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	[MEASURING THE ASSUMPTION GAP]

	According to the U.S. Census Bureau approximately 5.8 million children between the ages of five and fourteen years old spend some part of the day unsupervised.  These latchkey children are a unique functional needs population.  Preparing emergency plans for these children represent significant challenges to emergency planners due to the severe communications issues which exist between parents and planners.  The authors believe that the result of those communication issues is that both parents and emergency planners are each basing their plans on the assumption that the other is more prepared to cope with an unattended child during a disaster than they actually are.  The authors will attempt to demonstrate in this paper that an assumption gap exists between what emergency planners can actually do given their plans and what parents believe emergency planners will do during a disaster.
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According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2002 report “Who’s Minding the Children?” approximately 5.8 million grade school aged children (or 15%) spend at least some part of the day unsupervised (Overturf Johnson, 2005).  These latchkey children spend an average of 6.3 hours alone per week.  While some children spend as little as a half hour alone other children can be on their own for 3 hours or more every day before or after school (Ibid.).  Following Hurricane Katrina, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) tasked emergency managers to include persons with special needs in their emergency plans (FEMA, 2008).  Latchkey children are one such population. Unfortunately for emergency planners insufficient information on the subject exists.  The Census Bureau’s report answers the question of how many latchkey children exist on a national scale but it does not offer specific information on how to find and reach out to this population nor does it offer any insight into how prepared this population would be in the event of a disaster.
To prepare for a disaster, emergency planners and parents need good information so that they make good plans.  The problem is that good information on this subject is hard to find.  It is believed by the authors of this paper that as a consequence of this poor information, these two groups (parents and emergency planners) are basing their decisions on assumptions.  This would be bad enough, but could prove to be disastrous if it is determined that the set of assumptions being used by emergency planners is different than the set of assumptions being used by the parents of latchkey children.  In this study the authors conducted a survey that concentrated on quantifying the gap between what emergency planners/responders can actually do given their plans and what parents believe emergency planners/responders will do during a disaster.  
[bookmark: _Toc263190622]Background
Special Needs Populations and Latchkey Children:
Central to this study is the importance of establishing why latchkey children qualify as a special needs population but in order to do that the criteria for a special needs population must first be defined.  Per the Comprehensive Preparedness Guide 301 (FEMA, 2008), a special needs population is defined as follows:
Populations whose members may have additional needs before, during, and after an incident in functional areas, including but not limited to:
· Maintaining Independence
· Communication
· Transportation
· Supervision
· Medical Care
Individuals in need of additional response assistance may include those who have disabilities; who live in institutionalized settings; who are elderly; who are children [emphasis added]; who are from diverse cultures; who have limited English proficiency; or who are non-English speaking; or who are transportation disadvantaged (FEMA, 2008).
Latchkey children may qualify as a functional needs population for a number of reasons.  First, they are children and that status may qualify them as a functional needs population.  Second, they have special issues that they must cope with that other children do not have to worry about.  Children in self-care have cognitive and intellectual limitations as compared to adults but will still have to make important life and death decisions for themselves and, in some cases, a younger sibling.  Following a disaster or evacuation these children will need adult support and supervision until they can be reunited with their parents.  In the event of an evacuation, latchkey children will also require transportation.  
For a disaster plan to succeed it is important for emergency planners and parents to be on the same page.  For that to happen, planners and parents need to communicate.  Unfortunately, there are three main impediments to communication between planners and parents.  Those three obstacles are legal issues, the secretive nature of the target population and a lack of information.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
[bookmark: _Toc263190472][bookmark: _Toc263190623]Impediments to communication:
Legal Issues:
The most significant challenge to communication is the legal issues associated with latchkey children.  While policy tasks emergency planners with planning for latchkey children, statutes inhibit parents from talking about their children’s needs.  For example, in the state of Illinois, the statute for neglect regarding what age children can be left alone reads:
 
any minor under the age of 14 years whose parent or  other person responsible for the minor's welfare leaves the minor without supervision for an unreasonable period of time without regard for the mental or physical health, safety, or welfare of that minor. (Illinois General Assembly).

