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WELCOME

Mr. TrRaxLER. Well, let’s see now. You have had an exciting year.

Mr. McNEjLL. Yes, sir.

Mr. TraxLERr. A little burnout. We know about that stuff. But
you’ve done well, you know that? We are very proud of you.

Mr. McNEILL. &'e are very proud of ourselves.

Mr. TRAXLER. You came up to speed very nicely, sort of from a
laid-back position. We have been very fortunate for four or five
years, we got away with appropriating little or nothing for you,
and we appreciated the quietness.

I am not sure you did, but you know, if you don’t flex some
muscle, it doesn’t retain its strength, and it must have been diffi-
cult to confront those terrible tragedies of last year with a wound-
down staff, find those bodies and get them on board and up and
running in a short period of time.

With everybody in the United States, including the Congress,

shouting at you.
Mr. McNEmLL. It was a little fun and exciting and challenging, a

big challenge.
: (1



Mr. TraxLer. Well, I think you did it well. Things are awfully
quie;;. ?Have you had any complaints from any Members, Bill, re-
cently?

Mr. GreeN. Not recently, no.

Mr. TRAXLER. Well, let's see.
We are pleased to welcome Mr. McNeill, who is the Associate Di-

rector for External Affairs. We understand that the Acting Direc-
tor, Mr. Robert Morris, is ill. Please extend our best wishes to him.
Mr. McNEiLL. I will do that, sir.
Mr. TraxLER. You have been in office for more than a year, and
I understand that a name has been submitted to the FBI for clear-

ance as Director.
You have got a large number of top management positions

vacant, as I recall.

Mr. McNEeiLL. I don’t think there is a large number, sir, but
there are a few.

Mr. TRAXLER. A couple?

Mr. McNEILL. There are a few.

Mr. TraxLER. You have got an Acting Inspector General.

Mr. McNEeiLL. That is right.

Mr. TrRaxLER. Well, how many of the top positions, management
positions are currently unfilled, or are occupied?

Anybody planning on resigning or retiring or leaving?

INTRODUCTION OF PERSONNEL

Mr. McNEiLL. Everybody is in place. 1 think there are some
people who are in the process of being nominated and confirmed
and so forth, and I'd like to introduce you to all of the people.

Mr. TrRaxLER. Why don’t you do that.

Mr. McNEILL. Let me start at my left, Mr. Grant Peterson, and
he’s been the man who has been busiest with our disasters. He is
the Associate Director of State and Local Programs and Surport.

Mr. Antonio Lopez is the Associate Director for National Pre-
garedness Programs. He is a relatively new associate director,

aving recently been appointed. ¥

Mr. Dave McLoughlin, at the end, is the Director of the Office of
Training, which handles Emmitsburg.

To my right, I have my trusted expert on the budget, Barbara
Jacobik, who is FEMA'’s Budget Officer.

Mr. TraxLER. How long have you been the Budget Officer?

Ms. JacoBIk. A little over four years.

Mr. TraXLER. Four years. Nice to have institutional memory.

Ms. JacoBik. Sometimes.

Mr. McNEeLL. Mr. Hal Duryee is the Administrator of the Feder-
al Insurance Administration. Well, he’s an incumbent, and still in
place. I am answering the question about who was changing. I may
also be changing.

Mr. TRAXLER. We are partial to incumbents. We like incumbents.

Mr. McNEeiLL. Well, I am happy to hear that.

Mr. Edward Wall has been the Acting Administretur of the |
United States Fire Administration since Mr. Bragdon rwiged.

: In back of Mr. Duryee is Mr. George Orrell, who is our Comptrol-
er.
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In back of Ms. Jacobik is Mr. George Watson, who is the Acting

General Counsel.
And sitting in back of me is the Chief of Staff of FEMA, Mr. Bill

Tidball.
Sitting over to his left is Mr. Gary Barard, who is the Acting In-

spector General.
Mr. Gregg Chappell to his left, is the Chairman of the National
Board for the Emergency Food and Shelter Program, working with

Mr. Peterson.
Also there are some others here, but I think those are the major

witnesses, sir.

Mr. TRaAXLER. Well, we are going to have questions on food and
shelter later on, but how is it doing?

Mr. CHAPPELL. It's doing fine, sir. We are very pleased with the
proigram. We have the money out on the street and it is going very
well.

Mr. PeTeRsON. Really is going excellently. The cooperation has
been excellent.

Mr. TrRAXLER. We saved you last year.

Mr. CHAPPELL. From what, sir?

BUDGET SUMMARY

Mr. TRAXLER. Let's see. You are looking for some $424,281,000 for
operating programs. The request is $9,503,000 above the 1990 level,
about 2.3 percent.

In addition, you are requesting $124,991,000 for emergency food
and shelter, a decrease of $5,101,000 below the 1990 appropriation,
and $56,101,000 for the Flood Insurance and Mitigation Programs,
which is an increase of $2,344,000 above the 1990 level.

Also, you are looking for $270,000,000 for disaster relief, some
$928,450,000 below the 1990 level, which included an appropriation
of ail.l billion, primarily for disaster victims of the California
quake.

The 1989 supplemental appropriation of $1,108,000,000 was also
approved, primarily for the disaster victims of Hurricane Hugo.

The 1991 budget requests a total of 2,624 workyears, an increase
of 25 above the 1990 level.

We would be pleased at this point to put your statement in the
record, and then we would like to hear from you, anything you
would like to tell us.

Mr. McNEILL. Thank you very much, sir.

Mr. Bob Morris has been the Deputy Director of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency, FEMA, since November of 1983,
and acting Director since June of 1989. He had planned to be here
today, but unfortunately he's not able to do so because of illness.

He has asked that I submit his detailed statement for the record,
and on his behalf that I make a few summary comments that will
highlight some of FEMA's accomplishments in fiscal year 1989 and
1990 and give you a perspective on 1991 and beyond.
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FISCAL YEAR 1990

As you said, Mr. Chairman, fiscal year 1990 has been difficult for
us all with continuing resolutions, complicated by uncertainty over
how Gramm-Rudman would ultimately affect our appropriations.

And, of course, the Agency was very busy coping with an unprec-
edented number of very large disasters, virtually simultaneously.

We would like to thank the subcommittee for enduring the devel-
opment of two o ratjnﬁ plans, and for your approval of the second
operating plan. You will find that we have made the changes and
corrections that you requested, completed our internal allocation of
funds to program managers, both at headquarters and in the re-
gions, and we are managing within our resources.

DISASTER CHALLENGES IN 1989

In looking at the fiscal year 1989-1990, the autumn of 1989 will
always be remembered for the challenges that the Agency con-
fronted in responding to Hurricane Hugo and the Loma Prieta
Earthquake in California.

We believe, as I think we said earlier, that the agency’s response
under the circumstances was excellent, and we note and appreciate
Congress’s role in enabling us to respond.

Congress acted swiftly to provide the necessary funding for the
recovery effort. It was a good example of how the partnership be-
tween the Executive and Legislative Branches of government can
work quickly to provide the necessary services to the people we
serve.

We would also like, if you don’t mind, Mr. Chairman, to take this
public opportunity to thank the employees of FEMA, both in Wash-
ington and in the Regions, who have persevered through the criti-
cisms from some corners, and provided assistance to those thou-
sands of needy disaster victims and continue to do so.

I would say, Mr. Chairman, that the Agency has learned and en-
dured a lot this past year, and we are already planning how to
turn lessons learned into improved delivery.

ADEQUACY OF SALARIES AND EXPENSES

In turning to FEMA's 1991 fiscal year {)riorities—-—throughout the
process of developing the fiscal year 1991 budget, FEMA’s number
one priority has been ensuring that there are adequate Salaries
and Expenses funds to support the workyears requested to carry
out our mission.

People remain FEMA's real essence. FEMA's success is not meas-
ured by any specific exercise, nor by any individual given disaster,
but rather by its capability not only to prepare the Nation for
severe crisis situations, but also to lead the national response to
such crises, in order to minimize the loss of life and property.

This requires—and this is why we emphasize people—an experi-
enced, professional corps of people, and were they ever tested in
this last year.

To further emphasize the priority we placed on having adequate
funds to support our people, let me explain the tradeoffs we made -
during the development of the 1991 butfget.
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FEMA chose to trade $1 in Emergency Management Planning
amd Assistance budget authority allowance for 61 cents in Salaries
and Expenses allowance, notably in the Civil Defense and Radiolog-
ical Emergency Preparedness Program areas. :

This 61 cents for a dollar trade was necessary because the trade
had to remain outlay neutral and within our overall budget allow-
ance. As we are sure that you can agree, this was not an easy
choice—but it really was the only choice given our priorities.

EARTHQUAKE

As far as the Earthquake Program is concerned, as you know,

FEMA is the lead agency in earthquake planning and response.
Congress has provided us with this responsibility, we take it very
serlilously; and we have shown that we are prepared to perform it
well.
Our actual response to the Loma Prieta earthquake and our co-
ordination and direction of the RESPONSE 89 earthquake exercise,
which was held two months prior to the earthquake, are positive
successes and are illustrative of our work in this area.

The question can be asked, are we as a Nation prepared to deal
with a catastrophic earthquake today? Probably not. But with come
program changes resulting from lessons learned from our recent
experiences with not only Hurricane Hugo but also the Loma
Prieta earthquake and witi some of the initiatives proposed in this
budget, we will be in a better position in the near future to do so.

DISASTER ASSISTANCE

As far as Disaster Assistance is concerned, it remains an area of
very high priority, as well as high visibility. An assessment will be
completed shortly that provides an evaluation of our recent re-
sponse efforts. .

This assessment may or may not result in a proposal for legisla-
tive changes. We are not now, as many perceive, the “911” for the
Federal Government, and we do not have the authority to become

such an agency.
CIVIL DEFENSE AND FEDERAL PREPAREDNESS

In looking at the Civil Defense and Federal Preparedness parts
of our budget for 1991, we recognize that the political situation in
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union has been changing rapidly—
easily said since everybody is saying the same thing. Even in the
relatively short time since we have prepared and submitted this
budget, this has been the case.

However, we urge that you not automatically interpret these po-
litical reforms as a reason to reduce funding for two of our very
important programs, namely, the Civil Defense Program and the
Federal Preparedness Program.

First of all, we would hope that we do not dismantle or in any
way allow deterioration of our infrastructure, which we have pains-
takingly built over these past few years. We shouldn’t do that until
we have some assurance that these political changes are perma-

nent.



Secondly, we would remind you that the capabilities developed,
both under the Civil Defense and Federal Preparedness Programs
are applicable to all emergencies.

In other words, their utility and value are based on dual use,
which is an impodrtant point, whether a disaster is caused by
nature, by technology or by a nuclear weapon.

For example, evacuation flans, developed with Civil Defense
funding, have been successfully used to limit the loss of life in hur-
ricanes and floods.

Also, the integrated response between Federal, State and local of-
ficials during the California earthquake is due in part to the plan-
ning and preparedness capabilities developed through the Civil De-
fense Program.

Similarly, the coordination and communication, support provided
to the Virgin Islands after Hurricane Hugo kept the resultant civil
disturbances that happened there from escalating into a far greater
problem.

We will continue to work within the Administration to reshape
our programs and to provide for continued integration of national
security and non-defense related activities.

CLOSING STATEMENT

In my closing comments, I would like to point out that Mr.
Morris has been at FEMA for a little over six years now—for a
good portion of its history as an agency. During this period, he has
. witnessed some tumultuous times in the earlier days, when
FEMA's response and planning was sometimes fragmented, partial-
ly as a result of the way the agency was formed initially. At that
time, criticisms of FEMA for certain management practices some-
times overshadowed the work that the agency did. He hopes that
the Subcommittee shares his view that FE has developed, ma-
tured, and has become a more credible organization within the Fed-
eral Government.

He thinks that this is illustrated by the fact that the Nation’s
people do look to us for providing emergency response in di
ters—sometimes for more than we can provide.

Even within the Federal Government, FEMA has acknowledged
expertise in such areas as evacuation planning around hazardous
sites, as evidenced by the number of agencies who have given us a
role in helping them perform their missions.

During our time at FEMA, we have had the privilege of working
with your very competent, professiona! staff, and we would like to
thank them for their assistance, and let me add their persistence,
in helping us to shape and define FEMA’s budget and programs.

We hope that the Agency can continue to work constructively
with your staff to improve our budget.

In our view, our budget is still perhaps too long, too detailed, and
maybe too complex for the size of our Agency and the level of re-
sources being considered. Over the next six months, we will request
the assistance of your staff in working with us and OMB in restruc-
turing our budget to provide a better articulation of our programs.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for allowing me the opportunity to
share these brief comments on behalf of Mr. Morris, who would
have liked to have delivered them himself.

My staff and I will be pleased to answer questions. I have asked
my colleagues not to be reluctant to speak up when they have ex-
pertise in a matter under discussion, and I have also asked them to
please avoid using acronyms.
~ [The statement of Mr. Morris along with biographies of new wit-
nesses follow:]



Ny. Chajirman and Nembers of the Subcommittee:

We appear before you today to present testimony on the budget
request for the Federal Emergoncy Kanagement Agency (FENA) for
fiscal year 1991,

The total requested for all appropriations is $819,272,000. The
outlay request is $1,623,827,000, and FENA's full~-time equivalent
needs are estimated at 2,713, Compared to 1990, requested
appropriations decrease by §924,048,000, outlays decrease by
$122,687,000, and full-time equivalents increase by 49.

The 1991 budget reguest for FEMA's operating accounts is
$420,376,000, an increase of $8,161,000 from 1990. Roughly 60
percent of this increase is for Salaries and Expenses. The
increase includes funds to support FEMA's full complement of
regquested workyears, to provide for specific initiatives such as
earthgquake preparedness, and to jpartially offset uncontrollable
cost increases, including GSA rent increases, the three-month 1991
cost of the 1990 pay increase, and half the estimated 1991 costs
of 1991 pay increases for GS8, GM, SES, and Executive level

employees.

The 1991 reqguest contains three minor budget structure changes at
the activity level. PEMA proposes to group the Hazardous Naterials
(HAZMAT) program with the Radiological Emergency Preparedness
program into the budget activity Technological Hazards. This
restructure is based on commonality of content, and will not affect
the identify of either program. The budget activity previously
named Earthquake and Other Hazards no longer includes the HAZMAT
program, and has been renamed National EBarthquake Program and Other
Hazards to highlight FEMA's lead agency role in the National
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program. The two budget activities
funded by transfer of balances from the National Flood Insurance
Fund have been combined into one activity, Plood Insurance and
Mitigation, again with no impact on program identity.

OVERVIEW

A first glance at FEMA's 1991 request for appropriations compared
to the 1990 appropriated level wonld startle anyone not familiar
wvith the extraordinary demands placed on the Disaster Relief PFund
last fall by Hurricane Hugo and the Loma Prieta earthquake. The
1991 reguest for Disaster Relief is based on an average year of
disaster activity. The rather substantial reduction in FEMA's 1991
request for appropriations stems mainly from the elimination of the
one-time, fiscal year 1990 one billion dollar supplemental that was
appropriated to FEMA following the Loma Prieta sarthquake.

Bxcluding the Disaster Relief Pund, FEMA's 1991 request maintains
most programs at or somevhat below the 1990 1level. Modest,
specific increases in Civil Defense, the National BEarthqguake
Program, Management and Administration, and the Office of the
Inspector General are partially offset by decreases in Federal
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Preparedness, Training and rire Programs, and the Emergency Pood
and Shelter Program.

Increases in both staff and funding in the National Earthquake
Program will expand FEMA's activities under the National Earthquake
Hazards Reduction Plan, including the development of a program to
identify, train, equip, and mobilize model search and rescus teams
at the State and local level, for response to extraordinary
disasters. In Civil Defense, increases focus on provision of
varning and communications squipment to States and localities, and
on population protection. The request continues student travel and
lodging stipends at the existing level and increases funding for
the expansion of arson control initiatives and for research and
development on various firefighter health and safety issues.

As an offset to some of these modest increases, the 1991 request
reflects decreases in Training and Fire Programs for the
termination of funding for SARA Title III training grants as well
as a decrease in the classified Government Preparedness Programs.

In keeping with the Administration's amphasis on the collection of
user fees, the FEMA request proposes user fees in three areas.
The full recoupment of expenses of the Radiological Emergency
Preparedness (REP) program from the utility companies serviced in
the licensing process is proposed, as is the recoupment of the
costs of the Flood Insurance and Mitigation programs from
policyholders. A partial user fee is proposed for students at the
National Ewergency Training Center, who would pay a student
registration fee of $25 a week. Revenues from the student fees
and REP costs are intended to be deposited directly in the
Treasury; revenues from the Flood programs are intended to be
deposited in the National Flood Insurance Fund.

CIVIL DEFENSE

FEMA requests $154,117,000, an increase of $4,820,000 over 1990,
for this activity in order to support the implementation of an
integrated, all-hazards preparedness and response capability at
the Federal, State, and local leveis of government. In 1991, the
primary use of the funds requested will be for grants to the States
to continue the efforts initiated in 1989 for the development of
a base survivable crisis management capability at the State and
local 1levels. This integrated, base-line capability includes
communications and hardware systems, plans, and trained people in
emergency management organizations to prepare for and respond to

all major emergencies.

In accordance with the requirements of the Pederal Civil Defense
Act of 1950, as amended, this all-hazards approach is based on an
integrated program that: recognizes the unique characteristics of
all emergencies, including natural disasters, technological
hazards, and attack; supports capability building at all levels;
relies on the effective use of crisis management systems: and uses
tests and exercises on a recurring basis to ensure that base-line,
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in-place systems are workable and sustainable under extreme
conditions, including nuclear attack. This integrated, all-hazards
approach is the cornerstone of the Civil Defense program in the

1991 request.

I would 1ike to point out at this time that the Administration will
be undertaking a major policy revisw of the civil defense program
to determine what changes may need to be made in light of the

rapidly changing world situation.
NATIONAL EARTHQUAKE PROGRAM AND OTHER HAZARDS

The request for the National Earthquake Program and Other Hazards
activity is $16,050,000 and 58 vorkyears, an increase of $4,366,000
from the 1990 current estimate. This activity supports FEMA's
statutory responsibilities as lead agency for the National
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program and encompasses programs which
work with State and local governments, volunteer and educational
organisations and the private sector to reduce the potential loss
of life and property from earthquakes, hurricanes, unsafe dams and
related natural hasards. This is accomplished through
comprehensive programs of mitigation, preparedness and response
planning and public education.

Both Hurricane lmgo and the Loma Prieta earthquake illustrated the
benefits and continuing need for these programs. Planning efforts
supported under the Hurricane program led to the successful
evacuation of thousands of rsesidents prior to Hurricane Hugo, and
the earthquake mitigation and preparedness efforts undertaken with
FENA support in the San Francisco Bay area played a significant
role in reducing the loss of life and property from building
collapses in the Loma Prieta earthquake last October.

In 1991, these programs will emphasize: (1) implementation of
state of the art mitigation techniques; (2) enhanced preparedness
and response capability at the State and local levels; and (3)
incorporation of lessons learned from Hugo and Loma Prieta into
ongoing program activities. One such lesson will result in a major
initiative to snhance the Federal government's urban search and

rescue capability. ~

\

‘. TECHNOLOGICAL HAZARDS

Technological Hazards is a new budget activity for 1991, combining
the Radiological .Emergency Preparedness and Hazardous Materials
Programs. The request for Technological Hazards is $11,262,000 and
117 workyears, a net increase of $156,000 over 1990. This activity
supports FEMA's effort to provide technical and financial
assistance in AQeveloping/fostering Federal, S8tate, and local
capabilities to variously prepare for, respond to, and mitigate the
consequences of technological emergencies.

In 1991, under its Radiological Emergency Preparedness Ptégtan
(REP), PEMA will continue to assess the adequacy of State, local,

2 e e
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and utility emergen planning and preparedness around (fixed
nuclear er facilities. The Administration intends to propose
legislation to permit collecticn of fees from utility licensees to
recover the full cost of expenses associated with the REP program.
The fees to be collected would be reimbursed to the Treasury and
therefore would not affect this appropriation request.

Under the Hazardous Materials Program, PFEMA will emphasize
development of a comprehensive exercise program with which to
assess emergency planning and response capabilities at the State
and local level.

FEDERAL PREPAREDNESS

The request for Federal Preparedness is $160,275,000 and 977
workyears, a net . decrease of $1,221,000 from 1990. The major
portion of this decrease is in the Government Preparedness Progranm.

This request continues operation of the Emergency Information and
Coordination Center. This program provides national-level
emergency managers with data, communications support, and
facilities to direct the national response to a wide range of

emergencies. .

In addition, this request provides funding for the Mobilization
Preparedness and the Federal Readiness and Coordination programs.
The Mobilization Preparedness Program ensures that Federal
departments and agencies have in place plans, systems, procedures
and resources to support national emergency mobilization, including
civil sector support to a military mebilization. Under the Federal
Readiness and Coordination program, FEMA provides guidance to the
Federal departments and agencies to prepare for and effectively
respond to national security emergencics; manages the Federal
response and recovery in the event of such cnargencios: and plans,
coordinates, and conducts domestic emergency and national security

exercises.
TRAINING AND FIRE PROGRANMS

The request for Training and Fire Programs is $21,542,000 and 109
workyears, a net decrease of $1,611,000 and 3 workyears. The
reduction is based primarily on the termination of funding for SARA

Title III training.
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United States Fire Administration

In the 1991 request, funds are provided for the following Federal-
level activities: the residential sprinkler demonstration project;
the undertaking of new (fire service management initiatives;
achieving a closer working relationship between the fire service
and public management; continuation of public/private partnership
efforts; studying the adequacy of fire apparatus operator training:;
additional research to develop superior protective clothing, tools
and equipment to allow firefighters to operate more safely and
efficiently in emergencies; identification of the special needs and
precautions associated with AIDS; continuaticn and expansion of the
National Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS); and analysis of
selected fire department operations.

The 1991 request proposes an increasse for arson control
initiatives, particularly the community based programs and the
juvenile firesetter project, as well as technology research related
to residential sprinklers. In addition, the increase provides for
research and development efforts on the varied problems facing the
fire service such as response to situations created by large scale
disasters, improvements in tools and protective clothing to make
firefighting safer for the firefighter, and protection of personnel

from communicable diseases.

Ugser Fee for Training

For 1991, FEMA continues the Administration's policy initiative to
increase State, local, and volunteer organizations' investment in
Federal programs which benefit them, by proposing a nominal student
registration fee. Under the 1991 request, State and local
governsents and volunteer organizations will pay a student
registration fee of $25 per week or any portion of a week for each
student. Currently, a student's sponsoring organization pays for
the Student's meals, ground transportation at the point of
departure, and, where necessary, the salary and benefit costs of
replacement personnel. The Federal government currently pays-- and
will continue to pay-- all other costs of the on-campus resident
program at Emmitsburg including costs of student travel to NETC,
lodging, faculty and staff, course materials, course development
and delivery, site administration, etc. The proposed fee will
partially defray these costs.

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

The request for Management and Administration is $45,243,000 and
467 workyears, a net increase of $2,261,000 and 3 workyears from
the 1990 current estimatu. The net increase in this activity
includes increases to enhance legal activities in the areas of
subrogation and support to the Inspector General, to improve the
Agency's financial management systems, to remove architectural
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barriers to the disabled, to fund GSA rent increases, and to
implement a drug-testing progranm.

INSPECTOR GENERAL

In 1991, FEMA {s requesting $3,905,000 and 60 workyears for
Inspector General activities, an increase of $1,342,000 and 13
workyears over 1990. This level of rasources will provide the
agency with increased audit and investigative coverage of its
programs and operations and additiona. resources to meet other
requirements of the Inspector General Act.

NATIONAL FLOOD TWSURANCE FUND

In 1991, FEMA's National Plood Insurance Program will remain self-
supporting for the historic average loss year., To date, this
effort has saved the taxpayers $1.7 billion. Since 1986, the
National Flood Insurance Pund has additionally supported the Flood
Plain Management Program and the administrative costs associated
with the National Plood Insurance Program. This has amounted to
a total transfer of $262,186,000 through 1990.

The Housing and Community Development Act of 1987 (Public Law 100-
242) authorized a ten per cent increase in premiums in both 1988
and 1989. No rate increase has been required since 1988, and none
is planned for 1991. The current rate structure, however, does not
provide for catastrophic losses or for the increased benefits
avajilable under Section 544 of Public Law 100-242 ("Upton-Jones"
provisions). Should there be any significant increase in claims
as a result of this provision, rate increases may be necessary to

maintain the program's self-supporting status.

In 1989, the National Flood Insurance Program's policy base
increased by nearly 100,000 policies or nearly % percent, an
indicator of the success of the partnership with the private
insurance industry. PEMA will continue to work with the private
insurance industry through the Write-Your-Own program, as the most
effective means of promoting the sale of flood insurance policies,
providing improved services to insurance agents and brokers, and
improved claims services to policy holders should a catastrophic
flooding event occur. At the end of fiscal year 1989, over 80
companies were actively writing in the program, representing almost
1,800,000 policies, or 83 percent of total policies.

NATIONAL INSURANCE DEVELOPMENT FUND

FEMA supports the termination of this program when its current
authorization expires on September 30, 1991, . Through 1990
approximately -$1,100,000 per month of taxpayer subsidy will be
required to support the program's fewer than 25,000 policies, of
which 86 percent are in only five States. FEMA will continue its
efforts to make the program more efficient by seeking rate

increases to cover losses and expenses.
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DIJASTER RELIERPF

The 1990 request of $270 million for the Disaster Relief Fund
reflects an expected return to a normal year of disaster activity
following the unprecedented dj~asters and obligations which
resulted from Hurricane Hugo L4 the Loma Prieta earthquake.
Supplemental appropriations of $1.108 billion and $1.1 billion wvere
approved in September 1989 and October 1989, respectively, to
address the combined effects of these events. There will be a
continuing high level of activity associated with the management
and delivery of assistance for Hurricane Hugo and Loma Prieta
during 1991. The primary uses of Disaster Relief Funds are grants
to individuals, families, and State and local governments. 1In
1991, FEMA anticipates that it will support recovery operations in
28 Presidentially-declared disasters.

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER

FEMA is requesting $124,991,000 to continue support to emergency
food and shelter programs for the homeless through a national board
of major private charities. This funding level reflects a decruase
of $5,101,000 from the 1990 level in accordance with overall
deficit-reduction requirements. This funding level is consistent
with the Administration's policy of shifting resources into
programs that assist the hokeless on a more transitional or
permanent basis. This request is an integral part of President
Bush's pledge to combat homelessness by fully funding the McKinney
Act programs. Government-wide, the Administrztion proposes $812
million for McKinney Act programs, a $152 million increase over the
enacted 1990 level. The budget request of $981 aillion for all
homeless assistance programs is 22 percent above the 1990 enacted
level. 1In 1991, FEMA's funds will supplement programs for the
needy and homeless at more than 10,000 organizations in 2,300

jurisdictions.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, My staff and I will be pleased to answer
any questions.
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCHES

GARY J. BARARD

Gary J. Barard has been detailed, effective December 30, 1989, as Deputy Inspec-
tor General. Pending the appointment of an Inspector General, he has mmnsibility
for all operations of the Office of Inspector General. Mr. Barard served
as the Asaistant Inspector General for Audit the past five years and possess over 20
K‘ears of governmental auditing experience. He holds degrees in accounting and law.

r. Barard is a Certified Internal Auditor and a member of the Georgia State Bar
Association, and the Federal Audit Executive Council.

ANTONIO LOPEZ

Antonio Lﬂaez is Associate Director, National Pre ness Directorate, Federal
Emergency ana,gzment Agency. He was nominated by President George Bush and
confirmed b{ the Senate in the fall of 1989. As Associate Director, he will be direct-
ly responsible for the Agency’s lar%est Directorate, which employs over 1,000 people,
with a budget in excess of $200 million. It is the U.S. Government’s primary coordi-
nating, planning, and policy setting component for domestic preparedness, and re-
sponse to a broad range of national and international emergencies that may have
national security implications.

Mr. Lopez was appointed by President George Bush at the beginning of the Ad-
ministration to serve as Special Assistant to the President and Director, White
House Military Office. In this position, he oversaw the management and operation
of a wide variety of military services to the President and the White House. These
military services included Air Force One, Camp David, White House Mess, Presiden-
tial helicopter fleet, medical support to the President, and White House motor vehi-
cle fleet. He also served as the White House Emergency Actions Officer.

Mr. Lopez served on the George Bush for President and Busr-Quayle 1988 cam-
paigns as Deputy Director of Research. He was responsible for planning, organizing,
staffing, directing, coordinating and developing 32 issue grou%a which studied and
wrote issue documents for use in the Presidential campaign. He also performed as
surrogate speaker for the Vice President and managed over 50 volunteers in the In-
formation Center which served as the focal point for all incoming calls regarding
the Vice President's stand on the issues facing the Nation.

Prior to returning to Washington, D.C. in 1987, Mr. Lopez was self-employed in
Covington, Tennessee as an International Business Development Consultant.

From 1982 to 1985, he was employed by the Vollrath Company, Sheboygan, Wis-
consin as Manager, Business Development in Latin America. He performed re-
search, site surveys, and neﬁotiatiom necessary for development of joint-ventures
with Mexican counterparts. He also managed Vollrath sales accounts in most coun-
tries of Latin America and the Caribbean.

Mr. Lopez served in the United States Air Force for 27 years retiring as a Colonel.
He served in a variety of operational, research and development, and diplomatic po-
sitions and assignments throughout his military career including combat duty as a
forward Air Controller in the Republic of Vietnam. He culminated his Air Force
career in 1982 with the Inter-American Defense Board in Washington, D.C., as Chief
of Plans Division, International Staff. In Panama, he dirécted a U.S. military radio,
television, and newspaper organization. He also served as the news media spokes-
man for all US. military activities in Latin America during the negotiation and
ratification groceas of the historic and controversial Panama Canal Treaty.

After graduation from Phillips Academy, Andover, Massachusetts, Mr. Lopez re-
ceived his Bachelor of Science in Mechanical Engineering from the University of
Colorado, Boulder, Colorado. He attended the University of Southern California, Los
Angeles, where he earned a Master of Science in Systems Management.

ir awards include the air Force Commendation Medal with oak leaf cluster,
Joint Service Commendation Medal, Air Medal with eleven oak leaf clusters, the
Meritorious Service Medal, the Defense Meritorious Service Medal with one oak leafl
cluster, the Distinguished Flying Cross, the Defense Superior Service Medal, and the
Claude Moore Fuess Award for Distinguished Contribution to Public Service, 1978,
Phillips Academy, Andover, Massachusetts.

Mr. Lopez’ parents are both immigrants from Latin America; he was born in Los
Angeles, California. He is married to the former Rugh B. Fr{}er; they have four chil-
dren, and four grandchildren. Mrs. Lopez also served in the United States Air Force.
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JAMES P. McNEILL

James P. McNeill is the Associate Director for External Affairs of the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). In this position, which Le assumed Janu-
ary 17, 1988, he oversees the External Affairs Directorate. It has three major compo-
nents: the Office of Congressional Affgirs, the Office of International Affairs, and
the Office of Public and Intergovernmental Affairs.

Prior to assignment to his present position, Mr. McNeill had served in FEMA as
Associate Director of the Training and Fire Directorate from November 1, 1985
until that Directorate was reorganized in January 1988. In that capacity, he over-
saw the operation of FEMA's National Emergency Training Center at Emmitsburg,
Maryland. The Center comprises the National Fire Academy and the Emergency
Management Institute.

McNeill, 55, has spent more than 20 years working in the education and training
field, including positions as a corporate training director in the chemical industry,
and as Associate Director for the National Fire Academy (NFA). He spent more
than seven years in financial and employee relations management, and five years in
national and civil security matters with FEMA and the Department of Defense.

At the NFA from 1977-79 (prior to and just after FEMA’s formation), McNeill
was responsible for all administrative operations, and participated in the develop-
ment of NFA’s initial curriculum planning. He developed the decision package for
the Congress for purchase of the Academy’s Emmitsburg site, and was responsible
for the initial site occupancy and planning, including subsequent merger of NFA
with the Emergency Management Institute.

McNeill received his undergraduate degree from Cathedral College in New York,
and his M.B.A. from New York University. He completed his Ph.D. course work at

NYU also.
He was born in New York City. He and his wife Jacqueline live in Olney, Mary-

land. They have four children.

EDWARD M. WALL

Edward M. Wall is Acting Administrator of the Federal Emergency Management

Agency's (FEMA) United States Fire Administration. The U.S. Fire Administration
18 part of FEMA's Training and Fire Programs Directorate and is located on the
lcarrépus of the agency's National Emergency Training Center in Emmitsburg, Mary-
and.
The Fire Administration was created under the National Fire Prevention and
Control Act, signed by then President Gerald R. Ford in 1974. The Fire Administra-
tion is charged with providing a federal focus for fire prevention and control pro-
g;a;_ms designed to reJ:xce life and property lost in the lynited States to the ravages
of fire.

Prior to this assignment, Mr. Wall was Deputy Superintendent for Resident Pro-
grams of FEMA'’s National Fire Academy, and he served as the Academy’s Superin-
tendent during 1981.

Mr. Wall brought to the National Fire Academy more than 25 years of fire service
experience, including duty as Chief-in-Charge of training for a major metropolitan
area f re department.

Mr. Wall holds a bachelor’'s degree in fire administration and a master's degree in
public administration. He is a certified college-level instructor and has authored sev-
eral college-level fire science and fire administration home-study courses.

GEORGE W. WATSON

George W. Watson, Acting General Counsel for the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency (FEMA), serves as the Chief legal advisor to the Director and the Di-
rector's top advisors. He also manages a law office of 20 attorneys and su l“Port staff.
Prior to being named as Acting General Counsel by the Director of FP MA, Mr.
Watson served as Associate General Counsel in charge of the Program Law Division
in the Office of the General Counsel. Prior to that he was Associate General Coun-
sel in charge of the General Law Division. He also served as a special assistant to
the Director of FEMA. Before joining FEMA, he worked at the Pentagon, including
a tour in the Office of the General Counsel for the Department of Defense.

Prior to joining the Federal Government, Mr. Watson was in private practice in
Michigan where he also served as Assistant Prosecuting Attorney and as Friend of
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the Court in Kalamazoo, Michigan. Prior to that he was the legal director of the

Kalamazoo County Legal Aid Bureau,
Mr. Watson served with the U.S. Navy during World War 11
Mr. Watson was born in Eaton Rapids, Michigan. He received his undergraduate

and law degrees from the Universi?r of Michigan. He and his wife, Ruth, reside
south of Alexandria, Virginia near Mount Vernon and have five children and three

grandchildren.
CHALLENGES FACED IN PROVIDING DISASTER AID

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. McNeill, let me say that we are in complete

eement with you on the point that we think that the Agency,
when put to the ultimate test, and heaven knows what would have
occurred if we had had a third disaster simultaneously with the
two, but I think that you and the director, the Acting Director are
to be commended, along with the rest of your personnel, for the
way you filled in the breach.

e appreciate the fact that you didn’t have all the human re-
sources initially that you needed, that you had to bring on board a
lot of bodies, they needed training, but you did it in a remarkably
short period of time.

I suppose one could look across the whole spectrum of the disas-
ters and say well, yes, here's a couple of things that went wrong.
But that ought not to subtract from the fact that there were liter-
ally hundreds of thousands of American citizens who were ably and
c?ably served by your agency, under a great deal of stress on each
?é e, and you deserve the thanks of those people, as well as the

ation.

We want you to know that. It didn’t go unnoticed. You know, bad
news has a way of traveling. Bad news mal-es for good newspaper
settings, and I asked a newspaper friend of mine on one occasion
how come they didn't print a particular story. And he said, it doesn’t
sell newspapers. The good news here is an agency that one could sa
over the years for various reasons budget considerations, a bit of luc
in terms of no national disasters, to speak of, localized ones, very
localized, but not grave situations, except to the few pegFle who were
involved as victims in them, an agency that was not fleshed out in
terms of personnel really step into the breach and served the
Nation well. -

We cannot ask any more than that. It was done well, and you de-
serve our thanks. A

I hope you will convey that to the acting director.

Mr. McNEiLL. I will do that, sir.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Green.

We start on a high point.

DISASTER RESPONSE WHEN LOCAL GOVERNMENT IS CRIPPLED

Mr. GREEN. As you know, about three months after Hugo, togeth-
er with staff, I visited Puerto Rico, Saint Croix, Saint Thomas, and
Charleston to see what we could learn from the experience there.
Subsequently we went to San Francisco.

There are limits to what you can learn from being in four sites
in four days, and I preface everything I am going to say with that,
but certainly one thing I brought away was tremendous admiration
for your staff, both the permanent employees who form the cadre

EN
T
é‘ﬁ‘ns‘ -
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or core for the whole operation, plus all of the people from your
reserves and the volunteers who were there, many of whom at that
point had worked many, many weeks with perhaps at most one
trip home to see their families.

And they were still working very long days and nights te serve
the people there and were doing it with great dedication. That was
something that was very impressive to me.

I had had disaster experience before when I was Regional Ad-
ministrator of HUD and had been involved because we got the
housing assignment typically in those days, in both Eloise, in
Puerto Rico in 1975 and Agnes before that. This was the case. At
least in the segment in upstate New York, and those two, although
they involved high winds, were primarily flooding kinds of events.

I found Hugo very different because the major impact was the
very high winds, whereas in a flooding type of situation, although
the death toll can be very high, the destruction is in a relatively
narrow swath in the flood plain.

When you send your people in, there is a motel a mile or two
away, and there is electricity, and there are super markets. In
short, life outside the immediate flood plain is fairly normal, and
you have an infrastructure there in which you can function.

In contrast, when you have got places like Saint Croix or
Charleston, there was nothing there, and when you turn to the
local officials and ask for a school gym to set up a disaster relief
office, there was no school gym with a roof on it.

People had no place to stay, and in a sense, at least for the first
day or two, they were part of the problem in that they needed to be
h,oused and fed, to find electricity and water, just like everyone
eise.

I guess that gave me the question, shouldn’t we be doing more to
provide you with a capacity, such as temporary shelters, more
emergency generators and perhaps some stored food and water so
that when you come into that kind of a situation, you can be func-
tioning from day one instead of having to find a place to live and
having to get your own people up and running before you can start

serving other people?
What are you doing about that, and to what extent does this

budget reflect it?

Mr. McNEiLL. I think it’s an excellent question. I think the best
person to answer that question is Mr. Grant Peterson.

Mr. PeETersoN. Congressman Green, in direct response to your
question, first of all, I take personal pleasure in thanking you, Mr.
Chairman, and you, Congressman Green, for taking the time out of

our schedule, not only for going to the Caribbean and South Caro-
ina, but also for spending many days in California. And we are
very appreciative of that time.

This budget was put together primarily prior to the time that we
endured most of the effects of Hurricane Hugo, and right now, we
have had some 20 disasters on our plate since then.

So we are up and running. We have lots of lessons learned, and
you have touched on a number of them. One of the lessons learned
that is not reflected in this budget is that government itself can

become the casualty.

+
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FEMA historically relies upon government to provide us with
those basic resources on site. When the local government is the cas-
ualty, we find that we try to inject ourselves into the system and
the process expediently and have no support when we arrive, not
anly for our own personnel, which to me was a tragedy, especially
in gaint Croix, but also for the capability of establishing the disas-
ter field office and equally and perhaps more importantly, the dis-
aster application centers.

We cannot help people until we are able to get them into a disas-
ter application center. So we found a tremendous void there in our
capability in that we did not have a capability to support ourselves
in the field, nor did we have a capability to put a disaster field offi-
cer and a disaster applications center up in the state when it was so0

seriously impacted.
INITIAL DISASTER SUPPORT CAPABILITY

Mr. GreeN. Have you done any studies as to what it would take
to give you that capacity? '

Mr. PerersoN. We have done some in-house studies to look at
what it would take to support our personnel in the field. It's an in-
house study, but I think it’s not a bad one. We have found that
there are considerable amounts of available information on what it
might take to support an initial cadre of 30 to 35 people in the
field, which is what we need to set up the base and to start operat-
ing.
This support base would not have to function for more than
seven to 10 days. We feel that within that period of time, the
normal declaration process will have been completed, and we will
have authorities to bring in as well as all the resources of the 26
agencies and the Catastrophic Disaster Response Group; so we need
about a 10-day window.

Mr. GreeN. Could I ask you to make that study available to this
committee for the record because I think it would be very helpful.

Mr. PeTERSON. I would be privileged to do that, sir.

[Tk information follows:]

Stupy oN SurPPORTING DISASTER PERSONNEL IN FiELD

Our in-house study on support to our personnel in the field is ongoing. When com-
pleted, the agency will submit the study to the committee.

DISASTER TRAINING FOR LOCAL OFFICIALS

Mr. GreeN. The second thing which struck me related primarily
to the South Carolina situation, because in the Virgin Islands you
have only one government, the territorial government, and in
Puerto Rico, although you do have the municipalities and their
mayors, traditionally the Commonwealth government which has
played a role, which accomplishes many of the functions which on
the mainland traditionally have been local government functions,
and essentially, despite the fact the mayors had legitimate con-
cerns about what was going on, nonetheless, you were able to deal
primarily through the Commonwealth government, and that was
the effective way to deal and the proper way to deal.
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When I met with local government officials in South Carolina,
obviously that was a messier situation, and I say that not in a criti-
cal sense, but just in a structural sense, because they had a lot of
different local governments with a lot of different capabilities.

I had an impression that most of those local governments had, at
one time or another, sent someone to Emmitsburg for your civil de-
fense and disaster courses, but I also came away with the impres-
sion that most of the course was civil defense, and that they didn’t,
at least initially, make the connection between what they had been
doing in Emmitsburg and how that would relate to the problem
they were faced with the disaster, and also, that the people tended
to be people who had been layered down somewhere in the county
or local government, and they were not at the county executives’ or
mayors’ right hand when it came time for the local chief executive
to be dealing with the situation.

I guess my question is, what do you do about that, and how can
we—do you have to go through things like the National Association
of Counties to try to do the education so that you reach the chief
executives, the Conference of Mayors, and how do we get more
knowledge in advance in the local chief executives?

Mr. PeTERSON. I will try to answer a number of the issues that I
think you are focusing on here.

First, we are proud to say that every county that was declared
under the President’s disaster had one of their emergency manage-
ment personnel through our schools; so that is something we can
be proud of.

Second, it was a broad-based education, not just national securi-
ty. The proof in the pudding on that was the evacuation along the
coastline. That evacuation resulted from a joint study between the
Corps of Engineers and FEMA. Local emergency managers wrote
the plans for the evacuation. Those emergency managers tested
that plan prior to the Hugo incident, and they were able to evacu-
ate hundreds of thousands of people from the coastline; therefore
we had a very, very low loss of life.

I believe, focusing on the local emergency managers—that most
of these individuals are appointed by a county commissioner or a
mayor.

I was a county commissioner and appointed one of those people
myself, but there did not seem to be the reliance on that expertise
in some areas that we might have thought there would be by the
executive branch.

So we need to do a better job of education.

We have been trying to work very closely with the National
Emergency Management Association, and the National Association
of Local Emergency Managers, and I think we have a very good
rapport there. We have not done as much homework as we should
have done with NACO, the National Association of Counties, nor
with the League of Cities, and we have decided internally that this
is an area that we must focus upon.  _ |

We are developing plans now to try to get other state and nation-
al agendas to explain what FEMA is, what an emergency manager
is and how they should be utilized. '
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Mr. McNEiLL. Mr. Green, I would like to ask, if you don’t mind,
sir, Mr. McLoughlin to add a comment or two about the question
that you have raised.

Mr. McLouGHLIN. Mr. Green, you hit right at the heart of two
issues that are always a problem in training. One is the applicabil-
ity or relevancy of the course itself, and, the other is whether or
not you get the right people into the courses.

W)i,th respect to the first one, we did have 20 of our training
people in the field in these disasters to assist with the operations as
well as to deal with this question. Certainly there are a lot of les-
sons that we learned that need to be incorporated in our training.

The second point I would make has to do with top level officials
as you pointed out. There always is a problem with these people
having the time to go to training.

We have had a considerable success with what we call our Inte-
grated Emergency Management Course, in which the top and
middle and lower level officials in the community are put through
a simulated disaster activity. We just recently had one for South
Carolina. I believe they felt this tuning up was helpful.

We will try to learn some lessons from these two big disasters
and incorporate them in our training efforts.

EARTHQUAKE INSURANCE

Mr. GreeN. I almost had the impression in South Carolina that
the name your agency has had, since the agency was created as a
separate entity, namely the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, as opposed to the prior name of Federal Disaster Assist-
ance Administration, worked against you, because when it was
Federal Disaster Assistance Administration, locals understood that
you were there to provide assistance, but that they still had the re-
sponsibility. Some of them, I think, this time thought that you
were going to manage the whole thing for them, and obviously that
doesn’t work.

Let me turn to the earthquake side of the thing and I guess
plainly important to recovery is the fact that people have had in-
surance, because that is after all a very large financial resource. Of
course, the Federal Government is certainly supplementing a lot of
what people have done for themselves beforehand to insure them-
selves against these problems.

That raises the question, what do you perceive as likely to be the
availability of earthquake insurance, given the affordability, and
given the very substantial losses that the independent industry suf-
fered in the earthquake in California, and whether at this point we
ought to be starting to look at the need for some sort of a national
earthquake insurance program comparable to the flood program.

Mr. McNEiLL. Mr. Green, I would think that the man most up to
dDa;lte on this whole question of earthquake insurance is Mr. Hal

ryee.

Mr. Duryge. Thank you.

First of all, Congressman Green, the insurance remains available
in California. The offer for earthquake insurance is mandated
under California law, and private insurance is available.
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The question of affordability is one that arises with many home-
owners in California, especially in terms of the deductible on the
insurance which is 10 percent of the value of the structure.

So when you are talking about a large structure, such as a—
home may not be too large as a matter of fact—costing $200,000,
the loss has to be greater than $20,000 before the homeowner col-
lects any insurance.

So there is a question of affordability, and this is probably the
primary reason that most homeowners have not purchased earth-
quake insurance.

There are already efforts within Congress to introduce earth-
quake insurance provisions on the federal level. We have worked
with the industry and Members of Congress as they try to develop
some of those programs. Qur main concern is that there is a miti-
gation effort tied into the insurance effort; otherwise, we don’t feel
that it is a worthwhile activity on the part of the Federal Govern-
ment. There has to be a quid pro quo.

If the Federal Government is going to offer the insurance, there
has to be some program in place to reduce future losses similar to
the program that we have in place for floods.

Mr. GREEN. Are you looking at that possibility to see what such a
program ought to be?

Mr. Duryee. Congressman, we started such a study eighteen
months ago. We expect it to be concluded this year, and to help
identify what mitigation activities should be included in a Federal
earthquake insurance program.

Obviously, the one that comes to mind quickly is code provisions
and code enforcement for future construction. What to do about
current existing structures is another matter, and that problem

will be difficult to deal with.
DISTRIBUTION FORMULA FOR FOOD AND SHELTER FUNDS

Mr. GREeN. You are certainly right.

The NSF funds a program at the State University of Buffalo in
New York, which is looking at that and it is very difficult.

Let me conclude with one very parochial problem.

I discussed with a former administrator last year my concern at
the apparent decrease in the percentage of the funds going to New
York City under the Emergency Food and Shelter Program, and,
frankly, the formula has always concerned me. It had dipped from
2.7 percent to 2.4 percent in 1989.

This year the percentage is three percent, which is, obviously, an
improvement, but it is still well below the five percent in 1982 and
four percent in 1984 and 1986, and, frankly, while I know homeless
numbers are very hard to get a haundle on, of the various studies I
have seen, I would guess that New York City has to have some-
thing approaching 10 percent of the actual homeless. I use the
number 35,000, which our city administration uses, which has gen-
erally been attacked by the homeless, saying it is very low.

And I put that against the most recent study I have seen, which
is a study I guess published by the University of Chicago, entitled
“Down and Out in America”. Rossi, was the author of that.



And my understanding was on page 14 of last year's hearing
record, that the formula was under review by FEMA. Could you
update us on what that has shown and what can be done about this
apparent disproportion?

Mr. McNEILL. Yes, sir, Mr. Congressman.

I am going to ask Mr. Chappell, perhaps Mr. Peterson, to re-
spond to that, or both.

Mr. PeTERSON. I will just start off by saying 1990 is the first in-
crease of about $500,000 for New York since 1987; so we are trying.
We understand your concerns and we heard them last year. The
New York State Set Aside Board, is meeting today March 28 to de-
termine how the distribution of an additional $317,000 should be

handled.
I would ask Mr. Chappell for any additional detail that he would

like to give.

Mr. CuarpPeLL. Your numbers are correct, sir, and we are well
aware of your concerns about that.

The formula has always been a concern to us: Is it fair? Is it
based on the best available data? Is it nationally available data and
can it go down to the jurisdictional level?

We have looked at the formula and had a meeting within the
past-year in response to questions by this committee and other con-
gressional staffs to try to determine if there is a better way of iden-
tifying the people out there in need of assistance. Frankly, we have
not come up with another way, other than the employment figures
and the figures on poverty.

What we need is better data and more current data and we hope
that the census data certainly brings us, if not better data on the
homeless, certainly better data on the unemployment and the level
of the economic opportunity. '

POSSIBLE USE OF LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION STATISTICS

Mr. GreeN. Certainly one of the problems in the way the formu-
la has evolved is that thiscame out of the Emergency Job Bill of
March 1983, and at that time New York City was not looking at a
terrible joblese situation in terms of traditional unemployment
numbers.

But if you would look at labor force participation numbers, you
would see it is way below most jurisdictions, and that seems to me
to indicate a large number of permanently unemployed who for
that reason are not counted in the unemployment statistics.

I would really appreciate if you could take a look at labor force
participation statistics as a possible way of reflecting that if the
direct homeless data is inadequate for your purpose. ,

_Mr. CuarpeLL. We will respond back to the committee on that,
sir.

[The information follows:]

EFS LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION NUMBERS

We have contacted the staff at the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) and will look
into the availability of labor force participation numbers. We know they are not
available for all jurisdictions, but it is also possible they could be developed from
existing numbers (i.e., Census numbers and BLS numbers). This again is a figure
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that will be made more meaningful by fresh census numbers provided by the up-

coming count.
Having that fresher number i8 important because the population number would

then be as current as the labor force numbers. Also, the question of Wh{: labor
force participation rate is low points up the paucity of explanatory numbers. For
example, the long-term unemployment rates are only available on the State level
while the counts for discouraged workers are only available on a national basis.
Those factors make it difficult for us to mesh these two areas with the work force

participation rate in a specific community.
We feel your notion is valid, that this rate could be a solid indicator. Having said

that, we would like to test its applicability on a national basis. We will explore the
matter further, discuss it with our fellow National Board members and report back

to the Committee.

Mr. GReeN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. TRAXLER. Mrs. Boggs?

REDUCTION IN FOOD AND SHELTER

Mrs. BoGggs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Just continuing on the emergency food and shelter program,
your request is $5 million less than the 1991 budget, and this pro-
gram has been so readily available to high-need jurisdictions.

At last year’s hearing on page 77 in the hearing record, indicated
that $134 million provided in fiscal year 1989 funded more than
9,000 local service agencies and in 2300 communities.

New Orleans, of course, depends on these funds to help take care
of our homeless, and I would have to tell you that we have had our
share of economic woes in Louisiana.

How will the $56 million reduction affect those communities that
rely heavily on FEMA'’s support? Will the number of grants be low-
ered by a certain percentage or will you fund fewer communities?

Mr. McNEILL. Let me introduce myself, Mr. McNeill, sitting for
Mr. Morris.

I think Mr. Peterson can help with that answer.

Mr. PeTERSON. In part, we regret the cut. It was due in part to
some of our difficulties in determining the 1990 base because of the
Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester.

In all, 9,502 local organizations participated in the Food and
Shelter program last year. Those organizations were from about
2,260 jurisdictions.

In phase 8, we estimate we will fund about 12,444 jurisdictions.
This year we are seeking to document every agency receiving funds
including agency funding under the umbrella arrangement.

Your particular state is especially hard hit and we are aware of
that. I do not perceive that there will be an impact within your
particular jurisdiction because of the strong needs.

We are proud of the amount of meals that have been served, over
$17 million worth of meals, $37 million worth of other food direct-

ly.

We do regret the $5 million cut, but we are moving forward with
;hc; committee to ensure that those most in need receive the most
welp.
Mrs. Bocas. That is good news and bad news; isn’t it?

Mr. McNEeiLL. Let me just add a point, if I might.

As we mentioned in our detailed statement for the record, the
funding level is consistent with the Administration’s policy of shift-
ing resources ‘in the programs that assist the homeless on a more



traditional or permanent basis. The request is an integral part of
President Bush’s pledge to combat homelessness by fully funding
the McKinney Act programs.

ELECTRONIC TRANSFER OF FOOD AND SHELTER FUNDS

Mrs. Bogas. In 1989, you set up a system of electronic transfer
funds to the local recipient organizations. That is on SE-62, for the
Emergency Food and Shelter am.

A May 1989 GAO study found that by the winter months at the
time when the EFS funds at most needed, most recipients do not
get funding until February at the earliest.

It would be a great asset to the program to have money move out
to the communities as quickly as possible.

Whe;e do you currently stand on the electronic transfer funds
project

Mr. PETERSON. It i8 underway right now. It is a voluntary effort
on the part of local agencies, and we have found that many, many
are taking advantage of this.

We are very encouraged by it, but it is a local effort, and we are

trying to respond to it on that basis.
ESTIMATE OF AVERAGE FEE FOR NUCLEAR POWER PLANTS

Mrs. BoGas. Thank you.

In the technological hazards program and the radiological emer-
gency preparedness, you are proposing a rule to establish a fee that
nuclear facilities would pay to cover their costs for exercising, in-
spections, et cetera. That is on EM-110. The fee would basically
support their license and would be calculated on an individual
basis for each facility. '

How much on average would these cost?

Mr. PeTERSON. That is going to vary considerably, based upon the
site specific aspect of the nuciear power plant.

The average exercise for a nuclear power plant is about $120,000.
The average cost when trying to bring a new power plant on, just
for the exercise alone can be much higher. Seabrook’s last exercise
cost $700,000.

So to try to give an average is a little difficult because of litiga-
tion issues, the planning process, how many changes there are to
the planning process after evaluation, how much technical assist-
ance is requested, and the extent of the exercising of these plans,
which is required eve%(tiwo years.

We run about $120,000, $130,000 on the average. We have 72 nu-
clear power plants sites with 115 nuclear power plants on them.
We will be site specific in our charge that will be based upon the

cost per site specific.
PROJECTED FEES FOR WATERFORD THREE AND GRAND GULF

Mrs. Boggs. And do you have any projections of what those
would be at Waterford Three and Grand Guif?

Mr. PETERSON. I don't off the top of my head, Mrs. Boggs. I will
certainly provide that, if you would like.

Mrs. . If you could, please, for the record.

[The information follows:]
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Umuiry User Fee Costs

FEMA Rule 44 CFR 353 (User Fee) calls for utilities to reimburse the Treasury for
services provided by FEMA to commercial nuclear power plants for site-specific ac-
tivities required to obtain or maintain a license under Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion (NRC) regulations and the Atomic Energy Act of 1954. Generally, these serv-
ices, provided by FEMA, will involve the evaluation of exercises to determine the
adeguacy of offsite radiological emergency response plans; responding to utility or
NRC requests; and participating in site-specific adjudicatory proceedings (includes

related legal costs).
For a normal operating nuclear plant site not involved in any adjudicatory pro-

ceedings, it is estimated that tht;Frincipal costs associated with the User’s Fee will
result from FEMA'’s exercise evaluation process. The FEMA and NRC regulations
require that biennial offsite exercises be conducted at every site. Average costs asso-
ciated with these exercises will range from $120,000 to $130,000 per exercise.

Since both Grand Gulf and Waterford III already have a license to operate at full
power, only those costs necessary to maintain the licenses at those sites can be
passed on under 44 CFR 353. It is anticipated that these costs will consist of offsite
exercise costs for the most part ($120,000 to $130,000 per exercise).

INCREASED FUNDING FOR HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Mrs. BoGas. I am very pleased to see that you have increased the
amount of funding requested for the hazardous materials program
by $300,000 over the fiscal year 1990 budget, which is on EM-120.

As you know, I have been concerned for a long time about the
transport of hazardous materials through Louisiana. A great deal
of hazardous waste is transported through the State. I am especial-
ly pleased to see your continued efforts to work with the Depart-
ment of Transportation.

Have you been able to see tangible results through these efforts,
pgr};aps in quicker response time to hazardous material emergen-
cies?

Mr. PerersoN. We really are pleased with the amount of monies
that we have and the effort that has been put forward.

We are seeing a new spirit of enhanced cooperation. There was
always a good spirit of cooperation, but it took time to get DOT,
FEMA, EPA and everyone working together.

So we have seen better cooperation, and better coordination
amongst the agencies.

We are bringing a formal initiative together which more clearly
defines the roles of the four primary agencies, and we are proud of
our hazardous material information exchange, which is really
being used very, very much for identification of the hazardous ma-
terials and technical information availability, where resources are,
and where training is available.

So I think it is a positive story and a lot has been done with a
minimum amount of money. )

Mrs. Boggs. Well, that is very good. Of course, the intent of
FEMA when it was established, was to settle the turf battles
among the various agencies and pull them together for prepared
emergency response.

Is it possible to offer the states a model to deal with this sensi-
tive issue of shared responsibility and increased collaboration be-
tween the agencies?

Mr. PeTERSON. I am being candid in sayimf that there is high di-
versity in the approach the states use in deali

ing with the issue and
an awful lot of that depends on the resources of the state.
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There is a tremendous difference in capability as we have seen in
the disasters, between California with the 33 million people and a
built-in reserve, and for example South Carolina with 3.3 million.
So they try to pattern their capabilities based upon resources.
based upon resources.

As the four agencies work more closely together, we are going to
give clearer signals to the states, and that will help buxld that

model of response.
COMPUTERIZED HAZARDOUS MATERIAL INFORMATION

Mrs. Bogas. You know, the firefighters are really the first
agency of emergency care.

Mr. PeTeRsON. Absolutely.

Mrs. Boggs. And they have a bill in the Congress now that
would establish a computerized system, identifying hazardous
waste coming into the state and their jurisdictions at various times.
Are you supportive of such an action?

Mr. McNEILL. ] am going to ask Mr. Wall, who is the acting U.S.
Fire Administrator to answer that question.

Mr. WaLL. There are several bills, as you know, before Congress,
and one of the problems is with the local level receiving informa-
tion. At the present time they get a lot of data, but not a lot of
information.

They are just dumped on by having material data safety sheets
that are very difficult to interpret. I think any congressional action
that will provide the State and local people with useful information
is certainly worthwhile. It is sorely needed.

At the present time, in a little town like Emmitsburg where the
National Fire Academy is located, the poor fire chief is inundated
with material coming down Route 15, and yet everyone just thinks
they are out in a nice rural area and are really not exposed to the
dangers of hazardous materials.

We are working very closely with State and Local Programs and
Support Directorate and with agencies outside of FEMA to try to
brmg that sort of information to the firefighter, so that he is better
able to deal with that sort of material.

We have this year, through our National Data Center, improved
our ability to pick up information on hazardous material instances
that we have been losing in the past because of the inadequacy of
the fields on our data reporting system.

So I think we are starting to bring those things together.

TERMINATION OF SARA TITLE III FUNDING

Mrs. Bogas. Speaking of Emmitsburg, I see on page EM-151 that
you are proposing termination of SARA, Title III funds, those used
for hazardous materials training.

I am concerned about the proposed termination, because training
is 80 essential to teach the state and local emergency management
personnel how to deal with hazardous material emergencies.

Can you tell me why you are proposing the termination of this

program?




28

Mr. McNEiLL. Mrs. Boggs, I am going to turn to the other side of
the table and ask Mr. Dave McLoughlin to help you with that ques-
tion. ;

Mr. McLouGHLIN. There are two basic reasons for this. One has
to do simply with the deficit question, and the other one, Mrs.
Boggs, has to do with the Title III reauthorization.

While the authorization for SARA Title III was for a five-year
period, the training portion was only for a four-year period. The
authorization for the training expired in 1990 and it has not been
extended to 1991.

Recognizing that that money will not be available, we still have
activities in both our Emergency Management Institute and the
National Fire Academy that will support hazardous materials field

training.
STUDENT REGISTRATION FEE

Mrs. Boaas. Once again, you are proposing a student registration
fee of at least $25 per week per resident student for training activi-
ties to be delivered by the Emergency Management Institute and
g;e National Fire Academy, at the National Emergency Training

nter.

Local emergency management departments already pay for an
individual’s salary while at training, as well as the replacement
cost of that person. The jobs these individuals fill are not easily left
vacant, obviously, for one or two weeks.

Part of the reason we provide assistance to defray the cost of
training is to increase the geographical diversity of the students
who receive training at the center.

Why would you propose to implement student fees? Did your
original request to OMB include revenue generated by them?

Mr. McLouGHLIN. The answer to your last question was no.

The reason for the increase is simply to share the cost for the
training with state and local governments. You are right in the
items of the cost that are shared already by state and local govern-
ment, and it is also true that they pay for their meal costs while
they are at the Emmitsburg facility.

The $25 fee would not apply to the volunteers that come to Em-
mitsburg, because they have a difficult time with expenses. It also
would not apply to the train-the-trainer students, because this is our
requirement for state and local people to be able to conduct the

courses.
The fees will raise approximately $250,000 to $280,000 to offset

costs.
FIREFIGHTER EXPOSURE TO INFECTIOUS DISEASE

Mrs. Boaas. The firefighters, of course, always serve the public
at tremendous risk to themselves. One of the risks they face is ex-
posure to infectious disease, possibly AIDS, every time they re-

spond to an emergency.
What are you doing to help the firefighters manage this situation

and minimize their risk?
Mr. McNEILL. Mr. Wall?



Mr. WaLL. We have had a very, very intense program going for
the last two, two and a half years involving the peer group that we
brought into Emmitsburg to advise us on what conditions firefight-
ers and fire officers are experiencing in the field, and we found out
to our surprise that AIDS wasn'’t just the only problem. Hepatitis B
is a very prevalent disease, and there has been a tremendous
upturn in tuberculosis infection.

So it goes right across the board with infectious diseases. We
have had one videoconference, an interactive videoconference that
reached something like 100,000 people talking about the AIDS situ-
ation. We have had our forum come in on several occasions to meet
with us, and they have made a list of recommendations to USFA
that we have carried out, through both USFA and the Office of
Training.

Having stated a response to most of the recommendations, we
have received many replies already.

As a result of bringing these peer groups together, we developed
a workshop that they have been bringing around, on a voluntary
basis, speaking at various conferences that firefighters attend, and
bring an AIDS-awareness message to these groups.

Together with the Office of Training, we are also developing a
two and a half day course which would talk to the fire supervisors
and have him or her become more aware of the problem in the
AIDS situation. This course will be delivered through the field pro-
gram delivery system.

One of our major problems is the fact that fire services do deliver
80 to 86 percent of the ambulance response in the country.

The other problem that most people overlook is the fact that fire-
fighters are delivering life support service from normal engine
companies and truck companies, and they are usually going into
situations that are a scene of trauma, either a gun shot wound, a
stabbing, whatever, and they are dealing with high risk population
groups. ' .

So this was a group, first responders, that we are really aiming
our primary message at, feeling that those assigned to ambulances
work in such close cooperation with their medical people. They are
up to date on infectious disease control measures.

DIGITAL FLOOD INSURANCE MAPS

Mrs. Bogas. That is a wonderful report. It is really terrific.

In 1989, you provided digitized flood insurance rate maps for five
pilot communities, and according to your justification on EM-189,
you are planning to implement this procedure nationwide, costing
$31.5 million for fiscal year 1991 to fiscal year 1996.

What evaluation do you have from the initial pilot project that
would support the cost of this project? Are there significant cost
savings? ‘

Mr. McNEiLL. Mr. Duryee is our Federal Insurance Administra-
tor, Mrs. Boggs, and I am going to ask him to answer that question.

Mr. Durveg. Mrs. Boggs, there will be eventually some cost sav-
ings from this and better utilization of the information that we

have available.

-~
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Flood studies today are volumes of paper, and as you know, per-
haps are also very expensive. With digitizing the maps, they
become available on computer that can be transferred to lazer
disks. They can also be immediately available at the sites of disas-
ters. They can be immediately available to agents and to lenders
who have their responsibility for enforcing flood management ordi-
nances, or the mandatory purchase requirement for flood insur-
ance, 8o that we feel that there are ultimate savings, not necessari-
l{l directly to the Federal Goverrment, but indirectly by helping
those who must implement the program.

MANDATORY PURCHASE REQUIREMENTS FOR FLOOD INSURANCE

Mrs. BoGas. I understand that following Hurricane Hugo, FEMA
regional staff identified 400 apparent violations of the mandatory
purchase requirements of flood insurance. What type of judicial ac-
tions or penalties are being enacted to ensure that this situation
does not repeat itself?

