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

14.1 Describe and discuss the hazard of terrorism at major events.

14.2 Describe and discuss the major challenges in reducing the hazard of terrorism at major events.

14.3 Describe and discuss the security and emergency management preparations for the 1996 Summer Olympics in Atlanta.

14.4 Discuss the lessons learned from the 1996 Olympics in Atlanta.

________________________________________________________________________

Scope



This session focuses on preparedness measures for major sporting, cultural, political, and social events. Events that attract thousands of participants and/or spectators and the media offer opportunity and symbolic benefit for terrorist organizations. At the same time, such events present extraordinary challenges for security officials trying to prevent attacks on individuals and on the crowds and for emergency management officials trying to anticipate the kinds of disasters that will occur. Preparing to deal with terrorist violence at major events frequently involves building mechanisms for intergovernmental cooperation and for multi-organizational operations. The actors involved may be government officials at all levels, including officials from foreign nations in some cases; local, state, and federal law enforcement and emergency management agencies; private and volunteer security forces; and a complex network of nongovernmental disaster agencies. A case study of the 1996 Olympics in Atlanta is used to illustrate the challenge that major events pose to emergency management, law enforcement, and national security agencies. 

________________________________________________________________________

Readings:

1. Readings for Students:
Brian Duffy, Erica Goode, Joannie M. Schrof, Jill Jordan Sieder, and Maria Mallory, “Terror at the Olympics,” U.S. News and World Report, August 5, 1996, p. 24.

Jerry Adler, with Vern E. Smith, Mark Starr, Daniel Pedersen, T. Trent Gegax, Martha Brant, Karen Springen, Melinda Liu, Mark Hosenball, Michael Isikoff, and Daniel Klaidman, “Terror and ... Triumph; The Dream Turns to Nightmare,” Newsweek, August 5, 1996, p. 24.

2. Readings for the Instructor:

Susan Crabtree, “Gold-Medal Security,” Insight on the News, August 5, 1996, p. 7.

3. Recommended Readings for the Instructor:

Linda K. Richter and William L. Waugh, Jr., “Terrorism and Tourism as Logical Companions,” Tourism Management (December 1986): 230-238. Revised and reprinted in Managing Tourism, edited by S. Medlik (Oxford, UK: Butterworth Heinemann, 1991), pp. 318-326.

________________________________________________________________________

Remarks

Major events pose many of the same problems that occur at smaller events, but they also pose extraordinary problems because of the number of people involved, the potential impact of a terrorist attack, and the difficulty reducing vulnerabilities to attack. For obvious reasons, security precautions for major events are not widely published because of the danger that the information will be used during the next major event. Lessons learned during each major event are discussed to some extent, but the more common communication is through the officials who administer the security and emergency management programs and plan for the next events. Many of the officials involved in the preparations for the 1996 Olympics in Atlanta were involved in the 1984 Olympics in Los Angeles. Some were in Seoul, South Korea, in 1988 and Barcelona, Spain, in 1992 to study the Olympic security and emergency management preparations, as well. Since the Atlanta Games, officials have also studied the preparedness measures in Nagano, Japan, for the 1998 Winter Olympics, and in Sydney, Australia, for the 2000 Olympics, in preparation for the 2002 Winter Olympics in Salt Lake City. While geography and demographics, as well as domestic and international politics, are different in each country, many of the security and emergency management issues are the same.

The security preparations for the 1996 Olympics in Atlanta were described in some detail in the local media and, to a much lesser extent, in the official publications of government agencies and the Atlanta Committee for the Olympic Games (ACOG). There is a heavy reliance on media accounts in the case study here, although some of the information was provided by first-hand experience and official briefings.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 14.1 

Describe and discuss why terrorists may choose to attack individuals or groups at a major event.

Major sporting, cultural, political, and social events pose unique challenges for law enforcement, emergency management, and national security agencies, as well as common challenges that large cities have to deal with for lesser events, such as rock concerts and local football games.

The worst case scenario is a terrorist attack on a major event using a nuclear device, biological agent, chemical agent, or radiological material (i.e., a “weapon of mass destruction”) that results in casualties numbering in the hundreds or thousands. However, even conventional weapons and homemade bombs can wreak havoc in a crowded stadium, building, or park.

