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Director’s Remarks

Wilberforce University is proud to be the recipient of
the NNSA funded grant ID DE-FG02-05 CH11317. The
grant is specifically targeted at modeling and simulation
issues with respect to major disasters including hurri-
canes, tornadoes, floods and other man-made disas-

ters. The first phase of the grant aims to look at hurri-
cane Katrina from a combination of a multi-modal
multi-dimensional disaster model and its realistic impact
on the city of New Orleans.

Abhay Trivedi
The journal of NNSA Disaster Preparedness specifically looks at scholarly
work around the subjects of technology engineering, psychology, policies,
urban planning, communications and national agencies both profit and non-
profit. My hope is that the journal on Disaster Preparedness will initiate a
healthy dialogue amongst scholars from academia, government and private

agencies and result in creating practical solutions to proactive disaster man-
agement initiatives.

A U.S. Army National Guard air crew-
man directs Hurricane Katrina victims.

Disaster Preparedness
seeks to publish the best
thoughtful and authoritative
prescriptions to many as-
pects of emergency man-
agement (natural, techno-
logical, industrial, and ter-
rorism events). Its intent is
to initiate a healthy dia-
logue amongst scholars
from academia, govern-
ment and private agencies
to address the principles of
emergency managements
and their application during
each phase of the emer-
gency management cycle:
preparedness, mitigation,
response and recovery.
The Journal was founded
by Dr. Abhay Trivedi, Vice
President for Academic
Affairs and director of the
NNSA funded grant ID DE-
FG02-05 CH1131, Dr.
Anouar Boukhars, the pub-
lication managing editor,
and Dr. Floyd H. Flake,
President of Wilberforce
University and former mem-
ber of Congress. The opin-
ions expressed within are
solely of the authors and do
not necessarily reflect
those of Wilberforce Uni-
versity.
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Key Objectives of the NNSA funded grant DE-
FG02-05CH11317:

» To create a simulation model depicting the im-
pact/analysis of major disasters

» To create a model based on commercial and
government data available on impact of major dis-
asters on major commercial and non-commercial
institutions

P To recreate a model depicting “Katrina” and its
impact on the region by using actual data

» To provide all modeling using GOTS and
COTS software

» To create innovative ways of reducing the im-
pact of future disasters by proactive analysis

» To create a “life-like” laboratory environment
where various disasters scenarios can be worked
out

P Create curriculum to offer insight into techno-
logical and psychological impact of energy and
nuclear disasters

» To help students get interested in top of the
line DOE careers and research

Abhay Trivedi is Vice President of Academic Af-
fairs and Principal Investigator and Director.

Editor’s Welcome

The catastrophic impact of
Hurricanes Katrina and
Rita, the deadliest natural
disasters in U.S history that
claimed more than 1,300
lives, uprooted hundreds of
thousands more and caused
tens of billions in damage,
made clear the inability of
the government and private
agencies at the local, state
and federal levels to prop-
erly direct disaster-response teams and effectively
prepare, mitigate, respond and recover in a timely
and adequate manner from powerful natural disas-
ters.

Anouar Boukhars

In response to this pressing challenge, Wilber-
force University has created the journal of Disas-
ter Preparedness to help improve the ability of
government, corporate, and not-for-profit organi-
zations to mitigate, respond to, and recover from
natural disasters.

Disaster Preparedness seeks to publish the best
thoughtful and authoritative prescriptions to many
aspects of emergency management. Its intent is to
provide a forum for the publication of innovative
research and exchange of ideas by knowledgeable
scholars, response personnel and other interested
parties. Each issue of the journal provides insights
on hazards mitigation, disaster preparedness, re-
sponse, and recovery.

The journal supports research, education, and pro-
fessional development in four areas:

Environmental hazard management
Disaster Psychology Preparedness

Economics of Natural Disasters

b=

Information Technology

Anouar Boukhars is Visiting Professor of Politi-
cal Science and Director for the Center of De-
fense and Security Policy at Wilberforce Univer-
sity. He is also editor of Wilberforce Quarterly.

Military Role in Natural Disaster

Response

The past year has been an
extremely bad one for natu-
ral disasters. From Asia’s
tsunami to Pakistan’s earth-
quake to mudslides and
hurricanes in Central Amer-
ica and Mexico, the forces
of nature have given us a
jolting reminder of their
potential to devastate and

James Lee Witt
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destroy lives and livelihoods. This country’s hur-
ricanes Katrina and Rita will prove to be the cost-
liest storms in U.S. history with an almost uni-
maginable impact on the people and the economy
of Gulf region. Storms of such magnitude pose an
equally enormous challenge to our emergency
management systems and our country’s ability to
adequately respond and recover. Not surprising,
they even cause us to question some of the most
fundamental aspects of the system, such as the
role of civilian and military agencies and the roles
and authority of each.

These disasters certainly give us a reason to re-
evaluate our ability to deal with the most catastro-
phic of disasters. They should not, however, cause
us to question the supremacy of civilian agencies
in coordinating and leading disaster response and
recovery. Rather, we need to look seriously at
what these storms indicate about the state of our
country’s emergency management system and
take action to fix the real problems.

The Role of the Military: A Partner in Civilian
Response

The arguments for involving the military more
intimately in disaster response abound. Some
point out that the military’s command and control
structure would provide the kind of framework
and efficiency that was missing in the recent hur-
ricanes. Others underscore the usefulness of mili-
tary resources such as helicopters for rescue and
tents and other shelter facilities. Still others argue
that the military’s most important role could be in
providing security following the most catastrophic
and destabilizing events. The most extreme argu-
ments advocate taking away the responsibility for
emergency response from the civilian agencies
and giving the Department of Defense the lead
role.

