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I. Introduction

This study assembles and analyzes the experience, expertise and research knowledge in long-term community recovery (LTCR)
. While a considerable body of LTCR literature already exists, along with several literature reviews of the subject, this study is unique in that its methodology involved conducting phone, email or in-person interviews with a variety of individuals from the following contact groups: 

· Scholars and nationally recognized recovery experts

· State and community public officials 

· Representatives from the private and non-profit sector

· Emergency management / disaster relief professionals 

· Community members with experience in LTCR  

The goal of this study is to use the collective knowledge, insight and experience of these diverse individuals to help design ESF #14’s
 strategy for FEMA Region I and to guide ESF #14’s actions for future disasters.

II. Research Methodology

To capture the existing experience, expertise and research knowledge in LTCR, the authors of this study conducted telephone, email or in-person interviews with fifty individuals. (See Appendix A for sample interview questions.) Each interview was transcribed and analyzed, and this report constitutes a synthesis of key findings and recommendations. 

The selection of interviewees for this study was based on such criteria as their professional credentials, their geographical location, their experience with LTCR efforts, their professional affiliations, and their potential involvement or influence upon future LTCR efforts. The goal in selecting a wide spectrum of interviewees was to gather perspectives that are representative of the multiple figures involved in the LTCR process. 

It should be noted that approximately half the interviewees in this study presently live or work in FEMA Region I.
III. Results in Brief(
Long-term community recovery is a complex process that is driven predominantly by social parameters and secondarily by technical challenges. The social aspects that have the greatest impact on LTCR include the identification and support of effective community leaders, the involvement of a wide range of stakeholders through a community involvement process, and the establishment of enduring and cooperative relations between local, state and federal officials. Pre-disaster plans and planning efforts are shown to generally serve as valuable guides to communities as they navigate the LTCR process, but few community officials and residents perceive the development of pre-disaster recovery plans as a high priority, particularly in non-urban areas and regions that are not prone to catastrophic disasters. The greatest technical challenge faced in the LTCR process includes financial issues such as filling funding gaps for priority projects, identifying and applying for funding, and efficiently allocating, tracking and monitoring funding. A related technical challenge involves the frequent need for an augmentation of local paid capacity (i.e., personnel) to handle the myriad administrative and organizational aspects of disaster recovery. 

This study includes comments from participants in nine separate LTCR efforts that have taken place in the last decade. Most community officials who had participated in one of these LTCR efforts expressed satisfaction with ESF #14’s community planning efforts and specifically with ESF #14’s final LTCR Plan
. In most cases, however, there was considerable dissatisfaction with ESF #14’s follow-through with the implementation phase of recovery. While several communities received federally-funded Community Recovery Managers (CRMs) to assist with the LTCR effort for one year, other communities did not receive any ongoing assistance from ESF #14 after the distribution of the LTCR plan. Furthermore, several communities who did receive CRMs stated that the skills of their CRM did not meet the community’s needs. One community interviewed for this study was thoroughly satisfied with ESF #14’s participation in the LTCR effort, both in the planning and implementation phases, and attributed much of their satisfaction to a well-qualified, regionally-based CRM. 

This study found that several factors often lead to confusion when discussing disaster recovery and may hinder collaborative efforts and knowledge sharing, particularly between scholars and practitioners. In general, there are differing interpretations of the definitions for recovery and reconstruction, as well as short-term recovery and long-term recovery, and what activities are appropriate for each phase. There is also widespread confusion about the difference between ESF #14’s function and that of the non-profit community and for-profit enterprises which have had a longstanding involvement in LTCR activities. Many interviewees also commented on the need for information to be more efficiently and effectively disseminated between the research community and practitioners. 

Both scholars and practitioners interviewed for this study conceded that disaster recovery represents the least understood aspect of emergency management when compared to preparedness, response and mitigation. That said, many interviewees stressed the long-term value of investing more resources into both the recovery phase itself and preparing for potential recovery efforts. More than half of the interviewees noted that sustainable or durable solutions to recovery problems should be emphasized during the LTCR phase rather than simply restoring communities to their normal pre-disaster condition. Several recurring proposals include the establishment of a national incentive-based sustainable recovery program, the creation of a National Disaster Recovery Act (separate from the National Response Plan), emphasis in FEMA regional offices to conduct recovery outreach efforts and trainings in hazard-prone areas, the development of a knowledge-base system to capture, collect and share lessons learned and best practices, and the gradual creation of a nationwide sustainable recovery ethic that will stress local self-reliance, hazard resilience and multi-objective planning.

IV. Analysis of Findings
a. LTCR – A Tapestry of Social Forces and Processes
Ha aha te mea nui? He tangata, he tangata, he tangata.

What is the most important thing? The people, the people, the people.

This traditional Maori saying, which now serves as an informal slogan for the New Zealand Ministry for Civil Defence and Emergency Management, succinctly captures the key finding of this study: namely, that people and the social processes that people engage in are the fundamental driving forces behind disaster recovery. Nearly all of this study’s fifty interviewees considered various social factors to be either the greatest hindrances or the greatest enablers to successful recovery. Many of these social factors were community-specific, such as who was serving in public office at the time of a disaster, what pre-existing socio-economic and demographic challenges did the community face, and how mature and productive was the community’s web of relationships, both internally and externally, that could be applied to reconstruction and recovery. 
The following is an analysis of the five key social factors that were mentioned repeatedly during the course of this study.  

Leadership

We were lucky enough to have a leader step up to the plate; without her, I don’t think any of it would have happened. 