The Illinois statute states that no one 13 years old or younger can be left alone for an unreasonable amount of time; however, the statute fails to specify what would be considered an unreasonable amount of time.  What is legally acceptable: a half-hour, an hour or two hours?  It appears from reading the statute that “unreasonable” is determined by either the police or child services.  The statute further states that “unreasonable” is based on (but not limited to); the age of the child, the number of children, mental or physical handicaps of the child, condition and location of the place the child was left, the weather, location of the parent or guardian, whether the child was given a phone number to call, provision of food, whether conduct was attributable to economic hardship or illness of the guardian, the age, physical and mental capabilities of the person providing supervision for the child and did the parent or guardian make a good faith effort to provide for the health and safety of the child (Illinois General Assembly).
At first glance, the above-listed exceptions seem to exonerate latchkey parents from prosecution.  However, a closer look reveals prosecution of a parent is based solely on the discretion of the prosecutor which will be guided by the opinions of the police or child services worker.  Due to the capricious wording of the statute, parents looking to protect themselves from prosecution will likely feel that the best protection comes from authorities never knowing about the situation in the first place.  
A further complication for emergency managers is that they may not be able to reach out to parents because another state statute, 325 ILCS 5/4, requires that government workers report known cases of neglect or abuse (Illinois General Assembly).  Both of these laws are designed to protect children but the unintended consequence is that parents and emergency managers cannot connect.  Because they cannot connect, they cannot communicate with each other about their needs, expectations and limitations.  Although, the specific statutes may vary from state to state, all states have some variation of a neglect law and a requirement to report.
Another big roadblock to communication is the secretive nature of the latchkey population.  The aforementioned legal issues, combined with the stigma against latchkey children and the fear that those with malicious intent might harm their child, means that parents are extremely reluctant to discuss the issue even with members of their own family.  Any program or policy that is created must recognize that this key demographic will probably not seek out information unless they can do so anonymously.
The third impediment to emergency planners designing policies for latchkey children is the lack of accurate information.  Of the studies that exist, most focus on determining the demographic issues involved.  The U.S. Census Bureau has been tracking latchkey children since the 1980s.  This coincided with the rise of women in the workplace. Recent census studies have tracked the percentage of latchkey children, the race and the economic status of latchkey parents (Overturf Johnson, 2005). 
Latchkey children demographics:
Several studies have attempted to determine the variables which lead to an increase in the number of latchkey children.  For example, one study attempted to measure the effect of the employment status of the mother on self-care (Rodman & Pratto, 1987).  Another study examined if it was more likely for latchkey children to be found among shift workers (Cain, 1983).  A third study attempted to demonstrate that it is the employment status of the mother in combination with the age and maturity level of the child that determines whether a child will be left in self care (Rodman & Pratto, 1987).  
Despite the different subjects studied, nearly all of the studies agree that latchkey children can be found in all types of neighborhoods, be they rural, urban or suburban.  Nearly all of the studies agree that latchkey children can be found within every type of cultural group; be they white, Asian, black or Hispanic.  Nearly all of the studies agree that these children can be found in every socioeconomic branch of America; rich, poor or somewhere in between.  And finally, all of the studies agree that latchkey children exist in significant numbers and that those numbers are likely to increase in the upcoming years.
Many of the studies about latchkey children focus on developmental aspects of children in self-care as compared to children under adult supervision.  In the study “Children in Self-Care,” the authors demonstrate that the percentage of children in self-care rises sharply among children eleven years or older.  Children seven years and under account for less than 5% of latchkey children, children between the ages of eight to ten account for just over 10% whereas between the ages of eleven to twelve the percentage of children left in self-care spikes to over 30% (Kerrebrock & Lewit, 1999).  The U.S. Census report “Who’s Minding the Children” (Overturf Johnson, 2005) and the study “Dispelling the Myths, Self-Care, Class and Race” (Casper & Smith, 2002) confirm that the likelihood of a child being in self care dramatically increases as the child crosses the eleven year old threshold.  For emergency planners trying to design educational policies this may suggest that planners should target school aged children in the fourth or fifth grade as this seems to be the age, many parents start considering leaving their children in self-care.
Patchwork of care:
The kneejerk response for some might be to say that leaving a child in self-care is just irresponsible parenting, but it is of our opinion that most parents who choose this option of child care have done so only after finding all other options unsuitable.  They also stitch together a variety of activities or visits with relatives over the week to minimize the time their child is left alone.  “Researchers recognize that many children’s after-school hours are complex patchworks of different care arrangements, which may shift daily or weekly.  A child may experience center-based care, organized sports or lessons, a baby-sitter, unsupervised time with peers and self-care all in a single week (Kerrebrock & Lewit, 1999).”  What follows are a few examples of latchkey children and a demonstration of the hodgepodge childcare solutions parents may come up with for their child.  The examples were generated from interviews of either adults who grew up as latchkey children or the parent of a latchkey child. 
The first example is Brian.  Brian was a white child from the upscale suburb of Park Ridge, IL.  Brian was in the fifth grade when his parents first started leaving him in self-care.  His parents are married and both work regular 9 to 5 jobs.  Brian’s mother used to have him enrolled in an afterschool program but took him out after Brian complained that the program was for little kids.  Brian would go to his grandma’s house after school on Monday because that was her day off.  On Tuesday, Thursday and for an hour on Friday he had baseball practice.  That means the only time Brian was really alone was on Wednesday and for an hour on Friday.  Brian was considered by his parents and teachers to be smart, responsible and mature for his age.  Brian was also given a list of household safety rules such as don’t use the stove, don’t answer the door to anyone and instructions to call Mom or 9-1-1 if something should happen.  This was Brian’s typical schedule (the sport changed seasonally) until he entered high school (Maher, 2009).
