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Objectives
At the conclusion of this session, students will be able to

15.1   
Describe the early history of emergency management in the U.S. in terms of disaster-related laws

15.2      Describe and discuss the legislative foundations of FEMA and the national emergency management system

15.3   
Discuss briefly some of the major proposals for changing national disaster policy and administration

15.4   
Discuss the process and importance of policy implementation

15.5      Discuss the implementation of emergency management policies

15.6      Discuss examples of policy implementation in emergency management

________________________________________________________________________

Scope

This session provides overviews of early disaster legislation, the creation of FEMA and the national emergency management system, and FEMA’s integration into the new Department of Homeland Security.  It will also examine some of the proposals for changing how FEMA and the national emergency management system operate.


The legal context of emergency management is complex and discussions should include the impact of the American federal system on disaster response and recovery in particular and on mitigation and preparedness in general. Students often do not understand why FEMA and other federal agencies cannot simply take over disaster operations or require the effective management of hazards. They also cannot easily understand why FEMA and other agencies do not have the budgetary flexibility or authority to address all the needs of victims during and after a disaster.

This session provides an overview of the policy implementation process, including how implementation works in theory and in practice. The discussion of the implementation of emergency management policies will focus on why it is difficult to put such policies into practice without a very pragmatic approach.
________________________________________________________________________

Readings

Required Student Readings:

Federal Emergency Management Agency, “The History of the Federal Emergency Management Agency,” [on-line] (Washington, DC, May 1999) at <http:// www.fema.gov/about/history.htm>.

Nicholas Henry, “Understanding and Improving Public Policy,” (Chapter 10), Public Administration and Public Affairs, 11th Edition (San Francisco: Longman, 2010), pp. 259-278.

Suggested Readings:

William L. Waugh, Jr., “Local Emergency Management in the Post 9/11 World,” in Emergency Management: Principles and Practice for Local Government, 2nd Edition, edited by William L. Waugh, Jr., and Kathleen Tierney (Washington, DC:  International City/County Management Association, 2007), pp. 3-23.
Claire B. Rubin, ed., Emergency Management:  The American Experience 1900-2005 (Fairfax, VA:  Public Entity Risk Institute, 2007).
________________________________________________________________________

Requirements

None
________________________________________________________________________

Comments

Background material for this session is available on the FEMA Web site, <www.fema.gov>, via the FEMA Library “rooms.” The full texts of the executive orders and the Stafford Act are downloadable, as is the “History of the Federal Emergency Management Agency.” The National Response Framework is available through the same site. It is useful to have students read some of the legal documents to develop an understanding of how they are structured and, in many cases, how differently they may be interpreted by agencies, officials, and others.

The Disaster Time Line is an invaluable resource. The graphic display of the connections between technological and natural disasters and policy changes makes the evolution of the national emergency management system more understandable for instructors and students.  The timeline can be purchased or accessed via the Claire B. Rubin and Associates website http://www.disaster-timeline.com/index.html.  The available timelines are the Disaster Time Line:  Major Focusing Events and U.S. Outcomes (1988-2008); Terrorism Time Line:  Major Focusing Events and U.S. Outcomes (2001-2008); California Earthquake History (1906-2008); Century Time Line (1900-2005); Disaster Time Line for B.C. and Canada: Major Focusing Events and Outcomes (1917-2007); and Turkish Time Line.  The Century Time Line covers the timeframe in Claire B. Rubin, ed., Emergency Management: The American Experience, 1900-2005 (Fairfax, VA:  PERI, 2007).  
The discussion of policy implementation should raise fundamental questions about the politics of administration and the expertise of public administrators. The view that there is a clear separation between politics and administration is persistent, but it has long been discounted in public administration literature. There is an ethical issue concerning the responsibility of public administrators to point out the problems that are likely to emerge in the implementation of policies and to help elected officials to formulate policies that will achieve what they, as well as public administrators, intend.

There is a new and growing literature on the importance of networks and collaborative efforts in the implementation of policies and the management of programs.  New publications on collaborative management include Lisa Blomgren Bingham and Rosemary O’Leary, eds., Big Ideas in Collaborative Public Management (Armonk, NY:  M.E. Sharpe, 2008) and Rosemary O’Leary and Lisa Blomgren Bingham, eds., The Collaborative Public Manager: New Ideas for the Twenty-First Century (Washington, DC:  Georgetown University Press, 2009).  Both volumes are products of a 2008 Syracuse University Symposium on collaborative management.  
________________________________________________________________________

Objective 15.1
Describe the early history of emergency management in the U.S. in terms of disaster-related laws

I. FEMA traces its lineage back to the Congressional Act of 1803 which provided disaster assistance to a town in New Hampshire following a fire (FEMA History). 
II. Through the 1800s, Congress passed similar laws in response to specific disasters, such as floods, hurricanes, and earthquakes (FEMA History).
III. In the 1930s, the Reconstruction Finance Corporation was given the authority to make loans for repair and reconstruction of public facilities damaged during disasters (FEMA History). 
IV. In 1934, the Bureau of Public Roads was given similar authority to provide assistance in rebuilding roads and bridges damaged during disasters (FEMA History).
V. The Flood Control Act of 1936 was the first major piece of legislation to encourage a more proactive approach—hazard mitigation (FEMA History).

VI. Flood control acts in 1917 and 1928 largely restricted the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to levee projects along the Mississippi and Sacramento Rivers. 
VII. The Mississippi River Commission and similar bodies dealt with flood control issues more broadly. 
VIII. The 1936 act assigned responsibility for the flood control program to the Corps and created a national flood control policy (Moore and Moore, 1989: 4, 12-13, 15). Major floods along the Ohio River were the primary impetus for the change in policy.
IX. Hurricanes Carla in 1962, Betsy in 1965, Camille in 1969, and Agnes in 1972, as well as major earthquakes in Alaska in 1964 and Southern California in 1971, encouraged an expansion of federal involvement in disaster relief (FEMA History).
X. Much of the federal effort had been made by the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration in the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), but over 100 federal agencies were involved in the effort in one way or another (FEMA History).
XI. In 1968, the National Flood Insurance Program was created to provide federal backing for flood insurance.
XII. In 1974, the Disaster Relief Act established a process for issuing presidential disaster declarations. 
XIII. Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, was signed by President Carter in 1977 to ensure that federal agencies did not encourage development in floodplains. 
XIV. Under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended, the National Flood Insurance Act of 1969 as amended, and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, agencies were directed to take actions “... to avoid to the extent possible the long and short term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplain development wherever there is a practical alternative ....”
XV. Executive Order 11990, Wetlands Protection, signed the same year, was designed to make wetlands protection a major goal in floodplain management.
XVI. Under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended, agencies were enjoined to “... avoid to the extent possible the long and short term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of wetlands and to avoid direct or indirect support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative ....”
XVII. Both executive orders expanded the focus of federal floodplain management from structural mitigation (i.e., dams and levees) to planning and regulation. The 100-year flood became the baseline for planning, as well (Moore and Moore, 1989: 111-112).
XVIII. Following a series of major hurricanes and earthquakes in the 1960s and 1970s, there was increased pressure for the federal government to assume a greater role in the response to and recovery from large disasters.

