SESSION 32
Elaine Enarson

Course Title:    A Social Vulnerability Approach to Disasters 
Session 32:        New Practices to Reduce Vulnerability


Time: 1 hour 



Objectives:

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

Objective 32.1

Identify key planning principles supporting a social 






vulnerability approach in practice

Objective 32.2  

Review common approaches in the field which are not based 




on this perspective  

Objective 32.3    

Review approaches in the field which do reflect a vulnerability 






reduction perspective 

Scope: 

This session in the final in the section on Fostering New Ways of Working. It offers a “nuts and bolts” view of issues raised in the implementation of the social vulnerability perspective.  In the first part of the session, core ideas and values which should guide planning and response are reviewed, and counter-productive approaches are summarized and critiqued. The rest of the session focuses on specific examples of how US  practitioners are now working proactively to reduce people’s vulnerability to disaster.  Students work in small groups for in-depth consideration of selected case study material. The overall focus in on positive, innovative strategies and factors facilitating or supporting these “best practices.” 

Note: At the instructor’s discretion, the topic can be extended over two class sessions as sufficient material is provided to support a longer discussion.

General Requirements:  Briefly review session objectives [Slide 2]
The first two objectives can be covered through lecture. The instructor will want to reserve most of the session for extended discussion of problems and solutions from the field. 

Review materials suggested in Instructor Readings in order to offer students current and international perspectives on issues arising in the US. The instructor may also wish to supplement Student Readings with additional timely and international material.  
Copy and distribute Session 32 Handout. The instructor may want to update, revise, or otherwise use this Handout selectively.
SuggestedReadings: 

Instructor readings: 

1. The instructor should seek out current press clippings and humanitarian relief agency reports from recent disasters. The websites below are useful:  

Reuter’s AlertNet:


http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/fromthefield/
ReliefWeb:


 http://www.reliefweb.int/w/rwb.nsf
Radix:


http://www.anglia.ac.uk/geography/radix
Gender and Disaster Network : 
http://online.northumbria.ac.uk/geography_research/gdn/
2. The instructor should also review the international readings cited under Supplementary Considerations in order to provide an international perspective, if desired. 

Student readings:

1. Blaikie, Piers et al. 1994.  Pp. 195-236 (Part 3) in At Risk: Natural Hazards, People’s Vulnerability, and Disasters.
2. Tarrant, Michael. 1997. “Risk Communication in The Context of Emergency Management: Planning ‘With’ Rather Than ‘For’ Communities.” Australian Journal of Emergency Management (summer): 20-21.

3. Case studies in Session 32 Handout  (or the instructor’s revised version)   
Objective 32.1
Identify key planning principles supporting a social vulnerability                   

                             approach in practice

Requirements: 

Present material as a review. The concepts will be familiar but the focus in this session is on their practical implications.   

Limit discussion to approximately 10-15 minutes to allow for extended discussion of case studies. 

Remarks:

I.   Implementing a social vulnerability approach: guiding standards and principles

A.  Blaikie et al. (1994: 204-217) draw on case studies to identify 12 principles for realizing a vulnerability approach through planning: 

1. Recognize and integrate the coping mechanisms of disaster survivors and local agencies

2. Avoid arbitrary relief assistance

3. Beware commercial exploitation

4. Avoid relief dependency

5. Decentralize decision –making when possible

6. Recognize disasters as political events

7. Recognize pre-disaster constraints

8. Balance reform and conservation

 9. Avoid rebuilding injustice

l0. Accountability—the key issue
11. Relocation is the worst option
12. Maximize the transition from relief to development

B.  Blaikie et al. (1994: 222-232) also identify 12 principles for “managing a reduction of vulnerability”:
1. Vigorously manage mitigation through structural and nonstructural means

2. Integrate the elements of mitigation, developing risk-reduction measures in sequence and eliminating gaps 

3. Capitalize on a disaster to initiate or develop mitigation, at the community and governmental levels

4. Monitor and modify to suit new conditions, through action research to profile community capacity and vulnerability over time

5. Focus attention on protection of the most vulnerable, meeting immediate needs and increasing social protection

6. Focus on the protection of lives and livelihoods of the vulnerable

7. Focus on active rather than passive approaches, giving priority to institution building and financial support of grassroots initiatives rather than legal changes

8. Focus on protecting priority sectors such as “lifelines” but also cultural artifacts and long-term economic resources

9. Measures must be sustainable over time so mitigation initiatives must include cost-benefit analysis, public awareness efforts, mainstreaming of mitigation into routine governmental planning 

10. Assimilate mitigation into normal practices, for example into long-range planning, census mapping, etc.

11. Incorporate mitigation into specific development projects to make reconstruction more sustainable

12. Maintain political commitment, for example by linking mitigation to the “energy of citizen activists” (pp. 236-239)

Objective 32.2  
Review common approaches in the field which are not based on 





this perspective  

Requirements:

Avoid judgmental overtones in this discussion, focusing instead on the momentum for change.  
Remarks: 

I.  Exclusionary practices 

A.  Examples of misleading assumptions about vulnerable social groups

1. Seniors are needy

2. Disabled are dependent

3. Households are singular and nuclear

4. Households are male-headed 

5. Men are the primary earners of the household  

6. English is the  primary language

7. [Ask students for other examples] 

