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Emerging, Draft Curriculum Standards and Bachelor’s Program Content Standards 

Background
A two part survey effort was initiated in January 2015 to gather feedback on the curriculum structure and bachelor’s program content standards initially drafted by the accreditation working group in fall 2014. The first part of the survey effort gathered feedback upon which revision of the standards would be based while at the same time gauging the extent to which institutions offering one or more degree programs in emergency management supported the standards developed. Depending on the extent to which the standards were supported across institutions offering one or more emergency management programs, the second part of the survey effort would gather feedback regarding how programs would recommend that the standards would be documented or demonstrated as met. This short report relates the findings from the first part of the survey effort. All other reports regarding the efforts of the accreditation working group are available at: http://training.fema.gov/hiedu/emfoundation.aspx. 
Methods
A list of institutions offering one or more emergency management degree programs was developed from the FEMA Higher Education Program College List—the list included a total of 114 institutions. On January 6, 2015 an official invitation to participate in the survey was sent each individual responsible for an institution’s emergency management degree program(s). A reminder email was sent on January 15, 2015; another reminder was sent on the 27th of January; and, a final reminder was sent on February 10, 2015. Each contact included a link to the survey within the email and an attached copy of the survey for review prior to completing the survey. In total, the representative of the institution’s emergency management program(s) was contacted 4 times with a request to participate.
Upon following the link to the survey but before accessing the survey, participants were asked whether they were authorized to speak on behalf of their institution’s emergency management degree program(s). If the potential participant answered no, they were directed to a disqualification page. If the potential participant answered yes, they were directed to the first page of the survey which asked them to identify their name and position, their institution, and the type of degree program(s) their institution offers.
The survey, hosted by SurveyMonkey.com, was comprised of copy and pasted sections of the curriculum structure and bachelors program content standards with essay boxes for specific feedback provided after each. Participants were instructed before each section of standards/essay box to provide specific, detailed feedback on the standards outlined and told that in the absence of feedback it would be assumed that the program(s) could live with what is written. The survey is provided in Appendix A.
When the survey closed 63 of the 114 institutions offering one or more degree programs, or 55% of the population, were represented including 49 institutions that are supportive of accreditation and for which a representative completed a survey and 14 institutions who have weighed in on the accreditation issue previously and/or this time but are not supportive of emergency management accreditation for their program (their comments, when offered, are included in the data). The list of represented and unrepresented institutions is  identified in Appendix B. 

The feedback was analyzed by section for themes after deleting any general comments indicating consensus. The themes by section are briefly reported in the Results section.
Results
The primary finding of this survey is that there is significant consensus about curriculum structure and program content standards for bachelor’s degree programs across the representatives of institution’s offering emergency management degrees who participated in this survey. Feedback was solicited in four sections. Positive feedback/consensus was observed across over 70% of those responding in three of the four sections—the fourth section demonstrated positive feedback/consensus across 65% of those responding. Even where specific feedback was provided, very few themes were found among the comments.
Very little feedback was provided regarding the Program Objectives and Curriculum Structure Section (n=8); yet, within the feedback there was a strong theme of concern about the standard requiring that program assessment data be publicly accessible. The exact nature of the concern expressed varied somewhat across those addressing the issue. Nevertheless, the working group may wish to consider clarifying and/or revising the standard’s language when it meets next. A breakdown of the data from this section and the specific feedback provided are available in Appendix C.
Very little feedback was provided with respect to the Program Content Section: Foundational Topics Standards either (n=8). Within the feedback, there was no theme across any of the comments provided. A breakdown of the data from this section and the specific feedback provided are available in Appendix D.
Even less feedback was provided about the Program Content Section: Mission Areas (n=5), and, again, within this feedback there was no theme. A breakdown of the data from this section and the specific feedback provided are in Appendix E.
Of the four sections of the survey, the Program Content Section: Experiential Learning and Skills, attracted the most feedback (n=12). Of the 12 comments left, 7 concerned the standard requiring 150 hours of internship or practicum. The working group will want to examine these comments and develop a response to the community of institutions offering emergency management degrees and/or consider clarification or revision of the standard’s language. A breakdown of the data from this section and the specific feedback is provided in Appendix F.
Conclusion
Participants provided valuable feedback on the emerging, draft curriculum structure and bachelor’s program content standards. The data suggests there are few areas for the working group to focus on revising when it next meets. In fact, significant consensus regarding the standards was observed. It would appear appropriate for the working group to move forward with Part Two of the survey effort based on the data.
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Appendix B. Represented and Unrepresented Institutions

