, during and after the Katrina catastrophe, President GW Bush did not assume the same pro-active role he had taken after the 9/11 attacks.
 The Bush administration did conduct a thorough review of “lessons learned” in the Federal Government’s response to Hurricane Katrina. Lead at the White House level, the Administration prepared a 228 page report entitled, “The Federal Response to Hurricane Katrina: Lessons Learned.”
 It contained 126 recommendations, prepared by a team that addressed the Federal response very comprehensively.
Presidential Bureaucratic Relations

Political scientist Hugh Heclo once declared that “How the government performs can be thought of as the product of political leadership times bureaucratic power.”
 At least five general factors contribute to bureaucratic power and shape the pattern of presidential-bureaucratic relations: “the size, complexity, and the dispersion of executive branch power; bureaucratic inertia and momentum; the personnel of the executive branch; the legal position of the executive branch; and the susceptibility of executive branch units to external political power.”
 All of these came in to play in the case of the Bush Administration and Hurricane Katrina.
The President and the News Media

News Media coverage of disaster is a political driver that presidents either use to their advantage or they suffer the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune at the hands of newsmakers. News coverage always appears to outpace official disaster relief operations of government.

Mega-disasters badly managed, and perceived by the media and public to have been badly managed, are likely to produce political losses for a president, as may have been the case for President G.W. Bush. Clearly, Democratic victories in the 2006 mid-term elections that won them majority control of both the House and the Senate were in part attributable to public dissatisfaction with the Republican President’s handling of the Hurricane Katrina disaster the year before.
 
The President and Federal-State Relations

Governors are, and have always been, major players in disaster management.  The political upshot of Katrina was for a time a presidential option to pre-empt governor authority when the president concludes that circumstances require this. Governors command their state National Guard units and resist surrendering that authority to the President and the Pentagon.
The Bush Administration “walked back” their call to enhance the President’s authority to pre-empt governor control of state National Guard units in disasters and emergencies, something actually permitted in the details of a Defense appropriations bill in 2006 but rescinded in a 2007 law. The original proposal was opposed by a great many governors and was formally criticized by the National Governor’s Association.
President-governor relations are sometimes sorely tested during and after hurricane disasters. This was so after Hurricane Andrew struck Florida in 1992 when for a time the Governor of Florida’s state emergency management tier in Tallahassee did not work quickly enough, or in compatibility with the GHW Bush White House and FEMA.

The President and Civil-Military Relations

Civil-military relations issues are now a huge subject of presidential emergency management. The National Guard is a major response organization that performed capably in the aftermath of Katrina, but Congress believes the active military and the Guard have still not worked out how they will coordinate their work in disaster response. The President will play a major role in working this out.
The Katrina catastrophe, much like the Andrew disaster, highlighted the advantages of short-term military disaster response. After Katrina (2005) and Andrew (1992) some policymakers called for terminating FEMA and transferring Federal emergency management to the U.S. military. However, each time the idea failed to win political support. 

Nevertheless, President GW Bush encouraged much greater active military involvement in domestic disaster management through NORTHCOM and other military organizations.

The President and Disaster Policy

For U.S. presidents, there is an unwritten rule book for disaster recovery, and the first rule is, "Act fast." The second rule is, "Send it all," because local and state officials are often reluctant to admit they need help. And the third rule is that presidents are expected to "explain and console."
 
Catastrophes hold the potential to produce major changes in presidential disaster declaration law, policy and authority, plus the emergency spending authority available to presidents. The changes have over time encouraged a federalization of emergency management and have dramatically expanded the definition of what constitutes a disaster deserving of national mobilization. 

Objective 19.5
Describe some of the major scientific and technical issues    




surrounding hurricane prediction and tracking.
Federal organizations active in hurricane matters are,

· U.S. National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 

· National Weather Service (part of NOAA)
· National Hurricane Center, part of NWS (main facility on the campus of Florida International University in Miami) 

· the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)

· the National Center for Atmospheric Research (part of NOAA)
· National Institute of Science and Technology (NIST)

· U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
Need for Government Sponsored Research on Hurricanes

In the 1980s and 1990s, there were great advances in hazards research, most particularly in meteorology, and physical geography, as well as in the building sciences, climate change research, and environmental science. 

Emergency management and disaster policy is today a “knowledge” industry. Hurricane research involves Big Science, in the sense that researchers need major and expensive equipment. They must lobby Congress and the President to budget funds for these items. Among the types of technical equipment needed are,

high speed and powerful computers, radar equipment, etc. 


special types of aircraft able to fly through hurricanes to gather information. 

uniquely outfitted ships to position buoys and emplace monitors at sea.

earth-orbiting satellites and satellite technology needed to track wind patterns, hurricane formation and paths, identify hurricane tracks and expected landfall locations, etc.  