XIX. In the mid-1970s, the National Governors’Association asked President Carter to consolidate the federal disaster programs and, through a reorganization, FEMA was created in 1979.
__________________________________________________________________

Discussion Questions:
1. Prior to the passage of the Flood Control Act of 1936, what was the primary role of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in flood control?

2. Why did federal disaster relief responsibilities expand in the 1960s and 1970s?

3. Which executive order first expanded the federal role in hazard mitigation?

4. Why was FEMA created in 1979?  

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 15.2 

Describe and discuss the legislative foundations of FEMA and the national emergency management system

I. FEMA was authorized in 1978 by President Carter’s Reorganization Plan No. 3. 
II. The agency was activated by Executive Order 12127, Federal Emergency Management Agency, of March 31, 1979, which transferred 
A. the National Fire Prevention and Control Administration and the National Academy for Fire Prevention and Control from the Department of Commerce; 

B. the National Flood Insurance Program from the Department of Housing and Urban Development; and 

C. the Emergency Broadcast System from Executive Office of the President.
III. Executive Order 12148, Federal Emergency Management, of July 20, 1979, transferred 

A. the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency from the Department of Defense;
B. the Federal Disaster Assistance Administration from the Department of Housing and Urban Development;
C. the Federal Preparedness Agency from the General Services Administration; and 
D. the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program from the Office of Science and Technology in Executive Office of the President.
V. Executive Order 12656, Assignment of Emergency Preparedness Responsibilities, of November 18, 1988, gave FEMA responsibilities for the national security emergency preparedness program as advisor to the National Security Council.

A. EO 12656 was designed to ensure continuity of government, including lines of succession to ensure that agencies continue to operate during emergencies if senior officials are incapacitated.
B. EO 12656 also assigned each of 26 agencies specific responsibilities in the event of a major national security emergency. The general areas of responsibility were:

1. Department of Agriculture—continuation of agricultural production, food processing, and food distribution.
2. Department of Commerce—development of control systems for the acquisition, allocation, production, and distribution of materials to support national defense and essential civilian programs.
3. Department of Defense—ensuring military preparedness.
4. Department of Education—assisting school systems in resuming classes.
5. Department of Energy—ensuring continuous energy supply during the emergency.
6. Department of Health and Human Services—mobilization of the health industry and health resources to ensure health, mental health, and medical services during the emergency.
7. Department of Housing and Urban Development—provision of housing.
8. Department of the Interior—encouragement of the location and mining of strategic and critical nonfuel minerals and the management public lands.
9. Department of Labor—ensuring effective use of the civilian workforce.
10. Department of State—coordination of foreign policy in the context of the continuity of government effort.
11. Department of Transportation—meeting civilian and military transportation needs.
12. Department of the Treasury—maintenance of stable economic conditions and the market economy, including ensuring the production of currency and operation of financial institutions.
13. Environmental Protection Agency—minimization of the impact of hazardous agents on the environment.
14. Federal Emergency Management Agency—coordination and support for national security preparedness programs and the efforts of federal agencies.
15. General Services Administration—ensuring protection and operation of federal buildings managed by GSA.
16. National Aeronautics and Space Administration—preparation for development and use of aerospace systems and related systems.
17. National Archives and Records Administration—development of procedures for publication and dissemination of the Federal Register (i.e., distribution of Acts of Congress, presidential proclamations and orders, regulations, etc.).
18. Nuclear Regulatory Commission—maintenance and security of licensed nuclear facilities.
19. Office of Personnel Management—preparation of plans to operate the federal civilian personnel system during the emergency.
20. Selective Service System—development of plans for the induction of personnel into the armed services.
21. Tennessee Valley Authority—control of floods and assistance in integrating the TVA power system into the national security emergency programs.
22. U.S. Information Agency—planning for implementation of information programs abroad concerning the status of a national security emergency in the U.S.
23. U.S. Postal Service—maintenance of essential postal services, registration of foreign nationals, registration of  displaced persons, and assistance in locating and leasing private property for federal use.
24. Veterans Administration (now Department of Veterans Affairs)—development of plans for emergency health care for veterans, military personnel, and, resources permitting, civilians affected by the emergency.
25. Office of Management and Budget—maintenance of budget functions and coordination of executive branch communication with Congress.

VI. Executive Order 12657, Federal Emergency Management Agency Assistance in Emergency Preparedness Planning at Commercial Nuclear Power Plants, of November 18, 1988, gave FEMA responsibility for off-site emergency preparedness planning at commercial nuclear plants. FEMA works with plant licensees to develop off-site plans if state and local emergency plans do not satisfy the requirements of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
VII. Executive Order 12919, National Defense Industrial Resources Preparedness, of June 3, 1994, designated the director of FEMA as an advisor to the National Security Council on national security resource preparedness and directed the agency to assist in the coordination of the federal effort to strengthen the domestic industrial and technological base of the nation. 
A. EO 12919 assigns federal agency responsibilities for defense acquisition, including the industrial resources necessary to support defense acquisition.
B. The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (Public Law 93-288), as amended, was passed by Congress “... to provide an orderly and continuing means of assistance by the Federal government to State and local governments in carrying out their responsibilities to alleviate the suffering and damage which result from ... disasters by—

1. revising and broadening the scope of existing disaster relief programs;
2. encouraging the development of comprehensive disaster preparedness and assistance plans, programs, capabilities, and organizations by the States and by local governments; 
3. achieving greater coordination and responsiveness of disaster preparedness and relief programs; 
4. encouraging individuals, State, and local governments to protect themselves by obtaining insurance coverage to supplement or replace governmental assistance;
5. encouraging hazard mitigation measures to reduce losses from disasters, including development of land use and construction regulations; and
6. providing Federal assistance programs for both public and private losses sustained in disasters” (pp. 1-2).

X. In 1992, FEMA completed the Federal Response Plan (FRP), which formalized cooperative arrangements with 27 federal agencies and the American Red Cross. FRP provisions include the designation of lead agencies for particular disaster operations and greatly simplify working relationships when the plan is activated (see, e.g., Schneider, 1995: 22-23).

XI. The Federal Response Plan “establishes an architecture for a systematic, coordinated, and effective Federal Response.” It deals with “fundamental assumptions and policies,” mechanisms for federal coordination, integration with other federal plans, specific operational responsibilities, and actions to coordinate with state agencies and officials during a disaster.
XII. More recently, the responsibilities of FEMA for anti-terrorism programs and “consequence management” were defined in the following three documents.