49 Institutions supportive of accreditation and for which a representative completed a survey:
Anderson University
Arizona State University
Arkansas State University
Arkansas Tech University
Barry University
Bellevue University
Boston University School of Medicine
California State University, Long Beach
Central Georgia Technical College
Clackamas Community College
Coastline Community College
Columbia College
Crown College
Delaware County Community College
Delaware Technical & Community College
Durham Technical Community College
Eastern New Mexico University
Edmonds Community College
Elmira College
Erie Community College, SUNY
Flathead Valley Community College
Franklin University
Grand Canyon University
Guilford Technical Community College
Idaho State University Meridian
John Jay College, City University of New York
Kansas Wesleyan University
Millersville University of Pennsylvania
Montgomery College
Montgomery County Community College
North Dakota State University
Northwest Central Missouri State
Oklahoma State University
Pennsylvania College of Technology
Portland Community College
Red Rocks Community College
Saint Louis University
St. Petersburg College
SUNY Canton
Union College
University of Akron
University of Central Missouri
University of Nebraska at Omaha
University of New Haven
University of North Texas
Utah Valley University
Wayne Community College
West Texas A&M University
Yavapai College

14 Institutions who have weighed in on the accreditation issue previously and/or this time but are not supportive of emergency management accreditation for their program

Concordia University***considers program hybrid between HS/EM, content identified not covered significantly and will not be, if standards not intended for hybrid programs, not a problem. Participated in survey***
Eastern Kentucky University***previously indicated does not approve of accreditation for its program and did not participate in survey. Identifies its program as homeland security***
Empire State College***previously indicated does not approve of accreditation for its program and did not participate in survey***
Jackson State University***previously indicated does not approve of accreditation for its program but participated anyway***
Jacksonville State University***does not approve of accreditation, did not participate in survey***
Massachusetts Maritime Academy***previously indicated does not approve of accreditation***
New Jersey Institute of Technology***does not approve of accreditation, did not participate in survey***
Niagara County Community College***program has no support, will not engage in accreditation discussion***
University of Alaska, Fairbanks***previously indicated does not approve of accreditation for its program and did not participate in survey***
University of Delaware***previously indicated does not consider its programs emergency management programs***
University of Nevada at Las Vegas***previously indicated does not approve of accreditation for its program but participated in survey anyway***
University of North Carolina at Charlotte***previously indicated does not approve of accreditation for its program but participated in survey anyway***
Western Carolina University***previously indicated does not approve of accreditation for its program and did not participate in survey***
Western Illinois University***previously indicated does not approve of accreditation for its program and did not participate in survey***


52 Unrepresented Institutions:
Adler School of Professional Psychology
Adelphi University
American Public University
Anna Maria College
Ashford University
Barton Community College
Broward College
Caldwell Community College
Central Texas College
Coastal Carolina Community College
Columbia Southern University
Community College of Southern Nevada
Community College of Vermont
Everglades University
Fredrick Community College
Gaston College
George Mason University
Georgetown University
Georgia Perimeter College
Hesston College
Immaculata University
Indian River State College 
Ivy Tech Community College
Lakeland Community College
Madonna University
Meridian Community College
Metropolitan College of New York
Nash Community College
New River Community and Technical College
Northwest Florida State College
Nova Southeastern University
Ohio Christian University
Onondaga Community College
Park University, Hauptmann School for Public Affairs
Philadelphia University
Pierce College
Pikes Peak Community College
Saint Leo University
San Antonio College
Savannah State University
Texas Southern University
Thomas Edison State College
Trine University
Tulane University
University of Chicago
University of Washington
Upper Iowa University
Vincennes University
Virginia Commonwealth University
Walden University 
Waldorf College
Western Iowa Tech Community College




Appendix C. Program Objectives and Curriculum Structure Section
	Program Objectives and Curriculum Structure section 
	Number
	% of Sample

	Specific Feedback
	Comments left 

	8
	29%

	Other Represented
	Previously expressed views against accreditation and did not complete survey (4 others against accreditation did complete a survey and their feedback, where provided, is included above where applicable)
	10
	

	Positive Feedback/Consensus
	No comment left (indicating consensus per instructions)
	25
	71%

