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el 2l Diszeollie

r\g,JrfImJ ro 2L Jein)! lrlry 2004 rlairris Poll
— commissioned by the Nationea

Organization oni Disanility:
~ BB of peoplewith disabilities do not

Know who to contact about emergency '
plans in their community

61% of person with disabilities have
not made plans to quickly and safely.
evacuate their homes; and

AIIeNG thiose people with disabilities
cmployed full eIRpRstNnE, 8206 sayine
plasHhiiavVe heenrmade to safely -
evacuate their workplace

All percentages in this poll were higher for people with disabilities than their non-disabled counterparts.



MICH MOC OCUOPC OrINC™MSS0C

2 90% of oresiclaniiel cisasisrs resul A ] —
— natural phenemena in which flooding wasa
--—-—'major—e@mponent

= Annually, the U.S. averages 100,000
thunderstorms -

= Galveston Texas hurricane i 1900 killed

e than 6 000. Recent Florida storm
ﬂage -blﬂﬁ)ﬁ'“

rage of 22 “killer tornades™*each year.

= About 13,000 earthqguakes of various
magnitudes Iin the U.S. each year




Darsors witn Disagollitias Il inea

50 rrnlhon negole wiin 2 self réoorrerl clls

ey Sepl b)Y of th1e 25 il geoe : -_
E— |an non-institutionalized ULS. populaiit -
p——

Within this population, Census 2000 found:

= 9.3 million Americans with a sensory disability
Involving sight or hearing.

B

- 21 million with a condition limiting basic phyS|caI

"

= 18.2 million of those 16 and older with a condition
that made it difficult to go outside the home.



Natlonal Business & Disapility Councll

Ermergency evacusaiion (mecklu
13"/7’WWW'b‘l!§'IﬁeS‘S=d1SHb_L|Ity com/M/hats. aepc.asp

= “Are all exit routes accessible as a
means of egress in the event of an
emergency?” -

= “Do you have a selection and foIIow up

Drocess Iin place to designate

puddies/monjitors/fire wandenss?
-y

DENEUMAVE procedures tofollew If a
buddy/monitor/warden is out of the
office?”




Red Cross have
~written guidelines for
assisting people with
mobility impairments
during emergencies,
but many were not
practical

For example: “show
1ow to
q-r.ﬁ"—#

Di1alrv -c

Report, 1998)

“During

nd neck with a sturdy object.”

T ST

ICES
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: Some—recommenﬁa{ﬂ:ons— —_—

L areimpractical-or non-
feasible:

“carry a fire
extinguisher on
your

heelchalr”
=jre Risk '

(FEMA,




RESEAFRCH AFDE
FalMHING CENTER M
INDEFEMRMDEMT LIWING

To research, Identify, and advance person-
environment centered strategies that
encourage full participation in seciety.
among persons with disabilities

representlng diverse cultures, varying

Socioeconomic strata, aNGRCTIEr0 T F——

W.a;t-l-@




RTC7IL by th"ﬂ‘s@’crmaﬂon for Teachers of

—_— Preventive Medicine and the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention

hitp://www.nobodyleftbehind2.org —

Glen White, University of Kansas,. ..
Michael Fox, Kansas University:Medical Center,

nerstand county level disaster
preparedness and response around needs of
persens with moebility impairments


http://www.nobodyleftbehind2.org/
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1
=5 prcally dlswer*O{eparedness and =
© emergency response systems are
designed for non-disabled persons, for
whom escape or rescue involves walking. .

or running.

In addition many plans, do not appear to

address th ansitien
ICY fe-cligjels faitions that are™™
"equired for persons W|th Moty .
Impairments.




_—;I'=@-dete,rmme Vv‘ﬁetﬁer countles that
have experienced a disaster Iin the
past five years have systems of -
workplace, home, and community

dlsaster_[greparedness and emergency.,

| TES TyTyT—

‘IS




.__J-Ia\7e dlsastersﬁ'a(:lhtated changes in
= disaster preparedness and emergency
response policies and practices for persons
with mobility impairments? If se,hew? =

= Has the disaster preparedness and

—a

g people Wlth dlsabllltles’? If so,
What has been their involvement? With what
outcomes?



Focus Area #2

=5I"0'evaluate survelllance systems In
place at the county level that can
Identify morbidity and mortality
frequency and prevalence for




Focus Area #2

-T—A-r-e counties able to assess
prevalence of persons with mobility
Impairments who reside or work in. -
their jurisdictions and are at risk of

ter.exposure (calculating the =



Focus Area #2

""73\TE“COUTT[T€S able to determine how many.
persons with mobility impairments are
affected by disasters (calculating the
numerator)?

B

- Among counties that have surveillance -
systems in place, what areys svalencesates,
| pExpesuUreferPersons with
gle |I|ty Impairments, and What factors
appear to influence these rates?