The second example is Veronica.  Veronica is a Mexican-American living in Chicago’s West Town neighborhood near Ashland and Diversey.  This was a mostly immigrant neighborhood, with a substantial gang population and was, in Veronica’s words “a little rough.”  Veronica’s parents both worked until about 7 p.m.  Veronica was heavily involved in after school activities, such as cheerleading, swim team, yearbook and the theater department.  Veronica would then come home and start preparing dinner for her brother and younger sister.  During the summer Veronica would hang out with a group of friends, partially because they liked each other and partially to protect themselves from being recruited or harassed by the gangs.  Veronica and her friends would often walk to the North Avenue Beach where they would spend most of their day (Novalez, 2009).
The third example is Jamie.  Jamie is a white female who grew up in the Uptown neighborhood on Chicago’s north side.  Uptown is a melting pot of whites, blacks and Vietnamese immigrants.  At the time Jamie was growing up there were a large number of low-income housing units in the neighborhood.  It also had and has a large indigent population.  Officers in the Twentieth police district claim that the area has the largest concentration of mental patients in the city due to the combination of homeless shelters, SROs (single residence occupancy apartments), outpatient services for mental patients and the Lakeshore Mental Hospital.  Jamie’s mother was never married and worked the afternoon shift at a neighborhood bar.  Jamie would check in with her mother after school, do homework at the bar and then go hang out with her best friend.  Jamie had, in her own words, “free rein” of the neighborhood.  She says that she rarely went home because it was too boring (Richardson, 2009).
The complexity of childcare arrangements is part of the difficulty in gathering the information necessary to produce valid emergency plans.  The other difficulty comes from the strong resistance to the word latchkey children.  In fact, despite the fact that each of the children mentioned above meets our definition of a latchkey child, only Jamie acknowledged that she was a latchkey child.
Response to being in self-care:
Various studies report that how well the child responds to being in self-care depends on the age and maturity level of the child in connection with certain neighborhood factors such as the safety level (perceived or real) of the neighborhood and whether they have access (either by phone or in person) to a responsible adult (Long & Long, 1983), (Kerrebrock & Lewit, 1999 and Shulman, Kedem, Kaplan, Sever, Llana, & Braja, 1998).
The neighborhood’s safety level also influences a child’s response to being in self-care as children in safer neighborhoods are usually allowed more freedom to go outside or invite friends over.  This dispels both feelings of loneliness and anxiety (Long & Long, 1983), 
Of all the literature that was reviewed for this project two stand out.  One was a website which asked parents to answer eight questions relating to their children’s emotional and cognitive abilities before letting them stay home alone (Your Family's Health, n.d.).  This is valuable because it encourages parents to consider how well their children will be able to cope with emergencies.  The eight questions asked are:
· What is the child’s maturity level?
· Do they understand and follow safety instructions?
· How do they do when it comes to making decisions under pressure?
· Do they think clearly and make the choice you would want them to?
· Do you have first hand information about how they would react in an emergency?
· How safe is your neighborhood?
· Do you and your child know your neighbors and trust any (or some) of them to come to your child’s aid if necessary?
· Do they know about calling 9-1-1?
The answers to these questions are important because the reality of a disaster or mass emergency is that first responders may not be able to immediately reach the child.  The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) makes it clear to citizens that following a disaster it may take a significant amount of time for first responders to evacuate them to safety.  With that in mind, the ability of children to take care of themselves and make good decisions during a stressful situation is paramount.  
The second study important to the issue of latchkey children was done by Lizette Peterson and looks at how well children really cope during emergencies.  Unfortunately, this study showed that most children are not sufficiently trained to deal with even localized emergencies, such as what they should do if there was a fire or even a small medical emergency like a cut hand (Peterson, 1989).  More troubling however is that the study also shows parents believe their children to be far more prepared for an emergency than they actually are (ibid.).  This study demonstrates that there is an assumption gap not only between parents and emergency planners but also between parents and children.
[bookmark: _Toc263190624]Hypothesis
The authors hypothesized that an assumption gap exists between what parents think will happen during a disaster and what emergency planners think will happen given their plans.  Specifically, it is hypothesized that each group believes the other is far more prepared than they actually are. The authors have not been able to find any background on the attitudes of emergency planners/responders concerning latchkey kids. 
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The methodology used for this study was to design and distribute an anonymous survey to parents of unattended children and emergency planners/responders. The survey requested information on unattended children in four key areas.  These areas were resources, communication, continuity of care, and legal considerations.  The data were, then compared using statistical analysis to determine if any significant gaps exist. 
The goal was to distribute a survey to parents of latchkey kids using local school districts, community centers and libraries in Cook County, Illinois  Another survey was to be distributed to emergency planners in Cook County through the International Association of Emergency Managers (IAEM).  This survey presented respondents with identical questions as used for the parents, except for the addition of one question that asked if the respondent was an emergency manager or ranking police or fire officer.
