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The Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) recently released a draft of the next 
iteration of the National Preparedness Goal (the 
Goal).  The Goal, called for in Presidential Policy 
Directive 8 (PPD-8)1  and due to the President for 
review no later than September 252, is meant to 
“be informed by the risk of specific threats and 
vulnerabilities – taking into account regional 
variations - and include concrete, measurable, and 
prioritized objectives to mitigate that risk.”3   The 

Goal, once finalized, should set the tone for the 
next step of the PPD-8’s implementation, the 
creation of the National Preparedness System 
(the System).  Because the System has the 
potential to set the homeland security enterprise on a positive trajectory for the next several years, 
it is critical that the underlying Goal be on target.  It is the position of the Task Force that, while 
the draft Goal has some positive elements in its current form, the Goal will best inform the creation 
of the System by 1) defining risk management as the essential driver for preparedness actions, 2) 
employing a systems-based approach to preparedness efforts, and 3) including explicit outcome-
based measurements of preparedness. 

Brian Kamoie, Senior Director for Preparedness 
Policy on the White House National Security 
Staff, unveils PPD-8 at HSPI in April 

 
 
 

 

                                                 
1 Presidential Policy Directive-8, National Preparedness (Washington, DC: The White House, March 30, 
2011). Available at http://www.dhs.gov/xabout/laws/gc_1215444247124.shtm. PPD-8 was unveiled at a 
Homeland Security Policy Institute event; see 
http://www.gwumc.edu/hspi/events/PPD8_national_preparedness302.cfm.   
2 FEMA sought public comments of the draft Goal, and this HSPI commentary was provided to FEMA as 
part of the formal comment process. 
3 Draft National Preparedness Goal (August 22, 2011) http://www.fema.gov/pdf/prepared/npg.pdf 



 

 

 
 
As the predecessor directive to PPD-8, Homeland Security 
Presidential Directive-8 (HSPD-8) directed the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to develop a National Preparedness Goal, 
which was released as the National Preparedness Guidelines (the 
Guidelines) in September 2007.4   The development of the 
Guidelines was a laudable achievement, representing the first 
doctrinal shift in the nation’s approach to national preparedness 
that incorporated the lessons learned from Hurricane Katrina.   It 
offered a new set of tools – namely the National Planning 
Scenarios, Target Capabilities List, and Universal Task List – that 
could be used by homeland security and emergency management 
professionals at all levels of government, and it identified the 
concept of risk as a fundamental component of preparedness, 
particularly as it pertains to investment decisions.  The release of a new Goal provides a watershed 
opportunity to improve the Guidelines and enhance overall preparedness doctrine.  However, the 
current draft of the Goal is not a significant improvement over the Guidelines.   
 
One area where the Goal could make some noteworthy progress is in bridging the gap between risk 
assessment and overall risk management.  While risk assessments will help to identify and prioritize 
scenarios, risk management is an iterative process that allows decision makers to measure the 
return on their preparedness investments – namely, the relative buy-down in risk over time.  In the 
current draft of the Goal, risk management is identified as one of the core capabilities within the 
protection Focus Area (the other Focus Areas being prevention, response, recovery, and 
mitigation).  We believe that risk management is more than simply a core capability within one of 
the Focus Areas, but rather that it is, like the resilience it seeks to achieve, an underlying process 
that must be applied across and drive all preparedness efforts, and that it therefore deserves more 
prominent coverage as a crosscutting function in the Goal.  Relegating the concept of risk 
management to the protection Focus Area creates the perception that only those involved in pre-
incident planning really need to be concerned with it.  In reality, risk management should be a 
unifying force that must be applied throughout all the homeland security mission areas, and 
employing it can help stakeholders determine their level of risk tolerance, which will enhance their 
ability to make preparedness investment decisions. 
 
Akin to the draft Goal’s treatment of risk management, the overall categorization of the core 
capabilities into five Focus Areas reinforces the notion that each of the homeland security 
enterprise’s missions is distinct from the other.  While delineating responsibility is fair enough, a 
high-level policy document such as the Goal should advance a systems-based approach to homeland 
security preparedness efforts.   A number of conceptual approaches to preparedness have been 
produced at the Federal level since the creation of the Department of Homeland Security, but while 
many of them have largely been advanced within specific Federal components, they often serve the  

                                                 
4 National Preparedness Guidelines (Washington, DC: The Department of Homeland Security, September, 
2007). Available at http://www.fema.gov/pdf/government/npg.pdf. 



