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Dr. Fred May and Ms. Lindsay Lima - Western Illinois University - Service Learning Projects Design Integrated with University Emergency Preparedness Planning Team and University Library: Fire, Tornado, and Active Shooter 
Western Illinois University (WIU) developed an emergency management student services learning project to address the emergency preparedness planning needs for a university library where a fire, tornado or active shooter would present serious threats. This presentation outlined an approach for conducting such a project that depended on considerable student interaction with university planning staff, library staff, and external professionals from local, state, and federal levels of government. Students learned from interaction with hazard and disaster professionals at each stage of the project development. The university library benefited from the experience of advanced emergency management students, input from professional, and the development of two useable deliverables.

Dr. Fred May’s Emergency Preparedness and Response (EM 323), Spring 2009, class conducted the project. Dr. Fred May is an Associate Professor of Emergency Management at Western Illinois University, and has taught emergency management at Jacksonville State University. He has worked in emergency management for more than 23 years, having retired from the Utah Division of Comprehensive Emergency Management in 2002. While in State government for 14 years, he was an adjunct associate professor of geography while serving as director of the University of Utah, Center for Natural and Technological Hazards which included a co-op program between State government, the University, and the Federal Emergency Management Agency. Dr. May has taught numerous courses in emergency management. He has served as the State Hazard Mitigation officer; Interagency Technical Team coordinator; State Floodplain manager; Earthquake Preparedness Program manager; chair of the Western State Seismic Policy Council; and a member of the development group for the National Emergency Management Information System.

There were several service learning objectives for the project. It introduced students to the real-world emergency preparedness needs of a facility such as the Malpass Library. Students participated in both project design and activities in a team work environment. Student confidence was heightened in regard to interacting with emergency management professional. The project instilled methodologies that relate hazards, threats, and vulnerabilities as well as methodologies that relate vulnerabilities to response procedures. Students were also introduces to table top exercise design. 

The project started as a concept and evolved to produce the particular deliverables. Leadership from the library was involved with the design of the program. The University’s Service Learning Specialist, Dr. Barbara Ribbens, became very involved with the project helping to coordinate class time, out of class assignments, overseers, and guest lecturers/subject matter experts. Because it was such a noteworthy project, it was easy to engage the assistance of the many individuals that became involved. It was designed to apply the principles of Critical Incident Analysis. Three hazards were identified – fire, tornado, and active shooter. The two basic tools used were antecedent conditions models and cascading threat models. The resulting deliverables were training modules for library staff to respond to events and table top exercise also for library staff response. 

The project design sequence consisted of six steps. Step 1 was to determine the project and deliverables, coordinate overseers and schedule, and coordinate with library officials. Step 2 involved coordinating guest lecturers schedule and becoming familiar with the library. During step 3, student input was invited, interviews for antecedent models were conducted, and library vulnerabilities were determined.  Interviewing for the library threat model, determining library response needs, and developing library response training module PowerPoint presentations occurred during step 4. During step 5 interviews for the table top exercise designs were conducted and the table top exercise designs and documents were developed. And step 6 involved refining the training module and presenting the deliverable as scheduled. 

There was a lot to consider in regard to the six-floor Malpass Library and what could occur during an event such as a fire, tornado, or active shooter. Students had to learn details about the library’s procedures, personnel, current policies, and such. The critical incident analysis approach was appropriate for this project. A critical incident is a relatively brief occurrence involving injury, loss, or conflict of significant proportion. It is usually traumatic with the potential to change existing societal norms and threatens the bonds of trust that bind democracies. Because the library did not have anything developed for response, it was an excellent project for this type of analysis. 

Prudent steps taken before an incident can mitigate damage. Models can assist with predictions to help improve on inefficiencies. Disaster models provide a disaster sequence to find inefficiencies within the model. This allows the opportunity to correct inefficiencies through preparedness and response training and also through table top exercises. Vulnerabilities are reveled through antecedent conditions modeling. The threat model allows the appropriate response to be determined. 