Schools were targeted as a prime distribution channel for the parent survey because they would offer the greatest opportunity for racial and socio-economic distribution.  Community centers and libraries were chosen as a backup distribution channel because research demonstrates that parents of latchkey children often use these resources to provide their children with additional opportunities for adult supervision.  A backup plan in the event that cooperation with the schools, community centers and libraries proved impossible was to canvass the streets near the community centers and/or libraries and hand out the survey directly to parents. 
Distribution through the IAEM was chosen because it is a primary accreditation organization for emergency managers. The backup distribution channels for emergency planners/responders were to personally distribute the surveys to emergency managers, police and fire fighters.
Distribution of the survey through the public schools was unsuccessful.  The Chicago Public School (CPS) system has a lengthy and rigorous review procedure for any research conducted by external parties.  Unfortunately, because of this lengthy procedure the deadline for data collection passed before approval was obtained.  The same issue was true of suburban schools.  It is hoped that partnership with the schools can be obtained for subsequent research on this issue.   Contacts made while attempting to receive approval indicate that CPS would be interested in the results of this study as it could go a long way in helping them with their emergency plans; we never got a formal response to our inquiries from anyone within the system. 
The suburban school districts that were contacted lacked research guidelines for external research.  These school districts forwarded the request to conduct research to their legal departments at which point the requests were denied.
Contact was then made with the YMCA of Metropolitan Chicago.  A representative from media affairs was very interested in the research being conducted even going so far as to state that she was unsure of what their plan was in the event that a disaster made it impossible for parents to pick up their children.  Her assumption was that they would call the local police department but she did not know if the police had the resources to care for the children.  This is one of the gaps this study hoped to quantify.  She forwarded the request to their legal department but unfortunately, they stated that they did not allow their members to be solicited, and therefore could not participate in the study.  
The last distribution channel available was to go to public areas outside of our identified areas (community centers and libraries) and personally distribute the survey as parents came or left with their children.  Over a six day period, from May 8-14 2010,  during the hours of 3 PM- 6:30 PM surveys were distributed at several area libraries and community centers. The greatest number of useable surveys returned in one day was 16 with approximately 85 to 95 people contacted. 
The researchers discovered that the people approached in the lower-income and middle class neighborhoods were more likely to respond than in the upper middle class or upper class neighborhoods, despite the US Census survey titled “Who’s minding the Children,” which found that unattended children could be found in all of the above mentioned neighborhoods (Overturf Johnson, 2005).  There were several challenges in many of the upper middle class and upper class neighborhoods that were not issues in the other neighborhoods. The most important related to parking and transportation. The libraries and community centers with parking lots did not get much pedestrian traffic on the public areas in front of the buildings, and people were less interested in being solicited.  The greatest success came with people who walked up to the libraries or community centers.  As it got closer to meal time people were less likely to respond. In the end, the researchers kept a rough count of people who were either spoken to or ones who did not want to stop after being approached.  The tally was 582 people approached and 46 useable surveys which results in a 7.9% success rate. 
The IAEM was unable to help us distribute the surveys via their list serv.  IAEM suggested informing emergency managers that there was a survey on one of their public pages and providing them with a link.  Unfortunately, placing the survey on a public web page required additional funding which was not available.  Researchers were able to hand deliver and get returned some surveys but the sample size was too small, so researchers used emergency responders instead.  
Surveys were handed out at various police districts of the Chicago Police Department.  The districts used were the afternoon roll calls of the 19th and 20th districts, the afternoon watch for the Area 3 detective division and the midnight roll calls in the 15th District.  57 surveys were distributed with a total of 57 responses returned over the distribution period from April 27- May 14, 2010.
[bookmark: _Toc263190626]Limitations of the Data:
The limitations of the research are that no foreign language speakers were targeted, the small sample size for the parents, and an insufficient number of emergency planners who responded to the survey.
Unfortunately, due to a lack of time and resources the researchers were unable to have the survey translated.  In the event that further research is possible it is suggested that Spanish, Polish, Arabic, Cantonese and Russian.  According to a study conducted by CryaCom International, a company that provides language services to nine area hospitals, including South Shore Hospital and Northwest Community Hospital, showed that Chicago area hospitals requested the use of 26 languages, with Spanish, Polish, Arabic, Cantonese and Russian being the most popular (Business Wire, 2010).
The second limitation on this study was the small sample size.  This occurred largely as a result of the researchers being denied access to the target audience.  As stated in the background there are significant legal issues and the stigma associated with latchkey children.  These issues coupled with the school districts’ inability or refusal to serve as a conduit for distributing the survey resulted in the small sample size.  Despite the size of the sample, however, the study did generate a diverse sample, which will be discussed in greater detail in the results section.  
The last limitation in this study concerns the number of emergency planners who responded to the survey.  The original proposal called for a comparison between parents and emergency managers or high ranking police and fire officers, which were broadly categorized as emergency planners.  Since few emergency planners answered the survey emergency responders were used instead.  All of the emergency responders were police officers in the Chicago Police Department, serving in north side districts.  57emergency responders completed the survey compared to 46 surveys for parents resulting in a fairly even distribution of respondent sets.
[bookmark: _Toc263190627]Cost of the study