	
	Comment indicating consensus (deleted below)
	10
	

	
	Assessed own program (deleted below)
	10
	

	Total
	63
	100%



1. Program assessment data is publicly accessible.   Please define this.   I would object to assessment date being publicly accessible.
2. Some may wonder what type of program assessment data is being discussed here.
3. 1. How do you assess the  student outcome?  2. What are program goals?  3. Define the goals, objectives and outcomes?
4. G. Although not spelled out, I assume that this advisory board is both practitioners and academia?  I    Not all students need nor will do research.  Many students are, or  want to be practitioners.  Therefore, yes they need to understand the research aspect, but may not want to be researchers and therefore do not need to be trained researchers.    J  Please see answer for I
5. H, however is not always technically achievable if the University does not provide and maintain a storage location that is publicly accessible. This statement implies that it would be electronically accessible. So for both privacy and security reasons this might not be achievable.    I agree with I and J - - but think that the term emergency management is too limiting for K.
6. Item H could be a problem with regard to releasing University information to the public.
7. H. Need more information as to what is meant by publicly available? We haven't posted any, since we haven't conducted a full program assessment. How is it to be made available and what evaluation criteria is being used.    
8. Also practical application of learning outcomes and the substantive research used.



Appendix D. Program Content Section: Foundational Topics

	Program Content Section: Foundational Topics
	Number
	% of Sample

	Specific Feedback
	Comments left 

	8
	29%

	Other Represented
	Previously expressed views against accreditation and did not complete survey (4 others against accreditation did complete a survey and their feedback, where provided, is included above where applicable)
	10
	

	Positive Feedback/Consensus
	No comment left (indicating consensus per instructions)
	25
	71%

	
	Comment indicating consensus (deleted below)
	10
	

	
	Assessed own program (deleted below)
	10
	

	
	
	
	

	Total
	63
	100%




1. Does one lecture cover this criteria? Is there room for flexibility, i.e. can a program focus heavily on one topic over others as long as they specify in their program objectives and curriculum structure?
2. I agree with the foundational topics listed. I would propose that the standards also include as  foundational topics:   8. Psychological and social dimensions of disaster   9. Communication skills for emergency management  10. Planning    [I noted that these topics are largely covered in the next question]
3. On B part,    Look like 1, 2, 3 is risk assessment  class 4, 5 and 6 is disaster management class, 6 and 7 are resources?
4. Risk communication and risk management are also foundational. International and comparative dimensions of EM seems to go well beyond foundational topics.
5. Is Public Health considered in #4?
6. Scientific principles which underpin natural and technological disasters by examining the natural forces and processes of the earth and those principles of chemistry which describe and explain hazards and risks due to hazardous materials in commerce and weapons of mass destruction.
7. Also included the various phases of disaster.
8. I recommend that you add to the discipline courses in the following areas:    Leadership, Team-building, Advocacy  Management process and systems  Communication  Planning  Legal, Regulatory, Policy  Decision-making, problem-solving, critical thinking  Government role and responsibility  Current & emerging technologies  Scientific and human (social) dimension of disasters




Appendix E. Program Content: Mission Areas

	Program Content section: Mission Areas
	Number
	% of Sample

	Specific Feedback
	Comments left 

	5
	24%

	Other Represented
	Previously expressed views against accreditation and did not complete survey (4 others against accreditation did complete a survey and their feedback, where provided, is included above where applicable)
	10
	

	Positive Feedback/Consensus
	No comment left (indicating consensus per instructions)
	29
	76%

	
	Comment indicating consensus (deleted below)
	13
	

	
	Assessed own program (deleted below)
	6
	

	Total
	63
	100%



1. We are only graduate level.  However, I would add to this list a future component that projects where trends in hazards, risk and vulnerability are likely to take us.  The idea would be to expose students to future operations, much as the military attempts with future crisis planning.    I would suggest coursework in organizational theory.  We work toward a deep understanding of organizations in our program, as organizations are one of our primary tools yet not well understood.      I would also suggest more on policy formation, in addition to jumping right into EM policy.  We find there is inadequate understanding of the role of policy in general.    I would not emphasize point 4, tasks and activities... ,as this is covered well in the more basic materials offered to the public and should be expected as a basic understanding by anyone entering a Bachelor's program in EM..  We need to stay higher in Bloom's Taxonomy.
2. Again, to me, it looks like course syllabus, accreditation is set for long term goals, objectives and outcome (What is going to happen when student graduate from program? Can they identify, analyze......
3. C. The five mission areas include Protection and Prevention  Preparedness, Public Warning and Planning are now considered to be Core Capabilities    Need to discuss the National Preparedness Goal and the Frameworks  Planning, Training and Exercises should also be included here.
4. 5. Seems too open ended.  That can cover a great deal of group with perhaps not all of it central.  Would this include WebEOC, and some of the other applications out there?  There is also incident management software available that is separate from WebEOC.  Would this require a free-standing Technology course?  There are topical areas covered in phase courses related to communication but the way item 5 is stated it seems as though it could put a curricular burden that is too high on programs.  Again, the essentials are covered in some of the core courses.  What is the intent or scope of content implied in item 5?
5. (See Previous Answer), i.e.,” I recommend that you add to the discipline courses in the following areas:    Leadership, Team-building, Advocacy  Management process and systems  Communication  Planning  Legal, Regulatory, Policy  Decision-making, problem-solving, critical thinking  Government role and responsibility  Current & emerging technologies  Scientific and human (social) dimension of disasters”