This would be a mistake. The civilian nature of
our emergency management system is one of the
underpinnings of its success in the past. While I
was director of FEMA from 1993-2001, I never
had a problem getting the resources needed from

the Department of Defense. Under the Federal
Response Plan, I had the authority to task the De-
partment of Defense and any other federal agency
to marshal the resources that were required. The
difference might have been, that we put possible
items in the pipeline before a hurricane hit, not
after it hit. If some of the problems that have sur-
faced in the emergency management system over
the last four years are addressed, a civilian lead
emergency management system can prosper again
in the future.

Emergency response for a catastrophic event is an
enormous responsibility involving the full coordi-
nation of nearly all of the government’s agencies.
During the 1990s, FEMA director was cabinet-
level appointment and FEMA was an independent
agency and as such, reported directly to the Presi-
dent. Under the Federal Response Plan, FEMA
had the authority to coordinate emergency re-
sponse. This meant that the FEMA Director had
the ability to task other federal agencies, including
the Department of Defense, with specific actions
and request their assistance and resources. This
changed with the establishment of the Department
of Homeland Security (DHS) in 2003 which
FEMA was folded into DHS and then dismantled.
Shortly thereafter, the Federal Government
adopted the National Response Plan (NRP) which
superseded the Federal Response Plan (FRP) and
gave ultimate authority in “incidents of national
importance” to DHS.

The effect of this change will be discussed below,
but the point remains that whether FEMA or DHS
has the lead in emergency response, the govern-
ment already has the ability to tap in to the mili-
tary’s resources through the mutual aid agree-
ments that are the backbone of the FRP and the
NRP.

Under this arrangement, the military is a key sup-
porter and partner in emergency response, but the
overall tasks of assessing needs, inter-agency co-
ordination, search and rescue, and overall man-
agement of the disaster response has always fallen
to FEMA and now to FEMA within DHS.
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The majority of the tasks and skills that are the
key functions for emergency management fall
outside the scope and mission of the military
whose primary functions are to provide military
forces to deter war and provide security for the
United States. These responsibilities are best left
to civilian institutions.

Although the military’s role in emergency re-
sponse does not need to be dramatically changed,
its partnership and coordination with FEMA and
DHS can certainly be strengthened. This partner-
ship cannot be meaningful, however, if FEMA
and DHS cannot properly carry out their emer-
gency missions. To do this, a number of prob-
lems which have arisen over the past several years
need to be rectified.

What Went Wrong? Homeland Security and the
Erosion of Emergency Management

The failures of Katrina and Rita were at all levels
of government. And, while these “perfect storms”
brought the problems of local, state, and federal
coordination in to sharp focus, the cracks in the
system existed well before these two storms pum-
meled the Gulf Coast.

Over the past four years, our nation’s ability to
prepare and respond to emergencies has been seri-
ously eroded. While this erosion is not exclu-
sively a federal, nor does it have a federal solu-
tion, the federal government has taken a lead in
shifting the focus of our emergency management
system over the past four years away from all-
hazard preparedness and toward a more narrow
emphasis on homeland security. This shift in fo-
cus was not new; the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency’s priorities had shifted back and
forth from natural disaster preparedness to civil
defense several times over the course of the nearly
twenty-five years it served as the federal govern-
ment’s lead emergency response agency.

Nor was the shift surprising given the terror at-
tacks of 2001; the administration rightly empha-
sized strengthening our domestic terrorism pre-
paredness. However, gains in homeland security
have had a cost to our all-hazard preparedness.
The wholesale incorporation of FEMA into DHS
has seriously hampered FEMA’s ability to carry
out its mission.

During the 1990s, when FEMA was an independ-
ent agency I reported directly to the President. Its
incorporation into DHS has had a dramatic and
negative effect on FEMA’s ability to maneuver
effectively and agilely. The FEMA Director no
longer had direct access to the President, but in-
stead has to go through an extra layer of bureauc-
racy to get what is needed. Even one extra layer
has proved one too many in the critical moments.

Much has been said and written about FEMA’s
neglect in the hands of political appointees and its
crisis of leadership. But these criticisms often
miss the point that the leadership failures were
only partially to blame for FEMA’s fumblings. In
fact, the appointment of individuals without
emergency management experience and the attri-
tion of many of the agency’s most experienced
and competent civil servants were symptomatic
of the larger problem of FEMA’s diminished
status. The institution as a whole has suffered
from a crisis of morale and mission.

The establishment of DHS has also aversely af-
fected the key partnerships which make the emer-
gency management system function properly.
Responsibility for the immediate response to any
natural disaster flows up from the local to the
state and on to the federal level as it becomes evi-
dent that it will overcome the capacity and re-
sources of the previous level of government.
Even when the federal government takes over re-
sponsibility for a disaster response, however,
state and local responders and emergency manag-
ers continue to work along side their colleagues at
the federal level.
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During the 1990s, the relationships between
FEMA regional offices and their state and local
counterparts were fostered through participation
in joint exercises and because the relationship was
supported by a flow of resources. FEMA had an
understanding of the needs of the state and local
emergency managers because we administered a
number of other programs. These funding pro-
grams served as a way of aligning the policies of
the local, state, and federal emergency manage-
ment community and fostering a strong relation-
ship.

Under the DHS system, FEMA’s grant making
authority has been sharply eroded. Taking away
this function and instead giving it to other divi-
sions within DHS has also contributed to the na-
tions slip away from all-hazard preparedness.
While homeland security is an important aspect of
our nation’s readiness, we have seen all too
clearly the price that can be paid in not striking an
adequate balance between natural and man-made
hazard preparedness.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The time is right to seriously evaluate the state of
our country’s emergency management system and
put it back on track. A thorough evaluation of the
lessons learned from the Hurricane Katrina re-
sponse will know doubt underscore a variety of
needs in the areas of mitigation, preparedness and
recovery as well. The National Emergency Man-
agement Association has already outlined a
thoughtful list of areas for concern in a recent
whitepaper. As NEMA underscores, the problem
is not just a federal one. But changes at the federal
level have certainly not helped strengthen our
emergency management capacity. And so, the
process of renewal and strengthening should start
by re-establishing FEMA as an independent, cabi-
net-level and fully funded federal agency. The
military involvement should remain that of a part-
ner as established in the National Response Plan
and not be expanded to take a lead role in any size
of disaster, whether it be one of a catastrophic na-
ture or not.

