Specific topics, 6/27/2022
These are notes on specific topics that didn’t fit anywhere else.  They’re from the text of additional emails to individual journalists about a topic or story that one journalist covered that may be of interest to others, but I don’t know who exactly.  Putting them all together here means I don’t need to drown recipients in duplicative cc-ed emails, most of which probably would not interest every one.
The SNRA unclassified documentation attached to email 1/2 is also at https://5usc2302.github.io/risk/.
The referenced context and substantiation attachments are also at https://5usc2302.github.io/risk/5%20U.S.C.%202302%20justification/.
Public-interest-use PDF prints of other cited references that may be paywalled now or in the future are in https://github.com/5usc2302/risk/tree/main/docs/5%20U.S.C.%202302%20justification/Cited%20articles.
Pandemic preparedness
SNRA (email 1/2 first attached) pp. 173-186.  Comparative charts pp. 27, 30-41.  Preparedness failures, Substantiation…pdf pp. 4-9.  Prior warning, ibid. pp. 4-6.  PPE, ibid. pp. 7-8.  DHS, ibid. p. 9.
The stories that FEMA uses to evade responsibility for having failed to anticipate the pandemic [1] are factually incompatible with the stories that FEMA used to bury the science that did. [2]
[1]  Substantiation…pdf p. 9 second and third bullets.

[2]  Ibid, first bullet.
Climate change
SNRA (email 1/2 first attached) pp. F-21 - F-23, 472-488, 559-560.  

As far as I know, the SNRA’s climate change analysis is the only U.S. Government climate study that has been suppressed by both parties (SNRA follow-up letter 20201016.pdf page 4 section 3, Substantiation…pdf page 2 note 15).
Electromagnetic risks: space weather (geomagnetic storms, i.e. electromagnetic events of natural origin).
SNRA (email 1/2) pp. 197-215.  Comparative charts pp. 27, 30-41.
The SNRA unfortunately does not include EMP attacks.  We would have liked to have done so, but it was out of reach: to be credible, a first-time anal​ysis of a controversial risk has to be done very well to sustain challenge [1].  We paired space weather (pp. 197-215) and climate change (pp. 472-488), two risks/risk factors in this category, and prioritized those.
GAO accidentally conflated electromagnetic events of natural origin (space weather) and physical attacks on the power grid (pp. 365-377) into electromagnetic events of malevolent origin (i.e. EMP attacks) in a 2016 report (https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-16-243.pdf p. 20).  The later FEMA discussion of “EMP attacks” in the 2015 SNRA (https://www.courtlistener.com/docket/6284501/28/1/public-employees-for-environmental-responsibility-v-united-states/ paragraph 10) inherited that error.  I know this would cause confusion if I didn’t clarify it ahead of time, which is why I’m doing so here.
[1]  I also mistakenly believed that acts of war were outside of the study’s scope, and I didn’t find out that I was wrong about that until the project was nearly over.  Although the first-mentioned constraint made that error moot, it would have mattered otherwise.
Power outage mortality
The FEMA power loss mortality model which turned out to have accurately predicted Maria’s deaths at the high estimate (SNRA follow-up letter to committee staff 20201016.pdf pp. 1-2, Substantiation…pdf p. 14) is documented on SNRA (email 1/2 first attachment) pp. 197-198, 201, 204-205.  It isn’t necessarily obvious: I didn’t realize it myself until April 2019.
Except for one parameter (instead of the 500 – 3,000 range of the SNRA’s model, the FRS model projects about 1,000 for Maria), the 2015 SNRA’s power loss mortality model referenced above is identical to the model pub​lished in a July 2015 regulatory filing by the Foundation for Resilient Socie​ties (https://elibrary.ferc.gov/eLibrary/filelist?accession_number=20150727-519 pp. 71-72, esp. footnote 76).  I didn’t know of it myself until a few months ago: I’m surprised it isn’t better known.
DHS Terrorism Risk Assessments (ITRA, BTRA, CTRA, RNTRA)
Context, SNRA (email 1/2 first attached) pp. 451-452, 454;  Substantiation…pdf p. 7 notes 42, 43 and p. 12.
The SNRA was built from DHS’s chemical / biological / radiological-nuclear / integrated CBRN (CTRA, BTRA, RNTRA, ITRA) Terrorism Risk Assessments.  The TRAs are essential context for understanding where the fully unclassified products (the classified CBRN numbers are in a separate classified version) attached to email 1/2 came from.  Public sources for context:
· https://archive.epa.gov/ncer/events/calendar/archive/web/pdf/bennett_steve.pdf
· https://ndiastorage.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/ndia/2008/homest/benn.pdf
· http://wayback.archive-it.org/7993/20170113232609/http://www.fda.gov/downloads/AdvisoryCommittees/CommitteesMeetingMaterials/PediatricAdvisoryCommittee/UCM369849.pdf. 
Mistakes, uncertainty, authority in science
Misunderstandings about how authority in science works are central to the problems I’m disclosing, but they are hard to explain.  The best I’ve been able to do is FAQ p. 3 (How is FEMA using the SNRA?) to 4 (Why does a highly technical product that was made by experts need outside critics?); Substantiation…pdf pp. 13 and 19; and FOIA appeal FEMA 2017-FEFO-00165 20171101.pdf pp. 1-2.
The SNRA and the national THIRA
This regards a July 2019 FEMA product called the ‘national Threat and Hazard Identification and Risk Assessment’ (‘national THIRA’): Summary, see Substantiation…pdf p. 9, NTHIRA...FOIA.pdf p. 1 (responses at https://5usc2302.github.io/risk/2020-FEFO-00401/), and the email at the bottom of this chain.  Detail:
Background:  The 2015 DHS/FEMA national risk assessment attached to email 1/2 is one of a family of four science-based national risk assessments that DHS analysts have made in the past decade (2011, 2013, 2015, 2018).  Each one warned responsible leaders that pandemics were a greater risk to American lives than every hazard to which FEMA had responded in its forty year history, combined (Substantiation…pdf pp. 4-6).  Each of them disappeared, for varying reasons.
I worked on the 2011 Strategic National Risk Assessment (SNRA) and the 2013 Homeland Security National Risk Characterization (HSNRC) as an analyst, and was the technical lead for FEMA’s 2015 SNRA update.  I made a hash of things, and it got buried again (FAQ pp. 1-5).
The problem is that FEMA went ahead and claimed the updated SNRA as the evidential basis for its updated planning assumptions [1] in 2015 – but intentionally kept it buried, so no one could question the connection between that evidence and those assumptions (Substantiation…pdf pp. 12, 19).  The unclassified part of the SNRA is attached to email 1/2.