This quote from a fire chief in rural New England reinforces one of the key findings that has emerged during the last three decades of LTCR research: that leadership, particularly local leadership, is one of the strongest determinants in advancing a community’s recovery agenda. During the course of this study, the presence or lack of community leadership was consistently referred to as being the most important factor guiding nearly all LTCR activities. As several interviewees pointed out, however, strong leadership does not necessarily ensure successful recovery, but rather provides much-needed motivation, energy, and dynamism to a generally slow-moving, bureaucratic process.   

Of the nine LTCR efforts examined in this study, it is important to note that emergency managers and public officials provided significant leadership in only two of these efforts, which indicates that leadership frequently emerges from individuals in professions other than emergency management and politics. In one case, an emergency manager in Alabama offered his public support for a community planner who was spearheading the recovery. The emergency manager’s “sideline” leadership proved invaluable in garnering widespread community involvement, but the community planner was the primary lead in all LTCR activities. In the second case, the mayor of a rural Missouri town publicly supported the lead (a community development specialist) of the ESF #14 planning process. When interviewed for this study, the mayor stated that “ESF #14 could not have done a better job on the recovery.” Likewise, the ESF #14 lead, who was later hired as the one-year Community Recovery Manager (CRM) for this town, said that without the mayor’s support “the planning process would have likely been bogged down by divisive politics and lack of community involvement.” The CRM’s stated that his goal was to “imbed” himself in the town as if he had always lived there so that he could “see the recovery challenges and opportunities through the eyes of the townspeople.” One of his major strategies was to have a “public meeting breakfast” every morning at a popular local diner where all the town’s decision-makers and local residents and business owners convened.   

Leadership proved essential to three of the nine LTCR efforts examined in this study, and these three cases are generally considered to be the most successful out of the nine efforts. In all three of these cases, the primary leaders had little emergency management experience yet considerable experience in planning, community development, and grant writing. Moreover, all three leaders lived in the impacted region and were familiar with local politics and culture, the region’s general disaster history, and the existing social networks. 

Leadership’s role in the other six LTCR efforts, all which were characterized as “unsuccessful” or “disappointing” by interviewees, fits into one of three categories: 1) Absence of significant leadership; 2) Divisive leadership; 3) Inappropriate leadership for context. It should be noted that these categories are not mutually exclusive; there is a definite overlap in the leadership conditions described below. 

Absence of significant leadership: this condition occurred in three cases and, according to interviewees, may be attributed to several factors, including: lack of community familiarity with disaster relief and emergency management; poor or hostile relationship networks; contentious recovery projects; leadership role is unpaid (no incentive) or controversial; formal recovery process began too late; and vacancies in several key public positions at the time of the disaster led to confusion about essential decision-making responsibilities. The lack of incentive to be a recovery leader was the most consistently addressed of these factors. As a town manager in Illinois stated: “There were countless meetings about the recovery planning process in which they [ESF #14] said that leadership was essential to implementation. But I already work 60 hours a week. So do all the other public employees. So what was the incentive to take on more? And then to be responsible for it? We were all willing to do our part to help improve the community, but for them [ESF #14] to hand over this big recovery plan with millions of dollars worth of projects and expect one of us to take responsibility for its implementation…no thanks.” 

The fire chief in rural New England, though pleased with his community’s recovery, also mentioned the lack of incentive as one of the reasons why his community may not have taken advantage of all recovery opportunities. “We had a very energetic and talented private resident who stepped up to the plate to lead the recovery,” he said. “For about a year after the disaster, she wrote grants, gathered info for FEMA and the State, held community meetings, etc. Then it began to wear on her. Some of the projects became controversial and she suffered abuse. She wasn’t paid for any of it. All in all, she probably put in over 200 hours of hard work and wasn’t paid a dime. She’s not the type to throw in the towel, but you know, a person can only keep working for free for so long.” 

Divisive leadership: this condition occurred in two cases that were both attributed to pre-existing political divisiveness which was then greatly exacerbated by disaster circumstances, particularly the processes of prioritizing the allocation of funds and networking with state and federal officials. In regard to this condition, the Director of Public Works for a New England town said that he wished they had had “a professional mediator on site during the recovery.” Discussing a separate case in New England, the housing officer for a Maine non-profit also said that he thought “a professional facilitator” may have dramatically improved the LTCR planning process.  

Inappropriate leadership for context: this condition occurred in only one case but was alluded to as being a minor factor in several other LTCR efforts. In these cases, interviewees either did not deem the leader appropriately qualified for the specific tasks at hand or found that the leader’s socio-cultural background was ill-suited for the impacted community. The primary case in which this condition proved a hindrance to the LTCR effort was addressed by the city’s chief financial officer: “The CRM that was hired for one year had a background in marketing and economic development. What our community really needed was someone who knew how to navigate funding systems and write grants. But this fellow knew nothing about grants.” The two other cases in which this condition was referenced involved two ESF #14 leads who had little familiarity with the region and were never fully accepted by the local communities.

Relationships 
Coordination is just a fancy way of saying relationships.

Relationships can’t be measured on a quantitative or qualitative basis. They’re a highly unpredictable social dynamic. And this is why recovery, especially long-term recovery, is so difficult for both scholars and practitioners to take on. Because we are in a profession that is fixated on tangible outcomes, yet so many recovery outcomes are determined by the strength and depth and reach of our personal and professional relationships.
The interviewee quoted above is a longtime scholar in disaster relief and has analyzed numerous recovery case studies in North and South America. In every one of these case studies, he says, the nature of various relationships played a fundamental role in the success of the recovery effort. This study reinforces his claim: in each of the nine LTCR efforts addressed in this study, various relationships proved critical to determining recovery outcomes.

