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Abstract:
Conducting onsite research is made difficult due to issues of limited and timely access. Specifically: 

1. How do research teams gain immediate access into secured areas to collect real-time data; and how do they do so without clogging up the overwhelmed administrative pipeline at the onsite Emergency Operations Center? 

2. How do research teams gather accurate and usable data from site workers in such a way that it does not interfere with workers doing their jobs AND is not tainted by fatigue and other stresses commonly found in post-disaster settings? 

This presentation will address these issues and offer possible solutions to establish pre-disaster inter-agency collaborations to solve these challenges. 

Introduction: 
Research is something that we all benefit from, it often helps us improve the way we handle many of the disaster related activates. In a nutshell, in Post-Disaster research we make observations, collect data and ask questions. We then use what we’ve collected to better prepare ourselves for the prevention or handling of future incidences. 

The type of research this paper refers to is “rapid-response” research, done in the days and weeks following an incident. There are things one can observe, find out and collect immediately following impact that might not be obtainable otherwise. And there is valuable human data that can be collected from post-impact site workers and responders that needs to be collected while work is ongoing; Data that is often not collectable from after-action type reports and interviews done in the days, weeks, and months following the disaster. These common “after action” data are often extremely valuable and should be continued. However there is simply critical human data that can and should be collected as work is underway. 

Rapid-response research has long been carried out by 3rd party researchers and research organizations, and is not really a disputed necessity. I bring it up primarily to set the stage for the rest of what I will try to convey here. 

9.11 Brought us a New Type of Disaster: 
This event brought us into a new age of disasters, with many previously unseen or uncommon scenarios. One of which was ACCESS. 

(Access into the site of the disaster. 

And 
 (Access to the much need human data gathered from onsite workers and responders. 

Access anywhere in the 14-acre site was severely restricted and tightly enforced. 

AND Easy Access to onsite personnel was exceedingly difficult in part due to some unique conditions present during the response, recovery and cleanup phases. 

In my paper, which appeared in a 2002 annual journal of the American Society of Emergency Planners, I posed two questions: 

1. How do research teams gain immediate access into secured areas to collect real-time data; and how do they do so without clogging up the overwhelmed administrative pipeline at the onsite Emergency Operations Center? 

2. How do research teams gather accurate and usable data from site workers in such a way that it does not interfere with workers doing their jobs AND is not tainted by fatigue and other stresses commonly found in post-disaster settings? 

Site Access 
In many disasters, especially those from natural occurrences, access to the disaster area is not a problem. First because natural disasters are often spread out over wide areas and “securing” the site would be very difficult. Secondly, because the event was not criminal in nature, the area does not constitute a crime scene, and therefore it is unnecessary to restrict access. 

However…with the events of 9.11, the site was handled much like a large crime scene, a 14-acre crime scene. Access was strictly enforced to only those who had the proper credentials. 

This restricted access poses a big challenge for some. Researchers who traveled to 9.11, had grant monies or ongoing studies or intentions to carry out research inside ground zero were turned away. They simply hadn’t made the proper arrangements, or in many cases, weren’t used to this type of ultra-restricted access and didn’t know what to do about it... Those who did manage to gain access faced many challenges. 

Time Line 
Here is the scenario as it was at the World Trade Center site. 

You have the secured area, cordoned off by barricades, buildings and temporary fencing; 

With each access point guarded by armed military and or police. 

A few blocks away, you have the Site-Access Command Center, New York’s Office of Emergency Management’s headquarters for all agencies who had personnel working inside the restricted area, and where all access badges were approved and issued. 

This building itself had a semi-restricted access to control the flow of unnecessary traffic. 

Proper credentials or personal influence were necessary even to have the opportunity to meet with someone and attempt to gain access. Organizations which had pre-established arrangements and assignments were already on the list for immediate access. Organizations like, Red Cross, Salvation Army, Police, Fire, and many others. 

Here are a few of the access options you had if you wanted to access into ground zero:

1. You could try to make arrangements with an organization who already had access to the site. Like local police, fire, medical, volunteer organizations, medical or food providers, etc. 

2. Get a rapid-response research grant, with official documents and hope that gets you authorization. (However many research grant organizations do not assist you with access, it’s up to you to find your own way in. 

3. Cajole and plead your case to an OEM executive, that it’s in their best interest to let you in. 

4. Volunteer with a volunteer organization that already has access and try to conduct some studies while you’re supposed to be manning the food line. (Not recommended) 

Problems Researchers & Other “non-officials” Face Under this Scenario: 
The primary problem is that of Point of Control:

(The office, which grants access, is the same physical office, which is in charge of the response efforts. 

(There is no other office for them to send you to. 

(They’re in charge of all access AND in charge of the response and recovery efforts. 

(No coordinating organizations for researchers, where you can apply for access. 

(There’s no set protocol for quick & easy access into site, currently there are too many variables. 