A. Presidential Decision Directive 39 (June 21, 1995) outlined U.S. policy on counter-terrorism, including the responsibilities of agencies for reducing vulnerability to acts of terrorism and the lead agencies for “crisis management” and “consequence management.” 
1. The State Department was the lead agency for international acts of terrorism that take place outside of the U.S., and the Federal Bureau of Investigation is the lead agency for acts of terrorism that take place in the U.S. 
2. FEMA was the lead agency for “consequence management” for acts of terrorism directed against “large populations,” including acts involving “weapons of mass destruction.”
B. Presidential Decision Directive 62 (1998) deals with combating terrorism. It established the Office of the National Coordinator for Security, Infrastructure Protection, and Counter-Terrorism to oversee national counter-terrorism efforts.

C. Presidential Decision Directive 63 (1998) provides protection for critical infrastructure by encouraging federal agencies and other public and private organizations to protect their cyber safety and physical safety against outside attacks.

XIII. As the responsibilities of FEMA were being expanded, a series of major legislative actions were taken in response to catastrophic disasters.

A. Prior to the creation of FEMA, the Disaster Relief Act of 1966, Housing and Community Development Act of 1967, and National Flood Insurance Act of 1967 were enacted in response to Hurricane Betsy in 1965 and strengthened following Hurricane Camille in 1969 and Hurricane Agnes in 1972.
B. The Tangshan, China, earthquake of 1976 and the Guatemala earthquake of 1977 encouraged enactment of the National Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program in 1977. 
C. The Love Canal disaster in 1978 in which a community was contaminated by industrial wastes and the Mississauga (Ontario, Canada) rail car explosion that forced the evacuation of hundreds of thousands of people encouraged the enactment of the CERCLA (Superfund) legislation in 1980. 
D. A propane explosion in Mexico City in 1983 and the Bhopal (India) chemical release encouraged the passage of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA Title III).
XIV. Similarly, major disasters gave impetus to planning efforts. For example, 
A. the eruption of Mount St. Helens in 1980 encouraged the development of the Federal Response Plan for Catastrophic Earthquakes;
B. the near meltdown of the Chernobyl nuclear plant in the Ukraine in 1986 encouraged the revision of the Federal Radiological Emergency Response Plan;
C. Hurricane Hugo in 1989 encouraged the signing of the Federal Response Plan for Natural Hazards;
D. the Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska’s Prince William Sound in 1989 encouraged passage of the Oil Pollution Act of 1990 and the signing of the Federal Response Plan in 1992; and
E. the sarin gas attack on the Tokyo subway in 1992, the World Trade Center bombing in 1993, and the Murrah Federal Building bombing in Oklahoma City in 1995 encouraged the development and implementation of the Terrorism Incident Annex to the Federal Response Plan in 1997.

XV. Poor responses to Hurricanes Hugo (1989), Andrew (1992), and Iniki (1992) lead to  

A. The FEMA director being removed by President George H.W. Bush from lead during Hurricane Andrew and replaced by Secretary of Transportation Andrew Card and 

B. Congress considering dismantling the agency during reauthorization hearings in 1992-93.
XVI. President Clinton appointed an experienced state emergency management official, James Lee Witt as director of FEMA in 1993 and the agency was “reinvented.”  
XVII. Under Director Witt, FEMA adopted the comprehensive emergency management approach.

XVIII. Comprehensive emergency management includes four phases or functions.

A. Mitigation – preventing and/or reducing the effects of disaster.

B. Preparedness – planning and training.

C. Response – saving lives and property, restoring lifelines, and 

D. Recovery – restoring normal operations.
XX. Comprehensive emergency management is also all-hazards and involves all stakeholders, including private and nongovernmental stakeholders. 

XXI. FEMA focused its efforts on disaster mitigation.  The mantra of the agency became “one dollar spent on mitigation saves four dollars in recovery costs.”  Project Impact, the Disaster Resistant Community program, supported investments in hazard mitigation.
XXII. Under the leadership of James Lee Witt, 

A. FEMA was reorganized around the four phases or functions (see above),

B. Emergency Support Functions (ESFs) were created with designated lead agencies, performance measures were introduced to improve agency functions, 

C. Strong working relationships were built with FEMA’s state and local counterparts through the agency’s ten regional offices, and

D. Partnerships were developed with private and nonprofit sector organizations to promote mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery efforts.  
XXIII. While Project Impact was relatively new, there was evidence that it helped reduce property losses from earthquakes and other natural disasters.  Nonetheless, the program was eliminated by President George W. Bush in 2001. 
________________________________________________________________________
Discussion Questions:
1. In 1979, EO 12127 and EO 12148 gave FEMA responsibility for what programs, and from which departments and agencies were they transferred?

2. In 1988, EO 12656 assigned emergency preparedness responsibilities to 26 federal agencies. What responsibilities were assigned to FEMA?

3. In 1988, EO 12657 assigned FEMA responsibility for emergency preparedness planning at commercial nuclear plants. What are those responsibilities?

4. Why was passage of the Stafford Act in 1988 a milestone in U.S. emergency management?

5. Presidential Decision Directive 39 assigns lead agency responsibilities during acts of terrorism involving “weapons of mass destruction.” Which agencies are designated as leads and for what aspects of a terrorist-sponsored disaster are they so designated?

6. What changes were made in FEMA by James Lee Witt?

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 15.3 

Discuss policy changes that came as a result of the 9/11 attacks and subsequent natural, technological, and terrorism-related disasters

I. With the attacks on the World Trade Center towers in New York City and the Pentagon on September 11, 2001, the priorities of FEMA were changed radically.

II. The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) was created on November 25, 2003 with signing of the Homeland Security Act of 2002.
III. The reorganization was the largest since the creation of the Department of Defense in 1946 and combined 22 federal agencies/programs with roughly 170,000 employees (not counting the addition of 25,000-30,000 federal passenger screeners).
IV. The design of DHS was a direct response to the September 2001 attacks with the department tasked to protect the nation from terrorist threats, protect civil aviation, and secure the nation’s borders.  
V. The twenty-two agencies that became DHS were
A. Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service and  Plum Island Animal Disease Center from the Department of Agriculture;
B. Critical Infrastructure Assurance Office from the Department of Commerce; 
C. National Biological Warfare Defense Analysis Center and National Communications System from the Department of Defense;
D. Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory, Nuclear Incident Response, and National Infrastructure Simulation and Analysis Center from the U.S. Department of Energy;

E. Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear Response Assets and Civilian Biodefense Research Programs from the Department of Health and Human Services; 

F. Customs Service and Secret Service from the U.S. Department of State; 

G. Immigration and Naturalization Service, Office of Domestic Preparedness, National Infrastructure Protection Center (FBI), and National Domestic Preparedness Office (FBI) from the Department of Justice; 
H. US Coast Guard and Transportation Security Agency from the Department of Transportation; 
I. Federal Emergency Management Agency; and 
J. Federal Protective Service and Federal Computer Incident Response Center from the General Services Administration.  
VI. As expected, the creation of DHS resulted in 
A. Intra-organizational problems with the integration of 22 agencies/programs;

