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Session Title: Overview of Emergency Management in the U.S.










Time: 4 hours

________________________________________________________________________

Objectives

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

2.1  Describe the general evolution of emergency management in the U.S.

2.2  Describe the development of the Federal Emergency Management Agency

2.3 Describe the organization and function of state and local emergency management agencies

2.4 Describe the involvement of nonprofit and for-profit organizations in emergency management

2.5 Describe and discuss the concept of “all-hazards” emergency management

2.6 Describe and discuss the obstacles to effective emergency management 

________________________________________________________________________

Scope

Overview of the national emergency management system; the functional organization of emergency management agencies; and the categorization of emergency management policies and programs. Introduction to the terminology of emergency management and the conceptual models that guide policymaking and administration.

________________________________________________________________________

Readings

1. Required student readings: 

Claire B. Rubin, “Local Emergency Management: Origins and Evolution,” pp. 25-37 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).  

IAEM, CEM Credential www.iaem.com
EMAP, EMAP Standards 2009 www.emaponline.org
FEMA Higher Education Project website http://www.fema.gov/emiweb/edu
2. Instructor readings: 

Claire B. Rubin, ed., Emergency Management: The American Experience, 1900-2005 (Fairfax, VA: Public Entity Risk Institute, 2007).  
________________________________________________________________________

Requirements

None

________________________________________________________________________

Remarks

1. Students should get a broad picture of the national emergency management system in the U.S. and how the system has evolved.

2. The development of the Federal Emergency Management Agency should be put into political and administrative context, including the reforms and reorganizations designed to give chief executives more control over the government bureaucracy.

3. Reform and reorganization at the federal level had a significant impact on the organization of state and local emergency management agencies. Students should be able to discuss the general impact of the reform and why some state and local agencies still have civil defense-oriented structures and names and why some state agencies have not been brought under the direct control of the governor.

4. The complex network of nonprofit and for-profit agencies that are critical elements in the national, regional, state, and local emergency management systems may be hard for students to understand. Discussing local networks with which students may be familiar, if only from news accounts of disaster responses, may help.

5. The concept of “all-hazards” emergency management appears relatively simple. The implications of “all-hazards” systems for resource allocations, planning, and other administrative tasks are less obvious and should be pointed out.

6. While the logic of IEMS might seem apparent, it does raise questions about the nature of public budgeting (e.g., is it incremental?), the rationality of bureaucratic operations in general, and the politics of resource allocations that might encourage students to examine the model more critically.

7. Students should have a broad understanding of why it is extremely difficult to design effective emergency management policies technically and administratively—even when there is considerable scientific expertise that can be brought to bear—and extremely difficult to implement effective programs because of the political environment. Similar problems are encountered in other policy areas, from public education to national defense, however, and this should be pointed out. 

________________________________________________________________________

Comment

The entire course could fit into this session. It will be more helpful to students to provide a sense of the history and an outline of the structure of American emergency management, rather than so many details that they cannot understand the larger picture. Fitting the development of emergency management into the larger socio-political context may also be helpful. The Cold War, for example, had a profound impact on the development of emergency management as a government function and as a profession.  The big threat was nuclear war.  A succession of major hurricanes and earthquakes in the 1960s and 1970s encouraged more attention to natural disasters.  Certainly, the terrorist attacks on 9/11 had tremendous impact on the profession and the practice of emergency management and the function of emergency management has been rediscovered since the very poor response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita in 2005.  For emergency managers, as well as other public officials, the world changed on September 11, 2001 and it changed again when Katrina made landfall in Louisiana and Mississippi on August 29, 2005.
______________________________________________________________________

Objective 2.1


Describe the general evolution of emergency management in the U.S.

The first local government emergency management efforts focused on fire hazards which, along with floods, are still the most common kinds of disasters in American communities.

Volunteer fire brigades were organized as cities and towns grew and the hazard posed to entire communities by fires increased. Now more communities are choosing to hire full-time, professional firefighters, although many still have well-trained and effective volunteer departments. 

