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READY AND RESILIENT?: EXAMINING FED-
ERAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND
RESPONSE

Thursday, October 22, 2015

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS,
RESPONSE, AND COMMUNICATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:06 a.m., in Room
311, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Martha McSally [Chair-
man of the subcommittee] presiding.

Present: Representatives McSally, Walker, Donovan, Thompson,
and Watson Coleman.

Also present: Representative Clyburn.

Ms. McSALLY. The Subcommittee on Emergency Preparedness,
Response, and Communications will come to order. Welcome to the
other hearing going on on Capitol Hill this morning. The sub-
committee is meeting today to examine Federal response capabili-
ties for major disasters. I will now recognize myself for an opening
statement.

August 29 marked the 10th anniversary of Hurricane Katrina,
the response to which was a failure at all levels of government. The
storm took more than 1,800 lives, impacted millions of Gulf Coast
residents, and cost an estimated $108 billion—the most costly dis-
aster in U.S. history.

Ten years later, the Gulf Coast still bears the scars of this dis-
aster. Since Katrina, much has changed in how we manage and re-
spond to disasters. There have been major legislative reforms and
improvements made to the emergency preparedness and response
enterprise.

The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act, or
PKEMRA, gave FEMA more authority to lean forward and be more
proactive as threats emerged.

We have also seen an improvement in the way we collectively
look at preparedness, through the development of the National Pre-
paredness System and its associated National Preparedness Goal
and Planning Frameworks, including the National response frame-
work, assessment of core capabilities, and planning and exercising
to identify and address gaps.

Finally, the way information moves—especially through the use
of social media—has changed how we communicate and interact
with each other and how we get news and critical information.
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In emergencies, we use social media to relay information to first
responders, communicate with loved ones, and request assistance.
Response organizations, including FEMA and emergency managers
Mr. Koon represents, use social media to quickly share public safe-
ty information and maintain direct communication with disaster
survivors during and after an incident.

As a whole, these changes have resulted in more coordinated and
effective responses to more than 1,200 declared disasters in the 10
years since Katrina. Three years ago next week, Hurricane Sandy
made landfall on the Eastern Seaboard, including areas rep-
resented by several of my colleagues on this subcommittee.

The response to Sandy is in contrast to the failures of Hurricane
Katrina. FEMA pre-deployed more than 900 personnel and estab-
lished incident support bases and Federal staging areas to preposi-
tion commodities, generators and communications vehicles. These
actions contributed to a more effect response.

Despite these improvements, the response to Hurricane Sandy
wasn’t without its challenges. For example, issues related to fuel
distribution and power restoration impacted responses and recov-
ery efforts.

At the request of this committee, the Government Accountability
Office has been evaluating FEMA’s response capabilities, particu-
larly in light of authorities provided in PKEMRA. Some of this
work is ongoing, but the GAO has issued reports on FEMA’s work-
force, potentially improper disaster assistance, coordination of
emergency support function responsibilities of Federal agencies,
and logistics to name a few.

I look forward to hearing from Mr. Currie about GAO’s reviews
and his suggestions for ways to further improve our Federal re-
sponse posture.

This Nation faces innumerable threats, including natural disas-
ters, terrorist attacks, emerging infectious diseases, and a porous
border. These complex threats pose unique challenges. Adminis-
trator Fugate, I look forward to hearing how you are working to
continue to improve FEMA so it is a nimble organization, prepared
to respond along with Federal, State, local, private, and non-profit
partners to the evolving challenges we face.

I also want to commend you for FEMA’s recent work responding
to the devastating floods in the Carolinas. Our thoughts are with
all those who have been impacted.

With that, I welcome our distinguished witnesses here today. I
look forward to your testimony, and our discussions on ways we
can work together to continue to improve our response capabilities.

The Chair now recognizes the gentleman from Mississippi, Mr.
Thompson, for any opening statement he may have.

[The statement of Chairman McSally follows:]

STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN MARTHA MCSALLY

OCTOBER 22, 2015

August 29 marked the 10th anniversary of Hurricane Katrina, the response to
which was a failure at all levels of government. The storm took more than 1,800
lives, impacted millions of Gulf Coast residents, and cost an estimated $108 bil-
lion—the most costly disaster in U.S. history. Ten years later, the Gulf Coast still
bears the scars of this disaster.
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Since Katrina, much has changed in how we manage and respond to disasters.
There have been major legislative reforms and improvements made to the emer-
gency preparedness and response enterprise. The Post-Katrina Emergency Manage-
ment Reform Act (PKEMRA) gave FEMA more authority to “lean forward” and be
more pro-active as threats emerge.

We have also seen improvement in the way we collectively look at preparedness
through the development of the National Preparedness System and its associated
National Preparedness Goal and Planning Frameworks, including the National Re-
sponse Framework; assessment of core capabilities; and planning and exercising to
identify and address gaps.

Finally, the way information moves, especially through use of social media, has
changed how we communicate and interact with each other, and how we get news
and critical information. In emergencies, we use social media to relay information
to first responders, communicate with love ones, and request assistance. Response
organizations, including FEMA and the emergency managers Mr. Coons represents,
use social media to quickly share public safety information and maintain direct com-
munication with disaster survivors during and after an incident.

As a whole, these changes have resulted in more coordinated and effective re-
sponses to the more than 1,200 declared disasters in the 10 years since Katrina.

Three years ago next week, Hurricane Sandy made landfall on the Eastern Sea-
board, including areas represented by several of my colleagues on this sub-
committee. The response to Sandy is in contrast to the failures of Hurricane
Katrina. FEMA pre-deployed more than 900 personnel and established incident sup-
port bases and Federal staging areas to pre-position commodities, generators, and
communications vehicles. These actions contributed to a more efficient response.

Despite these improvements, the response to Hurricane Sandy wasn’t without its
challenges. For example, issues related to fuel distribution and power restoration
impacted response and recovery efforts.

At the request of this committee, the Government Accountability Office has been
evaluating FEMA’s response capabilities, particularly in light of authorities pro-
vided in PKEMRA. Some of this work is on-going, but GAO has issued reports on
FEMA’s workforce, potentially improper disaster assistance, coordination of Emer-
gency Support Function responsibilities of Federal agencies, and logistics, to name
a few. I look forward to hearing from Mr. Currie about GAO’s reviews and his sug-
gestions for ways to further improve our Federal response posture.

This Nation faces innumerable threats including natural disasters, terrorist at-
tacks, emerging infectious diseases, and a porous border. These complex threats
pose unique challenges. Administrator Fugate, I look forward to hearing how you
are working to continue to improve FEMA so it is a nimble organization prepared
to respond, along with Federal, State, local, private, and non-profit partners, to the
evolving challenges we face.

I also want to commend you for FEMA’s recent work responding to the dev-
astating flooding in the Carolinas. Our thoughts are with all who have been im-
pacted.

With that, I welcome our distinguished witnesses here today. I look forward to
your testimony and our discussion of ways we can work together to continue to im-
prove response capabilities.

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you very much. Good morning, Madam
Chairman. I would like to thank you for holding this hearing to as-
sess Federal preparedness, response, mitigation, and recovery capa-
bilities that have evolved since Hurricane Katrina.

I am pleased that all of the witnesses are able to join us today,
particularly Administrator Fugate. Good seeing you again. Yester-
day, Secretary Johnson, however, appeared before the full com-
mittee for the first time this Congress, and today marks Adminis-
trator Fugate’s also first appearance.

Although I am troubled that the committee has not had the op-
portunity to engage agency principles until almost halfway through
the Congress, I am pleased that we are beginning to do so and look
forward to additional hearings next year.

I would also like to welcome the assistant Democratic leader,
James Clyburn, from South Carolina, to the Committee on Home-



4

land Security and ask unanimous consent that he be permitted to
participate in today’s hearing.

Ms. McSALLY. Without objection.

Mr. THOMPSON. Thank you. Ten years ago, Hurricane Katrina
destroyed communities along the Gulf Coast, including my home
State of Mississippi. Confusion regarding roles and responsibilities
at every level of government, gaps in emergency communication
technologies, and lack of effective coordination between Federal
and State responders undermined immediate response efforts.

Large contractors from outside the Gulf Coast were brought in
to do the work that local businesses not only could do, but needed
to do themselves, to rebuild and restore local economies. Recovery
activities were slow and dragged out, and too often diverse popu-
lations and small local businesses were left out of programs to re-
build their own communities.

Almost immediately, a consensus emerged that the Federal re-
sponse was woefully inadequate. Congress responded by passing
the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act, which re-
structured FEMA and our larger emergency response infrastruc-
ture.

Three years ago, FEMA’s efforts to right the wrongs of Katrina
were tested when Hurricane Sandy slammed into the East Coast.
The response reflected significant progress in the Federal Govern-
ment’s ability to support State and local disaster response activities
and recovery efforts were ultimately bolstered by the Sandy Recov-
ery Improvement Act, which provided for expedited recovery oppor-
tunities.

Nevertheless, Federal response and recovery capabilities con-
tinue to face serious challenges. For several years, I have raised
concern about FEMA’s disaster workforce and whether or not they
are receiving adequate training.

I understand that FEMA has implemented policies to improve its
training and management of the reservist program, but many peo-
ple have left the reservist workforce in response.

Moreover, a recent GAO report revealed gaps in recruitment of
DHS surge force capability and challenges with attrition and costs
for FEMA CORE program. These workforce retention issues, cou-
pled with FEMA’s morale challenges, will jeopardize FEMA’s fu-
ture disaster response capabilities.

Additionally, I continue to have concerns about FEMA’s efforts to
ensure that small locally-owned businesses in areas affected by dis-
aster have the opportunities to compete for contracts to rebuild
their communities.

According to the GAO, FEMA still cannot determine which com-
panies are indeed local to an area affected by disaster, and pre-
Katrina requirements that pre-disaster contracts be positioned to
local contracts is not consistently enforced.

FEMA has to work harder to ensure the local small businesses
are part of the recovery process, and do more to enforce limitations
on noncompetitive disaster contracts.