Appendix F. Program Content Section: Experiential Learning and Skills

	Program Content section: Experiential Learning and Skills
	Number
	% of Sample

	Specific Feedback
	Comments left 

	12
	35%

	Other Represented
	Previously expressed views against accreditation and did not complete survey (4 others against accreditation did complete a survey and their feedback, where provided, is included above where applicable)
	10
	

	Positive Feedback/Consensus
	No comment left (indicating consensus per instructions)
	25
	65%

	
	Comment indicating consensus (deleted below)
	10
	

	
	Assessed own program (deleted below)
	6
	

	Total
	63
	100%



1. Again, we are only graduate level.      Most of our students are already working in the field and do not require an internship.  Some fields such as Public Health will often require an internship regardless of the work experience of the student.  This places a significant burden on a working student. I would suggest caution with mandatory internships.
2. Looks great (although we could include management skills here too)
3. I do not agree with D. the requirement for a credit-based internship or practicum.   This cannot reasonably be accomplished except in a face-to-face educational format. Many students in online programs are full time employees and are unable to participate in internships or practicums. Adult students are likely to have less need for such experiences than 18-22 year old undergraduates who have limited work experience.    I agree with the list of skills described in E.
4. Again, Goals and objectives, outcome should be reflect to outcome    150 hours is realistic? How and who provides opportunities? If you have 30 students    I confuse with program content or course content
5. Training, Exercise, exposure to grant processes and both Public and Private sector emergency management.    4. How research works, but not every student will need to be able to do in-depth research  5. Leadership should include management, influencing, and collaboration
6. We do not support requiring a minimum of 150 contact hours or practicum. What is the basis for this number?  We do have "practicum" hours throughout our curriculum that make sense for the course in which they are housed and we have a final practicum experience. Combined these all exceed the 150 hours you are suggesting, but they fit with our courses.  If there is an accompanying explanation of why 150 hours versus a different amount I would be glad to comment further.
7. Not sure that Leadership belongs - seems too 'command and control'. Would prefer collaboration and coordination as key skills and practice.
8. We are presently developing a voluntary Internship program; we are looking at the possibility of Work Study credit if the student is eligible.  I think that D. may provide restrictions that could inhibit sponsors from taking on an a student intern.  In our Masters program we do provide projects that involve working working with public or private agencies.  Because we have many students who are online we do provide alternative guidelines to the project in special cases.  For example we have many online military students in unsecured areas.
9. item 1 is clear and so is 3.  What does network-building and stakeholder engagement mean?  I have an idea of what they mean but I don't know if my thoughts are the same as those who put it item 2.  How do you develop network building skills and please indicate which course titles have that content?      For item 4 that too is very short.  What do you mean in terms of where you intend that to happen?  What courses include the application of research in practice?  Do you mean the internship?  That is a very global statement that lends itself to either so broad of an review or it can be viewed as confusing.  Many of the texts do provide research based information that has implications for practice.  Does item 4 really need to be stated as a separate item?  Is it not implicit in other items.  Please elaborate what you mean in terms of how 4 is articulated in the curriculum so I can understand how you intent to measure this.    Where in the curriculum does the leadership content come?  Does this mean that there should be a separate course on leadership?  Who should teach it then?  A proven leader?  How would you determine who is qualified?  Or would it be an academic course on leadership?  This does raise a lot of questions as to what you intend by this item.
10. Our internship program requires 8 hours for 16 weeks during one semester or 128 contact hours. Where did the 150 hour criteria come from and what is it based on?  I am more interested in the quality of contact hours and the experience. Is 150 hours better than 128? I am not inclined to increase the number of hours.
11. Internships may be limited in some areas of the country.
12. Add     Planning  Management process and systems
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