Prior to 1900, there were major disasters of national significance, including the Great Chicago Fire in 1871 and the Johnstown Flood in 1889.  Improved building standards followed the Chicago fire and the role of the American Red Cross expanded during the Johnstown Flood.
In 1900, Galveston was destroyed by a major hurricane and, in 1906, San Francisco was destroyed by an earthquake followed by a firestorm.  The need for emergency plans prior to disasters was manifest to assure effective disaster responses.  
This was the Progressive Age, a time in which science and professional competence were seen as the answers to social, political, and economic problems.  The role of government was changing and responsibilities for dealing with the nation’s hazards were increasing.  The Great Mississippi Flood of 1927 encouraged national efforts to address flooding in California, as well as along the Mississippi River (Rubin, 2007: 27).  

The first national emergency management programs dealt with floods and civil defense. Under the Disaster Relief Act of 1950, the federal role was to supplement state and local resources with assistance going directly to those governments. The act gave the president authority to issue disaster declarations authorizing the assistance.

The National Flood Program was set up under the Flood Control Act of 1936 and the Disaster Relief Act of 1950 in response to the history of serious flooding along America’s major rivers, particularly the Mississippi River and its major tributaries. 

Civil defense programs were established during World War II to make the nation less vulnerable to attack and the nationwide system of civil defense agencies was established after the war under the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950. 

Protection from nuclear attack became the principal focus of the U.S. civil defense programs during the Cold War, with offices established in hundreds of towns and cities by the early 1950s, although the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950 included preparedness for natural disasters.

The federal role was initially to support preparedness efforts by state and local agencies, but the 1950 act was amended in 1957 to assign joint federal/state responsibility for civil defense. 

Concerns about the potential for other kinds of catastrophic natural and technological disasters increased during the 1960s and 1970s, particularly as people migrated to Southern coastal areas vulnerable to hurricanes and to California and the Pacific Northwest with their seismic hazards. 

The Disaster Relief Act of 1969 created a federal coordinating officer to represent the president in disaster relief efforts.

The Disaster Relief Act of 1974, following Tropical Storm Agnes’s damage in six states, authorized individual and family assistance.

By the mid- to late-1970s, federal responsibilities included civil defense, disaster assistance to state and local governments, disaster assistance to individuals and families, training of firefighters through the U.S. Fire Academy, flood mitigation programs through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and flood insurance. 

But federal responsibility for disaster management was still scattered among the Department of Defense, the Department of Commerce, the Department of Housing and Urban Development, and the General Services Administration.

To facilitate executive control over federal emergency management programs, most were consolidated in 1979 when the Federal Emergency Management Agency was created to coordinate federal efforts with state and local efforts. FEMA became the linchpin for the national emergency management system.

The national emergency management system is designed to provide state assistance to communities when local capabilities and resources are overwhelmed and federal assistance to states and localities when state capabilities and resources are taxed. 

In order to receive federal aid, the governor must issue a formal request that documents the need for federal assistance. The request necessarily must include a reasonable damage assessment and the kinds of aid that are needed. 

In practical terms, the governor’s office must collect data from the affected communities, assess their needs, and judge whether state resources have been effectively allocated. The process requires significant administrative capability and technical expertise and requires an effective communications link to ensure that information is passed on from local emergency management officials. 

The approval process for disaster aid is political, as well as administrative, and close communication between the governor and the president can speed up the approval of federal disaster assistance. Communication is facilitated when the president and the governor are from the same political party or have personal connections.

If need is adequately documented, the president may issue a presidential disaster declaration that makes available a wide variety of federal aid and loan programs. 

FEMA is the coordinating agency for federal aid and is responsible for setting 
up disaster assistance centers to deliver the aid in the affected communities. 

A lesser disaster that does not justify a presidential disaster declaration is supposed to be handled by state and local agencies and the supporting network of nonprofit organizations. 

Local agencies are generally the lead agencies in lesser disasters, because few state governments have strong response capabilities aside from using the National Guard and providing technical assistance. 

State governments have emergency management agencies for coordinating state disaster response and recovery efforts, but the amount of involvement in local operations varies widely from California’s standardized “statewide emergency management system” (SEMS) to more ad hoc state support. 

The size of the state, the tax base and other resources, the level of professionalization within state government, the form of government (i.e., strong or weak executive), state-local politics, and the orientation of officials and the public to proactive government programs are factors that influence the organization and function of the state emergency management system.

Questions arose regarding the effectiveness of the national emergency management system during response and recovery operations for Hurricane Hugo in 1989, Hurricanes Andrew and Iniki in 1992, the Loma Prieta earthquake in 1992, and the Northridge earthquake in 1994. 
FEMA, as well as the federal government in general, was criticized for responding too slowly, and state agencies were criticized for their lack of planning and poor communication with local agencies and officials.