The mechanisms to run an effective and efficient
disaster response agency were in place, we need
to just put them back into practice.

James Lee Witt is the CEO and Chairman of
James Lee Witt Associates, LLC, public safety and
crisis management consulting firm. Mr.  Witt
served as Director of the Federal Emergency
Management Agency from 1993-2001 and over-
saw the response to over 350 disasters including
the most costly Northridge earthquake and nine
state Midwest Floods. Mr. Witt is now advising
Louisiana Governor Kathleen Blanco in the after-
math of Hurricanes Katrina and Rita. He also
serves as the Chairman of the International Code
Council.

Catastrophic Disaster and the Fu-
ture of the Military Response

Withering criticism of
the federal response to
Hurricane Katrina has
prompted a close exami-
nation of what happened
and why—as it should.
When one of the most
destructive storms in
U.S. history struck the
Gulf Coast in the sum-
mer of 2005, it threatened millions of Americans
in an area over 10,000 square miles. At the heart
of the disaster, the city of New Orleans was virtu-
ally destroyed by the flooding that followed in the
storm’s aftermath. It was, to put it mildly, a bad
day for America. As one veteran responder put it,
getting aid into New Orleans and other devastated
areas after Hurricane Katrina hit was like “landing
an army at Normandy with a little less shooting.”
And when Americans needed America most, we
let them down.

James Jay Carafano

Assessing the Response

President George W. Bush was absolutely correct
in labeling the national response “inadequate.”
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When national catastrophes occur, the nation’s
resources need to be mobilized to respond imme-
diately. Equally important, Americans must re-
main confident that their leaders, at all levels of
government, are in charge and doing the right
things to make all Americans safer. On both
counts, the nation fell short, and Americans have
a right to understand why and what can be done
better.

An analysis of what went wrong has to focus on
the nation’s capacity to respond to a catastrophic
disaster. The current national response system is
built on “tiered response,” a methodical employ-
ment of emergency responder assets very appro-
priate for dealing with disasters on a “normal”
scale.

In a tiered-response, local leaders turn to state re-
sources when they are exhausted. In turn, states
turn to Washington when their means are ex-
ceeded. Both must communicate their require-
ments to federal officials and manage the re-
sponse effectively.

In most disasters, local resources handle things in
the first hours and days until national resources
can be requested, marshaled, and rushed to the
scene. Deploying national resources usually takes
days. And usually that’s all right, because local
and state responders are capable of both providing
aid and instilling confidence until reinforcements
arrive.

Catastrophic disasters are of a completely dif-
fer-ent character. State and local resources may
well be exhausted from the onset, and government
leaders may well be unable to determine or com-
municate their priority needs. In such a situation,
national resources need to show up in hours, not
days, in unprecedented amounts, regardless of the
difficul-ties. The United States lacks the means
and capabil-ities to do this. This is something that
the nation still needs to build.

Even years after September 11, 2001, the U.S. has

only begun to build the needed system. In part,
this is because Congress, states, and cities wanted
it this way. All of them insisted on doling out
grants with scant regard to national priorities.
Katrina shows why this piece-meal approach is
wrong. Many of the New Orleans fire stations
were buried under water, along with much of the
equipment bought with federal dollars. Only a
national system—capable of mustering the whole
nation—can respond to catastrophic disasters.

The Military Response

Part of knowing what to fix, however, is knowing
what not to fix in the national response system.
And there were things that went right. America's
military was a case in point.

When local and state assets are overwhelmed dur-
ing a disaster, it is appropriate for military assets
to be brought in to bridge the gap until civilian
responders can handle the situation. And that did
happen. The U.S. Coast Guard, a uniformed mili-
tary service that is now part of the Department of
Homeland Security, rescued more than 33,000
people during and after the storm, often under
harrowing conditions. And the Pentagon pitched
in as well. By August 31, the Defense Depart-
ment had started medical airlifts, and the USS
Bataan had arrived off New Orleans. Almost
50,000 National Guard forces deployed to support
hurricane relief, and active duty troops from the
82d Airborne and 1st Cavalry, more than 17,000,
pitched in as well.

A second amphibious assault ship and an aircraft
carrier arrived on September 6. Twenty ships, 360
helicopters and 93 fixed-wing aircraft were in the
affected area by September 7. It was the largest
and fastest deployment of U.S. military forces in
support of a natural disaster in the nation's his-
tory. Few in the media seemed to notice the dif-
ference they made. If the nation had really re-
sponded as ineptly as the press suggested, then
the death toll would have been catastrophic. But it
wasn't. Hundreds of thousands were evacuated
before the storm, tens of thousands were rescued
after it hit, and millions received aid, shelter and
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comfort in the storm's wake. There are lessons to
be learned from Katrina. At the outset of a disas-
ter, when state and local governments are over-
whelmed, and before the vast resources in the pri-
vate sector can be brought to bear, there is an im-
portant role for "military" responders. They must,
however, be organized, trained and equipped
properly for the task, so that in cases like Katrina
they can get there and make a difference in hours
instead of days.

A good place to start would be to consider mod-
ernizing the Coast Guard. Today, young Coast
Guard men and women are busier than ever. But
they are heading into harm's way with a fleet of
ships, planes and helicopters that are rapidly
wearing out. Coast Guardsmen were deployed
into the teeth of Katrina on ships old enough to
collect Social Security. There's no excuse for that.

Before Katrina, the House voted to cut the Coast
Guard's budget for new equipment. There's no
excuse for that, either. Congress should double
the amount given to the Coast Guard for new
ships and aircraft, equipment that could have
saved even more lives.

