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Session 15: Developing a Community Profile
Time:  1 hour
Objectives:
Following this session, students will:

15.1
Describe the process of “sectoring” as it is applied to identifying

key factors to be considered in emergency planning for a 

community.

15.2
Identify four broad segments of a community and understand how 

preparedness education strategies differ among these groups.

15.3
Describe some techniques which can be used to personalize 

preparedness education towards specific groups.
Scope:
This class will focus on several general steps which are useful in defining the make-up of a community.  It is important to know both the factors which might pose specific risks to a community and the types of people who reside there.  Some areas of a community may be at greater risk from specific hazards.  Furthermore, certain populations groups have characteristics that make them more or less likely to respond in adaptive ways in the event of a disaster.  Disaster managers need to know how to find these sectors of their community, and how best to approach them as part of a community-wide preparedness education program.  Some research findings concerning ethnicity and responses to emergencies will be introduced to illustrate the importance of knowing which segments of the population should be targeted for preparedness education efforts.
Notes
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Remarks:
Preparing an entire community for disaster is an overwhelming task.  This segment of the course will take the students into some practical applications of sociological research, in an effort to make community preparedness education a more manageable project.
Notes

15.1
Describe the process of “sectoring” as it is applied to identifying key factors to be considered in emergency planning for a community

Suggested Activity
· The instructor may read verbatim the following scenario to the class and elicit a brief discussion with student responses. List these on the board for reference later during this class session. 

“Congratulations on your new appointment as the disaster preparedness coordinator for <insert name of the community in which this course is being offered>!  Your local government officials have prioritized community disaster preparedness education as something which they would like you to implement in the next six months.”

· Ask the students to name some factors that emergency managers should consider as they plan for the disaster preparedness of their community.

They should be able to identify some, if not all, of the following factors (as described in the FEMA Instructor Guide 
IG-235, pp. 2-3 to 2-4):

-  Geography

-  Property

-  Infrastructure

-  Demographics

-  Response agencies
· Ask the class what kinds of information might be useful to emergency managers when considering each of these five factors.  Write these on the board.  Your listing might look something like the following, taken from FEMA IG-235, p. 2-3:


1.  Geography

-  Faults

-  Rivers

-  Coastal risks
Notes

2.  Property


-  Numbers


-  Types


-  Ages


-  Building codes


-  Critical facilities


-  Potential secondary hazards
3.  Infrastructure


-  Utilities (construction, access)


-  Communications systems


-  Transportation access/system


-  Air/water transportation facilities

4.  Demographics


-  Population size


-  Distribution


-  Number of people in vulnerable zones


-  Special populations


-  Animal populations
5.  Response agencies


-  Locations


-  How to contact


-  Types of facilities/services


-  Resources (personnel/equipment)
· Challenge the class to explore how each of these factors can be influential in helping emergency managers get a better handle on their jurisdiction’s strengths and vulnerabilities in the event of a disaster.  

Some examples might include:


1.  Geography


-  Predicting the impact of potential hazards.


-  Predicting the likely secondary hazards.

Notes

2.  Property

-
Projecting consequences of likely hazards on  various types of structures, and the impact on human injury/death, and lost critical facilities.
3.  Infrastructure

-
Identifying vulnerable components, such as transportation routes, water and sanitation lines, communications networks, disruption of mass transit systems (rail, airports).


-  Loss of possible evacuation routes.


-  Difficulty in mobilizing and distributing relief equipment, personnel and supplies.

4.  Demographics


-
Overall consequences of a hazard on the population as a whole.


-
Ability to disseminate warnings to the community.

-
Considerations of special ethnic/language factors.


-
Ability to provide mass care.

5.  Response agencies


-
Adequacy of response agency manpower and equipment in the event of a major disaster.


-
Disruption of inter-/intra-agency communication capabilities.

-
Loss of support services to these agencies.

