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	As part of the Nation’s catastrophic planning efforts, the National Capital Region (NRC), the Washington Metro Area and the FEMA Region III States launched an effort to plan for a catastrophic event hitting DC and causing ripple effects out into a six-state region to include West Virginia, Virginia, Maryland, Delaware and Pennsylvania.  As the foundation for that planning effort, a behavioral study of the residents of the NCR was conducted by the University of Virginia’s Center for Survey Research.  The University of Delaware’s Disaster Research Center teamed with UVA to provide disaster expertise.  The Virginia Department of Emergency Management was the project manager for the effort.
	Over 2,500 residents in the National Capital Region were surveyed on their reaction to a series of radiological dispersion devices or “dirty bombs” being exploded in the NCR.  Many factors were included in the design of the questions that allowed for scenarios to be layered so it could be determined whether or not residents would follow the directions of authorities, shelter in place, or evacuate.  
METHODOLOGY
Workshops that were conducted were a critical part to the projects success.  It helped the researchers develop what questions they wanted on survey.  Then focus groups that were formulated tested the survey.  It was pretested several times which took a long time to field the survey out to the public.  Overall it took about a year to get results from the National Capital Region.  
	A twenty-eight minute survey was conducted through assisted telephone interviewing in English and in Spanish.  The triple frame design was used by utilizing a white pages sample, random digit dial, and cell phones.  Of each of these three methods cell phones reached the widest range and majority of people.  Without the technology of cell phones there would not have been such a good survey sample.  
Various questions were asked in the surveys.  What seemed to be a big difference in how people responded was whether it mattered if they had prior experience to an emergency response.  This had a lot to do with determining whether people will stay or go.  When people go through such an event they learn from their experience.  
	A factorial survey was used where different people were read different questions and different scenarios by the surveyors.  Doing this would ensure the researchers could collect a wide variety of samples.  Each scenario was either a Minimum, Moderate and Maximum threat scenario and each of the respondents was given two of the three scenarios to answer.  Each of these three different scenarios was tested five thousand times as systematically varied samples.  Meaning some scenarios were intentionally made scary from a four aspects hazard level, ranging from low to high.  Some examples were for the respondent to imagine being at home or at work or out and about.  There were four different possible sources of info from which the information was coming from for example the Mayor or the Chief of Police.  For each respondent the scenario itself usually stayed the same there was just an increase in threat level.  
The Minimum threat scenarios that respondents were given were to simply shelter in place.  For example, one dirty bomb just went off far away and the wind is blowing downwind.  The threat level is intended to be low in the area the respondent resides.    A Moderate threat scenario example would be a dirty bomb went off a mile away and the wind is blowing towards the area they are in and every was ordered to shelter inside for 48 hrs or until the area has been cleared A Maximum threat scenario example would be in the past 30 minutes multiple dirty bombs went off in the surrounding areas to include Maryland and Virginia.  As you can see the threat level increased with each scenario.  The respondents did perceive a difference in how they would react to the hazardous they were in.  
RESULTS
	The results in the survey showed success in creating the different scenarios The question is “Would they stay or go?”  Those respondents who were told to shelter in place, they think most would stay.  In the Moderate threat level scenarios ¾ of the people also said they would stay. The “it depends” factor made a difference in how many responded. For example some respondents would say “it depends if my wife and children are leaving” and so fourth.  They couldn’t commit to one answer.  Those that were told to imagine being at work, in a non-shelter in place, some of them would leave and go home, 10% would go somewhere else other then home and 40% would stay at work.  
Did the different factors effect the decisions that respondents made?  Not really.  The source the information was coming from did make a difference.  Fewest people acknowledged the threat warnings when a Governor made announcement.  The local fire chief got a lot of compliance possibly due to their role in the community; Emergency Managers did not get much compliance either.  
The percentage of people who would leave was not that high.  Most people according the surveys said they would head to their homes.  The greater the hazard did not make a difference in whether respondents would stay or go more.  Sixty percent of the respondents said they would stay within the National Capital Region the remainder would leave.  If there happened to be a mandatory evacuation of the NCR, 50% would comply most of them being Federal workers.  On average they would evacuate about 5 miles from the NCR.  During a moderate threat level respondents would travel an average 15 miles away and during a maximum threat level 20 miles  Of those, 2 to 4% said they would travel to West Virginia and none of them would travel to Delaware.  Researchers were unsure of why other then many residence felt they wouldn’t get anywhere with all the traffic. 
Exact numbers could be given to the boarder states on how many people would stay or go from the National Capitol Region but estimates were given for future planning purposes.  
CLOSING- PANEL 
This project was started in 2008 through a Regional Catastrophic Grant.  Surrounding states outside the Washington D.C. area were concerned that if a catastrophic event were to take place that they could not handle the millions of people that would flee to their states specifically West Virginia.   With this being a concern D.C. was pushed to look at what they would do and move beyond the assumptions that many were making.
The most challenging part of this project was that some of the states were not used to working together.  This was a very quick project that needed to have a quick turnaround.  Maryland, D.C. and Virginia had a working partnership already formed where the other states had not.  This took some time to get things moving.  It took many different players to make this happen from various expertises.  
Many variables could have made the outcomes of the survey different, from winter storms to transportation.  The main focus was that this was a behavioral study.  It was not intended to test the transportation systems in D.C. Only to determine if people in the National Capitol Regional would stay or would they go.  A catastrophic event has never happened in this Region, so this study is the closest thing possible to knowing what people would do.  
Overall, researchers felt the project went very well.  This is a good foundation for future research and future planning purposes for the National Capitol Region.  It demonstrated an effective model for academic and practitioner collaboration that can produce valuable data to better prepare our Nation’s capitol and the surrounding States for a major emergency.