Mr. DurYEE. Mrs. Boggs, if I might reply to that.
FEMA has no jurisdiction to enforce the federal mandatory pur-

chase requirements. Those regulations must be enforced by the fed-
eral regulators of lending institutions.

Where we have found those violations, we are reporting them to
the federal regulating bodies so that they can take action. We have
also undertaken a study and small business administration loans
as a result of flooding in 1989, covering not only South Carolina
and North Carolina, but also flooding in Texas and Louisiana, to
determine what the level of enforcement was in requiring the pur-
chase of flood insurance in special flood areas following Presiden-
tially declared disasters.

We can report to you that our preliminary study indicates that
only 24 percent of those who should have had the insurance actual-

ly did.
CLAIM PAYMENTS UNDER OPTON-JONES

Mrs. Bocas. Have the average claim payment iricreased since im-
plementation of Upton-Jones provisions?

Mr. Duryee. Mrs. Boggs, I can report that the average coastal
flooding claim over a period of 20 years of the program’s existence,
has been just under $7000. The average claim payment under the
Upton-Jones Amendment, which provides for claim payment prior
to any damage, either for relocating or for demolition of the build-
ing, is now in excess of $50,000. Demolition is the aspect of the pro-
gram that is most sought by the claimants and that is now costing

us over $58,000 per claim.
MITIGATION FUND

Mrs. BogGs. As you know, our friends on the banking committee
are working on the reauthorization of the national flood insurance
program, and they are proposing the creation of a mitigation fund,
using flood insurance premiums to sustain it.

How would this move affect the solvency of the national flood in-
surance fund, and do you support the creation of the mitigation

fund?
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Mr. DurYEe. We are, have been and continue to be concerned
about mitigation aspects of the program. The proposals that we
have seen call for, as you indicate, a transfer of an automatic per-
centage from the fund to a separate mitigation fund without any
congressional oversight.

e oppose that. We think there is a need for congressional over-
sight on the amount of policyholder’s funds that is made available
for mitigation. We also feel that we need a stronger body of knowl-
edge of what these losses are that we are mitigating against before
we undertake this kind of program.

For instance, there is a great deal of talk about repetitive losses.
There are some 30,000 losses that meet our test of repetitive
loss, two losses over $1,000 within a 10-year period. They do ac-
count for about 33 percent of the losses, in terms of the dollars paid
out. But the causes are not necessarily the same. Some are urban
drainage problems; they are not even within a special flood hazard
area.

So we feel that there needs to be more study on repetitive losses
and how to best approach them before this type of large transfer is
made out of the fund on an automatic basis.

WOMEN AND MINORITIES IN MID AND UPPER LEVEL POSITIONS

Mrs. Bogas. Thank you.
As you probably know, I have always been a supporter of in-

creasing the number of women and minorities in middle and upper
grade positions of the Federal Government.

What is the agency’s record of the number of hires in these posi-
tions? What about promotions, how many women and minorities
are being promoted to middle and upper grade positions? .

Mr. McNEiLL. Those are some good questions, Mrs. Boggs. I am
going to ask Mr. Bill Tidball, who is our Chief of Staff to help me
with that answer. '

Mr. TipBALL. Ma’am, equal opportunity is one of the important
programs that we try to conduct at FEMA. I am delighted you
asked the question the way you did, because there are two areas in
particular where FEMA exceeds the federal averages.

One of those is in the area of females in grades 13 through 15,
and the other is in the area of black females.

WOMEN IN SES POSITIONS

Mrs. Bogas. Thank you. S
Last year you told me that the number of women in your SES

level had increased three-fold. What is the actual number of
women in SES as compared to the total number of SES in the
agency? .

Mr. TipBaLL. In terms of the number of SES in the agency today,
there are 39. As of 1 February there were four females on board,
and that was an increase of one over last year.

INTERN PROGRAM

Mrs. Bocas. Your intern program seems to be a likely tool to in-
crease the number of women and minorities in the agency’s future

management chain.
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How many interns have been hired to date, and of that number,
how many are women and minorities?

Mr. McNEeiLL. Mr. Tidball? '
Mr. TipBALL. In our new class which is about six months old now,

there are 25 total interns. Of those, 13 are men and 12 are women.
Mr. TRAXLER. And minorities?
Mr. TipBALL. Five of those are minorities.
Mrs. Bogas. Thank you.
Mr. McNE1LL. It Is a better record.
Mrs. Bogags. Mr. Chairman, thank you for your indulgence.
Mr. TraXLER. We are the only committee that doesn’t have a five

minute rule, Mrs. Boggs. ‘
Mrs. BoGas. I can’t talk that fast anyway, Mr. Chairman.

EMPLOYEES IN DISASTER RELIEF

Mr. TrRaXLER. Congress has provided you with an additional mil-
lion dollars above the 1990 request for additional salary and relat-
ed costs to fully support the 233 FTEs requested for Disaster Relief
Administration last year. How many employees are currently on
board in DRA?

Mr. McNEiLL, I will ask Mr. Peterson to answer that question.

Mr. PeTERSON. Mr. Chairman, currently we have on board 2156
permanent staff. We have 55 in headquarters and 160 in the re-
gions. We have four temporaries on board, one in headquarters and
three in the regions. So total on board staff is 219 right now.

Mr. TRAXLER. Now, my understanding is you only utilized 221
FTEs in disaster relief in 1989 when last year you estimated that
there would be 233 FTEs for disaster relief in 1989. Why the dis-
crepancy?

Mr. PeTersoN. The $1 million, and I believe I am speaking to
your question, gives us the flexibility to hire up to the limit of 233.

We have been trying to hire as rapidly as we can to get to that
limit. We have people who are retiring and people who have quit
and so there is the lag in it. We have sufficient funds to do that,
thanks to you.

Mr. TraxLER. That is good for 1990. What happened in 1989?

Mr. PeTERSON. I am going to have to have the question again, sir.

Mr. TRAXLER. You utilized 221 FTEs in 1989 when you estimated
that there would be 233 FTEs in 1989.

Mr. PETERSON. Same problems in trying to hire people and get
them on board, plus the fact that we had insufficient S&E going
into 1989 to pay for those people to the full 233.

We just didn’t have enough money to do it. That is why we got
the million dollars and had been working diligently to get the level

up to 233.
DISASTER FTE REQUEST FOR 1991

Mr. TRaxLER. We note that even though you have had the expe-
rience of 1989 and these disasters, you are not requesting addition-
al FTEs for 1991 for the disaster relief program.

Is that your desire or was there a ceiling put on you by OMB?
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Mr. PeTersON. The nvmbers in the request were generated prior
to the time of Hurricane Hugo, and this is the Administration’s

budget, sir.
Mr. TRAXLER. Okay.
This is a very subjective kind of a question, because your agency

kind of reminds me of a fire station. You know, you want the fire-
men when you got the fire, and at the same time you are wonder-
ing why you got so many personnel in the fire department doing
nothing, when, of course, we hope that they never come out of the

barn.
Mr. PeTERsON. That is correct.

OPTIMAL LEVEL OF DISASTER FTE

Mr. TRAXLER. So we expect the impossible from you. We want
you to be lean and mean during the off season, so to speak, and yet
w}rlhen the game goes into full play, we want all our players out
there.

What is a good number? Is 233 FTE the number in your g',udg-
ment, factoring in some of the events of the last year, which we
hope, was an abnormality? And we hope we will never see that
again. I don’t know if we could even perceive a worse disaster. ] am
sure we can perceive one, but the probabilities of a disaster that
would exceed Hugo and, for instance, roar up the East Coast and
not just hit one and a half states, but do devastation from Florida
or South Carolina, moving right on up through Massachusetts.

That is a worst case scenario, and I suppose you could throw an
earthquake on top of that if you really are pessimistic. But is 233
FTE the number?

Mr. PETERSON. I would respond in the following manner: I think
233 was the number, and about $270 million is the number that we
all arrived at for the average, run of the mill year; 22 to 23 disas-
ters a year, 2,000 to 3,000 people showing up for assistance, $10 mil-
lion per disaster. -

When you levy that against what happened to us in 1989, where
you have 380,000 people showing up to FEMA's disaster application
centers for assistance, and $2.4 billion, and the same 233 people,
something really does not begin to compute.

We have 45,000 disaster survey report requests alone in from
local governments on infrastructure in buildings. These disasters
will be dealt with for the next three to five years. With the high
degree of integrity we want in procurement, the high degree of
oversight in who is getting money and why, and the high degree of
integrity that we want in evaluating contracts that are being let,
we still have 233 people to do it.

I may be going out on a limb a little bit here, but I think that
you have asked a question and I want to be candid. We cannot do
these kinds of disasters with 233 people. We cannot do the work-
load for the next five years credibly with 233 full time people. I
would submit that it would seera to me that during the normal
year, that is fine. But if you give us a supplemental as you did so
quickly for rebuilding, there should be some factor tied to it. That
gives us some flexibility to move out and acquire individuals, and
not just money, sir. Money is just not the only answer. People that

5.
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we can rely on for one, two, or three years are also part of the
answer. .

Perhaps there ought to be consideration of a formula whereby if
we go over the base of 270 million and Congress gives us a supple-
mental, then we would get some FTEs and so much money so that
we can deal with the disasters realistically.

Mr. TrRaxLER. Well, I guess I am going to ask the question again.

What is the number? What should we have in disaster assistance
by way of permanent FTEs? From our observations you are telling
us 233 FTEs aren’t enough to do the job over the next five years.
You have got a lot of processing and a lot of auditing to do as a
consequence of the events of the past 12 months.

What is that number that you feel comfortable with, in your
judgment?

Mr. PeTeERSON. May I have just a second?

Mr. TraxLER. Certainly.

Mr. Pererson. This is an estimate of my staff.

Mr. TrRaxLER. We appreciate that.
Mr. PerersoN. We have talked about this. For dealing with what

we have on the plate right now, we figure we need at least a half a
million dollars and probably 70 FTEs.

Mr. TraxLer. That comes back to my analogy, it is sort of like
how many permanent firemen do you want in the house.

Mr. PeTERSON. How big should the Army be in peace time?

Mr. TRAXLER. Exactly.

Mr. PeteRsON. To clarify my point, I am talking about what we
need to rectify the problem of what we have on our plate right now

over the next four or five years.
TIME NEEDED TO CLOSEOUT 1989 DISASTERS

Mr. TRAXLER. And your judgment is it will take you five years to
clear off the workloaciy that is generated by the 1989 disasters?

Mr. PerersoN. With 45,000 potential contracts out there that
may or may not even get let this year, we can be looking at four to
five years to get bottom line to clean up on this.

This FTE level does not take into consideration the issue of
whether you want us to be an emergency responder with legislative
change, or that let’s have a 10- or 15-day gap legislation like the
corps. If you want us to be Johnny-on-the-spot, then that issue has
to be looked at as well.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Green?

USE OF OTHER AGENCY PERSONNEL FOR DISASTER

Mr. GReeN. Back when it was the Federal Disaster Assistance
Administration, you had the same responsibility. You would turn
to the other part of HUD, which at that time had a lot of engineers
because it had an urban renewal program and a water and sewer
program and a neighborhood facilities program and so on. So they
had the architects and engineers to go out and do that kind of esti-
mating, and the urban renewal program moved. They didn’'t work
for urban renewal for several months and no one noticed.

s
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Do you have any capacity to reach out to other Federal agencies
to get those kinds of people now on some sort of emergency basis to
do this on a somewhat faster track than five years?

Mr. PeTERSON. A lot of the time line, Congressman, is dictated by
how fast the state and locals can get their disaster survey reports
in to us, how fast they can be evaluated, and then how fast the con-
tractual agreement can be implemented and brought to fruition. So
that is a very real inhibiting factor.

As far as other agencies, we have drawn upon other agency re-
sources during times of emergency, and they have been generous in
allowing people to come over. But that is not going to be for a long
period of time. They all have jobs, too.

We have looked internally within FEMA, and have pulled people
out of other directorates extensively. That works for a period of
time, but they have jobs, too, and criteria.

So we really need to look at what is a proper permanent solution
for a major catastrophic event that allows us to be as good in man-
aging and administering these funds as Congress has asked us to be
and, indeed, as OMB has asked us to be.

* Mr. GReeN. Well, on the one hand I am assuming that the local
government shouldn’t have to wait five years.

Mr. PETERSON. No, sir. That is right.

Mr. GreeN. In making sure that it does its job and getting the
reports in to you. «

On the other hand, one ho that one isn’t going to have a
Hugo every year, and so one looks for a way to do it on a basis
where you could get the people when you need them and not be
stuck with them when you don’t need them.

Mr. PerersoN. That is true. Yes, sir.
Mr. GRreeN. I guess I am asking whether, given your White

House position, theoretically, do you have the capacity to require
other agencies and State and local governments to accommodate
you, not just for the couple of months immediately after the disas-
ter, but also to do the necessary job, filling in responsibility in the
placement of facilities?

Mr. PeTERSON. 1 believe the solution correctly needs to be a tem-
porary ability, if you want to call four or five years temporary, for
this agency to be able to acquire the people and the money to prop-
erly administer these long-tern. results of major disasters.

Mr. GreeN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

CLARIFICATION OF ADDITIONAL FTE'S

; Mr. TrRAXLER. Let me go back to that question that you answered
or me.

The staff heard one number and I heard another number. Was it
70 FTEs or 270 FTEs?

Mr. PetersoN. No. Seventy additional FTEs hired on a tempo-
rary basis over a fairly long period of time.

Mrs. Bogas. Three hundred and three. :

Mr. PeTERsON. In addition to the 233 that we already have.

Mr. TRaXLER. Yes. And our calculations indicate that that would
probably be in the area of 2.8 million.

Mr. PeTERSON. Yes, sir.
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DISASTER RESERVISTS

Mr. TrRaxLER. Okay.
Of course, one of the important elements in your ability to re-

spond to major disaster is the reservists. In 1989, if our numbers
are correct, you had about 1,500 reservists in the computer. As a
consequence of the disasters, about 700 to 800 of those responded to
your call?

Mr. PeTersoN. Yes, sir. That is very close.

Mr. TraxrLer. Do you think that is an average number, or a
number that you could anticipate under similar circumstances in
the future, or how is it that you list 1,600? I think of the reserve
service as somebody who is committed to answer the call, but clear-
ly that is not the case. Explain how that system operates for us
very briefly, and tell us why there are 1,600 and perhaps half of
them came in?

Mr. PerERsON. Under normal circumstances, the 1,500 is a very
good number and it gives us some latitude, including some exper-
tise in bilingual areas as well.

Many of these people are retired individuals who get on the list,
go through the traini.:fsoand are very pleased to give us a certain
amount of time, but , after they receive a certain amount of
money over a year, they start getting penalized by taxes because
they are on retirement.

One group of individuals may go out on 10 or 15 disasters and
use up their quota, so then the big disaster comes alor.g(,) and 8'&;1
have maybe 1,000 left that haven’t gone out. If you get 800 of 1,000,
that is a mighty good number in my mind who will come out and
continue to work as long as they can.

It is kind of a social security issue that is a problem, as well as
limitations for retired Federal employees to acquire funds without

penalty under the system.
Mr. M How many more reservists could you have used for

those disasters last year?

Mr. PerERsoN. If I can put it in perspective this way, when the
disaster hit in St. Croix we had 233 full time people. About six
weeks later, we had 3,600 people in the field. We had 1,000 people
in Puerto Rico alone being managed by 40 full time employees.

If we would have had 3,000 or 3,500 disaster assistance employ-
ees, that we could have brought in, that would have been pre-
trained. So my answer to you is the more we have and the larger
the base we have, the better trained cadre of reservists we have.

Most of the people we brought on were local hires that required
training on site.

Mr. R. What should we do then by way of perhaps ex-
panding the number of reservists and providing initial training?

Mr. N. I believe that this incident has, once again,
brought the issue of how big should the Army be in peace time,
and it wasn’t big enough. I think we should try to expand, and we are
going to be more specific in the expansion that we want candidates
with expertise and bilingual capabilities.

We had some real problems when we ended up in Puerto Rico,
having 185,000 people show up. We took all our Spanish speaking
people from the West Coast and shipped them to Puerto Rico.
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Then Loma Prieta hit, so we needed to broaden that base consid-
erably. A thousand would be very nice to have. The problem here
is—I would be remiss in not saying it—we need to exercise those
people. We lose them if we don’t exercise them, and we can only
exercise them 40 hours a year under the Stafford Act.

Mr. TRAXLER. You need a minimum reserve training?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes.

LAPSE IN WORKYEARS

Mr. TraxLER. Turning to page S-17, the table indicates 2,389 work-
years supported in 1989. fast year's justifications estimate 2,500
workyears in 1989. Thus the 1989 staffing level is 111 below what
last year’s justifications indicated, and it was not because there
were no funds available.

I think FEMA lapsed some $2,933,000 in the S&E account. Why
couldn’t you achieve the higher staffing level in 1989?

Ms. Jacosik. The majority of those lapses in staffing occurred in
the government preparedness program and as we have already in-
dicated, some of those were in the disaster relief program, with one
or two also sprinkled through each of the M&A offices.

I don’t know if Mr. Lopez can elaborate on the reasons for some
of the government preparedness program lapses. I know a lot of it
has to do with security clearances and the time it takes to actually
hire a person in that program.

Mr. McNEiLL. Mr. Lopez?

Mr. Lorez. Preciseiy, Mr. Chairman, I am glad I have an oppor-
tunity to speak today.

We had 66 FTEs that lapsed, and the primary reason, as Barbara
indicates, is the security clearance. It takes normally an average of
about six months to get a security cl:arance for the people that are
in that particular program.

In addition, those people are also technical people, people that
are competitive in the open market, so it is hard to find the right

people to fill those slots.
AGENCY EMPLOYMENT LEVEL

Mr. TRaxLER. We understand. Thank you.

Please provide the current agency employment level, both full
time permanents and others. Can you do that for us now?

Mr. TipBaLL. Two thousand four hundred ninety-nine.

Mr. TrRaXLER. That is the combination?

Mr. TipBaLL. Two thousand three hundred ninety-four that are
full time permanent, 105 that are temporary employees.

ADEQUACY OF SALARIES AND BENEFITS

Mr. TraxLER. Can you support 2,592 workers in 1990 with your
present S&E and OIG appropriations? If not, what level of FTE can
you support?

Mr. McNEiLL. Ms. Jacobik, I will let you answer that.

Ms. Jacosik. Currently projections of FTEs show that we will
lapse some workyears in 1990, but projections also show that we
will probably lapse some S&E funds as well.
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s current (990 galory and benefits that is budgeted will sup-

port e workyears atl an average salary and benetits of $45,026.
W seses sl s agequate to support the number of workyears, but I
wiz ran sure that we will use them all.

Wi: 'TwakiBE Can the ncy support 2,618 workers in 1991 with
A:o present reguest for E, and the IG, including the January
My increases for SES, and the general schedule

Ms sacoBik [ believe that we can.

During (989 FEMA supported 2,389 workers from the S&E ap-
vroprmtons. while using $107 million in salaries &nd benefits
funas That averages to $44,850 per workyear.

I'he 1441 request contains $181 million in salaries and benefits
tunas w support 2,558 workyears under the S&E appropriation, or
an average of about $46,259 per workyear. Granted, there will be
pav raises. as you indicated, between 1989 and 1991, but with re-
spunsible management of these funds, it is reasonable to expect
that we can support the requested workyears. -

Alsu, as Mr. McNeill indicated in his opening comments, it has
been our number one priority throughout the development of our
1941 budget, and we made some tough choices to make sure that
‘lw could support the level of workyears that we have requested for

Yyl.
Mr. TRaXLER. In your budget submissions, you request user fees
in several areas. Can the user fees be collected without legislation?

Mr. McNEeiLL. | am going to ask our General Counsel to make a
comment on that. Mr. Watson?

Mr. WaTtsoN. The specific user fee, using an example of the REP
program, we believe can be. There is a proposal for generic fees,
which would require legislation.

Mr. TRaXLER. You are going to have to interpret that for me.

Mr. WaTson. Well, we can collect fees, under existing authority.
It is authority that the Federal Government has generally for re-
quiring user fees, if there is a specific application to a specific nu-
clear power plant where we could add up what the cost of the——

Mr. TraxrLer. That would be your radiological emergency pre-
paredness program?

Mr. WatsoN. Yes, using that as an example, under existing ge-
neric authority, we can, we believe, collect those fees.

There is another generic thing which would take the whole cost
of, say, the radiological emergency preparedness program and
apply it across the board to plants who may or may not have had a
high level of exercises that year. That type of user fee would re-
quire legislation.

Did I answer your question?

Mr. TRAXLER. Yes, as to radiological.

How about flood insurance?

Mr. Durykk. If I might comment on that, Mr. Chairman.

Premiums are looked upon as user fees. The committee has in
the past transferred the funds from the National Flood Insurance
Fund to FEMA accounts to pay for Flood Plain Management and
for the salaries and expenses of both insurances activities and
Flood Plain Management. In that sense, they are referred to in the
bulefet document as user fees, but it is premium income.

r. TRAXLER. How about the fees at the training center?
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Mr. McLouGHLIN. These are registration fees, Mr. Chairman,
and we should be able to collect those. The bottom line is that
these funds will go to the Treasury.

Mr. TRaXLER. What do you think the total would be if you imple-
ment this proposal? What will you collect? Best guess? In terms of
taking one at a time, what do you think you would collect from ra-
diological emergency preparedness?

" Ms. Jacosik. The 1991 proposal is that we collect 100 percent of
the cost of the program, and as Mr. Watson indicated, that will re-
quire legislation.

Mr. McNEILL. Do you have an estimate?

Mr. PerersoN. We do not have the generic legislation in place.

Mr. TrRaxLEr. Why don’t you supply it for the record, and do it
for all three and give us a total, will you please?

Mr. PeTERSON. Yes, sir. We will be glad to do that.

[The information follows:]

Fees proposed for collection in 1991 budget

{In thousands of dollars] Amount
Fees deposited in the Treasury:
Radiological emergency preparedness..........c.cococccevrierveerernienienissssssnisssnsssens 9,660
Student registration fees................cooceirrieieivnnrnreenminsnsemsereesiessseesssisesssnnes 260
Subtotal, deposits to Treasury ............ccceivemnirnennennneorsnn s 9,820
Fees deposited in the National Flood Insurance Fund: o1
56,1

Flood insurance and mitigation................cceevvirecreenernnsisenecnesernsenssssssssrsmsnsanesses X

Total fees propoged for COllECtiON ........cocvvcuvirivvinrenereireresinie e e ressenssssesens 65,921
PROGRAMS REQUIRING AUTHORIZING LEGISLATION

Mr. TRAXLER. There are a number of programs that will require
authorization legislation. Provide for the record a list of the pro-
grams that will need authorization in 1991, and the dollar amounts
that you anticipate from there.

Mr. McNEeicL. We will do that, Mr. Chairman.

[The information follows:]



PROGRAMS REQUIRING APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZATION BEYOND FISCAL YEAR 1990

(In thousands of dollars)

Civil Defense: Section 408 of Federal Civil Defense
Act (50 U.S.C. App 2260) requires annual authorization.
P. L. 101-189 extended authorization thru 1990.............ccevuvivniiinnns
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program: Section 7 of
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act (42 U.8.C. 7708).
P. L. 100-252, dated February 29, 1988, extended
authorization through FY 1980.........cconirivimnmininniiieemsinemmee
Emergency Food and Sheiter Program: P. L. 100-72 authorized
the Food and Shelter program. P. L. 101-628 extended
authorization through FY 1990............covniiiimiinmninninnminmn.

S&E EMPA Total
$21,131 $132,986 $154,117
2,910 10,610 13,420
240 o 125,231
24,281 143,496 292,768

Note: TOTAL figures for S&E and EMPA do not add to Total column because Emergency Food & Sheiter program
funds (which are not in the EMPA appropriation) are included in Total column only on line above.

E il
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RENT REDUCTION IN 1990

Mr. TraxLER. Turning to salaries and expenses, the request for
fiscal year 1991 is $143,334,000, which is an increase of $4,762,000,
or 3.4 percent, above 1990. ,

The budget pro a transfer of $11,078,000 from the National
Flood Insurance Program in 1991 to the salaries and expenses ap-
propriation for administrative expenses of Flood Plain Manage-
ment and insurance programs. ‘

In looking at page SE-5 of the justifications, you are requesting
$10,600,000 for rental gayments to GSA in fiscal year 1991. That is
an increase of $306,000 over this year's agpropriation. -However,
the 1990 request for rental payments to GSA was $11,857,000, or
some $757,000 more than this year’s request, so now logically the
question is, why is your 1991 request for rental payments less than
your 1990 request?

Now, it is not that we are displeased, but we are curious. Any
time you come in with those kind of numbers, we give gold stars.

Ms. JacoBik. Probably we are not going to get the gold star.

Mr. TRAXLER. When I get the answer, I will take it back? All
.right? It is conditioned.

Ms. Jacosik. The answer is that in the 1990 request, we made an
error by double countin% the amount that the government pre-
paredness program pays for rent by also including the full amount
for our rent in the administrative services section of the budget.

RENTAL PAYMENTS FOR 1991

Mr. TraxLER. Have you decreased your office space over the last
year, or has your chax:ge r square foot changed?

Mr. McNEiLL. Mr. Tidball can give an answer to that question.

Mr. TipBaLL. The charge per square foot from GSA has in-
creased, sir. In fact, in our 1991 request we have a small 1.5 per-
cent decrease in the amount of square footage. Although in a
couple of areas we are increasing, overall there is a 1.5 percent de-
crease in the actual square footage.

However, your $306,000 figure for the increase is accurate, based

upon the increase from GSA.
TRANSFER OF PROGRAM ANALYSIS

Mr. TRaxrLer. In 1990, FEMA transferred the function of Pro-

am Analysis and Evaluation from the Comptroller to the Chief of

taff’s Office. What is the advantage of that transfer?

Mr. TipBALL. Sir, it is an office which has agency-wide responsibil-
ities. We simplg put it closer to the Director’s Office, whereas before
it was strictly down in a specific office.

Mr. TraxrLer. Will the Program Analysis and Evaluation office
continue to provide the same type of assistance to program manag-
ers and executives as it did in the past?

Mr. TipBALL. As a matter of fact, sir, its location should provide
more.

Mr. TrRaXLER. Will there be more responsibilities?

Mr. TipBALL. It would have increased responsibilities, yes, sir.

Mr. TRAXLER. Will you list for us the increased responsibilities it

will have?
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Mr. McNEeiLL. We will do that.
[The information follows:] _

INCREASED RESPONSIBILITIES FOR PA&E

(1) Focus on policy development, analysis, and implentation;

(2) Evaluation of policy and programmatic issues;
(3) Review of management and planning systems and processes to enhance inte-

gration and utility to top management; and
(4) Internal consulting and technical assistance.

PAY RAISES

Mr. TRaxLER. Turning to your statement, you indicate that the
increase. you requested in 1991 reflects half of the estimated 1991
cost of the 1991 pay rate increases for GS, GM, SES and the execu-
tive level. Does the $101,846,000 requested for personnel compensa-
tion in 1991, as noted on page SE-5, reflect the total cost of pay
increases, or will you need additional funds?

Ms. JACOBIK. It reflects the total cost of pay increases.

WORKYEARS BY IAOCATION

Mr. TRAXLER. For the record, will you provide tables showing the
number of work years by program and location for 1989, 1990, and
1991. Similar tables can be found on pages 31 to 34 of last year’s
hearing.

Mr. McNEeiLL. We will do that, Mr. Chairman.

[The information follows:]



Page 7%

REQUESTED WORKYEAR INCREASE BY LOCATION

. (For all non-reimbursable FEMA workyears)
1990 1991
Location estimate _request increase
Washington, D.C..........ccocvvvivmmerivineerinnnnns 976 1,000 24
Reglonal Offices...........cc.coovveenunnn - 1,027 1,030 3
Other non-D.C 1........cccevviviininnniniinnnns 596 594 (2)
TOtRL....oovimiiiiiiininntissr e 2,599 2,624 25

V Includes Emmitsburg, MD; NAWAS sites; emergency housing distribution centers, etc.
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Netionsl

Earthquake
civit Prog. & Other Technolog. Federal Goverrment
Location Deferse Nozards Kazasrds  Prepsrecdness Preparedness
Washington, OC...... e} 32 32 3 L1t
Berryvilie, VA...... 18 0 0 0 0
Charlottesville, VA, 0 0 ] 0 0
Emmitsburg, MO...... 48 0 0 0 0
Elkridge, MD........ 0 0 0 0 0
Sluesgress, KY....... 0 0 0 0 0
Forest Perk, GA...... 0 0 0 0 0
Palo Pinto, TX...... 0 0 0 0 0
Colorado Springs, CO 10 [ 0 [} 0
Puerto Rico......... 0 0 0 0 0
Srussels, Belgium... 0 0 0 1 0
Boston, MA.......... 15 1 [ (] 0
Maynard, MA......... 4 0 0 ] 0
Mew York, WY........ 16 1 8 0 0
Philadelphia, PA.... 16 1 7 0 0
Olney, M....000uues 1 0 (4 0 0
Atlanta, GA.v..ovsae 10 2 8 0 0
Thomasville, GA..... 21 0 [} 2 0
Chicego, Ilecraensss 16 1 14 0 0
Battie Creek, MI.... 10 0 2 (] 0
denton, TX.......... 2 1 6 3 0
Kansas City, MO..... 17 1 6 0 ]
Denver, CO........00 24 4 1 0 [
san Francisco, CA... 3 2 [} 0 0
Sothell, WA......... 19 1 3 0 0
TOTAL.cevvtrnnsennes 372 45 3 ] 812

* Includes 6 workyears funded from the National Insursnce Development Fund
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FEDERAL EMSRGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Sudgeted Workyears by Location
FY 1990 Current Estimete

National

Esrthquake Emergency
Civil Prog. & Other Technolog. Federal Goverrment  Training Flood Insur. Disester Food & Hansgement & Inepector
Location Defense Nazards Nazards  Prepsredness Preperedness & Fire & Nitigation Relief shelter Administration General TOTAL
Washington, DC...... 80 33 13 T 901 7 " 52 [3 335 30 1,666
Berryville, VA....., 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 25
Charlottesvitle, VA, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0
Emmitsburg, ™...... 4 0 0 0 0 104 1 0 0 9 0 158
Elkridge, M., 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1
Sluegrass, KY... 0 ] 0 0 ] 0 0 H ] 0 0 H
Forest Park, GA...... 0 0 0 0 1] 0 0 1 [ 0 0 1
Palo Pinto, TX...... 0 0 0 0 [] 0 0 1 0 0 1] 1
Colorado Springs, CO 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
Puerto Rico....cvsen 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] ] 0 0 1 1
Brussels, Selgiwm... 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 0 2 ] 2
Boston, MA......cc0n 18 1 12 0 0 ] 7 13 (] 10 0 61
Maynerd, MA........0 4 [} 0 0 [} 0 0 [ 0 0 0 4
New York, WY........ 19 1 9 0 0 0 4 18 (1] 10 ] 64
Philadelphia, PA.... 20 1 8 0 0 [ 10 77 0 10 0 66
Oolney, M.....ovuuee 1 0 0 0 0 [} 0 0 0 [ 0 17
Atlants, GA......... 2 2 10 0 0 1 18 3 0 10 9 n
© .Thomssville, GA..... 24 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27
Chicago, Il.u.uenes. 15 ] 8 0 0 0 10 18 [\] 1" 0 63
Battle Creek, Mi.... 10 0 3 [1} 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0 13
Denton, TX....oeeans 24 A 9 3 0 0 135 21 0 12 0 85
Ksnsss City, MO..... 21 1 8 0 0 0 4 13 0 10 [ 60
Denver, (0..... % 2 ] 0 0 0 [} 1% 0 10 ] b4
San Francisco, CA... 21 2 H [ 0 0 10 2% 0 10 7 ™
Bothell, WA......... 23 1 3 0 [} 0 6 13 0 12 0 58
TOTAL,evnsosensnnnes 338 &6 "r 76 901 12 209 33 [ 464 &7 2,59

* Includes 6 workyesrs funded from the National Insursnce Development fund
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REQUEST FOR INSPECTOR GENERAL

Mr. TraxLER. Turning to the Inspector General, an appropriation
of $3,905,000 is requested for the Inspector General's office in fiscal
year 1991, which is an increase of $1,342,000 above the 1990 level,
and also the budget requests 60 work years for 1991, which is an
increase of 13.

Beginning in fiscal year 1990, the Inspector General had a sepa-
rate appropriation based on the provisions of the Inspector General
Act Amendments of 1988. On page IG-6 of the budget justifications,
you tell us that the new duties and responsibilities with no addi-
tional resources in 1990 resulted of the diversion of the existing
audit and investigative resources to meet these new requirements.

First, what type of investigation and audits were put on hold due
to your increased responsibilities?

r. McNEILL. Mr. Barard, I hope, can help us with that.

Mr. BArArD. Well, Mr. Chairman, on the audit side, no audits
were put on hold, but what we have had to do as a result of the
new increases in responsibilities is to reduce the number of audits
that we would have ordinarily done had we not assumed those ad-
ditional responsibilities.

Mr. TraxLeEr. What types of investigations have been added with
the changes in the act? :

Mr. BArARrD. None, to my knowledge, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. TraxLER. Will the requested increase of $1,342,000 allow you
to adequately manage all of your responsibilities under the act?

Mr. BaArARrD. No, sir. We don’t think so. But it will greatly in-
cg'glgse the audit and investigative coverage that we have been pro-
viding.

Mr. TraxLer. How much additional money would you need to
fuilg comply and conform to the Inspector General Act of 1988?

r. BARARD. We think that to provide adequate audit coverage
and investigative coverage, we think we need a staff of about 105,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. TRaxLER. Have you had any technical problems with the sep-
arate appropriation that started in 1990?

Mr. BArARD. Not to my knowledge, we have not.

PENDING INVESTIGATIONS

Mr. TRAXLER. According to the budget on page IG-7, one of the
reasons for the additional 13 work years is to reduce the age of
pending investigations. How many pending investigations do you
currently have?

Mr. BArarD. We have approximately 230 pending investigations,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. TrRaxLER. What is the average age of those?

Mr. BArRArD. Many of those investigations have been open for
over two years.

Mr. TRAXLER. Just as an average, how long does it take to com-
plete an investigation? What is the average time frame?

Mr. BArArD. I am afraid I do not have the answer to that ques-
tion. I will be happy to submit it for the record, Mr. Chairman.

[The information follows:]
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AVERAGE TIME T0 COMPLETE INVESTIGATION
On the average it takes approximately 17 months to complete an investigation.

Mr. Traxrer. If we were to give you the additional 13 work
years, would you be able to tell us that the number of investiga-
;;ion?s and the audits pending at the end of the 1991 year would be
ess
Mr. BArARrD. I would like to tell you that, but I think not, be-
cause we have had a lot of disaster activities, and we are opening a
lot of investigations as a result of Hurricane Hugo.

Mr. TRAXLER. Overall, how do you think the new law is working?

Mr. BArARD. The Inspector General Act?

Mr. TRAXLER. Yes.
Mr. BArARD. I think it is working well. At the present time, how-

ever, we do not have a statutory IG. We do not have a presidential-
ly appointed IG on board. We are continuing, however, to do audits
and investigations in a very independent fashion.

Mr. TRAXLER. When are you going to have a boss?

Mr. BARARD. That is left up to the President, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. TrRAxLER. Wait a minute. I have to give you his quote. You
will love this.

He said March 23, “I don’t know what the answer is, why they
don’t have a director, but they got a good acting director.”

Maybe that is what he will say about the IG, too.

Mrs. Bogas. Maybe he will say let 'em eat broccoli.

COOPERATION OF AGENCY WITH 1G

Mr. TraxLer. We think you are an important agency and we
hope that some way or another the voice will be heard down there
that says, please, Mr. President.

Are you getting the cooperation of the agency?

Mr. BARARD. Yes, sir. )
Mr. TRAXLER. Are they reading your audits and are they listen-

ing?

%'Ir. BararDp. They certainly are, and I think we have a very ef-
fective audit follow-up system. The recommendations are Leing re-
sponded to and addressed.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mr. Green?

Mr. GREEN. I read i'our reports, too.

Mr. BArARD. Thank you, sir.

UNRECONCILED DIFFERENCES IN DISASTER RELIEF

Mr. GReeN. I was rather startled in reading the transmittal of
October 31, 1989, to discover that an audit currently in progress
has identified unreconciled differences in disaster assistance obliga-
tions according to the agencies accounting system amounting to ap-
proximately $500 million. Even to this subcommittee $500 million
18 a lot of money to have dangling loose out there.

: ‘Co.u‘l?d you tell us a little more what that is and what the prob-
em is?

Mr. BArARD. We are currently auditing the agency’s fund control
system, Mr. Congressman, and as a result of that audit, we have
identified two subsystems in the agency’'s accounting system that
needed to be reconciled, and they were not recenciled.

1
—
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They contained a difference of $600 million, and because of that
difference, there is a ibility that the agency may have $5600 mil-
lion more than it ized. And to resolve that issue, Mr, Co
man;d:re believe that the agency is going to have to reconcile its
recordas. - v
Mr. McNEeiLL. Mr. Green, let me ask Mr. Peterson to add a com-
ment to this.
Mr. PerERSON. I cannot add a comment specifically to the re&%rt
rou have in mr hand, but I do not believe that the disaster fund

any way $500 million that we don’t know where it is. We
have processed a great deal of applications in a very short period of
time. Allocations for approximately $2 billion against obligations
of about 1.5. So there 18 a lot of activity, and I think we have a
pretty good handle on it, and those kind of numbers are more
money than we think we have in the disaster program, sir.

Mr. McNeiLL. I think, to clear up some of the confusion, I want
to aik Mr. Orrell, who is bur Comptroller, to make one more com-
ment.

Mr. OrgeLL. Sir, that letter that you referred to makes clear in
its transmittal to the director that many of the comments are ob-
servations, and they are not backed by formal audits.

Second, in the document that you are talking about there, we

have gone back, based on specific audits that we have got from the .

IG that have been very helpful, and reconciled many, many ac-
counts back through 1985, 1984, et cetera. -

Concerning his comment about resolving audit findings, those
are being very carefully monitored by the Deputy Director and the
Chief of Staff and we are working to close them.

Let me make a specific comment about the $500 million. The
basic contention that there is $500 million in the disaster fund that
has not been made available through deobligation is just not factu-
al. The point has been made in earlier testimony, that there are
many open disasters that have some monies in them that need to
be tracked; it takes often two, three, four years after a disaster is
over to close it out. That is where you find at times, once it is
closed out, there is some money that then needs to be deobligated
and transferred back to the fund, but in no way does it add up to
$500 million.

Mr. GREEN. Just to set the record clear, this is a report for the
period endix:j September 30, 1989, so I would assume that it really
does not deal with Hugo or the earthquake at all, and that if we
are talking whatever number—whatever amount we are i
about represents previous disasters and not Hugo and the earth-
quake; is that correct?

Mr. BARARD. That is correct.

Mr. GReEN. And I gather that there are two accounts which do
not reconcile, and the difference between the two is approximately
$500 million?

Mr. BARARD. That we have been able to identify thus far, that is
correct, Mr. Congressman.

Mr. GreEN. Has an?y progress been made since reconciling those?
Do 1\}vou see any trend?

r. BARARD. The Coméwtroller has gone back and reconciled cer-
tain records for 1989, 1988, and 1987. However, there are problems
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with records for prior years that are unreconciled and that are still
being reflected on the agency’s books. We think that that issue

needs to be addressed.

Mr. GREEN. Obvmusly, it is a matter of interest to this subcom-
mittee if there is $500 million more in the till, or $100 million more
in the till, or whatever amount there is more in the till than we

had antxclpated
I would hope that we could be kept informed of ‘where we stand

on this as the year progresses, because it is not irrelevant to the 5

work we have to do.
Mr. ORRELL, Mr. Green, for the record, there is not $500 million

hanging out there that is real money that should be back in the
fund. I will testify to that.

I will also furnish our best records all the way back as far as we
can, the number of accounts that are open and the amount of
money that may not have been deobligated within the normal proc-
ess that follows a disaster, and we will furnish for the record the
account status of the disaster account at this time.

[The information follows:]
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STANDARD GENERAL LEDGER

Mr. GReeN. There is also a statement in the transmittal letter
that there is no standard general ledger in place, and there is a
statement that one needs to be put in place.

Mr. OrreLL. The Administration, to its credit, has provided
across government—not just for FEMA—for the first time a set of
core financial requirements, with minimum definitions of what an
agency’s financial system should be.

We have completed a very comprehensive evaluation of our fi-
nancial system against those core financial requirements. One of
our short-falls, as with many other agencies, is we do not have a
government standard general ledger that conforms to those core fi-
nancial requirements. We have recently acquired one and put it on
our system and we are testing it.

We also have in our 1991 budget a request to add other features
to our financial system that would offset the kind of comments
made in that particular report. I believe we are on track in improv-
ing our system. It would take us two to three years to make our
system conform with the Administration’s core financial require-

ment. 7
INTERNAL CONTROLS IN THE REGION

Mr. GreeN. Finally, on page 7 of that report, there is a reference
to the need to evaluate internal controls, particularly at the region-
al offices.

Where do you stand on that?

Mr. TipBALL. Sir, we have been actively pursuing, through a re-
%'ional task force, an internal control syjtem for the regions and we

eel that we have a good system in place at this point.

RECONCILIATION OF ACCOUNTS

Mr. PerersoN. Congressman Green, may I offer something just
;{3 a point in support of what the Chairman brought up in his ques-

ioning. - :

We iave transferred the majority of our resources in the disaster
assistance program to deal with the catastrophic events that are on
our plate, and we do have disasters that need to be closed out.

Our decision was to focus our resources and personnel on helping
people who were in trauma and in need now. So with our help of
resources, we are going to continue to pursue that mind-set at this
point in time. That is where we think we are going.

Mr. GReeN. But I gather from the report on Eage 6 that the dis-
agreements are not just within agency records, but between agency
records and Treasury records?

Mr. BArARD. That is correct. There is a difference.

Mr. GREEN. And is that being resolved also?

Mr. BARARD. We have made a number—1I am sorry.

Mr. OrRreLL. If you are talking about the disaster program and
its fund, I have answered that question.

In talking about other funds, we have undertaken a very compre-
hensive reconciliation program and gone back through all of our
accounts over the past several years to resolve those, either within
audits being conducted by the IG, or on our own. We believe our
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books are in very good balance now, and our year-end reports for
the past year have had a very clear report that shows a balance
between what we are reporting externally and our books.

For example, sir, just to clarify it, one of the audits that we are
talking about was a review of fiscal year 1987. So the answer is, we
were given an audit, the findings were there, and we are in the
process of either having resolved them or are resolving them.

Second, if you are talking about today’s reports—the last one we

supttnitted was the end of fiscal year 1989—that problem doesn’t
exist. :
Mr. BARARD. I agree with what the Comptroller is saying. This
report was one where we looked at activities for 1987. We think
that the Comptroller's office has adequately addressed our recom-
mendations.

However, we have not gone back to verify the adequacy of subse-

uent reports that have been submitted, but we do believe that suf-
icient action has been taken to correct the problems that we have

identified.

Mr. GreeN. For 19877 ‘
Mr. BArARD. And to prevent the reoccurrence of future inadequa-

cies in the submission of the reports, but we have not gone back to

verify that fact.
Mr. GReEN. So that at this time your accounts and the Treasury

accounts for you are reconciled?

Mr. BArarp. Well, that is what the Comptroller is saying, and I
think they have complied with our recommendations, so absent
anything to the contrary, I would agree with what he is saying.

r. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. TraxiLer. Well, I think we are going to shut down for the
lunch hour, but I want to say that your reports may not be a best
seller, but they are read, and we appreciate them, and, of course,
that is why we have an indegendent IG within the agency, and we
appreciate the response on the part of the Comptroller. This is an
area that clearly the committee is concerned about and we will be
wqtcet(x!ing in the future, and as Bill would say, it is yet to be deter-
mined.

So we will be back at two o’clock and we look forward to seeing
all of you at that time.

Thank you.

AFTERNOON SESSION
CIVIL DEFENSE GIVEN WORLD SITUATION

Mr. TraxLER. We will start with Emergency Management Plan-
ning and Assistance. The Administration request is $277,042,000,
for EMPA in fiscal year 1991, which is an increase of $3,399,000, or
1.2 percent above the 1990 appropriation.

Additionally, the agency is proposing to transfer $45,023,000 from
the National Flood Insurance Fund for Flood Plain Management
activities in 1991.

Let's turn to Civil Defense. In this account you are request(i)xag
$132,986,000 for fiscal year 1991, which is an increase of $4,075,

above the 1990 appropriation.

S
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Of course, the logical question is why, with the dramatic change
in world events, should we increase Civil Defense?

Mr. McNEiLL. I will ask Mr. Peterson to respond to that ques-
tion.

Mr. TRAXLER. You probably should call Cheney.

Mr. PeTersoN. Under the Civil Defense Act, we first should start
off by saying that we understand the intent of Congress in setting
nuclear attack primacy as the way we should look at Civil Defense.

However, natural and technological expenditures can be made as
long as they do not detract from nuclear attack primacy.

We came to you about three years ago with a new thrust, a
President’s national security decision directive which emphasized
dual use. We have been keeping true to that commitment, and
have emphasized greatly the dual use aspect. of the Civil Defense
Program.

You see tremendous enhancements in the policy of building sur-
vivable crisis management capability for infrastructure. If any-
thing has proven that to be a righteous position, it was Hurricane
Hugo in Saint Croix, the Carolinas, or Puerto Rico. The Governor’s
offices in the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico and South Carolina, have
all asked us to come in and do an evaluation of their survival crisis
management capability.

Final statement, we are all very pleased and encouraged to see
the events that are going on in Eastern Europe, and we applaud
them. But it’s also true that the capability for an intercontinental
ballistic strike has not diminished technologically. They are as ad-
vanced and numerous as they have ever been. '

And there certainly is an element of destabilization that we
should be concerned with. So I do not believe that now is the time
that we should be recommending a withdrawal.

Also the benefits from the Civil Defense Program greatly en-
hance all hazards, including nuclear attack; and 75 cents of every
dollar in this budget goes directly to state and local governments.

INCREASED EMPHASIS ON NATURAL HAZARDS

Mr. TRAXLER. Is it fair to say that you have been moving—well,
that you have been engaged in placing some emghasis on natural
and technological hazards planning in this regard?

Mr. PeTeRsON. That is correct, Mr. Chairman.

An example of that, very quickly, is that we require plans to be
made in each one of the emergency management areas, and they
are exercised over a four-year period of time.

One year is a natural disaster exercise. The next year is a tech-
nological disaster exercise. The third year is a national security ex-
ercise. And the fourth year the type of exercise conducted is select-
ed by the jurisdiction.

So it’s all hazards, including nuclear attack.

Mr. TrRaXLER. We note in the prepared statement from Mr.
Morris that there is a paragraph that says, “I would like to point
out at this time that the Administration will be undertaking a
major policy review of the Civil Defense Program to determine
what changes may need to be made in light of the rapidly changing

world situation.”
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We will be asking you more abcut that next year.
Mr. PeTERSON. Yes, sir.

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE GRANTS

Mr. TraxrLer. For Emergency Management Assistance Grants,
you are requesting $60,128,000, a decrease of $54,000 below last
year’s appropriation.

Local governments rely heavily on the use of these grants to de-
velop their own emergency assistance plans.

Can you justify a decrease in this line item?

Mr. Pererson. Yes. However, I wish I could take that $54,000 de-
crease back. It's generated considerable interest.

That really came about when we factored in the sequester, and
when we factored in the sequester and the Gramm-Rudman fig-
ures, it dropped down below the previous year’s estimate.

There have been substantial increases in this category consist-
ently over the last two or three years, and we continue to support
the EMA Program in the strongest of terms.

Mr;, TraxLER. Do you want us to keep adding to this good pro-
gram

Mr. PetersoN. This is a good program; it supports 2,632 jurisdic-
tions and 6,000 people in the field and gives us our base for emer-
gency response, sir.

Mr. TraxLER. Thank you.

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, sir.

FORMULA FOR DISTRIBUTION

Mr. TRAXLER. Do you have a formula in which you make the de-
termination as to what the states receive? How is that done?

Mr. PeTERSON. It’s done by formula, sir, and it’s done on popula-
tion threat and effort on the state, by the state.

Mr. TRAXLER. Is there a proposal that would change this distribu-
tion system?

Mr. PerersoN. There was a proposal to reduce the formula be-
cause it had four tiers to it. And it was quite complex. We have
recommended that it go to three tiers with the third tier being
more heavily based on population than on the aggressiveness of a
state to add more emergency management districts. ‘

Mr. Traxrer. Will you prepare for the record a table showing
the distribution of these grants to the states for the fiscal years
1989, 1990, and 1991?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]
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DISTRIBUTION OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ASSISTANCE
GRANTS TO STATES - 1989-1991

.
ACTUAL ALLOCATIONS | ESTIMATED
OBLIGATIONS 1990 ALLOCATIONS
1989 (000'8) 1991
STATE/TERRITORY (000'8)
ALABANA 1,075 1,069 1,069
ALASKA 446 38s 385
ARIZONA 908 ° 936 936
ARKANSAS 791 779 779
CALIFORNIA 4,857 4,902 4,902
COLORADU 866 874 874
CONNECTICUT 882 848 848
DELAWARE 472 491 491
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA | 496 501 501
FLORIDA 2,233 2,320 2,320
GEORGIA 1,398 1,383 1,383
HAWAII 590 584 584
IDAHO 467 524 524
ILLINOIS 2,271 2,254 2,254
INDIANA 1,235 1,240 1,240
TOWA 787 796 796
KANSAS 763 761 761
KENTUCKY 952 953 953
LOUISIANA 1,119 1,075 1,075
MAINE 581 591 591
MARYLAND 1,127 1,139 1,139
MASSACHUSETTS 1,259 1,250 1,250
MICHIGAN 1,887 1,878 1,878
MINNESOTA 1,412 1,388 1,388
MISSISSIPPI 783 768 768
MISSOURI 1,138 1,142 1,142




ACTUAL | ALLOCATIONS | ESTIMATED
, OBLIGATIONS 1990 ALLOCATIONS
1989 (000'8) 1991
STATE/TERRITORY (000°8)

MONTANA 525 529 529
NEBRASKA 584 573 573
NEVADA 514 538 538

NEW HAMPSHIRE 391 403 403

NEW JERSEY 1,647 1,653 1,653
NEW MEXICO 415 504 504

NEW YORK 3,714 3,714 3,714
NORTH CAROLINA 1,417 1,434 1,434
NORTH DAKOTA 500 507 507
OHIO 2,032 2,075 2,075
OKLAHOMA 859 861 861
ORRGON 791 804 804
PENNSYLVANIA 2,311 2,291 2,291
RHODE ISLAND 437 437 437
SOUTH CAROLINA 951 958 958
SOUTH DAKOTA 455 455 455
TENNESSEE 1,147 1,141 1,141
TEXAS 2,934 2,974 2,974
UTAH 628 632 632
VERMONT 257 374 374
VIRGINIA 1,261 1,297 1,297
WASHINGTON 0 1,110 1,110
WEST VIRGINIA 608 617 617
WISCONSIN 1,186 1,163 1,163
WYOMING 466 469 469
AMERICA SAMOA 52 77 77

GUAM 107 146 146
NORTH MARIANA ISLANDS | 50 68 68
PUERTO RICO 960 943 943
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ACTUAL ALLOCATIONS | ESTIMATED
OBLIGATIONS 1990 ALLOCATIONS
- 1989 (000'8) 1991
STATE/TERRITORY (000'8S)
TRUST TERRITORY 0 0 0
VIRGIN ISLANDS 100 108 108
INDIAN TRIBE SET 0 0 0
UNDISTRIBUTED 7 496 442
TOTAL $58,123 $60,182 $60,128




MATCHING FUNDS

Mr. TRAXLER.—Oné of the ob{'ectives for the emergency manage-
ment assistance grants is to help develop a methodology for incor-
porating non-participating communities in the overall plan.

How do you provide a carrot to those communities?

Mr. PerErsON. If the community will make a commitment on
their own right to provide for an emergency management coordina-
tor and to work into the {wrocess of developing plans for all hazards,
the carrot is that we will provide matching funds up to 50 percent
by the law for personrel.

And they then become available to access the other categories of
equipment and infrastructure. That is the carrot, sir.

CIVIL DEFENSE FUNDING FOR WASHINGTON STATE

Mr. TraxLER. We asked some questions last year about cutting
off Civil Defense funding for the State of Washington because of its
refusal to participate in national security exercises. And we are
told that the State of Washington and FEMA still have not come to
ar:l lagreement over the required Civil Defense exercises, but you're
sti ing. ’

What is happening there?

Mr. PETERSON. We are keeping the doors open. We are very hope-
ful that Washington State can come into the program.

I have been out there personally trying to find a way to work
with ti.e state and will be out there again in April addressing this
issue. ‘

We are all trying to find a way to do it. They have a very restric-
tive state law that was not interpreted strictly for the first couple
of years after it was passed and then it was decided to interpret the
law very strictly. : ‘

And that has caused all of us a problem in coming together, sir.

RADIOLOGICAL INSTRUMENTATION

Mr. TrRaXLER. You are requesting $12,005,000 for the radiological
defense 9S;;orogram in 1991, which is an increase of $782,000 above
fiscal 1990 levels. This entire increase will be in the area of instru-
mentation. ‘

We note that in the budget justifications on Page EM-27, 10,000
dosimeters have been procured and that contracts will be awarded
in 1990 to initiate the procurement of dosimeters, chargers and
ratemeters. ,

How many more dosimeters do you plan to procure over the next
several years?

Mr. PetersoN. We are looking for about 6,000,000 to meet base
level Survivable Crisis Management dosimeter requirements.

We have approximately 2.9 million dosimeters in place now dis-
tributed at the State amd local level of government.

The enhancement of the radiological manufacturing and indus-
trial capability was brought about under the surge concept, which
basicaily said we do not believe that it's appropriate to fund to the
60,000,000 level of instruments that would be required for an in-
strument for each family.




60

Therefore, we need an industrial base that can surge in the time
of crisis -to that level. The funding that we have here went out on
contract for the purpose of identifying manufacturing capability, so
we could define a base and in the future, if need be, surge.

So it's a cost-effective way of approaching radiological defense, 1

believe, sir. '
USE OF RADIOLOGICAL INSTRUMENTATION IN PEACETIME

Mr. TraxrLer. To what extent have these instruments been used
for peacetime accidents?

Mr. PeTersoN. The radiological instrumentation comes to us in a
number of ways. One is multimeters, which is a portion of the 4.5
million. Those multimeters can be used and are used for all haz-
ards because they have a beta detection capability, as well as
gamma. '

They are used and relied upon heavily by the nuclear power in-
dustry and at the local levels in order to have instrumentation
available to local officials around nuclear power plants.

So that side of it is used for all hazards. The dosimeter, which is
a direct read instrument of rate and dose, is primarily utilized for
national security purposes. It's made available in the 20 roentgen,
200 roentgen, and 200 milliroentgen level.

The 200 milliroentgen level can be used in sensitive situations
around nuclear reactors if there is a core melt problem.

Mr. TrRAXLER. For the record, will you provide us a list of inci-
dents, if there were any, where FEMA made dosimeters available
for radioactive accidents and the numbers that were used and any

other pertinent information.
Mr. PETERSON. Yes, sir.
[The information follows:]

List oF RapiorLocicAL INCIDENTS WHERE FEMA DosiMETERS WERE AVAILABLE

It is important to point out that across this nation, State and local emergency
services personnel, police, fire, etc., have had training in the use of civil defense ra-
diological instrumentation for first at the scene response. Civil defense radiological
instruments are part of most State and local Hazardous ‘Materials response teamn
equipment. For pu of responding to your question, I am providing two tables
a8 follows: List of Incidents Where Civil Defense Radiological Instruments Were
Used; and States That Use Civil Defense Radiological Instruments As Part Of Off-
site Radiological Emergency Response-Plans- For Nuclear Facilities. The largest
sinfle event involving the use of civil defense radiological dosimeters was the Three
Mile Island Reactor Incident. Over 10,000 supplemental dosimeters were provided to
the State of Pennsylvania during the incident to complement the existing Scate and
local radiological instrument inventory for use by assigned emergency personnel.

(Tables follow.)
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TABLE 1

LIST OF INCIDENTS WHERE CIVIL DEFENSE RADIOLOGICAL INSTRUMENTS WERE USED

DATE

1979

1982

1987

1989

1990

1985

1983

1986

1981

LOCATION
Peansylvania

Minnesota

Minnesota

Michigan

Ohlo

North Dakota

Missouri

Missouri

Alaska

RESPONDER
F/S/L personnel

Emergency Services

State Highway
Personnel

Emergency Services

- State Health

State Hazmat Team

Emergency Services

State/Local

Emergency Services

State/Local
Police and Highway

Local Emergency
Services

TYPE OF INCIDENT

Three Mile Island

Shipping container accident at
Minneapolis Airport

Lost soil density source
Lost Radium source

Damaged shipping container at
Port Columbus Airport

Train/truck collision involving
transport of radioactive materials

Truck transport accident involving
radioactive pharmaceuticals

.

Truck accident involving transport
of Molybdenum 99 generators

Fire involving radioactive material
contained in a soil density gauge -
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LIST OF INCIDENTS WHERE CIVIL DEFENSE RADIOLOGICAL INSTRUMENTS WERE USED

1989

1984

1988

1982

1978

1990

1989

1989

1984

1989

1988

Alaska

Mississippi

Mississippi

Vermont

West Virginia

New Jersey

New Jersey

Nevada

New York

Kansas

Kansas

Local Emergency
Services ‘

State/Local
Emergeacy Services

State/Local
Emergency Services

Local Emergency
Services

State/Local
Emergency Services

State/Local
Emergency Services

State Highway
Patrol

Local Emergency
Services

State Highway
Patrol
State/Locat

Emergency Services

Local fire

Radlopharmaceutical spill at
Fairbanks

Radiopharmaceutical transport
acuident

Two separate incidents; tracking
downi radioactive pipes

Damaged radlopharma’ceutlul package
Blueficld train accident involving
radioactive material

Truck accident involving shipment of

radjoactive material

Truck accident involving
radioactive material

Accident involving shipment of
radioactive waste

Truck accident involving transport
of radiopharmaceuticals
Truck/train accident involving

radioactive material on a truck

Five crates marked “radioactive”
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LIST OF INCIDENTS WHERE CIVIL DEFENSE RADIOLOGICAL INSTRUMENTS WERE USED

1987

1981

1989

1983

1988

1989

1983

Maryland

Maryland

Arizona

Wyoming

Texas

30-681 0~—90—-3

State Highway

Local Emergency

Services

State HAZMAT

State/Local

Emergency Services

State/Local
Emergency Services

Local fire

State/Local
Emergency Services

located in Kansas City fire

Truck accident transporting
radjoactive material

Fire at a manufacturing plant
involving Cobalt 60

Carftruck accident involving
radioactive matenls

"Mexican Rebar” incident

Truck rollover involving radioactive

material

Fire involving soil density gauge

Monitored border entry for "Mexican
Rebar”




STATES THAT USE CIVIL DEFENSE RADIOLOGICAL DOSIMETERS AS PART OF
OFFSITE RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANS FOR NUCLEAR FACILITIES

SITE

Connecticut Yankee

Maine Yankee
Millstone

Pilgrim

Seabrook

Vermont Yankee

Yankee Rowe

Artificial Island

Fitzpatrick

Ginna

Indian Point

Nine Mile Point
Oyster Creek

STATES

Connecticut
Massachusetts
Rhode Island

Maine

Connecticut
New York
Rhode Island

Massachusetts
Rhode Island

New Hampshire
Massachusetts
Maine

Vermont
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
New Yor|

Massachusetts
Vermont
Connecticut

New Hampshire
New Yor| -

New Jersey
Delawars
Pennsylvania
Maryland

New York

New York
Canada

New York
Connecticut
Pennsylvania

New York
New Jersey

Pennsylvania
New York



SITE
Cooper Station

Fort Calhoun

Wolf Creek
Fort St. Vrain
Diablo

Palo Verde
Rancho Seco
San Onofre

Trojan

Wpss 1,2

STATES
Nebraska
Missouri
Towa
Kansas

Nebraska
Iowa

Kansas
Colorado
California
Arizona

California

.Califqrnia

Oregon
Washington

Washington
Oregon




SITE

Davis Besse

Dresden

Fermi-2

Kewaunee

LaSalle

Monticello
Palisade

Perry

Point Beach

Praire Island

Quad Cities

Zion

Arkansas
Comanche Peak
River Bend

South Texas
Waterford
Duane Arnold

Calloway

STATES
Ohio
Michigan
Canada

IMinois
Indiana

Michigan
Ohio
Canada
Wisconsin
I1}inois
Minnesota

Michigan
Irdiana

Ohio
Pennsylvania
Canada
Wisconsin

Minnesota
Wisconsin

I1linois
Towa

IMinois
Wisconsin

Arkansas
Texas

Louisiana
Mississippi

Texas
Louistana
Iowa

Missouri



SITE
Grand Gulf

Harris
Hatch
McGuire

Oconee

Robinson

St. Lucie
Sequoyah

Summer
Turkey Point
Vogtle

Watts Bar

Big Rock Point
Braidwood

Byron

“Clinten
D.C. Cook

STATES

Mississippi
Louisiana

North Carolina .
Georgia

North Carolina
South Carolina

South Carolina
Georgia
North Carolina

South Carolina
North Carolina

Florida
Tennessee
Alabama
Georgia

North Carolina
South Carolina
Florida

Georgia
South Carolina

Tennessee
Georgia
North Carolina

Michigan

IMinois
Indiana

I1linois
Wisconsin
Iowa

NMinois
Michigan

IMinois
Indiana
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SITE

Shoreham

Beaver Valley

Calvert Cliffs

Limerick

North Anna

Peach Bottom

Surry

Susquehanna

Three Mile Island

Bellefonte

Browns Ferry
Brunswick
Catawba

Crystal River
Farley

STATES,

New York
Connecticut

Pennsylvania
[
West Virginia

Maryland
Virginia
District of Columbia
Delaware

Pennsylvania
Delaware
Maryland
New Jersey

Virginia
Maryland

Pennsylvania
Maryland
Delaware
New Jersey

Virginia
North Carolina

Pennsylvania

Pennsylvania
Maryland

Alabama
Georgia
Tennessee

Alabama
Tennessee

North Carolina

South Carolina .

North Carolina
South Carolina

Florida
Alabama

Georgia
Florida -



CAJON PASS LIFELINE STUDY

Mr. TRAXLER. In the 1990 conference report, the conferees agreed
that $300,000 should be used to conduct a study of the lifeline
system located in Cajon Pass, California. What is the status of that
lifeline systems study?

Mr. PerersoN. That lifeline system is a benchmark, we believe,
for the California area, looking at the lifelines where they do have
road, rail, and very large transportation of flammable liquids, natu-
ral gas, et cetera.

The contract is now being let. While we do not expect to use this
as a specific lifeline study only for the Cajon Pass area, we want to
evaluate how the lifelines were locatzd in those areas, what were
the planning policies and procedures, and use that as a base to
evaluate much broader lifeline issues, especially for earthquakes

throughout the Nation.
Mr. Lewis. I have some questions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. TRAXLER. Please. :

Mr. LEwis. One of the items that relates to that specific study
involves the fact that a couple of months before, a burst of one of
those lifelines led to the destruction of one of those houses, and a
train coming down the pass at 90 miles an hour, destroyed a
number of houses in exact K the same spot.

It was incredible to me that in some way, people who are looking
at that emergency, didn’t see the potential for another emergenc
when the train itself hit on top of a gas line that was underground.
Two months later, people seemed to be surprised that there might

have been a leak there.
How did that occur, and what did we learn from that, relative to

emergency planning?

Mr. PerERsoN. I think-what we have learned and what we hope
to learn in much more detail from this study is that the planning
process for lifelines in the. United States may not be taking into ac-

-count-the potential of all hazards related to the impact of that spe-
cific area where the lifelines are, and certainly remedial actions,
should there be a break. We have seen disasters where reservoirs
just recently have failed, and they had lifelines that were seriously
1m'ﬁ::cted and compounded the problems. So it's a planning process.

e Cajon Pass, we hope, is going to give us a better understand-
ing of how governments and utilities work together, as well as the
transfportation industry, when they make decisions on locations.
And from that, we hope to be able to provide some publications and
information transfer to local governments for their consideration.

| LESSONS LEARNED FROM EARTHQUAKE

Mr. LEwis. Mr. Chairman, if I might, you started this section b
mentioning the earthquake in California, which, of course, got all
of our attention. . ~

Some years ago,.this subcommittee asked FEMA if it wasn’t time
for us to begin modeling what we might do in terms of a major
earthquake tragedy and what kind of planning needs to take place
relative to transportation, hospital care, et cetera, et cetera.