Hurricane and Insurance

Most homeowner’s insurance and business property insurance covers wind damage, but insurers have become increasingly reluctant to sell policies to people owning property in hurricane prone areas. Hurricane victims often discover that once their homeowner insurance claim is settled their insurance company cancels their policy.  
State insurance commissioners in hurricane prone states have struggled to find ways to keep insurers from pulling out of their state and at the same time they have been pressed by people who own policies and who seek to prevent insurers from drastically raising premiums after hurricane disasters.
In addition, after many hurricane disasters homeowners find themselves in the middle of a dispute between their private insurer and the National Flood Insurance Program (assuming they owned an NFIP policy before the hurricane).  Homeowner’s insurance covers damage from wind and other forces but NOT from flooding.  NFIP covers flood damage but not wind damage.  Frequently, private insurers insist that a property owner’s damage stemmed fully from flood and they deny the damage claim on the homeowner insurance policy. Conversely, NFIP adjusters often insist that a property owner’s damage resulted from wind, not flood, damage. Such disputes leave property owners in limbo.  This transpired after Hurricane Katrina and at least one U.S. Senator’s home and one U.S. Congressman’s home were the objects of controversy, as were thousands of other homes.

Problems of Hurricane Disaster Mitigation
The Godschalk article is also an instructive study which demonstrates the political and economic forces which complicate hurricane mitigation, particularly at the local level. It illustrates these complications through the example of Gulf Shores, Alabama, a community racked by Hurricane Frederic in 1979 and a town devoid of National flood insurance at the time of the disaster. 
The case reveals that town officials feared that the disaster had permanently damaged the community’s tax base. On top of this, owing to pre-disaster flaws in the town’s preparedness planning and bungled evacuation efforts, the community’s mayor and city council were voted out of office during the months after the disaster. The local Civil Defense Director resigned, and the building inspector and town clerk were replaced. This case clearly shows that disasters sometimes have local political consequences.

The case also demonstrates the local ambivalence of officials regarding how far to advance hurricane mitigation during rebuilding. The town’s new leadership group promoted better development regulations, zoning and subdivision ordinances, building codes, and local plans. But in their quest to capitalize on HURRICANE RENEWAL (a term coined by Godschalk), the town did not relocate utilities far enough back from the beach, imposed a temporary and uneven building moratorium, and ran into legal challenges in pressing a deeper setback line for reconstruction of beach-front structures. 
What is valuable in this case is the ability to generalize Godschalk’s findings to the experience of many other coastal communities since 1979. With the exception of efforts like meteorological experiments, most mitigation techniques are the responsibility of State and local governments and are subject to economic and political considerations.

Objective 19.6
Offer observations on the mounting costs of hurricane damage and 



the political issues which surround the coverage and assumption of 



these costs.

Today, the costs of Federal hurricane response and recovery efforts are often routinely in the billions. Federal Government monies may be allotted once a Presidential Declaration has been issued. FEMA, as the lead Federal Agency, has its regional offices play a major part in its hurricane program. Those offices provide guidance to States that are eligible to participate in the program. 

Researchers examining recent hurricanes have confirmed that many simple and inexpensive mitigation and preparedness measures taken by homeowners, apartment dwellers, and business people hold the potential to dramatically reduce hurricane damage and subsequent disaster assistance costs.

The insurance industry also plays a role in the politics of paying for hurricanes. Insured losses from hurricanes are 20 times more costly now than in the 1960s. With this in mind, the insurance industry and its lobbying arm are becoming more political. The Institute for Home and Business Safety is one of the most well-known examples.
 The extent of insured losses has pushed some insurance companies into insolvency and caused others to terminate coverage in high risk areas. The Federal Government, as a matter of anti-discrimination law, considers an insurer’s termination of coverage in a high risk area to be discriminatory and has insisted that insurance companies continue insuring against hurricane damage in hurricane-prone areas. In return, the insurance industry has demanded stronger hurricane mitigation efforts (e.g., stricter building codes and more suitable zoning of insured structures) in these high risk areas. Thus, special interests also play a political role in who pays the costs of a hurricane disaster.

Objective 19.7
Recount some of the main features of FEMA’s National Hurricane 



Program, revamped in the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina.
What is the National Hurricane Program?

The Hurricane Preparedness Grant Program, as it was known before fiscal year 1994, consisted mainly of efforts to conduct studies for coastal areas to help State and local emergency management agencies in evacuation planning. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers played a role by managing and funding some studies, while the National Weather Service (NWS) supported the development of hurricane storm surge models for coastal areas. Overall, the major emphasis was on protecting the at-risk population from storm surge and coastal flooding, forces which had historically produced the most hurricane-related deaths (until Hurricane Andrew).

