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Session Objectives:
 At the conclusion of the session the students should be able to:

· 7.1: Explain the meaning of the term “collaboration” within the emergency                                             management context.
· 7.2: Explain the unique importance of collaboration as a principle of emergency      management.
· 7.3: Describe the “hallmarks” of a truly collaborative approach to emergency management.
· 7.4: Analyze and evaluate the levels of collaboration, and propose actions that would improve the level of collaboration as described in selected case studies.
Scope


This session is designed to provide the student with an understanding of the meaning and importance of the principle of “collaboration” as an essential element of the emergency management function.  More, importantly, it will focus on those approaches, strategies and processes which build a climate of collaboration and trust within an emergency management program.  Emphasis will be placed on demonstrating the impact that the level of collaboration has on actual outcomes in crisis situations.  Finally, it will describe the relationship of the collaboration principle to other related principles as presented in the course, reinforcing the synergistic nature of the concept of principled emergency management.   
________________________________________________________________________

Readings:
Student Readings:

Auf der Heide, Erik, Disaster Response: Principles of Preparation and Coordination (online at  http://orgmail2.coe-dmha.org/dr/flash.htm) Chapters 3 and 5.  

Gregory, Dale M., Collaborative Emergency Planning: Building Partnerships Outside-in. Unpublished document on the Museum SOS website: www.museum.org/docs/strat_collaborative_emerg.pdf 

Patton, Ann, Collaborative Emergency Management.  Emergency Management: Principles and Practice for Local Government, 2nd Edition, edited by William L. Waugh, Jr., and Kathleen Tierney (Washington, DC: ICMA, 2007).  Chapter 5.

Schafer, Wendy A., et. al., Emergency Management Planning as Collaborative Community Work.  Journal of Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Vol. 5, Issue 1, 2008, Article 10.  www.bepress.com/jhsem/vol5/iss1/10 .

Waugh, William L., Jr. and Streib, Gregory, Collaboration and Leadership for Effective Emergency Management.  Public Administration Review, December 2006, 131-140. (Available on Pro Quest or JSTOR through campus libraries)

Instructor Readings:

Auf der Heide, Erik, Disaster Response: Principles of Preparation and Coordination (online at  http://orgmail2.coe-dmha.org/dr/flash.htm) Chapters 3 and 5.  

Drabek, Thomas E., The Professional Emergency Manager.  Program on Environment and Behavior Monograph #44, Institute of Behavioral Science, University of Colorado, 1987, 173-254.

Drabek, Thomas E., Strategies for Coordinating Disaster Responses.  Boulder, CO: Program on Environment and Behavior, Monograph 61, University of Colorado, 2003.

Gregory, Dale M., Collaborative Emergency Planning: Building Partnerships Outside-in. Unpublished document on the www.museum.org website: www.museum.org/docs/strat_collaborative_emerg.pdf 

Patton, Ann, Collaborative Emergency Management.  Emergency Management: Principles and Practice for Local Government, 2nd Edition (Washington, DC: ICMA, 2007).  Chapter 5.

Schafer, Wendy A., et. al., Emergency Management Planning as Collaborative Community Work.  Journal of Homeland Security and Emergency Management, Vol. 5, Issue 1, 2008, Article 10.  www.bepress.com/jhsem/vol5/iss1/10 .

Waugh, William L., Jr. and Streib, Gregory, Collaboration and Leadership for Effective Emergency Management.  Public Administration Review, December 2006, 131-140.
Note:
The term “collaboration” is widely used with various definitions and interpretations.  It will be very important for the instructor to be able to articulate the very specific use of the term as it applies to this principle of emergency management.  Of particular importance, is that the class recognize the common tendency to use the term as virtually synonymous with “coordination”.   It should be noted that  even in some of the reference materials for this session, there is a tendency to use the term “coordination” when, in fact, the author is really talking about “collaboration”.  In the context of this course, the distinction between the two terms is not only a matter of semantic clarification, but, indeed, is a significant philosophical concept.  This distinction is a major part of the discussion which is focused in objective 7.1.  There is a difference between the terms “collaboration” and “coordination” and current usage often makes it difficult to distinguish between these words. Coordination refers to a process designed to ensure that functions, roles and responsibilities are identified and tasks accomplished; collaboration must be viewed as an attitude or an organizational culture that characterizes the degree of unity and cooperation that exists within a community. In essence, collaboration creates the environment in which coordination can function effectively.

A failure to clearly understand what is meant by “collaboration” within this session will complicate not only the teaching of this session, but other ones as well.  
Objective 7.1

Explain the meaning of the term “collaboration” within the emergency management context.

I.  Introductory exercise on the meaning of collaboration.  (Approximately 15 minutes)
Before providing the students with the following short lecture on the meaning of “collaboration” below, it would be beneficial to ask the question, “What does the term ‘collaboration’ mean to you?”  Depending on the size of the class, it might be helpful to do a “sticky note” exercise where the students write a one or two-word definition or synonym for collaboration and then work together to group like responses to come up with an idea of where the class is regarding their understanding of the word.
II.  What is the meaning of collaboration?
A. While most people use the term “collaboration” frequently and, often, loosely, the term, as used in the POEM documents essentially refers to a philosophy of planning and decision-making which puts strong emphasis on an underlying attitude and methodology of  personal interaction which involves a more informal, consensus building process to develop plans and solutions to complex problems related to disasters.  In its simplest usage, it means “working together”. 
B. While certainly accurate, this simple meaning is not sufficient to cover the concept which is intended in this course.  Surprisingly enough, the following Wikipedia definition (derived from a number of other sources as cited) comes very close to capturing the use of the term in the emergency management principles context:  
Collaboration is a recursive process where two or more people or organizations work together toward an intersection of common goals — for example, an intellectual endeavor[1] [2] that is creative in nature[3]—by sharing knowledge, learning and building consensus. Collaboration does not require leadership and can sometimes bring better results through decentralization and egalitarianism.[4] In particular, teams that work collaboratively can obtain greater resources, recognition and reward when facing competition for finite resources.[5]  
Structured methods of collaboration encourage introspection of behavior and communication.[4] These methods specifically aim to increase the success of teams as they engage in collaborative problem solving. 
[1] Collaborate, Merriam-Webster's Online Dictionary, 2007 

[2] Collaboration, Encyclopedia Brittanica Online, 2007 

[3] Collaboration, Oxford English Dictionary, Second Edition, (1989). (Eds.) J. A. Simpson   

      & E. S. C. Weiner. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

[4] Spence, Muneera U. "Graphic Design: Collaborative Processes = Understanding Self and Others." (lecture) Art 325: Collaborative Processes. Fairbanks Hall, Oregon State University, Corvallis, Oregon. 13 April 2006. See also. 

[5] Wagner, Caroline S. and Loet Leydesdorff. Globalisation in the network of science in 2005: The diffusion of international collaboration and the formation of a core group. 
C. Of particular interest in the above definition is the emphasis on decentralization and egalitarianism and the rather startling statement that this activity does not require leadership.   
D. Certainly this approach to the meaning of “collaboration” stands in stark contrast to much of the traditional thought and attitudes regarding the practice of emergency management.  
E. Indeed, then, it would appear that of all the principles discussed in this course, the principle of collaboration represents perhaps the most radical philosophical departure from a traditional, “top-down”,  command and control structure typical of some of the more common approaches to emergency management.  
F. This also makes the principle of collaboration particularly controversial when placed in the context of the current national discussions regarding the role and doctrine of emergency management (e.g. the role of military and para-military models in the emergency management function.)  
G. While collaboration, as used in the Principles, deals mostly with personal relationships, trust and team building, the concept is rapidly being affected by a current explosion in  technological capabilities for computer support of collaboration and the associated new ideas that these technologies bring about.   
H. This technical “revolution” involving collaboration produces a number of terms strictly related to the use of computer technology as a aid to collaboration.  While we should be aware of this area of collaboration, we will not spend time in this class on these definitions/issues.
_______________________________________________________________________
Questions for class discussion:
1.  Were our initial definitions similar to or different from the concept just discussed.  Why?

