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Objective 13.1
Acquire knowledge of policy trends related to hazard mitigation including national policy, multi-hazard insurance, and privatization.

Beatley (1999b) reviews a small avalanche of reports, programs, legislative and policy developments since 1992, considered a critical period in mitigation policy in the aftermath of Hurricane Andrew. He then identifies a number of major trends in mitigation policy, which he believes form the basis of a “new paradigm” in mitigation policy.

Major Trends in Mitigation Policy; Common Themes in the Debate

1.
Importance Given to Mitigation

There has been a clear, though recent, shift in disaster management which is putting more emphasis on mitigation as the “most cost-effective approach in the long run, ultimately minimizing the need for expenditures in the other disaster phases” (i.e., preparedness, response, and recovery). While this is seen as a positive trend, Beatley identifies “serious unresolved issues” for mitigation including: “disagreement over what constitutes mitigation; what the most effective mitigation tools, techniques and strategies are, and; who should pay for mitigation.”

2.
The Increasing Favor of Non-structural Mitigation

While structural approaches to mitigation remain important, the trend since the 1960s has been to de-emphasize structural approaches in favor of non-structural techniques. One clear message from the literature is that “ultimately the most effective mitigation strategy is avoidance—that is, keeping people and property out of harm’s way in the first place.” The unprecedented levels of acquisition and relocation projects as a result of the 1993 Midwest floods is seen as a clear sign of the increasing favor of non-structural mitigation. The National Mitigation Strategy reinforces this trend, calling on state and local governments to “Incorporate mitigation of natural hazards into their land use management plans and programs.”

3.
Personal Responsibility and Overcoming the Victim Mentality

As Beatley states, “many of the recent policy initiatives reflect a sense that people and communities ought to be asked to assume greater responsibility for the consequences of their actions and decisions.” Beatley also notes that this is consistent with the National Mitigation Strategy, which states that “those who knowingly choose to assume greater risk must accept responsibility for that choice.” Much of the literature notes that “much of the cost of recent disaster events is a result of foolish decision making” on the part of individuals and communities, 

and that at least part of “the costs of these decisions (should be) assigned to the individuals and communities responsible for them.” Balancing this “tough love” policy trend is the recognition that there is a “need to enhance public awareness of the need for and desirability of mitigation, and the range of mitigation measures available to individuals and communities.” Thus “much greater public education and awareness are seen as essential pre-requisites to responsible decision making.”

4.
Adjusting the Incentive Structure

Analysts have also identified the problem that federal disaster relief funding has come to be viewed as an entitlement. In response, analysts have proposed “adjusting the current incentive structure to encourage more responsible decisions, and to ensure that these decisions reflect their true costs.” Some observers go so far as to propose the complete elimination of federal disaster assistance, and a wholesale shift of responsibility from the government to individuals. The role of the government in such a shift would be to identify all properties exposed to known risks, communicate these risks directly to those exposed, and provide information on mitigation options available to the individual. Others call for the creation of a “system of all-hazard insurance and reinsurance” which also would shift responsibility to “individuals making decisions that place their homes and property at risk.” While it seems quite reasonable to expect individuals to assume more responsibility for “the costs of these decisions,” the political forces resisting such a change remain strong. There are also questions of how such measures could be implemented equitably and fairly for pre-existing development.

5.
Greater State and Local Responsibilities

Many reports call for attenuating the federal role in disaster management by shifting both responsibility and resources to state and local governments. The role of the federal government would be limited to “enhancing and building state and local capacity,” and states would be given much “greater flexibility in using disaster assistance monies.”

“Perhaps the most dramatic example of an effort to do this is FEMA’s push to replace its Comprehensive Cooperative Agreements (CCA) with states with Performance Partnership Agreements (PPAs). Under performance partnership agreements, FEMA gives states more flexibility and discretion in utilizing preparedness funds if they agree to establish and achieve certain goals and targets. As the name implies, states will be judged on outcomes and ultimate performance, and given considerable flexibility about how to go about achieving their goals. In this way there is accountability and flexibility” (Beatley 1999b).

6.
Building New Partnerships

There is a growing trend in both the public and private sectors to look to partnerships to address the potentially overwhelming effects of disaster events. Beatley cites moves by both the insurance industry and the federal government in this direction. Indeed, the subtitle of FEMA’s 

National Mitigation Strategy is “Partnerships for Building Safer Communities.” All of these efforts reflect the “recognition that no single agency, organization, or individual will be able to address the growing cost of natural disasters.”

7.
Bearing a “Fair Share” of the Costs of Disasters and Mitigation

Related to previous trends, there is a trend to “encourage all members of society to bear their fair share of the costs of disasters.” Some of this involves matters of increasing personal responsibility with respect to purchasing and maintaining insurance.