In its first 15 years, the Hurricane Preparedness Grant Program completed hurricane evacuation studies for most of the Nation’s coastal areas vulnerable to hurricanes, although many of these needed to be updated to take into account population growth and new development. Such studies were in place and used in South Carolina when Hurricane Hugo struck in September 1989, and in Florida when Hurricane Andrew hit in August 1992. 

Public awareness materials and videos have been produced and distributed. Week-long training courses, sponsored by FEMA and conducted at the NWS National Hurricane Center now in the greater Miami of Florida (on the campus of Florida International University), have provided valuable information to State and local emergency management officials. Various decision assistance tools have been developed and made available to coastal States. These and other activities have protected people vulnerable to hurricane storm surges, but they did not fully address the issue of reducing property damage associated with hurricanes. 

Below is a series of questions and answers provided at FEMA’s National Hurricane Program website, all regarding the current NHP as of 2009.

Established in 1985, the National Hurricane Program (NHP) conducts assessments and provides tools and technical assistance to assist State and local agencies in developing hurricane evacuation plans. The program is a multi-agency partnership, involving the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the National Oceanic & Atmospheric Association, the National Weather Service, U.S. Department of Transportation, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and numerous other Federal agencies.

What is the NHP’s current level of funding?

NHP receives $5.86 million in annual funding, which consists of $2.91 million for FEMA program activities and $2.95 million for the Emergency Management Performance Grant (EMPG) program, which is directed into general State funds for hurricane preparedness and mitigation activities. The FEMA program activities include annual funding for hurricane evacuation studies.
How does NHP develop evacuation plans?
FEMA, State and local agencies, and other Federal agencies conduct hurricane evacuation studies to guide the decisions that protect the public when a hurricane threatens an area. These studies determine the probable effects of a hurricane, predict public response to the threat and advisories, and identify shelters to ultimately form the basis of evacuation plans.

The agencies conduct a hurricane surge analysis of all types of storms. This entails an assessment of potential hazards, existing road and other transportation systems, the population (e.g., demographics, behavior analysis), and shelters. Based on this information, officials determine where individuals are most likely to go when fleeing from a storm.

Based on these studies, the NHP provides targeted communities with a recommendation for evacuation zones. This recommendation is negotiated with each community. Once the evacuation zones are established, the NHP provides each community with corresponding evacuation maps and suggested clearance times for the various types of storm categories. The communities determine how to utilize these tools and recommendations in developing their evacuation plans.
Does NHP have the authority to require the States or local communities to follow their evaluation recommendations?
No, the NHP does not have any authority over or role in the specific development and implementation of the State and local evacuation plans.
How is NHP responding to the Hurricane Katrina disaster?
In response to Hurricane Katrina, FEMA is working with Federal, State, and local officials to establish an approach for conducting a post-storm assessment. FEMA routinely conducts post-storm assessments to determine how well the NHP tools and products have assisted State and local evacuation decision makers. This involves hazard, transportation, and behavioral analyses of evacuations.
FEMA is developing a plan to analyze the impacted evacuation roadway networks, storm surge basins, and evacuation clearance times that were applied to the Katrina response. The findings of this assessment will help Federal, State, and local emergency managers make improvements in decision assistance models and in measures that will help in future evacuations.
Did FEMA know that a hurricane of Katrina’s magnitude could strike Louisiana?
Yes, FEMA recognized the potential for a massive hurricane to hit Louisiana. The potential for large Category 4 or 5 hurricanes has always existed throughout the Gulf and Atlantic Coastal Region. FEMA has conducted hurricane evacuation studies of Louisiana and provided the results to the State. Various coordination meetings and training sessions also have been held to address the study products with Federal, State, and local officials.
Hurricane evacuation studies determine the hurricane surge inundation areas for all category storms. From these inundation areas, evacuation zones are developed in coordination with State and local emergency management officials. These zones are used to determine where and when the public will be ordered to evacuate.
What steps did NHP take in response to the hurricane threat?

A Hurricane Liaison Team was deployed to the National Hurricane Center in Miami, prior to the landfall of Hurricane Katrina. The team assisted in coordinating advisories from the National Hurricane Center to the Federal, State, and local emergency management agencies. The FEMA Regional Hurricane Program Managers also held periodic calls with State and local officials to coordinate evacuation operations.

What is NHP doing now to prepare for other potential hurricane threats in both the near and distant future – particularly in the Hurricane Katrina-affected areas?
FEMA Regional Hurricane Managers work with the State Program Managers to test and improve evacuation plans, using information gathered from the physical and infrastructure damage wrought by Hurricane Katrina.

Supplemental

Considerations

The Federal Hurricane Program’s legislative authority resides in the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988 (P.L. 93-288, as amended in 1994). The program is subject to annual appropriations and FEMA is the administering Agency.