FEMA and state and local emergency management agencies were again criticized during and after the poor response to Hurricane Katrina in August 2005.  

Poor planning, poor execution, and poor leadership were the principal criticisms in after-action reports issued by the White House, the State of Louisiana (in collaboration with the Department of Homeland Security), and other agencies.
Efforts are underway to rebuild the nation’s capacity to deal with major natural, technological, and other man-made (e.g., terrorism-related) disasters.  

At the same time, the field of emergency management has been professionalizing.  Professional education and training programs are expanding and professional certifications are taking on renewed importance.  [The FEMA Higher Education program and the Certified Emergency Manager Program will be discussed in detail in the session on human resource management.]

The development of benchmarks and standards was initiated with FEMA’s Capability Assessment for Readiness (CAR) program in the 1980s.  In 1995, the National Fire Protection Association issued a set of standards, NFPA 1600, for emergency management and business continuity.  That set of standards has been recognized by Congress and the 911 Commission.
The Emergency Management Accreditation Program (EMAP), using the CAR and NFPA framework, has developed a set of benchmarks and standards for state and local emergency management programs. 

Like NFPA 1600, the EMAP standards focus on “programs” and require participation by all stakeholders that will be involved in major disaster responses.  The stakeholders are public agencies (including but not limited to emergency management agencies), private firms, and nongovernmental organizations.  It is also recognized that there typically are nonaffiliated volunteers, as well, who have to be integrated into disaster operations.  

The EMAP standards include provisions for 

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

14. Finance and Administration

As of the fall of 2009, twenty-four states, including the District of Columbia, were accredited and four local governments (see updated list at www.emaponline.org).  
The major trends that are shaping the U.S. emergency management system include

1. A paradigm shift from government program to government assistance program – meaning a shift from “cavalry” role (rushing in to save the day) to a supporting role helping state and local officials protect lives and property.  

2. A change of focus from disaster response to hazard mitigation, preventing or reducing loss of life and property before disasters occur.  

3. An emphasis on “disaster-resistant” communities and increasing “disaster resilience” rather the simply responding to disasters.  

4. Greater recognition of local prerogatives and local control in disaster response and recovery programs.  Actions should be community-driven, rather than taken over by outside authorities.
5. Greater connection to sustainability and development, making sure that the same kind of disaster does not happen again.  “Sustainable assistance” should be focused on mitigating hazards and developing a more sustainable community.
_________________________________________________________________

Discussion questions for students:
1. To what extent should the government be responsible for reducing the risk of natural and technological disasters? Is it possible to eliminate all or nearly all risk to communities?

2. Even if there is little likelihood of a major disaster, should public officials be held responsible for providing a “reasonable” level of preparation?  

3. Should governments assist people who knowingly put themselves at risk by building homes in hazardous locations or engaging in other risky behaviors?

4. Why is federal disaster assistance necessary? Can’t communities simply rely upon their own resources as they did early in American history?

5. Why can’t federal authorities simply respond to disasters without waiting for a formal request from the state governor? 

6. How might political considerations affect a president’s decision to issue a presidential disaster declaration?

7. What stakeholders (organizations) might be included in an emergency management program according to the EMAP and NFPA 1600 standards?  

8. How might the Principles of Emergency Management affect the way that emergency managers interact with other officials?

9. How broad is the definition of emergency management developed by the working group?  How might officials separate the emergency management function from an emergency response function like firefighting or emergency medical services?

10. How can communities be made more disaster-resistant and more resilient, i.e., better able to recover with minimal assistance?  [Resilience will be a continuing theme in this course and answers should become more sophisticated as students move through the course.]
________________________________________________________________________

Objective 2.2


Describe the development of the Federal Emergency Management Agency

As federal disaster programs expanded during the mid- to late-1970s to include direct assistance to individuals and families, the fragmented responsibility for the programs was viewed as a serious political problem. Anti-military sentiment also made it difficult to implement mass evacuation plans because the residents of some communities were distrustful of DoD and civil defense leaders.

The fragmented disaster preparedness and recovery system was also viewed as a serious administrative problem, particularly when responsibility for emergency 
preparedness was moved from the Executive Office of the president to the General Services Administration.