This study found two major relationship networks to be the most essential to long-term recovery: i) a community’s internal network of relationships, and ii) the relationship between the community and its state and federal points of contact. The following selected quotes illustrate characteristics of the abovementioned relationship networks:

i. Community’s Internal Network

I think it’s a lot easier to get along with federal and state representatives when right at home, in our own community, we’re setting a good example with positive relationships from within.”

-City Clerk, Massachusetts

Federal and State agencies come and go after a disaster, but we don’t go anywhere. We have to live with the decisions we make and live next door to the people who we make those decisions with.

-County Commissioner, Iowa

When folks don’t get along on a local level it’s a sure thing that not much is going to get done. The first thing we should have done [after a recent hurricane] was to have everybody [decision-makers] sit down at a table, maybe smoke a cigar or two, and hash it all out. We would have had to agree to disagree on a bit, I imagine, but at least we would have gone out of there with a consistent message and clear priorities.

-Emergency Manager, Alabama

ii. Relationship between Community and State and Federal POCs

Of the nine LTCR efforts overviewed in this study, two are prime examples of how strong pre-disaster relationships between community and state/federal helped guide efficient, community-supported recoveries. In both cases, community officials had solid, longstanding relationships with FEMA, State EMA and local non-profit employees prior to the disaster, and they worked side-by-side with these employees during the response and recovery phases. The mayor of one of these communities noted the importance of having “a consistent and reliable point of contact from FEMA and the State.” A non-profit worker from the other community credited several public officials for their hospitality to relief workers and their receptivity to outside assistance and ideas. “The result,” she said, “was that outsiders developed an enduring relationship with our small town. There is no way of measuring the benefit, but I suspect we received more media attention, more volunteer assistance, and more subsequent tourism as a result of this openness.” 

Many interviewees offered criticism of relationship networks that focused on the frequent ineffectiveness of state and federal agencies to either initiate relationships or to form enduring relationships. The following quotes capture the essence of this criticism:  

It would have been much easier if FEMA had sent one person to us as the central point of contact. 

–Community recovery leader, Maine.  

One thing that could have been improved: there were a lot of agencies involved after the disaster, but we never knew who was actually in charge. Who were we supposed to talk to if we wanted something done?

-Non-profit housing officer, Maine

One thing I’d like to have seen is a clear communications chart from FEMA and MEMA. Oftentimes there was no clear point of contact. Different people kept coming and going with different purposes all the time and we were a bit overwhelmed about what they were doing and where we fit in with it all.

-Fire Chief, Maine

In a perfect world, FEMA would have had someone there as the lead contact.

-Former fire chief, Massachusetts

No central person was in charge from any of the federal or state agencies, and everyone’s rules were different. We were lost for the first few months.

-Community planner, Illinois

Several interviewees also criticized ESF #14’s timeframe and use of contractors, saying that these issues undermined the establishment of enduring relationships:

Most of the ESF #14 planners were contractors where I was, yet at some point during the recovery the JFO management decided that contractors were costing too much and suddenly wanted to transition to DAEs and local hires. Not only did this break the continuity and damage our credibility, but it also led to a hasty transition in which many unqualified people assumed leadership roles.

-Former ESF #14 employee, Louisiana

Many highly-qualified contractors established relationships with officials in Mississippi, but then, when the JFO decided to scale back ESF #14’s effort, the contractors were the first to leave. All those relationships dissolved. DAE’s, many of them very professional but unqualified as planners, suddenly had to take over where a professional, experienced planner had left off.

-Urban planner and former ESF #14 employee, Mississippi 

This group [ESF #14] needs to be able to make a clear commitment of time to communities in order to be taken more seriously. Otherwise their efforts will always be eclipsed by other groups who can commit specific timeframes and resources.

-Architect and recovery contractor, Kansas

These guys [ESF #14] told us they were part of long-term recovery and said they were going to be in town for two months, maybe three. Now I don’t know about you, but that doesn’t sound too long-term to me.

-County emergency management employee, Florida  

Community Involvement  

American planning, as an academic discipline, is now in the public participation paradigm. Several decades ago that wasn’t the case, but involving the community—the public at large—is now essential to the way we do our jobs.

-Community planner, Maine

As suggested in the quote above, this study’s interviewees unanimously agree on the importance of community involvement in the recovery planning process. This is little surprise since, as one recovery expert stated, “most American planners now consider it routine to involve community members in planning processes.” ESF #14, for example, conducted extensive community outreach and participation campaigns in all of the nine communities addressed in this study. But while no interviewees doubted the importance of community involvement, many questioned the general strategy used by ESF #14 and made further suggestions for how to capitalize on the full potential of community involvement in future LTCR efforts.

The following are quotes regarding ESF #14’s community involvement efforts:

They did do a good job at getting input from the community, but I wasn’t sure that the community, including me, fully understood the purpose of the entire planning effort.

-Emergency manager and writer, Texas

There was little informal dialogue between the planners and the community. All of the dialogue was formal meeting talk. They needed to get out of their offices and get their feet on the ground.

-Resident and LTCR volunteer, Mississippi

Our community recovery plan ended up being a pie-in-the-sky list of projects. People were saying, ‘That’s great!’ But then as soon as the planners [ESF #14] left, they were asking, ‘Woah, how are we going to pay for all that stuff? 

-Community planner, Illinois

Sure, they did a great job getting everybody together, but the end result was a laundry list of projects that was simply unrealistic for our community.

Emergency manager, Florida

[The planning process]…was a good exercise in drawing community input, but there was not enough input from local officials who know the financial constraints and other realities.

