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Course Title: Hazards Risk Management

Session 10: Step 1: Building Support, Forming Partnerships, and Involving the Public

Time: 3 hours


Objectives (Slide 10-2)

10.1 Understanding the Need for Hazards Risk Management

10.2 Defining Hazards Risk Management Goals

10.3 Communicating Risk

10.4 Identifying Hazards Risk Management Stakeholders and Defining Roles

10.5 Building Public-Private Partnerships

10.6 Conducting Public Consultation: Justification, Methods, Benefits, and Risks
													

Scope:

This session examines what it takes to build community support for Hazards Risk Management through partnerships and involving the general public. In order for a community to fully commit to mitigating its risks, work must be done to help community members to understand what Hazards Risk Management is all about. The community must define its goals for such a program and develop means for communicating the risks their community face. Part of this effort involves identifying potential partners from among community stakeholders and building public-private partnerships that serve as a foundation for support of a community Hazards Risk Management program. At the same time, work must be done to inform the public and generate its support for the program. This session examines what actions must be taken in the first step to building a community Hazards Risk Management program.

__________________________________________________________________________
Readings:

Student Reading:

“Emergency Risk Management: Application’s Guide.” Australian Emergency Manual Series. Emergency Management Australia. 2000. Pages 8–9. http://www.ema.gov.au/ema/rwpattach.nsf/viewasattachmentPersonal/052463276B78ED4FCA256C8A001AAD29/$file/EMERGENCY_RISK_MANAGEMENT.PDF

“Getting Started: Building Support for Mitigation Planning” Federal Emergency Management Agency. September 2002. http://www.fema.gov/fima/planning_toc5.shtm

“The Eleven “C’s” of Community Disaster Education” Rocky Lopes, Ph.D., October, 2002, The American National Red Cross, Washington, DC. http://www.vaemergency.com/library/cderesources/02outreachconf/lopes.ppt

“Project Impact: Building a Disaster Resistant Community – Guidebook.” Federal Emergency Management Agency. 1997.

ISDR. 2012. International Strategy for Risk Reduction web site viewing. http://www.unisdr.org/

Instructor Reading:

“Emergency Risk Management: Application’s Guide.” Australian Emergency Manual Series. Emergency Management Australia. 2000. Pages 8–9. http://www.ema.gov.au/ema/rwpattach.nsf/viewasattachmentPersonal/052463276B78ED4FCA256C8A001AAD29/$file/EMERGENCY_RISK_MANAGEMENT.PDF  

“Getting Started: Building Support for Mitigation Planning” Federal Emergency Management Agency. September 2002. http://www.fema.gov/fima/planning_toc5.shtm 

“The Eleven “C’s” of Community Disaster Education” Rocky Lopes, Ph.D., October, 2002, The American National Red Cross, Washington, DC. http://www.vaemergency.com/library/cderesources/02outreachconf/lopes.ppt 

“Project Impact: Building a Disaster Resistant Community – Guidebook.” Federal Emergency Management Agency. 1997.

ISDR. 2012. International Strategy for Risk Reduction web site viewing. http://www.unisdr.org/
_____________________________________________________________________________

General Requirements:

Provide lectures on the module content, facilitate class discussions, and lead class exercises that build upon the course content using the personal knowledge and experience of the instructor and students.

PowerPoint slides are provided for the instructor’s use, if so desired.

It is recommended that the modified experiential learning cycle be completed for Objectives 10.1 –10.6 at the end of the session. 

Objective 10.1: Understanding the Need for Hazards Risk Management

Requirements:

Instructor leads a discussion of the costs of disaster events and how reducing disaster costs serves as the basis for understanding the need for Hazards Risk Management.

Remarks:

I. Direct Costs (Slide 10-3)

A. Ask the students to identify direct costs of a disaster event to individuals, businesses, and the community. Record the responses and compare the students’ list to the direct costs identified below. 

B. Direct costs of a disaster event include:

1. Costs to repair or replace damaged or destroyed public infrastructure – bridges, hospitals, schools, police stations, city halls, etc. 

2. Costs of replacing damaged or destroyed homes and residences

3. Costs of repairing or replacing damaged or destroyed business facilities

4. Costs of replacing lost business inventories

5. Insurance losses

II. Indirect Costs (Slide 10-4)

A. Ask the students to identify indirect costs of a disaster event to individuals, businesses, and the community. Record the responses and compare the students’ list to the indirect costs identified below.

B. Indirect costs are difficult to quantify and are often under reported and may include:

1. Lost wages and earnings

2. Lost business opportunities

3. Lost market share

4. Lost population

5. Lost savings

6. Environmental losses

7. Lost tax revenues

III. Small Business Losses (Slide 10-5)

A. One area where research has been done is in calculating the losses caused by natural disaster events suffered by businesses in a community. Research studies by the Disaster Research Center (DRC) at the University of Delaware on the impacts of disaster events on businesses have found that a small business does not have to suffer physical damage to incur economic loss from a disaster event. (Tierney, 1994)

B. DRC surveys of 1,000 small businesses in Des Moines, Iowa, in the aftermath of the 1993 Midwest Floods, found that while less than 25% of the small businesses surveyed suffered physical damage from the floodwaters, nearly 75% of the businesses suffered economic losses because of the shutdown of their business for 2 weeks while the public water facility was being repaired. The types of economic losses documented included loss of customers and disrupted flow of materials into and out of businesses. (Tierney, 1994)

C. DRC surveys on losses suffered by small businesses in the vicinity of the 1994 Northridge Earthquake in Southern California found “disruption of lifelines (water, electricity, and natural gas) was a key factor in business disruption.” (Tierney, 1995)

D. The losses documented in these two reports are defined as indirect losses and were not included in most estimates of the economic losses caused by the Midwest Floods or the Northridge Earthquake.

IV. Economic Losses (Slide 10-6)

A. The economic losses from disasters are often experienced locally and sometimes experienced regionally, but rarely are economic impacts of a disaster event experienced nationwide.

B. The terrorists’ attacks on the World Trade Center in New York and the Pentagon in Washington, DC, caused economic impacts that were felt not only in New York and Washington, but also across the country and around the world.

V. Strategic Context for Understanding the Need for Risk Management 
(Slide 10-7)

A. The shift to a Risk Management approach to mitigate direct and indirect costs and economic losses of disasters has been ongoing since the early 1990s. 

B. Australia and New Zealand long ago developed a comprehensive approach to Risk Management.

C. Established in 1999, the International Strategy for Risk Reduction (ISDR), a United Nations organization, has led international efforts to promote Risk Management practices.