Using a basic concept model, pre disaster conditions create the cascading antecedent conditions that result in the disaster or cascading threat sequence. Inefficiencies such as business as usual, lack of emergency planning, or the inattention to vulnerabilities becomes the antecedent conditions that create the threats. The below example of an Antecedent Conditions Model is very similar to Fault Tree Analysis (FTA) that attempts to model and analyze failure processes of engineering and biological systems. 
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Regardless of the type of model used, it is crucial that there is authority and credibility. The best information available must be used. The best technical perception of the threat or risk must be considered. Subject matter experts should be interviewed to provide expert input for the model. 

The WIU project consisted of three teams – one for each event – tornado, structure fire, and active shooter. The students served as the facilitators of the models. Subject matter experts were interviewed by phone and previous events were studied to gather information. Team 1 researched information about the tornado that struck Union University in Jackson, TN, on February 2, 2008, and Enterprise High School in Dothan, AL, on March 1, 2007. An antecedent conditions model was created as was a cascading threat model. Team 2, in which Lindsay Lima later presented during the session about the team’s effort, also created an antecedent conditions model and cascading threat model for structure fire. The active shooter event was undertaken by Team 3. There was long-term involvement between emergency management program and university emergency preparedness planning team. A full scale active shooter exercise was conducted at Fulton County High School. The team gathered information from the FEMA Higher Ed Conference presentation on WIU’s emergency planning and the Toronto Conference on university emergency planning. They also gathered information from the Homeland Security Higher Education Summit presentation on critical incident management. As well, an active shooter table top exercise was conducted. This prepared the team for the first state funded university full scale active shooter exercise held at WIU on Many 27, 2009. One-hundred navy recruits served as “actors” for the event with WIU emergency management students engaged in every phase of the exercise. 

Lindsay Lima is a senior at WIU with minors in emergency management and political science. She also works full-time as a 9-1-1 dispatcher. As a member Team 2, she assisted in the project that examined potential pre-existing conditions in the Malpass Library that could contribute to vulnerabilities to the threats from a fire hazard. Many organizations and subject matter experts were engaged. The project team focused on six conditions that became the six branches of the antecedent conditions model. They were electrical machines left running, faulty wire installation, coffee shop machines running, arson, cleaning supplies catching fire and other causes (i.e. accidental, lighting). Based on this model and studies, several preparedness needs were identified. Examples of such needs are go bags, emergency lighting, audible alarm system with strobe lights, special firefighting equipment, and training of fulltime staff.

 The concept for the cascading threat model that the team created consisted of the sequence of threats that may harm people or damage property. The purpose of the model was to identify sequences of threats, identify response needs, and identify threat scenarios for exercises. Below is the completed threat model. 
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Response needs identified included the need to ensure that the fire evacuation alarm is activated, fire personnel is notified, relay information is announced on the PA system, special needs persons are evacuated, and there is control of traffic and pedestrians outside of the library. The project produced three primary recommendations. A clear plan of action to include who is in charge of the library, notification procedures, assigned person to notify the fire department, assigned person to ensure that the building is evacuated, a pre-determined meeting place outside the library, and actions to take should someone not report to the meeting place should be written. Communications has to be established between the physical plant, library staff, fire department personnel, and the office of public safety. Signage must be installed to identify safe haven stairwells, exits and fire extinguishers. The efforts of Team 2 helped the library staff and university administration to graphically see the liabilities. The deliverable that was produced can assist in revising the current fire plan that proved to be less than adequate.

Service learning projects such as those conducted by the WIU project teams create an environment in which the methodologies to deal with complicated issues can not only be learned but applied to real-world events. The deliverables from this project are now under review by university administration for revision and planned implementation. 

Dr. Christine Gibbs Springer – University of Nevada-Las Vegas – Evaluating the “New FEMA” as a Result of PKEMRA

In 2002, with the creation of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and more than 20 other agencies/entities became part of a new organizational entity. Subsequent performance failures by FEMA, specifically preparation for and response to Hurricane Katrina, led to a number of internal and external reviews and investigations to determine the cause of the failures and to identify potential solutions. Congressional concern led to the passage of PL 109-295, the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006, which set in motion a series of expectations and provided considerable resources for FEMA’s transformation. Since then, FEMA has sought to improve its overall performance as the ‘new FEMA.’ These transformation efforts include activities to better integrate preparedness and response programs with particular reference to FEMA’s ten regional offices. 