There are a relatively large number of major events that might attract terrorist violence, including 

· the Olympic Games, 

· the World Cup Soccer finals,

· the Superbowl,

· the NCAA Final Four basketball tournament,

· the World Series,

· the Stanley Cup playoffs,

· the U.S. Open tennis tournament,

· cultural exhibitions, 

· party conventions,

· religious conventions and parades,

· rock and rap concerts,

· parades for “Gay Pride” or “Civil Rights” or “Women’s Rights,”

· political protests,

· a visit by the Pope, a foreign head of state, or an American political or social leader,

· the opening of a controversial movie or play,

· the Miss America or Miss U.S.A. pageants,

· the Academy Award, Emmy Award, Tony Award, Grammy Award, or Country Music Award programs, and

· high profile local events, including the Oklahoma-Texas, Army-Navy, Auburn-Alabama, and Notre Dame-Southern California football games.

The common denominators are events that 

· attract large crowds, 

· attract national media attention, 

· provide opportunity for terrorists to get close to their targets, and 

· provide crowds and/or large metropolitan areas in which terrorists can hide while they make their preparations and make their escape. 

Terrorists generally seek a large audience and that is provided by the crowds and magnified by the media coverage.

Crowds, particularly international crowds, provide excellent cover for terrorists because they can blend into the mass of people. Foreign terrorists may be conspicuous in crowds of Americans, unless the crowds are in locations with multi-ethnic populations. The best camouflage that a terrorist can have is a crowd in which he or she looks much like everyone else.

Other risk factors include the political content of the event, the social interaction during the event, the emotional content of the event (e.g., the religious or spiritual activities), and the participants.

Events that include controversial sociopolitical topics, such as Gay Rights parades or anti-abortion demonstrations, may attract opponents with extreme views and a willingness to use violence. 

The social interaction may create conflict or encourage violent outbursts, such as the fires and fights that have occurred at large rock concerts. Some people may find such violence exciting.

The emotional content of the event may also attract extremists who will be encouraged to use violence or may simply become violent because that is their reaction to emotional situations.

The nature of the participants may also precipitate violence. The risk of violence may be high when there are very large crowds of young people (particularly young men), crowds that include hostile ethnic or religious groups, and crowds that include a large number of people who are angry. Riots have occurred at soccer (football) matches, rock concerts, and other similar events. Riots have also occurred at political rallies and conventions. [There may or may not be a political element in the violence, but it can be terroristic in nature. There is also scholarly literature on the therapeutic value of sports as a means of venting political anger and frustration.] 

Risk assessment is difficult given the range of motivations for domestic and international terrorist organizations and for individuals, i.e., amateurs, who may choose to use terrorism during a major event to achieve his or her political objectives. 

Domestic terrorists may target major events because the participants are pro-abortion, pro-environment, more liberal or conservative than the terrorists, gay or lesbian, pro-government, or associated with technology or social change or any number of other values. 

The assessment of vulnerabilities may be difficult because of the size of the venue, the number of venues, the location of venues, and so on. Because public access is absolutely necessary and, practically speaking, security cannot be too intrusive or slow or spectators and participants simply will not come, officials are constrained in how they can search people entering the venue.

Access control, particularly in public places, is also difficult in open societies. Authoritarian governments generally have more leeway in the security measures that they can adopt.

As the Centennial Olympic Park bombing in Atlanta in 1996 appears to have demonstrated, terrorists may attack an event because it is associated with an international activity. The spectators may be foreign, naturalized Americans, or simply appear to be different in culture and/or language. 

The rationality of domestic terrorists in the United States may be difficult to understand. 

For example, the Phineas Priests (described in Session 3) may choose targets of opportunity, rather than targets with great symbolic value. 

Anti-government terrorists may strike almost anywhere there is a government facility, even a post office, or a government representative.

International terrorists may choose to attack an Olympic venue or an international meeting because of the media visibility that it provides, their hostility toward the host nation, the opportunity to attack people of a nationality toward which they are hostile, or the symbolic value of attacking an event with heavy security. 

Officials have sometimes been so confident of their security arrangements that they have, in effect, issued challenges to anyone who felt that they could penetrate or compromise the security system. [And, if terrorists successfully attack such an event, the symbolic value will be all the higher because of the challenge.]

Political groups may also choose international events because they afford opportunities to attack their opposition that they may not have in their home countries. In effect, domestic terrorism or civil war in another nation can spill over into the jurisdiction of the host nation and result in armed conflicts at major events.

The worst attack during an Olympics was the Black September organization’s murder of 11 Israeli athletes at the 1972 Olympics in Munich and that event demonstrated the vulnerability of Olympic and other venues to assault by well-trained and determined terrorists.

Thus far, there has not been a terrorist attack during a major event that has caused mass casualties. The assumption that most terrorists want “a lot of people watching, rather than a lot of people killed” has been borne out. However, there is certainly a potential for mass casualty events. 

For example, a chemical agent could be used to contaminate hundreds or even thousands of residents and visitors during a major event. 