By dividing the community into manageable sectors that are the same for all responding agencies, emergency planners can then take a very large and complex jurisdiction and evaluate the risks, resources, and special population characteristics for each defined area.

Notes

Each sector, then, becomes an “address” for emergency planners and responders, providing a pre-disaster 
vulnerability/resource breakdown on each of the five key factors as they relate to that sector, and a series of post-impact focal points to help disaster managers assess and report damage, gauge their utilization of response 
resources, and direct special attention to populations that are geographically isolated or have socio/cultural or other special needs.

· Ask the class for a few examples of how sectoring might help emergency managers identify populations at greater risk from a disaster.

The process of sectoring affords emergency managers with a multi-dimensional assessment of their jurisdiction’s resources and special vulnerabilities to possible hazard risks, and those involved in community disaster preparedness will need this information to help them tailor their programs to various parts of the community.  

For example, while all in a community might be at risk from tornadoes, not everyone will be at the same risk.  In central Oklahoma, those living in mobile homes communities without well-anchored foundations and no basements pose a special risk to disaster educators and emergency planners.

People in parts of southern California are at risk for prolonged water shortages should an earthquake disrupt the California aqueduct system in multiple places along its course.

Midwesterners nearest to flood plains may have substantial losses of food and supplies should large scale river flooding disrupt rail, highway and local bridge, and road access to their communities.

Should any of these hazards strike a given jurisdiction, the people living in the impacted sectors will be variably affected, partly because of their economic resources to withstand losses, and partly because of their own well-being or personal frailties.

Notes

· Remind the students that within any community, while a hazard may not distinguish between building or population characteristics, disaster preparedness managers will need to consider these factors in an effort to determine who might be at greater risk than the population as a whole.

The above approach of applying a similar set of vulnerability factors (e.g., geography, property, infrastructure, demographics, and response agencies) to otherwise equally defined, mapped sectors, provides disaster educators with the ability to determine if there are shared characteristics that might permit people within a given sector to be grouped.

A sector analysis might reveal that simply living in a mobile home park might be a crucial variable for disaster planners and educators, leading them to conclude that the parameter of “property” is the common thread placing that sector at special risk.

On the other hand, a population of non-English speaking residents living in a well-defined area of the jurisdiction might pose different concerns forplanners and educators.  How will they prepare and deliver their preparedness messages to that community to enhance the population’s mitigation efforts and emergency response actions?

Once a sector analysis is conducted, population groups will be recognized within different parts of the community.

· Ask the students to consider the population of the community. How might they approach identifying pre-existing groups which they might target for your disaster preparedness education? What parameters would they use to base their identification of target groups?  Once identified, how would they prioritize their preparedness education campaign (e.g., where would they direct their efforts first?)
The purpose of this exercise is to get the students thinking about the various segments existent in virtually every community.  By recognizing that the community is already “self-divided” into different identifiable groups, the enormity of preparedness education for an entire community becomes more manageable. In addition,

Notes

certain of these groups may be more vulnerable to disaster than others, and finding out who and where these people are may help  prioritize the direction of a preparedness education program.

In an earlier class, a review of research findings showed us what people are capable of doing in a disaster, how they respond to warnings, and how they establish their belief system concerning a threat.  In another class, we studied how one community undertook a hazard analysis, so preparedness educators could see what their community was up against.  (Clearly, it would be perceived as not particularly relevant by the public in an Arizona desert community if disaster preparedness activities concentrated on the hazards of hurricanes). 

In this class session, we will look at how disaster educators can break a community into identifiable population segments.

Such a strategy permits educators to focus their efforts on community groups which are more easily identified for preparedness training efforts (e.g., Spanish-speaking, members of service organizations, large businesses, church organizations, etc.) or who have special needs (e.g., disabled, nursing home residents) which might make them more vulnerable in a disaster.
While the ideal goal would be to have 100 percent of the community prepared for emergencies, this is not very likely.  