1. As noted on the its web site, the ISDR’s mandate is, “The mandate of UNISDR expanded in 2001 to serve as the focal point in the United Nations system for the coordination of disaster reduction and to ensure synergies among the disaster reduction activities of the United Nations system and regional organizations and activities in socio-economic and humanitarian fields (GA resolution 56/195). This was in response to a need for mainstreaming disaster risk reduction within the development and other areas of work of the UN.” (ISDR, 2012) 
(Slide 10-8)

2. ISDR engages in the following four principal activities per its web site:

a) “We (ISDR) coordinate international efforts in DRR (Disaster Risk Reduction) and guide, monitor as well as report regularly on the progress of the implementation of the Hyogo Framework for Action. We organize a biennial Global Platform on disaster risk reduction with leaders and decision makers to advance risk reduction policies and support the establishment of regional, national and thematic platforms.

b) “We (ISDR) campaign to create global awareness of disaster risk reduction benefits and empower people to reduce their vulnerability to hazards. Our current campaigns focus on safer schools and hospitals as well as resilient cities.

c) “We (ISDR) advocate for greater investments in risk reduction actions to protect people’s lives and assets including climate change adaptation, more education on DRR and increased participation of men and women in the decision making process.

d) “We (ISDR) inform and connect people by providing practical services and tools such as the risk reduction website PreventionWeb, publications on good practices, country profiles and the Global Assessment Report on Disaster Risk Reduction which is an authoritative analysis of global disaster risks and trends.” (ISDR, 2012)


3. ISDR is engaged in DRR activities across the globe, especially in developing countries.

4. ISDR partners with (Slide 10-9):

a) Regional Organizations and Platforms

b) Countries and National Platforms

c) Parliamentarians

d) U.N. Organizations

e) International Financial Institutions

f) Civil Society Organizations

g) Academic and Research Institutions

h) Private Sector

i) Media

j) Thematic Platforms (ISDR, 2012)

D. The increased frequency and severity of natural disaster events since 1989 prompted FEMA and emergency managers in the United States to consider Hazards Risk Management activities and programs. (Slide 10-10)

E. In the United States, a shift of emphasis from a focus on response to a focus on mitigation and prevention was slowly occurring in the late 1990s.

F. FEMA’s Project Impact, which was operational from 1997–2001, is one domestic program illustrating this shift. This community-based Risk Management initiative was discontinued in 2001 and replaced by the Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Grant Program, which provided competitive grants to communities to conduct Risk Management activities. The PDM Program was discontinued in 2012.

G. Community-based Risk Management and Hazard Mitigation have been marginalized within FEMA since it joined DHS after the September 11th attacks.

H. In December 2011, FEMA introduced its Whole Community concept that, “As a concept, Whole Community is a means by which residents, emergency management practitioners, organizational and community leaders, and government officials can collectively understand and assess the needs of their respective communities and determine the best ways to organize and strengthen their assets, capacities, and interests. By doing so, a more effective path to societal security and resilience is built. In a sense, Whole Community is a philosophical approach on how to think about conducting emergency management.” (FEMA, 2011)

I. Tulsa Partners, Inc., builds on the success of years of Hazards Risk Management in Tulsa and its mission is, “To mobilize all segments of the population to build a disaster-resistant, sustainable community. By building public/private partnerships, Tulsa Partners, Inc. will:

1. Promote and advocate for sustainability and disaster resistance;

2. Provide education programs;

3. Develop mentoring relationships;

4. Recognize and celebrate community efforts; and

5. Act as a clearinghouse for expertise and information. (Tulsa Partners, Inc., 2012)

J. Effective Hazards Risk Management must be implemented at the local level in partnership with local, non-governmental organizations such as the Red Cross and Salvation Army and the local business community. Federal and State funding and technical assistance must be designed to support local efforts.

K. Ask the students: Do you think Hazards Risk Management is currently a priority in the United States? Why? Is it currently a bigger priority in the international community? Why?
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

Examples of direct and indirect costs developed by Dr. B. Wayne Blanchard, former Director of FEMA’s Higher Education Program, for a fictional university called Wayne Blanchard University. These examples illustrate how a disaster event can possibly impact a specific location–in this case, a university.

Direct costs identified for Wayne Blanchard University include: 

1. Removal of debris from the university campus
2. Demolition and removal of unsafe or destroyed university buildings
3. Repair of damaged university buildings
4. Reconstruction of destroyed university buildings
5. Repair or replacement of university equipment, including IT infrastructure, furniture, business records, vehicles, and other inventory
6. Landscaping to repair university grounds
7. Insurance Losses

Indirect costs identified for Wayne Blanchard University include:

1. Damaged reputation (university seen as ‘unsafe’)
2. Future reduction in student applications
3. Increased length of the semester – additional wages
4. Lower retention of students
5. Lost savings
6. Temporary loss of natural aesthetics
_____________________________________________________________________________

Objective 10.2: Defining Hazards Risk Management Goals

Requirements:

Instructor leads student interaction and discussion of how to define the goals and objectives of a Hazards Risk Management plan.

Remarks:

I. Ask the students to identify what the primary goal of an effective community-based Hazards Risk Management plan should be. Record student responses and compare to goal stated below.

II. The primary goal of an effective community-based Hazards Risk Management plan is to reduce the impacts of future disaster events on the community’s residents, built environment, economy, critical infrastructure, and natural environment. (Slide 10-11)

III. Ask the students to identify potential supportive objectives for implementing an effective community-based Hazards Risk Management plan. Record student responses and compare to the list below. (Slide 10-12)
	
A. Increase public safety.

B. Remove homes and businesses from at-risk areas.

C. Reduce deaths and injuries from known risks.

D. Reduce economic losses.

E. Reduce damage to homes.

F. Reduce damage to businesses.

G. Reduce damage to public infrastructure.

H. Improve response.

I. Improve evacuation procedures and practices.

J. Reduce small business closings after a disaster.

K. Reduce job loss.

IV. How to define supportive objectives (Slide 10-13)

A. Provide accurate information on risks.

B. Research potential risk management and mitigation actions and potential loss-reduction benefits.

C. Understand the social and economic values of the community.

D. Consult with all stakeholders to identify community priorities.

E. Prioritize Mitigation and Risk Management actions.

F. Build consensus and support for the prioritized actions and objectives.
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

Examples of direct and indirect costs developed by Dr. B. Wayne Blanchard, former Director of FEMA’s Higher Education Program, for a fictional university called Wayne Blanchard University. The following primary goal and guiding principle were established for Wayne Blanchard University at the start of the Hazards Risk Management process:

Primary Goal: Provide a quality education in a safe and secure environment that allows individuals to develop their intellectual abilities and life skills to the maximum extent possible.

Supporting Objectives:

· Protect the safety and wellbeing of the WBU community.
· Preserve or restore the academic environment and its essential support structures.
· Ensure the continuous conduct of the critical WBU functions.
· Sustain the vital interests of WBU.
_____________________________________________________________________________
V. Methods for identifying and defining issues – Identifying and defining issues involved in Hazards Risk Management are critical steps in the process.  

VI. It is critical that the full range of community issues are identified and effort placed on defining these issues and placing them in context. The basis of the Hazards Risk Management process is the issues that the process is attempting to address.

A. Ask the students to identify ways to identify community hazard issues. Record student responses and compare to the list below.

B. There are numerous ways to identify community hazard issues, including
(Slide 10-14):

1. Public consultation

2. Review of past events

3. Emergency management sources

4. Non-traditional sources

5. Case studies

C. Public consultation – soliciting, collecting, and documenting public input into the process from traditional and non-traditional stakeholders in the planning process is one way to ensure that all potential community issues are identified for consideration. (Slide 10-15)

1. This process also guards against the planning team limiting the issues considered to those pre-conceived by the team members.

2. Ask the students to identify ways to means for soliciting and collecting stakeholder and general public input in order to identify community hazard issues through public consultation. Record student responses and compare to the list below.