Congress and the administration also need to en-
sure that we have a robust, fully manned and well-
equipped National Guard. And the Guard should
have units organized and equipped to meet contin-
gencies exactly like Katrina or any other large-
scale disaster whether it is caused by a terrorist or
a natural disaster. In achieving that end there are
some things they should—and should not do.

The Military and the Law

The government response to Hurricane Katrina
also renewed debate over the efficacy of the Posse
Comitatus Act, which prohibits the Pentagon from
con-ducting domestic law enforcement. Amend-
ing the law to grant federal troops greater author-
ity in restoring order in the wake of a domestic
emergency is a bad idea. Establishing ways to en-
sure that the military is better prepared to respond

to disasters makes sense, but chang-ing Posse
Comitatus would be a mistake. Under the Posse
Comitatus Act, the armed services are generally
prohibited from engaging in law enforcement ac-
tiv-ities inside the United States, such as investi-
gating, arresting, or incarcerating individuals, ex-
cept as authorized by federal law. The National
Guard, however, enjoys a unique legal status.
Guard troops are frequently referred to as citizen
soldiers, part of the military’s substantial Reserve
components.

Reserve forces are called to active service only for
limited periods, such as for annual training or over
-seas deployments. When not on active duty, Na-
tional Guard units remain on call to support the
governors of their respective states. Posse Comita-
tus does not apply to National Guard forces unless
they are mobilized as federal troops. As a result,
the Guard plays the primary role in augmenting
state and local law enforcement under state con-
trol, while the Defense Department plays a sup-
porting role, providing resources and logistical
support.

Furthermore, the Posse Comita-tus Act has never
been a serious obstacle to using federal forces to
support domestic operations. For example, federal
forces helped to quell riots by miners in Idaho in
1899; protected James Meredith, the University of
Mississippi’s first black student, in 1961; assisted
in controlling the 1992 Los Angeles riots; and
helped to reestablish order in the aftermath of
Hurricane Katrina. In fact, federal forces have
been used to enforce laws over 175 times in the
past 200 years under the authority of laws such as
the Insurrection Act. In short, the federal troops
can be there when they are needed.

Undercutting or supplanting the authority of may-
ors and governors in a moment of national crisis
would be a monumental mistake. Rather than tink-
ering with constitutional relationships, Congress
and the administration should focus on creating
mechanisms to get them the forces they will need
to get the job done.
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The greatest obstacle to overcome is not the legal
barriers, but the tyranny of time and distance and
the destroyed infrastructure, such as downed
bridges and flooded roads, which might limit ac-
cess.

Deploying the military faster—making it a more
agile and flexible instrument to respond to all
kinds of domestic security needs—is a question of
force structure and policy. It does not require tam-
pering with the sovereign responsibilities outlined
in the Constitution. There are better solutions.
Specifi-cally, Congress could:

e Mix National Guard and Reserve forces.
The Army Reserves, like the National
Guard, are citizen soldiers. However, the
Reserves are federal forces, meaning that
they do not belong to the states in which
they are based. Since assets indis-pensable
to disaster relief are scattered through-out
the Reserve components (both the Re-
serves and the Guard), disaster relief ef-
forts should integrate both components’
resources and clarify lines of authority in a
manner that preserves states’ autonomy in
accordance with Posse Comitatus. Rather
than amend the law to expand federal au-
thority, Congress could consider adding a
provision that would allow federal Re-
serve units to function under state control
during a natural disaster or other emer-
gency situation. Under such a provision,
states could draft their own emergency
response plans and submit them to the De-
partment of Defense (DOD) and Depart-
ment of Homeland Security (DHS). In an
emergency, the DOD could then marshal
the resources and logistical support neces-
sary to support state authorities. Such an
arrangement allows states to tailor plans to
their individual needs, to maintain unity
and continuity of command, and to allow
for coordinating the needs and costs of
responding to disasters and other contin-
gencies before the event.

e Create a Navy National Guard. The
emerging potential for maritime threats
and low-altitude attacks augurs the need
for an organizational structure that better
utilizes the Navy’s capacity to support
homeland security. Several states with
maritime interests already have state naval
militias. In fact, the New York Naval Mili-
tia assisted in the response to the terrorist
attacks of September 11, 2001. Creating a
Navy Guard to include all coastal states
would offer several advantages. A Navy
Guard would provide coastal states with
more resources to address their state mari-
time security and public safety require-
ments. Unlike the Coast Guard, the Navy
Guard would focus on state needs when
not on active federal service. It would also
provide an organization within the Na-
tional Guard and the Navy that treats
homeland security missions as an inherent
responsibility and would work to develop
the requisite competen-cies and capabili-
ties to fully support these tasks. Finally, a
Navy Guard would provide a suitable part-
ner for the U.S. Coast Guard to ensure
seamless integration of daily DOD and
DHS maritime operations.

The National Guard and Homeland Security

The most important innovation that could be
made to improve the military response to catastro-
phic disaster would be reorganize and equip a sig-
nificant portion of the National Guard so that they
are well prepared to perform “consequence man-
agement” missions both at home and overseas.

Most disasters, including terrorist attacks, can be
handled by emergency responders. Only catastro-
phic disasters—events that overwhelm the capac-
ity of state and local governments— require a
large-scale military response. Assigning this mis-
sion to the military makes sense.
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It would be counterproductive and ruinously ex-
pensive for other federal agencies, local govern-
ments, or the private sector to maintain the excess
capacity and resources needed for immediate
catastrophic response. On the other hand, main-
taining this capacity would have real utility for the
military. The Pentagon could use response forces
for tasks directly related to its primary warfight-
ing jobs—such as theater support to civilian gov-
ernments during a conflict, counterinsurgency
missions, and postwar occupation—as well as
homeland security.

