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(1)

STRENGTHENING WINDSTORM HAZARD MITI-
GATION: AN EXAMINATION OF PUBLIC AND
PRIVATE EFFORTS

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 2004

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE,

Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to call, at 1:30 p.m., at the Merket
Alumni Center, Texas Tech University, Lubbock, Texas, Hon.
Randy Neugebauer, presiding.
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HEARING CHARTER

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Strengthening Windstorm Hazard
Mitigation: An Examination of

Public and Private Efforts

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 9, 2004
1:30 P.M.–3:30 P.M.

MERKET ALUMNI CENTER,
TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY,

LUBBOCK, TEXAS

1. Purpose
On Monday, February 9, 2004, at 1:30 p.m., the House Science Committee will

hold a field hearing to examine the status of windstorm hazard mitigation in the
United States, and to consider the role of federal research and development in wind-
storm hazard reduction.

2. Witnesses

Dr. Charles Meade is a senior physical scientist with the RAND Corporation’s
Science and Technology Policy Institute in Washington, DC. He is the primary au-
thor of ‘‘Assessing Federal Research Developments for Hazard Loss Reduction,’’ a
study prepared for the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy in 2003.

Dr. Ernst W. Kiesling is a Professor of Civil Engineering at Texas Tech Univer-
sity. Dr. Kiesling has 37 years of teaching, research, and administrative experience
at Texas Tech University, including serving as Chairman of the Civil Engineering
Department from 1969 to 1988. Dr. Kiesling was the first to develop an ‘‘in-resi-
dence’’ tornado shelter, providing occupant protection during tornadic events. The
research provided the basis for a Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
publication on in-residence shelter design.

Mr. Bryan Shofner is President of Shofner & Associates Insurance Agency in Lub-
bock, Texas. Mr. Shofner was named ‘‘Young Agent of the Year’’ in 2001 by the
Independent Insurance Agents of Texas. Mr. Shofner has been a longtime member
of his local, State, and national independent insurance agents associations, includ-
ing serving as President of the Lubbock Association of Insurance Agents.

Dr. Bogusz Bienkiewicz is a Professor of Civil Engineering at the Colorado State
University Wind Engineering and Fluids Laboratory. Dr. Bienkiewicz is also the
Vice President of the American Association for Wind Engineering, Secretary of the
American Society of Civil Engineers Committee on Wind Effects, and Co-chairman
of the International Wind Engineering Forum.

3. Overarching Questions
The hearing will address the following overarching questions:

1. How vulnerable is the built environment in the United States to windstorm
hazards? What are some of the top opportunities for, and primary barriers
to, reducing these vulnerabilities?

3. What is the size, structure, and focus of federal wind hazard mitigation ef-
forts, particularly with regard to research and development?

3. What gaps in data exist with regard to our knowledge and understanding of
windstorm hazards, and how could the overall wind hazard mitigation port-
folio be refocused or otherwise strengthened to improve mitigation in the
United States?

4. How can non-federal entities such as the insurance industry and State and
local governments contribute to, and benefit from, improved wind hazard
mitigation?
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4. Brief Overview

• The United States currently sustains several billion dollars each year in prop-
erty and economic losses due to windstorms. While estimates of annualized
windstorm damages are highly variable and limited in scope, the National
Weather Service estimates that between 1995 and 2002, hurricanes, torna-
does, and thunderstorm winds caused on average $4.5 billion in damage per
year. The American Society of Civil Engineers has estimated windstorm dam-
ages to be in excess of $5 billion per year.

• The most powerful hurricane in the last century to hit the United States was
Hurricane Andrew, in August of 1992. It caused 58 deaths and approximately
$27 billion in damages. In addition, more than one million people were evacu-
ated from Southern Florida because of the storm.

• A variety of cost-effective windstorm hazard mitigation measures exist, and
many more are undergoing research and development. It is unclear to what
extent these mitigation technologies have been adopted, but it is generally
agreed that they have been under-utilized, and that significant improvements
in the wind resistance of buildings and other structures will not be achieved
without improved incentives at the local and individual level. This fact, com-
bined with growing populations in coastal areas particularly susceptible to
major windstorms, has led to substantial increases in the overall windstorm
vulnerabilities.

• Federal windstorm hazard mitigation efforts span several agencies, including
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST), National Oceanographic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), National Science Foundation (NSF), and the Depart-
ment of Energy (DOE). Evaluations of the size, scope, and effectiveness of
these mitigation efforts have found significant room for improvement. For ex-
ample, a 1999 report by the National Academy of Sciences found that:
‘‘. . .there is still a lack of leadership, focus, and coordination of wind-hazard
mitigation activities across all agencies, and funding for research and develop-
ment specifically targeting wind-hazard reduction issues is insufficient.’’

5. Background

Hurricanes and Tornadoes
High winds can easily destroy poorly constructed buildings and mobile homes.

Hurricanes can reach constant wind speeds greater than 155 mph and extend out-
ward as far as 400 miles. While the National Weather Service is able to detect hur-
ricanes days before they make landfall, predicting when, where, and with what force
a hurricane will hit remains an inexact science.

Tornadoes generally occur near the trailing edge of a thunderstorm, though they
are also often produced by hurricanes. Tornado winds can reach up to 300 mph and
can be powerful enough to lift homes off foundations. Tornadoes are much more dif-
ficult to detect than hurricanes with an average lead-time for warnings of only 12
minutes. This makes evacuation nearly impossible, a factor that led to the develop-
ment and implementation of in-residence tornado shelters, developed from research
performed at Texas Tech University.

Since 1950, tornadoes have claimed over 4,400 lives. Texas has been particularly
vulnerable, averaging 124 tornadoes each year—more than double the average of
any other state. On May 11, 1970, a tornado ripped through downtown Lubbock,
Texas, killing 26 people, injuring at least 1,500 more, and causing more than $530
million in damage.

While the Federal Government does not maintain a comprehensive windstorm
loss database, the National Weather Service does compile damage estimates that
demonstrate the tremendous costs of windstorms (Table 1). Also, the insurance in-
dustry maintains separate loss databases that measure damage to insured property.
However, according to ‘‘Disasters by Design: A Reassessment of Natural Hazards in
the United States,’’ a 1999 report by the National Academy of Sciences, insurance
industry data may represent only a small percentage of total losses because many
property owners do not buy coverage against hurricanes and other natural hazards.
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With more people than ever before living near coastlines, vulnerability to wind
hazards in the U.S. is steadily increasing. Already, more than one in six Americans
live in a county that lies next to the eastern Atlantic or Gulf of Mexico coast. In
addition, the coastal population is growing rapidly, particularly from Texas through
the Carolinas. In popular resort areas that are common along the coastline, num-
bers often swell even further when holiday, weekend, and vacation visitors arrive.
These large and increasing populations have resulted in substantial increases in
buildings and infrastructure in high-risk coastal areas that are also vulnerable to
windstorms.

Federal Windstorm Hazard Mitigation Efforts
The size and scope of federal investments in windstorm hazards research and de-

velopment (R&D) is generally agreed to be in the range of a few million dollars,
though specific numbers are hard to come by, in part because of the fragmented and
uncoordinated nature of these efforts. Agencies contributing to this effort include
FEMA, NOAA, NIST, NSF, and DOE.

The bulk of the windstorm hazard funding is directed toward fundamental re-
search and development into the atmospheric and meteorological aspects of wind-
storms, contributing to a greater understanding of weather-related phenomena, but
generally without specific mitigation applications in mind. A smaller portion of the
windstorm hazard research and development effort is directed toward structural and
engineering aspects of buildings and infrastructure impacted by windstorms. In a
1999 report, the National Academy of Sciences recommended that: ‘‘The Federal
Government should coordinate existing federal activities and develop, in conjunction
with state and local governments, private industry, the research community, and
other interested stakeholder groups, a national wind-hazard reduction program.
Congress should consider designating sufficient funds to establish and support a na-
tional program of this nature.’’

Unfortunately, simply developing technical solutions will not reduce vulnerability
to wind hazards. FEMA and the insurance industry have both determined that im-
proving the wind resistance of buildings will only be achieved when there is a de-
mand for wind-resistant construction by homeowners. Solving the wind-vulnerability
problem will not only require coordinated work in scientific research and technology
development, but education, public policy, the behavioral sciences, and technology
transfer as well.
6. Questions for Witnesses

The witnesses were asked to address the following questions in their testimony:
Dr. Meade

• What regions of the country and characteristics of the built environment are
most vulnerable to windstorm hazards? Are these vulnerabilities increasing
or decreasing, and why? What are some of the opportunities for, and primary
barriers to, reducing these vulnerabilities?

• Approximately how much money does the Federal Government spend per
year on wind hazard mitigation research and development? Where is this ef-
fort currently focused (i.e., direct vs. indirect research, engineering, economic,
meteorological, etc.)? Where are the primary gaps with regard to our knowl-
edge and understanding of windstorm hazards? How could the federal wind
hazard research and development portfolio be refocused or otherwise
strengthened to improve mitigation in the United States?
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Dr. Bienkiewicz and Dr. Kiesling

• What regions of the country and characteristics of the built environment are
most vulnerable to windstorm hazards? Are these vulnerabilities increasing
or decreasing, and why? What are some of the top opportunities for, and pri-
mary barriers to, reducing these vulnerabilities?

• What are some of the processes that are in place for transferring new tech-
nologies to government agencies and the private sector for implementation?
What role do the research activities at Texas Tech University and Colorado
State University play in implementation of new mitigation techniques?

• What steps could be taken to strengthen the federal wind hazard research
and development portfolio in the United States, particularly with regard to
planning, coordination, and focus within the research and development port-
folio?

Mr. Shofner

• How would you characterize the size and focus of ongoing wind hazard miti-
gation research and development being performed by the insurance industry?
To what extent do insurance industry research efforts build on research done
by universities or the government, and vice-versa? How does the insurance
industry work with Federal, State, and local governments to share data that
may help contribute to windstorm hazards reductions?

• Approximately how much damage do wind hazards cause in the United States
on an annual basis, and are these damages broken down by variables such
as building types, structural characteristics, and geography? What types of
damage are taken into account in compiling these damage estimates, and
what types are not included? What data gaps exist with regard to our knowl-
edge and understanding windstorm hazards?

• What role does the insurance industry play in encouraging implementation of
existing mitigation techniques in retrofitting and new home construction? To
what extent do insurance policies consider and incorporate incentives for im-
plementation of these mitigation techniques?
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Mr. NEUGEBAUER. We will call this hearing to order on Strength-
ening Windstorm Hazard Mitigation for purposes of the examina-
tion of public and private efforts.

I want to welcome everyone to this hearing where we will exam-
ine the status of windstorm hazard mitigation in the United States
and consider the role of federal research and development in wind-
storm hazard reduction.

On May 11th, 1970, tragedy struck Lubbock, Texas. An F–5 tor-
nado ripped through downtown Lubbock. Twenty-six people were
killed, and at least 500 were injured. The tornado had winds esti-
mated in excess of 200 miles per hour and damaged or destroyed
a large section of the city, mainly north and east of 19th and Uni-
versity, where we sit today.

And as a little postscript to that, I was at the corner of 22nd and
University in a friend of mine’s home, but I should have been over
on 5th and Avenue Q in my apartment, which was totally de-
stroyed by the tornado, and so I can testify that my person was
safe, but my property was not. We are going to be talking about
some issues that revolve around that today.

In just a few moments, between 9:35 p.m. and the time that the
funnel lifted into the clouds, the tornado devastated the community
along an eight and a half mile wide path. It wrought havoc along
a track that was one and a half miles wide in downtown Lubbock,
to one-fourth mile wide as it passed over the Weather Bureau Of-
fice located at the Lubbock Airport. The twister was responsible for
$125 million in damage and an estimated 15 square miles of the
city either damaged or destroyed.

The National Weather Service estimates that between 1995 and
2002 hurricanes, tornadoes, and thunderstorm winds caused an av-
erage of $4.5 billion in damage each year during that period. Texas
alone averages 124 tornadoes a year, which is more than double
the average of any other state.

Technology advancements in the second half of the century have
contributed to better, more accurate severe weather watches and
warnings from the National Weather Service, ultimately saving
countless lives.

The biggest advancement for severe weather forecasting was the
development of the Doppler radar. Scientists and other researchers
took the airborne radar development by the U.S. Military during
World War II and applied it to weather forecasting and severe
storm identification. The ultimate result was the next generation
of radar Doppler that we currently use today.

Advancements in computer technology also made some progress
in the area of weather prediction, allowing meteorologists to apply
physics in replicating motions of the atmosphere. This, combined
with diligent analysis to recognize weather patterns, helped ad-
vance severe weather prediction to its current level of an average
lead time of over 11 minutes.

Even as we build on our current weather prediction successes
and create new resources for predicting windstorms at a greater
rate, the United States continues to sustain several billion dollars
each year in property and economic losses due to windstorms and
human costs are—well, human costs are also very painful. West
Texas is particularly vulnerable to the high winds in tornadoes.
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A variety of windstorm hazard mitigation measures exist and
many more are undergoing research and development. For exam-
ple, in the past five years the Texas Tech Wind Engineering Re-
search Center has received funding under a cooperative grant with
the National Institute for Standards and Technology to research
the detrimental effects of windstorms on buildings and to reduce
losses from windstorm events. Their work has led to many accom-
plishments on the national scope. This year they have received an
additional $994,000 to carry on their research to improve the econ-
omy of shelters and wind resistant construction.

Improving the wind resistance of buildings will only be achieved
when there is demand for wind resistant construction by home-
owners. The tornado in Lubbock that was so destructive more than
30 years ago is a reminder of how vulnerable we are and how seri-
ous we should be about severe weather safety and preparedness.

For the next couple of hours we will hear from expert witnesses,
who I will probably introduce in a few minutes, on how current
windstorm hazard mitigation works and we will discuss how the
Federal Government can help facilitate further research. I look for-
ward to hearing everyone’s testimony and I am proud to bring this
hearing to the 19th District.

Now I would like to recognize my colleague on the House Science
Committee, Congressman Dennis Moore from Kansas, so that he
may make some opening remarks. Congressman Moore has been a
leader on this issue and currently serves as co-chair of the Wind
Hazard Reduction Caucus, an organization which focuses on in-
creasing the awareness of the Members of Congress about the pub-
lic safety and economic loss issues associated with wind. I would
like to thank him and welcome him to Lubbock for this hearing
and look forward to working with him on this very important issue.
Mr. Moore.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Neugebauer follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE RANDY NEUGEBAUER

I want to welcome everyone to this hearing where we’ll examine the status of
windstorm hazard mitigation in the United States and consider the role of federal
research and development in windstorm hazard reduction.

On May 11, 1970 tragedy struck Lubbock, Texas. An F5 tornado ripped through
downtown Lubbock. Twenty-six people were killed and at least 500 more were in-
jured. The tornado had winds estimated in excess of 200 mph, and damaged or de-
stroyed a large section of the city, mainly north and east of 19th Street and Univer-
sity Avenue—where we sit today.

In the few moments between 9:35 p.m. and the time the funnel lifted into the
clouds, the tornado devastated the community along an 8c mile path. It wrought
havoc along a track that was 1c miles wide in downtown Lubbock to one-fourth mile
wide as it passed over the Weather Bureau Office located at the Lubbock Airport.
The twister was responsible for 125 million dollars in damage with an estimated
15 square miles of the city damaged or destroyed.

The National Weather Service estimates that between 1995 and 2002, hurricanes,
tornadoes, and thunderstorm winds caused an average of 4.5 billion dollars in dam-
age every year. Texas alone averages 124 tornadoes a year, which is more than dou-
ble the average of any other state.

Technological advancements in the second half of the century have contributed to
better, more accurate severe weather watches and warnings from the National
Weather Service, ultimately saving countless lives. The biggest advancement for se-
vere weather forecasting was the development of Doppler radar. Scientists and other
researchers took the airborne radar developed by the U.S. military during World
War II and applied it to weather forecasting and severe storm identification. The
ultimate result was the Next Generation Radar Doppler that we currently use.
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Advancements in computer technology also led to progress in numerical weather
prediction, allowing meteorologists to apply physics in replicating motions of the at-
mosphere. This, combined with diligent analysis to recognize weather patterns,
helped advance severe weather prediction to its current level of an average lead
time of over 11 minutes.

Even as we build on our current weather prediction successes and create new re-
sources to predict windstorms at a greater rate, the United States continues to sus-
tain several billion dollars each year in property and economic losses due to
windstonns—and the human costs are all too painful. West Texas is particularly
vulnerable to high winds and tornadoes.

A variety of cost-effective windstorm hazard mitigation measures exists, and
many more are undergoing research and development.

For example, in the past five years the Texas Tech Wind Engineering Research
Center has received funding under a cooperative agreement with the National Insti-
tute for Standards and Technology to research the detrimental effects of windstorms
on buildings and to reduce losses from windstorm events. Their work has led to
many accomplishments on the national scope. This year they have received an addi-
tional 994,100 dollars to carry on their research to improve the economy of shelters
and wind resistant construction.

Improving the wind resistance of buildings will only be achieved when there is
a demand for wind-resistant construction by homeowners. The tornado in Lubbock
that was so destructive more than 30 years ago is a reminder of how vulnerable
we are and how serious we should be about severe weather safety and preparedness.
For the next couple of hours we will hear from expert witnesses, who I will properly
introduce in a few minutes, on how the current windstorm hazard mitigation proc-
ess works and we will discuss how the Federal Government can help facilitate fur-
ther research. I look forward to hearing everyone’s testimony and I’m proud to bring
this hearing to the 19th District.

Now I’d like to recognize my colleague on the House Science Committee, Con-
gressman Dennis Moore from Kansas so that lie can make his opening remarks.
Congressman Moore has been a leader on this issue and currently serves as Co-
chair of the Wind Hazard Reduction Caucus, an organization which focuses on in-
creasing the awareness of Members of Congress about the public safety and eco-
nomic loss issues associated with wind. I’d like to thank him and welcome him to
Lubbock for this hearing. I look forward to working with him on this important
issue.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you very, very much, Congressman
Neugebauer, for inviting me here today. I really appreciate your
coming up with the idea for this hearing today here in Lubbock
and for hosting and basically chairing this committee. I am looking
forward to the testimony of our panel of experts here today.