And the response was something less than a dull roar at that
moment, I sense that the roar may be developing. Can you give us
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for the record, the four or five most important lessons you think we
learned from the San Francisco earth(ﬁuake relative to FEMA's re-
sponsibility? What kinds of items would you recommend that this
committee consider in terms of future possible appropriation re-
quirements?

Mr. PeTersON. Mr. Congressman, the first thing that we learned
of paramount importance is that planning and «xercises work. We
had a major exercise in California in August, two months prior to
the earthquake that we had there.

We had over 550 Federal employees from 25 Federal agencies
representing the Catastro(fhic Disaster Response Group that re-
sponded to Sacramento and then worked off of the request made by
the California Emergency Management Community.

We are there to supﬁlement the state. The advantage of working
with California was, they had a very good risk analysis, and they
had a very good seismic threat identified, so they were able to pro-
vide realistic scenarios for us to exercise from.

When Loma Prieta came, we were able to pull that Catastrophic
Disaster Response Group together in Washington, D.C. within two-
and-a-half hours and were talking to the Catastrophic Emergency
.Management Community within two-and-a-half hours saying, we
are ready; what do you need?

That is a quantum leap from where we were three years ago.

The other aspect, I think, that we have to look at is that Califor-
nia is unique in that it has major resources and that we have been
providing substantial funds on a fiscal year basis to California for
earthquake preparedness.

We also have learned that there are 17 other states with a poten-
tially equal high risk, and another eight that want to come on
board to be involved in our program that do not have the hazard
identified, the seismic risk identified, the plans to be exercised.

The other thing we learned is that mitigation works. A mitiga-
tion program of building codes that have been implemented in Cali-
fornia saved many lives, and we are emphasizing in our new earth-
guake budget mitigation and seismic design for information trans-

er. '

We are very pleased with the Administration’s budget, which has
doubled funds for earthquake dealing with these issues in the 1991
budget, and that is the thing that we needed to have so we could
move stridently forward in the leadership role of the National
Earthquake Hazard Reduction Program.

So I guess you asked me what we need; I am telling you I appre-
ciate what you have given us and we need to be able to move for-

ward rapidly with that.
CALIFORNIA FREQUENCY EVALUATION

Mr. LEwis. Let me mention, Mr. Chairman, that the last major
earthquake in California with significant damage preceding this
most recent San Francisco quake, was in 1972; and duririg that
quake we lost, among other things, a Veterans Hospital.

It’s overly simplistic for me to say that it was a bit ironic that we
had been calling for a Veterans Hospital in my own territory
many, many years. It was in the Plumas district, and we built that

ERRRYE S e
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hospital as a result of it. But we did build it essentially on the San
Andreas Fault.

I am hopeful that we are really experimenting with construction
in connection with that. As a result of the 1972 quake, there was a
call for major evaluation of the freeway system in California. Many
freewa)}'ls needed shoring up and contracts were let to increase their
strength.

Can you give us any indication as to why that work was-not com-
pleted on the San Francisco freeway? I know that it’s not your job
to do that, but you are the emergency planning agency, and I am
wondering if there was any follow-up to the problems that we could
foresee at that point?

Mr. PetersoN. To be able to speak to your issue specifically, 7
need to do a little more homework on that issue. And I would be
glad to provide additional information.

But the Inneragency Committee on Seismic Safety and Construc-
tion has 25 Federal families on that committee now. One of them is
DOT, and we are evaluating collectively what needs to be done to
reevaluate already constructed facilities and what technology
transfer can be applied so that this kind of construction will not be

the norm in the future.
It's not now the norm in high earthquake areas where people un-

derstand the threat.
Mr. LEwis. I do know that there was focus upon the freeways.

There were many contracts let. I also understand that that specific
link of freeway was one of the priorities in Northern California.

I haven’t had an answer yet as to why it wasn’t worked on, or
why that work wasn’t completed. I would appreciate it for reasons
separate from this committee’s interest. :

is committee’s direct interest is in the Veterans Hospital. I
think it might be helpful, for the record, to know what was taken
into consideration when that hospital was built, relative to the
earthquake’s threat that took out tge other hospital and led to ours

in the first place.
Mr. PereRsSON. Congressman, can I ask the Department of Trans-

portation to assist us in our response on the Federal highways?

Mr. Lewis. Sure.
[The information follows:]

Skismic CONCERNS ¥OR CALIFORNIA HIGHWAYS AND VA HOSPI’I_‘AL

- As a result of the San Fernando earthquake in 1971, the State of California initi-
ated a multiphase program to address the seismic hazard. For new highway con-
struction projects, primarily bridges, the State of California adop stringent
design standards. Based on our information, no structure that was designed and con-
structed in accordance with those codes has failed.

For existing bridges, the State initiated a program to tie the superstructure to the
abutments and columns. This phase is basically completed. The State also has a ret-
rofit program to address existing bridges. This consists of designing the approggate
modification. Contracts have been let for retrofitting; however, the Loma Prieta
:ailrthqpalt(: occurred before much could be accomplished. The State i¢ prioritizing

rojects.
or a more detailed e{(})lanation, both the Department of Transportation (DOT)
and the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA), active members of the Interagency
Committee on Seismic Safety in Construction (ICSSC), have been requested by the
National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) ICSSC Chairman to provide
answers to these questions. Both DOT and have active and aggressive seismic
safety programs and can provide the most complete, up-to-date answers. The request
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is made through the ICSSC Secretariat which is char&ed with coordinating seismic
safety activities within the Federal community under the National Earthquake Haz-
ards Reduction Program (NEHRP). The Secretariat, which FEMA funds, has been
asked to provide the answers to me within 30 days and I will provide them to you

immediately upon receipt.

Mr. PeTeRsON. I would like to say one other thing.

Urban search and rescue was identified as a major shortcoming
in Response 1989, as well as Loma Prieta. And we have taken ac-
tions through the Administration’s budget to give us a national ca-
pability in concert with the Fire Administration. .. ‘

Mr. Lewis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

URBAN SEARCH AND RESCUE

Mr. TraxLER. Do you know where the question of adequate search
and rescue efforts and urban areas got raised first?

Mr. PerersoN. Yes, I do, sir. I even remember the name of the
individual you gave to me to get in contact with from the construc-
tion site, and I did that, sir.

Mr. TrAxLER. That was our next question. The conference :
ment added $200,000 to develop a data base of public and private
sector capabilities for heavy search and rescue efforts in the urban
areas.

You recently held a conferencc in Seattle, as I understand it, on
heavy search and rescue efforts. How did that come out? What do
you think?

Mr. PerersoN. I was very encouraged. I went to that conference
in January with some trepidation, trying to bring 80 of what we
felt were the best minds in urban search and rescue together in a
joint conference cosponsored by the Fire Administration and the
state and local programs in FEMA.

I went to that conference with a number of agendas. One was,
can we come up with a national criteria for what a team is? That
is, can we come to consensus on what a national response team
should lonk like for urban search and rescue?

Secondly, can we come to concensus on contractual agreements
with 1 governments so that when the event happens and the
bell rings, we have teams that are ready and certified, and so that
we know what we are getting people who have already .agreed to
respond withr specific equipment and expertise.

e can move them with DOD resources authorized under their
commitment to the Catastrophic Disaster Response Team, but we
had to identify where they were, what kind of a team it is, and find
the mechanisms for transportation.

We came out of that conference with an agreement on those two
issues, albeit interim, but at least an agreement. That was very en-

coura‘fing tu me. )
Additionally, the contract is now let for that inventory to begin
to identify what is really out there in the world as far as urban
search and rescue capability. We have found great diversity in
what one community may call heavy urban search and rescue and
what another community may require as urban search and rescue.
So we are bringing that to concensus.

Finally, the fact that the Administration has given us funds to
add in 1991 to the enhancement of this program, I believe, is a
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major statement. And one that has been very well received by the
urban search and rescue community.

The job is bigger than I thought it was going to be, because the
capability is not as extensive as I thought it would be, sir.

Mr. TRAXLER. Let me just finish for a moment on this point.

On that question, we put up $200,000 to develop the data base,
and you had a transfer of $3,000,000 from the Office of the Presi-
dent under the Emergency staster Appropriation of last year.

Mr. PEtERSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. TraxLER. How long will that carry you, and will you need a
1991 appropriation for this purpose? '

Mr. PeTersON. Out of the P.L. 101-130 special appropriation for
3,000,000, we are using 2,200,000 for matching grants directly to
states for earthquake preparedness.

Eight hundred thousand of that is going to matching grants for
states for search and rescue.

In 1991, we have $2,000,000 in the budget for urban search and
rescue, so we feel that we are okay.

Mr. TrRaxLER. We didn’t find that $2,000,000

Mr. PeTERSON. It’s under the earthquake program sir.

Mr. TRAXLER. Just identify it for staff later on; will you please?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. TRAXLER. Mrs. Boggs.
Mrs. BoGags. In cooperation with the Department of Transporta-

tion, am I correct in assuming that urban search and rescue in-
cludes the Coast Guard?

Mr. PeTERSON. It does, under the Interagency Committee, yes.
The Coast Guard is under DOT and becomes an element of input
through that process.

Mrs. Bogas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

M:. PeTeRsON. They become very valuable, we realize lately.

ADEQUACY OF HURRICANE BUDGET

Mr. Traxrer. Turning to the hurricane program, you are re-
questing $896,000 in 1991, an increase of $25,000 above the 1990
level. This increase will restore the program back to its fiscal year
1989 level.

Based on last year’s disaster with Hurncane Hugo, why only a
restoration of the program to 1989 levels?

Mr. PeTersoN. We feel that hopefully that this was an anomaly,
that we are not going to get this every year. .

In light of the budget constraints, we asked for it to be brought
back to the normal level.

We do have major projects scheduled for Southeast Florida and
Louisiana, Virginia, and Hawaii in the next year. Beyond that, we
already have programs for Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecti-
cut, Long Island, Galveston, New York, Southwest Florlda, and
Tampa Bay.

So we believe we have got about as much on the plate as we can
adequately do within the time that we have in the fiscal year.

I think the budget is reasonably adequate, sir.
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HURRICANE RISKE AREAS -

Mr. TRAXLER. According to the b:;lﬁt justifications on Page EM-
97, FEMA directs its efforts tow: conducting hurricane pre-
paredness studies in 28 highly populated risk areas. Currently,
However, FEMA is only studying 15. Why are the other 13 areas
not being studied?

Mr. PerersoN. We a:¢ taking them on what we feel is a risk
prioritizatior schedule. We believe that they should be studied
down line, and they will be studied down line.
hMr:? TraxLER. When do you anticipate that you will move onto
those

Mr. PerersoN. I am going to have to give you for the record the
t{lme of completion for the 15 that we have, and I will be glad to do
that, sir.

Mr. Traxuer. Will you also list the 15 areas that are currently
being studied?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]
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Page 107

HURRICANE PREPAREDNESS STUDIES

Of the 28 risk areas, 10 hurricane evacuation studies have been
already completed and the following table provides the presently
scheduled completion date of the remaining studies, some of which

are restudies:

completed Hurricane Ffvacuation sStudies

Brownsville, Texas

Corpus Christi, Texas

Beaumont/Port Arthur, Texas

Tri-State (Alabama, Mississippi, Florida panhandle)
Georgia

South Carolina

North Carolina

Delaware

Honolulu, Hawaii

Virgin Islands

Hurricane Evacuation Studies Presently Underway

8cheduled Completion

Southern Massachusetts FY 1992
Rhode Island FY 1992
Connecticut ‘ FY 1991
Long Island, New York FY 1992
New Jersey CY 1990
Maryland CY 1990
Virginia ’ FY 1991
Cape Canavera Florida FY 1992
Southeast Florida (R) ‘ PY 1991
Charlotte Harbor (Southwest), Plorida (R FY 1993
Tampa.Bay (R) . FY 1993
Southeast Louisiana FY 1991
Galveston, Texas (R) FY 1993
Oahu, Hawaii FY 1991
Puerto Rico (San Juan) FY 1990

(R) = Revision of Earlier Completed Study

Hurxicane Evacuation Studies Not Yet Initiated

Boston Bay, MA ' FY 1996
Matagorda, TX FY 1996
Guam, Samoa, & Pacific Territories FY 1997
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RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS PROGRAM LEVEL

Mr. TraxrLer. Turning to technological hazards, this year you
have slightly restructured your budget by grouping the l{;diologi-
cal Emergency Preparedness Pr with the ;Iazardous Materi-
als Progam, and you have renamed it Technologcal .

You indicate that this was done because of the commonality of
content and doesn’t affect the identity of either p element.

In last year’s budget justifications, you requested the increase for
the REP . Your request for 1991 of $4,760,000 is less than
the fiscal 1989 level of $4,924,000.

Why'is 1t you want to decreasu the Radiological Emergency Pre-

ess Program?

Mr. PerErsSoN. We believe that we are reaching a point of stabili-
zation, and I would like to extend our appreciation to the commit-
't:ge for providing us additional resources during very stressful

imes.

We believe we have reached a level that we can now deal with
the issues. We do not have the very large dollar costs for new
plants coming on board that we had for Seabrook and Shoreham,
which in themselves consumed up to $700,000 per exercise, where
as the average exercise cost is around $120,000.

I believe we are stabilizing out, sir.

Mr. Traxrer. Was that your request, or was that OMB'’s deci-

sion?
LESSONS LEARNED FROM CHERNOBYL

Mr. PETERSON. I believe this was our request, sir.

Mr. TRAXLER. In the budget justification on Page EM-116, you
plan in 1991 to complete a “lessons learned” report on Chernobyl-
type accidents, implement these lessons through the Federal Radio-
logical Preparedness Coordinating Committee.

. d.the?report currently underway; and if so, have you made any
indings

Mr. Pererson. It's just underway. We do not have findings from
it. What we want to do is see if our process can gain anything from
what happened in Chernobyl. So we are doing an analysis of what
happened over there.

her nations are looking to us also, because they feel we have a

very good process.
Mr. TraxLir. Tell me what other agencies are involved in the

study, and who the lead algency is.
Mr. PeTERSON. We are lead in that study, and we are doing anal-
is and research of materials documentation that has come out of
ussia.
We are getting a fair amount of that. The Federal Radiological
Emergency Response Program has 10 other agencies involved in it.
Mr. TRAXLER. Provide that for the record.
Mr. PETERSON. Yes, sir.
[The information follows:]

Lxssons LeArRNED RePoRT ON CHERNOBYL-TYPE ACCIDENTS

The Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) published NUREG 12561, “Implica-
tions of the Accident at Chernobyl for Safety tion of Commercial Nuclear
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Power Plants in the United States”, in April 1989. FEMA, as chair of the Federal
Radiological Preparedness Coordinating Committee (FRPCC), coordinated among the
member agencies, completion and final text of Chapter 4, Emergecn% Planning, of
this document. The member agencies of the FRPCC as listed in 44 851 are: De-
partment of Commerce (DOC); Department of Defense (DOD); Department of Energy
(DOE); Department of Health and Human Services (HHS); Department of Interior
(DOD); Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); Department of Transporta-
tion (DOT); Environmental Protection Agency (EPA); Nuclear Regulatory Commis-

sion (NRC); and United States Department of Agricultrue (USDA).
FEMA is continuing its efforts in this area. This effort focuses on four aspects of

eme%:cy planning: size of the emergency planning zones (EPZs), including review
of E based on source term research; medijcal services; ingestion pathway meas-

ures; and decontamination and relocation.
Consistent with these important areas, FEMA has an ongoing literature search

with regard to:
Research on large-scale environmental decontamination including development of

the technology of decontamination, and long term relocation;

Examining and following up on future research needs in connection with develop-
ing implementation capabilities associated with the two International Atomic
Energy Agency conventions on early notification of radiological incidents, and

mutual assistance;
Developing a database on hospitals with radiology departments and capability for

handling immunosuppressed patients; and ‘
Determination of pertinent ingestion pathway measures.

HUGO EXPENSES IN VIRGIN ISLANDS

Mr. TRaxLER. We are overstressed now. Mr. Lewis, did you have
a question?

Mr. LEwis. Mr. Chairman, we zipped right past Hugo pretty fast,
and I did have a couple of questions.

Mr. TrRAXLER. You want to talk about Hugo?

Mr. LEwis. Could we just for a moment?

Mr. TraxrLer. We didn't zip past it, but we will go back to it.

Mr. Lewis. I thought you did pretty well.

Mr. TRAXLER. It's a reoccurring topic, Jerry.

Mr. Lewis. I see. If I may, it seemed to be appropriate. Just fol-
lowing Hugo, my colleague, Larry Coughlin convinced me to take a
quick trip down to the islands to get a feel for the problems that
we should pay attention to.

We were particularly concerned with the Virgin Islands and that
which we saw as a response in Mr. Peterson’s letter was a bit dis-
concerting.

Can you provide us with a breakdown of the total amount of aid
fengse?red directly to the governmental authorities in the Virgin Is-
an ‘

Mr. PerersoN. Yes, sir, I can.

Mr. Lewis. We would like to know how that compares to your
estimate of the dollar value that was not directly supplied to local
authorities. Mr. Peterson’s letter indicates that in addition to the
audits being Prepared by officials in the Virgin Islands, FEMA
would, quote, “to the extent nécessary, prepare its own audits.”

Have you reached a judgment as to whether FEMA needs to con-
duct its own audits, and what is your assessment of the local gov-
emrf?\ents implementation of Federal assistance programs in this
case :

Do we have some discussion of your reactions to your agency’s
experience in the Virgin Islands? -

-—
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Mr. PeTERSON. Yes, sir. You can get in trouble by sa the
Virgin Islands was the worst disaster that we saw, because i g:ﬁ
wh:m in Soultlh Carolina, you may feel that you were in pretty bad
shape as well. l

But the Virgin Islands was absolutely devastated. There is just
n;mxeation about it. They received a tremendous blow. They are a
8 pulation community. They have 150,000 people there.

So their financial resources are limited, as is the size of their
government.

Just to give an example under temporary housing(,mand this is as
of March 16, in the Virgin Islands we have had 9,000 applications
for temporary housing approved, and we have written almost 9,000
checks worth $27,000,000 to individuals, just for temporary hous-

ing.

fn addition to that, under the Individual and Family Grant Pro-
gram, we have had 16,000 inspections to date, nearly 18,000 checks
written to individuals for $46 million.

So when you look at 150,000 people in total po
find that you are looking at 20 to 30,000 people w
checks, that is a very high percentage.

Additionally, their infrastructure was just devastated. All of
their communications, whether they were commercial or private or
public, were destroyed. All of their utilities were destroyed. And
they were in extremely dire straights.

e have found that the government has done everything possi-
ble to respond to their needs; but they, themselves, became a
victim. -

Mr:’ Lewis. By the government, you mean the Federal Govern-
ment? :

Mr. PerersoN. The government of the Virgin Islands; I am sorry.
They, themselves, truly became victims of this tremendous hurri-
cane, and we have been giving supplemental support at their re-
quest, such as establishing Administrative processes for them to
implement the programs, and to aid them in audits at times to
ensure that expenditures are appropriately being made.

We are doing audits, Congressman, not just in the Virgin Islands,
but in all the disaster areas as part of what we feel is our responsi-
bility to ensure that we are within the intent of Congress, and that
the funds are ‘a"xproyriately being spent.

Mr. Lewis. Well, I was especially interested in response and con-
cerned about audits that might be needed in the Virgin Islands.
Have you found that auditing process to be necessary?

Do you need additional help? Have you found any problems as a
result of those audits?

Mr. PeTersON. Can I just take a minute to consult with my staff

on that?

llJ‘ulation and you
o have received

[The information follows:]
, DrsasTER-RELATED AUDITS
We do believe audits are n and we are currently perfo audit work

in the Virgin Islands. To date, we have completed an audit of a contractor do
Hurricane Hugo related businees with the Virgin Islands government. We foun
problems with documentation in support of costs. We exrect to complete the re-
maining audit work and finalize our audit findings in July 1990.
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Mr. Lewis. Have we done our own audits as well?
Mr. PerersoN. The first thing I did was to send a letter to m
own IG saying I want you to be pro-active in all of these disasters,

and I would like you to become involved immediately.

And perhaps my IG can respond to that as well as I could at this
point in time, sir. h A ,

Mr. Bararp. Mr. Congressman, as a result of that request, we
immediately dispatched a team of auditors to both Puerto Rico and
to the Virgin Islands. One of the concerns we had, based upon past
history, we have encountered or noted some problems with ac-
countability of Federal funds in the two island governments. -

So we set up with three objectives in mind, and we are still au-
diting at this time.

One objective was to evaluate the adequacy of the guidance that
FEMA provided to the Virgin Islands and to Puerto Rico.

A second objective was to evaluate the internal controls that
were in place in the government of the Virgin Islands and in
Puerto Rico to account for the FEMA monies. ‘ A

And we also set out to evaluate, based on limited testing, the ef-
fectiveness of how FEMA was delivering these programs to the two
island governments. ,

Mr. Lewis. Mr. Chairman, I might mention that both Congress-
man Coughlin and myself were very impressed by what we saw
}:Sereasespecially the need for support of the people of the Virgin

ands. :

We both had some concern about whether we shouldn’t have
some serious independent auditing processes, just because of the
impressions that were left upon us in a very brief stay.

I have additional questions for the record that you may respond
to. I think Larry may very well too in this subject area, as well.

I would appreciate it if, as you do respond to those questions, you
could bring them to my personal attention.

Mr. PeTersoN. We will do that, Congressman.

[The information follows:]
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Congressman Jerry Lewvis
FEMA AS EARTHQUAKE LEAD AGENCY

QUESTION: Last year at Mr. Green's request (p.66 Hearings),
you provided a breakout of federal funding by esgency under the
National Earthquake Hmzard Reduction Program (NEHRP). That
information would seem to indicate that between 1988-1990, FEMA
anticipated receiving about 8.9% of the funding under NEHRP.

I ask you now, not as representatives of an Agency which could
alvays use more money, but rather as the lead Agency in the Federal
Barthquake Planning, is there something fundamentally wrong with
our Federal sarthquake spending priorities when the Agencies which
research the causes and consaquences get 90% of the funding and the
Agency which actually responds to the disaster only gets a tenth

of that amount? :

ANSWER: There is no question that we need to expend more
energy on implementing the mechanisms and f:echniques that have been
developed under the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program
(NEHRP) . FEMA is not alone in this evaluvation. The Expert Review
Committee, a non-Federal group that examined the NEHRP, recommended
increased funding for the NEHRP across the board. But thae overall
balance that their report reflects is about 50 - 50 between
.research and implementation. The report specifically states that:

Although signifiocant progress has besn achieved, greater
emphasis must be placed on f-plmnution if the goals of the Aot
are to be realised within the next decade

In its lLead Agency role and under its responsibilities to
recommend goals and priorities in the NEHRP, FEMA will continue to
sustain as a prima issue the balance between research and
implementation. Meaningful consideration of it will occur in our
efforts to develop a coordinated NEHRP budget amongst the Principal
Agencies for Piscal Year 1992, and in preraring the next revision

the NEHRP's five year program plan.
EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLANNING -- EARTHQUAKES

QUESTION: I was pleased to see that FEMA, for the first time
in about three years, is able to propose a substani:ial (+47.2%)
increase in proposed FY '91 funding for Earthduake Hazard Reduction
(FY 91=$13.4m). I note on p. EM-96 of your budget justification,
your specific plans for allocating these funds. Local officials
in 8anta Cruz County have identified several holes in the
coordinated emergency response planning efforts which are now
evident in the aftermath of the Loma Prieta experience.

-

One of the deficiencies vas the failure to anticipate the need
for bypassing the normal phone system in order to ascertain the
availability of water from the small municipal water companies.
Another was the availability of long~term mobile housing for low-
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Congressman Jerry Levis R
income fawilies and the county%

Were you avare of these problems as identified by California‘'s
county officiala?

ANSWER: FEMA's primary role  in a Presidéntially declared
disuur is to supplement State and local response and/or recovery
operations. Once a dsclaration is made, a Federal Coordinating
officer is appointed to assess the types of assistance moat
urgently and ooordinate PFederal and voluntary relief
organization activities to ensurs maximum «ffectiveness. The
Fedsral Coordinating Officer's primary point of contact is a state
Coordinating Officer, who is appointed by the governor and is

responsible for ' determining 1local needs and establishing
priorities. Any request for Federal assistance must be channsled
thr the State Coordinating officer. As a result, problems
identified at the local level may never be elevated to the Paderal
Government, particular),y if the aituation can bhe handled by the

State.

The kind- of recovery problems you have alluded to wvere
recognized after the Whittier, California earthquake of October
1987. Guidelines for post-earthquake recovery were undertaken in
the City of los Angeles, and the California Office of Emergency
Services has been able to cooperate with the City in their
developmsent. The draft guidelines were in fact calibrated by the
Loma Prieta experience. FEMA plans to examine the final guidelines
upon receipt for applicability nationwide. Recovery planning for
poat—carthguak. problems has always been an allowable expense under
our financial assistance to States. We expect the guidelines to
provide valuable technical assistance in
this area resulting in more effective and focused recovery

planning.

QUESTION: Can you address them in your efforts to provide
creative approaches to mitigation in your State and local hazard

reduction grants program?

ANSWER: Under its State and Local Warning and Communications
Systems Program, FEMA provides funds on a 50-50 matching basis for
the development of emergency wvarning and communications
capabilities. County officials may want to check with the
California Office of Emergency Services to explore the availability
of such funds to acquire emsrgency communications systems. In any
svent, counties need to address in their planning efforts
alternative or backup communications systems that can be used in
an smergency (cellular phones, radio, etc.). Also procedures could
be established where critical facilities, such as municipal water
companies, have the responsibility of reporting to an Emergency
Operations Center on thair status in the event of a major disaster
such as an earthquaks. If such contact cannot be made, these
facilities may need to take various emergency measures to protect

} homeless population. -

¥ Ny
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their resvurces.

With respect to the availability of water, the current "Plan
for PFederal Response to a Catastrophic Earthquake® does not
adequately address water issues. FEMA is working with the U.S8.
Army Corps of Engineers and other rodnrnl agencies to determine
the best wvay to deal with water issues as part. of major rwisiom
being made to the Plan during FY 1990.

In the area of lonq-tot: wobile housing for low-income
fanilies, FEMA uses mobile homes to provide disaster housing when
expedient home repairs or vacant rental resources are not
res ive to the needs of the victims. Home repairs are currently
limited to people who own their homer; most of the low~income
people in the Watsonville area ware pre-disaster renters. .Thera
wvas a shortage of rental resources in this area which caused us to
use mobile homes. The probleas of those who were homeless is a
littls different. People who wers literally without housing or
shelter vhen the sarthquake hit do no’ have a disaster-related need
for housing or shelter. FEMA is assisting all other victims
through its housing program or through funding lccal government
shelter activities. The long-term problem of caronic lack of
affordable housing is not a suitable area for application of

disaster authorities.
CAJON PASS LIFELINE STUDY

’

QUESTION: Last year, the Chairman and measders of this
Subcommittee were kind enough .0 look favorably upcn my request to
allocate funds for a study of lifeline systems in the Cajon Pase.
Am I accurate in my understanding the FEMA released a Request for

Proposals (RFP) in mid-Pebruary?
ANSWER: The RFP was released on February 22, 1990.

QUESTION: Can you give us a preliminary assessment on the
level of contractor interest and a timetable for the completion of

these important earthquake-related studies? -
ANSWER:
o The RFP responses were received on 3/30/90.

o The FEMA Evaluation Panel on the RFP's will convene
in April 1990.

o A contract award is expected in May 1990. with a
contract period of 12 months.
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LOSS OF COMMUNICATIONS FROM HUGO

Mr. TrAxLER. Let’s just dwell for a mcment on the issue of Hugo
and Saint Thomas. ‘ o

Mr. Peterson, I am going to go back to what you called the level
:lt; d?if?enie in peacetime or what I refer to as how many fire men in

e ouse, ,

Clearly the loss of virtually all communications on the islands
was an unprecedented event, which the agency had never experi-
enced before. ‘ ’

Usually in the case of a disaster, there are some preferable com-
munications that are available or perhaps even some military or
Civil Defense unit type communications that the state might have.

Mr. PerersoN. That is correct. o

Mr. Traxter. They can be rapidly moved in. But apparently in
this case, theré were no local portable communication units or in-
de&erndence communication units that were available. .

. PETERSON. That is correct. Saint Croix, Saint Thomas and
Saint John virtually lost all communications for a very extended
period of time. There was only one high frequency radio, I believe,
on the back of a National Guard truck that even gave us any indi-
cation that we could get an airplane in there, but it was weak and

intermittent.
Only because of the capabilities FEMA has, were we able to pick

that signal up.

The primary communications for the first over two weeks in
Saint Croix were delivered by FEMA as emergency communica-
tions equipment that we flew in on a C-14]1 well before we were
able to get communications with the Governor for our request.

So we literally established communicatiors on that island initial-
ly, and we found that our resources were limited 1,500 miles oif the
coast of the mainland.

Once we got there, additionally, we found that we were some-
what the victims of the storm because we did not have the kind of
equipment to take care of our own people when they got there to

the extent necessary.-
SATISFYING NEEDS OF DISASTER PERSONNEL

Mr. TraxLEr. Would that include housing?

Mr. PerersoN. Housing, food, water, communications, sleeping
accommodations, across the board.

We consistently rely upon local governments to provide that for
us when we arrive, and in this case, and indeed in the case of
Soutilﬂ(}tqrolina, for a number of days, we just did not have those
ca ities.

) r'} TraxrER. Well, what should we do by way of resolving that
issue

Mr. PereRsoN. I believe it’s imperative, as an administrator who
made the decision to send 18 of our geople 1,600 miles off the coast
into an unknown environment, that I have to reflect very seriously
on what I did.

If we are to be first responders, which I think we must be in a
case where there are no communications, we don’t know what is
going on, and we cannot get a hold of the Governor, we cannot just
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say well, let's wait until the Governor calls because there are
people in trouble. B ,

So we have to respond. First, I think we need to look at the legis-
lation so that we have clear authority to move quickly. I would ask
Congress to consider that. ‘ ;

Secondly, we need some capability, to respond quickly to support
ourselves for the purpose of getting our teams on the ground so we
know what to ask for. ‘

We have very qualified people who when they get on the ground
can determine what is needed. They do that 22 times a year. But
when I send them in, I need to see that their security is in place so
that they can function in the role that they are trained to function
in. , _

We have within our organization in the Civil Defense arena 388
people, and yet they are n:‘ really linked into this disaster re-
sponse. »

I think we don’t need a lot more people because we can -cross
train and integrate that better than we have in the past.

I think the law allows that already. But some basic capability in
vehicles, support equipment, sanitary equipment, food, water, and

" those kinds of things that would be flown in with our people in

support of our people for a seven- to ten-day period, I believe, is im-
perative.

We ran into the same problem in Samoa just a month and a half
or two months ago where Samoa got hit by a typhoon, and we
couldn’t get any communications for several days. So we had a
very difficult time trying to figure out how to respond.

EQUIPMENT TO S8UPPORT EARLY DISASTER STAFF

Mr. TraxrLer. Would you provide the committee, and you may
need a little time on this, hut provide the committee with, by letter
or if you can do it for the record, that is fine, but if you need time,
please do, the types of equipment that you would deem: necessary
to support that early staff.

Mr. PeTERSON. Yes, uir.

Mr. TrRaxLER. Those it2ms, and to the best of your knowledge,
their approximate cost.

I don’t know what our budget situation is going to be, but maybe
we can make an orderly approach towards this. If you could either
prioritize that list for us, so that if we can make a start in this
budget year, and then continue for a few years, that would be very
helpful to us, in the event our 302B allocation precludes us from
doing it all in one year.

But, of course, that will depend to an extent on how extensive
your list is and the total cost. So if you could help us in that
regard, I think the point that you are making is well taken, and we
are concerned about the safety of your personnel.

We want them to be effective, and it seems to me-that we hope
they never need this kind of equipment. Once again, it may be a
piece of equipment that sits in the fire house or never leaves the
military base, and that makes us all happy.

[The information follows:]
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EqQuirMeNT To SupPORT EAnu DisasTer Responss TeAi8

Our internal study on equipment to support disaster response teams i* ongoing.
When completed, the agency will submit to the committee, by letter, a complete
summary on the typee of equipment required and the estimated coet.

Mr. Lewis. Mr. Chairman, I would like to take another moment.

Mr. TRAXLER. Sure.

Mr. Lewis. In days past when I had the occasion to deal with
FEMA as an agency when the ﬂoodin% was taking place around
Colorado River, it did not seem that such assistance was not quick-
ly rendered.

I must say that, in terms of our experience with Hugo, FEMA
personnel were doing a very fine job in terms of responding to a
critical circumstance.

I am recalling, also off the top, the name, General Kelly, of the
military, who was fabulous, with the Army Corps of Engineers?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, gir.
Mr. Lewis. It was fabulous work on our behalf and the people

who were affected there. I would hope that you might think about
a special briefing when you have gone far enough with these audits
so that Larry and I and you, Mr. Chairman, or your staff, could sit
down and discuss, maybe not in such a public forum, some of that
which FEMA has experienced.

{t might be very instructive.

Mr. PereErsoN. We appreciate the opportunity, and we feel it's
something we have not done enough.

HOSPITAL ROOF COLLAPSE ON S8T. CROIX

Mr. GREEN. Since we are back on Hugo, I would like to ask you
about one problem, and that is the problem of something that is far
from first rate before the disaster.

It's that hospital on Saint Croix where they had the report that
the roof was about to fall in, and the storm came and the roof fell
in. '

: V\f’hat can you give me about that instance and the general prob-

em?
"~ Mr. PeTERSON. You are correct, and we did have to fly in a com-
plete hospital capability with over 120 people to man it 24 hours a

day.
a'e knew that was going to be a dicey issue, because there obvi-
ously were maintenance problems prior to arrival of Hugo. There

was also a very strong need.
I am going to turn to my staff and ask—I know there is a com-

lete analysis going on on that hospital alone; I do not know exact-
y where we are in it.

Mr. CHarpeLL. There is a complete analysis going on to deter-
mine what are the basic needs and what kinds of infrastructure

the island can support.
It's a very serious issue because of lack of medical personnei, as

well as medical facilities. But there will be a resolution hopefully

very quickly workin(ﬁ with the territorial government.
Mr. GreeN. In addition, there is a problem to the extent to which

sox(xllething is badly shot already, are we fixing it up brand new,
an - —
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Mr. PerersoN. Well, there i8 considerable debate about the
proper level of suﬁla)ort. And we are looking at the pre-disaster con-
dition, and also what can be supported once constructed. .

Mr. GreeN. Thank you.

Mr. Lewis. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

WORKLOAD FROM E.O. 12627

Mr. TraxLER. Turning to budget on Page SE-28, there could be a
significant increase in staff-intensive workload, if and when re-
quests are received under Executive Order 12657 for the develop-
ment in exercising of emergency response plans around commercial
nuclear power plants whenever state or local governments decline
or fail to prepare such plans.

How would you meet such a workload if it arose?

Mr. PeTeRrsON. If that decline’ or failed circumstance arose, we
would be looking at the budget as it's presently available under the
Radiological Emergency Preparedness Program.

If I may offer a little opinion here, we do not see anything on the
horizon at this point in time that we believe will trigggr 12657.

The regulations were written and published on September the
1st. With the litigation on the realism argument being upheld that
will take considerable burden off of that Executive Order require-

ment, sir, in our view.
Mr. TrRaxLErR. Would you have the capability to fulfill that Exec-

utive Order?
Mr. PETERSON. I believe we would, sir. We may have to ask for
additional resources, but we could certainly get going into it with-

out any problem.
SARA TITLE III ACTIVITIES IN HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Mr. TRaxrLerR. FEMA is requesting $591,000 for the Hazardous
Materials Program 1991, which is an increase of $300,000 above the
1990 level.

You tell us on Page EM-120 that you anticipate that funding at
the 1991 level will be needed at least for the next five years to
carry out the responsibilities under SARA Title III?

Briefly, what are those responsibilities?

Mr. PerersoN. Under SARA Title III, we are providing techno-
logical assistance to the states and local governments for guidance
in their hazardous materials program.

Any further detail in that area I would have to provide you for
tll:e ‘x;ecord, sir, unless Mr. McLouglin, do you have any insight on
that?

Mr. McLouGHLIN. I have nothing to add.

Mr. PeTERSON. About $100,000 of that is provided directly
through contracts from FEMA to Frovide guidance and technologi-
cal assistance to the state and local governments.

Much of that is inventorying their hazards.

VALUE OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REFORTS

Mr. GreEN. Do you have any feel that this vast outpouring of re-
ports that was referred to a little bit earlier in the day, on that
vast outpouring of reports which I guess was originally estimated

“
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and costs something like half a billion dollars for the initial report
and $300,000,000 a year burden on industry to keep up with re-
ports.

Is that being used by anyone? Is it useful? Is it worth
$300,000,000 a year?

Mr. PrTERSON. It definitely is being used. It’s being inventoried,
categorized as to where hazardous materials are.

The fire community, I know, is using it in identifying where risks
are so that when they have to ingress in a building, that they know
what they are walking into.

So there is validity in the process. It’s a horrendous task that has
been levied upon the state and local governments. I say that re-
spectfully, but it's a horrendous task.

SARA TITLE IIl TRAINING

Mr. GrReeN. How are the responsibilities for the Title III being
coordinated with your training and fire programs in designing the
courses?

Mr. McNEiLL. I think I will let Mr. McLoughlin and Mr. Peter-
son share that.

Mr. McLouGHLIN. Of the 3.84 million that came with the Title
III appropriation last year, $3,000,000 has gone to the states.

The primary course activity is out in the field. About $300,000 is
being used for printing to support the field courses.

We retained about $150,000 for supporting the Indian programs.

Most of the courses that are being taught in the field were devel-
oped by EPA, the National Fire Academy, the Emergency Manage-
ment Institute, or the Department of Transportation.

NATIONAL DISASTER MEDICAL SYSTEM

Mr. GreeN. For mobilization preparedness activity, FEMA is re-
questing $2,231,000, an increase of $35,000 above the 1990 level.

One of the activities underway for fiscal year 1990 in this pro-
gram now is an interagency effort to develop and expand the Na-
tional Disaster Medical System to respond to large-scale emergen-
cies and provide care for the resulting casualties.

What other agencies are involved in the NDMS?

Mr. McNEILL. Let me ask Mr. Lopez to answer that, sir.

Mr. Lorez. The other agencies, sir, are HHS, the Veterans De-
- partment, which has one of the largest medical systems in this
country, and the Department of Defense, which also has extensive
medical capability.

Mr. GREEN. [presiding). What has been accomplished through this
effort, and is the system set u%) to handle both peacetime as well as
national security emergencies

Mr. Lorez. Yes, sir, it's set up for both. As a matter of fact, the
NDMS system was actually activated in the RESPONSE 1989 exer-
cise out 1n the San Francisco area, in Sacramento.

There was a field hospital—a MASH hospital, if you will—that
was used for this exercise.

The NDMS system also responded to Hurricane Hugo in Saint
Croix to replace the hospital that was destroyed.
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‘ Mr. ?GREEN. Was it used following the actual earthquake in Cali-
_fornia

Mr. Lopez. Grant, I think you ought to handle that.

Mr. PeTERSON. Everyone stood up very quickly to see if they
needed the NDMS. There was excellent coordination between the
state of California and the NDMS operation, and it was found that

the]y were not needed to respond, that the state had it under con-

tro
REDUCTION IN NFA RESIDENT PROGRAMS

Mr. GREEN. Let’s turn to the National Fire Academy; FEMA is
requesting $7,230,000 for fiscal year 1991, an increase of $38,000

above the 1990 level.
For the resident programs, however, FEMA is proposing a de-

crease of $128,000 and 5 workyears. Why has the funding and
number of workyears for this program been reduced?

Mr. McNEiLL. Mr. McLoughlin.
Mr. McLouGHLIN. That is an adjustment between what we plan

to do in the resident program and what we plan to do in course

development, Mr. Green.
You asked a second part of that for a reduction of 5 in the work

years? Was that your question?

Mr. GREEN. Yes, $128,000 and 5 workyears.

Mr. McLouGHLIN. Five workyear reduction in the National Fire
Academy. That is for the adjustment that I had just talked about.
We are transferring some of our people from resident programs to
course development work.

STUDENT TRAINING

Mr. GreeN. For the record, if you could update the table -en stu-
dent training that appears on Page 70 of last year’s hearing.
[The information follows:]

NATIONAL EMERGENCY TRAINING CENTER ON-CAMPUS STUDENT ACTIVITY

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991

STUDENTS
Emergency Management Institute [EMI] ....... . 3409 4073 3460 3,683 3,683
National Fire Academy [NFA}:
Resident programs . 4164 4011 4055 4000 3,500
Weekend programs ..... 3028 393 4202 3600 3750
Train-the-trainer 179 186 185 200 200
Adjunct faculty........ 1 79 68 40 10
TRADE conference - 157 21 172 19 190
Total NFA......... 1529 8227 8682 785 1710
TOtAl CONMEY.........ooooooceccrivcre e sinnssssssnnssse s sssassssssssrssassenene 10938 12300 12142 11542 11,393
STUDENT DAYS
Emergency Management Institute [EMI] ...... 16,988 18,552 16,768 17,642 17,642
National Fire Academy [NFA):
Resident programs 47,791 44,120 37,948 40,000 35000
Weekend programs . 6,056 8421 8404 7200 7,500

Train-the-trainer 895 930 1110 1,000 1,000
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NATIONAL EMERGENCY TRAINING CENTER ON-CAMPUS STUDENT ACTIVITY—Continued
190 1988 1989 190 1991

Adjunct faculty 2 7 Ml 120 20
TRADE Conference. 785 105 688 95 9%
Total NFA 55,529 53813 48,691 48415 44,660

Total Center 72517 72,365 65459 66,057 6'2,302

REDUCTION IN COURSES AT FIRE ACADEMY

Mr. GREEN. In fiscal year 1990, the number of direct deliveries of
Academy-developed courses sponsored by the state fire training sys-
tems vnﬁ be 300 and reach about 9,000 students.

Due to a reduced request in fiscal year 1991, FEMA estimates
that 200 courses will be conducted, reaching about 6,000 fire and

rescue personnel.
Did that proposed reduction come from FEMA, or was it an OMB

pro 1?
r. McLouGHLIN. It came from FEMA.

Mr. Green. Won't the reduction adversely affect local fire and
rescue personnel?

Mr. McLouGHLIN. Yes, it will. With a constant budget, our prob-
lem is to balance how much money should go into the delivery of
certain program elements—field and resident. :

That was our best judgment at this point, and it will require
some reductions.

FIRST RESPONDER TRAINING

Mr. GreeN. In the 1990 conference report, the conferees agreed
that $140,000 was to be used for hazardous materials first respo:.d-
er training. Why are these funds being used in the Training Zield
Deployment Systems activity, and what is specifically being done
with these functions?

Mr. McLouGHLIN. The funds are being used to develop courses.
We are developing two courses with those funds.

INCREASES FOR FIRE PROTECTION

Mr. GReeN. Turn to the U.S. Fire Administration, You are re-
uesting $5,786,000 for fiscal year 1991, an increase of $1,070,000
above 1990 appropriation. -

The fire prevention and arson control program element request
is $358,000 above the 1990 level to expand existing arson initia-
tives, especially for community-based anti-arson and juvenile fire-
setter projects.

What do these initiatives involve, and why have you chosen to
expand those particular projects?

r. MCNE1LL. I will ask Mr. Wall to answer that.

Mr. WALL. Annually we have been experiencing about 15 percent
of the reported fires In thé United States as arson. We found that
the concentration focus is between the two extremes—rural popula-

tion and urban population.
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A lot of those arson fires are being set not only by juvenile fire-
setters, but also by another phenomenon we have encountered,
something called the curious child.

We feel that a child doesn’t start a fire because of criminal
intent, but rather by playing with matches, playing with lighters,

what have you. ’

" We would like to expand our effort in that particular area to try
to get a handle on the priority and see if there could be some major

change. '
. It %c;es well beyond the child. It goes to adults. It goes to our good
riends.

The other day, reading a trade publication, I noted that it's a
wonderful corporate genius has come up with a cigarette lighter, a
butane lighter, that was designed to look exactly like an audio cas-
sette. Those things are constantly coming up.

We find a concentration of burn deaths, Eoth from arson and ac-
cidental fires on the juvenile side and on people over 65.

So we would like to expand our efforts in that area to try to
bring those numbers down.

Mr. GReeN. When you find products like that, do you refer them
to the Consumer Product Safety Commission?

Mr. WaLL. We have a very good rapport with the Consumer
Product Safety Commission, yes. We immediately call them. In
fact, if we find that it’s a consistent thing from phone calls to the
State Fire Marshals, we would normally put out a special interest
bulletin to all state fire marshals calling tgeir attention to it.

It seems to be sporadic. Unfortunately, it happens to be occuring
in New Jersey and New York, Mr. Green.

FIREFIGHTER HEALTH AND SAFETY

Mr. GRekN. I guess the reason we are asking about this is in the
past, you seemed to want to cut back this area. I guess we are
pleased to see it expanding.

Mr. WaLL. The other part that we are going to be looking at is
firefighter health and safety. Of that million dollar increase
$695,000 is going to go to firefighter health and safety.

Again we are concentrating on a search to try to make the fire
fighters protection against his own environment safer. We are look-
ing at it not only from the point of view of better clothing for pro-
tection against hazardous materials but also for urban search and
rescue. Just review in your mind what the earthquake situation
was—most of the people up on the bridge picking people out and
wearing those strange little helmets are called fire fighters.

That ensemble that they are wearing, for that kind of urban
search and rescue doesn’t cut it. So we want to do some work in

that area. '
And, of course, we have the ongoing problem with infectious dis-

eases.
FIRE DATA AND ANALYSIS

Mr. GReeN. Which we covered earlier.
According to the budget justification under the Fire Data and

Analysis Activity, FEMA is currently developing pertinent issues
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and topics of emergency management seryices in cooperation with
the American College of Emergency Physicians.

What types of issues or topics have been developed thus far?

Mr. WaLL. We are working very closely with the emergency
room doctors in trying to get a handle on the problem of manage-
ment systems within the EMS community.

As | said earlier today, 80 to 85 percent of the ambulance service
in the United States is delivered through fire service people. In
fact, at some fire departments, a full 70 percent of the work load is
in ambulance service, and we are experiencing burn out of person-
nel who are on ambulances running five to 6,000 times a year.

So we are looking at that. And emergency room doctors seem to
be a particularly good source, because they have that liaison with
the fire service deliverer, and yet they are working with the hospi-
tals who usually contro! the volume of activity that is going on.

Mr. GrReeN. How do you see the information as being used?

Mr. WaLL. Again, through our peer groups. We go out and do the
development with the emergency room doctors, and then we bring
together practitioners and discuss it with them to see whether it is
really practical research we are getting into.

I cannot support research that doesn’t make that little step to

something you can use.
FIRE ADMINISTRATION COORDINATION ON SEARCH AND RESCUE

Mr. Green. In the 1990 conference report, the conferees agreed
to allocate one FTE for coordination between the U.S. Fire Admin-
istration and the Earthquake Program in its development of a na-
tional data base for heavy urban search and rescue capability.

Has there been this coordination between the two programs?

Mr. WaLL. I can say very confidently and very happily that if
there are two groups within FEMA who cooperate and work their
programs together very closely, that is State and Local Programs
and the Fire Administration.

Mr. GReeN. What has the Fire Administration’s role been in the
development of this data base?

Mr. WaLL. Well, we are currently recruiting for a person who
has a good backg;ound in national data base. And when this

rson comes on board, he/she will be working very closely with

r. Peterson’s people in developing that data base.

We have the network of contacts with state fire marshals and
fire departments that makes it fairly easy for us to get that sort of

_information.

Mr. GReeN. When do you anticipate having that person on
board? >

Mr. WaLL. The recruitment notice expires on the 30th of March.
We will hire as quickly as I can clear someone from the list.

FOOD AND SHELTER PROGRAMS

Mr. GrReeN. Turn to the Emergency Food and Shelter Program.
For fiscal year 1991, FEMA is requesting $124,991,000 and six
workyears. This is a decrease of $5,101,000 below the 1990 level,
and $9,009,000 below last year’s budget request.



92

Please provide for the record a table of the characteristics of the
Emergency Food and Shelter Program and each state’s allocation,
similar to the table on Pages 21 to 24 of last year’s hearing record.

Mr. McNEiLL. We will do that.

[The information follows:]



ncy Food & Shelt tional Bosrd Program

Page 136

- Progrem Charscteristics

PHASE I PHASE 11 FHASE JII __PHASE IV FHASE V PHA3E VI PHASE VII PHASE VIIJ
Public Law Number PL 98-8 * PL 98-151 PL 98-396 PL 99-88 PL 99-500 PL 100-71 PL 100-104 PL 101-100

PL 98-181 PL 99-160 PL 100-6 _  PL 100-120 PL 101-45
Allocation $50 million $40 million $70 million $90 million $115 million $123,929 million $126 sillion $130.1 milldon
Civil Jurisdictions Funded 961 839 1341 1800 2000 2000+ 2260 3810
Total Agencies Funded 3460 3627 6003 T 6968 8200 8200+ 9499 9313
Additional Meals Provided 51 million 33.7 million 60 million 88 million 80.2 willion 121 million seeese  weees -
Per Capita Meals $.70 $.75 $.71 $.52 N $.75 $.82 $.51
Additional Nights' Lodging
Provided 6.9 million 6.3 million 18 million 30.9 willion 39.3 million 42.5 -guon eecses seunes

Per Capits Shelter $3.13 $2.17 $2.24 $1.49 $2.24 $2.28 EEEILN wemmnn

* Phase VII figures are based on estimstes and are changing ss final reports ;n audited.
** Phase VII per capita weals/nights lodging sre reported in a different manner from previous phases.
#4* Phase VIII figures sre projactions based on results from previous prograss.

€6



STATES ALLOCATIONS
PHASES I - 1

State Phase 1 Phase II Phase III Phase IV Phase V. Phase VI Phase VII Phase VIII
Alabasa $1,708,418.16  $1,069,399.46 $1,957,661.00 $2,302,184.00 $2,345,060.00 $2,933,277.00 $2,478,256.00 $2,924,970.00
Alaske 68,860.31 100, 000.00 133,167.00 159,500.00 272,838.00 333,636.00 409,689.00 316,597.00
Arizona 1,017,251.50 748,445,423 911,187.00 1,155,539.84  1,503,358.00 1,920,908.00 1,864,706.00 2,198,740.00
Arkansas 137,060.72 106,593.92 646,548.00 797,178.42 1,175,002.00 1,331,689.00 1,393,455.00 1,396,657.00
Californis 8,442,953.18 6,238,135.08 8,875,996.00 12,036,169.82  13,534,312.00 16,168,024.00 14,438,227.00 15,785,346.00
Colorade 113,692.50 88,492.4) 338,271.00 574,624.40 1,340,476.00 1,855,701.00 2,036,437.00 1,946,569.00
Connecticut 192,316.20 100, 000.00 589,453.00 883,698.70 995,024.00 929,537.00 905,367.00 1,078,833.00
Delaware No funds 100,000.00 198,598.00 254,351.50 284,077.00 270,000.00 272,932.00 260,000.90
Dist. of Coluabia 277,633.19 196,686.98 337,926.00 392,426.10 373,117.00 412,104.00 375,680.00 390,418.00
Florida 1,145,429, 26 1,133,423.35 2,94),178.00 4,229,329.50 4,536,008.00 5,211,604.00 5,723,930.00 7,095,921.00
Georgle 354,950.59 240,126.82 1,010,625.00 1,373,891.00 2,074,664.00 2,347,840.00 2,740,944.00 3,139,543.00
Hewaii No funds 100,000.00 125,000.00 160,000.00 249,998.00 270,000.00 256,454.00 262,412.00
Idaho 113,476.80 104,953.59 149,132.00 201,291.58 390,908.00 528,655.00 456,576.00 376,210.00
Illinois 4,312,001.36 3,363,394.16 4,575,732.00 5,712,610.87 7,257,150.00  6,953,292.00 7,133,460.00 7,336,689.00
Indiana 1,627,191.40 844,328.13 1,368,113.00 1,820,830.90 2,32),271.00 2,378,785.00 2,370,024.00  2,336,730.00
Towa 224,315.96 125,409.96 E 166,042.09 322,075.%) 1,002,264.00 869,003.00 740,924.00 835,898.00
Kansas No funds 97,166.22 123,625.00 160,000.00 523,610.00 678,458.00 627,663.00 785,879.00

£
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State Phese | “Phase 11 Phase 111 Phase IV Phase V Phase VI Phase VII Phase VIII
Kentucky 664,013.80 415,540.41 1,225,017.00 1,329,707.61 2,145,358.00 2,205,914.00 2,243,814.00 2,103,779.00
Louisiana 631,389.3%6 888,023.85 1,795,080.00 2,794,540.80 3,681,174.00 4,382,794.00 4,136,362,00 4,199,872.00
Maine 16,747.22 99,999.51 348,553.00 353,410.40 406,535.00 421,933.00 426,615.00 408,495.00
Maryland 821,815.62 4£79,394.4% 413,642,00 556,584.09 1,0b9.509.00 1,234,506.00 l,257,b;§.00 1,562,103.00
Hassachusetts 4£98,174.41 448,809.91 1,392,497.00 1,444,237.00 1,659,716.00 1,801,321.00 1,639,507.00 2,303,89%91.00
Hichigan 5,124,700.70 3,890,05).47 4,911,075.00 6,029,285,19 5,763,195.00 $,861,996.00 6,951,067.00 6,678,059.00
Minnesots 219,144.23 160,488.50 643,184,00 788,065.26 1,452,8%9.00 1,366,275.00 1,450,950.00 1,563,068.00
Mississippi 265,406.15 230,098.59 869,156.00 1,138,525.48 1,592,822.00 2,070,558.00 1,690,191.00 1,966,221.00
Missouri - 946,949.°3 651,839.09 1,402,835.00 1,063,899.65 1,574,663.00 1,970,853.00 2,149,870.00 2,356,123.00
Hontana 64,003.84 94,532.30 125,000.00 156,417.36 264,956.00 346,782.00 347,222.00 370,738.00
Nabraska 19,272.43 99,264.49 123,000.00 1,750,595.00 444,120.00 453,326.00 436,522.00 388,927.00
Nevada 260,860.72 169,839.38 238,967.00 288,3%67.30 378,4273.00 £31,794.00 $12,905.00 561,949.00
Nev Hampihire No funds 100,000.90 125,000.00 160,000.00 259,993.0% 270,000.00 250,000.00 262,890.00
New Jerssy 1,787,869.53 912,297.43 1,451,997.00 1,754,818.80 2,487,564.00 2,363,186 00 2,290,337.00 2,875,753.00
New Mexico 86,556.83 229,231.62 477,870.00 651,%03.40 841,878.00 1,001,780.00 1,058,347.00 988,422.00
New York 3,035,623.50 2.563,595.73 5,196,871.00 6,611,048.06 8,464,945.00 7,564,457,00 6,967,330.00 8,745,415.00

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

283,426.86
No funds
4,576,995.98
5,633.07
907,061.50

180,203.13
100,000. 00
3,485,590.27
159,180.72
422,957.57

1,427,879.00
| 125,000.00
4,273,716.00

935,125.00
1,054,091.00

1,692,751.90

160,000.00
$,112,422.64
1,056,086.11
1,661,449.86

2,171,615.00

263,276.00
6,009,952.00
1,639,146.00
1,700, 884.00

2,348,206.00

270,000.00
6,343,647.00
2,029,448.00

1,615,934.00

2,206,407.00

252,994.00
5,995,305.00
1,995,763.00
1,649,721.00

2,197,014.00

261,587.00
5,842,157.00
1,655,861.00
1,622,798.00



** Trust Territories has raturned its allocation to the Nstional Board in esch phase.

State Phass 1 Phase 11 Phese 111 '_Phggc 1v . Phase V Phase VI Phage VII Phese VIII
Pennsylvania 3,478,121.09  3,276,157.34 4,442,908.58  4,820,308.45  5,381,150.00 4,648,041.00 5,098,270.00 &,895,847.00
Puerto Rico 966,725.00 712,763.70 1,177,618.00  1,635,489.00  1,744,398.00 1,728,549.00  1,854,795.00 1,735,418.00
Rhode Island 271,012.89 169,378.90 206,02¢.00 224,221.10 284,282.00  286,553.00  291,758.00  332,177.00
South Carolins 290,631, 74 123,975.35 987,269.00 © 1,152,380.50  1,502,642.00 1,556,012.00 1,550,095.00 1,453,703.00
South Dakots 6,055.35 100,000. 00 125, 000. 00 166,120.97 249,998.00  270,000.00  253,447.00  261,165.00
Tennesses 1,180,152.61 675,082.39 1,696,146.00  2,175,877.70  2,430,806.00 2,684,300.00  2,394,726.00  2,491,99100
Texes 601,5272.95  1,774,825.50 4,296,826.00  6,062,371.09  9,994,961.00 12,057,556.00 13,711,749.00 11,738,320.00
Utah 154, 301,42 151,199.78 374,856.00 448,566.45 579,460.00  686,663.00  709,147.00  649,812.00
Versont No funds 100,000. 00 125, 000. 00 160,000.00 259,998.00  270,000.00  252,409.00  260,000.00
Virginia 244,195.92 128,219.88 580,426.00 844,242.50 1,536,315.00 1,768,318.00 1,507,290.00 1,870,688.00
Washington 1,782,647.57 1,015,009, 72 1,746,775.00  2,222,539.09  2,243,048.00 2,832,807.00  3,025,615.00 3,004,847.00
Vest Virginis $51,301.19  761,966.50 1,060,792.00  1,261,409.13  1,206,517.00 1,266,128.00 1,345,678.00 1,238, 636.00
T Visconsin 970,127.56 643,432.11 910,326.00 927,065.23  1,656,630.00 2,080,618.00 1,959,776.00 1,658,17.00
Wyoming No funds 100,000.00 122,673.00 157,922.00 234,331.00  288,232.00  266,913.00  261,332.00
Guan No funds 22,610.00 35,550.00 50,850.00 63,280.00 68,379.00 -\ 70,645.00 71,613.00
Americen Sasca 10,860.79 23,890.00 41,650.00 $3,550.00 66,640.00 72,009.00 74,395.00 75,415.00
Virgin Islands No funds $1,292.00 $4,600.00 70,200.00 87,360.00 94,399.00 97,526.00 98,863.00
Trust Territoriesw® No funds No funds ‘No funds No funds No funds No funds No funds No funds
N. Marians Islands 149,542.70 14, 164.00 14,164.00 31,950.00 39,260.00 42,963.00 44,387.00 44,995.00
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STUDY ON EFFECTIVENESS OF FOOD AND SHELTER

Mr. GReeN. According to the budget justification, one of the ac-
tivities for fiscal year 1990 is a survey and studeon the EFS pro-
gram’s effectiveness which will be presented to OMB.

Has the study been completed and presented to OMB?

Mr. CHAPPELL. No, it has not, sir. We expect to have it completed
some time this summer. We are doing it in-house with some out-
side resources, but it's underway.

Mr. GreeN. Can you tell us anything of what you have learned
so far, or is it too early?

Mr. CHAPPELL. It’s too early, sir.

CURRENT SITUATION IN EARTHQUAKE AREA

Mr. GReEN. Let’s turn to disaster relief. Last fall California expe-
rienced an earthquake measuring 6.9 on the Richter scale, the
Loma Prieta earthquake in California.

FEMA took the lead, along with state and local agencies, in as-
sisting the immediate and long-term recovery from the disaster.

Could iou give us an update on the current situation in the
earthquake area?

) I})Jr. PerERSON. Specifically from the Loma Prieta earthquake,
8ir?

Mr. GREEN. Yes, please.

Mr. PETERSON. From the Loma Prieta earthquake at this point in
time, as of March the 16th, we have had 8%,000 applicants who
have come to FEMA for assistance.

Of those, we have written 14,091 checks under the temporary
housing program for a total of $23,000,000.

Under the Individual and Family Grant Program, we have writ-
ten 21,381 checks to individuals amounting to $27,641,000. We have.
referred 60,000 individuals to SBA for their interview and review
for loan processes. ‘

We have literally tens of thousands of disaster survey reports on-
going in California. We are finding it to be one of the most complex
and difficult investigations on structures because with earthquakes,
sometimes you almost have to take a wall off to see the extent of
the damage. - -

So that will be ongoing for many years, Sir.

ESTIMATES FOR EARTHQUAKE AND HUGO

Mr. GReEN. In terms of the dollars, could you give a breakdown
on how much you currently estimate spending for individual grant
assistance and J)ublic assistance to the local jurisdictions due to the
earthquake and Hugo?

Mr. PETERSON. I can do that.

Under the Temporary Housing and Individual Family Grant Pro-
gram, I just listed those for Loma Prieta. If I could give you an
overall of the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, North
Carolina, and California, I think it's interesting to note that for
temporary housing, FEMA has written 151,915 checks totaling
$190,467,000. ‘

In the Individual and Family Grant Program for those five disas-
ters, we have written a total of 202,573 checks, for a total of



$428,363,000. So we have $700,000,000 written to individuals out of
the Treasury through the disaster fund.

Mr. GreeN. For the record, could you give us an estimate of how
you think it will play out as you wind down, both the public assist-
ance and the individual assistance?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, sir.

[The information follows:]

Coets PoR HURRICANE HUGO AND LoMA PRIETA EARTHQUAKE

Current estimates for FEMA costs for disaster recovery operations in conjunction
with Hurricane Hugo and the Loma Prieta earthquake are as follows:

Hurricane Hugo  Earthquake

Individual assistance $896,809.000  $124,000,000
Public assistance 3 158550000 327,000,000
Hazard mitigaton 23600000 4,240,000
Mission assignments 106268000 16,176,000
Administration costs 19556000  36324,000

Total costs 1564783,000 507,740,000
Total estimated custs for Humicane Hugo and Loma Prieta earthquake 2,072,523,000

COMPLAINTS ON FEMA’S RESPONSIVENESS TO HUGO

Mr. GreEN. As we discussed earlier in the day, there was some
complaint by the local governments as to FEMA's responsiveness
in the Hugo situation and the difficulty of getting going and per-
haps false expectations on the part of the local governments as to
respective roles.

Would you care to comment on those complaints?

Mr. PETERSON. I think there was some validity in some areas as
to the complaint, and we need to take a few of them specifically.

I do believe, though, that the agency responded admirably with
the resources available, and one has to really go to the site to see
the extent of the devastation. I do not believe that we, the nation,
fully comprehended the extent of this devastation.

But we are looking internally and being pretty critical as I be-
lieve we should. We have a number of items that we are looking to
t&; simplify our process for applications, a source of a lot of com-
plaints.

I will give you just a few, if I might. We are going to try to sim-
plify that registration form even more, even though it's only one
page. The Teleregistration Program registered over 45,000 people
by phone, and we found this to be a tremendous asset that gets up
to speed very quickly but also caused problems in duplication.

We had as many as three and four people, not because of the Te-
leregistration Program in itself, but we did have in some instances
one individual registering three and four times. This took consider-
able man hours to try to sort that out.

Our software needs to be upgraded to catch that quickly, and so
we are doing an analysis on the software for our systems.



CURRENT UPDATE ON HUGO SITUATION

Mr. GreeN. Could you give us an update on the current situation
involving Hugo?

Mr. PETERSON. Yes, sir.

Mr. GREeN. Where you stand.

Mr. PeTERSON. Overall?

Mr. GReEN. Yes.
Mr. PeTersoN. We still have operational centers functioning in

Saint Croix, Puerto Rico, South Carolina, and in California. We do
not have any formal disaster application centers open; however, we
just closed our last one in South Carolina on the 16th of March.

We were very surprised to see the depth and extent of the
n;xmber of registrations for assistance, but over such a great period
of time.

We believe that the Individual and Family Grant and the tempo-
rary housing issue is being handled very well at this point in time.
The disaster survey reports and the public assistance side is going
to be ongoing for a long time because of the depth of the fracturing
of some of the infrastructure.

PROPOSALS TO IMPROVE RELATIONS AMONG DISASTER OFFICIALS

Mr. GReeN. On Page SE-54, you indicate that you plan to submit
proposals to Congress to improve relationships among Federal,
state and local disaster officials, based on the comments you have
solicited.

Have those proposals been submitted to Congress, and if not,
when did you anticipate you will submit them?

Mr. PetersoN. We have not formally submitted them at this
point in time. We would hope to be able to do it within this fiscal

year, sir.
COSTS UNDER STAFFORD ACT

\

Mr. GReeN. According to a GAO report issued in May of 1989,
the Individual and Family Grants program changes have expedited
the process and have improved grant decision making but have re-
allocated certain costs from the states to FEMA.

Do you believe that the GAO findings are accurate? ‘

Mr. PETERSON. I believe they are, for the most part. We found,
and were very proud of the way we could get our checks out so
quickly in a normal disaster.

We have found that when we get three to 400,000 applicants, the
system we have will not sustain that same time frame of delivery,
and it did creep up considerably in some areas.