B.  Examples of misleading assumptions about people at risk or affected by disaster survivors  

1. Most people have disposable  income and control over their own finances

2. “Special populations” always need help

3. Getting people back into their homes is the first priority

4. People are equally impacted by damages and loss

5. Personal attributes or life style choices make people vulnerable

6. Ethnic and racial minorities are especially vulnerable

7. Women and men are equally vulnerable within income or age groups

8. Most people have functioning cars

9. [Ask students for other examples]

C.  Examples of ignorance about social conditions

1. How ethnic institutions vary from the dominant Anglo norm  (e.g. the ethnic media, ethnic/racial household patterns, churches, mosques, and synagogues)

2. The extent of police surveillance/harassment experienced and the corresponding fear and mistrust this engenders, e.g. of INS and other law enforcement authorities

3. Where halfway homes for juveniles or shelters for battered women are located or what they do

4. Which neighborhoods are likely to have many home-based businesses

5. Where and how migrant agricultural laborers live

6. Living conditions in local public housing facilities

7. Informal health care systems providing care

8. Support systems for the chronically ill

9. The resources of residential shelters

10. Where the homeless stay and how many stay there

11. [Ask students for other examples]

D.  Examples of non-inclusive “top down” planning 

1. Community meetings held at night; no on-site child care; no public transportation

2. Open public meetings with pre-set agendas  representing emergency practitioners as outside “experts”


3. Outreach to mainstream nonprofits included in local VOAD groups; neglect of advocacy groups for people at risk and grassroots CBOs working to improve their living conditions

4. One-way and one-time “consultation” with community members 

5. Emergency communications in English only or at advanced literacy levels

6. [Ask students for other examples]

E. For discussion 

After reviewing literature on race and ethnicity in US disaster, Alice Fothergill, Enrique Maestas and JoAnne Darlington (1999: 168) called for disaster organizations to change:  
“[U]nderstand the specific diversity issues of each area, plan for changing demographics of the area and ensure that members of all communities are involved in the disaster-reduction process. For example, agencies could forge connections with neighbourhood associations, churches and other community groups, so that the community, and not outside organisations, can decide what its needs are in a disaster. It is important that groups are not left out of the disaster-reduction process; people who are marginalised in the early stages are marginalised later—they need to be part of the planning from the beginning.”
What do you think are the primary obstacles inhibiting the adoption of these changes?  What factors support this way of working?

Objective 32.3    Review approaches in the field which do reflect a vulnerability 





reduction perspective 


Requirements:

Break class into small work groups. Each group should select several examples from Session 32 Handout and/or others provided by the instructor from US and non-US settings.  

Ask the group to try to develop a collective response to the discussion questions.

After 15 minutes, return to general classroom discussion and ask student groups to report their response to the example and to the questions.

In classroom discussion, maintain the focus on “best practices” and relate these practices back to the opening review of general principles and standards.

Note:  The user may want to invite a guest speaker to explore at the local level how vulnerabilities can be reduced. The speaker might represent an advocacy group for people at risk, an experienced disaster responder, a CBO active in the local VOAD group, an urban planner involved in a local mitigation project, or others with first-hand experience of the practical issues raised by a vulnerability perspective.  

Remarks:

I.  Examples from the field for student analysis and discussion. [Session Handout 32]

A.  Inclusive communication

B.  Reducing service barriers 

C.  Local innovations 

D.  Anticipating need: mitigating risks 
E.  Increasing community and family preparedness

F.  Project Impact: A Short-Lived Model for  Building Disaster Resistant Communities 

G.  Planning ahead to reduce cultural barriers

H.  FEMA is expanding its outreach to minority communities 
I.  Collaborating with community-based  organizations 

J.  Networking community organizations in disasters 

K.  Special needs planning

L.  Governmental tools for reducing vulnerability 

M.  Neighborhood initiatives to inform, train and empower 

N.  Working with emergent groups

O.  Building on the capacities of vulnerable people

II. Additional general discussion questions for open discussion

A. What factors make the implementation of innovative practice more likely and more sustainable? What factors work against it? 

B. Think of the most promising or innovative initiatives you have read of or experienced. How could they be improved? What changes are needed?
C.  What does “sustainable development” mean in the US context and how can US emergency managers redirect emergency management to support it? [Students return to this in Session 41]
D. Former Project Impact director Michael Armstrong wrote (2000: 141):

“Understanding that it is profit, not policy, that underlines decision making in this context makes the private/federal interface a challenge.” 
What impact do you think this has on federal government’s major mitigation program?

Supplemental Considerations:

A.  International readings. In addition to case material from earlier sessions and from the text (At Risk, 1st and 2nd editions), the instructor can consult those below for case material from around the world about vulnerability-reducing approaches to hazards and disasters:
Anderson , Mary and Peter Woodrow. 1989. Rising from the Ashes: Development Strategies in Times of Disasters. Boulder, CO: Westview.

Fernando, Priyanthi and Vijitha Fernando.  1997. South Asian Women Confronting Disaster, Saving Lives. Sri Lanka: Intermediate Technology Group, Duryog Nivaran.
Holloway, Ailsa (ed.). 1999. Risk, Sustainable Development and Disaster: Southern Perspectives. Capetown:  PeriPeri Publications.
International Strategy for Disaster Reduction. 2002 (draft version). Living With Risk: A Global Review of Disaster Reduction Initiatives. Geneva, Switzerland: ISDR.
Maskrey, Andrew. 1989. Disaster Mitigation: A Community Based Approach. Oxford: Oxfam.