 

 

 
 
same constituency at the regional, state and local levels.  To truly promote the unity of effort 
required for a resilient nation, there must be clear recognition in the Goal, and ultimately in the 
System and its integrated planning frameworks, that each level of government, each mission area, 
and indeed each component of the public, non-profit and private sector is interdependent with the 
other.  There is little effort in the current draft of the Goal to advance this notion of mutual 
interdependence.5   While we question the utility of the draft Goal to Federal, state and local 
governmental entities, it is even clearer that the private and non-profit sectors would find little use 
of the document as written, as it rarely mentions how they fit into national preparedness efforts. 
 
Furthermore, the focus on capabilities as currently written is myopic in that, like previous such 
documents, it attempts to inform state and local first responders how they ought to fulfill their 
missions.  Instead, the Goal should help state and local officials determine their broad capability 
needs and, more importantly, provide potential remedies to build them.  The core capabilities listed 
in the current draft of the Goal are inconsistent in their ability to be measured, and, with a few 
exceptions, provide measures that are output based as opposed to outcome based.   As grants have 
decreased and become more targeted given the Federal budget deficit, the new Goal should 
establish a clear connection between federal homeland security grant allocations and the 
development and sustainability of necessary preparedness capabilities at the state and local level.  
Providing measures that are based upon outcomes (i.e., end results) would aid this process.  
 
Once the Goal reaches its final form, it will establish the foundation for the System and its 
integrated planning frameworks.  To be most effective, it should define risk management as the 
driver for preparedness actions, employ a systems-based approach to preparedness efforts, and 
include outcome-based measures.  Only then will it truly advance national preparedness doctrine 
beyond that which already exists in previous iterations of preparedness policy, and only then will 
we make noteworthy progress in enhancing national resilience. 
 

                                                 
5 In the section that introduces the Focus Areas and Core Capabilities on page 7 of the draft Goal, the 
interdependence among Focus Areas is mentioned.  An expansion of this concept both here and earlier in the 
Goal would better promote its acceptance. 



 

 
 
 
HSPI's Preparedness, Response, and Resilience Task Force brings together experts from 
government, academia, and the private and non-profit sectors to consider contemporary policy 
issues facing the nation's homeland security, first responder, and emergency management 
communities. To this end, the Task Force convenes sessions with the nation's policymakers and 
publishes policy papers and reports with actionable policy recommendations for the future. The 
Task Force is predicated on the idea that a more nuanced approach to these policy issues can 
contribute to a greater level of resiliency for all levels of government, the private sector, and the 
public writ large. 

 
While consensus positions were sought and often achieved, the Task Force Co-Chairs take full 
responsibility for the opinions and recommendations herein.  A full list of Task Force members is 
included at the end of the document. 
 
Comments should be directed to hspi@gwu.edu. For more information on HSPI and its programs, 
please visit http://homelandsecurity.gwu.edu. 
 
HSPI Commentaries are intended to promote better policy by fostering constructive debate among 
leading policymakers, academics, and observers.  Designed to be timely and relevant, HSPI 
Commentaries seek to illuminate the issues of the day by raising important questions and 
challenging underpinning assumptions.  Opinions expressed in Commentaries are those of the 
author(s) alone. Comments should be directed to hspi@gwu.edu.  
 
Founded in 2003, The George Washington University Homeland Security Policy Institute (HSPI) is 
a nonpartisan think and do tank whose mission is to build bridges between theory and practice to 
advance homeland security through an interdisciplinary approach. By convening domestic and 
international policymakers and practitioners at all levels of government, the private and non-profit 
sectors, and academia, HSPI creates innovative strategies and solutions to current and future threats 
to the nation. 