Mr. GReeN. Do you have any idea of how much the program
changes cost FEMA?

Mr. PeTERsON. Under the Stafford Act?

Mr. GreeN. Yes, and particularly for the change in the process
on the Individual Family Grants.

Mr. PerersoN. I would have to do a little more detail analysis of
that for the record. If the question is along the line of whether the
Stafford Act is going to remain cost neutral as we initially thought,
I don't think in this size of a disaster, that is going to be the case.
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UNOBLIGATED BALANCE IN THE DISASTER RELIEF FUNDS

Mr. GrReeN. Well, if you can tell us what is causing that, and
roughly how much. The budget schedule indicates $205,000,000 un-
obligated in the Disaster Relief Fund at the end of fiscal year 1990.
That estimate was obviously formulated several months ago.

Is that still a valid estimate for the unobligated balance available
at the end of FY 1990?

Mr. PeTERSON. Let me see if I have got that.

Can I provide that for the record, sir?

Mr. GREEN. Sure. And if that’s not still valid, what is your cur-
rent estimate?

Mr. PeTERSON. Okay.

[The information follows:]
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Page 143

ESTIMATED DISASTER RELIEF FUND UNOBLIGATED
BALANCE AT THE END OF FY 1990

Anticipated Obligating Authority FY 90 $2,446,000,000
Obligations as of 04-03;90 _1.619,730,485
Unobligated Balance as of 04-03-90 $ 826,269,515
Anticipated obligations through 09-30-90 for

currently existing and future disasters * 584,055,777
Estimated Unobligated Balance 09-30-90 $ 242,213,738

It is noted that obligations for the Hurricane Hugo and Loma Prieta
earthquake are expected to continue into FY 1991.

*Includes funds allocated but not yet obligated for existing
disasters and average obligation figure for a 6 month period.



102

Page 143

COST IMPLICATIONS OF THR STAFFORD ACT

FEMA is unaware of any dramatic effects on the Disaster Relief Pund
resulting from the enactment of the Stafford Act. However, the
Agency will undertake an analysis of all those provisions of the
Act which may have cost implications for the Fund. The provisions

are:
- The increase in the maximum IFG program grant to $10,000.
- The change in the DUA benefit period.
- The cost sharing of mobile home group site costs.

- The change in Temporary Hnusing program eligibility from 12
to 18 months. .

- The increase in reimbursable administrative expenses for the
IFG program from 3 percent to 5 percent.

- The increase from $25,000 to $50,000 for Disaster
Preparedness Improvegent grants.

- The inclusion of administrative costs as allowable expenses
under the Public Assistance progras.

- The inclusion of fringe benefits as allowable expenses under
the Public Assistance program.

-~ The funding of hazard mitigation grants.
- The expanded definition of private nonprofit organizations.

- The reduction in funding for failure to carry flood
insurance.

The analysis will be provided upon completion.
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INTEREST ON BORROWINGS FOR FLOOD INSURANCE

Mr. GREEN. Let’s turn to National Flood Insurance Program. Be-
cause this fund is basically self-supporting, no appropriation is re-
quested for fiscal year 1991. As in past years, however, FEMA pro-
poses to transfer $11,078,000 to the S&E account for administrative
expenses, and $45,023,000 to the Emergency Management Planning
and Assistance Account for flood plain management activities, that
money to come from the National Flood Insurance Program.

FEMA is requesting authority to make available up to
$20,000,000 from the National Flood Insurance Fund for interest on
Treasury borrowings without prior notice to the Committees on Ap-
propriations, should greater than anticipated levels of flooding
occur.

It’s indicated that no interest expenses are projected for 1991.
Last year, FEMA requested $3,500,000 to be available for interest
on Treasury borrowings without prior notification of Congress.
Why are you requesting such a large increase in the amount avail-
able to you for this purpose, and how did you arrive at the
$20,000,000 figure?

Mr. DuryEk. Mr. Chairman, we are not anticipating that that will
be our cost. But in the event that we have to borrow money, we need
the ability to pay the interest. .

So we have asked for——

Mr. GReEN. I understand that, but I guess what we are interested
in is why it's gone from the request last year of 3.5 million up to
20,000,000, which is a six-fold increase?

Mr. Durykk. It is a technical problem regarding how Treasury’s
accountants track our investments. If we try to invest our surplus in
Treasury bonds which have already been issued, we are charged a
premium which is counted as an expense until the bonds mature.

PURCHASE OF PROPERTY

Mr. GRekN. For fiscal year 1990, no funds were requested for the
Purchase of Property program under Section 1362 because of the
unusually low levels of flooding during the past several years. An
ixg;gligated balance of $2,720,000 was carried forward into the

You are now requesting $4,720,000 for fiscal year 1991. Why are
you requesting such a large increase? Was there a higher than av-
erage amount of flooding during the past year?

Mr. Duryee. Yes. As a result of Hurricane Hugo, plus repetitive
flooding in Louisiana and Texas, we had the highest loss year we
have ever had in the history of the program in 1989, and we are
asking that the level of funding for that program be restored to
what it normally has been. ]

Mr. GreeN. What do you estimate will be the unobligated bal-
ance that will be carried forward in the 1991?

Mr. DuryEee. There will be no balance carried forward. We will
have exhausted the two-year funding, so we will need the full $4.8

million.
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RULES FOR COMMUNITY RATING

Mr. GREeN. On Page EM-193, you state that in 1991 FEMA wil
implement the new community rating system. At last year’s hear-
ing, we were told that a field study would be completed during the
summer and final rules would be in place by October 1, 1990.

Are you on schedule with the community rating system, and will
the final rules be published by October 1?

Mr. DurYkk. There is some doubt as to whether rulemaking will
be necessary. We have the ability to set rates under the statute,
and we are currently exploring with legal counsel whether any
rulemaking will be necessary.

But we are on schedule. We anticipate having our regulations,
rules, guidelines, everything in place by October 1, and we expect
that the first applications will be taken and rate reductions avail-
able to communities wkich participate come next January.

Mr. GReeN. What has been the response of local jurisdiction to
the rating system thus far?

Mr. Durvee. They appear to be very enthusiastic about it.

WRITE-YOUR-OWN EVALUATIUN

Mr. GReeN. According to the budget justification on Page FI-9,
FEMA plans to utilize the results of Write-Your-Own Program
evaluation to reduce the cost of the Write-Your-Own Program.

Has the evaluation been completed?

Mr. DuryeEe. The evaluation is not formally completed. We
expect that it will be by the end of this fiscal year.

Mr. GreEN. Do you have any feel for the major findings from it?

Mr. Durvee. What we are learning is that with the companies
we have on board now, we have the potential of using their mar-
keting system to reaching some 80 percent of the available market
in the special flood areas. -

FIELD HEARING ON CRIME INSURANCE

Mr. GreeN. Let me wind up by turning to my favorite Federal
insurance program, the Crime Insurance Program.

On July 31 of last year, a House Banking Subcommittee had a field
hearing in New York on the issue of availability and affordability of
crime insurance in New York City. _

And I understand it had sought a FEMA presence there, and
none was forthcoming.

Could you tell me why that was the case?

Mr. Duryee. My understanding from the chairman of the com-
mittee and from the acting chairman of the committee, was that a

presence was not required.
Mr. GreeN. I see. Well, that was somewhat different from the

impression they gave when we were there.
STATUS OF CRIME INSURANCE

Mr. GReEN. Where do we stand with the program? Does the Ad-
mlilr.llis;ration now understand the program is going to be there a
while
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Mr. Duryee. We understand that it will be there, Congressman,
tlaggliaast another year. We have been authorized through fiscal year
We are currently losing $1.3 million a month, and we continue to
feel that it's not a program with a national scope and that it
should be discontinued and can be handled at the state level.

Mr. GreeN. Let me say I think the reason you are experiencing
this kind of loss is that you have a relatively small policy base. But
I suspect that if every year or every two years Prudential or Hart-
ford or Aetna announced that they were about to go out of business
that September 30, they would soon not have much of a policy
base, either.

And since Congress has now for nine years kept the program
alive in the face of Administration desires to kill it, isn’t it about
time to try to see if we couldn’t put the program on a stable basis
by building up the policy base through the same kind of effort you
put into the Flood Insurance Program?

Mr. Duryek. In this particular case, Congressman, there is pri-
vate insurance available. It's a question as to whether the Federal
Government ought to be going to the same extent that we do on
flood insurance by advertising the program.

We do make available monthly bulletins to agents who are the
primary sellers of insurance, and we do provide training for those
agents. '

We have training courses going on this year, both in New York
City and on Long Island so that more agents can become aware of
the program and make it available to their clients.

Mr. GReeN. Well, I can only say that when I was HUD Regional
Administrator in Region II, although the Crime Insurance Program
was not under my jurisdiction, I still made a point of trying to
bring it to the attention of the community leaders in the inner city
~ areas because I thought the availability of crime insurance was im-
gortant in terms of maintaining the stability, particularly of the

usiness community in those areas.

I think perhaps the fact that that is the kind of effort that
cannot produce policies has been reflected in the fact that New
York, New Jersey, and Puerto Rico, are among your three biggest
participants in the program.

And it just seems to me that given a nine-year history of Con-
gress continuing the program, we ought to put the kind of effort
into making it a break-even program that we put into the Flood
Insurance Program, because F don’t think those losses are really
necessary if you put that kind of effort in it.

INTEREST OF CRIME DEBT

Mr. DurYEE. Sir, if I could comment on that. The biggest loss we
have is the interest we pay every year on the debt. That is now 73
percent of the annual loss that we have.

So if past borrowings were forgiven, or were repaid, it would be
possible to reduce our deficit considerably on an annual basis.

Mr. GREeEN. What would that cost?

Mr. Duryee. At the moment, it would cost something like

$150,000,000. I could give you the exact figure.
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Mr. GreeN. If you could, { r the record, provide us that informa-

tion.
Maybe we ought to be looking at and deal with that problem.

[The information follows:]
Cozr oy ELIMINATING CRIME DEBT
Cummulative borrowings for the crime insurance program are estimated to be
$142,477,000 at the end of FY 1990 and $154,604,000 at the end of FY 1991,
CONCLUSION

Mr. GrReEN. That concludes our hearing, and we thank you very
much for your participation.

Mr. McNEenL. Mr. Green, thank you, and thank Mr. Traxler for
a nice reception and the opportunity to discuss our FY 1991 budget.

[Questions for the record and the justifications follow:]
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EMERGENCY OPERATING CENTERS (EOC'S) FUNDING

QUESTION: It is ay understanding that Ohio has not received
EOC Federal PFunds since 1985, Out of 88 counties, 12 have FEMA
qualified ROC's. The State of Ohio also has a FEMA qualified EOC.
In fiscal year 1990, 12 counties requested EOC funding of $3.5
million, and the State requested $2.4 million. The shortfall in
the current FEMA budget is approximately $5.9 million.

For FY 1991, FEMA racommends that the EOC appropriation be
increased from the FY 1990 current estimate of $4.8 million of $5
million. The EOC progran en..les State and local governments to
have operational directicn ani control capabilities during attack,
disasters, and postdisaster periods in order to respond to the

needs of the population.

¥Why has the S8tate of Ohio not received any funding since 19857
What steps would assist the State in gaining access to these funds?

ANSWER: The EOC program was not funded in FY 1986 and 1987.
In the FY 1988 budget request, FEMA proposed a Survivable Crisis
Management (SCM) initiative, which included the development of
State-level EOC's in conjunction with other State-level direction
and control systems (l.e., communications and EBS).

Although Ohio submitted an SCM proposal in FY 1989, it was
not approved for funding. At present that proposal 1is being
considered for resubaittal by the State, with revisions developed
as a result of consultation with the FEMA regional office.

QUESTION: What States have received funding since 1985, and-
vhat level of funding has been provided?

ANSWER: The flollowing States have received EOC funding since

1983:;
State Year F
Louisiana 1988 $ 150,000
Alabama 1988 1,100,000
New Jersey = 1988 100,000
Wyoming 1989 686,000
Noxrth Dakota 1989 348,350
Missouri 1989 231,000
Iowa 1989 101,261
Arkansas 1989 1,146,500
Alabana 1989 400,000
West Virginia 1989 50,000
New Jersey 1989 1,736,889

Pennsylvania 1990 600, 000
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QUESTION: On a related note, the State of Ohio has not
received any Federuzl funds for the Sirun and Warning System Since
1985. In PY 1990, 20 counties requusted funding of $4.6 million..
For FY 1991, FEMA recommends a $255 thousand increase in this
program, bringing the total appropriation up to $7.5 =aillion.
Funding for maintenance and services (which is scheduled to receive
no funding in FY 1990) and the Emergency Broadcast Systems hal not
been provided to the State since 1985 as well.

Why has the State of Ohio not received any funding in these
areas since 19857 What steps would assist the State in gaining
access to these funds?

ANSWER: Majintenance and Sexvices (M&S)., Ohio received
$20,720 in Maintenance and Services funds in FY 1989. These funds
vere provided to 2ssist in the maintenance, repair and replacement
of emergency power and communications systems.

The State of Ohio received $49,500 in
utchIn.g funds under this program in 1985. No funds were available
for grants to the States in this program in 1986 and 1987. 1In 1989
Ohio received $10,530 in State and Local Warning and Communications

Systems funding.

The State should review the program emphasis provided it for
the year in which it is requesting funding. Particular attention
should be given to articulating in its funding request how the
funds are goi to be used to support the enhancement of its
Survivable Crisis Management Capability. FEMA Region V, Chicago,
Illinois regional staff are more than willing to work closely with
the Ohio State staff in understanding FEMA program guidance and the
Survivable Crisis Management concept. Additionally, FEMA staff are
available to consult with Ohio State staff during the development

of thoh:_' funding request.

Emargancy Hroadcast System (EBS). Funds under the EBS are provided
directly to the EBS stations, not to States, through the Broadcast
Station Protection Proqru (BSPP) in the form of contracts between
the station owners and FEMA.

Two Ohio stations (WWWE Cleveland and WIW Cincinnati) were
selected to participate in the EBS Primary Entry Point Systeam which
FEMA initiated in FY 88. As a result these stations are in the
process of rsceiving enhanced protection features to provide them
with an independent 30-day emergency operational capability.

QUESTION: What States have received funding since 1985 in
these areas and vhat level of funding has been prov;dcd?



Congressman louis Stokes

ANSWER: . The funding obligations
for M&8 projects since FY 1985 are as follows:
Maintenance and Services
State Year } 4

Alaska 1988 $ 8,600
American samoa 1988 41,850
Arizona 1988 8,479
California 1988 4,961
Colorado 1988 470
Connecticut 1988 2,910
Dalaware 1988 18,652
Florida 1988 4,525
Hawaii 1988 14,035
Jowa 1988 12,370
Idaho 1988 19,850
Kansas 1988 . 6,847
Kentucky 1988 8,500
Louisiana 1988 2,950
Mississippi 1988 4,900
Missouri 1988 9,703 _
Montana 1988 1,350
Nebraska 1988 13,247
Naevada 1988~ 5,900
Newv Hampshire 1988 2,500
New Jersey 1988 74,500
New York 1988 19,600
North Carolina 1988 29,228
North Dakota 1988 27,726
N. Mariana Islands 1988 34,358
Oklahoma 1988 38,950 -
Oregon 1988 5,050
Pennsylvania 1988 13,668
Rhode Island 1988 44,100
8outh Carolina 1988 9,500
South Dakota 1988 2,013
Wisconsin 1988 25,000

oming . 1988 4,601
U 1988 4,048

State Year F

Alabaxa 1989 38,000
Arizona 1989 7,708
Arkansas 1989 17,750
Colorado 1989 - 35,996
Florida 1989 50,000
Georgia 1989 17,520
Hawaii 1989 19,234
Idaho 1989 9,262

TIllinois 1989 18,350
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Indiana 1989 6,850
Iowa 1989 29,330
Kansas 1989 50,713
Kentucky 1989 47,500
Maine 1989 43,450
Maryland 1989 53,979
Michigan 1989 2,000
Minnesota 1989 35,195
Mississippi 1989 26,256
Missouri 1989 42,071
Nebraska 1989 5,380
Nevada 1989 10,000
New Hampshire 1989 8,000
North Carolina 1989 5,758
North Dakota 1989 3,500
N. Mariana Islands 1989 9,516
Ohio 1989 20,720
Oklahoma 1989 25,190
Pennsylvania 1989 12,603
Puerto Rico 1989 14,000
South Dakota 1989 25,288
Tennessee 1989 15,000
Utah 1989 1,651
Vermont 1989 20,000
Virgin Islands 1989 3,505
West Virginia 1989 6,258
Wisconsin 1989 26,000

8iren and Warning Systems. The funding obligations for siren
and warning systems since 1985 are as follows: .

| 85 | 86 | 87 | 88 | 89 |
REGION
State
RBGION I .
Connecticut $7,000 -0-
Maine $7,500 -0~
Massachusetts () -0=-
New Hampshire Q= $29,986
Rhode Island “0=- $38,995 $13,247
Vermont -0- -0-
REGION IX .
New Jersey $20,000 ' $25,000 $10,680
New York ~0- -0~
Puerto Rico -0- -0~

Virgin Island -0~ $4,875
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REGION III
Delavare -0= $15,000 $500
pistrict of Columbia-0- -0=
Maryland 0= -0=-
Ponnlylvanil $70,000 623,625 $41,710
virginia -0~ -0~
West Virginia -0- $249,546
Region IV
Alabama $40,000 $4,580
Florida -0- $3,000
Georgia -0~ $23,000
xnntuckx -0= $25,000 -0~
Nississ ppi -0= $3,000 -0-
North Carolina -0= $10,000 -0~
South Carolina $27,000 $9,500 -0~
Tennesses -0= -0
Canal Zone -0
Region V
Illinois -0~ $14,000
Indiana -0- $5,020
Michigan’ -0~ $13,308
Minnesota -0~ $10,000
Ohio $49,500 $10,530
Wisconsin -0- $25,000 -0~
Region VI
Arkansas -0~ $14,000
Louisiana $70,000 $1,000
New Mexico $5,000 -0~
Oklahoma $3,000 ~ $25,000 $38,500
Texas -0- : -0~
Region VII
Iovwa -0- $9,703 $85,440
Kansas Q= $6,847 $12,158
Missocuri $64,000 $9,703 $14,495
Nebraska $14,000 $39,500 $23,490
Region VIIX
Colorado . $50,000 $470 $721
Montana -0~- $1,350 $12,436
North Dakota -0= 814,863 $25,002
South Dakota -0= $2,013 $18,500
Utah ~0= $3,633 $14,240
Wyoming $38,000 $24,859 $2,500
ion IX '
Arigona -0~ $600 -0~
California -0=- $76,000

Hawaii -0~ $1,500 -0~



112

Congressman Louis Stokes [

Nevada $29,00 $25,000 $11,100
American Samoa -0- -0~
Guam -0~ -0~

N. Mariana Island -0- . $19,000 -0~
Trust Territory ~0~- -0~
Region X

Alaska $40,000 $11, 000
Idaho $7,000 $17,150 $8,000
Oregon -0~ $21,500 -0~
Washington -0~ -0=

Emergency Broadcast System. No funding for the EBS has been
provided to States. In FY's 88 and 89 FEMA allocated $3.5 million
for the development of an independent 30-day emergency operational
capability for the following 30 Primary Entry Point Stations.
These capabilities are being provided through a national contract
in cooperation with the FEMA Regions, State Emergency Managers and
the station owners.

Primary Entry Point Stations
STATE
Arizona KFLT
California ) KCBS
California . KLAC
Colorado KOA
Florida WGTO
Georgia WMAZ
Idaho KBOI
Illinois WLS
Louisiana WWL
Maine WHOM-FM
Maryland WBAL
Minnesota WCCo
Missouri KCMO
Montana KERR
Nevada KROW
New Mexico KKOB
New York WABC
New York hd WHAM
North Carolina WQDR-FM
North Dakota KFYR
Ohio WLW
Ohio WWWE
Oregon KXL
Tennessee WSM
Texas KTRH
Texas WBAP
Utah KALL -

Wyoming ) KTWO
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In addition, in PY 89 FEMA provided $50,000, $5,000 and $5,000 to
rad1io stations in the States of FPlorida, Washington and Colorado
respectively. These funds were provided to cover emergency
maintenance, repair and replacement of EBS protection features and

equipment.
° PERRY NUCLEAR POWER PLANT

QUESTION: In response to questions I raised last year, PEMA
reported in the hearing book that corrective action which had been
identified in 1988 involved revisions to emergency response plans,
as well as emergency personnel training. FEMA added that
veritication of corrective action implementation will be provided
by FEMA Region V during the next full-participation exercise,
currently scheduled for August 30, 1989.

Has the verification of corrective action implementation been
provided? : :

ANSWER: Yes, verification of corrective action implementation
has besn provided. Areas requiring corrective action were
identified during the May 4, 1988, full-participation exercise,
site-specific to the Perry Nuclear Power Plant. The State of Ohio,
in response to the exercise issues identified, provided a schedule
of corrective actions to FEMA Region V for review. Verification
of actions such as plan revisions and the conduct of emergency
personnel training was provided by Region V through the appropriate
procedures. In addition, further verification and effectiveness
of the corrective actions implemented by the State of Ohio was
provided by FEMA Region V during the full-participation exercise
conducted August 8-9, 1989, site-specific to the Davis Besse

Nuclear Power Plant.

QUESTION: If so, vhat were the findings?

ANSWER: FEMA Region V determined that the issues identified
during the Perry Nuclear Power Plant exercise conducted on May 4,
1988, for which corrective actions were required by the State of
Ohio were corrected during the Davis Besse Nuclear Power Plant
exexcise conducted August 8-9, 1989, in which the State of Ohio

fully participated.
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STATE AND LOCAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

QUESTION: There is a proposed decrease of $54,000 in the
Emergency Management Assistance program from FY 1990 (EM-14).
According to the budget justification (EM-16), FEMA is already
funding the participating communities at below-base funding levels.
What -is the average percent of Federal assistance that is provided
to participating cosmunities? 40/60? 30/707

ANSWER: The average percent of Federal assistance that is
provided throt;qh the Emergency Management Assistance program ranges
from 37 to 40

DAM SAFETY

QUESTION: 1In your objectives for the Dam Safety program (EM-
100) you site a 1981 U.S. Army corps of Engineer's inventory of
dams. The inventory shows that of 68,000 dams, both Federally and
privately owned, 10,000 were classified with high hazard, and 300
were classified unsafe. 150 of these required emergency action.
What are the comparable numbers now?

ANSWER: In a report complied for FEMA,
., the States reported they are roqulatinq

80,536 dams, of vhich 9,247 are in the high hazard category. 1,948
dm are reported to rmin "unsafe” since the end of the 1981
Corps of Engineers National Inspection Program. However, these
current data do not reflect a complete cross section of inventory
data. The National Inventory of Dams is being updated at this time
with a completion date of 1992.

QUESTION: How many operative dams are there that require
emergency action today?

ANSWER: In the absence of a formalized National Dam Safety
Program with accompanying survey opportunities, we have no way of
knowing how many emergency unsafe dams are still in existence.
Based on an informal survey conducted by an officer of the
Association of State Dams Safety Officials, in 1987, approximately
2/3 of the emergency unsafe dams had not been rehabilitated.

VIOLATIONS OF MANDATORY PURCHASE REQUIREMENTS

QUESTION: Following Hurricane Hugo, FEMA Regional staff
identified 400 apparent violations of the mandatory purchase
requirements. I know that you referred those violations to the
appropriate regulatory agencies. FPlease provide a list of the
agencies they were referred to and the division or person that is
handling them, along with addresses and phone numbers.

ANSWER: The 400 apparent violations of the mandatory purchase
requirements identified following Hurricane Hugo were referred to
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the following individuals at the agencies listed below:

Ms. Janice M. Samith

Director, Office of Consumer Affairs
Pederal Deposit Insurance Corporation
Washington, D.C. 20429-9990

(3202) 898-3540

Mr. David 8. Goodson, Jr.

Federal Home lLoan Bank of Atlanta
1475 Peachtree Street, N.B.
Atlanta, Georgia 30390

Mr. Norris L. Goss

Review Examiner (CA/CR)

Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation
Suite 1200

245 Peachtree Center Avenue

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Mr. John 8. Ruftin

Regional Director

National Credit Union Administration
7000 Central Parkway

Suite 1600

Atlanta, Georgia 30328

Mr. John Prierson

U.8. Comptroller of the Currency
245 Peachtree Center Avenue
Suite 600

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

ASSISTANCE TO LOW-INCOME HOMELESS FROM EARTHQUAKE

QUESTION: FEMA has agreed to provide federal financial
assistance for the low income homeless affected by the Loma Prieta
sarthquake. How much assistance will be provided for this effort?

ANSWER: FEMA has agreed to provide supplemental Federal
financial assistance to State and local government for purposes of
providing shelter to the low-income transient population that was
displaced from shelter due to the earthquake. It is not possible
to provide reliable estimates of the amount of this asasistance
because FEMA did not receive the applications for review until

April 3.

QUESTION: Is there a system in place to make this happen
easily and quickly as possible?
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ANSWER: This activity has not been easy or quick. We have
had difficulty, as have State and local governments, in developing
accurate figures for the amount of actual dm?n to transient
units. In addition, FEMA was sued by legal-aid attorneys in
January, vhich, of necessity, forced us to put all groccuinq
activity on hola. We continue to havay substantial legal
difficulties with additional court hearings scheduled, but are
making every effort to continue the veview and approval of
applications received April 3.

QUESTION: How do you plan to handle the ihomeless in future
disasters? Are they being incorporated into your evacuation plans
and preparation exercises?

ANSWER: FEMA has concerns that the Stafford Act is not the
appropriate vehicle for resolvi problems of long-term
honslessness. That said, FEMA will review and amend its
regulations and policies as necessary to assure that the disaster-
related needs of this population are met. In addition, the
gwblm of meeting the needs of this population will be included

n future earthquake preparedness activities including evacuation

planning.

<)
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SETTING UP DISASTER ASSISTANCE CENTERS APTER HUGO

QUESTION: I realize that FEMA had a large job in handling
the Hugo disaster. However, I would Iike to address the issue of
the adverse publicity that FEMA received after this disaster in
ragard to setting up Disaster Assistance Centers (DAC), taking
applications, processing claims, and providing emergency
assistance. One of the complaints focused on FEMA taking so much
time to set up the DACs and then once the DAC was established (days
after the disaster) and staff began to take applications, there was
not any available staff to process the claims. Would you like to

comment?

ANSWER: It is true that FEMA got off to a slow start in
setting up an adequate number of DACs and assembling sufficient
personnel to keep up with the application processing workload,
particularly in South Carolina. There vwere numerous reasons for
this, the most prominent of which was the tremendous damage that
occurred. This made it extremely difficult for the States, whose
normal responsibility it is to identify DAC locations, to find
undamaged buildings with necessary electric and sanitary services.
Locating sites for Disaster Field Offices, the facilities where the
applications taken at the DACs are processed, was equally
problematic for the same reasons.

Consequently, FEMA is developing a capability to establish
Disaster Field Offices capable of supporting small core statfs in
catastrophes where buildings, power and other essential services
are unavailable. The DAC capability is also being supplemented by
the installation of a central toll free telephons Lank where
disaster victims may call to register for assistance when visiting
a DAC is impractical or inconvenient.

y
RESPONSE TO MAJOR DISASTERS

- QUESTION: Have you taken any steps to improve your response
to major disasters? Have you implemented anything you learned from
your experience with the Hugo and California earthquake disasters?

ANSWER: FEMA has undertaken an intensive analysis of its
response capability in the wake of Hugo and Loma Prieta. Review
of the lessons learned and the proposed initiatives to improve
response capabilities is still ongoing:; changes at present would
therefore be premature. Some of the issues under examination are

whether:

o We should develop a capability to esatablish a Disaster

rield Office and to support a small, core staff in the

. aftermath of a catastrophe where buildings, power, and
other services are unavailable.

) To propose legislation to permit immediate FEMA response

& ,J;-";("
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- upon determination by the President that a catastrophic
_ event has occurred where such action is critical to

saving live.

o To propose to organize the headquarters Emergency Suppoxt
Team of Federal agencies on a standard command and
control model, and develop an effective Emergency

Operations Center.

° To expand the Catastrophic Earthquake plan to include
all extraordinary disasters, and to reorganize its
Disaster Field Offices to better accommodate both the

response and recovery requirements.
TELEREGISTRATION

QUESTION: Last year in my state of Texas, there were numerous
disasters such that affected many counties and in fact on some
occasions almost the whole State. In Texas, FEMA took a different
approach to handling disaster assistance. Instead of setting up
centers, this region set up a FEderal REgistration Hotline--a 1-
800 number-~and took most applications in this manner. Under this
system, FEMA was ready to respond to victims of disaster
immediately, instead of having to wait for FEMA officials to travel
to the disaster site and set up a center. Purther, FEMA was able
to take applications from all disaster declared counties in Texas
and even louisiana at one central place, instead of having to
travel to each disaster area. This efficient operation allowed
FEMA to begin processing applications soon after a disaster victim
called. I have not heard one complaint about applying for
assistance in this manner from any of my constituents.

Under the normal. FEMA procedure, it seems that FEMA responds
to a disaster by taking a large amount of time, staff, travel
expenses, rental cars, stc., just to set up a center, and then once
the center is set up there is only time to take applications and
not enough time to process claims. (I believe this was the problem
in the case of the Hugo disaster.) I am curious as to whether you
have looked into and studied the use of a hotline number where FEMA
could start responding to victims immediately by taking
applications over the phone in one central location with already
trained staff who could begin to process claims soon after a call

-comes in. Would you please share your comments as to whether FEMA

has explored this system? If so, what have you found? Does this
save money? (ex. travel per diem, etc.) 1Is this not a faster and
more efficient way to respond to v;ctiua?

ANSWER: Over the past year, FEMA has been evaluating the use
of a national toll-free telephone number over which disaster
vioctims could register for assistance. In fact, field tests were
conducted last summer in the disasters you cited in Texas and
Louisiana. The system (FEMA refers to it as "Teleregistration™y
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then proved its value in the loma Prieta earthquake where nearly
50,000 Californians registered for aid by way of FEMA's Denton,
Texas phone bank. Calls were being accepted within twenty-four
hours of the President's major disaster declaration, while it was
another thres days before the first local Disaster Application
Centers were set up. At its busiest, the teleregistration facility

employed nearly 600 f‘nonml to staff an around the clock
operation, at least ninety percent of whom lived in the Denton
area. FEMA is currently comparing the savings in travel and per
diem to the additional exponse of the telephone charges, and it
will be several more vesks before any savings can be calcnlatod'.

There is little doubt that telephone registration is faster
and more efficient in most cases. However, the question of the
quality of the clients' interaction with the Federal government is
more elusive. For example, some observers believe there are
distinct psychological benefits to face-to-face contact; others
cite the convenience and anonymity of using the phone. Another
problem, of course, is the infeasibility of the concept when the
disaster has created such devastation that telephone service is
unavailable. In Saint Croix and in some areas of South Carolina
teleregistration would not have been feasible. Accordingly, FEMA
beliesves thét the best approach will be to provide both means of

lication and allov the disaster victim to decide how he or she
wvishes to do business with the government. Caller surveys and
other feedback from applicants has been positive.

Accordingly, FEMA intends to continue examining the
teleregistration process. It will also investigate the feasibility
of performing soms data processing functions at the same location.
No decisions have yet been made with regard to the number or
pPlacement of such facilities. ' )

ROLE IN SUPERFUND

QUESTION: I understand PEMA has a role in regard to
Supertfund. Fror oxn?h‘, providing training for first responders,
and relocating families if needed Auring chemical removal. Could
you please outline your role in this regard?

ANSWER: Ixaining Frirst Responders

FEMA's Office of Training offers first-responder training
courses at the National EBmergency Training Center and through
nonresident training conducted by state and local agencies. The
latter program is supported by funds provided to states and is
delivered by FEMA and/or state approved instructors. The office
is pursuing an effective interagency training program in support
of the NMational Response Team (NRT) initiatives for Federal, State,
local and private sector audiences as required by Superfund. To
meest this goal, we have set objectives for continuing need
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assessment through the training committee of the NRT, maintenance
of current traini curricula, development of new training
materials, and updating/revising existing courses.

FEMA Relocation Assistance. FEMA has been delegated,through
Executive Order 12580, Superfund Implementation, the
responsibility, but no staff or funding, to provide temporary
relocation assistance to individuals and permanent relocation
assistance to residents, businesses and community facilities
threatened by hazardous materials incidents. FEMA receives on an
annual basis, approximately $340,000 in an interagency agreement
from the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for staff to support
program development and maintenance at the Headquarters level.
Funding to support relocations at hazardous materials sites is
provided by site specific interagency agreements from the EPA.

To date, FEMA has conducted 40 temporary relocations and 7
permanent relocations involving over 1,000 families.

SARA TITLE III FUNDING

QUESTION: Last year, this subcommittee included funding for
SARA Title III activities. The States welcomed %his funding for

training because as you know they are very limited in resources
for this,activity. Once again, the administrations budget has not
requested funds for SARA Title III training grants. How were these

funds used last year?

ANSWER: Funds in 1990 for SARA Title III training wvere
initially appropriated in the amount of $3,840,000 under Section
305(a) of Title III of the Superfund Amendment and Reauthorization
Act (SARA). The funds were provided directly to the States and

‘Indian Tribes and are being used to support hazardous materials
training. This includes delivery costs and student attendance
costs incurred by the States. Below is a summary breakout of those

funds:

Initial grants directly to the States $2,928,000
Grants directly to Indian Tribes 150,000
Printing of Hazardous Materials Courses

to be provided to the States and Indian Tribes 300,000
Follow-up grants directly to the States 432,000

Field Evaluation System/Field Reporting ’ i
System Support —30,000

$3,840,000

g
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. The primary objective of the 305(a) grant program was to help

States develop a baseline training capability for hasardous
materials training that could be continued in the out-years after
the end of the program. The thrust of the training was to develop
training capability at the end-user level in the areas of planning,
response, prevention, and mitigation.

QUESTION: Did you request funds for this purpose of OMB?

ANSWER: Yes.
QUESTION: If so, wvhat was the amount you requested of OMB?

ANSWER: $5,000,000 wvas requested for training grants under
the Hazardous Materials Program.

MAINTENANCE AT NETC CAMPUS

QUESTION: I am very interested in programs within FEMA which
deal with various fire programs. I have firefighters in my
district which have been to the Emmitsburg Campus and greatly
benefitted from the training they have received there. I
understand it is a very beautiful campus. Howevar, I was surprised
when I learned that the buildings on the campus are in great need
of maintenance and in fact that sone of the structures do not meet
Maryland Fire Code regquirements. Is this a corresct statement?

ANSWER: Yes, it is correct to say that most of the buildings
at the BEmmitsburg campus do not meet Marvliand fire code
requirements. An initial ingpection of the campus was conducted
in March 1987 with a follow-up inspection in April 1989. The
follow-up inspection found that most of the minor deficiencies of
the 1987 inspection had been corrected. Corrective action has not
heen initiated or completed in those areas requiring major
renovation due to the non-availability of funds. It should be
pointed out that $300,900 was made available in 1990 from other
PEMA programs to initiate corrective action on the campus fire

alarm system.

Quns'rxoit: How much do you have in the budget for maintanance
and operation of these facilities?

ANSWER: The 1991 request for NETC Site Administration which
includes operation and maintenance of the facility and support for
the National Fire Academy and Emergency Management Institute
educational programs is $4,955,000 in Rmergency Management Planning
and Assistance, $2,221,000 in Salaries and Expenses, and 45

vorkyears.
QUESTION: What amount did you request from OMB for this
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purpose?

ANSWER: The 1991 request to OMB for NETC Site Administration
was $9,864,000 in Emergency Management Planning and Assistance,
$2,369,000 in Salaries and Expenses, and 50 workyears. The request
includes $4,900,000 for correction of fire safety and handicapped

accessibility deficiencies.

QUESTION: What amount would it take to bring the buildings
up to meet fire code requirements -- at the very minimum?

ANSWER: It would take approximately $4,600,000 minimum to
bring all the buildings up to meeting the fire code requirements.

APPLICATIONS FOR TRAINING AT EMMITSBURG

QUESTION: How many applications did you receive for training
at Emmitsburg versus the slots you had available for courses at the

campus?

ANSWER: Within the National Fire Academy, there are
approximately three applications received for each space in a
course. In the Emergency Management Institute (EMI), a backlog
exists in only a few of courses. It should be pointed out,
however, that based on information provided to the States and FEMA
Regional Offices, applications may be withheld at those levels when
EMI classaes are full. It is difficult to determine the number of
EMI applications that could be received since some applications may
not have been submitted because the classes were already full.

COURSES ON NETC CAMPUS

QUESTION: How many courses were taught at the éhmpus'laat
year versus how many you will be able to teach this year and how
many you will be able to offer with the proposed FY 1991 funding?

ANSWER: In 1989, there were 111 on-campus course offerings in
the Emergency Management Institute (EMI) and 264 on~-campus course
offerings in the ' National Fire Academy (NFA) including 105
offerings under the Academy's State Weekend Program. JIn 1990, EMI
plans to deliver 140 on-campus course offerings while the Academy
has scheduled 270 offerings including 120 offerings under their
State Weekend Program. For 1991, the plans are for EMI to conduct
149 on-~campus course offerings while NFA will have 260 offerings
of which 120 offerings are part of the State Weekend Program.

STUDENT REGISTRATION FEES’

QUESTION: I noticed the Administration's Budget has proposed
yet another collection of "user fees". One proposed fee is a
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student registration fee of $25 per registration per week at the
Fire Academy. The revenues collected in this manner would be

deposited directly into the Treasury. Hov much do you estimate
vill be collected from the $23 fee?

ANSWER: Applying the registration fee to resident students
attending the Emergency Management Institute and the National Fire
Academy, the projected revenue is $260,000. It would be
appropriate to point out that students participating in the State
Weekend Program of the Academy and students attending the Train-
the-Trainer programs in both institutions will be exempt from the

registration fee.

QUESTION: Why not put these funds collected back into the
fire programs? What about that?

ANSWER: There is no legal authority for FEMA or the Office
of Training to retain the revenues collected from the registration
fees. As a matter of policy these receipts would be deposited in
the Treasury contributing to overall deficit reduction. Through
the budget and appropriations process, the Administration and
Congress would then maintain oversight and control over the

programs.

EFFORTS TO REDUCE RURAL FIRE PROBLEN

QUESTION: Last year I asked you a number of questions in
regard to efforts being made by the U.S. Fire Administration to
reduce fire problems in rural areas -- which are unique as well as
numerous. Would you please update us as to your initiatives and
achievements in this area?

ANSWER: The following new initiatives related to the fire
problem in the rural area are being provided by program office. "

Qftice of Policy and Coordination
- There currently

Eire sexvice Accreditation Concept

exists a national accreditation process for police
departments; however none exists for fire and emergency
service departments. Several national 1leadership
organizations support such a process and have committed
their organizations to support the development of a
national ptrogram. A grant was given to bring together
these organizations to discuss with the USFA the
accreditation concept and to obtain a consensus about
it's developrent and testing.

office of Fire Prevention and Arson Control
HUDR/USFA Alternative Fire Safety Svstems for Affordable
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Housing - The Joint Venture for Affordable Housing (JVAH)
am of HUD was expanded to include residential
sprinkler systems for multi-family housing. HUD is
providing training and information to field and regional
JVAH staff on these new fire safety systems. Workshops
and training sessions for local officials, builders, and
related industry associations will be ‘given in
cooperation with Operation Life Safety (OLS)/IAFC,

Eixe Safe Modular House - The USFA, in conjunction with
the Architectural Transportation Barriers Compliance
Board (ATBCB), the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), the Paralyzed Veterans of America,
the National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)/Research
Foundation, and others has designed and is building a
fire safe, adaptable and acceasible modular house.
Nanticoke Homes of Delaware will construct this home for
demonstration at the NAHB research park in Prince Georges
County, Maryland. An inaugural ceremony is planned for
March/April, 1990 for builders, Congress, and State and
local officials.

Head Start Fire Safety Project - In conjunction with the
Department of Health and Human Services and the Tobacco
Institute, the USPA is supporting the demonstration of
a new fire safety curriculum, developed by the Pan
Education Institute of Kansas City, in Head Start centers
in federal Region VIII. Due to its success, an expansion
to four additional Federal Regions will be carried out

during FY 90.

- A new fire

prevention assessment instrument developed by a
consortium of public fire safety specialists has been
successfully field tested in 24 fire departments across
the U. 8. The USFA is considering a follow-up effort to
support the implementation of this important new
instrument in fire departments across the country.

- Several vehicles
were burned and the results computerized, and video
taped. The information is being edited, and will be made
a part of an informational package that can be used by
investigators to determine origin and cause of vehicle

fires.

organization and Management of Arson Units - A
continuation of an initial study that resulted in the
identification of successful approaches in management
for arson units. The strategies that were identified

will be placed into practice throughout the country. In
addition, technical. assistance will be offered to
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departments, as well as management audits conducted for
requesting departaents.

xxm_mam.{enm_mz_nn.lmmm - This guide
vhich is designed to furnish fire investigators a quick

and accurate reference to experts in all fields of
interest to the fire investigator, is being printed and
will be 'available for distribution to all fire

investigators.

Arson Information Management System - Several hundred
Arson Information Management System (AIMS) computer
programs have been distributed throughout the country.
The program is proving to be highly successful. In order
to standardize the utilization of the program, several
vorkshops are being conducted around the country to
insure that the program is being used as designed.

Juvenile Arson Program - An interagency agreement with
the Department of Justice is continuing. The program
thus far has identified what the scope of the juvenile
problem presently is, and the next phase of the program
will design strategies that can be used to mitigate the
juvenile arson problem. A national advisory committee
of fire, police, justice, Paalth and mental health and
others oversees this unique effort.

Arson_Forum - A group of fire investigators has been
brought together for the purpose of identifying what
arson related problems exist in the field. The results
of that forum will permit USFA to conduct research and
develop solutions and strategies to assist the fire
investigatox.

Arson Resource Center - The Arson Resource Center is
being updated and being placed on an electronic bulletin
board. The new electronic bulletin board will allow
investigators from throughout the country instant access
to fire investigation related materials that make up the

Axrson Resource Center.

Residential sprinklers and other technologies:
USFA undertook several new efforts this past year:
- A grant
vas given to Underwriters Laboratories to develop

standards for smoke detectors for persons with
hearing impairment.
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Demonstration Trajlers - Twenty new demonstration
trailers were acquired and are being provided to
fire service for demonstrations across the country.
A total of 40 trailers are now available for use.

Cost/Benefit Study - The sprinkler cost/bennfit
analysis program is being compiled into a basic
software program for use by fire departments and
local governments.

House Trailer Safety - A contract was awarded to
Undervriters Laboratories to design and test unique
residential sprinkler systems for mobile homes and
rural housing.

Public Awarenesg Campaigng - USFA developed and conducted
two new campaigns this past year: 1) "Curious Kids Set
Fires," and 2) "This is Fire."

Safe Kids Campaign - USFA entered into a cooperative
effort with the National Safe Kids Campaign that will
focus on prevention of burns and installation and
maintenance of smoke detectors. USFA's $150,000 grant
is being supported by a $800,000 expenditure by the
National Safe Kids. Johnson and Johnson, National Safety
Council, and the National Children's Medical Center

initiated this outstanding Safe Kids effort.

¥Mestern Fire Chiefs - A grant was given to Western Fire
Chiefs Association for the support of a regional public
fire safety program that could serve as a model for other
regions of the country.

Injury Prevention Strategies - USFA was a principal
participant in the HHS/CDC directed development of Health

for the country. Several
specific fire related objectives and strategies in injury
prevention and control are included in the draft plan now
being circulated across the U. S. for comment.

USFA also provided a small grant to Pan Education Institute
for the development of a white paper on possible USFA
strategies for addressing injury prevention as part of an
overall public fire education focus.

Oftice of Firefighter Health and Safety

~ The USFA has conducted a second
forum on communicable discases. We are moving to
implement the recommendations of this second forum. We
are actively pursuing development of a course for fire
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service members in preventing the spread of infectious
diseases and are developing informational materials in

this vital area.

Hazaxdous Mat. - USFA ie testing equipment and making
recompendations to the fire service on methods for best
dealing with Hazardous Materials incidents. We are
preparing materials for use by fire departments in
instituting programs for 1lessening the effect of
metabolic heat stress at hazardous chemical incidents.

Protective Equipment Standards - USFA is working with
the major stendards setting organizations to develop
improved standards for protective equipment. The USFA
is funding development of new equipment tests which will
be uzed to improve the quality and reliability of
equipment available to the fire service.

- USFA has identified

emergency vehicle accidents as a major contributor to
tirefighter death and injury. The USFA is developing
model driver training programs which departments can use
in schooling operators of emergency equipment.

National Fire Data Centex

USFA receives incident-based fire data voluntarily
provided by local fire departments through participating
State fire marshals who collect, analyze, and forward the
information to the National Fire Data Center. USFA
supports this national data collection through a
cooperative agreement with the National Fire Information
Council (NFIC), a public non-profit association of State
and local fire officials involved in fire incident data
collection and analysis. With the cooperation of NFIC,
USFA operates the National Fire Incident Reporting System
(NFIRS). NPIRS data is used to analyze the Nation's fire
problem at the national, regional, State, and local
levels. Based upon the analyses at the respective
levels, reports are developed describing the fire
problems and indicating targets for prevention and
mitigation strategies.

o During PY 1989, the National Fire Data Center and NFIC
were successful in recruiting two major metropolitan fire
departments, Philadelphia and Denver, as participants in

NFIRS.

o In addition to general analyses, special studies and
various projects were initiated to address specific
problems and current issues facing the fire and rescue
service, including, the analyses and dissemination of

30-681 O—90—5
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USFA's Technical Reports series on major or unusual fires
which continue to accomplish information transfer in a
lesson-learned format, as an on-going service to
interested parties, during 1989-1990 approximately 30
such reports were produced.

o Other areas of support activity include development of
management information systems for fire department
operations, analysis of emergency medical systems'
operating problems, and in-depth analysis of fatal fires.

o During 1989, development continued in the analytical
methods used to support overall fire service operations
management, through focused review of a number of
selected fire departments' total activity. The data sets
which are being used have been collected from 4 States
and approximately 30 other local departments and have
been initially processed and edit checked. This data
covers the full range (all) of the incidents attended by
the fire service providers, thus going beyond the "fire
file" currently maintained by USFA's NFIRS program. This
continuing initiative, is partially intended to develop
and model techniques for generating useful information
from these non-fire incidents and improving the utility
of the management inforwation systems.

© The development of the "Wildfire" reporting component
for NFIRS was initiated in 1989. The "Wildfire" data
elements, code conventions, and collection formats were
reviewed to support ‘the new module, under development.

-0 The Emergency Medical Services operations issues and
solutions activity is underway in conjunction with the
American College of Emergency Physicians (ACEP) and the
other fire department/EMS participants. All of the
preliminary planning efforts for this agenda have been
developed and approved. The first order of
issues/concerns have been identified and researched.
Site visits are scheduled for 1990.

o0 The Hazardous Materials Reporting System component to
NFIRS was completed and 1is being released to
participating departments.

o Additional efforts to enhalice fire department response
to hazardous materials incidents has led to an activity
in conjunction with the Bnvironmental Protection Agency
(EPA) to incorporate the NFIRS input programs with EPA's
CAMEO 1II PC package which provides first responders with
in field computer assisted resources helpful in
identifying, controlling, and mitigating the effects of
hazardous materials incidents.
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-

o Two additional Management Application Project Data
Collection/Information Systems were completed, which are:

1. the EMS Incident Reporting Systems, and

2. the Fire Prevention Management Information System.
Bach was designed to provide local fire departments with
the in depth information necessary to effectively manage
these special needs topics. These programs will be
released for pilot testing this year.

Question: Do you feel there is adequate funding requested
in PY 1991 to continue these efforts?

ANSWER: We feel that there is adequate funding requested in
the 1991 budget for this effort.
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POTENTIAL EARTHQUAKE OFF CAPE ANN

QUESTION: 1In 1755, Massachusetts had a sizable earthquake in
Cape Ann, Jjust north of Boston. The quake was comparable, I
believe, to the loma Prieta gquake in magnitude. Am I correct to
say that an earthquake of similar magnitude in Cape Ann today would
cause billions of dollars in damages and hundreds of lives lost?

ANSWER: The.estimated magnitude of the November 18, 1755,
Cape Ann earthquake was 6.0, with a maximum Modified Mercalli
Intensity VIII. It was located in the Atlantic east of Cape Ann
and was felt over 400,000 square miles from Nova Scotia to the
Chesapeake Bay, Lake George, NY into the Atlantic. :

Based on the Metropolitan Boston Area Earthquake Loss Study,

Massachusetts (funded by FEMA), as well as other studies, a
recurrence of an earthquake of that magnitude off Cape Ann today
would cause damage in the range of 5 to 6 billion dollars in the
Boston metropolitan area due to ground shaking, with significant.
additional 1losses due to secondary effects such as soil
liquefaction failures, fires, and economic interruptions. Hundreds
of deaths and thousands of major and minor injuries would be
expected, and thousands of people could be displaced from their

homes.

QUESTION: At what magnitude would an earthquake in Cape Ann
cause serious damage to Massachusetts and Boston, and what is the
likelihood of an earthquake of this severity happening in New
England in the next thirty years?

ANSWER: The damage estimates cited in the
Area logs Study are based on a magnitude 6.25 earthquake. However,
the 1940 Ossipee, New Hampshire earthquakes which caused damage to
chimneys, the cracking of plaster walls, movement of large cemetery
monurents, and some instances of houses thrown out of plum, are
estimated to have been magnitudes 5.5 and 5.4

While w©mall earthquakes are regular occurrences in New
England, large earthquakes are relatively rare. According to
scientific experts, earthquakes in the northeastern United States
(New Jersey, Pennsylvania, New York, and New England) at or above
magnitudes 5.0, 5.5, 6.0, and 6.5 have average repeat times of 9-
14 years, 25-42 years, 64-122 years and 167-356 years,
respectively. These numbers are estimates based on modern seismic
activity which is well known for only 50 years. The estimations
of these values at magnitudes above 6.0 are speculative and subject
to considerable uncertainty. Furthermore, these repeat times
merely represent statistical averages appropriate over long time
periods. The time interval between any two earthquakes of a
certain magnitude could be nmuch less or much greater than the
calculated average values. Nonetheless, the average repeat times
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give some quantitative idea of the seismic activity rate in New
Bngland and vicinity.

LOMA FRIETA EARTHQUAKE

QURSTION: Just before the Loma Prieta quake, FEMA engaged in
an exercise in California called RESPONSE 89, which was a dry run
of the emergency procedures called upon in case of an earthquake.
As luck would have it, "showtime"™ was only two months later. How
did RESPONSE 89 help FEMA respond to the Loma Prieta quake? What
lessons were learned in the dry run that you were able to correct

in that short period?

ANSWER: RESPONSE 89, which was a joint Pederal/State exercise
simulating a Richter magnitude 7.5 earthquake along the Hayward
Fault in the San Francisco Bay area, involved some 600 participants
in a simulated "disaster field office™ in Sacramento, CA. The
basic purpose of the exercise was to test Federal/State government
plans, procedures, mechanisms, and structures to support a
coordinated response required for immediate lifesaving and life
supporting efforts in a catastrophic earthquake.

Most participants agreed that RESPOJSE 89 provided excellent
training and was particularly useful in demonstrating the merits
of collocating the Federal and State response organizations. The
exercise allowed participants to test and evaluate their own
response structures and procedures and to identify areas of

strength and weakness.

Unfortunately, the two-month time period between RESPONSE 89
and the Loma Prieta Earthquake was far too short to permit
implementation of most of the lessons learned during the exercise.
Moreover, since the earthquake was not catastrophic, the local and
State governments had the response well under control and did not
need much of any Federal support during the immediate lifesaving

phase.

The State »f California has said that the training received
in preparation for and during RESPONSE 89 was clearly valuable
during the response to the Loma Prieta Earthquake. For example,
in the State Operations Center, revised formats for situation
summaries and action plans were transferred from the exercise to
the actual response; identification of staging areas was addressed
early on in the response; Federal agencies were ready and waiting
for tasking by their State counterparts (though very little Federal
support was actually needed).
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EMERGENCY EARTHQUAKE PREPAREDNESS EXERCISE

QUESTION: 1In some of the other areas that huve had strong
sarthquakes ~- Cape Ann, the Mississippi Valley, tha St. Lawrence
River region in New York, Charleston, 8.C. -- are i:here any plans
for FEMA to test emergency earthquake preparedness in these

regions?

ANSWER: Emergency earthquake preparedness sctivities are
being conducted across the U.S. The Federal Government is
daveloping supplements to the national "Plan for Federvl Response
$o a Catastrophic Barthquake” in the 13 high-risk, high-population
areas identified as being especially prone to earthquakes. This
work 1s being coordinated by FEMA Regional Office staff wnrking
with other Federal agency Regional personnel and their programmatic
counterparts in State government. Federal and State planners meet
quarterly on average in most Regions to discuss planning 1ncuel and
work toward completion of the risk-area supplements.

A particular area of focus during FY 1990 is the Central U.S.
vhere planning for a catastrophic esarthquake along the New Madrid
Fault presents unique coordination problems because of potential
impact on up to seven States and four FEMA Regions. Emphasis on
earthquake response planning has also gained momentum in the
Eastern U.8. since the Loma Prieta Earthquake..

FEMA has developed an lnteragency Earthquake Response Exerciae
Strategy vhich lays out for the next 5 years an integrated approach
to maintain and iaprove Federal response capabilities through
workshops, séminars, and exercises. The next major FEMA-sponsored
earthquake exercise, RESPONSE 90, will feature a 7.5 Richter
magnitude earthquake along the Wasatch Fault in Northern Utah.
RESPONSE 91 will be a joint Pederal/state functional tabletop
exercise based upon an 8.5 Richter magnitude earthquake with a
epicenter in the Puget Sound area of Washington State. RESPONSE
92 is planned as a tabletop exercise in the Central U.S. RESPONSE
- 93 will be back to the Wasatch Fault for a full-function exsrcise.

And, RESPONSE 94 will feature a simulated earthguake along the San
Andreas Fault in the Los Angeles area. In the year prior to each
exercise, the Regional Office holds a major workshop in preparation

for the exercise.
RESPONSE 89 LESSONS LEARNED

QUESTION: What are the lessons learned from RESPONSE 89
transferrable to other types of disasters in other regions? For
exaxple, could these lessons be useful in a disaster like Hurricane

Hugo?

ANSWER: Yes, the lessons learned from RESPONSE 89 are
dotinitoly transferable to othcr types of disasters in other
regions.
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One of the basic purposes of RESPONSE 89 wd‘gto test the "Plan
for Federal Response to a Catastrophic Earthquake.® A major
feature of the Plan is the grouping of Federal assistance to
support State and local government response actions around 11
Emergency Support Functions (transportation, communications, mass
care, health and medical services, urban search and reacue, etc.).
The exercise validated the Plan's concept of grouping Federal
agencies organizationally by mission into Emergency Support
Functions. Since these functions are common to any emergency
operation, the Plan could be used as a mechanism for coordinating

other emergency responses.

The foreword to the Plan even states that its purpose is to
assist State and local governments affected by a catastrophic
earthquake ’
during emergency lifesaving operations. One of the lessons learned

_from Hurricane Hugo is that the Plan needs to be broadened beyond
earthquakes specifically to cover other catastrophic natural

events. X
EARTHQUAKE ACTIVITY IN THE UNITED STATES

QUESTION: Could you supply for me, either on the record or
just to my office, a detailed description of quake activity in the
United States including the 1likelihocd of quakes in different
regions? It can either be in narrative form or a seismic map of

some sort.

ANSWER: Barthquakes occur in virtually all 50 States, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands. Most frequently, they occur in
California, Alaska, the Caribbean, in the grid of faults, chains
of volcanoces and mountains, and deep oceanic trenches that
represent the boundaries between the great crustal plates that form
the Earth's outer shell. Quakes that occur within the interior of
the giant crustal plates are less common, but can be equally

destructive.

The following list, compiles by the United States Geological
Survey (USGS) shows 17 significant earthquakes in the history of
the United States recorded by date of occurrence. This list ranges
from 1775 to the recent Loma Prieta quake.

- Cape Ann, MA, 11/18/1775, magnitude 6.0, MMS VIII

- New Madrid, MO, seismic zone, (3 quakes) 12/16/1811,
1/23/1812, and 2/7/1812, magnitudes 8.4 to 8.7, MMS XI

-=- Virgin Islands, 11/18/1867, magnitude 7.5, MMS VIII

-- Charleston, 8C, 8/31/1886, magnitude 6.6, MMS X

-=-  Charleston, MO, 10/31/1895, magnitude 6.2, MMS IX

- San Francisco, CA, 4/18/1906, magnitude 8.3, MMS XI

- Mona Passage, PR, 10/11/1918, magnitude 7.5, MMS IX

- Long Beach, CA, 3/10/1933, magnitude 6.2, MMS VIII
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Olympia, WA, 4/13/1949, magnitude 7.1, MMS VIII
Hebgen Lake MT, 8/17/1959, magnitude 7.3, MMS X
Prince William Sound, AK, 3/27/1964, magnitude 8.4,
MMS X

Seattle, WA, 4/29/1965, magnitude 6.5, MMS VIIX
San Fernando, CA, 2/9/1971, magnitude 6.6, MMS XI"
Coalinga, CA, 5/2/1983, magnitude 6.7, MMS VIII
Borah Peak, ID, 10/25/1983, magnitude 7.0, MMS IX
Whittier, CA, 10/1/87, magnitude 5.9

Loma Prieta, CA, 10/17/89, magnitude, 7.1

A more thorough response to your question will be provided
directly to your office. The scope of the question precludes a
short, yet complete, answer that can be included in this report.
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NASHINGTON AREA WARNING SYSTEM

QUESTION: I have in hand, Mr. Petmrson, your letter of
January 4 describing the upgrading of the capabilities of the
washington Area Warning System (WAWAS) jurisdictions. I have a

couple of questions:

If the National Security Council no longer feels that WAWAS
is necessary, why are we spending money on it?

ANSWER: FEMA, in consultation with representatives from the
WAWAS political subdivisions, made a decision in mid-1989 to
discontinue operation of the WAWAS. The money being spent on the
WAWAS is for the sole purpose of dismantling the system.

QUESTION: What will WAWAS do?

ANSWER: After Fiscal Year 1990, the WAWAS will cease to
exist. .

QUESTION: How will it differ in product or in funding from
the rest of the country?

ANSWER: After Fiscal Year 1990 the WAWAS will cease to exist.

QUESTION: You suggest in the letter that we are
"mainstreaming® WAWAS jurisdictions - if so -~ why is it being

treated separately?

ANSWER: The WAWAS has been in existence since the mid-1950's.
The equipment is old and in severe disrepair. The WAWAS political
subdivisions have formally requested its discontinuance. A
combination of these two facts led FEMA to the decision to
discontinue the system. As it is the only Federally owned and
operated system of its kind, it has received separate treatment.
The "mainstreaming® of the WAWAS jurisdictions will be accomplished
by providing those jurisdictions the opportunity to apply for
Federal financial assistance under the Civil Defense program
through the same application mechanism used nationally, that is the
Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement (CCA) between States and FEMA.
Additionally, the WAWAS jurisdictions have been provided the attack
warning capability which is in place nationally. This is the
National Warning System (NAWAS). Once the WAWAS has been
dismantled, those jurisdictions previously served by it will have
been mainstreauned into the national Civil Defense program.

DAMAGE VERIFICATIONS

QUESTION: I would guess that one of the great pitfalls of
the Individual and Family Grant program is how one determines what
conditions existed before the Hurricane and which were caused by
it. This is made worse by the apparent difficulty with enforceable
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building codes in the Caribbean. How do you think we can better
dexl with this problem? -

ANSWER: This is a problem in administering both the
Individual and Family Grant and the Temporary Housing programns.
The verification of disaster-related damages is a major step in
providing assistance. FEMA contracts with companies that can
provide experienced certified construction experts to verify
damages. These damage inspectars are skilled in separating damages
‘attributable to the event from those that are pre-existing. There
are numerous telltale signs that can indicate the age of the damage
to the house but, in some cases, it is impossible to identify pre~
existing problems. FEMA's approach is to err in favor of the

applicant.

Prom reports provided by damage inspectors, FEMA provides
assistance to applicants for the repair to a structure and/or the
repair or replacement of personal property.

PRdCUREMBNT OF SUBCONTRACTORS IN VIRGIN ISLANDS

QUESTION: I know that while finding qualified subcontractors
in Puerto Rico was not a problem, it was in the Virgin Islands.
Do you need some flexibility in this regard?

ANSWER:« This situation was a local problem which has been
resolved and FEMA does not need any flexibility in this regard.
The problem stemmed from a misunderstanding in interpreting the
performance bond requirements in the procurement provisions of the
uniform common rule, 44 CFR 13.36, which contained a provision
requiring, under certain conditions, that contractors post a 100
percent performance bond. Normally the VI required only a 50
percent performance bond, while the 100 percent requirement limited
the number of contractors able to submit bids. As provided in the
regulation, FEMA advised the VI that it should use the same
policies and procedures it uses for procurements from its non-

Federal funds.
HOSPITAL SITUATION IN ST. CROIX

QUESTION: You will remember we spent some time at the
hospital in St Croix that was being run out of a MASH unit. You
and I discussed at that time that, prior to Hugo, the hospital had
been decertified and the physical plant was in terrible shape.
Clearly, FEMA should not be stuck with having to fix up a facility
that was in bad shape to begin with. How is this problem coming

along?

ANSWER: FEMA is fully aware of this situation and the damage
survey reports, used as the basis for FEMha funding, distinguish
between pre-existing conditions and damage attributable to Hugo.
The same situation exists for the hospitals on St Croix and St
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Thomas, and the infirmary .on St Johns. FEMA has reliable
documentation concerning the pre-disaster conditions of the
facilities, and the estimates of the eligible disaster caused
restorative work were prepared by professional engineers. The
total estimate for the eligible work on the three facilities is

approximately $10 million.
MOBILE HOMES FOR VIRGIN ISLANDS

QUESTION: Staff was prasent at a meeting several weeks ago
concerning housing for those left homeless by the Hurricane in the
Virgin Islands--especially St. Croix. As I understand it, the VI
government was interested in providing modular housing. Clearly
this is beyond your mandate.

Have you had any luck in resolving this matter? I know you
had offered to sell them some trailers--are they going to accept

that?

ANSWER: The problem of providing shelter/housing to pre-
disaster renters in St. Croix has bean oné of the most difficult
we have faced in the aftermath of Hurricane Hugo. Absernt effective
communications, and given that many victims left the island for a
time after the hurricane, it has been very difficult to even
identify those who need this help. The Governor of the Virgin
Islands has now decided to accept FEMA's offer of mobile homes as
the means for providing housing to these victims. FEMA is not
selling these units to the Virgin Islands; instead FEMA is directly
managing the shipping and installation of these units on two group
sites made available by the Viirgin Islands. After the units are
occupied by eligible applicants, FEMA will begin a program to sell
the units directly to eligible applicants, with prices adjusted to
take into account the financial ability of the purchaser.

COMMUNICATIONS WITH DISASTER VICTIMS
QUESTION: I know that one of the problems you ran intc in
South Carolina, especially, was the high degree of illiteracy, and
the fear on the part of some that accepting FEMA aid would lead to
a loss of welfare henefits. Clearly, that hampered your effort in
South Carolina nomevhat. How can we better deal with this

situation?

ANSWER: FEMA is committed to a top-to-bottom examination of
all of its strategies for communication with the public in
disasters. This includes the public information, outreach,
congressional relations, and telephone information hotline
functions. In FEMA's view, none of these procedures worked
particularly well. FEMA is also very much aware of its failure to
communicate effectively with illiterates, persons who did not speak
English, and certain other disadvantaged groups. This problem will
receive special emphasis in the development of new public relations
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policies and procedures.
MOBILE HOME USE IN CALIFORNIA

QUESTION: When I visited the Santa Crusz/wWatsonville area in
January, I was told there were about 150 families housed in mobile
homes. What is the figure today? Do you plan to sell these units?
What is your national inventory now?

ANSWER: There are 150 famili'» “oused in mobile homes on five
sites in Santa Cruz, Monterey, and 5an Benito counties. We will
initiate a sales program in California to make these units
available to families receiving housing assistance. We do not
believe that we will be successful in selling very many units due
to a savere shortage of available pads outside the floodplain.
The existing parks can not be used since local government has a
planned use for each site other than continuing to use the site
for a mobile home park. Our current inventory of mobile homes is
1,850 units, with up to 400 being sent to the Virgin Islands to
provide disaster housing to victims of Hurricane Hugo.



