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Instructor Guide



Session No. 23

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Technological Disasters: Nuclear Power
Time: 1 Hour


Objectives:

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

23.1 
Explain how the Federal Government helped the nuclear power industry enter into commercial production.

23.2 
Understand the political reasons behind the “voluntary” aspect of emergency preparedness and response planning for State and local jurisdictions.

23.3 
Understand how the Three Mile Island nuclear accident generated political debates at all levels of government over emergency preparedness and response planning.

23.4 
Describe the intergovernmental issues surrounding off-site emergency planning, offering examples.

23.5 
Discuss Federal actions taken in nuclear power emergency preparedness planning in response to State and local concerns.


Scope

This session covers the politics and policy surrounding emergency planning for commercial nuclear power plants, with special emphasis on how a nuclear incident requires off-plant site emergency management activity. It considers changes in policy and public perception of nuclear power plant emergencies after the March 1979 Three Mile Island Unit #2 incident, and after the Chernobyl Unit #4 accident in the former Soviet Union in the late 1980s.

References

Assigned student readings:

· Aron, Joan, “Nuclear Emergencies,” Handbook of Emergency Management, William L. Waugh, Jr. and Ronald John Hy (eds.) (Westport, Conn.: The Greenwood Press, 1991): Ch. 11, pp. 197-218.

· Sylves, Richard T., “Nuclear Power Plants and Emergency Planning: An Intergovernmental Nightmare,” Public Administration Review, Vol. 44, No. 5 (1984): 393-401. [Reprinted in Public Administration: Politics and the People, Dean Yarwood (ed.) (New York: Longman Press, 1986).]

Instructor: 

NRC website: http://www.nrc.gov/OPA/gmo/tip/tip06.html

Requirements

Requires review and discussion of two readings. The Sylves article may have to be secured from library back issues of Public Administration Review. The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) website contains a technical working paper No. 6 entitled, “Emergency Planning and Preparedness.” It is five double spaced pages and is a good overview of NRC rules and responsibilities in the area of nuclear power plant emergency planning and preparedness.

Remarks

Objective 23.1

As of late 1997, there are approximately 68 licensed nuclear power plants in the United States, distributed over 38 States. By the year 2000 expectations are that there will be another 300 plants in operation outside the United States. All commercial nuclear power plants in the United States are owned and operated by major utility companies, but under the supervision and regulation of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, the Federal Emergency Management Agency and a variety of State agencies.

The U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) (1947-1975) was largely responsible for researching, developing, and promoting the development of defense nuclear power, and later commercial nuclear power. Because those in the Federal Government were strong supporters of nuclear power, the AEC worked closely with power system manufacturers to bring nuclear power into commercial use. The AEC did this through its work with the United States’ two biggest reactor vendors, the General Electric Company and the Westinghouse Corporation.

Political issues interweave the origin and evolution of the system of nuclear regulation. Without Governmental assistance, commercial nuclear power would not be economically feasible. The Price Anderson Act of 1957 facilitated the growth of the nuclear electric utility industry by capping the insurance that a utility must have in force to protect against the liability for nuclear power accidents with off-site consequences. Had utilities been made responsible for unlimited liability, virtually all of them would have determined that a nuclear plant was uneconomic owing to the cost of insurance. Amendments to the act have raised the required insurance cap, but there is no certainty that the Federal Government will cover the damage claims once the insurance cap is exceeded after an accident. Pro-nuclear interests have lobbied the Federal Government to back-stop nuclear utilities against catastrophic accident claims and losses. At the same time, anti-nuclear interests hope to further erode the economic base of nuclear utilities, discouraging them from operating nuclear plants, by demanding that utilities be made responsible for compensating all claims for off-site accident consequences (with no federal bail-out). This dispute effects the realm of nuclear power emergency work.

Objective 23.2

Nuclear power emergency response planning had long been a responsibility that was reluctantly assumed first by the AEC and, since 1975, by the NRC. Before 1975, off-site emergency response planning was incompatible with the AEC’s program missions (which focused more on the licensing, building, and operation of nuclear plants).

Nuclear power emergency response planning faces opposition from both pro- and anti-nuclear power interests. For many years off-site emergency planning considerations were not a high priority. Pro-nuclear interests believed that the containment vessels and other safety systems made the possibility of an accidental radiation release exceedingly remote. Anti-nuclear interests expressed skepticism about the feasibility of off-site emergency evacuation planning and alleged that such emergency plans provided the public with a false sense of security about the risks posed by their nearby nuclear power stations. 

Nevertheless, the federal government mandated that emergency planning zones (EPZs) were needed for a 10-mile (radiation release zone to directly protect humans from airborne contamination) and a 50-mile (ingestion pathway of food and animal contamination) radius around a nuclear power plant. These EPZs sometimes overlap State borders and often encompass many local jurisdictions.

State and local participation in off-site emergency planning and preparedness before Three Mile Island (TMI) was purposely voluntary. Many times, States and localities were not informed of the creation of emergency plans affecting their jurisdictions. Both the Rogovin Commission and the Kemeny Commission, empanelled after the Three Mile Island accident, found many voluntary plans to be inadequate at the time of that incident in 1979. This may be because the NRC regulations at the time only “encouraged” States with nuclear facilities to prepare and submit emergency response plans, but no penalties were imposed upon States that did not submit plans or upon States that did not have approved plans.

From 1975 to 1979, it might be fair to say that the NRC was probably not the best agency to be assigned the responsibility for off-site emergency planning. The Sylves article reveals that Congress had serious reservations about what elected officials from State and local governments would do if given genuine authority to regulate this dimension of nuclear power. They feared, if State and local emergency plans were made obligatory in the NRC licensing actions, that anti-nuclear governors, anti-nuclear State legislatures, anti-nuclear local government officials, or anti-nuclear administrative units, (possibly including some State utility commissions), might use this planning power to block proposed nuclear projects or to force the de-licensing of operating nuclear plants by simply refusing to prepare essential emergency plans for these facilities. A variety of State and local political and administrative actors might be able to delay or completely block nuclear projects or nuclear plant operation by deciding not to prepare or maintain emergency plans or preparedness levels.

In effect, all States and municipalities with territory inside EPZs would have veto power over nuclear plant operation by virtue of their ability to block the formulation of the necessary off-site plan and by their power to withdraw the local cooperation and services necessary to keep an approved off-site plan operational. The more plans required for any single atomic station, the greater the likelihood that one or more governments will refuse to cooperate in formulating and testing an off-site plan. When governments must prepare off-site plans for nuclear reactors located in other States, officials of these governments may be unresponsive or hostile. If residents living in jurisdictions within a reactor EPZ are not consumers of the electric power produced by the facility, emergency planning opposition is also probable. 

Depending on the location of the plant, a variety of local entities could be involved in emergency response planning. Counties, cities, townships, boroughs, villages, and other sub-divisions may be parties at interest. Also involved is an assortment of public and private professional groups: police, fire, health, transit, schools, rescue units, voluntary organizations, public works, other planning units, housing and sheltering organizations, communications officials, military units, and others. The political geography which exists within each reactor’s EPZ could directly effect how and whether nuclear power emergency planning was conducted.

Objective 23.3

In the early years of American nuclear power, National policy makers were not seriously concerned that there was a need to plan for off-site accident contingencies. Those for AND against nuclear power believed there was little need to engage in nuclear power emergency planning outside the grounds of the generating station itself. Pro-nuclear interests long held the view that off-site nuclear emergency planning was not really necessary owing to containment measures and the remote probability of a major accident at an American nuclear plant. Similarly, many anti-nuclear interests opposed off-site nuclear emergency planning because of their belief that mass evacuations during nuclear emergencies were infeasible. They also alleged that such plans would convey to the public a false sense of confidence that nuclear emergencies could be addressed. The rather shortsighted assumptions of both sides made it extremely difficult for responsible authorities to generate and maintain a base of political support for nuclear power emergency planning and preparedness. Like other sub-policy issues, nuclear power emergency response planning had low political salience and seemed only interesting to National policy makers when it became “topical.” The TMI reactor accident near Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, in March and April of 1979, made off-site nuclear power emergency planning extremely topical.

The TMI accident brought National attention to emergency preparedness and response capabilities and made this a hot topic at all levels of government. Citizens asked what kind of emergency contingency plans their State and local governments and nuclear utilities had in place. At the same time, Federal, State and local elected officials became active in the debate over off-site emergency preparedness and response planning. The TMI incident impelled the President (and NRC itself) to launch an investigation of the accident. He appointed the Kemeny Commission to investigate and make recommendations. The commission recommended:

· The development of “clear and consistent” emergency plans that laid out actions to be taken by public officials and the utilities in case of an accident;

· “Flexible” plans based on various classes and types of accidents;

· New medical research on protective measures against radiation;

· Better public information and education programs;

· A study of risks in radiation-related evacuations; and

· Better coordination of Federal technical support. 

[President’s Commission, 1979, pp. 38-42.]

Also, after the Three Mile Island nuclear incident, laws, a Presidential executive order, and consequent memorandums of understanding stipulated the division of nuclear power plant emergency responsibilities between the NRC and FEMA. Owing to an executive ruling by President Carter, in December of 1979, FEMA was assigned lead responsibility in off-site planning and response. The terms of FEMA and NRC responsibilities were finalized in a Memorandum of Understanding dated November 4, 1980. FEMA was expected to review State and local nuclear power off-site emergency plans for their adequacy and feasibility. FEMA also helped coordinate off-site planning and response in conjunction with the NRC. The NRC was responsible for overseeing plant safety and the establishment of on-site plans including evacuation and emergency medical treatment of workers. The NRC may encourage, although not require, States to prepare emergency plans for nuclear accidents. Each utility seeking an operating license for a nuclear power generating station needed to secure written agreements from State and local authorities (within emergency planning zones) that would commit these State and local authorities to providing help to off-site areas in the event of an accident at the plant. These post-TMI stipulations in off-site emergency planning brought with them extensive political involvement at the State and local levels.

Because nuclear plant EMERGENCY PLANNING ZONES extend into a great many local jurisdictions, as well as adjacent States, in the past, considerable political controversy arose in the realm of intergovernmental relations—not only between governments, but between agencies, nuclear utilities, and public jurisdictions.

An example of interagency confusion was the relationship between FEMA and the NRC. FEMA has ten Federal regions and the NRC has five. Therefore, the NRC regions must often deal with multiple FEMA regions whose professional judgment and assessments of State and local problems are not always consistent from region to region. The Aron article offered an example of regional differences. FEMA found the lack of agreement with a bus company for evacuation purposes at the Indian Point nuclear power plant in New York State a major deficiency at that site, but the same problem did not bar a favorable finding at eleven other plants. It is important to note that FEMA’s top regional administrators are political appointees and operate more independently in their program implementation than the NRC top regional administrators.

Since 1979, FEMA and the NRC have fashioned several important interagency agreements and memoranda of understanding which have largely resolved old jurisdictional problems between the agencies. Also, the decline in any new orders for nuclear power plants has rendered moot the possibility that new, and as yet unaffected, State and local jurisdictions will engage in conflicts over the adequacy of off-site emergency planning around nuclear power plants.

Objective 23.4

Constitutional issues involving the appropriate division of emergency management responsibilities among Federal, State, and local governments have caused difficult problems. These issues involve the Federal preemption of State control over radiological health and safety versus constitutionally protected States rights and State Police powers. Pursuant to the Atomic Energy and Energy Reorganization Acts, (the Federal statutes from which NRC derives its authority to license commercial nuclear power plants), the Federal Government possesses exclusive jurisdiction over the use of nuclear materials and the construction and operation of nuclear production and utilization of facilities. The issue in the emergency planning case originated in the implementation of the 1980 emergency planning rule in which the issuance of licenses for new nuclear plants, or the continued operation of existing plants, was conditioned on the existence of adequate State and local plans. This meant that State and local governments could veto or “hold hostage” the operation of nuclear plants through their refusal to develop emergency plans.

Each jurisdiction within each type of EPZ could cause havoc in nuclear power plant licensing. EPZs often encompass segments of many local jurisdictions and portions of adjacent States. Not every jurisdiction has the interest, capability, or resources to maintain satisfactory emergency preparedness for nuclear incidents. Many have little incentive to cooperate and some exhibit clear anti-nuclear biases. The challenge is for the utility and all affected jurisdictions to find accommodation, so that the people of each jurisdiction are afforded a satisfactory level of emergency preparedness for this type of threat.

“INCLUSIVE” and “OVERLAPPING” authority models of intergovernmental relations have been used to explain the possible nexus of governmental interaction. In the inclusive model, State and local governments must defer to the demands and judgments of the Federal Government with respect to emergency planning for nuclear accidents. States and localities are assumed to have little affect on the policies imposed by the Federal Government. They are not allowed to block the siting or licensing of nuclear power plants merely by their refusal to participate in crafting satisfactory off-site emergency response plans for their respective jurisdictions.

In the overlapping model, deference to State and local wishes is paramount. The utility and the Federal Government must bargain with State and local officials in order to win their cooperation in off-site emergency planning. Under this model a single State or local government might block the licensing of a nuclear power plant through its opposition or non-cooperation in devising satisfactory emergency plans or in its refusal to maintain the level of preparedness necessary.

An example of overlapping duties that have created intergovernmental conflict is the Shoreham plant, built by the Long Island Lighting Company (LILCO) in Suffolk County, New York. The county determined during the latter stages of plant construction that workable evacuation plans could not be developed and it refused to participate in emergency planning or response activities. The New York Governor, Mario Cuomo, supported the county’s decision and stated that he would not overrule or superimpose a State plan upon the local authorities. Although LILCO submitted its own emergency plan in an effort to show that emergency response could be implemented without State or county support, both governmental bodies contended that the utility lacked legal authority to implement its plan without their cooperation. LILCO countered this view on preemption grounds, claiming that the Federal Government had exclusive jurisdiction over radiological health and safety and therefore preempted the traditional police powers exercised by the State and localities. LILCO also contended, as did the NRC, that the State and county must do what they can to protect their citizens and should follow the utility plan during a real emergency for lack of an alternative response plan. Governor Cuomo developed an agreement under which LILCO was allowed to sell the plant to a State agency that would close the reactor and dismantle it. [Aron, 1991, pp. 208-209.]

Another example of Federal-State disagreement can be drawn from an Ohio experience in which Governor Richard Celeste questioned the adequacy of emergency evacuation plans for two nuclear power plants and appointed his own safety review panel to identify measures to improve emergency planning around the plants. Although the Governor was unsuccessful in his effort to halt the restart of one plant and full the operation of the other, the panel’s report called for the use of the emergency planning issue as the basis for expanding the rights of States into the licensing process. [Aron, 1991, p. 209.] The Aron chapter offers other examples of conflict between States also.

Politics may constantly enter into nuclear power emergency planning as utilities seek operating licenses for new atomic power plants or as utilities are asked to demonstrate that plans for their already licensed reactor units are satisfactory and operational. State utility commissions have been another arena in which political battles have been fought, often over matters of threats to public health and safety posed by nuclear facilities.

To help defray the high cost of preparing and testing emergency response plans, many States began passing laws affecting the nuclear power industry. This once exclusively Federal domain was now penetrated by State and local political forces. Many State and local governments lacked the expertise and resources to undertake the development and implementation of emergency plans. No Federal funds were made available for this, so, to defray the costs, many of these jurisdictions turned to the local utilities for financial help. Seventeen States passed laws requiring the utilities to pay for the development of emergency plans in either annual or one-time payments. [Aron, 1991, p. 203.] Since emergency evacuation plans need constant upgrading and improvement, local officials do not always consider funds received under State law or by agreement to be adequate. [FEMA, 1984, p. 15.] 

Because off-site plans rest upon local cooperation and local resources, local and State governments could refuse to cooperate. This creates a favorable bargaining position for the local government in the case of new plants seeking NRC license approval. Officials in four Missouri counties forced Union Electric, the utility that was building the Callaway nuclear station, to reimburse these local governments for more than the cost of nuclear power emergency planning alone. [Sylves, 1984, p. 399.] The utility, seeking to avoid local opposition to emergency planning requirements, agreed to provide funds for equipment and personnel that would be helpful in all types of emergencies.

Local governmental officials may sometimes use their power to extract funds from a local utility for emergency preparedness plans or, at times, will use their power to block such planning, causing the nuclear power plant to experience regulatory problems. Examples are offered in the Aron chapter.

In Florida, St. Lucie county officials asked the utility pay an estimated $40 million for a bridge, sirens, a central communications center, a fire station, and tests of the emergency plan. [Aron, 1991, p. 203.] The utility did not comply. While some utilities and government observers regarded this as “political extortion.” [Rosenbaum, 1987, p. 152.] GAO found that 

“…most of the utility, Federal, State and local officials agreed that the costs of off-site planning and preparedness are part of the costs of nuclear power which the utility and eventually the electric ratepayer or shareholder should bear.” [FEMA, 1984, p. 16.]

State and local officials sought to expand their oversight of nuclear power plant operation in response to the Chernobyl accident in 1986. That year, the Committee on Energy and the Environment of the National Governors Association (NGA) approved a motion calling for State participation in nuclear safety, including the establishment of their own safety standards in cases where they believed the Federal standards to be lax. In February 1987, the Idaho Governor, Cecil Andrus, was named to head an NGA task force on nuclear safety that would try to determine the proper role for the States in reactor safety and evacuation planning and, at their annual summer meeting in July 1987, the Governors adopted a nuclear energy resolution calling for the NRC to respond to a State’s interest in setting stricter safety standards for nuclear plants. [Wall Street Journal, September 19 (1986).]

The States’ roles in nuclear power policy-making have expanded and converged with federal roles since the 1970s, and in particular since the TMI accident. State governments enter the realm of nuclear power in rate regulation, environmental controls, land-use authority, and through the emergency planning public safety domain.

Objective 23.5

Since the TMI nuclear power plant accident, American presidents have taken notice of issues regarding off-site emergency management and planning. Owing to disenchantment with the NRC’s performance in managing the TMI incident, President Carter asked the new U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agency to shoulder more responsibility for reviewing and judging the adequacy of “off-site” emergency plans. FEMA was also to play a major role in educating and training local emergency responders for the duties they were expected to assume before, during, and after nuclear plant emergencies.

The congressional hearings of May 1979 (post TMI incident), made it obvious that utility officials were independently preparing their off-site plans without adequate consultation with State and local officials. At the hearings, the State and local officials testified that they had no knowledge 

of, or familiarity with, the utility’s off-site plan, even though these plans invariably denoted the emergency actions that were to be taken by these same State and local officials. The Carter administration sought to correct this State of affairs.

However, the election of a strong pro-nuclear President in 1980 created a change in the situation. President Reagan did not want off-site emergency preparedness to be an obstacle to nuclear power. He first intervened in the Shoreham controversy in 1984, making a commitment to a former Republican congressman that 

“…this Administration does not favor the imposition of Federal Government authority over objections of State and local governments in matters regarding the adequacy of an emergency evacuation plan for a nuclear plant such as Shoreham.” [Aron, 1991, p. 213.]

Aron contends that the Federal-State conflict hit a stalemate by 1986. The confrontation over emergency planning in New York (Shoreham NPP) and Massachusetts (Seabrook NPP) had deteriorated to a stalemate. FEMA and the NRC looked at State and locally elected officials as impediments to the licensing process for nuclear power plants. In March 1987, the NRC proposed to amend its emergency planning rule to allow the utilities to obtain an operating license under certain conditions—even if the State and local governments refused to participate. Congressional hearings on this ensued. State and local governmental officials saw this as a usurpation of their constitutionally protected State Police powers and a diminution of public health and safety requirements; some Federal agency officials insisted that the amendment would “merely remove a specious licensing obstacle and protect the integrity of the licensing process.” [Inside NRC, November 10 (1986); May 11 (1987); February 11 (1988).] Governor Cuomo called the proposed change “a blatant political fix” which flew in the face of traditional concepts of the State’s power to protect the well-being of its citizens. [New York Times, February 8 (1987); February 15 (1987); and March 1 (1987).] The Union of Concerned Scientists found the proposal the “functional equivalent of doing away with emergency planning.” [Nucleonics Week, February 12 (1987).]

A 1986, HUD-Independent Agencies Appropriations Bill (HR 3038) reflected the concerns of the House and Senate conferees that State or local governmental entities might refuse to participate in the preparation, exercise, or the implementation of emergency preparedness plans and, thereby, veto the operation of commercial nuclear facilities. In the event of such inaction by States or local governments, the appropriations subcommittee instructed FEMA to coordinate supplemental Federal assistance. [Aron, 1991, p. 210.] In November 1987, the NRC went ahead with the amendment to the planning rule, but the States signified their intent to challenge it in the courts.

On November 18, 1988, President Reagan issued an Executive Order which gave the Federal Government broad new authority to prepare, coordinate, and contribute Federal resources to evacuation plans for nuclear power plants in the event that States or local governments declined to participate. In doing so, the inclusive model seems to have triumphed. Reagan stipulated that, if any locality refused to submit a satisfactory off-site emergency plan (with a commensurate level of maintained preparedness), the NRC would be allowed to substitute a utility-directed plan in its place. In other words, the utility operating the plant could devise and maintain an off-site plan for the local jurisdiction.

Supplemental

Considerations

In the early 1980s, American radiological emergency response planning was confounded by legal, political, and administrative difficulties and deficiencies. The Sylves article reviewed most of these shortcomings. [Sylves, 1984, p. 398.]

1. 
The NRC’s inexperience and long-standing disinterest in off-site emergency planning,

2. 
The awkward overlap of the NRC and FEMA regulatory authority in off-site planning, and

3. 
The intergovernmental nightmare of coordinating dozens of governments in devising the plan, in paying the costs of emergency preparedness, and in testing the plans to see whether those State or local governments can or will act in accord with the plans.

[Detailed information about emergency planning and preparedness is contained in Appendix E of 10 CFR, Part 50 and in NUREG-0654.]