The approximate cost of the study was $300.00.  This cost reflected the price of printing, collating and stapling the surveys.  About half of the surveys were printed at Kinko’s and half were printed at OfficeMax Impress.  
[bookmark: _Toc263190628]Survey Methodology:
46 parent surveys and 57 emergency responder surveys were completed.  The surveys were analyzed using a chi square test.  The results were confirmed by Kristen Knutson using the computer program, STATA.
The first 8 questions of the survey requested certain non-identifiable demographic information.  Questions 9-23 asked the respondents to give their input on questions focusing on 4 core areas resources, communication, continuity of care, and legal considerations.  Questions 9, 18, 19 and 21 relate to continuity of care.  Questions 10, 11, 12, 15, 16 and 17 relate to communication.  Questions13-14 relate to resources.  Questions 20, 22 and 23 relate to legal issues.  
 (
Formula for chi-square statistic
)[image: ]Analysis of the results was conducted using a chi-square test.  A chi-square test was used to determine if the results from the two separate categories, parents and emergency responders, were independent and significantly different (“valid” has other meaning).  To the right is the equation used to calculate the chi-square statistic.  The tables used to confirm the p-value were taken from the book “Primer of Biostatistics” by Stanton A. Glantz (6th Edition)
“The p (probability) value is a calculation used in studies to determine if the results are caused by chance. The lower the p-value, the more likely it is that the difference between groups was caused by treatment.  A p-value less than 0.05 is statistically significant and indicates that the result is not due to chance (Gupta, 2009).”  A p-value of less than .05 represents a less than 5% probability that the result is due to chance alone.  A p-value of less than .001 represents a less than 0.1% probability that the result was due to chance alone.  A p-value of less than .05 is considered by statisticians as the cut off point for what would be considered statistically significant, however, the lower the p-value the higher the probability that the result is not due to chance alone.  For the purpose of this study a p-value of .05 was accepted as proof that an assumption gap existed and a p-value of .001 was used to demonstrate the difference of that gap is very unlikely due to chance rather a real difference likely exists. In other words a p-value of .001 was used to demonstrate that not only did an assumption gap exist but that it was a very significant gap.
In some of the questions the way that the data was spread out indicated an assumption gap that may not exist had there been a larger sample size or if a single one of the answer categories had been eliminated.  The authors highlight these questions and have used other methods of analysis to determine if the assumption gap exists, if it does not exist or if the data cannot show a difference one way or the other.
[bookmark: _Toc263190629]Results:
In the survey the following statement was applied to questions 9 through 11.  
Children who are home alone may have to be rescued in case of an emergency such as a tornado or terrorist attack.  If this happens:
Question 9: Do you believe that the police, fire department, or others in the government can give these children food, a place to sleep, and other help until their parents or guardians can get them?  The choices given for this question were either yes or no.
The purpose of this question was to determine what resources parents believe are available to children in the event they find themselves being rescued or cared for by a police, fire or other government entity compared to the actual availability of these resources.  In the event of a disaster any minor that came into the custody of a government entity would not be allowed to leave again until a parent or guardian could physically take control of the minor.  In the event a parent or guardian could not be contacted the minor would be remanded to the custody of the Department of Children and Family Services (DCFS).  Under normal circumstances remanding a child to the care of DCFS takes several hours.  Additionally, several officers are involved in the process.  For example, if the minor is in the (non-criminal) custody of the police department, the officers involved in the process would include the first responder who came into contact with the child, the desk sergeant, the watch commander and a youth detective.  After contacting DCFS, a case worker has to be assigned.  This case worker then has to find a suitable place to house the child.  As stated previously, under normal circumstances this effort usually takes several hours.  While the child is waiting the first responder may stay with the child for a while but eventually the officer will likely be required to come clear (return to duty).  When this happens the desk sergeant or an officer assigned to the desk will be assigned to supervise the child.  This supervision will occur in addition to their regular duties resulting in the child receiving indirect supervision.  As can be imagined, in a disaster situation this cycle of events would take much longer and would result is less support and supervision for the child.
In the meantime, as the child is waiting it should be noted that the food supplies of the average police station in Chicago include one or two vending machines and a supply of bread and bologna (intended for arrestees).  The only water available either comes out of a water fountain or faucet and possibly a vending machine.  
Police departments can provide shelter from the elements.  Police departments in Chicago can vary greatly in size depending on when they were built.  For example the 23rd District station was built in 1907 and is small and cramped.  By comparison, the 20th District station, which was built less than 10 years ago, is quite spacious.   However, neither facility is equipped with beds, blankets or other amenities.  For a person who had to spend the night at a police station it would be similar to sleeping at the airport except there are no fast food restaurants and the chairs are not as comfortable.
For question 9, 38 parents or 82% answered yes-the police, fire department, or others in the government can give children food, a place to sleep, and other help until their parents or guardians can get them, 8 parents or 17% answered no for a total of 46.  34 emergency responders or 60% answered yes and 22 or 39.29% answered no for a total of 56.  This results in a chi-square value of 5.97.  A chi-square analysis of these results shows that there is a gap in expectations when the probability (p) is less than .05 (critical value is 3.841).  There is, however, not a gap when the probability is less than .01 (critical value is 10.828).  This result indicates that while an assumption gap exist it rests somewhere in the middle of our scale.
Looking at the bar graph also demonstrates that while there some differences in the responses, the two groups have similar perceptions in this case.