(Instructor note: the objective here is to get students who come from different backgrounds and who hold different management attitudes to engage in introspection regarding those views and to gather their feelings regarding the stated definition.)
2.  How do you feel about the use of the term “decentralization” in the stated definition?  Why might this be an important concept when writing a disaster plan or actually dealing with a disaster?
(Instructor note: The Normandy Invasion is often cited as a classical example of this value.  I.e. the Americans’ reliance on small group or individual initiative when the situation on the ground changed as opposed to the Germans’ reliance on a more centralized command structure to make decisions.)

3.  What do you think is meant by the term “egalitarian” and the statement that collaboration does not require “leadership”?   How do you think these concepts might improve or detract from the planning and decision-informing process?
(Instructor note: these terms may elicit strong opinions from students with a military or emergency service background.  The key here is to emphasize that the main value of collaboration is to get acceptance and “buy-in” from as wide a variety of stakeholders in the planning/decision-informing process as possible.  To that end, there is value in de-emphasizing the concept of hierarchical leadership and creating a climate of acceptance of all ideas and points of view.  It may also be helpful to point out that the value of collaboration normally is seen in the development of plans and proposed courses of action – not necessarily during the actual implementation of disaster response activities.)
________________________________________________________________________
Objective 7.2 :
Explain the unique importance of collaboration as a principle of emergency management.

I.  Introduction: Class discussion:  
Having discussed what is meant by the term “collaboration” within the context of the POEM concept, the class should now be focused on why collaboration is important and why it ranks among the eight principles.  In other words, “what value does collaboration add to the synergy of a “principled” concept of emergency management?”   
Question:  Since we’ve suggested, by our definition of collaboration, that it de-emphasizes leadership and is based on decentralized cooperation and egalitarianism, what value might it add to the emergency management function: Before a disaster event, during the planning and preparedness phase, during the disaster event as an element of  response, After the disaster event to facilitate both short- and long-term recovery, and as a tool to effect both pre- and post-disaster mitigation?”

II. Collaboration as a fundamental element in emergency management
A. Up to this point we’ve mentioned the concepts of decentralized cooperation and egalitarianism involved in the principle of collaboration.  It is important to note that collaboration, as we use the term in this class, is perhaps the most “touchy-feely” of the principles.  This is because it is through collaboration that we establish the most “human” aspects of successful emergency management.  
B. Through the principle of collaboration, trust, teamwork, common purpose and commitment to shared values/objectives are achieved.  These aspects of the professional emergency management process are absolutely essential.  

C. Collaboration, as a principle, is especially important to emergency managers in that the function they perform relies very little on authority or directive “power” but almost entirely on their ability to get others to “play nice in the sandbox”.   
D. It has been suggested that emergency managers are generally “frustrated” in that they are usually “type A” personalities with no authority.    Emergency managers are expected to achieve coordination and preparedness for disaster events, generally without the more formal tools of authority.  They very seldom have the luxury of “ordering” anyone to do anything.  
E. This being the case, then it becomes pretty evident that they must develop and exercise those interpersonal and facilitating skills which generally fall under the rubric of “collaboration”.  While such skills are important in virtually every administrative or managerial function, they are crucial in the function of emergency management.  
F. Emergency managers have to convince (often unwilling) key stakeholders of the importance of preparing for something many don’t believe will happen.  
G. It is not enough that plans are written and published, but there must be consensus and “buy-in” by all concerned before something happens.  Only through the principle of coordination can this mutual agreement as to roles, responsibilities or relationships be achieved.  
H. The archives of “lessons learned” are replete with evidence of the importance of a solid understanding of these essential concepts.  Virtually every actual disaster event or exercise ever conducted includes a major finding regarding the level of “communications” among the players.  
I. In the vast majority of cases, this does not refer to the actual, technical ability to communicate, but to the willingness and comfort level that the players have in talking to each other and cooperating with each other  It has become almost axiomatic that the midst of an actual crisis is not the time to get to know one another or understand our relationships.  
J. What we’ve just talked about would suggest that in order to achieve unity of purpose and effective action during responses to disaster situations we must effectively foster a spirit of collaboration during the preparedness phase of the emergency management cycle.  This is why the skills which promote collaboration are so important during the development of emergency operations plans and operating procedures.   
K. The main value of the principle of collaboration can be seen in the difference between having a “plan” and engaging in an effective “planning”.   Some of the most cited quotes regarding this concept are these by General Dwight Eisenhower:

· “In preparing for battle I have always found that plans are useless, but planning is indispensable.” 
· “Plans are nothing; planning is everything.” 
· “You don’t lead by hitting people over the head—that’s assault, not leadership.”
L. The essential rationale behind these quotes is that the foremost purpose of planning is not merely to produce a plan—we have thousands of emergency plans, many of which were written by emergency managers or others in isolation and without any meaningful involvement by the people and agencies who would be responsible for converting these plans into action.  
M. While such plans are generally quite accurate in describing the roles and responsibilities and policies which should be followed in an event, they do not necessarily represent the understanding and, more importantly, the commitment of those tasked with those roles and responsibilities.   In this case, the value of collaboration during the preparedness phase (e.g. planning and exercising) has a direct impact on the effectiveness of response.  
N. The importance of collaboration becomes even more essential as the level of complexity of a disaster event increases.  The more players, the more potential conflicts and ambiguities arise regarding roles and responsibilities – collaboration is how these are conflicts and ambiguities are avoided.  

O. Auf der Heide aptly describes this importance of the planning process: 

One aspect of disaster planning often overlooked is the importance of the process. Often it is more important than the written document that results. One reason for this is that those who participate in developing the plan are more likely to accept it. This is preferred over adopting a plan written by someone else who may not understand local circumstances. But, there is another aspect of equal importance-the personal contacts that develop. A number of researchers have observed that pre-disaster contacts among representatives of emergency organizations result in smoother operations in subsequent disasters. Organizations are more likely to interface if the contact is not with total strangers. Furthermore, in the process of planning, the participants become familiar with the roles of other individuals and organizations involved in the disaster response.  (Auf der Heide, Chapt 3) 
P. Recent events such as Hurricane Katrina have revealed another area in which collaboration can play an important role.  Following Katrina, there was a massive public orgy of “finger pointing” regarding who did what wrong.  This unfortunate situation greatly complicated the unity of purpose necessary to effect both short and long-term recovery efforts. 
Q. In disaster situations, the one factor that is consistently credited with improving the performance of a community is the degree to which there is an open and cooperative relationship among those individuals and agencies involved. 
R. Shortly after Hurricane Katrina, Governing magazine correspondent, Jonathan Walters wrote: “Most important to the strength of the intergovernmental chain are solid relationships among those who might be called upon to work together in times of high stress. ‘You don’t want to meet someone for the first time while you’re standing around in the rubble,’ says Jarrod Bernstein, a spokesman for the New York Office of Emergency Management.” It is this kind of culture and relationship that collaboration is intended to establish.  (POEM Monograph)

S. Why is this kind of collaboration important?  One of the most compelling reasons is that there is significant evidence that effective collaboration leads to the vital element of trust in any disaster situation.  Again, Auf der Heide, in Chapter 5 of your reading assignment, makes clear just why this is the case:
“Even under the pressure of a disaster, certain preliminary information has to be exchanged before meaningful communication and coordination can take place with a member of an unfamiliar organization. Examples of the types of critical information needed include: 