139

Congressman Lawrence Coughlin
AUDITS IN THE VIRGIN ISLANDS

QUESTION: Last Fall, I led a small delegation on a one-day
tour of the devastation caused by Hurricane Hugo in Puerto Rico
and the Virgin lslands. Congressman Lewis joined me on this tour
of the area and we saw the damage the hurricane posed for Federal
opurations in Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

Upon my return, I shared with the President my observations
and offered several specific recommendations on the cleanup efforts

in the Virgin Islands.

One of my most pressing concerns was, and remains, the
accountability of the aid administered to the Virgin islands in
the wake of the hurricane. .

A December 13, 1989 response from FEMA, states that audits
and investigations of disaster relief expenditures in the Virgin
Islands may be requested by the President.

Have any audits or investigations been ordered to date?

ANSWER: No audits or investigations have been requested by
the President. However, the following audits and investigations
have been conducted or are in process.

on October 2, 1983, the Associate Director for State and Local
Support requested audit services relating to FEMA supported
activities under Hurricane Hugo. Based on that request, the 0IG
is currently providing audit services to:

-~ Evaluate the adequacy of financial guidance FEMA provided
to tha Virgin 1Islands Government governing the
administration of disaster relief programs.

-= Bvaluate the internal controls in place in the Virgin
Islands to account for and ensure proper use of disaster
relief financial aid.

-~ Evaluate, based on limited testing, the effectiveness
and efficiency of the administration of selected public
and individual assistance activities.

The review is scheduled for completion in June 1990 with
a report issued in July 1990.

We recently completed an audit (Report # E-2-90) of disaster
funds awarded to the Virgin Islands Government for activities
relating to Hurricane Hugo. Under this audit a contractor received
advance funds of $616,538 and upon completion of the job submitted
a claim for $1.2 million. The audit disclosed questioned costs
totaling $1.1 million. 8pecifically, the contractor did not have



140

Congressman Lawrence Coughlin

properx doculontafion to support claimed costs of $257,228 in
salaries, $5,747 in materials and $810,935 in overhead charges.

Pour investigations have been opened in the Virgin Islands
resulting from Rurricane Hugo activities.

ALLOCATIONS TO VIRGIN ISLANDS

QUESTION: How much money is FEMA allocating to the Virgin
Islands out of the emergency appropriations you received last year
for Hurricane Hugo relief activities?

ANSWER:  FEMA has allocated the following from the Disaster
Reliaf Fund for use in the Hurricane Hugo recovery operations in
the Virgin Islands:

Individual Assistance $108,461,000

Public Assistance 130,000,000
Hasard Mitigation 7,000,000
Mission Assignments 55,314,000
Administrative Costs 15,000,000
TOTAL $315,775,000

QUESTION: Would you provide us with a. description of
activities the funds are supporting?

ANSWER: There are numerous activities funded under the
various programs being utilized in the Virgin Islands. The main
ones include:

Individual Assistance -~ temporary housing (over 9,000
applicants are receiving assistance in the form of rental
assistance, mobile homes or aminimal home repair); individual and
farily grants (over 12,000 applicants have received assistance for
personal property losses and medical expenses); crisis counseling;
and disaster unemployment assistance.

Public Assistance - repair and replacement of disaster damaged
public facilities (including roads, public buildings, hospitals,
recreational facilities, and restoration of power and water

distribution systens).

Hazard Mitigation - workshops conducted and information
disseminated regarding building practices for homeowners and
contractors to build homes better able to withstand future storms:
study conducted and recommendations madae on ways to strength the
Island's rovur generation and distribution system, improve water
distribution, fortify the local building code and provide a

database for long term planning.
Mission Assignments - US Forest Service established satellite
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communications and provided radio systems for emergency workers;
DOD provided airlift support for emergency supplies, including
utility wvorkers, equipment and materials; EPA - assessed the impact
of Hurricane Hugo and provided fuidclines for environmental
protection and conducted water quality sampling; US Army Corps of
Engineers. - provided generators, repaired sewage treatment plants,
restored airport warehouses, repaired prison facilities, removed
storm debris, conducted damage survey reports, and is currently
making permanent repairs to public housing units and building two
5 million gallon water tanks; GSA - transported portable toilets,
purchased 111 generators, and provided office space, equipment and
supplies; Public Health Service - provided expanded temporary field
hospital and medivac services. )

Administrative Costs - payroll of disaster workers, travel
expenses, space and equipment rentals, transportation of supplies
and equipment, and purchase of supplies.

DISASTER APPLICATIONS

QUESTION: How many applications were received at the Disaster
Application Centers located throughout the islands? For the
record, would you break the applications down by island (Culebra,
Vieques, S8t. Thomas, St. John, and S8t. Croix)? Also, what
percentages of applications were for businesses affected by the
hurricane and for private rellef. This can be for the record.

ANSWER: The following lists the numbers and percentages of
applications for Federal assistance and business applications.
FEMA does not keep records of applications for private relief.

Number of Percentage of
Applications Businesses
Buerto Rico 182,224 8%
Culebra . 509 14%
Yieques 2,464 10%
8t. Thopas 8,622 25%
st. John 417 33%

8t. Croix 16,139 18%

FEMA's RELATIONSHIP WITH VIRGIN ISLANDS GOVERNMENT
QUESTION: Do you have an effective working relationship with
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the Virgin Islands government and with Governor Farrelly's office
at present? Would you discuss how this relationship has evolved
from the first days after the hurricane to the present? i

ANSWER: Yes. our Disaster FPield Office staff and the
Governor's staff collaborate on all major issues, and work in a
spirit of cooperation. However, it should be noted that due to
the Virgin Islands' limited capabilities, our staff continues to
provide a level of technical assistance and guidance unusual for

seven months into a recovery.

The basis for the positive working relationship was
established prior to the hurricane. Personnel from our region II
office had provided a briefing for the Governor and his- staff on
FEMA's disaster assistance programs; they had also conducted
training sessions for Virgin Islands officials on ewergency
preparedness and disaster response. The most recent was in May
1989. With relationships established and disaster response roles
defined by the time the disaster struck, the FEMA and Territory
officials operated in a cooperative, albeit stressed, environment
from the first days of the disaster response. The positive
relationship has persisted throughout the response and recovery

operation. 4 _
DISASTER RZELIEF IN VIRGIN ISLANDS VERSUS SOUTH CAROLINA

QUESTION: How would you characterize your experience with
disaster relief and the Virgin Islands with that of your experience

in South Carolina?

ANSWER: FEMA's disaster recovery operations in the Virgin
Islands were very complex from the moment Hurricane Hugo struck
the Islands. The devastation was nearly total, especially on St.
Croix. Hurricane Hugo knocked out the entire electrical and
telephone systems on 8t. Croix, and destroyed or seriously damaged
90 percent of the buildings on the Island. In addition, the
outbreak of looting and general lawlessness in the wake of the
storm created a need for the influx of security personnel, and a
concern for the safety of the citizens and relief workers on the
Island. Air control towers at the airports on St. Croix and Sst.
Thomas were destroyed by the storm, and temporary structures had
to be brought in before air traffic could be restored. The fact
that the devastated area was an island, and not part of the
coterminous U.8., - also complicated recovery efforts as

transportation of supplies and people began.

The most basic of human nseds had to be supplied to the Virgin
Islands citi=ens in the weeks after Hurricane Hugo. Water plants
were unable to operate and pumps at water cisterns were inoperable
because of the lack of electrical power on St. Croix, St. Thomas,
and St. Johns. All medical supplies in warehouses on S8t. Croix
were condemned. And much of the food that was still edible after
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the storm wvas taken by looters in the days following Hugo.

In South Carolina the devastation was massive, but not as
catastrophic as that suffered in the Virgin Islands. Pover
outages, food shortages, and wvater shortages could be corrected
more quickly becausse of the fact that work crews, and supplies,
were easier to get in and out of South Carolina than the Virgin

Islands.

A complicating factor in the South Carolina recovery was the
criticism by some Government officials and the media and inaccurate
reporting by the media. A lack of understanding of what FEMA can
and ocannot do, and the procedures it must follow in disaster
recovery operations, was behind much of the criticiem and
- reporting. Untfortunately this criticisam and reporting lead to
unreasonable sxpectations on the part of the citizens who had been

victimized by Hurricane Hugo.
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FEATURES OF THE 1991 REQUEST POR THE FERDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

The Idoral Emergency Management Agency carries out a wide range of progran responsibilities for emergency planning,
preparedness, response, and recovery, as vell as haszard nitigation.

Continuing the trend of the past several years, FEMA's 1991 request, in general, maintains most programs at or below their
1990 enacted lavels. Modest, specific increases in Civil Defenss, the National Rarthquake Program, and Management and
Administration are partly offset by decreases in Federal Preparedness and the Training and Pire ans. In its operating

accounts, FEMA requests an overall increase of less than 2%, or $8 million, of which roughly 60% is for Salaries and
lxrmu. This increase includes funds to support FEMA's full complement of requested workysars, to provide for specific
initiatives such as earthquake preparedness, and to partly offset uncontrollable cost increases, including GSA rent
increases, the 3-month 1991 cost of the 1990 pay increase (not annualized into 1991), and half the estimated 1991 costs

of 1991 pay increases for G8, GNM, SES, and Executive level employees.

& The 1991 request contains three fairly minor restructurings at the budget activity level. FEMA
proposes to group the Hazardous Materials program with the Radiological Ewergency Preparsdness program into the budget
activity Technological Hazards. This restructure is based on commonality of content, and will not affect the identity of
either program. The budget activity previously name3 Earthquake and Other Hasards no longer includes the HASMAT program,
and has been renamed National Earthquake Program and Other Hazards. And the two budget activities funded by transfer of
balances from the National Flood Insurance Pund have bsen combined into one activity, Plood Insurance and Nitigation, again

with no impact on program identity.

mn'_'_m_x?,u_ FEMA's 1991 request starts from a 1990 activity level adjusted downward by both the 1.33% across-the-~
board reduction and the full Gramm-Rudman-Hollings sequester. This base was then adjusted upwards to reflect non-pay
inflation and part of the impact of the 1990 pay raise (consistent with the Administration's government-wide policy on the
pay raise). Accommodating thess reductions wvhile, at the same time, adequately funding program priorities, required
reordering of program and elsment resources within activity ceilings hoth in 1990 and 1991. The relationship betveen the
1991 base and 1990 current estimate is therefore less direct than in the past.

Highlights:t In operating programs, increases in both staff and funding in the National Earthquake Program vill oxrnd
FEMA's activities under that National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Plan, including the development of a program to identity,
train, equip, and mobilize search and rescus teams at the State and local level, for response to extraordinary disasters.
In Civil Defense, increases focus on provision of warning and communications squipment to States and localities, and on
population protection. The request continues student travel and lodging stipends at the sxisting level, and increases
funding for the Pire Prevention/Arson Control and Pirefighter Health and Safety programs of the U. 8. Fire Administration.

In the Inspector General appropriation, increases to both funding and staff levels are requested, reflecting the

Administration's emphasis on Government management ard integrity. The request assumes a "normal disaster ysar" (average
of annual obligations, 1981 - 1988) for the Disaster Relief Fund, and therufore repsats ths 1989 and 1990 requests for $270
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million, a 77% decreass from the amount appropriated in 1990. The Emorgency Food and Shelter request level is the
unlnrlléod 1991 base, as described above. rop

PEMA‘'s 1991 request for activities authoriszed under the Yederal Civil Defense Aot of 1950, as amended,
ilities which will yleld

Civil Defanse.

totals 388 vorkyears and $154,117,000. This request level prioritises the development of

the highest lifesaving return: survivable orisis and population protection. The Civil Defense program cont
its emphasis on the lopment of dual-use capabilities and on the objectives of the program established in the 1987

Presidential directive.

nwwmm This activity includes FENA's lead-agency responsibilities under the
National Earthquake Hasards Reduction Act, as well as smaller programs to support State and local development of
capabilities to mitigate the hazards of, prepare for, and respond to hurricanvs and umnfn-. The request for 1991 totals
$16,050,000 and 58 workyears, an increase of $4,366,000 and 12 vorkysars vhich will allow for snhancement of all FEMA NEHRP

;guvttiu. including development of State and local mr@ and rescus teams to be mobiliszed in response to extraordinary
saster,

W This activity includes? FEMA's two technologicul-hasards programs, Radiological Emergency
Preparedness, which provides for the execution of 's responsibilities in oconnection with off-site emergency planning
around nuclear facilities, and Hasardous Materials, which provides for FEMA participation in interagency efforts toward
improving Federal, State, and local response to hasardous satarials incidents. The 1991 request totals 117 workyears and
$11,262,000, vhich will allow for oontinued support to State and local governments in offsite emsrgency response planning
around nuclear facilities in the REP , and will provide modest increanss for technical assistance and some exsrcise
support to State and local governments in the MASNAT program.

» and recover

These p ans are designed to ensure that the Nation will be able to respond to, manage
from domestic and national security emergencies. The 1991 request for this sctivity totals $160,275,000 and 977 workyears,
a decrease of $1,221,000. '
mum_m_nn_fngm Resources of this activity prepare Pederal, Stats, and local offiocials, their supporting
staffs, emergency £irst responders, volunteer groups, and the public to mest the responsibilities and challenges of domestic
energencies through planning, litiq&tlon, preparedness, responss, and recovery. The 1991 request for this activity is
m'?u.m,ooo and 109 workyears, an decrease of $3,611,000 and 3 workyenrs. The request features modest increases to
twvo U. 8. Fire Mainistration p (rire Prevention/Arson Control and Firefighter Heslth-and Safety), continues student
tnni m lo::ying stipends at ir current levols, and assumes no oontinuation of SARA Title III grant funding and
associa wvorkyears.

mﬁxm:rm._um This activity includes both the Insurance Activities program, which provides the
administrative resources for the National Flood Insurance Fund, and the Flood Plain Nanagement prognl, wvhich supports the
mitigation of known flood lganm through identification of flood hasards and assistance to communities in the flood plain

8-3
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management activities necessary to reduce flood losses. Punding for this activity will be derived from a transfer of
unobligated balances from the National Flood Insurance Fund. The 1991 request totals $56,100,000 and 203 workyears, an
increase of $2,343,000 to restore funding for the Section 1362 Purchase of Property program.

the Disaster Relief Fund. The

Risaster Relief Adainistration., This activity provides the resources necessary to manag
1991 request includes 233 workyears and $11,647,000, an increase of $393,000. over 1990.
Emergency rood and sShelter (S&E). This activity provides administrative costs for the Emergency Food and Shelter program.
For 1991, 6 workyears and $240,000 are requested, a decrease of $3,000 from 1990,

Managemsnt and Administration. This activity provides administrative support for the Agency's programs, and pays for such
common costs as rent, supplies, and telephone ssrvice. The 1991 request of $45,243,000 and 467 wvorkyears includes increases

ph
to improve handica, accessibility, to begin long-term improvesent of the Agency's financial management systems, to allow
for legal activities in the areas of subrogation, claims collection, and support to the FEMA Inspesctor General, and to

implement a drug-testing program, as vell as to pay for GSA rent increases.

‘ This appropriation provides advice, assistance, and oversight on matters relating to
economy and efficiency and the prevention and detection of fraud, abuse, and missanagement in Agency programs and
operations. The 1991 request of 60 workyears and $3,903,000 includss an increase of 13 workyears and $1,342,000 to support
the expansion of duties inherent in the cresation of a statutory FEMA Inspector General.

mxmumm_m*u\m;_mm& This fund is the vehicle for tunding the Federal Crime Insurance Program, which is
currently authorized through September 30, 1991. 8ix workyears and $12,127,000 in borroving authority are requested to
support this program in 1991.

mxnnn_um_{mnm_mm The National Flood Insurance Program enables property owners to purchase flood insurance
otherwise unavailable in the commercial market. In return for the availability of insurance, communities agree to adopt
and enforceé flood plain management measures to reduce 10ss of life and property from future flooding. The program continues
to be self-suppo.ting for the average loss year.

M:Hht_mmh This fund provides the basis for the President to authorize Federal assistance, in accordance with
the provisions of the Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, to individusls and to State and local

jurisdioctions where a msjor disaster or esergency has been declared. The 1991 request assumes a normal disaster year, und
reguests the eight-year averzge of annual obligations, based on the period 1981-1988, or a level of $270,000,000. This
represents a prudent annual appropriation level for this fund, and is intended to provide tor the expactable occurrence

of non-catastrophic disasters and emergencies.

Eltmnﬂv_nfdrlm_ﬂhmm This program channels smergency support to the homeless through a National Board of major
private charities. The 1991 request totals $124,991,000, a decrease of $5,101,000 from 1990.
$=4
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m_fm;_ In keeping with the Administration’s emphasis on the collection of user fees, ths FENA request proposss user
fees in three areas. The full recoupment of direct expenses of the Radiological huvux& Preparedniss program from the
utility ovTAnlu serviced in the licensing process is proposed, as is the recoupment of the costs of the Flood Insurance
and Mitigation programs from policyholders. A partial user fee is proposed for students at the Mational Emergency Training
istration fee of $25 a week. Revenues from the student fees and REP direct costs are

Center, who would pax a student r
intended to be deposited direotly in the Treasury; revenues from the Plood programs are intended to be deposited in the

Mational Flood Insurance Fund.

8-5
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BASIC AUTHORITIES
FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
BUDGET ESTIMATES FOR 1991

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was established by the President in Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978. Tha

ency operates under various statutory and executive authorities to carry out a wide range of program responsibilities

Ag
for emergency planning, preparedness, response and recovery, and hazard mitigation. These include the tollowing:

Under the Fedural Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, responsibility for administering a national program for
population protection preparedness and response in emergency conditions. .

Under the Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act of 1977, programs designed to identify and reduce earthquake vulnerabilities
and consequences.

Under Executive Order 12148, rclponlibiliey for oversight of the national dam safety progranm,

In accordance with provisions of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) 1980 Appropriations Act and other statutes,
ang::l:o Order 12657, and by Presidential directive, responsibility for offsite emergency preparedness for fixed nuclear
facilities. : -

Under the National Security Act of 1974, as amended, and the Defense Production Act of 1950, as amended, programs to
provide for continuity of government as well as emergency resources assessment, management, and recovery.

Under the Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974, programs to reduce national fire loss, including training
and education.

Under the National Flood Insurancs Act of 1968, as amended, and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, adeinistretion
of a national program to provide flood insurance and to encourage bstter flood plain management.

Under the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emsrgency Assistance Act, programs to provide assistance to individuals
and State and local governments in Presidentially-declared major disaster or emergency areas.

Under the Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, agencywide audit and investigative functions to identity and correct
management and adminjstrative deficiencies which create conditions for existing or potential instances of fraud, wasts

and mismanagement.

$-6
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FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Appropriation Overviews

Salaries and Expanses, This appropriation encompasses the salaries and expenses required to provide executive direction,
overhead expenses such as rent, and administrative and staff support to FEMA's programs in both the Headquarters and field

offices. .
WW This sppropriation provides program resources for the following activities:
civil Defense, National Barthquake Program and Other Hazards, Technological Hazards, Federal Preparedness, and Training

and FPire Programs.
-wide audit and investigative functions, to identify

num:_m_xnmm_mnt This appropriation provides
and corract management and administrative deficiencies which create conditions for existing or potential instances of fraud,
vaste, and mismanagement.

mmx_mmmr_m.nn*u_m. This fund is used as the vehicle for the funding of the Pederal Crime Insuranoce
Program. It receives deposits from crime insurance premiume and other receipts. |

W This fund is used as the funding mechanism for the National Flood insurance Program (NFIP),
wvhich enables property owners to purchase flood insurance othervise unavailable on the commercial market. In return for
the availability of insurance, communities agree to adopt and enforce flood plain management measures. It also funds,
tg;o:gh tcansfer of unobligated balances, the Flood Insurance and Mitigation programs which support both parts of this
sffort.

pisastar Reliaf. From this appropriation, supplementary assistance is provided to individuals and State and local
governments in the event of a FPresidentially-declared emergency or major disaster.

me‘fm" This appropriations provides grants thrcugh a National Board of major private clutu.lu' to
voluntary organisations at the local level to supplement their programs for emergency food and shelter for the homeless.

8-7
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PEDERAL ENERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
Appropristion and Outlay Summary
(Dollars in Thousands)

APPROPRIATIONS
1990

1989 1990 Current 1991 Increass/

Actual Request Bstimate Request Decrease

Salaries and EXpPeNSesS.......occcoseesesnnsesssssse. $137,274 $141,329 $138,572 $143,334 $4,762
Emergency Mahagement Planning and Assistance..... 282,403 268,503 273,843 277,042 3,399
National Insurance Development Pund....coceceecese o ses ) ves ves
National Flood Insurance Pund...cccresescccscosss oo ose oo vee Ve
Disaster Relief Pund......vccoosessvceesscensessss 1,308,000 270,000 1,198,450 270,000 (928,450)
Emergency Fooi and Bhelter....cceeressvacscsscoae 126,000 134,000 130,092 124,991 {8,101)
Office of the Inspector GeNOrAl....ccoceecevscnse vee 2,439 2,563 3,908 1,342
Total, Obligations...ccccveevosccssvesnrcees 1,753,677 816,273 1,743,320 819,272 (924,040)

. OUTLAYS

Salaries and EXPONSeB.....ccscesvsessnsnsase sresve 151,036 151,603 149,197 184,301 5,104
Emergency Management Planning and Assistance..... 313,822 313,239 320,029 323,094 3,063
National Insurance Development Pund.......coeeores 13,728 17,048 13,899 12,348 (1,2581)
National Plood Insurance Fund....ceecevosevscsess (212,134) (39,697) (118,956) (160,349) (44,393)
Disaster Relief Yund.....cooosvsvvvevscenvrsvssns 140,316 236,000 1,240,000 1,164,868 (75,138)
Bwergency Food and Bhelter....coceesscervosresses 134,663 134,000 136,474 124,991 (11,483)
Oftice of the Inspector Generdl.....ceeecvovesees oo 2,438 2,358 3,718 1,440
ests and Gifts (Disaster Relief)........ceees vou 50 30 80 “oe
gifts and Bequests, Fire Administration.......... cee “es 1 vos (1)
Offsetting Receipts (Bequests and Gifte)......... 66 (s8) {38) (n) (33)
531,494 814,620 1,746,514 1,623,827 (122,687)

Total, OULIAYS. ..o vecocsscsnvsnssnnssnsncns
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Comparison of Appropriation Levels
FY 1989 Through FY 1991

(Dollars in Millions)
2000 - 1754 1743 -
1600 -
1000 1
500 -
:’}/*1
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FY 1991 Request by Appropriation

(Dollars in Millions)
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Comparison of Outlay Levels
FY 1989 Through FY 1991

(Dollars in Millions) o
2000 1’ _
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1600 -
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Total Outlays
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FY 1991 Outlays by Appropriation
(Dollars in Millions)
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SALARIEZS AND KXPENSES
Appropristion Language

For necessary expenses, not othervise provided for, including hire and purchase of motor vehicles (31 U.S8.C. 1343);
uniforss, or allovances therefor, as authorised by 3 U.8.C. 5901-5902; services as authorized by 5 U.8.C. 3109, but at rates
for individuals not to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the rate for GS-18; expenses of attendance of cooperating
officials and individuals at meetings concerned vith the work of esergency preparedness; transportation in connection vith
the continuity of Governmsent program to the same extent and in the same manner as permitted the Secretary of a Wilitsry
Departasent under 10 U.$.C. 26327 and not to exceed $2,500 for official reception and representation expenses, ($142,499,000]
£142.324.00Q
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.

BALARIES AND EXPENSES

This appropriation encompassea the salaries and expenses required to provide executive direction, administrative and staft
support, and direct program effourt to FEHA's programs in both the Headquarters and field offices. Program Support activity
provides the necessary resources to administer the Agency's various proTun-. The Management and Administration activity
provides for the general management and administration of the Agency in legal affairs, congressional relations, public
affairs, personnel, financial management, and providss the funding for and management of other central support functions,
such as rent, utilities, supplies, telephone ssrvices, ADP support, handicapped services, training, and saintenance.

SE-2
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APPROPRIATIONS SUMWARY
SALARIES AND EXPEMSES
(Dollars in Thousands)

Page
- -
Summary of Eatimates by Activity
I. Civil Defense....... . sR-7
Ix. National ‘tarthquake Prog
and Otwr Hasards............... 8E-19
III. Technolog.zal Hasardr............. . 8B-24
Iv. Pederal Preyaredness. .......ccooveee sR-29
v. Training and Pi.:z Programs......... 8E-33
vI. Flood Insurance and Mitigation.*... [ £31)
28 Disaster Relief Adminietration..... 5B-48
VII. Emergency Food and Shelter (8&R)... 8R-60
SE-63

VIII. MNanagemsnt and Administration.

Total, Salaries and Expenses...

Budget Outlays............... ..

18,620 $20,702
2,428 2,682
4,409 5,183

48,744 50,961
4,910 5,626
10,164 10,734
10,274 10,373

140 250

44,608 __42.232

144,439 1%2,06)

151,038 151,603

$20,38¢

2,61)
3,784
50,046
5,364
10,734
11,254
24)

—42.202
149,306

149,197

* Reflects unobligated balance transferred fros the National Flood Insurance Fund.

changas fxom Original 1990 Estimates.

Reflects a net Congressional decrease of §2,757,000 from the following:
+350,000 - Technological Haszards

Seecific Congrassional Actionsi

ganeral Congrsasional Actionsi

~100,000 ~
+1,000,000 -~

-2,309,000 -
-1,710,000 -

Training and rire

TaRS

Disaster Relief Administration

General Reduction
Sequester

$21,131

4,012
5,911
49,898
5,252
11,078
11,647
240
—43.242

134,412
134,301

Increase/

$745

1,399
127
-148
-12
344
393
-3

5,106

5,104

sz-3
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FY 1991 S&E Obligations by Activity -

. (Includes Flood Plain & Insurance Acts.)

(Dollars in Millions)

Fed. Prep 32%
$50

Tech Haz 4%
$6

Civil Defenss 14%
21

Tran & Fire 3%
Flood 8 Ins 7%

$5
- XA
D:saste;f«zehet 8% Nat EQ 3%
EF8S 0% b4

$0 24

Mgmt & Admin 29%
$45

Salaries and Expenses ($154)
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22 0 Trameporiaion of Pungs. ...
23.1 Reral paymeonts 1 GBA.
”lﬂuﬂmbm.

SALARIES AND DXPENSES

(Oolers In Thousends)
1909 1000

Ackusl Denas
087,029 004,100
3,008 2,108
) -
2,100 "7
14,987 14,082
6873 8.000
242 102
0.552 11,387
2

[ RF] 8.300
Me L]

[ Ry ) 0.002
1,168 1473
18040 [
144 400 152.089

BEST AVAILABLE COPY

908.748

98,341

8.748
10.204

4.5
7.087

1.918
1.700

149,508

1901

908,000
1
101,044

16,404

9,020

-
10,600

8310

7.000
1,300
1,608

194,412

8.3

"
3,808
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FY 1991 S&E By Major Object Class

(Dollars in Millions)

. Supplies st
..................... Other Service ss

................... 7 Equipment s2
8 Comm /Util. ¢s
Rent to GSA s

$36 Printing s.3ss
Travel 8 Trans. g9

Sal & Ren
$118

Salaries and Benefits Other Objects

(Total ($154) SE-6
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Eatimates Dy Frogxaa Klsmeat

A. State and Local Emergency
Kanageseant......... ceeeasseses
B. Radiclogical Defense..........
C. Population Protection.........
D. State and Local Direction,
Control and Warning...........
E. Research.........cc00c00 vesene
F. Training and EBducation........
G. Telecommunications and Warning
H. Automatic Data Processing.....

Total, Civil Defense..........

Parmanent MOIKY4AXS
ReadQuarters....c.ccvevesrovessonsas

Total, Permanent......cccoceeceess

[1]
23
(1]
39
61
73

m

160
373

$3,45)
1,037
4,38¢

1,946

406
2,743
3,080

18,628

74

143

2%
372

1990
Current
Ab. 24 Amt.
$3,698 74 $3,981
1,181 a3 1,184
4,608 %0 5,021
3,128 40 2,127
387 10 621
2,496 62 3,084
3,802 0 3,028
4.124 2 —2340
30,702 88 20,386
163
423
J88

Shangas fxom Oxdainal 1930 Estimatas
sequester, and reprogrammings as identified in the 1990 operating plan.

74
2)
90

40
10
62
0
-2

b1 1]

163

a3
380

1991
Bagquast DRecraase
a M. X Ant.

$4,060
1,269
4,809

2,326
611
3,241
4,33
208

1,10

.

Increase/

cen 79
“cee 81
see -132
e 9
e -10
e 157
cee 303
cee -4
‘o 748

LY

see

A decrease of $316,000 for this activity reflects a Congressional general reductiom,
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SALARIES AND DXPENSES

CIVIL. DEFENSE
(Doftars i1 Thousande)
1000
1980 1990 Current 1991 ncresse/
Acusl Becuset Exscrase Bauss DRecrense

OBJECT CLASS

111 &ﬁm e e e e e 413472 814,088 $15.983 $16.2¢1 zre

11.3 Other then UE-Sme permanent.. he J
11.6 OWar personngl COMPENeation. . e 27 144 182 »
n.lwpawmm. i L . ___v: _1_0
14,012 14,948 18127 16,462 536
2,188 2,903 2.581 2.965 404
Noo-Facsonsl Costs

21, ormuwdm ................... 1,199 1297 1.633 1.714 [ )]
22.0 Tranaporiation of hings. ... [ 1 (1)

23.1 Rerval payments 10 GSA. ...
2 1,100 0 .. (30)
882 17 18 ({1°]
0 ] 2 n
L_J 108 17 on

18.629 20,702 20.30¢ 21,181 748
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€ivil Dafense
Authority. Federal Civil Defense Act of 1930, as amended, 50 U.8.C. App. 2251, at seg.

1.

2.

obisctivea/Rismant Description
and assorted support costs for the vorkysars required to implement the activities of the programs.

The civil defense activity under Salaries and Expenses provides salaries, benefits,
Approximately

one-third of the workyears are located in headquarters and provide for:

o

Development of policies, procedures, and guidance for regional staff and State and local governments to use in
developing a base survivable crisis sanagement capability at the State and local levuls of government in order
to protect the population and industry from the effects of domestic and national security emergencies in

accordance with Presidential policy.

Development of policies, guidance, and procedures for the development of the ewergency management infrastructure
(primary personnel) at the state and local levels in accordance vith the population protection and infrastructure
objectives of Presidential policy.

Development of technical guidance and support to State and local governments, e.g., the design and construction
of shelters and emergency operating centers (EOC's); interface and compatibility of communications systems; and
bullding radioclogical defense infrastructure capability through the design, manufacture, and training in the usage

of dosimeters for use in aither national security or technological disasters, as wvell as developing s base for
surge production of large numbers of instruments in times of increasing international tonsion in accordance with

the requirements of Presidential policy.

Development of policies, procedures, and guidance for State and local direction, contr>l, and warning systeas,
including the nationwide network of 8State EOC's and the Imergency Broadcast System, ¢.qg., Electromagnetic Pulse
protection, and maintenance and support of existing direction, control, and varning systems and Emergency Support
Services for effecting coordination of emergency resources by State and local governments and building a base

survivable crisis management capability.
Administration and management of the Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement (CCA) process.
Meeting civil defense share of the cost of operating the National Emergency Training Center.

Meating Fecieral-level civil defense communications requiremsents in accordance with the survivable crisis
management, sustaining survivors/post attack recovery, and public information objectives «f Presidential policy.

Development and delivery of civil defense training courses to State and local officials and employees at the
National Emergency Training Center in order to meet training requirements consistent with public information

se-9
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and education objectives of Presidential polioy.

Development of emergency informaticn materials for the public on hagards and means of protection, in accordance
vith the public information and education objectives of Presidential poliovy.

Information systems support services (personnal and equipment) for the civil defense program.
Active managesent and monitoring of oontract perforsance in support of verious civil defense activities.

Approximately two-thirds of the workyears provided by Salaries and Expenses are for the implementation at the regional
level of programs, policies, procedures, and guidance developed at headquarters for the civil defense programss,

including:

Megotiating with the States to ensure Statae/local compliance with headquarters guidance and monitoring the
progress of State and local efforts funded through the Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement process.

Providing advice and assistance to State and local governments in the developsent of State and local Emergency
Operations Plars for the protection of the population and industry.

Providing assistance to brosadcast station personnel to identify deficiencies in and upgrades to the Emergency
Broadcast System.

Providing technical support, training, and quality ocontrol measures for State shelter survey personnel.

working vith the States on building the nationwide State Emergency Operating Center network.

Coordinating vith the S8tates on the establishment and maintenance of State and local emergency warning and
communicstions capabilities, including the provision of information and guidance on Rlectromajnetic Pulse to
protect eme comsunications and other systems from the effects of Electromeagnetic Pulse and lesser

rgency
disruptions of electrical services.
Providing assistance in the maintenance and support of existing direction, control, and varning systeams.
Providing assistance to State and local governments to promote the wore effective coordinaticn of emergency
resources by Statas and localities.

Nanning the National Warning Centers.

Operating the Regional Comsunications Centers. s5-10
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1

Coordinating with State Maintenance and Callbration personnel to manage the national inventory of 4.3 million
radiological instruments.

Testing and evaluating dosimeter lpocitlcntlon1 for Navy production contracts on a reimbursable basis.

Training and assisting State communications personnel at the Federal, State and local levels in connectivity
and interoperability.

Working with the States in evaluating the training that is done for FEMA by the States.
cC ishasnts. In 1989, YEMA used $18,628,000 and 172 vorkyears for this activity under Salaries and Expenses.

The civil defenve program activity provided personnel and support costs for accomplishments cited under Emergency

Management Planning and Assistance. In addition, Salaries and Expenses accomplishments included the following:

State and local Emexgency ManAgament .

Developed for publication in the Federal Redister an interim rule to incorporate into regulatory form prosulgated

o
policy and standard operating procedures for Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement (CCA) adminjistration.

o Provided qualitative assessments and evaluations of Emergency Management Assistance program performance.

") Prepared policy, developed quidance, and provided management oversight for the Individual Mobilization Augmentee
(IMA) progras.

o Developed new IMA manning documents with concurrence by the military.

o Managed the Hazard Identification/Capability Assessment Multi-year Development Plan (HICA/AYDP) data base which
contains infcrmation from over 3,000 of the Nation's local emergency managers on the hazards they face and their
ability to respond to disasters.

o Developed and deployed a prototype automated financial reporting and monitoring systes for the CCA.

Radiological Defensa (RARKF)

o Developed and updated operational guidance for implementation of RADEF preparedness capabilities at State and
local levels and for the RADEY data base.

] Provided technical support and guidance to the 49 State RADEF Instrument Maintenance and Calibration facilities
that keep civil defense instruments in a readiness condition.

o Initiated procurement of high-range (0-200R) dosimeters.

o Conducted applied research on dosimeters, chargers, and ratemeters through management support and oversight for

the design and fabrication of tools for use in the radiological instrument development program.

se-11

8LI



E

-N-N-X-]

(- -]

-]

Daveloped and evaluated the implemertation of a draft instructor guide for the Multihasard Planning course.
Developed and published emergency planning guidance documents for State and local governments.

Reviewed 350 BState and local nevw and updated emergency operations plans.

AMpainistered the Shelter Survey Technician program to provide a cadre of qualified applicants to the suu
sumser-hire programs for Pacility Survey.

Reviewed Federal agency building construction budgets in accordance with Executive Order 11490.

Managed a recertification program for Fallout Shelter Analysts (FSA's) to maintain a cadre of *rained personnel
in fallout protective design and evaluation techniques.
Provided shelter analysis for nuclear design to regional, State, and military personnel.

Man.ged the developwment and implementation of a Civil Defense Family Protection prograa.

Initiated a strategy for encovraging other departments and agencies, through FEMA coordination and cooperative
funding, to devel.p plans and guidance for life support functions for which they sre responsible under Executive

Order 12636, entitled Assignment of EBmergency Preparedness Responsibilities.

Atata and local Direction, control and Marning

Frovided technical assistance to State and local governments focusing on the completion of prior year Emergency

°
Operating Center (EOC) projects and provided guidance and technical assistance to seven prototype survivable
crisis menagement projects.

o Provided technical assistance to State and local governments in the development of esergency warning and
comsunications systens.

] Developed Electromagnetic Pulse protection engineering designs for four EOC's.

] Developed a maintenance and survey management information system to enhance State and local capabilities to
maintain the operational capabilities of critical systemse and equipwent.

Rassarch

° Initiated a civil defense stratugic planning process to develop strategic goals and a long-range implementation
plan for civil dJdefense and to interprest Presidential civil defense policy and translate it into prograam concepts
and requireaments which guide program implementation.

o Provided technical direction and managesent for the development of the family preparedness and volunteerisa,
surge, s’rateqic analyses, and emergency public information areas.

[ Maintained accumulated research results, distributed civil defense research reports to Federal, State, and local

st-12
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officials as well as private citizens, and initiated plans to improve utilization of the results of research.

Ixajining and Education

Managed the development and delivery of resident and field Civil Defense Training prograas.

o

o Managed and implemented the Emergency Public Information program. -

o Ranaged the operation and maintenance or the Civil Defense portion of NETC.

Islecommunications and Warning

o Monitored and performed maintenance of equipment and circuits.

-] Participated in daily tests and/or regional and national exercises.

o Trained State Emergency Operating Center personnel in systems operations.

o Provided communications support for regions.

Automated Data Processing

o Developed a three phase Distributed Data Processing (DOP) System for emergency management purposes--completed
Phases I and II and initiated Phase III.

[} Over %0,000 tranaacticns were edited and input into the National Pacility Burvey/Reception and Care Survey
(NFS/RAC) . Reports werw produced on a monthly basis for distribution to FEMA Regions, States, and local
governments.

o Provided training to personnel on the usage of microcomputer versions of the edit and update procedures for
salected data bases.

o Over 40,000 transactions were received and entered into the Radiological Defense (RADEF) Station Inventory

Systems and reports were forwvarded to users.
A decrease of $316,000 veflects a Congressional general reduction, sequester and

Changes Fros the 1990 Estimates.
reprogrammings as identified in the 1990 operating plan.

In 1990, FPEMA is allocating $20,386,000 and 188 workyears to this activity under Salaries and Expenses.

1990 PIOQraAm.
The civil defense program activity wvill provide personnel and support costs for accomplish ts cited under Emergency
Managemant Planning and Assistance. 1n addition, Salaries and Expenses will support:

SE-13
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Gtate and lozal Emexgency. Manadsaant

Providing qualitative assessments and evaluations of Emergency Management Assistance program perforsance.
Preparing policy, developing gquidance, and providing managemsent oversight of the Individual Mobilization Augmentee
frogram, the tmergancy Management Assistance program, and the Emerygency Assessment System.

Monitoring the completion of emergency management self assessments by local government agencies, the correction

[}
by State and local Beergency Management Assistance participants of any deficiencies in Emergency Operating Plans,
and the completiocn of required civil defense training for newly hired esployees.

o Continuing to increase and broaden the use of Individual Mobilization Augmentees at all levels of government.

) Devsloping and distributing exercise support materials to State and local governments.

Radielogical Dafanse (RADKF)

° Revising and uplating RADKF guidance for de:elopment of a base level RADEF State and local government Survivable
Crisis Manages&nt Capability, including: CPG 1-30, Guids for the Design and Development of a Local Radiological
Defense Support System; What Fallout is all About; and the Handbook for Post-Shalter Decontamination Operations.

] Ranaging updates to the RADEF annexes of Emergency Operations Plans to ensure consistency with surgeable and
in-place base level RADEF capabilities.

o Conducting a nationvide RADXF exarcise to determine the readiness level of State and local RADEF capabilit'es.

Pesulatlion Protsction

] Reviewing 330 State and local updated Emergency Operations Plans.

o Kanaging the recertification program for Fallout Shelter Analysts (FSA's) and publishing a directory of FsA's.

-} Developing and publishing emergency planning guidance documents for State and local governments.

o Providing Shelter Analysis for Muclear Design to regional, State, and military personnel.

o Dirseminating technical publications on providing shelters to the architectural/engineering comsunity and to

o

the general public.
Managing the development and implementation of the Family Protection and Volunteer/Self-Help program by defining

progrum requirements, developing an implementation plan, and managing cumpletion and/or refinement of xaterials
for use in the program. Conducting a Symposium on Family Preparedness and Volunteerism to support prograam

implementation.

State and local Direction. Control and Marning

o
(]

Devaloping SCM capabilities in prototype States and initiating SCM planring and development in other States.
Providing assistance for the development and enhancament of Emergency Operating Centers at State and local

levels.
SE-14
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Establishing Operation SECURE (State Emergency Communications Using Radio Rffectively) statevide networks.

o

o Providing guidance and technical assistance to State and local governments for establishing new and enhancing
existing Radio Amateur Civil Emergency Services networks.

o Providing technical support, materials, and equipment to States, localities, and Emsrgency Broadcast Systea
stations for Electromagnetic Pulse protection.

o Kanaging and supporting the automated Maintenance and Services Equipment Inventory and Maintenance Scheduling
Program. .

BRessarch

) Initiating and majraging a program of study and analysis of strategic defense and civil defense at universities
and other study canters.

o Managing the development of policy analyses and guidance to clearly define civil defense concepts, program
options, and requirements.

] Kanaging the development of strategic (oals and objectives and a long-range implementation plan for the U.S.
civil defense progres.

o Nanaging the development and implementation ot surge, strategic plamning, and threat assessment activities, and
planning for military support to civil defense.

fxaining and Educat.on

o Managing the development and delivery of resident and tield Civil Defense training programs.

o Managing the Emergency Public Inforwation prograa.

-] Hanaging the operation and maintenance of the Civil Defense portion of NETC>..

Telecomaunications and Warning

o Issuing orders for removals, changes, am' installations.

] Participating in daily tests and/or regiota. and national exercises.

] Training State Emergency Operating Center personnel in systes operations.

o Providing cosmunications support for regions.

] Providing systems upgrade.

o Manning the National and Alternate National Marning Centers on a 24-hour basis.

Automated Data Procesaing

o Continuing aaintensnce of ADP software for Civil Defense training activities.

o Continuing to provide data bases, damage analysis andt other analytical support for civil defense prograss.

Continuing training of personnsl in the utilization of personal computer and aicrocomputer softwvare devaloped
SE-i5
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A291 Prodram.
an increase of $745,000 and no v rkyears from 1990.

to support program requiremsents.

In 1991, FEXA requests $21,131,000 and 388 workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this activity,
Under Salaries ani Xxpenses, the civil defense program activity

vill provide personnel and support costs for accomplishments cited under Emergency Ranagement Planning and Assistance.
In sddition, Balaries and Expense costs will provide for the following:

State and local EBAIUsDcY NADAGSRANT

Continui to prepare policy, develop guidance, and provide management oversight of the Individual
Mobilization Augmentee (INA) program, the Emergency Management Assistance (ENA) program, and the Emergency

Assessment System.
Enhancing standards of accountability in the EMA prograa.

°

° Managing the collection and analysis of State and local hasard, capability, and planning information.

[} Developing and distributing exercise support materials to State and local governments.

Badiglogical Defense (RADKF)

o Cont/nuing operation of the RITF and expanding its mission support 10le to all civil defense programs, e.9.,
test of Electromagnetic Pulse protection parts.

o Naintaining quality assurance in support of procurement initiatives.

o Continuing the 1989 and 1990 initiatives for the procurement of dosimesters and batteryless dosimmter charviers.

o Initiating the Industrial Preparedness NMeasures for development of & surge/mobilization production capab.lity
for radiological instruments.

Ropulation Pxetection

° Administering the Shelter Survey Technician program to provide a cadre of qualified applicants to the State
summer-hire programs for Facility survey.

] Managing the recertification prograam for PFallout Shelter Analysts (FSA's).

o Managing the development, updating, and publication of emergency management guidence documents for State and
local government responsibilities associated with evacuation and State and local continuity of government.

] Revieving State and local Rsergency Operations Plans.

o Managing the implementation of the Pamily Protection and Volunteer/Self-Help program and the completion and/or
refinement of materials for use in the p and conducting a symposium on family preparedness and volunteer

rogram
issues to support continuing direction and guidance for program implementation.

3E-16
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State and local Direction. Contrel and Marning

Providing technical assistance for the engineering design work, purchase, installation, and msaintenance of
Rlectromagnetic Pulse (ENP) protective devices and systems for selected Emergency Broadcast Systeam (EBS) stations,
Emergency Operating Centers (EOC's), and Warning and Communications systeas.

Developing technical guidance and supporting State and local governments in the development of survivable orisis
management (S5C¥) capabilities (e.9., the design and construction of shelters, eme. vency communications and varning
systems, and POC's) and interfacing and assuring compatibility of comsunications systems.

Providing technical assistance and funding to State and local governmsents for the establishment and enhancement
of Operation SECURE (State IEmergency Communications Using Radio Effectively) systems, Radio Amateur Civil
Emergency Bervices networks, and local varning capabilities.

Rassarch

o Managing a program of study and analysis of strategic defense and civil defense at universities and other study
centers.

] Managing the development of policy analyses and guidance to clearly define civil defense concepts, progras
options, and requirements.

o Managing the development and updating of strategic goals and objectives and a long-range implementation plan
for the U.8. civil defense progranm.

o Managing the development and implementation of surge, strategic planning, and threat assessment activities, and
planning for military support to civil defense.

Ixalning and Education

o Completing restoration of stocks of comprshensive all-hazard public information on threats (including attack)
and means of protection, and maintain the information in up-to-date forms and adequate stocks, properly located
for emergency disseaination.

o Managing the development and production of emergency information, public education and avareness, and related
civil defense materials on peacetime and attack hasards and means of protection for special groups (e.q.,
handicapped, school children), business, and industry.

] Managing the development and delivery of resident and field Civil Defense training programs.

o Managing the operation and maintenance of the Civil Defense portion of NETC.

Talscommunications and Warning

o Participating in national and FEMA exercises.

] Training State Emergency Operating Center personnel in systems operations.

SE-17
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7.

[} Providing communications support to the Regione.

Autonated Data Proceselng

L] Maintaining ADP sortware in support of civil defense training initiatives.
o Contimiing devslopment of emergency response capgbiliiies for crisis management and veporting.

1221 IDCReasas/Dacraasas A net increase of $745,000 for this sctivity reflects the following:

(1) a base increase of $468,000 to adjust resocurces to fully fund requested workyears within overall deficit-reduction
requirements;

(3) an increase of $351,000 for one-half of astimated 1991 costs of a 3.68 1991 G8/GN pay raise; and
(3) an increese Of $26,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 ocosts of SES and Executive 1991 pay raises.
outysar Imnlications. Mo outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Advisaxy and Asalstance Ssrviges. Kone.
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES
NATIONAL EARTHQUAKE PROGRAM AND OTHER HAZARDS
(Dollars in Thousands)

. 1990
1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/
Actual Reguest Eatimate Request Decrease
Estamates Dy Prodram .54 At .0 4 Ant, .04 .5\ .04 Ant. .44 Aat.
A. PRarthquake......... cevesersan 2) $1,368 23 $1,603 23 $1,562 3s $2,910 12 $1,342
B. Hurricane......... ceereessnae 5 241 L] 247 L] 244 H 251 o 7
C. Dam Safety......ccoeeevvenene 3 12% ] 129 3 128 k| 131 ces []
D. Hazard Mitigation Assistance. 2 96 2 100 2 98 2 101 e 3
£. Policy and Planning...... e 12 598 be] £03 ad 584 12 619 roa _as
Total, Earthquake and Other
Hazards (Budget Authority). 43 2,428 46 2,682 46 2,613 58 4,012 12 1,399
Headquarters........coceeesee 32 33 3 45 12
kegions.......c..ieieivi i 12 P 12 P | aaa
Total Permanent............ 45 46 48 58 12
Total MOXKYRALS - ---- .- teeeraaana 45 46 46 58 12

Reflects a decrease of $69,000 resulting from the Congressional general reduction ($4,000), the sequester ($30,000), and
the reprogramming as justified in the 1990 operating plan (§35,000).
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Parsonnal banafita
12.1 Civillan personnel.

11.8 Special personal $ervices PRy 1ents..
11.9 Totad personnel COMPENSBBOr...............cceeieriurens

12.2 MERary personnel.

13.0 Benefts for former persomiel.

23.3 Communications, tiVies, end

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
NATIONAL EARTHQUANE PROGRAM AND OTHER HAZARDS

(Oollars In Thousands)
1990

1900 Current
Beousst £aimase

1900
Acaal
5183 8209 $1.001
24
2

1017 2,09 1.981
»s

2420 2,682 a0

1991

2,648

S 3 3

4,01

Inciease/

S - 5
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NATIONAL EARTHQUAKE PROGRAM AND OTHER HAZARDS

Salaries and Expanses

Authorities. The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (P.L. 93-288, as amended by Public
Law 100-707), 42 U.8.C 5121 gt geg.’ Executive Order 12148, Section 2-102; and the Earthquake Hasards Reduction Act

of 1977, U.8.C. 7701 gt geq.
Activity Description. This Salaries and Expenses saction supports the requested workyears at Hesdquarters and in the
Regic s associated with the National Barthquake Progzam and Other Hazards program and management activities. The major
programs included in this budget activity are as tyllows: the national earthquake program, which provides for
reduction of loss of lives and property from earthquakes at the Federal, State and local levels; the hurricane prograa,
vhich provides teéchnical and financial assistance focr the development of population preparedness and property
protection in high risk-areas; the dam safety program, vhich provides for the coordination of activities to enhance
the safety of dams and provides technical assistance on design, comstruction, maintenance and operation of dams; the
hazard mitigation assistance program, which funds planning efforts to reduce tial hazards: and policy and planning
activities, wvhi.h provide management support and oversight for administrative matters.

1289 Accomplishmentsa. In 1989, FEMA used $2,428,000 and 45 workysars for this activity undsr Salaries and Expenses
These ataff resources were used to accomplish the following: Provided exscutive and management support for the
programe funded under this activity to assure appropriate execution at the State and local levels; planned, coordinated
and executed the first National Earthquake Avareness VWeek; submitted to Congress the MNational ERarthquake Hazards
Reduction Program (NEHRP) Fiscal Year 1988 Annual Report; published the updated [ (1988
Edition) for new construction; managed a cost-shared financial assistance program for States and provided technical
assistance to State and local governments in implementing sarthquake hasards reduction strategies; conducted public
avareness vorkshops, training courses, developed and disseminated K-6 Grade earthquake curriculum and "Big Bird Get
Ready for Earthquakes®™ kits; continued development of regional supplements to the "Plan for PFederal Response to a
Catastrophic Barthquake®; complested hurricane population preparedness projects for Delaware and the Virgin Isiands;
continued projects in 11 additional states; and initiated hazard analyses for 2 areas using SLOSH computer simulation
model; continued property protection project for Tri-State area and provided support for development of a manual on
principles of property damage mitigation; provided leadership for dam safety by coordinating and assessing PFederal
activities through Interagency Committee on Dam Safety and the Federal Guidelines compliance, and co-sponsoring 19
dam safety workshops: and funded 11 haszard mitigation assistance projects such as a handbook on sea-level rise hazard

mitigation.

Changas £rom the 1290 Estimates. Reflects a decrease of $69,000 to accommodate the general reduction ($4,000), the
sequester ($°0,000), and a reprogramming as justified in the 1990 operating plan ($35,000).
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1991 Progran
net increase of $1,399,000 and 12 workyears over 1990.

i
In 1990, FEMA is allocating $2,613,000 and 46 worryears to this activity under Salaries and Epanses.

1290 Program
These resources vill allov FEMA to do the following:

Conth;uo to provide executive and managesent support for execution of the programs funded under this
activity.

Manage the planning and coordination o the overall NEHRP including revision of the WEHRP Pive-Year Plan.
Continue activities to address the seisaic risks posed by nev and existing hasardous buildings and lifeline
systeas.

Continue to manage financial sssistance to support State and local earthquake hatards reduction programs.
Continue to provide technical assistance to State and local governments, the private sector, and individuals
in implementing saithquake hasards reduction activities.

Continue and oqlou 14 hurricane population prepseredness and property protection projects and continue
sugport for hurricane aitigation and public awvareness activities.

Continue to ococordinate the National Dam fafety Program to include completion of the biennial state report
to the President, completion of the Nodel State Dam Safety Program, and ocontinued provision of technical

assistanoce including conducting 10 vorkshops and 8 training sessions.
Provide funding to all regions to tupport hasard mitigation projects at the State and local level.

In 1991, PEMA reqQuests $4,012,000 and 58 wvorkyears under Balaries and Expenses for this activity, a
The base Salaries and Expenses program of 46 workyears and

$2,613,000 vill allov FEMA to continue the following at current level of effort:

[

v O

Continue to provide executive and management support for execution of the programs funded under this

activity.
Manage, plan and coordinate the overall NERRP.
Continue to develop and publish materials addressing seismic design for new buildings, existing hazardous

buildings and l{feline systess.
Manage State financial assistance activities and provide technical assistance to all levels of government
and the private sector in implementing esarthquake hazards reduction activities.

Develop and conduct training courses and public awvareness workshops for earthquake preparedness.

Continue to initiate and revise hurricane population preparedness and property protection projects.
Continue to coordinate the National Dam Safety Program and provide technical assistance and public avareness

saterials and wvorkshops.
Continue to provide funding to all regions to support hazard mitigation projects.

The 1991 request includes a net increase of 12 workyears and $1,399,00C over the 1990 request.

A nDet fncrnu. of 12 vorkyears and $1,)48,000 for this activity retlects the following: (1) an increase of
$23,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of a 3.6% 1991 GS/GM pay raise; and (2) an increase of 12 workyears

uud'tl 323,000 for overall management, administrative and staff support for the specific projects detailed under
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the 1991 Increases of the Emergency Kanagement Planning and Assistance budget section. To elaborate further,

the requested increase vill supgort the following:
Additional hesdguarters stalf dedicated to executing FiMA's statutory assignment as lead agency of the NENRP.

o

° staff to develop, initiate and monitor the p. atioa of ea loes eutimation studies.

o AMditional hesdquarters staff to accelerats seisaic design initiatives.

[ A complement of 4 workyears for the nev {nitiatives im search and rescue; specifically to: (1) manage and
coordinate the National sesrch and rescue database; (2) administer and mor.itor the State equipment grant
program; and (3) provide technical assistance to States in equipment acquisition.

o Training of nev and existing rtaff to enhance the level of performance and technical competency necessary
to accomplish activities under a highly technical pregraa like the NENRP.

] Equipment to allow nev and existing etaff to execute daily responsibilities and adainister programs in a

cost effective manner.
Travel associated with new progras initistives, vith additional staff, and with performance of FEMA's lead

°
role in the NEERP; specifically travel for the NEHRP Advisory Committee, obtaining specific technical
expertise, post earthquaks reconnaissance teams and outreach programs urder the NXHRP.

outyear Implications. In 1992 and beyond, FENA's Salaries and Expenses request vill be commensurate wvith the need
to provide adequate management, administrative and staff resources to support ongoing activities and any new program
initiatives as reguested under Emergency Nanagement Planning and Assistance.

Advisory and Assistance Services. Nove.
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Eatimaten DY Program

A. Radioclogical Emergency Preparedness
B. Hazardous Materiasle................

Total, Technological Hazards
(Budget Authority).............

HeAdQUATLOrS. . ... covtvvvvoosnncnscs
Rogions. ... .ccciititececrecronossncns
Total Permanent. ....cccceeeeeccsnses

Total MOLKYRALR:::tcccocerescossscccscs
Changes from Original 1990 Estimate.

Reflects a net increase of $601,000 and

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
Technological Hasards
(Dollars in Thousands)

1989 1990
Actual Request
.04 Amt. n Ant.
78 $3,802 94 $4,431
i3 _6a) V- Y J- ¥ {
93 4,485 109 5,183
32 36
81 22
93 109
93 109

8 vorkyears for the following:

Badiglogical Emergency Preparedness
A net increase of $287,000 from the following:
o a transfer back of $32,000 and 1 vorkyear which wvas loaned to General Counsel in 1989 for legal assistance.

o a transfer of $306,000 from other FL.A activities as justified in the 1990 operating plan.

o a Congressional decrease of $47,0C0 from the sequester.
© a reprogramming decrease of $4,000 as justified in the 1990 operating plan.

Hazardous Materisls

A net increase of $)14,000 from the following:
O @8 Congressicnal increase of $350,000 and 7 workyears
o a decrease of $10,000 resulting from the sequester.

o a reprogramming of $26,000 as justified in the 1990 operation plan.

1990
Current
| 44 Amt.
95 $4,718
42 l.0¢¢
117 5,784
41
18
117
117

1991
Reguest
)¢ Amt.
95  $4,800
2 idl
117 5,911

4
16
117
117

Increase/
34 .7 19
e $82
dd u
.o 127
Al
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES

TECHNOLOGICAL HAZARDS
(Oollars in Thousands)
1990
1900 1990 Current
83,431 84,108 84,502
13
4
17
$.500 4,108 4,502
820 o bal J
433 644 [ )
2
1
20
4,408 8.183 8,704

1991

: 8 3,

(00)
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Iashnologicil Hazards

Authoritias. rederal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.8 C. App. 2302(b)(8): P.L. 99-499, Superfund
Amendment and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (BARA): and Executive Orders 12148, 12241, and 12657.

mﬂm' This supports the request for Salaries and Expenses and wvorkyears st Headguarters sid in the
field associated vith the Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP) and Hagsardous Materials (HAZMAT) programs. The
vorkyears funded under this activity provide staff who implement FEMA programs which, through technical and financial
assistance and coordination, develop/foster Federal, State and local capabilities to variously prepare for, respond

to, or mitigate the consequences of technological emergencies.

1989 Accompliahments. In 1989, FEMA used $4,48%,000 and 9) workyears for this activity under Salaries and Expenses.
Noteworthy staff accomplishments included the following: Cospleted 718 of initial findings and determinations
under 44 CFR 150; conducted reviews or issued findings involving over 200 actions; participated in two Atomic Sazety
and Licensing Board (ASLB) hearings; avaluated 53 exercises and } Alert and Notification (A&N) demonstration; conducted
S REP Exercise Evaluator Courses for Federal and State personnel; developed and disseminated a "Handbook of Chemical
Hazard Analysis Procedures™; developed a “Hazardous Material Exercise Evaluation Methodology and Manual® with which
to assess the design and effecti nese of hazardous materials exercises; developed & guide on "Planning, Design,
Installation, and Operation of Community Warning System® for cheamical emergencies: supported development of the "Exxon
Valdes 0il 8pill ~ A Report to the President”™; and sponsored and provided technical support in the conduct of HAZMAT

exercises.

changes frxom the 1990 Estimates. Reflects a nat increase of $601,000 and 8 workyears for the following: (1) a net
increase of $287,000 for the REP program, wvhich includes a transfer back of $32,000 and 1 workyaar which was loaned
to General Counsel in 1989 for legal assistance; a transfer from other activities of $306,000 to fully fund requested
vorkyears; and a decrease of $47,000 for the sequester; and a reprogramming decrease of $4,000; and (2) a net increase
of $314,000 and 7 workyears in the HAIMAT program, which includes a Congrecssional increase of $350,000; a decrease
of $10,000 for the sequester; and a reprogramming decrease of $26,000 and 7 workyears as justified in the 1990

operating plan.

1990 Program- In 1990, FPEMA is allocating $5,784,00C and 117 workyears to this activity under Salaries and Expenses.
REP staff activities will focus on commercial fixed nuclear power plant facilities stressing preparedness inmprovecsnts
through exercise. It is anticipated that 878 of these sites will have received initial formal apprnoval under 44 CFR
350 by the close of 1990. FEMA staff will conduct reviews or issue findings involving about 200 actions; participate
in 3 ASLB hearings: evaluate 59 exercises and ) At(N demonstrations; continue to update and sxercise the Federal
Radiclogical Emergency Response Plan (FRERP); and provide technical assistance in the form of guidance documents.
A significant amount of staff effort at FEMA Headquarters vill be devoted to preparing or revising regulations,
memoranda of understanding, intersgency agreements, and guidance documents to meet the requirements of E.O0. 12657.
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In the HAZMAT area, staff will provide assistance in exercise design and evaluation to test the efriciency and
adequacy of local «mergency response plans: finalisze and distribute the FEMA S-year HAZMAT work plan; continue
to provide planning and preparedness guidance and technical assistance to State and local governments on

emergency varning system and in implementing SARA Titlé IIs and sponsor and participate in HAIMAT conferences/

workshops.

1991 Prodram. YEMA requests $5,911,000 and 117 vorkyears under Salaries and Zxpenses for this activity, a net increase
of $127,000 and no workyears over 1990. The resources will be devoted to the following activities by each of the

programss

a. wmmmnmmu;mmmm - FEMA staff vill conduct revievs or issue findings
olvirg over 200 actions.

b. Atgeic Safety aud Licansipg Board (ASLB H 4riings) - There are three ASLE hearings projected where FENA staff can
expected to appear as expert vitnesses, or have other substantial involvement.

= There are approximately 60 projected exsrcises vhich will require very significant

staff support.
- FEMA staff will complete revision of the Federal Radiological Emergency Preparedness

d. LﬁmLxumn_DzAm
Rlan (FRERP), to bring it in line with K.0. 12657, implementing rule 44 CFR 252, the National Systes for Emergency
Coordination, and lessons learned from Fri-2 and the Chernobyl accident response.

Bublic Rducation - staff will conduct periodic reviews of public inforsation materials and continue Joint
Inforwation System technical assistance/site visits.

L. Technical Assistance and Agrssments - Staff will continue development of gu'dance documents and interagency
agreemants/memoranda of understanc.ng and continue to conduct an in-depth reviev of all REP documents establishing
a schedule for their revision, as necessary, including revisions required by £.0. 12657. A very significant
effort by Headquarters staff is anticipated in this area to meet any request vhich may be made under the Executive
Order for FEMA to put in place appropriate site-specific emsargency preparedness plans. This effort would extend
to plan preparation, and exercising the plan for response to an actual offsite emergency. In addition, the effort
ocould extend to an initial Federal response to an actual esergency.
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HAZMAT
-~ With an enhanced staff, FEMA vill concentrate efforts on establishing and

g. Exercise of State and Local Elans
supporting a HAZMAT exercise program at Headquarters and in the Regions with wvhich to assess emergency planning
and response capabilities at the State and local level.

h. - Staff vill continue to provide guidance and technical assistance to State and local governments,

SARA Title III
augmenting their efforts to define the potential riwks and corresponding protective measures associated with the
hasardous substances existing in their respective communities.

1. Training - staff will contimue to identify HAIMAT training needs, and design training course materials for field-

delivered training wodules.

Hazaxdous Materials Intormation Exchmpge (HMIX) - Through coordination with the private and public sectors,
FEMA staff will expand the HMIX to encoapass additional categories of information to support special areas of
emphasis i1dentified by State and local governments.

1991 Increasea/Decrease. The 1991 request includes an increase of $127,000 for the following: (1) a base increase
of $54,000 to adjust resources to fully fund requested vorkyears within overall deficit-reduction requirements: (2)
an increase of $68,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of a 3.6% 1991 GS/GM pay raise; and (1) an increase of
$5,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of SES and Executive 1991 pay raises.

‘ . A very significant staff-intensive workload could be generated in the outyears if and wvhen
requescs are received under E.0. 12657 for the development of plans and in those instances where &z radiolcgical

emergency occurs requiring an initial Feder:l response. Under provisions of the Order, FEMA will generate new or
revised rsgulations, guidance, and agreements vith other agencies nacessary to provide the required rescurces fcor an

initial Federal resphnse to an actual emergency, i{f one should occur.

It is expected that the requestud staffing level vill be required as a base for the HAZMAT program in the
foresesable future.

Mvisory and Assistance Sexvices. Nome.
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SALARIES AND RBXPENSES
PRDERAL PREPAREDNRSS
(Dollars in Thousands)

4
1990
1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/
Vg Actual ] Ratimats Request Dacrease
Eatimates by PIodras .1 ¢ ARk, n Ant., .14 Ant. .2 ¢ ant. n ant.
A. Government Preparedness... 812 $44,948 901 $46,649 901 $45,798 901 $45,669 ces  =$129
8. Emergency Intformation and
Coordination Center..... é 178 8 307 [ ] 303 [ ] 8363 e 62
C. Mobilisation Preparedness. 37 2,08) 39 2,239 39 2,208 k1) 2,23 34
D. Pederal Readiness and
Coordination......... 22 1.558 il 1,766 _29 1,740 _29 __1.62% asa =113
Total, Federal Preparedness
(BDudget Authority) 882 43,744 977 50,961 277 50,046 277 49,890 102 -148
w:-............... 529 656 636 656 oo
Total, Permanent......... [ 1 F] 277 977 9277 e
TotAl WOLKYRAKE: ¢ ccococsrssses [T} 277 977 977

Changes from Original 1990 Estimates, Reflects a decrease of $913,000 to accommodate Congressional general reductions,
the sequester and a reprogramming, as justified in the 1990 operating plan.
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES

FEDERAL PREPAREDNESS
(Dollars in Thousands)
1990
1900 1900 Current 1991 increase/
Acsal Beouest Estimate Bsouest Recreass
OBJECT CLASS
1.1 Hﬂ per 30,877 834,047 $34,270 834,042 $572
11.3 Other than full-Sme per nt 3
11.8 Other personnel COMPENSANION. ...............cneeennenr 2,500 1,413 2,008 2678
11.8 Special personal Services payments. .. - 200
11.8 Totl personnel COMPENSRBION....................coceusee, - 4,190 38,300 38,9568 87,620 1,168
Parsonnel benefts
12.1 Civillan personnel. 6,183 8,907 ..587 6,340 (2%)
12.2 Mileary per ol.
13.0 Benefits f0r former per vel.
Non-Personnel Costs
21.0 Travel and raneportation of persons.................... 3,108 3,800 3,049 3,350 (299)
22.0 Traneportation of things. ............. - 114 100
1,000 1,200 1,200 1.200
2 600 [h] 330 1)
8 24
2,708 3,000 1.02¢ 800 (224)
(5) 400
1,164 800 50 (450)
@76 s0.081 50,048 9,00 (149
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Indaxal Precaredness

1.