Since 1979, despite setbacks, there has been a significant improvement in emergency planning and response at and around American nuclear plants. Emergency planning and exercises have provided a level of assurance that intergovernmental and utility cooperation is possible and will work reliably in emergencies. For the most part, the NRC, FEMA, the utilities, and affected political jurisdictions have engaged in a cooperative effort to improve the process and make it function more effectively.

Background on key federal agencies:

U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (1975-present) assumed the former AEC’s nuclear regulatory powers in 1975. Congress became disenchanted with the simultaneous promotion and regulation duties of the old AEC. Congress also dismantled its long-powerful Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. The “energy crisis” of the early 1970s seemed to demand that the Government look at energy holistically rather than as separate fuels (e.g., nuclear power, oil, natural gas, and solar energy, etc.) Moreover, many feared that atomic energy interests had formed an insular sub-government. The Federal Government’s nuclear power promotional programs moved to the U.S. Energy Research and Development Administration (1975-1977) and later, in the Carter administration, to the new U.S. Department of Energy.

The U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (1947-75) assumed ownership and management of the World War II Manhattan Project system of labs and facilities which developed the atomic bomb. The AEC recruited scientists and engineers who developed atomic weapons technology, such as the Hydrogen bomb. This community also developed the first nuclear reactor capable of ship propulsion, realized in the launching of the U.S.S. Nautilus, America’s first atomic-powered submarine. In the early 1950s the AEC demonstrated how its defense reactor could be converted for use in the commercial generation of electricity.

The U.S. Federal Emergency Management Agency was organized by President Carter by fusing the Federal Preparedness Agency, the Defense Civil Preparedness Agency, and the Federal Disaster Assistance Agency, among others, into a common organization intended to address emergencies and disasters in all-hazard, generic terms.

Endnotes

· U.S. Congress Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR, Part 50). [See Appendix E of this regulation for detailed information on emergency planning and preparedness.]

· Federal Emergency Management Agency, “Criteria for Preparation and Evaluation of Radiological Emergency Response Plans and Preparedness in Support of Nuclear Power Plants.” [NUREG-0654] (Washington, DC: Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 1980).

· Federal Emergency Management Agency, “The Federal Emergency Management Agency’s Plan for Revitalizing U.S. Civil Defense: A Review of Three Major Plan Components—Report to the Chairman, Subcommittee on HUD/Independent Agencies, Committee on Appropriations, United States Senate” (Washington, DC: General Accounting Office, April 16, 1984):15-16.

· Inside NRC, (November 10, (1986); (May 11, (1987); (February 11, (1988) in Aron, Joan, “Nuclear Emergencies,” in Handbook of Emergency Management, William L. Waugh, Jr. and Ronald Hy (eds.) (Westport, Conn.: The Greenwood Press, 1991).

· New York Times, (February 8, (1987); (February 15, (1987); and (March 1, (1987) in Aron, Joan, “Nuclear Emergencies,” in Handbook of Emergency Management, William L. Waugh, Jr. and Ronald Hy (eds.) (Westport, Conn.: The Greenwood Press, 1991).

· Nucleonics Week; (February 12, (1987) in Aron, Joan, “Nuclear Emergencies,” in Handbook of Emergency Management, William L. Waugh, Jr. and Ronald Hy (eds.) (Westport, Conn.: The Greenwood Press, 1991).

· Presidents’ Commission on the Accident at Three Mile Island (Ruth Anne Beer; Holly A. Chaapel; Anne Marie Cunningham; Nadyne G. Edison; Mary Beth Franklin; Sharon M. Friedman; Ellen Glassman; Wilma I. Hill; Martha Hollister; Nancy C. Joyce; Julie Kantrowitz; Donald O’Grady; Peter M. Sandman; Nora Schwartz; Beth Stephens; Mitchell Stephens; Mark C. Stevens; Trisha Thompson; Patricia E. Wills, Emily D. Wells, Ronald Woerner; Marilyn Woznicki; Roy S. Popkin) “Report,” Series: “Staff Report on the Accidents at Three Mile Island, Vol. 1” (Washington, DC: Public’s Right to Know Information Task Force, October 1979):38-42.

· Rosenbaum, Walter A., Energy, Politics and Public Policy, 2nd ed. (Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly, 1987):152.

· Wall Street Journal, (September 19, (1986) in Aron, Joan, “Nuclear Emergencies,” in Handbook of Emergency Management, William L. Waugh, Jr. and Ronald Hy (eds.) (Westport, Conn.: The Greenwood Press, 1991).

Session No. 24

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Technological Disasters: Structural Collapse and Failures 
Time: 1 Hour


Objectives:

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

24.1
Explain the different types of structural failures and the importance of building codes and zoning ordinances as structural policies.

24.2 
Briefly describe the reasons for promoting structural policy and the opposition to such mitigation efforts.

24.3 
Recount some of the relevant factors that have increased the severity of damage due to structural collapse in the Hyatt skywalk collapse, Hurricane Hugo, and Hurricane Andrew.

24.4 
Identify the mitigation mechanism lessons that were learned from structural collapse disasters, and highlights the importance of building codes.

24.5 
Examine the barriers that exist to effective mitigation mechanisms, focusing on the political aspects of personal freedom and economic growth and development.

24.6 
List possible measures which may be taken to overcome such barriers.


Scope

Structural collapse and functional failures seem to be on the rise in the United States. They are attributable to such varying events as natural disasters, design and/or construction flaws, and even terrorist bombings (such as at the New York World Trade Center). Structural collapse and functional failures are addressed primarily by mitigation measures and (to a lesser extent) by preparedness, rather than by response and recovery actions. The key levels of government involved are State and local rather than National. The key mitigation measures aimed at preventing structural failures are building codes and regulations, zoning laws, and land-use decisions. This session looks at the emergence of structural collapse as a matter involving political and policy issues. In doing so, it focuses on examples of structural collapse and on the barriers to effective technical capability, problems of administrative resources, and the counter-pressures of economic growth and development. 

References

Assigned student readings:

· Waugh, William L., Jr. and Ronald John Hy, “The Hyatt Skywalk Disaster and Other Lessons in the Regulation of Building,” Disaster Management in the U.S. and Canada, Richard T. Sylves and William L. Waugh, Jr. (eds.) (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas Publishers, 1996): Ch. XI, pp. 253-69.

· Hy, Ronald John, “Structural Failures,” Handbook of Emergency Management, William L. Waugh, Jr. and Ronald John Hy (eds.) (Westport, Conn.: The Greenwood Press, 1991):233-54.

Requirements

This session requires that the instructor and students recall local political pressures and interests and how they impact mitigation measures (as discussed in Session 14: “The Public, Interest Groups, and Disasters”). Since structural failures so fundamentally involve local governmental jurisdictions, the instructor and students may also want to review Session 11 on local emergency management as well. The instructor should also note the political challenges to promoting the safe design, regulation, inspection, and enforcement of built structures. Effective design, regulation, inspection, and enforcement combine to prevent disasters, but do not garner much positive publicity or political credit when collapses or failures DO NOT occur. They are simply taken for granted. When a structural collapse does occur, however, governmental regulation and the private construction industry are held accountable.

Remarks

Effective disaster policy requires formal State and local action which identify problem areas and addresses them to mitigate future disasters. Indeed, it is a critical component to successful emergency management. Despite that logic, an American aversion to regulations which constrain what owners can do with their property and strong pressures to “trade off long-term mitigation benefits against short-term recovery needs,” make it difficult to find support for programs and policies that reduce the risks. While much is known about hazard reduction and more is being learned after each disaster, there are serious questions about the willingness of communities to commit resources and to support regulatory programs to reduce risks to lives and property posed by structural collapse.

The establishment of building standards serves as an excellent example of this. Building standards and codes serve as one of the oldest forms of government-mandated disaster mitigation. They have been implemented from a lessons-learned perspective in which structural and functional problems have taught people painful lessons over the centuries. Nevertheless, communities in the United States have generally been found to lack effective regulation and enforcement of building codes (although this is more true in certain areas of the United States than in others). As a consequence, there have been a few major structural failures and many minor failures in the United States. Natural disasters have also been more damaging than they might have been, owing in part to the lack of effective standards and enforcement. In other words, the inadequacy of regulation and enforcement has cost thousands of human lives and billions of dollars in property losses.

Objective 24.1

STRUCTURAL POLICY OVERVIEW

Structural failures occur when a structure loses its ability to perform its intended functions because of lack of maintenance, design or construction errors, a natural disaster, or even terrorist activity. Regardless of the cause, it is important to differentiate between two types of structural failures: structural collapse and functional failures.

FUNCTIONAL FAILURES occur when a structure does not collapse, but lacks the capacity to perform one or more of its intended functions. Plumbing, sanitation, heating, and electrical problems represent just a few examples. Functional failures do not normally constitute a danger to human life and are amenable to correction. A STRUCTURAL COLLAPSE, on the other hand, occurs when part or all of a structure comes apart or undergoes large and permanent deformation. As a result, it loses all capacity to perform its intended functions. Although there are many more functional failures than structural collapses, the latter are more dramatic and receive greater media coverage because they usually involve death and injury.

Structural policies to avert structural collapses and functional failures have not been crisis-reactive. Most structural policies, in fact, are intended to provide an engineered REDUCTION IN RISK, even if they involve greater economic costs than monetary benefits. Moreover, most of these policies are quite rational, taking into account many technical, social, administrative, political, legal, and economic factors. Also important is that while the Federal Government is involved, structural mitigation and preparedness procedures are implemented at the State and local level via building codes and zoning ordinances.

A BUILDING CODE is a series of standards and specifications designed to establish minimum safeguards in the erection, renovation, and construction of buildings. These safeguards are intended to protect persons who live and work in buildings from hazards and to constitute regulations to further protect the public’s health and welfare. Building codes usually deal with standards for building plumbing, electrical, heating, safety, sanitation, lighting, ventilation, and fire prevention, etc. The primary reason for their enactment by cities and counties is for PUBLIC SAFETY. Cities and counties either write their own codes or adopt codes suggested by various National associations. Normally, localities adopt some, but not all, of the standards suggested in the model codes.

ZONING ORDINANCES are also closely linked to building codes. While building codes are used as a mitigation mechanism to prevent structural failures, zoning ordinances are used to contain risk. Zoning ordinances deal with the types of buildings that can be built in certain areas. They not only regulate the types of structures that may be built, but they also help control safety considerations, such as the height of buildings in relation to the environment, the size and depth of structural foundations, and an array of other factors dealing with structural safety.

Objective 24.2

Although efforts to avert structural collapse and functional failure are promoted primarily by the desire for public safety, other factors enter into the issue as well. Another factor which contributes to mitigation mechanisms is the increasing number of, and monetary claims involved in, LIABILITY LAWSUITS. The constant possibility of sizable liability lawsuits contributes to building safety by requiring the government and building professionals to be more concerned with public safety than they might otherwise have been. More to the point, the fear of bankruptcy on the part of those liable and crippling insurance premiums have aided safety standards. The American insurance industry has also strongly endorsed mitigation efforts in the wake of recent disasters and the way they have impacted the insurance industry (Session 14, “The Public, Interest Groups and Disasters,” discussed this issue in greater detail).

Despite the interests and concerns that are aligned in favor of mitigation efforts such as building codes and zoning ordinances, the analysis reveals that such efforts are inadequate. In effect, current regulation and enforcement mechanisms are not as effective as they could be. This is largely a consequence of the powerful interests and concerns which exist in opposition to those mechanisms, primary among them public opposition to restrictive government policies on personal freedom and the emphasis on local economic growth and development. In addition, a lack of technical expertise and administrative resources on local levels also inhibit the effective regulation and enforcement of mitigation mechanisms. The Hyatt Skywalk disaster of 1981, Hurricane Hugo in 1989, and Hurricane Andrew in 1992, are offered as examples of the problems involved in effective mitigation efforts.

Objective 24.3

THE HYATT SKYWALK DISASTER (1981)

In 1981, the collapse of suspended walkways into the lobby of the Hyatt Regency Hotel in Kansas City, Missouri, resulted in one hundred and thirteen deaths as well as over two hundred injuries that required medical attention. This gruesome drama was played out in the National media for over 12 hours as survivors and bodies were uncovered. After the Skywalk collapse, the major issue revolved around why the structure had collapsed and who was responsible. A detailed investigation by a variety of parties was launched in order to find answers.

The resulting reports indicated that a variety of factors may have contributed to the collapse. First, the very nature of the Skywalk’s design may have contributed to its fatal weakness. Concerns about similar kinds of construction were expressed by the American Institute of Architects (AIA) in an earlier study of five failures of “long span construction projects” like the Hyatt Skywalks. The AIA report found that long span projects manifest the following problems:

1.
The complexity of the construction projects themselves, with hundreds of contractors and subcontractors, make it difficult to oversee design and construction;

2. 
Strong pressure to use light materials and exotic designs; 

3. 
Strong pressure to reduce costs; and

4. 
Too little oversight and inspection.

Other investigations also cited failures in city building code enforcement. The exotic Hyatt designs may not have been monitored as closely as they should have been, but that was not an unusual problem given the limited resources of most city building departments and the technical difficulties in regulating exotic designs and large-scale construction projects. Although initial attention was also focused on the adequacy of the building code itself, analysis concluded that they were not a cause of the collapse.

Building code enforcement or the lack thereof, however, did prove to be a factor in the collapse. The code administrator who reviewed the design drawings in question had had to review as many as one hundred other sets of hotel design drawings on the same day. The effectiveness of oversight by over-worked code administrators was questionable at best. Investigation also revealed that city building inspectors, were generally low-paid, low-skilled employees who often shirked their responsibilities. Many inspectors were also suspected of poor record-keeping. [Waugh and Hy, 1996, p. 256.]

Ultimately, the blame was placed upon an engineer who approved the support designs and the steel fabrication firm that built the supports for the Skywalk. The claims levied against those connected with the Hyatt Skywalk collapse exceeded $3 billion. Overall, the building codes were judged to be adequate, but they were poorly administered and enforced. Moreover, it is uncertain whether the Hyatt Skywalk disaster helped city officials and administrators later deal with the pressures to build quickly and to do so at the lowest possible costs.

HURRICANE HUGO (1989)

Unlike the situation in the Hyatt skywalk collapse, the interagency hazard mitigation team report from the Hurricane Hugo disaster noted that South Carolina had no Statewide building code and that local adoption was optional. State law, in 1972, had permitted counties, cities, and towns to mandate conformity with the current Standard Building Code and the National Fire Protection Association Standards. Those jurisdictions that adopted the standards were also required to create permanent building departments with at least one administrator.

When Hurricane Hugo struck, however, only about half of the cities and a third of the counties had adopted the Standard Building Code. Moreover, while the 1972 law had created a State agency to oversee and facilitate the adoption of local codes, approve modifications, and hear appeals, the agency had been given no enforcement authority over local codes. The agency’s primary role was in designating the responsible building officials for State buildings and schools.

There were also concerns about nonconformity with seismic design standards, poor coastal construction techniques, noncompliance with coastal wind standards, and poor design standards for manufactured housing. A 1993 study on building code enforcement found that, while larger cities had building codes, enforcement was usually extremely weak. The study disclosed that, frequently, only one of the local building inspectors had an engineering degree and most were political appointees with little training other than what they received on the job. In addition, building codes were often so newly adopted that few buildings conformed to current standards and the most vulnerable buildings were not yet identified.

In the wake of Hurricane Hugo some communities suspended enforcement of building codes, except in cases of serious structural damage, in order to speed the repair of the needed housing. This was done because the normal administrative issuance of permits and the monitoring of construction would have overwhelmed the available staff in South Carolina. In some counties, the licensing of contractors was substituted for the inspection of repairs.

The 1993 study also revealed that elected officials and the public remained unconvinced of the need for better disaster mitigation. The investigation of public policy actions in South Carolina concluded that there had been a strong political opposition to mandatory State building codes in the 1980s and that the experience of Hugo did not overcome the funding and political concerns of local officials. As an example, a proposed State-mandated building code, absent State funding for code enforcement, failed in the South Carolina Legislature.

HURRICANE ANDREW (1992)

Inquiries after Hurricane Andrew struck southern Florida revealed that the region’s building codes were among “the toughest in country.” Regardless, the damage caused after Hurricane Andrew was significant. The problems cited in this case were poor construction, poor building code enforcement, and wind speeds in excess of the expected 120 mph maximum. In addition, manufactured housing (such as trailers and mobile homes) did not meet Federal construction standards, often failing in winds as low as 80 mph despite a standard of 110 mph.

Retrofitting, better siting, and other mitigation actions were recommended to reduce the vulnerability to future disasters. As Dr. Robert Sheets, Director of the National Hurricane Center, pointed out in a 1994 conference, the larger problem was the style of many of the homes. Many were two- or three-story, wood-framed homes that were inappropriate for southern Florida. Large cathedral ceilings, double doors opening inward rather than outward, and other design choices offered little resistance to winds and were particularly vulnerable to heavy gusts of wind.

The Hurricane Andrew experience also offered a painful lesson concerning mobile homes. As many as 18,000 mobile homes were damaged or destroyed in southern Florida and Louisiana during the Hurricane. Clearly one of the problems was that some mobile homes were only required to hold up under 80 mph winds and Hurricane Andrew’s winds were in excess of 160 mph. As a result, new Federal standards were adopted in 1994 requiring that new mobile homes sold in Hawaii and 25 counties on the coast of Alaska, Louisiana, Florida, and North Carolina (hazard-prone areas) be built to withstand 110 mph winds. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) officials estimate that the cost of this measure will raise the costs of mobile homes. They estimate that the 110 mph standard will increase prices $1,200 to $1,500. If the additional cost to manufacturers is passed on to consumers, the 110 mph standard may raise prices anywhere from $5,500 to $6,000.

Objective 24.4

THE MITIGATION MECHANISM LESSONS LEARNED

The examples provided clearly highlight the necessity of effective mitigation measures as a central part of disaster policy. Indeed, developing mitigation strategies to diminish the damage from future disasters is a recurring theme in the literature of the International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction. Another frequently noted point that is made concerns the importance of building codes. Building codes are crucial to developing effective mitigation strategies: they need to be technically sound and properly enforced. Perhaps more telling is the perceived need to conduct research on how to overcome resistance of public officials, and public opinion toward mitigation programs. The National Research Council concluded that: 

“Building codes should be a central part of a mitigation strategy for new construction. Barriers to the adoption and enforcement of modern codes should be identified and strategies developed that include incentives and other mechanisms to overcome community and industry resistance.” [National Research Council]

The National Research Council also advocated that:

1.
The Federal government and professional organizations assume the responsibility for providing financial and technical assistance to local and State authorities;

2.
Land-use planning (zoning ordinances) be emphasized to assure that building in hazard-prone areas is effectively regulated;

3.
All Government-financed or Government insured structures be required to conform to appropriate codes;

4.

Mitigation training be supported by the Federal Government;

5.
Hazard-specific research be directed to developing new mitigation strategies that will strengthen existing buildings and make new buildings safer; and

6. More and better information be provided to communities and businesses to encourage the support for mitigation measures.

[National Research Council]

The issue of building codes is getting more and more attention in the face of mounting disaster losses. Hurricane Andrew alone represented $15.4 billion in losses to the insurance industry, with much of the loss due to property damage that could have been mitigated if building codes in southern Florida had been adequately enforced. There is also considerable interest in enacting more effective building codes to further reduce the damage due to disasters.

In addition to concerns for the general public safety, there has been a clear indication that the insurance industry is also interested in reducing the exposure and liability, or at least in defining it accurately. Some companies stopped issuing residential property insurance in southern Florida following Hurricane Andrew, suggesting their considerable concern about exposure and liability. In short, insurance companies want to know about the appropriateness of building codes and the effectiveness of their enforcement. Some insurance companies may threaten to discontinue selling insurance if they are not allowed to charge premiums sufficiently large enough to cover the risks they incur. There will always be, however, some firms willing to issue policies despite the risk of failure in major disasters. Catastrophic events, such as Hurricane Andrew, can force some companies into bankruptcy and leave policyholders without coverage for their losses. This would entail greater personal and governmental liability.

Despite these concerns of public safety, liability, and exposure, strong barriers still confront the enactment and enforcement of effective building codes and zoning ordinances. These barriers involve technical, administrative, economic, and political factors that hamper mitigation efforts.

Objective 24.5

BARRIERS TO MITIGATION MECHANISMS

Henry Quarantelli points out in the U.S. Report on the International Decade for Natural Hazard Reduction (1994), that 

“the stringency of building codes, zoning ordinances, and other hazard abatement regulations also appears to depend more on economic and political pressures than on technical standards of community safety.” [Quarantelli, 1994]

The problem is how to provide local officials with State and Federal fiscal and technical resources and, at the same time, encourage local action to reduce hazards.

Two of the problems involved in enacting and enforcing proper building codes is TECHNICAL CAPABILITIES and ADMINISTRATIVE RESOURCES. From a technical and administrative standpoint, it is important to recall that building codes are enforced and administered on a local level. Many localities lack the financial means necessary to employ a sufficient number of technically-trained inspectors and administrators. Some local governments have the financial means, but do not choose to adequately fund and implement this public responsibility. Inspectors and administrators are often low-skilled and lowly-paid employees who are over-worked and under-trained. In addition, those positions are often filled by political appointees who have no experience other than what they get on the job. In all three examples that were investigated, a lack of technical capabilities and administrative resources clearly hampered the effectiveness of building codes.

Although, in some measure, it is a question of administrative and fiscal capacity, it is also a question of political capacity. The South Carolina case demonstrated that there are strong state and local interests who oppose codes, regulations, and plans that might raise the costs of doing business, increase taxes, or limit use of private property. Such examples address the important political factors of PERSONAL FREEDOM and ECONOMIC GROWTH AND DEVELOPMENT.