· what the organization's legitimate role is in the disaster response; 

· whether that person has a legitimate position in that organization; and 

· the competence and reliability of that person.
T.  Emergency organizations with disaster operations responsibility frequently hesitate to coordinate with others unless these questions have been addressed. This hesitancy may exist even though there are formal plans or arrangements for the different organizations to coordinate. Unfortunately, the urgency of the disaster situation often precludes the time necessary to determine the answers to these questions on-the-spot. The result is that, unless they have been addressed before the disaster, there is a reluctance to depend on the activities of other organizations and a failure to coordinate and communicate with them. 
U.  When one is dependent on other team members, particularly in life-threatening situations, he needs to feel confident in their competence and reliability. Developing this level of trust often requires ‘pre-incident’ contact over a period of time.” (Auf der Heide, Chapter 5)
V. Understanding and respect among the stakeholders in a disaster event is one of the primary goals of the principle of collaboration.  In his landmark work, Disasters by Design, Dennis Mileti made the following observations:
1. “In the absence of consensus, recovery can be politicized and foster conflict.  The plan must have been fully discussed, agreed to, and accepted by the community before the disaster occurs.” (Mileti, 234).

2. “Many normal planning procedures are suspended when disaster-stricken communities start to recover and reconstruct themselves.  Multiple and potentially conflicting goals are being sought simultaneously but at a faster rate than normal.  Extraordinary teamwork is required among various local government departments.  Planners must shift from an otherwise slow, deliberative, rule-oriented procedure to one that is more flexible, free wheeling, and team oriented.”  (Mileti, 235)
W. Even when there is not an actual event, collaboration plays an important role in the process of mitigation.  
1.  Mitigation efforts at every level involve significant policy decisions which often impact on the “turf” of agencies, organizations and special interests.  
2. Mitigation plans which are developed in isolation without including the perspectives of a broad range of community groups and interests are less likely to produce significant and effective efforts to eliminate or reduce the impacts of potential disaster events. 
3. The same human relation and facilitation skills required to prepare for response and recovery are just as essential in the effort to prevent or lessen the effect of a disaster.  
Objective 7.3: 

Describe the “hallmarks” of a truly collaborative approach to emergency management.  
I.  As suggested in the POEM Monograph, Drabek posits that there are three essential elements to good collaboration:  

1. Inclusion of all potential players and work to involve them in every aspect of planning and preparedness for an event.  
2. Consistent real, human contact necessary to make the system work in a disaster event.

3. Sincerity in our efforts to listen to all players and incorporate their concerns and ideas into our planning and preparedness efforts. 
II.  Inclusion
A. This element is directly related to the POEM Principle of “comprehensiveness” as discussed in Session 3.   
B. This element requires that the emergency manager attempting to implement a truly collaborative approach to the job must seek to define the universe of stakeholders as broadly as possible.  
C. The key skill involved here is to think beyond the normal limits of the traditional partners or stakeholders.  Often this involves looking at those affected by disasters as well as those agencies and individuals responsible for response or recovery activities.  
D. Advocacy groups representing special segments of the public, for example, may very well be key players in gaining the trust and cooperation of special needs communities which can be vital during a disaster event.  
E. As the Hurricane Katrina event demonstrated, the issue of social inequity exacerbated by disaster events can produce significant challenges.  
F. The inclusion of community activists in the planning discussions has the potential to resolve many of these problems and improve the planning process.
III.  Consistency
A. While collaboration may be recognized as an essential part of the planning process and is most critical during response and recovery operations, the element of consistency relates to efforts to maintain and sustain strong trust and team relationships on a more or less constant basis.  
B. Since collaboration relies on personal interactions, emergency managers must constantly be aware of changes in the personnel, policies and culture of partner organizations and agencies.  
C. Strategies for maintaining strong collaboration will, of necessity, have to be reviewed and modified based on these changes.  Merely engaging in collaborative, consensus-driven activities at the planning phase will not ensure that there is a continuing, reliable partnership over time. 
D.  In order to achieve this consistency it is important to establish a program which:
1. Can continually assess the strengths that enable you to conduct a partnership or develop and continue a collaborative working relationship with partner organizations., 

2. Addresses the need to identify  areas that may need attention, and 

3. identify clear actions to maintain your strengths or enhance those areas you wish to develop further.  

E. The U.S. Forest Service strongly emphasizes the value of continuing collaborative partnerships.  The following is a statement of philosophy which reflects that emphasis: 

“In the Forest Service, we tend to use the terms partnership and collaboration interchangeably, often using partnership as a short-hand to refer to both types of relationship.  Although points of intersection exist between the two, they are not exactly the same.  \

Collaboration generally implies a search for common ground involving diverse and conflicting interests in resource management issues, whereas partnership refers to an effort with a more specific end result, more limited scope and timeframe, and fewer participants and interests.  
Successful examples of these different types of efforts, however, retain many common features representing three dimensions of success: relationships, process, and substance.
· Relationships must provide mutual recognition and respect, and improve participants’ capacity to solve problems together. 

· The process must treat all participants fairly and consistently and comply with applicable procedures and laws. 

· Substance decisions made by the partnership or collaboration must be solutions that can be implemented, that satisfy interests better than efforts the participants could achieve on their own, and that can be corrected or modified in the future. “

IV.  Sincerity: 

A. All of the efforts toward a trusting, collaborative culture depend on the degree to which the partners and stakeholders perceive that the efforts are based on a sincere desire to identify and value their ideas and concerns.  
B. Effective, collaborative relationships require trust and a feeling that there is a genuine commitment to establishing trust and working together as a team.  While groups often go through the “motions” and talk about collaboration, it is the perceived sincerity behind those efforts that can “make or break” a collaborative relationship.  
C. What happens when this perception is not present is revealed in the following, very controversial testimony by Albert Ashwood, the President of the National Emergency Management Association during hearings before the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform on July 31st, 2007:  

“A perfect example of this attitude [of FEMA] is illustrated in the National Plan Review, which was conducted in 2006. The states were told that this was an

opportunity for all levels of government to sit together, review plans, identify shortfalls, and develop a strategy to address those shortfalls, both operationally and financially in the future. 
This seemed like a wonderful concept, right up until the time the national planning report card was,published for each state. The entire exercise seemed to be little more than an,opportunity for the federal government to tell the press, “we told you states, weren’t prepared”.

Also, consider the National Response Plan, excuse me, the now called

National Response Framework, which will be released by DHS in the near future. You will be told this is a national document, developed over many hours of collaboration between all levels of government and all disciplines.  
Let me be the first to say you should have a shovel nearby when you hear this. I’ve queried my colleagues at both the state and local level and realize that no one knows what information this document contains and we won’t until we read it like everyone else in this room.”

D. Without passing judgment on the validity or the propriety of the statements made in the Congressional testimony, the perception of FEMA’s lack of good faith and sincerity in its efforts significantly undermined progress toward a truly collaborative and trusting relationship.  
Objective 7.4:

Analyze and evaluate the levels of collaboration, and propose actions that would improve the level of collaboration as described in selected case study.
I.  Case Studies: 
At this point in the session the students should be provided one or two of the attached case studies. (Note: the third case study is very extensive and probably should be used by itself to avoid over-burdening the students.) 
· The first is an article which examines the all to frequent and familiar issue of lack of trust and collaboration between emergency services organizations.  It uses the examples of New York City and Phoenix, AZ to contrast different approaches and results to this problem.  The character of these departments and the culture (or lack thereof) of a spirit of cooperation and mutual trust will be starkly evident.  
· The second case study examines at some length and detail the very focused and effective program of collaboration for emergency preparedness in the very non-traditional setting of museums in New York City.