-Agricultural extension officer, Louisiana

 The planning process was terrific while it was happening, but it ultimately created many false expectations in the community. After having this nice glossy document with these beautiful plans, people expected these things to happen, especially after putting in so much time planning and in meetings. It also put me in the tough situation of having to bring everybody back to reality.

-Former mayor, Illinois

Several interviewees made suggestions for how to make the community involvement process more effective. One suggested the importance of ensuring that community organizations, as well as individuals, are involved in the planning process. Another said that it was critical for planners to imbed themselves in the community and get to know residents and their priorities away from strictly professional circumstances. “This will help create,” the interviewee said, “a culture of trust and realistic expectations.” A third interviewee pointed out that large-scale community participation in the New Orleans recovery only began to work when Louisiana Speaks hired America Speaks (a firm specializing in public involvement) to spearhead the effort. “This is work for professionals,” the interviewee said, “particularly large-scale, catastrophic disasters that have impacted a diverse population.” It should be noted that many interviewees were advocates of engaging in community involvement, often through the services of an outside professional, after both small- and large-scale disasters. 
Two interviewees referenced texts during their interviews, and the specific passages are excerpted below:

To bridge the gap between maintaining the status quo and taking advantage of post-disaster opportunities to enact beneficial change, including actions taken on behalf of less powerful groups, it is incumbent on planners to involve all relevant stakeholders and seek consensual approaches that elicit mutual gains across potentially conflicting groups (Smith and Wenger, 2006, p. 239).

Participation offers several advantages, the most important of which may be sustainability: by involving citizens, recovery can build community capacity to sustain success in the long run. External aid can help, but its purpose should be to build and support local organizations to be more effective in undertaking self-directed sustainable development initiatives (Olshansky, 2005, p. 7).

Socio-Economic Conditions

It is no news that disaster recovery is not an egalitarian process. Nor is it news that disasters often exacerbate pre-existing inequalities. The majority of interviewees participating in this study only reinforced what is already well known amongst researchers, practitioners and many community members: namely, that existing recovery policies, programs and strategies do not adequately account for the underprivileged or those less able to take care of themselves (i.e., elderly). As one recovery expert stressed during the interview, “New national recovery strategies absolutely must take into account existing cultural, social, and economic conditions that play a strong role in shaping the path to recovery.” 

It should be noted that while many interviewees referred to New Orleans as a classic case study in the role that pre-existing socio-economic conditions play in disaster response and recovery, these conditions are not endemic to urban areas. Similar conditions were also noted during conversations about several rural areas in New England and Missouri, as well as in suburban areas in the Gulf Coast and Midwest.  

Psychosocial 

…restoration also applies to the psychosocial conditions found post-disaster, including the ability of an individual or family to regain a sense of well being or to reconnect disrupted social networks (244).

-Drs. Gavin P. Smith & Dennis E. Wenger, “Sustainable Disaster Recovery: Operationalizing an Existing Agenda” 

After China’s catastrophic 1976 Tangshan earthquake, government authorities not only prioritized reconstruction of the physical environment but also the psychosocial concerns of earthquake victims. James K. Mitchell, a geography professor at Rutgers University, writes that this emphasis on psychosocial healing was one of the major factors that contributed to Tangshan’s successful recovery. “The community actions that were taken in Tangshan,” he writes, “would be widely recognized outside China as displaying concern for human collective wellbeing. This is reflected in a wide range of actions: the degree to which household connections to public utilities are used as an index of recovery; the care taken to design livable neighborhoods and the pride when they received international awards for good planning; the efforts expended to integrated disabled survivors into the larger society; and the ‘moral marriage’ that guides long-term redevelopment plans and keeps mitigation goals on the agenda” (9). 

Both interviewees who used the term psychosocial in their interviews are recovery experts and scholars, and noted that the term is not yet widely accepted and used among emergency management practitioners in the U.S. But they cautioned that simply because the term was not used does not mean that individuals are not aware of psychosocial concerns. Indeed, many interviewees discussed issues that are psychosocial in nature: reconnecting with dispersed family members after a hurricane; feeling a renewed sense of confidence in the resilience of one’s community; working to heal traumatized survivors; re-establishing social networks; ensuring that the needs of highly-impacted special needs populations are met; etc. 

This study reveals that concerns that are psychosocial in nature are on the forefront of many peoples’ minds. Several interviewees said that it would behoove individuals and groups concentrating on recovery to consider psychosocial concerns in their recovery strategies and planning efforts. New Zealand, Australia and Canada already give considerable weight to psychosocial concerns in their national recovery agendas, and many individuals interviewed in this study would like to see more emphasis on the psychosocial aspect of recovery in the U.S. The community involvement process must also take into account the fact that segments of the public involved in the process may have psychosocial issues.
b. Technical Challenges 

This study identifies two major technical challenges throughout the long-term community recovery process: 1) the difficulty of identifying and securing financial resources to fill funding gaps and 2) the lack of resources to augment local capacity when necessary.

Funding

Of the nine LTCR efforts reviewed in this study, all nine cited funding issues and low community capacity as the greatest technical challenges to realizing their long-term community recovery vision. These two challenges were often directly interrelated: experienced grant writers were absent in many communities, public employees often lacked knowledge of federal and state recovery programs and funding, and few communities had staffed with sufficient time to attend all recovery-related meetings and activities. Many interviewees said that the ESF #14 planning process fell short in not adequately addressing how communities could fill large funding gaps. Several interviewees inadvertently referred to what Dr. Robert Olshansky (2005) calls “recovery’s financial paradox:” the fact that money is most readily available during the first six months after a disaster, but it is most needed later on, once needs become more clear. One interviewee likened this paradox to the concept of “donor fatigue,” in the sense that by the time local dynamics are worked through and a clear consensus has been achieved for a recovery strategy and plan, many funding sources have gotten tired or have moved on to other issues.  
The following are quotes from interviews that illustrate the nature and consequences of this challenge:

Our community has had good luck getting grants—over $3 million to date—but it’s been painstakingly slow. Almost too slow. Most people have forgotten about the projects by now [5 years after the disaster].