FEMA must promote this program in the political environment of State and local governments. Public education is important, but it will take more than that to change the decision-making of the State and local building regulators, the zoning authorities, the homebuilders, the home buyers, and the development interests.

As a supplemental topic, consider FEMA’s hurricane related temporary trailer home controversy as a topic of class discussion. Ask if FEMA has resolved the problem of trailers as temporary emergency housing? Is there some way local governments can fast track or expedite temporary trailer accommodation of their people who have lost homes? It seems government constantly revisits the problem of too much government-provided temporary housing help offered too long vs. too little government-provided temporary housing help or none at all. Local government land use and building code rules often confound after disaster FEMA temporary trailer home assistance.

Below are the National Hurricane Center’s Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Wind Intensity scale categorizations.
 
Category One Hurricane: 

Sustained winds 74-95 mph (64-82 kt or 119-153 km/hr). Damaging winds are expected. Some damage to building structures could occur, primarily to unanchored mobile homes (mainly pre-1994 construction). Some damage is likely to poorly constructed signs. Loose outdoor items will become projectiles, causing additional damage. Persons struck by windborne debris risk injury and possible death. Numerous large branches of healthy trees will snap. Some trees will be uprooted, especially where the ground is saturated. Many areas will experience power outages with some downed power poles. Hurricane Cindy (2005, 75 mph winds at landfall in Louisiana) and Hurricane Gaston (2004, 75 mph winds at landfall in South Carolina) are examples of Category One hurricanes at landfall. 

Category Two Hurricane: 

Sustained winds 96-110 mph (83-95 kt or 154-177 km/hr). Very strong winds will produce widespread damage. Some roofing material, door, and window damage of buildings will occur. Considerable damage to mobile homes (mainly pre-1994 construction) and poorly constructed signs is likely. A number of glass windows in high rise buildings will be dislodged and become airborne. Loose outdoor items will become projectiles, causing additional damage. Persons struck by windborne debris risk injury and possible death.. Numerous large branches will break. Many trees will be uprooted or snapped. Extensive damage to power lines and poles will likely result in widespread power outages that could last a few to several days. Hurricane Erin (1995, 100 mph at landfall in northwest Florida) and Hurricane Isabel (2003, 105 mph at landfall in North Carolina) are examples of Category Two hurricanes at landfall. 

Category Three Hurricane: 

Sustained winds 111-130 mph (96-113 kt or 178-209 km/hr). Dangerous winds will cause extensive damage. Some structural damage to houses and buildings will occur with a minor amount of wall failures. Mobile homes (mainly pre-1994 construction) and poorly constructed signs are destroyed. Many windows in high rise buildings will be dislodged and become airborne. Persons struck by windborne debris risk injury and possible death. Many trees will be snapped or uprooted and block numerous roads. Near total power loss is expected with outages that could last from several days to weeks. Hurricane Rita (pdf) (2005, 115 mph landfall in east Texas/Louisiana) and Hurricane Jeanne (2004, 120 mph landfall in southeast Florida) are examples of Category Three hurricanes at landfall. 

Category Four Hurricane: 

Sustained winds 131-155 mph (114-135 kt or 210-249 km/hr). Extremely dangerous winds causing devastating damage are expected. Some wall failures with some complete roof structure failures on houses will occur. All signs are blown down. Complete destruction of mobile homes (primarily pre-1994 construction). Extensive damage to doors and windows is likely. Numerous windows in high rise buildings will be dislodged and become airborne. Windborne debris will cause extensive damage and persons struck by the wind-blown debris will be injured or killed. Most trees will be snapped or uprooted. Fallen trees could cut off residential areas for days to weeks. Electricity will be unavailable for weeks after the hurricane passes. Hurricane Charley (2004, 145 mph at landfall in southwest Florida) and Hurricane Hugo (1989, 140 mph at landfall in South Carolina) are examples of Category Four hurricanes at landfall. 

Category Five Hurricane: 

Sustained winds greater than 155 mph (135 kt or 249 km/hr). Catastrophic damage is expected. Complete roof failure on many residences and industrial buildings will occur. Some complete building failures with small buildings blown over or away are likely. All signs blown down. Complete destruction of mobile homes (built in any year). Severe and extensive window and door damage will occur. Nearly all windows in high rise buildings will be dislodged and become airborne. Severe injury or death is likely for persons struck by wind-blown debris. Nearly all trees will be snapped or uprooted and power poles downed. Fallen trees and power poles will isolate residential areas. Power outages will last for weeks to possibly months. Hurricane Camille (pdf) (1969, 190 mph at landfall in Mississippi) and Hurricane Andrew (1992, 165 mph at landfall in Southeast Florida) are examples of Category Five hurricanes at landfall.
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