· The third example is a very extensive and detailed case study involving the community of State College, PA.  This case study looks at emergency planning as a collaborative community activity and specifically examines this activity as it applied to the development of the community’s airport emergency plan.
Case Study #1: Battle of the Badges 
(online at www.southampton.liunet.edu/homeland/governing_news.html
PUBLIC SAFETY
Battle of the Badges
Tense relations between police and fire departments, long a fact of life in many cities, are now emerging as a serious domestic-preparedness problem.
By JOHN BUNTIN
An airplane is falling on the company!” 
”A what?”
”An airplane! An airplane!”
”An airplane hit your building?”
”Yeah, yeah, it hit the building. I need an ambulance, because one guy is hurt.”
That was one of the stomach-churning calls made to emergency dispatchers in suburban New Jersey on a cold February morning earlier this year. A corporate jet had failed to take off from the Teterboro Airport and skidded across a busy highway in the middle of the morning rush hour before crashing into a warehouse.

Because of its proximity to New York City — Teterboro is just 12 miles west of midtown Manhattan — and its fleet of private jets, the airport is precisely the kind of facility that has worried counterterrorism experts since the 9/11 attacks. Yet the initial response to this aviation disaster was chaotic. The smallest municipality in New Jersey (population 18), Teterboro has no fire department of its own. Instead, it relies on neighboring jurisdictions for fire-fighting and law enforcement services. That makes things complicated under the best of circumstances. However, the possibility that the crash might be a terrorist incident brought large numbers of police officers to the scene — and ratcheted up the tensions.

First, came the Port Authority police with their mobile command post. Local fire and police rebuffed their efforts to take charge, pointing out that the incident was not occurring on Port Authority property. Then the Bergen County police showed up with their command post. Then the Bergen County Sheriff’s Department appeared with its command post. Then came the New Jersey state police with, yes, their own command post. None of them were working together. As a result, some local fire fighters who left the scene briefly found that when they attempted to return to their job, they were barred from “the crime scene” or asked to sign back in.

Miraculously, no one was killed in what turned out to be an ice-related accident, and Teterboro muddled through. But the uncertainty over lines of command and protocols for operations hardly reflected a coordinated response. At the heart of the difficulty that morning was an intractable problem — tension between fire fighters and law enforcement officers.

For more than a century, competitive, sometimes strained, relations between police and fire departments have been the norm in many American cities.  Indeed, the rivalry between the two public safety entities is one of the most enduring fault-lines in municipal government. To some extent, such tension is unavoidable. At the policy level, police officers and fire fighters compete for the same municipal dollars. Higher wages for one profession (usually the police) often come at the expense of the other. “The system puts us in an adversarial position,” says Phoenix Police Commander T.J. Martin, “and if you’ve got a culture that lets it flourish, it continues to go and go.”

For the most part, police and fire agencies work through these tensions. But when police and fire are called upon to work together in a crisis, all too often coordination has broken down — and turf wars have broken out. Among the most innovative police and fire chiefs, there’s a growing awareness that the status quo is unacceptable, even dangerous, in the event of a large-scale terrorist attack or natural catastrophe, and that tabletop drills and management protocols aren’t enough to overcome the animosity. “If you think dropping a bomb on a city is going to get people to hug and kiss and get along, I don’t think it is,” says Phoenix Fire Chief Alan Brunacini.

What’s needed, he and other officials say, is a concerted and ongoing effort to bridge the divide between the two professions. “Weapons-of-mass-destruction responses,” Brunacini argues, “will emerge from everyday local responses.” A look at the New York metropolitan area underscores the perils of the status quo and illustrates what more healthy relationships might look like in the future.

PAPER PLANS
The difficulty of coordinating emergency services operations is hardly an unrecognized problem. In recent years, the federal government has attempted to address the situation by requiring cities to manage emergencies using a management protocol called the Incident Command System. At the heart of ICS is the concept of a unified command where police, fire and other emergency services agencies meet to develop and oversee a coordinated response. By the end of this federal fiscal year, all cities will be required to have ICS plans in place before they can qualify for federal funds.

But formal agreements alone are not enough to overcome years of rivalry and distrust, as the experience of New York City has shown. The Big Apple is a singular place. No region of the country has been more affected by terrorism; none has a greater incentive to set fire and police relationships aright. With 36,000 police officers and 11,000 fire fighters, its scale and resources are unparalleled. However, greater resources have never meant better coordination. On the contrary, the NYPD and the FDNY have more overlapping services than most urban police and fire departments. Both are tradition-bound and aggressive about their turf. The result has been a uniquely tense relationship.

Since at least the late 1970s, New York’s mayors have recognized that the strained relations between the two departments were a potentially serious problem and have tried but largely failed to rectify the situation. The administration of Mayor Rudolph Giuliani was more aggressive than most. In July 2001, Giuliani updated a directive called “The Direction and Control of Emergencies in New York City.” Its purpose was “to eliminate conflict among responding agencies which may have areas of overlapping expertise and responsibility” — particularly the fire and police departments. The directive set forth a variety of scenarios and specified which agency would function as the “incident commander” in those circumstances. The Office of Emergency Management, itself created by Giuliani in 1996, was charged with serving as “the on-scene interagency coordinator.” Two months later, on September 11, the new emergency management system got its first test.

By most accounts, cooperation was not as effective as it could have been. While noting that “to some degree the Mayor’s directive for incident command was followed on 9/11,” the 9/11 Commission nonetheless concluded that “response operations lacked the kind of integrated communications and unified response contemplated in the directive.” An investigation by the National Institute for Standards and Technology found that FDNY and NYPD department chiefs “were not working together at the same command post, and that they did not formulate unified orders and directions for their departments.”

The consequences of this failure in terms of lives lost have been hotly debated. In his memoirs, Giuliani defended establishing dual police-fire command posts to deal with the attack on the World Trade Center, asserting that given the circumstances there was no other practical course of action available. Many fire fighters believe that information from NYPD helicopters might have led to an earlier evacuation of fire fighters from the second tower. The 9/11 Commission itself concluded that the answer was ultimately unknowable. However, it left no doubt as the seriousness of the shortcoming: “If New York and other major cities are to be prepared for future terrorist attacks, different first-responder agencies must be fully coordinated,” the commission report concluded.

Yet many experts believe the administration of current Mayor Michael Bloomberg has moved away from more effective coordination. In May 2004, the city adopted an emergency response plan that called for joint operations between police and fire departments rather than a unified command — a plan criticized by the 9/11 Commission. This April, the city unveiled its version of the ICS, dubbed the Citywide Incident Management system. CIMS shifted authority away from the fire department to the police department. Instead of entrusting police with responsibility for responding to crime scenes and vesting fire with responsibility for commanding response operations, CIMS allows the NYPD to make the initial determination on whether a hazardous materials incident involves a crime or terrorism. If it does, the NYPD is in charge. That decision angered the fire department and puzzled many fire experts. “I don’t get it,” says Glenn Corbett, a professor of fire science at the John Jay College of Criminal Justice. “They have now split hazmat function down the middle. The police are in charge of assessment; fire is in charge of life safety... The duplication not only didn’t get better, it got worse.”

The Bloomberg administration has rejected these criticisms. Indeed, it has rejected the notion that there’s a systematic coordination problem between the police and fire department at all. “Realize this. Police and fire every day work an excess of 100 to 200 incidents,” says Joseph Bruno, the head of New York’s Office of Emergency Management and former FDNY fire commissioner. “The overall level of cooperation is outstanding.” The only area where New York “has had problems,” says Bruno, “is communications.”

That’s a claim that astonishes Councilwoman Yvette Clarke, who chairs the city’s Fire and Criminal Justice Services Committee. “I share the belief that there were no coordination problems because there was no coordination,” she says sarcastically.

