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Abstract. The work is structured as follows: First, it will briefly talk about an emergency 

plan’s function and structure. From this starting point the article will move on to the actual 

plan and highlight some of its major deficiencies. Special attention will be given to why 

having a model plan is a bad idea and to the link between emergency plans and 

policy/legislative context. In the end, a couple of the plan’s strong points will be discussed. 

The main point to be drawn from this plan’s analysis is that focusing on the policy and the 

deadlines it imposes without taking in to account local limitations leads to hastily,  

mass-produced plans, which are far removed from the recommended planning process. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

This essay will focus on the proliferation of a 

model/template emergency plan by the Bacău 

County (Romania) Emergency Committee. The plan 

has a main body and a series of annexes. It overtly 

states that local authorities should keep the main 

body, fill in the annexes and consider the resulting 

document as their emergency plan! 

The function of emergency planning is to 

prepare government, organizations and people for 

emergencies and disasters. This preparedness allows 

resources to be used appropriately to reduce 

vulnerability. Both resources and vulnerability 

change in time so the planning process has to keep 

track of these changes if it is to achieve its goal. The 

emergency plan, as a document, is a picture of the 

planning process at one given time (Alexander, 

2002; Coppola, 2007; Perry and Lindell, 2007; 

WHO, 1999; Twigg, 2004; Lindell and Perry, 1992; 

Lindell et al., 2007, Alexander, 1993). 

A plan should be structured around four main 

concepts: strategy (how to address the issue), tactics 

(what tools and actions are used to implement the 

strategy), responsibilities (who executes the strategy), 

and resources (manpower, hardware, information) 

(Perry and Lindell, 2007; Lindell et al., 2007). 

One of the main critiques concerning emergency 

plans is that people do not follow them in case of an 

emergency. Even if that might sometimes be the 

case they are nevertheless a tool for problem 

solving and education (WHO, 1999). 

 

2. PLAN ANALYSIS 

 

The plan discussed in this essay is titled “The 

defence plan in case of a specific emergency 

situation caused by earthquakes and/or landslides”. 

It is 38 pages long. Half of the plan represents the 

body of the plan (purpose, responsibilities, a vast 

section on mitigation activities, etc.). The other half 

is made up of annexes. These annexes are essentially 

empty tables concerning things like buildings that 

are at risk, resources or who is responsible for gas/ 

electricity/water. The plan states that local authorities 

should keep the main body, fill in the annexes and 

consider the resulting document as their emergency 

plan. 

Putting earthquakes and landslides in the same 

emergency plan (which is to be used as a model 



27 | P a g e    Earthquake emergency plan analysis; a case study of Bacău County in Romania 

 

Copyright © CRMD 2017                                                                                                                                                      GeoPatterns  

plan) is debatable. Maybe it was done because they 

both involve the same set of strategies (Alexander, 

2002; Perry and Lindell, 2007) or maybe it was 

done just to save time and minimize workload. 

Onești is the second largest city in Bacău County 

with circa 50.000 inhabitants. The author fails to see 

how this city situated in a relatively flat valley 

should share the main body of an earthquake and/or 

landslide plan with Slănic Moldova (a 5000 –

inhabitant’s town perched on mountain sides). It 

seems less a case of similar strategies and more a 

case of “two-in-one” irrespective of context and 

local dimensions.  

Going further with the plan’s analysis one can 

notice it is riddled with errors. It has no legislative 

framework. One has to research if the county is at 

risk from earthquakes because there is no 

supporting evidence. It has no links to supporting 

plans. The plan becomes active by employing 

„parameters” (number of dead/ wounded/ homeless) 

for what is to be considered a specific emergency 

without factoring in the size of the administrative 

unit. There is no mention or apparent understanding 

of how the plan will work over prolonged periods. 