A biological agent could be used to kill thousands or even millions of people as those infected at the event carry the agent home. 

__________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:

1. Why are major events attractive targets for terrorists?

Suggested answer:

Major events provide large audiences for terrorists, a variety of targets, access to targets that they might not otherwise have, crowds in which to hide before and after their attacks, and the media coverage that terrorists seek.

2. What might make major events even more attractive as targets for terrorists?

Suggested answer:

Major events may have political, religious, or other symbolic content that will attract violence. Terrorists may have easier access to opposition leaders at an event outside of their own country than at an event within it. 

3. Why have terrorists not caused mass casualty incidents at major events (so far)?

Suggested answer:

The common wisdom is that terrorists generally want “a lot of people watching rather than a lot of people dead.” However, fanatical groups, particularly religiously motivated groups and those that have little chance of gaining popular support, may choose to kill a lot of people because they can.

4. Why is the security of major events such a high priority today?

Suggested answer:

Although there have not been mass casualty attacks at major events, the potential exists. Moreover, the use of biological agents could infect large numbers of people and they may spread the infection before it is diagnosed and contained.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 14.2 

Describe and discuss the major challenges in reducing the hazard of terrorism at major events

Major events pose serious challenges for security and emergency management agencies because of the number of people involved (e.g., spectators, athletes and other participants, officials, and those responsible for running the events), the potential for mass casualty disasters (including terrorism), and the difficulty reducing vulnerabilities because of the scale of the event.

The 1996 Olympics and other major events frequently require law enforcement and security agencies to 

· protect large crowds in gathering places, transit areas, and in the venues themselves,

· secure multiple venues against intrusions and attacks; 

· protect many potential individual targets (e.g., social and political leaders) at the venues, at their lodging or homes, and in transit;

· protect areas in which large groups of people gather or through which they transit on foot or in vehicles;

· secure potential symbolic targets, such as statues and buildings, not necessarily involved in the major event; 

· surveil possible terrorists (as well as criminals); and

· protect dignitaries as they arrive in the city or at the event site.

Emergency management agencies are generally involved in the preparations for major events because of the potential for large-scale disasters, whether caused by terrorists, the weather, structural failure, or any other natural or technical phenomenon. 

As in other kinds of emergencies or disasters, local officials can usually handle small-scale incidents. Law enforcement and fire services agencies can implement incident command systems to accommodate the addition of more units and the involvement of more jurisdictions, but, as the scale of the incidents increases, the expertise of emergency management agencies is necessary to coordinate the operation.

Emergency management agencies are also involved because of the potential for a large number of lesser disasters. 

For example, a series of medical emergencies or security emergencies requires the development of priorities and systems for the effective allocation of resources.

Major events require preparation for public health emergencies, ranging from the consequences of terrorist attacks to the effects of hot weather. 

For example, spectators may suffer physical stress from walking between venues, dehydration from hot weather, and heart problems due to the excitement of competitions.

In some cases, venues may not be easily accessible and planning efforts might have to take into consideration the need for aerial evacuation or even boat evacuation when disasters occur. 

For example, Winter Olympic venues are typically located in high mountain areas with limited access by road, particularly when snow may block some access roads. 

Yachting events cover long distances and may be very far from medical and security resources on the shore. Consequently, they typically require aerial search and rescue capabilities. 

While the limited accessibility of some venues may pose problems for terrorists because they may not be able to enter the venue or escape without being seen, it may also complicate security and emergency responses, such as making it difficult to evacuate people who are at risk.

Communities hosting major events seldom have the medical, law enforcement, and security capacities necessary to deal with major disasters that occur because the funding for such capacities is usually tied to their resident populations, rather than to the relatively infrequent influxes of people for major events. 

For example, a community’s population may double or triple when its hotel rooms fill up.

Similarly, a community’s available hospital beds may quickly fill up and its trauma facilities may be overwhelmed.

Major international events attract spectators from around the world that may not be able to effectively communicate when they have health problems. 

Spectators and athletes at major events in developing nations, as well as the residents, may not be sufficiently aware of the hazards present in or near the venues.

________________________________________________________________

Questions to ask students:

1. Why is security at major events such a challenge for federal, state, and local officials and event organizers?

Suggested answer:

Security is difficult at major events because crowds are so large, there may be many venues to protect, access control is difficult without causing significant delays entering venues or causing visitors and participants to choose not to come, and there may be alternative targets if the terrorists cannot reach the ones they prefer.