BUILDING NEW RELATIONSHIPS
Thirty miles north of Manhattan, in a conference room at the White Plains public safety building, a very different kind of police-fire relationship is being built. It’s 9:15 on a Monday morning and a group of 20 or so public safety officers are gathered for a weekly Compstat meeting. It’s the kind of meeting that now plays out in any number of American cities but for one thing — this Compstat session includes both police and fire officers.

At the head of the table sits the architect of this unusual arrangement, Frank Straub, White Plains’ commissioner for public safety. Straub’s determination to bring White Plains’ police and fire departments together on a regular basis reflects his experiences on September 11, 2001. At the time, Straub, a veteran of several federal law enforcement agencies, was serving as executive deputy inspector general in the New York State Inspector General’s office. His offices were only three blocks south of the World Trade Center complex. When the first plane hit the north tower, he, like many other law enforcement officers, hurried to the scene.

”I was saved by a fire truck when the second tower came down,” Straub says quietly. “For me, it’s a very real thing. I saw an awful lot of people — police, fire and civilians — die that day, needlessly in many cases.”

Two weeks after 9/11, Straub joined the NYPD as deputy commissioner for training. He stayed with the department — moving over to serve as assistant commissioner of internal training for the counterterrorism bureau when Ray Kelly took over as commissioner — until the summer of 2002, when he accepted the job of public safety commissioner in White Plains.

”I knew a lot about emergency services, and this was very personal for me,” says Straub. “We all were saying we couldn’t let it happen again. The biggest thing for me is that unless you have fire and police [working together], you’re looking at a disaster. No one agency can do it themselves” — not even the 36,000-officer NYPD.

When Straub arrived in White Plains, however, he found a familiar tension. “I really had two separate and distinct departments,” says Straub. “and very rarely did they talk.” Indeed, fire fighters had become so estranged from the previous public safety commissioner that they were even seeking their own freestanding department.

Straub set out to find areas where police and fire could act together. First, he moved their respective chiefs onto the same floor and into offices that are next to each other. Then he required both to participate in a weekly Compstat meeting. Finally, in order to demonstrate his commitment to the fire department, Straub went through the training to be certified as a fire fighter. He also has made a point of going in person to most fire scenes.

All of Straub’s actions have been aimed at one thing: persuading fire and police officers to work together on a routine basis. One such area concerns safe housing. Every spring, hundreds if not thousands of immigrants move into affluent Westchester County for seasonal jobs. Many of them crowd into run-down boarding houses, which often fail to meet code. At Straub’s initiative, White Plains police answering calls in these areas learned how to identify problems and report them to the fire department. Likewise, fire fighters have received training in how to look for telltale signs of gang activity, such as graffiti tags, and report them to the police. The two bureaus’ elite rescue and emergency services units also have trained together on an increasingly regular basis.

”Every opportunity we get we keep putting them in the room together and making them work together,” says Police Chief James Bradley. The goal is routine interaction. “You can break out a protocol sheet and say we’ve agreed to do this or that,” he says, “but unless you’re used to doing it at the level of daily execution, it doesn’t work.”

”It’s the day-to-day things: Compstat meetings, safe housing, bar and restaurant inspections, accident calls or doing rescue off the side of a building together,” says Straub. “That’s what builds collaboration and cooperation, and that’s what tears down the traditional ’go to hell’ mentality.”

Straub worries that that is what New York City is neglecting. “Fundamentally the problem when you look at New York City and probably other cities is there’s not that baseline coordination and cooperation. Places like New York need to find small areas where they can work together on a daily basis,” says Straub.

OTHER MODELS
Straub’s work in White Plains has been made easier by his organizational chart: As public safety commissioner, he has clear authority over both the fire and police bureaus. However, public safety departments of this sort are relatively uncommon. Nonetheless, other cities interested in improving police-fire relations have found ways to bridge bureaucratic divides.

Charlotte-Mecklenburg, the government in North Carolina’s largest metropolitan area, has made a concerted effort to improve police-fire relations since the 1970s, when the county decided to situate its fire and police departments in the same building. That daily interaction, says Police Chief Darrell Stephens, “contributes a lot to what has happened on the street.” The county also supports a special 90-person outfit — known as ALERT (Advanced Local Emergency Response Team) — that includes a mixture of fire fighters and police officers, as well as personnel from the FBI, EMS, the County Medical Examiner’s Office and the Carolinas Medical Center. “We still have our moments,” concedes Stephens, “but when they happen, we sit down and deal with it or develop a new protocol.”

Phoenix has gone even further. There, in the months after 9/11, the police and fire departments teamed up to staff a unified Homeland Defense Bureau. It started out with six police officers and fire fighters. Today, it encompasses more than 100. A new utility tax will provide a dedicated source of funding for its operations. As in Charlotte, co-location is central to Phoenix’s effort, although Police Commander T.J. Martin concedes that he took some flack from other officers when it was revealed that the bureau would be housed with the fire department.

”By virtue of co-locating, it’s a lot easier to communicate,” says Alan Brunacini, the fire chief. “It’s a lot easier to use their expertise in a routine way. They see each other, go on calls. They like each other. I think there’s a different dynamic when people are in a day-to-day way just closer.”

”We train together, we eat together, we shoot the breeze. We play the ’what if’ game a lot,” adds Martin. In the process, the two departments have found that they rely on the integrated communications and operations of the Homeland Defense Bureau on a daily basis — and perform better as a result.

”When you start doing this, it’s almost impossible to separate the two functions,” says Brunacini. The goal, he notes, is not to combine functions but rather to make cooperation natural, almost reflexive. “There are things fire does best and another set of things police do best. When you can put those together, two and two is six.”

(Discussion Notes for Case Study #1:  This case study draws on two of the most common challenges to effective collaboration…organizational history/culture and “turf”.  The students should be focused on what information in the case study illustrates the three elements of effective collaboration: comprehensiveness, continuity and sincerity.  Some questions which might stimulate discussion are:
· To what degree does the deep-seated and traditional cultures of the two response groups complicate the process of fostering effective collaboration?

· How compatible do you think Mayor Giuliani’s command directives were with what we have discussed so far in class about the nature of collaboration?  (i.e., can we “order” people to collaborate?)

· How effective do you think simply putting one agency “in charge” is toward fostering better coordination?
· In what ways are the White Plains and Charlotte-Mecklenburg approaches better or worse than those of NYC?

· How do you think the approach in Phoenix parallels what we have discussed in this session?)

Case Study #2: Building Partnerships Outside-In
Collaborative Emergency Planning: Building Partnerships Outside-in

by Dale M. Gregory
Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to recount how a group of urban professional cultural institution facility managers responded and worked together in the aftermath of 9/11 to develop an emergency planning guide and shared resource network. I give some background on the beginnings of the group and its development through networking locally and beyond, and I make recommendations on how to form a group of your own and sustain membership. A sample group meeting: schedule and invitations, are included on this site. In addition, a summary of the Emergency Planning Guide book, generated by

this group can be located under the name of the guide’s co-authors, David Ward and Harry Yarwood.

Background

The Museum, Library and Cultural Properties Facility Group of Greater NYC (Facility Group) began in the early1990s as a small group of professional facility administrators. It has grown to include associations with city government agencies, and has developed a network that also includes: chief operating officers, collections managers, finance directors, environmental health and safety managers, and curators. The direction of the group in emergency planning, its growth in membership and its association with city government was hastened by the tragedy of 9/11.  