President Carter implemented a series of reforms in the federal budgeting and personnel systems to facilitate executive control. For example,

The Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA) of 1978 consolidated the “supergrades” (GS-16 to GS-18) into the Senior Executive Service to give greater flexibility in job assignments, expand the compensation system to include bonuses for exemplary work, etc. CSRA also reorganized the civil service system to give the president greater control over recruitment, selection, and other personnel functions through the Office of Personnel Management while transferring responsibility for monitoring the system to assure compliance with merit principles to the Merit Systems Protection Board. 

In 1978, President Carter initiated the reorganization of federal preparedness programs through Reorganization Plan No. 3 and created the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

The new agency included

· Civil preparedness programs from the Department of Defense, 

· The National Flood Insurance Program from the Department of Housing and Urban Development, 

· The National Fire Prevention and Control Administration and the National Fire Academy from the U.S. Department of Commerce, 

· The Community Preparedness Program from the National Weather Service and the U.S. Department of Commerce, and 

· Programs in dam safety, earthquake hazard reduction, and terrorism and the national emergency warning systems from the Office of the President.

FEMA was given responsibility for a variety of civil defense and natural and technological hazard programs, and the responsibilities have expanded over the past twenty years as new problems have arisen. 

The first directors, including John Macy, who served on the Civil Service Commission, were civilians, but the agency was criticized for giving greatest priority to civil defense-related programs. 

There were fundamental organizational and political problems within FEMA from the beginning. Scandal, organizational turmoil, and political conflict drew criticism of the agency’s ability to coordinate federal disaster programs and to interact effectively with state and local governments. 

In the mid-1980’s, the director and one of his top aides were forced to resign; high turnover in top agency personnel indicated serious personnel problems; frequent conflicts with state and local emergency management officials over agency priorities raised questions about the ability of the agency to coordinate programs with state and local governments; and the apparent lack of experience in emergency management raised questions about the expertise of those appointed to the agency’s top positions.

More questions were raised when FEMA was slow to respond to the devastation of Hurricane Hugo in 1989. Although officials in South Carolina shared the blame for the slow response, the agency was criticized for not being as proactive as it might have been prior to receiving the request for aid from the governor’s office. FEMA’s effectiveness was also questioned during subsequent disaster operations.

The image of the agency was severely damaged when administrative responsibility for the Hurricane Andrew response in 1992 was given to the Secretary of Transportation, rather than to the director of FEMA. The poor federal response to the hurricane threatened President Bush’s political support in Florida and might have cost him the state’s critical electoral votes later that year. 

As a result of the Hurricane Andrew problems, President Clinton appointed an experienced emergency management official, James Lee Witt, as director of FEMA in 1993. Witt had been the Arkansas emergency management director and has been able to build links between FEMA and its state and local counterparts. His orientation toward natural and technological, non-war disasters also serves to defuse some of the political opposition that FEMA experienced in its dealings with other agencies. 

The perception that FEMA was ineffective in the late 1980s prompted the U.S. Congress to commission reviews by the U.S. General Accounting Office (GAO) and the National Academy of Public Administration (NAPA). In addition, when funding for the agency was reauthorized, the U.S. Senate’s Committee on Governmental Affairs held hearings. 

The NAPA report, Coping with Catastrophe: Building an Emergency Management System to Meet People’s Needs in Natural and Manmade Disasters, was published in 1993 and recommended that FEMA

· institutionalize its relationship with the White House to ensure quick response;

· review the role of the National Guard in emergency management;

· amend the Federal Response Plan to improve coordination among agencies and develop operational plans for each emergency support function;

· develop a “coherent sense of mission” for FEMA with appropriate goals;

· give priority to preparing for the next catastrophic disaster, including making investments in mitigation to reduce its effects;

· build a “single, coherent organization” using the “all-hazards” emergency management approach, rather than the hazard-specific approach that created organizational subcultures (e.g., military preparedness and earthquake preparedness programs);

· improve the media relations and broader public affairs functions;

· measure performance against goals;

· establish a “central management system” to “bind the agency together”; and

· “establish a modern communications and information resources management system” (NAPA, 1993: xv-xx).

The NAPA report went on to recommend that Congress and the president 

· provide the resources necessary to ensure an effective emergency management agency, 

· give FEMA responsibility for emergencies and disasters not currently covered in the Stafford Act and other legislation, 

· reduce the number of political appointees in the agency to two, subject to confirmation by a single Congressional committee, and 

· give the agency more flexibility in spending (NAPA, 1993: xx-xxi). 