2. Why is venue access an important security consideration?

Suggested answer:

Some venues make it difficult for terrorists to access the site because it can easily be monitored by security personnel and to egress following their attack. Winter Olympic sites often have few access roads, for example. By contrast, some venues make it difficult for security because there are so many access routes. And, some venues make it difficult for emergency responders to gain access and for the evacuation of people who may be at risk or injured.

3. When do emergency management agencies become involved in major events?

Suggested answer:

Major events, by their very nature, may involve two or more jurisdictions and require the resources of many organizations to provide emergency medical care, security or law enforcement, and other essential services.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 14.3

Describe and discuss the security and emergency management preparations for the 1996 Summer Olympics in Atlanta.

As the opening of the 1996 Olympics approached, the comments of security officials reflected some confidence that “Atlanta will be the safest place in the world this summer” (Martz, 1996a) and some nervousness that terrorists would test their defenses. 

In the months prior to the 1996 Summer Olympics, there were many domestic terrorist incidents and related events, including 

· the crash of TWA Flight 800 over the Long Island Sound (ultimately determined not to be of terrorist origin), 

· the arrest of Militia members in Arizona in July 1996, 

· a report that Islamic terrorists planned a “suicide massacre” at Kennedy International Airport in New York in August 1995 (with security being tightened at all three major airports in the New York City area), 

· the arrest of Ted Kaczynski, the Unabomber, in April 1996, 

· the arrest of two members of the “112th Battalion of the Militia-at-Large for the Republic of Georgia” outside of Macon, GA, for having pipe bombs (Morganthau, 1996: 34); and 

· the trial of Timothy McVeigh and Terry Nichols in Denver for the bombing of the Murrah Federal Building in April 1995.

There were international incidents just prior to the 1996 Olympics, as well, including:

· the attack by the Japanese cult, Aum Shinrikyo, in the Tokyo subway system in March 1995 which killed 12, 

· a foiled plot by five Muslim terrorists to place bombs aboard 11 American airliners so that they would explode over the Pacific Ocean,

· a series of successful and attempted bombings by terrorists in France, including the bombing of the Paris subway in October 1995 that killed 29 (Kole, 1995), and
· the bombing of U.S. Air Force housing in Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, in June 1996, in which 19 servicemen were killed.

While state-sponsored international terrorist attacks were judge unlikely because Iran, Iraq, Libya, and Syria were sending teams and/or officials to the Games (Martz, 1996a), there were fears of domestic and transnational terrorist attacks.

The bombing of the Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City provided a strong stimulus for Olympic security planners because it demonstrated the fanaticism of domestic terrorist groups and their willingness to kill hundreds of people. 

There was some consensus among security planners that the larger threat might come from domestic, rather than international, terrorists.

Prior to the Games, it was estimated that the Atlanta Committee for the Olympic Games’ (ACOG) security budget was more than $50 million, the state of Georgia’s Olympic security budget was more than $26 million, and the federal government’s Olympic security budget was $227 million (for a total of some $303 million) (Martz, 1996a). 

There was considerable debate concerning the cost of the Olympics to U.S. taxpayers, including the contributions from the State of Georgia and the federal government.

The security system for the Olympics was a multi-layered arrangement, ranging from the volunteers manning gates and watching the crowds to the military personnel staged at nearby bases and at the Olympic Village to respond to terrorist attacks.

The ACOG, with William Rathburn as the head of security, found corporate sponsors to pay for much of the security technology, hired a security firm to handle security guards, and recruited volunteers to provide low-level security. 

The State Olympic Law Enforcement Command (SOLEC), with Gary McConnell as the head, coordinated state resources and helped integrate federal law enforcement and security personnel into the system.

The FBI was responsible for coordinating intelligence for the security forces (and became the lead agency after the bomb exploded).

The Department of Defense Joint Olympic Task Force, commanded by MG Robert Hicks, provided assistance to the civilian security forces and technical support in the event of a major terrorist attack. 

Because of the risk of a major terrorist incident, a partial Domestic Emergency Support Team was activated to assure that ample federal resources would be available in the event of an attack (GAO, 1997: 45). [See Session 11 on the Structure of Antiterrorism Programs for more detail on DESTs.]

For example, the Department of Defense brought in a Hazardous Materials Unit for decontamination, should terrorists use biological or chemical agents (Nelson, 1996).

The Department of Health and Human Services also implemented a Metropolitan Medical Strike Team (MMST) so that a range of public health and emergency medical services would be available in the event of an attack (GAO, 1997: 61). The Atlanta MMST became a model for the teams now being developed in major U.S. cities. 

The White House Task Force on the Olympics (Crabtree, 1996) provided extra federal personnel to help with security and other needs.