By tackling preparedness education in this  segmented way, planners may target most of the population for preparedness programs, thereby reducing the impact of hazards on the total population.  This thinking is much like the strategy for immunizing large segments of a population to reduce the overall impact of a specific infectious agent.
Notes

15.2
Identify four broad segments of a community and understand how preparedness education strategies differ among these groups

Who’s out there, anyway?  It is neither possible nor effective to try to reach the entire community at once.  As a much more practical approach, try to find out if there are readily identifiable groups you can approach.

· For example, questions can be raised such as:

· Do certain groups of people live in particular neighborhoods (e.g., is there an ethnic Hispanic or Korean section)? 
· Does the community have specific service organizations (e.g., Kiwanis, 4H, Junior Achievement Clubs)?

· Is there a key employer, or more than one, in your community (e.g., a major manufacturing company with hundreds or even thousands of employees)?

· How about senior citizen centers or group living situations?

· Consider the following four large segments of a typical community, and keep in mind that the preparedness activities learned in these major group settings may carry over into individual households.  

Identifying “self-defined” sections of the community allows preparedness messages and strategies to raise the overall preparedness level of the population, translating from the group settings to home and recreational situations.


1.  Schools

When schools are in session, the largest number of children will be located in the school buildings. Questions to consider include:

· How many schools are there in your community?  Be sure to consider both public and private schools.

Notes

· How about preschools, elementary schools, and child care centers?   
· Where are they located?

· How accessible are they to emergency response vehicles?

· Are any hazards nearby, and how might those hazards cause damage or injury?

· What is the structural integrity of the school buildings themselves?

Later in the course, we will devote an entire class to preparedness training in schools.
2.  
Major businesses


Perhaps the community has some major employers. If so, during work hours, these businesses bring together a group of people with a common interest or common link.  Issues to consider include:


a.  Structured environment.

By working with employers to instill a sense of preparedness among employees and managers, businesses are more likely to maintain both their operations and their personnel resources in a disaster.

b.  Effects of preparedness.

Thus, preparedness turns a crisis into a win-win situation: The company comes out better than if there had been no preparedness training, and the employees can approach these situations with the confidence of a plan of action.  The business of the company may thus be maintained, and the people who work there are more likely to respond appropriately in an emergency, limiting both personal injury and structural damage.

Notes

3.  Community organizations

There are community service organizations that meet on a regular basis.  These organizations bring together groups of people with similar interests, and usually these interests revolve around civic-minded, constructive activities.  Some issues to consider include:


a.  Structured environment.

These organizations have a leadership structure and commonly have elected officers and directors who may guide the focus of activities for the group.  

Endorsement of preparedness education may not only result in training those within the organization, but foster the dissemination of preparedness programs out in the community.

b.  Generally enthusiastic individuals.

By working with these community organizations, preparedness educators will have an inroad into a segment of the community which has already been self-selected for having a desire to participate in programs with a helping-oriented focus.
4.  Religious organizations

Religious organizations bring together groups of people who are seeking spiritual fulfillment, often through theologically-based community action. Issues to consider include:

a.  Preparedness planning may already be part of certain religions.

In some settings, family preparedness is an integral part of the teachings of the religion.

Notes



Example:

In the Mormon faith, observant members of the religion follow a family and community preparedness program which has as its goal the provision of adequate supplies to maintain well-being for one year.
b.  Emphasis on helping others.
Also a high emphasis is placed on helping and looking after community members.

Example:
Several years ago, serious floods swept through downtown Salt Lake City, Utah.  Because of this culture of preparedness, citizens gathered to help each other, temporary bridges were built over flooded roadways, and food and supplies were readily shared.

Los Angeles Times.  June 5, 1983.

 
Example:

In 1992, civil unrest in Los Angeles impacted primarily members of certain black and Korean communities.  Many churches and synagogues from predominantly Caucasian areas pooled resources to deliver food, clothing, supplies, and even legal assistance to those impacted by street violence.

Steven J. Rottman, M.D.  Personal experience.  1992.