Since building codes and zoning ordinances are issues of local government jurisdiction, they are greatly influenced by local officials, local interests and local needs. Most prominent of these are personal freedom and economic growth and development. The issue of PERSONAL FREEDOM is largely tied in with PUBLIC OPINION and PRIVATE PROPERTY. Building code and zoning ordinance efforts are tempered by traditional American opposition and resistance towards National planning and regulation. The American public does not want the Government telling them what they can or cannot do with their property. Often the public sees these measures less as preventive efforts to reduce the impacts of disasters and more as Government intrusions and restrictions on personal freedom.

Perhaps the most powerful barrier, however, is the interest of economic growth and development. Economic growth and development imposes a number of pressures on builders and developers (e.g., holding down costs by cutting corners, finishing work on time, and designing for the convenience and aesthetics of the building’s ultimate users, etc.). Moreover, elected officials and even zoning and building officials, are also pressured by the need for economic development and augmented tax bases in their jurisdictions. The situation is then one in which elected local officials bear the burden of regulating building codes and zoning ordinances among the same groups that provide them with votes, campaign contributions, economic development, and local employment. In this manner, economic growth and development pressures and interests hamper the enactment and enforcement of building codes.

Objective 24.6

OVERCOMING BARRIERS TO MITIGATION MECHANISMS

Although events such as the Hyatt Skywalk disaster, Hurricane Hugo, and  Hurricane Andrew have brought the issue of standards and enforcement to public attention, it is still uncertain whether that lesson has been learned in the United States. As mentioned, powerful barriers remain in the path to enacting and enforcing building codes and zoning ordinances, especially at the local level. In that regard, State action and possibly even Federal intervention to mandate and standardize building codes would appear easier than local action. Moreover, with some fiscal support from the Federal and State governments, at least some of the problems in enforcing and administering could be overcome as well. Whether more fiscal inducements would help public officials overcome the political opposition of those who would trade improved community safety for economic growth and development, is another issue entirely.

A relatively comprehensive approach to disaster mitigation through building codes might include the following actions: 

1.
Increasing the effectiveness of building standards through the National Flood Insurance Program and for seismic risk areas through a National earthquake insurance program:

2.
Encouraging the adoption of appropriate State and local building codes in all communities, regardless of the risk of flooding or earthquake;

3.
Encouraging a broadening of the emergency management role in local and State governments to include assistance to the Departments of Public Works, Building, and other departments with responsibilities for hazard mitigation; and

4.
Increasing the capacities of State and local offices to enforce building codes, including the capacities to assess the code compliance of exotic designs, new technologies, and new materials.

Supplemental

Considerations

Students should remember that there are a great many man-made structures besides buildings which may be subject to collapse. For example, bridges, although subject more to functional than to structural collapse, pose a serious problem for the United States, for 50 percent of American bridges that are 20 feet or longer are in need of repair. Dams and roads are other examples of man-made structures that are prone to structural collapse and functional failure.

The instructor may want to review the Hy chapter analysis on the “Causes of Failure,” since it provides a detailed description of the pressures that contractors, builders, and developers encounter in the construction of structures. It also provides a listing of other reasons for structural collapse.

Endnotes

· National Research Council.
· Quarantelli, Henry in U.S. Report on the International Decade for Natural Hazard Reduction (1994).

Session No. 25

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Wildfire Disasters 
Time: 1 Hour


Objectives:

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

25.1 
Explain the various wildland fire management techniques and how politics may affect the choice of fire management options.

25.2 
Describe Federal programs which address wildfire hazards and the key Federal agencies involved.

25.3
Discuss the Federal-State interchange with regard to wildfire hazard management.

25.4 
Understand the political outcomes from the fires at Yellowstone National Park in 1988.


Scope

Wildland wildfire management has evolved into a well-structured and well-organized example of emergency management policy. One of its strengths is the versatility of its management techniques and adaptability to other forms of disaster (such as earthquakes, floods, and volcanic eruptions). Political influences still play a part in wildfire management, but the interagency and multi-level governmental fluidity which comprises the wildfire management system, makes it a well-working and structured emergency disaster response group.

References

Assigned student reading:

· Moskow-McKenzie, Diane and John C. Freemuth “Wildfire Hazards,” Handbook of Emergency Management, William L. Waugh, Jr. and Ronald W. Hy (eds.) (Westport, Conn.: The Greenwood Press, 1991): Ch. 8, pp. 129-147.

Requirements

This session focuses on wildfires as an example of an environmental type of disaster. Ask students whether any of them belong to a forest or land conservation organization and ask them to explain the purposes and actions of their organizations as they relate to this session’s topic. FEMA and the U.S. Forest Service sometimes collaborate in dealing with forest fire threats which pose dangers to settled communities. Ask students what they know about the Forest Service, what they think about the dangers posed by the wildfire hazards due to the urban interface, and how political factors come into play in addressing the threat of wildfires.

Remarks

Objective 25.1

The Moskow-McKenzie and Freemuth chapter on wildfires reveals that wildfires stem from three causes: NATURAL, ARSON, and PRESCRIBED. Most wildfires are associated with drought conditions. Combating wildfires is highly dangerous and expensive. Firefighters often have to be deployed over dangerous terrain and remote areas. Aerial fire fighting is also replete with risks and dangers. Decisions to suppress or contain wildfires may implicitly involve jeopardizing the health and safety of firefighters, and the people they are protecting. Tactical decisionmaking for authorities involves aggressive suppression and containment—or no fire fighting (i.e., allowing the fire to burn itself out). With respect to the impact of wildfires, officials need to consider the costs of wildfire suppression and the attendant losses versus the benefits of allowing wildfires to burn themselves out.

PRESCRIBED BURNS are a politically controversial fire management technique, especially at the local level. Many times prescribed burns are conducted or allowed so as to reduce the build-up of forest floor fuel accumulation which poses the danger of an even larger fire. Prescribed burns are often carried out for scientific purposes as well. The practice has gained notoriety since the wildfires at Yellowstone National Park in 1988. Sometimes prescribed burns get out of control and become uncontained wildfires. Environmentalists, recreation enthusiasts, and property owners in the vicinity of the prescribed burn, and others have often vehemently protested prescribed burns.

Wildfires may involve a range of political issues. Those people with property threatened or endangered by wildfires favor active fire suppression or containment. Many environmental interests also favor fire suppression because they believe wilderness areas, natural habitats, and other environmental resources are destroyed or threatened by wildfires. Protests at the local level may be a deciding factor in whether or not to initiate a prescribed burn. Even when scientists and fire management personnel emphasize the need for a wildland wildfire burn, opponents may make locally elected officials decide against them. Blame for the extensive California wildfires in 1993 may, in part, be attributed to the locally-elected officials who ignored the recommendations of the wildfire management officials, and prohibited a controlled burn earlier in the year. When the unexpected wildfires occurred, the devastation was much worse and more widespread than would likely have occurred had there been a controlled burn. (This example is further elaborated in Session 16 on U.S. Fire Community and the Politics and Policy of Disaster.)

More conflict over wildland fire management is attributed to the urbanization and development of the West. An accelerated population growth has created a demand for the use and the occupancy of wildlands and rural areas. Owing to the extensive urban and suburban sprawl, and the desire of people to live in forested areas or shrublands, there are many more urban-interface wildfires than in the past. Other factors that Moskow-McKenzie and Freemuth believe to be contributors to the wildland fire problem are:

· Building homes that are extremely vulnerable to destruction by wildfire;

· New residents who cause the start of more fires;

· Building subdivisions and individual structures without adequate safety measures; and

· The accumulation of highly flammable vegetation.

Objective 25.2

Most Federal involvement in wildfire management stems from either Federal responsibility for the lands that the United States Government manages and/or owns, or from assisting States whose lands may be engulfed by wildfire. The Federal Emergency Management Agency is empowered to review State requests for fire suppression assistance. Both the deservedness and the levels of aid are determined by a legislated formula which considers State budgeting for fire suppression, among other variables. Other factors include the magnitude of the fire, the number of simultaneous fires, the potential threat to settled areas, and the State and local capacity to control the fire(s).

Traditionally, the fire policies of the Federal land management agencies were to control all wildland fires as promptly as possible. Expediency was fostered. Today, fire management programs and activities are executed in support of land and resource management plans and objectives (including letting fires burn). This may sometimes lead to a conflict of interest between the emergency managers and the general public.

The National Wildfire Coordination Group, employing a National Interagency Fire Qualification System, helps to direct Federal fire-fighting assistance. The U.S. Forest Service plays a central role in fire management. The National Parks Service, the Bureau of Land Management, FEMA, the Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Weather Bureau all play major contributing roles.

In 1981, the National Wildfire Coordinating Group adopted the National Interagency Incident Management System (NIIMS). NIIMS has been developed to provide a common system which fire protection agencies can utilize at local, State, and Federal levels. The system embodies the National Interagency Fire Qualifications System and the Firescope Incident Command System (ICS).

Objective 25.3

Wildfire hazard management has been made a coordinated Federal, State, local, and multi-agency effort. The ICS was developed through this cooperative interagency (local, State and Federal) style. The basic organizational structure of the ICS is based upon a large fire organization which has been developed over time by the Federal fire protection agencies. The ICS is designed to be used for all kinds of emergencies and has been applicable to both small day-by-day situations as well as to very large and complex incidents.

Moskow-McKenzie and Freemuth offer an example of a successful intergovernmental effort. In the summer of 1988, more than 15,000 people organized under the Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Management, the National Park Service, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, the U.S. Army, and a conglomeration of State and local agencies, worked within a single command to battle the blazes in the wildlands of the West. Firefighters and equipment from all fifty States and the U.S. Virgin Islands assisted in the effort.

Using the Incident Command System, the firefighters were able to respond to the diverse demands of the physical and social environment. The structure of the system was far-reaching enough to bring a variety of agencies and skills together effectively. The ICS is uniform Nationwide.

Day-to-day fire fighting operations are, of course, handled by local and State fire service agencies and they too use the ICS. Many who work in those agencies have received their training from FEMA’s National Fire Academy, which has promoted the Firescope ICS since the early 1980s.

The Forest Service has set up training courses at each of ten regional offices in the United States. Federal, State, and local government employees have trained at these centers. This intergovernmental and interagency system has been so successful that it has been used in other emergency situations such as hazardous waste spills, manhunts, floods, and earthquakes. An example is the lead role of the U.S. Forest Service in the emergency disaster response to the Mt. St. Helens volcanic eruption in 1980. The U.S. Forest Service was responsible for managing the Gifford Pinchot National Forest around the volcano. The procedures for responding to forest fires were applied for the volcanic eruption.

Objective 25.4

Many scientists, naturalists, and public land management experts consider some types of wildfires beneficial in their long-term effects and in their potential to prevent truly catastrophic larger fires. However, the general public’s perception of wildfires has long been negative for the most part. Years of governmentally sponsored anti-forest-fire advertising campaigns aimed at fire safety have conditioned the public to believe that all wildfires are disastrous. Studies, since the 1988 fires in the Yellowstone area, suggest that science and public opinion continue to be in disagreement.

During the start of the summer in 1988, the Yellowstone National Park and surrounding areas were experiencing dry conditions. Thunderstorms moved through the park, which brought lightning. This in turn started several fires in areas covered by the Yellowstone fire management plans. Fire managers set out to determine whether to suppress the fires. Their decisions were based on predictions of weather and fire behavior, the current locations of the fires, and the available suppression resources.

The fire management personnel based their decision for control or burn partly on the knowledge that a few previous summers in the Yellowstone area had been wet. Unfortunately, they may have relied too extensively on the past weather experiences. The most uncertain element in the decisionmaking process was the long-term weather forecast. In the end, officials decided that certain fires were within prescription policy and could be allowed to burn without suppression efforts. However, normal rains did not come. In midsummer, drought conditions combined with strong winds forced park officials to begin control efforts on several fires.

By midsummer, visitor evacuations became necessary. The fires and evacuations brought National attention to the wildfire management. Members of Congress visited the area and allegations of mismanagement by park officials were revealed. Since the fires of 1988, public hearings on Federal fire policies have been held and Federal agencies have publicly questioned each other’s policies. A Fire Management Policy Review Team brought together officials from the many agencies involved in the fire services to review the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy.

In the light of the Yellowstone fires of 1988, the National media coverage, and the public’s negative perception of fire, the Bush Administration abandoned the controversial “let it burn” policy (i.e., prescribed natural fire policy) in Yellowstone and other National parks for the 1989 fire season. It was decided that every fire would be fought, including those caused by nature in Yellowstone. In the detailed study of the Federal fire policy by the Interior and the Agriculture Departments in December 1988, Interior Department officials said they would impose a “temporary moratorium” on the “let it burn” policy while the report was being completed. Later, they decided to extend the moratorium through the summer and fall of 1989, despite scientists’ endorsement of the traditional policy.

Moskow-McKenzie and Freemuth emphasize that the growing urbanization of the intermountain West may create and further expand a policy paradox. Ironically, the fires of Yellowstone, and resultant interpretive programs explaining the benefits of fire, have the potential of moving the general public toward an acceptance of fire. Yet as people continue to seek out the amenities associated with living near parks and wilderness areas, they may press for more fire suppression.

Since 1993, the Clinton Administration reversed the no-prescribed burn policy and has allowed at least 100 controlled burns by Federal land management agencies. The justification has been public safety, disaster mitigation, and sound environmental resource management.

Supplemental

Considerations

Almost all disasters have some type of environmental impact. Sessions on hazardous materials, floods, and nuclear powers in particular, embody natural impacts. However, wildfire is used here as an example of an environmental disaster. Regardless, this Session’s scope could include aspects of the hazardous materials, flood, and nuclear power sessions as well.

Ask the class whether any of them belong to an environmental or conservation organization. If so, ask the respondents whether they or their organization has ever addressed a disaster in environmental recovery terms. Oil spill clean ups, post-forest fire replantings, wetland preservations and flood plain clean ups, et cetera, may trigger their recall. Use this as a vehicle to promote discussion of the political factors which surround environmental disasters.

Point out to the class that FEMA and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency have found many avenues of cooperation. For example, the Midwest floods of 1993 inundated more than a score of EPA toxic waste Superfund clean up sites. [See Cigler’s 1996 article “Coping with Floods” assigned in Session 20.] FEMA and the EPA worked together to fund recovery operations and rebuilding at the sites.

Also, note that the Federal Response Plan incorporates environmental emergencies and, therefore, engages FEMA, the EPA and a host of other agencies.

The “ENVIRONMENT” refers to water, air, and land; and the inter-relationship that exists among and between them, and between all living things.

Endnotes

· Cigler, “Coping with Floods” (1996)

Session No. 26

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Hazardous Materials Emergency Management 
Time: 1 Hour


Objectives

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

26.1
Explain what forms of hazardous materials incidents have come to pose disaster threats which government must take seriously and why.

26.2
Outline three major Federal hazardous materials and disposal laws that are relevant to emergency management.

26.3 
Summarize the purpose and operation of the National Response Plan and the National Response Teams with respect to hazardous substance incidents.

26.4 
Present the major political issues which surround the problem of abandoned hazardous waste dump sites.

26.5 
Explain why hazardous materials transportation accidents may be increasing and what political tensions surround hazardous materials transportation regulation in State and local jurisdictions.


Scope
The session deals with the issue of environmental and public health disasters posed by hazardous or toxic materials (hazmat) in the manufacture, transport, or disposal of them. Various hazmat laws, programs, and political problems are surveyed. The hazardous materials issues presented in the assigned reading provide a good introduction to the political and managerial realm of this general policy domain.

References

Assigned student reading:

· Sylves, Richard T., “Federal Preparedness for Hazardous and Toxic Waste Disaster,” Managing Disaster, Louise K. Comfort (ed.) (Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1988):147-159.

· Trauth, Jeanette M. and Thomas J. Pavlak, “Hazards Materials Transport Emergencies,” Handbook of Emergency Management, William L. Waugh, Jr. and Ronald John Hy (eds.) (Westport, Conn.: The Greenwood Press, 1991): Ch. 10, pp. 177-196.

Requirements

News clips and articles regarding hazardous materials incidents would add to the student’s understanding of this topic. Hazardous and toxic substances overlap the issue of health and environmental disaster threats. Indicate to students how the regulation of hazardous materials has evolved. These materials are pervasive in business, commerce, industry, and even in homes. Transportation is only one stage in the hazardous materials use cycle, but it is a stage which often necessitates on emergency response. Help students to grasp that the regulation of hazardous materials flows from interstate commerce, environmental protection, public safety, occupational safety, and transportation policy. States and localities are primary enforcement agents. The Supplemental Considerations section provides relevant environmental definitions and a synopsis of several hazmat-relevant environmental laws.

Remarks

Objective 26.1

Hazardous materials emergencies may be perceived as distinct from natural disasters like tornadoes, earthquakes, and floods. This is because hazmat problems usually (but not always) stem from human-caused activities or accidents. Hazardous wastes are a consequence of industrial production and are assumed to be a by-product of development. Sometimes the dangers they pose are a side-effect of what economists call, NEGATIVE EXTERNALITIES. A negative externality occurs when a third party suffers negative consequences as a byproduct of a two-party economic transaction. In the course of manufacturing the computer that was used to type this book, a company may have disposed of its wastes in a way that was harmful to humans and to the environment. The price the author paid for this computer does not reflect the cost of cleaning up the damage caused by improper waste disposal. The cost of manufacturing the computer does not incorporate the cost of cleaning up waste-disposal damage either. Since neither the buyer nor the seller directly assumed a cost from improper disposal, neither party has any economic incentive to arrest the pollution. Moreover, hazardous materials incidents often impose huge SOCIAL COSTS on society, in general, and on innocent third parties, in particular—individuals and the natural environment of animals, plants, and natural resources.

There are an estimated two million chemical compounds in existence, 70,000 of which are in substantial use. When used safely and as intended, these chemicals may pose little or no threat. However, mishandling, improper disposal, and accidents may pose a genuine emergency or disaster threat. Until the 1970s, governmental authorities were reluctant and slow to address hazmat dangers. Among reasons for this were:

· The diversity of contaminants;

· Uncertainty about the location of the danger and the synergistic effects of spilled or buried substances;

· The lack of knowledge among elected officials and the general public about the threats posed by hazardous materials;

· The assumed low probability of a hazmat incident;

· The poor understanding of how hazardous substances are dispersed through the soil, water and air;

· The uncertainty regarding how long it takes toxins to mutate and/or to leak into the soil, water, and air; and

· The poor understanding of how the effects of the contamination may be manifested in the damage to human and to environmental organisms months or even years after exposure.

The emergency response to chemical disasters requires training, expertise, and  resources which may be beyond the capability of some localities. Moreover, no two chemical accidents are likely to be identical, and so practicing for, or simulating, any single hazardous materials accident may not be enough to prepare responders for every hazmat incident that they may be mobilized to address. 

Hazardous and toxic waste sites contain substances that alone, or in combination with other substances, present threats which are often poorly understood by the scientific, medical, and technical experts. This uncertainty carries over to the political arena, too. In normal times, there is a LOW POLITICAL SALIENCE for hazardous materials emergency management at the State and local levels. Locally-elected officials may not budget for hazardous material emergency planning and response due to the statistical improbability of an accident and the high cost of preparedness. When it comes to hazardous materials transportation, local authorities seldom know what hazards are passing through their jurisdictions or when. Unfortunately, community officials may not be motivated to act until a hazardous materials emergency has occurred in their jurisdiction.

Hazardous and toxic waste storage, manufacture, and transportation may pose serious harm. While worker safety, consumer protection, the public health, and transportation regulations have been applied to many toxic and hazardous substances, the cleanup of toxic and hazardous substances deposited into land environments as waste by-products is a relatively new Federal, State, and local governmental responsibility. Most of this regulation did not begin until the mid-1970s. Before that time, many laws enacted to address environmental problems contained only selected provisions which referred to toxic substances, and toxics were usually relegated to a subset of concerns under laws with other central purposes. During this time, large industrial companies, as well as municipalities, had been depositing millions of tons of hazardous and toxic substances at inadequate and inappropriate storage sites.

The general public and elected officials did not seriously address this problem, or the possibility of toxic waste disasters, until the revelations of the contamination at Love Canal in Niagara Falls, New York, in 1979. Love Canal was not a sudden accident. The toxic contamination occurred over years and presented itself in the health problems of those who lived in the vicinity of buried or leaching waste chemicals. A direct political repercussion from Love Canal was the passage of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act or Superfund Law in 1980. Superfund allocated Federal funds (and for a period of years, chemical industry tax proceeds) for the clean-up of chemical waste dumps determined to pose the threat of chemical disaster. (For further elaboration on Superfund, see Objective 26.2 and Supplemental Considerations.)

Objective 26.2

Federal Hazardous Materials Laws and Regulations: 

Their Impact on Emergency Management

The TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT of 1976 (TSCA) was one of the first Federal laws specifically directed to toxic substance regulation. TSCA filled a number of gaps in Federal toxic substance regulation and the law promoted interagency coordination of toxic substance regulation. This laid the foundation for regulating toxic substances at each point in the use-cycle. Nevertheless, TSCA mandates that the EPA screen about 70,000 or more chemical substances used in commerce and a thousand or so more which enter the market each year. [Kasperson and Pijawka, 1985, 

pp. 7-18.]

The RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT of 1976 (RCRA) was enacted into law as a companion of TSCA. The RCRA undertook the monumental task of regulating the generation, transportation, and disposal of hazardous wastes. This statute directs the EPA to track hazardous materials “from cradle to grave.” Only a fraction of the materials labeled “hazardous,” are in fact “toxic” in a physical and legal sense. Moreover, the waste disposal phase is only one of a number of phases in the use-cycle of hazardous materials. Nevertheless, the RCRA helped to shift responsibility for the disposal of hazardous and toxic materials back to the corporations which produced them in the first place.