 (
Percentage of responses to question 9.
  
)


 Question 10: Do you believe that the child’s parent or guardian will be contacted within 4 hours of the rescue?  The choices given were either yes or no.
The purpose for asking this question was to determine how long parents think it would take to be contacted compared to how long it would actually take.  Communication systems following a disaster are often stressed and sometimes fail completely.  Additionally, disasters require that overburdened police and fire fighters prioritize missions.  If a child is safe, contacting a parent or guardian may be less of a priority than rescuing other people in more immediate need.  On the other hand, for a parent who can not find their child every minute is agony.
 (
Results of question10 by percentage
)For question 10 the number of parents who answered yes was 43 or 93%.  The number of parents who said no was 3 out of 46 or 7%.  For emergency responders, 33 out of 55 answered yes or 60%.  The number of emergency responders who said no was 22 out of 55 or 40%.  This results in a chi-square of 15.12 which indicates a p-value of less than .001.  This result indicates that there is a statistically significant assumption gap between parents and emergency planners when it comes to how long it will take to contact a parent.
The graph on the left shows that while parents are confident emergency responders will be able to contact them within 4 hours of their child being rescued, emergency responders are not as sure.


Question 11:  Who is supposed to contact the child’s parent or guardian?  The choices given were  a = Agency that rescued child, b = other agency (Red Cross, etc.), c = the child, d = I don’t know.
The purpose for asking this question is to understand two critical issues.  The first issue is who is responsible for the child following a rescue.  The second issue is who is responsible for communicating with the parent.  As stated under question 9, the ordinary method of coping with minors in police custody may be a very lengthy process in a disaster situation.  Out of all the questions asked, this question resulted in the greatest ambiguity.  If taken at face value then the chi-square value is 26.69 which is significantly over the critical value representing a p-value for .001 which would indicate an assumption gap.  However, the majority of parents chose answer d or “I don’t know.”  If that category is removed then the there is no longer any significant difference between parents and responders.
A possible reason for this is that under normal circumstances, the agency that picked up the child is responsible for making contact with the parent.  For example, during the 4th of July celebrations on Chicago’s lakefront the most common request for services is either a lost child or a found child.  The difference between these two services is that a lost child is a missing child that the parent reported whereas a found child is one where the child can not find his or her family and has approached a police, firefighter, lifeguard, etc. for help.
In the case of a found child, the agency that has the child maintains custody while attempts are made to contact the family.  This agency will continue to keep custody of the child until all reasonable attempts to find the child's parents/guardians have been exhausted.  Only after these attempts have failed will the agency begin making arrangements to turn the child over to DCFS.  The largest majority of responders assumed (67%) that this procedure would stay in place even in the event of a disaster.  If the answer “I don’t know” was removed from the equation then the largest majority of parents (73%) also answered that the agency that rescued the child would contact the parent.
 (
Results for question 11.
Note: the high number of parents who answered Don’t Know.
)Why does it matter which agency contacts the parent in the event that their child was rescued?  One reason it might matter is that the person who rescued the child would have better information to give to the parent, such as under what circumstances was the child rescued, how is the child’s mental and physical well being, does the child have any information about any other (possibly missing) siblings or children?  A parent can also give responders important information that the child may not be able to provide, like full name, date of birth, address and important medical information.  The parent can also tell the responders if anyone else was supposed to be in the house.  Additionally, when the agency that has custody of the child also makes contact with a child’s parent, then the parent can make an immediate connection with the child.  Letting the child talk directly to his or her parent could help soothe the child which may reduce the child’s mental trauma.  Most importantly, the communication between the agency and the parent would be least vulnerable to incorrect or out of date information which would permit a faster reconnection between parent and child.  
Because of the ambiguous results generated by this question it is suggested that if future research is conducted, the category “I don’t know” be eliminated.
Question 12:  Is there any way for the police, fire department, or others in the government to know before a tornado, terrorist attack, or another emergency that a child is often home alone?  Yes or no were the choices given.
The purpose for asking this question is to verify whether or not rescue agencies (police, fire, etc.) could find or prioritize rescue operations based on the knowledge that a child is home alone following a disaster.  It is also relevant in the event that a mass evacuation has to occur.
This is the first question in the study where there is a high level of consensus between parents and emergency responders.  91% of responders and 100% of parents answered no.  The response indicates that parents and responders believe that there is no way for rescuers to know in advance that a child is home alone and that no assumption gap exists.  
 (
Results for question 12 by percentage.
)


Question 13:  Will the police, fire department, or others in the government send people door to door in the event of a tornado, terrorist attack, or another emergency that makes everybody in an area evacuate their homes? Yes or no were the choices given.
The results indicate that 83% of parents said yes whereas only 49% of responders believed that emergency services or government agencies would send people door to door in the event of an emergency.
Analysis of the responses to this question resulted in a chi-square of 12.31.  The critical value for a p-value of .05 is 3.841 and 10.828 for a .01 p-value.  Because the result, 12.31, is higher than both of those p-values the response shows there is very significant assumption gap between parents and emergency responders.
When and where possible door-to-door evacuations are conducted, however, it is not always a practical or a safe option.  The decision to conduct door-to-door evacuations depend on the size of the area, the number of emergency responders, the amount of time responders have and whether going to door to door in the affected area will put the lives of responders in jeopardy.
For example, on 6 May 1991 a cloud of poisonous gas was created after a leak of liquefied chlorine gas occurred at the Basic Management Inc. complex just outside of Henderson, Nevada.  As conditions continued to deteriorate and wind conditions caused the gas cloud to start approaching Henderson the decision was made to evacuate the town.  Police officers (not equipped with self-contained breathing apparatus) were used to evacuate the area in the anticipated path of the cloud.  Firefighters were used to evacuate the area where chlorine gas had already been reported.  In this incident many police officers were hospitalized following exposure to the gas cloud (Routley, 1991).  
This emergency illustrates a typical problem with using emergency responders to evacuate an area.  In most communities there are more police officers than firefighters, however, the police are rarely equipped with any kind of self-contained breathing apparatus.  In some communities they may have been assigned gas masks but those masks are not designed to handle hazardous materials for extended periods of time.  Gas masks are primarily intended to help the officer stay alive long enough to allow the officer to escape the contaminated area.  Therefore the decision to use emergency responders to evacuate an area will partly depend on how safe it is for the responder.
Another issue affecting use of officers to go door-to-door is the number of responders available.  In Henderson approximately 2,400 residents were evacuated from their homes and local businesses.  In 1990 Henderson had a population of approximately 63,000 people and covers an area of 80 square miles (Answers.com, 2010).  In 1990 there were approximately 82 police officers (City of Henderson, n.d.).  On the day of the leak, the wind was moving at 0-5 mph in variable directions.  The decision to evacuate was made at 0345 hours (Routley, 1991).  This would mean that the midnight shift was on duty at the time.  Typically, the midnight shift has the fewest number of officers on duty.  Even assuming that a full third of the department was on duty at the time of the incident (no one was on his/her day off, sick, on vacation, etc.), that leaves only 27 officers available to evacuate 2,400 residents.  
This example demonstrates some of the difficulties that might be encountered while conducting a door-to-door evacuation.  Other difficulties which could influence the decision to conduct door-to-door evacuations are the population density.  In largely populated areas, such as downtown Chicago, going door-to-door through the various high rises could take hours.  Conversely, in sparsely populated rural communities evacuating door-to-door could prove to an  (
Response for question 13 by percentage.
)impractical use of valuable resources.