B. Inter-organizational problems – coordination with the estimated 100 agencies in 12 departments outside of DHS involved in Homeland Security
C. Political problems because of turf battles among the 88 separate Congressional committees having oversight;

D. Internal mission problems with the reconciliation of DHS’ counter-terrorism and non-terrorism related missions – especially with FEMA’s mission to deal with natural and technological hazards and disasters and the U.S. Coast Guard’s missions related to oil spills, boat safety, etc.;

E. External competing mission problems with the nation’s intelligence capabilities, namely the CIA and FBI, not being part of DHS, but critical to security; and 

F. Intra-agency problems due to management difficulties (see GAO reports on “problem agencies”). 
VII. There were also expectations that DHS would have problems with intra-organizational and inter-organizational information sharing.  
VIII. Some of the problems were ultimately resolved, such as the consolidation of Congressional oversight committees, but coordination and information sharing continue to be obstacles to effective operations. 

IX. Because DHS was so focused on the threat of terrorism, FEMA’s relationships with state and local emergency management agencies suffered because state and local agencies remained focuses on the risks of natural disasters that were far more certain than the risks of terrorist attack.  The Katrina disaster ultimately forced DHS to reassess its priorities.   
X. FEMA’s budget was reduced to help finance the new departmental structure and the FEMA administrator no longer reported directly to the president, rather the administrator reported to the Secretary of Homeland Security.

XI. The culture of DHS differed considerably from the culture of FEMA and the emergency management community.  DHS was a “closed” organization with limited links to outside agencies and virtually no links to private and nongovernmental stakeholders.  

XII. Major organizational issues were 

A. How to reconcile command-and-control processes and structures with more collaborative approaches used by FEMA;

B. How to reconcile the secrecy characteristic of national security agencies with FEMA’s more transparent approach;

C. How to involve nongovernmental organizations and volunteers – the traditional disaster system participants – in Homeland Security; 
D. How to deal with cultural incompatibilities between Homeland Security and component agencies needing to deal more openly with the public and other agencies;
E. How to deal with less flexible centralized decision processes. 
XIII. Within DHS, FEMA was at least partially dismantled with its preparedness role shifted to a separate directorate within DHS.  
XIV. Some senior FEMA personnel were transferred to other DHS programs, many retired, and some left for other federal agencies.  Command and control versus a collaborative approach

XV. The singular focus of DHS on the threat of terrorism was mediated in 2004 with a series of natural disasters.

A. A series of hurricanes in Florida late in the 2004 hurricane season focused attention on the need to remain vigilant regarding natural disasters; 

B. The Great Indian Ocean tsunami in 2004 drew attention to the need for logistics capacity and illustrated the potential scale of disasters that might affect the U.S. itself.  Cuts to the budget of the National Tsunami Mitigation Program were restored and the threats to states in the Pacific Northwest were assessed.  Later tsunami risks were also identified on the East Coast.

C. The major focusing event was the Hurricane Katrina disaster in August of 2005 and local, state, and federal capabilities to deal with catastrophic disaster were found to be grossly inadequate.  

D. In 2010, the great earthquake in Haiti, a major earthquake in Chile, and the Deep Horizon oil spill off the coast of Louisiana have refocused attention on the need to mitigate hazards.  The effects of poor building standards in Haiti are in contract to the impact of much stronger building standards in Chile.  The inability to deal quickly with the oil spill in the Gulf is drawing attention to the lack of adequate planning for such events and raising questions about the role of the federal government in catastrophic disasters. 

E. Attempted terrorist attacks in 2009 and 2010 have also raised questions about the adequacy of the national intelligence system and Homeland Security efforts to promote the sharing of information and coordination with state and local agencies.

XVI. The poor responses to Hurricanes Katrina, Rita, and Wilma in 2005 have proven to be pivotal in terms of encouraging the reconstitution of FEMA and rebuilding its capacities to deal with major disasters, as well as a refocusing of DHS priorities.  The poor responses severely damaged the Bush administration’s credibility (Waugh, 2006).

XVII. The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 was designed to restore FEMA’s capabilities, although parts of the act were not addressed by DHS or the White House.  
XVIII. FEMA has enjoyed a much improved reputation under the leadership of Craig Fugate, the agency administrator appointed by President Barack Obama in 2009.  The appointment of a professional emergency manager to head the agency has been seen as a very positive sign that FEMA’s capabilities will be rebuilt.  

XIX. A major change that has occurred over the past two decades is the development of national standards for emergency management.  In the 1980s, FEMA attempted to develop measures of readiness through its Capability Assessment for Readiness (CAR) program.  

XX. In 1991, the National Fire Protection Association developed a draft of its NFPA 1600 standard and it has now become an international standard for business continuity programs in the private sector.  NFPA 1600 was recognized by the 9/11 Commission as a national benchmark.
XXI. The Emergency Management Accreditation (EMAP) Program was developed by the National Emergency Management Association (state emergency management officials primarily), the International Association of Emergency Managers (local emergency management officials primarily), and FEMA in 2001.  
A. In 2010, over half the population of the United States lives in states with accredited emergency management programs.

B. The EMAP Standard, like NFPA 1600, focuses on programs rather than agencies and, thus, includes all stakeholders who might be involved in a disaster response, including nongovernmental organizations, private firms, and other public agencies, as well as emergency management agencies.

C. The EMAP Standard also serves as a set of benchmarks for communities and states wishing to develop comprehensive emergency management programs.  

D. The EMAP Standard includes 54 standards, including standards on 

1. Program Management
2. Laws and Authorities
3. Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment
4. Hazard Mitigation
5. Resource Management
6. Planning
7. Direction, Control, and Coordination
8. Communications and Warning
9. Operations and Procedures
10. Logistics and Facilities
11. Training
12. Exercises, Evaluations and Corrective Action
13. Crisis Communications, Public Education, and Information, and

14. Finance and Administration.  
XXII. Emergency management has evolved over the last half century.  That evolution has included fundamental changes in values and approaches to managing hazards and responding to disasters, including a  

A. Paradigm shift from government program to government assistance program, meaning that the old “cavalry” role with government agencies moving in to “save the day” has changed to a supporting role with federal and state agencies working closely with local officials to manage hazards and deal with disasters.
B. Change of focus from disaster response to hazard mitigation in US and elsewhere.  There has been a fundamental cultural change in favor of collaborative processes and shared decision making.
C. Refocus on “disaster-resistant” communities and increasing “community resilience,” acknowledging the necessity of local control and local capacity-building.
D. An increasing connection to sustainability and development, including “sustainable assistance” to assure that vulnerabilities are reduced.
E. Emergency management (crisis management or disaster management) has become a focus of government action in the U.S. and in other nations and there is greater international cooperation and coordination in the reduction of risks to life and property.
XXIII. Another change over the last several decades is the development of a professional community willing to be advocates for emergency management.  