As I close, Madam Chair, let me say that Director Fugate’s ten-
ure there has added stability to the agency. Not without chal-
lenges, he is available. There are some differences. We will talk



5

about some of those differences today. But we have needed, for a
long time, a steady hand. He has provided that part of it.

Some of the hiccups are kind of downstream, and we will talk a
little bit about those today. But nonetheless, we are a better agency
because of the Katrina and Sandy experience. Our goal is to con-
tinue to be that agency that Americans can count on in their time
of need.

I yield back.

[The statement of Ranking Member Thompson follows:]

STATEMENT OF RANKING MEMBER BENNIE G. THOMPSON

OCTOBER 22, 2015

Yesterday, Secretary Johnson appeared before the full committee for the first time
this Congress and today marks Administrator Fugate’s first appearance.

Although I am troubled that the committee has not had the opportunity to engage
agency principals until almost half-way through the Congress, I am pleased that we
are beginning to do so and look forward to additional hearings next year.

Ten years ago, Hurricane Katrina destroyed communities along the Gulf Coast,
including in my home State of Mississippi.

Confusion regarding roles and responsibilities at every level of government, gaps
in emergency communications technologies, and lack of effective coordination be-
tween Federal and State responders undermined immediate response efforts.

Large contractors from outside the Gulf Coast were brought in to do the work that
local businesses not only could do, but needed to do themselves to rebuild and re-
store local economies.

Recovery activities were slow and dragged out, and too often diverse populations
and small, local businesses were left out of programs to rebuild their own commu-
nities.

Almost immediately, a consensus emerged that the Federal response was woefully
inadequate.

Congress responded by passing the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform
Act, which restructured FEMA and our larger emergency response infrastructure.

Three years ago, FEMA’s efforts to right the wrongs of Katrina were tested when
Hurricane Sandy slammed into the East Coast.

The response reflected significant progress in the Federal Government’s ability to
support State and local disaster response activities, and recovery efforts were ulti-
mately bolstered by the Sandy Recovery Improvement Act, which provided for expe-
dited recovery opportunities.

Nevertheless, Federal response and recovery capabilities continue to face serious
challenges.

For several years, I have raised concerns about FEMA’s disaster workforce and
whether or not they receive adequate training.

I understand that FEMA has implemented policies to improve its training and
management of the Reservist Program, but many people have left the Reservist
Workforce in response.

Moreover, a recent GAO report revealed gaps in recruitment for DHS Surge Force
Capacity and challenges with attrition and cost for the FEMA Corps program.

These workforce retention issues, coupled with FEMA’s morale challenges, will
jeopardize FEMA’s future disaster response capabilities.

Additionally, I continue to have concerns about FEMA’s efforts to ensure that
small, locally-owned businesses in areas affected by disaster have the opportunity
to compete for contracts to rebuild their communities.

According to the GAO, FEMA still cannot determine which companies are indeed
“local” to an area affected by disaster and PKEMRA’s requirements that pre-dis-
aster contracts be transitioned to local contracts is not consistently enforced.

FEMA has to work harder to ensure the local small businesses are part of the
recovery process and do more to enforce PKEMRA’s limitations on noncompetitive
disaster contracting.

Disaster recovery will be more inclusive and cost-effective as a result.

Finally, despite the on-going challenges the FEMA continues to tackle, I would
like to take this opportunity to thank Administrator Fugate for his tenacious efforts
to improve how FEMA carries out its mission.
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Following the failed Federal response to Hurricane Katrina 10 years ago, much
of the American public lost confidence in the ability of FEMA and the Federal Gov-
ernment to render aid when it was needed most.

The FEMA-coordinated Federal response to Hurricane Sandy 7 years later—
though not perfect—restored much of the confidence lost after Hurricane Katrina.

Administrator Fugate, you deserve much of the credit for that.

To that end, I will be interested in learning what efforts you are undertaking now
to ensure that FEMA continues down the right path during the next administration.

Ms. McSALLY. Thank you, Mr. Thompson. Other Members of the
subcommittee are reminded that opening statements may be sub-
mitted for the record. We are pleased to have a very distinguished
panel before us today on this important topic.

Administrator Craig Fugate was confirmed by the U.S. Senate
and began his service as administrator of FEMA in May 2009.
Prior to coming to FEMA, Administrater Fugate served as director
of the Florida Division of Emergency Management. Mr. Fugate
began his emergency management career as a volunteer firefighter,
paramedic, and a lieutenant with the Alachua—did I say that
right?—County fire rescue.

Mr. Bryan Koon has served as the director of the Florida Divi-
sion of Emergency Management since February 2011. Prior to join-
ing the division, he worked with Wal-Mart Stores, Inc. for 5 years
as operations manager and director of emergency management.

Mr. Koon worked at the White House Military Office for 7 years,
where he was the watch officer in the President’s emergency oper-
ations center while on active duty with the U.S. Navy. Go Air
Force—no, all right, sorry. Put that in the Congressional Record.
He then spent 2 years as a training officer for Presidential contin-
gency programs, conducting training and exercising for the White
House Military Office, United States Secret Service, Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency, and others.

Mr. Koon is currently serving as the president of the National
Emergency Management Association and is testifying in that ca-
pacity today.

Mr. Christopher Currie is the director of the GAO’s Homeland
Security and Justice team, where he leads the agency’s work on
emergency management and National preparedness issues. In this
role, Chris and his team of GAO auditors evaluate Federal efforts
and programs to prevent, plan for, and respond to natural and
man-made disasters.

Prior to this, he was acting director in GAO’s Defense Capabili-
ties and Management team, where he led reviews of DOD pro-
grams.

The Chair now recognizes Administrator Fugate for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF HON. W. CRAIG FUGATE, ADMINISTRATOR,
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

Mr. FUGATE. Well, thank you, Chairman and Members. Con-
gressman Thompson, we go way back when I first started in
FEMA.

As we look back at Katrina, there are lot of questions: Well, why
did it go wrong, who was at fault? It is easy to point to an indi-
vidual or to a system and say this failed. I think you have to get
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to why we failed. It is an inherent danger we face in dealing with
disaster preparedness.

I am seeing it play out even today. That is, we prepare for what
we are capable of, and we hope it is never any worse. It is inter-
esting that even after Sandy, where we were barely able to mobi-
lize the resources fast enough to get to the disaster, we are con-
tinuing to look at how we reduce our footprint, how do we reduce
our overhead, how do we reduce our budget.

I caution people in going, look, this is not a retail delivery sys-
tem. Disasters don’t occur with a schedule, where they are planned
or where you know they are going to happen.

There is a certain inherent risk to wanting precision at the ex-
pense of being fast. Much of what you are going to find where you
find errors at FEMA is not because we are not trying to be good
stewards of the taxpayers’ dollars. It is that we understand that
speed is critical in stabilizing a disaster.

It will not be precise, it is rarely going to be cost-effective as it
would be on a day-to-day basis, and it is going to have errors. Now,
that is not an excuse, that is just a reality. So we always balance
with precision is great, but at what expense to getting to the sur-
vivors.

We have driven down our error rate on individual assistance tre-
mendously, but it is still high for the program; more than we want
to accept.

But I also know that the more we get that lower, it will mean—
and we will see this in South Carolina, where people who don’t
have a driver’s license, who may not know where their Social Secu-
rity number is, and are applying for assistance and are eligible for
that assistance—the system is going to not be able to be as respon-
sive. We are going to have to basically then run that in a less effi-
cient manner to try to help those people.

We run into issues where families don’t have deeds because their
property got passed down in the family and nobody went to the
courthouse and then we can’t prove ownership of the home. We use
those tools to avoid fraud but, at the same time, we have to balance
that against the world we are in. So our challenge is, is when we
build for disaster we have to build for what can happen. If we
make a decision we are going to build for what we can afford, then
the expectation that it scales up doesn’t work.

We know that our systems have to be robust on the large end
and they have to be built around the people we serve, and the sur-
vivors. That environment has all kinds of inherent risk, where you
try to put the controls in. But I also caution, the more accuracy,
the more precision we try to get, the slower the response will be-
come and the more likely that eligible people may not get the as-
sistance they need in the time frames they need.

The other part of this is that we have learned is, we have to plan
for the communities we live in, not what fits our plan. One of the
great tragedies we saw that occurred during Katrina was, for many
communities that were not basically well-represented, disadvan-
taged—Ilow-income areas that probably many people didn’t go to
very often—weren’t in the plan.
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The reason was, we kept putting them in the annexes. We would
look at people with disabilities and go, “Well, you are hard to do
so we are going to put an annex in our plan for you.”

“You have pets. Well, that is going to be a problem at the shelter,
so we are going to write annex on pets.” “You got frail elderly.
Well, they are not easy to take care of so we are going to write an
annex for them.”

When I asked the question, when I got to FEMA—is, well, why
are putting all these hard-to-do in annexes? Why did we write a
plan for easy instead of the communities we live in? The answer
was, we had provided as guidance how to plan for, essentially, mid-
dle-class people with insurance, with a high school education or
better, who were English-proficient, who had a car and generally
had resources to take care of themselves.

We didn’t address the most vulnerable part of our community. So
the other part of our work is to plan for what can happen, not what
we are capable of doing. But the other piece of that is, you plan
for the communities you live in, you don’t make the community fit
your plan.

If you find yourself putting groups into an annex you fundamen-
tally didn’t get the whole picture of what your job is to do. That
means you have to focus not on the easy-to-do, but on what the
community requires.

So with that, Madam Chair, I look forward to questions.

We are an imperfect organization dealing with the inherent un-
certainties of disaster response, but I can tell you on behalf of the
FEMA staff nobody in this organization is shirking from their du-
ties to do the best they can when the bell rings and the country
needs us.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Fugate follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF W. CRAIG FUGATE

OCTOBER 22, 2015
INTRODUCTION

Chairman McSally, Ranking Member Payne, and Members of this distinguished
subcommittee, my name is Craig Fugate, and I am the administrator of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security’s (DHS) Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA). Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today to discuss
FEMA'’s preparedness and response efforts post-Hurricane Katrina.