3. Effective means for soliciting and collecting stakeholder and general public input include:

a) Community meetings

b) Community hotline

c) Interviews with community leaders

d) Questionnaires soliciting broad public input

D. Review of past events – consideration of data and information collected and documented concerning past disaster events will provide insight to potential Hazards Risk Management issues. (Slide 10-16)

1. For example, evacuation plans did not work adequately in the last hurricane event as documented in After-Action Reports and news media reports.

2. Ask the students to identify sources of data and information on past disaster events that can be used to identify community hazard issues. Record student responses and compare to the list below.

3. Sources of data and information for past disaster events include:

a) News media accounts

b) Government After-Action Reports

c) Academic and government studies

d) Public survey research – opinion polls and focus groups

e) Business community newsletters and reports

E. Emergency management sources – information collected by Federal, State, and local emergency management officials is a good source for identifying potential community hazard risk issues. (Slide 10-17)

1. Ask the students to identify emergency management sources that can be used to identify community hazard issues. Record student responses and compare to the list below.

2. These sources include:

a) Technical studies and reports on specific hazards

b) How to guides on mitigation planning

c) Weather projections

d) Projections of future disaster events such as earthquake probability tables and the El Nino cycle

e) Flood maps

f) Hazard Mitigation techniques and technologies

g) Disaster preparedness plans and programs

h) Building codes and code enforcement

i) Fire prevention and education

F. Non-Traditional sources – the frequency and severity of natural and technological disasters continue to increase. The new threat of terrorist attacks has added new hazards and new problems for emergency managers and communities to consider. (Slide 10-18)

1. Ask the students to identify non-traditional sources of information that can be used to identify community hazard issues. Record student responses and compare to the list below.

2. There are numerous non-traditional sources that could be used to help identify potential community issues in Hazards Risk Management including:

a) Reports on global climate change and its impact on weather patterns and natural disaster events such as severe storms and droughts.

b) Reports on the economic impacts of terrorist events that occur thousands of miles away but can impact a community’s economy, job base, and quality of life.

c) Reports on the impacts of terrorism on the public’s perception of risk and what measures they would support to increase public safety.

d) Reports on future development and land use in the community.

e) Reports on environmental quality, especially in the areas of wetlands management and coastal erosion.

f) Reports on forest management.

g) National, regional, and local business trends.

G. Case Studies – review case studies of how other communities dealt with their hazard risks. Case studies provide documented examples that can serve as a roadmap to issue identification and definition. (Slide 10-19)

1. Ask the students to identify sources of case studies concerning Hazards Risk Management and mitigation that can be used to identify community hazard issues. Record student responses and compare to the list below.

2. Sources for case studies include:

a) FEMA Mitigation Best Practices Portfolio – Provides case studies detailing community examples concerning floodplain management, tornadoes, buyout programs, among others. http://www.fema.gov/plan/prevent/bestpractices/index.shtm

b) Earthquake Engineering New Zealand – Case studies detailing seismic isolation, seismic code development, earthquake engineering, earthquake hazard mapping, insurance, among others. http://www.nzsee.org.nz/

c) Asian Disaster Preparedness Center – Information on three “safer cities” case studies that address community-based initiatives and flood mitigation. http://www.adpc.net

VII. Defining an issue - An issue has been defined as “a condition or event, either internal or external to the organization, that if it continues will have a significant effect on the functioning or performance of the organization or its future interests.” (Regester 1997)

A. For Hazards Risk Management, the “organization” noted in the above definition could be a family, a community, a governing body, or a business and the “condition or event” a potential disaster.

B. Issues do not necessarily need to coincide with actual hazards or disaster events. In many cases, issues are based more upon the perception of risk than any calculated probability of risk. (Slide 10-20)

1. If these perceptions are strong enough to elicit extreme psychological or physiological responses from the public, there is the danger that while an issue-inducing hazard may not result in a disaster as feared, the public reaction to the possibility (or perception) of the disaster causes disastrous consequences.

2. This has occurred in the past because of media misinformation, rumors, panic, and other reasons. 

3. The famous Salem Witch Hunts and Trials, where hundreds of women were executed for suspicion of being witches, could be said to have been an extreme case of poor issue management. 

4. Ask the students to identify occurrences in the past when rumors and misinformation about an impending or ongoing disaster impacted their perception of risk from these events. How was their perception of risk impacted?

C. Acclaimed social scientist Paul Slovic describes in his article “Sex, Politics, and Emotion in Risk Judgments” that there are numerous factors by which people rate the risks that affect them, and that these factors tend to be qualitative rather than quantitative in nature. This topic, better known as Risk Perception, will be examined in detail in a future session bearing the same title. However, for the purposes of considering the source of issues, it is appropriate to examine a sample of these factors that have been identified by Slovic. (Slovic, 2002)
(Slide 10-21)

1. Sex (Gender) – Studies have shown that men and women are concerned with and fear different things. Men tend to “judge risks as smaller and less problematic than women.” (Slovic, 2002)

2. Worldviews – Social, psychological, and political factors will affect the way that people view and interpret the events that transpire around them, and likewise how they respond to them. The following examples of worldviews are provided by Slovic, representing only a fraction of all worldviews:

a) Fatalism – people feel that they have little control over their surroundings, their health, and their risks.

b) Hierarchy – Those in power, or the experts, should be in control of risks, and be more responsible for managing those risks.

c) Individualism – Everyone needs to worry about his or her own risks. Ultimately, people are responsible for protecting themselves.

d) Egalitarianism – Everyone needs equal protection from risks. Risks should be distributed uniformly across populations.

e) Technological Enthusiasm – Technology is the answer to our risks. Using the right technology in the right ways, we can make ourselves risk-free. (Slovic, 2002)

f) Emotion – Emotion affects our cognition, or the way we process the information we receive. This includes our attention span and our memory. Certain risks tend to pique strong emotions in a population, whether negative or positive in nature. Slovic describes a certain form of emotion termed ‘affect’, which defines whether a person is for or against the possible benefits of the risk. The example he provides is that of nuclear power, which has traditionally elicited both strong opponents and proponents. (Slovic, 2002)

D. Defining an issue associated with Hazards Risk Management involves three elements: 

1. Identifying who and what is impacted. 

2. Ask the students to identify who and what is impacted when a disaster strikes a community. Record the student responses and compare to the list below. (Slide 10-22)

a) General public 

b) Residences

c) Neighborhoods

d) Political and government organizations

e) Business community and the marketplace

f) Community groups and institutions

g) Universities and colleges

h) Public infrastructure

i) Environment

3. Examining past impacts

4. Ask the students to identify past impacts from disasters that strike communities. Record the student responses and compare to the list below. (Slide 10-23)

a) Deaths

b) Injuries

c) Property damage

d) Economic losses

e) Societal disruptions
f) Changes in quality of life

g) Political impacts

h) Legal issues

5. Identifying potential future impacts – Will future impacts be greater if the issue is not addressed and would additional parties be impacted?
(Slide 10-24)
_____________________________________________________________________________

Objective 10.3: Communicating Risk.

Requirements:

Review The Eleven “C’s” of Community Disaster Education by Rocky Lopes, Ph.D., Senior Associate, Community Disaster Education, Disaster Services Department, The American National Red Cross, 2002, Washington, DC.

Remarks:

I. Effective Risk Management begins with effective Hazards Risk Communication.

II. How Hazard Risk information is communicated to the public, to stakeholders, and to partners is critical to building consensus on what actions to take to manage risk.