Ultimately, the security system included more than 50 federal, state, and local law enforcement agencies and about 30,000 personnel (in comparison to 45,000 security personnel at the Barcelona Olympics in 1992 and 80,000 at the Seoul Olympics in 1988) (Martz, 1996a). ACOG itself was providing approximately 16,000 private security guards (Malone, 1996)

There were concerns prior to the Games about the training of security guards because of the high demand. [This issue arose again after the Centennial Park bombings because of private security companies were responsible for the park. The security companies were sued, along with AT&T, the corporate sponsor, by victims of the bombing.]

There was a greater reliance on security technologies in Atlanta, rather than upon human guards (Martz, 1996a). However, because of security concerns expressed by the White House and other officials, additional federal, state, local, and private security personnel were added during the 2-3 months prior to the opening of the games.

ACOG’s security chief, Bill Rathburn, planned to hire a single security company for the Games and have that company hire fewer, but better trained guards than were hired for the Olympic Games in Los Angeles in 1984 (where he was the head of police security planning). The plan was also to use volunteer law enforcement officers from across the United States and from overseas. They were provided food, lodging, uniforms, and transportation in exchange for their service (Martz, 1994).

The participating federal agencies were the

· Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI),

· Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (ATF),

· Central Intelligence Agency (CIA),

· Customs Service,

· Department of Defense,

· Drug Enforcement Agency,

· Federal Aviation Administration (FAA),

· Immigration and Naturalization Service,

· Secret Service,

· State Department, and

· U.S. Marshals Service (Atlanta Journal/Constitution, 1994).

The state agencies included the

· Georgia Air and Army National Guard,

· Georgia Bureau of Investigation,

· Georgia State Patrol, and

· Georgia Emergency Management Agency (Atlanta Journal/Constitution, 1994).

ACOG’s contribution included 

· 6,000 volunteer security personnel,

· 2,000 volunteer law enforcement officers,

· thousands of private security guards (Atlanta Journal/Constitution, 1994).

Local agencies included 

· municipal police departments,

· county sheriff’s departments,

· Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) Police Services,

· Atlanta Police Department,

· Georgia Tech Police Department,

· University of Georgia Public Safety Department, and

· Stone Mountain Park Police Department (Atlanta Journal/Constitution, 1994).

A corporate sponsor, Sensormatic Electronics Corporation, provided approximately $25 million in services and material (Martz, 1996a).

Sensormatic used a graphical security management system (its VRS-2000) to provide venue floor plans, control security devices, and provide real-time video surveillance (Chain Store Age, 1996a). 

“Accreditation zones” were set up with access controlled by identification badges. A chip embedded in security badges provided data on the badge holder. Also, biometric palm scanning devices were used for access to Olympic Village and other high security areas (Chain Store Age, 1996a).

The rest of the corporate “security team” included 

· AT&T which provided communications services;

· Bell South which provided telephone access and cellular phone service;

· Borg-Warner Security which provided the security guards and armored transportation;

· Eastman Kodak which provided the photographic identity cards;

· IBM which provided computers to support security processes;

· Matsushita Electrical Industrial Company which provided the Panasonic cameras and monitors;

· Motorola which provided the digital radio system for security, transportation, and event management personnel; and

· Symbol Technologies which provided bar code readers for security badges (Chain Store Age, 1996b).

Spectators passed through metal detectors, bags were x-rayed, venues were closed to visitors prior to the events (to prevent people from bringing in weapons or bombs), and Olympic volunteers were used to monitor spectators and to provide buffers between the spectators and the athletes and dignitaries.

Olympic officials were given State Department “special guest” status so that any attacks would be federal offenses (Martz, 1995b).

There were some questions concerning the assignment of Georgia State Patrol personnel to protect ACOG officials, but the governor formally made the assignment under his discretionary authority (Cook and Martz, 1996).

Some of the jurisdictional problems were solved by swearing in 700 federal officers from 11 different agencies as Georgia Bureau of Investigation agents, permitting them to enforce state laws, as well as federal laws (Martz, 1996d).

There were concerns that the volunteer law enforcement officers would not know the city well enough and that even law enforcement officers from Atlanta’s suburbs and from more rural jurisdictions in Georgia might be unfamiliar with the kinds of crimes and other activities that are commonplace in Atlanta (Martz, 1996d).

The city’s rapid transit system, MARTA, was deemed an Olympic venue and state law enforcement authorities assumed responsibility for its protection. Some of the federal officers sworn in as FBI agents were assigned to MARTA. 

MARTA officers were also sent to the Chemical Defense Training Facility at Fort McClellan, Alabama, for a course on how to deal with chemical/biological agents (Martz, 1997).