I became a member of the Facility Group in the late 1990s. At that time I was a member of its sister organization, The Museum, Library and Cultural Properties Protection Committee of Greater New York City, which held monthly educational-networking meetings focused on security issues. In the early 1990s, a few of the Protection Committee members joined the International Association of Museum Facility Administrators (IAMFA) and formed a local chapter directing its attention to operations issues. One of the founding members of the Facility Group, Vinny Maggorian, former Director of Operations of the Museum of Modern Art, said he “…hoped the larger more powerful organizations would be able to help the smaller ones.”  

The first Facility Group meeting I attended was at one of New York City’s major art museums. It was organized by a colleague who discussed how the NYC Office of Emergency Management (OEM) had come to their aid during a flood. It was interesting to hear how quickly the OEM responded to a Museum in distress, setting up equipment on the sidewalk and within a short time providing the necessary power for a major clean up. Without the quick response of the OEM, it is possible that a good portion of the collection could have been damaged.

Eventually, I became involved as a co-chair of the Facility Group. Managing a Museum with a small on-site staff, I was especially interested in learning more about emergency planning and developing external resources.  
We planned another meeting, this time at the New York City Police Museum where two of our members gave a presentation on disaster planning. Subsequent to their talk, a poll was conducted which disclosed that only 7 of 50 members had fully written/working disaster plans for their organizations.

We then planned a meeting (on the Intrepid, Sea, Air, Space Museum) to further discuss the way the NYC Office of Emergency Management works with cultural institutions during times of emergency. We invited Mary Ann Marrocolo, Director of Mitigation and Recovery at the New York City Office of Emergency Management (NYC OEM) to speak at our October 2001 meeting.

As a result of 9/11 and due to the devastation in lower Manhattan, the FBI used the Intrepid as a ‘home’ office to carry out their investigations. Our meeting was rescheduled to meet at the Charles A. Dana Discovery Center in the northeastern section of Central Park on the beautiful Harlem Meer.

Formation of a Committee to develop an Emergency Planning Guide and Shared Resource Network

At the Discovery Center in October 2001, Mary Ann Marrocolo suggested that in the wake of 9/11 the Facility Group form a committee to develop a shared resource network and written framework for emergency planning specific to New York City cultural institutions. She assured us that the NYC OEM would act as advisors throughout the process, by attending meetings and offering advice.

In the initital burst of enthusiasm, 17 people signed up for the committee, but over time that number decreased. David Ward, Director of Operations, New York City Center and Harry Yarwood, Director of Operations of the Brooklyn Public Library, were charged with writing the Emergency Planning Guide based on committee discussions.

The Guide and Network.

The fact that a committee was working together to develop a plan stimulated great interest among the Facility Group members. They were very anxious to see our recommendations and looked forward to the eventual distribution of the book. Robert Santos, Chief of Operations at the New York Public Library (NYPL) and a member of the committee, offered the NYPL publication services to produce the book. The goal was, and continues to be, to solicit member feedback on the usefulness of the guide and to suggest changes or improvements thereby giving as many members as possible “buy in and ownership” in the final product.

In writing the guide, based on committee discussions, David Ward and co-author Harry Yarwood made use of resources found on the Internet, including emergency planning information from the Getty and New York University. “You don’t have to re-invent the wheel.” David Ward remarked. “Many guides on how to do emergency planning have been written, and there are many sample plans that you can customize for your specific needs.”

This Museum, Library and Cultural Properties Facility Group of Greater NYC

Emergency Planning Guide is currently in the process of being reviewed by Facility Group members and other colleagues. We see its development as an ongoing process and envision it becoming an even more useful tool as time goes on. The distribution of the draft and its development, through discussions with members, will help strengthen the shared resource network.

The Emergency Planning Committee agreed that one of the most important resources we have is our ability to share information and knowledge. Smaller institutions can turn to larger ones with fuller more specialized staffs; and those with long years of experience can help out those who are just beginning. In the first few years of my job, in charge of operations and community programming for the Museum, I invited Ron Simoncini, Director of Security, Museum of Modern Art, to conduct risk management training sessions for the entire Museum staff. This kind of assistance is invaluable and was deeply appreciated by the Museum Director and staff alike.

During our Facility Group educational meetings, and through collaborative projects like the Emergency Planning Guide with the OEM, we have enhanced our ability to work together as a team in service to our colleagues. Mary Ann Marrocolo (Director of Mitigation and Recovery, NYC OEM) believes that, “The Facility Group and the City working closely, developed a valuable planning template that will aid cultural institutions in their preparedness efforts.”

As we further develop our network and build alliances here in the city, and elsewhere, we continue to explore resources we might share—i.e., space, equipment, vehicles, labor.  One member has volunteered labor (security staff) and radio equipment in the event of an emergency; other organizations already have storage agreements. To date, our greatest shared resource is the knowledge base of the large number of cultural institutions represented in our organization, and our ability to communicate easily when help is needed.

Networking, New Alliances and the Genesis of a Forum

During November 2001 while attending a conference on museums and community at the New England Museum Association in Newport Rhode Island, I met David Dempsey, Associate Director of Museum Services for Smith College. He was about to give a presentation on disaster planning, based on a regional planning workshop that he organized for a rural network of cultural institutions in 1988. I told him about our group’s efforts and he commented, “You must know Barbara Roberts. She’s one of the country’s top experts on disaster planning.”

I didn’t know her. When I returned to the city, I looked her up—she was then Chief Conservator at The Frick Collection—and I invited her to one of the first Emergency Planning Committee meetings. Martin Cavanaugh, then Director of Operations for The Morgan Library, volunteered the Morgan’s trustee rooms for this entire project and Barbara visited us there in January 2002. She stressed that, “Unless you have upper level administrative support for disaster planning and involve other staff members in the planning process, the plans will not work.”

At a conference co-sponsored by the Conservation Center for Art and Historical Artifacts at the New York Genealogical & Biographical Society on June 2002, Jane Long, Director of the Heritage Preservation’s Emergency National Task Force, and I were scheduled to give presentations on the post 9/11 response by cultural institutions. Jane gave an overview of the national response; and I focused on New York City with the efforts of the Museum, Library and Cultural Properties Facility Group of NYC. After our talks, Jane approached me and said her organization was interested in supporting our efforts. She had heard about us through Barbara Roberts.  
I invited Jane Long to guest speak on a panel with Mary Ann Marrocolo at a Facility Group meeting at the American Folk Art Museum in October 2002, entitled, “Cultural Institutions and The Office of Emergency Management: Working Together in NYC.” Jane then visited our Emergency Planning Committee during a meeting at the Morgan Library and made the commitment to support our efforts. In November 2003, she invited me to organize a local committee in New York City to plan the fourth in a series of Heritage

Emergency National Task Force “Alliance for Response” Forums.

With the help of Jane Long, David Ward, and Bob Schnare, Director of the US Naval War College Library, a committee was formed to include: an archivist, a conservator, a collections Manager, a director of facilities, a director of operations, a director of security, an emergency management professional, and an insurance representative.  Terry Brown, a Facility Group member and Director of The Society of Illustrators, donated the Society’s roof–top restaurant for breakfast meeting space where we spent many mornings planning.

NY Alliance for Response Forum

The NY Forum, scheduled for October 27, 2004 at The Jewish Museum was the result of a collaboration between the Museum, Library and Cultural Properties Facility Group of Greater New York City and Heritage Emergency National Task Force. NYC Commissioner of Cultural Affairs Kate D. Levin was the keynote speaker and acknowledged the “…pioneering efforts…” of the Facility Group. We look forward to a continued association with the city and Heritage Preservation.

The full day Forum Agenda reflects a broad examination of the external and internal relations needed to prepare for and respond to emergencies. It touches on emergency communications in the form of amateur radio networks and looks back to one of the worst disasters that hit New York City before 9/11, The General Slocum. Beginning with a small group of founding members in the early 1990s, the Museum, Library and Cultural Properties Facility Group eventually grew to include a database of over 150 names, and advanced to play a major role in shaping an historic citywide Forum on emergency management.  