III. In 2002, Rocky Lopes at the American Red Cross developed “The Eleven “C’s” of Community Disaster Education” that include the following categories
(Slides 10-25 and 10-26):

A. Community-Focused – In order to overcome the typical denial that disasters “don’t happen here,” it’s important to keep a focus on what events have happened in that particular community in historical terms. Disaster research has shown that people are more likely to prepare for things they believe can happen where they are.

B. Cost-Effective – In order to encourage more action toward personal and family disaster preparedness, the behaviors suggested must be cost-effective. That is, if people generally want to deny that anything bad can happen to them, then they will be less likely to want to invest personal resources (time and money) into getting prepared for disasters and to mitigate their effects.

C. Concise – One of the common failures, particularly of novice disaster educators, is to tell everybody everything you know all at once. The recipient of this information often feels overwhelmed. Eyes glaze over, and the brain begins to wander.
D. Clear Messages – It’s amazing how convoluted some messages can become. Sometimes, educators wish to include all pertinent information, but doing so often complicates the message. Pedagogical research from Piaget and others in the education field has indicated that people should be provided the “most best” message. That is, the single message that works for most people most of the time.

E. Common Language – It’s important to use language that people generally understand and accept. The public generally accepts the wording “preparedness” to be all-inclusive of steps to take to be safer before, during, and after a disaster.

F. Consistent Messages – We have learned by errors of the past that providing consistently worded disaster safety recommendations is critical to getting people to do what we want them to do. Remember, most people are “in denial,” and therefore, they tend to “shop around” for information, or engage in the process of “verification.”

G. Coalitions – We learned from research that the public trusts information much more from agencies that present their information in similar methods, using identical materials. The trust and recognition of “joint-logoed” materials resulted in tremendously increased demand for such products.

H. Compel Action – All professionals in the disaster safety business want people to take action to reduce the effects that disasters have and to prepare for them. What has been shown to work is to demonstrate the actions to take. People need to see what to do.

I. Continuous Repetition and Reinforcement of Messages – There is a lot of disaster safety information to share with the public. The challenge to those who share this information with the public is to remain consistent with the recommendations included in this paper earlier: to limit the number of messages with each presentation as not to be overwhelming and to keep messages concise and clear.

J. Children – Professionals in the emergency management community have observed how children have influenced behavioral change in their parents through education received in school, such as “stop smoking” and seat-belt use campaigns. There is a simplistic belief that if you provide information to children in school, they will bring the information home and encourage parents to change behavior.

K. Conversation – According to Dr. Dennis Mileti, Director of the Natural Hazards Research and Applications Information Center at the University of Colorado at Boulder, one has to get people to engage in ongoing conversations about disasters and preparedness for them, which keeps the momentum going and actually encourages proactive and protective behaviors. According to Dr. Mileti, “Risk information is communicated. And if it is good risk information, it can accomplish only one thing. That the people who receive it find it salient enough that they begin talking it over with other people. They try to get more information.” 

L. Ask the students: When you were growing up, were you involved in school programs (such as DARE or anti-smoking campaigns) designed to help you shape and/or change your behavior or the behavior of your parents? Discuss how these programs presented information to you.
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

When applied to the fictional Wayne Blanchard University, the 11 “C’s” guide the Hazards Risk Management team to consider the following:

Community Focus – The Wayne Blanchard University has just experienced a highly destructive flood event. While no other major disasters have occurred in recent memory, there have been tornadoes within 50 miles, severe snowstorms, earthquake tremors felt from as far as 500 miles away, and extended heat and cold waves. However, very little is done on a personal level to provide protection from known hazards. The Hazards Risk Management team needs to identify the trusted sources of preparedness that exist on campus, such as the residence hall directors and assistants, the student government, the university police department, and the university EMS. Once identified, these groups must be educated on how to take advantage of the relatively short “window of opportunity” that exists immediately following a disaster to build a culture of disaster preparedness based upon the recognition that disasters can, and do, happen within the university grounds.

Cost Effective – There are four primary target audiences for the disaster education that must be considered – the students, the faculty and staff, and the decision-makers within the university administration who will be making authorizations to changes in university procedures regarding mitigation and preparedness from known hazards. Each of these groups must be considered according to the funds they will have available to spend on preparedness without incurring a financial burden. For the students, it would be wise to promote ‘go-kits’, which include basic survival supplies that would provide 3 days of food, water, clothing, and first aid. The instructions on the making of this kit, based upon the disposable income of students, should describe ways to purchase all listed items for less than $10. For Faculty and Staff, the same procedures for personal preparedness would be true, except that the amount of disposable income would probably be more in the $20–$30 range. Finally, for university administrators who will be making the authorizations for mitigation, it is important that the Hazards Risk Management team is able to clearly display how mitigation measures will be cost-effective to the university. It will be necessary to collect information pertaining to the total costs of damages from the floods to compare them to the amount that will be saved if mitigation from future events is taken. Many statistics have been given on the average dollar amount of future costs saved by mitigation today, ranging from $2 to $7 per dollar invested today. For the university setting, where safety is a primary concern of parents, the benefit from mitigation activities would be even greater if the efforts created a reputation for the university as one that is safe and secure from natural, technological, and manmade hazards.

Concise – Students are unlikely to spend a great amount of time reading about the hazards that threaten them or their property. It would be best to create a communications message that was less than one page in length if distributed to students.

Clear Language – Many students have never heard of a majority of the terms used in Hazards Risk Management, despite the fact that they are learning other subjects at the college level. The messages that they receive should be simple, and should address their personal situation (i.e., use terms like “dorm”, “roommates” and “classroom”, for example. The same is true for the faculty and staff that work at the university. All students receive a university “planner” at the beginning of the school year. In addition to the inclusion of a Hazard Risk Communications message and personal preparedness instructions within this guide, there will be a glossary of Hazards Risk Management terms to define the more difficult terms.

Common Language – Many of Wayne Blanchard University’s students are international students who speak English as a second language. It will be necessary to contact the Office of International Students to identify all of the primary spoken languages of the students, and to work with that office to develop communications materials that are correctly translated into those languages. 

Consistent Messages – The university office that regularly drafts messages to the entire university community must be tapped for inclusion in the Hazards Risk Management Communication process. This office can ensure that the university web site displays all of the information presented so that students always have a way to retrieve this information on their own. They can provide the student newspaper with materials for inclusion in the paper’s distribution, which is read by a majority of the students. They can also ensure that the parents of students get the same materials, which will increase the chances that another trusted source of information is advising the students with this consistent message. By performing all of these actions, the Hazards Risk Management team will be building upon an existing system that understands the most effective methods by which students will receive the messages, and will increase the chances that all students receive a consistent message from these various sources. By creating a new mechanism to distribute these messages in addition to what already exists within the university system, the risk is increased that discrepancies in message content will arise. 

Coalitions – Students are most likely to trust other students. It is vital that student government representatives be included in the communications process, and that these same individuals be included in the broadcasting of these messages. The message must also be supported by the administration (the university president, if possible) and by the faculty. Students live within a limited, somewhat controlled social environment within the campus setting, so it is possible to transmit these consistent preparedness messages from many different sources (student government, residence hall staff, faculty, administrators, student radio, student newspaper, etc.)