I also want to thank Texas Tech for working with me for the past
three Congresses. I have been in Congress now, I’m starting my
sixth year. Texas Tech has worked closely with us and my staff in
the three Congresses on legislation on this topic. To keep this truly
bi-partisan I will also recognize and thank Representative Sten-
holm for helping to give an initial earmark that brought $3.8 mil-
lion to the Texas Tech Wind Disaster Research Program in 1998,
but I think we owe a special debt of gratitude again to the Con-
gressman here for bringing us here today for this very, very impor-
tant hearing.

Five months after I took office in 1999, my hometown of Wichita,
Kansas, was hit by an F–4 tornado which plowed through the sub-
urb of Hayesville, Kansas, killing six, injuring 150, and causing
over $140 million in property damage. The devastation of this at-
tack motivated me to do something about the old Mark Twain
adage, ‘‘Let’s do something about the weather.’’ I put together legis-
lation modeled after NEHRP [National Earthquake Hazards Re-
duction Program], the successful earthquake research program
begun over 30 years ago. My legislation’s goal is to mitigate loss
of life and property due to wind and related hazards and I am
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proud to say that the Congressman here is a co-sponsor of this leg-
islation, which I think is very important.

I utilized comments from the American Society of Civil Engi-
neers, the American Association of Homebuilders, the insurance in-
dustry, meteorologists, emergency managers, academia, industry,
and the Manufactured Housing Association to try to fine tune our
legislation and on May 4 of 2003, almost four years to the day after
the deadly 1999 Kansas and Oklahoma tornadoes, tornadoes again
touched down in metro Kansas City and the surrounding suburbs,
which is my district, as well as in many of Science Committee col-
leagues’ Districts, destroying property, killing and injuring our con-
stituents.

These tornadoes didn’t check before they hit to see whether they
were Republicans or Democrats. Frankly, partisan politics has no
place in the discussion here and I think it is very, very important
and encouraging, and I think hopeful people in this country are
waiting to see us find an issue where we can work truly together
on a bi-partisan, non-partisan basis and do the right thing for the
people in this country. It’s not a Republican issue. It’s not a Demo-
cratic issue. It’s a human issue and it’s a human tragedy when a
storm like this strikes and destroys property and takes peoples’
lives. I have seen it in my district.

I know you have seen it here. I know Lubbock, Texas, was hurt
very, very badly several years ago as the Congressman said.

I want to again thank you, Randy, for having this important
hearing. I’d also like to thank the witnesses for sharing their ex-
pertise here today and we look forward to your testimony and ask-
ing you some questions. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Moore follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE DENNIS MOORE

I would like to thank Representative Randy Neugebauer for inviting me here
today to Texas Tech and for working with me for the past three Congresses on legis-
lation on this topic and Representative Charlie Stenholm for getting the initial ear-
mark that brought $3.8 million to the Texas Tech’s wind disaster research program
in 1998.

Five months after I took office in 1999, my hometown of Wichita, Kansas, was
attacked by a F4 tornado, which plowed through the suburb of Haysville killing six,
injuring 150, and causing over 140 million dollars in damage. The devastation of
this attack motivated me to do something ‘‘about the weather’’ to paraphrase the
old Mark Twain adage.

I put together a piece of legislation modeled after NEHRP, the successful earth-
quake research program begun over 30 years ago. My legislation’s goal is to mitigate
loss of life and property due to wind and related hazards.

I utilized comments from the American Society of Civil Engineers, the American
Association of Home Builders, the insurance industry, meteorologists, emergency
managers, academia, industry, and the manufactured housing associations to fine-
tune the legislation.

On May 4, 2003, almost four years to the day after the deadly 1999 Kansas and
Oklahoma tornadoes, tornadoes touched down in metro Kansas City and the sur-
rounding suburbs as well as in many of my Science Committee colleagues’ districts,
destroying property, killing and injuring our constituents.

These tornadoes did not check with Congress to see if they were hitting Repub-
lican or Democratic districts, just hit both. This is not a Republican or a Democratic
issue, it is a human issue—it is a human tragedy. These windstorms destroy lives;
I have seen it in my own district and know many of my colleagues have seen it in
theirs.

Thank you again, Rep. Neugebauer, for having this important hearing and I
would also like to thank the witnesses for sharing their expertise on this extremely
important issue.
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Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Thank you. I am going to just briefly introduce
the panel members to you today. From my left and going right, Dr.
Ernst Kiesling, who is Professor of Civil Engineering at Texas Tech
University. Dr. Kiesling has 37 years of teaching, research, and ad-
ministrative experience at Texas Tech University, including serving
as Chair of the Civil Engineering Department from 1969 to 1988.
Dr. Kiesling was the first to develop an in-residence tornado shel-
ter, providing occupant protection during tornadic events. The re-
search provided the basis for the Federal Emergency Management
Agency’s qualification on in-residence shelter design.

Next we have Dr. Charles Meade. He is a senior physical sci-
entist with the RAND Corporation of Science and Technology Pol-
icy Institute in Washington, D.C. He is the primary author of ‘‘As-
sessing Federal Research Development for Hazard Loss Reduction,’’
a piece prepared for the White House Office of Science and Tech-
nology Policy in 2003.

And then Dr. Bo Bienkiewicz. He is a Professor of Civil Engi-
neering at Colorado State University Wind Engineering and Fluids
Laboratory. Dr. Bienkiewicz is also the Vice-President of the Amer-
ican Association of Wind Engineering, Secretary of the American
Society of Civil Engineering Committee on Wind Effects, and Co-
Chairman of the International Wind Engineering Forum.

And finally Dr., I mean Mr. Bryan Shofner. He is President of
Shofner & Associates Insurance Agency in Lubbock, Texas. Mr.
Shofner was named Young Agent of the Year in 2001 by the Inde-
pendent Insurance Agents of Texas.

Mr. Shofner is also a long-time member of his local, state, and
national independent insurance agent associations, including serv-
ing as President of the Lubbock Association of Insurance Agents.

As you know, the format is to give your opening testimony. We
are not going to be real strict on the five minutes, but we would
like to make those as brief as possible. Your full opening statement
will be entered into the record. And then we would then open up
for time for question and answer. Dr. Kiesling.

STATEMENT OF DR. ERNST W. KIESLING, PROFESSOR OF
CIVIL ENGINEERING, TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY.

Mr. KIESLING. Thank you for being here today and for your pur-
pose in being here. I am privileged to be the spokesperson for the
Wind Science and Engineering Research Program at Texas Tech. I
am particularly honored to be standing in for Dr. Kishor Mehta,
the long-time Director of the Center, who at this moment is in Asia
delivering papers at an international wind conference. Otherwise,
he would have been here.

We have engaged in hazard mitigation activities since 1970 when
the tornado that Congressman Neugebauer mentioned came to
Lubbock, Texas. Improving buildings for wind resistance has been
a major focus of our program throughout its history. Damage to
buildings, especially houses, comprises a major segment of wind
damage so much of my testimony will relate to that segment of the
broad field of wind engineering, wind mitigation research.

Our research in hazard mitigation has two major objectives—sav-
ing lives and reducing economic losses. The reports and testimonies
of other presenters at the table will define the nature and mag-
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nitude of our growing vulnerability and discuss the status of re-
search and development efforts.

I will simply give a snapshot of the one productive hazard miti-
gation program I am familiar with and list some of the opportuni-
ties for further reducing our vulnerability.

The collaborative efforts of a number of universities, most nota-
bly Colorado State University with its NSF project, have made
progress in a number of areas important to curbing the spiraling
economic losses to windstorms. I think our major progress in haz-
ard mitigation has been in damage documentation. We have docu-
mented the damage in over 130 major storms now in this country
and in Australia.

Storm shelters, most commonly known as safe rooms, have gone
from an inspiration to a concept, to utilization, to the establish-
ment of an industry. We have come a long way in understanding
wind characteristics through laboratory, full-scale tests, and field
studies, as well as through observations. We have studied wind ef-
fects on buildings in the laboratory and simulations using, for ex-
ample, a C–130 aircraft. We have made observations in the field
on the effects of winds. This played heavily in standards and code
development, the ASCE 7, and we are currently involved with the
International Code Counsel in developing a national consensus
standard for storm shelters. We have been involved in technology
transfer through publications, short courses, outreach, and heavily
involved in education and inter-disciplinary education at the grad-
uate level to produce graduates who understand the hazards and
have potential solutions for meeting those challenges of the haz-
ards.

Yet some of these same areas represent the most fertile ones for
the future. We do not have a very good understanding of fluc-
tuating wind blows, particularly in tornadoes and perhaps not even
in hurricanes. And then we need to simulate those fluctuating wind
fields in the laboratory so that we can economically study the ef-
fects of those winds.

The knowledge of building resistance to wind loads is not well
known. Progressive failures in the buildings when subjected to
these fluctuating wind loads leave a lot of challenges for us. We
continue to document damage, but we need to develop a consistent
database to make those useful in calibrating wind loss damage
models, verifying benefit to cost ratio in theories for improvements,
developing uniform standards as a basis for building codes, and in-
fluencing the attitudes and behaviors of people.

I think the most effective mitigation actions will be taken when
building owners perceive that benefits will be derived from invest-
ments made in mitigation measures. They must be able to make
well-informed decisions by having credible information available to
them and the research community bears the responsibility for pro-
viding that information.

There are a number of barriers to progress. Obviously, the lim-
ited funding, the access to mitigation funding, mitigation activities,
is sometimes hindered by the, say, the strict limitations of funding
agencies. That needs to be overcome and I think in writing legisla-
tion, we can do that.
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There are a number of other limitations, but let me get to the
bottom line and say that I view our program here as having made
considerable progress in producing some important initial results.
A synergy has developed among researchers here and among col-
laborating institutions. With modest funding we have conducted an
applications-oriented research and development that has resulted
in some improvements in making buildings more resistant to ex-
treme winds. We believe the benefit to cost ratio is large for the
investments made, but the significance of this program is not in
the results obtained today, rather these results create a platform
from which to launch further research and the program serves as
an example of what can be accomplished through focused, sus-
tained research and development efforts.

The seemingly daunting challenges cannot be addressed effec-
tively by a single institution or agency. To be effective in curbing
spiraling wind damage losses we must have a coalition of diverse
agencies and disciplines pursuing comprehensive, coordinated, mul-
tidisciplinary research and development that is focused on the wind
hazard and coupled to the implementation strategies.

With such a focused effort, supported by adequate levels of sus-
tained funding, we can expand the synergy of this small program
to the national level and include multiple institutions and agencies
to effectively pursue the goal of curbing economic losses from ex-
treme winds. The American people will be the beneficiaries of in-
vestments we make now. We are confident that the payoff will be
significant with benefits to cost ratios uncommonly high for re-
search efforts and I would simply say in closing that we really ap-
preciate your support in the past and for considering the hazard
mitigation effort in the future. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kiesling follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ERNST W. KIESLING

The Potential of Research
The common interest that brings us together is curbing the spiraling losses in-

flicted upon our country by windstorms. My presentation and report focus largely
on one applied research program at Texas Tech University that has proven effective.
This program has produced results that are being used by facilities designers to pro-
vide occupant protection and to mitigate the effects of windstorms. The model’s im-
portance lies not in what has been accomplished—albeit significant as a pioneering
effort—but rather to reveal what might be achieved when this model is expanded
from a synergistic labor of a few researchers to a focused, coordinated effort among
many diverse teams working toward a common goal at several of our leading re-
search and implementation institutions.

Losses
The death, destruction, and disruptions associated with windstorms are felt by all.

And while consistent databases on damage and economic impacts are lacking, we
can draw conclusions about the increasing devastation and waste of the windstorm
hazard. For example, of the ten most costly catastrophes in the U.S., eight are
weather-related. In the past 25 years, the U.S. has experienced 57 weather-related
disasters in which damages exceeded $1 billion. The total normalized losses from
these events totals over $355 billion.
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Windstorms are prominent among natural hazards, accounting for about two-
thirds of the total losses. The percent of insured losses shown in the pie chart are
for the ten year period of 1985–95. Figures in this form are not available beyond
1995.

Population growth, urbanization, and increased property values in harm’s way
will push future economic losses even higher. We can curb these losses through
large-scale, coordinated, multi-disciplinary research connected to effective implemen-
tation strategies. Such programs will, over time, have large benefit-to-cost ratios.

Past investments in research and technology have produced improved prediction
and warning systems, reducing death and injuries resulting from windstorms. Bet-
ter warnings have facilitated evacuations from hurricanes, moving people out of
harm’s way. But population growth has made evacuation less viable in some re-
gions, forcing an alternative strategy—sheltering in place. This is a good strategy
for alleviating problems associated with evacuation, but will prove effective only if
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a sufficient number of shelter spaces are available. Shelter deficits are large in some
areas. Without protective shelters that can withstand extreme winds and windborne
debris, large-scale casualties are likely, reversing the decreasing death rate of recent
decades. Much research is needed toward economical and safe shelter design and
cost-effective mitigation of property losses.
National Research Needs

Recent reports by various agencies help define the research needed to abate the
windstorm hazard. Over the years, the National Research Council has published a
number of useful reports that define the wind hazard and point to needed research.
Most recently the RAND report, presented at this hearing by Charles Meade, clearly
illuminates needed research and some challenges in implementation. The report of
the American Association for Wind Engineering, prepared and presented by Dr.
Bogusz Bienkiewicz, yields data emphasizing the importance of mitigation efforts
and presents details of a proposed national program for mitigating the effects of
windstorms.

This report, presented by Texas Tech University, deals primarily with progress
made in some research areas along with challenges and future opportunities for fur-
ther research in those areas, and it shows some facilities that are available for con-
tinued use by the research community. Technology transfer and education is a sig-
nificant component of the ongoing effort at Texas Tech University.
Windstorm Hazard Mitigation at Texas Tech: An Overview

Windstorm hazard mitigation research and development started at Texas Tech
University on May 11, 1970 when a severe tornado affected half the constructed fa-
cilities of the city of Lubbock, killing 26 people and injuring more than 500. A team
of researchers from the Civil Engineering Department at Texas Tech joined forces
with a special committee of the National Research Council in documenting damage
and destruction of buildings by wind forces of the tornado. Since 1970, university
personnel have documented and archived damage photographs and other data in
more than 130 windstorm events.

The Institute for Disaster Research (IDR) organized and coordinated early pro-
grams in windstorm hazard mitigation at Texas Tech. In the 1970s, the Institute
pursued research in the destructive nature of tornado and hurricane winds on build-
ings, enabling them to provide information to:

• The National Weather Service—opening windows in tornadoes does not help
• The Nuclear Regulatory Commission—credible size of windborne debris
• The public—safest places in houses are in a small central room
• School officials—inside hallways are the best areas to seek refuge; avoid large

span gymnasiums.

Under the sponsorship of the National Science Foundation (NSF), Defense Civil
Preparedness Agency (currently FEMA), National Severe Storms Laboratory (NSSL)
and the State of Texas, the Institute published papers, reports, and guidelines for
occupant protection and engineering perspectives of tornadic storms.

In the 1980s, with the change of our name to the Wind Engineering Research
Center, personnel of the center continued research in wind effects on buildings and
the implications of damage. Significant items of technology transfer included the up-
grading of wind load standards (chaired the ANSI A 58.1 and ASCE 7 Wind Load
Committees), defining consequences of window glass breakage due to windborne de-
bris, and assessing high roof corner pressures obtained in field experiments.

The research program expanded in the 1990s to include meteorology and damage
economics; the Center changed its name to Wind Science and Engineering (WISE)
Research Center in order to reflect the multidisciplinary approach into which it had
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evolved. One of the significant research pursuits was the ten-year Cooperative Re-
search in Wind Engineering between Colorado State University and Texas Tech
University, which was funded by the National Science Foundation (NSF). This re-
search effort was multidisciplinary and involved fifteen faculty members from the
two institutions. The cooperative basic research permitted expansion of research in
ground-level wind characteristics, wind damage economics, and wind tunnel and
field studies for low-rise building loads. Technology transfer was accomplished for
shelter design, leading to prescriptive designs for residential shelters, published by
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Implementation of storm
shelter (Safe Room) research resulted in the birth of the storm shelter industry and
the formation of the National Storm Shelter Association (NSSA) who foster quality
in the shelter industry. The Cooperative program also produced building damage
prediction models through development of an expert system, established the Infor-
mation Outreach Center, and graduated students well-versed in windstorm damage
and mitigation.

Multidisciplinary research in the WISE Center continues under the sponsorship
of the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) and other agencies
and private organizations. Currently, faculty members in engineering, atmospheric
science, economics, mathematics, and architecture are involved in wind-related re-
search. The facilities of debris impact testing, field site (with a 200-meter tower) at
Reese Technology Center, West Texas Mesonet, portable meteorological towers in-
cluding the SMART radar, and a wind tunnel, permit us to continue our pursuit
of research in wind effects on buildings and structures, windstorm damage econom-
ics, wind characteristics in hurricanes and tornadoes, the economical design of shel-
ters, soil erosion, and wind energy.