 



 

 

 

PREPAREDNESS, RESPONSE, AND 
RESILIENCE TASK FORCE 

 
Co-Chairs 

 
Michael Balboni* 
Former Deputy Secretary for Public Safety, State of 
New York; 
Former New York State Senator 
 
Daniel Kaniewski 
Deputy Director, Homeland Security Policy 
Institute; 
Assistant Vice President for Homeland Security, The 
George Washington University; 
Former Special Assistant to the President for 
Homeland Security, The White House 
 

R. David Paulison** 
Former Administrator, Federal Emergency 
Management Agency; 
Former Administrator, U.S. Fire Administration; 
Former Fire Chief, Miami-Dade County (Florida) 
Fire Rescue Department 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Members 
 
Raphael Barishansky*  
Chief of Public Health 
Emergency Preparedness, 
Prince George’s County (MD) 
Health Department  
 
Chris Battle*  
Partner, Adfero Group;  
Former Chief of Staff, U.S. 
Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement  
 
Michael Bopp  
Partner, Gibson, Dunn & 
Crutcher LLP;  
Former Associate Director, 
Office of Management and 
Budget;  
Former Staff Director, Senate 
Homeland Security and 
Governmental Affairs 
Committee  
 
 
 
 

 
Marko Bourne  
Principal, Booz Allen Hamilton;  
Former Director of Policy and 
Program Analysis, Federal 
Emergency Management 
Agency  
 
Carlos Castillo  
Senior Advisor, 
PricewaterhouseCoopers, 
Washington Federal Practice;  
Former Assistant Administrator, 
Federal Emergency 
Management Agency; Former 
Director, Miami‐Dade County 
Office of Emergency 
Management  
 
Sharon Caudle*  
Younger-Carter Distinguished 
Policymaker in Residence, 
Texas A&M University; Former 
Assistant Director, Homeland 
Security, Government 
Accountability Office 
 

 
Rich Cooper*  
Vice President, Research & 
Emerging Issues, U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce National Chamber 
Foundation;  
Principal, Catalyst Partners, 
LLC  
 
Darrell Darnell*  
Senior Associate Vice President 
for Safety and Security, The 
George Washington University; 
Former Director of Resilience 
Policy, National Security Staff, 
The White House;  
Former Director, DC Homeland 
Security and Emergency 
Management Agency 
 
Harvey Johnson  
Vice President, BAE Systems;  
Former Deputy Administrator, 
Federal Emergency 
Management Agency;  
Vice Admiral, U.S. Coast Guard 
(Ret.) 



 

 
 
Mick Kicklighter 
Director, Center for 
Infrastructure Protection and 
Homeland Security, School of 
Law, George Mason University; 
Former Inspector General, 
Department of Defense; 
Lieutenant General, U.S. Army 
(Ret.)  
 
Paul Maniscalco  
Senior Research Scientist, 
Center for Preparedness and 
Resilience, The George 
Washington University; Former 
Deputy Chief/Paramedic, City 
of New York  
 
Alan McCurry**  
Former Chief Operating Officer, 
The American Red Cross  
 
Kirstjen Nielsen*  
Managing Director and General 
Counsel, Civitas Group;  
Former Special Assistant to the 
President for Homeland 
Security, The White House  

 
 
John Paczkowski*  
Vice President, ICF 
International;  
Former Director, Emergency 
Management and Security at 
Port Authority of New York 
and New Jersey  
 
Kenneth Rapuano  
Director of Advanced Systems & 
Policy, MITRE;  
Former Deputy Assistant to the 
President, The White House 
 
Peter Roman  
President, WIT Consulting, LLC  
 
Scott Somers  
Vice Mayor, City of Mesa, 
Arizona;  
Member, Urban Search and 
Rescue Arizona Task Force #1  
 

 
 
Adam Thiel**  
Fire Chief, City of Alexandria, 
Virginia  
 
Tevi Troy*  
Senior Fellow, Hudson Institute; 
Former Deputy Secretary, 
Department of Health and 
Human Services 
 
David Trulio*  
Director, Federal / Civil 
Programs, Raytheon Company;  
Former Special Assistant to the 
President and Executive 
Secretary, Homeland Security 
Council, The White House  
 
Bert Tussing*  
Director, Homeland Defense and 
Security Issues, Center for 
Strategic Leadership, U.S. Army 
War College 

 

 
Task Force Staff 

 
Keith Stefanelli 
HSPI/ICF Resilience Scholar 
  
 
 
*Denotes HSPI Senior Fellow 
**Denotes HSPI Steering Committee Member 

 


