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Abstract

Numerous systemic failures and shortcomings characterized the
governmental response to Hurricane Katrina in 2005. A 2006
report by the U.S. Senateoos
Governmental Affairs
on the part of nearly all the agencies involved and of those in a
positien to | ead. o

After Katrina, the federal government replatsotizd

Response Planth thé&\ational Response Framewack

made other changes to emergency management planning
policy. While the response to Katrina was characterized by a
lack of both agility and discipline, the response to Sandy was
both agile and disciplined. However, there are still iImprovements
to be made.

Agility and Discipline

John Harrald establishes that effective disaster response should
have:

AgilityT the ability to react and adapt to unexpected
circumstances

Discipling the quality of maintaining organized structure and
memory

From this agility/discipline framework, Harrald establishes four
types of organizations:

Not Agile Agile
Not Disciplined Type 1: Type 2: Ad Hoc/
Dysfunctional Reactive
Disciplined Type 4. Balanced/
Bureaucratic/ Adaptive
Procedural

Response to Hurricane Katrina resembled a Type 1 organization
(Dysfunctional), whereas response to Sandy was closest {q
Type 3 (Balanced/Adaptive).

H o mkethHe &ededal |evad, thel Regidngl Respomse Coordination Center
Commi t t e e (RR€CO)matdhe reganal Isvel, addethe doint Feld Offica (JFDJ at d u paticular designations or waiting for other entities to make

National Response Plan After KatrinalNational Response Framework

After Katrina, tNeational Response Rlas replaced by the
National Response Framewtajor changes include:

TheNational Response Plareffect during Hurricane Katrina,
established the Interagency Incident Management Group (IIMG)

A\n emphasis on leaders taking action rather than waiting for

the field level. Each was a place for different agencies to come
together during disasters, and each was headed by one or more
federal officials.

reguests
Mettedefined roles for key actors

Ancreased role of emergency professionals as opposed to
elected officials

was escrihed
Ma gy éaﬁ%n 77 LitGatiofil awdrin

AReduced redundancy and improved coordination

The Nati onal Response Pl an
and i nternally repetitiveo.
familiar with the plan.

AA greater emphasis on the links between preparedness,

Hurricane Katrina response, and recovery.

The response to Katrina was fraught with problems: Hurricane Sandy

AGovernment officials failed to prepare or hésunlong
warnings.

LOfficials fAtook |
during the response petiod.

Sandy was a true test of th
a ?:rtarhegvcmt?] geﬂeral SN

effective than the response to Katrina.

nsuffilicilent

ASystems crucial to response failed.
LOfficials l ed4to

Aroblems arose from the plans themselves and from the
execution of those plans.

ArheFramewonkas clearer more effective a structure than the
e Plarthadtbeen.€ | eader shi po

A eaders at all levels were much more informed of the plans and
took warnings much more seriously.

nNf ai provi de

A_eaders did not grasp the severity of the situation until it was
too late.

A\gencies were much better prepared before landfall.

ASituational awareness had improved.
AThere were repeated problems of confusion and dispute among

. Arovision of supplies and logistics were more efficient.
government agencies at all levels of government.

. . L : A.aw enforcement was more effective.
AOrganizations failed to adopt to new situations on the ground in

an agile way. Adowever, there were still areas for improvement:
ACommunications were improved from Katrina, but problems still

Mlanning before Katrina had been crafi@d post |
persisted.

emphasizing terrorist attacks more than natural disasters.
AThe efficacy of evacuations is not clear.

A-ew people used shelters, suggesting a failure of government
action.

Mreparedness and response have much room for improvement.

mnal Respons
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Recommendations

Some recommendations include:

AEncourage and design for improvisation in situational
awareness

AGive proper training for evacuation personnel
KCreate local and regional evacuation plans

ACommunicate with the public on evacuations and shelter, in
preparation, response, and recovery stages

MPlan for negovernmental organizations and volunteers taking
part in response and recovery

tiBrs cdhiBrid cfnﬁnpo%srl %;é)nlsit& - éﬂg(:é)\fer smartly, and consider where and how rebuilding takes

place

A_earn from bright spots, organizations that did well during
Katrina and Sandy

A-und emergency response adequately at all levels of
government, specifically FEMA

AContinue to educate elected officials about their roles during
emergencies

AContinue to professionalize response roles.
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