Twigg, John, et. al. 2001. NGO Initiatives in Risk Reduction: A Summary of the Research Studies. Available on line through the Benfield Grieg Hazard Research Centre (www.bghrc.com) 

Twigg, John and Mihir Bhatt (eds.). 1998. Understanding Vulnerability: South Asian Perspectives. London: Intermediate Technology Publications, Duryog Nivaran. 

B. New partnership of emergency managers and anti-violence advocates 
Enarson’s study of emergency preparedness and response in Canadian and American domestic violence programs (1999a) found these CBOs are generally not included in emergency planning networks. These issues were also raised by the many representatives from antiviolence agencies across British Columbia who attended a women and disaster conference in Vancouver. 
In 1998, a unique project brought local emergency authorities and women’s services serving women subject to domestic or sexual violence together to consider strategies for reducing women’s vulnerability to violence in a flooded town or one hit by severe weather or landslide.
The work began after the director of the BC Association for Specialized Victim Services learned about violence against women the Loma Prieta quake. She wondered what would happen in a major earthquake to the brick building in Victoria’s old town housing her office. How would the affiliated agencies across the province fare in the event of landslides, forest fires, hazardous materials spills, or earthquakes?  Could they continue to do their job and assist member agencies housing or serving women at risk of violence? 

The innovative collaboration the BC Association for Specialized Victim Services initiated with the Provincial Emergency Preparedness Program resulted in the practical guidebook for women’s services shelters described earlier [Tools for Change: Emergency Management for Women's Services, on-line: http://www.pep.bc.ca/management/Women_in_Disasters_Workbook.pdf}. 

More importantly, it developed new organizational and personal ties between advocates and emergency management planners.

SESSION 32 HANDOUT

Best Practices? Problems and Solutions from the Field

Note:  These are selected examples only. What others can you offer from your reading in this course? From your personal or professional experience?  

A. Inclusive communication

Benigno Aguirre (1988) studied a 1987 tornado that destroyed half of the small town of Saragosa, Texas and left 29 people dead. Nearly the entire population was of Mexican descent but emergency communications failed to reach people the night of the tornado due to the presumption of a homogeneous language and culture. 
Interestingly, Aguirre also found that the local Pecos radio station, with its Spanish language operator, did broadcast warnings repeatedly in both Spanish and English that night, reaching many bilingual residents. To avoid confusion, he recommends using pre-arranged standardized English-Spanish translations to convey the urgency of warnings when literal translations are inadequate (e.g. translating “warning” as “aviso”).

He concludes:

“The English language TV stations broadcasted (sic) the tornado warnings. However, the neighbors of Saragosa had recently (within the last five months) acquired television cable services. This cable service included in its programming the major Spanish-language TV channel in the United States (Univision). . . Apparently, during the night of the tornado (Friday, May 22, 1987) many of the televisions in Saragosa which were turned on were tuned to the Spanish language channel. The importance of this presumption is that Univision did not (and does not) carry the emergency weather station announcements which were being broadcasted in English language TV stations serving Reeves County. Many lives may have been saved if the emergency weather announcements had been transmitted in the Univision channel to the people of Saragosa. An effort to see what can be done to provide this service to the Hispanic people of the United States is needed. Univision is an untapped resource in the disaster preparedness and response system serving Hispanics in the United States. It needs to be brought into this national system.” [p.71-72]

For discussion: 

· What are the limitations of simply translating existing materials from English? 

· Who in Saragosa could have designed an effective community education program?

B.  Reducing service barriers 

Brenda Phillips, Lisa Garza and David Neal studied “underserved” populations in the wake of Miami’s 1992 Hurricane Andrew (1994). They identified “socio-cultural barriers,” such as undocumented Haitians whose fear of deportation kept them from accessing shelters; “organizational barriers,” for example when outside agencies overpowered local groups more knowledgeable about regional differences; “communication barriers” caused by technological glitches, rumors, and lack of volunteers fluent in Spanish and Creole; “physical barriers” such as difficulties reaching the many farm workers who lived outside the immediate area; and “temporal barriers” such as constantly shifting shelter space to accommodate the September return to school.

    They wrote:

“Said one social service provider, “a lot of our affiliated agencies just got wiped out as well. So we are working with all sorts of agencies. Red Cross and Salvation Army are our affiliated agencies, so we are working very closely with them. There are others, there are migrant farm workers that want to come in. . . We do a referral and give them a bus ticket to another location. We are working with non-affiliated agencies. We do whatever we can to help.”[p. 25]


. . . 

“Getting organized is the big thing,” another organizational representative said to us—a process especially true when traditional organizations serve multicultural communities. Simply, the more connected an ethnic population was to existing, established, pre-disaster organizations, the faster they received aid. . . Farm worker organizations are unlikely to have established relationships with such organizations as the ARC or FEMA. FEMA had set up in one of the camps, but other organizations were typically not represented. FEMA did remove the word ‘federal’ from its signs in farm worker camps, concerned that recent immigrants would associate disaster aid with frightening government images. One farm worker representative indicated that phone calls to the ARC and FEMA had gone unanswered—and that the local farm worker organization had to request participation in local recovery meetings. To their credit, local city officials included farm worker organizations in early September recovery meetings. [p. 27]


. . . 