As you are aware, this year marked the tenth anniversary of Hurricane Katrina.
The wide-spread devastation of Katrina affected millions of people along the central
Gulf Coast of the United States, and exposed the Nation’s vulnerabilities in how we
prepare for, protect against, respond to, recover from, and mitigate disasters. How-
ever, over the last decade, with the support of Congress and the additional authori-
ties provided, including the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of
2006 (PKEMRA) and the Sandy Recovery Improvement Act of 2013 (SRIA), FEMA
continues to significantly improve the way we respond to disasters so that commu-
nities are able to recover as quickly as possible and build back safer and more resil-
ient in the long-term.

There is a shared recognition that FEMA cannot only plan for events we are capa-
ble of responding to; rather, we must plan for catastrophic events that will over-
whelm capabilities at all levels of the government and private sector and challenge
even the most scalable structures and systems. Further, we must constantly en-
hance preparedness, test systems, and exercise capabilities so we can support the
whole community following a catastrophic event. Our systems and capabilities must
be designed so that we are able to execute the mission whenever and wherever
needed, including in austere conditions.
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We continue to work collaboratively with our stakeholders, across the whole com-
munity, to ensure our Nation is better prepared for current and future risks. By
helping to build the capacity and capabilities of our State, local, Tribal, and terri-
torial partners, we are empowering communities and citizens across the Nation—
which, I believe, will have a far greater impact than the Federal Government alone
ever will.

In my testimony today, I hope to highlight some of the ways in which our agency
is transforming into a better-prepared, more survivor-centric agency that is capable
of effectively responding to catastrophic disasters.

LEANING FORWARD

Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act (PKEMRA)

The importance of PKEMRA cannot be overstated, and we are grateful to Con-
gress for the additional authorities this legislation provided FEMA to become an
even more effective agency in carrying out its mission. PKEMRA was enacted, at
least in part, due to challenges identified during FEMA’s response to Hurricane
Katrina. As clearly demonstrated before, during, and after Hurricane Katrina,
FEMA needed additional, more robust authorities to lean forward as a Federal
agency.

PKEMRA provided FEMA clearer guidance on its responsibilities and priorities,
and the authorities and tools we needed to become a better partner to our State,
local, Tribal, and territorial governments. PKEMRA required several major changes
and established FEMA’s place within DHS. First, PKEMRA consolidated many of
the responsibilities of DHS’s Preparedness Directorate under FEMA, returning pro-
grams that had been removed, as well as adding significant new authorities and
new training, exercise, and grant programs. This has enabled greater Unity of Effort
for National preparedness across the entire Department.

Additionally, existing activities were reorganized to form FEMA’s Response, Re-
covery, and Logistics Management Directorates to better focus response and recov-
ery efforts. PKEMRA also provided us the authority to establish a Private Sector
Office to better foster cooperation with businesses and non-profit organizations. And
notably, PKEMRA allowed FEMA to add a disability coordinator position to expand
capacity to address the needs of individuals with access and functional needs.

In addition, in 2008, FEMA led the development of the National Response Frame-
work (NRF), which replaced the National Response Plan of 2004 and the Federal
Response Plan of 1992. And as this subcommittee is aware, the NRF was revised
in 2013, incorporating, among other things, a focus on the whole community and
core capabilities.

PKEMRA also called for the establishment of “a Surge Capacity Force for deploy-
ment of individuals to respond to natural disasters, acts of terrorism, and other
man-made disasters, including catastrophic incidents.” The Surge Capacity Force
(SCF) provides the ability to rapidly expand and supplement FEMA’s incident work-
force with employees from other Federal agencies in a catastrophic event.

The SCF activated for the first time in November 2012, deploying 1,210 Depart-
ment of Homeland Security (DHS) personnel, including 78 FEMA support staff, to
provide assistance to Hurricane Sandy survivors in New York.

The most important measure of the success of the SCF during Sandy response
and recovery efforts is the quantity and quality of assistance provided to survivors
in the aftermath of Sandy. SCF volunteers were crucial to the success of Federal
response and recovery activities. At the height of the deployment, SCF personnel
accounted for approximately 35 percent of the community relations teams in New
York. These SCF volunteers were often the first source of help and information to
reach survivors.

Sandy Recovery Improvement Act of 2013 (SRIA)

In January 2013, Congress passed, and President Obama signed, the Sandy Re-
covery Improvement Act, or “SRIA”, into law, authorizing several significant
changes to the way FEMA delivers disaster assistance. SRIA is one of the most sig-
nificant pieces of legislation impacting disaster response and recovery since
PKEMRA and builds upon the Robert T. Stafford Emergency Relief and Disaster As-
sistance Act.

SRIA, and the additional authorities it provides, is aiding recovery efforts associ-
ated with recent disasters such as Hurricane Sandy and the floods that impacted
the States of Colorado and South Carolina. SRIA’s various provisions are intended
to improve the efficacy and availability of FEMA disaster assistance, making the
most cost-effective use of taxpayer dollars. Most notably, SRIA directs FEMA to pro-
vide more objective criteria for evaluating the need for assistance to individuals, to
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clarify the threshold for eligibility, and to speed a declaration of a major disaster
or emergency under the Stafford Act.

One clear example of SRIA’s effective use of taxpayer dollars is the Public Assist-
ance Permanent Work Alternative Procedure provision that provides substantially
greater flexibility in use of Federal funds for Public Assistance applicants and far
less administrative burden and costs for all parties—if applicants accept grants
based on fixed, capped estimates. To date, FEMA is funding billions in Public Assist-
ance Permanent Work Alternative Procedure projects in States such as New York
and Louisiana.

PREPARING OUR NATION FOR FUTURE RISKS

The administration remains steadfastly committed to strengthening the security
and resilience of the United States by systematically preparing for the threats and
hazards that pose the greatest risk to the security of our Nation. In the future,
when we respond to events like Hurricane Katrina, Superstorm Sandy, and the
floods we’ve seen this month in South Carolina, it will not just be FEMA on the
ground supporting survivors. Our partners from across Government, the private sec-
tor and non-governmental organizations are right there with us; every day citizens
are right there with us helping their neighbors.

After the changes ushered in following PKEMRA, FEMA—in coordination with its
partners across the whole community—developed the National Preparedness Sys-
tem. As we continue to develop and strengthen the National Preparedness System,
we recognize this collective effort—that everyone from the individual to the first re-
sponder to me—has a role to play in preparing the Nation. With so many people
involved and so much at stake, it is important to establish a common goal.

This all-of-Nation approach to preparedness, ushered in by PKEMRA, is re-en-
forced in Presidential Policy Directive (PPD)-8: National Preparedness. In PPD-S8,
the President called for greater integration and a shared understanding for address-
ing threats and hazards across all mission areas—prevention, protection, mitigation,
response, and recovery—in order to make the most effective use of the Nation’s lim-
ited resources and to achieve Unity of Effort. PPD-8 has several parts, some FEMA
already completed with its partners and others which are on-going. PPD-8 has five
key parts: The National Preparedness Goal, the National Preparedness System, the
National Planning Frameworks and Federal Interagency Operational Plans, the Na-
tional Preparedness Report, and a Campaign to Build and Sustain Preparedness. All
five parts are interrelated. The National Preparedness Goal defines the end we wish
to achieve in preparedness; the National Preparedness System describes the tools
and programs to achieve the Goal; the five National Planning Frameworks and Fed-
eral Interagency Operational Plans describe how we deliver and use the capabilities
developed through the System; the National Preparedness Report provides the an-
nual progress of how we are doing in achieving the Goal; and lastly the Campaign
to Build and Sustain Preparedness focuses on public outreach, community-based
and private-sector programs to enhance National resilience, as well as organize Na-
tional research and development efforts on preparedness.

National Preparedness Goal

The National Preparedness Goal (the Goal), is the cornerstone of the National
Preparedness System. FEMA released the first edition of the Goal in October 2011;
and, just this month, FEMA and its partners released the second edition of the
Goal. The Goal describes a vision for preparedness Nation-wide and identifies the
core capabilities necessary to achieve that vision across the five mission areas.

Our goal itself is succinct and remains unchanged: “A secure and resilient nation
with the capabilities required across the whole community to prevent, protect
against, mitigate, respond to, and recover from the threats and hazards that pose
the greatest risk.”

The second edition of the Goal represents a refresh from the 2011 version and in-
corporates critical edits identified through real-world events, lessons learned, and
continuing implementation of the National Preparedness System. Some noteworthy
examples of these edits include the expanded inclusion of cybersecurity consider-
ations, the addition of a new core capability for response (Fire Management and
Suppression), and the emphasis to include innovations from science and technology
advances. The updated Goal identifies 32 distinct activities, called core capabilities,
which are needed to address our greatest risks. The core capabilities serve as pre-
paredness tools and provide a common language for preparedness activities. The Na-
tional Preparedness Goal defines where we want to be as a Nation. To achieve the
goal of a secure and resilient Nation, FEMA and its partners are building the guid-
ance, programs, processes, and systems that support each component of the Na-
tional Preparedness System.
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The National Preparedness System begins with identifying and assessing risk and
estimating capability requirements. One of the key programs developed under the
System is the Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment (THIRA). The
THIRA process helps communities identify threats and hazards and determine capa-
bility targets and resource requirements necessary to address anticipated and unan-
ticipated risks. Our State partners then assess their currently capability levels
against their THIRA targets in the State Preparedness Report (SPR). Once each ju-
risdiction has determined capability targets through the THIRA process, the juris-
diction estimates its current capability levels against those targets in its SPR. The
SPR is an annual self-assessment of State preparedness based on the targets set
in the THIRAs. PKEMRA requires an SPR from any State or territory receiving
Federal preparedness assistance administered by DHS.

Taken together, the THIRA and SPR support the National Preparedness System
by helping to identify State and territorial preparedness capability levels and gaps.
States, territories, and the Federal Government use this information to help make
programmatic decisions to build and sustain capabilities, plan to deliver capabilities,
and validate capabilities. States and territories submit their THIRA and SPR annu-
ally to FEMA. The summary results are published in the annual National Prepared-
ness Report. Additionally, FEMA shares THIRA and SPR data across the Federal
Government and uses the results to guide strategic direction for programs that help
States close preparedness capability gaps.