Compel Action – There are many ways to get students excited about and involved in programs such as preparedness. Many universities have personal safety programs to help students protect themselves against crime. These methods should be applied to all-hazards. Several ways in which this can be done at Wayne Blanchard University would be holding “Disaster Preparedness Outdoor BBQs” on the campus grounds, displaying a booth in the cafeterias where a majority of the students go on a daily basis, or including disaster preparedness as a required component of orientation. For faculty and staff, it is possible to include disaster preparedness as a component of staff orientation, to hold staff retreats focusing on the topic, or to require faculty to address the topic with their students in the course of their studies.

Continuous Repetition and Reinforcement of Messages – Students have many known routines, which require them to repeat actions from semester to semester. This is true of class registration, residence hall move-in, fraternity and sorority “rush”, and many others. Including Hazards Risk Management communications materials in these regular components of student life will increase the chances that their messages will be accepted by students. The university also has the authority to use the hallways of its buildings, whether dorms or classrooms, to post signs and messages that students will see on a continuous basis.

Children – While university-aged students are no longer children, it is likely that many of these students are living on their own for the first time. Many of them are developing daily routines that are much different than those they experienced at home with their parents or guardians. This is a unique opportunity to build into these routines a culture of disaster preparedness. There is a wide range of materials instructing students on living away from home that are included before the students arrive on campus, during orientation, and during the school year. It would be relatively easy to include materials on disaster preparedness within these established mechanisms.

Conversation – Residence hall directors and assistants hold regular meetings within the dorms to discuss various topics from crime safety to movies or dating. In these meetings, the student leaders and the staff have an opportunity to learn what the students perceive about their own risks, and whether or not these perceptions are correct. If the residence hall directors and assistants are properly trained, they can correct misperceptions and instruct students on how to prepare themselves based upon their own personal situations. Using the university web site, it will also be possible to create an online forum where the students can voice their concerns and can receive answers to questions they may have about disaster preparedness.
_____________________________________________________________________________

IV. Effective Hazards Risk Communications is a critical element in promoting the Hazards Risk Management approach with community leaders, government officials, and the general public. The principles discussed above provide a framework for the design of an effective Hazards Risk Communication strategy.
V. The following excerpt from the Emergency Management Australia “Emergency Risk Management: Applications Guide”, titled Communicate and Consult, is provided to give further insight into the importance of Hazard Risk Communication. (Slide 10-27)

A. Communication and consultation are an important consideration at each step of the emergency Risk Management process.

B. It is important to develop a communication plan for stakeholders at the earliest stage of the process. This plan should address issues related to both the risk itself and the process to manage it.

C. Communication and consultation involve a two-way dialogue between stakeholders, with efforts focused on consultation rather than a one-way flow of information from the decision-maker to other stakeholders.

D. Effective communication is important to ensure that those responsible for implementing Risk Management and those with a vested interest understand the basis on which certain decisions are made and why particular actions are required.

E. Perceptions of risk can vary due to difference in assumptions and conceptions and the needs, issues, and concerns of stakeholders as they relate to the risk or the issues under discussion. Stakeholders are likely to make judgments of the acceptability of a risk based on their perception of risk. Since stakeholders can have a significant impact on the decisions made, it is important that their perceptions of risk, as well as their perceptions of benefits, be identified and documented and the underlying reasons for them understood and addressed.

F. The process of communication should consider the following aspects 
(Slide 10-28):

1. Identification of major issues and focus groups.

2. The ways in which information will be communicated to the community.

3. The strategies that may be used to determine the concerns of the community regarding hazards within the community.

4. The type of information that will be distributed.

5. Information materials should be presented in a simple, non-technical, clear, and unambiguous form.

6. It may be necessary to prepare messages in different ways for different groups of people.

7. Uncertainty of information, modeling techniques, and Risk Assessment should be clearly communicated.

8. It should also be acknowledged that freedom of information enables citizen’s rights for access to information.

9. Communication should enable and encourage individuals and groups to search for more information (powerful communication systems such as the internet could increase public desire for more information).

10. The role of the media, both traditional media such as TV, radio, and newspapers, and social media such as Facebook, Twitter, and YouTube, in risk communication should be carefully examined and efforts made to ensure that messages are clear and unambiguous.

G. Ask the students: How do you receive daily news, from traditional media or social media? How would you prefer to receive Hazards Risk information, from traditional media or through social media? Which media mechanism would be most effective in communicating Hazards Risk Management information to you?
____________________________________________________________________________

Objective 10.4: Identifying Hazards Risk Management Stakeholders and Defining Roles

Requirements:

A discussion of stakeholders was conducted in Session 4 (Objective 4.5) and a student interaction was conducted requesting that students identify stakeholders with an interest in the Hazards Risk Management process. The instructor identified those stakeholders not identified by students and led a discussion of the role of each identified stakeholder.

Following this discussion, the instructor should review with the students the list of stakeholder organizations and stakeholders presented in FEMA’s “State and Local Mitigation Planning how-to guide: Getting Started” and in FEMA’s “Project Impact: Building a Disaster Resistant Community” Guidebook.

Remarks:

I. Stakeholders. In Session 4, stakeholders were defined as “those who may affect, be affected by or perceive themselves to be affected by the [hazards] risk management process.” (Australia, 2000)

II. Instructor should review with the students the stakeholders identified in the four general areas identified in Objective 4.5, including government, business community, academia/hazards research community, and community groups. 

A. Risk Management Stakeholders (Slide 10-29)

1. Government

2. Business community

3. Academia/hazards research community

4. Community groups

B. Government - Elected Officials (Slide 10-30)

1. Federal elected officials

2. State Governors

3. Local elected officials

C. Government - Agencies and Departments (Slide 10-31)

1. Federal

a) FEMA/DHS

b) Other Federal agencies 

2. State

a) State emergency management agencies

b) Other State government agencies

3. Local

a) Local emergency management agencies

b) Other local government agencies

D. Business Community (Slide 10-32)

1. Large employers

2. Small business owners

3. Chambers of Commerce

4. Project Impact

5. Business sectors

E. Academia/Hazards Research Community (Slide 10-33)

1. FEMA Higher Education Program

2. University Research Programs

3. Not-for-profit institutes

F. Community Groups

1. Local Emergency Planning Committees

2. Local chapters of national and regional community organizations

3. Faith-based and voluntary groups

III. List of Stakeholders

A. FEMA’s “State and Local Mitigation Planning how-to guide: Getting Started” provides a list that identifies potential stakeholder organizations and stakeholders to be recruited for the planning process. (A copy of the checklist is on Page 2-17 in the FEMA guide that is a handout for this session.)

B. FEMA’s “Project Impact: Building a Disaster Resistant Community” provides a list that identifies potential stakeholder organizations and stakeholders to be recruited for the planning process. (A copy of this checklist is included in the back of the Project Impact Guidebook that is a handout for this session.)
____________________________________________________________________________

Objective 10.5: Building Public-Private Partnerships

Requirements:

The instructor will lead a discussion of how FEMA approaches building public-private partnerships in Hazards Risk Management, and review efforts by the International Association of Emergency Managers (IAEM) to promote public-private partnerships and examples of ongoing public-private partnerships in Hazards Risk Management.

Remarks:

I. The FEMA web site includes a page dedicated to Public-Private Partnerships that FEMA defines as “A team approach to emergency management.” The FEMA web page goes on to say: 

II. “There is a compelling argument and ample evidence that every community would benefit from public-private collaboration in emergency management. 