The RCRA set the stage for the enactment of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 (P.L. 96-510), referred to as SUPERFUND. President Carter signed Superfund into law December 11, 1980. The Act provided for a $1.6 billion fund to be accumulated over a five-year period. About 86 percent of Superfund’s resources were to come through a tax paid by manufacturers, producers, exporters, and importers of oil and 42 chemical substances. The remaining 14 percent of the funding was to be paid from the Federal Government’s general revenue. Today Superfund is totally taxpayer-funded (with the exception of clean-up costs recouped from proven dumpers), costs the Federal Government well over $18 billion per year and constitutes the EPA’s largest funding program.

Superfund authorizes the EPA to cleanup spilled toxic wastes and hazardous waste sites even before recovering clean-up costs from the parties responsible for dumping at the sites in emergency circumstances. The EPA can identify and investigate alleged sites of illegal dumping. [U.S. Comptroller General, 1981, p. iv.] The EPA is expected to work with State and local governments to provide “an immediate and comprehensive response to the accidental release of hazardous substances.” [Sylves, 1988, p. 152.]

Superfund aims to protect surface lands and ground water. Ground water protection has traditionally been a State responsibility. Superfund imposes liability for spills on the dumpers, but it does not set forth the amounts of insurance coverage to be carried by the parties handling hazardous substances, nor does it require the creation of a victim compensation fund. However, the EPA has been able to use Superfund authority for property buy-outs. In 1982, Times Beach, Missouri, was determined to be contaminated with significant quantities of dioxin which could not be easily or inexpensively removed. The then-EPA Administrator, Ann Gorsuch (Burford), authorized the purchase of all of the homes in Times Beach under the terms of fair market value. Superfund mandates that owners of hazardous-waste sites must notify the EPA about the character of the buried wastes. The EPA maintains a National list of sites—the National Priority List.

As noted, the aim of Superfund was to protect the public health through the regulation of the generation, transportation, and disposal of hazardous wastes. By 1986, additional information had became available regarding the health and safety issues associated with hazardous materials. This enlarged the scope of the emergency management responsibility in this arena. Many understood the need to better address the protection of the public from manufacturing and transportation emergencies and accidents involving the destabilization and release of hazardous materials. This was to be done, in part, through better Federal, State, and local response and planning for such emergencies.

Federal and State officials gradually determined that the overall programmatic target of “hazardous waste” in previous law was intended to apply also to the many evolving programs and regulations targeting the safe management of materials variously referred to as “hazardous materials,” “hazardous substances,” and “hazardous chemicals.” The National focus became the general reduction of releases and exposures (either short-term through emergencies involving accidental release or long-term through environmental damage and pollution) and the general improvement Nationally of hazardous materials handling, transport, storage, release and exposure prevention, incident response planning, incident response, and recovery and clean-up from releases.

Accordingly, the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA), enacted in 1986, included requirements under Section 126(a)(b)(c) that the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) develop standards for hazardous materials operations and response, to better the ensure the safety of public- and private-sector personnel involved in or impacted by hazardous materials releases and emergencies. Under the authority of SARA, OSHA issued the Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response (often referred to as HAZWOPER), 29 CFR 1910.120. In support of the effort to articulate the National standards for hazardous materials operations and response, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) at the same time issued parallel regulation 29 CFR CFR 311 and the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) issued hazardous materials response standards 471, 472, and 473.

These regulations and standards defined extensive public and private sector roles and responsibilities in hazardous materials operations and response. They have provided the foundation for the subsequent development of sophisticated and complex response systems at the State and local level that include many interrelated teams and organizational roles. The complexity of these hazardous materials response systems have created important new coordination responsibilities for the emergency manager at the State and local level, ranging from advising and tutoring response organizations to the direct management of related response functions during an emergency such as notification, communications, resource acquisition, and public sheltering and evacuation.

Perhaps the most challenging function that has evolved for the emergency manager is the coordination and management of local hazardous materials planning and prevention programs. The Emergency Preparedness Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) and Title III of SARA required the formation of State emergency response commissions (SERCs), tribal emergency response commissions (TERCs), and local emergency planning commissions (LEPCs), who are responsible for developing, exercising, and maintaining the different jurisdictions’ hazardous materials emergency plans. This extensive and on-going work is usually managed by or conducted under the supervision of the emergency manager. The work is complex and must accommodate a tremendous variety of requirements in addition to those stipulated in the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act and Title III of SARA. Laws, regulations, and Federal guidance that must be addressed by the emergency manager in this planning work include:

· RCRA Subtitle C (Facility Contingency Plans)

· CERCLA Section 105 (The NRT National Contingency Plan)

· FEMA 44 CFR Part 302 (Emergency Operations Plans)

· FEMA Federal Response Plan

· 30 CFR Part 254 (MMS’s Facility Response Plan Regulation)

· EPA 29 CFR 311

· EPA 40 CFR Part 68 (Risk Management Programs Regulation)

· EPA 40 CFR 112.7-112.21 (Oil Pollution Prevention Regulations)

· USDOT 49 CFR Part 194 (Pipeline Response Plan Regulation)

· USCG 33 CFR Part 154, subpart F (USCG Facility Response Plan Regulation)

· OSHA 29 CFR 1910.120 (HAZWOPER)

· OSHA 29 CFR 1910.38a (Emergency Action Plan Regulation)

· OSHA 29 CFR 1910.119 (Process Safety Standard)

State and local emergency managers play an increasingly important role in hazardous materials planning and response. This is because hazmat work poses complexity and technical challenges, and because new chemical products, new processes, increased movement and transportation of materials, and better understanding of the risks to public health and safety, demand better emergency management.

Objective 26.3

The National Contingency Plan (NCP), originally developed in an elemental form in 1968 and today called the National Response Plan (See Session 7, Objective 7.7), was to specify how the Federal Government would respond to emergencies resulting from oil spills and from the release of hazardous substances into navigable waters. With the enactment of the Superfund in 1980, the EPA, in conjunction with other agencies, revised the NCP. Today the Plan outlines the responsibilities of some 26 Federal agencies, as well as the obligations of State and local governments, in cleaning up releases of hazardous substances and oil spills to all media. In other words, the revision of the NCP extended the Federal emergency response beyond merely the cleanup of discharges or spills to surface water. Land, air, and ground water media were now the domains of the Federal chemical emergency jurisdiction as well.

The National Response Plan basically:

· Encourages the coordination of Federal, State, and local governmental involvement in response actions.

· Allows State and local governments to be reimbursed by the Federal Government for reasonable response costs.

· Authorizes the Federal Government to undertake cleanup when the responsible party or the State cannot or will not do so. 

[Sylves, 1988, p. 159.]

Lead responsibility for a hazardous materials emergency was assigned to either the Coast Guard or the EPA. The location and nature of the emergency determines which agency is assigned the lead. Lead agency officials then appoint an On-Scene Coordinator (OCS) who manages and supervises the emergency response activities deemed necessary to protect the public health and the environment. The OCS also interacts with the EPA officials in furnishing information to the media and to citizen organizations.

Other Federal agencies participating in the Plan work through a National Response Team (NRT) which is chaired by an EPA official. The NRT policies are implemented on a day-to-day basis by Regional Response Teams located in each of the ten standard Federal regions of the United States. Under the Plan, the Federal Emergency Management Agency is responsible for the preparation, maintenance, and testing of evacuation plans. FEMA also assists State emergency management officials in carrying out actual civil evacuations which may become necessary during imminent hazardous substance emergencies. Hazardous substance damage to aquatic and terrestrial life is researched by either the Marine Fisheries Service of the Commerce Department or the Fish and Wildlife Service of the Interior Department. The Public Health Service of the Department of Health and Human Services investigates cases of human exposure to hazardous substances and assesses the threat to the public welfare posed by an imminent or on-going hazardous substance disaster. [Sylves, 1988, 

p. 159.]

The EPA directives refer to the immediate removal as “a first aid approach to emergency.” [Sylves, 1988, p. 151.] This means that the EPA goes about cleaning up the accident site to stop the hazardous release and to minimize the damage or threat of damage to human health or to the environment. Most spills which occur in chemical transportation accidents fall into the immediate removal category. However, the EPA imposes special conditions upon emergencies resulting from inactive hazardous waste sites, also referred to as toxic waste dumps. The EPA reports, “Inactive hazardous waste sites will be stabilized, but the cleanup may continue beyond stabilization if this course appears less expensive than stopping and returning later for final cleanup or remedial action.” [Sylves, 1988, p. 152.]

Consequently, EPA officials working at the scene of a hazardous waste emergency site must determine when an emergency at the site no longer exists. This calculation is apparently a function of how expensive the immediate cleanup appears to be versus the cost of long-term remedial cleanup. When a site is “stabilized” it is presumably no longer an immediate danger to humans or to the local ecology. However, it is extremely difficult to decide when a hazardous waste site is stabilized, especially if contaminants are either wholly or partially buried beneath the ground. It is conceivable that hazardous waste sites in the “planned removal” category could result in disasters or emergency situations before they are actually cleaned up. Given the complexity, uncertainty, and dangers which surround a toxic waste site cleanup, conventional economic rationality may not necessarily be applicable or appropriate in this realm of emergency management. The public health and environmental protection are not easily “valuated” in such circumstances.

When the EPA undertakes an immediate removal, its emergency response includes: 

· Collecting and analyzing samples;

· Controlling the release of the hazardous substance or substances;

· Removing hazardous substances from the site and storing, treating, or destroying them;

· Providing alternate water supplies;

· Installing security fencing;

· Deterring the spread of pollutants; and

· Evacuating threatened citizens. 

[Sylves, 1988, p. 154.]

Objective 26.4

In at least one sense, hazardous waste sites are a special category of TECHNOLOGICAL HAZARD. Presumably, private corporations assume the responsibility and liability for accidents encountered in the manufacture, storage, and transportation of dangerous substances. Moreover, these firms often lead clean-up efforts when an accident occurs. But corporate preventive strategies are much less evident in the case of hazardous waste sites.

Political issues may enter into whether a corporation, which has an untreated hazardous waste site, is held financially responsible for its contaminated property. If a particular company contributes substantially to the economic base of a community, locally elected officials there may be lax in requiring the company to clean up a potentially dangerous site. Local officials may fear that the sanctions, requirements, or penalties they impose may induce the company to relocate to another community, perhaps one that is less restrictive; or a company may pressure local officials not to force them to undertake hazardous waste clean-ups.

Part of what constitutes a disaster and spurs political intervention includes major property loss or damage, and loss of life. When a hurricane or tornado devastates public or private property, public and private insurance agencies go into action to settle claims which make possible the financing needed to rebuild homes, businesses, and public facilities—those, in effect, impoverished by the disaster. This is not necessarily the case with a hazardous materials disaster. Toxic waste dumps impoverish property owners in an insidious manner. Homes, commercial establishments, and public facilities undergo rapid de-valuation in the real estate market when contaminated, or when perceived as being vulnerable to contamination, by toxic wastes. Douglas and Wildavsky argue, 

“What makes them (people) understandably angry is damage that they feel they should have been warned against, that they might have avoided had they known, damage caused by other people, particularly people profiting from their innocence.” [Douglas and Wildavsky, 1982, p. 17.] 

These disasters are caused by deliberate or inadvertent actions by companies or even governmental operations which consequently destroy the financial stability of an area and jeopardize the public health.

Worst-case possibilities in handling and containing toxic substances need to be recognized, so that appropriate safety measures may be adopted. Hazardous waste storage or disposal imposes a special obligation upon public authorities to protect the public health and welfare from the hazards presented by toxic waste facilities and toxic burial grounds. These hazards carry disaster potential due to the physiological and mutagenic damage which can be inflicted. The ecological damage could be irreversible in its consequences.

Federal, State, and local officials have not generally called for “disaster relief” when a hazardous materials accident occurs or a contaminated waste site is discovered. Officials may not consider these incidents disasters and they may well have the resources to manage most incidents in their jurisdictions. Certainly Federal help of an emergency nature may be available from agencies operating under Superfund or RCRA authority. Because there is much uncertainty about adverse human health effects from chemicals alone and in combination, requesting assistance from agencies specializing in hazardous materials is prudent. Federal assistance in chemical disasters is available from agencies experienced in regulating the substances posing the danger. The role of government agencies in hazardous materials transport disasters is outlined below.

Objective 26.5

Hazardous materials transport accidents are increasing for many reasons:

· Increases in hazardous materials transport generally;

· Increases in the quantity and new types of hazardous materials;

· The addition of nuclear waste; and

· The aging of rail stock and rail infrastructure.

The EPA and the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) share regulatory authority with regard to hazardous materials transportation. The EPA issues hazardous transportation rules and is the lead enforcement agency. The DOT is responsible for developing and imposing rules governing reporting, packaging, labeling, marking, and placarding (i.e., using common symbols recognizable by emergency response authorities). The DOT set forth the current manifest system that transporters must use in the way they convey hazardous or toxic materials. For example, when a police officer pulls over a trucker, that trucker must produce a manifest documenting the full hazardous nature of the cargo on board, in terms of character, threat posed, and volume, et cetera.

There are about 14,000 American hazardous materials transporters (i.e., ground travel only). The RCRA makes each transporter responsible for spills, leaks, and clean-ups. Transporters must certify waste manifests (although water and rail shippers do not have to). The total of generators, transporters, owners and operators of hazardous wastes reached 60,000 in mid-1980s. There are some 700,000 small quantity generators. Facilities producing less than 1,000 kilograms of waste (2,200 lbs.) per month may be conditionally exempted from the RCRA if 1) the substance is not acutely hazardous, 2) the substance is NOT used, re-used, recycled, and reclaimed beyond the facility, and 3) the generator disposes of the waste in an EPA- or State-approved facility.

In more specific transportation mode terms, the DOT’s Office of Hazardous Materials Transport shoulders the major rule-making responsibility. The Federal Highway Administration, the Federal Railroad Administration, the Federal Aviation Administration, the Coast Guard (i.e., water freight regulation and inspection), and the State and local Police authorities all possess enforcement and regulatory powers under the RCRA.

The responsibility for the prevention of hazardous materials transportation accidents is also jointly shared by Federal, State, and local governmental officials. Officials at each of these levels of government have overlapping functions and responsibilities which may contribute to a fragmentation of responsibility not only among these levels of government, but also among and within various agencies, especially at the Federal level. This makes program coordination difficult and can lead to interagency and intergovernmental conflicts.

Moreover, the sheer volume and variety of hazardous materials shipped by air, water, rail, and highways present formidable challenges to inspection and enforcement personnel. At a time when the number of new hazardous materials entering the stream of commerce is growing rapidly and there is a need to increase inspection and enforcement activities, there have been reductions in the number of enforcement personnel at the Federal level of Government. Financial constraints have also affected the ability of State and local governmental officials to train and equip their personnel adequately. Officials at all levels of government, of necessity, are concerned about the tradeoffs between the costs and risks involved in preventing accidents from occurring.

Federal, State, and local governmental officials have developed prevention policies. The transportation of hazardous materials has traditionally been a concern of the Federal Government. Federal preeminence in the transportation area has evolved largely as a result of the need to regulate interstate commerce and to avoid jurisdictional problems. Each level of government has a particular role with regard to the safety of hazardous materials shipment. State governments vary in the roles that they play relative to the transportation of hazardous materials. Some States have extensive programs of regulation, enforcement, emergency planning, and training; whereas other States are still in the process of developing their own frameworks.

For the prevention of hazardous materials accidents, some States issue regulations that are intended to enhance the Federal requirements. Some localities are also involved in prevention and enforcement activities such as restricting the shipment of hazardous materials via various routes and imposing time-of-day hazardous materials transportation rules. In addition, some localities require that hazardous materials shippers obtain a permit to travel through their community. Effective inspection and enforcement programs are the backbone of successful hazardous materials transportation accident prevention programs.

The lack of uniformity among localities in a given state may produce political tensions among elected officials. Some major cities and metropolitan areas engage in inspection, enforcement, and licensing activities similar to State and Federal agencies. The capacity of local governments to respond to transportation incidents involving hazardous materials varies greatly. Some localities have sophisticated emergency plans, well-trained response teams, and adequate resources for training and equipment. Many other local governments are ill-equipped to deal with a hazardous materials incident. Therefore, one city’s restrictions on hazardous materials may increase exposure for other jurisdictions, and put them at a higher risk for accidents (if their laws are less stringent). Hazardous materials transporters may route shipments through localities which impose the fewest restrictions on them. This raises equity and fairness issues in the sense that the communities whose leaders are indifferent toward, uninformed about, or incapable of regulating hazardous materials shippers will be those communities most at risk of experiencing a hazardous materials incident.

Political tensions regarding the transportation of hazardous materials may also exist among States for similar reasons. The level of enforcement policies among States may have a wide variation. For instance, there is a great deal of variance among States in terms of fines, penalties levied, and prosecutions of hazardous materials transportation violations. Similarly, some States provide only civil penalties while other States allow enforcement agencies to impose civil or criminal penalties.

Political repercussions may be felt as a result of a hazardous materials transport disaster, as illustrated in the Trauth and Pavlak chapter. A Conrail hazardous materials transport derailment in Pittsburgh sparked political responses at the local through the Federal level. At the local level, the city council called for:

· Stronger safety measures by the railroads;

· The testing of tanker cars carrying toxic materials for impact resistance;

· The prohibition of the transportation of certain chemicals through the city;

· Presentation of manifests by rail officials detailing the types of toxic materials being moved through the community; and

· Reports on the condition of rail lines.

Members of Pennsylvania’s congressional delegation introduced various railroad safety measures in the aftermath of the derailment. For example, the late Senator John Heinz called for safety improvements in the operation of trains carrying toxic materials, including a reduction of the number of cars, the assignment of safety workers, the improved safety inspections, building more safety features into tanker cars, and rerouting trains from population areas where possible. U.S. Congressman Doug Walgren of Pittsburgh also introduced a railroad safety bill which contained provisions aimed at addressing issues that came to light following the train derailment.

The manufacture, transportation, and disposal of hazardous materials pose multi-dimensional risks that may magnify into toxic disasters. Local, State and Federal officials need to work together to create uniform standards for hazardous materials Nationwide, thereby reducing the potential for hazardous materials disasters.

Supplemental

Considerations

Environmental Definitions:

HAZARDOUS CHEMICALS are all chemicals that constitute a physical hazard, or health hazard as defined by 29 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1910.1200(c), with the exception listed in Section 311(3).

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS are any substances or materials in a particular form or quantity that the Secretary of Transportation finds may pose an unreasonable risk to health, safety, and property, or any substance or material in a quantity or form that may be harmful to humans, animals, crops, water systems, or other elements of the environment if accidentally released. Substances so designated may include explosives, radioactive materials, etiologic agents (meaning the cause of a disease or disorder as determined by medical diagnosis), flammable liquids or solids, combustible solids, poisons, oxidizing or corrosive materials, and flammable gases. These are defined via rule-making under the authority of PL 93-633.

HAZARDOUS WASTE has been defined as any by-product that poses a substantial present or potential threat to humans, animals, or plants because it is harmful, non-degradable, and may produce effects which are biologically magnified. A DANGEROUS SUBSTANCE has effects which are biologically magnified when it achieves successively higher concentrations in the tissues of living organisms as it moves up the food chain. Since humans are at the top of the food chain, the effects of the substance may therefore pose the greatest threat to humans.

A HAZARDS ANALYSIS involves the procedure for identifying potential sources of a hazardous materials release, determining the vulnerability of an area to a hazardous materials release, and comparing hazards to determine risks to a community.

A HAZARDOUS MATERIALS RESPONSE TEAM is comprised of specially trained personnel who respond to hazardous materials incidents. Each team performs various response actions, including the assessment, fire fighting, rescue and containment, although they are not responsible for clean-up operations.

Endnotes
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Session No. 27

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Big City Emergency Management




Time: 1 Hour


Objectives:

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

27.1 
Review aspects of New York City’s Office of Emergency Management organization and operation.

27.2 

Outline New York City’s emergency management system.

27.3 
Recount at least three types of emergency vulnerabilities associated with “big cities.”

27.4 
Contribute to a discussion of common “big city” emergency management challenges and their political dimensions.


Scope

This session is in part a “big city” case study of New York, the Nation’s most densely populated city. Disasters and emergencies in New York, just as in most American cities, require extraordinary political leadership and inter-organizational coordination. How city emergency management is organized, funded, operated, planned, and linked to the mayor, is of cardinal importance. This session also considers the types of disaster agents that the modern city prepares for.

References

Recommended, but not required student readings:

· Waugh, William L., Jr. and Richard T. Sylves, “The Intergovernmental Relations of Emergency Management,” Disaster Management in the U.S. and Canada, Richard T. Sylves and William L. Waugh, Jr. (eds.) (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas Publishers, 1996): Ch. III, esp. pp. 56-63.

Badly out of date and of historical value only is:

· Sylves, Richard T. and Thomas J. Pavlak, “Managing Major Emergencies in ‘Gotham City’,” Disaster Management in the U.S. and Canada, Richard T. Sylves and William L. Waugh, Jr. (eds.). (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas Publishers, 1996): Ch. XII, pp. 270-93.

Requirements

Big City emergency management research suffers two major problems. First, there are very few scholarly works on any single city’s emergency management organization and politics and even fewer which address city emergency management and attendant politics generically. Second, cities frequently refashion or reorganize their emergency management, rendering obsolete what little published work there may be on the subject. A way to overcome these problems is for the instructor to ask students to access FEMA’s website and use that site’s Global Emergency Management System (GEMS) to key-word search big city websites. New York City has launched a new emergency management website which can be reached through the city’s main menu page at:

www.ci.nyc.ny.us

It is hereafter referred to as the “NYC-OEM website.”

Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, New Orleans, Miami, Seattle, and other city websites can be accessed from GEMS. Website information about any specific city’s emergency management is often helpful, but many are directed toward public information and educational purposes rather than toward disclosing city emergency management organizational and political dynamics.

It would be highly worthwhile to invite a city emergency management official to this session for a guest lecture. Students may draw from the old New York City case study to offer insightful questions. If possible, ask the local emergency management agency whether they might provide a copy of their emergency plan (many are likely to do this).