Over the past three decades, WISE Center personnel have pursued collaborative
wind research projects with agencies, organizations, and universities, including
NIST, the National Science Foundation (NSF), the Federal Emergency Management
Administration (FEMA), the National Oceanic and Atmosphere Agency (NOAA),
Texas Department of Insurance, Colorado State University, University of Western
Ontario, Johns Hopkins University, Clemson University, University of Florida,
Texas A&M–Kingsville, and the University of Oklahoma. In the following, a syn-
opsis of research areas of damage documentation, storm shelters, wind effects,
standards and codes, wind characteristics, and technology transfer/education are
given. The synopsis gives a brief description of the research followed by bulleted
items of accomplishments and challenges.
Damage Documentation

Documentation of damage to buildings in Lubbock following the 1970 tornado and
the comprehensive report that was published was the first step in Texas Tech’s
gaining recognition and credibility in damage mitigation research. Damage docu-
mentation studies have continued in most of the extreme wind events that have oc-
curred since 1970. Over 130 documentations have been completed, and a large num-
ber of photographs and reports have been archived. Information from the archive
has been used extensively in seminars, publications, and outreach to the profes-
sional design community. The library of the late Dr. Ted Fujita, noted scientist and
researcher (originator of F-scale rating for tornadoes) at the University of Chicago,
was recently donated to Texas Tech, further enriching this valuable resource.
Lessons Learned

• Central portion of building is the safest
• Opening windows is counterproductive (impacted NWS instructions)
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• Low-rise buildings of wood, masonry, light metal fail structurally
• Cladding damage is common
• Debris is abundant in urban areas
• Costly business interruptions are common
• Content damage is extensive

Challenges/Opportunities

• Collection of statistical data
• Archiving cost data on consistent basis
• Aerial and satellite imagery documentation
• Developing accessible user-friendly data retrieval system

Storm Shelters (Safe Rooms)
Although the concept of the aboveground storm shelter emerged in the 1970s,

widespread utilization followed the 1998 publication and distribution of FEMA Pub-
lication 320, Taking Shelter from the Storm—Building a Safe Room Inside Your
House. Soon to follow was FEMA Publication 361, Design and Construction Guid-
ance for Community Shelters. Rapid growth of the shelter industry was stimulated
by the incentive grant program in Oklahoma following the Oklahoma City tornadoes
of 1999. Emerging quality issues in shelter construction led to formation of the Na-
tional Storm Shelter Association and development of an industry standard (avail-
able at www.NSSA.cc). The International Code Council is now developing a national
consensus standard for storm shelters. Completion is expected in 2005.
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Accomplishments

• Developed designs with conservative wind loads
• Bridged gap between research and implementation
• Designed and built state-of-the-art debris impact facility
• Provided design input to FEMA 320 and 361 publications

Challenges/Opportunities

• Optimize site-specific designs for economy
• Foster quality in shelter construction - standards and codes
• Reduce hurricane evacuation with in-home shelters
• Change mindset of public for shelters
• Define incentives to build shelters in existing and new buildings
• Establish programs to fund shelter construction for low income people

Wind Effects
The windy environment in the Lubbock area has permitted us to establish the

Wind Engineering Research Field Laboratory (WERFL). A full-size building and a
meteorological tower permit measurement of wind pressure data in natural winds.
The WERFL facility was an impetus to the pursuit of a cooperative program (funded
by NSF) with Colorado State University, which tested the same building in their
wind tunnel to improve testing technology.

Innovative testing in the field using a C–130 Hercules aircraft permitted testing
of full-size buildings in controlled high winds (gust up to 100 mph). Testing of real
buildings to failure in fluctuating winds (not yet tested) will allow us to understand
component resistances and progressive failure modes. This understanding leads to
credible wind loss models.
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Accomplishments

• Developed unique WERFL for wind effects
• Measured pressures from natural wind on a building
• Pursued cooperative NSF-funded program with CSU
• Assisted in improving wind tunnel technology
• Tested full-scale building with C–130 prop wash

Challenges/Opportunities

• Make WERFL accessible to researchers worldwide
• Develop facility to test full-size buildings to failure
• Build testing facilities for frame and component resistances
• Improve wind tunnel technology for component testing
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Standards and Codes
Accredited standards provide a foundation for building codes that establish expec-

tations of quality in the constructed environment. Accurate data is fundamental to
establishing reliable standards, forming the basis for codes and ultimately the de-
sign of buildings. Consistency of codes, and hence the consolidation of model codes,
is important to the design of safe economical buildings. Guidelines based on re-
search permit professionals to design for situations that are beyond codes.

Accomplishments

• ASCE 7 Standard is based on physics and scientific data
• One wind load standard is developed for the country
• Model codes are consolidated into one model code
• Statewide building codes are being developed
• ICC/NSSA Standard for storm shelters is being assembled
• Safe areas in school guidelines have been developed

Challenges/Opportunities

• Calibrate prescriptive standards and codes
• Develop performance-based standards
• Develop risk management approach
• Develop cost-benefit models for mitigation measures

Wind Characteristics
Knowledge of near-ground wind field in severe winds (hurricanes, thunderstorms,

and tornadoes) and pressures and forces they impart on building components are
essential to the design of safe economical buildings. The purpose of this knowledge
is to simulate correct wind characteristics in wind tunnels. Current simulations of
wind in wind tunnels do not reflect rapidly changing wind speeds in thunderstorms,
downdrafts, or tornadoes or, to some extent, in hurricanes. Field measurements of
wind in these storms, using stationary and protable towers, provide the necessary
input to wind tunnels and, for the future, to computational fluid dynamics tech-
nology.
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Accomplishments

• Measured ground-level wind characteristics in land-falling hurricanes
• Measured time and space correlation of winds in thunderstorms outflow
• Developed (preliminary) laboratory tornado simulator
• Performed initial experiments for downdraft effects on building

Challenges/Opportunities

• Develop credible laboratory model of tornado
• Establish wind characteristic criteria for thunderstorm, tornado, and hurri-

cane storms
• Develop wind tunnel that can simulate rapidly changing winds

Technology Transfer/Education
Research results become useful and valuable when they are implemented to im-

prove the built environment or when they are used to influence human behavior and
policy decisions. Information and outreach programs help to transfer technology to
professionals and the public at large. We are only beginning to educate college and
K-12 students to understand the perils of the wind hazard. The windstorm poses
complex problems, and an interdisciplinary approach to approach to develop mitiga-
tion strategies and their implementation is needed.
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Accomplishments

• ASCE continuing education courses are presented
• Seminars for professionals are presented
• Preview model for HAZUS (FEMA) has been developed
• A limited number of university graduates are being produced

Challenges/Opportunities

• Provide information for public, emergency personnel, and decision makers
• Produce graduates and professionals versed in windstorm disasters
• Complete FEMA/HAZUS model for the wind hazard
• Develop and Implement Interdisciplinary educational program
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Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Thank you.
Dr. Meade.

STATEMENT OF DR. CHARLES MEADE, SENIOR PHYSICAL
SCIENTIST, RAND CORPORATION

Dr. MEADE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be here
today to discuss the research and findings from the recent RAND
report, ‘‘Assessing Federal Research and Development for Hazard
Loss Reduction.’’ This work, as you note, was carried out at the re-
quest of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy
to help formulate a better understanding of the role of our govern-
ment-sponsored R&D in the Nation’s efforts to reduce hazard losses
and so it is topical to today’s hearing.

Quickly, the principal findings of our studies were considering
the entire R&D portfolio that contributes to hazard loss reduction.
Explicit hazard loss reduction programs, such as the one you are
considering today, are absolutely the smallest component of the
federal R&D portfolio. Secondly, the largest fraction of R&D spend-
ing supports work on weather hazards and broadly related research
on climatology, atmospheric science, and oceanography. And third-
ly, much of the R&D spending supports short-term prediction capa-
bilities, specifically largely in the area of weather forecasting.

With this background, my following remarks will address the
community’s questions for this hearing, starting with number one:
Is the United States growing more or less vulnerable to damage
from wind hazards and why? The U.S. is growing more vulnerable
to wind hazards because of two trends. First, increasing develop-
ment near the Atlantic and Gulf coast has created large popu-
lations and infrastructures that are increasingly vulnerable to hur-
ricane. Data on insured losses from the insurance industry provide
a stark measure of this increasing vulnerability. The average an-
nual loss from hurricanes from 1944 to 1988 was $1.1 billion per
year. That is insured losses. From 1988 to 1999 this value rose to
four times that level, to an average of roughly $4.2 billion per year.

The second component that is increasing the vulnerability is as-
sociated with the increasing prevalence of manufactured homes in
the central part of the United States, where we are today, which
is susceptible to tornadoes.

Because these structures have only minimal wind resistance and
no basements, the injury rate is estimated to be 20 times higher
than that for conventional homes during high winds.

The most important feature for both of these vulnerabilities is
that they could be reduced through appropriate R&D efforts such
as you’re considering today.

For example, a better understanding of hurricane wind fields
after landfall or improved design and engineering of manufactured
homes so they are also more resistant to wind hazards.

For the second question you ask: Approximately how much
money is the Federal Government going to spend per year on wind
hazard mitigation research and development? Answers to this
question depend on analysis of two subsidiary questions, both of
which were considered in detail in the RAND study. Specifically,
what is the definition of government research and development
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spending and what are the characteristics of R&D for wind hazard
mitigation.

On the first issue we utilized RAND’s RaDiUS database which
details R&D spending across the Federal Government as defined
and classified by the OMB. So we used the OMB definition for
R&D dollars.

In the second issue we examined all federally-funded R&D ap-
plied to natural hazards and they considered contributions explic-
itly to wind hazard loss reduction. Considering the purposes of this
hearing, they differentiated R&D expenditures that support im-
proved engineering designs of structures and those that are focused
largely on meteorological applications and weather forecasting.
With this framework, R&D expenditures addressed to infrastruc-
ture losses were approximately $11 million in FY 2001. By com-
parison, expenditures for meteorological R&D in weather fore-
casting were almost 70 times larger, at roughly $755 million.

Considering those loss mitigations, this allegation is problematic
because the short-term view of forecasts made only limited con-
tributions to loss reduction. Specifically, forecasts are surely very
valuable for evacuations and saving lives, but they do very little to
limit the destruction of property in the long-term and larger sense,
and losses that occurred during wind hazards.

To address this discrepancy, we restate here and now the policy
recommendations that were stated in our RAND report: Number
one, there was a need to increase focus. We weigh R&D activities
away from short-term prediction efforts and toward the long-term
loss reduction goals.

Number two, increase the focus on technologies and information
that will reduce infrastructure losses. And three, establish a com-
prehensive national loss database that can be used as a guidepost
for R&D strategies. And four, utilize loss modeling to identify es-
sential R&D topics.

In fact, you may ask, how much damage do wind hazards do in
the United States each year? To that we respond, even though
wind hazards are detailed in the media and they trigger large gov-
ernment relief efforts, we actually have only a limited under-
standing of the actual loss levels and how they vary from year to
year.

Lack of accurate loss data can be traced to a number of factors.
First, most of the data on wind and hazard losses are actually
never collected or analyzed. Two, wind losses are driven by the cli-
mate, which is extremely variable from year to year. Three, in
many cases it is difficult to identify unique wind losses as opposed
to say flood losses, which may occur at the same time. Our vulner-
ability to wind losses is increasing, as I discussed previously. And
finally, there are ambiguities in the way that wind and hazard
losses are characterized from an economic standpoint. We talked
about that at lunch, as I recall.

Considering the above factors, the current understanding of wind
losses has been derived from a range of sources with widely vary-
ing analytic techniques and they really can only be considered esti-
mates rather than any kind of measurements.

And so with that background and using the data in our own
study, we would estimate that the value for wind related losses
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currently in the United States is on the average of approximately
$7 billion per year. But I would emphasize that that’s a highly un-
certain number and a central recommendation of the RAND study
was to emphasize the need to improve the accuracy of these data
to provide better guideposts for federal R&D policy related to nat-
ural hazards.

With that I close and I appreciate the opportunity to be here
today.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Meade follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLES MEADE

Mr. Chairman: I am pleased to be here to day to discuss the research and findings
from the recent RAND report ‘‘Assessing Federal Research and Development for
Hazard Loss Reduction.’’ This work was carried out at the request of the Office of
Science and Technology Policy to help formulate a better understanding of the role
of government-sponsored R&D in the Nation’s efforts to reduce hazard losses. For
this task, RAND conducted an analysis of the full range of federal R&D expendi-
tures guided by the following questions:

• What is the distribution of federal R&D funding across various types of haz-
ards?

• What types of research activities are supported by federal funding?
• What criteria determine the allocation of these funds?
• How do these R&D efforts contribute to hazard loss reduction?

With this approach we carried out an analysis to determine whether there are
holes or imbalances in the federal R&D portfolio and whether key areas are being
overlooked. We used the results of our analysis to develop a policy framework that
will help in future attempts to assess the ‘‘payoffs’’ of various kinds of R&D, includ-
ing which efforts offer the greatest potential for reducing hazard losses. Finally, we
considered the larger issues about the demands placed on R&D to ‘‘solve’’ the prob-
lem of hazard losses. Ultimately, we offered suggestions for new ways to frame ex-
pectations and demands for R&D in addressing the problem of hazard losses.

The RAND study was motivated by the problem of rapidly growing economic
losses from natural hazards. While the United States has experienced a decline in
the numbers of lives lost due to earthquakes, hurricanes, floods, tornadoes, and
droughts, over the past few decades, the associated costs of natural disasters esca-
lated dramatically over the same period. Between 1978 and 1989, the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency (FEMA) paid out about $7 billion in disaster relief
funds. In the next dozen years, however, payouts increased almost fivefold, to over
$39 billion.

The primary cause for the rise appears to be growing population in vulnerable
areas. Demographic changes, most dramatically, the mass human migration to
coastal and other high-risk areas, have made disasters increasingly costly events.
At the same time, increasing concentrations of people and property have escalated
the complexity of the Nation’s infrastructure—public utilities, critical facilities,
transportation systems, communications networks, and the built environment. As
the density of the infrastructure increases, particularly in urban areas, the potential
losses from natural hazards become greater still.

Because of the heavy financial burden imposed by losses across all sectors of the
economy, pressure on the Federal Government to act quickly and effectively to
‘‘solve’’ the problem has been growing. With this motivation, the federal strategy to
address the hazard loss problem takes many forms, from providing disaster relief
to assisting in the regulation of private insurance to encouraging mitigation efforts
through various incentives. A key weapon in the Federal Government’s arsenal is
its support of research and development (R&D). Specifically, it funds work carried
out by the research community to improve understanding of, preparation for, and
response to hazards and their impacts.

To answer the questions posed by OSTP, we needed a clear view of hazard loss
reduction efforts in the federal R&D portfolio. We therefore conducted an analysis
of the federal R&D portfolio for a particular year, FY 2001. Our objective was to
identify R&D expenditures that support the goals of reducing losses from natural
hazards such as floods, hurricanes, earthquakes, and wildfires. Because the federal
budget does not have a separate R&D budget, much less one focused solely on haz-
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ard loss, we had to develop a set of detailed criteria to identify hazard loss R&D
activities within larger research programs across the Federal Government.

Our data sources were RAND’s RaDiUS database and other sources of federal
budget information. (RaDiUS stands for research and development in the United
States and it includes all federally funded R&D expenditures.) The RaDiUS data-
base details all federal R&D funding as determined by computer records from the
Office of Management and Budget (OMB). We also looked at individual agency
budget requests, as well as annual R&D reports generated by the Office of the Fed-
eral Coordinator for Meteorology, which encompasses the broad range of weather-
related federal programs.

Using these sources, we were able to analyze funding from a number of perspec-
tives, quantifying expenditures by agency, hazard type, and program goals. Our key
findings were as follows:

• Explicit hazard loss reduction programs receive the least funding. Programs
dedicated solely to hazard loss reduction R&D receive the smallest share of
R&D funds. The largest fraction goes to basic and applied research programs
at the National Science Foundation (NSF), the National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration (NOAA), and the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration (NASA). The second largest category is operational support
R&D, focused almost exclusively on weather-related hazards.

• The largest fraction of R&D spending supports work on weather hazards and
broadly related research on climatology, atmospheric science, and oceanog-
raphy. The second largest category of R&D funding—a distant second—is re-
search on earthquakes. While losses from weather-related hazards are esti-
mated to be approximately twice as large as those from earthquakes, the allo-
cation of R&D funds between these categories differs by more than a factor
of 10.

• Much of the R&D spending supports short-term prediction capabilities. Closer
examination of the funding for weather-related hazard R&D shows that most
of the effort is focused on short-term prediction efforts, which have limited
loss reduction potential within the full range of losses from natural hazards.
Prediction can generally move individuals out of harm’s way, but R&D fo-
cused on long-term loss reduction strategies could improve the resilience of
communities and infrastructure, protecting lives and property in a far more
substantial way.

This emphasis on weather-related hazards and prediction means that other areas
of hazard R&D receive comparatively less attention. However, decisionmaking in
this policy environment is difficult. Despite its investments in hazard loss reduction
R&D, the government has yet to establish the essential framework that would en-
able these efforts to operate efficiently and show their own merit. Developing a more
thoughtful strategy for funding allocation depends on the ability to accurately deter-
mine the losses resulting from hazards and the losses prevented or reduced by R&D
efforts. In turn, it also depends on the willingness of individuals and communities
to implement measures designed to reduce hazard losses. In other words, decision-
makers face both quantitative and qualitative challenges in seeking to strengthen
the effectiveness of federal hazard loss R&D efforts.

First and foremost among these challenges is the lack of detailed data on losses
from natural hazards. (This quantitative gap has been identified and examined in
a number of previous policy studies.) Without such data, it is impossible to gauge
either the effectiveness of new R&D strategies or their ultimate payoff in terms of
losses prevented. Detailed loss data would go a long way toward enabling a more
cost-effective distribution of R&D funds.

From a qualitative standpoint, perhaps the most daunting obstacle policymakers
face is human nature. Human behavior ultimately controls the scale of disaster
losses and thus exerts a major force on R&D policy decisions for hazard loss reduc-
tion. While R&D provides useful technical information, its effectiveness is deter-
mined by human decisionmaking on issues such as whether to evacuate, where to
locate new construction, and whether to implement known mitigation measures in
existing communities.

With this background, my following remarks address the Committee’s questions
for this hearing.
1) Is the United States growing more or less vulnerable to damage from

wind hazards, and why? What are some of the top opportunities for, and
primary barriers to, reducing these vulnerabilities?

The U.S. has grown more vulnerable to wind hazards because of two trends.
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First, increasing development near the Atlantic and Gulf coast has created large
populations and infrastructures that are vulnerable to hurricanes. The impact of
this development is clearly indicated in the historical trend of insurance payouts for
U.S. hurricane losses (see Figure 1). Starting in the early 1980’s, the data show in-
creasing losses with time, with an extremely large peak in 1992, associated with
Hurricane Andrew. Today, almost all hurricane warnings require huge evacuations
with attendant logistical problems and economic losses. In 1999, warnings for Hurri-
cane Floyd resulted in the largest peacetime evacuation in the United States as
three million residents along the Atlantic coast moved inland from Florida to North
Carolina.