-Community recovery leader, Maine

The biggest question was: how do we get money? With money we could have made it all happen, but we were talking millions, and that kind of money never came.

-Public Works director, Massachusetts

One of the major obstacles for the communities and Parishes that I worked with was coming up with 15%-25% (depending on the case) of the funds to match FEMA funds, primarily from the Public Assistance Grant Program. These communities had been devastated and simply did not have the money to make these matches. 

-Former ESF #14 employee, Louisiana   
To date, no projects in our recovery plan [published by ESF #14 in 2004] have been implemented. So how do we, as a community, go beyond the ideas? We’re a rural community, and we want to improve, but we have limited resources and can rarely match funds.

-Emergency manager, Florida

There’s always a disconnect between planning and implementation, and that disconnect almost invariably centers on money.

-Former ESF #14 Community Recovery Manager, Missouri

 There were a massive number of hoops to jump through to get financial assistance and nobody on our town staff was willing to commit to such a time-consuming process.

-Community planner, Illinois

We thought we’d get a trip to Florida [after participating in the ESF #14 planning process], but we only got a roadmap. It was like: this is how you get to Florida, now you just have to win the damn lottery.

-Mayor, Alabama

Capacity 

One interviewee, during a discussion about local capacity, quoted the well-known Chinese proverb: Give a man a fish and you feed him for a day. Teach a man to fish and you feed him for a lifetime. This proverb poignantly captures the need for local capacity-building, yet nearly every interviewee in this study said that they did not think federal or state programs sufficiently emphasize capacity-building. Underdeveloped local capacity was generally seen as one of the major stumbling blocks to community resilience and durable and sustainable redevelopment. Several interviewees noted that while ESF #14 and other groups spent considerable time and money on the recovery planning process in their communities, very little thought was given to building community capacity. Others said that while ESF #14’s Community Recovery Manager (CRM) proved a valuable short-term resource for their community, the CRM was often split between several communities, was only available for a year, and was primarily responsible for implementing projects from the LTCR plan which tended not to involve capacity-building. 
One former ESF #14 employee who is currently employed in Louisiana is reconnecting with communities for whom he supplied funding information since Hurricane Katrina. His goal is to determine whether or not his effort proved beneficial to these communities. “Generally,” he said, “nothing came of anything I provided. This is primarily because the communities lack capacity to pursue grant applications or they lack training in grant writing.” 

The following is a representative sampling of quotes concerning capacity-building:

[During our LTCR effort], there was no pay for those who committed time to recovery activities. There was an expectation that social services would just keep coming, but there was little to no money to pay those who worked on the issues. Town officials were the points of contact for FEMA and the state, but they weren’t paid, so they couldn’t always react as fast as necessary. I guess you could say we were crippled by such low capacity.

-Fire chief, Maine

Our Community Recovery Committee was all volunteers, which was difficult because there were many meetings and much work after hours. We could have benefited hugely from more capacity, especially an experienced grant writer.

-Community official, Maine

Most beneficial to us after that disaster would have been a full-time grant writer. We’re a small town and we don’t have money to do research and all that.

-Conversation Commission employee, Massachusetts 

Long-term recovery is much more than a physical recovery. It’s about providing a process and the capacity through which a community can take charge of its own future.

-Former ESF #14 employee, Illinois

Projects are important in that they provide a starting point; they are the first step for some communities. But groups like ESF #14 must also teach communities how to implement, offer them ongoing critical assistance, for even more than a year, and work to strengthen their capacity.

-ESF #14 employee, Washington

There is a profound need for capacity building on a local level, particularly with regard to grant writers and people with knowledge about funding sources and access.

-ESF #14 employee, Louisiana

Our town wasn’t able to capitalize on all the opportunities because of low capacity.

-Emergency manager, Florida

c. Plans and Planning 
Many interviewees acknowledged that, based on their experiences, the planning process is often more valuable than the plan produced out of that process. This process is seen as most effective when it brings together all relevant stakeholders to solve problems. Several interviewees noted that recovery presents such complex problems that no single individual or organization can solve them alone. “What is needed is a coalition,” one recovery expert said. “We simply can’t expect FEMA or non-profit groups or Brad Pitt to solve these complex issues single-handedly. Get all the minds together and see what we can come up with.” This sentiment was echoed in several other interviews, and one emergency manager from Florida said that her county did not recover quickly from a 2004 hurricane because there was not adequate collaboration between recovery groups. In retrospect, she wishes that she had “sat everybody down right after the storm and solved some of the big problems right then and there.” Instead, she said, “everything was piecemeal until the state got really involved and got everybody together. Then things started moving.”    
In regard to the ESF #14 LTCR planning process, it was noted earlier in this study that many interviewees were impressed with the ESF #14 planning process but thought that the LTCR plan itself created unrealistic expectations. Furthermore, several interviewees thought that ESF #14 should have worked with communities during the planning process to help them understand the need for local capacity-building projects rather than concentrating more on physical reconstruction. The following quotes illustrate the general nature of discussion about planning:

Yeah, there were many positive changes out of ’78 [blizzard], but it took time – sure, a lot of things could have made it go faster and maybe done a better job, but people’s hearts aren’t really into emergency planning and so forth in these parts – they say, “ok, we’ve lived through one disaster, and it was bad, but there’s very little chance that we’ll see another big one here in our lifetime. And it’s true, you know. So they go back and rebuild in the same place and don’t want too much to do with disaster planning and all that.