Remarks

Objective 27.1

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT IN NEW YORK CITY

New York City has protected its citizens and businesses through such agencies as the Mayor’s Office of Civil Defense (created in the early 1960s) and the Office of Emergency Management (which was created as a unit of the police department in the 1976. (See Sylves and Pavlak article in the optional reading for this session.) Mayor Rudolph W. Giuliani “recognized the need for an independent agency that could plan for and help mitigate any emergency that threatens the safety of New York City’s people and property.” Acting on this need, Mayor Giuliani signed Executive Order No. 30 on April 1, 1996, creating the Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management. [Guiliani, March 19, 1996, pp. 1-5]

Mayor Giuliani said, 

“More and more of the emergencies occurring in the city today demand the coordinated response of many city agencies. Consolidating the emergency management functions will institutionalize a comprehensive approach to handling urban emergencies. The structure of this new office will not only ensure accountability, but will also improve coordination and communication among city agencies.” [Giuliani, March 19, 1996, p. 1 (1-3).]

“The Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management is responsible for mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery for all conditions requiring the involvement of multiple agencies. The Office is the On-Scene Coordinator at all emergency incidents and has the responsibility for interagency coordination and communication. It activates and manages the city’s Emergency Operations Center. Additionally, the Office develops all emergency plans for the city and implements training programs and exercises based on these plans to enhance their effectiveness. The Office makes recommendations to the Mayor concerning the city’s emergency response capabilities and coordinates with the Police Department and City agencies to ensure proper preparation is made for major city events. The Office also serves as the point of contact with all State and Federal agencies as well as the private sector, in matters relating to emergency management.” [Giuliani, March 19, 1996, p.1]

The OEM is directed by a commissioner who reports directly to the mayor. At this writing, the OEM has a staff in the range of 40-55 persons. It is a multi-jurisdictional agency comprised of personnel drawn from New York City’s Fire and Police Departments, Emergency Medical Service, its Department of Environmental Protection, Department of Parks, and the American Red Cross.

The Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management promotes the following goals. In reviewing them with the class, consider commonalties with local emergency management in general. The Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management:

· Coordinates and monitors the city’s response to all emergency conditions, incidents, and threats (including natural disasters, water main breaks, power outages, and labor unrest), that require a  multi-agency (city) response.

· Monitors and plans for all potential and emergency conditions. 

· Coordinates and implements training programs, including emergency response drills, and determines the appropriate level of the city’s response in emergencies.

· Activates the Command and Control Center (emergency operations center), when needed, and administers the Urban Search and Rescue Team.

· Educates city employees and the public about possible emergency conditions.

· Prepares plans for responding to emergencies.

The OEM’s work is extremely pro-active and heavily committed to mitigative activity. Its people are poised to assume emergency response obligations at any time. The office’s work also includes notification, mobilization, and coordination of city departments in responding to disasters and emergencies. The OEM officials constantly monitor events on the assumption that they are harbingers of potential emergencies.

The first line of defense during an emergency is the OEM’s Watch Command, which is staffed 24-hours-a-day, seven-days-a-week by experienced communications officers. They monitor all emergency services radio frequencies (e.g., Police, Fire, EMS), and have access to the New York State Police Information Network (NYSPIN); the National Warning and Alert System (NAWAS), which disseminates FEMA and New York State Emergency Management Office information; the National Weather Service; the Emergency Medical Service’s Computer-Aided Dispatch; and, the Con Edison Hotline. These sources help the OEM monitor events and circumstances city-wide. Aided by these resources, the OEM is able to provide a communications link, response dispatch, and inter-agency notification services.

Since its formation, the OEM has completed an All-Hazards Master Plan and an Interagency Liaison/Radio Communications Network. The network seeks to ensure effective multi-agency operations during an emergency.

The OEM’s annual budget for 1997 was about $3.5 million with $900,000 made available by FEMA’s EMA program. It is important to remember that just as the EMA is able to draw in the resources of a multiplicity of Federal agency resources in disaster circumstances, so too the OEM can draw in the resources and personnel of New York City departments and agencies. The OEM’s incorporation into the Office of the Mayor affords it strong managerial capabilities in its dealings with other departments and agencies of New York City government.

The OEM also has strong ties with important private organizations. For example, the agency works closely with the International Business Coalition so as to promote and link-up with corporate leaders who also must conduct their own emergency management. The OEM also works closely with the Greater New York Hospital Association on many emergency health-related issues.

Objective 27.2

NEW YORK’S EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The city’s emergency management system may be characterized as one that is based on inter-departmental and intra-departmental coordination of all emergency and disaster preparedness, response, and recovery functions. Emergency management in New York City is handled in a complex municipal system. While a single municipality, New York City includes five boroughs, each a county in name only. However, the five boroughs are governed by the central municipal administration and have limited powers of self-government. Most of the city’s departments are structured to be sensitive to borough geography and politics, with each department or agency having borough-level officials and managers. This complex governmental and political structure has perpetuated governance through what Sayre and Kaufman have called a process of “decision by accommodation” [Sayre and Kaufman, 1965, pp. 710, 716].

New York City, while clearly facing formidable challenges, also possesses extensive resources that may be marshaled to handle most emergencies and disaster threats, including a workforce of more than 400,000 municipal employees and a vast pool of private sector resources, both voluntary and contractible.

Incident Command and The OEM

If an emergency requires a multi-agency response, the OEM is the on-scene coordinator, working in conjunction with the Incident Commander, who is the highest ranking chief officer of either the Police Department or Fire Department. The OEM also sets up a unified inter-agency command post and provides support to the operation by streamlining the procurement of resources.

In a 1996 Executive Order, Mayor Rudolph W. Giuliani declared that he wanted to ensure the optimum use of public safety agency resources 

“…while at the same time eliminating potential conflict among responding agencies which may have areas of overlapping expertise and authority.” [Giuliani, March 1996, p. 1]

The “Incident Commander” is responsible for the management of the city’s response to the emergency. The Office of Emergency Management is designated as the “On-Scene Interagency Coordinator.” Its role is to coordinate the participation of all city agencies in resolving the event. The OEM will assist the Incident Commander in his or her efforts in the development and implementation of the strategy for resolving the event. Emergencies are by nature dynamic and the role of the Incident Commander can change as the event unfolds; the OEM will help to ensure that any transition in command occurs in a smooth and efficient manner. However, in those instances where an incident is so multi-faceted that no one agency immediately stands out as the Incident Commander, the OEM will assign the role of Incident Commander to an agency as the situation demands. The matrix below designates Incident Commander for the listed emergencies.

· fires 


FDNY 
(Fire Dept. of New York)

· civil disturbances 


NYPD 
(New York Police Department)

· bomb threat 

NYPD

· suspicious/actual device 
NYPD

· hostage situation 

NYPD

· sniper situation 

NYPD

· hazardous materials 

FDNY

· water rescues 


NYPD

· explosions 

FDNY

· water main breaks 
DEP 

(Dept. of Environmental

· Protection)

· structural collapse 

FDNY

· terrorism*

· conventional weapons 

NYPD

· bomb threat 
NYPD

· chemical 
NYPD or FDNY

· biological 
NYPD or FDNY

· nuclear 
NYPD or FDNY

· rail crash 
FDNY

· air crash 
FDNY

· confined space rescue 
FDNY

· weather emergencies**

OEM 
(Office of Emergency


Management)

· power/telephone outages**
OEM

· prison disturbances 

DOC 

(Dept. of Corrections)

· special events***


NYPD

* In terrorism circumstances the Incident Commander will shift as the event evolves. The handling of a threat of a chemical or biological release or the use of conventional weapons falls to the NYPD. Dealing with the consequences of explosion or release is the responsibility of the FDNY. The investigation that follows, once the consequences of the event have been mitigated, is the responsibility of the NYPD. Any conflicts regarding the issue of command at these incidents, will be resolved by the OEM.

** Weather emergencies and power and telephone outages involve different types of emergencies simultaneously, so addressing the overall event does not require command, but rather coordination, which is the OEM’s role.

*** The OEM shall coordinate with the Police Department to ensure that city agencies have emergency response plans for major city events. For routine recurring events such as the (New York City) marathon, the Mayor will decide whether there is a need for the OEM’s involvement.

New York City officials recognize that emergencies are dynamic, so the role of the Incident Commander may change as the event unfolds. In other words, incident commanders may need to change over the course of an event. It is the OEM’s job to ensure that any transition in command occurs in a smooth and efficient way. Since the OEM sits outside of the traditional city departments, like the Police and Fire Departments, it is able to more objectively determine when command authority needs to be transferred from one department or agency to another. The OEM, acting with the direct authority of the mayor, is able to reduce the possibility that competing city department officials will squabble over transfers of command jurisdiction during or after emergencies and disasters.

Objective 27.3

NEW YORK DISASTER AGENTS

New York City has considerable experience dealing with a broad range of mass emergencies and disaster threats, including major snowstorms, floods, hurricanes, hazardous materials spills and releases, municipal employee labor strikes, civil disorders, building collapses, major structural fires, and electric power failures. The city has invested a great deal of time, effort, and resources in planning and preparing for mass emergency and disaster threats. Below is a sample of disaster agents that New York City, and other great cities, take very seriously in their comprehensive emergency management work.

Crowd Control and Civil Order

As a leading cultural, entertainment, and population center, New York City hosts a great many events each year that attract large crowds. The St. Patrick’s Day and Macy’s Thanksgiving Day parades, the New York City Marathon, and New Year’s Eve in Times Square are just a few of the better known events requiring considerable crowd control and emergency medical service efforts. Added to these annual events are large conventions, major rock concerts, entertainment extravaganzas, and popular sporting events. In 1997, the OEM helped in staging the Garth Brooks concert in Central Park. Sometimes these mass audience activities take place at about the same time and in close proximity. Mass participation events singularly or multiply, impose heavy demands on city services, most especially on city emergency services. Mass political protests are a special category of this phenomenon for which extensive training has been conducted.

Building Collapse

New York is a city under constant physical change, with ongoing building demolition, reconstruction, renovation, and new construction. Moreover, the city has tens of thousands of old and deteriorating residential, commercial, and industrial buildings, many of which have been condemned because of poor structural integrity. Building collapse, therefore, is an ongoing concern for the city.

The collapse of a multistory structure may require sophisticated search and rescue operations as well as crowd control, fire suppression, emergency medical services, and the housing of displaced occupants. New York City maintains, as do a growing number of cities, an urban search and rescue capability, which is deployed locally as well as in other cities, including several outside the United States. The New York City Task Force (N.Y.T.F.-1) is comprised of personnel from the New York City Fire and Police Departments and is part of FEMA’s Urban Search and Rescue Task Force. FEMA’s National Urban Search and Rescue Response System provides integrated, skilled, medium to heavy search and rescue units to respond to those situations in which victims are savable, but inaccessible through other rescue techniques. [Guiliani, March 1996, p. 1]

Major Fires

As the chart under Objective 27.2 demonstrates, the Fire Department of New York City is often designated “Incident Commander” for fires, hazardous materials, explosions, and structural collapses.

Fire-fighting in New York City is often “on the vertical.” The city has more than 100 buildings that exceed 500 feet in height. Slightly more than half of these buildings are capable of handling rooftop helicopter landings without special preparation. The city has specially-trained helicopter-borne teams capable of descending by rope to the rooftops of high-rise buildings to deploy firefighters and equipment and to evacuate building occupants.

Utility Failures and Transportation Disruption

New York City’s high population density is a decisive factor in emergency preparedness. With more than 23,000 people per square mile, the city’s population density far exceeds second place in Chicago with 3,000 per square mile. New York’s resident population is more than 7 million, with commuters adding as many as two million more each weekday.

New York City’s mass transit system is critical to the social and economic life of the city. Studies show that 45 percent of those who are employed in the metropolitan area use mass transit to get to and from work, placing tremendous demands on the mass transit system both within and around the city.

The city’s frequent disruptions of transit service have provided many emergency management lessons. The Metropolitan Transit Authority and regional commuter railways are seasoned veterans in handling water damage, electrical fires, and equipment breakdowns and they are adept at responding to, and recovering from, the service disruptions they often produce. The secondary impacts of transit disruptions often challenge emergency managers and may require increased police security, emergency medical services, rerouting of vehicular traffic, and on-site supervision to expedite the repair and restoration of services.

New York’s “world beneath the city” presents yet another challenge to  emergency managers. The city’s subterranean world is an elaborate, intricate, and vulnerable infrastructure of subway stations and tunnels, underground building structures and vaults, some extending 100 hundred feet below the surface. There also is a complex underground network of telecommunications cables, relay stations, electrical conduits, pumping stations, water and sewer pipes, steam and pneumatic lines, and ventilation shafts. What might be a routine underground equipment malfunction in most American cities could provoke a potential emergency in New York City. The city also has four underwater vehicular tunnels, with Brooklyn-Battery, Holland, and Lincoln tunnels being the second, third, and fourth longest in the United States. These too are vulnerable to over-use, deterioration, congestion, a major accident, and, of late, even terrorism.

An “ordinary” underground utility failure in New York City will often require an extraordinary response on the surface. For example, water main breaks have damaged underground equipment triggering long halts in the trading operations of the New York Stock Exchange. They have disrupted international telex communications essential to the world financial community.

Power Outages

Electric power outages represent another potential disaster threat. City-wide power failures, such as those that occurred in 1965 and 1977, have enormous secondary consequences, ranging from trapped victims and health emergencies for those who rely on a constant flow of electricity for essential life-support, to massive traffic tie-ups and looting, only to name a few.

Terrorism

New York City has considerable experience dealing with the threat of political terrorism. Typically, terrorists use or threaten to use explosive devices or arson to press a grievance against a foreign government, the American government, or the city government. Among modern terrorist bombing incidents in New York City was the 1993 Twin Towers bombing and before that the Trans World Airlines terminal incident at La Guardia Airport in 1975. The former killed six people and injured almost 1000 while the latter killed 11 and injured 75.

The New York City OEM has engaged in sophisticated analysis and preparation against the threat of chemical and biological terrorism in conjunction with its strong hazardous materials response capabilities. New York is one of the few American cities to stage a mock chemical terrorism incident. This largest-ever unannounced exercise was conducted in Lower Manhattan and was a test of the city’s emergency response to such an event. Recently, the OEM developed a table-top exercise to test how city emergency responders would manage a biological terrorism incident.

Aviation disasterS

In cooperation with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, which operates Kennedy, LaGuardia, and Newark airports, the city maintains an aviation disaster plan and response capability. At the request of the mayor, the OEM has created a “Center for Aviation Disaster Information,” which serves an important aviation disaster recovery purpose. The center is a joint effort of the City of New York, the National Transportation Safety Board, and participating domestic and international airlines. It is intended to offer prompt information and assistance to the families of passengers involved in an aviation accident anywhere in America.

Objective 27.4

New York City, like many east coast and gulf coast cities, engages in extensive hurricane preparedness activities. The city operates a Hurricane Awareness Community Outreach Program aimed at educating New Yorkers about the dangers of hurricanes and floods, and how they can best protect themselves and their property in the event that such dangers should befall their city. The OEM and FEMA personnel work together in this outreach effort.

New York City also goes to considerable lengths to distribute flood risk zone maps to its residents and to make them aware of the need to buy and maintain National Flood Insurance policies for their homes and businesses.

A very disturbing, often urban phenomenon in recent years, has been an increase in the number of deaths from extreme heat. Often the elderly and disabled are especially vulnerable to the effects of high heat and humidity. New York’s OEM, like Chicago’s, issues public warnings about the risk and symptoms of heat stroke and heat exhaustion.

In reviewing “big city” emergency management commonalties the instructor might invite open discussion of the following points.

· Do major urban centers comprise a special category of political disaster geography owing to their high population densities, the concentration and character of building structures, the dependence on expensive and fragile utility and transportation infrastructures, and the vulnerability to mass casualty incidents?

· Has emergency management in major urban centers made orders of magnitude more difficult within the context of public warning, evacuation, sheltering, emergency public health, rumor control, law enforcement, fire safety, search and rescue, emergency medical services, and special language populations, et cetera?

· Do major urban centers telescope the complexity of emergency management because of governmental layering? In other words, a city is not simply the locus of a single city government. It is likely to encompass Federal, State, non-profit, and special district governmental authorities and properties as well. What happens when all of these authorities mobilize and act? Some major cities in the United States have overhead county governments which require city-county cooperation in all facets of emergency management.

· Do major urban centers constitute a special domain of emergency management, owing to economic and social complexities not found in smaller cities or suburban areas? The concentration of corporate offices, banking and commercial exchanges, mass media centers, transportation hubs, manufacturing facilities, and educational institutions, et cetera, may create interdependencies of which few (outside of the emergency management community) are aware until a disaster strikes.

· Do emergency managers in major urban centers have a forum for sharing information about their work and experiences? Some big city emergency managers do not think that their State emergency management counterparts provide sufficient help or resources. If disaster management is fundamentally local in the United States, do big city emergency managers shoulder a disproportionately large burden compared to those working in smaller jurisdictions or at higher levels of government? Is big city emergency management especially challenging because of the high decision costs (political and administrative) encountered in trying to get so many different organizations and interests to come to agreement on matters of emergency management?

Supplemental

Considerations
A critical point to make in class discussion is that big city emergency management involves the support and leadership of the mayor and the coordination of an immense array of municipal agencies. As Sayre and Kaufman state, New York City is run by the “politics of accommodation,” and by this they mean accommodation between officials, departments, and political leaders. This holds true as well for how the city handles emergency management duties. Big city emergency management suffers when city departments fail to cooperate, when one or more city departments function as if they are independent of the city and the mayor, and when emergency communications are not well managed.

Make it a point, when discussing types of disaster agents, to explain that New York City, like many large American cities, employs comprehensive emergency management principles and, at the same time, ranks types of disaster threats in terms of their expected probability. Remind students that some “disasters” are sometimes politically defined by the mayor, owing to media stories or publicity representing a “call to action.” Lead emergency management jurisdiction is not necessarily permanently assigned to one agency. Owing to the overlap of emergency management functions and duties, a variety of municipal agency managers and professionals must work in a coordinated manner.

This case study devotes some attention to the emergency management challenge posed by terrorism. Ask students whether officials in major American cities should engage in counter-terrorism planning and preparedness. What new demands would this work impose on these officials? Is it realistic to expect emergency management officials in cities like New York, Oklahoma City, or elsewhere to engage in counter-terrorism work on top of everything else they must manage? Can counter-terrorism be easily folded into comprehensive emergency management work?

The New York City case study should be discussed in terms of its commonalties with municipal emergency management in general, not for New York’s uniqueness. Owing to its tremendous development, complexity, and population, New York City experiences a great many daily calamities which have helped condition and improve its emergency management.
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Session No. 28

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Professionalization of All-Hazards Emergency Management
Time: 2 Hours


Objectives:

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

28.1 
Demonstrate an understanding of the evolution of the all-hazards emergency management up to and including the creation of FEMA.

28.2 
Discuss the relationship that exists between comprehensive emergency management and FEMA’s Integrated Emergency Management System (IEMS).

28.3 
Demonstrate an understanding of the contradictory political landscape which confronted all-hazards emergency management during the 1980s.

28.4 
List the potential benefits of, and challenges to, an effective all-hazards emergency management program.

28.5 
Discuss how the professionalization of emergency management (managers and agencies) can further the interests of all-hazards management.

28.6 
Demonstrate an understanding of the major impediments to the professionalization of emergency management and the efforts to overcome those challenges.


Scope

This session goes beyond past sessions which have briefly discussed an all-hazards or multi-hazards approach to emergency management. It provides a review of the evolution and significance of an all-hazards approach at the Federal, State, and local levels. The Federal Emergency Management Agency’s origin, and FEMA’s work with the Integrated Emergency Management System (IEMS) are examined as steps towards an overall all-hazards approach to emergency management. The benefits of an all-hazards approach as well as the political, administrative, and economic impediments which have hampered its diffusion are noted. The professionalization of emergency is suggested as a means for implementing the all-hazards emergency management. Problems concerning the professionalization of emergency management and efforts to circumvent them are examined.

References

Assigned student readings:

· Bales, Emory Scott and William L. Waugh Jr. “All-Hazards, Operational Emergency Management Systems: A Lesson Learned from Hurricane Andrew,” Disaster Management in the U.S. and Canada, Richard T. Sylves and William L. Waugh, Jr. (eds.) (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas Publishers, 1996): Ch. XV, pp. 327-43.

· Grant, Nancy, “Emergency Management Training and Education for Public Administrators,” Disaster Management in the U.S. and Canada, Richard T. Sylves and William L. Waugh Jr. (eds.) (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas Publishers, 1996): Ch. XIV, pp. 313-26.

· Sylves, Richard T., “Redesigning and Administering Federal Emergency Management,” Disaster Management in the U.S. and Canada, Richard T. Sylves and William L. Waugh, Jr. (eds.) (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas Publishers, 1996): Ch. I, 

pp. 5-25.

· Waugh, William L., Jr. and Ronald John Hy, “The Utility of All-Hazards Programs,” Handbook of Emergency Management, William L. Waugh, Jr. and Ronald W. Hy (eds.) (Westport, Conn.: The Greenwood Press, 1991): Ch. 16.

Requirements

This session covers several readings, but the instructor should stress the Waugh and Hy article since it is the main focus of the Session. The articles by Bales and Waugh concern the professionalization of emergency management. The instructor should ask students to only review the Sylves Chapter I reading for material concerning FEMA organization and management issues and that agency’s effort to professionalize emergency management.

Remarks

Waugh claims, and several previous sessions have demonstrated, that effective emergency management programs are still elusive. Whether the United States is better prepared to meet future disasters is an open question. This is in part because political challenges continue to confront emergency management policies and programs at the Federal, State, and local levels. As noted in Session 4, “The Fundamentals of Emergency Management,” these impediments include low issue salience, fragmented government responsibility, a general resistance to regulatory and planning efforts, the lack of strong administrative and political constituencies for emergency management, technical problems, and negative opinions towards mitigation programs, as well as unevenness of the administrative, political and fiscal capacities of State and local governments.