Data on insured hurricane losses, from the insurance industry, provide a stark
measure of the increasing vulnerability. From 1949 to 1999, catastrophic hurricanes
in the United States caused direct insured property losses totaling $37.9 billion—
or an average of $743 million per year. To allow comparisons over long time periods,
the insurance industry adjusts these values accounting for inflation, population
growth, and changes in real tangible wealth. On this basis, the average annual loss
from 1944 to 1988 was $1.1 billion. From 1988 to 1999, the values were almost 4
times larger ($4.2 billion). A portion of the increase was driven by the payouts from
Hurricane Andrew, which was the largest insured property loss from a natural dis-
aster in U.S. history. Even if one excludes the losses from Andrew, the payouts are
almost double the historical trends, suggesting that the increased payouts reflect in-
creasing vulnerability in addition to any fluctuations in hurricane frequency.

The second trend is associated with the prevalence of manufactured housing in
the central part of the United States, which is susceptible to tornadoes. Because
these structures have only minimal wind resistance, and no basements, the injury
rate is extremely high for occupants during high winds. Analyzing historical data,
researchers at the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration esti-
mate that the tornado death rate is approximately 20 times higher for residents of
manufactured housing compared to conventional structures. In the Midwest, manu-
factured housing represents approximately 10 percent of current construction.

The most important feature of these vulnerabilities is that they could be reduced
through appropriate R&D efforts. For example, better understanding of hurricane
wind fields after landfall could be used for improved design and engineering of
coastal structures. And experiments and testing of manufactured housing could be
used to design more resilient homes.
2) Approximately how much money does the Federal Government spend

per year on wind hazard mitigation research and development? Where
is this effort currently focused (i.e., direct vs. indirect research, engi-
neering, economic, meteorological, etc.)? How could the federal wind
hazard research and development portfolio be refocused or otherwise
strengthened to improve mitigation in the United States?
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Answers to these questions are contingent on the analysis of two subsidiary
issues, both of which were considered in detail in the RAND study, Assessing Fed-
eral Research and Development for Hazard Loss Reduction.

1) What is the definition of government ‘‘research and development’’ spending?
2) What are the characteristics of R&D for ‘‘wind hazard mitigation’’?

For the first issue, we utilized RAND’s RaDiUS database which details R&D
spending across the Federal Government, as defined and classified by the Office of
Management and Budget. The OMB definition for research and development is ‘‘cre-
ative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowl-
edge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of
knowledge to devise new applications’’ (OMB Circular A–11). Excluded from this
category are product testing, quality control, mapping, the collection of general-pur-
pose statistics, experimental production, routine monitoring and evaluation of an
operational program, and the training of scientific and technical personnel. This def-
inition, however, is open to the interpretations of numerous individuals at a wide
range of government agencies. OMB permits individual agencies a degree of liberty
in determining which activities should be considered R&D, allowing each agency to
use its own long-standing definition of R&D when reporting such activities to OMB.
As a result, the activities that the Department of Interior considers R&D may not
be classified as such by the National Science Foundation, whose definition of R&D
appears more tightly tied to basic laboratory science.

For the second issue, we examined all federally funded R&D applied to natural
hazards, and we considered the contributions to hazard loss reduction. For FY 2001,
this analysis found that approximately 90 percent of all R&D funds address weath-
er-related hazards, which includes wind, flooding, extreme temperatures, drought,
and large storms. Within this category, most of the funding supports short-term
forecasting efforts (e.g., weather prediction, hurricane tracking, etc.).

Considering the goals of loss mitigation, this allocation is problematic because
short-term forecasts only make limited contributions to loss reduction. Specifically,
forecasts are most useful for evacuations (thereby saving lives), but they do very lit-
tle to limit the destruction of property. Reducing these losses requires longer-term
efforts, involving improved engineering, design, and planning for infrastructure con-
struction.

Considering the purposes of this hearing, we differentiate R&D expenditures that
support improved engineering and design of structures from those that are focused
largely on meteorological applications and weather forecasting (see table below). Ac-
tivities in the first category largely include wind engineering research, supported by
the National Science Foundation and the National Institute for Standards and Tech-
nology. By comparison, the meteorological category encompasses a huge range of
basic and applied research on the nature of the global climate system.

With this framework, R&D expenditures addressed to infrastructure losses were
$11,034,000 in FY 2001. By comparison, expenditures for meteorological R&D were
almost 70 times larger ($755 million).

The difference in funding between infrastructure and meteorological R&D for
wind hazards is consistent with one of the principal findings from the RAND study
applied to all R&D on natural hazards. Specifically:
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• Much of the R&D spending supports short-term prediction capabilities. Closer
examination of the funding for weather-related hazard R&D shows that most
of the effort is focused on short-term prediction efforts, which have limited
loss reduction potential within the full range of losses from natural hazards.
Prediction can generally move individuals out of harm’s way, but R&D fo-
cused on long-term loss reduction strategies could improve the resilience of
communities and infrastructure, protecting lives and property in a far more
substantial way.

Because the policy recommendations from the RAND study were directed
to this problem, we restate them here as a strategic framework for consid-
ering new R&D initiatives for wind hazards. Specifically, the government
needs to address these issues to ensure that new R&D efforts make a mean-
ingful contribution to loss reduction for wind hazards.

• Establish a comprehensive national loss database. Data on hazard losses are
central for a host of concerns, including prioritizing R&D efforts, planning
budgets for states and localities, developing contingency operations, and con-
ducting cost-benefit analyses for specific measures that will allow policy-
makers to see the relative value of various R&D efforts and will help citizens
to understand the value of implementing long-term mitigation procedures.

• Utilize loss modeling to identify essential R&D. Loss modeling, which simu-
lates the impacts of potential disasters, can help determine which hazards
generate the greatest avoidable losses, the effects of mitigation steps on loss
totals, the time scale for losses, and the budget needs for vulnerable regions
to prepare for a prospective hazard. These models hold great promise for
prioritizing research needs by weighing the costs and benefits of various miti-
gation measures against the estimated losses from specific hazards.

• Re-orient R&D activities toward longer-term loss reduction efforts. A shift to
longer-term, less prediction-oriented efforts holds great potential for reducing
losses. The development of technologies to strengthen the built environment
can save lives, protect property, and dramatically reduce the costs of rebuild-
ing after a disaster.

• Increase the focus on technologies and information that will reduce infrastruc-
ture losses. Damage to infrastructure—e.g., buildings, public roads and high-
ways, bridges, water and sewer treatment plants, and emergency services—
results in casualties as well as extensive economic losses. The development
of improved technologies and information systems can help limit such losses.
For instance, greater R&D focus on funding for communications and remote
sensing capabilities, geographic information and global positioning systems
(GPSs), and modeling and simulation techniques should lead to considerable
damage reduction.

3) According to National Weather Service estimates, how much damage do
wind hazards cause in the United States each year? How are these num-
bers compiled?

Each year, the United States suffers significant losses from wind hazards. In the
spring, tornadoes wreak havoc in the Midwest. In the summer and fall, hurricanes
come ashore, damaging coastal and inland communities. In the case of Isabel in
September 2003, this included massive blackouts in cities hundreds of miles from
the point of landfall.

Even though these events are detailed in the media, and they trigger large gov-
ernment relief efforts, we have only a limited understanding of the actual loss levels
and how they vary with time. In this respect the problem of quantifying wind losses
is a component of the larger challenge of quantifying losses from all natural hazards

The lack of accurate loss data and the implications for public policy have been
noted in a number of recent studies from the National Academy of Sciences, the
Heinz Center for Environment and Public Policy, and RAND. The origin of the prob-
lem can be traced to a number of factors:

• Most of the data on wind and hazard losses are never collected or
analyzed.
The largest collection of data on wind losses is maintained by the Property
Claims Service (PCS), which tracks insurance industry payouts to policy-
holders following a disaster. While this is a valuable resource for under-
standing insurance industry losses, it is certainly not a complete picture of
wind losses in the United States. Moreover, the database is only available to
professionals in the insurance industry. Additional unmeasured components
of wind losses occur in the following categories:
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Federal: A number of agencies provide disaster relief, but there is no cen-
tralized recording of these expenditures.
Private charities: Organizations such as the Red Cross provide vital relief
services, using donated and internal resources.
State and municipal governments: These governments incur disaster losses
in a number of forms, including relief payouts, overtime for emergency
workers, and damage to municipal facilities.
Individuals and private companies: These entities suffer losses which are
unmeasured and uncompensated by the above sources.

• Wind losses are driven by the climate, which is extremely variable
from year to year.
As a result, the level of wind losses can vary tremendously from year to year.
However, the origins of the variability are complex. Part of the problem is
driven by inter-annual climate fluctuations, which produce large variations in
the number of windstorms. For example, over the past 90 years, the annual
number of hurricanes making landfall on the United States has ranged from
8 to 0. By comparison, the annual number of reported tornadoes has ranged
from approximately 500 to 1500 over the past 50 years. However, these
changes only explain part of the loss variations, because the loss levels are
also driven by event magnitudes and locations, which are uncorrelated with
the number of storms in a given year. Hurricane Andrew emphasized this
problem in 1992. The hurricane resulted in the largest insurance payments
for any natural disaster in the United States ($15.5 billion), yet it occurred
in a year with only an average number of storms.

• In many cases, it is difficult to identify unique ‘‘wind’’ losses.
Except for tornadoes, most wind hazards are accompanied by large amounts
of precipitation (rain, snow, hail), which complicates the process of deter-
mining causes of the resulting damage. For example, wind may blow a tree
over, but only because rain has softened the ground. Hurricanes are usually
accompanied by large amounts of flooding and water damage. And hail may
be especially damaging because it hits objects with high wind velocities. Even
the detailed Property Claims Service loss database does not distinguish the
different origins for these wind-related losses.

• Our vulnerability to wind hazards is increasing.
As a result, trends in wind losses are strongly influenced by societal decisions
regarding the design and location for new infrastructure. These issues are
discussed in greater in response to Question 1.

• There are ambiguities in the way that wind and hazard losses are
characterized.
While losses are usually reported as an aggregate number, it is important to
distinguish the types of losses in an economic context. At the top level, the
most important distinctions are between ‘‘direct’’ and ‘‘indirect’’ losses. The
first category refers to losses that are directly associated with the damage
(e.g., a house that is destroyed by a tornado), while the second involves the
secondary effects of a disaster (e.g., someone looses his job because the dis-
aster impacted his employer). From a measurement standpoint, the direct
losses are much easier to quantify, and they only occur around the time of
disaster. In contrast, indirect losses are somewhat subjective, and they are
spread out in time, as the impacts of a disaster ripples through the economy.
Although they are rarely discussed, benefits offset some of these losses (e.g.,
economic benefits of rebuilding damaged infrastructure). Considering all of
these loss categories, the clearly are challenges to making an accurate and
complete measurement of the losses for a particular hazard.

Considering the above factors, the current understanding of wind losses has been
derived from a range of sources, with widely varying analytic techniques. As such,
the results of this work are presented as estimates, rather than measurements of
hazard losses. At this level of detail, the estimates cannot be used to assess the ef-
fectiveness of different R&D strategies. However, they do provide a top-level descrip-
tion of the loss magnitudes and the variation among different types of hazards. With
this background, the estimated annualized losses for wind related hazards, from a
variety of sources, are presented in the following table.
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A central recommendation of the RAND study emphasized the need to improve
the accuracy of these data to provide better guideposts for federal R&D policy re-
lated to natural hazards.

I appreciate the opportunity to be here today.
This product is part of the RAND Corporation testimony series. RAND testi-

monies record testimony presented by RAND associates to federal, State, or local
legislative committees; government-appointed commissions and panels; and private
review and oversight bodies. The RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organi-
zation providing objective analysis and effective solutions that address the chal-
lenges facing the public and private sectors around the world. RAND’s publications
do not necessarily reflect the opinions of its research clients and sponsors.

BIOGRAPHY FOR CHARLES MEADE

Charles Meade, Ph.D., is a Senior Scientist with the RAND Corporation. His re-
search focuses on risk management for catastrophic threats such as, natural disas-
ters, terrorism and nuclear proliferation. For the White House Office of Science and
Technology Policy, Dr. Meade carried out a comprehensive analysis of R&D focused
on natural disasters, and he recently led a terrorism risk reduction study for the
largest worldwide banking consortium. In the past 18 months, Dr. Meade’s research
contributed to the work of the high-level Gilmore Commission, the National Re-
sponse Plan promulgated by the Secretary of Homeland Security, and the White
House review of critical infrastructure protection strategies. Previously, he led a
large study for General Shalikashvili on U.S. efforts to reduce threats from nuclear
proliferation. He also performed a comprehensive analysis of seismic mitigation
strategies for all California hospitals, as mandated by state seismic safety laws.
From 1995 to 1997, Dr. Meade served at the National Research Council of the U.S.
National Academy of Sciences where he directed policy studies in the Earth
Sciences. From 1990–1995, he was a scientist at the Carnegie Institution of Wash-
ington where he led a research program in experimental geophysics. Dr. Meade is
the author of 42 peer-reviewed research publications, nine policy studies published
by the National Academy of Sciences, an edited book on the Comprehensive Nuclear
Test Ban Treaty, and a syndicated op-ed on warnings for terrorist threats. He re-
ceived a Ph.D. in Geology (1990) and a B.S. in Political Economy (1983) from the
University of California, Berkeley.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Thank you, Dr. Meade.
Dr. Bienkiewicz.

STATEMENT OF DR. BOGUSZ BIENKIEWICZ, PROFESSOR, DE-
PARTMENT OF CIVIL ENGINEERING, COLORADO STATE UNI-
VERSITY

Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I very much appre-
ciate the opportunity to be in front of this committee. My testimony
covers the following topics: First, a brief overview of research car-
ried out at Colorado State University. Second, a brief discussion of
windstorm damage in the United States. And third, discussion of
a proposal for the establishment of a National Wind Hazards Re-
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duction Program. These topics are addressed in some detail in my
written testimony and more details I have provided with the report
I have attached with the testimony. I present brief highlights of
some of the topics.

First, I will present a brief overview of wind engineering re-
search at Wind Engineering and Fluids Laboratory at Colorado
State University. For over 40 years this laboratory has been the
center of excellence for fundamental and applied research in wind
engineering and fluid dynamics. The core of this laboratory is three
large boundary-layer wind tunnels that allow for realistic modeling
of atmospheric boundary layer flows. One of the early long-term re-
search programs carried out in our laboratories in the 60’s was
modeling and assessment of dispersion of chemical agents released
from various sources under various atmospheric conditions. Post-9/
11 concerns regarding potential intentional release of chemical, bio-
logical, or radiological agents in urban, suburban, and rural set-
tings led to renewed interest in any capabilities existing in our lab-
oratory.

A significant number of investigations carried out at our labora-
tory addressed wind effects on buildings and structures and mitiga-
tion measures to minimize these effects. Wind engineering studies
included landmark buildings such as World Trade Center, Sears
Tower, and support facilities for Space Shuttle Operation Center at
Cape Canaveral. Also we looked at other structures, including long-
span bridges, roofs, slender towers, stacks and others. In addition,
research included environmental assessment of sitings of fossil and
nuclear power plants and renewable energy installations. Deter-
mination and mitigation of wind effects on low-rise buildings and
building components has been the main thrust of R&D carried out
at our laboratory in recent years. In 1990 a majority of these activi-
ties were carried out within the framework of the Cooperative Pro-
gram in Wind Engineering involving faculty and students from
Texas Tech and from Colorado State University.

Now we turn our attention to the issue of the impact of wind-
storm hazards in the United States. Hurricanes, tornadoes, thun-
derstorms, and associated phenomena cause an excessive level of
property losses and human suffering in the United States. The av-
erage annual financial loss due to this, however, is difficult to state
with precision, but it exceeds $6 billion. A single large hurricane
could cause losses far in excess of the $25 billion attributed to Hur-
ricane Andrew in 1992.

As the result of public and private efforts a number of wind haz-
ard mitigation measures have been developed over the years and
put into practice in coastal areas and in other regions. These meas-
ures led to significant reduction in fatalities attributed to wind haz-
ards; however, they did not result in reversing a lot of material and
business losses and ultimately, therefore, it is needed to address
this issue.

These issues are discussed in more detail in my testimony and
in the attached report. Arguments presented by the documents
show that a coordinated, comprehensive, and long-term effort
would be necessary to achieve significant reduction in property
damage due to wind hazards in the U.S. within the next 10 to 20
years. It is proposed that such an effort be undertaken within the
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1 ‘‘Wind Engineering Research and Outreach Plan to Reduce Losses Due to Wind Hazards,’’
Report by American Association for Wind Engineering, in collaboration with American Society
of Civil Engineers, February 2004, 37 pp.

framework of a federal program, the Wind Hazards Reduction Pro-
gram.

The proposed concept of the National Wind Hazards Reduction
Program builds on lessons learned from the 25-year experience
with the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program. The re-
search and outreach plan proposed for this program is an adapta-
tion of the recently revised plan developed for NEHRP.

This program consists of four components. The first component
is focused on improved understanding of wind hazards. The second
component addresses issues of assessment of impact of wind haz-
ards. The focus of the third component is reduction of impact of
wind hazards. The fourth and final component addresses issues of
enhanced community resilience, education, and outreach. Efforts
specified for each component consist of research and outreach
tasks. A detailed list of these tasks is provided in the testimony
and more details can be found in the report.

Recent revolutionary developments in information technology
have the potential to reach to unprecedented breakthroughs in our
effort to reduce property losses and human suffering due to wind
hazards.

In closing I would like to offer the following remarks: First, re-
duction of wind-induced property losses and human suffering will
require a well-planned and coordinated comprehensive action. The
existing wind engineering and wind hazard mitigation infrastruc-
ture and human resources provide a critical must for starter activi-
ties of such undertaking. The proposed wind hazards reduction pro-
gram provides a frame of implementation for wind hazard reduc-
tion needed within the United States. Establishment of such a pro-
gram would require long-term commitment by the Federal Govern-
ment. And finally, delaying implementation of such a program, and
a delay in adjustment in federal support for wind engineering and
disciplines related to wind hazard mitigation, will further impair
this nation’s ability to defuse the devastating impacts of wind haz-
ards. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Bienkiewicz follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BOGUSZ (BO) BIENKIEWICZ

Introduction
I very much appreciate the opportunity to appear before this committee and to

testify in this hearing. In this testimony I will first present a brief overview of re-
search activities carried out at the Wind Engineering and Fluids Laboratory at Colo-
rado State University. Next, I will address issues associated with wind damage and
damage mitigation in the United States, including a brief assessment of vulner-
ability to wind hazards and opportunities to reduce these vulnerabilities. Finally I
will discuss a potential for strengthening the federal wind hazards research and de-
velopment in the United States through establishment of the National Wind Haz-
ards Reduction Program. These topics are discussed in more detail in a report enti-
tled ‘‘Wind Engineering Research and Outreach Plan to Reduce Losses due to Wind
Hazards’’ 1 prepared by American Association for Wind Engineering in collaboration
with American Society of Civil Engineers. (This report appears in Appendix 1: Addi-
tional Material for the Record.)
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2 ‘‘Tracking and Predicting the Atmospheric Dispersion of Hazardous Materials. Implications
for Homeland Security,’’ National Research Council Report, ISBN 0–309–08926–3, National
Academy Press, Washington, D.C., 2003, 93 pp.