Although telephone lines became available for most organizations, victims in the most devastated areas remained incommunicado. While organizations moved slowly forward, many victims remained out of the information loop. . .organizations tried a variety of communication efforts, including having Hispanic workers and the military delivering flyers via jeep and on foot: ‘the majority of the people here are Spanish speakers. We have translators walking around, delivering [messages] to all the homes. . . The information [about] where all the distribution centers are, where the American Red Cross centers are. [p. 27]

For discussion: 

· What are the limits of simply inviting community groups to attend meetings called by emergency managers? Who comes and who doesn’t? Whose agenda or problems take priority? 

· What alternative organizing strategies would be more empowering?

C.  Local innovations 

Researcher Helen Cox (1998) drew attention to the creative responses of people at risk of forest fire and their effective displacement by outside “experts.”
    She observed (1998: 141): 

“Following the [1983 Australian “Ash Wednesday” bushfire], one woman decided that although the bushfire in the area is inevitable, it does not have to mean such devastation for the people who choose to live there. Instead people could take matters of protection and survival into their own hands. She called for volunteers to establish an organization for fire prevention and education; those who came forward were mainly women. A map of the town was divided into sections and one person was appointed to each. This person took responsibility for visiting every home in her section well before the fire season arrived, reminding people of measures they could take to reduce risk such as removing flammable substances and lopping trees. Those who needed assistance could be identified and volunteer ‘working bees’ called together. . . Against opposition from local authorities, when the program was eventually established it ran extremely well for a number of years. The local authority then appointed a male bushfire education and prevention officer. Ironically, this appointment was made to help spread what was seen as an innovative community venture. But, under his coordination, the volunteer network was made redundant and the work taken out of the hands of community members. Since his appointment, no pamphlets have been distributed, no one calls to remind or help people clear their land, and no one calls on the frail or elderly to work out evacuation plans. . . The story is one of struggle, rather than failure, however and of women’s concern evolving into action in and for their community.” 

For discussion: 

· What part do you think gender bias may have played in the transition from community to organizational response?  

· How could emergency managers have capitalized on this local initiative? 

· What do you think explains the shift from local knowledge and initiative to 
D.  Anticipating need: mitigating risks 
Violence can increase after disasters, for example reported violence against women [see fact sheet on Violence Against Women in Disasters: http://online.northumbria.ac.uk/geography_research/gdn. 

The 1997  Red River Valley flood in the Upper Midwest provides an example (Enarson 2001; Enarson and Fordham 2001):  
CBOs serving women at risk of violence responded proactively by:   

1. Seeking safe evacuation space

Shelter workers in Grand Forks questioned whether or not designated evacuation centers would be safe for women who had left their homes in fear of violence, especially in small rural communities. Those in shelter were evacuated instead to hotels when possible.  

“We’re very cramped here and we don’t have a place to hold our groups and we don’t have any storage space and we don’t have offices to do the private counseling we’d like to do. . . I think [the lack of shelter] really compromises the security and safety element for women. Abusers aren’t stupid, by any means. They’re going to figure it out. I mean, I don’t think—Grand Forks isn’t a large enough place where they might not think of some of the other places that we might be putting them. . . It’s very easy to track somebody down, and that doesn’t provide the kind of security and safety we want to be able to provide for our clients. So, I mean, we do the best we can, but I don’t think—I don’t feel very good about the options that we’re offering right now, and I know that our clients don’t. I assume that some people probably don’t even utilized these options because that doesn’t feel safe to them. So people aren’t getting the help that they need. (Enarson and Fordham 2000: 49)

2. Seeking adequate funding to meet rising demands

After the Grand Forks flood, crisis line calls increased by 47% over the same period one year earlier, and protection order requests by 65% (Enarson 1999a). The Grand Forks shelter went to the media to publicize the threat of reduced funding as traditional funders began diverting funds to other kinds of flood relief.  Going public helped the shelter secure government funds coming into the community and some of the diverted private funds.

     3.   Seeking to train emergency managers in domestic violence issues 

The request of the North Dakota coalition of antiviolence agencies that the hotline number be included on the list of flood relief resources circulating in the community was denied. The coalition subsequently decided to include emergency managers among the professionals to whom domestic violence training would be offered in the future. 

     4.    Advising the public of antiviolence resources
Following the increase of domestic and sexual violence after the Loma Prieta quake, the local women’s committee of the city government developed a number of flyers alerting people to disaster-related stress and possible violence. The flyers also publicized hotline numbers and other resources. The materials were posted during the Christmas season when crisis line calls tend to increase
5. Helping CBOs and emergency managers connect: a planning workbook for     

       shelters 

Like rehabilitation centers, gay and lesbian centers, immigrant rights agencies, legal aid offices, and other advocacy groups and grassroots community organizations, battered women’s shelters have resources as well as needs.

With support from the BC Provincial Emergency Program and several provincial government bureaus, an initiative to mitigate violence against women in disasters was launched in 1999. 

One result was the workbook Tools for Change: Emergency Management for Women's Services produced  by the B.C. Association of Specialized Victim Assistance and Counselling Programs in conjunction with the Provincial Emergency Program in British Columbia: 

http://www.pep.bc.ca/management/Women_in_Disasters_Workbook.pdf
The workbook provides a practical tool helping shelters to mitigate hazards and increase their preparedness, connect with local emergency managers, and generally strengthen their capacity to respond to the challenges of a disaster.