XXIV. IAEM, NEMA, and other related professional organizations employ lobbyists and other advocates to make policymakers aware of the risks to communities and the necessity of investing in programs to reduce those risks.  

XXV. The role of the emergency manager is to promote his or her programs, including lobbying for funding. This role was described in the session on budgeting and it also critical in the policy arena.  Disasters create a “window of opportunity” to promote emergency management and that window will close as people forget what they experienced.  

XXVI. Policy advocacy is a professional responsibility.
________________________________________________________________________
Exercise:   (Approximately one hour)
Ask students to read the EMAP Standard and discuss how the standard might be used to develop a comprehensive emergency management program in their college or university.  The EMAP Standard is available at the following URL www.emaponline.org.

________________________________________________________________________

Discussion Questions:
1. What was the Department of Homeland Security created to do and how did that differ from FEMA’s mission?

2. Why were FEMA’s capacities to deal with major disasters reduced after the 9/11 attacks?

3. Why was FEMA’s mission in conflict with that of the Department of Homeland Security?

4. What were the major organizational problems that arose after the creation of the Department of Homeland Security?  

5. Why is the appointment of a professional emergency manager to head FEMA viewed as a positive sign that the agency’s capabilities will be rebuilt?

6. Why do the EMAP Standards and NFPA 1600 focus on “programs” rather than agencies?

7. What are the major changes that have occurred in emergency management over the last half century?

8. Why is policy advocacy a professional responsibility? 

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 15.4 

Discuss the process and importance of policy implementation 

I. Implementation is the process of putting laws and regulations into operation, i.e., translating them from paper into operating programs and processes. 
II. The implementation of policies is typically done by public agencies, but is increasingly often being done by third parties through the privatization and contracting out of government services.
III. When services are contracted out or turned over to private firms entirely, control over the implementation process is made much more difficult (Fesler and Kettl, 1991: 262).
IV. The implementation of policies is overseen by the chief executive and administrative officials and by the legislative body to ensure that the policies are being operationalized effectively and as intended.
V. In some cases, higher administrators and even legislative committees and individual legislators may attempt to “micromanage” programs to ensure that they are being implemented and operated in accord with the officials’ preferences (Fesler and Kettl, 1991: 271).
VI. Congress, for example, oversees policy and program implementation to 

1. ensure that its intent is being followed,

2. identify waste, fraud, and abuse,

3. collect information on the policy,

4. assess its effectiveness,

5. protect Congress’ interests vis-a-vis the president,

6. protect personal prerogatives, and

7. force changes in unpopular regulations and other actions (Fesler and Kettl, 1991: 272-273).

VII. There is a persistent view among some Americans that the policy process is characterized, or should be characterized, by elected officials making policy and public administrators simply implementing the policy as it was written or intended.
VIII. The policymaking process is much more complex than that, however. Public administrators are often involved in policymaking as policy and/or administrative experts, sometimes suggesting policies themselves and seeking approval by elected officials. 
IX. Many policies fail in the implementation process. The intent or purpose of the policy may not be realized, or the resources allocated to implement the policy may be exhausted before results are achieved.
X. In some cases, the purpose of the policy may change as it is being implemented and the results may be better or worse than originally expected. Early feedback from clients, policy experts, the media, legislative committees, and other actors may encourage adjustments in the policy that make it work better.
XI. The critical issues in policy implementation are

A.  the relationship between policy formulation and implementation,
B. the criteria and focus of program evaluation, and
C. the perspective that should guide implementation (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983: 7).
XII. There are differing views of the relationship between policy formulation and implementation.
A.  The traditional expectation is that 

1. policy will be set by elected officials, 

2. public administrators will implement the policy, and, 

3. if improvements can be made or changes are needed, the elected officials will reformulate the policy appropriately (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983: 7).

A. Proponents of that view tend to distrust “bureaucratic discretion” as being contrary to the representation of public interests through elected officials.
B. Bureaucratic discretion was a topic of discussion among the framers of the U.S. Constitution and in earlier documents, including the Federalist Papers. John Locke argued for the use of discretion by administrators for the public good and Alexander Hamilton argued that discretion was necessary to implement legislation (Bryner, 1987: 4).
C. Bureaucratic discretion in implementation has also been supported by presidents seeking to implement their own policy goals through the policy implementation process (Bryner, 1987: 4).
D. Bureaucratic discretion frees legislators from having to tend to every minor detail in the design of policy, helps diffuse conflict (because details can be left for the implementation stage), and provides a medium for negotiation and conflict resolution (Bryner, 1987: 5).
E. Discretion permits officials to be flexible and allows them to adapt policies to changing circumstances (Bryner, 1987: 5).
F. The public administrators themselves, as well, represent public interests. The “representative bureaucracy” view is based on the idea that women, minorities, and people from other segments of American society work within the public bureaucracy and thereby represent the interests of their own groups. 

XIII. Studies of policy implementation have focused on the “interactive” or “adaptive nature” of the process (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983: 7-8). That is, the expectation is that adjustments are made by all parties during the policy formulation and implemention stages to ensure that the policy will be workable when put into operation.
XIV. When making policy, elected officials should be sensitive to implementation issues and should design policy so that it can be implemented successfully.
XV. Public and nonprofit organization administrators, as experts in particular policy areas as well as in administration, should participate in policy formulation to ensure that the policies adopted will achieve what the elected officials intend, with reasonable cost, and can be implemented appropriately.
A. For example, housing, employment, and other programs for the homeless generally began as general outreach programs to address the needs of everyone found living on the street, in shelters, and in other forms of temporary housing. 
B. During the last decade, experts, many of whom run programs for the homeless, determined that the problem of homelessness is actually many different problems rather than a single problem amenable to a single solution. 
C. People are homeless because of alcohol and drug abuse, mental health problems, general health problems, spousal abuse, child abuse, unemployment due to the lack of job skills, unemployment due to the closing of businesses, unemployment due to illness, the expense of rents and security deposits for utilities, the lack of low-income housing in communities, being forced to leave by other families, and other factors. Some homelessness is long-term and some is very temporary. 
D. To address the problems of homelessness requires a multiplicity of approaches, in other words, because it is a symptom of many social and economic problems.
XVI. In some cases, policies are so vague that implementing officials have to make policies in order to operationalize the law that was passed by the elected officials. 
A. For example, civil rights policies have frequently provided ambiguous policy guidance until they have been implemented by public and/or private organizations and tested in the courts. The courts’ interpretation of the law has changed often over the years, as well.
B. In other cases, policies provide so many opportunities for influential actors to change their purposes, that the final implementation looks little like the policy that was originally intended. 
XVII. The official intent or stated purpose of public policies may not include secondary purposes. 