To overcome these impediments, many support a “lessons-learned” perspective in which case studies and past disaster experiences provide the foundation for more comprehensive and universal emergency management policies and programs. Those that endorse this view also endorse an ALL-HAZARDS or MULTI-HAZARDS approach to emergency management. The argument for all-hazards programs and policies are logical and rooted in the notions of cost-effectiveness and maximum programmatic flexibility. This view recognizes that there are different factors in each disaster: they may vary in terms of their predictability, duration, speed of onset, magnitude, scope, impact, and possibility of secondary impacts. Special conditions (such as radiation monitoring) may also be required for unique characteristics of specific hazards.

For many disaster management needs and problems, however, the particular type of disaster does not matter. The warning function is an excellent example of this. Regardless of whether the threat is a hurricane, an earthquake, a chemical spill, a flood, or a nuclear emergency, what matters is whether people will understand, believe, and respond to warning messages. There must be an alerting system that works, and warning messages must be accurate, precise, consistent, and timely. Similarly, because any number of disasters can generate demands for search and rescue, damage assessment and control, emergency medical services, or restoration of lifeline services, the important preparedness issues arise not from differences between hazards, but from common problems that virtually all hazards commonly create.

A general preparedness, all-hazards approach is efficient in its use of time, effort, money, and other resources. An all-hazards approach helps avoid the duplication of effort, gaps in disaster responses, and possible conflicts arising from divergent approaches to planning. Such logical arguments, however, frequently overlook the political, economic, and administrative realities that have developed and that continue in American emergency management programs and policies.

Objective 28.1

THE EVOLUTION OF THE ALL-HAZARDS APPROACH: 1950 TO EARLY 1980s

The passage of the Civil Defense Act of 1950 and the Disaster Relief Act of 1950 set precedents by establishing a Federal policy for providing emergency relief, laying out National Governmental responsibility in disasters, and transforming the intergovernmental context of disasters. In effect, it set up a framework for Governmental disaster assistance and intergovernmental relations which continues today. Two important pieces of that original framework were the SPECIFIC-HAZARDS approach taken to disasters and the emphasis placed on CIVIL DEFENSE issues and concerns.

Under the 1950 framework of Federal emergency management, disaster policy and programs continued to be geared for SPECIFIC DISASTERS. This approach characterized State and local emergency management as well. Jurisdictions continued to devise and maintain disaster plans for each type of hazard. 

Fragmentation was also readily apparent in the division between civil defense against nuclear attack and domestic emergency management. Civil defense (nuclear attack) programs and personnel either overlapped or were distinctly separate from their domestic emergency counterparts. Matters were not helped by the veil of “National security” which had to surround many aspects of nuclear attack preparedness.

State and local emergency managers became increasing frustrated with the priority that civil defense against nuclear attack had in their work with the Federal “emergency” agencies over the 1950s, 1960s, and early 1970s. The 1950 framework and Federal laws seemed to subsume all forms of emergency management under civil defense against nuclear attack. Interestingly, civil defense programs and funds were the primary source of Federal money which enabled State and local governments to upgrade their preparedness for many forms of domestic disaster which did not involve nuclear war.

The civil defense pre-occupation of the 1950 to 1974 era meant that many State and local emergency management offices of that time were housed either in civil defense offices or in National Guard offices. Often these offices, people, and programs were thought to handle “secondary missions” and were considered ancillary as secondary missions. During the 1950s and 1960s, the State Civil Defense Office was primarily responsible for coordination with its designated Federal counterpart. It was to disseminate information on civil defense, to maintain civil defense communications, and to provide for civil defense training programs.

Gradually, however, emergency managers came to realize that there were a many functions which cut across hazards boundaries. For example, the function of communication was the same regardless of whether the hazard was an earthquake, a hurricane, or a civil defense incident. Local and State government officials testified in congressional hearings of the early 1970s that there was a great need in planning for disasters of all kinds. Federal lawmakers listened and responded by enacting the Disaster Relief Act of 1974, the first Federal law to call for an all-hazards approach to emergency management. It stressed a multi-hazard approach to disasters, in which governmental efforts would be capable of handling all kinds of hazards, rather than being designed for specific hazards.

All-hazards emergency management became a guiding principle of those who formed the Federal Emergency Management Agency in 1979. A variety of  emergency management functions were transferred to FEMA: CIVIL DEFENSE, certain elements of NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS, FIRE PREVENTION AND ASSISTANCE, DISASTER RELIEF, FLOOD INSURANCE, AND EMERGENCY BROADCAST and WARNING, etc. Overall, FEMA was tasked with responding to any accidental, natural, or conflict-induced hazard or threat which caused or might cause substantial injury or harm to the population or substantial damage to, or loss of, property. 

“The mission of the Federal Emergency Management Agency is to provide the leadership and support to reduce the loss of life and property and protect our institutions from all types of hazards through a comprehensive, risk-based, all-hazards emergency management program of mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery.” [Gore, 1993, p. 25.]

An important political factor in the formation of FEMA was the transference of CIVIL DEFENSE activities to FEMA and the significance that was originally placed on those activities. In order to bring civil defense under the umbrella of FEMA functions, President Carter had to assure those involved in such activities that the importance of civil defense issues (particularly nuclear attack) would not be diminished. To a degree, this maintained the division between civil defense and domestic emergency management that had existed since the 1950s.

Moreover, continued recognition of the special role of civil defense against nuclear attack dampened efforts to emphasize an ALL-HAZARD APPROACH to emergency management. It is important to note that from a political perspective, this approach would have reduced the dominance of civil defense issues, concerns, and funding relative to domestic emergency operations and personnel. The continued special recognition that was given to civil defense, however, provided FEMA with mixed signals and kept the division between civil defense and domestic emergency operations intact.

Over the years, the “all-hazards” approach began to supplant the civil defense and nuclear attack preoccupation. For example, in 1979, the all-hazards approach was endorsed by the National Governor’s Association. FEMA officials, building from their own experience, the experience of State and local officials, and from the products of academic research, set forth the Integrated Emergency Management System (IEMS) in 1981 and began promoting it to all levels of government in 1983. IEMS was predicated on an “all-hazards” approach.

Objective 28.2

COMPREHENSIVE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

The IEMS represents a strategy for applying comprehensive emergency management on the State and local levels. As discussed in Session 4: “The Fundamentals of Emergency Management,” the four phases of comprehensive emergency management are PREPAREDNESS, RESPONSE, RECOVERY, and MITIGATION. The phases are not always distinct from one another and may sometimes overlap, yet each has its own purposes and each reinforces work in the next.

MITIGATION encompasses any activities which actually eliminate or reduce the probability of the occurrence of a disaster. It also includes long-term activities which reduce the effects of unavoidable disasters. Mitigation can take place both during recovery from a past disaster and during preparedness for a potential disaster. In each case, the aim is to reduce risk through anticipatory actions. Mitigation activities include preparing land-use and development management plans for hazard areas, reducing hazards by relocating buildings away from hazard areas, strengthening building codes, and educating decisionmakers and the community about risks.

PREPAREDNESS activities are necessary to the extent that mitigation measures have not, or cannot, prevent disasters. Preparedness entails plan development by governments, organizations, and individuals so as to save lives and minimize disaster damage.

RESPONSE activities follow an emergency or disaster. Generally they are designed to provide emergency assistance for casualties, but they also seek to reduce the possibility of secondary damage and to speed recovery operations.

RECOVERY begins immediately following a disaster with efforts to restore minimum services to the stricken area and continues with longer-term efforts to return the community to normal. Immediate recovery activities include assessing damage, clearing debris, and restoring food supplies, shelter, and utilities. Longer-term recovery activities include rebuilding and redeveloping the community and implementing mitigation programs.

Preparedness, response, and short-term recovery call for tactical skills in interagency coordination and decisionmaking to cope with emergency operations under disaster conditions. Recovery (in the longer term) and mitigation call for strategic skills in planning, policy design, and implementation to reduce the risk and limit the impact of potential disasters.

Comprehensive emergency management coordinates the full set of actors and activities that come into play when a disaster strikes. FEMA’s goal is to provide Federal, State, and local governmental agencies with the capability to cope with all the potential hazards during all four phases of emergency management. Rather than create separate systems for each type of hazard, FEMA advocates an “all-hazard” approach because many emergency management functions are appropriate to a range of hazards.

FEMA created the IEMS to build State and local capacity for a coordinated response to local hazards. Once a local emergency manager has identified all the natural and technological hazards faced by the community, has analyzed the risks posed by these hazards, and has prepared an emergency management strategy to deal with them, a year-by-year program can be undertaken to implement the IEMS strategy.

THE INTEGRATED EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The IEMS concept embodies the use of a single integrated emergency management operations plan with the common response elements for a variety of hazards and disaster types. The plan also contains hazard-specific appendices for unique situations and requirements. It embodies procedures, personnel, and facilities for major emergencies which build from procedures used on a day-to-day basis. “Integrated” means an emergency management program that includes inter-agency and inter-jurisdictional teamwork through all phases of the operation.

The IEMS is supposed to be tailored to the specific requirements of each community. FEMA issues guidelines, directives, and informational materials to help each community to identify those hazards most likely to affect them. FEMA people also suggest ways to plan responses to those hazards. Overall, the goal of the IEMS program is to develop and maintain a credible comprehensive emergency management capability Nationwide by integrating activities along functional lines at all levels of government and, to the fullest extent possible, across all hazards.

State and local governments can achieve this goal by:

1.
Determining the hazards and the magnitude of the risk in a logical, consistent manner;

2. 
Assessing the existing and the required capability with respect to those hazards; and

3. 
Establishing realistic locally-tailored and State-tailored plans that lay out the necessary plans for closing the gap between the existing and the required levels of capability.

These efforts are related and must take place sequentially. The identification of hazards forms the basis for assessing capability. When capability is determined to be insufficient, a multi-year development plan is prepared that demonstrates how progress will be made in improving capability. These initial steps are the starting point for integrating emergency management activities on a multi-hazard, functional basis. Although the IEMS underscores the development of capability, the process recognizes that current operations must be conducted according to existing plans and with existing resources, and that these operations can contribute to the developmental effort. The process, therefore, includes two paths: one focusing on current capabilities and activities, and the other emphasizing improvement of capability.

Grouping together hazards with similar functional characteristics allows the emergency manager to develop strategies that apply to more than one hazard. For instance, in the area of mitigation, hazards with a high degree of locational predictability, such as floods and hurricanes, the same area-specific building code provisions—density limitations and special district mitigation funding programs—could be applied. Or for hazards with a slow speed of onset and an adequate warning time, such as floods and certain technological and civil hazards, similar methods could be used to maintain an adequate shelter and evacuation route capacity. This suggests why it is more efficient to maintain generic all-hazard mitigation strategies than to have separate, overlapping strategies for each hazard.

Objective 28.3

THE EVOLUTION OF THE ALL HAZARDS APPROACH: THE EARLY 1980s TO THE PRESENT

FEMA’s Integrated Emergency Management System was promoted during the 1980s through training and educational assistance provided to State and local officials. Although this program achieved some success, it was stymied by the high priority that the Reagan Administration placed on civil defense against nuclear attack.

Admittedly, civil defense against nuclear attack could be considered one of the hazards to be included in an all-hazards emergency management program. The problem was that many suspected (and had good reason to suspect) that nuclear attack preparedness in the early 1980s was elbowing aside other forms of disaster preparation. In that era, some FEMA subordinates claimed that “planning for such disasters as tornadoes and floods were all the worse off because of the Agency’s nuclear focus.” Others argued that while FEMA’s leaders publicly advocated and promoted DUAL PREPAREDNESS and all-hazards management, they privately stressed civil defense issues, primarily against nuclear attack. Advocates for domestic emergency issues complained that, throughout the 1980s, the agency devoted a disproportionate share of its budget to civil defense preparations in comparison to other programs. These priority contradictions were exhibited at the State and local levels as well.

State emergency management offices have responsibility for administering Federal funds (primarily from FEMA) to assist local governments in developing and maintaining an all-hazard emergency management system. In this capacity, the state office has a unique relationship with local government, a relationship governed by two objectives: (1) to ensure that Federal dollars are used in a manner consistent with Federal policy, and (2) to provide direct support to local governments as they develop emergency management capability.

The role and responsibilities of State emergency management offices gradually changed over the years. As State emergency managers gained more experience in coping with disasters and emergencies, as the number and severity of natural and technological disasters bounded upward, and as they learned more about how to implement the IEMS, their offices amassed more authority and responsibility pursuant to all-hazards. Local emergency management offices underwent a parallel transformation as their public safety authorities pulled away from narrow-purpose pre-occupations and functional specializations. Tutored to a degree by Federal and State emergency officials and cognizant of broader and more generous forms of Federal and State disaster assistance, local emergency management assumed a clearer form.

Nevertheless, over the 1980s, Federal funding for local emergency management continued to stress civil defense. For example, National Security Decision Directive 259 (February 1987) stated that the Federal civil defense program would continue to support all-hazard integrated emergency management at the State and local levels only to the extent that it was consistent with, and contributed to, National attack preparedness.

The end of the “Cold War” and the continued upturns in the severity and the costs of other forms of disaster (natural and technological) have effectively shifted the emphasis away from nuclear attack civil defense and toward domestic emergency issues, concerns, and programs. This works to the benefit of the profession of emergency management at all levels and it helps to remove the suspected distortion in the all-hazards program work.

This does not mean, however, that civil defense is no longer a factor in emergency management. Owing to the threat of terrorism, either from nuclear or conventional explosives or from biological or toxicological weapons, modern emergency management is re-constituting some features of the “old fashioned civil defense,” but in a way that better integrates civilian emergency managers and authorities into decisionmaking.

Objective 28.4

BENEFITS OF ALL-HAZARDS MANAGEMENT

Previously, several significant benefits of the all-hazards approach to management were addressed. These included such laudable characteristics as COST-EFFECTIVENESS, EFFICIENCY, FLEXIBILITY, and COORDINATION. Most importantly, an all-hazards approach to emergency management improves the protection of life and property.

A benefit of an all-hazards approach that is worth mentioning is its POLITICAL DESIRABILITY. All-hazards management is a politically desirable strategy because it eliminates the need to sell different plans to different groups. Moreover, it incorporates different interest groups, issues, concerns, and programs to promote unification in emergency management. The result of this incorporation is a potentially, politically powerful emergency management coalition.

All-hazards emergency management has political dimensions. For example in Session 24, “The Politics of Technological Disaster: Structural Collapse and Failure,” the following claim was made. Sometimes political expectations far exceed the managerial resources dedicated to public purposes (i.e., political officials expect buildings to be constructed with sufficient structural integrity, but refuse to dedicate adequate funding and staffing to local building inspections work). Although local communities are generally responsible for their own land-use planning, building codes, and zoning ordinances, the development of comprehensive and effective mitigation programs to reduce the hazards of earthquakes, hurricanes, and floods, et cetera, are extremely difficult to put in place at the local level. Political pressures abound while administrative resources and technical expertise are usually lacking.

All-hazards comprehensive management, however, attempts to address these deficiencies by providing the political means, resources, and coordination necessary to implement mitigation measures at the community level. First, it looks at mitigation policy as a whole: codes, ordinances, and zones are not devised with a single hazard in mind, but with a variety of hazards considered simultaneously. This helps pull together support for mitigation measures from among a range of hazard-interests while reducing the duplication of the expertise and administrative resources required. Localities also find this approach politically desirable since it allows for intervention, when needed, by other levels of government.

CHALLENGES OF ALL-HAZARDS EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

All-hazards management remains an elusive goal. The comprehensive all-hazards approach to emergency management runs contrary to the way Congress manages and supervises emergency management. As noted in Session 6, “Legislative Political Issues and Disasters,” jurisdiction over disaster legislation is highly fragmented. It is parceled out in a disparate way across an array of House and Senate committees and subcommittees. A great many Congressional Authorization Committees, Appropriations Committees and Budget Committees impact FEMA’s annual budget. These realities have created an environment in which almost every Federal lawmaker has power over some aspect of disaster policy, but no one single legislative unit has a broad understanding of disaster policy.

The fragmented nature of Federal emergency programs has also limited the effectiveness and diffusion of an all-hazards approach. Recall that FEMA absorbed only certain emergency management functions when it was established. Some aspects of emergency management, such as disaster loans for business and crop insurance continue to be lodged in other Federal agencies. Moreover, FEMA has had coordination problems within its own environs due to political battles between different emergency management interests over funding, personnel, policies, and programs. Internal resource allocations within FEMA are made more difficult because of this compartmentalization of interests.

Although State and local emergency management agencies probably operate in similar, although less complex environments, their people also confront problems in developing comprehensive emergency management programs. Many local agencies are embedded in governmental structures which confuse political and administrative authority. County governments, for example, often have many elected officials with no clear Chief Executive Officer or Chief Administrative Officer, some have boards and commissions with their own responsibilities and authority, and several have independently-elected public safety officials. In effect, responsibility and authority may be held by several officials or by none.

Regardless, it is not impossible to implement an all-hazards approach and comprehensive emergency management. However, the job may be quite complex and may require substantial political, financial, and technical support from the higher levels of government.

Objective 28.5

THE INCREASING PROFESSIONALIZATION OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

As previously noted, all-hazards management is a potentially good investment of time, money, and effort. Yet, emergency management functions in many jurisdictions continue to be housed in limited-purpose agencies dependent upon disaster-specific laws and budgets. However, inexorable progress is being made on other levels. Emergency management is becoming more professional. People are pursuing productive careers in the field. Part of the knowledge they gain in their studies and work is that all-hazards approaches work and that comprehensive emergency management is superior to “go-it-alone” approaches.

The professionalization of emergency management has major implications. Emergency Management Institute (EMI) professionals know the value of working in multi-hazard and multi-functional settings in which the sharing of resources (political, financial, and technical) among agencies is critical. Professional education and training under a lessons-learned perspective, in which disaster lessons are widely disseminated, promotes a flourishing of emergency management.

The essence of any profession is:

· Learning from and teaching practical and commonly shared experiences;

· Mastering a dynamic body of scholarship and knowledge relevant to one’s work;

· Comprehending modern technologies, techniques, and tools which can be applied to solving problems;

· Sharing information and expertise across institutional settings (the public sector, private and non-profit sector, and academia); and

· Certifying or credentialing competence in the field or area with the expectation that those considered qualified must constantly improve their knowledge of their field or area in personal development.

As Federal, State, and local emergency management becomes more professionally managed and conducted, there will be greater efficiency and effectiveness in the management of disasters and emergencies. Professionalization also will be helpful to emergency responders who work at the county or municipal level.

The professionalization of emergency management is proceeding rapidly at all levels of government. The image of the local emergency manager as an “air raid warden” character, bellowing orders and assuming dictatorial command, is far from the reality today. The typical emergency manager today is a trained professional with specialized expertise, a skilled mediator among contending political and administrative interests, and a responsible advocate seeking resources and collaboration.

Objective 28.6

IMPEDIMENTS TO THE PROFESSIONALIZATION OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

Despite the rapid increase in the professionalization of emergency management, a number of impediments remain which inhibit progress. Political, administrative, and technical challenges to the field continue. Many elected officials have been slow to acknowledge the importance of building and maintaining emergency management capabilities. Some domains of emergency management continue to be used for “political spoils” purposes; however, this is arguably less so today than at any time in the past.

In administrative terms, emergency management agencies, departments, or units, like any public administrative entity, need to overcome bureaucratic “turf warfare.” In periods when emergency management agencies are undergoing staff growth and resource gains, they become tempting targets for a take-over by bigger and more politically powerful departments which may have only a marginal interest in emergency management. Emergency management is vulnerable to administrative setbacks when the local police, the fire service, or the emergency medical service authorities (to name a few) squabble over jurisdictions rather than cooperate and coordinate their emergency management activities and responsibilities.

Technical challenges also plague the professionalization of emergency management. Many governmental agencies lack the resources, time, and staff flexibility to allow emergency management people to re-tool and learn new emergency management computer-based innovations. Education and training can be expensive, consumptive of staff time, and extremely difficult to deliver in effective ways. Until recently there has been little attention paid to establishing the credentials one needs to become a “professional emergency manager.”

Generalist public administrators also have “blind spots” when it comes to emergency management. Nancy Grant’s article on “Emergency Management Training and Education,” alleges that public administrators, in general, are not prepared for emergencies, disasters, or emergency management duties. They discount the need for training and education in emergency management because of more pressing concerns and the low probability of disaster events. Grant also laments that educators in the field of public administration have not yet incorporated emergency management into their curriculums and training activities.

Recent efforts have been undertaken to correct these impediments to the professionalization of emergency management. An internal performance review team of FEMA has reported in 1993 that the agency “currently encourages State and local preparedness through training and emergency management exercises, and by State matching grants that directly fund State and local emergency management preparedness.” New performance partnership and cooperative agreements between FEMA and the States may encourage measurable professional development of State and local emergency management, done with the full agreement of State and locally-elected officials.

FEMA grants and services, especially in the 1990s, have been used to promote uniformity and further professionalization of State and local emergency management. One example, is the FEMA Higher Education Project which is designed to support the growth of emergency management-related education in colleges and universities throughout the country. This Instructor Guide itself is part of that effort.

The proliferation of new specialized disaster education programs, undergraduate and graduate degree programs in disaster management, and management training programs for senior emergency managers serve to document the trend toward the further professionalization of emergency management. The certification of professionals in the field, now underway through the National Coordinating Council on Emergency Management, is an important indicator of progress that bodes well for the future of disaster management and for the profession of the emergency manager.