III. “We are better able to serve our neighbors, fellow citizens, and our Nation’s disaster survivors in particular, when public sector and private sector representatives are both active members of the same team. 

IV. “(FEMA) Administrator Craig Fugate, who tirelessly advocates for a teamwork approach, told a gathering of U.S. private-sector leaders last year, “There’s no way government can solve the challenges of a disaster with a government-centric approach. It takes the whole team. And the private sector provides the bulk of the services every day in the community.” (FEMA, 2012)

V. FEMA operates in all 10 Regions when disaster strikes. Each Region has a unique model that encompasses foundational core attributes (Slide 10-35):

A. Being publically accessible; 

B. Dedicated; 

C. Resourced; 

D. Engaged; and 

E. Sustainable. (FEMA, 2012)

VI. “Most regional models are engaged in sharing situational awareness, either through a dedicated liaison, established communication protocols, individual business representation within an Emergency Operations Center, or in rare cases, fully staffed business Emergency Operations Centers. (Slide 10-36)

VII. “Some models are built on legal agreements, Memoranda of Agreement or Understanding (MOA or MOU) between public agencies and private-sector organizations. 

VIII. “Some programs practice joint participation in training and exercises, and others invest time in identifying community resources that are available for response.” (FEMA, 2012) 

IX. FEMA has posted Public-Private Partnership Tools on its Public-Private Partnership web page that includes the information presented above and identifies Public-Private Partnership Resources and Funding for Public-Private Partnerships. (See Supplemental Considerations)

X. The International Association of Emergency Managers (IAEM) supports the IAEM-USA PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP CAUCUS.

A. Its mission is “Develop, identify, and promulgate best practices for creating effective partnerships among private, not-for-profit, and public sectors.” (IAEM, 2012)

B. Additional information concerning the IAEM Caucus is provided in Supplemental Considerations.

XI. In June 2012, IAEM and NIMSTAT announced “a new campaign “Small Business is Big,” aimed at increasing outreach and educational opportunities to small businesses in the emergency management arena. The Big Business – Small Business Emergency Management Mentorship program is directly inspired by this FEMA campaign and is an effort to help small businesses often lacking the resources to be better prepared for all-hazards disasters. The program’s main objective is to connect the dots between the big businesses that are willing to mentor and the small businesses that are preparing for, protecting against, responding to, recovering from, and mitigating against all-hazards emergency events, such as hurricanes, floods, power outages, snow storms, and other natural or manmade events. Participation in the program is voluntary and open to all businesses.” (IAEM/NIMSTAT, 2012)

XII.	A handout of the full press release is attached to this session.
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

The following are links to successful models of partnerships and examples of effective collaboration, coordination, and communication between public and private emergency management entities within the Regions.

Harris County, Texas, example - http://www.fema.gov/pdf/privatesector/harriscounty_partnership.pdf

Chicago example - http://www.fema.gov/pdf/privatesector/cirtf_chicago.pdf

New Jersey example - http://www.fema.gov/pdf/privatesector/new_jersey_partnership.pdf

Providence, Rhode Island: A Model for Public-Private Partnerships in Emergency Management
By: Roderick Fraser and Scott Corwin | August 10, 2009

A major snowstorm ravaged New England in December 2007. The storm hit Providence, R.I., especially hard, creating extensive evacuation delays and leaving residents stranded for hours. Following this event, Providence Mayor David Cicilline, the Providence Emergency Management Agency (PEMA) and state organizations recognized the need to enhance emergency management capabilities and restore public trust in the city by demonstrating their commitment to improving emergency preparedness and showing that a similar event would not paralyze the city.   
Providence is one of a few cities in America where the state capital and its economic center are both located in the state’s largest population center. This combination magnifies any emergency management problem by simultaneously affecting commerce, inconveniencing a large portion of the population and potentially paralyzing state agencies and the seat of government. Providence learned from this situation and forged ahead with improvements to its overall public safety and security and began construction of a new Emergency Operations Center (EOC).  

In February 2008, Pete Gaynor was hired as the new director of PEMA to build emergency preparedness capabilities for the city. Shortly after his appointment, he developed three key priorities to make quick improvements to the city’s emergency management programs:

· Develop a network of partners through the renewal of old relationships and by building new relationships with organizations, residents and local leaders.
· Design and conduct a hurricane response exercise no later than June 2008.
· Develop a community outreach program utilizing technological advancements to recruit and train volunteers to assist in disaster response and establish new disaster shelters around the city.

Within 10 months, with limited resources and staff, PEMA achieved and surpassed these goals. With the assistance of the Providence police and fire departments, the Rhode Island Economic Development Corp. and other city and state agencies, PEMA developed public-private partnerships with local businesses and local universities to build the infrastructure needed to reach their goals. Additionally PEMA built public safety and security systems, constructed a coordination center for the city while integrating new surveillance and warning capabilities, and trained and engaged residents in community emergency management.

Forming Cohesiveness
At the heart of PEMA’s emergency management program was the establishment of the Providence EOC, which provides a central location for the public safety community, volunteers and the private sector to organize a response to any incident affecting Providence residents and businesses, the Providence Port or the surrounding the Narragansett Bay area. The “Ocean State,” as Rhode Island is known, is home to several small ports and a lot of maritime activity, both commercial and recreational, that make the bay area an important domain for state and local officials to protect.   

The state-of-the-art EOC provides interoperable communications and information sharing capabilities needed for emergency management (for all geographic and functional domains), a location for community organizing and training, as well as central command for conducting exercises to increase preparedness.  

When Gaynor arrived at PEMA, the existing EOC was an unfinished floor of an old bank. The initial layout and grant planning was under way. The old EOC structure had to be upgraded to ensure compliance with National Incident Management System for EOC operations, and PEMA needed to add connectivity to enable information sharing among multiple stakeholders. While PEMA had emergency management capabilities for the city, it had limited ability to manage an incident affecting the port area. PEMA needed to equip the EOC to enable both land and sea operations. This required a shared vision for common public safety and security operations. The EOC would need to support communications and other data networks that would allow shared awareness during an emergency whether in the city or the bay. To address this, PEMA began building relationships and laying the groundwork to integrate existing as well as new capabilities. 

The Port Security Communication Network (PSCN) was an established, state-initiated surveillance system in the southern Narragansett Bay area. This 800 MHz system was developed and used by the Department of Environmental Management and served as the primary network for port security and surveillance communications. To benefit from all the system could provide, new policies were developed and all emergency first responders purchased radios on this network to ensure effective and interoperable communications.  

Additionally Providence integrated the PSCN surveillance sensor feeds of 17 cameras with additional cameras, including a mobile camera mounted on a Providence Fire Department heavy rescue vehicle. Radars and data fusion assets provide a common operating picture (COP) for the city and Narragansett Bay. Part of this program was a partnership with Raytheon Corp. through a cooperative research and development agreement between Raytheon and the state.   

In pursuit of a common platform to use when responding to an incident, PEMA, with the assistance of DHS Port Security Grant Program funding, sought to establish additional surveillance capabilities in the northern bay and main port area. PEMA wanted to develop a system that provided a holistic, integrated design that would allow for future expansion. Gaynor contracted with Raytheon to integrate existing cameras and deploy additional cameras and radars to provide new coverage of Narragansett Bay via a project named the Port Area Waterside Security System (PAWSS) project, a platform housed in the EOC.  

