
CHAPTER 2: EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT STAKEHOLDERS

In this chapter, we will introduce the numerous actors in emergency management, and examine some of the problems inherent in dealing with the complex emergency management policy process. The first section will address four basic issues. First, what is a “stakeholder?” How is the term defined generally and in the context of emergency management? Second, who are the emergency management stakeholders we should be concerned about? Third, at what level in the system and by which different stakeholders are different types of emergency management decisions made? Fourth, how can emergency managers involve these stakeholders in the emergency management process? After introducing the stakeholders, we will discuss the varying amounts and types of power the different stakeholder groups have and finish by exploring the emergency management policy process.

Definition of “Stakeholder”

The concept of a stakeholder is based on the notion that an individual should have a personal interest in the outcome of a policy in order to have a say in the development of that policy. In the early days of the United States, only citizens with a sufficiently large “stake” in the nation’s welfare (as measured by property holdings) were allowed to vote. Now, we recognize that all citizens are “stakeholders” in so far as all are affected by the decisions made by elected and appointed officials, therefore all have the right to vote.

So an emergency management stakeholder is an individual who is affected by the decisions made (or not made) by emergency managers and policy makers in his or her community. Who indeed is not so affected? In this view, emergency management stakeholder is another word for citizen. It is not enough however, to say that everyone is potentially affected by disasters. The purpose of this chapter is to understand how to reach the different types of people who have an interest in the emergency management process. In order to do so, we will examine the different types of stakeholders, beginning at the simplest level of social organization.

Stakeholder Groups

It is sometimes said that local government is the foundation for emergency management, but, in fact, the smallest organizational units of interest for emergency management is the household. Households adopt hazard adjustments, households evacuate, and households suffer economic losses. All households, no matter their size or level of resources, have an interest in the emergency management policies developed and implemented in their communities. They are the primary living unit providing shelter from routine environmental conditions. Households’ actions affect their vulnerability to natural hazards through their choice to live in more or less hazard-prone locations; to rent or buy residences that are more or less resistant to environmental extremes of wind, water and ground-shaking; and whether or not to engage in pre-impact adjustments to limit their vulnerability to disasters. As a group, households control a substantial amount of the social assets (buildings and their contents) at risk from natural hazards, but this control is spread out among a large number of households, which makes it difficult to affect their policy choices. Although households typically attach a low priority to natural hazards, there is substantial variation in their commitment to risk reduction, with some substantially more aware of the hazards they face.

Households vary in their incentives to prepare for disasters and to adopt hazard mitigation. For example, property owners have more money at risk than tenants because they own the structures as well as the contents of these structures. Households also vary in their capacity to select and implement appropriate hazard adjustments, because of differences in their financial resources, their knowledge of hazards and adjustments, and the decision processes they use to apply this knowledge. Other stakeholders such as the local and state governments have limited influence over households. Government agencies usually provide hazard information, and sometimes provide incentives for adopting hazard adjustments, but are rarely able to compel households to do anything about hazards.

Just as citizens organize to better develop their understanding of issues and increase their power to present these views to the rest of the public, householders may organize as groups to develop emergency management policy in their neighborhoods. One of the most obvious gaps in the picture of stakeholders is the lack of a broad-based support group for individual householders, analogous to the Neighborhood Watch programs that exist across the country. In some communities, Community Emergency Response Teams (CERTs) are beginning to fill this role. CERTs may also be known as Neighborhood Emergency Response Teams, Neighborhood Emergency Assistance Teams, or other similar designations, but they share a common origin and many other characteristics (Simpson 2001). CERTs are designed to train first responders at the neighborhood level, and organize them in groups capable of providing basic emergency response services such as triage, first aid, urban search and rescue, fire suppression, and damage and casualty estimates at the block or neighborhood level. These groups are usually supported and trained by local emergency service agencies. As they become institutionalized, they can serve as a support group and interest aggregator for householders. 

As we move up the scale of social organization, we find private sector groups like religious organizations and other non-governmental organizations (NGOs), non-profit organizations (NPOs), community based organizations (CBOs), and businesses. All of these groups vary widely in size, level of organizational complexity and amount of resources available. They also vary based on the functions they perform in society and, thus, varying levels of interest in local emergency management activities. Nonetheless, all are potential partners in formulating emergency management practices and policies. 