For discussion: 

· Which social groups in your community could best anticipate local resources and local needs in a disaster?

· How can their knowledge and their capacity be integrated into emergency planning?

· Do you think your local VOAD group includes grassroots CBOs serving people likely to be most hard hit in a disaster? [Ask students how they could find out.]
E.   Increasing community and family preparedness

FEMA’s Community and Family Preparedness Program (CFP) promotes mitigation as a critical part of preparedness, working through a broad coalition of outreach partnerships. 
1.  Among other activities, the CFP offers

· Preparedness materials for classroom use 

· Seminars for neighborhood associations

· Special seasonal disaster preparedness campaigns

· Preparedness seminars targeting businesses, youth groups, religious groups, etc.  

2. The popular annual CFP conferences explore a new theme each year, for example (in 2000), outreach to African Americans.  [Note: Conference reports and other CFP materials are available on-line at: www.fema.gov/pte/cfp.htm.]


For discussion: 

· Which “families” and which “communities” are most—and least—likely to be reached in these ways?

· What kinds of workers, for instance, or youth groups, or neighborhoods will seminars and school events not reach?  

· What other strategies might  increase  community and family preparedness? What resources would be needed? Who would be involved?

F.  Project Impact: A Short-Lived Model for  Building Disaster Resistant Communities 

In line with the emphasis on prevention during the 1990s International Decade for Natural Disaster Reduction, FEMA launched a new mitigation initiative “changing the way America deals with disasters.” 

Project Impact was ended in 2001 as the nation’s leaders and priorities changed

1. Assumptions of the Project Impact initiative:   

· Preventive actions must be determined at the local level
· Partnerships between the public and private sectors are vital
· Long-term investments in prevention measures are essential
2. Model communities were developed
In 1997, FEMA collaborated with seven pilot communities across the country to identify and reduce hazards. The program soon expanded nationwide.

Three years later, some 250 project impact communities were established involving over 2,500  private businesses.  For one example among many, see Freitag (2001) on the impact of Project Impact on the Nisqually earthquake and an earlier on-line profile of Seattle’s Project Impact program [ http://www.cityofseattle.net/projectimpact].
3.   New networks developed in support the goals of Project Impact, including 

The  Disaster-Resistant Communities Association, a grassroots association of project impact coordinators and other supporters of locally based hazard mitigation 
A Project Impact newsletter and information about state Project Impact activities published on-line by the Disaster Resistant Community Association
4.  For discussion:

· How successful to you expect Project Impact was at including the most marginalized people living in the most vulnerable conditions across the country? [Note: Students can be asked to visit the University of Delaware’s Disaster Research Center and consult the evaluation of Project Impact  conducted by Dr. Kathleen Tierney:   www.emforum.org/pub/eiip/lc001129.txt.]

· What kind of partnerships would you propose, based on your knowledge of social vulnerability in the United States?

· What kinds of initiatives do you think could carry on the spirit of Project Impact?
G. Planning ahead to reduce cultural barriers

FEMA is increasing its outreach to marginalized groups likely to be at high risk in disasters. 
For example, Kay Goss (former Associate Director of the Preparedness Directorate) addressed African Americans with this pledge: 

“FEMA will do all it can to empower the African American community to fundamentally change the vulnerability of Black America to disasters.”

H.  FEMA is expanding its outreach to minority communities by:

1. Building new organizational networks, e.g. 

· To help ensure that FEMA “will identify and take appropriate steps to remove any impediments that diminish working directly and effectively with tribal governments,” new “government to government” relationships are being developed between the federal government and tribal governments (www.fema.gov/library/tribal.htm).

Students can review FEMA’s American Indian and Alaska Native Policy on line (www.fema.gov/library/frgn019.htm).

· Grants from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA ) support tribes and bands in their efforts to increase local preparedness and mitigation of risks due to hazardous materials (www.epa.gov/swercepp/pubs/product/html).

· The African American Emergency Preparedness and Information Project (EPIP) was launched with the help of leading black organizations. EPIP workshops, newsletters, and other activities are geared to increasing access to information (www.epipgateway.com).

· FEMA’s Emergency Management Higher Education Project works with Historically Black Colleges, Native American colleges, and colleges serving Hispanic students, resulting in the development of new emergency management courses and programs likely to reach minority students and professionals.

2.  Addressing disproportionate risk, e.g.

· Targeting fire safety messages to African Americans and Indians, among whom fire fatality rates are dramatically higher than the general population. 

· Mitigating the risks of indigenous Americans to such technological hazards as toxic waste repositories and hazardous material spills on tribal land. Tribal governments are now helping with projects of the radiological emergency preparedness program [See Tribal News and Links: www.fema.gov/pte/tp_news.htm]

3. Increasing preparedness and reducing service barriers 

· Making information more widely available through translation into community languages. [See Project Impact information  “en espanol” (www.fema.gov/spanish]. Some other community and family preparedness publications are also available from FEMA in Tagalog and Vietnamese.]

· Ensuring that tribal governments are partners in Project Impact. The Eastern Band of the Cherokee in North Carolina was the first designated tribal Project Impact community. 