The ‘national THIRA’ was originally the part of the SNRA 2015 project plan that was to convert the SNRA’s pure risk results into planning targets [2].  FEMA split it off into a separate project, which I also worked on.
The national THIRA is a risk management tool.  It uses risk inputs to identify challenging scenarios, but it is not itself a risk assessment: no probability estimates are associated with the scenarios.  Its selection rules are the “Core Capabilities” which define the current national preparedness system [1] and which themselves are based on the 2015 SNRA.  This created a world of coherence issues when FEMA decided to bury the SNRA and start using the National THIRA in its role – retroactively [3].
The arrival of the greatest risk to the Nation only compounded these issues further.  The stories that FEMA uses to evade responsibility for having failed to anticipate the pandemic (Substantiation…pdf p. 9 second and third bullets) are factually incompatible with the stories that FEMA used to bury the science that did (Substantiation…pdf p. 9 first bullet).
FEMA resolved some of these contradictions (on a narrative level) by creating a new national risk assessment that doesn’t exist at all (https://www.fema.gov/emergency-managers/risk-management/risk-capability-assessment).  Its components (including the national THIRA, https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=862169 pp. 89-90) are real, but they all share the same problem: their only real ‘risk’ inputs come from 1) the [real] national risk assessment that the agency is using them to suppress, and 2) manual adjustments which are less than transparent (Substantiation…pdf pp. 17-18).
[1]  U.S. Department of Homeland Security (2015, September 30).  Risk and the Core Capabilities.  National preparedness goal pp. 4-5, https://www.fema.gov/sites/default/files/2020-06/national_preparedness_goal_2nd_edition.pdf.
[2]  Similar idea to the capability targets of FEMA’s pre-2011 doctrine  (https://www.fema.gov/pdf/government/training/tcl.pdf [some pandemic relevant targets are on pp. 460-463]) but more compact, maybe 10% of that length.
[3]  DHS/FEMA National Preparedness Directorate (NPD) (4/30/2019) PEER v. DHS (1:18-cv-00158-ckk D.D.C.) declaration 28-1, https://www.courtlistener.com/docket/6284501/28/1/public-employees-for-environmental-responsibility-v-united-states/.  Paragraph 8.
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