3.

4.

Authority, The National Security Act of 1947, as amended, 50 U.$.C. App. 4041 Defense Productiom Act of 1950, as
amended, 50 U.8.C. App. 2061, 1 Pederal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.8.C. App. 3251 ot _aeg.’

the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief Act, 42 U.s.C. App. 5121 gt aeg.’, and Executive Orders 12148 and 12636.
ides salaries,

W The Fedcral Preparedness activity under Salaries and Expenses prov
benefits, ADP, and other varied progras support. The Government Preparsdnies program of this activity is described
in a sepurats submission. The remaining programse involve a variety of activities, including the staffing and operation
of the Emergency Information and Coordination Center (RICC), and the ocoordination of Pederal interagency efforts by
subject-matter the implementation of FENA's lead-agency role in government-vide preparedness activ-

experts through
ities, thus ensuring that the necessary support ocapabilities exist for a coordinated Pederal response in the event

of an esergency. .

AtA2 socompiishaants. In 1989, FENA used $43,744,000 and 682 workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this activity.
Resources provided for planning, ooordination, interagency liaison, sxsrcise management, and analysis activities to
the progrem activities deecribed under Eme Nanagement Planning and Assistance. In addition, direct

support rgency
Salaries and Expenses ioccomplishments included the following:

o nmmmsm_m_fmxmnm Implemented an informstion system that provided support to
GRSrgency management teams in the event of a crisis, i.e., natural disasters, nuclear reactor incidents, etoc.

Coordinated policy guidance for implementation of resources and mobilisation

assessient (nformation management systems; supported the establishment of industrial emergency councils; and
ooordinated FEMA's participation in intersgency forums to develop methods of sharing cosmon-use emergency
management information across the Pederal Government, thus eliminating duplication of efforts.

o Completed and tested the effectiveness of emergency action option rpon

Iedezal Readinsss apd Coordination.

in approving executive-level crisis decisionmaking: issued basic emergency p redness and resp qu
undar auspices cf the National Security Council (NSC) policy: implemented revision of Executive Order 12636 and
revised Exscutive orders 12148, 10480, 10421, and 11179 to support Executive Branch policy decisions; assessed
and updated Federal, national, and regional-level emergency plans and guidance to assure consistency and compa-
tibility with State, local and private sector planning and preparedness activities; and implemented the national
coordination structure to provide a consistent Federal response and facilitate resolution of national policy
issues.

changss fxom tha 1990 Estimatas, Reflects a decrease of $915,000 in response to Congressional general reductions,
the sequester, and a reprogramming as justified in the 1990 operating plan.
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7.
8.

In 1990, PEMA is allocating a total of $50,046,000 and 977 workyears under Salacies and Expenses for

this uctgvity. The requested funding level will allow for ongoing activities and responsibi)ities described above
and under Emergency Management Planning and Assistance, and in addition, enable FEMA to accowplish the following:

o mnm“mm, Coordinate programs invelving resources base mobilizaticn; examine and update the
conoepts relating to lementation of the Defense Production Act, Titles, I, III, snd VII with emphasis on
graduated mobilization response capabilities; and develop internal) FEMA guidance for the use of Defense Production
Act priorities and allocations authorities.

[ Fadexal Raadinsss and Courdination, Dsvelop National Defense Executive Reserve (1.DER) training courses and
vorkshops for the National Emergency Training Center (NETC) and policy guidance for Federal departments and
agencies; revise and issue the Fedural Preparedness Guidance document series; publih, provide ttaininr in, and
test the Federal Civil Emergency Actions Guidelist (PCEAG), including softwvare do umentation, cross-indexing,
and update/addition of emergency action short-fors papers; assess the results of pilit civil readiness evalnations
and begin the next evgluation cycle; in ate emergency action option papers with continuity of governsent plans
and complete coordination of revised National Security Action documents; and initiate the NSEP program element.
Develop and participate in FEMA-sponsored and DOD exercises; and coordinate inters jency use of existing data bases
and models to provide options to support the management decisionmaking process.

1991 Program. FEMA requests $49,898,000 and 977 workyesars under Salaries and Expenies for this activity, a decrease
of $148,000 from 1990. This will provide funding and wvorkyears to coordinate and devilop national mobilization policy;

provide specific planning requirements and guidance to the Federal departments and agencies; provide for qualitative
and quantitative analysis to support policy and planning; determine mobilization capability and identify shortfalls
in mobilization capability compared to requiremsents to show vhere special attentior. by Federal departments and agencies
must be placed. MNobilization policy issues include U.S. dependence on foreign m.rkets, the effects of laws and trade
policy on industry's ability to mobilize resourves, and coordination of policy options to improve U.S8. industrial

mobilization capability.

2888, A net decrease of $148,000 for this activity refl.cts the following:
(1) a base decrease of $829,000 to adjust resources to fully fund reqg.ested workyears vithin overall defict-

reduction requiresents; ~
(2) an increase of $56%,000 for one-half of astimated 1991 costs of . 3.68 1991 GS/GN pay raise;

(3) an increase of $116,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of SES and Executive 1991 pay raises.

outvaar Implications, No outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Advisory and Assistance Services., WNone.
. SE-32
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SALARIES‘AND EXPENSES
TRAINING AND FIRE PROGRAMS
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990
1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/
Actual Baquast Reaqiest
Estimatss by Program Elsment X amt. M Aamt.  MX Amt. MY Amt. MX  Amt,
A. Emergency Management
Institute.............. 7 $ 3% 9 $ 415 12§ 527 9 $ 1396 -3 $-131
B. Natiocnal Pire Academy.... 73 3,592 41 2,027 76 3,6%) 76 J,644 oo -9
C. U.S. rire Administration. 18 928 10 90, 24 1,084 24 1,212 ces 128
U. NETC 8ite Administration. saa s 30 3.28) .. ———— aaa ———— asa asa
Total, Training and Fire
Programs
{Budget Authority)..... 100 4,910 118 5,626 112 5,264 109 5,252 =) -12
Changes from Origainal 1990 Estimates. Reflects a net decrease of $362,000 in response to the following: a
Congressional decrease of $548,000 and 16 wvorkyears for the return of the Livil Defense portion of NETC Site
Administration to that activitys Congressional increases of $120,000 and ) workyears for SARA Ti%le III training grant

support, $50,000 and 1 workyear for HAZMAT first responder training, and $198,000 and 6 workyears for USPA activities; a
decrease of $37,000 in response to Congrassional general reductions and sequaster; and reprogrammings of $12%,000 as

justified in the 1990 operating plans.
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES

TRAIN'NG AND FIRE PROGRAMS
(Ooflevs in Thousends)
19009 1990
Actual Beouest
OBJECT CLASS
1.1 gﬂm ......................... 83,602 84,044
11.3 Other than R4-tme permanent.. 32 -
n [ ]
[ ]
3.670 4,083
863 738
Non-Pecaoansl Coets
21.0 Travet and Uaneportation of Persons. ........... . ... 223 %8
22.0 Transportation of things... e e 1
23.1 Rarta) pmymerzs 0 GSA. ..
188 350
1 .
o8 50
80 2
149 41
33.0 investments and ioans.. ... ........... .. e
41.0 Grants, subeicies and contributions.
42.0 ingurance claime and indemnities. ...
43.0 interost aNA VICONDD............. . ..ot s e, - . ..
Total ODNQRNONS. ........ .. ..o oot et e e 4910 5.020

4,0Mm

878

173

L))
74

1991
Beouest

84,074

JLE.

5.252

12
10

(48)

13

02
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N

Ixalning and Fire Prograns

Autbority. Robert T. Stafford Disaster Reliaf and Emeargency Assistance Act, 42 U.8.C. 5121 gt sag.’ National Becurity
Act of 1947, 30 U.8.C. 404; Defense Production Act of 1930, U.8.C. App. 2061 gt geg.’/ National Plood Insurance Act
of 1268, as amended; the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 4001 ot seg.’ and the Federal

Pire Prevention and Control Act of 1974, 18 U.8.C. 2201 gt aeq.

]
opisctive/Elenant Description. Thir activity provides the funds for the workyears and the related axpenses necsssary
to develop and deliver the programe that prepare Federal, State, and local officials, their supporting staffs,
emergency first responders, volunteer groupe, and the public to meet the responsibilities and challenges of domestic
emergencies through planning, mitigation, preparedness, response, and long-term recovery. Pire Prevention and Control
activities are develuped and delivered through the United States rire Administration (USFA). Educational programs
are provided through the Emergency Managsement Institute (ENI), and the National Pire Academy (NFA).

o Imargancy Managsment Institute. These vorkrur- are responsible for providing guidance and direction in the

developmant and delivery of tha ENI's non-civil defense training and education progras. They are also responsible
for the development of guidelines for delivery of the nationwide EMI non-civil defense field training program,
providing technical expertise in the development of courses, and supporting and assisting with the delivery of

the educational prograam.

] Naticoal Pirs Acadsmy. These workyears are responsible for providing guidance, direction, and technical expertise
in the development and revision of courses and educational progras materials; managing the delivery of a
nationvide fleld training program delivered in cooperation with State and local sponsors; managing and assisting
with the delivaery of a resident training program; and operating and maintaining the facility and supporting the
sducational program of the Nationsl Fire Academy.

These workyears are responsible for adaministering the various programs of the USPA;

c{ and technical field
n

o .8, Fire Administration.
formation analysis,

providing policy end technical progras direction, review, and evaluation; pioviding pold
activities assistance: providing policy and technical reviev and updating of materials,
and information dissemination.

1989 Accompliabaants. In 1989, FEMA used $4,910,000 and 100 vorkyears for this activity under Salaries and Expenses.

[} Emargancy Managemant Institute. The resources supported EMI resident training program and curricula activities.
The functions of these workyears include curricula, course, and materials development, revision and evaluation;
research, testing and application of educational methodologies and technological media advances; and manageasnt
of contracts, grants and adjunct faculty.

] National rire Acadamy. These resources vere devoted to the course development and revision processes;! off-campus
course delivery programs; support for State and local fire training efforts; providing technical and professional
expertise in the development of courses; and to the on-campus course delivery programs. Other resources were
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devoted to the operation and paintenance of the Yacilicy and providing admissions, procurement, media, learning
resource center, and management services in support of the NFA educational program.

. This level of funding provided staff effort for enhancing the arscn program effort

0.8, rire administration
through the use of computer technology: expanding the private/public interaction in fire prevention; concluding
the Project Fires program; investigating hasardous materials, protective clothing, and improving the datez flow;

and data and information management.
Reflects & net decrease of $362,000 and 6 workyears in response to the following:

Changes Yrom the 1990 Estimates.
a Congressional decrease of $548,000 and 16 workyears for the return of the Civil Defense portion of NETC Site
AMministration to that activity; Congressional increaces of $120,000 and 3 workyears for SARA Title III traiiing

grant support,

$50,000 and 1 workyear for HAZMAT first responder training, and $198,000 and 6 workyears for JSFA

activities; a decrease of $57,000 in response to Congressional gereral reductions and sequester; and roprognntnqa
of $125,000 as justified in the 1990 operating plans.

In 1990, FEMA is allocating $5,264,000 and 112 vorkyears to this activity under Salaries and Expensss.

.

A220 Progaras
This level of funding provides for the following:

(-]

Eaargency Managamsent Institute. These resources support the EMI training program. These vorkyears are required
to manage and support YEMA training activities reflucted under Emergency Management Planning and Assistince, and

to ensure that the training is technically accurate, educationally sound, and delivered in the most cost effective
manner. Functions include curricula, course, and materials development, revision and evaluation; research,
methodologies and technological media advances:; and management of

testing and application of educational
contracts, grants, and adjunct faculty. These vorkyears are essential to the continuation of the resident
training program, particularly for the train-the-trainer courses conducted in residence to support the field

deployment system.

Mational Fire Academy. These resources are devoted to the course development and :evision processes; off-campus
course delivery programs; support for State and local fire training efforts; providing technical and professional
experts in the development. of courses; and to the on-campus course delivery program. The funding also provides
a portion of the resources necessary to manage the operation and maintenance of the facility; admissions and

registration services for NKFA; procurement, budget and fiscal support, and media services for NFA; curriculum
coordination and long-terms evaluation and accreditation coordination for the NFA educational programs; and overall

FEMA training progras management and coordination.
: This program provides personnel resources to marage the fire prevention and arson

U.8. rire Adainistration:
control activities; monitor the residential sprinklers research; provide technical assistance in the development
and delivery of two videoconferences; work with the private sector to enhance Federal/private sector relations
and private sector participation; monitor efforts to improve firefighter protective clothing and equipsent)
provide guidance in the collection and dissemination of fire data, and reviev and authorize reimbursement to local

fire services for tighting fires on Federal property.
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In 1991, FEMA requests $5,252,000 and 109 workysars under Salaries and Expenses for this activity, a

A28 Prodram
net decrease of $12,000 and 3 workyears from 1990.

Emargeancy Managemant Institute. These resources vill be used to support the EXI reasident training program.
These VOrkyears are required to manage and support FEMA training activities reflected under Emergency Management
Planning and Assistance, and to ensure that the training is technically accurate, educationally sound, and
delivered in the most cost effective manner. Punctions include curricula, course, and materials developmsent,
revision, and evaluation; research “esting and application of educational methodologies and technological medias
advances; and management of contracts, grants, and adjunct faculty (nine workyears). These workyears are
essential to the oontinuation of the resident training program, particularly for the train-the-trainer ceurses

oconducted in residence to support the field deployment systea.

mw. This funding will provide resources for managing and participating in the course
development and revision process (15 wvorkyears): managing the delivery of NFA developod courses through a network
of State and local fire training programs, supplementing and not duplicating training programs available to fire
servioce personnel offc e at local training centars. These personnsl vill also be responsible for training State
and local personnel to become trainers of NFA developed courset (nine workyears): overall management and planning
functions; and on-campus instruction, student counselling, and course manag t requir ts in order to assure
the quality offerings expected of NFA (2) workyears). The funding also provides a portion of the resocurces

ary to manage the operation and maintenance of the facility; admissions and registration services for NPA;
procurement, budget and fiscal support, and media services for KFPA: curriculum coordination and long-term
evaluation and aocreditation coordination for the NFA educational programs; and overall FEMA Craining progras

management and coordination (29 workyears).

.8, Fire Administration. This level of rsscurces will support activities to provide management and oversight
to the many and varied programs carried out by the Fire Adsinistration in collecting, analysing, and disseainating
fire data, research, and application of materials to provide a safer environment for the Nation's fire service.
Fire prevention and arson control activities and coordination of fire policy and sanagesent vill also be provided.

The U.8. Fire Administration is challenged by the fragmented nature of the nation's career and volunteer fire
In the absence of any effective intermediats organizational structure bstween the Pedersl and loocsl

servioe.
levels, the only way to ensure effective communication between the USFA and the working fire service, which is
the ultimate beneficiary of USFA's programs, is to devote a significant portion of staff time to field activities.
These act.ivities involve substantive participation in regional fire service technical meetings as vell as visits

to indivicdual representative fire departments.

Anothar major in-house program activity i{s related to the dissemination of public fire education materials,
technical inforsation related to such topics as sprinklers and smoke detectors, and both statistice related to
the nation's fire problem and special analyses of thoee statistics focusing on specific aspects of the fire
problem. This is one of the USPA's principal delivery mechanisss for its progras products and ires a
s_.gnificant amount of statf time for responding to requests for publications, revi.eving and updating publications
on & regular basis, and performirg special analyses of fire data in response to public and private sector
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requests. In addition, requests for reimbursehent for fighting fires on Federal property are reviewed ard
authorized. The 24 workyears are utilized to perform the following activities:

Program administration (contract and grant administration)

Policy and technical program direction, raview and evaluation

Policy and technical field activities .
Policy and technical review and updating of matarials, in-house analysis, and materials and information
dissemination
Clerical support

. A decrease of 3 vorkyears and a net decrease of $12,000 for this activity reflect che
following: (1) a base increase of $13,000 to adjust resou'cus to fully fund requested workyears vithin overall
deficit-reduction requirements; (2) an increase of $60,000 f2r one-half of estimated 1991 costs of a 3.6% 1991 GS/GM
pay raise; (3) an increase of $33,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of SES and Executive 1991 pay raises; and
(¢) a decrsase of ) workyears and $118,000 for termination of funding for SBARA Title I1II training grants.

OQutvear Implications. There are no outysar implications beyond the 1991 request.
Advisoxy and Assistance Services. None anticipated.
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES
FLOOD INSURANCE AND NITIGATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1989
Actual (1)
Eatimates by Program Klamant 14 Amt.
A. Flood Plain Nanagesent
Flood Studies and Surveys...... 37 $2,798
Flood Hazard Reduction......... 84 4,120
Purchase of Property........... —8 2\
Subtotal, PFlood Plain Management
(Budget Authority)......... 147 7,209
B. Insurance Activities
(Budget Authority)......... 30 . 2.933
Total, Plood Insurance and
Mitigation...........00000 197 10,164
Headquarters.....cc.ceocveveanesce 103
ROgiONS. ..ot osroncesnnnne 23
Total, Permanent......ccce00 197
TOtal MOLKVRALE s+ ccovecevorenasns 197

changss from Original 1990 Ratimatss. Mone.

1990
Baguast (1)
0 .

S8 $2,831

5 4,176
—& _au
149 7,321
-4 412
203 10,734
107
-af
203
20)

1990
Current
Ratimate (1)
n .
1) $2,051
t 1] 4,176
—8 —224
149 7,321
34 _3.422
203 10,734
107
b1
203
03

(1) Reflects a trensfer of unobligated balance froam the National Flood Insurance rund.

1991
Raquaus (2)
70 4 .

58 32,938

3 4,29
—& a0
149 7,534
34 _2.344
203 11,078
107
24
203
203

Increase/.

oo § 87
vee 117

(2) Requests a transfer of unobligated balance from the National Flood Insurance Pund to Salaries and Expenses.
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES

FLOOD IMBURANCE AND MITIGA TION
(Oollers In Mousands)
1990
1000 1990 Current 1991 incresse/
Acusl Beoues Eximale Becvest Deciease
57,904 88,504 88,042 83,040 7
118 .
n
8.1m 0.504 8.042 8,049 7
1,241 [ 24 1,287 1,342 e ]
640 I 04 7% ]
[}
t 4 380 19 - 44 108
[ ]
10,104 10,734 10,734 11,078 344
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A. rlood Insurance and Mitigation

Authority. National FPlood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended, and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973,
as amended, 42 U.8.C. 4001 ot aeg.

ebiective/Elamant Dascription. This section supports the requested workyears at headquarters and in the
regions associated with the oversight and administration of flood plain management in support of the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and vith oversight of operations of the National Plood Insurance Prograa.

Flood Plain Management (ctivities are designed to provide an integrated and comprshensive approach to reducing
the loss of lives and damage to property due to floods at the Federal, State, and local level.

All funding for this activity is derived by the transfer of unobligated balance from the Mational Plood
Insurance Frund to the Salaries and Expenses appropriation. PFor 1991, the Administration intends to restore
all costs of this activity to the Pund by levying user fees on policyholders.

1989 Accomplishmants. In 1989, PEMA used $10,164,000 and 197 workyears for this activity under Salaries and
Expenses. These staff resources were used to accomplish the following:

klgod Plain Managamsent
Conducted 152 initial time and cost mestings wvith communities to set the scope of study for floud
insurance studies or restudies.

Conducted 355 final community consultation meetings to explain the result of completed flood insurance
studies or restudies.

Managed 1,755 studies and restudies currently undervay by monitoring the progress of technical evaluation
and study contractors.

Evaluated 2,709 official appeals or revisions to flood insurance rate maps.
Effected 5035 communities tor conversion to the regular phase of the NFIP. .

Operated a fee charge systen for flood study reports and maps and for the review of proposed flood
control projects to reduce escalating coets for this service.

Managed distribution operations for 7.5 million flocd map panels and archive map microfilming operations.

Planned procurement for 132 flood insurance restudies and 106 Limicted Map Maintenance Projects.
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Managed special studies and planning for erosion rate studies.

Managed various engineering and research studies for program development and improvement.

Completed a saintenance level plan for flood risk studies and mapping.

Provided technical assistance to the more than 17,800 communities that participated in the NFIP and.to
other Fedsral, State, and local officials: mesbers of the private sector; and, individual citizens in
interpreting and applying the policiss, procedures, and regulatory requirements of the NFIP.

Kanaged the Community Assistance and Community Compliance programs to assure that minimus requirements
for program participation vere met as well as initiated probation actions for noncompliant communities.

Assisted more than 1,800 communities in updating their flood plain management ordinances.

Provided leadership to implement a Unified National Prograa for flood plain management and completed “he
first phasse of a national assessaent og the status of flood plain management.

Developed, interpreted, and reviewed flood plain management regulations, standards, policy directives,
and legislation.
Reviewved and selected flood-damaged properties for purchase.

Provided support for the insurance aspects of the program including agent and lender workshops, visiting
agents and lenders during community assistance visits, and assisting the lending community wvith regard to

mandatory purchase requiremsents.

Insurance Activitiss

Developed two nev policy products - a preferred risk policy and a condominium master policy.

Developed a comprshensive plan covering all NFIP marketing activities.

Published updated mandatory purchase guidelines to assist lenders vith flood insurance purchase
requirements.

Conducted a third nationwide video conference on flood plain management.

Completed the field survey, as part of the developmsent of a community rating system.
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Completed the core of the enhanced actuarial information system.

4. changes from the 1990 Estimates. None.

In 1990, FEMA is allocating $10,734,000 and 20) wvorkyears to this activity under Salaries and

4990 Program
Expenses. Resources will be used to accomplish the following:

Heod Plain Managament

Conduct 162 initial time and cost meetings with communities to set the scope of study for flood insurance
studies and restudies and plan procurement for these studies and 130 limited map updates.

Conduct 480 final community consultation meetings to explain the results of completed flood insurance
studies or restudies.

Manage 1,363 studies and restudies underwvay by monitoring the progress of technical evaluation and study
contractors.

Bffect 410 community conversions to the regular phase of the NIFP.

Evaluate 2,700 official appeals or map revision requests.

Operate fee charge systems for flood maps, reviews of proposed flood control projects, and archive
flood risk study data requests.

Manage distribution operations for 8 million flood map panels.

Continue planning and testing of procedures for erosion rate stu.ies.

Manage various engineering and research studies for program development and {mprovement.
Manage a study on the effects of sea level rise on the NFIP as mandated by P.L. 101-137.

Provide technical assistance to the more than 17,800 communities that participate in the NFIP and to
other Federal, State, and local officials; members of the private sactor:; and, individual citizens in
interpreting and applying the policies, proredures, and requlatory requirements of the NFIP.

Manage the Community Assistance and Communiy Compliance programs for the NFIP to assure tnat the minimum
roqul(c-ont- for program participation are adopted and fully implemented.
SE-4)
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Determine eligibility, suspensions, and reinstatements of noncompliant WNFIP communities.

Initiate probation actions for noncompliant NFIP communities.

Provide technical assistance to State and local govermments and private concerns regarding flood plain
nm?nmt and flood hazard reduction issues directly and supplemented by Federal and State agency
services

Coordinate with and assist national building code organisations to incorporate flood plain management
standards in their codes.

Bffect liaison and support vith State groups to promote flood plain management and flood hasard reduction
programs.

Provide leadership to implement a Unified National Program for Flood Plain Management.

Develop, interpret, and review flood plain management regulations, standards, policy directives, and
legislation.

Reviev and select flood-daraged property for purchase.

Provide support for the insurance aspects of the program including agent and lender workshops, visiting
agents and lenders during community assistance visits, and assisting the lending community wvith regard to

mandatory purchase requiresents.

lnsurance Activitiss

Manage the servicing contract which provides day-to-day operational support for the NFIP.

Oversee further development of the enhanced actuarial systea to provide more detailed risk zone data for
other research needs.

Complets the Write-Your-Own program evaluation to analyze the impact of Write-Your-Own on the NFIP and
determine possible cost savings that can be achieved.

Continue to work with Write-Your-Own companies, agents, and lenders to develop sound approaches to
effectively market the flood insurance programs.

Perform claims and underwriting administration reviews of Write-Your-Own cowpanies and claims

reinspections of Write-Your-Own claims, pursuant to the Write-Your-Own financial control plan.
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6.

Work with Pederal instrumentalities to assist lenders with their responsibilities under the Flood
Disaster Protection Act of 1973.

Conduct the annual actuarial reviewv of insurance experience and analyse catastrophic reserve
requirements. N

Perform field tests of the administrative aspects of a community rating systes.
Continue to implement the eroeion benefits program established by P.L. 100-242.
In 1991, FEMA requests $11,078,000 and 20) workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this

.

1991 Prodram
activity. These tunds will be used to accomplish the fcllowing:

rlood Plain Managdsment

Conduct 142 initial time and cost meetings with communities to set the scope of study for tlood
insurance studies and restudies and plan procurement for these studies and 220 limited map updates.

Conduct 254 final community consultation meetings to explain the results of completed flood insurance
studies or restudies.

Manage 1,005 studies and restudies underwvay by monitoring the progress of technical evaluation and study
contractors.

Effect 472 conversions of communities to the regular phase of the NFIP.
Evaluate 2,800 official appeals or map revision requests.

Operate fee charge systems for flood maps, reviews of proposed flood control projects and rezuests for
archive risk study data.

Manage distribution operations for 7.3 million flood map panels.
Plan and initiate procuremsent of erosion rate studies for 23 couunties.
Manage map digitising operatjions for 40 counties and independent cities.

Manage various engineering and research studies for progras developmsent and improvement.
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Provide technical assistance to the more than 18,000 communities that participate in the NPIP and to
their Fedsral, State, and local officials; membars of the private sector:; and individual citiszsens in
interpreting and applying the policies, procedures, and regulatory requirements of the NFIP.

Monitor communities for compliance wvith NPIP regulation and initiate probation actions for noncompliant
ArIP communities.

Continue to work with national building code organiszations to incorporate flood plain managesent
standards i{n their codes.

Work with State groups and others to prowmote sound managesent of the nation’s flood plains and reduce
losses from flooding.

Develop, interpret, and review flood plain managesent regulations, standards, policy directives and
legislation.

Provide support for the insurance aspects of the program including agent and lender workshops, visiting
agents and lenders during community assistance visits, and assisting the lending commsunity with regard to

sandatory purchase requiresents.
Review and select candidates for aoquisition under the flood damaged property purchese prograas.

Insurance Activitiss

Manage the servicing contract which provides day-to-day operation support for the NFIP.

Utilize results of the Write-Your-Own program evaluation to reduce Write-Your-Own prograas costs and
improve trne NFIP‘s effectiveness in achieving its joals.

Continue to work with Write-Your-Own companies, agents, and lenders to develop sound approaches to
effectively market the flood insurance progras.

Produce additional video tapes which address various aspects of the NFIP to improve progras avareness and
understanding.

Develop new ways to assist insurance companies, agents, and lenders in increasing market penetratjon.

Conduct the annhual actuarial review of insurance experience and analyze catastrophic reserve
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7.

requiresents.
Begin receiving initial applications from communities that are interested in participating in a cossunity

rating systesm.
. Perform claims and undervriting administration reviews of Write-Your-Own companies and claize
reinspections, pursuant to the Write-Your-Own financial control plan.

Mpminister and pay claims for erosion damage as provided for by P.L. 100-242.

A net iacrease of $344,000 for this activity reflects the following:

(1) a base
rs; (2) sn increase of $130,000 for one-half of estimated

1291 Incaass/Decreasne
increase of $186,000 to fully fund requested wor
ncrease of $28,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of

1991 costs of a J.68 G8/GN pay raise; and (3) an
8RS and Executive 1991 pay raises.

Qutyesar Implications. Mo outyear implications over the 1991 reqguest.
Mvisory and Assistance Ssrvices. MNone.
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SALARIRS AND EXPENSES
DISASTER RELIEF ADMIMISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

19%0
1989 1990 Current
Ratimate

Actual Raduast
194 Axt. 44 ot n [
221 410,274 233 810,373 233 811,254

Ratisates DY Prodras Elssant

A. Disaster Relief Administration.........
(Budget Authority)

Parmansnt Workyears

Headquarters. .................. 52 59 39

ROgionNs. ...... ..ttt arannnns 82 1714 114
Total Permanent............ IEEEEEEEEEE 221 23 23

TOtAl MOKKYSAKLM -« « - ccvrsvracoasnsannannasns 221 233 P B J

changea From Qriginal 1290 Eatimates: Reflects s net Congressional increase of $881,000.

n
a3

1991

Ant.
$11,647

Increase/

Racraase
0 ARt

.. $39)

“ae
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31 0 Equigment.

320 Land and sruchsres. . . .. .

53.0 investments and loans.

41 0 Grarnts, subeiies and

42.0 Ineurance claime and Indermniies. ... ..............

43 0 v west and dividends. .
Tossl Obigasions. .

DISASTER RELIEF ADMINISTRATION
(Oollars in Thousands)
1900 1900
Acal Bacusst
38.203 .007
2
(]
8,800 8,007
1,300 1108
nt L)
10 (]
H .
» F 44
“
1007 10,373

BEST AVAILABLE COPY
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11,284

1901

80,544

9.544
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(190}
(18)

@

(80

SE-49

912



DISASTER RELIRY ADMINISTRATION

Salariss and Expanses.

The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief «nd Emergency Assistance Act, 42 U.8.C. App 5121 gt seg.’

Authority
Executive Order 12148, as amended, and Regulations 44 CFR, Subchapter D.

ohisctive/Activity Description. Program administration includes the following principal areas:

d.

Managemant and Coordinatian. The majority of Management and Coordinazion resources for disaster relief
are allocated to providing program support and staffing Federal Coorcdinating Officer/Disaster Recovery
Manager (PFCO/DRM) positions in Disaster Pield Offices (DPFO's) for thu delivery of assistance in declared
major disasters and emergencies. Other functions include: administrati!on of assistance; processing of
all regquests for declarations: supporting Federal Coordinating Oofficer (FCO) functions; managing the
Disaster Relief Appropriation; conducting critiques and program evclustions: coordinsting automated
support systems:; developing training programs.

Indiyidual Assistance for Disaster Reljisef. The majority of Individuvil Assistance resources are allocated
to managing the delivery of Individual Assistance programs (Individual and Family Grants, Temporary
Housing, Crisis Counseling, Disaster Unemployment un-nncc and Legal Services for low-income victims)
in deciared major disasters and emergencies. Other functions includa: the development of policy and

procedures to provide prompt and effective delivery of assistance authorized by the Act: program
oversight and evaluation; and coordination vith other non-FEZMA entitiss providing ralated assistance to

disaster victims.
. The majority of Public Assistance resources are allocated to

Bublic Assistance fox Disaster Raliaf

managing the delivery of Public Assistance to and funding emergency sarvices for State and local
applicants in declared major disasters and emergencies. Public Assistance projects constitute
approximately two thirds of obligations annually from the President's Pund. Other functions include:
development of policy and procedures; oversight and evaluation of program activities; and coordination of
pLogram managesent improvesents to ensure that assistance is provided in an efficient and timely manner.

Hazard mitigation and preparedneus resources are allocated to
tities in declared major disasters and

Baaard Kitigation and Precaredisss
provide technical sssistance and guidance to affected
lop plans for nitigation activities. In adadition,

emergencies; identify mitigation opportunities and
PEXA has the lead role in coordinating the activities of 28 Pederal agencies at the national and roqioml
This

levels in the development and implemeantation of plans for response to a catastrophic ea .
progran also isplesents the nev haisard mitigation grant program authorised in the Robert 7. Stafford
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act.
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Disaster Planning and Administration staff resources manage

Risaster Preparednsss Improvement Grants
the Disaster Preparedness Improvement Grants (DPIG) program, coordinating program reviews and the

delivery of planning grant assistances.

In 1989, FEMA used 221 workyears and $10,274,000 under Salaries and Expenses. The

1289 Accomplishments
majority of the Regional Office and a significant portion of the National Office staff resources vere

dedicated to supporting delivery of assistance in declared majcr disasters and emergencies.

Other

accomplishments are noted according to the five principal areas of program activity.

a. Mapagement and Coordination.

-}

Processed requesets for 41 major disasters which resulted in 29 declared disasters in 459 counties.

Provided support guidance in 29 disasters. This includes guidance in management of personnel,
property, vehicles, finances, and computer operation.

Conducted a total of 7 regional office and 15 DFO reviews in various program areas.

Closed out 21 major disasters and 1 emergency.

Signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the General Services Administration for administrative
support of DFo's.

Developed an automated system to capture and compile key inforsation on DFO operations.

Acquired additional workstations and communication systems to support and expand ADP capabilities.
Developed materials and conducted training for permanent full-time (PFT) and Disaster Assistance
Zmployees (DAE) personnel on how to use ths ADP equipment to manage information.

Issue. nav regulations to reflect administrative and procedural changes mandated by the Disaster
Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988.

Revired Volume I of the Disaster Operations Ma.mual covering policy and procedures during the
disaster declaration process. Completed Volume II of the Disaster Operations Manual covering poilicy
and procedures during the disaster recovery process.

Enhanced management and financial systems to improve program delivery to the Regions, States and
local jurisdictions.
. SE-31
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[} Provided oversight and support for policy and legislative initiatives.

Provided for evaluation anc analyses of programs and their delivery systems to ensure that the
sonitoring mechanisms that are in place are current and operational.

individual Assaistance fox Risastar Meiief (lA).
o Delivered individual assistance in 12 msajor disasters.
Publ ished interim regulations for implementing the Robert 7. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emsrgency

o
Assistance Act.

] Completed training for program staff and network manaqgers on the individual assistance module of the
Automated Disaster Assistance Ranagement Systes.

o Completad all portiens of Volumes 1 and II of the Disaster Operating Manual concerning Individual
Assistancs.

] Began field testing of a teleregistretion system for individual assistance applicants.

Bublic Assjistance foX Disaster Ralief (PA].
o Delivered public asseistance im 24 major disasters.

Issued new regulations to reflect the Public Assistance progras changes mandated Dy the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act. These include changes ir: reguirsments for
matching grants, eligible applicants, eligible costs, financial sdvances to the States, and award

amounts.
Inplemented changes to Public Assistance regulations based on requiresents identified by the

o
comprehans ive projras reviev conducted in 1986.

° Provided administrastion and oversight for lerge individual projects including managemant cof time
limjtations, required changes, interis and final inepections, and claims for reimbureesent.

[ Continued on-going actions to close-out colder disasters and claims oollection afforts.

° Conducted Public Assistance training for State officials.
st-52
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Identified enhancements to Public Assistance functions of the ADAXS system that will improve proqul
response and siministration.

Conducted meetings with other Federal agencies to coordinate areas of program interface and mutual
support.

Hazard Mitigation and Preparsdness.

Provided technical assistance and coordinated preparation of Hazard Mitigation Reports in 24 major
disasters.

Issued nev regulations to incorporate changes to the Haiard Nitigation Progras mandated by the
Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relisf and Emergency Assistance Act. This included the establishment of
procedures for the one-time planning assistance grants authorized for the eight Great Lakes States
by the Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Amendments of 1988, to -‘educe and prevent damage
attributahle to high water levels in the Creat Lakes, and the establishment of procedures in the
Hazard Ki.igation Grant Program authorized under section 404 of the Stafford Act.

Increased the number of States with State level multi-hazard mitigation plans, thereby increasing
overall preparedness and limiting subsequent post-disaster planning requirements.

Using ADAMS, continued to expand the data base on hazard mitigation measures as an evaluation tool
to Getermine costs-savings created by the program.

Incorporated hasard mitigation evaluation data i{nto technical assistance and program adainistration
materials.

Improved functional program interrelationships with other agencies to use thuse programs more
effectively in reducing disaster related damages.

[} Conducted RESPONSE 89 exercise for the Federal Catastrophic Rarthquake Response Plan; developed at
least one regional tabletop exercise; and initialed drafts of regional procedural s pplements to the

Plan in all regions.

Identified, selected, and funded haszard mitigation projects supported by the Hazard Nitigation
Assistance program funded under Rarthquakes and Other katural Hazards.
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e. Disastar Preparedness Imurovement Granta.
° Coordinated delivery of planning grants to 54 applicants.

Issued nev regulations, incorporating changes to the Disaster Preparedness Improvesent Grants
Program mandated by the Stafford Act.

chanass from the 1220 Estimates. Current 1990 estimates reflect a net Congressional increase of $881,000.
1990 Program. In 1990, FEMA is allocating $11,254,000 and 23] workyears to this activity under Salaries and
Expenses. Proposed accomplishments are noted in the following sactions.

a. Managaman’ and Coordination.

Process an estimated 40 requests for disaster and emergancy declarations, with an estimated 28
potential declarations.

Coordinate emergency assistance and large scale disaster recovery activities associated with
Hurricane Hugo and the Loma Prista earthquake.

(-]

) Provide program support quidance in approximately 28 major disaster. This includes management of
R

personnel, property, vehicles, finances, and computer operations.

Issus the first annual comprehensive monitoring and evaluation report on disaster program management
and delivery.

Re-publish Volume I and pudblish Volume II of the Disastar Operations Manual. Complete and publish
Volume II1I. These manuals cover policies and prucedures on the disaster declaration, recovery, and

close-out proocess.

o Based on comments solicited from a vide range of government agencies, voluntee- organisations, and
other groupe, submit to thi Congress proposals to improve relationships among Federal, State, and

local disaster ofticials (Section 110).
Coordinate comprehensive reviev of ADANS to identify potential improvesents in applications, systea
nanagemsnt and systes oonfiguration.

° Coordinate design and development of automated response support systems including prototyping and
testing to addreses projected requirements associated vith catlastrophic events.
SE-54



° Provide for improvesents to program management and delivery systems to the Regions, State and local

jurisdiction.
o Provide oversight and direction for policy and legislation.

Provide for evaluation and analyses of programs and their delivery systems to ensure that the

o
monitoring mechanisms that are in place are current and operational.

o Conduct five regional and three field office reviews fc. each program area.

Individual Assistance for Disaster Relief.

] Deliver assistance in an estimated 22 major disasters.

o Issue final regulations implementing the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance
Act. ’

o Conduct thorough evaluation of the effectiveness of Individual Assistance programs and FEMA's
procedures for administering them. Based on the results of the evaluation, propose & comprehensive
package of policy and procedural changes, adjustments to requlatjons and, if necessary, legislative
initiatives. .

o Revise the Individual and ramily Grant program handbook te refliect recent program changes.

o Develop policy and procedures for funding hasard mitigation measures through the Individual and
Family Grant progrems.

o Initiate preparations %o revoke delegations to the National Institute of Mental Mealth and the
Department of Labor for the crisis counseling and disaster unemployment assistance programs,
respectively.

o Reevaluate the mobile home storage progras and the role of mobile homes as a temporary housing
resourcse.

o Complete field testing and analysis of toll-free telephone registration concept and deteruine

wvhether to implemant on a permanent basis.

Public Assistance for Disastar Balisf.
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[ Deliver purlic assistance in approximately 25 major disasters.
o Publish final regulations implementing the Robert T. Stafford Act.

o Continue aggressive action to close older disasters.
Rased on findings in Hurricane Hugo and the _oma Prieta sarthquake, make improvements to the Public

o
Assistance Program to assure the best possible response to future major disasters.

) Develop feasible ways and means to increase participation by Regional offices and States in the
Section 414 Community Disaster Loan progranm.

o Develop enharcements to the Public Assistance Module of ADAMS.

Review the floor cost formula used in the Section 420 Fire Suppression Assistance program in
consultation with the Forest Service vwith a viev towards developing alternative approaches.

o Conduct Public Assistance training for State officials.
Hazard Mitigation and PIeparedness.
Deliver Ragard Nitigation grant assistance in approximately 25 major disasters.

Provide technical assistance and coordinate preparation of Hazard Mitigation Reports for major

disasters.

o Increase the number of States vith State level multi-hazard mitigation plans, thereby increasing
overall preparedness and limiting subsequent post-disaster planning :equirements.

Continue to expand the data base on hasard mitigation measures as an evaluation tool to dutermine

o
cost-savings created by the progras.

o Incorporate hasard mitigation evaluation data into technical assistance and program administration
materials.’

o Improve functional program interrelationships with other agencies to use those programs more

effectively in reducing disaster related damages.



Undertake the first major revision to the “"Plan for Federal Response To A Catastrophic Rarthquake®

o
design and conduct tabletop exercise based on Northern Utah Wasatch Pault scenario; begin to
finalise risk-area supplements to the Plan vith funding under Barthquakes and Other Matural Basards.

o Identify, select and fund hasard mitigation projects supported by the Rasard Nitigation Assistance

program funded under Mational Earthqguake Program and Other Haszards.

e. Risaatar Prsparsdosss lapxovssant Grants.

Coordinate the delivery uf grant assistance to a potential 59 applicants, vith emphasis on improving
State preparedness to deliver disaster assistance and to mitigate hasards through improved State
disaster plans and training of personnel with disasier assignments.

199) Prodram In 1991 FEMA requests $11,647,000 and 2)) workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this
activity, an increase of $193,000 over 1990. The progras request for 1991 reflects a return to average
disaster activity levels. However, during 1991, based on 1990 evaluations of FEMA response to Hurricane Hugo

and the Loma Prieta sarthguake, improvements will be made as necessary, to pro?ru »anajement and
adainistration based on comprshensive reviews of the large scale disasters during the previous year. The

accompl ishments projected for 1991 are noted below:

a.  Bapagamant and Coopxdination.
Process requests for approximately 40 disaster and emergency declarations, with an estimated 2¢
potential declarations.

)
] Provide progras support {idance in approximately 18 major disasters. This includes management of
personnsl, property, vehicles, finances, and computer operations.

Conduct five regional and three field office reviewvs for each program area.

Provide for improvements to progrsm management and delivery systems to the Regions, State and local
jurisdictions.
o Provide oversight and direction for policy and legislative initiatives.

o Coordinate implementation of further additions and enhancesents to disaster response and rescovery
automated systams in light of research, analysis, design and prototyping conducted during the

previous year.
sK-37



Provide for evaluation and analyses of programs and their delivery systems to ensure that the
monitoring mechanisms that are in place are current and operational.

individual Assiatance Lor Disaster Relief.
.
] Deliver individual assistance in approximately 22 major disasters.

o Complete policy, procedural and regulatory changes avising from the 1990 comprehensive progras and
performance ana.ys:s and evaluation.
»odule of the Automated Disaster Assistance

o Comg iete anhancements to the (ndiv.dual assistance
Managemert Systes and conduct “raining for regional staff

o ¢ mpiete the T ansit.on of the Cr.8i18 (ovunsel.ny and disaster unempioyment assistance programse to
FEMA.

(] Implement resuits of mobi.e home storage program svajuation.

-] lmp.emant toll-free teiephone registration concept, if deci ion 1s made to do so.

PubiaiC Assistal.e (GX Disaslel Re.iaf.

] Deliver public assistance in approximately 25 major disasters.

(-] Continue aggressive action to close oider Jdisasters.

o Conduct public assistance training to State officials.

[} Develop enhancements to the Public Assistance Module of ADANS.

o Conduct quarterly meetings with other Pederal agencies to coordinate areas of progras interface and

material support.

Hazard Kitigation.

] Deliver Rasard Kitigation grant assistance in approximately 23 msjor disasters.

brovide technical assistance and coordinate preparation of Hasard Nitigation reports for major
disasters.

[
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7.
8.

o Increase the number of States with State level multi-hasard mitigation plans, tnereby increasing
overall preparedness and limiting subsequent post-disaster planning requirements.

Continue to expand the data base on haszard aitigation measures as an evaluation tool to determine

o
cost-savings created by the progran.

o Incorporate hasard mitigation evaluation data into technical assistance and program administration
materials.

o Improve functional program interrelationshipe with cther agencies to use those programs more

effectively in reducing disaster related damages.

o Design and conduct at least one regional table top exercise; finalize regional piocodunl
supplements to the Plan {n all regions with funding under Earthquakes and Cther Natural Hazards.

Identify, select and fund hasard mitigation projects supported by the Hasard Mitigation Assistance
program.

e. DRisastar Praparsdnass Iaproyemant Grants.

] Coordinate the delivery of grant assistance to a potential 39 applicants, vith emphasis on improving
State preparedness to deliver disaster assistance and to mitigate hasards through improved State

disaster plans and training of personnel with disaster assignments.

A net increase of $393,000 for this activity reflects the following: (1) net base

immu of $223,000 t; adjust resources to fully fund requested workyears and activities; (1) an li.crease of
$138,000 for one half of estimated 1991 costs of a $1.68 1991 G5/GN pay raises and ()) an increase of $32,000

for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of SES and Rxecutive 1991 pay raise.
outvysar Implications. Mo outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Mvisory and Aasiatancs Servioes. None.
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Estimates DY Prodram

A. Ewergency Food and Snelter
(Budget Authority)

Permanent Workyears
Headquarters......cocvevevonnnsnsnnns
Regions........ ittt nnrennennnes
Total Permanent........... ..ot
Total WOrkvyears..-.-. Ceeeetsesseanans

changes From Original 1990 Estimates:
and reprogramming as justified in the

SALARIES AND EXPENSES
EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990 .
1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/

Actunl Request Eatimate Reguast Dacrease
.34 Ant ¥X At MY Amt ¥ Aat ¥X Aat

4 140 6 250 6 43 6 240 e -3

4 ... 6 6 6 6 .
e . i : K . 6 . 6 ...

4 vee 6 ... 3 . 6 6

Reflects a Congressional decrease of $7,000 from a general reduction, sequester,

1990 operating plan.
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SALARIES AND EXPENSES

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER
(Dollars in Thousands)
1900
1000 1900 Current 1901 Increase/
[ __J 8184 $180 8162 2
-—! e v _ —_—
102 184 150 182 2
2 17 17
s 84 2 20 (®
7 2 Lot 28
1 28 2 1
140 250 243 240 )
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Emacgancy Food and Sheltar (EFs) Aainistration

Authority. The Stevar> B. NcKinney Bomcless Assistance Act of 1987, as amended, Title IIX.

Program administration resourcea support the funding of the activities

Qbisctiva/Kiemant Description.
coordinated by the National Board, program review, and oversight.

t In 1989 FEMA used $140,000 and 4 workyears for this activity under Salaries and
In addition to the oocordination of funding through the National Board activities, program

Expenses
accomplishments included:

Program and documentation training during the spring and early summer in 31 cities across the nation;
provided instruction to approximately 1,500 program participants.

Assisting with the implementation of Public Law 100-435, the Hunger Prevention Act of 1988. Emergency
Pood and Shelter staff linked up Local Boards and providers with U.S. Department of Agriculture contacts
in their areas for the purpose of obtaining commodity goods for groups feeding homeless individuals and

families.

working with the U.S., Census Bureau to publicize its efforts to count homeless people on March 20, and
April 1, 1990. This work included a briefing from Census staff for the National Board, a feature story
on the count in the Ers NEW APPROACHMES newsletter and referrals to Census Bureau regional offices for

those interested in participating in the effort.

setting up a system for the slectronic transfer of funds to local recipient organizations. The system
vill be tested during fiscal year 1990 and will allow rapid movement of funds vith buiit-in controls and
documentation. This will allow the EFS program to get t'e needed funds "on the street” more rapidly than

ever before.

Working with the Interagency Council on the Homeless (ICH) on several fronts including: the database
assembled by the Council on all NcKinney programs: transfer (from the Department of Health and Human
Services to FEMA and EFS) of Food Bank eligibility certification to receive donations from Department of
Defense commissaries; the ICH Newsletter; and participation in ICH Bi-Regional Conferences.

Reflects a Congressional reduction of $7,000 from a general reduction,

changes from the 1990 Estisatas
sequester and reprogramming as justified in the 1990 operating plan.
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1290 Program. In 1990, PEMA is allocating $243,000 and 6 vorkyears to this program element under Salaries and
Expenses. The emergency food and shelter National Board activities will include:

- Conducting additional site visits and spot audits to monitor agency expenditures.

- Continuing participetion in activities red by the Interagency Council in order to duu-imu
information to State and local officials on EFS Program policies and issues.

Deveioping program information materials for a better understanding of program guidelines and use of EFs
funds

coqlotlng wvork on a nev booklet on exempiary food, shelter and multi-service programs titl.d CHECKLIST

POR SUCCESS. An original volume on Kxemplary Programs had been published by FEMA and the National Board
in 1985. This new edition, being prepared for the EFs program by the National Alliance to End
Homslessness, w11l seek to shovcase replicable programs. The text vill also highlight successtul
networking eftorts at the city and State levels.

- Conducting a survey and study on KF$ program effectivensss to be presented to OMB.

- Preparing an KENEY Sreadoast for September 1990 wvhich will review program policies and provide a forua
for discussion of fatwure Pederal policies on homeless assistance, particularly regarding emergency

services.

12921 Program. in 1991, PENA requests $240,000 and 6§ workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this activity,
a decreass of $3,000 from 1990. In sddition to coordination of funding through the Mational Board, programs

activities will include:

- Conducting site visits and spot swdits to monitor agency expenditures.

Participation in Interagency Council activities, particularly the smalier regional meetings for provider
groups .

- Revieving 1990 Census information as part of a comprehansive reviev of the Program funding formula.

- Coordinating training schedules with other NoXkinney Act programs for jossible combined sessions.
m;_xm."m: A net decrease of $3,000 for this activity reflects the following: (i) a base
decrease of §3,000 to adjust resources while fully funding requested workysars within overall deficit-
reduction requirements; and (1) an increase of $2,000 for ome-half of estimated 1991 costs of a 3.68 1991
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7.

[

G8/GM pay raise.
outyear Implications. WNo outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Advisory and Assistance Services. None.
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SALARIRS AND KXPDSES
RANAGENENT AND ADNINIS TRATION

ACtAYity Qvaryiaw
This activity includes conaclidated support and opersting coscs for IEMA, as well as the salaries and related expenses for
G al C 1, Inspector 6 al (through 1989), Chief of sStaff, Security,

the following offices: Director's Offioe,
Aoquisition RManagement, Personnel and Equal Opportunity, Comptrollar, Progrea Analysis and Evaluation, Muinistrative
Support staff, Other Administrative Expenses, Autometic Data Processimj, Regional Operations, External Affairs, and Regional
Executive Direction and Support.

Less than half of the Management and Administration request funds ths requasted workyears. The ssjority of FEMA's non-
personnel Salaries and Expenses operating costs are requested in this activity. In 1991, for example, the Managemsnt and
AMainistration request is mads up of the folloving: personnel compensation and benefits (46%); rent, communications, and
utilities (33%); service and maintenance contracts (143); and an assortmsent of other non-workyear costs such as printing,
equipment, supplies, shipping, and co on.

The 1991 budget requests $45,243,000 and 467 vorkyears, an increass of $2,261,000 and 3} wvorkyears over 1990.
activity includes increases in several areas:

A base decrease of $116,000 to achieve overall deficit reduction targets.

The 1991

o
] An increase of $306,000 for GSA rent increases.
An increase of $265,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 coets of & ).6% 1991 G8/GN pay raise.

[}
] An increase of $131,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of SES and Executive 1991 pay raises.
) The reestablishment of ths Program Analysis and Evalustion office after its inclusion in Comptroller (1989) and

Chief of Staff's Office (1990).

] AN increase of $401,000 and 3 wvorkysars in General Counsel to provide resources for outside legal counsel to
defend employees sued for performance of their duties and to pursue an active program of subrogation.

] An increase of $524,000 in Personne! and Zgual Opportunity for the developmert and implementation of the drug
testing progras and the removal of architectural barriers which linit the handicapped access to PEMA facilities.

An increase of $750,000 in Comptroller for the development and implemsritation of a financial managesent systes
which meets the standards of the Joint Financiasl Mansgement Improvesent Prograam.
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Page
No,
Estimates Dy Office
A Office of the Director........... . 3E-69
B. Generanl Counsel.........cc.c.nuvnn SE-72
C. Inspector General........ vesseses. SE-76
D Chief of Staff's Office........... SE-78
B. Security....... Ceeeneae seveeses SE-B1
F. Acquisition nnnaqclcnt vevesnese. SPE-8)
G. Personnel and Equal Opportunity... $2-86
H. Comptroller...........c.ovsvrennns SE-90
I. Program Analyis and Evaluation.... SE-9)
J. Administrative Support Staff...... SE-96
K. Other Administrative Expenses
1. Rent....... ceseassscsesecs o SE-99
2. Other......caveuue sessesseenss SE-101
L. Infucmation Services
1. Information Systems.. cveee. SE-103
2. Administrative Tolcphon.s ..... SE-108
3, Office Autcomation....... vseese SPE-110
M. Regional Operations............... SE-113
N. External Affairs............ viee.. SE-116
0. Regional Executive Direction...... SE-120
Total, Management & Adltniltrution
(Budget Authority)........ [P
Headquarters............. ceseecsnsane
RegiONS. .. ..o crvvienessencnanasnns
Total, Pcr-ancnt... .............. .
Total WOLKYRAKM - ccvvooverarroocons csee

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1989 1990
Agtual
) ¢ Ant, .24 Amt.
6 $362 6 $490
20 1,165 21 1,252
42 2,185 ves “ee
4 242 ] 299
15 1,392 18 1,309
s 1,680 37 1,704
66 2,980 83 3,837
88 4,746 91 4,590
58 2,174 61 2,208
ce. 8,932 ..o 10,157
.. 4,314 cee 4,493
15 860 - 16 1,022
.. 2,655 .. 2,675
.. 539 ves 539
S 260 ] 287
18 1,391 20 1,321
103 _8.809 03 212
475 44, 686 465 45,552
358 360
—A1 103
475 465
415 465

1990
Current
)4 Ant.
3 $479
20 1,207
13 680
15 1,295
37 1,666
89 4,371
77 3,664
61 2,182
9,094
.. 3,570
16 1,011
aes 2,646
.. 234
s 284
20 1,427
03 2112
464 42,982
359
103
464
464

1991
) & Ant.
6 $505
23 1,630
5 3117
15 1,311
3? 1,687
89 4,949
77 4,465
s k1.1
61 2,217
. 9,400
cos 3,570
16 1,020
. 2,646
cee 234
s 287
20 1,336
03 _2.282
467 45,243
362
103
467
467

Increase/
Dacrease
X Amt.
.o $26
3 423
-8 -363
“en 16
o 21
e 578
.. 801
8 386
s 35
“ee 306
ess 9
e 3
cee -91
3 2,261
3
Fo Y
3
3
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changes rrom Original 1990 Estimates
Reflects a net decreass of $2,570,000 for the following:

o a decrease of $2,622,000 resulting from Congressional general reductions and sequester, including chargng of $1,200,000
in postage costs to Emergency Management Planning and Assistance appropriation

o & net increase of $32,000 from reprogrammings among FEMA Salaries and Expenses activities for high priority projects
as justified in the 1990 operating plans.
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SALARIES AND EXPENGES

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dolers in Thousands)
1960
1908 1980 Current 1991 Increase/
Al Bequest Eamae Asouest DRecresse

OBJECT CLASS

1.1 MM .......................................... 817,362 316,008 817,083 818,188 81,128

11.3 Other than hull-time permansnt...
11.8 Othes personnel compensasion. .. 27 07 363 (383)
11.8 Special personai services payments. 14
11.9 Total personnel COMPeNeation............................. 18,080 17,208 17,410 18,108 besd
2.7 2,881 2.903 2,788 1o
Non-Personnel Couts

21.0 Travel wansportation of persons.................... 780 [t "7 1,063 1%

207 . 100 57 70 70
8.632 10,187 9,004 9.400 308

8,374 6,249 4311 4,000 549
27 640 394 82 32

5.399 €.000 5811 6.207 %6

1,070 [ ] 1,203 1283 30

1.008 621 803 1.028 222

44,600 48,682 42,982 45,243 2,261
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MANAGEMENT AAD ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990 .

1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/

Actual Raqusst Ratinmate Reguast Recrease

Eatimates by Office 0 Ant. n Ant. n Amt. n Ant. 14 Ant.

A. Office of the Director

(Budget AUthority)...occeersen 6 $362 6 $490 6 $479 6 $50s ees $26
HoadQUArters. . ....ccocceeotenrscnnns 6 6 [ 6 een
ROgiONS...ccciveiierenccescctsnannes ana ana ass waa s
Total, Permanent......c.cceeseeneee [ [ 6 6 ese
6 [ ¢ 6 ces

TotAl WOXKVOALR: +«ccccoossososvcsoconsoe
changes From Original 1990 Eatimates.
Reflects a Congressional decrease of $11,000 resulting from a sequester and reprogramming as justified in the 1990 operating
plan.
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Qffice of tha Director
1. Authority. Reorganisation Plan No. 3 of 1976 and Executive Orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

2. gbisctiva/Qffice Desscription. This program includes the offices of the Director and the Deputy Director
and exsrcises policy and managerial leadership in accomplishing FEMA's mission to plan for and recover from a bro.d
p spectrum of emsrgencies, ranging from imainent nuclear attack to natural disasters and disasters.

37 1989 Accompliabmanta. In 1989, FEMA used $362,000 and 6 vorkyears for this office under Salaries and
Resources vere used to overses acoomplishment of the Agency's goals and objectives and to establish credible vorkinq
relationships in accomplishing those goals. This offioce maintained personal contact with mlot policy otficials
in the Mational Security Council, White Nouse Nilitary Office, Office of Mar t and Bud the Congress, and

most Executive Branch e

and agenciss through contacts, meetings, t’utt-ony and -urcuu in order to
coordinate the Agency's missions, and acted &s the focal point for all levels of government in developing a national
emergency management capability to deal effectively with any major emergency.

4. W Reflects a decrease of $11,000 in response to a sequester and reprogrammings as
justified in the 1990 operating plan.

In 1990, FEMA is allocating $479,000 and ¢ wvorkyears to this office under Salaries and Expenses.

S. ' 19%a 2mfm.
This office will continue to conduct critical program evaluation and redetermination of programs priorities based
Presidential and National Security Council guidance, to ascertain necsssity for statutory bases to asdvance

FEMA institution Duilding and improve operating effectiveness, and to promote nev processes to achieve a higher
lovol of Agency integration. Continued emphasis vill be placed upon supporting the President's commitment to

improve <wesrgency mobilisation preparedness.

6. 1921 Progr’m. FEMA ts $505,000 and ¢ vorkyears under Salaries and Expenses for this office, an increase of
$26,000 >ser 1990. This office will continue to do the following:

Conduct critical program evaluation and redetersination of program priorities based upon Presidential and
NSC guidance:;

0 Ascertain necessity for statutory bases to advance Agency integration;

o Ensure effective management of available personnel and budgetary resources; and

o Pursue management improvements throughout the Agency.
sE-70



An increase of $26,000 for this office reflects the following: (1) an increase of $3,000

for one-half of utiu.tod 1991 costs or a 3.6% 1991 GS/GM pay raise; and (2) an increase of $23,000 for one-half
of estimated 1991 costs of SES and Executive 1991 pay raises.

7. Qutvear Implications. Mo outyear implications over the 1991 reguest.
8. Advisory and Assistance Servicas. None.
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NANAGENENT AND ADMINISTRATION

.
(Dollars in Thousands)
1990
1989 1990 Current 1991
Ratisate Aaguast
Ratimatas by QfLice 14 Ant. n Ant. | 44 ARt. n Ant.
8. General Counsel
(Budget Authority).... 20  $1,168 11 81,282 20 81,207 23 $1,630
Paxsanent Norkyears
HoadQuarters.....ccc . co0vaes a0 21 20 )
Total, Permanent.......... a0 21 20 2)
Zotal MOXEYRALM .+ ccccocccconn 20 21 20 23
changdas rxom original 1220 Eatimates.

Reflects a decrease of $45,000 for the following:
o a Congrsssional decrease of $13,000 for the sequester.

]

o a transfer back of $32,000 and 1 workyear from General Counsel to Radiological Emergency Preparedness progras,

ending a one-year loan for legal assistance.
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Genaral Counsal

Authority. Reorganisation Plan No. 3 of 1978 and Executive Orders 10480, 12127, 12148, 12656, 12657, and 12673,
as amended.

W. The General Counsel (GC) provides full statutory and legal support, advice,
opinions, and services for all FEMA programs and activities. :

1280 Accomplishaants. In 1989, FENA used $1,163,000 and 20 workyears for this office under Salaries and Expenses.
Activities included the following: The GC coordinated the Agency's legislative and regulatory programs, provided
legal advice in all program arsas, managed a large caseloed of litigation, carried out the provisions of the

W'. POIA/Privacy Act and Bthics program, and participsted in 2 Radiological Emergency Preparedness (REP)
licensing application cases before the Wuclear Regulatory Commission. .

changes From the 1990 Estimateas. Reflects a decrease of $45,000 for the following: (1) a Congressional decrease
of $13,000 for a general reduction and a sequester; and (2) a transfer back of 1 workyear and $32,000 from General
Counsel to the Radiological Emergency (REP) program, ending a one-year loan for legal assistance

to that program.
4290 Program- In 1990, FEMA is allocating $1,207,000 and 20 workyears to this office under Salaries and Expenses.
With these resources, this office vill do the following:
© Coordinate, review, and clear Agency rules that govern programe and administrative processes.
© Develop and coordinate legislative and regulatory initiatives to reflect management requirements.
0o Provide legal interpretations to Agency management on nev legislation and regulations affecting Agency
programs and activities.

Participate wvith the Department of Justice in the litigation of cases in the Pederal, State, and local
courts challenging decisions reached by Agency management and those acting on behalf of the Agency in

conducting its programs.
Continue to review and determine Agency policies and practices in compliance with Federal lawvs.
Litigate all administrative cases before the Federal Labor Relations Authority (FLRA), Merit System

Protection Board (MSPB), Board of Contract Appeals (BCA). (No assistance from the Department of Justice
is available for agencies on these matters.)
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Participate in 2 REP licensing application cases before the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, wnich involve
2 multi-billion dollar plants. The oniy remaining issue before the granting of a full-power license is

the offsite emergency planning. .

Continue to review actions proposed and undertaken by Agency officials for soundness of legal approach.
Support Agency officials at Congressional appearances.

Coordinate Agency response to Congress for FEMA views on pending legislation.

Prepare, coordinate, and sanage the development of Agency regulations implementing Federal statutes,
Executive Orders, and other directives.

Develop policy guidance and coordinate FOIA, and Privacy Act, and Ethics program activities Agency-wide.

Continue, to the extent that resources are available, to support the FEMA Inspector General's effort to
prevent, seek out, and eliminate fraud, waste and abuse in the Agency's programs and operitions.

r sts $1,630,000 and 23 workyears for this office, an increase vf $423,000 and 3 wvorkyears

1991 Program. FEMA reque
over 1990. This level will provtdo tor the followings

o

Increased effort in subrogation, claims collection and support to the FEMA statutory Inspector General's
efforts to prevent, seek out and eliminate fraud, waste and abuse. This function has the potential to
be income-producing, or at a minimum, cost neutral. FEMA statutes allow for the deposit of recoveries
to some program accounts (e.g., flood, crime and disaster). Using these authorities, GC recovered over
$12 million for the flood and disaster programs wvhen subrogation wvas actively pursved.

Reviev of actions proposed and undertaken by Agency officiale for soundness of legal approach.
Coordination, review, and clearance of Agency rules that govern programs and administrative protesses.

Expanded participation in the development and coordination of legislative and regulatory initistives to
reflect management requirements.

Legal interpretations for Agency managemsnt on legislative and requlatory developments affecting
Agency programs and activities.
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7.
8.

Participation with the Department of Justice in the litigation of cases in the Pederal, State, and local
courts challenging decisions reached by Agency management and those acting on behalf of the Agency in

conducting its programs.
Reviev and determination of Agency policies and practices in compliance with Federal laws.

Litigation of all administrative cases before the Federal Labor Relations Authority (FPLRA), Merit System
Prot:ctlon Board (MSPB), Board of Contract Appeals (BCA), with no assistance from the Department of
Justice.

o Participation in all REP licensing application cases.

o Support to Agency officials at Congressional appearances.

Coordination of Agency response to Congress of FEMA views on pending legislation.