NGOs, NPOs, and CBOs can be important resources for emergency managers. Some have traditionally played key roles in specific phases of emergency management. For example, churches are often used as shelters during evacuations and frequently help provide recovery funding. They should be integrated into the response and recovery planning process in the early stages in order to ensure that their resources are fully utilized without unnecessary duplication of effort and competition for access to disaster victims.

Large-scale NGOs organized at the national level also have historically played a role in emergency management. The Salvation Army is widely involved in response and recovery activities and organizations like the United Way serve to channel local funds to those needing help during the recovery period. The American Red Cross, a branch of the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, has an official role in this country as the provider of emergency shelter. 

Environmental organizations like the Sierra Club and the Worldwatch Institute have not been very involved with local emergency management agencies, in spite of the conceptual overlap between environmental protection and hazard mitigation. This presents an opportunity for local emergency managers to forge alliances with environmental groups at the local level to foster sound land use practices, especially for the mitigation of floods through comprehensive watershed management.

Businesses are important stakeholders because they are the societal institution that organizes economic activity. Destruction, damage or interruption of businesses can have a significant adverse effect on the local economy and, in smaller countries, even on the regional or even national economy. Business owners are in control of their resources in the same way as householders and, thus, can make the same sort of choices about how to react to hazards. Unlike households—which rarely exceed more than a half-dozen persons in number—businesses range in size from “small mom-and-pops” that are the same size as families to large multinational corporations employing tens or even hundreds of thousands. Such businesses, have varying levels of needs and resources to offer the emergency manager. Small businesses are particularly vulnerable to disruption following disasters, but are likely to be deeply embedded within the community and so are likely to respond favorably to appeals for assistance. Large corporations may have a large amount of resources in terms of personnel and even money, but local managers may have little discretion over how those resources can be used in the local emergency management process. Businesses in general do not react favorably to outside restrictions on their decision-making discretion, so mitigation is a particularly hard sell to this sector. Instead, business organizations traditionally have preferred to focus on preparedness and response, although this is changing as the costs of disasters continue to rise some of the most proactive supporters of emergency management are emerging from the business community. The insurance industry, in particular, has fostered a new emphasis on mitigation through peak organizations like the Institute for Business and Home Safety. Real estate developers, bankers, home improvement retailers, and other businesses also can be active stakeholders in local emergency management.

The most useful concept for increasing the business community’s interest in local emergency management has been “business interruption.” Once businesses realized the enormous potential costs of a failure in infrastructure systems, they began to take emergency preparedness very seriously. The key is to encourage businesses at the local level to understand the importance of their linkages to suppliers, customers, and employees as well as their dependence on a functioning infrastructure system (Lindell & Prater, 2003). If any of these relationships is disrupted due to disaster, businesses can suffer serious economic damages, even if their own facilities are not affected by an event. Employees who lose their housing may move away, customers may need to spend discretionary income on home repair, and suppliers may have their own difficulties with their physical plants, infrastructure, or supply chain. As business owners begin to understand the importance of this web of connections to the health of their business, they become more supportive of emergency management goals. This linkage was fostered by the “partnership model” that was promoted by FEMA’s Project Impact initiative that many cities began experimenting with during the 1990s. Project Impact’s model of involving the business community more directly in hazard mitigation and disaster preparedness met with great success in cities like Tulsa and Seattle, as well as in smaller cities around the country. The suspension of federal funding has slowed the spread of the Project Impact model, but the success of this program makes it a valuable method for emergency managers to develop a more cooperative relationship with their local business communities.

One particular set of businesses—the news media—is critical to the success of emergency management programs because their coverage of all phases of emergency management can be an important way to educate the public, not just to inform them of an imminent disaster. They can provide vicarious experience for those who have not had direct experience with such events. One well documented problem is the news media’s tendency to perpetuate disaster myths rather than provide accurate information (Perry and Lindell 1990, 1996). The news media are both consumers and creators of news. Emergency managers should get to know the local news media outlets and create working relationships with key personnel such as reporters, news anchors, editors, and producers.