Dr. Christine Springer provided the status of an independent assessment of preparedness and response integration with a focus on FEMA’s ten regional offices. She also provided recommendations on the integration, synchronization, and strengthening of preparedness programs between FEMA and its regional offices. 
There are two central goals that have driven the major structural and programmatic changes and a transfer of preparedness programs from DHS to FEMA. They are to integrate preparedness across FEMA mission-programs and to build regional office capabilities to interface with stakeholders before, during, and after disasters. In 2007, guideline capabilities emphasized a preparedness integration mission as well as guidelines related to many other plans such as the National Response Plan, NIMS, critical infrastructure, state capabilities, local capabilities, training programs, assessment systems, and lessons learned sharing information. In 2008 the National Response Framework focused on engaged partnerships, tiered response, scalable, flexible, adaptable, and operational capabilities, unity of effort through unified command, and a readiness to act. And today, requirements of the Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act (PKEMRA) continue to seek improvement of core capabilities in regions, expansion missions to include preparedness and protection, enhancement and integration of human capital, engagement of new constituents such as law enforcement, a national emergency management system, a national preparedness system, creation of new regional office capabilities, and a more coherent national recovery strategy. 
Between October 2006 and February 2008, PKEMRA leadership created 10 working groups staffed by the Office of Policy and Program Analysis. This included human resources, facilities, information technology, finance, procurement, legal, and communications. The intent  was to create 10 robust FEMA regional offices to better integrate preparedness and response programs. More robust regions require the integration of key stakeholders into the decision-making process.  Local government will promote resilient communities, prepare citizens, provide effective first responses, and engage key stakeholders on the local level. States, territories, and tribes will coordinate resources, lead in response and recovery, request additional assistance, and protect public health and welfare. The Federal government will provide first response in locations such as military basis, respond effectively to Governor requests, and DHS will serve as the principal Federal agency for domestic incident response. The private sector and NGOs will engage in partnerships with all levels of government, assist with contingency planning with state and local governments, protect critical infrastructure, and restore commercial activity. 
To perform the assessment, an on-line survey was created and utilized. Twenty-four regional officers, 15 state directors, and five local emergency managers participated. It is important to note that interviews are still on-going. Survey questions and responses are below. 
Survey Questions:
Has integration of preparedness occurred?

How long will it take?
What changes have you noticed?


What are the top 3 things that will make it happen?

How have interactions with stakeholders changed?

How has this affected preparedness?

What are the critical successes factors affecting preparedness?

What are the biggest challenges to making this happen?

What does robust mean?

Federal versus State/Local Responses:






    Federal:


            State/Local:
Somewhat integrated 

76%




68%

1 Year +


76%




67%

Interactions Increased 
State, Business, NGOs

State Only

Preparedness Improved
State, Local, Business, NGOs

No Not Really

Meaning of Robust
Independent Functioning

Authority to be 
      Proactive




Full Staffing



Trained Staff
Open Communications 

Connected to DHS 
     with HQ



     and FEMA HQ




Integrated Across


Engaged/Active 

     Divisions



     with States




Empowerment 


All Grants Should be

     and Resources


     Regional Offices

Regional Office Suggestions:

Establish a vision for preparedness integration and increase commitment to this goal.

Make programmatic and administrative changes to FEMA’s grant programs.

Serve stakeholders and increase their capabilities.

Reduce stove-piping.

Empower the regions.

Improve the relationship between the regions and headquarters.

Increase funding/resources.

Make structural changes to the regions.

(Analysis of respondents’ answers to a question asking for ONE suggestion for improving preparedness.)

Survey results indicate that regions are becoming more robust, but challenges remain. Overall, a regional permanent full-time workforce has increased significantly.  As of April 2009, there has been a 40% increase from FY 2003 levels, and a 73% increase from FY 2006 levels. No Regional Officer reported that their office was currently fully robust. Nearly 60% said their office would require a “considerable amount of change.” Due to preparedness integration activities, over 60% of respondents report their region’s interaction with headquarters has increased. The majority said that this has had a positive impact on preparedness in their region.
Key characteristics for a “Robust Regional Office” were identified as:

1.) increased authority (general decision-making, grants, and responsibility for developing a “regional budget)
2.) adequate human capital (number of employees and skilled/experienced staff)
3.) strong relationships (headquarters and stakeholders)
One State Director’s Observation – “need better understanding in every region that it is not just response, but prevention, protection and coordination with state and local governments. It is no longer acceptable to wait 72-hours but need to be on the ground and operational in 24-hours.”