The next component of the National Preparedness System is to build and sustain
critical capabilities at all levels. FEMA’s preparedness grant programs have contrib-
uted significantly to the overall security and preparedness of the Nation. We are
more secure and better prepared to prevent, protect against, mitigate, respond to,
and recover from the full range of threats and hazards the Nation faces than we
have been at any time in our history. As a Nation, we plan better, organize better,
equip better, train better, and exercise better, resulting in improved National pre-
paredness and resilience.

Much of this progress has come from leadership at the State and local levels,
fueled by FEMA’s grant programs. Over the past 12 years, Congress, through the
Department of Homeland Security (DHS), has provided State, territorial, local, and
Tribal governments with more than $36 billion. We have enabled States and local
communities to build and enhance capabilities by acquiring needed equipment,
funding, training opportunities, developing preparedness and response plans, exer-
cising and building relationships across city, county, and State lines.

Although Federal funds represent just a fraction of what has been spent on home-
land security across the Nation overall, these funds have helped to shift towards a
culture of preparedness in the United States. Response and recovery efforts from
Hurricane Sandy and countless other recent events bear witness to the improved
capabilities that preparedness grants have supported.

Because grantees must link grant investments to capability gaps or requirements
they have identified for the core capabilities as part of the THIRA and SPR, we can
measure grantees’ implementation of the System and annual progress in meeting
the goals they have established for each of the core capabilities in the Goal.

To build leadership and capacity in States and communities, FEMA has continued
America’s PrepareAthon!, the successful grassroots campaign for action to increase
community preparedness and resilience with the second annual National day of ac-
tion aligned with the culmination of National Preparedness Month in September.
Thanks to the National Preparedness Month Congressional co-chairs, including
Chairman McSally, Ranking Member Payne, and other Members of this distin-
guished subcommittee for the continued commitment and leadership of this impor-
tant educational campaign.

This year, more than 23 million participants throughout the United States and
Territories have been registered to take action to prepare for disasters through
America’s PrepareAthon! and its partners. As part of America’s PrepareAthon!,
States, Tribes, cities, and counties across the country planned community-wide
events bringing together schools, the business community, city government, faith
leaders, hospitals, individuals and families, and others to participate in community-
wide preparedness drills and activities for hazards that are relevant to their area.
America’s PrepareAthon! works to build a more resilient Nation by increasing the
number of individuals who understand which disasters could happen in their com-
munity, know what to do to be safe and mitigate damage, take action to increase
their preparedness, and participate in community resilience planning.

In addition, FEMA continues to improve adoption, performance, and accessibility
of the Integrated Public Alert and Warning System (IPAWS). IPAWS is a collection
of standards and technologies for emergency alert systems. In 2014, FEMA worked
with Federal, State, local, territorial, and Tribal alerting authorities to extend the
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Integrated Public Alert and Warning System to 49 States, Puerto Rico, and the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Over 400 distinct emergency response entities have become alert-
ing authorities. Since June 2012, the National Weather Service has used the system
to distribute more than 11,000 imminent weather threat warnings, notifying citizens
of tornados, flash floods, dust storms, and other extreme weather events.

In addition to building and sustaining capabilities, we are working hard to plan
for delivering capabilities. FEMA continues to coordinate with partners across the
Nation through a unified approach and common terminology to plan for all-threats
and hazards and across all mission areas of Prevention, Protection, Mitigation, Re-
sponse, and Recovery.

National Planning Frameworks

In 2013, FEMA published the National Planning Frameworks, setting the strat-
egy and doctrine for building, sustaining, and delivering the core capabilities identi-
fied in the Goal. By describing the coordinating structures and alignment of key
roles and responsibilities for the whole community across all mission areas, the
Frameworks foster a shared understanding of our roles and responsibilities from the
fire house to the White House. They help us understand how we, as a Nation, co-
ordinate, share information and work together—which ultimately results in a more
secure and resilient Nation.

Building on the National Planning Frameworks, FEMA coordinated with its De-
partment and Agency partners, the development of the Federal Interagency Oper-
ational Plans (FIOPs) for Prevention, Mitigation, Response, and Recovery mission
areas. The FIOPs define how the Federal Government delivers core capabilities for
the each mission area. Specifically, each FIOP describes the concept of operations
for integrating and synchronizing existing Federal capabilities to support State,
local, Tribal, territorial, insular area, and Federal plans, and is supported by Fed-
eral Department-level operational plans, where appropriate.

Currently, FEMA is coordinating efforts to refresh the National Planning Frame-
works and the FIOPs. The updates account for changes in policy and legislation
since they were last published, consistent formatting across all mission areas, crit-
ical edits from real-world events, and lessons learned. FEMA is also working with
DHS’s National Protection and Programs Directorate to finalize the FIOP for the
Protection mission area.

National Preparedness Report (NPR)

The 2015 NPR is the fourth iteration of this annual report. This year’s report
places particular emphasis on highlighting preparedness progress in implementing
the National Planning across the five mission areas and 6 overarching findings fo-
cused on National-level trends.

The 2015 NPR found that the Nation continues to make progress building pre-
paredness in key core capabilities including: Environmental Response/Health and
Safety, Intelligence and Information Sharing, and Operational Coordination. Along
with the five core capabilities identified from last year including Interdiction and
Disruption, On-scene Security and Protection, Operational Communications, Public
and Private Services and Resources, and Public Health and Medical Services, these
eight core capabilities represent areas in which the Nation has developed acceptable
levels of performance for critical tasks, but which face potential performance de-
clines if not maintained and updated to address new challenges.

Yet challenges remain. The 2015 NPR also identified six core capabilities as areas
for improvement. Cybersecurity, Housing, Infrastructure Systems, and Long-term
Vulnerability Reduction have remained National areas for improvement for 4 con-
secutive years, and Economic Recovery reemerged as an area for improvement from
the 2012 and 2013 National Preparedness Reports. Access Control and Identity
Verification is a newly-identified National area for improvement.

Additionally, the NPR confirmed that recent events, including the epidemic of the
Ebola virus, highlighted challenges that remain in addressing non-Stafford Act
events—despite the NRF always being in effect. These complex events have taken
place over extended periods of time and often across large geographic areas, with
uncertainty surrounding the role of existing coordination structures and authorities
for multi-agency activity for non-Stafford Act events.

The strengths and areas for improvement in the NPR will be used to inform plan-
ning efforts, focus priorities for Federal grants, and enable informed collaboration
among stakeholders working together to improve the Nation’s preparedness. Contin-
ually reviewing and updating the implementation of the National Preparedness Sys-
tem ensures that we continue to improve our capabilities and together become a
more resilient Nation.
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TRANSFORMING OUR RESPONSE EFFORTS POST-KATRINA

Improvements Within FEMA’s Incident Management Assistance Teams

After Hurricane Katrina, Congress required the establishment of “Emergency
Support and Response Teams” that would address deficiencies revealed by the
Katrina response. In accordance with these requirements and lessons learned from
other major incidents, FEMA formally established the Incident Management Assist-
ance Team (IMAT) program in 2009. By 2011, FEMA designated three National and
13 Regional IMATSs. Following lessons learned from Hurricane Sandy, FEMA under-
took a pilot project to restructure the IMATs. Here, FEMA’s primary goal was to
increase team capability by integrating more FEMA programs and interagency part-
ners, and establishing a robust training and performance system. Today, FEMA’s
IMATS better reflect the core capabilities required by the National Response and
Recovery Frameworks, and include personnel who are accountable for coordinating
the Federal response regardless of type of incident.

Developed Hurricane-Specific Plans in FEMA Regions IV and VI With Our Partners

In 2014, in coordination with our regional stakeholders, FEMA Region IV—At-
lanta, Georgia—completed a hurricane annex to its all-hazards base plan. This plan
includes a number of best practices, such as: The publication of a resource phasing
plan; identification of staging areas; an introduction of modeling for each State; and
linkages to preparedness activities like exercises. In 2013, FEMA Region VI—Den-
ton, Texas—published an all-hazards base plan that focused on a hurricane sce-
nario. Since then, the Region conducts an annual update prior to hurricane season
and then exercises the plan in a multi-State tabletop exercise. Region VI also has
a dedicated planner for each of its hurricane-prone States to better respond to, and
rapidly conduct, crisis action planning for hurricanes or any other threats.

State, Local, Tribal, and Interagency Integration

Through the deliberate planning efforts described above, State, local, and Tribal
partners have been core team members responsible for providing input and author-
ship of the catastrophic plans. This can be seen in how each State has an annex
in the Region IV and VII (Kansas City, Missouri) plans. These State annexes are
developed jointly between FEMA and the State and establish joint priorities be-
tween the State and Federal Government and identify all State and Federal assets
available to provide response core capabilities as well as many other resources for
local and other whole community partners.

At both the National and regional levels, FEMA is working with Tribes to develop
more robust plans and annexes that recognize the Tribal role in the whole commu-
nity continuum of response and recovery. The annex will apply to all Federal de-
partments and agencies working under the NRF in response to incidents requiring
Federal coordination, including incidents involving Federally-recognized Tribes
whether the Tribe requested and received a Presidential declaration on its own, or
chose to be included under a State declaration.

There is now a greater level of understanding of local threat characteristics and
how the integrated emergency management response would occur. With a common
methodology, response plans identify courses of action that drill down to the county/
parish level.

Creation of FEMA Corps

Created in 2012, FEMA Corps is a partnership between The Corporation for Na-
tional and Community Service and FEMA that establishes a new track of up to
1,600 Service Corps Members within AmeriCorps National Civilian Community
Corps (NCCC) dedicated to disaster preparedness, response, and recovery. This part-
nership builds on the historic collaboration between the two agencies and will en-
hance the Federal Government’s disaster capabilities, increase the reliability and di-
versity of the disaster workforce, promote an ethic of service, expand education and
economic opportunity for young people, and achieve significant cost savings for the
American taxpayer. When the program is at full operational capability, and in an
average disaster year, we expect to see a savings of approximately $60 million in
a year.