Furthermore, using military forces for catastro-
phic response would be in accordance with consti-
tutional principles and would not require changing
existing laws.

These forces would be National Guard soldiers,
which are the troops that have the flexibility to
work equally well under state or federal control.
The force needs to be large enough to maintain
some units on active duty at all times for rapid
response and sufficient to support missions at
home and abroad. For catastrophic response, three
components would need to be particularly robust:
medical, security, and critical infrastructure re-
sponse. In addition, the force must be self-
deployable by air and logistically self-sustaining.

State Response Forces

States should also remember that they have other
military assets available to them besides the Na-
tional Guard and active duty military forces. U.S.
law allows states to raise and maintain state de-
fense forces (SDF). As the emergency response to
Hurricane Katrina demonstrated, these groups can
be an important supplement to the National
Guard, particularly during catastrophic disasters.
When trained, disciplined, and well organized,
local responders are essential for providing imme-
diate aid and security. Congress and the Bush Ad-
ministration should encourage states to better or-
ganize, train, and equip these volunteer units.

The U.S. Constitution and United States Code
Title 32, Section 309, authorize state defense
forces. An SDF is under the command of the
governor and reports to the state's Adjutant Gen-
eral. The state's constitution and laws prescribe
the SDF's duties and responsibilities. These
forces are state troops and are not funded by the
federal government. In order to use armories,
train on military installations, and receive in-kind
support, states have to comply with federal stan-
dards for the National Guard in matters of acces-
sion, training, uniforms, and discipline. SDF per-
sonnel receive no pay for training but may be
paid for active duty under state control.

Several states formed SDF units during World
War I to replace their National Guard, which had
been called into federal active duty. About
100,000 armed SDF personnel guarded key in-
frastructure and secured the coastlines and land
frontiers. During World War II, about 200,000
state guardsmen, with War Department support,
replaced the mobilized National Guard. The SDF
program was revived in 1980 during the Cold
War under the premise that SDF personnel
would have to replace the National Guard on the
home front if troops were mobilized to fight in
Europe. Currently, 23 states maintain state de-
fense forces of some kind, for a nationwide total
of about 14,000 personnel.

Thousands of SDF personnel from at least eight
states participated in the response to Hurricane
Katrina. Louisiana activated all of its SDF.
About 150 of these personnel were used in the
response operation in support of the Louisiana
National Guard. Mississippi also activated all of
its State Guard personnel, principally in support
of the Army National Guard, to provide security
and operate shelters. Under the direction of the
Adjutant General, Alabama SDF personnel as-
sisted in providing security and supported the
operations of the Alabama National Guard.

Although most SDF personnel were used in their
own states, some were also deployed to the Gulf
Coast.
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The Texas State Guard activated over 1,000 mem-
bers on paid active duty. Medical and military po-
lice units received evacuees at Kelly Air Force
Base and supported operations at the Houston As-
trodome and at shelters in four other locations
within Texas. Georgia SDF personnel were acti-
vated in unpaid status to process evacuees through
Dobbins Air Reserve Base and to provide medical
and administrative support and security for shel-
ters. Virginia used about 100 unpaid volunteers as
part of the Katrina response operation. This al-
lowed additional members of the Virginia Na-
tional Guard to deploy to the Gulf Coast. Mem-
bers of the Virginia defense force assisted in the
deployment of National Guard units and provided
security for armories.

The Maryland defense force sent an 81-person
medical team to Louisiana. The Tennessee State
Guard was alerted on September 1 and activated
150 volunteers to secure and support shelter op-
erations at several locations.

Although governors have great responsibility for
preparedness and response in catastrophic emer-
gencies, they have few resources other than their
National Guard available to them. SDF provide a
low-cost way for states to increase the resources
available. However, they have received little at-
tention. Some state Adjutants General want strong
and effective SDF under their command as part of
their state military departments. Others resist hav-
ing SDF, in some cases because of the additional
work necessary to administer them. Historically,
the Pentagon has offered little support or advice to
the states. Additionally, while the Department of
Homeland Security promotes volunteer participa-
tion in national preparedness and response pro-
grams, it has paid scant attention to SDF.

Neglecting SDF is a mistake. With National
Guard forces being called to active duty more fre-
quently than at any time since the Korean War,
the need for SDF to provide some measure of
backup support to the states should be readily ap-
parent. SDF should be a core part of the volunteer
assets available to states in time of crisis.

Congress can help by establishing a legislative
framework to require appropriate cooperation
between the Departments of Defense and Home-
land Security and the state governments on SDF
matters.

A Better Way

Congress and the Administration can do better
than changing laws like Posse Comitatus that
safeguard the liberties of U.S. citizens, the prin-
ciples of federalism, and the bal-ance of civil-
military relations. Rather, our leaders in Wash-
ington should improve integration of the Guard
Reserve, create a Navy Guard, reorganize part of
the National Guard for new mis-sions, and en-
courage governors to improve their State De-
fense Forces.

These steps will make the nation better pre-pared
for the next Katrina.

Dr. James Jay Carafano is Senior Fellow for Na-
tional Security and Homeland Security, The
Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for
International Studies, The Heritage Foundation

Home Security and Local Hazard
and Disaster Management

Local emergency re-
sponders and emer-
gency managers are the
foundation upon which
the nation’s system to
deal with hazards and
disasters rests. Local
fire brigades and other
volunteer organizations
were the earliest of our
emergency response and emergency management
programs. Today, local governments still have
primary responsibility for managing natural and
technological hazards and local first responders
still handle small and large disasters. Local offi-
cials are responsible for land-use regulation,
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building code adoption and enforcement, and
emergency planning and training. The effective-
ness of national efforts to deal with threats rang-
ing from hurricanes to terrorist attacks is depend-
ent upon the capacities of local governments to
exercise their responsibilities well.