FBI Olympic coordinator, David Maples, was assigned to Seoul for a year and Barcelona for three years and arrived in Atlanta in October 1992 (Martz, 1995b).

There was little public demonstration of security procedures for fear that terrorists might learn how venues were protected. However, security drills included a mock attack using a nerve gas, an aircraft hijacking, and a nuclear threat (Crabtree, 1996).

Experts were brought in for underwater explosives (to check water venues), hostage negotiation, bomb disposal, biological and chemical decontamination, and other security specialties (see Crabtree, 1996).

There was also some fear that the large number of military and security personnel would make the city look like an armed camp. ACOG asked the Department of Defense whether military personnel could wear Olympic uniforms, rather than their military uniforms, but Defense officials said no (Martz, 1996g). 

A suggestion that military special operations personnel rappel into Olympic Stadium during the Opening Ceremonies was vetoed by ACOG because Olympic officials felt that it would send the wrong message as the festivities were beginning.

The Atlanta games were the largest in Olympic history in terms of the number of countries and athletes that participated. The first modern Olympics in Athens in 1896 included 14 nations and 245 athletes. The Atlanta games had 197 nations represented and more than 10,000 athletes.

The scale of the Olympic Games presented major security challenges. There were to be an estimated 

· 2.5 million spectators (Malone, 1996),

· 150,000 people with Olympic identification cards (Malone, 1996),

· 15,000 media representatives (Martz, 1996), and as many as 

· 30 heads of state requiring Secret Service participation in their security (Malone, 1996). [The number was later revised to 20 (Martz, 1996f).]

The Olympic venues were scattered across the southeastern United States. There were “satellite Olympic villages” in Washington, DC; Cleveland, TN; Athens, GA; Columbus, GA; and Birmingham, AL, in addition to the village in Atlanta.

Olympic security officials worked with officials at every Olympic venue to assure that security measures were being implemented (Martz and Dean, 1996).

A year prior to the opening, the Georgia State Public Safety Training Center expanded its course on protective security from 3 to 5 days. The course was for state and local law enforcement officers who were responsible for providing protective security for VIPs, including those who were assigned to assist Secret Service agents in protecting foreign dignitaries (Martz, 1995a).

State Department officials assessed the risk to each foreign government official and assigned a security detail if the risk was judged significant. There was some effort to reduce the likelihood that many heads of state would be at the same venues at the same time (Martz, 1996f).

The City of Atlanta implemented a new 911 system in November 1995 to speed up responses to crime scenes, fires, and other emergencies. The new system had 

· take-home radios for police officers, 

· common radio frequencies to facilitate communication throughout the city, 

· a geographic information system to provide addresses and other information on the area around the emergency scene, and 

· a decision support system to recommend patrol cars and fire engines near the scene (Morehouse, 1995).

An interagency Bomb Management Center was created to handle bomb threats (Fernandez and Scruggs, 1996). [The bomb center evidently was not contacted by the 911 Center when a caller said there was a bomb in Centennial Olympic Park, however.]

Other actions were taken to reduce the vulnerability of streets and buildings to terrorist bombs, such as bolting down manhole covers so that people could not place bombs in or access the city sewer system.

In terms of the emergency medical service preparations for the Olympics, local ambulance services

· canceled vacations and leaves for all personnel;

· prepared to handle 30 percent more victims;

· put all extra ambulances and fire equipment in service;

· stockpiled an extra month’s worth of medical supplies;

· developed a system to communicate with foreign visitors through AT&T’s Language Line;

· staged vehicles outside of each venue;

· provided training to deal with bomb casualties, heat-related illnesses, and other likely problems;

· acquired golf cart ambulances to carry victims in crowded areas; and

· had paramedics carry personal items, including money and extra clothing, in case of extended emergencies (Morehouse, 1996).

The bomb exploded in Centennial Olympic Park at 1:20 a.m. on July 27, 1996. It injured 111 people, killed one, and a Turkish cameraman died of a heart attack on the way to the scene. 

When the park was reopened days later, metal detectors were installed to screen visitors, additional military personnel were used to monitor entry to the park, and bags (particularly backpacks and large purses) were thoroughly searched.

Metal detectors were also added to the entrances to CNN Center (across the street from Centennial Olympic Park) and other potential terrorist targets. Metal detectors already in place were made more sensitive and security personnel were reminded to look through binoculars and cameras and to test cell phones and beepers to make sure that they were not weapons (Reinhard, 1996).

A multi-agency bombing task force was created a week after the bombing, with the FBI as the lead agency and with federal, state, and local agencies represented. [Eventually the task force focused on Eric Robert Rudolph, the suspect in the bombings of a women’s clinic and a gay bar, the Otherside Lounge, in Atlanta and a prolonged search for Rudolph in the mountains of North Carolina was still continues.]