Question 14:  In case of an emergency such as a tornado or terrorist attack, do the police, fire department, or others in the government have the ability to help children who are home alone, people in wheelchairs, and everybody else who cannot help themselves?  The choices given were; yes or no.
The chi-square for this question was 18.93.  The critical values were 3.841 for p=.05 and 10.828 for p=.01 indicating a significant assumption gap between parents and responders.  85% of parents believe that police and fire departments have the ability to assist every special needs citizen.
Hurricane Katrina demonstrated in vivid detail the difficulties involved in rescuing people from a disaster zone.  Even in smaller disasters it can take hours and numerous personnel from multiple departments and jurisdictions to rescue people trapped underneath rubble or in flooding waters.
On July 16, 2009 in Overton County, Tennessee, severe flooding caused several roads to be washed out and left two people clinging for their lives to a tree.  It took rescuers three hours to save them.  It is estimated that 33,500 people were rescued from the floodwaters following Hurricane Katrina by the Coast Guard alone (Ripley, 2005)
 (
Results for question 14 by percentage.
)It should be understood that although emergency responders will try to save everyone that it is not always possible.  Time and resources will ultimately determine how many people can be rescued.


Question 15:  Other than local TV, radio, internet, and other media, is there any way to get out the word of a tornado, terrorist attack, or another emergency, so that children left home alone or their parents or guardians who might be working and not able to view breaking news, can find out about the situation?  The choices given were; yes or no.
This question was meant to address the issue of early warning systems as they relate to the changing technological landscape.  Researchers in emergency management are currently working on ways to incorporate new technology trends like Twitter and Facebook into disaster plans.  In the wake of the Virginia Tech shooting and other violent incidents on campus, many universities have implemented an email/text alert system which enables a system administrator to send out a blast message to all registered users.  Other methods of early warning communication include “old school” methods such as sirens and weather radio alerts.
 (
Results for question 15 by percentage
)The analysis resulted in another statistically significant assumption gap.  However, a look at the percentage of the responses demonstrates that the assumption gap may not be as wide a gap as was indicated in some of the other questions.  For this question, approximately 57% of responders said yes whereas 43% percent said no.  This indicates that responders are split on the issue. It is suggested that future research refine this question to clarify what other methods of early warning systems may be available.


This next section will address questions 16, 17 and 18.  These questions are all being addressed separately because these three questions rely on the expertise of parents to inform emergency planners about their children’s potential knowledge and abilities to handle themselves during a disaster.
Question 16:  At what age are children told how to call their parents or guardians or 911 for help?  The choices given for this question were; a = 7 years or younger, b = 8-10, c = 11-12, d = 13 or older. 
The reason for asking this question was to determine when and if children were being taught how to use the phone in case of emergency.  And the result of the question was very close to unanimous.  The majority of both responders (88%) and parents (78%) believed that children were taught how to call for help at 7 years or younger.  The chi-test revealed no assumption gap between parents and responders.
Question 17:  At what age are children who are home alone old enough to call for help on their own?   The choices given were; 7 years or younger, 8-10 years or older, 11-12 years or 13 or older.
The purpose for asking this question is to determine the difference between when children are taught how to use the phone and at what age they are actually able to use the phone to call for help.  Unlike the previous question, the analysis for this question yielded a considerable assumption gap between parents and responders.  The critical value for p=0.05 is 7.82 and for p=0.01 it is 16.266 .However the chi-square for this question was 43.851.  The percentage of responders who thought that children under the age of 7 who were home alone could call for help on their own was approximately 63%.  By contrast, however, 80% of the parents believed that not until 8 or 9 years old were children old enough to call for help on their own.
This disparity represents a difference in what emergency responders and parents believe to be the cognitive level of children.  In other words, just because they are taught how to use the phone at 7 years or younger does not mean they can actually do so.
Question 18:  At what age do you think a child, who is home alone, is old enough to know what to do during a tornado warning?    The choices given were; 7 years or younger, 8-10 years or older, 11-12 years or 13 or older.
The purpose for asking this question is to determine when children know what to do during a tornado warning.  Notice that the question does not ask at what age children are taught what to do during a tornado warning, it asks at what age kids will know what to do.  
The results for this question produced a chi-square of 26.84.  The critical values for p=.05 and p=.001 respectively are 7.82 and 16.266 respectively, demonstrating an assumption gap between parents and emergency responders.  However, the graph showing the breakdown of emergency responder response by percentage, gives a clearer picture than the chi-square test in this case.  The graph demonstrates that emergency responders do not share a clear consensus on when children will know what to do during an emergency.  Most parents, on the other hand, are very clear on what age they believe that children will know what to do during a tornado warning.  The majority of parents 67% do not believe a child will know what to do until the child is 10-12 years old.  A smaller percentage 33% believed that children 8 or 9 years old would know what to do, but no parents believed that a child 7 years or younger would know what to do during a tornado warning.
Question 19:  Does the government have plans that provide for the needs of children between the ages of 7 and 14 years old who are often left home alone?  The choices given were; 7 years or younger, 8-10 years or older, 11-12 years or 13 or older.
Once again the results of the chi-square test indicate a substantial assumption gap between parents and emergency responders.  The chi-square was 25.28.  The critcalvalues for p=.05 and p=.001 are 3.841 and 10.828 respectively.  Once again however the graph demonstrates more effectively the nature of the gap.  For this question 76% of parents believe that the government has plans that provide for the needs of children in self-care.  By contrast, 74% of emergency responders believe that no plans exist for the benefit of children left in self-care.
The consequences for the assumption gap in this instance suggests that parents may not be as prepared as they could be because they believe emergency responders have a plan in place to help these children.
  Question 20:  What do you think is the age when children can be left home alone in Illinois without breaking the law?  The choices given were; 7 years or younger, 8-10 years or older, 11-12 years or 13 or older.
The answer to this question according to 325 ILCS 5/4 of the Illinois Compiled Statutes is 14 years and older unless the parent meets one of the several exceptions discussed in the background section of this report.  
Analysis of the results of this question shows a statistically significant gap between parents’ understanding of the law and that of emergency responders.  The chi-square for this test is 25.77 and the critical value for p=.05 is 7.82 and for p=.001 is 16.266.  The chart on this page once again graphically demonstrates the separation between parents and emergency responders.  
The goal in asking this question is to demonstrate how well these two groups understand the law.  As stated in the background the legal ramifications of leaving a child home alone are a major communication barrier between parents and responders.  The fear of being prosecuted for leaving a child in self-care can severely hamper a parent’s willingness to discuss and advocate the issue with emergency responders.
Question 21:  Do you think that the government is required to plan ahead to help children between the ages of 7 and 14 years old in case of a tornado, terrorist attack, or another emergency?  The choices given for this question were; yes or no. 
This question in combination with question 19, “Does the government have plans that provide for the needs of children between the ages of 7 and 14 years old who are often left home alone?” is designed to discover what levels of assumption parents and responders have about the government’s level of preparation for latchkey children.
For parents the results for this question were similar to the results for question 19.  Eighty five percent of parents said yes to this question (compared to 76% who said yes to question 19).  For emergency responders, however, this question resulted in a more evenly split range of answers.  In question 19, 74% of emergency responders said they did not believe the government had a plan for latchkey children.  For question 21, however, only 52% believed the government was not required to have a plan for children left in self-care compared to 48% who did.  Below are the two charts for questions 19 and 20, showing the differences between the percentages of emergency responders who believe that there should be a plan for children in self-care and their belief that there is a plan.
 