In the wake of Hurricane Sandy, FEMA Corps played an important role in assist-
ing the agency with Preliminary Damage Assessments (PDAs), canvassing door-to-
door, delivering supplies, and registering individuals and businesses for Individual
Assistance and Public Assistance grants. Their involvement in response and recov-
ery efforts across the country serve not only as a National resource today, but en-
sure that we are cultivating the next generation of emergency managers capable of
supporting our Nation in the future.
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CONCLUSION

The destruction caused by Hurricane Katrina reminds us all that we cannot be-
come complacent. In fact, we can’t afford to as there are many communities
throughout the Gulf Coast States still recovering from the impacts of Katrina.

There are many lessons learned from Hurricane Katrina, and those lessons con-
tinue to help reshape, reform, and restructure our agency. With the support of Con-
gress and our whole community partners, FEMA is leaning forward both in policy
and in practice.

I am proud of how our agency has evolved, but I also recognize that we have
much more work to do. Thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you
today. I am happy to answer any questions that the subcommittee may have.

Ms. McSALLY. Thank you, Administrator Fugate.
The Chair now recognizes Mr. Koon for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF BRYAN KOON, DIRECTOR, FLORIDA DIVISION
OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT, TESTIFYING ON BEHALF OF
THE NATIONAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

Mr. KooN. Thank you, Chairman McSally, Ranking Member
Thompson, and Members of the subcommittee for holding this im-
portant hearing today. As director of the Florida Division of Emer-
gency Management and president of the National Emergency Man-
agement Association I am pleased to be here to discuss prepared-
ness and response capabilities on a National level.

As you have heard Administrator Fugate say, emergency man-
agement is a whole community endeavor involving all levels of gov-
ernment, the private sector, voluntary organizations, and indi-
vidual citizens. While emergency preparedness and response capa-
bilities are critical on the Federal level, it is important to empha-
size that they are only part of the capabilities Nation-wide.

Today, I will focus on leveraging the preparedness and response
capabilities that we have in our States and localities, as well as ad-
dressing opportunities for continued improvement.

One of the greatest tools this Nation has is the Emergency Man-
agement Assistance Compact. Ratified by Congress in 1996, EMAC
allows States to share resources amongst themselves during disas-
ters. It has been an overwhelming success and its use continues to
grow.

Most recently, 8 States sent 849 personnel to South Carolina to
assist with their flood-fighting efforts. These deployments reduce
the need for Federal resources and also benefits the home States.

To quote Billy Estep, the Nassau County Emergency Managing
Director who deployed to South Carolina as part of the Northeast
Florida Incident Management team, “No matter how hard we try
or how sophisticated our process we cannot recreate this type of
learning in an exercise environment. I feel these opportunities are
vital to our preparedness efforts both locally and state-wide.”

The capability that the States and locals build to respond to dis-
asters both at home and through EMAC is often funded by the
Emergency Management Performance Grant. EMPG is the only
source of Federal funding directed to State and local governments
for planning, training, exercises, and key professional expertise for
all-hazards emergency preparedness.

EMPG is also used for public awareness and outreach cam-
paigns. Each year, Emergency Management agencies conduct thou-
sands of these engagements, reaching over 135 million residents
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last year alone. Recipients of this grant continue demonstrating a
strong commitment for every dollar of Federal funds invested; at
least that much is matched by the recipient.

In the absence of these funds, State and local governments would
struggle to maintain the personnel or capabilities necessary to
build and sustain an effective emergency management system.

Opportunities for improvement continue to exist. One such area
is the National Flood Insurance program. Much attention has been
paid to the NFIP over the last several years, and rightly so. Al-
though reforms have been implemented, Americans remain under-
insured against the threat posed by flooding, our most prevalent
hazard, and the trend line for the number of flood policies Nation-
wide continues to decline.

Too often, we watch our communities flood, only to hear from
residents that they did not have the appropriate coverage. In the
absence of insurance, they are reliant upon charitable organiza-
tions and Governmental aid that its not designed to make them
whole. This delays the recovery of the community and threatens it
very existence.

We must redouble our efforts to design a system that helps peo-
ple evaluate and plan for their individual risk, while simulta-
neously reducing our collective risk.

Concurrent with improving our insurance coverage is the need
for improved mitigation. To truly ensure that we are prepared, we
must incentivize and facilitate more resilient communities. This
point was made in the GAQ’s recent report that reviewed Federal
efforts during Hurricane Sandy recovery. State and local officials
reported that they were able to effectively leverage Federal pro-
grams to enhance disaster resilience, but also experienced chal-
lenges that could result in missed opportunities.

Challenges in linking recovery and mitigation projects, navi-
gating multiple funding streams, and differing regulations among
the programs impact the desire and ability of local communities
and homeowners to take advantage of the opportunities afforded by
these programs.

The report indicated that the current program works, but is con-
strained by its structure and implementation. Just as FEMA has
designed its response program to be survivor-centric, it should also
work to develop mitigation programs that are community-centric
and administered in a way to make mitigation a clear and viable
solution for the future.

We have made tremendous strides in the Nation’s ability to deal
with disasters, and are on track for continued improvement.

By investing in and leveraging the capabilities that exist with
the individual at the State and local level, the private sector, and
through our partnerships with organizations like the American Red
Cross and the Salvation Army, we can most effectively determine
the gaps that remain and should be filled by FEMA and its Federal
partners.

We appreciate the continued support of this subcommittee to the
emergency management community, as we work together in form-
ing new policies and procedures aimed at making these disasters
less impactful on our communities and constituents.
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I thank you for the opportunity to testify today, and welcome any
questions you may have.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Koon follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BRYAN KOON

OCTOBER 22, 2015
INTRODUCTION

Thank you Chairman McSally, Ranking Member Payne, and Members of the sub-
committee for holding this important hearing today. As director of the Florida Divi-
sion of Emergency Management and president of NEMA, which represents the State
emergency management directors of the 50 States, territories, and District of Co-
lumbia, I am pleased to be here to discuss preparedness and response capabilities
on a National level.

As we look back on the tenth anniversary of Hurricane Katrina and anticipate
the upcoming third anniversary of Hurricane Sandy, this timely hearing gives us
an opportunity to discuss the lessons we have learned and the changes we are work-
ing toward for the future.

As you have heard Administrator Fugate say throughout his tenure, emergency
management is a “whole community” endeavor. It involves the public sector, the pri-
vate sector, voluntary organizations, and individual citizens—all of whom are cru-
cial to preparing for disasters and responding to and recovering from them. While
emergency preparedness and response capabilities are critical on the Federal level,
it is important to emphasize that they are only a part of the capabilities Nation-
wide. In my testimony this morning, I will focus on leveraging the preparedness and
response capabilities that we have in our States and localities. Specifically, I will
discuss the importance of the Emergency Management Assistance Compact and the
value that the Emergency Management Performance Grant plays in assisting the
whole community.

NATIONAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS AND RESPONSE CAPABILITIES

As Hurricane Joaquin moved towards the East Coast, South Carolina closely mon-
itored the storm and its projected tracks. While the Hurricane did not make landfall
in South Carolina, moisture from it did. The State received very heavy rainfall for
several days. In fact, the official State-wide 24-hour rainfall record was exceeded in
several locations. This storm led to historic flooding which caused the tragic deaths
of 19 people and State-wide property damage.

President Barack Obama signed a State-wide emergency declaration on October
5, 2015, authorizing Federal aid in anticipation of more rain. However, resources
from other States were already at work utilizing the Emergency Management As-
sistance Compact (EMAC).

EMAC has played an important role in facilitating collaboration among States
and enabling them to share resources and capabilities. When States and the U.S.
territories joined together and Congress ratified EMAC (Pub. L. 104-321) in 1996,
it created a legal and procedural mechanism whereby emergency response resources
such as Urban Search and Rescue Teams could quickly move throughout the coun-
try to meet disaster needs. All 50 States, the District of Columbia, the U.S. Virgin
Islands, Puerto Rico, and Guam are members of EMAC and have committed their
emergency resources in helping one another during times of disaster or emergency.

Since its ratification by Congress, EMAC has grown significantly in size, volume,
and the types of resources States are able to deploy. For example, over 67,000 per-
sonnel from a variety of disciplines deployed through EMAC to the Gulf Coast in
response to Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, and 12,279 personnel deployed to Texas
and Louisiana during Hurricanes Gustav and Ike. More recent uses of EMAC have
included the response for the manhunt in Pennsylvania, severe weather in Mis-
sissippi, wildfires in Washington, tropical storms in Hawaii, and the historic snow-
storms in Massachusetts.

For the historic flooding in South Carolina, 849 people have been deployed
through EMAC to assist with response and recovery efforts. Resources and per-
sonnel have been received from 8 States including Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Lou-
isiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, North Dakota, and Tennessee. In fact, addi-
tional States made offers of assistance.

Through EMAC, capabilities and resources such as Incident Management Teams,
Damage Assessment Teams, a National Flood Insurance Program Administrator, a
Volunteer Agency Liaison, Hazard Mitigation Officers, a Recovery Chief, Public As-
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sistance Officers, and Individual Assistance Officers were deployed to South Caro-
lina. EMAC has made it easier for States to assist each other effectively—with the
added benefit of lessening the need for Federal resources in the process.

Utilizing EMAC not only benefits the receiving State but also those who are de-
ployed. The County Emergency Management Director, Billy Estep, from Nassau
County, Florida said the following upon returning from a mission in South Carolina,
“I want to stress the most important lesson learned from this deployment: No mat-
ter how hard we try or how sophisticated our process, we cannot recreate this type
of learning in an exercise environment. I implore Florida Division of Emergency
Management (FDEM) leadership to continue and expand their obvious support for
these opportunities, and keep utilization of these teams acutely focused on the all-
hazards concepts which made us nimble enough to adapt to our wide-breadth of as-
signed missions. I feel these opportunities are vital to our preparedness efforts both
locally and State-wide.”

Building Capacity with EMPG

In addition to leveraging EMAC for resources during disaster response, States
and locals also build capacity and enhance their capability to respond to disasters
when they utilized the Emergency Management Performance Grants (EMPG).
EMPG is the only source of Federal funding directed to State and local governments
for planning, training, exercises, and key professional expertise for all-hazards
emergency preparedness. The money is often used to conduct risk and hazard as-
sessments and support emergency operations centers which are the coordination
hubs for all disaster response. The program also provides public education and out-
reach, enhanced interoperable communications capabilities, and the ability to man-
age State-wide alerts and warnings.