Throughout the preparations for the Olympics there were questions about responsibility for funding security and some expectation that ACOG would reimburse local, state, and federal agencies, including the Department of Defense, for their expenditures. 

________________________________________________________________________

Student Exercise: Dealing with Bomb Threats (10-15 minutes)

Read the following to the class:

One of the issues dealt with by the Clinton Administration prior to the 1996 Olympics was whether to tell the public if there was a credible threat of terrorist violence. The issue had some currency because of the lawsuits brought by victims’ families following the bombing of Pan Am Flight 103 over Lockerbie, Scotland, in 1988. Threats had been made against American flights and Pan Am officials knew of the threats before the flight departed. FAA policy during the Bush Administration was not to tell passengers about bomb threats because to do so would cause serious problems for civil aviation (Shepard, 1996).

Question to ask students:

Should authorities tell passengers when there has been a threat of an attack or a bomb aboard an aircraft? (Would you want to know if there has been a threat?)

Note: Opinions may differ, particularly when students are asked whether they would want to be informed about threats.
__________________________________________________________________


Questions to ask students:

1. Why was security such a high priority as the Olympic Games in Atlanta approached?

Suggested answer: 

There were a number of major terrorist attacks prior to the Olympics and several ongoing events that might encourage terrorist violence, particularly by domestic terrorists. Timothy McVeigh and Terry Nichols were being tried in Denver for the Oklahoma City bombing, the Unabomber had just been arrested, and at least two groups of militia members had been arrested in Arizona and Georgia. The sarin attack by Aum Shinryko in Tokyo in 1995 was also a reminder that groups might attempt large-scale attacks.

2. Why was the Atlanta Olympics more difficult to secure than past Olympic Games? 

Suggested answer:

The Atlanta Olympic Games was the largest Olympics ever with 197 nations involved and more than 10,000 athletes competing. Olympic venues, including housing for athletes and officials, were scattered over the Southeastern United States. 

3. Why did the Atlanta Committee on the Olympic Games rely less on security guards than previous Olympic organizing committees?

Suggested answer:

The ACOG had decided that they would hire fewer, but better trained guards, than in past Olympics. There was a greater reliance of security technologies, particularly access control and surveillance technologies.

4. What was the federal involvement in the security for the 1996 Olympic Games? 

Suggested answer:

The Federal Government provided security personnel through the participation of the FBI and other agencies in the State Olympic Law Enforcement Command, the Department of Defense Joint Olympic Force, the Domestic Emergency Support Team, and the Metropolitan Medical Strike Team. The White House also provided extra security personnel just before the Olympic Games opened. FEMA and other agencies were prepared to activate additional emergency response assets, as well.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 14.4

Discuss the lessons learned from the 1996 Olympics in Atlanta and their impact.

Despite the preparedness efforts to reduce the likelihood of political violence during the Olympic Games, the bombing in Centennial Olympic Park was carried out by one or more terrorists.

The 911 system suffered a computer problem a week prior to the Olympics and thousands of addresses were lost (and officials did not know which addresses were lost). During the Games, dispatchers had trouble locating addresses for 755 callers, about 4 percent of the total (Morehouse and Cook, 1996). 

More problematic, however, were the lack of an address for Centennial Olympic Park and the slow response of the dispatcher. The dispatcher who received the bomb threat did not immediately recognize that it was a real threat, rather than a hoax, and could not dispatch police and emergency medical personnel because the 911 system did not have an address. 

Ten minutes were lost while the dispatcher located a reference point at the park to send personnel. The training of 911 dispatchers and the base map for the system were controversial issues after the Games ended (Cook and Morehouse, 1996a and 1996b; Morehouse and Cook, 1996).

Although special training, including training on how to handle bomb threats, was ordered prior to the Olympics, the training was in the form of a memo handed out to operators at the beginning of their shifts. The operator who took the call did not get the memo (Cook and Morehouse, 1996b). [Because of understaffing, the 911 center could not hold formal training sessions for operators that would interfere with their taking calls. Training by memo was common practice.] 

Ambulance and emergency medical services expected as much as a 30 percent increase in victims to treat (over the normal workload), but the number of calls was down almost one-third (Morehouse, 1996).

Ambulance and emergency medical services experienced some difficulty in 

· communicating with the ACOG;

· getting security clearances and access for some of the venues; and

· organizing the response to the Centennial Olympic Park bombing (Morehouse, 1996). [A private paramedic told his dispatcher to call all the ambulance dispatchers and have all available vehicles sent to the park. Ambulances were dispatched from counties well outside of Atlanta. All 111 victims were transported within 32 minutes and many ambulances were not needed.]