Notes

15.3
Describe some techniques which can be used to personalize preparedness education towards specific groups

“People from different segments of our society and from different demographic backgrounds view issues and programs relevant to civil defense and emergency management from different perspectives and with differing motivational priorities.  Differences in perceptions and motivations are not accidental but follow from the background, experiences and frames of reference of these various sub-populations.

This is why (preparedness) efforts call for the use of a differentiated approach, which takes the dominant views and values of different groups of people into careful considerations.”

Szalay, L.B., Inn, A. and Vilov, S.K. et. al.  1986: 6-7.
· Ethnic groups

In many communities, people from specific cultures tend to live together in defined neighborhoods.  By knowing where these population clusters are, and some of the characteristics of people who comprise them, educators will be better able to tailor their messages.

To illustrate how knowledge of ethnic populations may help target preparedness education, consider some of the research findings about how different ethnic groups respond to a disaster.
Perry and Greene used this definition of an ethnic group:

“People who conceive of themselves as being alike by virtue of common ancestry, real or fictitious, and are so regarded by others…ethnicity reflects the extent to which an individual feels, or is made to feel, a member of some ethnic group” (p. 320).
Notes

The authors considered the major ethnic minorities in the U.S., black and Hispanic, in their review of ethnicity and emergency decision-making, and drew the following conclusion both from their own work and from a review of the literature.

1.  Kinship and family bonds

Membership in an ethnic minority structures the individual’s perception of the threat of natural disasters.  There is a strong bond to extended families.  Often there are several generations and other relatives sharing the same household.  

This suggests that in an emergency, efforts will focus on protecting and accounting for the location and well-being of next of kin.  This extended and close kinship network supersedes community-oriented responses in these ethnic groups.

2.  Perception of warnings

a.  Credibility
Researchers have shown that the source of a disaster warning must be perceived as credible for people to take protective actions.


b.  Easy-to-understand (language, clarity)

In some settings, the very fact that the warning is in English may not only guarantee that its contents won’t be understood, but it may also inadvertently alienate some members of the community.


c.  The messenger

The history of discrimination against minority groups has led to a generalized distrust of authorities (police, immigration officials, social agencies).
Notes

Since a basic construct of responses to hazard warnings is validation of the warning, the belief that a warning is legitimate becomes a challenge for ethnic groups.  As a rule, these warnings come from official agencies, and so the distrust in these authorities presents an obstacle to be overcome by preparedness educators.


3.  Socioeconomic/educational factors

Past experience has shown diverse consequences of disasters based on income level and education.
Those in ethnic minority groups, as a whole, tend to be less affluent and have a lesser degree of education.  If incomes are lower, the consequences of disaster may be greater, with less ability to direct 
cash resources away from pressing day-to-day expenses toward the purchase of disaster supplies.  Similarly, there will be less money to cover hazard insurance, temporary relocation costs, or repairs to homes and replacement of lost contents.

Similarly, researchers found that people with lower incomes and less education were found to be less likely to believe that a disaster warning was valid.  In fact, even when issues of ethnicity were factored out, the low income/low education groups were less likely to become involved in community organizations, effectively removing them from those civic-minded segments of the society which might be receptive to preparedness education.

4.  Locus of control

With less control of potential outcomes, people may respond with more apathy.

People tend to respond in a positive, adaptive way to warnings if they believe they have some control over the outcome of the impending hazard.  These people are said to have a high internal locus of control.

Notes

Ethnicity seems to be a factor in a person’s locus of control.  Many ethnic group members maintain something of a fatalistic point of view concerning the danger of hazards.  Some view these events as uncontrollable and non-preventable, concluding that there is little they can do to deal with these threats.

If the locus of control is perceived by members of ethnic groups as external, they are less likely to undertake preparedness activities in general, or take protective action in response to a specific warning.

In the next class, we will speak about specific populations that may be at higher risk, and what makes them especially vulnerable to the effects of disasters.
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