-City employee, Massachusetts

Planning efforts mean little: everybody knows what to do in a community like this one, whether or not there’s a plan. We all know each other.
-Public Works employee, Massachusetts

The recovery plan should be integrated with the comprehensive plan. Emergency managers and local planners have got to work together.

-American Red Cross employee, Massachusetts

The [ESF #14] LTCR plan did not address capacity at all, and the local capacity did not exist to follow through with the plan after they handed it over.

-Community planner, Illinois

I was sorry to see that there was little link between the community plans (i.e., comprehensive plan) that we had already worked on as a town and the LTCR plan.

-Disaster relief worker, Florida

I thought the [ESF #14] planning process was big on advice but short on resources.

-Former ESF #14 employee, Mississippi

d. Terms and Definitions 
Throughout the course of this study, a number of terms and definitions consistently led to confusion or misunderstanding. These issues need to be resolved in order to prevent further confusion and in order to facilitate ongoing dialogue that employs clear and consistent language. 

Long-Term Community Recovery (LTCR) – Many interviewees did not understand the distinction between ESF #14 and LTCR. There were several recurring questions: 1) Specifically, at what point does ESF #14 become LTCR, or vice versa? 2) Why are these terms used interchangeably in many FEMA documents (see: http://www.fema.gov/rebuild/ltcr/index.shtm)? 3) What is the difference between the LTCR efforts engaged in by the Voluntary Organizations Active in Disasters (VOAD) and by ESF #14? VOADs have been involved in long-term recovery for many decades; why did FEMA usurp the LTCR acronym from VOAD? 

Short-Term Recovery vs. Long-Term Recovery – A number of interviewees had trouble distinguishing the differences between short-term recovery and long-term recovery. Indeed, there is no clear demarcation between the two phases, though one recovery expert said that various indicators could help determine when short-term recovery had transitioned into long-term recovery. Just as “recovery is a process with no clear endpoint” (Olshansky, 2005), short-term and long-term recovery are phases that have no clearcut transitions or endpoints. However, it would be beneficial to develop a consistent and user-friendly set of indicators to help people understand the fundamental difference between the two phases so that terminology may be with consistent and concise meaning in future recovery discussions. 
Sustainability – Several interviewees expressed concern with the term sustainability. They said that it was a highly stigmatized term that, for some, is too easily associated with environmentalist or left-wing agendas. “Just using the term sustainability in this community won’t get you far,” said a Missouri mayor. “We’re all very environmentally-friendly here, you could say, but you start using a word like that and people will think you’re coming in with Green Peace or something.” Usage of this term in LTCR efforts should be discussed at length. 
e. Durable Recovery  
What we’ve got now is a band-aid approach to disaster recovery: fix a little here, fix a little there. None of it is strong enough to hold everything together. We don’t need anymore quick fixes; we need solutions that will hold us together through tomorrow, through the next hurricane, through the next fifty hurricane seasons.

-Director of County Emergency Management, Florida
The topic of sustainable and durable recovery elicited the most passionate responses of any topic in this study. The general conclusion was that contemporary development patterns are not sustainable in the long run, and that natural disasters often reveal the most unsustainable aspects of these development patterns. This is a big, nationwide problem that has tremendous impact on strategies for long-term community recovery. 

Many interviewees thought that the first step to sustainable recovery is establishing what Drs. Smith and Wenger have termed “a sustainable recovery ethic.” Only one interviewee used that exact term, but many suggested local approaches to sustainable recovery that Smith and Wenger describes in their “ethic.” Specifically, several community representatives said that they would like to see their communities become more self-reliant in the coming years. This would involve reducing their dependence on state and federal assistance following disasters by aggressively pursuing hazard mitigation and reducing identified vulnerabilities. One community planner stated that more communities should be held accountable for their actions, particularly those that continue to develop in known hazard areas and seek federal assistance following disasters. A recovery expert noted that such an ethic also implies that individuals and local governments will bear a greater proportion of disaster recovery costs and invest in locally driven sustainable recovery options. All interviewees who discussed these approaches admitted that “ethical” changes would not be easy, but several noted that national growth patterns coupled with disasters and other trends leave us little choice but to undergo a major cultural shift on development and redevelopment issues. 

Aside from major politico-cultural shifts, interviewees cited four issues that have practical import on the durability of LTCR efforts:

i. Capacity-building – The most common critique of past LTCR efforts centered on the lack of emphasis on local capacity-building. Many interviewees considered strong local capacity the foundation of resiliency. “Without the people, knowledge and resources to do things on our own,” a community organizer from New Orleans said, “we’ll always be put in a position of having to take from someone else.” 

ii. Training and Education – This study found a strong desire, in all levels of government, for more pre-disaster training and education that focuses on sustainable rebuilding techniques, how hazard mitigation can be effectively integrated into reconstruction, and other sustainable recovery strategies. The most acute desire for such trainings came from interviewees who work on the local and state levels. 

iii. Community Recovery Manager (CRM) – Of the nine community LTCR efforts overviewed in this study, only four received FEMA-funded, one-year CRMs to assist with the recovery effort. In three of the four cases, these communities were found to have made good progress in their recovery thanks to the efforts of the CRM. The five communities who did not receive CRMs said that such a resource would have proven extremely valuable. However, several interviewees clarified that CRM candidates, in order to be effective, should be carefully reviewed by a community committee to ensure that they:

· Have extensive knowledge of the impacted region

· Have planning or community development experience

· Have experience writing grants 

· Are good communicators and public speakers

· Are fully committed to the community’s recovery vision

The insights of one former CRM in Missouri are particularly helpful on this topic: “The [LTCR] process tends to be weakened considerably when FEMA doesn’t follow through with a recovery manager position and the community has to implement on its own. I’ve seen this in two other cases, how the ESF #14 team leaves and the community simply doesn’t have the capacity or leadership to begin the nuts and bolts of implementation….It really isn’t fair for ESF #14 to come in, spend a lot of money on planning, give some technical assistance, for whatever that’s worth, and then skip town.”

iv. Hazard Mitigation – The fire chief of a rural Maine town recounted how after his town flooded there was a small group of people who really wanted to incorporate hazard mitigation into the downtown reconstruction. “But these people gave up quickly once there was pushback,” he said. “They weren’t paid, they didn’t want to get involved in some nasty community battle, and nobody else in the community really knew what hazard mitigation was all about.” 

This anecdote supports Smith and Wenger’s assertion that, “Specific actions taken during the recovery process can enhance or hinder sustainability. The failure to establish clear recovery goals and an effective implementation strategy can lead to shoddy reconstruction, a loss of jobs, a reduction in affordable housing, missed opportunities to incorporate mitigation into the rebuilding process, etc.” In the case of the rural Maine community, unclear recovery goals compounded with a general lack of knowledge about hazard mitigation led to a number of missed opportunities. 

This study found many similar stories from other communities. Although hazard mitigation is widely recognized as one of the most important components of community resiliency, this study found three major stumbling blocks to hazard mitigation being effectively integrated into recovery.

Timing – Long-term recovery tends to be perceived as a phase that doesn’t begin until several weeks or months after a disaster, yet recovery opportunities must be pursued immediately after a disaster so they are not undermined or prevented by short-term decisions (i.e., hasty reconstruction). 

Education and Awareness – This study found that, on a community level, and particularly in areas not prone to catastrophic disasters, there is very little awareness of hazard mitigation. The case in rural Maine proved that a pre-disaster lack of awareness can lead to skepticism and ultimate rejection of hazard mitigation in the aftermath of a disaster.

Speed – Several interviewees said that they have come across numerous LTCR cases in which community members opposed engaging in comprehensive recovery efforts because they thought it would slow down the process of rebuilding their home or community. One interviewee, a longtime urban planner, said that “public support for mitigation can dissolve easily if achieving it entails serious delays in restoring normal civic and economic activity.” 

V. Recommendations(
In order for ESF #14 to better assist communities in the long-term community recovery process, this study recommends the following actions: 

1. Solicit support and participation of Region I leadership in the development of a Region I ESF #14 strategy. 

2. Develop a social impact assessment that can be used by ESF #14 staff to compliment the Preliminary Damage Assessment (PDA). 

3. Identify Region I staff (PFT, CORE, DAE) who have skills that would prove valuable in long-term recovery efforts. Train these staff in recovery exercises, catalogue their skills, and establish a core ESF #14 cadre for Region I. Also identify employees who would be qualified to serve as Community Recovery Managers.

4. Identify and train prospective community leaders in skills and knowledge areas helpful for recovery (i.e., consensus-building, grant writing, funding programs). 

5. Facilitate relationship-building between local, state, federal and civic leaders. 

6. Work with ESF #14 Headquarters to revisit the concept, initially introduced to FEMA in 1998 and dropped in 2001, of having a recovery “sustainability advisor” work with each ESF #14 deployment. 

7. Initiate a discussion with grant writers in Region I to determine how to best tap into their skills and build local grant writing capacity during the LTCR process.

8. Discuss national policy recommendations proposed in Smith and Wenger (2006) article with ESF #14 Headquarters. 

9. Discuss policy changes and innovative ideas regarding recovery funding with ESF #14 Headquarters. Specifically, discuss how to make accessing recovery funding easier for communities with low capacity. 
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VIII. Appendix A (Sample Interview Questions) 

Note: The questions in this appendix represent general questions. Questions were modified, reworded or skipped based on the interviewee’s experience with LTCR. 

1. In general, how would you characterize the end results of the long-term recovery effort? Is your community stronger, more resilient than it was before? Why? Why not? Is there more mitigation? Did it take advantage of sustainable rebuilding concepts? 

2. In the LTCR process, how did the community decide upon a vision for recovery? Was it through ESF#14 or a contracting firm or other? Do you believe that this vision truly reflected the community’s needs and desires? What could have been done differently in the creation of this vision to improve the vision and the process? 

3. What were the most important sources of assistance used for recovery by the affected population (e.g. friends, family, neighbors, church, volunteers, American Red Cross, FEMA, etc.)? 

4. Where there any specific indicators for when the community was ready to shift focus from short-term recovery to long-term recovery? Were the appropriate resources in place to facilitate this shift? Do you feel that those who are involved in long-term recovery effort should be engaged from day one, or do they just muddle the disaster response? How can long-term priorities be integrated into the short-term decision-making just after a disaster? 

5. In your perspective, were the problems your community faced during recovery more technical/physical (i.e., bridge design, debris management) in nature or social (relationships, politics, class, race, demographic)? Research indicates that the greatest stumbling block for LTCR lies in the fact that recovery process is largely dependent upon social forces (pre-existing socio-economic conditions and the political environment). Any ideas on how we can work to address these issues (contracting social and behavior scientists along w/engineers)? 