3 ASCE 7 Standard, ‘‘Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures,’’ American
Society of Civil Engineers, 2002, 330 pp.

Wind Engineering Research at Wind Engineering and Fluids Laboratory
For over 40 years, the Wind Engineering and Fluids Laboratory (WEFL), formerly

the Fluid Dynamics and Diffusion Laboratory (www.windlab.colostate.edu) has been
the center of excellence for fundamental and applied research in wind engineering
and fluid dynamics. It is one of the international laboratories where the foundations
of wind engineering were established. The core of WEFL are three large boundary-
layer wind tunnels that allow for realistic modeling of the atmospheric boundary
layer. This laboratory was originally established to perform fundamental research
on the structure of turbulent boundary layer flows and to develop experimental
techniques for modeling atmospheric boundary layers under various flow conditions
and thermal stratifications. One of the early long-term research programs carried
out at WEFL (in 1960-ties) was modeling and assessment of dispersion of chemical
agents released from various sources, under varied atmospheric conditions. Post 9/
11 concerns regarding potential intentional release of chemical/biological/radiological
agent(s) in urban/suburban/rural settings, as addressed in a report recently released
by the National Research Council,2 led to renewed interest by various federal/state
and other public entities in the unique physical modeling capabilities existing at
WEFL.

Over the years a great variety of studies of flows and their interaction with nat-
ural and built environment have been carried out at WEFL. A significant number
of investigations addressed wind effects on buildings and structures and mitigation
measures to minimize these effects. Wind engineering studies of a number of land-
mark buildings designed and subsequently built in the United States were carried
out at WEFL. They included the New York’s World Trade Center Towers, Chicago’s
Sears Tower and other tall buildings built in the United States. In addition, wind
engineering studies were carried out to determine wind loading on and aerodynamic
response of other structures (including long-span bridges and roofs, slender towers
and stacks) and environmental assessments for sitting of fossil fuel and nuclear
power plants as well as evaluation of sitting and performance of renewable energy
(solar and wind power) installations. Determination and mitigation of wind effects
on low-rise buildings and building components and systems (including innovative
roofing systems) have been the main thrust of R&D carried out at WEFL in recent
years.

A representative example of an involvement of WEFL in a coordinated effort fo-
cused on reducing vulnerability of built environment to wind hazards is participa-
tion of WEFL in a Cooperative Program in Wind Engineering (CPWE) involving re-
searchers and students from Colorado State University (CSU) and Texas Tech Uni-
versity (TTU). This 10-year program supported by the National Science Foundation
consisted of a number of research tasks that were addressed by collaborative teams
comprising of researchers and students (graduate and undergraduate) from the two
institutions. The CPWE teams made significant research, education and outreach
contributions in the area of better understanding of wind hazards, their impact on
low-rise buildings and structures, and mitigation of these hazards. It should be
noted that one of the outcomes of the CPWE research is the design wind speed map
incorporated in the ASCE 7 Standard.3 Other major accomplishments of this pro-
gram included: development of refined physical modeling techniques for wind engi-
neering studies of low-rise buildings and structures, formulation of hybrid (incor-
porating analytical, numerical and experimental components) models for innovative
(permeable, loose-laid) roofing systems, development of numerical simulation and
visualization tools, and others. The outcomes of the CPWE effort have been subse-
quently utilized in applied research and in wind engineering service carried out at
WEFL, TTU and at other institutions and private industry. A representative exam-
ple of transfer of technology advanced through the CPWE at WEFL is application
of the developed tools to predict and mitigate undesired wind effects on innovative
roofing systems (including systems incorporating photovoltaic solar panels) and
other roofing products developed by U.S. roofing manufacturers and solar energy
providers. At TTU, various initiatives were undertaken to expand wind hazards re-
search and enhance technology transfer through effective outreach activities.
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4 Meade, C. and Abbott, M., ‘‘Assessing Federal Research and Development for Hazard Loss
Reduction,’’ RAND Report, 2003, 65 pp.

5 Willoughby, H.E., ‘‘A Century of Progress in Tracking and Warning—Improvements in Ob-
servations, Models, and Forecasts,’’ in Hurricane! Coping with Disaster, Simpson, R. (Editor),
American Geophysical Union, 2003, pp. 205–216.

Impact of Windstorm Hazards in the United States
Wind-related events inflict major loss of life and material losses in the United

States. According to a report published by RAND4 (RAND Report), the annualized
material losses attributed to wind hazards (inclusive of hurricanes, tornadoes and
winter storms) are estimated to be $6.3 billion. They exceed by over 40 percent and
60 percent losses attributed respectively to earthquakes and floods. As the authors
of the RAND report point out, attempts to provide the hazard loss data (and this
applies to any natural hazard) face a number of challenges. They include the varia-
bility in occurrence times and magnitude of events resulting in measurable losses,
the length of the averaging period used in calculating the annualized losses, and
other factors. Calculation of the annualized losses is further complicated by lack of
national database of the losses and changing society’s vulnerability to wind and
other hazards.

The above wind damage statistics are dominated by hurricane events of large
magnitude. For example, in 1992 Hurricane Andrew resulted in $26.5 billion—the
highest level of direct and indirect economic losses ever sustained in the United
States as the result of a natural hazard event. Analysis of material damage due to
landfall of hurricanes in the south-eastern United States over the period 1925–1995
showed that the overall damage due to the reported 244 hurricanes and significant
tropical storms exceeded $340 billion, with most of the damage attributed to a rel-
atively small number of strong hurricanes—of category 3 and higher on the Saffir-
Simpson Scale.5

The highest level of property damage and loss of life has been attributed in the
United States to hurricanes, tropical storms, tornadoes and thunderstorms. While
devastating effects of landfall of hurricanes have been primarily limited to the At-
lantic and Gulf coast regions and the United States territories, hazards due to tor-
nadoes and thunderstorms are of concern to inhabitants of most of the Nation. The
highest numbers of fatalities and injuries are attributed to tornadoes. Although
most of the largest tornadoes occur in the central United States—the tornado
alley—tornadoes have been reported both west and east of the alley. Tornado touch-
downs in Maryland, Utah and other states are good illustration of a wide territorial
reach of destructive tornadoes. Thousands of thunderstorms occur every year all
over the United States. Strong winds associated with passage of thunderstorms (at
times accompanied by tornadoes, gust fronts and downbursts) result in a significant
physical damage and human suffering. Local topographic features may lead to am-
plification of such winds, thus compounding adverse wind effects. Mountain ranges
may lead to generation of local strong winds, such as down slope Chinook wind in
Rocky Mountains, Santa Anna wind in California and strong winds in the north-
western U.S. and in Alaska.

Overall (approximate) measure of the potential wind hazard is represented by
wind speed maps. Wind provisions of design codes and standards, such as the Amer-
ican Society of Civil Engineers Standard ASCE 7,3 provide the recommended design
wind speed maps. They typically include disclaimers /restrictions to account for un-
certainties/lack of reliable wind speed data.

Storm surge and heavy precipitation accompanying hurricanes both contribute to
overall damage and have a potential for causing loss of life and various long-term
undesired consequences. Precipitation associated with thunderstorms and tornadoes
may lead to severe flash flooding. Other undesired effects associated with high-wind
events include disruptions in transportation during winter storms (due to whiteouts
and/or snowdrifts), summer dust storms and hail storms, and adverse wind effects
on fires.

As a result of ongoing public and private efforts a number of wind hazards mitiga-
tion measures have been developed and put in practice in coastal and other regions
of the United States. These measures have led to significant reduction in fatalities
attributed to wind hazards, mainly due to improved warning times and life protec-
tion systems (shelters) in tornado prone regions, and improved forecasting of hurri-
cane landfall and more effective evacuation measures in the Atlantic and Gulf coast
areas of the United States.

While the available statistics on human losses due to wind hazards show an en-
couraging trend of reduction of loss of life, the data on the property losses due to
wind hazards exhibit an opposite trend—increasing annualized losses—with alarm-
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ingly increasing rate of change in the losses, especially over the past decade. An in-
tensified coordinated effort to reduce these losses is desirable.
Barriers to Reducing Vulnerability to Wind Hazards

In discussion of the material costs of natural disasters, the authors of the RAND
Report noted a significant increase (reported by GAO, in 2002) in the disaster relief
funds allocated by FEMA: from $7 billion over the period of 1978–89 to $39 billion
over the next twelve-year period.

The authors identified a growing (indeed ‘‘exploding’’) population in areas vulner-
able to natural hazards (such as coastal areas) as one of primary reasons for such
a dramatic increase in damage and the associated relief funds. A significant portion
of these funds has been used to offset material losses due to wind hazards. It has
been postulated that the above demographic trend will continue and that significant
measures need to be urgently undertaken in order to address the issue of the in-
creasing material losses (and associated relief funds) due to wind hazards.

A number of factors impeding mitigation of damage due to wind and other natural
hazards have been identified by natural hazards mitigation community comprising
of researchers and practitioners of broad background, decision and policy makers,
and others. The domain of their evaluation included research and development,
technology transfer and implementation, as well as outreach and education. Some
of the impediments to effective mitigation of losses due to natural (including wind)
hazards were postulated to be coupled with federal funding policies. The authors of
the RAND Report concluded that in a number of programs explicit hazard loss re-
duction activities received the least R&D funding, while much of the spending sup-
ported short-term prediction capabilities of limited potential to long-term loss reduc-
tion that could improve the resilience of communities and infrastructure, and ulti-
mately result in substantial reduction of losses. A large disparity between federal
R&D funding allocated for different natural hazards also was noted.

As was reported before the Committee of Science of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives (testimony by Dr. McCabe,6 during hearing on October 11, 2001), the average
annual overall federal investment in research to mitigate impacts of wind hazards
is estimated to be $ 5–10 million. It is instructive to compare this amount with FY
2001 funding allocations for fundamental research by National Science Foundation:
Civil & Mechanical Systems—Wind—$2.6 million, Earthquakes—$20.8 million; At-
mospheric Sciences: Wind+Flood+Drought—$183.8 million, RAND Report, p. 23. It
should be noted that the federal funding in excess of $100 million per annum has
been invested over the past two decades to support activities geared towards reduc-
tion in earthquake losses, through the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Pro-
gram. A comparison of these funding levels with the quoted earlier estimate for the
annualized wind hazards losses suggests that a significant increase in federal in-
vestment in activities geared towards reduction of losses due to wind hazards is ur-
gently needed, justified, and has considerable potential for short- and long-term pay-
off.
Wind Engineering/Wind Hazards Research Needs

A list of wind engineering research areas identified as critical for reduction of
wind-induced loses is provided in the report published by American Association for
Wind Engineering.7 It included: Collection of wind speed data using robust instru-
mentation and state-of-the art technology to map detailed structure of the wind,
topographic effects, and long-term climate effects; Simulation of hurricanes and
their wind fields and other extreme wind effects for statistical analysis of wind,
wind loads, and wind-induced response of structures and their components; Mod-
eling of wind-structure interaction, including effects of integral wind loads on struc-
tural systems, components and cladding, effectiveness of retrofitting schemes, effects
of structural fatigue and impact by wind-generated missiles, design of cost effective
tornado shelters and shelters for hurricane zones to minimize evacuation; Study of
internal load paths, performance of structural systems, and effectiveness of connec-
tions between structural components; Field monitoring of structures in natural envi-
ronment and large-scale tests in simulated loading environment; Research in debris
impact potential in windstorm and development of impact resistant building compo-
nents; Mapping of wind climate in urban areas; Health monitoring and structural
control studies for mitigation of wind effects; Application of effective numerical
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schemes using computational fluid dynamics to determine the wind environment
and wind loading on and response of buildings, structures, transportation systems
and other critical components of civil engineering infrastructure, and to mitigate
these effects; Development of effective techniques for collection and rapid archiving
and dissemination of data acquired during post-disaster investigations; Development
of cost-effective retrofit techniques to enhance wind resistance of existing structures;
and Development and application of reliable techniques for cost-benefit analysis of
wind hazards mitigation measures and other socio-economic evaluations.
Opportunities to Reduce Vulnerability to Wind Hazards

The existing R&D infrastructure and expertise in wind engineering and other dis-
ciplines pertinent to mitigation of wind hazards, recent advances in information
technology as well as lessons learned from programs focused on mitigation of other
natural hazards, especially earthquakes, form the basis that provides unique oppor-
tunities to enhance our efforts to reduce vulnerabilities to wind hazards.

The existing research infrastructure includes laboratory and field facilities used
to investigate wind characteristics and wind effects on buildings and structures and
their components. The main components of the laboratory infrastructure are long-
test-section wind tunnels that allow for realistic modeling of boundary-layer winds
and other flow modeling facilities that have been employed in exploratory modeling
of other wind phenomena, including tornadoes, hurricanes and downburst outflows.
Academic institutions in the United States involved in laboratory modeling of wind
effects include: Colorado State University, Texas Tech University, Clemson Univer-
sity, Iowa State University, Louisiana State University and University of Notre
Dame.

Over the years, extensive wind engineering field studies of wind effects on low-
rise buildings and wind hazards mitigation have been carried out by researchers at
Texas Tech University, at two sites in Lubbock, TX. A field site to carry out wind
engineering investigations primarily focused on manufactured homes was estab-
lished (and jointly operated by the DOE’s Idaho Environmental Engineering Labora-
tory and University of Wyoming) 30 miles west of Laramie, WY.

Several universities have established programs to collect high fidelity hurricane
wind field information near ground, and wind loading on building envelope and
building performance during strong wind events. A number of houses at various lo-
cations along Atlantic and Gulf coasts have been instrumented or outfitted with wir-
ing and brackets for easy installation of instrumentation. These efforts have been
carried out by researchers from Clemson University, University of Florida at
Gainesville and University of Illinois at Urbana-Champagn. Several wind engineer-
ing research groups (Texas Tech University, Clemson University and University of
Florida at Gainesville) use mobile towers (typically 30 feet in height) strategically
positioned on an expected path of hurricanes or other high-wind events. These in-
strumented towers are equipped with back-up power supply and they are capable
of withstanding wind speeds up to 200 mph. Recent upgrades of the towers included
use of wireless phone communication (successfully deployed for the first time during
landfall of Hurricane Isabel in 2003) to transmit the acquired data to a central data-
base in near-real time.

Another example of an innovative application of the emerging sensors, data acqui-
sition and transmission technology is a recent study coordinated by researchers from
University of Notre Dame who have been supplementing traditional monitoring de-
vices in measurement of wind-induced response of tall buildings using the Global
Positioning System (GPS).

The above cases are only a representative sample of applications of new tech-
nologies incoroporated in current R&D focused on mitigation of wind hazards. The
revolutionary role of information technology (IT) and unmatched opportunities re-
sulting from its application in efforts geared to reduce vulnerability to natural disas-
ters were discussed in RAND Report. Specific applications of IT in monitoring and
simulating seismic hazards and structural response due to earthquakes, as well as
in remote data acquisition and interpretation coupled with rapid communication
and visualization to aid broad range of stakeholders (ranging from R&D through de-
cision-making and emergency personnel) were discussed in EERI Report.8 The de-
scribed applications (of IT) appear to have a tremendous potential to aid tasks to
reduce vulnerability to wind hazards and to coordinate local and regional planning
to prevent/minimize wind-induced losses.
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Benefits of Coordinated Wind Hazards Mitigation Research
Reducing wind hazards risk is a long-term commitment that builds on past expe-

rience and advances in our understanding of wind, wind-induced loading on and re-
sponse of structures, impact of wind-generated debris, and effects of other natural
phenomena associated with strong winds (for example surge, hail). Advances in
quantifying the physical nature of strong winds, coupled with continuing improve-
ments in engineering methods, will result in significantly increased wind hazard
safety, as structures existing in critical wind zones are retrofitted, and new and re-
placement structures and infrastructure systems are constructed. Research on wind
hazards can significantly reduce economic losses resulting from future strong-wind
events. Whereas several success stories can be cited, there is a pressing need to con-
tinue such research in the future, and at an increased rate.

Because our nation’s livelihood is highly dependent on business activity, a future
wind event, even one with only a moderate damage potential, can result in signifi-
cant economic loss. In an extreme case, the recurrence of a hurricane with the mag-
nitude of hurricane Andrew, with landfall passage over a metropolitan area (such
as Miami, Florida) would be devastating. Total loss associated with such event is
estimated to exceed $30 billion, with a significant portion of this loss attributable
to interruptions in business operations. The tragic events of 9/11 in New York City
underscore the severity of economic impact of a major disruption in urban infra-
structure and interruptions in business activities.

If relevant and timely research coupled with effective technology transfer can re-
duce the economic loss from a single future strong wind event by even a very con-
servative 10 percent, the payoff on the investment will be in the billions of dollars.

Proposal for Establishment of National Wind Hazards Reduction Program
(NWHRP)

In context of arguments put forth in this presentation and findings advanced else-
where (AAWE Reports,1,7 RAND Report,4 NRC Report,9 NIST Report10 ), and in
view of the current and anticipated future unacceptably high level of wind damage
it should be apparent that effective countermeasures are urgently needed and can
be developed to stem and reverse these undesirable trends. Evidence has been also
presented to support a proposition that an integrated and coordinated long-term ef-
fort with well defined, achievable and measurable goals in R&D, education and out-
reach will be necessary to significantly reduce societal vulnerability to wind hazards
with 10–20 year time horizon. Such a goal could be accomplished through establish-
ment of the National Wind Hazards Reduction Program (NWHRP). The establish-
ment of such a program was proposed in the past by Jones et al.11 and others (NRC
Report,9 NIST Report10 ).