There is no identified process for learning lessons as 

a result of an emergency. There is no maintenance 

policy and no stand down procedure. It has 

considered informing and warning the public but 

not media relations or staff support (UK Cabinet 

Office, 2011; Alexander, 2002; Perry and Lindell, 

2007; Lindell and Perry, 1992; Lindell et al., 2007). 

All of these errors are potentially life-threatening 

but the paper will focus on what is seen as the 

plan’s underlying issue. It is a model plan. Not only 

does this make it generally useless (Perry and 

Lindell, 2007) but it amplifies and propagates its 

limitations. Even if the plan were very good when 

evaluated against official guidance or academic 

texts (which it isn’t) it is not a good idea to base 

local community emergency plans on a template.  

There are a number of reasons for this.  

The first should do with the hazard. Even if 

different towns in Bacău County are to be affected 

by the same earthquake the way the hazard 

manifests itself will be unique for each of the towns 

(Perry and Lindell, 2007). Soft sediments increase 

the probability of seismic structural damage which 

means that apparently similar towns will feel the 

impact differently depending on the soil they’re 

built on (Alexander, 1999). 

The second has to do with vulnerability (Bankoff 

et al., 2004, Wisner et al., 2004). Counting the 

buildings that are in danger of collapse should an 

earthquake occur and listing them does little in 

assessing the communities’ specific vulnerabilities. 

Slănic Moldova (the small town mentioned earlier), 

has one access road and is surrounded by 

mountains. (Bakuli and Smith, 1996). Dărmăneşti (a 

town of about 15.000) is downstream from a dam 

(Bayraktar and Kartal, 2010; Pidd et al., 1996) and 

the lake behind it containing 90 million cubic 

meters of water (BCC, 2010). The vulnerability 

assessment needs to match the community.  

The third has to do with the interaction between 

planners. Planning is an opportunity for liaison, 

joint problem solving, consultation and education 

(Alexander, 2002; LESLP, 2007). If this is taken 

away then acceptance and support (French, 2011) of 

the „outsider” plan will be diminished. 

 Planning should not be about having a written 

plan; it should be about community preparedness. 

Even so one could see how using a model plan 

might make things easier and faster and therefore 

tempting (Perry and Lindell, 2007). It is just that in 

this case it wasn’t local planners that chose to use a 

template for their community but it was the County 

Committee that imposed a model upon Local 

Committees. 

In 2004 the Romanian Government issued an 

ordinance that modified the structures in place at the 

time and created the National Emergency Management 

System (Romanian Government, 2004). In this 

system mayors and prefects need to set up Local 

Emergency Committees and County Emergency 

Committees respectively [these are similar in 

function and structure to the Local Resilience 

Forums (UK Cabinet Office, 2011) in the UK]. At a 

national level the Ministry of Internal Affairs 

coordinates. All committees are obligated by law to 

have emergency plans for specific risks, evacuation 

plans and intervention and cooperation plans.  

So if Local has to write its plans why is County 

doing the job for them? There are probably 

numerous inter-connected reasons but the essay will 

only focus on the interaction between two: 
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centralization (Walter and Bruch, 2010; Baldassarri 

and Grossman, 2011) and political pressure. 

In 2004 Romania was being pressured by the EU 

to make structural reforms (Babetskii and Campos, 

2007) so that it can successfully join in 2007. At a 

central level where resources are abundant the 

pressure of reforms can be overcome. At a local 

level, where resources (including trained people) 

may be quite limited (Rockett, 1994), reform (and 

the documents to prove it) might be slow to come. 

Because of centralization counties get their financial 

support from Central, so if Central needs documents 

from Local to prove to the EU that reforms are on 

schedule, County has to “help” Local because they 

know/assume Local will not deliver on time.   

Apart from this generating almost useless 

emergency plans and creating an illusion of safety 

there is also another issue which is that policy 

should be widely debated (WHO, 1999), but it isn’t. 