4. For discussion:

· Which of these initiatives do you think is most significant? What resources are needed to support it? 

· What are possible barriers to FEMA’s effectiveness? Which social groups are likely to be difficult for FEMA to partner with?

· How can these initiatives be made sustainable? 

I. Collaborating with community-based  organizations: the State of California

1. Following criticism of exclusionary practices disadvantaging minorities after the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, funding was provided by the American Red Cross Bay Area Chapter for a new Northern California Disaster Preparedness Network which was in place for five years.   
2. Ten years after the earthquake, the California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services coordinated the production of the planning manual Meeting the Needs of Vulnerable People in Times of Disaster: a Guide for Emergency Managers, working with disaster-response agencies and emergency managers in Alameda County. The comprehensive planning manual is oriented to community-based planning to reduce disaster vulnerability.
· The manual illustrates the work of advocacy and service CBOs in a disaster, provides sample protocol documents (e.g. memoranda of understanding between CBOs and governments regarding response roles), and offers planning tips and guidelines for overcoming organizational differences between CBOs and government authorities.

· The appendix includes ideas for “finding local CBOs,” “CBO disaster collaborative groups,” “considerations in developing a CBO disaster collaborative,” “tips for starting  a CBO disaster collaborative,” “disaster collaborative models” and “tips for developing a CBO emergency response plan”

3. The manual urges local governments to contract in advance with CBOs to provide specified services (e.g., operating a hot-line or providing hot meals to low-income seniors after a flood) and to plan ahead to seek recovery for these costs as part of their postdisaster cost recovery efforts.

4. For discussion:
· How could this Guide for Emergency Managers be utilized by other states? What factors do you think will foster its use by local governments in California? 

· How do you think the kinds of networks and activities proposed might change the work of CBOs? How can their ability to respond to vulnerable people be strengthened?

J.  Networking community organizations in disasters 

The Northridge and Loma Prieta earthquakes inspired a groundswell of community organizing, in part facilitated by the California Office of Emergency Services Guide for Emergency Managers (see above). One of the most important recommendations of this document was for increased networking between the many grassroots community groups most likely to be active in disasters.
1.       The most common disaster collaborative is the Voluntary Organizations Active in Disasters (VOAD) committee present in most states and many counties.  (Students can research VOAD on-line at: www.nvoad.org). 

2. Other collaborative tend to include more grassroots groups, in addition to mainstream disaster relief agencies. [See Wallrich 1996.]

3. Among them is the Emergency Network of Los Angeles (ENLA), formed in response to lack of equity in relief from the effects of the 1994 Northridge earthquake [http://www.enla.org].
· Now a part of the Los Angeles VOAD, ENLA incorporates the Pico-Union group of over 30 NGOs which came together on behalf of the area’s many low-income residents, including recent and undocumented Central American immigrants. See http://www.enla.org/ENLAMembers.htm for their membership list indicated broad community support at the grassroots level.
· A registered not-for-profit agency providing preparedness and mitigation training and other services to its many member CBOs, ENLA also contracts with city and county authorities to provide specific services such as the operation of an information and referral hotline. 

· ENLA has working committees on food, shelter and homeless services, health services, women’s services, communities of faith, and animal rescue services, on which city and county representatives now also serve.  In turn, ENLA has a formal liaison with the Emergency Preparedness Commission for the cities and counties of Los Angeles. 

4.  PrepareNow Collaboratives in Northern California arose following the Loma Prieta earthquake, when hundreds of community organizations came together to plan how to be more proactive in reducing vulnerability to future disasters. 
Working together as Collaboratives [and as Collaborating Agencies Responding to Disaster or CARDS], these CBOs help local non-profits and public service providers increase their emergency preparedness. 

“Trained and united, these agencies are a strong and powerful regional support system for people with special needs.”  [See www.PrepareNow.org.]

5. For discussion:

· How would these models  work in a rural community? How about in a region with fewer emergency management resources and less salient risks?

· Do you think these coalitions could also be a vehicle for local political organizing to minimize local hazards and reduce social vulnerabilities?  

· What problems do you see when small CBOs work alone? What problems are likely when they come together as a coalition?

· What conditions do you think would promote the acceptance of these CBO collaboratives by emergency management professionals?

K. Special needs planning

1. A San Francisco ordinance already on the books was implemented in the wake of the Loma Prieta earthquake. One result was A Project Plan for the San Francisco Disaster Registry of Seniors and Persons with Disabilities. It is an example of registers and rosters around the nation which seek to “link identified individuals with the response resources what are best suited to their disaster-related needs.” 

2. The Disaster Registry Response Units (those committed to responding to residents listed on the register) include neighborhood teams, volunteers from the city volunteer center, CBOs, ham radio operators and others. Helping those with mobility restrictions to evacuate is an example of their work.

· The registry was initiated by the San Francisco Department of Public Health in the 1990s to better link people to resources. It is also geared to coordinating the preparedness efforts of CBOs and other groups working with highly vulnerable people, to exchanging information, and to preserving “to the greatest degree possible” the level of function and independence residents have before the disaster.  
3. For discussion:
· How else could disabled and senior residents be made safer? 

· Do rosters like this empower vulnerable groups to act on their own behalf? Should they? 

· How could the registry approach be modified to also utilize the resources of people in risky conditions? 