NAPA also recommended changes to facilitate FEMA efforts to improve the emergency management capacities of state and local governments (NAPA, 1993: xxi).

Reorganizations under Director James Lee Witt and reforms suggested in the agency’s National Performance Review studies addressed many, if not most, of the problems identified by NAPA and the GAO. 

The reforms began with a new mission statement emphasizing mitigation, prevention or reduction of the damage from disasters, and partnership with state and local governments and the private sector. 

The civil defense program was administratively integrated with the other disaster programs to make better use of the agency’s resources and to reduce conflict between the “military” and natural and technological disaster components of the agency.

FEMA is a relatively small agency with roughly 2,400 full-time employees, but it can mobilize nearly 7,000 temporary disaster assistance employees (DAEs) to respond to a disaster.

The FEMA administrator is appointed by the president and subject to confirmation by the U.S. Senate. 

The agency is organized around the four functions of (1) mitigation, (2) preparedness, (3) response, and (4) recovery with ten regional offices to coordinate with FEMA’s state and local government counterparts and with nonprofit and for-profit organizations.

FEMA also maintains a training center on a campus in Emmitsburg, Maryland. The National Fire Academy and the Emergency Management Institute comprise the National Emergency Training Center. 

DHS was created November 25, 2003 with signing of the Homeland Security Act of 2002. 

FEMA’s role and function changed when the agency became part of the Department of Homeland Security in 2003.  The initial concerns were that the agency was no longer a cabinet-level agency and the administrator no longer had direct access to the president.  Twenty-two agencies and offices were also transferred to the new department and FEMA was only a very small part of a department with approximately 180,000 personnel.  The agency was “taxed” to support other units in the department and FEMA officials complained that the agency was losing its capacity to deal with major disasters.  
The focus of the Department of Homeland Security was on securing the nation’s borders and protecting civil aviation, the two central issues raised by the terrorist attacks on 9/11.  Natural and other man-made hazards were a low priority and investments in mitigation programs were reduced or eliminated.

[See the Higher Education course on “Emergency Management and Homeland Security” for a discussion of the conflicts between Homeland Security officials and emergency managers.]  
_________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:
1. Why is it beneficial to have a lead agency for emergency management, rather than having a number of agencies responding when their expertise is needed? What problems might result from having several or many agencies involved in emergency management?

2. What kinds of administrative problems might one anticipate when an agency is responsible for many disparate programs, some civilian and some military?

3. What kinds of administrative problems might one anticipate when offices and programs are consolidated?

4. What is required for an agency like FEMA to achieve its strategic goals through cooperation with other governmental and nongovernmental organizations?

5. How difficult might it be to measure program performance or results when programs are addressing problems (disasters) that may occur only every 100 or 1,000 (or more) years?

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 2.3


Describe the organization of state and local emergency management offices
State emergency management agencies take many forms, although there is a growing tendency to mimic FEMA in name and function. Some agencies were originally created as part of the civil defense system and are still housed in the state adjutant general’s office. Other agencies are part of the office of the governor. Recent major disasters have increased interest in the structure and effectiveness of state offices and, in particular, their relationships with the governor. 

Local agencies range from volunteer and part-time coordinators with few resources and little authority to large, highly professional organizations with state-of-the-art information technology and staffs with extensive training and experience. 

Due to the potential legal liability of local officials for failures to prepare for and respond to disasters effectively, there has been increased interest in the organization of local offices. But reform has been slow. 

The common wisdom is that local emergency management offices should be directly responsible to the local government executive—that they should either be part of the office of the mayor or city/county manager or be tied very closely to that office. 

Close proximity to the local government executive facilitates communication and can serve to give the emergency manager greater visibility and, possibly, greater access to the resources of the government.

Due to limited state and local funding, many local emergency management offices have a small staff. Local emergency managers are often part-time public employees, unpaid volunteers, or employees of disaster-related agencies (such as public works or police departments) appointed to serve in this capacity in addition to their other “regular” duties. The most common reasons many state and local agencies have such limited resources are:

Some local emergency management offices, particularly in large urban areas with significant histories of disaster, are staffed with professional planners, communications specialists, and other technically trained personnel and are provided considerable resources to address hazards and to develop mitigation and response programs. 