The concept and implementation of NWHRP program could be built on lessons
learned from the 25-year experience with the National Earthquake Hazards Reduc-
tion Program (NEHRP). The starting point in this process could be the revised con-
cept of the NEHRP described in the EERI Report.8 Adaptation of this model for the
NWHRP is presented in the AAWE Report.1 The main components of the program
are summarized in Table 1, while the research and outreach tasks are listed in
Table 2.
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Implementation of the above concept is based on a sequential progression from
Component A through Component D. Significant number of outreach tasks are
planned to be activated at appropriate phases of progress in research tasks of all
the components of the program, as is illustrated in Table 2.
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In formulation of the NWHRP plan attempts were made to develop a dynamic
program that would allow for timely use of outcomes of ongoing (in the United
States and elsewhere) related research and outreach efforts addressing mitigation
of losses due to wind and other natural hazards. A particular attention was given
to activities in the area of earthquake engineering, carried out within and beyond
the framework of NEHRP.
Potential Impact of Information Technology

Recent developments in information technology (sensors; data collection, transfer,
processing and visualization; experimental and computational simulation; high-end
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computing; and adaptive networking) have a potential to lead to unprecedented
breakthroughs in our efforts to reduce property losses and human suffering due to
wind hazards. These advances in information technology (IT) have already signifi-
cantly influenced activities addressing impacts of natural hazards. Two representa-
tive examples of relevance to the NWHRP are discussed below.

The first example is the Network for Earthquake Engineering Simulation (NEES).
Significant federal investment has been authorized by Congress for the development
of NEES—$82 million over the 2002–2004 period. This funding was allocated for
construction/enhancement of engineering laboratories at fifteen universities and de-
velopment of an advanced networked and grid-enabled experimental, data, and com-
putational infrastructure. This resource makes possible implementation of a concept
of ‘‘colaboratory’’ which enables researchers to remotely interact with each other and
with their simulation and computational work via ‘‘telepresence’’ tools. Application
of these concepts and infrastructure appears to have a great potential for break-
throughs in wind hazards research and outreach. Modest investment to upgrade
wind engineering experimental (laboratory/field) and computational infrastructure,
coupled with shared use of the NEES networking capabilities would allow for an ef-
ficient exploratory application of these technologies in the NWHRP activities.

The second example is utilization of low-cost, small-size (3 ft × 3 ft) networked
radars that can be placed on existing cellular towers. These short-range sensors can
provide information on low-level winds and other properties of the atmospheric sur-
face layer. They are currently being developed by one of the Engineering Research
Centers (supported by NSF) and they are scheduled to be tested in mid 2005, in
a networked configuration covering approximately 20 percent of the State of Okla-
homa. This technology appears to have potential for application in mapping of wind
hazards and in other activities of the NWHRP.

Concluding Remarks
As discussed in this presentation, significant coordinated federal effort will be re-

quired to reverse trend of increasing property losses and human suffering due to
wind hazards. The proposed research and outreach plan represents a comprehensive
approach to this problem. Implementation of this plan through activities of the pro-
posed NWHRP promises to have a very high level of success in achieving significant
reduction in wind hazards impacts within the next decade.

Recent revolutionary developments in information technology (including sensors,
data collection, transfer, processing and visualization, experimental and computa-
tional simulation, high-end computing and networking infrastructure) have a poten-
tial to lead to unprecedented breakthroughs in our efforts to reduce property losses
and human suffering due to wind hazards. Sizing the above opportunities will re-
quire federal investment to upgrade the existing and develop new research and out-
reach infrastructure and human resources.

Reduction in material losses and human suffering within the next decade will not
be possible without a significant and long-term federal commitment. Moreover,
delay in adjustment in federal support in these areas will undoubtedly lead to fur-
ther (and probably accelerated) deterioration in currently existing national research
and outreach infrastructure and in human resources in wind engineering, wind haz-
ards mitigation and in related disciplines.
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Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Thank you. Mr. Shofner.

STATEMENT OF BRYAN L. SHOFNER, PRESIDENT, SHOFNER &
ASSOCIATES INSURANCE AGENCY, INC.

Mr. SHOFNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Moore,
for allowing me to be here today. It is truly an honor to visit with
you on this matter. Again, as you said, my name is Bryan Shofner.
I am the President of Shofner & Associates Insurance Agency, In-
corporated. I am an independent insurance agent selling primarily
property and casualty insurance for both residential and commer-
cial clients. As an independent insurance agent I represent several
insurance companies and place my customers’ business with the
company that best satisfies their needs.

I have been asked to testify on the status of wind damage mitiga-
tion research as well as what steps the industry has undertaken
to reduce damage from wind. Insurance companies have significant
information on risk factors as well as loss severity and loss fre-
quency by a given area of the country, state, county, or city. Com-
panies can determine the likelihood of the given loss, which is used
in the calculation of the insurance premium that is charged to a
specific policyholder or applicant for insurance. This statistical in-
formation is proprietary and intended for the sole use of that par-
ticular company to aid in the rate making process. On the other
hand, insurance companies have very little information on wind
damage mitigation techniques and do very little research on wind
damage reduction. Insurance companies do not have the engineer-
ing staff to accomplish this research. The offshore reinsurance in-
dustry does some minor research, but this information is also pro-
prietary.

There are other organizations that provide statistical and actu-
arial information, such as the Insurance Services Office. They pro-
vide this information to those companies who do not have their
own data. ISO publishes information about loss costs for different
types of construction, which insurance companies can use to deter-
mine appropriate rates. This organization also recommends specific
credits be given for compliance with certain building codes or the
use of materials such as window shutters.

There are also other organizations such as the Institute for High-
way Safety and the Institute for Business and Home Safety that
provide research for the insurance industry; however, these organi-
zations have no budget for research for wind hazard mitigation to
the best of my knowledge.

I do believe there are several universities that conduct research
on wind damage and the ability of certain products to withstand
damage from wind; however, I am not aware of any efforts by indi-
vidual insurance companies or the industry to build on these ef-
forts.

While I do not have access to specific loss amounts for wind dam-
age, I can provide some insight into the amount of damage caused
by hurricanes. Average annual losses from hurricanes in the
United States are between $5 and $20 billion, using current prop-
erty valuations and 2000 census data. This spread is due to the
variance in modeling projections and building performance. In the
last half century, Florida and Texas suffered the largest hurricane
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losses in the United States. Based on adjusted losses, 38 percent
of the direct insured property losses caused by catastrophic hurri-
canes occurred in Florida, with another 11 percent in Texas. The
most expensive windstorm in history, Hurricane Andrew, produced
insured losses of $15.5 billion or approximately $20 billion in cur-
rent dollars.

One aspect not often considered is the economic impact of wind-
storms on the community. A report commissioned by the Office of
Florida Governor Lawton Chiles summed up the damage from Hur-
ricane Andrew as follows: 28,066 homes destroyed, 107,380 homes
damaged, 82,000 businesses destroyed or damaged, 7,800 busi-
nesses closed as of September, 1992, and 86,000 people out of work
as of September, 1992.

The immediate financial and market consequences of a major ca-
tastrophe are swift, severe, and long lasting. Small insurers may
become insolvent and the remaining insurers will most likely have
limited resources to write additional risks or the market for resi-
dential and commercial properties may be non-existent. Catas-
trophe reinsurance process will increase and availability will be
limited for some time. Business owners are often forced out of busi-
ness with the additional loss of jobs to their employees and the loss
of revenue on the economy.

Due to a lack of real data demonstrating that mitigation is truly
effective, insurance companies have been reluctant to provide in-
surance incentives for mitigation; however, changes are beginning
to occur with Florida and Texas mandating incentives for certain
mitigation techniques and/or compliance with stringent building
codes found in catastrophe-prone areas. The Texas Wind Storm In-
surance Association provides discounts for specific features in
homes in designated catastrophe-prone areas.

New homes will fare better in windstorms, although much more
still needs to be done. The new International Residential Building
Code has better loads and a wind-borne debris region, but lacks
many basics. Cost effective measures for new homes should include
secondary water resistance, improved roof coverings, improved de-
sign loads for two and three-story buildings, treatment of soffits in
design and wind borne debris. Failure of states to adopt stringent
building codes, such as the IRC, as mandatory for all areas of the
state will continue to result in wind damage that could have been
less severe or possibly avoided all together.

Retrofitting is rare except in those cases where a loss has already
occurred and the home is being repaired and new building codes
have been adopted. Insurance incentives, public education, and
statewide stringent building codes can help remedy this situation.

Barriers to widespread implementation of existing mitigation
techniques include lack of education, failure of insurance compa-
nies to provide sufficient financial incentives, knowledgeable con-
struction personnel, cost to the homeowner, and again, lack of man-
datory building codes. Changes through zoning restrictions or
building codes are often opposed by developers, homeowners, real
estate, and even local government who are concerned with the in-
creased cost of construction.

Most coastline states are still susceptible to significant devasta-
tion, including both property and non-property losses from a major
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windstorm. Unless state-wide risk reduction strategies, including
stringent building codes and building moratoriums in those areas
most vulnerable to wind damage occur, wind damage mitigation
will not succeed in protecting from loss of life and property.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to be here. I do appreciate
this.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Shofner follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF BRYAN SHOFNER

Mr. Chairman, Members, my name is Bryan Shofner and I am the President of
Shofner A& Associates Insurance Agency, Inc. I am an independent insurance agent
selling primarily property and casualty insurance for both residential and commer-
cial clients. As an independent insurance agent I represent several insurance com-
panies and place my customer’s business with the company that best satisfies their
needs. I have been asked to testify on the status of wind damage mitigation re-
search as well as what steps the insurance industry has undertaken to reduce dam-
age from wind.

Insurance companies have significant information on risk factors as well as loss
severity and loss frequency by a given area of the country, state, county or city.
Companies can determine the likelihood of a given loss which is used in the calcula-
tion of the insurance premium that is charged to a specific policyholder or applicant
for insurance. This statistical information is proprietary and intended for the sole
use of that particular company to aid in the rate-making process.

On the other hand, insurance companies have very little information on wind
damage mitigation techniques and do very little research on wind damage reduction.
Insurance companies do not have the engineering staff to accomplish this research.
The offshore re-insurance industry does some minor research but this information
is also proprietary.

There are other organizations that provide statistical and actuarial information
such as the Insurance Services Office. They provide this information to those compa-
nies who do not have their own data. ISO publishes information about loss costs
for different types of construction which insurance companies can use to determine
appropriate rates. This organization also recommends specific credits be given for
compliance with certain building codes or the use of materials such as window shut-
ters.

There are also organizations such as the Institute for Highway Safety and the In-
stitute for Business and Home Safety that provide research for the insurance indus-
try. However, these organizations have no budget for research for wind hazard miti-
gation; to the best of my knowledge.

I do believe there are several Universities that conduct research on wind damage
the ability of certain products to withstand damage from wind. However, I am not
aware of any efforts by individual insurance companies or the industry to build on
these efforts.

While I do no have access to specific loss amounts for wind damage; I can provide
some insight into the amount of damage caused by hurricanes. Average annual
losses from hurricanes in the US are between $5–$20 billion dollars using current
property valuations and 2000 census data. The spread is due to the variance in
modeling projections and building performance. In the last half century, Florida and
Texas suffered the largest hurricane losses in the United States. Based on adjusted
losses, 38 percent of the direct insured property losses caused by catastrophic hurri-
canes occurred in Florida with another 11 percent in Texas. The most expensive
windstorm in history, Hurricane Andrew, produced insured losses of $15.5 billion or
approximately $20 billion in current dollars.

One aspect not often considered is the economic impact of windstorms on the com-
munity. A report commissions by the office of Florida Governor Lawton Chiles
summed up the damage from hurricane Andrew as follows:

• 28,066 homes destroyed;
• 107,380 homes damaged;
• 82,000 businesses destroyed or damaged;
• 7,800 business closed as of September 1992; and
• 86,000 people out of work as of September 1992.

The immediate financial and market consequences of a major catastrophe is swift,
severe and long lasting. Small insurers may become insolvent and the remaining in-
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surers will most likely have limited resources to write additional risks or the market
for residential and commercial properties may be non-existent. Catastrophe re-in-
surance prices will increase and availability will be limited for some time. Business
owners are often forced out of business with the additional loss of jobs to their em-
ployees and the loss of revenue on the local economy.

Due to a lack of real data demonstrating that mitigation is truly effective, insur-
ance companies have been reluctant to provide insurance incentives for mitigation.
However, changes are beginning to occur with Florida and Texas mandating incen-
tives for certain mitigation techniques and or compliance with stringent building
codes found in catastrophe-prone areas. The Texas Windstorm Insurance Associa-
tion provides discounts for specific features in homes in designated catastrophe-
prone areas.

New homes will fare better in windstorms although much more still needs to be
done. The new International Residential Building Code has better loads and a wind-
borne debris region but lacks many basics. Cost effective measures for new homes
should include secondary water resistance, improved roof coverings, improved design
loads for two and three-story buildings, treatment of soffits in design and wind
borne debris. Failure of states to adopt stringent building codes (such as the IRC)
as mandatory for all areas of the state will continue to result in wind damage that
could have been less severe or possibly avoided altogether.

Retrofitting is rare, except in those cases where a loss has already occurred and
the home is being repaired and new building codes have been adopted. Insurance
incentives, public education and state-wide stringent building codes can help remedy
this situation.

Barriers to widespread implementation of existing mitigation techniques include
lack of education, failure of insurance companies to provide sufficient financial in-
centives, knowledgeable construction personnel, cost to the homeowner and again,
lack of mandatory building codes. Changes through zoning restrictions or building
codes are often opposed by developers, homeowners, real estate and even local gov-
ernment who are concerned with the increased cost of construction.

Most coast-line states are still susceptible to significant devastation including
both property and non-property losses from a major windstorm. Unless state-wide
risk-reduction strategies including stringent building codes and building morato-
riums in those areas most vulnerable to wind damage occur, wind damage mitiga-
tion will not succeed in protecting from loss of life and property.

This concludes my remarks and I would be happy to answer any questions that
you may have.
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DISCUSSION

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Thank you, Mr. Shofner. We will now have a
question and answer period and I will start off with Dr. Kiesling.

Texas Tech is obviously a leader in windstorm hazard mitigation
research and development, from providing information to the public
on how to stay safe during a tornado to developing an in-house res-
idence, safe houses. Texas Tech’s contribution in this field has been
invaluable. What processes are in place at Texas Tech to transfer
the technology knowledge developed at the Wind Science and Engi-
neering Research Center to other research institutions, government
industries, and the public?

Mr. KIESLING. A multitude of things would be in line with that.
First of all, we produce a significant number of publications, as you
would expect. Those are available on our web site and distributed.
A lot of them are presented at meetings. We have an information,
an outreach program. We answer an enormous number of tele-
phone inquiries from all segments of the industries—the builders,
the producers, the public. We regularly teach short courses to, for
example, the American Society of Civil Engineers. We had a three-
day short course in this building last week with design profes-
sionals. There are various outreach programs, a lot of educational
programs with K through 12, though our ability to do that depends
a lot upon the personnel we have available to do that. So there are
a number of mechanisms in place.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Okay. Thank you. This is kind of a question
for all of you. In reading your testimony, you know, one thing that
became evident was that a lot of the research, or research dollars
that you perceive being allocated by the Federal Government is
going more to the weather, study of weather patterns, and cer-
tainly that is an important part of that, but the mitigation area
probably is getting some of the least amount of funding. And so
your feelings as to how, if you are allocating from the study of the
atmosphere, the mitigation, and then the implementation, what is
your feeling on how that pie should be divided?

Dr. Meade.
Dr. MEADE. You are correct that most of the money is going to-

ward weather forecasting, and studies are a part of that. It’s not
clear so much that it is a pie to be divided in the sense that you
could take the same amounts of money that you’re ordinarily giving
to hazard mitigation simply because it may cost more money to do
that sort of research than it does—for example, it requires sat-
ellites and all kinds of expensive instrumentation. So, it’s not clear
that you can make a dollar for dollar comparison. The point being,
if loss reduction is your goal, loss reduction being measured in
terms of dollars, the only way you are really going to do that is if
you focus on research that sort of feeds into programs such as those
here at Texas Tech or other engineering programs. And weather
forecasting programs are largely focused on helping people make
very short decisions, like whether to evacuate before a tornado or
before a hurricane. The data that is collected in weather fore-
casting programs is generally not used in an engineering context.
At least, that is not why it is being collected in the first place. So
a lot, I think, you could certainly increase the amount of money
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that is going toward the engineering side and largely because the
ratios are so imbalanced right now it would be awfully hard to
make a contribution error. I think it would make a very large con-
tribution to loss reduction.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Dr. Bienkiewicz.
Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. Well, the level of support of engineering activi-

ties, as stated by witnesses here, is low as compared to the level
of funding of phenomenon itself. I would like to say that tech-
nologies which could be incorporated in such a way that the costs
of providing more information on phenomenon for direct application
of engineers would not be prohibited. And in my testimony I am
quoting an example of the project which states that being devel-
oped by Engineering Research Center founded by National Science
Foundation and people are thinking about placing a small-site
radar system, and the place specified for this project will be in
Oklahoma. So there are opportunities, and that is what I tried to
state in my testimony, of high technology dropping costs of doing
science and providing information for engineering complications. So
that might be one of the options which we should actively pursue.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. My time has expired. The gentleman from
Kansas.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First question to Dr.
Kiesling. You talked about safe rooms and I guess my question to
you, sir, is can you give us an estimate, percentage-wise or dollar
amount, what it might cost to build a safe room into a home to pro-
tect the occupants from death.

Dr. KIESLING. Yes. I would say that the low end of a quality shel-
ter, one that is really dependable, would be approximately $3,000.
They go up from there and it depends a lot on whether you are
talking about new construction or retrofit because in a retrofit costs
vary because of accessibility problems and so forth, but I would say
from $3,000 to $6,000 is a reasonable estimate of the range.

Mr. MOORE. And in terms of retrofit or new construction, what
kind of techniques or technologies would be incorporated to protect
people in a safe room.