Focus Area #3

=ﬁ"(i'rer:trn'rmend modifications to
county disaster coordinating
agencies to address the health, -
safety, and survival needs: of

ieOEIQﬂith mobility impairments |

‘IS



Focus Area #3

= \What'surveillance systems appear
most effective in assessing risk for
people with mobility impairments
exposed to disasters?

= How can counties use survelllance
e their.ri

ms'to better ma
ﬁ ZEWHIIU%

dlfments7=



Focus Area #3

“Research Qu gg'n'e S (continued):

=\What county policies, practices, or
programs are exemplars of best practices
that can be emulated by counties around
the U.S.? How can these policies,

practices, and programs beincorporated in
y disaster plans?




oooclyy Cart Barricl- Matrioe

Identify Federal Emergency M?lnag arrernt Agency

—-l-—.

_ = Select a randomisample of 30/ counties or

‘___._
equivalent units (i.e., boroughs, reservations,

etc.) across each of the ten federal regions
= Interview these county emergency managers

= Evaluate their disaster plans in place at time of
occurrence and more recently:fer actions

P
~

SEVIAYCECaEE 0ISESTESFOVEISHIEN ST Hve year:

e —

= Administer on-line consumer survey



- RE‘GW:' Conn_eMWassachusetts New. Hampshlre ——

-E!"—R‘ITD'UE Slland, Vermont.

REGIONII: New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico, Virgin Islands.

REGION llI: Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Virginia, \West
Virginia, District of Columbia.

REGIONIV: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, KentuckyaViSsISsippins
North Carolina, South Careling; Feiessee.

REGIONV: lllinois, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio,

isconsin.
rFF*J“‘)‘T . __Arkansas, Louisiana, NeWNVEX{IcCos
ECIONVIE Towe, Kansas, Missolr], Nebrasies

RZGJQJ\ eIeTade), Montana, Nerthr DakeiawsSeui Dakota

Utah, Wyomlng.

REGION IX: Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada.

REGIONX: Alaska, Oregon, Washington, Idaho.




FEMA* Disasters by FEMA Regions (I-X)
and by Counties, Cities and
\Q\ 1 Boroughs in the Research Sample

3 !
4
Mille
' TLacsg l %
Rose_.bud ' Douglas
J’l /]
Binghar’
Dubuque,
n
Fresno

L)
» :\ Maricopa

Bennington

Disaster
Color Key:

Floods - @
Tornado - 7
Wildfires - @ e
Hurricane -
Avalanche - @
Earthquake - @
Severe Winds -
Severe Storms - @
Tropical Storm - © 2
Terrorist Attack -

Severe Winter Storm -



Consumer Survey

Do you have a personal disaster experience to
share? —

o

We want to hear from persons with.mobility
limitations who have experienced a disaster.

ete our on-line s

Ww.nobodylefthehind2.ora
&

hitp://rtcil.org/survey.htm

E



http://www.nobodyleftbehind2.org/
http://rtcil.org/survey.htm

Noooclyy Caft Bariric

What did we ask?

_,E ReimpPIiEs OITSUIVEY qUESHONIS:

—“Does youlr current emergency managemenT
-=—‘p1'an ‘ave a protocol to assist people with
mobility Impairments during an emergency.?”

—“To your knowledge, were people with mobility
Impairments included Iin the process of
developing these protocols?”

sonnel do to assist people with moebility
Impairments during an emergency? “



Noooclyy Caft Bariric

Whnat did we find out?
rindings - Emergency Mane
‘Peoplewith disabilities either were not represented

“orhad ' minimal representation in the emergency
planning process

The (G197) FEMA Emergency Planning and Special
Needs course pertaining to people withrdisabilities
appears useful in Increasing county awareness,
though only 27% of county. emergency managers

ICPOI ed C'O pleting It —i

Iglo] speific‘guidelines in place to assist -
people with mobility impairments during
emergencies



Noooclyy Caft Bariric

What did we Tind out?

== S e

._Surve_lllance _ﬁﬁﬁE 0] |dent|fy persons with

mobility impairments are weak

57% of county managers did not know hoew many.
persons with mobility limitations lived Wlthln their -
jurisdiction

Of those who claimed to know, most gave broad
estlmates based on unrellable sources

1o er-tedl‘egmﬁ

JuirEsmeReraceliiEate]y

1ong Countles having this figure, the datay
are primarily used for planning purposes-
shelter, education, evacuation, etc.




Whnat did we find out?

Findings- rmerync,/ l\/lrlmr\gersx

a#z-ﬁ
e 40 of e emeTg'Eﬂﬁyﬁmanagers reported havmg
~ Specific guidelines in place to assist people with
mobility impairments during emergencies

« Among jurisdictions that did not (24.05 80%):

» 38% (9) identified transportation accommodations
that they have in place
—————

4)ideniifiedwacce ssible shielters and other
eefllcziilo)f)e ought to reach out to

persons with disabilities




Noooclyy Caft Bariric

Whnere are we now?