When disasters do occur, the assumptions are that
state governments will provide assistance when
the resources of local governments are over-
whelmed and that the federal government will
provide assistance when the resources of state and
local governments are overwhelmed. State offi-
cials can intervene if it is clear that local officials
need assistance, but federal officials are required
to wait for state officials to request assistance. In
practice, state resources are mobilized when the
threat to life and property is substantial and fed-
eral resources are mobilized when it is apparent
that local and state resources will be over-
whelmed.

State officials seldom take over responsibility for
disaster response from local officials and federal
officials generally defer to local and state officials
who have legal and political responsibility for
managing hazards and disasters. This is the sys-
tem that operated before the World Trade Center
and Pentagon were attacked on September 11,
2001, and the system that operated until around
2004. Since that time, federal responses to major
disasters like Hurricanes Katrina and Rita have
been more ad hoc, less proactive, and slower.

The assumptions upon which major disaster re-
sponses were based in the 1990s are less certain
since the creation of the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) in 2003. The support roles for
federal agencies, including the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency (FEMA), that were
defined in the Federal Response Plan and the Staf-
ford Act have been changed under the new depart-
ment. The new National Response Plan (NRP) is
more oriented toward dealing with terrorist at-
tacks and less oriented toward dealing with the
more certain natural and technological disasters,

more oriented toward preventing terrorist attacks
and less oriented toward mitigating the hazard and
dealing with the disasters that might result from
such attacks, and more oriented toward disasters
in which there is a lead federal role and less ori-
ented toward disasters in which state and local
agencies are the lead or there is shared govern-
ance. All of these changes have affected local
government roles in managing hazards and deal-
ing with disasters.

Indeed, the Katrina and Rita disasters have raised
serious questions about Homeland Security priori-
ties and capabilities and the connections between
and among Homeland Security programs and their
local and state counterparts. The capacities of lo-
cal officials in Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama,
and Texas to manage hazards and to deal with dis-
asters were found wanting, as were the capacities
of state and federal agencies to provide adequate
and timely support.

In some measure, the causes of the problems were
the centralization of federal decision making
which slowed the deployment of resources, the
loss of communication within the disaster areas
and between the disaster areas and state and fed-
eral emergency management agencies, and poor
planning and poor plan execution at all levels.

Local Emergency Management

Local emergency management utilizes an all-
hazards approach. The underlying principle is that
agencies can develop generic disaster programs
that can be adapted to a variety of circumstances.
Mass evacuation programs, for example, can be
used to move populations away from flood, wild-
fire, hazardous materials spills, nuclear accidents,
and terrorist attacks. Similarly, temporary shelter
programs can be used in any circumstances in
which people are evacuated from their communi-
ties or their homes are severely damaged. The as-
sumption is that there are enough similarities in
the responses to most disasters to justify some
commonalities in the response programs. Disaster
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response almost always requires adaptation, inno-
vation, and improvisation. The all-hazards ap-
proach is also linked to the comprehensive emer-
gency management model. The model divides
emergency management activities, policies and
programs into four functional areas: mitigation,
preparedness, response, and recovery. Mitigation
is the prevention of or reduction in losses from
disaster, preparedness is planning and training and
the development of response capabilities, re-
sponse is the immediate reaction to disaster before
or after it occurs, and recovery is the restoration
of lifelines and other essential activities. The
functions overlap. For example, measures taken
during disaster response can mitigate the effects
of disaster, such as covering damaged roofs with
plastic tarps very quickly to minimize damage
from rain or shutting off natural gas lines to pre-
vent fires.

The biggest dilemma for local emergency man-
agement is the unevenness of capabilities. Some
local agencies have few resources and may only
have a part-time, unpaid emergency manager,
while others may have large professional staffs
and state-of-the-art capabilities. Some local agen-
cies are well-supported by their state governments
and some are not. For example, California’s
“standardized emergency management Sys-
tem” (SEMS) framework provides a common all-
hazards approach with comprehensive planning
processes, communication networks, and mecha-
nisms for state-local and local-local coordination.
There are regional coordinating bodies to assure
effective delivery of resources to local agencies.
Perhaps most importantly, SEMS assures that
emergency agencies have a common technical
language [1]. The State of Florida’s Division of
Emergency Management provides a number of
services to local and regional emergency manage-
ment organizations, including developing and
maintaining geographic information system (GIS)
databases to facilitate local disaster operations and
training local officials.

Local emergency responders include the Ameri-
can Red Cross, the Salvation Army, and other

nongovernmental voluntary organizations, as
well as fire, police, emergency medical ser-
vices, and public works departments. Volun-
teers provide essential resources to deal with
large disasters, i.e., the surge capacity. Volun-
teers provide critical manpower and technical
expertise. The overwhelming majority of fire
departments in the U.S. are volunteer. In the
State of North Carolina, for example, 79 percent
of fire departments are unpaid volunteers, 19
percent are mixes of volunteers and paid profes-
sionals, and only 6 percent are paid profession-
als [2].

States support local efforts by providing mate-
rial and technical expertise. National Guard
units, state police, state natural resources per-
sonnel, state fish and wildlife personnel and
other state personnel can be deployed to support
local responders.

The request includes a damage assessment and
the kinds of aid that are needed. If warranted, a
presidential disaster declaration is issued and
makes available individual and public assistance,
ranging from grants to state and local govern-
ments for the repair of infrastructure, public fa-
cilities, and debris removal to low interest disaster
loans to private citizens for damage to residences
and property.