Much of the discussion, however, concerns the mechanics of the Stafford Act in determining what the federal share of disaster costs should be. These were increased from 50% to 75% after the Midwest floods, but there have been calls to reduce this level once again.

Other analysts call for the establishment of “objective criteria for declaring a federal disaster and perhaps distinguishing between different levels and magnitudes of disasters.”

This trend is also evidenced in moves by local and state governments to establish “their own steady sources of mitigation and disaster assistance funding, ideally derived more directly from those who benefit from risky behavior, or who could be said to cause or contribute to these costs.” Beatley cites examples of this trend in California and Florida.

8.
All-Hazard Codes and Strategies

There has been an increasing call for strategies based on comprehensive, all-hazard planning, as opposed to fragmented disaster-specific strategies.

In addition, analysts have called for the incorporation of mitigation into local and state codes, particularly building codes.

9.
Sustainability and Sustainable Communities

Here and elsewhere Beatley and others have repeatedly emphasized the emergence of sustainability as “a new criterion,” and as an umbrella concept which integrates hazard mitigation and environmental concerns with a wide variety of other societal concerns, including development and quality of life issues. There is a clear trend to view hazard mitigation as one important basis for sustainable development.

10.
Protection and Restoration of Natural Functions

The growing concern with protection and restoration of natural functions has been identified as equally important to the protection of property and lives. This is due in large part to research, which has shown how disruption of natural functions (either from development or ill-advised structural mitigation) can greatly increase the threat to property and lives. Threats to the natural ecosystem and threats to lives and property are increasingly viewed as interrelated.

11.
Multi-Objective Planning and Management

Given the scarcity of mitigation resources, particularly since federal funds are typically available only after a disaster has occurred, some analysts have been promoting “multi-objective planning and management.” This involves combining hazard mitigation with other goals and objectives, such as:

· economic development

· environmental restoration

· water quality enhancement, and

· recreational opportunities.

Some advantages of combining hazard mitigation with other objectives include the potential to pool funding resources and increase the popular and political support for projects that advance hazard mitigation.

One area with particular promise involves riverine flooding management, where environmental, recreational, economic, and hazard mitigation goals often overlap.

12.
Regional, Multi-Jurisdictional Strategies

Increasingly, communities are pooling their resources and coordinating strategies to confront problems like traffic congestion, solid waste management, and pollution. Like many of these problems, the threat and impact of hazards is typically not limited by political boundaries. Many of the reports cited by Beatley identify the need for communities to work together, noting the advantages of regional approaches including:

· cost effectiveness,

· the “ability to capitalize on specific knowledge of local needs, preferences for service delivery, lifestyle, etc.”,

· the ability to employ “pre-arranged mutual aid arrangements,” and

· the use of “formal interstate compacts . . . that would expedite large scale response and recovery activities.”

Many of the advantages cited remain focused on preparation, response and recovery initiatives. It remains to be seen whether recommendations to make hazard mitigation more pro-active and coordinated on a regional basis can be implemented. (See Bohl and Godschalk 1999, with strong recommendations along these lines for “reinventing the hazard mitigation grant program”).

13.
Ecosystem Management

As Beatley states:

“Closely related to both the theme of protecting and restoring natural functions, and to promoting sustainable communities, there is an increasing consensus that for many natural hazard mitigation efforts must - - to be truly effective - - assume a broader, ecosystem-level view.

Ecosystem management can be defined in various ways, but can generally be described as effort to assume a much broader geographical scale of analysis, defined by ecological or environmental parameters (very often based on watersheds), one which seeks to understand important ecological and other interconnections, and which adopts a longer temporal perspective (considers changes and impacts over a longer time frame)”
(Beatley 1999b).

Ecosystem management has been strongly endorsed as a method for improving floodplain management. Other types of hazards which are likely to be better mitigated through ecosystem management include hurricanes and coastal storms, which would benefit from coastal ecosystem management, and wildfires, which would benefit from ecosystem management of forest and grasslands.

14.
From Resistance to Resilience

As summarized by Beatley:

Consensus appears to be building in opposition to approaches that resist or armor against the forces of nature, and in support of approaches that recognize these forces and build in accordance with them. Increasingly the word “resilience,” as an alternative philosophical approach, is finding its way into the reports and literature on mitigation. The report of the National Science and Technology Council (1996), for instance, strongly endorses the need to transition from policies designed to achieve resistance to those which build resilience. “After-the-fact retrofits must give way to societal planning and ways of doing business that build in resilience to natural hazards from the beginning and from the ground up” (NSTC 1996, p. 5). The concept is often connected to the notion of sustainable development (indeed as a definition of sustainable development) as it is in the NSTC report.