The Emergency Planning Guide produced by the Facility Group was distributed to Forum attendees, and we now look forward to working together with a wider group of colleagues and city agencies. We hope to organize joint training sessions in addition to regular meetings and explore a wider shared resource network.  

By tapping into outside resources with regard to emergency planning, your organization’s chances of qualifying for certain types of insurance coverage are enhanced. Insurance carriers typically request to see an emergency (or disaster plan) if you want coverage in the following categories: “business income” (lost revenue) and “extra expense” (reimbursement for damages). The higher the insurance coverage the more information they will want about the resources you have used to organize the plan and prepare for disasters, including documentation of meetings, training and drills covering loss prevention, emergencies, business continuity and recovery.

If you want to organize an emergency planning effort (preparedness, response and recovery) at your cultural institution, upper level management support and teamwork within your place of work are two essential ingredients for success. It will be easier to approach your staff and board if you present them with a set of guidelines produced collaboratively by colleagues from other cultural institutions with the support of your local first responders. That’s “Collaborative Emergency Planning: Outside-in.”

A few suggestions for starting up an organization with an emergency planning committee, maintaining membership, attracting new members, developing local resources:

1. Begin with an existing group of colleagues who have reason to be interested in emergency planning

2. Create imaginative programs based on your constituent needs. Talk to your members or potential members to find out what specific topics would attract them.

3. Invite local experts who in turn will become members, enriching the network including fire, police and other emergency management professionals and educators.

4. Make personal phone calls as a follow-up to emails and letters of invitation sent by regular mail.
5. Collect names and addresses at each meeting and enter them on a database.
Discussion notes for Case Study #2: 
In contrast to the previous case study, this study looks at the very basic and personal efforts of a group of individuals involved in what most would not consider a usual function of emergency preparedness planning.  This case is fascinating in that it reveals how interpersonal “linkages” lead to an ever expanding understanding of the emergency planning process.  It is truly the story of a “voyage of discovery” on the part of museum and library personnel in the process of a collaborative emergency preparedness effort.  Some questions which might support class discussion of this case are:
· As compared to the NYC case study, how important a role do you think “turf” issues seemed to play in this case?

· How does the nature of the institution and profession of the majority of the “players” in this case seem to affect the nature of a collaborative approach to emergency planning?  

· How would you characterize the relationship between the relatively spontaneous museum/library emergency planning group with the professional NYC Office of Emergency Management personnel?  How well do you think this reflects on the appropriate role of Emergency Management professionals in the collaborative emergency planning effort?

Case Study #3: State College, Pennsylvania
The community of State College is not particularly large, but it has a single person dedicated to local emergency management. There has not been a major emergency event since the LEMC took the position two years ago, but he has been planning and preparing for emergencies. In addition to this individual commitment, the community is prepared through multiple collaborative efforts.  The LEMC facilitates much of this collaboration, bringing together different first response agencies, townships, University departments and administrators, managers of local businesses, and other community members.  

Many local agencies are involved with community emergency planning. In State College, the LEMC converses with fire departments, police departments, local ambulance services, the hospital, hazardous material experts, the Red Cross, the local school board, and the 911/Emergency Communications Center. All of these people work together to help ensure community preparedness.  

Emergency planning is not accomplished through one meeting of the appropriate representatives. It is an ongoing process within the community.  Multiple, simultaneous projects explore different aspects of preparedness. For instance, there are ongoing discussions about purchasing generators for shelter locations, developing an airport emergency plan, and establishing the University's essential services, among others. These activities occur through public and private meetings. Planning groups consider the potential emergencies, develop emergency plans, and then exercise the plans in practice situations.

Local Airport Case Study

A specific example of the collaboration involved in emergency planning is the local airport at State College. The University Park Airport is small and offers both limited commercial flights and services for private planes. It has one runway and no air traffic control tower. Recently, there have been regular meetings at the airport to discuss the emergency plan. The director of the airport invites representatives from the county 911/Emergency Communications Center, Penn State's Department of Public information, Penn State's Hazardous Materials Team, Bellefonte Fire Company, University Police, University Ambulance Service, and the local FBI office. There are no computers at the meetings; everyone takes notes with pen and paper.

The group is currently meeting to plan a simulated exercise. A year from now they anticipate conducting a more extensive drill. Their current goal is to evaluate and improve interagency communication among first responders. At the meetings, they work together to decide how the exercise will be played out and how they will evaluate it. The exercise will be a “functional,” as people will walk through their response to a simulated event from different physical locations using landline phones, portable radios, and cell phones.  

One meeting focused on the anticipated radio communication procedures.  The group was working to determine the different channels when the county-level emergency management coordinator said, "Let's walk through that once.... The first unit on scene obviously's going to be the two guys standing up there, line services. Where should they go? The second group of people on scene is probably going to be the police. Where should they go? And how should that transfer happen, if the transfer in fact happens. You're coming in. How should that happen? Let's go through that whole thing step by step." This shows the group’s attention on coordinating the sequence of response steps. They wanted to identify who would be communicating on which radio channel as each first responder arrived.

Local Area Details Focus Planning Efforts

Community emergency preparedness requires an understanding of the local area. Individual communities differ in size, location, and organization, among other things. These characteristics are reflected in the emergency plans. The plans are tailored to the community and the local area details provide the context.

Numerous community details can be considered in generating an emergency plan. Arguably one of the most important details is first responder information. The types of first responders, the number of first responders, the locations of first response agencies, and their corresponding capabilities are all crucial. For instance, in State College there are three fire companies and five police departments. There is also a hazardous material team, two ambulance services, one hospital, and a county-run 911/Emergency Communication Center.  

Another local area detail is the community’s demographics. Information about the population is important to identify. State College is a unique community with students between the ages of 18 and 22. Most of these students are away from home and their parents are concerned for their safety. There is also a significant international population with many non-native English speakers. This could necessitate interpreters during an emergency event.

In addition to demographics, local communities differ in their available facilities and infrastructure, including: transportation terminals, industrial sites, nuclear reactors, power-generation plants, and large-capacity buildings and venues. The State College community has many specialized emergency plans for its facilities. The University, for example, has a small nuclear reactor and many large-capacity venues (e.g. dormitories, academic buildings, sports facilities, and theatres).

Emergency planning also examines details about the geographic area. The terrain, geological structure, weather patterns, and major highways are all indicators of likely emergencies. State College is located within a valley and the surrounding hills either protect it or harbor the weather effects. There is also a history of sinkholes. An interstate highway lies just north of the region and another is being constructed that will pass through the area. Looking at weather patterns, winter storms, summer heat, and lightning are likely. As an aside, tornados were thought to be the greatest threat when the LEMC began his position, but he has since discovered that no tornados have ever touched down in the community. This emphasizes the need for local details that are accurate and not based on local folklore.

In State College, the LEMC has compiled these local area details to analyze different hazards, or emergencies, and their likelihood. This has focused the planning activities and increases the community’s preparedness. He has also investigated the local area resources, such as dump trucks, buses, generators, and traffic cones, which are available for use during an emergency event. A dump truck is not limited to hauling away debris, but it also can block a roadway to limit traffic around an emergency scene.

Local Area Details with the Airport

The University Park Airport is unique to the State College community.  Most of the air travel is University-related involving sports teams and University visitors.  Such local area details are reflected in the emergency planning efforts. For instance, a representative of the 911 Center made this comment about news reporters: “But they're vultures! If there's a crash … and it's the football team!"  The University’s football team is cherished within the community, and her comment shows how this influences the planning discussions.  Another local detail to consider is the local first response resources. At the airport, there is an onsite fire service that is expected to arrive first. Their capabilities are discussed in the following excerpt:

Policeman: I'd be concerned with that, with your staffing. If you only have two people in your truck and you have an active fire, you're going to be putting the fire out, you're not going to be answering your radio.  