The National Emergency and

Homeland Security System

Management

A series of major natural disasters during the
1960s and 1970s encouraged state and local
government officials to ask for changes in na-
tional policy. In 1978, at the request of the Na-
tional Governors’ Association, President Carter
initiated the reorganization of federal prepared-
ness programs and the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) was created.
There were organizational and political prob-
lems within the FEMA from the beginning.
Most of the problems resulted from the appoint-
ment of administrators lacking emergency man-
agement experience. The very poor federal
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responses to Hurricanes Hugo, Andrew, and
Iniki were serious embarrassments to President
George G.W. Bush and Congress considered
abolishing the agency in 1992. However, in
1993, President Clinton appointed James Lee
Witt, the former head of the Arkansas emer-
gency management agency and a former local
government official, as director of FEMA. Witt
reinvented the agency, building strong working
relationships with the agency’s state and local
counterparts. While the agency was not without
its critics, its reputation benefited tremendously
from a change in focus from national security to
natural and technological disasters. The
agency’s effectiveness in supporting state and
local disaster efforts, building partnerships with
state and local agencies and the private sector,
and increasing public awareness of hazards and
appropriate self-help measures gave it a high
public profile and a positive image.

The agency’s approach became much more col-
laborative and cooperative and much more consis-
tent with the legal and political realities of the
American federal system [3].

The creation of the Department of Homeland
Security in 2003 fundamentally rearranged fed-
eral emergency management structures and,
consequently, has had considerable impact upon
state and local emergency management pro-
grams. FEMA retained its role in coordinating
federal responses to natural and technological
disasters, but some programs were shifted else-
where within DHS. Decision processes within
DHS were centralized and altered FEMA’s de-
centralized, regional office-oriented processes.
The DHS’ organizational culture is also much
less collaborative and cooperative than the cul-
ture within FEMA and relationships with state
and local partners have suffered. The secretary
of DHS has assumed many of the functions pre-
viously the responsibility of the director of
FEMA, including making recommendations to
the president concerning Presidential disaster
declarations. The new National Response Plan
was approved late in 2004 and reorganized the

federal response to large-scale disasters. The
National Incident Management System (NIMS)
was adopted early in 2005 and has not been
fully implemented. Many local agencies, in par-
ticular, are not NIMS compliant and most non-
governmental agencies are still trying to figure
out what NIMS means. In short, there is consid-
erable confusion at the local level and among
nongovernmental organizations concerning ex-
pectations.

FEMA'’s mission has included capacity-building
at the local and state levels and programs to de-
fine minimum and desired capabilities, but, un-
der DHS, funding for local capacity-building
has been slowed and/or diverted to counter-
terrorism programs. Little guidance has been
provided for equipment choices and priority set-
ting. Monies funneled through state agencies
have tended to be allocated more broadly, re-
ducing allocations to large central cities.

State officials have often ignored local needs
and allocations, until recently, were not based
upon an assessment of risk.

The movement toward national standards has
been progressing. The National Fire Protection
Association began to develop a set of standards
for public and private emergency management
programs in the early 1990s. The standards,
NFPA 1600, have been endorsed by professional
organizations, government agencies, Congress,
and the 9-11 Commission. Because NFPA 1600 is
designed for both governmental and nongovern-
mental organizations, the Emergency Manage-
ment Accreditation Program (EMAP) was created
to adapt the standards for state and local govern-
ment programs. EMAP is a voluntary accredita-
tion process to encourage the adoption of effec-
tive practices. As of November 2005, the emer-
gency management programs of the District of
Columbia, Florida, Arizona, North Dakota, Vir-
ginia, Pennsylvania, and Jacksonville/Duval
County (FL) are fully accredited and Illinois,
Montana, and East Baton Rouge Parish (LA) are
conditionally accredited. The standards include
program attributes, such as program management,
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finance and administration, and direction, control,
and coordination. More importantly, the standards
are for whole programs, rather than for single
agencies. EMAP defines emergency management
“programs” in very broad terms that include all
the public, private, and nonprofit organizations
that might be involved in hazard management and
disaster operations. Rather than simply accredit-
ing agencies, EMAP focuses on all the actors and
stakeholders necessary to assure that the functions
are carried out. EMAP is expanding to include
Homeland Security functions and there are several
bills before the U.S. Congress to require the adop-
tion of standards for Homeland Security programs
to assure the effective allocation of resources.

Conclusions

During the 1990s, there was a paradigm shift in
American emergency management from govern-
ment action in response to crises and disasters to
community action with government assistance.
Local self-reliance was encouraged. The focus
was on hazard mitigation, rather than disaster re-
sponse and recovery.

Investments were made in programs to make
communities “disaster-resistant” and “disaster-
resilient.” Mitigation was also linked to sustain-
able development. Government programs became
more cooperative and collaborative. FEMA and
other agencies helped build consensus on the need
to reduce hazards and offered incentives to adopt
mitigation programs, rather than simply trying to
force compliance through regulation.

The creation of DHS altered the American emer-
gency management system significantly and, in
many respects, for the worst. Organizational
structures became more hierarchical. Organiza-
tional processes were centralized. Financial and
human resources were shifted to counter-terrorism
programs. Some state and local governments set
up their own Homeland Security offices, usually
tied to their police departments and sometimes
apart from their emergency management offices.

Intergovernmental and inter-agency coordination
became an even more serious problem. Local
needs and priorities were secondary to DHS pri-
orities. In many respects, emergency management
became a peripheral mission within Homeland
Security, despite the fact that the same networks
of disaster relief organizations are needed during
natural and unnatural disasters [4].
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The Role of DoD In Homeland Secu-
rity

There are two central
questions for the Depart-
ment of Defense in the
homeland security de-
bate today. First, what
is its overall relationship

. with the rest of the gov-
& ernment, and DHS in

articular, in protectin

Michael O'Hanlon ?he Americanphomelangd
from possible terrorist attack? This is largely a
question about Northcom’s role. Second, should
its force structure, and in particular its Reserve
and National Guard force structure, be signifi-
cantly modified in light of the new threats facing
the country? This article focuses on the first.