Finally, there are various types of governmental stakeholders. Beginning at the base, we have the smallest level of organization, the municipal and, just above this, the county level. These jurisdictions have varying levels of power from one state to another because states differ in the powers that they grant to their political subdivisions. Much emergency management policy is set at the state level, and the federal level has traditionally been seen as a supporter to state and local efforts. The US Conference of Mayors and the National Governor’s Association have both taken a lead role in lobbying for increased attention to and funding for hazard mitigation and emergency preparedness at the national level.

In addition to the different levels of government, we have the different agencies within each level of government. Again, these vary widely on the dimensions of size, organizational complexity and amount of resources. Different governmental levels perform analogous and complementary roles, but different agencies within the governments vary functionally.

At the local level of government, the agencies most involved with emergency management are the Fire and Police Departments, who are the first responders to most emergencies. The local emergency manager is sometimes attached to one of these departments, but in larger communities is usually an independent department. In some communities, there is a separate Emergency Medical Services agency, but often this function is provided by the Fire Department working together with local hospitals and ambulance companies. Public Works departments or Engineering departments, Transportation Department, and Land Use Planning and Community Development departments are important actors in the mitigation process, and also have responsibilities during response and recovery phases. The Public Health Department and the Housing Department have important emergency management functions as well. 

Regional and state-level stakeholder agencies include state-level emergency management departments, flood control districts, coastal zone agencies, geological services agencies, and soil conservation agencies. The most important players are the state emergency management agencies, which vary widely in their levels of expertise, staffing, budgets and other organizational resources. Nonetheless, these are the agencies that provide the major direction for local emergency managers, interact with state legislatures to provide the legal framework within which local emergency managers work, and serve to link local governments with FEMA regional offices.

Academics specializing in specific hazards (e.g., seismologists, meteorologists, toxicologists) and mitigation measures (land use planners, structural engineers, and architects) and disaster research form another important stakeholder group. They provide the basic scientific knowledge base on which sound emergency management policies and practices are built. There are several important research centers around the country, some of which are technically oriented and focus on one type of hazard (Multidisciplinary Center for Earthquake Engineering, Mid America Earthquake Center, Pacific Earthquake Engineering Center, Earthquake Engineering Research Institute), others of which study all hazards and are multidisciplinary or focus on the social impacts of disasters (Disaster Research Center at University of Delaware, Natural Hazards Research and Applications Information Center at the University of Colorado, Hazard Reduction & Recovery Center at Texas A&M University, and International Hurricane Center at Florida International University). These academic institutions are supplemented by a growing group of consultants and providers of goods and services tailored to the needs of emergency management.

At the national level, FEMA was until recently the lead agency for emergency management. With the signing of the Homeland Security Act (HSA) in November of 2002, the United States has undertaken a significant restructuring of emergency management that is only beginning as we write this book. According to the HSA, FEMA has been absorbed into the Department of Homeland Security, and its responsibilities fall to an Under Secretary for Emergency Preparedness and Response. Other Under Secretaries cover Information Analysis and Infrastructure Protection; Chemical, Biological, Radiological, and Nuclear Countermeasures; Border and Transportation Security; and Management. The Under Secretary for Emergency Preparedness and Response concentrates on preparedness and response in general, with particular attention to the Nuclear Incident Response Team, coordination, and development of improved communications systems. The Under Secretary is also responsible for aiding in recovery from “terrorist attacks and major disasters.” Mitigation is not mentioned in the HSA, but the analysis provided by the Executive Branch states that “the specification of primary responsibilities in this section does not detract from other important functions that will be transferred to the Department of Homeland Security…In all areas, the bill fully preserves the authority to carry out the functions of the FEMA, including support for community initiatives that promote homeland security, such as the Citizen Corps.” (p.7). The upshot is that we do not know at this time how FEMA will continue to influence emergency management in the US.

FEMA is not the only national-level stakeholder to be considered, however. Other agencies with major disaster responsibilities include the US Geological Survey, the National Weather Service, and the research support responsibilities of the National Science Foundation. Some federal agencies do basic research, others support basic research, still others provide services and knowledge for the use of the public, including state and local governments. 

Insert Table 1: Federal agencies here

Decision Levels

Emergency managers must familiarize themselves with the different types of stakeholders present in their jurisdictions. The roles of stakeholders in the emergency management process can be understood by examining the levels at which different types of decisions are made. For example, decisions about the level of preparedness for each individual household are made at the household level, and emergency managers can support good mitigation and preparedness practices by undertaking public education efforts and enhancing local government support for organizations like CERTs. 