The very unevenness of local capabilities has presented (and still presents) a major dilemma for state and federal emergency management officials. In some cases, local agencies have more experience with particular hazards or disasters than their federal counterparts and need relatively little assistance. In other cases, local agencies need a great deal of assistance.

State emergency management agencies are responsible for all phases of hazard mitigation and disaster preparedness, response, and recovery, calling upon federal support only when damage exceeds local and state capacities and/or when technical assistance and other kinds of support are needed.

The authority of the governor and the responsibilities of state and local agencies are typically spelled out in state law. Governors are responsible for declaring and ending states of emergency, during which agencies are granted extraordinary powers to assure public safety.

State emergency management agencies are typically responsible for coordinating the activities of other state and local agencies during disasters and assisting the governor in the exercise of his or her emergency powers. 

State emergency management agencies are sometimes remnants of the old civil defense system, often under the administrative umbrella of the state adjutant general of the National Guard. 

Increasingly, state emergency management agencies are being located in or near the office of the governor to facilitate communication during disasters, to promote mitigation programs, and to assure administrative accountability. As with the president of the U.S., governors must appear decisive and effective during major disasters or they will lose votes. 

As with local emergency management agencies, state agencies are slowly professionalizing as governors and other officials realize the political costs associated with poor disaster responses and begin to seek out experienced emergency management directors and provide fiscal resources to hire professional staff.

State emergency management agencies maintain state disaster plans that can be activated when local governments need assistance and emergency operations centers (EOCs) to facilitate the coordination of state and local efforts.

The qualifications of state and local emergency management personnel are receiving more attention as a result of federal requirements that requests for a presidential disaster declaration and other aid be accompanied by documentation of damages caused by disasters, and that mitigation strategies to lessen the likelihood of future losses be developed.

Local emergency management offices or agencies may be located in or near the office of the mayor, city or county manager, city or county commission, or other elected official or appointed administrator. 

Local emergency managers are often part-time officials and may also be responsible for law enforcement, fire services, emergency medical services, public works, and/or other administrative functions. In larger jurisdictions, local emergency managers are increasingly professionally trained, full-time, paid officials with broad responsibilities for hazard management and disaster operations.

_________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:

1. Why is it important to have effective, professional emergency managers at all levels of government, including cities and towns?

2. Why might it be helpful to have state emergency management officials located in or very close to the office of the governor and local emergency management agencies close to the office of the mayor, city or county manager, or the chairperson of the city or county commission?

3. If emergency management is an important function, why do many communities have only part-time emergency managers and many have emergency management offices with no staff support at all?

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 2.4


Describe the involvement of nonprofit and for-profit organizations in emergency management

There are thousands of organizations, large and small, in the U.S. that are engaged in monitoring known and suspected hazards and encouraging hazard reduction efforts.

Nonprofit voluntary groups are chartered or otherwise recognized by law as tax-exempt and range from large environmental groups to small church or community organizations. Some are highly specialized in disaster-related skills, such as search and rescue, amateur radio communications, and emergency feeding or shelter, and others are much broader in scope.

The Nature Conservancy, the Sierra Club, the Audobon Society, and other groups monitor environmental quality and encourage effective government regulation to protect both animal and plant life and human communities. 

While hazard reduction is not always the explicit concern of such groups, their goals frequently include limiting or redirecting development in order to minimize or prevent the degradation of the environment and reducing the risks to human communities, as well as to animal and plant life. 

Similarly, there are consumer groups, such as the Consumers Union, that monitor safety issues in areas ranging from aviation to food products and advocate regulatory efforts that ensure public health and safety. 

Competition among groups, differences in approaches and philosophies, conflicts in ideology, and a variety of other factors complicate the politics and the economics of hazard and disaster management, however.

Professional organizations are also active in promoting the professionalization of the field and the development of effective federal, state, and local programs. Such agencies include

· the National Emergency Management Association, which represents state emergency management agencies and managers; 

· The International Association of Emergency Managers, which represents local emergency managers in the U.S. and in other nations; 

· The American Psychological Association’s Disaster Response Network; 

· The American Public Works Association’s Council on Emergency Management; and

· The American Society for Public Administration’s Section on Emergency and Crisis Management.

The interests and concerns of planners, engineers, architects, airline pilots, floodplain managers, dam safety officials, local government officials, insurance companies, fire chiefs and firefighters, risk managers, and experts on hazards ranging from sink holes to avalanches to earthquakes are represented. 