 (Analysis of respondents’ answers to a question asking what a “robust regional office” means to them.)
Response to question inquiring about the top three actions needed:

           
Federal:


            


Transfer Authority from HQ to Regions


Increase Autonomy and Outward Focus


Budget



Provide Regions with Human Resources

Collaborate with Stakeholders


State/Local:
Transfer Authority to Regions to Work with States

Streamline Funding Streams to States

Increase Regional Staff Who Can Develop Plans with States and Locals

One State Director’s Observation – “more resources and staff to regions so that they can build relationships with states and cities and understand what each can provide during an emergency.”

Response to question inquiring about noticed changes:


Federal:



Better Coordination and Effectiveness



More Program Interface with Other Divisions


Stronger Link Between Preparedness Grants and Disaster Programs


State/Local:



Increased Communication and Collaboration



More Prescriptive



Inability to Integrate Other Federal Agencies



More Directives without Funding


One State Director’s Observation – “preparation has become more of a priority to FEMA. 


There is a sense of urgency. FEMA has however, not addressed the layers of bureaucracy 

that make coherent preparedness difficult to achieve.

Response to question inquiring about challenges to integration:

Federal:



Lack of Funding and Staffing



Lack of Communication and Coordination with HQ



Lack of Commitment to Preparedness



Lack of Clear Division between GPD and NPD Re: Grants



State/Local:



No Clear FEMA Standards or Measures



Preparedness Driven By Events



State to State Differences



Lack of Integration of Preparedness Funding (RCPG)


One State Director’s Observation – “current budget crises at the state and local governmental level are the biggest challenge because Federal dollars are a drop in the bucket when you are laying off first responders.”

Response to question inquiring about critical success factors:


Federal:



Full Staff and Empower Regions



Give Regions Budget and Staff Needed



Move All Grants to Regions Under a National Preparedness Directive


FEMA HQ and Regions Work Together Not Dictate


State/Local:

Decentralize Authority and Staff and Empower Regions to Support State

and Local Governments



Training, Exercises and Resources for Joint Collaboration



Resources for Preparedness


One State Director’s Observation – “providing resources to build capacity from the 

bottom up so as to be prepared for larger and non-traditional events (swine flu) should be viewed as an investment in national assets.”

The results of the assessment produced emerging themes. There seems to be success based on shared understanding of the keys to implementation. Regional offices must be full partners. PKEMRA is an opportunity for FEMA and its human capital is critical. It is important to engage all stakeholders. 

The key focal points that were identified by virtue of this inquiry are the need to define preparedness integration and robust regions. For there to be integration, coherent relationships must exist between stakeholders including regions that focus on preparedness not simply response. Robust regions have to focus on funding, staffing, empowerment, clarity of standard, and mission-specific actions. 

Survey respondents made several suggestions for reaching the goal of integration and creating successful robust regional offices. Success will depend on a shared understanding of the keys to implementation. There will be a need to align the total organization around understanding preparedness integration. Annual or quarterly meetings with stakeholders will provide an opportunity to discuss issues and monitor progress. There needs to be a focus on outcomes and silos need to be broken down. Regional offices must be full partners. FEMA headquarters needs to engage regional offices in collaborative decision-making. The preparedness vision within mission-related programs at the regional level needs to be clarified. Regional offices are now considered good partners to states, but they need to be empowered to expand on relationships. PKEMRA is an opportunity for FEMA to do so. Proven management practices to sustain momentum and successfully affect long-term positive change need to be implemented. FEMA employees need to be challenged to form a new single shared FEMA culture. An expanded more complex workforce needs to be engaged and maximized. Strategic human capital and data systems need to be developed. Engaging stakeholders will be important. Efforts to do so at all levels must be increased. Additional analysis on the depth and breadth of stakeholder engagement should continue with the acknowledgement of critical facts such as that states have dealt with disastrous events successfully and the sharing of those experiences will prove beneficial to future preparedness (e.g. Florida dealing with hurricanes.) Funding thresholds need to be revisited so that poor communities in big budget states are not sanctioned. New capabilities for now and the future need to be built into FEMA’s processes so as to continue to promote the critical preparedness integration mission. 