Preparation, coordination, and management of the development of Agency regulations implementing Federal
statutes, Executive Orders, and other directives.

Development of policy guidance and coordination of FOIA, Privacy Act, and Ethics activities Agency-wvide.

o Defense of Agency personnel sued for performance of duties.

Upgrade of existing computer system and the acquisition of Agency-compatible equipment and software to
support the applications of GC.

1991 Increases/Decrsases. The 1991 request includes an increase of 3 workyears and $423,000 for the following:
(1) an increase of $13,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 custs of a 3.68 1991 G5/GM pay raise: (2) an increase
of $9,00¢ for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of SES and Bxecutive 1991 pay raises; and (3) an increase of 3
workyears and $401,000 for the level of services necessary to cover FEMA programs, including an active subrogation
program and support to the statutory Inspector General (IG), thereby providing an income-producing ability or
at minimum, a cost neutral operation. The GC and the IG have the potential to recover millions of dollars to
FEMA programs; when subrogation was actively pursued, $.-4 million a year was recovered and deposited to the

disaster and flood insurance programs.
Qutyear Implications. No outysar implications over thi 1991 request.

Mvisory and Assistance Sarvices. None. SE-7%
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MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990
1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/
Eatinate

Ratimates by 0ffice .1 4 ARt n Ant. 0 Ant. .2 4 Ant. | 1 4 Amt.
C. Inspector General

(Budget Authority)............ 42 92,188
Total, Permanent........cocvvevvee 42

changes From Qriginal 1990 Estimates. See Inspector Gensral appropriation.
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lnspector Ganeral

1. Authority. Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978; Executive Order 12127; Executive Order 12148, as amended.

2. Oobiective/0ffice Dascxiption. The Inspector General (IG) provides audit and investigative support services
for FEMA covering all Agency programs and operaticns. IG objectives are to prevent and detect fraud, waste and

7.
8.

" Civil Defense, Emergency Pood & Shelter; and Fire Prevention and Control.

abuse and to improve economy and efficiency in the administration of FEMA programs and opera:ions. Activities
are planned and conducted in response to requiremeits of lawvs, regulations, and Congressional and OMB directives;
specific requests from the Director and other FEMA management officials; and allegations received froa Agency
employees and other sources.

1989 Accomplisheents. In 1989, FEMA used $2,183,000 and 42 workyears for this Office under Jalaries and Expenses.
The accumplishments in the audit area are as follows: Issued 49 audit reports: 19 on PEFA internal operations,
and 30 on recipients of FEMA funds. The 19 internal audits included reviews of FEMA's external reporting
practices; efforts to evaluate and improve its interral controls; administration of imp.-est funds; and year-end

spending practices. The 30 reviews of recipients of FEMA funds vere in the program sreas of Disaster Relief,
During 1949, the OIG also reviewed

and processed 114 audit reports, covering $117 million, prepared by State auditors or Certified Public Accounting
(CPA) firms and performed pursuant to the Single Audit Act. In the area of investigations, 110 cases were opened;
70 cases were closed; and 195 wers pending at snd of 1989 obtained 1 indictment, 2 convictions, 2 pretrial
diversions, injitiated 1 civil suit against people who defrauded FEMA, and investigeted 7 cases of misconduct by
FEMA employees which resulted in removal or other disciplinary action. Investigations are continuing involving
a ring of insurance adjusters operating to defraud FEMA, false "Write Your Own" c.aims under the National Plood
Insurance Program, and possible fraud involving over $20 million in disaster assistance.

Changes from the 1990 Estimates: See Inspector General appropriation.

1990 Progdram. See Inspector General appropriation. -
1991 Prodram. See Inspector General appropriation.

1991 _Increases/Decraases. See Inspector General lpproprlﬂ_:ion.
Qutysar Implications. See Inspector General appropriation.
Myisory and Assistance Ssrvices. See In-i»ctor General appropriation.
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Eatimates by Office

D. Chief of Slaff's Office
(Dudget Authority) ....ccccce

Hoadquarters®. .. ...ococceavcnccasnsne
ROGIONS. .o vecececccvescssonnoscsans
Total, Permanent....cccccceeceses

changes From Original 1990 RXstimates.

NANAGENENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1989 1990
Actual Regquast
Mt X Aat.
4 saa2 s s
4 s

bk Ak
4 s
] ]

Reflects a net increase of $381,000 for the following:

o a Congressional decrease of $7,000 for a sequester.
0 a transfer of $388,000 and 8 workyears from Comptroller for the reestablishment of a separate Office of Programs

Analysis and Evaluation.

1)

Fres
13

13

1991
) 4 Ant.
H $317
-]
Aedud
L]
-]

Increase/
Decresse
n Ant.
-8 -$363
-8
Ee S
-8
-
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Chief of Staff's Office

1.

2.

Authority. Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978 and Executive Orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

ohiective/Qftice Description. The Chief of Staff's office provides policy coordination, executive liaison,
special projects, and administrative activities for the Director and provides for coordination and accomplishment

of staff office activities. This office oversees the activities and functions of the offices of: Security,
Personnel and Equal Opportunity, Program Analysis and Evaulation, Administrative Support, and Acquisition
Management. It also provides guidance and direction to the following offices: Comptroller, General Counsel,

Inspector General, Training, and Regional Operations.

1989 H)ecomplishmants. In 1989, FEMA used $242,000 and 4 vorkyears for this office under Salaries and Expenses.
During 1989, the Chief of Staff's office coordinated and provided management support for the Offices of the
Director and Deputy Director and identified and determined requirssents and resources sssential to project
acoomplishment and achicvement of FEMA's goals and objectives.

chang: - Reflects a net increase of $381,000 for the foliowing: (1) a Congressional
decruase cf $7,000 for a sequester; and (2) a transfer of 8§ workyears and $3188,000 from Comptroller for the

rees:ablishment of a separate office of Program Analysis and Bvaluation.

1290 Pxodram. In 1990, FPEMA is allocating $680,000 and 1) workyears to this office under Salaries and Expenses.
This office will perform a range of administrative management tasks for the Director, such as correspondence
control; review of documents for the Director's action to ensure all significant issues, alternatives, and

consequences have been considered; distribution of information from the Director to ensure FENA managers are

kept informed of the scatus of issues submitted to the Director: policy coordinatio~ for the separate FEMA
h i and consistency: coordination of agends ard briefing maverials for stafft

components to ensure comp v
meetings of all FEMA managers: and screening problems to determine whether particular matters should be submitted
to the Director for resolution and reply, or whether action by an office head would be more appropriate. In

addition, the responsibilities of the office of Program Analysis and Evaluation will be funded from this prograe

for 1990 only.

FEMA requests $317,000 and 3 workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this office, a net decrease
This office will continue to do the following:

of 8 workyears and $363,000 from 1990.
O Monitor established goals and objectives of FEMA in accordance with the Administration and national
security interests.
© Provide necessary administrative management support for the offices of the Director and Deputy Director.
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o Continue to eamphasize affirmative action programs.

o0 CTontinue the emphasis on FEMA's security programs.

Tdentify and dstermine requirements and resources essential to project accoaplishment and achievement
of FEMA's goals and objectives.

I:.l-tribuu information from the Director to ensure FENA managers are kept informed of the status of
neues.
1991 Increasss/D..CaAsSe. The 1991 request reflects a net decrease of 8§ workyears and $363,000 for the following:
(1) an increase of $3,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of a 3.68 1991 G8/GN pay raise; (2) an increase
of $15,000 for ono-lult of estixated 1991 ocoets of SRS and luoutivo 1991 pay raises; and (3) a transfer of l
workyears and $:81,000, reflecting the transfer of resources rrorn- -1- and Bvaluation, a decrease to
transferred base of $7,000 to adjust resources vithin overall defioit reduct on requirements.

outysar Implicaciions. Mo outyear implications over the 1991 budget.
Advisory and Asajstance Sarvices. Wone.
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Ratimates by Office

B. Becurity
(pudget Authority).......

Headquarters........cocoeeceevee
Regions.....ccvovcvvvenccscccns
Total, Permanant........ecc00

TOtal MOXKYRAKE: oo tocco-vssnne
chandes fxom Qriginal 1290 Estimates.

AMND A&llllxltlh!io’
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990

1988 1990 Current
Actual Raguast Aatimate
n amt. n At 0 Aat.
15 $1,392 13 $1,309 15 $1,298
1s 15 15

A Ak ok
18 18 18
13 15 18

Reflects a Congressional decrease of $14,000 for a sequester.

1991
Baguast
M Amt.
15 81,311
18
L
18
18

Increase/
Decrease
0 At

e 16
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Securiily

1.
2.

7.
8.

Autharity. Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978 and Exscutive Orders 121327 and 12148, as amended.

Obiactive/0LLice Dascrintion. This oftite develops, implements, and administers security policies and procedures
affecting the security of all FEMA facilities, personnel, programs and operations. Conducts background investiga-
tions in accordance with Executive Orders 12156 and 10430 and Office of Personnel Management ,OPN) PFederal
Personnel Manual.

. In 1989, FEMA used $1,392,000 and 15 workyears for this office under Salaries and Expenses.

19209 Accomplishmsnts

Resources wvere used to perform security classifications; technical, industrial, physical and opesrations securit
revievs; special investigations; granting of clearances and special accesses; briefingc and debriefings; visitor
accnss processing: issuing of identification badges; processing of DD-254's; and mandatory declassification

revievs.

Chances rrom the 1990 Estimatas. Reflects a Congressional decrease of $14,000 resulting from a sequester.

. In 1990, FEMA is allocating $1,295,000 and 15 workyears to this office under Salarjies and
Expenses. This office will continue to meet security support requirements for Frederal Preparadness related
programs, as well as administer security policies and programs affecting all PEMA facilities, pursonnel, and

operations.

13%)1 Program. FIMA requests $1,311,000 and 15 vorkyears under Salaries and Expenses for this offi.e, an increase
of $16,000 over 1990. This office will continue to administer and evaluate security policies, procedures, and

programs and operations a’fecting all FEMA personnel, facilities, and assets.

19221 Increase/Decreags. An in reass of $16,000 includes $9,000 for one-half the estimated costs o) a 1991 G8/GN
pay raise, and $7,000 for one~half the estimated costs of SES and Executive 1991 pay ruises.

outysar Implications. Mo outyear implicationr over the 1991 request.
Advisory and Assistance Services. None.
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Patimates Ry Qffice

F. Acquisition Management
(Budget Authority).......

HeBdQUAITOrS. .. .ccccvvversvsnes
ROGIONS...cvvvevirnticarnnanans
Total, Permanent.............

TOLAL MOLKYRALE: < cvscosvcoccvens

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990
1989 1990 Current 1991
Actual Eatimate Requast
0 Ant. X  Amt. N Amt, X Amt,
35 81,480 37 41,704 37 $1,666 37 $1,687
35 37 37 37
b AAA FEEN AL
35 37 37 37
38 37 3?7 37

Changes From Qriainal 1990 Estimates
reprogramming of $20,000 as justified in the 1990 operating plans.

Incrus.n/

Reflects a Congressional decrease of $18,000 resulting from a sequester and a
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Acguisition Managsmant

Authority. MReorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978; Executive Orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

. The office of Acquisition Management (AQ) awvards and administers acquisition and
assistance instruments in support of the various FEMA programs.

. In 1989, FEMA used $1,680,000 and )3 workyears under Salaries and Expenses. This office

.oooqalfmcd the award of $300 million for critical contracto. support to meet the Agency's varied program
rsquirements and diverse amissions; planned for and reviewed 500 procuresent plans, effectively assuring that the

Agency's contracts supported the Agency's missions without wvaste and duplication; completed a comprehensive review
of the ocontracting activities of six Regional Offices and three interim reviews; provided seven procursment

training sesejions for Project Officers and program managers regarding their role in awarding and adainistering
ocontracts; conducted the annual procurement oonference for all regional procurement personnel; enhanced automated

systems, oontinued training and development on the Agency's automated procurement systesm, and the timely reporting
of FEMA contract and grant award data through the Office Management Information System, wvhich increased efficiency

to awvard and manage the Agency's procurement dollars.
anges from the 1220 Estimates. Reflects a decrease of $38,000 resulting from a $18,000 sequester and a
r-ptogn-lnq of $20,000 as justified in the 1990 operating plan.
mﬂ_n;?m. In 1990, FEMA is allocating $1,666,000 and 37 workyears to this office under Salaries and Expenses.
This office will complete the following:
© Megiotiate, avard, sdminister, and close-out contracts, grants, cooperative agreements, and purchase srders
in support of the various FEMA programs.

-

o Provide guidance and training on procuresent policy to all activities.

© Strengthen controls over procuresent activities.

o Through & goal-settiny proce. ;, continue to reduce noncompetitive procuresent and increase competition.
o subait a report to the Director and the Congress identifying any barriers to competition.

1291 PLograM. FEMA requests $1 (87,000 and 37 workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this Office, an increase
of $31,000 over 1990. This office vill continue to support various PEMA programs as follows:

o0 Mninister and coordinate the Procurement Planning System for all Ag Yy procur t requirements.
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o Negotiate, award, administer, and close-out contracts, grants, cooperative agreements, and purchase orgers
in support of the Agency's programs.

o Enhance, and provide training for, the automated procurement system used to support the avard of
solicitations, contracts, modifications and purchase orders.

o Provide guidance and “raining on procurement requirements and activities for the Agency.

o Strengthen controls over procurement activities.

0 Increase competition, continue to identify barriers to competition, and reduce noncompetitive procuresent.
o Provide DCAA audit support for the Agency, including reduced level of special requests.

1991 Incressas/Dscreasss. An increase of $21,000 for this office will provide one-half of estimated 1991 costs
of a 3.6% 1991 GS5/GM pay raise.

7. Qutysars Implications. MNo outyear implications over the 1991 request.
8. Advisory and Assistance Services. None.
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MANAGENENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990

1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/
Actual Raguast Decreans
Eatimatas by Qffice X  ast, 0 ant. n  Asxt. )4 Ant. n at.
G. Personnel and Equal Opportunity
(Dudget Authority)........... 66 $2,980 83 $3,0)7 89 84,372 89 $4,919 $578
HOadQUAIter®. .. .ccvccavrccrcssasonnss (11 83 [ 1] 89 cee
RoGionNS....cccvveenncocnnnncsssnnnne oy oy prwe Add Py
Total, Permanent.......ccecveervee 66 83 [ 1) 89
TOtAl MOLKYRALR: ++ccccccvcecsccasessonce 66 [ 3] [ 1) [ 1)
changes rrom Qriginal 1220 Kstimaces.

Reflects & net increase of 6 vorkyears and $534,000 for the following:

InCreases:
0 an increase of 6 workyears and $480,000 resulting from a 1989 mid-year transfer of rescurces associated with the

payroll function from office of the Comptroller to the office of Personnel and REqual Opportunicy, as part of the
Agency's move to the Department of Agriculture Integrated Personnel/Payroll Systea.

0 a reprogramming of $100,000 from other Agency Salaries and Rxpenses accounts for the following:
$20,000 for the NFC payroll conversion cost in 1990.

$30,000 for employee assistance counseling.
$50,000 for contract investigations for Equal Employsent Opportunity.

Decrease:
o a Congressional decrease of $44,000 for a general reduction anl! sequester.
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G.

Pergonnel and Egual opportunity

[

Authority. Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978 and Executive Orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

. Davelops, izploments, and evaluates FPMA's personnel management programs and
policies. Provides ovarall planning, development, direction, and implementation of equal opportunity programs
vithin FEMA. Provides for the management and operations of the Emerguncy Management Career Intern Program, as
well as salaries, benefits and travel costs for interns.

1989 Accomplishments. In 1989, FEMA used $2,580,000 and 66 workyears for this office under Salaries and Expenses.
This office provided overall management for the further development and refinement of the FEMA Career Intern

Program; completed staffing and operstional implementation of a Field Personnel Operations Division in Emmitsburg,
MD; continued to reduce the Agency vacancy rate; reorganized the office to transfer the Payroll Division's staff
and responsibilities to the perscnnel office in preparation for conversion to the Department of Agriculture

Personnel/Payroll System; recruited and entered on duty 2% interns as the second class of Emergency Managesent
Career Interns: completed the planning, coordination, training, testing, and data lease revisv necessary for
conversion tc Departmenrt of Agriculture personnel,/payroll processing system; completed the planning for conversion
to Dspartment of Agriculture tiae and attendance reporting system; obtained approval for development and
implemencation of a system to concurrently delegate classification and payroll management authority to line

nanagement during 1989 and 1990; negotiated two labor contracts; clarified bargaining status of Region I;
completed the transition plans for identification and removal of architectural barriers for disabled persons;
developed and presented an Emergency Education Network (EENET) conference on evacuation and shelter of persons
with disabilities; developed Affirmative Employment Plan (AEP) recommendations from EO Task Force decisions;
implemented new Civil Rights regulations under Section 504, Rehabilitation Act of 1973, nondiscrimination on the
basis of handicaps in Federally-conducted prograss; and developed and implemented Temporary Leave Transfer Program.

. Reflects a net increase of $534,000 and 6 workyears for the following: (1) a

¢hanges From the 1990 Estimates
reprogramming of $100,000 from othar FEMA Salaries and Expenses accounts to fund $20,000 for the NFC payroll )
corversion cost in 1990, $30,000 for employee assistance counseling, and $50,000 for contract investigations for
equal emnloyment opportunity; (2) an increase of 6 workyears and $480,G00 resulting from annualizing a 1989 mid-
year transfer of resources associated with the payroll function from office of the Comptroller to the office of
Personnel and Equal Opportunity, as part of the Agency's move to the Department of Agriculture Integrated Personn-
el/Payroll System; and (3) a Congressional decrease of $44,000 for a general reduction and sequester.

1990 Program. In 1990, PEMA is allocating $4,371,000 »nd 89 workyears to this office under Salaries and Expenses.
Tasks to be accomplished include the following:
o Purther institutionalize the Emergency Management Intern Program, including refinement of program policies

and procedures.
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A32] Program
of $578,000 over 1930.

Broaden the Senior Exec.tive Service (S8S) Program (l.e., affirmative emplsyment recruitment, Exscutive
Development Prugram) .
Increase use of standardized positiom descriptions, crediciing plans and performance plans.

Nonitor new "Time and Attendance” fully sutomated system and develop audit functione, as appropriats.
Complets training necessary to fully integrate payrull/personnel assistant functions.
Identity and prioritize personnel and equal opportunity policies requiring development and/or revisiom.

Continue efforts to increase employmsnit by FEMA of handicapped persons, particularly veterans with 30
psrcent or greatsr disability.

Develop and implemant policy on AIDS in the workplace.
Sponsor and develop EENET conference for heariny impaired.
Develop and implemant Voluntary Leave Transfer/Leave Bank Progres.

Cantinue implemantation of the first and second years' goals of FEMA's 3-vear Affirmative 2ctiom Plan
to include developing pilot programs to implesent ARP initiatives.

Implemant "Nanage to Payroll® conc pt.

PENA requests $4,949,000 and 89 workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this office, an increase
Thesse resocurces vwill provide for the following activitiea:

- Includes work in

Raxsonnel Nanaqsment Actliyliiiss and Jdain/
all areas of human resources management, including the following activities:
~ Policy developesent - Position classification
Performance management - Position sanagement
Bsployes relations - Recruitment .

Incentive awards - Intarnal placement

Employee be.nafits and services - BEmploves development
Lavor mansgement re.ations - Processing of personnsl actions

Baintenance of the Agency personnel information systea.

Sz-88



o Raual onportunity Adhivities:

- Complaint processing

- External civil rights cospliance

- Affirmative actiom

- Provision of BO trsining for managers, mnuer-. and counselors.
129) Iocreases/DecieAses. The 1991 requust includes an increase of $378,000 for he following: (1) an increase
of $49,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of a 1.68 1991 GS/GN pay raise; (2) an increase of $3,000 for one-

lement and

balf of estimated 1991 cvets of SES and Executive 1991 pey rsises; (J) an incresse of 874,000 to 1
operate the FENMA Drug Testing ?rogram; and (4) an increase of $430,C00 to fund Architectural Barrier Removal

projects to obtain compliance vith Section 304 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended.
7. outysar Isplicatigna. No outyear implications over the 1991 request.
8. AMvisary and Asaiatance Servioad. None.
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NAMAGEMENT ANO ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

* 1990
1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/
Actual Ragueat Ratinate Aaiaat
Eatimates by Qffice n ARt | ) 4 Ant. n Ant. 44 ARt | 44 At
R. Comptroller
(Budget Authority).......... 88  $4,746 91 $4,59%0 77 83,664 77 84,469 $801
Headquarters. ..........cooeeueeann (1] L D) 77 77
Regions.........ooiviieiiinannn . PN aaa ana aaa ~—aa
Total, Permanent....... veeeeeen 1 1] ” 7 77 N
Total MOLKYSALE: - - :----- e e (1] [ 31 77 77 .

Shanges rrom Original 1990 Kstimates. Reflects che decrease of $936,000 for the following:
0 a transfer of ¢ vorkyears and $480,000 from Comptroller, transferring payroll functions to Personnel and Bgqual

Opportunity.
0 a transfer of 8 wvorkyears and $388,000 from Comptroller, transferring Program Analysis and Evaluation to the Chief of

sStaff's Office.
o a decrease of $38,000 for a reduction and sequester.
o a reprogramming of $20,000 as justified in the 1990 opersting plan.
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Sammtrollar

A22Q PXQJXAM-
The Comptroller vill continue efforts to improve resource and financial management practices,

AMEharity. heorganiszation Plan Ro. ) of 1978 and Executive Ordere 12127 and 12148, as amended.

; The Comptroller is the principal advisor to the Director on financisl and

r Ioe BANAG t matters. In this context, the Office conducts analysee and evaluastions of Agency financial
»a t and 1 08 issues; formulates and executes the Agency's budget, aperates an Agency-wide scoounting
mu- to record, process, and report financial transections; establishee financial goals, policies, and
procedures: provides resource and financial msansgement training for Agency personnel; and provides automated
systems analysis and design for Agency r ce 9 t activities.

1208 Accompliabmenta. In 1909, PENA used $4,746,000 and 88 workyears for this office under Salaries and Expenses.
The offioe continued cngoing efforts to enhance and implement efficient anc effective resource and financial
mansgement prectioces te emsure 8 high standard of fiscal integrity in FEMA. Specific accomplishments included
the following: establishment of a Pinancial Nansgesent Systems Task Poroe to evaluate the current systea for
competibility with the Core Financial Systems requiresents and provide recommendations and an actiom plan for
systea isprovesent; comnversion of the Agency's payroll systes from the Treasury Department to the Department of
Mrioculture's National Pinznoce Centsr; provision of financial policy and 'rooocum guidance and training to
Beadquarters and Regional personnel in the areas of imprest funds, letter of credit, FENA Comprehensive Cooperative
Agreement progras, and travel and relocation services; completiom of financial mansgement/internal control reviews
in Philadelphia and New York Regions, as well as the FENA Special Pacility and National Emergency Training Center)
completion of indirect cost reviews for the States of lowa and Washington: and continuation of support for the
financial sanagement systems of two other Pederal agencies through crosse-servicing agreesents under REFORN 388.

W. Reflects & decreass of $926,000 for the folloving: the transfer of 6§ workyears
and $480,000 from the Comptroller (payroll office functions) to Personnel and Bqual Opportunity; a transfer of
0 wvorkyears and $408,000 from the Comptroller, transferring Prograr Analysis and REvaluation to the Chief of
Staff's Office; and a Congressional decrease of §38,000 for a general reduction, sequester and reprogramsings as

Justitied in the 1990 operating plan.

64,000 and 7?7 workyears to this oftice under Salaries and Expenses.
tinancial

management systems and general managemsent practices at FENA. The Comptroller maintaiis seven goals for 1990:
o Opsrste the Agency's financial mansgemsnt systes.

In 1990, FENA is allocating §),6¢

o Bvaluate the AMency's financial mansgement systeas.

© Develop improvements to the Agency's financial mansgement systes.
s1-9]



6.

© Rsport resource managesent information.
o Strengthen the office's competance, capability and capecity.
0 Oversee and maintain internal controls in financial sanagesent and rescurce activities.

1291 Progiam. FEMA requests $4,463,000 and 77 workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this Office, an increase
of $801,000 over 19%0. This funding level will enable this Office to perform the following activities:

o Implement improvemants to the Agency's financial managesent system in order toc maks it compatible with
the Core rinancial Systems requirements.

continue financial management and internal control oversight and vulnerability assessments for FEMA
program offices, Regional offices and field sctivities.

Continue to provide financisl management training and guidance to FEMA Headquarters, Regional and field
personnel .

o Continus to improve resource managesent informstion reporting.

0 Continue to improve financial mansgement ia the comprehensive cooperstive agreement program and major
FENA program areas.

Continue to provide automated scoounting services to the Federal labor Relations Authority and the

§ Selective Service System consictent with REFORN 88.

1991 Incrsasaa/Decraases- The 1991 increase of $801,000 includes the following: (1) an increase of $44,000 for
one-half of estima’ed 1991 costs of a 3J.6d 1991 GS/Gd pay raise; (2) an increase of $7,000 for one-half of
estimated 1991 costs of SES and Executive 1991 pay raises; and ()) an incresase of $750,000 for the implesentation

of the mandatory requiresent to improve the Agency's financial managemant systesm by conforming this systeam to the
standards of the Core Financial Nanagement System, wvhich wvas established by the Department of Treasury, Office

of Managesent and Budget and the Genaral Acoounting Offioce.

. In the outyears, the Comptroller will contimue to strengthen the financial and resource
management systes by implementing the S-year financial systems plan and will develop by 1994 an on-line, user-
friendly sutomated financial management systes that is responsive to the needs of FENA and other Pederal agencies
cross-serviced by FiMA for financial managessnt system support.

Myisory and Malstance Sarvices. Mone.
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RANAGENENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousande)

1990 2/
1989 )/ 1990 2/ Current 1991
Actual haguest Ratinate Aacuast
Ratimates by QLLice | 24 mt. 24 ARt o amt. 24 ARt
I. Program Analysis and Evalustion
(Budget Authority)........... .o .. L} $306
BOAAQUAXEOIB. . . .o oo tcrc e . 8
| T P ana and ~aa ana
Total, Permanent................. []
TOtal WOrKyears. .........ccoveeene . [ ]

changes Frcm Original 1990 Estimatas- See footnotes below.

A/During 1989, Progras Analysis and Bvaluation was funded from Comptroller.
2/0uring 1990, Progras Analysis and Bvaluation is funded under the Chief of staft's Offioce.

Increase/

] 8306

e ofe
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Pxcoras Abalyais and Evaluation

2.

S.

Autharity. Reorganisation Plam No. J of 1978 and Executive Orders .7127 cad 12148, as amended.

ghiactivya/Qffica Dascrictlan. Program Analysis and Bvaluavion (PALE) formulates the Agency's progras analysis and
evaluation policies, plans, programs, and prooedures. PALR serves as & msjor mansgemant tool for the Director by
assisti in the analysis ard development of issues for the Director's use in his decision-making and policy

formulation process.
1280 Accompliabmants. During 1989, PALR was funded vithin the office of the Comptroller.
o Developed a repository of evaluative information on criteria, methodology, and activities and served as a
clearinghouse on evaluation for FENA.
o Conducted progras and resource analysis, special studies, and evaluative projects.
Provided support necessary to the successful development and iaplementation of a strategic planning process
at FEMA.
o Provided Agency-wide support to the senior internal comtrol official in carrying out FENA's internal controls
to develop. coordinate, and implesent the Agency's internal comtrol evaluation systea.
o Began development of an evaluation implementation strategy that is integrated vith the Agency stralegic planning
process.
Improved the Director's annual progras reporting process vith emphasis on selecting priority iesue areas and
oconducting snalysis and special studies.
o Prepared the Director's year-end internal control report to the President and the Congress.

changas From tha 1990 Katimates. Rescurces subsumed under the Chief of Staff's Office.

. In 1990, FEMA transfer.ed $388,000 and § vorkyears for PALR from Comptroller to the Chisf of Staff's
office. PALE will continue to provide assistance to program managers and top managesent through studies and

analysis of major policy issues, and coordinate internal controls. PALR is responsible for overseeing the internal
and supporting the senior internal control official by coordinating FEMA's overall

ocontrols prograam for the Agency
effort to comply with the 1982 Federal Nanager's Financial Integrity Act and reQquirements of OMB Circular A-12)3;
developing and implesenting Agency-level planning and mansgement systems, including monitoring achievesent of Agency
goals &nd objectives; and oconducting special studies and projects to support executive decision-making.

sE-44
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6. 19221 Prodram. FEMA requests $386,000 and 8 workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this office. PALE will
undertake the following:

o Conduct special studies and projects to support exsecutive decision-making.
o Conduct policy and issues analyses for exsecutive-level management.

o Conduct program and resource analysis, special studies, and evaluative projects.

0 Continue development of an evaluation implementation strstegy that is integrated with the Agency strategic
planning process.

o Continue to improve the Director's quarterly program reviews of program accomplishments.

o Continue to provide Agency-wide support to the senior intermal control official in carrying out FEMA's internal
controls to develop, ocordinate, and implement the Agency's internal control evaluation system.

o Prepare the Dirsctor's year-end report to the President and the Congress on FEMA's internal controls.
1221 Increases/Decraases. The 1991 request includes a reestablishment of PASE for 8§ workyears and $386,000.
7. Outvear Implications. WMo outyear implications over the 1391 request.
8. Advisary and Asaistance Serviges. None.
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RANAGENENT AND AOMIKISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1989
Achual
atimatesa Ry Q0££ice | 14 Ant.
J. Mnainjistrative support stafrf
(Budget Authority)........... 58 82,174
Headguarters....... et aie e 58
Regions. .......... .. it vinnnnnn aaa
Total, Permanent.......... Cereas . 58
TQtal MOKKYRAKR: - - -+ -ccveecensonannns S8
chanaes Fxom Qriginal 1590 Estimates-

Reflects a Congressional decrease of $23,000 for & sequester.

19%0

Aacduast

Ant.

$2,1208%

1990
Current

Eatimate
M.

61 82,182

[ 3

ana
61

61

1991

61 $2,217

61
[ 2

[ 3}

Increase/
n Ant.
$38
b
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Malniatiatiys Susnect Atats

MEDacity. Reorganization Plan No. ) of 1978; and Exsoutive Orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

isctiva/QfLice Description. Administrative Support etaff provides centralised management for a variety of
support services needed to sustain FEMA Headquarters' activitiee such as printing, procurement, graphic arts and
design, office sarvices, transportation, mail operations, publications storsge and Aistribution, space Bsanagesent
and othar common support activities: management of the FENA Hesdquarters facility (Pederal Cunter Plaza, 500 C
Street, $.W., Washington, D.C. 20472): management of property (including real property) and utilisation of
personal property and motor vehicles; administration of a variety of related administrative programs, such as
records management, energy conssrvation, and the Information Collection Budget.

Ay Accompliahmants. In 1989, FEMA used $2,174,000 and 58 workyears for this Office under Salaries and Expenses.
The Adainistrative Support functional ares continued to provide support services to the FEXA Meadquarters and its
programs and to provide policy guidance in those administrative siLpport areas that have Agency-wide application.
A series of reviews were conducted on FEMA's operations to identify potential improvements and refinements and
to reduce costs. The following accomplishments contributed to improved services or reduced costs over the 1988
level:

Sbace Nanagemant. Attained a net reduction for FEX\ of 3,645 square feet of space in G8A buildings
natisnvida; completed 943 of the total numbcr of PEQA construction projects submitted to GSA for
contracting; eetablished an Agency-wide capital priperty inventory systes using bar ocode technology.

o LiRXarY Servioss. Achieved 8 savings of $12,000 >y controliing subscription inventory and requests.

o Regorda NADAQEmANL. Transferred 689 cubic feet of Agency records to the FEMA Records holding area and
Fedaral Records Center, thersby by reducing storaie costs and eliminating the requirement to purchase

nev file cabinets and safes.
o lInformation Collections. Achieved a reduction of 48,606 burden hours, a reduction of 6.7% over 1988.

o mhubport S4rvices. Processed 13,000 requests (requisitions or orders) for goods and servioces in support
of rters operations, & 61% increase over 1988; processed 1,600 requests to issue or replace

Readqua
sdministrative equipment and furniture (desks, typewriters, calculators, etc.), a 6% increase over 1988;
rocessed 19,500 requests Zor miscellanecus services (office moves, movements of supplies and equipment,

P
minor building repairs, etc.), a8 3% increase over 1988.

hublicaticos. In the first three Quarters or 198), processed 21,719 requests for FERA publicetions and
forms, & 108 increase from 1988. 3,927,409 copies of a variety of FEMA printed matter were distributed.

(]
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. Processed a total of 4,377 print requests, a 31% increase over 1988. 2,670 requests were for
in-house printing and 1,707 for printing by the Government Printing Office.

o Graphic Arts Services. cContinued actions to incorporate state-of-the-art microcomputer technology into
day-to-day operations. The implemanting of computer-generated graphics eliminates time-consuming,
obsolete equipment, and provides faster response. Processed 781 graphic arts requests, a 133 decrease
from 1988. Produced a total of 17,525 items, a 3383 increase over 1988.

Changes From the 1990 Estimates. Reflects a Congressional decrease of $23,000 for a sequester.

1990 Program. In 1990, FEMA is allocating $2,182,000 and 61 workyears to this office under Salarjes and Expenses.
These resources will provide for administering the requlatory programs within the Agency, provide the
administrative and housekeepir 3 functions for the FEMA Headquarters, and provide personnel to support Agency

exercises.

. FEMA requests $2,217,000 and 61 vorkyears under Salaries and Expenses for this office. This office

A291 Program
will continue to provide the administrative and housekeeping functions for FEMA Headquarters.

1991 Increases/Dacreases. An increase of $35,000 provides one half the estimated costs of a 1991 G8/GM pay raise.

Qutyear Implications. No outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Advisory and Assistance Services. None.
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Total, Permanent........coceeees

TOtALl MOLKYRALE  c-ccccccvonooraconne
Shanges From Oxiginal 19230 Eatimates.

MAMAGENENT AND ADNMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990

1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase,

Actual Baguest Eatinsats Racuest Recreass

o Aat. At 0 Ast. M Ast. D Amt.

... $8,932 ... $10,187 ese  $9,094 ees  $9,400 cee $306
Fe = N AdLD Al el Abh

Reflects a decrease of $1,063,000 to accommodate Congrassional general reduction and sequester.
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Authority. Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 19787 and Executive Orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

= . This element provides for the rental of space for Headquarters, the Regions,
and all field offices.
In 1989, FEMA used $8,932,000 and no workyears for this elesent under Salarisse and

lxp:moc. ﬂ!l element provided for the rental of space from GSA at FENA Headquarters and the ten Regional
offices.

. Reflects a decrease of $1,063,000 to accommodate Congressional general

reduction and sequester.

. In 1990, FEMA is allocating $9,094,000 and no workyears to this element under Salaries and
. With these resources, this element will provide needed space to FENA Neadguarters, Regional, and

Expenses
field offices.

1291 Program. FEMA requests $9,400,000 and no workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this element, an
increase of $306,000 over 1990. This element vill provide necessary space for PFENA Headquarters, Regional,

and field offices.
1921 Increasas/Decrassas. The requested increase of $106,000 responds to GSA rate increases.

Qutyear Implivations. Mo outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Advisory and Assistance Services. MNone.
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K. Qthar MALDLISLIALLIYS KXLADSSS

Eatisates by QfLice
2. Other AMministrative txp.n-u
(Budget Authority)...... P
RaImanant NOLKYSAKS
Beadquarters........ Seeceseneseanaes
ROGIONB. ... . ivvrierirennnenn venene .
Total, Permanent................ .
TotAl MOLEYBALR: < -+ v o seeens . .
aness _From O0rigioal 1290 EstiBALes-

MANAGCEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1989 1990
Actual Reupuest
n M. o aat.
Le. 84,314 s $4,49)

—~ ~

Reflects a net decrease cf $92),000 for the following:

Increases

© &8 net transfer of $263,000 from other FEMA Salaries and Dgpenses

publications storege and distribu®ion.

(84R) aoccourts

1991 Increase/
Dacrease
n ARt |+ G W
43,870

— -

ARC Warehouse contract for

O & tranefer from other FENA S4B aocounts cf $47,000 for Health and Numan Services ritness Cefter for FENA employees.

Decreases
© a decresse of $1,200,000 for movement of postage charges into Emergency Ranagement Planning and Assistance

appropriation.

o a Corgressional decrease of $13,000 for a seguester.
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Authority. Reorganisation Plan No. 3 of 1979; and Executive Orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

ohiectives/oftice Descripticon. This element provides for administrative support and services to FENA
Headgquarters.

1989 Accomplishasnts. In 1989, FENA used $4,314,000 and no workyears for this element under Salaries and
Expenses. This activity provided administrative support services to the FEMA Headquarters staff gonsisting
of approximately 1,000 employees, consultants, and other personnel assigned to FEMA. During this period,
increased emphasis was made to more efficiently manage FEMA's resources by reviewing the internal control
systems used to administer FEMA's resources (f'nds, property and cther assets); and improving and automating
the administrative systems to ensure cost-efi,ctive operations.

Changas From the 1290 Estimataf. Reflects a ne. decrease of $923,000 for the following: (1) & net transfer
of $205,000 for a ARC Warehouse contract for publications storage and distribution; (2) an increase of $47,000
for use of the Health and Human Services Fitness Center for FEMA eaployees! (3) a decrease of $1,200,000 for
movement of postage charges to Emergency Maragement Planning and Assistance; and (4) a Congressional decrease

of $3%,000 for a gensral reduction and sequester.

. In 1990, FEMA is allocatinv $3,570,000 and no workyears to this element under Salaries and
Expenses. With these resources, this element will provide needed administrative support and services to FEMA

Headquarters.

FEMA requests $3,570,000 and no workyears under Salaries and Expenses for this elesent. This

1981 PIOJLAR-
element vwill continue to provide the administrative support services required by the FEMA Headquarters.

1991 Increases/DecKsasss. None.
outvear Implications. No outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Advisory and Assistance Services. MNone.
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L. Informaticn Services
Ratisates by Qffice

1. Information Systems
(Budget Aut.horlty)_......

Headquarters..........o.00vue
Regions.....cocovvvvnnnnnnens
Total, Permanent..... eveens

Reflects a Congressional decrease of $11,000 for a general

AND ADNINISTRATION

MARAGEXENT
(Dollars in Thousands)

1999
44

15

15
18
13

Ant.

$860

1990
1990 Current

Racuast Rating ia

| 24 ARt n Ant.

16 $1,022 16 $1,011
16 16
FEe— Fe e
1e¢ 16
16 16

reduction and sequester.

16 81,020 ee

16 o
powy aaa
16 e
16 cee
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b.

AMlthority. Reorganiszation Plan No. 3 of 1976 and Rxecutive orders 121327 and 12148, as amended.
This elemant provides information systems support services to all FEMA program

Shisctive/Kisment Dascriotion
offices not supported slsevhere, and to all internal mansgesent and administrative functions of the Agency in

meeting day-to-day production and emergency requirements. This activity is one of three interdependent
activities wvhich fund FEMA's total ADP support. The other parts can be found under Government Preparedness
and Civil Defense. The objective of this element i{s to provide reliable, responsible, and cost effective

computer support to FENA's major programs.

. In 1989, FEMA used $880,000 and 13 wvorkyears for this element under Salaries and
Expanses. Software msaintenance and development continued at a reduced level. A major objective was the
development of a three-phased Distributed Deta Processing (DDP) System which is an integrated framewvork for
information systems with broader flexibility and connectivity for emergency management purposes. Phase I (an
interim computer upgrade cf the central processing units) and Phase II (the installaticn of minicomputers for
classified systams) have been cowpleted. Work continues on Phase 1II, which is the transitional conversion
and implementation cf FERA functional requirements in pr.ority to upgrade and to provide connectivity
among Headquarters, Regional Offices, and State governments for emergency purposes.

Provided support to Managesont and Administration, State and Local Programs and Support, Training and Pire
Programe, National Preparedness Directorate, and the Federal Insurance Adainistration.

Reflects a Congressional decrease of $11,000 for a general reduction and

sequester.
1990 Prodram. In 1990, FEMA is allocating $1,011,000 and 16 workyears to this element under Salaries and
Expenses. Ressources vill allow support to be provided to the following areas:

© Mapagemant and Malonlsatration
- Manage, operate, and maintain FEMA's computer systems.

Reviev, evaluats, and make recosmendations on information processing systems, requirements, and
acquisitions for all parts of the Agency in maintaining central management over PEMA information
processing systems in acocordance with P.L. 96-3511, the Paperwork Reduction Act.

SE-104
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f.

- Develop end-user computing services that bring computers closer to the users vhile maintaining
interconnectivity among users for sharing of essential data and prograas.

o State and local Programa and Support

- Provide computaticnal s rt in the areas of planning, preparedness, research, mitigation, and
response and recovery activities.: .

- Support and improve the capabilities of the disaster managesent assistance programs through analysis
in the development of an i{ntegrated capability using Local Area Networks (LAN's) to support Disaster
rield Offices/Disaster Assistance Centers, and National or Regional requirements.

© Iraining and Fire PXodlams
- Provide computational support for the national fire programs.

~ Provide computational support to the Nationasl Emergency Training Center (NETC) for registration,
admissions, and student evaluation programs.

Provide ADP software and documentation to States and cities participating in the National Fire
Incident Reporting System (NFIRS). Maintain the National Fire Data Base (NFDB) of NFIRS data and
provide feedback reports to States and municipalities submitting fire data.

- Provide a hasardous material module snd an arson information module for the NFIRS software.

1981 _Program. FEXA requests a total of $1,020,000 and 16 workyears for this element under Salaries and
Expenses, an increase of $9,000 over 1990. Support will be provided in the following areas:

o Mapnagement and Administration

- Management, operations, maintenance, and programming of FEMA's computer systems support for both
FEMA Headquarters and Regional offices.

- Continued development of end-user computing services vhile maintaining interconnectivity among users.

- Training of FENA personnel nationvide, taking advantage of previously developed end-user computer
services.

- Updating of FENA dats base guide (Federal Preparedness Guide 47.101) and the "PEMA Data Dictionary.*
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Provision for data base maintenance for the unclassified Critical Emergency Dats Piles.

Provision of the necessary interface and reporting in ADP matters to the Office of Management and
Budget, the Ganeral Services Administration, and other regulatory agencies as required.

~ Reviev and evaluation of r tions on information processing systems, requirements and
acquisitions for all parts of the Agency in maintaining centralized management of FEMA information
processing systems in accordance vwith the Paperwork Reduction Act, P.L. 96-511.

Maintenance of programs to support production of microfiche records for flood insurance and other
programs.

o Ixaining and Pixe Progxams
Maintenance of NETC's registration and admission systema, and developmsent of LAN applications to
augment and improve the systea.

Distribution of NFIRS softwvare to States and municipalities as requested,
computer version of NFPIRS.

including the personal

Provision of ADP technical assistance to States and municipalities in NFIRS.
- Maintenance of the NFDB consisting of over 98 aillion records
o [aderal Insurance Administration

Provision of limited technical support for the ADP activities related to the National Flood Insurance
Program.

An increase of $9,000 will provide for one half the estimated coets of a 1991 GS/GM

pay raise.
outvear Implications. Phase IXII has begin and will continue to consolidate ADP and communications support
services into fully integrated information systems that will provide a full range of ADP support services for
PENA program needs. This system will provide connectivity among Federal, Regional, and Stats levels of
government for emergency Banagement programs. Due to both technological advances and the diversity and
structure of FEMA's programs, the trend will remain to place computer resocurces closer to the end-users of ADP
services while providing interconnectivity among and within user communities. During 1990, all Regional
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and field Sperry 4020 clusters vill be replaced by a personal computer based LAN to provide increased
administrative functions at these locations, with interconnectivity to FEMA national computers. During 1990
and 1991, this system vill be ¢xpanded through a vide-area network architecture using the FEMA Switched Network

(PSN), thus providing FEMA wvith both local and nationwide connectivity.

Advisory and Assistance Services. WNone.
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L. lofoimation Ssrvices
Ratimates Ly EKlament

2. Mministiative Telephones

(Budget Autnority)........

HoadQuarters. ........cooeuvesues

Regions............ teerann e
Total, Permanent...... PN
TOtAl MOLKYRALR - - - ccccovseoosen

changas rrxom Original 1930 Estimates.

RANAGENENT AND ADKINISTRATION

1989

.2 4 Ant.

(Dollars in Thousands)

1990
1990 Current
Baqusat Eatinaie
a amt. X Aat.
ce. 82,678 ... 82,646
Adh Adod

Reflects a Congressional decrease of $29,000 for a sequester.

1991 Increase/
Baqueat Decrease
.24 Ant. 34 ARt
.. 82,646 S e
— s
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L. Information Serxvices
2. Adainistrative Telephones .

b.

obiective/Elsment Description
administrative telephone services fcr PEMA Headquarters National Capital Region.

Authority. Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1978 and Executive orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.
This element encompasses the centralized management and funding of day-to-day
Included are the local

commercial systems, equipment in FEMA Headquarters, and usage of intercity voice network such as the
Government's rederal Telecommunications Systems (FTS), Fedaral Secure Telephone Service (FSTS), and the

Automatic Voice Network (AUTOVON).

1989 Accomplishments. 1In 1989, FEMA used $2,655,000 and no wvorkyears for th.s element under Salaries and
Expenses. At FEMA Headquarters, telephone hardware and softwvare problems continue to be resolved in

coordination with C&P Telephone Company.

changes from the 1990 Estimates. Reflects a Congressional decrease of $29,000 for a sequester.

. 1In 1990, FEMA is allocating $2,645,000 and no workyears for this element under Salaries and
Expenses. These funds support the operations and maintenance of the administretive telephone services. During
1990, installation of Secure Telephone Units (Type I1.) to replace existing single line telephone units and
the majority of multi-line SL-1 units will be completed.
1991 Prodram. FEMA requents $2,646,000 and no workyeary for this element uncer Salaries and Expenses.
funds will be used to support the operations and maintenince of the administrative telephone services.

1991 Incxeases/Decreases. None.

. Cost from anticipated increases in local and long dis.ance telephone rates are expected
to increase. FEMA will continue to monitor usage and provide off-setting controls through continuation of

successful cost-saving management techniques.

Adviscry apd Assistance Services. None.

.

These
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MANAGERENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990
L. Information Sarvices 1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/
Actual Bacuast Eatinate Racuest Recraase
Eatinatas by Klsmant 14 At n At 14 Ank. n At n Ant.
3. Office Automation
(Budget Authority)....... e $539 cen $539 .e $234 PN $234 . .o
HeadqQuarters.......c.ceeeveenen e .e
Regions........ cveavesereennnas PN ata aaa e s
Total, Permanent.........c... e e voa e ces

chanses rrom Oxiainal 1990 Ratisates.
Reflects decreases of $30%,000 for the following:

o a Congressional decrease of $5,000 for a sequester.
O a reprogramming of $300,000 to other PEMA Salaries and Expenses activities as justified in the 1990 operating plan.

s8-110



Qutvear Implicaticns
the future trend is to place computers closer to the userw.

Authority. Reorganization Plan No. ) of 1978 and Executive orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

. This element provides for effective management of word processing equipment

within FEMA.

. In 1989, PEMA used $539,000 and no workyears for this element under Salaries and

Expenses. It vas determined that the STEC Company's word processing units would serve as a transitional
replacement for Lexitron wcrd processing equipment and are now being replaced with PC's with appropriate
softwvare. Training was provided to FEMA employees to permit the transfer from machine/specific word processor

to transferable PC software.

Chanqges from the 1990 Estimates. Reflects a decrease of $305,000 for the following: a Congressional decrease
of $5,000 for a sequester; and a reprogramming of $300,000 as justiried in the 1990 operating plan.

1990 Program.- In 1990, FEMA is allocating $234,000 and no vorkyears for this element under Salaries and
Expenses. These funds support the following:

o HMaintenance of existing systems and acgquisition of additional units as required.
o Continued reviev of existing work stations tor potential TEMPEST requirements.
Central management of wvord processing as part of the integrated National Emergency Management Systes

o
(NENS) .

o Development of a PC based LAN under Phase III DDOP to provide increased sutosated administrative
functions.

1991 Prodram. FEMA requests $234,000 and no workyears for this element under Salaries and Expensas. This
funding level will support leasing, maintenance, training and supplies for the office automation currently

in FEMA.

i921 Increasss/Decraasas. MNone.

Due to both technological advancesunt and the diversity and structure of FEMA's programs,
FENA plans to completely integrate word processing
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h.

into the other information system functions as a rart of the implementation of the NEMS Distributed Deta
Processing System, Phase III.

Myisory and Assistance Sarvicas. None.
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Eatimates Dy Office

M. Regionel Operations
(Budget Authority).........

Headquarters.......... SR N
Regions......ccveveevecnenienns
Total, Permanent.............

MANAGENENT AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1989 1990
Actual ‘aguest
M Amt. 0 amt.
5 $260 s $207
5 5
J-I-; A-I.;.
5 5

Reflects a Congressional decrease of $3,000 for a sequester.

1991
Ragquast
0 Mt
H $287
s

L]

Increase/
Decrease
.0 4 .,

cee $3
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Regicnal Ouerations

1.
3.

Authority. Reorganisation Plan Mo. 3 of 1978) and Bxecutive Orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

Obiactive/Qffice Description. The Office of Regional Operations (RO) provides coordination on reaional day-to-
day opsrational matters and policy issues as staff advisor to the Director of FEMA, and serves as liaison botn‘n
the Regional Directors and Headqusrters slesenfs on program and policy issues.

1989 Accueapliabaents. In 1989, FEMA used $260,000 and 3 workyears for this office under Salaries and Expenses.
Among i{ts accomplishments vere the following: continued to monitor activities of each Regional office thereby
keeping the FEMA Director and program managers advised on significant problems in order to coordinate corrective
strategies) provided Regional representation in FEMA Headquarters in the development of policy and progras guidance
to eisure the consideration of ksgionsl vievpoints; reviewed Regional office management and operations ({.s.,
persocnel, organizational structurs, overall management, and delegations); produced and implemented a final work
plan for the Regional offices consistent with FEMA's budget and mission; published and distributed “"Directory of
Governors and State Officials™; and completed the revision of delegations of authorities to Regional offices.

changes from the 1990 Estimates. Reflects a Congressional decrease of $3,000 for a sequester.

1990 Program. In 1990, FEMA is allocating $284,000 and 3 wvorkyears to this office under Salaries and Expenses.
This office will continue to coordinate Regional program matters and pulicy issues for the Director's reviev; snsure
a coordinated flow of guidance, policy, and information to the Regions on programs and other Agency activities;
monitor Regional reorganigzation transition efforts through staff visits to Regional offices; and continue the
automation of the Regional Work Plan.

FEMA requests $287,000 and S workyears for this offica under Salaries and Expenses, an increase of
In 1991, this office intends to do the following:

1991 Program
$3,000 over 1990.
Continue to coordinate Regional program matters and policy issues for the Director's reviev.

Ensure & coordinated flow of guidance, policy, and information to the Regions on programs and other Agency
activities. i

o

L]

o Complete the automation of the Regional Work Plan.
Provide Regional representation in PIMA Headquarters in the development of policy and program guidance to
ensure the consideration of Regional viewpoints.
o Continue Regional work planning efforts.
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+ An increase of $3,000 will provide one half the estimated costs of a 1991 GS8/G pay
raise.

Qutvear Implications. Mo outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Advisory and Assistance Sarvices. MNone.
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AND ADMINISTRATION
(Dollars in Thousands)

1989 1990
Requast
Katimatas by office 0 Axt, 0 Ant.
M. BExternal Affairs
(Budget Authority).....cccoceeese 18 $1,39 20 $31,321
Parmanant MOXKYSAIS
BeadQUAKtErS. .. o:cocverceccsnconsones 18 20
Total, Permanent.....cccococoeesces 18 20
Tota)l NOLKYRAPR: cccccocscccrcccccconcrs 10 20
Changss From Original 1290 Estimates.

Reflects a net increase of $106,000 for the fnllowing:

1990
Current

Eatinata
o at.

20 $1,427

20

yeey
20

20

1991

20 $1,33¢

20
20
20

Increase/
Dagraans
14 ARt

© a reprogramming of $120,000 from other FENA S&R acoounts to fund personnel compensation and benefits costs.

0 a Congressional decrease of $14,000 for a sequester.

-991
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External ALLairs

Authority. Reorganization Plan No. ) of 1978 and Executive Urders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

ohiectivesQfLtice Description. External Affairs provides an information link between the Agency and the Congress,
the medis, public interest groups, and international usgencies or representatives; advises the Director on the
congressional, public relations, and international impect of Agency policies, plans, and programs; and coordinates
the development and furnishing of information to these groups.

1989 Accomplishmpents. In 1989, PFEMA used $1,391,000 and 18 workyears for function under Salaries and Expenses.
The following work was accomplished: Provided information services to the media and pubdlic interest groupe
resulting in 6,000 media responses, 330 news releaves, and 3,000 contacts vith intergovernsental orgsnisations;
further developed a high level Public Affairs Policy Committese for Emergency Public Affairs Officers: coordinated
development of Agency positions on matters before the Congrese in 50 hearings and responded to 20,000 congressional
inquiries; provided 1735 congressional and staff briefings and 40 reports; provided U.S. representation to the KATO
Civil Emergency Preparedness (CEP) Committee and Civil Defense (CD) Committee and subcommittees and boards;
processed 723 cables;: reviewed 200 MATO Policy Papers; and responded to 6,000 :nternational inquiries and
ocoordinated and briefed during 400 official foreign visits.
changss From the 1990 REstiaates. Raflects a net increase of §106,000 for the following: (1) & reprogramming of
$120,000 from other FEMA S&E sccounts to fully fund requested level of effort; and (3) a Congressiomal decresse
of $14,000 for a sequester.
1990 Program- In 1990, FEMA is allocating $1,427,000 and 20 workyears to this Directorate under Salaries and
Expenses. These resources vill provids for the following:
o Provide information services to all media and public interest groups: msedia responses (6,000), nevs
releases (350), and contacts vith intergovernmental Organisations (3,500).
o Continue to assist further in the development of the Public Assistance Policy Committee for Emergency Public
Affairs Oofficers.
0 Coordinate the development of Agency positions on matters before Congress: hearings (65) and congressional
inquiries (20,000).
o Provide congressional and staff briefings: 180 briefings and 40 reports.

o0 Continue with increased management and coordinstion of U.S. representation on the NATO CEP Committee,
subcommittees and planning boards.
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6.

Af2) Pxogram. FEMA requ
decrease of §91,000 from 1990.

Process 723 cables.

Rev'!ew 208 NATO Policy Papers.
Reopond to 6,000 interrational inquiries and brief 500 visiting foreign officlals.

aets $1,336,000 and 20 wo rs under Salaries and Expenecs for this Diructersts, &
The following activities will ocontinue at Headquarters and in the Regions:

© Provide ongoing information services to all media and pudblic interest groups, reporting on activities of

the Agency prees releases, news and information conferences, and interviews.

Desvelop and complement haszard avarenese campaigns directed toward the public, including reprints of

Respond to 6,750 media responses on all aspects of esergency management and ¢, 000 contacts with
1 representatives.

Initiate 330 news releases, 25 news conferemces, ¢ national newsletters, and 45 intergovernmental briefings.

© Assist program offices vith 300 separate Public Aseistance informstion-related activities.

Coordinate the development of Agency position on matters bafore the Congress and arrange for Agency
intaraction vith Nembers of Congress and theair staffs.

Assist in the development of all legislative initiatives.

Respond to 20,000 congressional inquiries and other types of correspondence and provide 190 congressional
and staff briefings.

Attend 70 hearings and prepare 40 reports o8 congressional sctivities and/or programs.

Provide U.S. representation to the NATO CEP Comm.ttec and CD Committee, along with their suberdinate
committees and planning boards.

Contiiue U.S. participation in bi-lateral emsrgency prepirsdness sgreesents vith Canada.

Plan and coordinate bi-lateral essrgency preparedness/disaster consultative agreements with Mexic»>.
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o Review 200 MATO Policy Papers.
o Provide orientations and briefings on FEMA's programs to visiting foreign officials.

o Respnd to 6,000 international inquiries and other types of correspondence and provide coordination for 150
foreign svents and 300 protocol/passport requests. .

o Process 730 NATO cables.

1991 Incxeassa/Decreases. A net decrease of $91,000 for this office reflects the following: (1) a base decrease
of $116,000 to adjust Agency resources to fully fund requested workyears within overall deficit-reduction
requiremants; (2) an increase of $11,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 costs of a 3.6% 1991 GS8/GN pay raise; and
(3) an increase of $14,000 for one-half of estimated 1991 coets of SES and Executive 1991 pay raises.

7. Qutvear Implications. WMo outyear implications over the 1991 request.
8. Mvisoxy and Assistance Serviges. None.
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MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

(Dollars in Thousands)

1989
Actual
Estimates Dy Office wY Ant.
O. Regional Executive
Direction
(Budget Authority)..... .. 103 $8,809
Headquarters........occeeveeene e
Regions.....cccvveeevnncnoncsne 103
103

Total, Permanent.......cce00e

Total HOXKYRALB:+-cccosscsscccscnse 103
change rrom Original 1990 Estimates.

Reflects a decrease of $200,000 to accommodate

1990

¥ Amt,

105

108

$9,372

reprogramming of $100,000 as justified in the 1990 operating plan.

1990
Current

¥ Amt.

105 $9,172

cee

103
105

105

1991

Increase/

cungressional general reduction and a sequester ($100,000),

and a
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Begichal Rxecutiva Direction

1.

2.

1921 Fxodras.
of $111,000 over 1990.

Authority. Reorganization Plan No. ) of 1978 and Executive Orders 12127 and 12148, as amended.

obiective/office Dascription. This element provides for the executive administration and management support
necessary vithin the Regions for the delivery of FEMA programs to State and local governments, and is rocponnxblo
for the Regional management of its administrative, financial, and personnel resources.

In 1989, FEMA used $8,809,000 and 10 workyears for this element under Salaries and Expenses.

A28 Accosplishments
Resource levels provided for the executive direction and management support necessary vithin the ten Regions for

the delivery of programs to State and local governments.

chacgas from the 1990 Eatimates. Reflects a decrerse of $200,000 to accommodate Congressional yeneral reductions
and sequester ($100,000) and a ceprogramming of $100,000 as justified in the 1990 operating plan.

In 1990, FENA is allocating $9,172,000 and 1035 workyears to this element. This element will provide

A220 Programs.
for the managesent and accountability of all Regional resources which support the delivery of FEMA programs to

State and local govermments.

FEMA requests $9,283,000 and 105 vorkyears for this element under Salaries and , an increase
In 1991, this element will provide for the management and accountability of all Regional

resources wiich support the delivery of FEMA programs to State and iocal governments.

1991 Incraasas/Decresses- An increase of $111,000 for this element reflects the following: (1) an increase of
$60,000 for one-half of es:imated 1991 codts of a 3.68 1991 G8/GN pay raise; and (2) an increase of $51,000 for
one-half of estimated 1991 costs of S5ES and Executive 1991 pay raises.

Qutvear Implications. No outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Advisary and Assistance Sarvices. Wone.
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EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE
Appropriation Language

For necessary expenses, not otherwvise provided for, to carry out activities under the National Flood Insurance Act
of 1968, as amended, and the Flood Disaster Protection Act of 1973, as amended (42 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.), the Robert T.

Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistaace Act (42 U.8.C. 5121 et seq.), the REarthquake Hatards Reduction Act of

1977, as amended (42 U.S.C. 7701 et cec ), the Federal Fire Prevention and Control Act of 1974, as amended (15 U.8.C. 2201

et seq.), the Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended (50 U.S.C. App. 2251 et seq.), the Defense Production Act of

1950, as amended (50 U.8.C. App. 2061 et seq.), section 103 of the National Security Act (50 U.8.C. 404), and Reorganization
$277,042.000,

Plan No. ) of 1978, ($275,290,000)
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EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE

This appropriastion provides resources for the following activities:

Provides an integrated set of programs designed *o create the capability at the State and local levels to

Civil Defense:
save lives and preserve order in a complete spectrum of emergencies. MNearly all programs in Civil Defense provide direct
entities, to provide specialized

Federal support, either financial or in-kind, i{n varying piroportions to States and loc
equipment and to subsidize the coets to those jurisaictions of the network of trai experienced emergency-management
ialists which forms the backbone of the nation's ability to respond to catastrophes ranging from natural disasters to

attack on the United States. The Civil Defense program focuses on development of minimal "base® capabilities, and on
creation of a national ability to rapidly expand, or ®"surge”, these capabilities in time of national crisis.

Supports FEMA's activities as lead agency in the National Rarthquake Hazards

HNatiopnal Rarthouake Prodaram and other Hazards:
Reduction Program, whose purpose is to reduce the nation's vulnerability to the effects of earthquakes and to provide a
when a catastrophic earthquake occurs. This activity also provides for FEMA's role in Federal

direct Federal response
programs to reduce vulnerability to hurricane hazards, encourage improvements in das safety, and promote hasard mitigation.

Technological Hasards: 8u rts PEMA's role in Paderal activities in the areas of community and Federal preparedness to

respond to the hasards of fixed nuclear facilities and hagardous materials.

Federal PraparsdDassi Provides for the nation's ability to respond to, manage, and recover from psacetime and vartime

national security emergencies, and develops a crordinated Federal response, integrated with State and local response plans

developed through other FEMA activities, to cope with the consequences of accidental, hatural, and human-caused emergencies.
Provides the training necessary to prepare Pederal, State, and local officials and emsrgency

Ixaining and Fire Proaramsi
responders, their supporting staffs, and the public to meet thw responsibilities and challenges of domestic emergencies
The U. 8. Fire Administration provides a

through planning, mitigation, preparedness, response, and long-term recovery.
Pederal focus for identifying and working toward solutions for the problems facing the nation's f.re and rescue services,

and supporting State and local fire protection and emergency rescus efforts.

Provides a comprehensive, integrated flood plain management program that combines npplnz,
purpose of responding to known flood hasards and mitigating their

Dlood Insuxance and Mitigationi
regulatory, and technical assistance efforts for the
effects. Since 1987, this activity has been funded by s transfer of unobligated balance from the National Flood Insurance

Fund.



APPROPRIATIONS SUMMARY
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE
(Dollars in Thousands)

1990

Page 1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/
No, -Actual  Ragquest Recrepsq -
Summary of Estimates by Activity
I. Civil Defense.........ccceeven. ceoe §125,598 $130,833 $128,911 $132,986 $4,078
II. National Earthquake Program
and Other Hazards........co0.0 5,950 5,493 9,071 12,038 2,967
II1I. Technological Hazards........eoc... $,12) 5,888 5,322 ,351 29
IV. Pederal Preparedness............... 127,082 113,236 111,450 110,377 -1,073
v. Training and Fire Programs......... 14,577 13,0558 18,0889 16,290 -2,599
VI. FPlood Insurance and Mitigation.»®... 41,251 ___ 40,303 43,023 —45.023 _2.900
Total, Emergency Management
Planning and Assistance.. 519,583 308,808 316,666 322,065 5,399
»
Budget Outlays.....ccoo000s00c00000 313,822 313,239 320,829 323,894 3,065

* Reflects unobligated balance transferred from the Natioial Flood Insurance Fund.

Changes from Original 1990 Estimates.

Reflects a net increase of $7,858,000 from the followin,:

Transfer from the President’'s Unanticipated Disaster Needs funds to Earthquake and Other Hazards

+$3,000,000 -
Unexpired balance of Flood 1989-1990 transter carried forvard

+ 2,720,000 -

+ $850,000 - Earthquake and Other Hazairds
+ 5,935,000 - Training and Fire Progrims

- €4,267,000 - General reduction
- 380,000 - Sequester

ki
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1991 EMPA Obligational Auth. by Activity
(Includes Flood Plain Management)

(Dollars in Millions)

Civil Defense 41%
$133

Tech. Haz. 2% AN
$5 :
Flood Plain Mgmt. 14% S8
$45
Train & Fire 5%
$16

Nat. EQ 4%
$12
Fed. Prep. 34%
s

Emergency Mgmt. Plann. & Assist. ($322)
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EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ABSSISTANCE

(Dollers in Thousande)
1000 1900
Actusl Beouest
£ scnnel Denefity
12.1 Civilien p
12.2 Milary personnel.
13.0 Benefits for fOMMEr PISONNG.................cocevveunenns
7 19
21,582 40,418
. . 4118 4,200
25.0 Other services........ 174,834 137,928
3.244 10.242
12,264 14,727
4,830 1,000
98,798 %779
Total ODBGBHONG. ............conriiereretincriiinetirsrirerirereesenes 319.583 308,808

1900

41,400
144,817
4918
10,128
109.679

316,008

1901

s7e

33,870
4,748
161,508

{

139

(7.730)

16,689

®m
2971

o
(5.648)
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1991 EMPA By Major Object Class
(Dollars in Millions)

$.076 $104
.Trans. Things 0% Grants 32%

Comm. & Util 1%
$34

Land s&l Struct. 0% _

- - 4 l' Printing 2%
. ‘ Suaplies 1%

s161
Other Services 50%

All Object Classes ($322)

Equipment 4% $13



EMERGENCY MANACEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE
Civil Defense Overview

The Civil Defense program develops a system of capabilities for the protection of life and property in the United States
from attack as well as from natural). and technological disasters. The« Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is charged

with implementing the program in accordance with statute and presilential policy directives.