Onsite fireman: The other side of the coin is, there's times when there's only one guy in that truck too! 

The group is walking through an after work hours situation at the airport. Their concern is how the onsite firemen will communicate the extent of the incident to those in route. The local detail that only one or two people will be available prompts the conversation.

Local Social Structure and Culture Direct Emergency Planning

Community member roles, such as first responder, emergency manager, and local businessman, offer different perspectives on planning. Each individual involved brings a unique set of beliefs and opinions. In State College, mediating this social landscape and agreeing upon a common emergency plan can be challenging at times.

Many first responders are volunteers who contribute when they can. This is especially true in rural towns, such as State College. First responders, such as firemen, often do not commit to weekly work schedules or promise a certain number of hours. This creates a significant dilemma for sharing planning information. How will everyone know the plan? One solution is to rely to on word-of-mouth. For example, the LEMC in State College holds meetings with local fire chiefs to convey an emergency plan. After the meeting, he leaves it to the fire chiefs to pass on the information to the social network of volunteers.

Another issue is that the social dynamics within a local, first response agency, including the organizational leader, will periodically change. This emphasizes the need for emergency managers to establish relationships with agencies as a whole. Engaging the entire organization in the collaborative planning activities ensures multiple perspectives are voiced. It also discourages the negative formation of social divisions within an agency, which is currently happening in State College with a local fire district. Many community members are unhappy with a local fire chief and his corresponding board members’ decisions. The chief’s views are not necessarily those of everyone in the fire district, however.

Social divisions also bring up an important observation about emergency management: local politics and social culture dominate the ongoing planning activities. In the fire district example, some community members believe that the fire chief spent too much money on unnecessary fire equipment and that the organization is financially irresponsible. Such statements have caused the district to be defensive, as opposed to cooperative.

Within the field of emergency management, there are ways to address these social challenges. The LEMC in State College manages the local social structure and culture by taking advantage of the existing people, policies, and procedures. This recognizes the expertise of both individuals and organizations. The goal of the LEMC, then, is to “connect the dots,” or in other words coordinate these people and agencies. For instance, it’s important for the public works director in one township to meet the town manager in the adjacent township, as the two will likely exchange emergency-related equipment.

Lastly, emergency planning is faced with the issue of vigilance. This is less a cultural issue than a social one. How can community members remember the agreed-upon emergency plans over time? Are there ways they can remind one another of the plan? In State College the LEMC writes plans that are consistent. The idea is to respond in a similar manner as possible for each event, limiting the reliance on personal memories.

Local Social Structure and Culture in the Airport

The airport case study has its own set of social and cultural issues. Over the last few years, there have been numerous unsuccessful exercises at the airport. This social tension is visible in an airport director’s remark: “Let's start the discussion off by just going around the room and having each of the agencies talk about what they felt worked and didn't work.  Judgments aren't being made of the agencies of what went wrong and what went right.” The airport director wants to create a positive atmosphere of cooperation and information sharing.

The organizations within this planning group have worked together during prior emergency events and will continue to interoperate in the future. This brings up both the positive and negative experiences of the past. For example, the first responders have communication issues that have gone unresolved. The county emergency manager makes this point: "When you initially come on the radio . . . do you come on as 2031 or do you come on initially as command? The reason I bring that up is at least in the three years I've been here that's been the confusing part . . .” This statement has a negative tone, which shows how personal opinions and, on a broader level, the local culture impact the planning process.

Documented Emergency Plans Collect Useful Information

When we think about emergencies one of the first thoughts that come to mind is: “We need a plan.” Establishing this plan is the overarching goal of emergency planning. In State College, most of the formal, emergency plans correspond to a text document typically printed in hardcopy, bound, and placed on a bookshelf.  Other plans are more informal and spontaneous. For instance, in the State College meeting shortly before Tropical Storm Ivan, each participant stated his anticipated response. This allowed everyone to understand the plan as a whole, but the only documentation was in the participants’ individual notes.  

Emergency plans inevitably have time-sensitive information. Populations change, contact information changes, as do government officials, leaders of organizations, and local area business managers. Geospatial information also changes as land is developed and buildings are razed. According to the LEMC, all plans correspond to a moment in time. Such timeliness is partly due to the printing and distributing of information, but placing the information in a central, online location is also not realistic. In Pennsylvania, there are restrictions on making plans publicly available because they pose a security risk. If someone knows the planned response, they can undermine it. Another reason not to post online is that the Internet may not be available in an emergency situation.

The emergency plans in State College do not describe a recipe for every response situation. Rather, they outline a set of common response procedures.  They specify the responsibilities for specific individuals. Given this description, an emergency plan is not likely to be followed religiously during an emergency.  The intent of the emergency plans is to be used as a guideline for the procedures and responsibilities.  

In our fieldwork, at least five different types of emergency plans have surfaced. The six townships use an identical emergency operations plan. It is intentionally short and includes some local area information, procedures for declaring an emergency, checklists for certain personnel roles, and a listing of twelve emergency support functions (ESFs). These ESFs correspond to twelve primary roles that need to be filled in the emergency operations center and they include items such as a transportation role and a communications role.  

Examining the ongoing University activities provides a different view of emergency plans. The essential services group is considering a scenario of a weeklong major power outage in the middle of winter. Their plan documents the available resources on campus and outlines the additional resource needs. In the shelter component the group identifies places to house students so that they can be warm and fed without purchasing generators for all 50 dormitories. The Continuity of Operations Plan is a combination of multiple, departmental plans that describe how to continue essential University services during an emergency.  The individual department plans specify the activities that must continue, such as the police responding to burglary calls.

Lastly, the townships are composing another type of plan, a hazards mitigation plan. This plan is focused on preventing an emergency situation. One example is to take action so that a road does not become flooded with heavy rainfall. The hazards mitigation plan outlines preventative actions. It lists the effects of different types of emergencies, how the issue is currently resolved, and, most importantly, how the problems can be prevented from reoccurring.  

The Airport Emergency Plan

The State College airport’s emergency operations plan is different from that of the municipal and university plans. It documents the sequence of events that should occur whenever there is an emergency situation at the airport. It explicitly describes who communicates with whom, when, and what information is passed, at the onset of an event. For instance, at one meeting the group discussed the notifications that need to be made during an incident:

Airport director: We at UNICOM made the initial call to TSA. It's not in our plan right now…. FBI is only upon request. I think that now….Probably needs to be changed.

FBI agent: Yes, that is right. When you go to notify TSA, notify us.  

Airport director: Is it more for the airport to make that notification automatically to the FBI, or is it just followed down the road - we make the initial call to TSA and TSA makes the call to the FBI?

The group wants to determine how the information about the event will be relayed. Their goal is to document this procedure in the plan.
Discussion Notes for Case Study #3:  
This case is valuable in that it describes in great detail a community’s efforts to achieve an integrated and collaborative approach to planning for an airport emergency.  As with any really professional approach to collaborative planning, the case sets forth this planning effort within the larger community context.  Such an approach is key to making collaboration in emergency planning effective and enduring.  Rather than posing specific questions for this case study, an alternative approach would be to address each major section of the case and ask the class to evaluate State College’s planning efforts in light of the principle of collaboration as presented in the class.  Of particular importance would be for the class to draw some conclusions about the concepts of leadership, equality, facilitation, sincerity, inclusion and continuous collaboration that this study presents.[image: image1][image: image2][image: image3][image: image4][image: image5][image: image6][image: image7][image: image8][image: image9]
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