Professional groups have been very active in the promotion of safety regulations, land-use regulations and building standards, and the development of comprehensive emergency management programs. 

Private sector organizations involved in emergency management range from firms that provide technical assistance to government agencies to associations of firms from particular industries that have common concerns relating to hazard reduction. 

In California, in particular, there is an industry associated with hazard reduction and disaster preparedness, response, and recovery which provides critical services in the statewide emergency management system. Private firms or consultants may be hired to develop, evaluate, and even operate disaster programs. 

Voluntary organizations, such as the American Red Cross and the Salvation Army, are primary response and recovery agencies. Government agencies may contract with such organizations to provide disaster services. 

For smaller fire and flood disasters, most communities rely entirely on the relief and recovery programs provided by local Red Cross offices. The American Red Cross has a national network of offices, a broadly focused training program for volunteers from their own organization and from other disaster-related organizations, an extensive list of volunteers and supporters, and very well-developed capabilities to respond to many kinds of disaster. 

When disasters occur, the Red Cross mobilizes emergency medical teams, activates food and shelter programs, and responds to other community and victim needs. 

Smaller organizations, including church groups and local charities, also provide critical services, but their resources tend to be limited. 

Coordination and cooperation among nonprofit, voluntary groups has been increasing at the national and state levels. The National Volunteer Organizations Active in Disaster (NVOAD) was formed to provide a vehicle to coordinate the planning of disaster responses and to minimize duplications of effort. VOADs fulfill a similar role at the state level.

NVOAD members include large general-purpose organizations like the American Red Cross and smaller church-related organizations like the Mennonite Disaster Services, medical response organizations like the Phoenix Society for Burn Victims, and special-purpose organizations like Volunteers in Technical Assistance (VITA) (which provides telecommunications and information management systems to support disaster services) and the Second Harvest National Network of Food Banks.

Ad hoc or “emergent” groups of volunteers also form in the aftermath of a disaster. Some groups can be highly organized and very effective in response and recovery efforts and others may be more amorphous groupings of volunteers that are only minimally integrated into the regular emergency management system. 

There is also the phenomenon of “convergence behavior” as people are attracted to a disaster for a variety of reasons. Such volunteers can provide needed manpower for disaster operations if integrated into the existing emergency management system, but may interfere with the operations of response agencies if they are not organized and used effectively. 

Coordinating the activities of volunteer and other nonprofit groups, for-profit organizations and individuals, and government agencies is a complex and difficult task. 

However, in large disasters, communities can be very much reliant upon such groups and individuals. Indeed, emergency managers have to anticipate the emergence of such groups and individuals and find ways to utilize the financial, administrative, and political resources that they bring to hazard reduction and disaster management. 


__________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:

1. Why are there so many groups willing to assist the victims of disaster? What are their motivations?

2. How capable are the organizations with which you are familiar (e.g., churches, civic organizations, volunteer groups, neighborhood associations, etc.) of providing assistance during disasters?

3. Why might public officials be reluctant to rely heavily upon untrained volunteers and nongovernmental groups during disasters?

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 2.5


Describe and discuss “all-hazards” emergency management

To broaden FEMA’s focus, the “all-hazards” emergency management model 
created under the auspices of the National Governors’ Association in the 1970s was adopted to ensure that programs developed for national security-related disasters, such as nuclear wars, would be adaptable to natural and technological disasters.

The comprehensive emergency management model has four phases: mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery.

· Mitigation: In general, mitigation is the initial phase of “all hazards” emergency management, although it may be a component in the other phases, as well, and should be considered long before an emergency occurs to eliminate or reduce the probability of the occurrence of an emergency or disaster. Examples: 

· Regulating the transportation of hazardous cargoes through congested urban areas.

· Requiring protective construction to reinforce a roof (thereby reducing damage from the high winds of a hurricane). 

· Encouraging or requiring changes in construction standards and land-use to reduce the likelihood of future damage. 

Mitigation also includes activities designed to postpone, dissipate, or lessen the effects of a disaster or emergency. Preventing the development of hazardous areas like floodplains or adjusting the use of such areas by elevating structures can reduce the chance of flooded buildings.