A. For example, public education in the U.S. is also a form of day-care. Parents are usually at work while their children are in class. Shortening the school day or providing extra vacation days presents a dilemma for parents because they have to find alternative care for their children. 
B. Suspending or expelling students often results in their being unsupervised during the day and may result in criminal activity, drug abuse, and other problems. Therefore, school districts and police departments are trying to find alternatives to expulsion and suspension.
C. Similarly, by providing support for elderly Americans, Social Security also benefits their families because their children do not have to house and feed elderly relatives. 
D. In that sense, Social Security is a program for younger people because it shifts the burden of supporting elderly citizens from their families to the Social Security System. (It is also social insurance, because recipients pay into the system in order to qualify for benefits, so the fiscal burden falls on the Social Security Trust Fund rather than on the government as a whole).
XVIII. Public policies also frequently have impacts that are unintended or at least unexpected. 
A. For example, a dilemma in law enforcement for the past sixty years has been how to encourage kidnappers to release their hostages without harm. The Little-Lindbergh Act was passed after the kidnapping and murder of Charles Lindbergh’s baby in 1932, and it prescribes the death penalty for kidnappers. 
B. Because of the act, kidnappers essentially face the same penalty whether they kill their hostages or not. Therefore, kidnappers often choose to kill their hostages because it is less likely to result in their being identified and apprehended than if they let the hostages go free.
C. Similarly, the passage of politically popular, hard-line “three strikes and you are out” laws in many states is causing serious economic problems. The laws prescribe life imprisonment for criminals who are convicted of three or more felonies. 
D. There is some question concerning the appropriateness of the penalty when the third crime is a relatively minor and nonviolent felony, such as writing bad checks. The larger problem, however, is simply the number of offenders who are being incarcerated. Growing prison populations are becoming a major financial burden for many state governments.

XIX. The classic study of policy implementation is Pressman’s and Wildavsky’s book Implementation (1984), which describes the Economic Development Administration’s (EDA) attempt to provide jobs for minority workers through public works and building loans in Oakland, California, in the 1970s. 
A. The full title of the book explains much of its focus:

Implementation: How Great Expectations in Washington Are Dashed in Oakland; Or, Why It’s Amazing that Federal Programs Work at All, This Being a Saga of the Economic Development Administration as Told by Two Sympathetic Observers Who Seek to Build Morals on a Foundation of Ruined Hopes.

B. EDA’s program was an experiment and the experiment did not achieve what was intended by its creators. Pressman and Wildavsky conclude that the program failed despite gaining political agreement on its purpose, getting adequate funding from Washington, and gaining agreement among local officials on its purpose. 
C. The program failed because it could not be implemented in time to achieve the expected results (p. 8).

D. In brief, EDA’s Oakland Project was a failure because so many agreements had to be reached and maintained before the program was implemented and approvals had to be secured from a large number of participants (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984: 8).
E. There were a number of reasons why the implementation process was not fully considered when the project was initiated (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984: 1-6). 
1.  EDA was created to stimulate economic development in rural areas and it had little experience in implementing programs in large urban areas. The people that the project was intended to help in Oakland were the inner city poor. 
2. To qualify for EDA loans, employers had to present their plans to an employment review board made up of representatives of local businesses, labor, and the poor community. Monthly reports from employers were monitored and aid could be cut off if satisfactory progress was not being made in hiring inner city workers.

3. Business leaders and the involved employers found the process time-consuming and resented being supervised from Washington.
4. Expectations within the minority community were raised as the project was initially promoted, but they became frustrated when it was evident that progress would be very slow (if it occurred at all).
XX. The criteria and focus of program evaluation may be ambiguous or subject to different perceptions; consequently, assessing performance may be difficult (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984: 9-11).  

XXI. Whether policies are measured in terms of their output (expected or intended products or services) or outcome (expected and unexpected results) affects perceptions of their success or effectiveness.
A.  For example, during the 1960s and 1970s, the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) created a program to provide training for hard-core unemployed urban residents. 
B. Cities implemented CETA by creating public sector jobs to train the unemployed for employment. However, many cities became dependent upon the CETA-financed workers because they were employed in essential government services. 
C. The program was successful to the extent that it was popular among city officials because it provided city workers at reduced cost.

XXII. By contrast, welfare reform was a major political issue in the 1990s. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (popularly referred to as the Welfare Reform Act) replaced the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS) programs with the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program. 
A. TANF is a block grant program that largely lets the states determine how to implement its provisions. One of the principal provisions is that TANF puts a two-year time limit on the receipt of welfare benefits. 
B. The principal measure of policy success has been the decreasing number of people drawing TANF or welfare benefits. However, there is growing concern that there is too little attention being paid to the status of those leaving the welfare rolls and, particularly, to the health and condition of their children. 
C. If the former welfare recipients are not working, which might be expected for people with few job skills, it is uncertain how they are faring without welfare benefits. 
D. Also, the number of low-income and welfare families receiving medical care through Medicaid and other programs is decreasing. Not all states are letting TANF recipients know that they can continue receiving medical care benefits for a year after leaving the program. 
E. Those finding work are also unlikely to be receiving medical benefits through their employers; consequently, increasing numbers of low-income families may be without medical care.
XXIII. Cost-benefit analysis provides economic measures of policy or program results, but some impacts may not be measurable in economic terms and the analysis will be affected by the measures used. (Programs are often measured against the presumed result if not adopting the program; compared with other programs adopted for similar purposes; or compared with themselves at different points in time). 
XXIV. Whose perspective should guide implementation is often uncertain. 

A. The implementation of a policy or program can be seen from at least three different perspectives (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1984: 12-13):

1. that of the policymaker(s),
2. that of the implementers or line administrators, and
3. that if the clients or target group.

B. From the policymakers’ perspective, the concern is how to get the implementers to put the policy into practice as intended. That usually means following the process from the top of the administrative hierarchy down to where decisions are being made about how it will be put into operation. 

C. From the implementers’ perspective, the concern is how to fit the new policy or program (i.e., the goals of policymakers) into their own work environment and how to achieve their own goals.
D. From the client or target group perspective, the concern is how the new policy or program addresses their own needs and how well it is implemented to achieve the goals that they agree with.
E. The three perspectives may be in conflict, but it is also possible that all three may have very similar perspectives on policy implementation if policies are developed with the interests of each in mind.
F. The first National Performance Review report in 1993 recommended developing new, closer relationships among federal and state agencies to facilitate the implementation and operation of programs (Scheberle, 1997: 2).
G. Following that report, the Clinton Administration encouraged federal agencies to “reinvent” their working relationships with their state and local counterparts.

H. The same recommendation was made by many experts after the poor federal response to Hurricane Katrina in 2005 because it was clear that the relationships between FEMA and other federal agencies and their state and local counterparts were adversarial and there was very little intergovernmental coordination and cooperation.  