Decisions about the level of attention and resources devoted to local emergency management are made by local government. All emergencies strike a particular locality and so, in the United States, all emergency management is based on local government institutions and agencies. Agencies from outside the community, such as state emergency management agencies and FEMA, have a great deal of influence on local emergency management policies and practices but the emergency management process is basically a local affair. Cities control their own first responders (fire, police, emergency medical services) and these groups must compete for resources with other local needs such as schools and roads. 

In the United States, land use practices such as zoning ordinances and building codes are also established at the local level but state government creates the context within which local governments work. This means that legislation covering the powers of the city and county governments originates at the state level. For example, some states require that local jurisdictions engage in land use planning whereas other states do not. Moreover, states vary in the degree to which they support local emergency managers with technical resources and monetary aid for specific needs. Notwithstanding the important contextual role played by the states, it is local governments that are empowered to control land use for the public good so they make the decisions about specific land use controls as they undertake land use planning and zoning programs. In addition, local governments adopt building codes that establish requirements for hazard resistance, especially for wind and seismic hazards. Local government also makes decisions about levels of staffing and resources for local first responders (fire, police, emergency medical services). 

Public works departments or their equivalents, transportation departments, water conservation districts and other local or regional bodies make and implement policies that affect emergency management. In some cases, such as Harris County Texas, where the city of Houston is located, regional emergency management has merged with the transportation and police to form joint EOC operations that integrate many functions.

In addition to local governments, state governments have a number of important emergency management functions. For instance, in the case of a major disaster, local governments request aid from the state level. If a state believes it needs more resources than are available, it can request a Presidential Disaster Declaration in order to have access to federal assistance. Most, but not all, requests for Disaster Declaration are approved because FEMA may disagree that local and state resources have been exceeded. Between the passage of the Stafford Act in 1988 and 1998, about one-fourth of the requests for a Presidential Disaster Declaration were denied (Sylves 1998). The federal government has attempted to implement an objective set of criteria for deciding whether to issue a Presidential Disaster Declaration, but the process still includes many subjective decision points, and political considerations have affected the Presidential Disaster Declaration process.

Involving Stakeholders

In order to develop an effective emergency management system, the local emergency manager must involve the relevant stakeholders in the process. This means coordinating the various groups as emergency operations and recovery operations plans are drawn up and exercised, as well as during an event. Most of the emergency manager’s work should be conducted between disasters and behind the scenes, as he or she seeks to facilitate relationships among the stakeholders that will strengthen linkages within the community and between the community and outside resources. These strong linkages will improve the flow of information, services, and supplies during a disaster.

Emergency managers should not work in silence or in isolation. Such a mode of operation produces inadequate plans that are not used during disasters. The only way for relevant, usable emergency operations and recovery operations plans to be produced is through consultation and cooperation with all the relevant agencies—taking their needs, resources and missions into account. Similarly, good mitigation policies are produced through consultation. How is this to be done? City planners have developed several methods of involving the public in policy development and these methods can be used by emergency managers as well. Citizen committees, which are frequently formed for the purpose of considering a new development or a change in policy can also be recruited to contribute to the development of a local emergency plan.

As will be discussed in the next chapter, Local Emergency Planning Committees (LEPCs) already exist, and are valuable forums for input from community leaders on the emergency management process. LEPCs were formed for the express purpose of improving community right-to-know and preparedness for toxic chemical emergencies, but some have expanded their scope to address chemical hazard mitigation and all of them can contribute to the management of other environmental hazards faced by their communities. 

Public hearings are required on zoning changes, so these can serve as a forum for public participation in the development of local hazard mitigation strategies. Moreover, the partnerships developed in Project Impact provide a model for harnessing the expertise and resources of the local business community in improving local emergency plans. Such partnership can be useful as a way to formalize and institutionalize the involvement of the private sector. 

Local emergency managers should also recognize that exercises can be effective methods of involving agencies that are designated with responsibilities for action in local emergency response and recovery operations plans. These exercises should be frequent and open in order to increase opportunities for learning and change. It may be helpful to get assistance from an outside agency to evaluate the exercise and suggest improvements in the local emergency management program. In addition to the technical assistance the external evaluator provides in assessing local effectiveness, involvement in the exercise enhances the evaluator’s understanding of local conditions and capabilities and can enhance a long-term relationship between the two entities. Involving the state emergency management agency in this process can enhance the vertical linkages of the community to external sources of assistance in hazard/vulnerability analysis, hazard mitigation, emergency preparedness and response, and disaster recovery.