L.  Governmental tools for reducing vulnerability 

1. In the aftermath of severe floods in eastern North Carolina from hurricane Floyd, FEMA and North Carolina emergency management staff assessed relief and recovery services by race, income and physical disability. [See posting on March 1, 2000 on the Environment, Technology, and Society listserve: envtectecsoc@csf.colorado.edu)

Though some people feared “opening a hornet’s nest” by investigating these patterns, sociologist Bob Edwards of East Carolina University noted that President Clinton’s 1994 executive order on “federal actions to address environmental justice in minority populations and low-income populations” imposed obligations for monitoring the potentially disparate impacts of environmental hazards. 

When emergency management agencies (and other state agencies in North Carolina) were reminded or made aware of these obligations, data were made available which would not have been “without these federal statutes or administrative policies.” 

2. The environmental justice executive order was an “effective advocacy lever” used by “Environmental justice and disabilities activists to press for policy changes and greater attention to their constituencies in all phases of the disaster” cycle. 

3. For discussion:
· What other governmental tools [ policies, laws, agreements, protocols, executive orders] are you aware of which would  mandate or support vulnerability reduction steps by local, state, or national authorities? 

· Under what conditions might law or policy be an “effective advocacy lever”? 

· What are the limitations of utilizing government tools for social change?

M.  Neighborhood initiatives to inform, train and empower 

1. School Disaster Resource Committee (SDRC). As reported in the emergency preparedness newsletter The Connection:

“In Montana the Montana Association of Disaster and Emergency Services coordinators has established a school disaster resource committee (SDRC). This committee, that meets quarterly, provides resources in the form of planning guidance, state and national school safety publications, and presentations to school associations and local school boards.  If schools need help in disaster planning, they need just ask.”

This is one of many examples of local preparedness activities profiled on the electronic newsletter The Connection, facilitated by a fire lieutenant retired from  the San Francisco Fire Department. The newsletter is allied with FEMA’s new Community Emergency Response Teams.   
2. Community Emergency Response Teams (CERT)  are now administered by FEMA as part of the Department of Homeland Security’s Citizen Corps initiative. 

CERTs coordinate local activities which increase local preparedness in US schools and neighborhoods.  The nation’s CERT initiative, loosely based on California’s Neighborhood Emergency Response Teams and other models of community preparedness, now involves over 120 active programs in 26 states. 
In his review of their growth and success, David Simpson (2001) concludes that “trained citizens for the first time offer a political constituency that can lobby for better disaster preparedness. Emergency officials have rarely had access to this type of political support.” 
3.  Neighborhood Earthquake Watch Project (Andrews 2001). 
In Southern California, a pilot earthquake education, preparedness, and mitigation project brought together scientists from the Southern California Earthquake Center, researchers from the University of Southern California, and a neighborhood association representing low-income African American and Hispanic residents of Central Los Angeles who had organized to provide high-quality after-school care to working families 

· The Project began after the Northridge earthquake, when a woman from the Adams Normandie Neighborhood Association (a well-known actress, community activist and long-time local resident) sought more information from the Earthquake Center about her neighborhood’s seismic vulnerability. 

· A unique collaboration of scientists, parents, and academics followed, with the goals of: 1) improving local schools and the quality of life for children attending them; 2) increasing public safety by addressing root causes of “civil unrest” and damage caused by natural disasters; and 3) stimulating local entrepreneurship to foster local economic development.

· The Project resulted in a number of emergency preparedness workshops, surveys respondents and local risks, distribution of hazards information (e.g. the Earthquake Center publication Putting Down Roots in Earthquake Country), and the development and sale of earthquake kits by local small-businesses. 
· Over 1,200 people visited the simulated Quake Cottage featured at the one-day community “safety fair,” a neighborhood event billed as a “one stop learning and shopping center” to increase seismic awareness and household mitigation and preparedness. The project also provided opportunities for disaster researchers to assess pre- and post-project household actions to increase the safety of local families. 

4. For discussion:

· How successful are local initiatives modeled after the popular Neighborhood Watch program likely to be in reaching those most in need of information and power? 

· What limits the efforts of neighborhood residents to become more disaster resilient? How can emergency managers help?

· Do you think a Neighborhood Earthquake Watch or CERT program would work in your neighborhood? Where wouldn’t it be effective, and why?

N. Working with emergent groups

1. Mano a Mano
In addition to better known groups such as Habitat for Humanity, a Fillmore-based coalition of churches, civic organizations and businesses called Mano a Mano, incorporated two months after the Northridge earthquake to help get families back into homes.

By organizing survivors to help repair and construct safe and affordable housing, Mano a Mano also helped put the need for safe and affordable housing on the political agenda.  
Through their efforts, the “earthquake shifted the political terrain” as well (Bolin and Stanford 1998: 31) 

2. Women Will Rebuild Miami
This cross-cultural coalition of women’s groups arose in Miami to protest the neglect of women’s and children’s needs as priorities during reconstruction. 
They sought representation on key decision-making committees of the male-dominated We Will Rebuild, the group charged with distributing donated and public recovery funds, and the earmarking of 10% of these funds for women and children (e.g. child care centers, youth recreation, health services).