_EAmQJJurlsdlctlbns noet having speC|f|c detalls
or gurdelines in place, all (24) told us that they
were important to have

— “Every person’s life is important....” .

— “| have never seen a publication that would address
many. of these impairments....”

=

-'-P

=\Werhaveutustneiineugeaiticularplan...cc

FcotinceNfemnTaging and human resoulce protocols.”
: -
— “It’s a fact of life. They are out there, they need

assistance, and you’ve got to address it.”



ﬁ:?-fn~(&&).0.f.dmaster management plans had
been revised since the time of the county

disaster we asked about

=But among these, only 8 (27%) revised theirplans owing
to disability related concerns

=Other reasons driving revisions of plans:
T ————

B

— State mandates (24%)
— Other factors (33%)




NoehedyilteittBenine - EiReings

naving soecific guidelines in place
(/4) b (2 |J/J) roJrI Ljs) i e/ VELE olrmmru Cjg Iévéloo UIgIETIg®

) r\moruJIJrJJIJuJOsz 10 i

_____[I_need IS brought to our Jr attention, we will
accommodate..

— “We are trying to focus on special needs as a whole...”
— “I|t Is covered in other plans...”

— “We don’t need to be any more specific than we already
are..” .

— “My office is only staffed by one volunteer....”



Nobody.Left Behind.~ Findings

= Sites regorting no specific gu

TENOWIIGNFESOUICESAVEEN

67% financial resources
#—. .
33% knowledgeable and trained personnel

17% greater education for the public
25% a FEMA/State/or County mandate

Among reporting sites, who told us they were
Ia Ing to develop the gwdellnes -

ngllsh speaklng residents, one mentioned particular
advocate associated with university




Disaster Preparedness for Persons with Mobility Impairments

Consumer Survey
Do you have a personal disaster experience to

share? —

We want to hear from persons with mobility
limitations who have experienced a disaster

www.nobodyleftbehind2.org
Click on Consumer Survey



Nogoclyy Eafr Barrc

——

— wEewpeople know how to use the adaptive
escape chairs for wheelchair users

*There was no accessible transportation after
the disaster event to get areundiin the
community

T ——

=\/e QW. response in helpiiRg citizenswit
disaliriesTrettrmrtertienThnomes, (e.q.,
rebuilding ramps, moving debris, etc.)




Nogady EgfrBeriire
consumer Survey F]nd]ngs

o )

‘ﬁ'E-i Including pathrooms, wWere

gccessml e for wﬁ_eelchalr users

o During extended power outages, persons
were unable to use assistive equipment and
medical devices -

« Power outages disabled elevators, forcing

wpersensiwithr mobility limitations
‘dependenpupeineic ergency.

et




Noooclyy Caft Bariric

consumer Survey Findings

”Ji [SHEalIV AUl terg Err e Ui romorlmy to

| unaerstand powWeris a need, if disabled.”

“I ambulate with forearm crutches and my leg
stamina is limited. As a social service provider
In NYC, | am in tall buildings often and.onein
particular had an evacuation drill. There were
no plans or equipment to; assist me. They told

0 ignore the drill. | feltweny Vu-lﬁe:rqﬂﬁ—
1 Ok meetings
In_this building.” *

—




Noooclyy Caft Bariric

consumer Survey Findings

; HeVeEN UVERIIENfeElmarerarariitiSFanEsliSEsa ===
wFrgeI chalr “\We'had a bomb threat at work,

":'_ﬁ'ch'wmery scary. Everyone evacuated,

but ' was still left on the 3" floor by the

stairwell for the firefighters to come get me.

But, no one came. Finally, | just struggled
and | used pure fear to qet myself down
| -tairs-and outside Nas SC@,[.)H%
' ‘e are not 1 y'any procedures™

nlace to help someone like me'in an
emergency.”




mSu rveﬂ'l'aﬁw

o Better understanding
at the community
level for the need to
know how many
people are at risk Iin
dlsasters who may.