For example, in fiscal year 2014, EMPG significantly contributed to public aware-
ness and outreach campaign efforts. Local, Tribal, and State emergency manage-
ment officials conducted 5,886 local and Tribal and 1,295 State-wide citizen and
community preparedness outreach campaigns. According to State responses, these
outreach programs benefited 135,568,054 residents while locally-specific programs
impacted 24,608,092 citizens.

Recipients of this grant continue demonstrating a strong commitment; for every
dollar of Federal funds invested, at least that much is matched by both grantees
and sub-grantees. In the absence of these funds, State and local governments would
struggle to maintain the personnel or capabilities necessary to build and sustain an
effective emergency management system. EMPG stands as the beacon of Congres-
sional commitment to ensuring communities and States are more ready to prepare,
mitigate, respond, and recover from any number of emergencies and disasters.
EMPG does far more, however, than provide funds for planning, training, exercises,
and communications. EMPG must continue to be strengthened and maintained
through shared investments.

CONTINUING TO IMPROVE OUR POLICIES AND PROGRAMS

After Hurricane Katrina, Congress passed the Post-Katrina Emergency Manage-
ment Reform Act of 2006. This legislation expanded the FEMA mission, creating
stronger regions and adding the responsibility of homeland security preparedness.

After Hurricane Sandy, in response to the needs of the State and local govern-
ments, Congress once again immediately took action to make serious improvements
to the Stafford Act through the Sandy Recovery Improvement Act. This legislation
not only helped facilitate a smooth recovery in the Sandy-impacted area, but also
forever changes FEMA programs and policies. Some of the provisions of SRIA, such
as the debris removal pilot program, have been supported by NEMA for many years.

Just as we reviewed policies and programs after Hurricanes Katrina and Sandy
we must continue to review the programs and policies that we use today. The meas-
ure of success related to disaster response and recovery lies in the overarching pro-
grams which help guide our policies. In order to gauge our success we must continue
to review and reform programs such as the National Flood Insurance Program.

Much attention has been paid to the NFIP over the last several years, and rightly
so. Reforms have been implemented that are designed to stabilize the program, but
the desired outcome is still many years away. In the mean time, however, we as
a Nation are still grossly underinsured against the threat posed by flooding, our
most prevalent hazard. Time after time we watch as our communities flood, only
to hear from residents that they did not have the appropriate coverage. In the ab-
sence of insurance, they are reliant upon their on fiscal ability, the generosity of
the charitable organizations, and Federal and State aid that is not designed to make
them whole. Such situations delay the recovery of a community and threaten its
very existence. We as a Nation must redouble our efforts to design a system that
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helps people evaluate their individual risk and plan accordingly while simulta-
neously reducing our collective risk.

The lack of appropriate coverage is not limited to flood; too few Americans truly
understand their vulnerability to earthquakes and landslides. The Cascadia
Subduction Zone (CSZ) “megathrust” fault is a long dipping fault that stretches
from Northern Vancouver Island to Cape Mendocino California. This area creates
the largest earthquakes in the world, and has produced magnitude 9.0 or greater
earthquakes in the past, and undoubtedly will in the future. New research using
land deposits found at the bottom of the ocean points to a 1 in 3 chance of a major
earthquake in the Pacific Northwest in the next 50 years. Recovering from a large-
scale earthquake in this area would be complicated tremendously by the lack of ap-
pro;ﬁ“ilate 1insurance coverage, and would result in tremendous costs to government
at all levels.

DISASTERS: GROWING IN INTENSITY

The historic flooding in South Carolina is just one example of the growing inten-
sity in disasters. The year 2015 has been among the most devastating on record for
wildfires in the United States, with more than 9 million acres burned so far this
year, according to the National Interagency Fire Center. Over the course of the year,
fires have stretched across the western half of the country, and are currently raging
in California, Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, Oregon, Wyoming, and Texas.

The number of acres destroyed by fires have been rising significantly, which ex-
perts attribute to hotter, drier conditions that make the blazes harder to contain.
With such a high volume of fires, floods, and other disasters the need for mitigation
efforts is growing increasingly more important. Mitigation activities can take many
forms and the use of mitigation programs often differ by region. What does not dif-
fer, however, is the return on investment of these programs. FEMA’s mitigation pro-
grams have been effective in reducing the property damage, personal and commer-
cial hardship, as well as long-lasting monetary burdens after a disaster.

Mitigation is the first and the last step in a jurisdiction’s overall readiness. And
while many communities have the desire to harden their infrastructure, they lack
the resources and technical ability necessary to do so. If we are to truly ensure that
we are prepared as a Nation, we must increase our efforts to prepare our built envi-
ronment for future disasters by incentivizing and facilitating mitigation. This point
was made in the recent Government Accountability Office (GAO) report, Hurricane
Sandy: An Investment Strategy Could Help the Federal Government Enhance Na-
tional Resilience for Future Disasters that reviewed Federal efforts to strengthen
disaster resilience during Hurricane Sandy recovery. The report addressed how Fed-
eral recovery funds were used to enhance resilience, the extent to which States and
localities were able to maximize Federal funding to enhance resilience; and actions
that could enhance resilience for future disasters.

State and local officials from the States affected by Hurricane Sandy GAO con-
tacted, reported that they were able to effectively leverage Federal programs to en-
hance disaster resilience, but also experienced challenges that could result in missed
opportunities. The challenges fell into three categories:

e Implementation challenges with PA and HMGP—for example, officials reported
that FEMA officials did not always help them pursue opportunities to incor-
porate mitigation into permanent construction recovery projects;

e Limitations on comprehensive risk reduction approaches in a post-disaster envi-
ronment—for example, officials reported difficulties with navigating multiple
funding streams and various regulations of the different Federal programs fund-
ed after Hurricane Sandy; and

e Local ability and willingness to participate—for example, officials reported that
some home and business owners were unwilling or unable to bear the required
personal cost share for a home-elevation or other mitigation project.

This report indicates that the current program works, but is constrained by its
structure and implementation. Just as FEMA has designed its response program to
be “survivor-centric”, it should also work to develop mitigation programs that are
“community-centric” and administered in a way to make mitigation a clear and via-
ble solution for the future.

UNDERSTANDING WHAT WORKS

While we still have work to do in reviewing and implementing policies and pro-
grams, FEMA has undertaken efforts to improve many processes and programs. The
agency has made many advances in refining their back-office operations such as im-
proving their hiring, management, information technology, and procurement sys-
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tems. FEMA has also encouraged the use of current codes and standards in exist-
ence for mitigation rather than using cost-benefit analysis formulas.

The Public Assistance Reengineering is an excellent example of FEMA working
to improve and maximize existing programs. While it is still too early to determine
the effectiveness of the change, we are pleased with the effort and urge that similar
reforms be considered by other programs that impact our ability to mitigate, pre-
pare, and recover.

Throughout their strategic plan, FEMA has made it a priority to build capability
for catastrophic disasters. They have moved the focus away from being singularly
on Stafford Act programs and instead looked at the Nation’s resources to recover.
Preparing for catastrophic disasters has led FEMA to ensure that all employees are
now deployable emergency managers. The agency has started to train each em-
ployee, regardless of the department or position, so that they can be deployed as
needed.

FEMA has also made it a priority to become an expeditionary organization. The
agency has increased and improved engagement across the preparedness, response,
recovery, and mitigation missions while also working towards reducing disaster risk
Nationally. The agency has focused on providing mitigation programs with a focus
on future conditions and not historical averages. The agency has worked to ensure
that the whole community uses the best available data and analytic tools to make
better risk-informed decisions before, during, and after disasters.

CONCLUSION

If we hope to see effective preparedness and response to disasters, we must utilize
the capabilities that we have as a Nation and allocate resources to most effectively
meet the need. The ability to share resources will only strengthen the Nation’s capa-
bility as a whole. One of the most valuable partnerships in the whole community
is between State emergency management agencies. It’s important to acknowledge
that increasing the Nation’s preparedness and response capabilities doesn’t mean in-
creasing FEMA'’s capabilities. Through programs such as EMAC, which has been in-
valuable in deploying assets throughout the country and enabling States to support
each other more effectively, we are able to reduce the need for Federal resources.
When States work with each other and build on the capabilities in their own States
it results in strong charitable partners like the American Red Cross, the Salvation
Army, or any of the scores of other organizations that are there when Americans
need them.

Going forward, we must encourage greater investments as States work with one
another to reduce the need for Federal assistance, reduces Federal administrative
costs, reduces property damages, and most importantly save lives. We should also
continue to support FEMA’s grant programs, such as the Emergency Management
Performance Grant, funded at a mere $350 million to be allocated between all
States, the District of Columbia, U.S. territories and thousands of local jurisdictions,
facilitates strong State and local emergency management agencies that respond to
the vast majority of incidents every day in our country. We appreciate the continued
support of this subcommittee to the emergency management community as we work
together in forming new policies and procedures aimed at making these disasters
less impactful on our communities and constituents.

I thank you for the opportunity to testify today and welcome any questions you
may have.

Ms. McSALLY. Thank you, Mr. Koon.
The Chair now recognizes Mr. Currie for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF CHRIS P. CURRIE, DIRECTOR, EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT, NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS AND CRITICAL
INFRASTRUCTURE PROTECTION, HOMELAND SECURITY
AND JUSTICE TEAM, U.S. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY
OFFICE

Mr. CURRIE. Thank you, Chairman McSally, Ranking Member
Thompson, other Members of the committee. We really appreciate
the opportunity to be able to be here and testify.

Before I get into some of our specific work that we have done at
GAO in this area, I would like to make a couple broader points.
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FEMA is a much different organization than it was in 2005, and
has made a lot of progress. I think the proactive preplanning and
response to Sandy were evidence of that, and that the Federal Gov-
ernment at large was much better prepared for another cata-
strophic storm.

However, FEMA and other agencies operate in a different dis-
aster and fiscal environment today. Extreme weather events are
now the norm, and Federal disaster spending has exploded. It is
not just traditional disaster relief funds from FEMA. Now, many
other Federal agencies are contributing more to disaster relief ei-
ther directly or indirectly.