I. The importance of accommodating interests and finding consensus on policies in order to implement them successfully was pointed out in a 1995 General Accounting Office report on the EPA’s relationship with the states. 
J. The GAO report concluded that limited funding was a problem, but that inconsistent EPA supervision, a tendency to “micromanage” programs run by the states, a lack of state involvement in EPA decisionmaking, and the need for technical support from EPA were also significant problems. A “partnering” arrangement with a more negotiated method of oversight was suggested (Scheberle, 1997: 2).
K. A report by the National Academy of Public Administration in 1995 also suggested “accountable devolution” based on partnership. The principle is to let state governments have more responsibility in the management of policies, with oversight based upon need rather than routine practice (Scheberle, 1997: 2).
L. After the National Performance Review recommendations and analyses by GAO and NAPA, many federal agencies developed “partnering” arrangements with state and local governments for the implementation of policies and programs, and this seems to be the preferred method of intergovernmental interaction in the 1990s (see, e.g., Scheberle, 1997: 1).
M. Mazmanian and Sabatier concluded that there are six conditions necessary for effective implementation of a policy that requires “substantial departure from the status quo” (1983: 41-42):

1. The explicit objectives in the legislation or policy statement are clear and consistent or provide some means of resolving inconsistencies;

2. The legislation or policy statement contains “sound theory” regarding causal relationships and provides the implementers with adequate control over the actors and other variables to achieve the desired goals;

3. The implementation process is structured so as to make the achievement of goals possible, including supportive agencies, appropriate decision rules, adequate budget, and access to needed support;

4. Agency administrators are skilled in management and politics and are committed to the program;

5. The program has active constituent support (i.e., from clients and other involved groups) and key legislative support (and no judicial opposition); and 

6. The sociopolitical and economic environment does not change, creating competing or conflicting policies or reduced political support.

N. The absence of any one or two of the conditions may not be a fatal flaw, but successful implementation may be more difficult to achieve. 
O. However, very ambiguous objectives, poor “theory,” strong political opposition (particularly on critical committees or among key decisionmakers), poor management, an inactive or weak constituency, and an environment that does not support implementation can cause policies to fail (sometimes before they are fully adopted).
________________________________________________________________________

Discussion Questions:
1. Why is policy implementation so important?

2. How are public administrators involved in the policy implementation process?

3. What are the conditions likely to lead to success (or failure) in implementing a policy?

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 15.5
Discuss the implementation of emergency management policies

I. Emergency management policymaking has been described as being different from other kinds of policymaking in that policies usually come in the aftermath of a major disaster and address the issues raised by that disaster, rather than broader issues.
II. In terms of Mazmanian’s and Sabatier’s conditions for successful implementation (in the previous section), emergency management policies present some problems. For example,

A. Legislative or policy objectives that are still often unclear or inconsistent:
1. Emergency management policies, like other policies, often have unclear objectives because policymakers were unsure what they wanted to achieve or because there was a lack of consensus on the desired results or insufficient scientific and technical knowledge about the hazard that the policy is addressing. 
2. However, the increased emphasis on strategic planning in the 1990s has encouraged FEMA and other emergency management agencies to develop mission statements, clear goals and objectives, and the means for measuring progress toward those objectives.
III. The Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 required a broader view of the “results” being pursued by focusing on ends rather than means. 

A. FEMA, for example, identified the results it is seeking, operationalized the desired results in measurable terms, and developed strategies for the achievement of the results. 
B. However, the agency was dependent upon state and local governments, other federal agencies, and private organizations to achieve its goals, and coordination is a high priority (GAO, 1998; Waugh, 1999b).
IV. The soundness of theory regarding causal relationships and the adequacy of control over the actors and other variables for the achievement of the desired goals:
A. While there is growing understanding of natural and technological hazards, there is still considerable uncertainty about the frequency and causes of events and how to prevent or reduce their effects. 
B. For example, scientists are still seeking explanations for the phenomena of El Niño and La Niña, although much is known about how they affect weather patterns in North, Central, and South America.
C. By contrast, seismic hazards are much better understood and there are identifiable mitigation measures that can be integrated into an earthquake hazard reduction program. 
D. In fact, the capability to predict volcanic eruptions is developing and predictions have been used to warn people at risk shortly before eruptions.

V. The U.S. Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (1980) determined that there is an “implementation gap” when lower governments are asked to enforce mandates from higher governments (see May and Burby, 1996). 

A. However, successful implementation of federal policies at the state level may be influenced more by the ease of implementation than by the statutory coherence of the mandate (i.e., the clarity of its objectives) (May, 1997: 654). 
B. States may choose different policy approaches, as well. 
C. Cooperation may be easier to obtain when state governments, rather than the federal government, are trying to get local governments to implement a policy or program, because of the control that states have over communities. 
D. Unless the mandate involves a federal law or money can be offered as an inducement to comply, federal authorities may have limited abilities to gain state and/or local compliance.
E. However, a more cooperative form of relationship is evolving. Negotiated regulation is being used by the Environmental Protection Agency to encourage broad compliance with environmental standards. 

VI. FEMA’s Project Impact, also, involves negotiation between federal and local officials for the implementation of mitigation strategies in exchange for technical assistance and financial support.
A. The management skill, political skill, and commitment of administrators:
B. The political acumen and managerial skill of emergency managers are increasing as the field professionalizes.
C. The Certified Emergency Manager (CEM) credential, for example, requires education and training in emergency management and general managerial skills, as well as actual disaster experience. 

VII. There is a need for broad professional education so that emergency managers will have credibility among administrators, elected officials, and the general public and can take advantage of that credibility to encourage mitigation and preparedness at all levels of government and within communities (Stanley and Waugh, in press).
VIII. The integration of emergency management systems into other municipal and administrative functions will require considerable technical and political skill, as well (see, e.g., Stanley and Waugh, in press).
IX. Technological innovations are changing how governments operate, and emergency managers are having to keep abreast of change in order to understand the kinds of policies that are needed and how to implement them successfully (see, e.g., Stanley and Waugh, in press).
X. An active constituency for the policies and key legislative support (and no judicial opposition):
A.  There is relatively little political support for “all-hazards” emergency management programs in general and the comprehensive emergency management functions (i.e., mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery) in particular (Waugh, 1999b). 
B. There are influential interest groups involved in seismic hazard mitigation, hurricane hazard mitigation, and other disaster-specific programs, but no such interest groups promoting generic mitigation programs, except for emergency management professional organizations like the National Emergency Management Association and the International Association of Emergency Managers.
C. Disaster policies typically address issues related to one type of disaster, e.g., earthquakes or hurricanes, rather than general disaster planning or economic recovery from disasters. 
D. Similarly, emergency management programs are funded through a variety of specialized Congressional committees, ranging from national security-related committees to scientific committees.