6. To what extent had your community engaged in pre-disaster recovery planning (i.e., recovery ordinance, recovery plan, Memorandums of Understanding) or pre-disaster recovery capacity building (i.e., cadre of recovery professionals, trained leadership, state/local agency awareness of complex funding and recovery issues)? Do you think that more pre-disaster planning and capacity building would have helped facilitate the long-term recovery of your community? Or would have it simply been overshadowed by immediate needs and political issues? In retrospect, what specific kind of pre-disaster planning or capacity building would have helped the most? 

7. Is the community still facing problems caused by this disaster? If so, have there been activities that have attempted to solve these problems? Why have they failed? Succeeded? 

8. Characterize the community’s relationship with the state and federal governments pre- and post-disaster. Did this have an impact on the LTCR? Characterize the community’s relationship with the private and non-profit sectors pre- and post-disaster. Did these relationships have an impact on LTCR? 
9. Do you feel that the LTCR effort capitalized on sustainable or durable techniques? In the mid-90s, there was a movement within FEMA toward “sustainable redevelopment” – the practice of recovery from disasters in ways that improve the quality of people’s lives, the durability of their communities, and the prospects of their children. Now there is a wide-spread public discussion regarding sustainable design and building. Do you feel that this movement should be reinitiated as a priority? Any suggested approaches for encouraging sustainable redevelopment in the days and years after a disaster? (i.e., federally-funded sustainable advisor, recovery literature, policy, etc) 

10. What was the process your community followed in applying for $, receiving $, obligating/using $, and monitoring the use of $? Could this system have been modified to be more effective? Where did the money come from, how were projects prioritized, how were funding sources identified? 

11. Did any component of LTCR involve looking outside your community to see the impact of projects or processes on the region, county, parish, or state? How can we help make the LTCR process more holistic? 

12. Who were the leaders in the LTCR effort? On a scale of 1 to 10, how important did these leaders prove in implementing LTCR? How can we foster, train and prepare leadership in the pre-disaster phase? Was there any long-term staff (i.e., recovery coordinator, public official, etc) who spearheaded LTCR activities? 

13. How did the community participate in the LTCR process? Was there too much or too little community involvement? How did the community involvement impact LTCR? Are there more effective ways of integrating the community-at-large into LTCR? How? Who spearheaded the community participation campaign? Was it successfully implemented? 

14. To what extent were the efforts of the different sectors coordinated (public, private, non-profit, academic)? Were they frequently acting in isolation of each other, or did they seem to be working together? Why? Would it have helped to have a central coordinating entity? How did coordination impact LTCR? 

15. Did LTCR result in an improved community capacity? Did the LTCR process analyze capacity, or did it focus most on building back to pre-disaster capacity? Why or why not was capacity building a focus? 

16. How meaningful were the projects that were implemented? By meaningful, I’m getting at their durability, their perceived value today, their practical application by the community, their improvement of the community and the larger region.  

17. The concept of a megacommunity or an organizational think tank is now becoming popular…basically a public sphere in which organizations join together to address a compelling issue of mutual importance. Was something like this formed in your region/community? Are there any drawbacks to this approach? Benefits? Would it be valuable for this group to be able to recommend policy changes? To convene pre-disaster for planning and training? 









� In Planning for Post-Disaster Recovery and Reconstruction (1998), the terms long-term recovery and reconstruction are synonymous. Both terms signify “the long-term process of rebuilding the community’s destroyed or damaged housing stock, commercial and industrial buildings, public facilities, and other structures.” The term recovery, however, refers to the shorter term process “of restoring normal public or utility services following a disaster, perhaps starting during but extending beyond the emergency period to that point when the vast majority of services…have resumed normal operations” (pp 329). This study concentrates primarily on the long-term recovery process, or reconstruction, and will use the acronym LTCR to signify this process.





� Emergency Support Function (ESF) #14 was added to the National Response Plan in 2004 and is primarily tasked with coordinating the resources of Federal departments and agencies to support the long-term recovery of States and communities, and to reduce or eliminate risk from future incidents. LTCR and ESF #14 are often used interchangeably within FEMA, yet the two terms are distinguishable: LTCR is the phase of long-term recovery while ESF #14 is, according to the ESF #14 Standard Operating Procedures (2005), “a coordinating structure that when activated, coordinates the Federal long-term recovery response to disasters with extraordinary impacts.” This study employs the term LTCR to signify the long-term recovery phase, while ESF #14 is used to signify the Federal group or coordinating structure that was designed to assist communities as they engage in the LTCR process.


( The following results and findings derive directly from one of three sources: the interviews, literature published by one or more of this study’s interviewees, and from literature explicitly referenced during an interview. 





� The LTCR plan is one of several hard-copy products that may come out of the LTCR planning process. The LTCR plan is intended to serve as a road map for a community’s recovery vision. The plan includes priority recovery projects based on public input and offers funding information for each project. Sample LTCR plans may be seen at � HYPERLINK "http://www.greensburgks.org/recovery-planning/ltcr-plan-implementation" ��http://www.greensburgks.org/recovery-planning/ltcr-plan-implementation� and � HYPERLINK "http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/default.aspx" ��http://www.adeca.alabama.gov/default.aspx�.   


� “Psychosocial refers to the psychological and social needs of individuals as part of a community.” Source: “New Zealand’s holistic framework for disaster recovery,” The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Vol. 21 No. 4, November 2006. (Psychosocial support, for example, aims at easing resumption of normal life for disaster victims and preventing pathological consequences of potentially traumatic situations. Post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) is an example of a psychosocial condition.)


( This section is written specifically for FEMA Region I.
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