· Preparedness: Preparedness is planning how to respond in case of an emergency or disaster, and developing capabilities and programs that contribute to a more effective response. Preparedness is “insurance” against emergencies, because mitigation activities cannot prevent all emergencies from happening. Examples: 

· Planning to ensure the most effective, efficient response. 

· Efforts to minimize damages, such as forecasting and warning systems. 

· Training emergency responders. 

· Public education and preparedness programs to assure that residents know how to minimize risk to themselves and their property. 

· Laying the groundwork for response operations, such as stockpiling emergency supplies and developing mutual aid agreements.

· Response: Response is the first phase and occurs when the disaster is imminent or soon after its onset. Response activities are intended to minimize the risks created in an emergency by protecting the people, the environment, and property and to provide emergency assistance for disaster victims. Examples:

· Pre-disaster activities:

· Evacuation of people at risk

· Securing property that may be damaged by winds

· Buying food and water

· Covering windows and doors

· Activities during disasters:

· Emergency medical assistance for casualties

· Search and rescue operations

· Firefighting

Response also includes efforts to reduce the probability or extent of secondary damage through such measures as security patrols to prevent looting, and to reduce damage with efforts such as sandbagging against impending floodwaters or remedial movement of shelterees in heavily contaminated fallout areas, or other measures that will enhance future recovery operations, such as damage assessment.

· Recovery: Recovery activities continue beyond the emergency period immediately following a disaster. Their purpose is to return all systems, informal and formal, to as near their normal state as possible. They can be broken down into short-term and long-term activities. 
Short-term activities attempt to return vital human systems to minimum operating standards and usually encompass approximately a two-week period. 

For example:

· Crisis counseling to help victims of catastrophic loss

· Temporary shelter

· Emergency power generators

Long-term activities stabilize all systems and can last as long as years after a disaster ends. For example:

· Redevelopment loans

· Legal assistance

· Community planning

· Radiation exposure control
· Public works rehabilitation—repair of infrastructure

FEMA used the “all hazards” model to develop the Integrated Emergency Management System (IEMS).

_________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:
1. Why might it be more effective to have an “all hazards” focus rather than to have separate programs to address each kind of known hazard in a community or state?

2. What are the advantages of having “generic” emergency management functions when dealing with communities and agencies all across the U.S.? 

3. How might natural disaster-oriented programs be used in the event of a nuclear accident or attack? 

_______________________________________________________________________

Objective 2.6 

Describe and discuss the obstacles to effective emergency management 
The development of an effective complex of emergency management policies and programs to prepare for specific types of natural and man-made disasters, mitigate their effects, respond to their occurrence, and recover from their destruction requires the commitment of considerable political and economic resources. 

Emergency management programs generally do not compete well with other programs for scarce fiscal resources and for official and public attention. 

Effective emergency management programs are also very difficult to design, implement, and coordinate. The reasons for those difficulties are numerous:

1. Emergency management is generally a low-salience political issue, except during or in the immediate aftermath of a disaster.

2. Emergency management programs lack strong political constituencies to support effective action.

3. Strong resistance to regulations common to disaster mitigation and hazard reduction programs interferes with effective policy, particularly when it is hard to express the benefits in dollars and economic costs are high. 

4. Emergency management programs lack a politically influential administrative constituency.

5. The effectiveness of emergency management policies and programs is difficult to measure unless there has been a disaster.

6. The technical complexity of emergency management programs frequently makes them difficult to explain to the public and to officials who control budgets, as well as making it difficult to design effective programs.

7. The horizontal and vertical fragmentation of the federal system creates jurisdictional confusion and leads to coordination problems.

8. It is often difficult to create good working relationships among federal, state, and local agencies because fiscal, administrative, and policymaking capacities differ greatly.

9. The current political climate is more hospitable to programs that are decentralized.

10. The current political milieu is also more supportive of state and local self-reliance, particularly in fiscal matters.

11. There is little money available at any level for new programs and initiatives, unless it can be documented that they will save money or a “policy window” is created by a major disaster.

12. The diversity of hazards complicates the assessment of risk and the design of emergency management programs.

___________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:

1. Why do Americans generally show little concern for environmental and technological risks? Are there states and communities that do seem to show more concern for such risks?

2. Why are Americans so distrustful of government planning and regulation?

3. Why is it so difficult to convince voters and public officials of the need to spend money to manage hazards to reduce the risk of disaster?

________________________________________________________________________
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