Over the last decade, we at GAO have reported on progress and
challenges, as you mentioned, in numerous areas, including efforts
to implement over 300 provisions in the Post-Katrina Act.

Today, I would like to focus on some of our work in three of those
areas. The first is National preparedness, the second is response
and recovery, and the third is what I would categorize as FEMA
management issues.

So let me talk a little bit about preparedness or, just more sim-
ply, how capable we are to respond to a disaster. Some of the big-
gest changes to FEMA in the Post-Katrina Act were in this area.
For example, there has been much progress in establishing the co-
ordinating structures, or the emergency support functions, across
the Federal Government.

Also, FEMA and other agencies have conducted numerous exer-
cises to test their readiness and identify capability gaps. Chal-
lenges still exist in this area, though. Specifically, FEMA doesn’t
necessarily control other Federal departments’ preparedness efforts
and resources.

For example, FEMA manages National-level exercises, but we
found that other agencies don’t always report back on actions they
took to close the gaps that are identified during those exercises. So
this impacts FEMA'’s ability to assess overall preparedness.

The second area I would like to talk about is response and recov-
ery. Again, there has been much progress since the problems we re-
member after Katrina. But more work is still needed.

For example, we have recently evaluated FEMA disaster pay-
ments to individuals, which was discussed in the opening state-
ments, after Sandy and compared them to Katrina. Due to better
controls that FEMA implemented after Katrina, we found about 2.7
percent of payments at risk of being improper or potentially fraud-
ulent—it doesn’t mean that those were all fraudulent—compared to
upwards of 22 percent after Katrina.

So this is unbelievably great progress, given the challenge that
Mr. Fugate mentioned of getting money out quickly but making
sure it 1s to the right people.

However, there are still improvements and some challenges that
exist, such as ability to validate Social Security numbers with the
Social Security Administration, and we made some recommenda-
tions to address these issues.

I would also like to emphasize our work on mitigation and resil-
ience-building during recoveries. Given the increase in Federal
costs and extreme weather, mitigation is one of the few solutions
to buy down risk and decrease future cost. Mr. Koon talked about
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this in his opening. We have reported recently that resilience-build-
ing efforts were a much higher priority in Sandy recovery, and
States were able to use a number of the Federal programs to miti-
gate against future disasters. However, more work is needed to
break down the barriers that still exist in mitigation.

For example, States and locals had difficulty navigating multiple
fragmented Federal programs, all with rules, regulations, and time
frames. These weren’t all FEMA programs; these are programs
across the menu of Federal agencies.

We also found that the Nation lacks a comprehensive strategic
approach to prioritizing our investments in resilience. We made
recommendations to begin addressing these issues, but determining
how to better invest our resilience dollars won’t be easy.

The last area I wanted to discuss is FEMA management. For ex-
ample, FEMA has taken a number of steps to better manage and
control the rising administrative costs. Now, these are the costs of
actually providing and managing disaster assistance.

Specifically, in response to our recommendation they developed
specific goals, and a plan to better manage and try to reduce these
costs.

Also, over the last decade we and others have found continued
challenges in FEMA’s ability to complete and integrate important
strategic workforce planning efforts. We just reported, back in July,
that the agency had not completed its plan to identify workforce
gaps and lacked data on the cost and performance of certain work-
force components. That has been a pretty consistent message
across some of our reports over the last 5 to 7 years.

So this completes my prepared remarks. I look forward to the
discussion, and any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Currie follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHRIS P. CURRIE

OCTOBER 22, 2015

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT.—FEMA HAS MADE PROGRESS SINCE HURRICANES KATRINA
AND SANDY, BUT CHALLENGES REMAIN

GAO—-16—90T

Chairman McSally, Ranking Member Payne, and Members of the subcommittee:
I appreciate the opportunity to testify today about efforts by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA), a component of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity (DHS), to more efficiently lead the Nation’s efforts to prepare for, respond to,
and recover from disasters and manage aspects of its operations to support these
efforts. We have reported on a broad range of issues and currently have on-going
work for this committee related to FEMA’s disaster programs and operations. The
anniversaries of Hurricanes Katrina and Sandy provide a valuable opportunity to
assess FEMA'’s progress and challenges in National disaster preparedness and re-
sponse and recovery efforts, as well as its management.

Hurricane Katrina in 2005 was the largest, most destructive natural disaster in
our Nation’s history. FEMA estimated that Hurricane Katrina caused an estimated
$108 billion in damages. Following the Federal response to Hurricane Katrina in
2005, Congress passed the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of
2006 (Post-Katrina Act).! The act enhanced FEMA’s responsibilities and its auton-
omy within DHS and contained over 300 provisions that call for DHS or FEMA ac-
tion to implement requirements or exercise authorities—or to be prepared to do so

16 U.S.C. §§721, 723; 42 U.S.C. §5144. The Post-Katrina Act was enacted as Title VI of the
Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act, 2007, Pub. L. No. 109-295, 120 Stat.
1355 (2006).



22

under the appropriate condition. After the Post-Katrina Act was enacted, we con-
ducted reviews and issued multiple reports that discussed a wide variety of these
emergency management issues reflecting the Federal Government and FEMA’s ef-
forts to implement provisions of the Post-Katrina and improve National disaster
preparedness, and response and recovery.2 A selection of our related reports is at-
tached to my statement. Hurricane Sandy struck the United States in October 2012,
causing an estimated $65 billion in damages, once again testing FEMA and the Fed-
eral Government’s ability to respond to catastrophic disasters.

The initial response to a disaster is the job of local government’s emergency serv-
ices with help from nearby municipalities, the State and volunteer agencies. In a
catastrophic disaster, if the Governor requests, Federal resources can be mobilized
through FEMA for search and rescue, electrical power, food, water, shelter, and
other basic human needs. The long-term recovery phase of disaster places the most
severe financial strain on local or State government and damage to public facilities
and infrastructure, often not insured, can overwhelm even a large city. We have rec-
ognized the rise in the number—and the increase in severity—of disasters as a key
source of Federal fiscal exposure.? Similarly, managing fiscal exposure due to cli-
mate change has been on our high-risk list since 2013, in part, because of concerns
about the increasing costs of disaster response and recovery efforts.4

My testimony today discusses progress FEMA has made and challenges that
FEMA faces in three areas: (1) National preparedness, (2) disaster response and re-
covery, and (3) selected FEMA management areas.

This statement is based on our prior work and focuses on reports issued from Sep-
tember 2012 through September 2015. To conduct our prior work, we reviewed rel-
evant Presidential directives, laws, regulations, policies, and strategic plans; sur-
veyed States; and interviewed Federal, State, and industry officials, among others.
More information on our scope and methodology can be found in each of the reports
cited throughout this statement.

The work upon which this testimony is based was conducted in accordance with
generally accepted Government auditing standards. Those standards require that
we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide
a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings
and conclusions based on our audit objectives.

NATIONAL PREPAREDNESS

Interagency Emergency Support Capability Assessments

In December 2014, we reported on the progress the departments that coordinate
Federal emergency support functions (ESF)> have made in conducting a range of co-
ordination, planning, and capability assessment activities.® For example, all 10 ESF
coordinators identified at least one nonemergency activity through which they co-
ordinate with their ESFs’ primary and support agencies.” Further, all 10 ESF coor-

2Two reports focused explicitly on the Post-Katrina Act; see GAO, Actions Taken to Implement
the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006, GAO-09-59R, (Washington, DC:
Nov. 21, 2008); and GAO, National Preparedness: Actions Taken by FEMA to Implement Select
Provisions of the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006, GAO-14-99R:
(Washington, DC: Nov. 26, 2013).

3The term fiscal exposure refers to the responsibilities, programs, and activities that may ei-
ther legally commit the Federal Government to future spending or create the expectation for
future spending. See GAO Fiscal Exposures: Improving Cost Recognition in the Federal Budget,
GAO-14-28 (Washington, DC: Oct. 29, 2013). Also, see GAO’s Federal Fiscal Outlook webpage:
http / | www.gao.gov /fiscal outlook/federaljscal outlook | overview#t=3.

4GAO, High-Risk Series: An Update, GAO-15-290 (Washington, DC: Feb. 11, 2015) also
http: {i/www .gao. gov/htghrlsk/lzmtttngJederalJovernmentjscal exposure/why

study

~ 5Emergency Support Functions (ESFs) are Federal interagency coordinating structures that
group capabilities into functional areas most frequently needed in a National response. The
ESF's are described in annexes to the National Response Framework (NRF), a guide to how the
Nation responds to disasters and emergencies of all types and describes the principles, roles and
responsibilities, and coordinating structures for delivering the core capabilities required to save
lives, protect property and the environment, stabilize communities, and meet basic human needs
followmg an incident. The NRF includes various annexes, 1nclud1ng those on ESFs.

6 DHS issued the National Preparedness Goal in September 2011 which defines what it means
to be prepared for all types of disasters and emergencies. The goal envisions a secure and resil-
ient Nation with the capabilities required to prevent, protect against, mitigate, respond to, and
recover from the threats and hazards that pose the greatest risk.

7The following 10 ESFs included in our review: Public Works and Engineering; Energy; Public
Health and Medical Services; Communications; Information and Planning; Mass Care, Emer-
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dinators identified at least one planning document—in addition to the information
contained in the NRF’s ESF annexes—that they had developed for their ESFs to
further define the roles, responsibilities, policies, and procedures for their ESFs’ co-
ordination and execution.

We found, however, that the ESF Leadership Group and FEMA,8 as the group’s
chair, had not worked with other Federal departments to issue supplemental guid-
ance detailing expectations for the minimum standards for activities and product
deliverables necessary to demonstrate ESF preparedness.?® In the absence of such
guidance, we found that ESF coordinators are inconsistently carrying out their
emergency response preparedness activities. We also found that, while Federal de-
partments have identified emergency response capability gaps through National-
level exercises, real-world incidents, such as Hurricane Sandy and other assess-
ments, the status of Federal interagency implementation of these actions is not com-
prehensively collected by or reported to DHS or FEMA and, as a result, DHS’s and
FEMA'’s ability to assess and report on the Nation’s overall preparedness is ham-
pered. Further, we found that FEMA’s plan to lead interagency actions to identify
and address capability gaps in the Nation’s preparedness to respond to improvised
nuclear device (IND) attacks did not contain detailed program management infor-
mation—such as specific time frames, milestones, and estimated resources required
to close any given capability gap—which is needed to better enable on-going man-
agement oversight of gap closure efforts.