The city’s wireless surveillance and data feeds, and the Early Warning Notifications System -- composed of emergency warning sirens -- were also integrated into the system. These improvements were funded through additional DHS grants. Prior to the initiative’s completion, there were multiple state and city department-owned cameras throughout the area, all of which operated on different video management systems and none of which were connected. A common backbone for sharing of voice, video and data was required. The existing system of fiber and wireless network connectivity was owned by multiple state, city, university and private partners. Gaynor and Raytheon worked with all of these partners to share and develop optimal network capabilities and create one common backbone for the EOC and emergency operations. The PSCN and PAWSS were merged into one system and called Rhode Island Common Operating Picture (RICOP).

Keys to Success
Gaynor emphasizes that the project’s success was directly attributed to relationships between state government, local government, private industry and the nonprofit sector. “If I had to pick three keys to success for this project, I would say they were partnerships, agreements and funding,” Gaynor said. “The partnerships and agreements build upon each other, and of course, piecing together the funding is key to any project.”
  
Scott Corwin is a project lead for Civil Security and Response Programs with Raytheon Corp. He works closely with cities and states to enhance port security and public safety response capabilities. Roderick Fraser has served as the 37th commissioner of the Boston Fire Department since 2006. He served more than 20 years in the U.S. Navy and was commanding officer of the USS Underwood during Operation Iraqi Freedom.

Source: http://www.emergencymgmt.com/disaster/Providence-Public-Private-Partnerships.html
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

FEMA Blog

January 11, 2011

Strengthening emergency management through public-private partnerships

Posted by: Dan Stoneking, Director, Private Sector

Our team has the great fortune to work with many private sector partners in the field of emergency management. It has been an enriching experience to listen to and learn from those partners as they have helped us to promote public-private partnerships and open new doors that will help all of us – at all levels of government and in the private sector – better serve disaster survivors and communities. Most recently, we created a private sector seat in FEMA’s National Response Coordination Center (NRCC), the monitoring and operations center we use to coordinate all of our emergency response efforts, with all of our partners, during a disaster. 

This new position is a big deal for several reasons – it’s the first time we have had a member of the private sector embedded directly with our staff and it is another critical step that will help improve communication and coordination with the private sector before, during, and after emergencies. This position will be staffed with different representatives from the private sector, on a rotating basis. Katie Dempsey from Target Corporation is serving as our inaugural representative. Thank you Katie and Target for leading the way. 

Katie has achieved much in her short time here. She has a “seat at the table” working with governmental officials to enhance information sharing and collaboration with the private sector. She has worked with FEMA on numerous major initiatives to include the “National Level Exercise 2011.” In addition, Katie has received valuable emergency management training that will benefit her, her team members and Target.

We hope that Katie’s experience as a private sector representative here at FEMA is the first of many to come in 2011. We already have candidates lined up for the next few rotations and are working to get more representatives in place for the rest of this calendar year. Like much of our work at FEMA, this new NRCC seat will continue to be successful if we work together as a team, leveraging the resources of our many private sector partners and bringing more to the table. Let’s make it work and do amazing things! 

If you or someone you know is interested in being a candidate, please click here. Our private sector team is available 24/7 and ready to work with you. 

We understand not all private sector entities have the latitude to dedicate an employee for 90 days. For those who cannot, there are other ways to take action. Let’s all work together to be part of the emergency management team. 

- Dan

If you are a member of the private sector, and want more information on how we can partner together, please visit www.FEMA.gov/privatesector

Source: http://blog.fema.gov/2011/01/strengthening-emergency-management.html
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

	IAEM-USA PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP CAUCUS

	Caucus Chair:
Julie A. Kachgal (Pugal), CEM, Julie.Kachgal@disney.com
Vice Chair: Ira Tannenbaum, itannenbaum@oem.nyc.gov
Board Liaison:
Hui-Shan Walker, CEM, hwalker@cityofchesapeake.net 



Caucus Mission
Develop, identify, and promulgate best practices for creating effective partnerships among private, not-for-profit, and public sectors.

Caucus Objectives
· Collect and disseminate Public-Private Partnerships news and resources to IAEM members.
· Promote the benefit of Public-Private Partnerships initiatives to IAEM members.
· Leverage the international membership and create networking opportunities and information-sharing events.
· Track and support independent initiatives aimed at improving Public-Private Partnerships.
· Support the mission of FEMA’s Private Sector Division and any other organization’s public-private programs.

Caucus Concept of Operations
· IAEM Public-Private Partnerships web site: Update regularly with news, publications, projects, and links to related authorities.
· Meet at the mid-year and annual meetings to assess how well objectives are being met and provide project updates.
· Schedule meetings with caucus members for updates.
· Participate in Public-Private Partnerships project meetings as necessary.

Connect!
· Facebook IAEM Public Private Partnerships
· LinkedIn IAEM Public Private Partnerships
· Twitter IAEMPPP

Minutes

· June 9, 2012

Resources
· FEMA Public Private Partnerships (includes link to State/regional models)
· LLIS Public-Private Partnerships for Emergency Preparedness: Overview (need to be a member)
· FEMA EMI: Introduction to Public Private Partnerships

Public-Private Partnerships Projects and Initiatives
· NIMSAT/IAEM-USA Joint Press Release: Big Business-Small Business Emergency Management Mentorship Program Launches for Enhanced Disaster Resiliency (01 June 2012)
· Committee Quarterly Report, Nov. 17, 2011-Mar. 31, 2012 (10 May 2012)
· The All Hazards Consortium. The AHC’s key outcome is the integration of planning efforts for projects and systems between government (e.g., State, local, and Federal) and the private-sector infrastructure owner/operators for the following sectors: Power, Transportation, Telecommunications, Medical, Food/Water, Banking and Finance, Information Technology, Housing/Commercial, Facilities and Chemical.
· CONNECT Colorado. The CONNECT Colorado Resource Inventory, a project of the Colorado Emergency Preparedness Partnership (CEPP) and the Denver Infragard Member’s Alliance, is fully integrated with State of Colorado resource management systems and processes, not a separate private sector phone book. It documents, categorizes, and makes available to emergency responders the equipment, supplies, and expertise of the business community for the security and response capability across the State of Colorado.
· Corporate Emergency Access System. CEAS is a pre-event credentialing program, which authenticates critical business employees for access to restricted areas following a disaster or serious emergency using a secure identification card recognized by the police. Municipalities must adopt the CEAS Program for use in their jurisdiction before businesses can enroll in the Program and receive ID cards. The local authorities can implement CEAS following an emergency once immediate threats to life are stabilized.
· Business Executives for National Security. Business Executives for National Security (BENS), a nationwide, non-partisan organization, is the primary channel through which senior business executives can help enhance the Nation’s security. BENS members use their business experience to help government leaders implement solutions to the most challenging national security problems. BENS has only one special interest: to help make America safe and secure.
· InfraGard. InfraGard is an information-sharing and analysis effort serving the interests and combining the knowledge base of a wide range of members. At its most basic level, InfraGard is a partnership between the Federal Bureau of Investigation and the private sector.
· NIMSAT. The NIMSAT Institute aims to support and strengthen strategic partnerships between key public and private entities in emergency management at all levels, including non-profit organizations, leveraging national assets and partners for action and support throughout the country.