One of the potential obstacles to effective involvement of community stakeholders is the presence of power differentials. Thus, the next section, we will further explore the power relationships between the varying stakeholders, and discuss opportunities emergency managers have to improve emergency preparedness and the adoption and implementation of hazard adjustments in their jurisdictions through the policy process.

Stakeholders and Power

In this section, we will address the relationships among community stakeholders and examine the regulations and incentives that affect those relationships. We begin by discussing power relationships among stakeholders, and then we will turn to an overview of the basic policy process model with a discussion of it relationship to emergency management. In the first section, we noted that different stakeholders vary in the amount and type of resources they bring to the emergency management process. One of the greatest differences is in the power different stakeholders have to influence others’ behavior, and thus alter emergency management policy. 

Six types or bases of power have been described: reward, coercive, legitimate, expert, referent, and information power (French and Raven 1959, Raven 1965). These different forms of power can be distinguished on the basis of social dependence and the need for surveillance to maintain the target’s desired behavior. The most familiar bases of power (reward and coercive) rest on the power holder’s ability to impose upon the target additional positive or negative consequences that are extrinsic to the action (that is, separate from the action’s naturally occurring or intrinsic consequences). These consequences may be tangible (e.g., money) or intangible (e.g., social acceptance). Unfortunately, both reward and coercive power are socially dependent. That is, they require continuing surveillance by the power holder to be effective. The need for continuing surveillance makes these forms of power extremely costly for the power holder. Moreover, even continuing surveillance can turn out to be ineffective when the targets are successful in subverting it by active deception. Finally, coercive power generally elicits hostility.

Legitimate, expert, and referent power bases are somewhat more attractive because they require little or no surveillance. However, they are socially dependent in that they are specific to a given source. Legitimate power arises from one’s role relationship to another and can come from a formal social position (e.g., city mayor), or from an informal relationship that is derived from norms of reciprocity, equity, or helplessness. By contrast, expert power stems from an individual’s breadth and depth of knowledge in a particular domain (e.g., a physician). Referent power is based upon the target’s identification with (or desire to identify with) the power holder: the target uses the power holder as a reference point.

According to Burnstein and Vinokur (1977) information power involves valid, novel, and relevant facts or arguments and these can be wielded either by introducing or withholding information (Mechanic 1963). Informational influence is, in many respects, the most effective basis of power because it is socially independent. That is, once comprehended, it is internalized and its source becomes inconsequential. As a result, no surveillance is required to maintain the target’s desired behavior. However, information power does require acceptance of another’s statements only after an independent examination of their underlying rationale. Thus, exercising information power can be quite time consuming.

The existence of these multiple bases of power should make it clear that power operates in the upward as well as in the downward direction. That is, households and businesses can exert upward influence through lawsuits, boycotts, public ridicule, and voter pressure that allows them to actively resist other stakeholders’ actions. This balance of power is the consequence of the federal political structure of the United States coupled with a market economy which produces a complex policy environment that is fragmented vertically (between different levels of government) and horizontally (between the private and public sectors, and within the latter, among agencies within a given community).

Figure 2.1, which illustrates the relationships among stakeholders, shows how information and influence flow from the bottom up as well as from the top down, and between groups of stakeholders. The primary categories of influences on government at all levels are social and economic, although professional associations and practitioners (not shown in the figure) also have a significant impact on government policies and programs. The relationships shown by the arrows can represent any one, or more likely a combination, of the six bases of power. Thicker arrows denote the direction of dominant power in the relationship, but the predominant power base of a relationship may change over time, say from coercive power (e.g., mandates) to information power. 


Figure 2.1: Power Relationships Among emergency management stakeholders

Source: Adapted from Lindell, et al. 1997. “Adoption and Implementation of Hazard Adjustments.” International Journal of Mass Emergencies and Disasters Vol 15, No. 3.