In our December 2014 report, we recommended that FEMA—in collaboration with
other Federal agencies—(1) issue supplemental guidance to ESF coordinators detail-
ing minimum standards for activities and product deliverables necessary to dem-
onstrate ESF preparedness, develop and (2) issue detailed program management in-
formation to better enable management oversight of the DHS IND Strategy’s rec-
ommended actions, and (3) regularly report on the status of corrective actions iden-
tified through prior National-level exercises and real-world disasters. DHS con-
curred with our recommendations and FEMA has taken actions in response. For ex-
ample, in June 2015, FEMA issued guidance for ESF coordinators that details min-
imum standards for activities and product deliverables necessary to demonstrate
ESF preparedness. The ESF Leadership Group established a set of preparedness
performance metrics to guide ESF coordination, planning, and capabilities assess-
ment efforts. The ESF Leadership Group-generated metrics set standardized per-
formance targets and preparedness actions across the ESFs. Collectively, the
metrics and reporting of these metrics should provide an opportunity to better meas-
ure preparedness efforts by assessing if ESF coordination and planning is sufficient,
and whether required ESF capabilities are available for disaster response. In addi-
tion, FEMA developed a detailed program plan to provide a quantitative analysis
of current work and addressing existing capability gaps linked to a project manage-
ment tracking system to identify specific dates for past, present, and upcoming mile-
stones for its IND Program. We believe that FEMA’s actions in these areas have
fully met the intent of these two recommendations. FEMA officials also collected in-
formation on the status of National Level Exercise Corrective Actions from 2007-
2014, an important step to respond to our other recommendation and we are con-
tinuing to monitor FEMA’s efforts in this area, however it has not provided a time
frame for its completion.

Disaster Logistics

We recently reported in September 2015 on FEMA'’s progress in working with its
Federal partners to implement the National Response Framework (NRF) Emergency
Support Function No. 7 (ESF 7) Logistics Annex.1© We found that FEMA’s efforts
reflect leading practices for interagency collaboration and enhance ESF 7 prepared-
ness. For example, FEMA’s Logistics Management Directorate (LMD) has facilitated
meetings and established interagency agreements with ESF 7 partners such as the
Department of Defense and the General Services Administration, and identified
needed quantities of disaster response commodities, such as food, water, and blan-

gency Assistance, Temporary Housing, and Human Services; Logistics; Search and Rescue; Ex-
ternal Affairs; and Public Safety and Security.

8FEMA chairs the ESF Leadership Group, which is composed of the Federal departments and
agencies that are designated as ESF coordinators. The ESF Leadership Group exists to coordi-
nate responsibilities, resolve interagency operational and preparedness issues, and provide plan-
ning guidance and oversight for developing interagency response plans and activities.

9GAO, Emergency Preparedness: Opportunities Exist to Strengthen Interagency Assessments
and Accountability for Closing Capability Gaps, GAO-15-20 (Washington, DC: Dec. 4, 2014).

10 GAO, Emergency Management: FEMA Collaborates Effectively with Logistics Partners but
Could Strengthen Implementation of Its Capabilities Assessment Tool, GAO-15-781, (Wash-
ington, DC: Sep 10, 2015).
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kets. Additionally, FEMA tracks the percentage of disaster response commodities
delivered by agreed-upon dates, and available through FEMA and its ESF 7 part-
ners. Regarding FEMA’s support of its State and local stakeholders, we found that
FEMA could strengthen the implementation of its Logistics Capability Assessment
Tool (LCAT). For example, FEMA—through LMD and its regional offices—has made
progress in offering training and exercises for State and local stakeholders, devel-
oping the LCAT, and establishing an implementation program to help State and
local stakeholders use the tool to determine their readiness to respond to, disasters.
However, we found that, while feedback from States that have used the LCAT has
generally been positive, implementation of the program by FEMA’s regional offices
has been inconsistent; 3 of 10 regional offices no longer promote or support LCAT
assessments. Further, LMD did not identify staff resources needed to implement the
program, and did not develop program goals, milestones, or measures to assess the
effectiveness of implementation efforts.

In our September 2015 report, we recommended that FEMA identify the LMD
and regional resources needed to implement the LCAT, and establish and use goals,
milestones, and performance measures to report on the LCAT program implementa-
tion. DHS concurred with the recommendations and is taking actions to address
them. For example, FEMA officials said they intend to work closely with regional
staff to identify resources and develop a plan to monitor LCAT performance.

We also reported on the status of FEMA’s development of the Logistics Supply
Chain Management System (LSCMS) as part of a broader look at 22 acquisition pro-
grams at DHS, in April 2015.11 We reported that, according to FEMA officials,
LSCMS can identify when a shipment leaves a warehouse and the location of a ship-
ment after it reaches a FEMA staging area near a disaster location. At the time
of our review, LSCMS could not track partner organizations’ shipments en route to
a FEMA staging area, and lacked automated interfaces with its partners’ informa-
tion systems. We also reported that DHS leadership had not yet approved a baseline
establishing the program’s cost, schedule, and performance parameters. According
to FEMA officials, FEMA’s partners and vendors can now receive orders directly
from LSCMS and manually input their shipment data directly into a vendor portal,
providing FEMA with the ability to track orders and shipments from time and date
of shipment to the estimated time of arrival, but not the in-transit real-time location
of shipments. They also said that the program baseline was still under consideration
by DHS leadership at the time of our review. In addition, DHS’s Office of the In-
spector General (OIG) issued a report on LSCMS in September 2014.12 The DHS
OIG made 11 recommendations designed to address operational deficiencies that
FEMA concurred with, such as identifying resources to ensure effective program
management and developing a training program for staff. As of July 2015, FEMA
officials report that 5 of the OIG’s recommendations have been implemented, and
the agency is taking steps to address the remaining 6 recommendations.13

Because of our own update on the status of LSCMS development, as well as DHS
OIG’s review of LSCMS, we did not include a review of LSCMS operations in the
scope of our logistics report.

In addition to these completed reviews of preparedness efforts, we currently have
work underway for this committee assessing how FEMA’s regional coordination ef-
forts support National preparedness. Specifically, we plan to assess and report on
FEMA’s management of preparedness grants, implementation of the National Inci-
d}?nt Management System, and interactions with regional advisory councils later
this year.

DISASTER RESPONSE AND RECOVERY

Disaster Declarations

In September 2012, we reported on FEMA’s processes for determining whether to
recommend major disaster declarations.!* We found that FEMA primarily relied on
a single criterion, the per capita damage indicator, to determine whether to rec-

11GAO, Homeland Security Acquisitions: Major Program Assessments Reveal Actions Needed
to Improve Accountability, GAO-15-171SP (Washington, DC: Apr. 22, 2015). Since this report
was focused generally on DHS’s major acquisition programs, we made no recommendations spe-
cific to LSCMS.

12DHS OIG, FEMA’s Logistics Supply Chain Management System May Not Be Effective Dur-
mg a Catastrophlc Disaster, O1G—14-151, Washington, DC: Sept. 22, 2014).

13 GAO, Emergency Management FEMA Collaborates Effectively with Logistics Partners but
Could Strengthen Implementation of Its Capabilities Assessment Tool, GAO-15-781, (Wash-
ington, DC: Sept. 10, 2015).

14GAO, Federal Disaster Assistance: Improved Criteria Needed to Assess a Jurisdiction’s Capa-
bility to Respond and Recover on Its Own, GAO-12-838, (Washington, DC: Sept. 12, 2012).
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ommend to the President that a jurisdiction receive Public Assistance (PA) fund-
ing.15 However, because FEMA’s current per capita indicator at the time of our re-
port, set at $1 in 1986, did not reflect the rise in: (1) Per capita personal income
since it was created in 1986 or (2) inflation from 1986 to 1999, the indicator was
artificially low.16 Further, the per capita indicator did not accurately reflect a juris-
diction’s capability to respond to or recover from a disaster without Federal assist-
ance. We identified other measures of fiscal capacity, such as total taxable re-
sources, that could be more useful in determining a jurisdiction’s ability to pay for
damages to public structures. We also reported that FEMA can recommend increas-
ing the usual proportion (75 percent) of costs the Federal Government pays (Federal
share) for PA (to 90 percent) when costs get to a certain level. However, FEMA had
no specific criteria for assessing requests to raise the Federal share for emergency
work to 100 percent, but relied on its professional judgment.

In our September 2012 report, we recommended, among other things, that FEMA
develop a methodology to more accurately assess a jurisdiction’s capability to re-
spond to and recover from a disaster without Federal assistance, develop criteria for
100 percent cost adjustments, and implement goals for and monitor administrative
costs. FEMA concurred with the first two recommendations, but partially concurred
with the third, saying it would conduct a review before taking additional action.
Since that time, FEMA has submitted a report to Congress outlining various options
that the agency could take to assess a jurisdiction’s capability to respond to and re-
cover from a disaster. We met with FEMA in April 2015 to discuss its report to Con-
gress. FEMA officials told us that the agency would need to undertake the rule-
making process to implement a new methodology that provides a more comprehen-
sive assessment of a jurisdiction’s capability to respond and recover from a disaster
without Federal assistance. They said that they identified three potential options,
which taken individually or in some combination would implement our recommenda-
tion by: (1) Adjusting the PA per capita indicator to better reflect current National
and State-specific economic conditions; (2) developing an improved methodology for
considering factors in addition to the PA per capita indicator; or (3) implementing
a State-specific deductible for States to qualify for PA.17 Although FEMA initially
concurred with our recommendation to develop criteria for 100 percent cost adjust-
ments, it has concluded that it will not establish specific criteria or factors to use
when evaluating requests for cost share adjustments. FEMA conducted a historical
review of the circumstances that previously led to these cost share adjustments, and
determined that each circumstance was unique in nature and could not be used to
develop criteria or 