Member Articles and Presentations
· Beyond the Intent of Collaboration, by Eric W. Jones, presented at the IAEM-USA 2011 Annual Conference.
· Collaboration in the Post-Katrina Environment: Successes and Pitfalls in Collaboration with Private Sector, Voluntary Organizations and Volunteers, by Kathleen Henning, CEM, presented at the IAEM-USA 2011 Annual Conference.

International Resources
· Report from APEC Workshop on Public Private Partnerships and Disaster Resilience, Bangkok, 24–29 August, 2010.



Source: IAEM, http://www.iaem.com/Committees/PublicPrivate/ppp.htm#Mission
_____________________________________________________________________________

Supplemental Considerations:

Verizon Hails Public-Private Partnership to Aid Emergency Preparedness in New York City

WASHINGTON – May 10, 2011
Verizon Chairman and Chief Executive Officer Ivan Seidenberg, federal agency officials, New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg and representatives from AT&T, Sprint and T-Mobile announced on Tuesday (May 10) plans to deploy the Personal Localized Alerting Network in New York City by December 31, more than three months earlier than the April 2012 deployment date set by the federal government.

The announcement of PLAN, also known as the Commercial Mobile Alert Service, included Federal Communications Commission Chairman Julius Genachowski and Craig Fugate, administrator of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).

The FCC established PLAN to allow participating wireless providers to send emergency alerts as text like messages to their subscribers. The network will allow FEMA to accept and aggregate alerts from authorized federal, state and local government officials, and then send the alerts over a secure interface to participating wireless providers, which will distribute the alerts to subscribers.

“This project is a great example of the government and private sectors coming together to accomplish something for the public good,” Seidenberg said. “Verizon supported the legislation behind this initiative, and we have been involved at every step of the way in developing the rules that will make this service work.”

Verizon will also have PLAN-capable handsets available by the end of 2011.
“As a company whose headquarters are across the street from the site of the World Trade Towers, Verizon is acutely aware of the critical public safety issues in New York City,” Seidenberg said. “We’re committed to using our technology to put these empowering new tools in our customers’ hands, and we are proud to do our part in helping create a safer, more secure society.”

In addition to New York City, Verizon will also deploy the Personal Localized Alerting Network in Washington, D.C., by the end of the year.

Source: http://newscenter.verizon.com/press-releases/verizon/2011/verizon-hails-public-private.html
____________________________________________________________________________

Objective 10.6: Conducting Public Consultation: Justification, Methods, Benefits, and Risks

Requirements:

The instructor will provide an overview of the purpose for public consultation and involvement in Hazards Risk Management and examine a process for building consensus amongst the public for this approach. A student interaction will be conducted to identify effective mechanisms in the community to communicate with the general public.

Remarks:

I. FEMA’s “State and Local Mitigation Planning how-to guide: Getting Started” identifies engaging the public as one of three steps to starting the Mitigation Planning process in any community. The FEMA guide states, “it is important to include a broad public participation in the planning process as well.” (FEMA, 2002) (Slide 10-37)

II. There are two principal reasons for involving the public in the Hazards Risk Management process: 1) To identify and learn the full spectrum of the needs of the community and 2) to educate and generate support from the public for the Hazards Risk Management strategy.

III. The FEMA guide notes that “involving stakeholders who are not part of the core (planning) team in all stages of the process will introduce the planning team to different points of view about the needs of the community. It will also provide opportunities to educate the public on hazard mitigation, the planning process, any findings, and could be used to generate support for the mitigation plan.” (FEMA, 2002)

IV. Getting the public involved can be challenging. The FEMA Guide notes two distinct challenges for involving the public in mitigation planning. “Two obstacles are commonly encountered. First, most people may not be aware of risks in their community; secondly, they may not know what mitigation is or how it can complement existing goals.” (FEMA, 2002)

V. The FEMA Guide identified three steps for engaging the public in the Mitigation Planning process (Slide 10-38):

A. Identify the public.

B. Organize public participation activities.

C. Develop a public education campaign. 

VI. Identify the public (Slide 10-39)

A. This step involves identifying community stakeholders as well as identifying broad cross-sections of the public that have not traditionally been involved in a community planning process.

B. A detailed discussion concerning identifying stakeholders is provided in Objective 10.4 of this session.

C. Ask the students to identify sections of the public not traditionally involved in a community planning process. Record the student responses and compare to the list provided in the two FEMA documents below.

D. Refer to checklists from FEMA’s “State and Local Mitigation Planning how-to guide: Getting Started” and in FEMA’s “Project Impact: Building a Disaster Resistant Community” Guidebook to identify sections of the public not traditionally involved in a community planning process.

VII. Organize Public Participation

A. Schedule public participation activities (Slide 10-40)

1. These activities would be designed to maximize the participation of the public and would provide mechanisms for two-way communication between the public and the planning team. Examples include:

a) Regular community meetings – to present information and technical issues and to receive input and information back from the public.

b) Hotline – establish and maintain a phone or e-mail hotline where members of the public can directly contact an individual involved in the planning process who is knowledgeable and open to receiving public input and answering questions.

c) Interviews – conduct one-on-one interviews with community leaders.

d) Questionnaires – survey a broader cross-section of the community for their input.

B. Analyze, evaluate, and incorporate comments – take the information collected from the public and upon proper analysis and evaluation, incorporate this information into the planning process.

C. Document results – Create a permanent record of the comments and ideas submitted by the public during the planning process. A single individual of the Planning Team should be designated to manage this process and ensure that this record is complete and accessible to planning team members and the public.

VIII. Develop a public education campaign (Slide 10-41)

A. A formal public education campaign will build on the information first communicated to the public in the initial public meetings. This information should be concise and accessible to the public. Distribution of this information can be accomplished in several ways, including:

1. News media – partner with the news media to present information to the public through:

a) News conferences – generate media attention from print, radio, and television media.

b) Interviews with planning team members that are published in local newspapers or broadcast on television or radio.

c) Public Service Announcements (PSAs) – radio and television advertisements developed with the media and broadcast for free.

d) Public access programming on cable television – many cable systems provide public access programming to communities; in fact, many communities maintain their own channel on local cable networks.

e) Public affairs programming – many radio and television stations maintain public affairs programming for discussion of local issues.

f) Newsletters – many community and non-profit organizations distribute regular newsletters to their membership.

2. Social Media (Slide 10-42)

a) Establish a Facebook page.

b) Create a Twitter account.

c) Post videos on YouTube.

3. Brochures, fliers, and newsletters (Slide 10-43)

a) Should be concise and easy to read.

a) Should include compelling graphics.

b) Should include contact information for public input.

c) Distribution points include:

(1) Utility bills

(2) Grocery and department stores

(3) Government buildings

(4) Libraries

(5) Tax notices and government communications

(6) Local newspapers

4. Outreach at community events like festivals, fairs, and bazaars
(Slide 10-44)

a) Develop an event booth.

b) Recruit team members to staff the booth.

c) Team members can distribute information and talk with community members.

5. Use the Internet (Slide 10-45)

a) Use the community web site and/or bulletin board.

b) Provide current information on the planning process.

c) Solicit and receive public input.

d) Post announcements.
e) Post technical reports and information.

6.	Ask the students: Have you ever participated in a local campaign to solicit information from the public? Explain and discuss.
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