Dr. KIESLING. In the case of new construction, of course, the ideal
situation is to simply choose a small room such as a bathroom, a
closet, a pantry, and harden and stiffen that to provide the level
of protection desired.

Those are designed so that they would provide protection even if
the house is totally destroyed.

In a retrofit situation there are concepts where you could im-
prove the same room. The critical thing is to have a foundation to
which to anchor, or a slab. But an economical way in a retrofit situ-
ation is simply to put a shelter, build a shelter down in the garage,
a steel box if you will, and there are many products on the market
now available for that. And so that is probably the low end of the
cost range as well because you can buy a manufactured shelter and
simply anchor it and it will provide good protection.

I would also distinguish between the in-residence shelter. That
is one that is accessible without going outdoors. Many shelters are
being built as say cellars or dugouts in the back yard. Certainly
they offer good protection if you are in them, but you need to use
them in a different way. In other words, you need to access those
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when there is a weather warning because if you wait until the
storm is in progress, then you would probably take greater risk to
get to it than just staying indoors.

Mr. MOORE. So early alert makes a big difference.
Dr. KIESLING. It does in that type of shelter, yes. Of course, in

the case of community shelters, that is particularly true because
one has to have sufficient notice to get to the shelter.

Mr. MOORE. Dr. Kiesling, thank you, sir. Dr. Meade, you indi-
cated—and I wrote this down and this is not an exact quote, but
correct me if I am wrong, but I think it is close to what you said—
injury rate for manufactured housing buildings is 20 times higher.

Dr. MEADE. These are data from scientists at NOAA, the Na-
tional Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration, and in look-
ing at injury and death rates from tornadoes specifically and look-
ing at the history of the death rates from tornadoes over the past
century or so, in recent years they estimate that the death rate for
manufactured homes is 20 times higher than that from conven-
tional homes, yes. I can send you a detailed reference of that, if you
would like, sir.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you. Mr. Shofner, in your testimony you
talked about hurricanes and not as much about tornadoes and I
think you indicated that you didn’t have as much data; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. SHOFNER. Yes.
Mr. MOORE. Does your industry generally view these two types

of storms differently? If I am in Lubbock, Texas, or Kansas City
can I purchase coverage for tornado damage without purchasing
coverage for hurricanes?

Mr. SHOFNER. Well, the hurricanes, normally that coverage is
normally directed toward property that is located in tier one and
tier two counties. That is what we refer to as coastline and just in-
side the coastline.

Mr. MOORE. Okay. So I guess the answer is yes.
Mr. SHOFNER. Yes.
Mr. MOORE. All right. If the Federal Government were to fund

a serious program for wind hazard research and reduction or miti-
gation of damages, do you believe insurance companies would real-
ly use that information——

Mr. SHOFNER. I believe they would.
Mr. MOORE [continuing]. In setting rates?
Mr. SHOFNER. Yes, I believe they would. One of the things that

you would have to keep in mind is obviously—and I have discussed
this, touched on this—is that the cost of construction to meet these
qualifications, obviously from an insurance standpoint, we have to
insure reconstruction costs. So naturally as that cost of construc-
tion increases, the premiums increase. But your overall incentive,
I think, is underlying in that it makes the risk actually more mar-
ketable to the insurance companies for their most aggressive rates
that they have.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I have one more ques-
tion. My time is up, but can I ask one more question.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Sure.
Mr. MOORE. I think one of you mentioned—I don’t know who it

was and please, whoever knows this information, if you do, jump
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in—that there was a lot more research money devoted toward hur-
ricanes than tornadoes—I’m sorry, earthquakes than tornadoes.
Did somebody talk about that or did I read that in some of your
materials?

Dr. MEADE. Actually, in the RAND study we pointed out that
roughly 85 percent of all the funding went toward weather-related
hazards and the second part was kind of gray. It was educational,
and that’s an order of magnitude less than the weather-related
hazards and so the difference, of course, between earthquakes and
weather is that there is no earthquake prediction going on, but
there is a lot of weather forecasting work going on.

Mr. MOORE. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Prior to lunch today we had the opportunity

to go out and tour a reinforced home under construction and then
we visited one that was completed and during that process the
builder of that home was at the site and it is about an 1,100 square
foot home and the perimeter walls are foam forms with concrete
poured in the center of those foam blocks. In this facility it also
had an in-home closet for a tornado shelter. The approximate cost
of that was about $9,000 over conventional construction and one of
the questions that we began to talk about during that process was,
you know, what kind of recognition is there in the insurance indus-
try for the fact that this house is much more fortified, wind resist-
ant, and storm resistant than the house sitting next to it? And one
of the ladies there that administers the program at the City Com-
munity Development said that they had to shop around and could
not really get a quote that would give any recognition for that until
after they had made some calls to another part of the country
where they had been doing some homes like that and were able to
identify a company that would write that. Because the important
part of that, when you take that $9,000 and amortize it in today’s
rates, that is probably a four or five—a $50 or $60 increase in the
payment. Maybe not that much at these rates, but one of the
things that she said when they finally did get an insurance quote,
that it was about 50 percent of a conventional quote for the homes,
conventional construction.

I think one of the things that is the secret to us really getting
some meaningful research and development is getting the recogni-
tion in the market place that this kind of mitigation should be tak-
ing place and that there is a reward for the homeowner that says,
you know, I am going to buy the more fortified home and the way
I am going to pay for part of that—maybe it doesn’t amortize all
of it, but possibly it could, depending on the interest rates and so
forth. Mr. Shofner, what do you see as far as recognition of, for ex-
ample, some of the coastal areas and bringing into some mitigation
efforts in the insurance industry rewarding that?

Mr. SHOFNER. Well, I think one of the things that would have to
be done initially is that there would have to be some education put
in place to, obviously, consumers, but also the companies. Just re-
cently most everyone in the State of Texas is aware of the fact that
they gave—they have allowed for a credit for different types of hail
resistant roofs.

They classify a specific roof based on what you would place and
they will give a credit based on that roof if they have filed with the
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state to offer that credit. That’s the other thing why a tie to edu-
cating the companies, is that the more information that they have
that is being done to mitigate these types of losses, then they can
go in and make an effort to make a filing with the Department of
Insurance in the state that they are located in to offer an appro-
priate credit for what they are doing.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. And one of the other things, I think in testi-
mony, and maybe it was yours or somebody else’s, we were talking
about who’s doing research in this and it looks like most of the re-
search is falling upon the Federal Government right now. The in-
surance industry within itself is really not doing much research
and yet we also hear that they’re reluctant to share some of their
loss data with researchers that are actually doing that. What kinds
of things do you think we can do to bring together—I am a great
believer in public/private partnerships because my experience is
when things are just in the private sector, I mean just in the public
sector without private sector participation, they are slower to get
off the ground because ultimately the goal here is some commer-
cialization of the research that is going on here. How can we foster
that?

Mr. SHOFNER. That is a tough question. I think when we have
the answer to that, then we will have achieved a lot in overcoming
the issues that we are talking about here today.

I could probably—Do you mind if I defer to a gentlemen to ask
a quick question.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Sure.
Mr. SHOFNER. I apologize.
Thank you very much for allowing me to do that. One thing we

could do is determine, show the company, and like I said this goes
back to the education of the companies. If we can show them how
they can save in a specific area by giving these credits over the
long haul, I feel like that they would become more aggressive in
their approach to offering these credits, if they see what other com-
panies are able to do and how much money they are actually able
to save as these storms occur.

Mr. MOORE. Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Maybe it was you, Dr. Bienkiewicz—if it was somebody else, for-

give me—but you testified or I read in the materials that a signifi-
cant portion of the loss, the economic loss, will come from interrup-
tions in business operations. Did you touch on that in some of your
materials?

Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. Yes.
Mr. MOORE. What can we do, if anything, to guard against that,

protect against that economic loss from interruption to business?
Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. There are several elements which one should

refer to. First of all, mitigation measures before it even happens so
that there are no interruptions in business. One of the examples
which we are facing, that was approached by the state agencies in
one of the western states, is that frequently transportation is af-
fected by high wind effects and then the transfer of goods from
West to East Coast is really suffering because of costs. So there are
regional issues which state agencies and businesses are facing and
I suppose if the region beyond hurricane and tornado alleys and
hurricane zones would be identified if we want true, true mitiga-
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tion of a lot of our problems, that would significantly minimize pro-
fessional exceptions to business and examples of application.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you, sir. Dr. Kiesling and anybody else who
wants to join, if you have something to offer here, I would like to
hear your thoughts as well. We talked, one of my earlier questions
you answered about safe homes for private homes. What about peo-
ple, low income folks who live in our communities? What do we do
to protect low income people who can’t afford the $3,000 to $6,000
for either new construction or retrofitting? How do we protect those
folks?

Dr. KIESLING. This is a real challenge and unfortunately some of
them live in the most vulnerable homes so that the community
shelter offers one solution. And we are seeing, particularly in your
state, more and more community shelters being built in schools
and in manufactured housing parks. I think Wichita probably has
one of the only ordinances that requires the construction of commu-
nity shelters in manufactured housing parks and many of those low
income people live there. There is no simple solution I know of to
that. Though I would also remark that the incentive grants have
a tremendous stimulus to shelter construction and certainly anyone
can offer, can get the protection fairly economically. It may not be
the most aesthetic thing, but after the Oklahoma City tornadoes,
for example, and the incentive grants there, many people just
bought concrete boxes to sit in the back yard. They are not opti-
mum, they’re not ideal, but many people were in there when the
next tornado came through and they performed okay. So there are
more economical shelters available and furthermore the small in-
centive grants can make a great deal of difference in making them
available.

Mr. MOORE. Incentive grants from the government?
Dr. KIESLING. Well, of course, most of the stimulus has come to

date under the Stafford Act after a disaster when a percentage of
the relief and recovery funds go into mitigation and the states have
chosen to make incentive grants available. In some states, Arkan-
sas for example, the state annually appropriates money for shelter
incentive grants and they make small grants, a thousand dollars,
but they always have more takers than—so they might come from
anywhere, but certainly I think that is an area in which the states
could be more active.

Mr. MOORE. You mentioned construction of these safe homes or
some sort of community shelter in some of the manufactured home
places. You mentioned the Wichita thing.

Is that happening in other places around the country?
Dr. KIESLING. Not to the same extent that I know of. I would also

mention there that I understand that a bill was just signed into
law in December.

Mr. MOORE. Okay.
Dr. KIESLING. That HUD will provide monies for shelter incen-

tive grants. It’s not a large amount of money, but it is a beginning
and that can be very significant and I think they are aiming at the
low income families.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you, Dr. Kiesling. May I have one more ques-
tion, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Yes, sir. Go ahead.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:42 May 21, 2004 Jkt 091214 PO 00000 Frm 00059 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 C:\WORKD\FULL04\020904\91214 SCIENCE1 PsN: SCIENCE1



56

Mr. MOORE. Obviously the last two years we thought a whole lot
in this country about homeland security. How does that tie in or
can that tie in with some of these safe homes and other things? Is
there a way to make dual use of that? Anybody?

Dr. KIESLING. Well, we think so; that is, the safe room, for exam-
ple, can readily be retrofitted to protect against chemical and bio-
logical hazards, relatively inexpensively, I think. I see some poten-
tial for that. They are also, of course, much more resistant to blast,
but I don’t see that as much of an advantage in our residence. I’m
not likely to have a warning when a blast will come. So I think
there is some cross-advantages there that can be taken advantage
of.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Yes, sir. One of the things that was, I think,

a common thread in your recommendations as each one of you
talked about where we go from here and I think one of those was,
you know, a more organized structure for the research and develop-
ment that is going on right now. We had a little bit of discussion
back at our lunch table today and that really kind of maybe goes
to the point of, if we move forward from here with some meaningful
research dollars, you know, what is the best oversight agency for
this type of research? Dr. Meade.

Dr. MEADE. Well, that is a difficult question because you have—
you generally have agencies that are doing research right now and
that would primarily be the National Science Foundation and
NIST, the National Institute of Standards and Technology. Does
that translate into the best agency for the oversight? I’m not sure.
And so, you know, going to the NEHRP problem, you have FEMA
as the oversight agency, but of course there are no R&D dollars
whatsoever within FEMA. Maybe a similar structure would be ap-
propriate, but a lot of this gets into goals that you hope to accom-
plish in this research program. In other words—and you talked
yourself about what do you want the outcomes to be in five to 10
years. So sometimes gaining the outcomes might require a different
agency to carry out the oversight function as opposed to those who
are executing them, the actual R&D mission. A safe bet is that
there will probably be more than one agency involved and so the
question is how do you coordinate it.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Dr. Bienkiewicz.
Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. It is my understanding that there is already

discussion on the authorization for NEHRP, recent discussion in
the House, but the need to put out with the NEHRP was moved
from FEMA to NIST and as far as I can understand from discus-
sion, a different region of FEMA now being under Homeland Secu-
rity Department, but also from my perspective, NIST probably is
on the side of implementation and codes and standardization so, of
course, it seems to be an appropriate place, but it is tough for me
to make.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. One of the things I think—and I think you
mentioned two agencies. One of the things that, and this is a per-
sonal opinion, is that when we get multiple agencies overseeing,
sometimes when we just have one agency overseeing things it is
onerous, but if you really want something to get real onerous, you
assign multiple agencies.
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Mr. MOORE. Just your personal opinion? A lot of people share
that.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. And the other thing is too, if we start getting
two or three different, you know, groups in and they may have dif-
ferent committee oversight and then first thing you know, we can’t
trace where the money is going, there is no accountability, and so
it is my personal opinion that we identify an agency and task them
with a broad task of, you know, talking about, you know, from kind
of A to Z, from the research to the implementation and actually the
commercialization of that. And I would task that agency that we
have to have the private sector at different levels. And I know that
some of the research that Texas Tech has done, I think the Na-
tional Building Institute, the homebuilders at the national level,
getting some money to or toward some granting opportunities, are
working in connection with that.

I think you have to bring all of those people to the table if you
are going to get an outcome that will be accepted in the market
place. Ernie, you want to reflect on that?

Dr. KIESLING. I was simply going to suggest, in answer to your
earlier question, that to me a critical element is the language of the
bill creating this thing so that the agency administering it has the
ability to respond to the broad spectrum of research that needs to
be done and is not limited by their mission. My sense would be
that you can take care of a lot of that in drafting the language of
the bill itself. I’ve read the House Bill 2020 and I think it does
cover a lot of areas and would enable whatever agency to put it,
to sponsor the kind of research that needs to be done.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Anybody else.
Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. I think that some of these issues were ad-

dressed in Bill 2020 and cross-integration of the activities and the
agencies.

Mr. MOORE. Kind of getting down to nuts and bolts for just a
minute. We’ve talked covering a number of different areas here,
but I guess I wanted to ask, just in terms of what people, indi-
vidual homeowners might do, either in retrofitting or home build-
ers of new construction, what techniques are available to build
stronger homes that will withstand wind damage and is it cost ef-
fective? Are people just spending unnecessarily if they try to put
a few extra dollars into strengthening roof systems, for example, or
walls? Can somebody talk about that? Is it going to keep claims
from being made, is it going to be recognized by the insurance in-
dustry as we might not have to pay as much money out in a situa-
tion like this and therefore rates are going to go down? Dr.
Kiesling.

Dr. KIESLING. I think that is an appropriate challenge for the re-
search community and then we can say that there are some meas-
ures, more if you’ve got connections, stronger connections of roof to
wall, wall to floor.

Mr. MOORE. Connections in what respect? How would that hap-
pen?

Dr. KIESLING. Well, there are so-called hurricane clips that you
can use and they would work well in any kind of wind and those
are so economical and so easily done that there is little question,
I think, about the long-term economic benefit of that.
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Mr. MOORE. If they are so economical, why wouldn’t people in
wind territories now be using them?

Dr. KIESLING. They do use them pretty extensively in hurricanes
because there the public is convinced of the high probability of oc-
currence during the lifetime of the house.

In the tornado regions, again they are not that convinced of that,
but I think it is the research community’s challenge and obligation
to provide reliable data and it takes a long time to accumulate that
because you have to have an event before you can assess the effec-
tiveness of it, basically, or verify the effectiveness of it. But I think
we need to get reliable information to the homeowner and to the
insurance companies as to what is the benefit and that is a big
challenge. And it depends obviously upon the locale as well, the
probability of the occurrence of a wind event. So if we go on a scale,
we can readily say that some things we know are now effective, but
other measures we would have to do some research to be able to
say what is the effectiveness.

Mr. MOORE. Anybody else have a comment on this?
Mr. SHOFNER. I would agree with Dr. Kiesling. I mean, I think

it would just take a lot of research efforts to be able to provide in-
formation to the insurance companies and put that information in
front of their actuarials where they can properly look at it and see
what the actual claims dollars that are going out to those loss site
areas for homes that maybe aren’t retrofitted or constructed to that
quality as compared to the ones that are. And then over the time
period, hopefully they would be able to see a necessity and see the
advantages of being able to offer those credits.

Mr. MOORE. Dr. Bienkiewicz.
Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. Yes, I would like to extend this discussion to

beyond single-home dwellings and into engineered buildings. If we
need to begin in hurricane regions, they have none of the systems
which allow you to reduce net load impacting components of build-
ings. When you make a single-family move, you have reduction and
you can design a retrofit roof which will perform well and will meet
current specifications for a region. So the need is urgent and I
think we need to invest more money to improving them.

Mr. MOORE. Dr. Meade, anything?
Dr. MEADE. I don’t think I have anything.
Mr. MOORE. I guess not to push, but to push a little bit, we have

been having hurricanes and tornadoes for a few years around this
world and we have been, people have suffered a lot of losses, in-
cluding loss of property and loss of life. Is there any way to expe-
dite this process? How do we hurry this up so we can save more
dollars and lives in the future. Anybody? Yes, sir, Dr. Meade.