XI. A stable sociopolitical and economic environment with few competing or conflicting policies:
A. The sociopolitical and economic environments are relatively stable in the late 1990s. There is strong political interest in government efficiency, public support for some government action to reduce environmental risks (but not necessarily to address environmental issues more broadly), and a strong economy to support new policies and programs. 
B. There is strong interest at all levels of government in new initiatives that will save money, including mitigation programs that can reduce the costs of disasters. 
C. FEMA and other agencies have been seeking good ways to measure the economic return on investments in mitigation, and while there is still some uncertainty about the specific economic benefits of mitigation, there is growing evidence that the benefits are substantial (see next section for examples).

_______________________________________________________________________
Discussion Questions:
1. What impact is the professionalization of emergency management having on policymaking and policy implementation?

2. Why might “all-hazards” emergency management policies receive less support than disaster-specific policies?

3. Why might there be problems in formulating and implementing emergency management policies if the national economy weakens?

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 15.6
Discuss examples of policy implementation in emergency management

I. While mitigation is a central feature of natural disaster policies, it has, in effect, been almost forgotten in emergency management policymaking and implementation (see Godschalk et al., 1999: 17). 
II. Because of the availability of disaster assistance, many see little need to reduce the risk to property. 
III. Because of the reluctance of many communities to limit the use of private property, they have done little to regulate land uses and building standards.

IV. Because of the cost of mitigation programs, many governments have not chosen to implement such programs even though the costs will be recovered in the long term.
V. Because of the complexity of organizational responsibilities and prerogatives, many communities and states do not attempt to mitigate hazards.
VI. However, mitigation programs have been successfully implemented following major disasters. 

A. For example, immediately after presidential disaster declarations were issued for the 1994 Midwest floods, the Interagency Hazard Mitigation Team met to discuss mitigation strategies for future floods (see Godschalk et al., pp. 167-168).
B. The team included representatives from eighteen federal agencies and departments, twelve state agencies, seven local governments, and one relief organization.
C. The team made recommendations relating to
1. floodplain management,
2. levees,
3. the risk of flooding behind the levees,
4. NFIP mapping,
5. hazardous materials, and
6. preparedness efforts.
D. The Missouri State Emergency Management Agency and other state agencies developed the hazard mitigation plan required under the Stafford Act and it was approved by FEMA in October 1994. The plan included nineteen recommended mitigation efforts dealing with a variety of hazards besides floods (Godschalk et al., p. 163).
E. However, the plan was not used to guide policymaking after the floods and lacked the detail to be useful as a guide for a broad state mitigation strategy. The focus of the state and federal mitigation efforts was the buyout of properties on the floodplain that had suffered repeated losses (Godschalk et al., pp. 164-167).
1. By agreement between the FEMA regional office and Missouri state officials, the mitigation strategy included very little except the buyout program and making it work better and faster. 
2. The state matched FEMA’s Hazard Mitigation Grant Program funds with its federal Community Development Block Grant funds to provide a total of $60 million to buy out properties. 
3. Applications were solicited from affected communities. Ultimately, approximately 2,400 residences, over 1,100 mobile home pads, 4 apartment buildings, and 385 vacant lots were purchased. Following flooding in November 1993 and the spring of 1994, more properties were purchased. 
4. Communities decided how to spend the disaster relief funds, and buyouts were the preferred option. 
5. Following the buyouts, the communities determined how to use the acquired lands for public purposes, and the uses ranged from woodland (i.e., no development) to city parks. (Godschalk et al., 1999: 170-180).
6. Not all the community buyout programs have been successful thus far. Relocating the entire town of Pattonsburg, for example, has been expensive because it requires all new infrastructure and public buildings. Reduced losses in subsequent floods have demonstrated the effectiveness of the buyout program (Godschalk et al., 1999: 179-180).
7. FEMA’s region VII office chose innovative and proactive approaches to facilitate the buyouts, including streamlining procedures, coordinating with the Small Business Administration and other agencies, contracting planning services for communities, and helping communities write the grant applications (Godschalk et al., 1999: 182-183).
8. The State of Missouri also facilitated the process by streamlining its review process for buyout applications and assisting communities in making the applications (Godschalk et al., 1999: 184).
9. In summary, the implementation of the state mitigation program differed significantly from the mandated mitigation plan submitted for FEMA review under the Stafford Act. The chosen implementation strategy, however, effectively reduced the flooding hazard in over forty Missouri communities. 
10. The implementation was greatly facilitated through the efforts of the FEMA region VII office, the state emergency management office, the governor’s office, and local agencies to make the process fast and flexible. 
11. The buyout program was voluntary and it was a politically popular policy choice. Communities retained control over the purchased property so that it would not be subject to private development in the future.

VII. In terms of state implementation of natural disaster mitigation policies, Burby et al. found that emergency management offices typically have very few staff assigned to mitigation programs (see Godschalk et al., 1999, pp. 453-475). 
A.  Twenty-two out of 45 states (49 percent) had no or only one mitigation staffer and fifteen (32 percent) had only two to four mitigation staffers (Godschalk et al., 1999: 461-462). 
B. Thirty-one percent of the state hazard mitigation officers judged local involvement in the preparation of mitigation plans as “unimportant” or “very unimportant.” Twenty-nine percent judged local involvement to be “very important” (Godschalk et al., 1999: 465).
C. Forty-three percent of state hazard mitigation officers judged the commitment of state officials to natural hazard mitigation to be “low,” 30 percent judged commitment to be “medium,” 20 percent judged commitment to be “high,” and only 7 percent judged it to be “very high” (Godschalk et al., 1999: 465).
D. Most state resources, e.g., emergency management agency staff, are committed to emergency response and preparedness efforts, leaving relatively few to deal with disaster mitigation (Godschalk et al., 1999: 472). 
E. State mitigation plans are not tied to implementation strategies; rather, they tend to be a response to disasters (Godschalk et al., 1999: 472). [The Missouri flood case study cited above, in which buyouts became the sole focus of the state mitigation effort, bears out that conclusion.]

________________________________________________________________________ 

Exercise:  (approximately one hour)

Ask the class to read the 9/11 Commission Report Executive Summary < http://www.9-11commission.gov/report/911Report_Exec.pdf> and identify the recommended policy changes.  What would be required to implement those changes? To what extent were the problems identified by the commission the same as those identified as problems when DHS was created?

 [A larger class exercise might include reading the subsequent assessments of how many of the original commission recommendations were implements and how DHS and the White House responded to Congress’ inquiries about policy changes.]

________________________________________________________________________

Discussion Questions:

1. How did the FEMA region VII office facilitate the implementation of recovery efforts in Missouri following the 1994 Midwest floods?

2. How did Missouri state officials facilitate the implementation of recovery efforts in communities following the 1994 floods?

3. Why do Godschalk and his coauthors suggest that mitigation appears a lower priority in most state emergency management agencies and that because of this, mitigation programs may be more difficult to implement?

________________________________________________________________________
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