In terms of the ACOG security arrangements, the private security company hired to provide security guards provided far fewer than it promised. Fewer volunteer security guards showed up as well. 

Some of the international volunteers returned home after a short time in Atlanta because of their dissatisfaction with the lodging and with the organizers. The shortfalls in ACOG security personnel put more responsibility on local, state, and federal security personnel (Martz, 1996e).

Local law enforcement agencies were dissatisfied with the intelligence on terrorist groups provided by federal law enforcement agencies and there were conflicts among the participating agencies.

Much of the jurisdictional conflict was resolved after the terrorist bombing, when the FBI became the lead agency for security.

Some of the anticipated problems did not arise. Officials expected traffic jams and were concerned that they would slow emergency and security vehicles, as well as the transportation for athletes, dignitaries, and the media. Many businesses and the colleges and universities in and near downtown closed during the Games in anticipation of the traffic. But, the highways and streets had much less traffic than expected.

The FAA expected higher than usual air traffic and manned more airport towers in the area, but there was much less traffic than expected.

When PDD 39 created a national superstructure to address the hazard of terrorism, Atlanta’s anti-terrorism organization was largely intact and provided a framework from which to work.

The Joint Terrorism Task Force created in July 1997 included many of the elements from the Olympic security effort. The members are drawn from the FBI, the Georgia Bureau of Investigation (GBI), the Atlanta Police Bureau, the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), the Secret Service, the State Department’s diplomatic security service, and the Customs Service. 

The CIA, Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (ATF), and the Georgia Emergency Management Agency are also involved (Martz, 1998). 

The task force is charged with assessing the risk of terrorist violence in Atlanta and identifying potential targets. The bombings of the women’s clinic and gay bar in the months after the Olympics demonstrated the continued risk of political violence (Martz, 1998). 

After the clinic and bar bombings, the task force provided training on how to deal with secondary explosive devices for over 1,000 emergency responders in the state. A video, “Surviving the Secondary Device: The Rules Have Changed,” was made of the training conducted at the Georgia Public Safety Training Center in Forsyth, GA, and it has been used by other jurisdictions across the country (Martz, 1998).

The focus of the training effort has been to prepare local first responders to deal with terrorist incidents (Martz, 1998).

Atlanta had international connections prior to the Olympics and the games increased the city’s international visibility and created new connections that might make it a target for international terrorists (Martz, 1998).

Atlanta has some risk of domestic political violence, as well. Domestic terrorists and other extremist organizations have been very active in Florida and they often travel through Georgia to other parts of the United States, according to an FBI official (Martz, 1998).

Many of the local, State, and federal agencies have also worked together during the ten presidentially declared natural disasters in the state since 1990, as well as during the years of preparation for the Olympics (Martz, 1998).

That Atlanta experience was studied by Japanese officials prior to the 1998 Winter Olympics in Nagano and is being studied by Australian officials for the 2000 Summer Olympics in Sydney and by Utah officials for the 2002 Winter Olympics in Salt Lake City.

A problem that was evident during the Atlanta Olympics was the overreliance on corporate sponsors and private contractors for security and other essential services. The need for more government financial support to assure adequate security and infrastructure has been debated in Australia as the city of Sydney has prepared for the 2000 Olympics.


__________________________________________________________________


Questions to Ask Students:

1. What was learned about implementing new programs just prior to the Olympics?

Suggested answer:

The implementation of the new 911 system still had some “bugs” that had not been worked out, such as the loss of addresses prior to the Games. [IBM’s computer-based information system for the Games also failed.]

2. What was learned about relying upon contract and volunteer security guards?

Suggested answer:

Relying upon third parties to provide resources was a problem and the security firm did not provide as many security guards as ACOG wanted. Some volunteer security guards did not show up as expected. Some international volunteers left within a few days because they were dissatisfied with their lodging and the supervision provided by ACOG. [Volunteers are difficult to manage because they will leave if they do not like what is being done.]

3. What may have been the most important lessons to be drawn from the Olympic experience?

Suggested answers (and others may do as well):


· Despite the security planning and the tens of thousands of security personnel, someone managed to place a bomb in a very public place and set it off. No security arrangement is foolproof.

· Despite the extensive planning, some significant things happened that were not anticipated, such as the reduced vehicle traffic during the Games and the lower than expected air traffic. 

· The necessity for more investments of public money in security and infrastructure was not fully understood. There was an expectation that ACOG could and would pay for much of the security for the Games.

________________________________________________________________________
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