Dr. MEADE. I offer the opinion that if you can make it so that
people can benefit more, even though the hurricanes and tornadoes
do not occur every year, as Dr. Kiesling pointed out that the work-
ing probability is that a hurricane will hit a house once in its life-
time, but even so, that is a difficult catalyst for most homeowners
and so you really need to see it reflected in a month to month or
year to year basis in their insurance premiums so that it is in their
economic interest to——

Mr. MOORE. So it comes down to money, doesn’t it?
Dr. MEADE. It totally comes down to money.
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Mr. MOORE. Well, we don’t have that problem in Congress, I’ll
tell you.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. I think to continue the dialogue we have been
having, I think where I am personally, coming from the private sec-
tor for a number of years before getting to Congress is, you know,
you have got to have an entrance strategy and then what we call
an exit strategy. I think what the Congressman was talking about,
what is our exit strategy here, when do we get to the point where
we have some stuff that is cost effective that we can implement
and we can get that information out to the private sector so they
can start building and implementing this on a broader basis? I
know we are building homes today in Lubbock with the in-house
shelter that Dr. Kiesling has been working on, but I don’t know
how much retrofitting we are actually doing and probably the ret-
rofit is probably the bigger piece of the pie. Certainly from this
point forward, the new construction, it is easy to do that, but what
kind of research are you doing on mitigation structures that, I don’t
want to oversimplify it, but you are almost going to have to, to me,
to get it where you can go down to Lowe’s or one of the building
supply places and get a kit that that homeowner can take home
and install in their home or get installed on a relatively inexpen-
sive and quick basis without this major, you know, reorganization
of their home.

Dr. MEADE. Your comment is correct that it would be a lot easier
if you could go down to Lowe’s and buy something off the shelf,
ideally something that would come, for example, from the recent
program that you are talking about. But it does come down to dol-
lars and cents. For example, you can go down to Lowe’s right now
and you can buy insulation, which you will put in your house and
which will decrease your energy bill. People will do that because
they can see that it does decrease their energy bill. They don’t go
and buy insulation as part of being a good citizen. So the idea is
there needs to be some mechanism in place for them to go down
and make this investment in wind mitigation technology that it
will have some sort of payback to them and payback has to hope-
fully occur before the next tornado or before the next hurricane be-
cause if you are waiting for them, if they are making a bet, so to
speak, that a hurricane is going to occur, a tornado is going to
occur next year, that’s—not too many people are going to purchase
it, no.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Go ahead and then, Ernie, we will to go you.
Dr. KIESLING. I think another difficulty there is that how can

that benefit come without say a reduction in insurance premiums
and how can the insurance company assess the value of that in-
vestment or improvement made? So that is a difficult thing to do
and I guess education is the answer we would give to nearly all
questions. But as you mentioned, it comes down to economics in
the end and it may be unrealistic to expect the scenario that you
just presented.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Shofner.
Mr. SHOFNER. I also believe if there were stricter building codes

that were mandated, I think that insurance companies would see
that information as a positive step and I think they would move
quicker from that standpoint to react to what people are doing

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:42 May 21, 2004 Jkt 091214 PO 00000 Frm 00063 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 C:\WORKD\FULL04\020904\91214 SCIENCE1 PsN: SCIENCE1



60

proactively to try to limit their losses and I think in return they
would go out and try to see what they could do from an incentive
on the other side. I think it would just be a quicker step.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Well, I know that the insurance company is
recognizing, for example, I think if you have a certain kind of lock,
dead bolt locks, and if you’ve got an alarm system in your home,
now we’ve gone to roof structures, I mean, so it is not, we are not
setting any precedent here.

But what I heard you saying earlier is that there is really not
tangible evidence, or the perception in the industry is that there
is not tangible evidence, that insuring house 541888 and 542088
and one of them has, you know, a different structural, a more rigid
structure, that it is less of an insurance risk than the one next door
that is conventional, that there is just not recognition in the mar-
ketplace.

Mr. SHOFNER. Currently right now there is not, unless it is a
large difference in risk. When you are talking about two homes
that are right next to each other, in my opinion, no, there’s not, but
if you have a home that is inside the city limits from versus one
that is just outside the city limits, that could create a difference
there because——

Dr. MEADE. Well, maybe known to several parts of the insurance
industry. It is certainly not known to homeowners, but it is known,
for example, that if you go out and buy a red sports car, you are
going to pay more insurance than you are if you are going to go
out and just buy a standard sedan of some sort. Or you know that
if you have young children who are driving in your household, your
insurance rates go up.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. I have experienced that, both the red sports
car and the children.

Dr. Bienkiewicz, did you want to add anything to that?
Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. I would like to make a comment about a na-

tional program which I developed which would help out industry as
well as practicing engineers. And I brought with me, it is an older
version of the NEHRP provisions. This is one volume. There is an-
other volume coming and it has been revised several times. It is
a tangible product coming from that program. It provides bolts and
nuts related to design and details and so on and so forth. Now
when we talk to practicing engineers, there are some codes, and
there are some others, so we can provide the toolboxes. This is one
of the examples.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Would you like to enter that as part of your
testimony?

Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. Yes.
[Note: Information referred to is ‘‘NEHRP Recommended Provi-

sions for Seismic Regulations for New Buildings and Other Struc-
tures,’’ 1997 ed., Part 1: Provisions (FEMA 302), http://
www.bssconline.org/pdfs/fema302a.pdf]

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Okay. That would be fine. My time is up.
Mr. MOORE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Some have alleged and

I think we have made reference to this without—I guess we have
mentioned the number, but HR 2020, Hurricane and Tornado Re-
lated Hazards Research Act Summary, and the Congressman here
is one of the co-sponsors, as are many of the Members of Congress
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here in Texas, in Kansas, and other places where you would expect
to have wind damage. And I guess I would ask all of you, if you
have national associations—I know some of you certainly do—to
contact your national association and ask some of the Members of
Congress to sign on to this because if this gets passed, what it
does, obviously—there is a handout back there somewhere as to the
bill and shows the current bill sponsors on there—but it requires
the Director of the Office of Science and Technology Policy to estab-
lish an interagency group to be responsible for the development
and implementation of a coordinated hazard reduction and re-
search development and technology transfer program to achieve
major measurable reductions in losses within 10 years. And it is in-
teresting to me to hear representative Shofner from the insurance
industry here talk about the need for stricter code standards. And
sometimes people get upset when Congress or other governmental
agencies mandate additional regulations or requirements, but, I
mean, there is, maybe we have to balance it out and work it out
here. By the same token, I guess, we would, I think, really like to
see—this is certainly not a shot at Mr. Shofner—we would like to
see the insurance industry moving in this area and doing their own
research as well, coming up with answers to some of this. And if
the information is available and it does warrant a reduction in pre-
miums for insurance, then if the insurance industry recognizes and
conveys the information to the homeowner, or other people, that
you are going to get a reduced premium if you do these things in
construction or retrofitting, then it might well be worth it and we
all save money and more importantly, lives, because we can replace
property, but we can’t replace lives. Any other comments on that?
I’m not trying to lecture here. I’m just—we are having a discussion,
I guess.

Dr. KIESLING. I would simply repeat my earlier point that any
incentive is highly significant in terms of improvements. And we’ve
seen where over and over, shelters and other things, where any
time we can offer an incentive of any type, be it in financing, be
it in cost reduction of operation, participating in the initial cost,
whatever it is—another tax abatement is working pretty well in
some areas, where say the cost of improvement is not taxed and
so forth—and so I think whatever can be used—I think maybe
what may be more significant than the dollar value of that is the
educational value of letting the customer and the homeowner know
that there is a benefit to their making that investment.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman? Any questions.
Mr. NEUGEBAUER. You know, we are having this dialogue, and

as I was reading the testimony, a couple of things kind of started
crystallizing for me. As we look at the mitigation aspects of it, we
have life and we have property and in Ernie’s, Dr. Kiesling’s safe
house or safe room, you know, the primary emphasis there is life.
And because in a major tornado, I don’t know what, and maybe you
have done some testing on these reinforced concrete houses, how
much that structure survives in a tornado. In a hurricane, though,
the structural aspects of it seem to be easier to mitigate, are more
mitigatable than, you know a category 4–5 in a tornado. So you
begin to put that research together.
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Do you see different goals and objectives in the hurricane side as
you are doing the tornado side? Obviously, up to a certain level of
winds, on the perimeter of the tornado, you are dealing, you know,
with the same wind issue. Are there different goals in some ways
there?

Dr. KIESLING. Well, certainly there are differences and I would
suggest that in tornado regions, perhaps more important than loss
of life is the reduction in anxiety. Because when you look at the
statistics, the number of deaths from tornadoes is significant cer-
tainly, and we want to save those lives, but I think a much greater
cost might be the anxiety and the loss of productivity, the health
problems and so forth created by the anxiety. And so I think that
is a strong justification for the safe room. Whereas in a hurricane
region, it is much more of a reality that it is going to occur. And
I think there are differences in requirements and design criteria
and we have a long ways to go in optimizing the designs of build-
ings and shelters for the particular application. Shelters have not
been popular until recently in hurricane regions and so I think we
will see a lot of evolution there in the next few years. I am walking
all around your question, but I—certainly there are many similar-
ities and differences, but I think the objectives are somewhat dif-
ferent in the economics of it because of the higher probability of oc-
currence in hurricanes.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Dr. Meade.
Dr. MEADE. Well, you simply have much more time to con-

template the hurricane than you do the tornado and so people
know about advancing hurricanes usually 48 hours, 72 hours be-
forehand and so all kinds of actions are taken to prepare them-
selves. As Dr. Kiesling was pointing out, the really frantic, last-
minute preparations that are taking place for a tornado and you
are basically trying to save lives if it is bearing down hard enough.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Yeah, I was just thinking that, and this is in
very simple terms, so if I live on the coast, what I am thinking is
I am working at my house and I’m nailing up the shutters and I’m
putting the plywood up there and really what I am worried about
is—I’m going to evacuate—what I am worried about is when I come
back, you know, how much of my personal belongings or my home
is going to be intact?

Dr. MEADE. But you can do that because of the nature of the
events, right.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. But with a tornado, I only really have one
thing on my mind and that is my personal safety, you know, be-
cause, as Ernie says, it is a quick event, it is going to be intense,
most likely, and then it is going to be over and I would think that
most people, when they go to a tornado shelter, are not worried
about whether their house is going to be—I mean it’s certainly a
thought, but they are more concerned at that moment of their per-
sonal safety.

Dr. MEADE. Right. The economic losses from tornadoes is still
quiet significant. Again, whatever differences between mine and
Mr. Shofner’s testimony can only be indicative of the difficult state
of the data on this problem, but the estimated annualized losses of
hurricanes are more than $5 billion a year and those for tornadoes
only were at $1 billion a year so it is still a big number.
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Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Still a big number.
Dr. BIENKIEWICZ. I would like to make a comment that the ma-

jority of tornadoes are not extremely strong so if you look from a
statistical point of view, we could reduce the amount of damage of
tornadoes. I took part in a field trip last year in Kansas. Saw sev-
eral tornadoes, hundreds of tornadoes, and some of them seemed
to be not very strong, but nevertheless damage was quite signifi-
cant. We look to develop new construction as well as old construc-
tion. Old construction, a lack of connecting structure to foundation
or connecting roofs to walls—well, I won’t get off on that. But then
there is new construction, new developments and the issue of soft
floor, the issue of additions and maybe last-minute modifications of
construction and then we can build a room that can stand internal
pressure like that in the process. Then we notice some problems
with buildings that seem to be engineered, they seem to have flaws
in design. So I think that we need more data resulting, documented
data resulting from event investigations. We can learn a lot. There
are some designs which are used in the whole country and you can
see that under this one extreme condition, you can see the weak
spots. So I see similarity in our efforts to reduce damage as we con-
sider hurricanes or tornadoes, but not extreme, but those which
occur most quickly.

Mr. MOORE. I don’t know that I have as many questions as an-
other comment and if it provokes anything we’re going to stop for
a minute, but we talk in Congress a lot about values and how we
value education, we value our troops, and we value all this and
that. What I usually find is we really spend our money where we
really believe our values are, not just what we talk about. And cer-
tainly life is important. I think all of us acknowledge that, pro-
tecting human life from unnecessary loss of life in situations like
this. And early warning can certainly aid in reducing the loss of
human life in situations where there is a tornado and these weath-
er radios that have come out recently, those—I mean, they cost $20
or something. If people have those and can get the information im-
mediately, they can take shelter if they have shelter in their homes
or wherever they are living. And obviously there is an education
component to all this and many people in the population now un-
derstand what they need to do to protect themselves and that is
really cost effective that measures can be taken to protect life.

Beyond that, I think we have discussed here today that there are
some things in construction, new construction and retrofitting, that
we can do that will fortify and strengthen homes or building struc-
tures. That again is going to protect life and property.

And it is sort of frustrating here because we know what needs
to be done and I think we just kind of need to make this happen,
legislation or something similar to this in Congress that will get
the study done to gather the data that needs to be provided to the
insurance industry to give some incentives back to people and
maybe, you know, the Congress can hear and our colleagues, we
can talk about other things that we can do as far as incentives. But
it does come down to, as one of you said, to money in a lot of situa-
tions. We just need to say that we value the things we’re talking
about here today and we’re willing to make a commitment, a rea-
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sonable commitment, to spend some funds to make sure that these
things are protected, life and property, and most of all life.

That is my closing statement. I am not trying to shut this down.
I am inviting comments, if other people have comments, or the
Congressman as well.

Dr. MEADE. I would re-emphasize need and now different haz-
ards—we deal with a lot of floods and people know that it is more
predictable that you are going to get flooded if you live in a flood
plain. Nevertheless people continue to live there and we continue
to have a lot of development there——

Mr. MOORE. Because you can buy homes cheaper there.
Dr. MEADE. Exactly. There are different opinions and I mean

there are lots of other discussion going on in Congress about why
those incentives are all messed up, but even still, in a situation
where people know about the hazard, even still they don’t take
steps and there is plenty of technology to solve the problem, but
again, they need to be incentivized.

So there is an analogy here certainly that living in certain parts
of the country, you know that you are subjected to wind hazards
and that you have a reasonable probability of suffering under that,
but you need to be incentivized still to take action to solve that
problem for yourself.

Mr. SHOFNER. I just would like to add that that is one of the hur-
dles that insurance companies face in that Texas is unique because
it’s what I call a triple-threat state.

There’s a handful of other states that have the same deals, but
in Texas we’re exposed to hurricanes, tornadoes, and hail, which a
lot of states are not. And so with hurricanes there is a lot of re-
search done as far as being able to determine possibly when our
coastline may be hit from a hurricane and what size and what have
you, but it is very difficult for insurance companies and actuaries
to determine if a tornado were to pop up, where it might be and
when the next hailstorm is going to come up so those are the
things that I know they are trying to work on.

Mr. MOORE. Well, we’ve got quite a coastline in Kansas, but for-
tunately we don’t have too many hurricanes.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Any other final comments by any of the panel-
ists?

Dr. KIESLING. We’d simply plead for patience because it is a very,
very complex problem and certainly building the research infra-
structure to address that problem is not a short-term process. For
example, we are graduating very few people who are capable of as-
sessing the hazards and the risks in their areas and then come up
with the solutions for it. And then it takes a long time to build an
academic program to do effective research. I think again the action
that you are contemplating can be very, very significant there be-
cause an important element in developing programs and in attract-
ing faculty to them and so forth, an important consideration is the
prospect of long-term funding. I don’t know a person that can go
into the research business without some hope that there is going
to be a future in that area. So it is going to take a long time and
we can best probably address the quality issues in housing through
building codes, but that too is a slow process and, as you pointed
out, I think we’re replacing only about one percent of our housing
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inventory per year. So the results are not going to be coming quick-
ly, but we must take the first steps and begin to turn it around.
I think in terms of curbing the damages, rather than reversing
them, because it is a long-term process that is not going to be easy
to solve.

Mr. MOORE. Randy, may I have one more minute.
Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Sure.
Mr. MOORE. Mr. Chairman said was that your final statement

and I said well, maybe it was, but I would like to just kind of sum
up here for myself. I’m certainly not trying to shut this down again.
I just want to thank the Congressman here for convening this very,
very important hearing. I want to thank our witnesses. All of you
have been very good, to my knowledge, about what happens here
and what needs to happen in the future. I really mean that sin-
cerely and I appreciate your expertise that you shared with us here
today and I appreciate the audience being here. Frankly, it’s help-
ful to have the news media out because the extent that this kind
of hearing is covered and the people in this area and around the
country understand and know that there are things they can do to
protect themselves is going to assist what we are trying to accom-
plish here. So again, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Well, thank the Congressman from Kansas for
coming and his interest in this issue. I would just close by saying
that I appreciate all of the witnesses that came and took time out
of your business schedules. I feel like we had the ‘‘A’’ panel today
to discuss this issue. Obviously, many of you are recognized as
being on the forefront of this very important research. I thank the
folks in the audience that came and I hope that you found this dis-
cussion as interesting as I did. I think from my perspective, and
I think I’ve stated this, is I think we need to move forward with
a program and I think Dr. Kiesling summed up one of the impor-
tant aspects, that it is a sustainable program so that we know how
many dollars are going to be available for this kind of research and
so if there is not an infrastructure in place, that that infrastructure
can be put in place to sustain long-term research in that respect.

I also believe very strongly that we are going to have to bring
more private sector involvement into this process because in the
final analysis, they are going to have to be the ones that build it
and market it to people that are going to utilize it. I think we have
to bring our friends in the insurance industry into this because
they are—they have a risk, they have a financial interest in this,
and I think that they can probably share some insight and help
with some of the modeling.

I heard at lunch today, talking about how do we model these
events and to determine and to develop an economic model deter-
mining whether certain things are really economic or not. One of
the things that I think makes this a difficult subject for commer-
cialization is that people are insuring a risk or are spending money
to mitigate a risk that may never actually materialize and people
are more, in our country, are more into, I am interested in the
problem that I have today. When you tell them what the odds are
that they are going to experience a tornado or odds are that they
are going to experience a hurricane, you know, those odds are pret-
ty low.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 09:42 May 21, 2004 Jkt 091214 PO 00000 Frm 00069 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6601 C:\WORKD\FULL04\020904\91214 SCIENCE1 PsN: SCIENCE1



66

And so there are a lot of dynamics here that I think have to be
worked out, but I think certainly bringing the private sector to the
table and bringing the insurance industry adds some additional in-
formation that is needed at this table. I look forward to working
on some long-term solutions that make sense for our country and
for our region. And so thank you and if there are not any other
questions we are adjourned.

[Whereupon, the Committee was adjourned.]
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