Policy should also be developed in consultation 

with those who are required to implement it; this 

again is not the case here. If everybody has 

produced the documents that they were required 

within the deadlines the need for debate moves in 

the background. 

Planning for disaster with multiple organisations 

and jurisdictions is hard enough (Georgiadou, 2010, 

Hill, 2010) because various stakeholders might have 

different perspectives and/or goals (French, 2011, 

Mitchell, 1997). Adding top-down political pressure 

(Rockett, 1994) and a centralized system of 

governance (Blagescu et al., 2005, Halachmi, 2005) 

is likely to make it harder. 

There are a couple of strong points to this plan. 

There is a need to highlight these for they are not 

many but could prove rather useful when an 

emergency happens and for other plan designers. 

The first is the emergency assessment protocol. 

This is essentially an information collection tool 

that is quite simple and robust which makes it 

usable by the local community. This is crucial for it 

is the local community that is “in the front line” and 

speedy, clear information is what is needed from 

them in order to form a reliable picture of the 

situation. One big downside of this assessment tool 

is that it makes no mention of how the people making 

the assessment should survey a cross-section of the 

affected population (Perry and Lindell, 2007). This 

is important because different areas in the same 

region can be affected in various degrees and 

because even if the population was exposed evenly 

there might be subpopulations that are more 

affected. Even with this weakness the simplicity of 

this tool makes it one of the few parts of the plan 

that could be useful for all the administrative units. 

The second is concerned with what the plan calls 

“auxiliary forces”. These are defined as specialized 

volunteer units. The plan makes no reference as to 

who will organize these units, how they will be used 

and how they will cooperate with the other 

responders, but it does say who they can/should be 

made up of, and this is where it gets interesting. 

Amongst others, which can also be found in some 

UK plans (Radio Society or Red Cross), the plan 

also lists: private security companies, taxi 

companies, licensed utility climbers, licensed 

lifeguards, licensed divers, psychotherapy offices, 

private canine training centres and licensed  

stunt-man. One could see how this might not work. 

There is however more to this than meets the 

eye. Lack of resources can lead to improvisation 

(Sharkansky and Zalmanovitch, 2000). In a country 

where emergency resources are far from abundant 

(Porfiriev, 2001) using the taxi companies [see 

General Gallieni and the Paris Taxis for an example 

(Reason, 2008)] or private canine training centres 

can be a potential source of assistance. In a rich 

country, this would be unthinkable and mostly 

useless, in other countries it might be a matter of 

legal liability, but in Romania improvisation and 

induced participation (WHO, 1999) are sometimes 

matters of necessity.  

 

3. CONCLUSIONS 

 

This paper has analysed an earthquake and/or 

landslide emergency plan designed by the Bacău 

County Emergency Committee to be a model 

emergency plan for other administrative units 

within the county. The emergency planning process 

as well as the function and structure of general 

emergency plans were briefly introduced. 

Limitations of the plan under discussion where 

highlighted. Special attention was given to the 

plan’s model status, to why this is not something 
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recommended and to the context in which this plan 

was devised. Analysis revealed a couple of strong 

points. The latter of these potentially stems from the 

same context (lacking in resources) that generated 

the plan’s major drawback in the first place. 

The author acknowledges that analysing a plan 

that is an example of good practice is useful in 

determining what it has missing and what can be 

done about it. Despite this the author has 

deliberately chosen to analyze this plan for it 

reveals so much more about underlying issues than 

“not having stand down procedures in an otherwise 

very good plan” would. The recommendation is 

then to look further, to look at why a plan is written 

in a certain way. Different organisational cultures 

and socio-political contexts will produce different 

documents. This document is in a way a testimony 

of the inefficiency, laziness and lack of skills of the 

Romanian state apparatus.   Fixing the document is 

a start but it is only scratching the surface. Deep 

changes in organisational culture, in the way 

policies are enacted and in the interaction between 

these two need to happen if loss and suffering are to 

be reduced. 
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