In the early implementation phase of the Superfund Amendments and the Reauthorization Act Title III, one of the actions required was to identify training needs. The training needs eventually identified became part of the response plan. Although these training needs referred primarily to the technical needs of first responders, the concept was expanded to incorporate the training and educational needs of other emergency management personnel, including public administrators who work mainly outside of the field of emergency management in normal times.

The National Coordinating Committee on Emergency Management (NCCEM) is leading the way in the effort to professionalize emergency management through its Certified Emergency Manager (CEM) program which is beginning to have an affect on the hiring of emergency managers. NCCEM is located at 111 Park Place, Falls Church, VA 22046-4513; telephone (703) 538-1795; fax (703) 241-5603; Internet:

NCCEM@aol.com

Supplemental

Considerations
The instructor may want to note that while the Integrated Management System (IEMS) is still an operative implementation strategy for FEMA, the profession of emergency management has moved on to embrace other managerial concepts, the latest of which is the Incident Command System.

Auf der Heide, Chapter 7, takes up the Incident Command System (ICS). The ICS is a modern management system and a set of personnel, policies, procedures, facilities, and equipment, that is integrated into a common organizational structure designed to improve emergency management operations of all types and complexities.

The Bales and Waugh article on “Operational Emergency Management Systems,” identify a new challenge to the professionalization of emergency management, namely the technical skill required to operate such information systems. The authors declare that emergency management is one of the most spatially-oriented management sciences. It draws from various land-based data sets and it applies powerful computing and graphical instruments. The article reviews the application of Geographical Information’s Systems (GIS) after Hurricane Andrew and reveals the political and managerial challenges to be faced in the application of GIS. The Government must not only invest in a technology which is undergoing transformation, but must provide training for those personnel expected to use it.

Endnotes

· Gore, Al, “Federal Emergency Management Agency—Accompanying Report of the National Performance Review (NPR),” Series: “From Red Tape to Results; Creating a Government that Works Better and Costs Less,” (Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, Office of the Vice President, September 1993):25.
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Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: International Disasters: The Internationalization 

of American Emergency Management



Time: 1 Hour


Objectives:

At the conclusion of this session students should:

29.1 
Know the role of the American in providing relief in international disasters,

29.2 
Understand four lessons of American emergency aid to the international community.

29.3 
Be able to explain in general terms the role of USAID’s Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance,

29.4 
Explain how to evaluate the effectiveness of humanitarian assistance.

29.5 
Exhibit a knowledge of how the USAID Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance has managed the case of the former Yugoslavia (Bosnia-Herzegovina).


Scope

The United States is part of a world community of nations. Consequently, when disasters occur anywhere in the world, help from outside countries and organizations may be needed. The end of the Cold War has moved American post-disaster humanitarian assistance more centrally into American foreign policy. The United States often provides help to victims of disasters abroad. Sometimes disasters outside the United States have consequences for Americans (e.g., aviation disasters, the spread of disease after a disaster, the affects that earthquakes have on international finance and trade, disasters which affect American military bases abroad, and disasters which include American Nationals, etc.) Moreover, the world community has been impressed by America’s domestic emergency management work and some seek to emulate that work. The purpose of this session is to review political and policy relevant aspects of the international domain of disaster management.

The U.S. Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance is responsible for foreign disaster aid and has little direct involvement with FEMA programs. FEMA does have an office at NATO Headquarters in Brussels where its representative serves on the Senior Civil Emergency Preparedness Committee and its subcommittee, the Civil Protection Committee.

References

Assigned student readings:

· Appendix G contains a program description entitled “USAID’s Strategies for Sustainable Development” and a country case study by the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance for the former Yugoslavia (Bosnia, Herzegovina, Serbia, and Montenegro). The instructor can freely photocopy and circulate Appendix G (and any appendices of this instructor guide) to the students. The case study of Appendix G was openly circulated through the Internet and no copyright restrictions apply.

Requirements

In the session which preceded this one, select a group of students and ask them to prepare a 20-minute report on the general findings of the Yugoslavia case study.

Ask them to report the highlights, what it appeared that the United States was doing with respect to emergency management and disaster relief, how the office seems to go about marshaling public and private aid resources, and how such aid was distributed as part of American foreign policy. Encourage any other original observations that they may have on what they have read. Once reports are concluded, ask the class to compare and contrast domestic American emergency efforts with those reflected in the international case study.

Remarks

Objective 29.1

The Problem of International Disaster

United States Government, as National policy, maintains that it is important to provide both domestic AND international disaster assistance. 

The relevance of international disaster assistance to emergency management and policy rests on four assumptions. These assumptions should be considered “talking points” open to both discussion and debate.

· The politics and policy of domestic emergency management are  paralleled in general ways in international emergency management.

· The success of domestic American emergency management is being carried over into how the United States conducts international emergency management and in so doing sets an example for other nations determined to improve their own emergency management.

· Domestically focused emergency management agencies, like FEMA, are being called upon with greater frequency to contribute to and to coordinate with American international disaster relief efforts. This trend emerged in American response and recovery operations serving America’s trust and commonwealth partnership territories (i.e., the U.S. Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, the Northern Marianas, and American Samoa, etc.).

· The end of the “Cold War” with the former Soviet Union has changed some of the geopolitical motives of American foreign disaster assistance by increasing the number of countries eligible to receive disaster assistance and by de-militarizing more of the channels through which disaster aid is dispensed.

“[The U.S. Agency for International Development] was established as both a developmental agency and as America’s primary instrument for providing emergency relief overseas.” USAID’s aim, like FEMA’s and other domestic emergency management agencies, is “to deliver relief to people in need.” [USAID, 1998 p. 1]

“The end of the Cold War has created new challenges that test the capacity of [the United States] and the international community to provide relief. [For example,] religious and ethnic rivalries have sharpened. The sudden demise of the Soviet bloc [yielded] many fragile, internally-conflicting states. [Several] profoundly weak nations, [many] in Africa, have reached the point of terminal collapse. Other countries are struggling to implement fragile settlements to protracted internal wars. [As] tensions [in these countries] explod[e] into armed conflict[, c]ivilians have become [victims], and thousands have been killed. Entire societies have been devastated. Millions of people have been internally displaced or turned into refugees with scant means of earning a living and little hope of repatriation. [USAID, 1998, p. 1]

“Societal breakdowns” add a new challenge to dispensing humanitarian aid, often needed to recover from droughts, floods, famines, or other forms of disaster. Compounding the problem is that “acts of charity” provided to one or another group are sometimes perceived as acts of political favoritism “by one faction or another.” Moreover, “food, water, and essential goods and services,” all become more difficult to distribute when local economies are rent by civil disorder or armed conflict. [USAID, 1998, p. 1]

Objective 29.2

There are four lessons that USAID officials say they have learned in recent years (and which appear on the second page of Appendix G). Below are some discussion points drawn from each lesson mentioned.

1. 
“[Note how] humanitarian relief and disaster planning are [assumed to be] integral to [maintaining normal development programs and to fostering] sustainable development.” Also point out to students how “war, famine, and environmental damage” may impose tremendous burdens on a nation’s economy. [USAID, 1998, p. 2]

2. 
The second lesson discloses the rather amazing claim that, “annual losses from natural disasters now equal the total of official development assistance.” Consequently, when “the United States…help[s a] developing nation[s]” improve its disaster mitigation and resilience, it helps make traditional, developmental assistance resources go farther and it serves to diminish the post-disaster needs of developing nations. [USAID, 1998, p. 2]

3. 
The third lesson underscores the need to help developing countries prepare for both man-made and natural disasters, and it stresses doing so on a local level.

4. 
The fourth lesson seems like a straightforward admission, “The United States cannot bear the burden alone. It must collaborate with other donors and encourage them to contribute their share of the spiraling costs of relief.” However, by insisting that disaster relief be done multi-laterally (by groups of nations) and through the United Nations, USAID is inferring that emergency management needs to be GLOBALIZED. [USAID, 1998, p. 2]

A parallel between domestic and international emergency management is evident when one considers that in the same sense domestic agencies like FEMA must cooperate and coordinate with States and localities in providing disaster assistance at home, USAID must forge partnerships with potential providers and contributors of humanitarian assistance in the United States, in the international donor community, and in developing nations to provide help abroad. 

“[Both USAID and FEMA work with] non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and the local private sector [in] formulating and implementing participatory, community-level programs for disaster prevention, mitigation, and reconstruction. In the aftermath of disaster [(just as at home), voluntary organizational] involvement is essential to the restoration of the infrastructure, social services, food security, and local political institutions. Moreover, longer-term rehabilitation and recovery programs to achieve sustainable growth at the national level must build upon grassroots activities that involve and empower local communities and individuals.”

This sounds very much like the personal empowerment and personal responsibility initiatives FEMA advocates domestically. [USAID, 1998, 

p. 2]

Objective 29.3

“STRATEGIC GOALS AND AREAS OF CONCENTRATION”

[American disaster aid]…provid[es] humanitarian assistance [aimed at] sav[ing] lives, reduc[ing] suffering, help[ing] victims return to self-sufficiency, and reinforc[ing] democracy. [It] aid[s] people in need without regard to the politics of their government.”

Not unlike its domestic American emergency management counterparts, [USAID:

· F]ocuses on…[d]isaster prevention, preparedness, and mitigation; 

· [Provides t]imely delivery of disaster relief and short-term rehabilitation supplies and services;

· Preserv[es the] basic institutions of civil governance during disaster[s] and cris[es] and support[s] new democratic institutions during periods of national transition; [and]

· Build[s] and reinforc[es] the local capacity to anticipate and deal with disasters and their aftermath.” [USAID, 1998, p. 3]

“Operational Approaches”

As the USAID program description in Appendix G explains, 

“the President has [authority to] designate[d] the USAID Administrator as his Special Coordinator for Disaster Assistance. As Special Coordinator, the Administrator organizes and oversees the response by agencies and departments of the U.S. Government to foreign disasters. He also coordinates American relief efforts with those of other nations and donors.” [USAID, 1998, p. 3]

Just as domestic disaster response seeks to be coordinated, 

“the humanitarian, political, and military responses undertaken by the United States [abroad] must be cohesive and mutually reinforcing. USAID [must be sensitive to American foreign policy. I]ts activities must contribute to the U.S. Government policy objectives in the nation and region seeking assistance. USAID works closely with the Department of State and the Department of Defense to plan and implement relief operations, particularly the allocation of resources and the coordination of diplomatic and relief efforts.” [USAID, 1998, p. 3]

“[American policy aims] to strengthen the capacity of the United Nations to provide humanitarian relief and [to] coordinate closely with the U.N. peacekeeping operations when they are involved in [a] nation’s receipt of humanitarian aid.”

The USAID program description in Appendix G will show students the vast array of organizations and interests involved in international disaster relief operations, among them:

· The United Nations and its agencies;

· Multilateral development banks; 

· Other bilateral donors; 

· International relief organizations; 

· Private voluntary organizations (PVOs), (particularly those based in the United States and in recipient countries); 

· Cooperative development organizations; 

· United States and foreign corporations; 

· Universities, colleges, and academic associations; 

· Business and trade associations; 

· Professional groups, groups whose members possess specific technical skills; and 

· Individual volunteers and activists to: 

· coordinate disaster planning, 

· allocate resources and technical services, 

· determine propositioning of supplies, 

· establish systems of transportation and delivery, and make in-situ assessments. 

[USAID, 1998, p. 3-4]

According to the USAID program description in Appendix G, 

“USAID has developed and maintains the capacity to begin delivering relief supplies and services within hours after the occurrence of a natural disaster. Working with PVOs and the World Food Program, USAID has also developed U.N. and continue[s] to maintain the ability to operate large-scale emergency feeding programs. [USAID claims that its] RAPID RESPONSE CAPABILITIES enable it to assist governments in planning and assessing how to maintain basic governmental services and civil authority, restore essential infrastructure, and introduce political development programs in time to encourage democracy.” [USAID, 1998, p. 4]

“Effective development programs provide an important buffer against natural disasters. [American policy abroad, just as at home, needs] to ensure that [help does] not directly or indirectly contribute to manmade disasters or 

exacerbate natural disasters. [Officials must ensure that] current economic practices do not contribute to cycles of crisis. By emphasizing participatory development, the building of local capacity, and the acquisition of disaster management skills USAID [helps] host countries…pursue sustainable development and…sustain that development even in the most difficult circumstances.” [USAID, 1998, p. 4-5]

“Programs and Methods”

Disaster Preparedness Internationally
Preparedness activities of the type in the quote below show amazing correspondence with the disaster preparedness activities of domestic emergency management. 

“Preparedness activities [are] concentrated in disaster-prone countries. These may include such programs as cyclone warning systems; volcano monitoring and evacuation plans; earthquake risk management; famine mitigation, including early warning, vulnerability mapping, and coping strategies; and professional training in disaster management. These programs focus on preventing and mitigating disasters through improved construction and siting practices; enhanced policies, regulation, and enforcement; modern industrial and environmental planning and safety procedures; and planned emergency responses and improved crisis coordination. USAID also prepositions relief stocks in strategic locations around the world.” [USAID, 1998, p. 5]

Disaster Response Internationally
USAID response activity reveals the need for coordination just as FEMA’s emergency management underscores the need for coordination. Appendix G notes, 

“Major disasters will normally require close coordination with other donors, especially the United Nations and its agencies, and other agencies of the United States Government. Indigenous, U.S., and international PVOs 

frequently participate in the delivery of assistance. Early disaster relief may include feeding programs; disease control and emergency medical services, including immunizations, child survival interventions, and maternal and reproductive health care; emergency shelter; and restoration of communications, basic transportation, and financial services.” [USAID, 1998, p. 5]

“Disaster Assistance Response Teams [(DARTS) are deployed in] serious emergencies, or [in instances when] there is no on-site field presence…. DARTs [are] used to assess needs [and] may also be used to coordinate USAID’s response with other donors and the host government, to direct USAID relief efforts, and to strengthen communication and coordination among other agencies of the United States Government, such as the Department of Defense, as well as NGOs and other donors. [USAID, 1998, p. 5]

(This is assumed to include FEMA as well.) DARTS reflect an emphasis on early and rapid mobilization, just as is done domestically in the Untied States.

Disaster Recovery Internationally
“USAID [says it]evaluate[s] potential crises and transitions and may dispatch evaluation teams to provide on-site assessments of transition needs, resources, and capabilities. [USAID, 1998, p. 6]

Note the many and varied duties of the following quote: 

“Other transition activities may include planning and assessing the need for aid for demobilization, training, and the social and economic reintegration of dislocated populations, especially women, children, internally displaced people, refugees, and former combatants; supporting the processes of political reconciliation; technical and logistical support for the drafting of new national charter documents; training to improve civil-military relations; assistance with judicial reform, the administration of justice, and the protection of human rights; help in organizing, conducting, and monitoring elections; reinforcement of national and communal institutions; providing short-term support to strengthen local NGOs; assisting other relief and development agencies in locating and utilizing services and resources; seeking matching funds and donations to leverage limited resources; and working closely with the Department of State and multilateral organizations to help ensure the safety of aid and relief workers.” [USAID, 1998, p. 6]

“USAID will assist nations that have just emerged from the most acute crisis phase to revive their agricultural production by providing seed, fertilizer, tools, and technical expertise. This will permit first- and second-year planting and help farmers and people returning to the farm to end their dependence on relief. Food aid itself can be an effective transition tool where, by use of monetization [(means to establish as legal tender)] through the private sector, it is specifically targeted at restoring food markets that have been disrupted by crisis.” [USAID, 1998, p. 6]

This parallels the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s disaster assistance programs domestically, although crop insurance and low cost loans are primary policy tools used in the United States.

Objective 29.4

“Measuring Results”
The USAID program description in Appendix G reveals that USAID asks the following types of questions. The list is repeated here in itemized form so that the instructor can use them in a class discussion of USAID’s Yugoslavia case study in Appendix G. 

· “Have supplies been stockpiled and service providers identified? Are supplies secure from loss and theft? When USAID moves to deliver goods and services, do they go to the right place in the right amount with the intended effect?

· Have the prevention, mitigation, and preparedness activities of USAID anticipated the needs and are they effective? Have local communities and businesses been enlisted for planning, prevention, and response? Do proposed shipments of supplies match and maximize local skills and capacities? In view of past disasters locally and regionally, are preparations commensurate with the likely needs?

· Are the partnerships and relations with the United Nations (including the World Food Program) and the PVOs understood by all? Are mechanisms in place to coordinate supplies, donations, and offers of skilled labor and to ensure that they are delivered where and when they are needed?

· Do disaster relief supplies and services reach their intended destination in time to make a difference? Are all forms of emergency relief supplies readily available and accessible to the intended beneficiaries, including women, children, the elderly, indigenous peoples, refugees, and members of minorities?

· Do specific programs, intended to save lives or reduce malnutrition (such as emergency feeding programs), have the intended impact?

· Are profiteering and misuse effectively controlled? Are food and other relief supplies distributed so as not to discourage local production or to distort local prices and markets?

· Do programs of disease control and emergency medical services, including immunizations, child survival interventions, and maternal and reproductive health care, have access to necessary supplies and are they coordinated with food and nutrition interventions?” [USAID, 1998, 

p. 6-7]

“USAID and its partners ask:

· Has the response to countries in crisis and transition been appropriate to their needs, political circumstances, and indigenous capacities?

· Have national and local political institutions been strengthened? Have key elements of the infrastructure, such as housing, communications, basic transportation, and financial services, been reinforced? Are the specific needs of internally displaced people and refugees being addressed?

· Has food security increased throughout the country? Do farmers have greater access to seed, fertilizer, and appropriate technology? Has local food production increased significantly and/or are more people able to acquire the income needed to purchase food?

· Has there been measurable progress toward the national reconciliation and invigoration of the mechanisms of conflict resolution, as is indicated by fair and open elections, constitutional conventions, new legal codes, and the reintegration of combatants, etc.? Is there evidence of the decreased disorder in cities and in the countryside? Is there increased respect for human rights?” [USAID, 1998, p. 7]

“After the crisis stage has passed, USAID and its partners will ask:

· Is USAID, in coordination with the local authorities and communities, PVOs, and multilateral institutions, developing and implementing long-term developmental programs that measurably enhance the ability of countries to anticipate and manage natural disasters? Are the economic, political, environmental, social, and institutional causes of man-made disasters being addressed?

· Have countries in crisis and transition made measurable progress toward a political and economic transformation?” [USAID, 1998, p. 8]

“Humanitarian assistance activities ultimately must be measured by these standards: Do these activities prevent human misery that is avoidable? Do they provide relief for human misery that is not? Does this assistance help countries that have suffered natural or manmade disasters and crises return to the path of sustainable development?” [USAID, 1998, p. 8]

Objective 29.5

Country Case Study
Appendix G, entitled “USAID Strategies for Development Sustainable,” contains a case study of USAID assistance. Below is a summary of points intended to help the instructor prepare for student group discussions and class discussions.

The instructor is free to forgo use of the specific case study used here if he or she prefers to draw from other country cases contained in the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance website: 

ofda-l@info.usaid.gov

The Serbia-Montenegro (hereafter Yugoslavia) packet features four status reports covering the period of July 1995 through June 1996. The Yugoslavia case highlights the problems of delivering humanitarian assistance during an ongoing war and also during a transition from war to a tentative peace. Although the format of each report is similar, four different reports are provided in order to give students a picture of the event over time (July 13, 1995 to September 5, 1996).

· Of key importance is demonstrating that the unstable circumstances demanded that aid agencies remain exceptionally flexible in both the types of aid delivered, to whom the aid is delivered, and how such aid is delivered.

· Both during the active phase of fighting and afterwards, the lack of access was perhaps the central problem hindering relief efforts. Agencies had to deal with varying numbers of refugees and with a general lack of security, which again complicated the delivery of immediate food and winterization and construction aid and materials.

· With the slow transition to peace, the need for aid efforts has increased, not diminished—agencies had to shift their focus yet again—particularly towards housing, meeting basic needs, and the repatriation of displaced persons.

The case has several features of interest that can be highlighted for discussion.

1.
It displays the complex interaction between ongoing and exceptional levels of ethnic and political violence.

2. 
It is a particularly relevant example of how a conflict spreads beyond one nation and becomes a regional problem, especially through large-scale population movements.

3. 
It demonstrates the dual problems of violence continuing against refugees and refugee fears of repatriation.

4. 
With the aid policy shifting from emergency relief towards recovery and development, the United States Government has attempted to push for  democratic change and political stabilization. To that end, the United States has coordinated relief efforts with non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and United Nations agencies, although violence directed against the relief agencies themselves have complicated their efforts.

5. 
The beginnings of peace and the resumption of normalcy are directly related to the increase in the effectiveness of aid and its redirection from emergency, short-term, relief programs towards longer-term reconstruction and demilitarization.

Policy issues worth highlighting include the repatriation of war refugees, the de-mobilization of former combatants, and the demilitarization of society in general. Related aid issues also include programs directed towards mine-clearing, increasing the access to all parts of the country, agricultural rehabilitation, the delivery of basic health services, and the consolidation of donor assistance.

What is most constructive here is to encourage students to envision how, and even whether, American emergency management methods and practices should be employed by the United States in response to disasters outside the United States. They need to think about whether the political and administrative lessons the United States has learned from domestic disasters have utility in American disaster response and humanitarian relief abroad. In more general terms, the class might ponder whether other countries should emulate American emergency management, and what political challenges must be faced in such an effort.

Supplemental

Considerations

Optional assignment:

Below is a computer simulation exercise available on the World Wide Web (WWW). If the instructor and a sufficient number of students have WWW access, it may be useful to try it out on an individual basis. The purpose of the exercise is to introduce students to the realm of humanitarian action pertinent to disaster relief and civil strife. The instructor may wish to make this activity optional work, rather than required work.

“Humanitarian Scenarios” is a Website that offers papers on humanitarian and disaster management issues. It is written in an academic perspective, but drawing on personal experience working for the International Red Cross and in the emergency management training professions.