After September 11, 2001, the U.S. military added
a major command to its operational structure--one
focused on the American homeland. In previous
decades, DoD had devoted attention to direct pro-
tection of this country's territory only through the
NORAD air defense operation conducted jointly
with Canada, as well as various ballistic missile
defense programs. It had not created a broader
organization similar to regional commands fo-
cused on the greater Middle East, the Pacific,
Europe and Africa, or South America. But with
the creation of Northern Command on October 1,
2002, the U.S. military added an organization de-
signed to carry out the general defense of North
America as well as oceans out to several hundred
miles’ distance from shore. [1]

Creation of this command reflected recognition of
the fact that the military will sometimes now play
a significant role in homeland security—
specifically, in those aspects described as home-
land defense. It will as noted above generally be a
support role, since most counterterrorist efforts
involve painstaking work to track or secure mod-
est numbers of individuals and modest quantities
of dangerous materials.

The FBI, DHS, and the intelligence agencies are
better suited to such work, and DoD’s recent strat-
egy document on the subject explicitly rules out
any Department of Defense jurisdiction over such
matters. [2]

But there are times when DoD's capacity for pro-
viding large numbers of people and assets quickly
is extremely important. For example, military re-
servists were mobilized to monitor traffic near
bridges and tunnels and protect high-value infra-
structure such as airports and nuclear power
plants after 9/11. It has also deployed troops to
events such as State of the Union addresses, na-
tional political conventions, the 2004 G-8 summit
in Georgia, and the funeral of former President
Ronald Reagan. (Sometimes troops were de-
ployed under the formal authority of governors, as
National Guard forces can be, in part so that they
would not be restricted by posse comitatus legis-
lation that severely restricts the use of federal
troops in domestic law enforcement activities.) [3]
Some describe such activities, including protec-
tion of key sites, as constituting homeland defense
in contrast to the broader concept of homeland
security.

The Hurricane Katrina experience showed that,
even if DoD is usually in a support role in catas-
trophes (natural or man-made), that support role
can be quite significant in scope. This requires
two changes in policy. First, DoD must plan much
more effectively for immediate response in such
situations. The paradigm in the past has been
rapid but not emergency response (that is, over
days, not hours). But when lives are at risk, peo-
ple and assets from the active force as well as the
reserve component must move out to an afflicted
site as it becomes obvious that a storm (or an at-
tack) is severe. It is not acceptable to only then
begin serious planning and mobilization. Second,
in my view the posse comitatus legislation needs a
fourth exemption to allow DoD to carry out any
and all activities, including law enforcement, in
the event of major national catastrophe.
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Existing exemptions for insurrection, nuclear
crime, or chemical/biological emergency need to
be complemented with a fourth that would allow
the president to order active-duty forces into re-
sponse in a situation like that witnessed during the
approach and immediate aftermath of Hurricane
Katrina.

Like the other commands, Northcom is adminis-
tratively modest in scale. Located at Peterson Air
Force Base in Colorado, it has a dedicated staff of
about 1,200, including about 800 military person-
nel and 400 contractors, and a budget of just un-
der $200 million. [4] But it has the ability to call
on forces not normally devoted to its mission if
and when a crisis occurs. It also has jurisdiction
over NORAD (a command still jointly maintained
with Canada, and now focused on missile as well
as air threats) [5] as well as a subordinate com-
mand in the Washington, DC area, and a joint task
force for civil support at Fort Monroe, Virginia.
[6] NORAD might usefully be broadened to in-
clude maritime surveillance as well, and to coor-
dinate use of combined multinational land forces
in response to an emergency. It might also be ex-
tended to involve Mexico as well as Canada and
the United States. [7]

Among DoD's activities focused most directly on
protection of the North American continent, na-
tional ballistic missile has received the greatest
amount of attention. It need not be analyzed in
detail here because it receives substantial scrutiny
elsewhere--and because it is most doubtful that
terrorists could get their hands on large rockets (a
SCUD launch from a modified ship is not entirely
out of the question for a rogue state, but even this
type of ballistic missile threat would likely be be-
yond the reach of a terrorist).

Less frequently discussed is defense against a
type of threat that could also be launched at
American targets from beyond its borders, but that
is much more likely to be available to terrorists--
the cruise missile.

Many variants weigh only a ton or so, a fifth to a
tenth as much as a SCUD, and could be easily
placed inside a shipping container. If armed with
chemical or biological agent in particular, and
properly outfitted to disperse agent in an efficient
way, such attacks could--particularly with potent
biological agent--kill many tens of thousands. [8]
DoD’s homeland defense strategy document does
discuss this subject, but acknowledges that pre-
sent capabilities are highly limited and localized.

[9]

The American military services have numerous
programs relevant to cruise missile defense. Most
of them are designed to protect forward-deployed
forces within reasonably limited geographical
zones. In theory, many of the capabilities that
they are working towards could be linked up into
a national defense of some kind, assuming proper
systems integration and networking. But this
could be done only at large cost and with very sig-
nificant operational challenges such as a high risk
of shooting down small aircraft. [10] Additional
sensors, and a host of interceptor missile bases
deployed around the country's perimeter, would
ultimately be needed if this threat were to be ad-
dressed seriously. Cost estimates for such a capa-
bility begin around $20 billion. [11] And that pre-
supposes that some outstanding technical chal-
lenges, such as reliable discrimination of cruise
missiles from other flying objects, could be
solved. It may be a decade before such a defense
is truly practicable. [12]

DoD could have other specific roles in homeland
security as well. It possesses robust communica-
tions networks that DHS and other agencies may
need to employ in the event of catastrophic at-
tacks that leave normal communications nonfunc-
tional, should massive power outages or other sys-
temic failures of infrastructure require it, as wit-
nessed to a substantial degree in Hurricane
Katrina in 2005. [13] Its technology development
efforts are also potentially quite useful to the
homeland security mission in a broader sense.
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For example, unmanned aerial vehicles are al-
ready used in border surveillance at times; aero-
stats could be as well. Unmanned aerial systems
might also help with monitoring of key infrastruc-
ture. [14]
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