The Civil Defense Art of 1950, rs amendoi, vests responsibility flor civil defense jointly in the Federal government and
the States and their political subdivisions. The Federal govermmunt bears primary responsibility for preparedness against
national security emergencies, wvhile 8tate und local governments for their part have primary responsibility for peacetime
disaster preparedness and shar: responsibility for attack prepuredness. Civil Defense program elements are designed by
FEMA to meet attack preparedness objectives assuring, howvever, maximum applicability to peacetime emergency requirements
as well. Such "dual use® of civil defurse capabilities and rasources BY LAW must always be consistent with, contribute

to, and not detract from attack-related preparedness.

A Presidential directive issied in 1987 emphasizes the DUAL~USE requirement of the law and the development of a civil
defense infrastructure capable of rapid expansion in & naticnal sacurity emergency. The directive outlined the major policy
objectives of the U.8. civil defense program: 1) improve the prospects of the protection ol the U.S. population and the
resources of the Nation in the event of a nuclear attack and the ability to deal with any emergency which seriously
threatens U.S8. national sccurity; 2) provide State and local SURVIVABLE CRISIS MANAGEMENT (SCM) capabilities to support
the population in national security emergencies; 3) give the public information on threats, including nuclear attack and
wvays to increase the chance of survival; 4) provide information to assist business and industry to protect their employees
and physical resources in national security emergencies; 5) encourage volunteer efforts by individuals and organizations
6) develop plans to sustain survivors and for post-attack recovery; and 7)

to participate in civil defense activities;
develop plans for the rap.d exparsion of civil defense by SURGE actions in an international crisis.

Recogniting the extresmely limited national resources available for civil defense, the program outlined above dces not
attenpt te build a fill, starnding, in-place attack preparedness capability. Instead, it defers as many costs as faasible
by developing an in‘rastructurs of "minimum-essential® or “"baseline” State and local capabilities for national security
emergencies. Needed--bat postponable--capabilities will be brought to full development by BURGE actions. The program
emphasizes, theref re, the identification and development of the baseline capability which cannct be deferred; and the
development of strategies and plans for the rapid expansion of the civil defense infrastructure (SURGE), only if and when

wvarranted by a deteriocating international situation.

The civil defenie projram proposed in the 1991 budget also emphasizes developing those attack-related capabilities that
vill yield the higheut lifesaving payoff for the funds appropriated. Two important areas of emphasis, therefore, are

SURVIVABLR CRIIS NAJMAGEMENT (S8CM) and POPULATION PROTECTION.
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In the area of SURVIVABLE CRISIS NANAGENENT, State and local governments must be able to assure that they can continue to
direct and manage life-sustaining support activities for the population. 8uch an 8CN capabi'ity consists of plans,
procedures, trained personnsl, survivable communications, automated data procecssing, facilities, and the ability to direct
and manage life-support operations such as firefighting, urban search and rescus, emsrgency medical assistance, law
enforcement, debris removal, and the restoration of essential services. Existing capabilities do not yet meet the minimum
baseline requirements from vhich & SURGE to full operational readiness could be implemented in a time of bullding crisis.

Likevise, in the equally critical area of POPULATION PROTECYION, civil defense program planning for both in-place protection
and support for spontaneous and controlled evacuatiun must continue to build on existing capabilities and overcome
Government must be able to provide citizens with at least one of these protective options--evacuation or

deficiencies.
in-place protection--based on the risks identified and the level of protection vhich is feasible.

In addition to SCN and POFULATION PROTECTION, civil defense base planning will include the development of PUBLIC
INFORNATION, radiological defense planning and instrumentation, a trained cadre of State and local emergency managers and

planners, and plans and procedures to initiate and conduct a civil defense SURCE.

The 1991 civil defense program contains the following highlights:
A Atate and local Emergdsncy Manadsasnt funds up to 508 of the salaries and expenses of local and State employees
to develop emercency plans for ALL disasters to wvhich the jurisdiction is vulnerable.

State and local emergency planners serve as the personnel base for population protection planning, crisis
Currently they

]
management operations, and "surging® civil defense in a national security emergency.
respresent the only existing State and local resource to perform this function. In peacetime, these planners
also do natural and technological 4isaster response planning.

] Emergency Management Assistance is provided to 56 States and territories and 2,621 local jurisdictions,
covering 82% of the population. Each participating jurisdiction must demonstrate * capability to plan and

exercise its response to ALL types of major emergencies and report ite state of readiness to the next higher
authority.
Other State and Local Emergency Management activities include:

o Punding for 900 military reservists assigned to local, State, and Pederal facilities to support national
security emergency preparedness and continuity of govermnment missions. They would b: activated vith civil
defense forces during a national security emergency and are a key asset for crisis smanagement operations

and for conducting a civil defense surge.
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The "mergency Assessment System (EAS), which provides inforsmation on the current status of State and local
emergency preparednass to determine program planning requirements and to measure performance. This systesm
provides Federal, State, and local authorities objective evaluations of hazards, existing cipabilities, and
systematic methods to identify shortfalls and to plan improvements. It is used in ongoing program management

and will be used as a management tool in a SURGK.

Radiological Defense (RAREF) provides training ‘and specialized equipment to State and local levels to enable
emergency services personnel and citizens to respond to the radiological threats associated with nuclear attack

and large-scale peacetime radiclogical disasters. The program priority is to develop a peacetime bese capable
of being SURGED to increased radiological instrument production and to provide expert training for their use.
An integral part of national security preparedness to protect the population, RADEF is a Federal responsibility
and 1008 Federally-funded.

is a 1008 rederally-funded program to assist State and local governments to develop dual
use emergency plans, systems, and capabilities.

o Population Protection Planning provides funds for State employees to vork directly with all non-civil defense
localities to develop dual-use emergency operations plans and to provide technical support to local Emergency

Management Assistance personnel.

identifies shelters to protect the population in the

o
event of nuclear attacx. Shelter surveys will build on the current data bases. Priorities will be set
according to FEMA's recently updated nuclear attack planning base analysis. When the surveys are completed,
a base capability will be in place. Although many of the shelters identified can be used for peacetime

disasters, the program is 1008 Federally-funded because it is an integral part of national security
preparedness.

:tion promotes civil defer=a at the family, neighborhood, and community levels by broadening
public awarenest of risks and threats: by providing INPORMATION to thc public on protective measures they
can take for themselves; and by encouraging VOLUNTARY participation in community emergency preparedness

activities.
provides hardvare and technical assistance through 508 funding to

sState and Local Direction Control and Waxning

State and local governments to develop emergency capabilities which can survive and continue to operate during
and after any major disaster, and are critical to ensure continuity of government operations during a national
security emergency. Such facilities will enable key officiale to perform essential governmental functions and
lite-saving services and to broadcast emergency information to the public. This program's DUAL~USE hardvare
includes: fixed, alternate, or mobile emergency operating centers; emsrgency comsunications equipment; alert

EN-9



and warning systeas:’ and for nuclear attack specifically,
broadcast stations and the protection of vulnerable equipment from electromagnetic pulse effects.

protection against radioactive l‘allout for key
State and

Local Direction Control and Warning is the central slement of the State and local SCM capability.

Rassarch provides a scisntific and technical base for civil defense strategies, policies, and programs.

Research

results are often applicable to both national security and peacetime preparsdness problems.

Rasearch provides scientific and technical research as a basis for improving programs to protect the
population and the industrial base from attack, as well as natural and technological emergencies.

Syateans Dayslonment provides for developing and field testing new or updated programs and guidance.

Policy and Planning develope civil defener: progrim rolicjes and defines progras concepts luéh as bass, SURGE
and SURVIVABLE CRISIS MAMAGENENT for consideration b' FEMA, the Defense Department, the Office of Nanagement
and Budget, and Congress. It develops civil defense progras requiresants and progras implementation plans,

and provides strategic and long-range planning.
trains State and local emergency -rmqmnt personnel in Emmitsburg, Maryland, at the

Ixaining and Education
Emergency Management Institute (EMI) and in the field.

Inatructional Programs and Matarials uses ressarch results, technological innovations, and realistic
emergency experience to develop all-hasard and nuclear attack-specific courses and other training activities
for State and local emergency managers and public officials.

riald Deplovymant Systems Provides funds for State amployees to assist localities to develop and conduct
training programe, provides broad access to centrally aeveloped and tested training material, and supports
s minimal State infrastructure for exercise and traiting delivery. The latter fulfi'ls peacetime emergency
preparedness functions and provides un assential bas) for SURGE training in the event of a national security
emergency.

Resident Progxags (EMI) provides redaral, State, ind local emergency management professionals and public
officials the opportuni‘y to exchange information asd to attend courses vhich cannot be effectively delivered
through the flald program. The resident program also trains the instructors for field courses, which is
critical to maintain their quality. Currently, Stste and local governments are responsible for student meals
and salary expenses while attending courses.

Emardsncy Public lnformation develope peacetime, all-hscard, sulti-media (print, audio aad video)
preparedness materials on risks and protective measures, as well as nuclesr rttack survival information for
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release during a crisis build-up; the latter also includes development of rapid dissemination strategies
to support a civil defense SURGE.

Telecommunicationa and ¥Maining sanages and operates dedicated warning and telecommunications systems to provide
initial attack/disaster emergency messages to the civ'.lian population and selected civilian/ailitary agencies,
States, and U.8. territories for both national securi.y programs and natural and man-made disaster responses
The data processing oupport gives access to Headquarters, Regions, and State offices for processing emergency
information, on-line data editing, and on-site report printing. Such information is or can be used to facilitate
operations during severe wveather emerg ncies, chemical spills, asccidents involving radioactive materials,
extraordinary situations, and tests and exercises.

provides staff years and expenses to support the information processing activities

of civi) defense programs.
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EXERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE
CIVIL DRFENSE
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS)

Page
Estimates by Program Elsmant No,
A. State and Local Emergency
Management.......... vereracae. EM-14
B. Radiological Defense.......... EN-23
C. Population Protection......... EM=32
D. State and Local Direction,
Control and Warning........... EM-44
BE. Research.............. ceessss. EN-58
?. Training and Bducation........ EM-63
G. Telecommunications and Warning EM-79
Total, Civil Defense..........
changud Lxom Original 19290 Estimates.

1989
Actual

$60,245
11,695
12,499

10,700

581
11,296
i8.582

125,598

Reflects a net decrease of $1,922,000 from the following:
-~ $2,122,000 for the Congressional general reduction: and

+
operating plan.

1990
Requast

$61,623
12,767
12,843

13,311
600
9,885

12.504
130,833

1990
Current

$62,461
11,223
11,113

11,635

54)
11,308
20.611

128,911

1991
Requast

$62,208
12,008
12,843

14,850

600
10,972
i2.421

132,986

Increase/

$-173
7823
1,730

3,195

57
=333

4,078

200,000 for a one-time reprogramming from Radiological Emergency Preparedness, as detailed in the 1990



EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE

Noo-Pecsonnal Costs
2101M~umdm ..................

22.0 Traneportation of things.

CIVIL DEFENSE
(Dolers in Thousande)
1908 1900
Actusl . T
3 )
2,112 13.082
900 1,144
31,444 19,942
. ®
m 2.008
a2
.04 22,008
125,508 130.639

Ii®

81687

12,080
10,578

1,084

04,043

uun

1901

3,308
81
2.270
310
3,787
"

2,167

132,900

®181)

@®.781)
13.006
(1.096)

2723
107

(2.4;;)

4,078
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SMERGEACY MANAGEMENT PLANNING ASSISTANCE
CIVIL DREFENSE
(Dollars in Thousands)

A.  State and local Emsrgency Monadeasnt

1990

Page 1989 1990 Current 1991 Increase/

Eatimates by Proaras Klsamant He. Actual Reguast [Estimate Ragquast Rec "aaze
mM-15 $38,116 $59,123 $60,182 $60,120 -$54

1. Emergency Management Assistarce.....

2. Other State and local bomoncy
MANAgement....oovenvctoreaasaanns m-17 2.122 2.200 .212 2.280 5% |

Total, State and Local Emergency

Iunaqc-‘nt (Budget Authority).... 60,249 61,623 62,461 62,280 =173

changes From Oriainal 1930 Eatimates. Roeflects & net Congressional increase of $838,000.

o An increase of $2,000,000 fuor Emergency Management Assistance
o A decrease cf $1,162,000 fcr general reductions and reprograrsing, as justified in the 1990 operating plan.



Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2251, at meg.

Autbority.

obisctiva/Elamant DResacription. This element, which supports the infrastructure maintenance portions of
Presidential policy, provides the core of experienced emergency management staff who develop the capabilities
at the State and local levels to plan for, respond to and recover from a vide range of emergencies, including
natural and technological disasters and national security emergencies. The DUAL~USE nature of the work
performed by these emergency managers provides the base for the emergency management structure at the State
and local levels. In addition, they represent the baseline resource of trained personnal to be used in
implementing SURVIVABIE CRISIS NANAGEMENT and SURGE activities during a period of international crisis, in
accordance with Presidential policy. Par~icipating Emergency MNanagesent Assistance State and local
jurisdictions receive Federal assistance (matching funds of up to 50 percent) for the salaries of the State
and local emergency management staff wvho prepare und respond to the full range oi dowmestic and national
security esergencies. This program i{s designed to provide a multi-hazard, DUAL-USE organization in all 36
States and territories and 2,621 local jurisdictions, covering 82 perocent of the population.

19289 Accomplishaents. In 1969, FPENA used a total of $60,806,000 and 33 workyeers for this program elemsent,
of which $2,690,000 was under Salaries and Expenses and $58,116.000 vas under Emergency Management Planning
and Assistance. The funding under this program element supported 1,366 State-lsvel, and 3,492 local-level
civil defense/emergency manag t per: 1 in 2,621 jurisdictins. These personnel:

Responded to the full spectrum of natural and technologicai disasters and tested warning systess.

o
0 Prepared and issued emergency management guidance material.
0 Conducted and evaluated tests and exercises.

Trained government and volunteer personnel in emergency responss.

o

0 Coordinated the operations of Emergency Operating Centers during crisis periods (either natural or
technological disasters).

0 Coordinated plans and activities of other public service organizations and revised and upgraded Emergency

Operations Plans.



o Developed/updated 873 Emergency Opsrations Plans.

© Reported on capability status snd the stats of readiness st the State and local levels, which included
entering data obtained in 1988 into the on-line data base on the state of readiness at the State and
local levels. This data includes the local hasard identification analyses, vulnerability/capability
assessmants and multi-year development plans collected fros over ),000 jurisdictions. Beginning in
1983, Lhis data vas collected on a )-year cycle; beginning in 1968 the informstion is being collected
on a 4-year cycle in order to reduce the information ocollection burden on the State and local
juriedictions. Similar data, based on & revised gquestionnaire, vas collected fros the Siste level
and entered into the on-line data base. The Questionnaire wvas revised based on lessons learned during

the first collection cycle (1986-1988).

chanass From _the 1990 Raflects a net Congressional increase of $1,0359,000 from the following:
an increase of $2,000,000; and a decrease of $941,000 for general reductions.

4290 Proukam. In 1990, PEMA is allocating a total of $63,136,000 and 54 vorkyears for this progras of which
$2,954.000 is under BSalaries and Expenses and $60,182,000 is under Emergency Managesent Planning and
Assistance. Limited funding will be used to enhance and maintain the asutomated aspects of this progras
element. In addition tc the base activities described above, specific objectives include the following:

o Developing an irproved methodslogy for incorporating nonparticipating commsunities into the civil defense
effort without adversely impacting current funding levels of participating communities, which are already
at below-base funding levels. There are approximately 135 nonparticipating communities with populations
over 50,000 (totaling 13,551,000 people) which must be included in order to provide protection for the
majority of the U.S. population at riak fros the threat of domestic or national security emergencies.
The 1,080 non-Esergency MNanagemsent Assistance (EMA) participating county leveli jurisdictions with
popuiations below 30,000 are covered under the POFULATION PROTECTION element and vill have civil defense

organizations established only during a SURGE mandated by Fresidential policy.

Isproving managesent of the EMA program by the implementation of a computerited performance information
systes for tracking and measuring activities and products,

Completing a self assessment of local continuity of qovernment capabilities vital to recovery efforts
in case of a nuclear attack or major catastrophic disasters.

Investigating methods of improving SURVIVAKLE CRISIS NANAGENENT capsbilities at the State and local
levels.



o Developing/updating 892 Emergency Operations Plans.

f. 1991 Prodram. In 1991, PENA requests a total of $63,090,000 and 54 workyears for this program element, a
net decrease of $46,000 from 1990. Included in this total are $2,962,000 for Salaries and Expenses and

$60,128,000 for Emergency Nanagement Planning and Assistance.
This is primarily a 50/50 formula grapt program. Limited funding w'll be used to enhance and maintain
sutomated aspects of this program elemsent. Progras efforts will continue to focus on:

Punding of up to 50 percent of the salaries and administrative expensee for the civil defense progras
in over 2,621 local jurisdictions.

Continuing development of Emergency Operations Plans consistent with SURVIVABIE CRISIS NANAGEMENT
initiatives in Administration policy and participation in Mational Security Exercises to enhance
preparedness capabilities and minimize the effects of domestic and national security emergencies.

Improving the computer data base of participant's products and activities to determine status of
acocompl ishments and to improve progras guidance and management.

Maintaining the State and local emergency mansgement infrastructure of in-place, trained personnel tor
implementation of SURGE activities.

o Developing/updating 898 Emergsncy Operations Plans.
A base decrease of $54,000 adjusts resources within overall deficit-reduction

requirements.

Qutyear lmplications, The base program to be achieved by the end of 1993 is designed to implement SURGE
capability required by Administration policy at local levels. This will include retantion of the

jurisdictions currently participating and the addition of the nonparticipating jurisdictions over 50,000
population. The 1,080 nonparticipating counties below 50,000 population will have civil defense organisations
established only during a SURGE mandated by administrative policy.

h.  Advisory and Assistance Services. WNone.
othar State and local Esargency MADAGsRant

[B Authority, Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.8.C. App. 22351, at _seg.
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ehisctive/Element Description. The two subelements under this program element include:

i ! This element supports the Presidential SURGE and

sURVXVAau CRISIS MANAGEMENT ob)ectives by providing program funds for military reservists to serve as
Individual Mobilization Augmentees (IMA's) IMA's are assigned to augment Federal, State, and local civilian
emergency staff during national security emergencies. Upon mobilization, IHA'. augment civil defense
personnel in implementing various crisis management and SURGE measures. During peacetime, IMA's perfotm
DUAL-USE preparedness activities and provide support to State and local governments in testing and

exercising multi-hasard plans and procedures.

o Emsruysncy Asssssment System (EAS), This element supports the Presidential SURGE and SURVIVABLR CRISIS
MAMAGENENT objectives by providing the EAS, which furnishes inforsation on the current status of State/local
emergency preparsdness required for progras planning and evaluation, resources targeting, and managesent
of civil defense SURGE in the event of a national security emergency. It also supports State and local
exercise development and participation for assessing and improving emergency capability and connectivity
vith national emergency plans and priorities. The EAS provides integrated information which supports civil
defense progran management and capability assessment in both peacetime and crisis periods, as well as a
computerized central data base containing hazard capability and planning information from over 3,400
participants, plus over 700 local jurisdictions not receiving EMA program assistance. The EAS also
eliminates incompatible and redundant program-specific data bases of civil defense and other emergency
management resources. Provision of stancardized softwvare packages for States to use in emergency management
activities (e.g., Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement tracking, evaluation planning, exercise design, etc.)
facilitates the standard exchange of data and reports, and direct access to assessmsent data allowvs all
levels of government to monitor progress towards stated objectives and to target limited resources for
maximum cost benefit. Distributed, as opposed to centralized, data systems improve access to current
information, increase systea survivability, and provide for efficient data entry and use by State and local
governsents. EIxercises provide the best test of sctual emergency capability short of an actual emergency.
Exercise requirements from different FEMA programs have been consolidated and clarified so that
jurisdictions develop multi-year DUAL-USE exercise plans incorporating scenarios which address natural,
technological, and national security hazards. State and local participation in national exercises not only
tests specific State and/or local emergency capability but also national, State and local emergency plans
and procedures. Such testing is especially critical for nuclear attack-related capabilities which are not

fully addressed in peacetime disaster response operations.

1989 Accomplishmenta. 1In 1989, FEMA used a total of $2,890,000 and 15 workyears for this program element,
of which $761,000 vas under Salaries and Expenses and 32,129,000 was under Emergency Managesent Planning .md
Assistance. In 1989, accomplishments included the following:
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Individual NMobilization Augmantes Program (IMA):
o Provided support to the IMA program in coordination with the Department of Defense (DoD) and the U.S.
Coast Guard by funding tours for up to 666 DoD and U.8. Coast Guard IMA's.

o Ravised guidance on the INA program (CPG 1-11).

o Reviewed and revised Nilitary Manning Documents.
o Conducted a Regional Coordinators Conference and sdministered an INA Progras Managers Course.

Emargancy Assesshant SvYstami

o Generated 112 State and 3,400 local summary and update reports on the Hasard Identification Capability
Assessment/Multiysar Development Plans (HICA/XYDP) dnrta.

o Developed a capability in 13 States to access the RICA/NYDP data base.
o Obtained Comprebensive Cooperstive Agreement (CCA) data from 33 participating States, and tmxitxies.

& Promoted the participation of 20 States in a nationally sponsored attack-related exercise and 700 State
and local jurisdictions (including both Lasrgency Nanagement Assistance (EMA) and non-EMA) in State
and local conducted attack-related exercises.

o Developed and enhanced software and procedures to allow States and Regions to access data remoctely.

o Continued support of the S5tate and Local Emergency Management Data Users Group to improve emargency
management by holding a national conference attended by pern >nnel from 28 States.

o Refined and enhanced softwvare and procedures for computerising the CCA reporting process including
the development of a prototype financial module for the computerized Disaster Response Questionnaire
which allowed Stated to enter information about disasters wvhich may be counted in lieu of exercises.

o Daveloped a prototype network which provides direct on-line access to the HICA/NYDP data base and
direct transfer of CCA submissions.

o Upgraded HICA/RYDP computer hardvare and softwvare to make it more responsive and accessible to users.
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Reflects & decease of $221,000 in response to Congressiodnal general .

reductions.

1990 Program- In 1990, PEMA is allocating a total of $3,306,000 and 20 workyears to this program elesent,
of which $1,027,000 is under Salaries and Expenses and $2,279,000 is under Emergency Management Planning and

Assistance. The 1990 program provides for:
o Individual Mobjilization Augmentees (IMA's). FEMA {s allocating $1,362,000 in program funds to this
activity, which will provide for the following:

o FPunding up to 600 INA's (reservists) who will have assignments that directly support State and loml
continuity of government (COG), and provide training in State and local Emeryency Operating Csnters ad
Direction and Control systems. These assignments promote an increased capacity for civil authorities
to direct and manage their response to national security emergencies and thereby enhance Ststs ax loml

COG efforts.

o Continuing maintenance of the Cateqory "H" program through the use of unpaid reservists vho receive
“points only® towards retirement in return for the training received at the State and local levels.

Emerqency Aasesamant System (EAS). FEMA is allocating $917,000 in program funds to this activity. This
vlll allow FEMA to provide computer and technical support to State and local governments through the
following activities:

o Continuing support and encouraging expansion of the State and Local Emergency Management Data Users

Group through a national conference.

o Enhancing and refining computerized Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement (CCA) reporting procedures

and software in all States, including prototyping the financial module.

o Expanding the prototype network to provide direct on-line access to the Hazard Identification
Capability Assessment/Multiyear Development Plans (HICA/NYDP) data base and direct transfer of CCA

subaissions.

o Supporting the provision by 56 States and territories of CCA data through the Computerized Activities
Results List.

o Field testing the system in at least S FENA Regions and 20 States.

o Updating the local jurisdiction portion of the HICA/MYDP to reflect the latest budget data and the
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status of capability development projects.
0 Generating 112 State and 3,400 local summary and update reports on the HICA/NYDP data.
t and Bvaluation System, which will provide a

o Integrating of the RAS into a Compreh ive A
unifors means of determine program success and quality.

o Supporting and enhancing the State and local exercise program and integrating it into the Comprehensive
Assessment and Bvaluation Systea.

o Promoting the participation of 15 States in a nationally sponsored attack-related exercise and 700
State and local jurisdictions (including both Rmergency Management Assistance (EMA) and non-EMA) in
State and local conducted attack-related exercises.

PEMA requests a total of $3,258,000 and 20 workyears for this program eslement, a net

. In 1991,
Included in this total are $1,098,000 for Salaries and Expenses and $2,160,000 for Emergency

1291 Progras

decrease of $48,000.

Management Planning and Assistance. The 1991 effort funds up to 600 reservists at a cost of $1,2%50,000 and
provides 3910,000 to maintain the Emergency Assessaent Systeam (EAS), which provides information on the current
atatus of State and local emeryency preparedness required for program planning and evaluation, resources targeting,
and management of civil defense SURGE in the event of a national security esergency, and automates the grants-
in-aid process.

A base decrease of $119,000 adjusts resources vithin overall deficit-reduction

requiremsents.
The decrease of $112,000 will eliminate printing and ADP

o Individual Mobilization Augmantes Program.
support funds in order to apply all available resources to the funding of military reservists to provide
support to State and local emergency managesent organisations.

o Emergency Assessmant Systam. The decrease of $7,000 rdflects the reduced need for additional softvare
purchases.

9. Quityear Implications.
The program to be achieved by the end of 1995 is designed

o Individual Mobillization Augmentes Program.

to provide a base-~level IMA capability to plan and exercise State and local continuity of government and
to provide staff for Emergency Operating Centers and communications systems. In addition, plans are
undervay for the eventual assignment of a total of 8,042 military retirees to State and local governments

by the end of 199).
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o Emergency Assesskeant Systel. The base program to be achieved by the end of 1995 is intended to provide
a vide area netvork through which the CCA and HICA/NYDP become "paperless” proccsses.

Mvyisory and Assistance Services. None.
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EMERGENCY NANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE
CIVIL DEFENSE
(Dollars in Thousands)

B. Radioclogical Dafenss
1990
Page 1989 - 1990 Current 1991 Increase/
Zatimatas by Program Elemant Mo, Actual Requast Eatinate Raguest Racraase
1. Planning & Development ......... EM-24 $2,896 $3,067 $3,006 $3,006
2. Instrumentation ................ EM-27 Wil _9.1700 8.212 _2,939% 182
Total, Radiological Defense
11,695 12,767 11,22) 12 005 782

(Budget Authority) ..........
changes From Original 1990 Estimates, Reflects a decrease of $1,554,000 in response to Congressional general and specific
reductions ($1,186,000) and reprogrammings as justified in the 1990 operating plan ($368,000).

\
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Authority. rederal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.8.C. App. 2251, st seq.

Obiectiva/Elemant Description. This element, vhich supports the Presid-ntial policy objectives of POPULATION
PROTECTION Guidance and Assistance and the plans for SUSTAINING SURVIVORS and POSTATTACKX RECOVERY is the
focal point for: the development of organizational and planning guidance for the Radiological Defense
(RADEF) program required for survival and recovery in a fallout environment; the development and issuance
of standards for protective measures; the development and issuance of technical guidance and progras support
for training; guidance and assistance in tests and exercises; and the development of PUBLIC INPORMATION
materials. FEMA advocates that all States have qualified program speciaslists (Radioclogical Defense Officers,
or RDO's), required to develop nd manage their base-level nuclear attack RADEF Program. Through programs
grants, 100 percent funding is provided for one State RDO in sach State to assist locals in developing RADEP
Annexes to Emergency Operating Plans, to provide training, and to develop a statevide base-level program
wvhich can be SURGED in a national emergency. This is consistent with national cbjectives required for the

implementation of Presidential poliocy.

The RADEP planning element provides a minimal-level capability which can be rapidly expanded during a crisis
to a full RADE? capability in aoccordance vith Presidential policy. This base capability includes plans for
staffing, inatruments and operations, and training instructors required to SURGE training. The developed
plans and skills are applicable to DUAL USE in response to a peacetime radiological emergency. The State
RDO is responsible for development, management, and implementation of the total RADEF system in the State
and its local jurisdictions.

1989 Accomplishmenta. 1In 1989, FEMA used a total of $3,121,000 and S wvorkyears for this program element,
of which $225,000 was under Salaries and Expenses and $2,896,000 was under Emergency Management Planning
and Assistance. The 1989 program accomplishments included the following:

Through the Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement process, provided 100 percent funding for one State-

)
level Radiological Defense Officer in the 50 States and Puerto Rico.

Assisted 500 local jurisdictions in developing or updating the Radiological Defensd (RADEY) Annex to

[}
their Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), for a cumulative total of 2,432 RADEF Annexes developed/updated
to date.

o Assisted in the conduct of 400 exercises of previously developed State and local RADEF Annexes to
EOP's;
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qa.

Provided RADEF training.

Monitored and maintained a nationvide RADEF data base on 3,450 jurisdictions reflecting the status of
the RADXF programs and up.buity development in States and their local jurisdictions.

Improved the RADEF data bases so that the information could be updated/changed at the State lwcl on
individual personal computers and then uplosded to FEMA's mainframe computer.

Reviewved and revised RADKF guidance, and completed and printed TR-90, "Fallout EKxposures Rate
Prediction Tables,” for use by State and local RADEF personnel for predicting future exposure rate
measursments obtained soon after fallout arrival even if the fallout originated from multiple,
nonsisultaneous detonations or if the times of the detonations were unknown.

Printed and distributed the following publications: CPG 2-1, "Radioclogiral Defense Preparedness”; CPG
2-6.2, the "RADEF Nanual®; TR-89, "Techniques for Predicting Fallout Radiation Exposure and Rxposurs

Rate Measurements."

Conducted a pilot RADEP Automatic Data Processing (ADP) Systems Workshop to provide State level training
of fully funded RADEF personnel for State level management of the RADEP ADP data bases.

Reflects a decrease of $61,000 in response to Congressional general

Changes From the 1990 Estimates
reductions and a reprogramming as justified in the 1990 operating plan.

In 1990, FEMA is allocating a total of $3,263,000 and S workyears to this progras element,

1290 Prodram.
of which $257,000 is under Salaries and Expenses and $3,006,000 is under Emergency Managesent Planning and

Assistance.

'Llnitod funding will be used to enhance and maintain the automated aspects of this progras

element. The 1990 program activities are as follows:

Revising and updating Radiological Defense (RADEF) guidance for State and local governments, including:
"Developing a State or Local RADEF Systea® (CPG 1-130); "What PFallout is All About™; and the “Handbook

for Post-Shelter Decontamination Operations.®

Providing Automatic Data Processing (ADP) support to State and local governments in order to maintain
the RADEF data base.

Conducting six RADREP ADP workshops to provide State level training of fully funded RADKF personnel
on management of the RADEF ADP data bases.

Developing a national analysis of RADEF capabilities based upon the data provided by State and local

™23
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increase of $16,000 above 1990.
for Emergency Management Planning and Assistance.
automated aspects of this program element.

Revisiny, updating, and printing updated operational and technical Radiological Defense (RADEF) guidance®

(-]

jurisdictions.

Providing RADEF training to State and local emergency management employees and volunteers.
Continuing 100 percent funding for State Radiological Defense Officers (RDO's) i{n 50 States and Puerto
Rico, who will accoaplish the following: .
Update the RADEF Annexes to the State Emergency Operations Plan.

Assist approximately 700 local jurisdictions in reviewing/updating their RADEF Annexes, for a
cumulative total of 3,183 RADEF Annexes developed/updated to date.
information to the RADEF data base on 3,450 jurisdictions for use by State and

b Provide updated |
local governments in assessing capability development.

Assist in the conduct of approximately 400 tests and exercises of previously devaloped State/local
RADEF Annexes.

Participate in a national CIVEX-90 exercise, to test developed RADEF capabilities.

In 1991, PEXA requests a total of $3,279,000 and 5 workyears for this program element, an

Included in this total are $273,000 for Salaries and Expenses and $3,006,000
Limited funding will be used to enhance and maintain

The 1991 program activities are as follows:

for Federal rgencies and State and local governments to assist in developing functional RADEF prograas
based upon the base/SURGE concept and DUAL USE of RADEF capabilities.

Providing Automatic Data Processing (ADP) support to State and iocal governments in order to maintain
the RADEF data base.

Continuing national analysis of RADEP capabilities based upon the data provided by State and local
jurisdictions.

Continuing 100 percent funding for State Radiological Defense Officers (RDO's) in the 50 States and
Puerto Rico, wao will:

Assist approximately 3500 local jurisdictions in reviewing/uvpdating their RADEF Annexes, for a
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cumulative total of 3,683 RADEF Annexes developed/updated to date;

Assist in the conduct of approximately 400 tests and exercises of previously developed State/local
RADEF Annexes; and

Miintain the RADEF data base on 3,450 jurisdictions for use by State and local qovornnonu in
assessing capability development.

1291 Incrsasea/Decrsases. None.

h.

Qutyear Implications. This program element will be focused on development of nationvide in-place SURVIVABLE
CRISIS MAMAGEMENT capabilities that have SURGEABLE components (e.g., radiological monitoring in tallout

shelters) as well as DUAL-USE functions (e.g., radiological instrusents for use by emergency services).
Tnis focus is consistent with the requiresents of both the Pederal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended,

and Presidential policy.

Myvyisory and Assistance Sarvices. None.

Radiglogical lnstrussntation

Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 30 U.S8.C. App. 2251, st seg.

Authority.
. This element, which supports the Presidential policy objectives of POPULATION
'ACK RECOVERY, provides

obisctiva/Elamant Description

PROTECTION Guidance and Assistance and the Plans for SUSTAINING SURVIVORS and POSTATY
essential instrumentation for use by government vorkess and emergency responders in a nuclear radiation
exposure environment. Technical quidance and specialized training in the use of radiological instruments,
predicting fallout, and protecting the population from the effects of nuclear radiation are provided under
the planning and development element. Three types of radiological instruments are required for the civil
defense program: dosimeters, chargers, and ratemeters. A contract awarded in 1989 provides for the
development of a dosimeter manufacturing capability for the patented FEMA plastic direct reading carbon fiber
dosimeter in the private sector that can be increased in a crisis. The 1989 contract includes the cost of
initial one time set up of facilities, tooling etc., for production. The actual cost for the first 10,000
dosimeters after set up is $79 each. If the options for additional dosimeters are executed, the unit cost
vill decrease depending on the quantity (e.g., for 50,000-100,000 the unit cost would be $39). Contracts
wvill be avarded in 1990 to initiate procurement of dosimeter chargers and ratemeters.

The instruments developed and procured by FENA and provided to State and local governments are used to the
extent possible for peacetime accidents involving radiocactive materials as well as for their primary use,
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which is the detection of radioactive fallout from a nuclear attack.

This program is critical for natibnal

security, POPULATION PROTECTION, and SURVIVABLE CRISIS MANAGENMENT.

In 1989, FEMA used a total of $9,611,000 and 18 workyears for this program element,

1989 Accomplishments
of which $812,000 was under Salaries and Expenses and $8,799,000 wvas under Emergency Management Planning
and Assistance. Accomplishments vere as follows:

(-]

Continued operation of the FEMA Radiological Instrumentation Test Facility which oversees instrument
design and development.

Avarded five contracts/Interagency Agreements for continuing support in instrument development which
provide for the following: Oak Ridge Naticnal Laboratory (ORNL) assistance in management of pilot
production product and process improvements, repository of technical package for mass production of
radiological instruments, and R&D support for ratemeters and chargers for all civil defense
applications; two agreements with the National Institute for Standards and Technology (NIST) for (1)
radiation standards and (2) development of improved radiation resistant insulating materials for
radiological instruments; U.S. Army Communication Electronics Laboratory (USACEL) R&D support for all
types of radioclogical problems; and ERC International for production quality cortrcl engineering
support.

Continued pilot production of the FEMA patented carbon fiber dosimeter at the William Langer Jewel
Bearing Plant in Rolla, North Dakota, in order to perfect technical data packages for mass production

in time of SURGE. ~
Completed the Technical Data Packages (TDP) for the high range (0-200R) dosimeter and batteryless
dosimeter charger.

Awarded one contract for procurement of 10,000 of the patented FEMA high range (0-200R) dosimeters at
a unit cost c: $78.97.

Provided logistical support for the Radiological Defense (RADEF) program through Interagency Agreesents
with ORNL for FEMA-owned radiocactive material, and with the General Services Administration (GSA) for
providing spare parts, supplies, and batteries required to support maintenance of the existing
radiological instrument inventory at the State and local level.

Completed a Civil Defense Radiological Instrument SURGE/Mobilization Base Production Analysis that
identified FEMA alternatives fcr developing and maintaining a SURGE/mobilization production base
capable of meeting national requirements consistent with the requirements of Presidential policy.
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o Conducted applied research on dosimeters, chargers, and ratemeters which is designed to formulate a
basis for building a capability to SURGE production in a national emergency.

te 30 State RADEF Instrument Maintenance and Calibration facilities

o runded 121 State workyears to opera
ry of 4.3 million radiological instruments and vhich

wvhich are designed to maintain the existing invento
aocomplished the following:
- 57,000 instrument sets vere calibrated/exchanged.

- 25,000 instruments were repaired.
- 3,100 radiocactive material training source sets vere leak tested.

a decrease of $1,483,000 in response to a specific Congressional

. Reflects
essional general reductions, and & reprogramaing

decrease of $1,000,000, a decrease of $354,000 for Comgr
of $129,000 as justified in the 1990 operating plan.

1990 Prodxam In 1990, FEMA is allocating a total of $9,144,000 and 18 wvorkyears to this program element,
of which $927,000 is under Salaries and Expenses and $8,217,000 is under Emergency Management Planning and

Assistance. This will provide for:

rusent Test Facility and broadening its existing mission
EMP) protective devices and for developing
other civil defense hardware,

) Continuing operatinn of the Radiclogical Inst
to support establishment of testing of electromagnetic pulse (
a research and development capability for testing and evaluating
materials, systems, etc., for all civil defense programs.

support for the Radiological Defense (RADEF) progras through an
procurement and transportation of spare parts, supplies, and
isting radiological instrument inventory at the

[} providing continuation of logistical
Interagency Agreemant with GSA for
batteries required to support maintenance of the ex
State and local level. ..

Continuing pilot production of the FEMA patented plastic carbon tu»?*&ou-z.r to complete the

technical data package for the aid-range (0-20R) dosimeter and product improvesent.

o Continuing instrument development under the following five contracts,Interagency Agreements: ORNL;
NIST (3): USATEL: and ERC International

o Executing existing options under the 1989 dosimeter contract for procuresent of 29,000 of the FEMA
patented high range (0-200R) dosimeters at a unit cost of $47.50.

o Providing for 100 percent funding of 50 State RADEP Instrusent Maintenance and Calibration facilities,
with a total of 129 ftate level vorkyears of effort to accomplish the following:
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- Calibration/eaxchange of 57,000 instrument sets
- Repair of 30,000 instruments
- Leak testing of 2,100 radiocactive material training source sets

f. 1991 Proaram. In 1991, FEMA requests a total of $9,991,000 and 18 wvorkyears for this program slement, a
net increase of $847,000 over 1990. Inc'uded in this total are $992,000 for Salaries and Expenses and

$8,999,000 for Emergency Management Planning and Assistance to provide the following:

Grants to the States for maintenance and calibration of the existing inventory of 4.3 million
Radiological Defense (RADEF) instruments distributed at the State and local level. This will provide
100 percent funding of 50 State RADEF Instrument Maintenance and Calibration facilities to:

- Calibrate/exchange %7,000 instrument sets

- Repair 40,000 instruments

- Leak test 2,100 racioactive saterial training source sets

- Initiate distribution of nevly procured instruments at the State and local level

[} Instrusentation design and developmant to:
Continue operation of the RITP and expanded testing capability for all civil defense programs

Continue pilot production of the FEMA patented carbon fiber dosimeter to complete technical
data packages for the (0-600R) dosimeter and product improvement

Continue instrument development under the following four contracta/Interagency Agreements:
ORNL, NIST, U.S8.Army, and DLA

- Develop technical procedures for maintaining the existing inventory

Continue development of instrumentation for SURVIVABLE CRISIS MANMAGEMENT including aerial
survey meters, vide-range ratematers for Emergency Operating Centers, and esergency services
- Quality assurance in support of procurement {nitiatives

Initiate Industrial Preparedness Measures (IPM's) for development of a mobilization/SURGE
production capability for radiological instruments

- Logistical support for the existing inventory

Continue 1990 initiatives for procurement of 31,764 high range (0-200R) dosimeters, at

a unit cost of $42.50

- Initiate procurement of 11,300 batteryless dosimeter chargers

A base increase of $782,000 provides funds to initiate procurement of 11,300

4391 Increasas/Decraases
chargers for doeimeters.

9. outysar Implications. The RADEF program will be designed to provide for the attainment of improved State
and local govermment capabilities to provide for the rapid expansion of radiological instrumentation
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capability by SURGE production during a national security emergency in accordance ‘' \th Presidential policy.

Mvisory and Assistance Sarvices. None.
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EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE
CIVIL DEFENSE
(Dollars in Thousands)

C. Population Protection

Page 1989
Eatimates by Proarsa Elsment No. aActual
1. Population Protection Planning.. ENM-33 $8,240
2. Facility Survey, Engineering
and Development........... vee. EM-36 3,749
3. Family Protection............... EM-40
Total, Pcpulation Protection
12,499

{Budget Authority)................

Chapues I
$1,500,000,
$105,000 as justified in the 1990 operating plan.

19%0

$8,400

3,918
— 283

12,843

1990
Current

11,113

1991

$8,400

3,918
—223

12,843

Increass/

DRecraase

$44)

1,040

—a42

1,730

Reflects a decrease of 51,730,000 for a speclific Congressional decrease of
a general decrease of $125,000 in resporse to Congressional general reductions, and a reprogramaing of
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1.

Population Protection
Population Fiotection Planning .

Authoxrity. Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.8.C. App. 2251, st seq.

obiective/Element Description. This element directiy supports accomplishment of the POPULATION PROTECTION and
SURVIVABLE CRISIS MNANAGEMENT objectives in Presidential policy. It has an essential role to play in

intergovernmental planning to support civil defense SURGR capabilities, anothar objective of Presidential policy.
It is also the principal source of support for State and local resource management planning which is a crucial
part of planning for SUSTAINING SURVIVORS and for POSTATTACK RECOVERY. Planning supported by this element is
This elemant, together with the Emergency Management

the basis for State-level emergency operations capabilities.
Assistance (EMA) program, provides the core of the emergency management infrastructure at the State and local

levels. The element provides 100 percent Federally funded resources necessary for the development, exercising
and maintenance of Emergency Operations Plans (EOP's) for all States and 1,215 local county jurisdictions that
do not participate in the EMA program. (The nuaber 1,215 is the latest estimate for the non-EMA jurisdictions
arrived at by FEMA after negotiations with the States on the level and allocation of EMA funding.) The planning
structure developed through this element will incorporate a blueprint for nonparticipating jurisdictions to SURGE
to a civil defense capavility in a crisis period or time of national security emexrgency, consistent with

Presidential policy.

This program prcvides State and local governacnts with a means to bring together, into one DUAL-USE EOP, the
generaliy-applicable and the hazaid-specific planning elements needed for nuclear attack, natural disasters, and
technological accidents. Program activities countribute significantly to the accomplishment of all Presidential
policy cbjectives. The special expertise of plarners supported by the program will ensure that the updating and
improvement of state and local EOP's in future planning cycles will begin to address the complex requirements
generated by Presidential policy emphasis on SURVIVABLE CRISIS MANAGEMENT, INDUSTRIAL PROTBCTION, and POSTATTACK
SURVIVAL AND KxCOVERY. State population protection planners perform as senior staff members upon activation of
the State Emergency Operating Center during any emergency.

1989 Accomplisnments. In 1€89, FEMA used a total of 59 workyears and $11,114,000, of which $2,874,000 was under
Salaries and Expenses and $4,240,000 under Emergency Management Planning and Assistance for this program element.

Accomplishments included the following:

] Funded approximately 160 planners at the State level.

Developed 206 State and local EOP's (this completed the S5-yrar development cycle for 1,221 previously

]
identified non-Emergency Managerent Assistance jurisdiction EOP's).
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4.

] Updated lddﬁprovlously developed multihazard EOP's.
[} Conducted 350 exercises.

o Taught 123 sultihazard planning workshops

changes fxom the 1990 Estimates. Reflects a decrease of $443,000 in response to a specific Congressional progras
decrease and the Congressional specific and general reductions, and a reprogramming as justified in the 1990

operating plan.

1990 Prodram- In 1990, FEMA is allocating a total of 61 workyears and $11,342,000 to this progras element, of
which $3,385,000 is under Salaries and Expenses and $7,957,000 is under Emergency Management Planning and
Assistance. Limited funding will be used to enhance and maintain the automated aspects of this program element.

This level supports the following:
] Approximately 160 planners at the State level.

Completing, maintaining, and exercising EOP's for those jurisdictions that do not part.icipate in the
Emergency Management Assistance Program. In the maintenance activities, emphasis will be placed on
developaent or refinemant of key plan slements specifically :elated to nuclear attack preparedness and
the incorporation of State and local continuity of gov~rnment (S/L COG) considerations, in accordancs
with the {mplementation of the objectives established in Presidential policy. Specifically, funding
through lump sup grants to the States will permit the State population protection planners to:

- Coaplete approximately 50 and update approximately 300 State and local EOP's.

- Conduct 350 exercises.

- Conduct 150 Multihazard Planning Workshops.

©

A231 Proran 61 workyears for this program element, a decrease
of $52,000 in Salaries and Expenses and an increase of $443,000 in Emergency Management Planning and Assistance.
Included in this total are $3,333,000 for Salaries and Expenses and $8,400,000 for Emergency Management Planning
and Assistance. Limited funding will be used to enhance and maintain the automated aspects of this program
element. This funding level will provide the rescurces to accomplish the following:

In 1991, FEMA requests a total of $11,733,000 and

-] Support approximately 165 population protection planners at the State level.
o Update and improve approximately 330 State and local EOP's.

o Conduct approximately 330 functional exercises.
e
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h.

[ Pocus on those 8/L COG initiatives that will ensure continuation of vital State and local government
functions and improve the capability of State and loct governments to reconstitute and provide
essential services during emergency conditions. Specific responsibilities will include:

Conduct workshops to train local emergency managers on the components of a COG systea.

Work with other State and local officials to identify and fix COG and population protection

planning and preparedness deficiencies.
Develop long-term recovery planning guidance for States in compliance wvith Presidential pelicy.

1991 Increases/Decreases. An increase of $443,000 vill make it possible to maintain approxisately the FY 1990 number
of State level emergency management planners and provide cnough operating expense money to ensure that the planners
can carry out their tasks effectively.

outyear Implications. No outyear implications over the 1991 request.
Advisory and Assistance Sarvicem. None.
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racility Suivev, Enginesring and Devslopment

Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.S.C. App. 2251, gt meq. .

obisctive/Element Description. This element identifies shelters for the American pudlic to protect them from
fallout and other hazards in the time of crisis. To date the program has identified approximately 246,000,000

fallout shelter spaces in over 370,000 facilities; however, new information obtained through the Nuclear Attack
Planning Base - 1990 indicates that many may be located within high risk target areas.

Authority.

FEMA's recently developed Nuclear Attack Planning Base - 1990, vhich provides targeting information, significantly
changed the designation of assumed risk areas, and thereby areas which can be used for hosting evacuated
populations. Much of the past surveying had been accomplished in areas now identified as at risk. PFEMA needs
to increase the pace of surveying in host areas and to update information to assure currency and quality control.
Under the dynamic environment of demographice and construction within the United States, the integrity of the
Population Protection Program can be maintained only if the information within the National Shelter Survey is
up-to-date. Data more than 10 years old cannot be considered reliable.

Currently, this element, which supports the POPULATION PROTECTION provisions of Presidential policy, provides
100 percent Federal funding to participating States through the Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement process to
identity, evsluate, and report fallout protection inherent in existing facilities, reception and care facilities,
and those which can be upgraded to improve protection from fallout and other hazards. These facilities can serve
a DUAL~USE purpose as the reception and care facilities may be used for peacetime emergencies involving natural
and technological hazards. It also provides associated training, education and technical guidance in the design
and expedient upyrading of facilities and provides technical support to the SURVIVABLE CRISIS RANAGEMENT
initiative. The base program provides for the maintenance and updating of the inventory of shelters by State
Fallout Shelter Analysts and through the use of summer-hire students who have completed the Shelter Survey
Technician correspondence course. Output from the inventory is used by the Population Protection Planners in
the development of Emergency Operations Plans. Under SBURGE conditions, facilities capable of being upgraded would
be identified from the inventory and upgrading methods would be employed to provide shelter in areas where

shortfalls exist.
1989 Accomplishments. In 1989, FEMA used a total of $5,161,000 and 29 workyears for this program element, of
which $1,412,000 was under Salaries and Expenses and $3,749,000 was under Emergency Management Planning and

Assistance. Accomplishments included the following:
o runded 41 States which performed facility surveys in approxisately 200 jurisdictions.

] Furnished resources to process the facility survey data for use by emergency management plannars.



" Reviewed the data management system for the National Shelter Survey.

Enhanced the Autocheck Survey Information Systeam which provides automatic data entry, retrieval and report
generating capabilities.

Conducted facility survey shelter design courses in protective construction for major catastrophes for the
architectural/engineering comsunity. :
Provided facility survey skills and technology to college students to qualify theam for survey employment
at the State level.

Updated presviously qualified Fallout Shelter Analysts via correspondence courses.

Disseminated technical publications on prodiacing shelters to the architectural/engineering comsunity and
to the general public¢.

Revieved shelter upgrading techniques.
Reflects a decrease of $1,040,000 in response to specific and general

Changes from the 1990 Estimates
Conqgressional reductions to this progras.

In 1990, FEMA is allocating a total of $4,514,000 and 29 wvorkyears to this program elesent, of

e. 1990 Program.
wvhich $1,636,000 is under Salaries and Expenses and $2,878,000 is under Emergency Management Planning and

Assistance.

Limited funding will be used to anhcnce and maintain the automated aspects of this program slements.

Plans include:

(]

Providing funding to an estimated 40 participating States for PFacility Survey via the Comprehensive
Cooperative Agreement process.

Identifying shelters and maintaining an inventory of buildings which provide protection for the population
from fallout in approximately 100 jurisdictions.

Identifying temporary lodging for evacuees, and identifying those buildings which can be upgraded to improve
fallout protection, in approximately 100 jurisdictions.

Defining alternate methods to overcome the shelter deficit in reception areas.

Developing capabilities in shelter design by sponsoring two Pallout Shelter Analysis courses and ccntinuing
the updating of previously trained and qualified Fallout Shelter Analysts.
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Maintenance and developmant of enhancements to the existing computer software applications of the program.

Sponsoring the Blast Protective Design course for the engineering community.

o Sponsoring faculty from engineering and architectural schools to attend the Multiprotection Design Summer
Institute, including Fallout Shelter Analysis, Blast Protective Design, Rarthquake Protective Designs, Wind
Engineering, and Designing Building Firesafety.

1321 Prodram. In 1991, FEMA requests a total of $5,474,000 and 29 workyears, a decrease of $80,000 to Salaries

and Expenses and an increase of $1,040,000 to Emergency Management Planning and Assistance. Included in this

total are $1,356,000 for Salaries and Expenses and $3,918,000 for Emergency Management Planning and Assistancs.
Limit.ed funding will be used to enhance and maintain the automated aspects of this program element. This funding

level will provide the resources to accomplish the following:

) Surveying 200 jurisdictions, including approximately 346 risk area and 224 host area jurisdictions, for
fallout shelters and reception and care faci.ities for inclusion on the National Shelter Survey data base

($3,295,000 -~ grants through the Comprehensive Cooperative Agreement process and/or contracts).
Processing of the facility survey data foi1 use by emergency managemant planners ($145,000 -~ contracts).

°

o Revisicns to existing course presentations and development of a nev course for the Pacility Survey
professional development program ($275,000 - contracts).

) Courses vhich provide design techniques to architects and engineers for evaluation and design of fallout

protection in buildings and nuclear blast design to structural engineers ($30,00C -~ contracts).

] Promotion of the incorporation of protective design features into new construction in order to increase
sheltering capabilities through a multi-hazard design courses for college faculty which will incorporate

these techniques into their curricula ($12%5,000 - contracts).
Shelter design guidance to State and local government and the general public ($48,000 - printing).

1991 Increases/Decreageas. An increase of $1,040,000 restores the program to the 1989 level and is necessary to
complete priority jurisdictions for the National Shelter Survey vithin a 10-year period. The increase also allows

for revising existing professional development courses and producing a new course to strengthen the survey
practices of program Fallout Shelter Analysts.

outvear Implications. Onoe priority jurisdictions have been completed in 2001, the activities will be directed
Dt-38



toward maintaining the data base on a 10-year cycle. Maintenanca includes adding nevw facilities, deieting reccrds
for facilities which have been destroyed, and updating recnrds fcr facilities which have been modified to the
extent that their protective capabilities have been altered. In the outyears, FEMA will continue to emphasie
protective design and to assure identification of features to protect the public in accordance with the objectives
contained in Presidential policy. The program will include protection from low-level blast effects in the risk
and -ear-in risk areas. In shelter developwent, FEMA will continue to pursue ways and means to have shelters
included in all new building construction, including renovation, beyond the requiresents of Executive Order 12656,
as a long-term, meaningful wvay to address the continuing shelter deficit probiems facing the United States. The
program will be structured toward attaining an improved State and local government ability to provide for rapid
expansion of POPULATION PROTECTION during the mobilization period of a national security emergency by providing
guidance on local shelter upgrading, construction of expedient shelters, and marxing and stocking of shelters.

Advisory and Assistance Services. None.
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raally Protectiaon

Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 30 U.S8.C. App. 2251, st meq.

Sbiectiva/Rliamant Degpcription Presidential policy guidance on U.8. civil defense specifies as priorities three
areas to improe attack and all other hazards preparedness capabilities: (1) provi4ing INFORMATION to promote public
understanding of attack and other threats and of actions to improve chances of survival; (2) fostering VOLONTARY
PARTICIPATION in ccamunity civil defense activities; and (3) developing plans and capabilities for SUSTAINING SURVIVORS
and for POSYATYACK RBOOVERY by provision of food, fuel, pharmaceuticals, and other life support essentials. Both
citizsen understanding and recovery plans are important elements of the base for SURGE improvements jin the Nation's

civil defense posture.

The goal of the Family Protection element is to enhance POPULATION PROTECTION, SURVIVAL AND RBCOVERY, across all
hazards as required by Presidential policy guidance and, ultimately, to enhance the resilience of the country in the
face of nuclear attack and other threats, by (1) broadening public awvareness of risks, threats, and survival or
mitigacion actions, (2) {improving all-hazard preparedness at the family and neighborhood level by providing INPORMATION
and materials to the public on civil defense and emergency preparedness, (3J) increasing citizen participation in
community emergency preparedness programs and training and (4) providing guidance on plans and preparedness for such
1. te support systeams as food, snergy, sanitation, health and medicine, in coordination with those departments and
agencies designated specific civil defense responsibilities by Executive Order 12656--Assignment of Emergency
Preparedness Responsibilities, the 1988 executive guidance assigning specific preparedness responsibilities for
national security emergencies.

Family Protection has a grass roots focus on getting family emergency preparedness and individual self-help INFORNATION

into the hands of the public and encouraging the public to prepare themselves, at the family or neighborhood levels,
for emergencies of all kinds, including nuclear attack. The Family Protection element supports the overall Population

Protection Program by preparing the public to respond vhen State and local emergency plans are implemented. Implicit
in the program is the idea that the family and community units provide the first line of defense, especially for
catastrophic disasters.

19689 Accomplishments. In 1989, FEMA used a total of $,10,000 under Emergency Management Planning and Assistance and
no workyears for this program elerent. Emphasis in the first year of this program element was concentrated on
producing products that State and locasl officials and VOLUNTEER orjanizetions could use to begin the long-term effort
of sducating the public on threats and preparedness measures. Efforts were also focused on asseabling INFORMATION
and ideas needed to develop program concepts, policies, and guidance. Accomplishments included the following:

o Conducted a Symposium on Civil Defense Pamily Protection, Self-Help and VOLUNTEERISN at the Emergency Management
Institute for FEMA Rogional and State and local civil defense personnel and members of national VOLUNTEER, service
and vetera:s organizations for the purpose of determining how to most effectively get the emergency preparedness

Authoxisy.
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message out to a broader segment of the U.S. population and how best to structure the Family Protection and

VOLUNTEER progranm.
Developed and distributed to State and local civil defense officials and members of VOLUNTEER, service, and
veterans organizations, a Civil Defense Speakers Kit containing presentations in talking point format and
associated )5am slides on various civil defemse subjects.

Developed a prototype table-top, portable, civil defense exhibit for use by local and State civil defense
personnel in distributing emergency preparedness materials.

Developed a citizen's brochure on emergency preparedness entitled "Are You Prepared?” for general public

distribution.

Developed a civil defense pamphlet for ulected and appointed local officials entitled "Are You Ready for the Next
Disaster?--Guidelines for Public Officials on Emergency Planning.®

Completed development of interim guidance for State and local governments for expedient emergency sanitation
measures, and initiated development of final guidance on emergency sanitation as well as emergency provisioning
of water., Completed a Medical Self-Help Survival Manual. Began planning for efforts to involve the Pederal
departmsents and agencies in the development of plans and guidance to State and local governments, private sector,
VOLUYTEER groups and individual families and communities on how to ensure provision of essential l.fe support
services. This will be done in accordance with Pederal department and agency responsibilities under Executive

Order 12656, titled Assignment of Emergency Preparedness Responsibilities.

Completed research and development of draft guidance for community plans to provide for emergency water and
sanitation to sustain survivors and to provide for an improved basis for recovery from major disasters, including

attack.
. Reflects a decreasa of $247,000 in response to a specific Congressional reduction

to this program ($210,000) and to a reprogramming as justified in the 1990 operating plan ($137,000).

Management Planning and Assistance.
this program.

o

In 1990, FEMA is allocating a total of $278,000 and no workyears to this program element under Emergency
Lirited funding will be used to enhance and maintain the automated aspects of

The program will also provide for the following activities:

Begin to develop, —oordirate, and obtain approval of a Family Protection and VOLUNTRER/Self-Help program concept,
development plan and requirements. Begin to develop tne information necessary to prepare planning and
implementation guidance for State and local governments, volunteer and service organizations, other Federal
agencies and individual families and communities to assist them in {mplementing the program and in providing for

the survival of the population in all emergencies.
EM-41
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1991 Pregram
$247,000 under Emergency Management Planning and Assistance.
the automated aspects of this program slement.

(]

Conduct annual symposiums on family emergency preparedness and civil defense VOLUNTEER issuey at the National
Emergency Training Center to support program development and implementation. Produce and distribute reports on
symposium findings and recommendations to the emergency sanagement and disaster VOLUNTEER communities.

Add one topic to the Civil Defense Speaker's kit and revise the Civil Dufense display and supporting materials
on risks, local community preparedness and citiszen involvement for use by local emergency management personnel

and members of VOLUNTRER organizations nationwide.
Develop, field-test, produce and distribute to State and local governments and volunteer organizations printed

" materials and videocassette on civil defense and family emergency preparedness.

Develop and implement initial capability to track dissemination and monitor use of Family Protection and
VOLUNTSER/Self-Help INFORNATION materials through FEMA Regions and State and local governnents and to assess their

impact on preparedness.

Complete and implement a strategy for obtaining the active involvement of other Federal departments and agencies

(in accordance vith their responsibilities under Executive Order 12656) in the development of Fedaral plans and

guidance for State and local governments and the private sector on how to protect, repair, and restore life

support systems such as food, water, energy, health and medical, in any emergency.

FEMA requests a total of $525,000 and no workyears for the progras element, an increase of
Limited funding will be used to enhance and maintain

The request vill provide for the following activities:

. In 1991,

Complete development of the rami.y Protection and VOLUNTEER/Self-Help program concept, development plan and
requirenents. Complete developmen: of the information necessary to prepare planning and implementation guidance
for State and local governments, volunteer ard service organizations, other Federal Agencies and individual
fanilies and communities to assist them in implementing the program and in providing for the survival of the

population in all ewmergencies.
Conduct ongoing assessment of program results and the impact on prepareiness and make necessary prograa
adjustments to improve performance.

Based on program results and experience, past conferences and experience in the field with the Civil Defense
Speaker's Kit and supporting family protection seif-help materials, develop and putlish a Civil Preparedness Guide
for FEMA Regions and State and local Emergency Management Assistance personnel on implesenting the Family

Protection Program and VOLUNTEER program.
EM-42



[ Conduct symposium on family emergency preparedness and civil defense VOLUNTEER issues at the National Emergency
Training Center, and produce and distribute a report on symposium findings and recommandations to the emergency

management and disaster VOLUNTEER communities.

o Continue to refine the Civil Defense Speaker's kit, exhibit, and supporting materials on risks, local community
preparedness and citizen involvement for use by local emergency management personnel and members of VOLUNTEER
organizations nationwide. .

o Develop, field-test, produce, and distribute to State and local governments and VOLUNTBER organizations printed
materiales and videocassettes on civil defense and family emergency preparedness.

o Continue development, in coordination with departments and agencies, designated emergency preparedness
responsibilities under Executive Order 12656, Federal plans and guidance for State and local governments and the
private sector on how to protect, repair, and restore life support systems in such arsas as food, energy, health
and medicine.

. An increase of $247,000 will allow for a substantial start on the implementation of the

1291 Increasas/Decreases

fanlly protection plan and requirements and for the development and publication of the Civil Preparedness Guide to
provide guidance to FEMA Regions and State and local governments on the PFamily Preparedness program. Additionally,
these funds will support an effort to assess program results, successes, and failures.

Quivear Implications. WNone.

¢

Advisory and Assistance Services. WNone.
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State and local Dirsction. Control and Marning

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PLANNING AND ASSISTANCE

CIVIL DEFENSE

(Dollars in Thousands)

Page

Estimates by Program Element -No.

1.
2.

Emergency Operating Centers.........EM-45
State & Local Warning and

Communications Systems......... ... .EM-47
Euergency Broadcast Systea

Guidance and Assistance............ M-51
Other State & Local Direction,

Control & Warning.........c........EM=5)

Total, State & Local Direction,
Control and Warning
(Budget Authority)........cccveeeee

1989

$ 4,720
859
3,660
461

10,700

1990

$ 5,000
1,150
5,061
2.100

13,311

1990
Current

$ 4,824
1,116
3,807
l.208

11,655

1991

$ 5,000
3,150
3,700
2.000

14,850

Increase/

DRecrease
$176
2,034

=107

l.082

3,195

Reflects a total decrease of $1,656,000 including a specific Congressional

Changes from Original 1990 Estimates
decrease of $1,094,000 to this program, a decrease of $181,000 for the general reduction, and a reprogramming of
$381,000 as justified in the 1990 operating plan.

EM-44
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Authority. Federal Civil Defense Act of 1950, as amended, 50 U.S8.C. App. 2251, st sed.

ohiectives/Element Description. This program element supports the SURVIVABLE CRISIS NAMAGENENT (SCNM)
Presidential policy objective and is an essential slement of the Nation's emergency management readiness
capability. The program element assists State and local governments in the development of Emergency
Operating Centers (EOC's), including communications and life support features, to facilitate State and
local direction and control and the continuity of State and local governments. Such assistance consists
of 50/50 matching funds and technical assistance in the planning, design, and construction of BOC's.
The BOC program is geared to developing an in-place BCN EOC capability at the State and State-alternate
levels and in such local jurisdictions as may be necessary to effect a State-wide span of control.

This program enables State and local governments to have operational direction and control capabilities
during attack, disasters, and postdisaster periods in order to respond to the needs of the population.
The 1991 program vwill feature continued implementation of the SCHM Presidential policy objective. It
focuses on the replication of the prototype EOC projects initiated in 1988-1989 and the enhancement of
other SCM projects begun in 1989-1990, including the local EOC's that are identified to be critical to
the 8CM objective. The objective is to provide maximum national direction and control coverage with
the minimus Federal dollar output. The capabilities developed undar this program eslement will be
potentially survivable against radiocactive fallout, located out of the high-risk nuclear blast areas,
and operational on a day-to-day basis for natural and technological hasards, thus embracing the DUAL~

USE concept contained in Presidential policy.

1989 Accomplishments. In 1989, FEMA used a total of $5,468,000 and 15 workyears for this prograam
e