Impalrments



chnolog

Adaptation

« Understanding and
use of new.devices
thatwill~improve

escape, rescue and
rvival fo SO

—

Impairments




JUSTICES, BY 9 T0 (
NARROW THE SCOPE
OF DISABILITIES AGT

VICTORY FOR EMPLOYERS

T Justices, 9-0, Narrow Scope of Disabilities Act|

Limit Tasks of Day-to-Day "““"“_F” 7 Page Al
Life, and Not Just Work jobs that o

S rnaLr and vmrkmg
By LINDA GREENHOUSE ¥
WASHINGTON, Jan, § — The Su-
e that to qual-
, and therefore o be
prowected by the Ameri With
Disabilities Act, a person must hav life uutalue the factory
substantial lLimitations on abilities “The ceniral inquiry must be
that are “cen; life,”” and | whether the claimant is unable to
[ perform the varie entral
The unanimous ruling w: 2 | to most peopl ves,” not ju:
and one of the mast impaortant in | of a particular job, Justi
i Supreme Court decisi O'Connar -

amang the types of
f central importance
and should

tions for d]_.:ﬂ’.!e-l waorkers. Lt part of that inqui
As a result, plaintiffs are flading It The repetitiv

necded Help 5 .:.—rmng
ad given up such
g and dancin

king and same
gardening. But the appeals
t2 plant wha
pal tunnel syndrom

ivities, was
d sabled in. IhE “m-l]l:r life activity af "“’)’P""l‘”ﬂ[ Bl
perf:rmmﬁ ‘manual tasl onnar said,
These changes in her life did not
amont 1o such severe restrictions in

y Williams i3 not likely to

e appeals court had granted Mmrk lr\ the lower

ary J'IJL‘[R!HPI’\K ta A

her disabled as a who

on her mabiity y to outside the wo

meet the demands c bly 3¢ Prot ‘Chat. FPldtlum of
— Gearg: University Law C

t ~m qualifies
da

problems for some plaintitt
of whom b

preme Court considered
people qualified as disabled If their

(. the court ruled. Pro-
fessar Feldblum said lower courts
had interpreted the 13
neld that peop!

‘an individual, case-by-cas
ermination of disability rather
1a

a3 “a phy
or mental impairment that substan:
tially limits on o mare of the maj

y alsa be

g “a record of

ment” ar “being re-

arded as having such an impair-
ment,” definitions that were nat at
e'in this ¢

and ‘mu]m‘ g
e to be interpr

its re:
preaméle to 43 millin Americans
wha “have one or more physical or

vith some |

cusston to the activ

under the stat- '
v of p f
ing manual * disabilit :.M.

ed
. said Peter Susser, a
ith the firm of Littler Me

Stephen
p ent of the M
ng:umn [
nited

vietory rar employers.
he court trderstood,

= for people |

with routine limitations or minar in- |

juries, but was intended for people |

with significant limitations.’ |
Afte Wi

Housing: safe rooms, slide
escapes, commaon
shelters, implementing
ADA accessibility
guidelines, special needs
awareness programs
(SNAP)

Workplace: space,
lighting, energy backup,
empleyee Input
Corﬁ’r-n-ﬁnity: participation
N planning|precess: by.
persons with disabilities




. signage in public
a1 1], 0 1) 0 S nu—

Area of resce msistence st provide Areas of Refuge/Rescue Assistance

= sams prolection oad Inside Exit Stalrways
] 2| NS ' fire-pofing s sl
E c Ous peible bocation Tog-wery commmi ool
A Ay g i for AREA OF i \
Pisanilitress Act s g

- S— ASSISTANCE sgn i
Accessibility Lt ot
G U I d eI | nes :ﬁ”.l i | ; S baiking, e |
(ADAAG) require  [IMEPP=, e
accessible ; B_IS LN] | —————

! -EA | R B B X0 i rsed tariog ond el wih & roguied
means of egress, AR Pty S M | I
areas of rescue i (Ut} || I8

aSSIStance, ‘I- _ u":’ 'E.':Q'.-.Ei:J..AHorIzumlE:itﬂmMmthe

/. @) Requirement for Areas of
a.l a.r m S y a.n d ; W Rescue Assistance Tttt
i Y, | buildings mery be part of ¢ :

The level conmection between hwo apens separated

Wcovered under e e
Title Il and Title oo e s

throabe

IIl of the ADA.




Assistive Technology

e e ————

araventa Evacu

~ TJrack Is a.tread
chailr that uses
caterpillar-like
action to move
people with
mobility

‘@Ttations_down




Nogocly Laft Barliric
Where co we think tnhis will lead?

et | a1} ..

“Enhanced Training
ﬁﬂﬁdﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ for:

e First responders,
disaster managers,
other county
officials

= — |-'—

disabilities




Surrirrary arc Futlre D)

— - _—
o

— ERerliteratuire 1n-tr SV andremeran

-~ —area.for-people with disabilities has
few experimental studies with
methodological rigor

__,

e —

= Reliability, validity, replicability

ihereisilittle. empirical,evidence about -il
- SEINGIEIVIT

ronment
anges or other interventions are
under applied scientific conditions



F=‘0'n‘D1S'ab111ty and Health and the
University of New Mexico June 14-15,
2004 | -

= Agreement was reached to develop an

cLion agendafor developing new =

f Mg disaster prepareel-ness and
emergency response for people with
disabilities




Additional Sources of Information

rtcil.org/resources.htm


http://www.nobodyleftbehind2.org/
http://rtcil.org/resources.htm
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