The model also implies that stakeholders at the top of the diagram must mobilize the support of intermediate levels (especially local governmental agencies and elected officials) if anything is to be accomplished at the lower levels of the hierarchy. In the local government-households dyad, local government has more power, but households are not without power, in that they can change the local government through elections, subvert local policy through noncompliance, or appeal to higher authorities to change unpopular policies. Other policy dyads have similar dynamics, and other relationships, such as one between practitioners and state governments, can be hypothesized. The important point is that this is a complex, dynamic set of interlinked relationships that the emergency manager needs to become familiar with.

The Emergency Management Policy Process

All public policies, whether they involve emergency management or any other domain of government, follow a process that can be conceptualized in terms of a five-stage systems model with a feedback loop see Figure 2.2. The steps in this model of the policy process are explained in Table 2.1, which shows that policies begin with the policy agenda. One of the most challenging problems for an emergency manager is getting local residents and public officials to pay attention to environmental hazards. It well recognized that emergency management is of little interest to senior elected and appointed officials until a disaster happens. At that point it is too late to do much beyond the most basic reactive response to urgent needs. The time to think about disasters is well before they occur, so that an effective response can be planned and implemented. Thus, an emergency manager’s first task is to place hazards on the public agenda in his or her jurisdiction by overcoming local resistance to thinking about the topic. 


Figure 2.2. Model of the policy process

Although emergency preparedness and disaster response planning are usually less controversial than hazard mitigation, there are still reasons local governments avoid dealing proactively with the potential for disasters in their communities. Many local governments and business elites feel that calling attention to the potential for disasters in their community may discourage investment or tourism. Another reason for such avoidance is that there are many problems that arise on a daily basis, such as education and crime, that directly compete with emergency management for attention and resources. Every year a new class of kindergartners enters the public school system, but a disaster does not strike every year and we cannot predict with certainty when it will strike. It is thus easy for local officials to think of disasters as events that will not occur during their term of office, so they drop emergency management from the public agenda and trust to luck rather than develop sound emergency management practices.
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Source: Adapted from James E. Anderson, 1994. Public Policymaking: An Introduction, 2nd edition. Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Table 2.1: The Standard Policy Process Model

There are many ways to get around this initial reluctance to place emergency management on the policy agenda. Emergency managers can use the occurrence of a natural or technological disaster in other jurisdictions as a focusing event that draws public attention to the need for local disaster planning and hazard mitigation (Birkland 1998, Lavell 1994). The resulting window of opportunity is not likely to be open for long (Prater and Lindell 2000), so the emergency manager must be prepared with data on the hazards to which the community is exposed, and on the vulnerability of specific populations within the community. With this data in hand, the emergency manager can make a case that such an event could indeed “happen here.” Secondly, the emergency manager should have clear ideas on sound emergency management policies that are relevant to the local situation and could be presented for rapid adoption by the city council or other local legislative body. As the next chapter will show, the emergency manager should act in an entrepreneurial manner, rather than passively producing plans according to a prescribed template and assuming that the community will follow his lead when an event occurs.

In any policy debate, there are usually opposing interests that will be just as anxious to keep emergency management off the public agenda as emergency management professionals are to put it on (Bacharach and Baratz 1962). This is especially true when it comes to hazard mitigation policies. In some cases, there may be philosophical opposition to any governmental activity affecting private land use decisions. The property rights or “wise use” movement and the Supreme Court case of Lucas vs. South Carolina Coastal Counsel are examples of this attitude in action (Platt 1998) and developers, in particular, are often opposed to land use restrictions. 

To counter the pressure that will be imposed on local zoning commissions, emergency managers can seek to expand the number of groups involved in the process. Since emergency preparedness and hazard mitigation are meant to protect lives and property, it is possible to develop a strong coalition in favor of these practices when they are properly presented to the public. The issue can be framed as a matter of public safety rather than as taking of private property rights, if the initiative is seized early on.

Emergency managers should have a set of policy proposals on hand before they attempt to shape the agenda. If not, they run the risk that policy makers will find the issue too overwhelming and ignore it on the assumption that it is beyond their control. As the reframing of an issue from a natural condition into a solvable problem becomes increasingly widespread, different stakeholders will propose solutions (Kingdon 1984; Anderson 1994).