Unlike many other sites, this one offers full-size papers that users can read and download. It also furnishes links and abstracts. They have educational value.

Moreover, users can download and then practice with two examples of simulations written in a popular spreadsheet application; they do not need particular technical skills to inspect them.

Currently, the following papers are on site:

1. 
COMPUTER SIMULATION OF HUMANITARIAN SCENARIOS. This discusses the place of computer simulation for training and management in humanitarian action in view of the changed post-Cold War environment. Why you and your organization should know what simulation can do for you.

2. 
SIMULATING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF HUMANITARIAN ACTION. After an International Red Cross mission in Mali, West Africa, we modeled the impact of different International Red Cross strategies on the spread of ethnic violence. The model is also available as a spreadsheet file.

3. 
EBOLA STRIKES THE GLOBAL VILLAGE. This is a cultural, organizational, and media analysis of the international response to the 1995 outbreak of the Ebola virus epidemic in Kikwit, (then) Zaire.

4. 
EARLY WARNING SYSTEMS FOR VIOLENT CONFLICT. This is the result of a cooperation with two researchers in South Africa. We highlight the role of NGO and academic violence monitors in the democratic transition from 1993 to 1995. This has applications both for research into the spread of communal violence and the collaboration of NGO workers and academics.

5. 
RELIEF ECONOMICS: WALKING IN A POLITICAL MINEFIELD. This is one of the few studies extant in the field of relief economics. It looks into transportation issues within the large Operation Lifeline Sudan. It illustrates how relief workers can themselves build simulations with relatively easy means. You can download the model, which is written in a popular spreadsheet application.

6. 
UNCERTAINTY AND INFORMATION FLOWS IN HUMANITARIAN AGENCIES. Such organizations struggle with highly uncertain work environments. Paradoxically, their success can add to the uncertainty. Data from the World Food Program relief activity in southern Sudan is used to build the case.

The website address is:

<http://www.slonet.org/~abenini/>

The site is most easily accessed by routing to the “abenini” homepage. The authors are Aldo Benini & Janet Bradford, 170-C Brisco Road, Arroyo Grande, CA 93420, U.S.A.; Phone and fax: (805) 481-6609, To leave a message: (805) 481-2135; e-mail:

<abenini@slonet.org>

Endnotes

· United States Aid for International Development, Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance, “USAID’s Strategies for Sustainable Development,” (July 9, 1998):1-8.

Session No. 30

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Course Conclusions 
Time: 2 Hours


Objectives:

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

30.1 

Recall some of the highlights of the course.

30.2 
Formulate a personal assessment of what they see as the future of emergency management.

30.3 
Offer informed criticism regarding what else needs to be done in the field and work of emergency management.

30.4 
Explain how political figures and issues permeate emergency management in both positive and negative ways.

30.5 
Compare and contrast the general quality and competence of emergency management work by the level of government.


Scope

This session is both a wrap-up of the course and a preparation for Exam 3. Objectives listed for this session may be freely altered by the instructor based on personal prerogatives. Also, students may do much to shape the content on this final class session. Encourage a free and open exchange of views. Invite students to use their imagination and to discuss how their career might involve emergency management and its political aspects.

References
Assigned student readings:

· Schneider, Saundra K., Flirting with Disaster: Public Management in Crisis Situations (Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe, 1995). [See “The Paradox of Governmental Performance,” Ch. 14, pp. 143-149 and “Considering Recommendations for Change,” Ch. 15, pp. 150-166.]

· Waugh, William L., Jr., “Disaster Management for the New for the New Millennium,” Disaster Management in the U.S. and Canada (Springfield, Ill.: Charles C. Thomas Publishers, 1996): Ch. XVI, pp. 344-60.

The instructor should read and consult,

· Franklin, Daniel, “The FEMA Phoenix: How One Federal Agency Rose from the Ashes to become a Symbol of What Government Can Do,” The Washington Monthly (July/August 1995):38-42.

Requirements

Maintain an open discussion and solicit individual student views. Stress that each author, including Waugh and Schneider, has a perspective from which he or she writes. Also, many articles are time-bound (though articles selected for the course have a long shelf life in terms of their appropriateness). It might be advisable to seat everyone in a circle (if possible) so that discussion is not directed from one person to an audience faced forward. A circle connotes that every person’s contribution is equal and it relaxes the authority relationship of teacher-student.

Remarks
Objective 30.1

Among course highlights might be:

· The increasing number of emergencies and disasters which have drawn political attention.

· The ever-enlarging role of the President, and future Presidents, in the Nation’s management of disaster.

· The continuation of the high congressional interest in disasters and their management, which is manifested in the enactment of new Federal disaster laws (e.g., the Stafford Act of 1988) and in the centrality of disasters in much of the Legislature’s political discourse (e.g., consider the upper-Midwest flood disaster relief supplemental appropriation of 1997 and its relevance in Presidential vs. Congressional budgeting and policy disputes).

· The tremendous escalation in disaster costs, the new challenge of budgeting public funds to pay for recovery and mitigation costs, and the ongoing preparedness and response costs.

· The evolution of new forms of disaster which now garner National attention (e.g., urban and interface wildfires, toxic substance emergencies, major structural collapses, and terrorism, etc.)

· The expanding role of the media in the politics of disaster and the recognition that an agency’s well-managed public relations and public information program is now—more than ever—of critical importance.

· The new and continuing intergovernmental transactions in emergency management, with many transactions embodying political features.

· The widening pool of interest groups, public, private, and non-profit, which play roles in the politics of emergency management.

· The on-going evolution of American earthquake and hurricane programs.

· The dramatic expansion and refinement of American flood disaster management, much of it driven by political necessities.

· The recognition that man-made disasters stemming from nuclear power accidents, structural collapses or failures, hazardous materials, and various “environmental” incidents have political dimensions in emergency management work.

· The emerging professionalization of the field of emergency management as specialized areas of knowledge must be mastered, as new data-processing and geographic information system (GIS) technologies are made new tools of the trade, and as political officials demand more work-smart emergency management.

· Finally, the field has an international dimension which should not be ignored. American foreign disaster assistance and domestic emergency management intertwined during disaster relief to the U.S. Virgin Islands after Hurricane Luis. Moreover, FEMA officials were instrumental in gaining support for a United Nations proclamation, endorsed by the vast majority of the United Nations member states, which advocated National and international efforts to mitigate the effects of the disaster (1995).

Objective 30.2

The future of emergency management and its politics looks most intriguing.

· More and better intergovernmental linkages, which are facilitated by pre-disaster agreements and advanced information and communications technology, may be expected in the future.

· Emergency managers are likely to be deployed to work at more domestic and international disasters owing to their expertise, competence, and management ability. They will draw closer to the centers of executive political power.

· There may be considerably more disaster recovery work undertaken over much longer time frames, especially when that recovery work embodies mitigation activity.

· Greater public awareness about disaster hazards and vulnerabilities will pull emergency management into more public affairs and public policy making.

· Real-time media coverage of disasters as they occur will further mobilize the public and their political representatives to act expeditiously, producing both positive and negative effects for emergency managers.

· As more emergency management work is undertaken between disasters and by each level of government, not to mention by non-profit and private sector organizations, opportunities for careers in emergency management will grow.

· Owing in part to the American experience and success in emergency management work, American emergency managers may well be tapped to advise other countries and to aid in foreign disaster recovery.

· The automation of the field of emergency management through technologies like geographic information systems, new decision support technologies, the computer modeling of disasters, Internet messaging, and applications of the World Wide Web will draw academic disciplines to the field and will help produce more knowledgeable, and inter-discipline-trained disaster managers.

These are a few observations on the future of emergency management. The instructor and the class may think of many more examples which should be freely discussed in class.

Objective 30.3

A great many points might be made regarding criticism of the current state of emergency management and the politics of the area.

For example, some might argue that most political officials still ignore emergency management issues during normal times. Some continue to perceive the area as one that exclusively involves the acquisition of outside funding, rather than on-going public safety and property protection.

Some political officials continue to appoint under-qualified people to emergency management posts as political rewards for campaign support.

Interest groups that are opposed to disaster mitigation continue to hold the upper hand in meetings of land-use officials at the State and local levels. Inferior building and unwise zoning decisions often result.

Political officials too often discount or ignore hazard vulnerability studies and the recommendations of their emergency managers. On top of this, the Government is often under-indemnified (under-insured) for disaster losses. Local government leaders, like many average citizens, have exaggerated views regarding how much Federal and State post-disaster aid they will receive to repair damages. An “ignorance-is-bliss” attitude sometimes prevails at the local level regarding hazard risks to which communities are exposed.

During the response phase of many disasters, political officials sometimes want to demonstrate that “they are in control,” by directing the actions of emergency managers. Often these political officials are poorly qualified or ill-suited to make these determinations, such that their actions, although well intentioned, actually complicate or confound the response. Ironically, some of the best-qualified and most-experienced disaster response officials work in local government and it is these people who deserve to be entrusted with leading the response unfettered (but helped) by local political authorities.

Political officials continue to under-fund disaster and emergency management work and many refuse to maintain supplemental emergency sources of public funding needed to pay for disaster costs. This may be changing, but many may conclude that the change is too slow.

As stated before, many more criticisms may be put forward by the instructor or the class and the examples above are merely proposed as possible discussion points. 

Objective 30.4

Politics impacts emergency management in both positive and negative ways. If emergency management lacks the political legitimacy, resources, and support necessary in its public administration, it will erode. Elected executives and legislators craft the laws; moreover, they review and act on the budgets and appoint and supervise the top administrators of emergency management agencies. Emergency management must be perceived by elected officials as a legitimate governmental activity, otherwise this work will fall to non-profit charitable organizations and the private sector, especially through insurers.

Political officials in a democracy represent their electorate. The President’s electorate is the Nation, but it is a Nation of 50 States accorded electoral weight largely in terms of population. In a sense, Federal emergency management may suffer a degree of distortion because, of political necessity, Presidents must be responsive to States most likely to impact their re-election bids and political fortunes. States with few electoral votes shrink in importance relative to States with larger electoral votes.

Congressional lawmakers have their own electorates and these are vastly different from the President’s. Senators must look out for the interests of their States, and Representatives their districts. Individual legislators sometimes impact emergency management through their use of the media, through their authority to conduct committee or subcommittee investigations of governmental programs, and through their ability to communicate with their constituents. Individual legislators may form coalitions through which they press for the needs of their constituents. These individual or collective efforts do not always contribute to sound emergency management. However, through long service on committees with jurisdiction over Federal emergency management programs, some lawmakers (like former Senator Robert Stafford of Vermont) make lasting contributions to the field through the intelligent measures they propose. Some lawmakers are champions of emergency management, rather than detractors.

Many Governors are beginning to take emergency management much more seriously than their predecessors. Many recognize the political importance of capable emergency management leadership. Others are slow to make this connection. Some are overwhelmed by the daily press of other, seemingly more immediate concerns. Governors are pivotal players in the emergency management game. Their ability to prepare, respond, recover, and mitigate disasters is often decisive in determining how their State manages natural and man-made hazards. Governors who forget the processes and procedures of securing Presidential Disaster Declarations (as the Pennsylvania Governor, Tom Ridge, temporarily did after the floods caused by the Blizzard of 1996) may delay necessary Federal assistance at critical times.

State legislatures have historically struggled with their respective Governors over who holds political power. Some State legislatures impede Gubernatorial emergency management power by segregating emergency management functions from the Governor’s chain of command. Many States continue to conduct emergency management under the leadership of State Adjutant Generals who hold semi-autonomous authority and do not see themselves as directly accountable to the Governor. Some legislatures under empower and under-fund their State’s emergency management.

Correspondingly, many State legislatures have made great strides in fashioning forward-looking disaster management laws and programs. Many States maintain “rainy day” funds, emergency fund accounts, and a few even have disaster trust funds. Some State legislatures deserve high praise for earnest promotion of their State’s local emergency management.

Local political authorities have dramatic effects on emergency management. Mayors and city managers especially have the opportunity to move their communities beyond a “response only” emergency management. They may have the capacity to bring competing local responder groups together, to forge stronger public safety programs, to promote more effective local disaster mitigation, and to educate the public and their elected representatives on matters of emergency management. Their personnel appointments often make or break the local emergency management agencies. Mayors and city managers, like Governors, need to understand and participate in the intergovernmental world of State and Federal disaster aid application. Again, much more could be offered on this subject.

Objective 30.5
Comparing and contrasting the quality and competence of emergency management by level of government is not a simple task. Given the complexity of this challenge, impressionistic observations posed as generalizations may be necessary.

Some may contend that Federal emergency management under the Clinton Administration is the best it has ever been. How much credit resides with President Clinton and how much with his FEMA Director, James Lee Witt, is arguable. President Clinton deserves credit for his FEMA appointments and for moving the National political spotlight to improved disaster management and the National Performance Review. On the other hand, Director Witt and his team have improved FEMA’s public image, have advanced the reform and improvement of emergency management across all levels of government, and have met the challenge of a series of major disasters and emergencies. Perhaps both the President and the FEMA Director should share the credit.

FEMA’s reinvention took place with Presidential and Vice Presidential support. Moreover, FEMA has vastly improved its own public image through better program management and better public relations. The agency is more pro-active than it has been in the past and its leaders recognize the importance of consulting with State and local officials as early in an event as possible. Promoting mitigation as a central mission goal has helped to maintain the Agency’s higher public profile “between” disasters. Partnerships with States established before disasters and as part of a sound intergovernmental program management have done much to compliment the Agency.

However, FEMA is still not a response organization, although many would like to think that it is. Huge sums of Federal disaster aid, dispensed through FEMA, may have tempted some States and localities to under-fund their own levels of preparedness in order to justify the need for larger chunks of Federal post-disaster aid. FEMA’s large post-disaster pocketbook sometimes invites Federal authorities to behave autocratically in their State and local-level work. Despite a tremendous public relations campaign in favor of disaster mitigation, FEMA and its supporters lack the political clout to triumph over most local developmental interests. Some might say that FEMA has not even discovered the local land-use venue yet and may be reluctant to do so, owing to the possible negative repercussions of moving into that domain.

State-level emergency management competence is even more difficult to judge than the federal-level. State emergency management organizations vary remarkably. Where they sit relative to the Governor is also variable. Some are relatively close to the Governor’s leadership and others are remote. Some are modestly funded and others limp along mainly bolstered by FEMA funding. Some are professionally staffed and adequately equipped. Others are under-staffed by poorly qualified technically under-trained personnel possessing few resources. Some state emergency management agencies are well connected with their county and municipal counterparts while others are not. Having said this, it does appear that, as a collectivity, States are generally improving their emergency management capabilities. No longer is emergency management an “orphaned” policy area, only entered during times of disaster.

Local emergency management competence is the toughest to judge. Larger jurisdictions may do it better than smaller ones, although exceptions abound. Wealthier localities are probably better at it than poorer localities. Localities with disaster experience have been found, in research literature, generally to do a better job than localities with little disaster experience. Usually, the more recent the experience the better. Jurisdictions that regularly engage in drills, practices, and exercises often perform better than those which eschew these activities.

Localities which engage inter-governmental relations often in their program management are likely to evidence more emergency management competence than those with few inter-governmental exchanges. Local political leadership appreciation of emergency management and its range of functions is likely to be highly correlated with competent emergency management. Elected local officials, perhaps now more than ever, have come to recognize that the stakes are high in the emergency management game. Inability to collect reliable damage information, slow paperwork, political dithering about, whether and how to apply for disaster relief all may produce negative local consequences and may allow missed opportunities. Occupational rivalries among local responder organizations (especially the fire services versus the police over emergency management) is likely to cause retrograde emergency management performance.

Admittedly, the discussion of this objective has involved suppositions more than statements of fact. It is a list of tendencies rather than a description of reality. However, the instructor and students may bring matters of fact and experiential reality into a review of these suppositions. 

Reading synopsis

Schneider opens Chapter 15 by blasting FEMA for what she says are its internal and external problems. But much has transpired since she penned her original manuscript. She concedes almost as an “Afterword” that political forces are today neither likely to abolish FEMA nor to transfer it to the military. Under Director Witt’s leadership, FEMA has a better-defined mission than Schneider alleges. FEMA, while still retaining many political appointees and still answerable to a jumbled mix of congressional committees and subcommittees, is not the “tired, old” agency Schneider claims it is. Try to draw these points out in class discussion.

Schneider stands on firmer ground when she says, “The problem is that the quality of governmental disaster response is a direct by-product of state and local capabilities” [Schneider, 1995, p. 155]. Yet, she raises a more arguable point with her assertion that in catastrophes the Federal Government should “assume direct control of the response process” [Schneider, 1995, p. 155]. Ask the class if they agree or disagree with this assertion.

Schneider maintains that the “reinventing government approach is politically expedient.” She remarks, “Clearly, any federal agency (of the Clinton Administration) that actually tries to operationalize these principles, as FEMA recently has done, will receive political support” [Schneider, 1995, p. 156]. Ask students if they believe FEMA’s reinvention was an attempt by its leadership to build Presidential political support. There are many who might argue that this is nonsense and that reinvention allowed FEMA to do a better job on behalf of the President AND the Federal Government as a whole. Schneider concludes that “reinvention” has helped FEMA and has given it an opportunity to build political support for its people and programs.

Waugh’s “Disaster Management for the New Millennium” [Waugh, 1996] reminds us that despite an increase in the number and severity of North American disasters, there remains little broad-based support for disaster management until disasters strike. Is Waugh correct in his claim that it is easier to get public funding for post-disaster relief than it is for pre-disaster preparation and mitigation? He also poses the intriguing question that governments, with their vast resources and administrative capabilities, have come to replace much of the historic role of churches, charities, and non-profit organizations when it comes to disaster assistance. Is this true?

Waugh also emphasizes the dynamism of emergency management. He says that it requires constant review, adaptation, inter-governmental synchronization, plus the cooperation of civilian and military authorities. He also insists that emergency management requires flexibility and professionalism in helping local governments confront their specific hazards. Ask the class, as Waugh does the reader, to consider technology’s impacts on emergency management (e.g., cell phones, the GIS, new databases, and the Internet and World Wide Web, etc.). One might end the session by asking whether the perennial problem of government, funding, and political support, vis-a-vis budget cuts, lay-offs, and program down-sizing, means that the future of emergency management is in jeopardy. There was a time in the early 1970s when many thought that environmentalism was a “fad” which would become inconsequential. These people were wrong. Can the same be said today for those who expect emergency management to remain inconsequential?

Supplemental

Considerations

This session is intended to prepare students for Exam Three as well as to draw general conclusions about the course as a whole. Waugh, and Schneider, have somewhat different conceptions about the future of emergency management. It would be worthwhile to ask students which conception they most agree with and why. This is also a good opportunity to ask students what may happen to emergency management after a change of Presidents or Presidential administration.

· Where are States going in their emergency management work? The local government is the foundation of emergency management in the United States. 

· What are the prospects for emergency management’s future there? 

· How can American emergency management be carried into the international arena? 

· Have the reforms that Schneider advocates basically been adopted as policy since she wrote her book? 

Session No. 31

Course: The Political and Policy Basis of Emergency Management

Session: Exam Three 
Time: 2 Hours


Objectives:

At the conclusion of this session students should be able to:

31.1 
Understand the procedures and expectations related to Exam Three (the take-home essay),

31.2 
Be prepared for the in-class portion of Exam Three.


Scope
This session should concentrate on reviewing the highlights of material covered in Sessions 23-30 and should help students review the key findings of selected Sessions 1-12 and 14-21. It should also involve providing advice regarding the content and format of the take-home essay assignment option.

References
1. Professor: course outline pertaining to readings to be emphasized on the

test, and handout of instructions on how to prepare the take-home essay (see Appendix).

2. Student: notes, readings, outlines, and sample questions provided by 

the instructor.

Requirements

Course outline; and handouts provided by the instructor, including sample questions. Also, the instructor should make available to each student their respective take-home essay question. (This should be circulated to the students one week before the time that Exam Three is given, if possible.)

Remarks

At the time that Exam Three is given, students should know how their work will be evaluated. This includes the credit weight of in-class, short-answer, question scoring; the credit weight of the take-home essay and its corresponding in-class essay credit weight. Remember, that the students have the option to either do the take-home essay (turning it in at the start of the test—and therefore precluding the need to do the in-class essay portion of the test) or to forgo the take-home essay option (thus requiring them to complete the essay portion of the in-class test). Remind them that NO EXTENSIONS ARE PERMITTED FOR THE TAKE-HOME TEST, SO THAT IF THE TAKE-HOME TEST IS NOT COMPLETED AND TURNED IN AT THE START OF THE IN-CLASS TEST, THEY MUST COMPLETE BOTH THE ESSAY AND SHORT-ANSWER PORTION OF THE TEST.

Supplemental

Considerations
As stated before, the student survey provides information regarding the student’s educational background, major field of degree study, work experience, and disaster-related course work, as well as their degree of interest in types of disaster events. This information should be used to develop a custom-made, paragraph-long, take-home, essay question for each student.

The substance of the short-answer questions included in the test is obviously the purview of the instructor. Questions can be framed as True or False, Multiple-Choice (in response to a statement that the student picks from items A, B, C, or D which item best applies), or Matching (in which a student is given an alphabetized list of terms and then a series of individual statements each of which has ONE correct matching term contained in the alphabetized list).

The purpose of the short-answer section is to ensure that each student has achieved a general knowledge of the material covered in the preceding sessions. The use of essays, take-home or in-class, indicates some aspects of the student’s mastery of the material, but, in-class, short-answer, closed-book testing is a more definitive and objective indicator of what was learned. To reduce student anxiety levels, the instructor may chose to include several (perhaps 5 points worth) of EXTRA-CREDIT, short-answer questions. Answers to extra-credit questions result in no point penalty if incorrect. Those extra-credit questions answered correctly are added to the student’s numeric test score. This, in effect, makes each student earn what might have been an across-the-board test scoring curve.
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