 (
Question 21:  Is the government required to have plans for children in self care?
) (
Question #19: Does the government hav
e plans for children in self care.
 
)
Question 22:  Is it okay for parents or guardians to leave their children between 7 and 14 years old home alone, while they go to work?  For this question respondents were asked to choose one number from a range of 1-5.  One meant they strongly agreed, five meant they strongly disagreed or they could choose some number in the middle.
Because this question does not lend itself to using the chi-square test a scatter graph is being used to demonstrate the results.  The parents’ choices mostly ranged from 2 through 4 with the majority choosing 3.  The emergency responder’s choices mostly ranged from 3 through 5 with the majority choosing 5 In the background section of this report it was stated that one of the barriers to communication between parents and emergency planners is the stigma surrounding the issue of latchkey kids.  A recent study conducted at Kansas State University demonstrates that the stigma surrounding working mothers and their children still exists.  Although, this study did deal specifically with latchkey children, it does show that there are still prejudices against working mothers.  The study also demonstrated that the stigma affects their children as they were generally rated less well adjusted.  “The most interesting, and potentially dangerous, finding is the view that if a child has a working mother, people do not like that child as much,” said the author of the study Jennifer Livengood (Kansas State University, 2010).   Despite the fact that women now comprise 46.5% of the workforce (U.S. Department of Labor, 2007) stigma still affects working mothers across the country.
For emergency planners that means that not only are parents reluctant to come forward but that emergency responders may not be eager to come up with plans for this special needs population.  Although, this goes beyond the scope of this study, it’s theorized that emergency responders who are unsympathetic to parents who leave their children home alone may be unwilling to consider creating plans for them.  Another possible reason is that if emergency responders absolutely do not believe in leaving children in self-care they may underestimate the number of people who do leave children in self-care, which is about 15% of all grade school aged children (Overturf Johnson, 2005).







Question 23:  Who is responsible for keeping children safe from tornadoes, terrorist attacks, or other emergencies when they are left home alone?  The responses for this question were emergency services is mostly responsible, parents and emergency services share responsibility and parents are mostly responsible.
The purpose for asking this question was to gauge who was believed to carry the burden for children left in self-care.  The response did not demonstrate an assumption gap.  Both parents (87%) and emergency responders (75%) believe that parents are mostly responsible for keeping children safe from disasters when they are left home alone.


[bookmark: _Toc263190630] (
1 = 
emergency services is mostly responsible
, 2 =
 parents and emergency services share responsibility
,
 3 = 
parents are mostly responsible
)Conclusion:
Of the 15 questions asked 14 were analyzed using a chi-square test.  Out of those 14 questions 12 revealed an assumption gap when using a p-value of .05.  When using a p-value of .001, 10 questions revealed an assumption gap between parents and emergency responders.
Due to the complexity of the issue and the obstacles to communication between parents and emergency planners it is the authors’ belief that many of the ideas each party has about how the other side will function during a disaster is based on a set of inconsistent assumptions.  This study exposes some of those assumptions and hopes to close the knowledge gap between parents and emergency planners.
With over 15% of America’s school aged children meeting the working definition of a latchkey child it is necessary for emergency planners to account for latchkey children in their disaster plans.  However, the issue of latchkey children as it relates to emergency planning is complex.  Because latchkey kids are alone during a disaster the instinct is to protect them as much as possible, but how can emergency responders do that if the responders do not know where the children are?  Due to the stigma and the strong possibility of being prosecuted parents will not come forward for help and there are no advocates for this vulnerable population.  Emergency planners will have to come up with some very creative solutions to reach out to the population.
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