This second stage of the policy process is a critical step in the process because policy formulation is more technically demanding than agenda setting. Careful drafting of legislation is crucial to the success of a policy because laws that are hastily drafted can have negative effects on the implementation and the eventual effectiveness of that policy. It is imperative that emergency managers minimize court challenges and unintended consequences. 

The first thing a community must do is to identify the hazards to which it is vulnerable and assess the severity of each threat. Here, a substantial investment in hazard mapping can pay off in the long run by informing decision making with an adequate fact basis. The hazard maps should show which geographical areas are exposed to each major environmental hazard and identify the demographic groups in those risk areas that are most vulnerable to hazard impacts. Next, care must be taken to involve local stakeholders in the policy development process and design policies with a full awareness of the local political context. It is crucial to define clearly who are the targets of a policy (i.e., what types of households and businesses), what activities are to be regulated (i.e., land-use practices and building construction practices), and what influence mechanisms are to be used (i.e., risk communication, economic incentives, and legal penalties). With regard to the activities to be regulated, for example, government may seek to control the width of streets developers build in subdivisions in order to provide access for emergency vehicles. Alternatively, the policy may be directed toward ensuring that businesses abide by safety codes, maintain all fire doors in proper working order, and keep fire escapes clear of obstructions.

To achieve the desired land-use and building construction practices, governments can use hazard awareness campaigns to make households and businesses aware of the risks they face and of suitable hazard adjustments for reducing their vulnerability. Information campaigns based upon voluntary compliance tend to be politically acceptable but have not been based upon contemporary scientific theories of social influence and, to date, have had limited success (Lindell et al. 1997). Alternatively, governments can motivate the adoption of hazard-resistant land-use and building construction practices by providing economic incentives such as low interest loans or tax credits. Of course, the money for such incentives must come from somewhere and cash-strapped local jurisdictions may not be able to provide it. Finally, governments can require hazard-resistant land-use and construction practices as a condition for construction permits. The problem here is that verification of compliance requires on-site inspections, and the problems with such inspections are well known (Lindell et al. 1997). 

More broadly, there is a significant degree of scholarly support for the idea that a combination of risk communication, land-use planning, building codes, and hazard insurance is an excellent way to address environmental hazards (Burby 1998). Whatever the combination selected, successful implementation requires that the policy be consistent with the community’s capacity (e.g., tax base, agency capabilities) and commitment (especially the community values articulated in issue framing).

When developing any public policy, care should be taken to include members of relevant stakeholder groups to ensure that their interests are considered. This is especially important in the case of hazard policies, because these can require a present investment (e.g., tax money allocated to first responder agency budgets), or opportunity cost (e.g., a lucrative land development project foregone) in order to obtain an uncertain future benefit (reduced disaster losses). The typical stakeholder groups that should be considered at the local level are those that have been mentioned already: business leaders, elected officials, government agency staff, civic groups, church leaders, and neighborhood associations. For example, business leaders may need to enhance their business plans to include business interruption planning to be used in case of disaster. Their cooperation with the community’s emergency management program may be facilitated by information about the risks they are taking and the use of economic incentives such as tax credits to help them finance mitigation measures such as structural elevation or relocation to a less hazard-prone area.

Considerations other than economics should be addressed as well. Agencies such as the public works department may be accustomed to dealing with hazards, but feel threatened when the decision-making process is expanded to include meetings with neighborhood groups. As anonymous bureaucrats, they may not be accustomed to being held personally accountable for technical decisions, and may equate citizen participation with needlessly looking for trouble. Conversely, some neighborhoods that are especially vulnerable to hazard impact may have a large proportion of lower income or ethnic minority residents who lack knowledge about, or even actively mistrust, the political system. All of these concerns need to be balanced because any perceived unfairness in the policy itself or its adoption is likely to cause problems later during the implementation phase. Even after a policy has been developed, there are many veto points at which interests can block the adoption or implementation of policies they consider undesirable.

The policy adoption phase involves the mobilization of stakeholder groups to place pressure on the relevant level of government in order to ensure passage of the desired policy. The emergency manager should have a strategy for presenting the policy in the correct manner and at the right time so that procedural issues do not derail policy adoption. It is important to have a policy officially adopted and on the books, for that is what gives the emergency manager legal authority and allows for the institutionalization of a policy. 