15.
Equity and Ethics in Mitigation

There is an increasing awareness of, and concern with the “equity and ethics” of exposure to hazards and hazard mitigation. We learned about many of the ethical implications of hazard mitigation in Session 11. Here we note the growing trend to link hazard mitigation with issues of equity and ethics. Beatley gives several examples of these implications, particularly as they 

relate to environmental justice and charges of environmental racism. One major issue concerns “who is burdened by natural disasters and who is benefited by mitigation and disaster assistance.”

Several studies and reports have shown that “poor and minority communities are likely to bear a disproportionately high level of exposure to disasters, and are least able to protect against or effectively address this risk.” A second issue involves “inter-generational justice,” which is concerned with how “current disaster exposure is largely a result of the decisions made by earlier generations, and, correspondingly, that the current generation has an obligation to think about future generations.”

Finally, an overriding ethical and equity issue for hazard mitigation is the question of “what constitutes an acceptable level of risk.”

· Do we as a society try to manage our exposure to 100-year floods (per the National Flood Insurance Program), or 500-year floods (per the Corps of Engineers “standard project flood”)?

· Should coastal areas plan for 30-year erosion standards (as in Florida) or 60-year standards (per North Carolina)?

· Since federal money is used for disaster relief, is it equitable that states and localities which assume more risk may ultimately receive more relief funds, which are paid for by the taxpayers of all states? In other words, by accepting a lower standard Florida’s coastal development may suffer more damage than North Carolina’s coast for similar types of storms, yet North Carolinians will help pay for the damage incurred by Florida accepting more risk. This is also the impetus behind calls for all jurisdictions paying their “fair share” for disaster losses.

16.
International Disaster Mitigation

As noted in the previous session, international disaster mitigation is of increasing concern, particularly with respect to:

· the need for additional expertise and resources in developing countries;

· the need for all nations to share information, resources, and expertise to better manage hazards; and

· the need to collectively confront hazards of global proportions, including “global climate change, stratospheric ozone depletion, and biodiversity loss.”

The Elements of a New Paradigm

From his identification and review of 16 major trends in mitigation, Beatley then advances the following features, which he feels must become part of a “new paradigm” in hazard mitigation policy.

· Mitigation must be proactive, rather than reactive;

· Mitigation must assume that greater responsibility will be taken by individual risk takers and look for ways of building and encouraging a greater level of personal responsibility;

· Mitigation can be encouraged by creating positive incentives for individuals and communities (and using disincentives to penalize risky decisions and behavior); effective mitigation policy will require adjusting the prevailing incentive structure;

· State and local governments must take greater responsibility for mitigation (and they must be given the resources and flexibility to do the job);

· Effective mitigation will involve partnerships between public and private sectors and between the different levels of government; mitigation must be collaborative in nature;

· Mitigation policy must strive to distribute the costs of mitigation according to those who bear the risks and benefit from risk-taking;

· Mitigation must be comprehensive and ideally consider and plan for all hazards present on a site or location;

· Mitigation must seek to promote and encourage sustainable communities, sustainable development, and sustainable human settlement patterns;

· Effective mitigation means protecting and restoring the natural environment, and taking advantage of the natural mitigative features of the environment;

· For many kinds of mitigation, regional and multi-jurisdictional strategies will be necessary;

· Mitigation must be ecosystemic, in nature and scale;

· Mitigation must be multi-objective and must take into account the wide range of different economic, social and environmental objectives that can be achieved through mitigation actions and policies;

· Mitigation must emphasize resilience, not resistance;

· Mitigation must recognize and strive to overcome inequities in the exposure and mitigation responses for certain groups; mitigation must seek to provide fair and equitable levels of protection for the poor, minority groups, the aged, and those with disabilities; and

· Future mitigation will require thinking about, and acting to reduce, vulnerability and exposure at a global and international level, as well as at a domestic level.

[Beatley 1999b]

Class Discussion

Use Beatley’s “New Paradigm” for hazard mitigation to organize a discussion of how to improve mitigation on a national and international basis. Go through point by point and ask the class the following types of questions:

· How realistic is this goal?

· Would this goal require financial and personnel resources, changes in legislation, or changes in the behaviors and practices of people and communities? Which of these approaches is likely to be most difficult to employ? Which approach is ultimately the most effective?

· What type of cooperation or program development would be required to make progress in this direction?

· Who are the major actors who would need to be involved?

· What might be the role of the federal government in achieving the goal?

· What roles would other actors play, including individuals, state and local governments, NGOs, and the media?

· How would this goal overlap with goals for sustainable development, ethical issues, economic development, environmental protection, and other areas?

· To what extent do you feel that this goal is exhibited in the plans, projects, and policy documents reviewed in the course?

· What are the implications of this goal for the development of hazard mitigation plans as currently carried out under section 409 of the Stafford Act?

· What are some implications of this goal for hazard mitigation projects as currently carried out under the section 404 hazard mitigation grant program?

· What are some implications of these goals for local land use management?

· What are some implications of these goals for developers and home buyers?
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