In their study of Women Will Rebuild, Enarson and Morrow (1998) concluded that the group’s formal goals were not met. 
However, the women’s organizations active in Women Will Rebuild increased their levels of preparedness, forged new networks, and helped foster solidarity among women in a highly diverse and mobile community. 
Their efforts challenged male control over relief funds and other recovery resources, highlighting gender issues arising at every stage of the hurricane experience. Its mobilization increased the visibility of gender issues and made gender-fair policies more likely in the disasters to come in Miami.  

For discussion:

· How can emergent initiatives like these be made more sustainable?

· What could local emergency managers do to support emergent groups providing needed services? 

· What kinds of issues do you think local community groups and postdisaster emergent group can address better than emergency managers organizations and professionals?

O.  Building on the capacities of vulnerable people


The US Department of Health and Human Services report on Responding to the Needs of People with Serious and Persistent Mental Illness in Times of Major Disaster (1996) identifies the resources and experiences people living with mental illness can and do bring to bear when their home town or neighborhood is threatened by a disaster. 

1.  One contributor (Rubin 1996) analyzes a psychosocial rehabilitation program caught up in Hurricane Andrew, and uses their experience to propose seven operating principles to guide similar groups in disasters. He stresses the need to “utilize and foster independence” and provide a wide range of opportunities for “consumers” (residents, or clients) to become involved in disaster work. 

Strong networks bind people who move in and out of lifeline shelters and support systems (e.g., homeless shelters, halfway homes, battered women’s shelters, foster homes, rehab centers), making people both highly vulnerable in some respects and extremely resourceful. As one resident of a halfway home for the mentally ill interviewed by Rubin stated (1996: 58):
I’ve been a member for 10 years. . . I went outside about 7:30 a.m. after trying to call Fellowship House. I then went to five other Fellowship House apartments to check on my friends. . . I finally got Fellowship House on the phone about 1:00 p.m. and then caught a ride on the van in. . . I helped take water and food to all the apartments. . . I got an award for my work. . . I felt it was important for me to help out here. . . I needed to be here to help. . . This place is like a second family. You don’t walk out on family. If I’d go to live with my family, I’d be in their way. I can do the most good here. I work with friends, not associates or employees. If I survived Andrew, I could survive Emily. I’m needed here.  

2.  Emergency managers charged with opening and managing emergency shelters for Grand Forks, North Dakota flood evacuees described how a wheelchair-bound woman in shelter volunteered to help. Her efforts were invaluable to busy shelter staff as she worked the phone lines to communicate with worried families (Enarson 2001).

3.  Maureen Fordham (1999: 31) examined gender and class arising during several major floods in Scotland in the 1990s, concluding with a call for better practices based on an appreciation of the skills, knowledge, and resources of victim/survivors:   

“Too often, professionals enter the disaster area with the intention of taking complete control and overriding existing networks and abilities (this is particularly the case in working-class areas). Placing people in emergency rest centers and administering to them in a top-down fashion can be disempowering and often demeaning. A better way of thinking about such emergency provision is in terms of an enabling function that gives victims/survivors greater control and the space to make a positive contribution. This is beginning to be recognized by some disaster workers, generally those in the social work field.

‘For God’s sake! You’ve got resources! You’ve got 300 people sitting here! Traumatized they may be but they’re not incapable. Yesterday they were running households, they were managing. . . that hasn’t been destroyed overnight. They still have those qualities and maybe we should be the ones that’s giving them back. [social worker, part of the Flood Team]’ 

4.  For discussion:
· Do you think your local emergency managers know the services, resources, and capacities of local groups operating shelters for the homeless, halfway homes for the mentally ill, and other institutions working with people at risk? How did they learn? [Ask students how they could find out.]

· How can emergency managers plan in advance to collaborate with those who are most vulnerable in ways that capitalize on their skills and resources?  What could make this happen? 

· How do you think this more complex view of vulnerable people could best be taught? What is the best way of learning about it?

II. Additional general discussion questions for open discussion

A. What factors make the implementation of innovative practice more likely and more sustainable? What factors work against it? 

B. Think of the most promising or innovative initiatives you have read of or experienced. How could they be improved? What changes are needed?

C.  What does “sustainable development” mean in the US context and how can US emergency managers redirect emergency management to support it? [Students return to this in Session 41]

D. Former Project Impact director Michael Armstrong wrote (2000: 141):

“Understanding that it is profit, not policy, that underlines decision making in this context makes the private/federal interface a challenge.” 

What impact do you think this principle has on local, state and federal government hazard mitigation or social vulnerability reduction initiatives?   

Student Assignments:  none

Study Questions:

1. Review the planning guidelines and principles implicit in a social vulnerability approach. 

2. Take a concrete example from the field (see Session 32 Handout) and think about how it relates to “best practice” guidelines. What stereotypes or false assumptions are avoided?

3. Thinking of the case material provided, make a list of the factors that were conducive to vulnerability-reducing approaches.  

Final Exam Questions:

1. Which three planning guidelines or principles reviewed in this session seem most significant and why? Explain your answer with concrete references to the case material.

2. You are a Californian who has just completed your degree and gone to work for the Colorado Office of Emergency Services. You would like to implement some of the effective approaches you learned about in California after the Loma Prieta and Northridge earthquakes. What would be your first goals and objectives? Be as specific as possible in your answer.

3. What assumptions or stereotypes about vulnerability do you think most significantly inhibit the adoption of a social vulnerability approach in the field?  Provide three concrete examples from the case material provided (or other readings in earlier sessions) that support your point.
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