Adoption is not the end of the story, however, because all policies must be implemented in order to be effective. Implementation is the stage most fraught with difficulties because opponents, having failed to block policy adoption, often seek to undermine it as it is put into practice. All policies are filtered through “street level bureaucrats,” those individuals who actually interact with the public (e.g., land use planners, building inspectors, and emergency managers) and their enthusiastic support for policy goals and means is especially important. 

Implementation of emergency management policy depends substantially upon the nature of the governmental structure. In the United States, the government has a federal structure, so strong state and local governments can support or thwart the implementation of federal policy–whichever suits their purposes. Conversely, the federal government can undermine local goals by failing to provide promised funding or strengthen local emergency management processes by providing information or technical support. The more completely the set of stakeholders is included in the early stages of the policy process, the more likely it is that the policy will be implemented in accordance with legislative intent.

The stronger the commitment of the implementing agency to the goals of the policy, the more likely it is to devote the necessary resources to implementing the policy. The agency needs to have enough tools available, in the form of incentives and sanctions, to adequately implement the policy. If lawmakers are convinced of the seriousness of the problem, they are more likely to provide adequate authority and capacity to the implementing agency to properly enforce the policy. This is especially true if the target population is a powerful one that tends to resist the policy. 

Finally, as in any system, the policy process model provides for a feedback loop, in which the policy should be periodically evaluated and either improved or terminated. The most effective programs include carefully structured provisions for such feedback in the statute. One of the problems with Project Impact, popular and arguably successful as it was, may have been the difficulty of properly evaluating its success. One of the criteria for selection as a Project Impact community was a history of commitment to hazard mitigation, yet the Program was intended to increase hazard mitigation efforts at the local level. This confusion of selection criteria and desired results made it difficult to disentangle how much of the improvement in hazard mitigation in Project Impact communities was due to the program, and how much would have occurred anyway, given the history of commitment to hazard mitigation in the community. 

Conclusions

Emergency management is a necessary function of local government that is supported by the state and federal governments. Although it provides much needed assistance after disasters, good emergency management practices can elicit opposition during other the phases of the disaster cycle. Although it would seem that emergency management is an obvious public good, there are always some forces that resist any policy or set of policies. Emergency manager s must become familiar with the sources of this resistance in order to work effectively in their communities. 

What features of emergency management can arouse opposition, and why do they produce this resistance? Disaster relief seldom arouses opposition because it is a distributive policy that benefits to a “deserving” population without creating identifiable losers. It is thus difficult to oppose disaster relief without appearing to be uncaring and unsympathetic. Not all emergency management policies are distributive, however. Mitigation practices like land use controls and building codes are examples of regulatory policy, which imposes restrictions and limits on behavior, and often impose associated costs. Such policies frequently involve conflict, because these do produce identifiable winners and losers. For example, development controls on barrier islands create benefits that are spread across the entire community that is protected from hurricane damage by the preservation of the barrier islands. By contrast, the losses are concentrated among a few (typically) influential individuals who might lose millions of dollars in profits from the development of this land. Such situations lead to an increase in conflict, which the emergency manager must learn to manage in order to ensure the adoption and implementation of effective mitigation policies.

It also is important to recognize that stakeholders vary in their needs. Local government officials need to have a quick, positive answer to their requests for disaster assistance. Federal officials need to keep costs down if they are to remain within their overall budgets. These needs lead to conflict between local officials and federal officials. The emergency manager must make sure that all requests for disaster relief from the federal government are well documented and supported by an adequate fact basis. Establishing baseline data on housing, demographic distributions within the community, economic assets, infrastructure and other potentially vulnerable assets can speed up the process of preparing requests for disaster assistance, as well as reinforcing the argument that the local government requires assistance. 

As the next chapter will explain in greater detail, forming coalitions with groups interested in related issues can be a valuable strategy for an emergency manager. Emergency managers can collaborate with other groups to achieve the adoption of policies that perform multiple objectives, and thus have a larger base on which to build support for emergency management. For example, environmental groups are interested in preserving wetlands or riverine corridors for their aesthetic value and other reasons. These same lands can perform valuable hazard mitigation functions by absorbing the effects of floods or avoiding an increase in community vulnerability by keeping housing out of a floodplain. By learning to operate effectively in an increasingly competitive political climate, emergency managers can achieve their own goals by helping other community groups to achieve theirs.
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