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For 2 years, Dr. Stephen Meinhold has been working on a project with the Mitigation Directorate of FEMA. It is a cooperative agreement between FEMA and the University of North Carolina at Wilmington that focuses on building tools for communities and universities to increase the number of partnerships and the level of collaboration between the two parties. 

The goal of the project is for higher education institutions and communities to work together to reduce damage from future disasters. We know that hazards and their impacts on society are complex phenomena, and we know that colleges and universities are in the business of teaching about, understanding, and helping solve such complex phenomena. The benefits derived from higher education institutions and communities working together should be obvious. However, in 1997, FEMA created Project Impact, and communities were encouraged to involve nearby colleges and universities in their efforts to become disaster resistant. Project Impact should have brought together colleges/universities and communities, but this did not happen in all communities.

In 2001, Dr. Meinhold began his project by surveying Project Impact coordinators about the type of relationship they had with the community.

Summary of Findings:

· 55% percent of Project Impact communities have one or more higher education institutions as formal partners.

--Medium-sized Project Impact communities are the most likely to have a formal higher education partner.

--Community experience with disasters does not increase the likelihood of a formal partnership.

--The more higher education institutions in the community, the greater the likelihood of a formal partnership.

· 62% percent of Project Impact communities have worked with a higher education institution.

--81% of the collaborative projects were conducted in Project Impact communities with formal higher education partners.

--90% of Project Impact communities with a formal higher education partner have collaborated with a college or university.

--The number of higher education institutions nearby appears less important than having a formal partnership in fostering collaborative efforts.

· Collaborative projects between communities and higher education institutions range across all three aspects of the academy: teaching, research, and service.

--14% of the collaborative efforts were teaching related, such as: Emergency Management course development; student community surveys; Spring Break projects; students building a safe room model.

--33% of the collaborative efforts were research based, such as: HAZUS technical assistance; Website assistance; and hazard mitigation planning activities.

--52% of the collaborative efforts were administrative support and services based.

In 2002, Dr. Meinhold conducted a parallel survey of county/area/parish Emergency Managers regarding their collaboration with colleges and universities. He received 527 completed surveys.

· 40% of communities have collaborated with a higher education institution.

--8% of communities have collaborated with higher education institutions two times, and 3% three times.

--1% of the communities that have not collaborated have tried to do so.

--Full-time Emergency Management coordinators are more likely than part-time coordinators to collaborate with higher education institutions.

· Collaborative projects between Emergency Management and higher education institutions range across all three aspects of the academy: teaching, research, and service.

--31% of the collaborations were teaching or instruction based.

--12% of the collaborations were research based.

--57% of the collaborations were administrative support and services based.

The low level of collaboration is as much the fault of the higher education institutions as Emergency Managers. Why is this?

· Perhaps higher education institutions lack the knowledge or skills that would help them deal with hazards. This is mostly false.
· Perhaps higher education institutions have changed and therefore altered the kind of activities they are engaged in. This is mostly true.
As institutions changed, the expectations of faculty activity changed. Ernest Boyer describes four dimensions of scholarship: discovery, integration, application, and teaching. Marurana et al. have added a new dimension called “community scholarship” which requires that the scholar be engaged in a partnership of equals. A model proposed by Marurana et al. (2000) defines community scholarship as the products that result from active, systematic engagement of academics with communities for such purposes as addressing a community-identified need, studying community problems and issues, and engaging in the development of programs that improve health. 

Evaluation criteria for community scholarship include:

· Clear Goals
· Adequate Preparation

· Appropriate Methods

· Significant Results

· Effective Presentation

· Ongoing Reflective Critique

There are many things that a higher education institution can do to recognize community scholarship:

· Emphasize the importance of peer review in Ph.D. programs

· Require portfolios

· Link to incentives (merit raises, research stipends, etc.)
· Become a disaster-resistant university
· Ask questions about mitigation planning on campus
· Offer students as a resource for campus-based mitigation planning
Colleges and universities can create linkages with affiliated groups such as:

· The Society for College and University Planning

· International Association of Emergency Managers

· National Association of College and University Business Officers

· International Association of Fire Chiefs (University Division)

· FEMA HiEd Project