There is currently no governing body, which can coordinate research activities; each researcher is left to his own devices. 

The persons in charge of access also happens to be in the middle of a major crisis as well as in charge the access and coordination of many thousands of people. (Not an ideal time to be making your case to gain access) (Almost like trying to sell food supplies to a chef at 6pm on Saturday evening, not a good time) 

Most research grant organizations haven’t coordinated access with the authorities.  On the spot access requests are very time consuming for the OEM and only add congestion 

Quick-response research projects are usually only a few days in duration. Access in this scenario could easily take 4 hours. If you’re only there for 2 days that could be 20% of your available research time eaten up with red tape. 

Possible Solutions to the Problem of Access into the Site: 
At the height of a disaster response initiative is no time to be trying to negotiate with the persons and organizations that are also in charge of the response efforts. Hence, some pre arrangements would be advantageous. The only problem is, we don’t know where the disasters are going to be and can’t easily make pre arrangements with every local Office of Emergency Management. 

We could however: 

Research organizations could collaborate with national emergency management agencies to pre-arrange access for their researcher teams. A protocol could be set up and now this research organization is on the official list of standard access. 

Research organizations could pre-arrange access with other “Omni-Present Organizations”, like the Red Cross, Salvation Army, or other similar organizations who have regular roles in most disasters. Individual researchers would then be issued access through these organizations. (i.e., if the Red Cross started making pre arrangements with research organizations, research organizations would then communicate with the Red Cross headquarters, get on the list for access then travel to the OEM and gain access under the Red Cross. 

A central clearinghouse for all research could be established or taken on as an initiative by an existing organization, and this overall body could make these types of pre-arrangements on behalf of the research community. 

The underlying message here is: disaster response community understands very clearly the need to make preparations in advance, so things go smoothly when the time comes. 

What I’m saying here is that we carry that same sentiment of preparations to other areas as well. It makes good sense. 

**Special Note: Access into secured sites for researchers is a mute and unnecessary issue for disaster sites where response and recovery periods may only be a few days or hours. The above scenario relates to a 9.11 type disaster where response, relief and recovery efforts are taking place for many months. 

Human Data Access 
Primary Question: 

How do research teams gather accurate and usable data from site workers in such a way that it does not interfere with workers doing their jobs AND is not tainted by fatigue and other stresses commonly found in post-disaster settings? 

This problem is not necessarily exclusive to criminal or terrorist disaster settings where secured areas exist. The following issues remain constant for all types of disasters. 

The longstanding challenge that research organizations have faced when conducting rapid-response studies, is that of Quantity of Data. There’s no end to the amount of valuable data collected AFTER the fact. 

Conducting interviews, asking questions, polling workers during working hours has been far different. The number of people who you can question on the site, in between their work shifts and breaks is far less. 

Let me map out the scenario for you. But first let me layout the formula for good research data. 

Good Research Data Formula for human studies: 
-Number of people studied: 

   Multiplied BY: 

-The effectiveness-quotient of the study questions used

   Multiplied BY:

-The Number of good pieces of data

   Equals:

-The amount of usable knowledge & insight 

Result: The more people you gain access to, and the more valuable data you are able to collect from them, the better and more accurate analysis you will be able to extract from your observations. 

Message: More people in the funnel. More data in the hopper. 

Solution: Develop a streamlined process of moving people through your interview process so you can see more people and collect more data. 

Here’s how it normally works: 
Research organizations send in research teams. They hang out in respite shelters, food areas and wonder around the site conducting interviews of site workers. 

Researchers often make pre arrangements directly with a local task force, like the fire department, police force, aid organization, etc. to interview it’s workers. However this is usually done after the fact, at the station house, or offices, and not onsite when the most critical data can be collected as the responder is responding. 

The other problem inherent with this model is that when researchers are walking up to workers, they are an unknown entity. The worker was not told that there may be researchers roaming around, and to answer any questions they may have. There is often some reluctantly about the questioning process on the part of the worker. Not knowing who’s asking the questions, what’s going to be done with their answers and what ramifications there might be for giving complete answers. This would especially be true with terrorist and criminal disaster sites. 

The answers can be tainted by vague answers given in attempt to avoid giving away any sensitive information. 

The other obvious problems are that of fatigue & busyness. When a worker is rushing around trying to get things done, he may not want to be bothered with questions. If he’s worn out and just wants’ to sit down at the food shelter for a bit, he may not want to be bothered. So what is one to do? 

Challenges? 
The challenges accessing real-time human data have long been plagued with the amount of people you can interview or get through the questioning process in the short time that you have. 

Getting enough data (there’s not shortage of data from AFTER-ACTION type reports, I’m referring about onsite “real-time” data. Little or no pre-planned process to incorporate data collection into the design of the response scenario 

Properly informing workers to the importance of responding to questions by researchers 

These problems are now compounded in a terrorist or criminal disaster Ability to have a quick-turn-around of the data for use on the current disaster site. 

Ramifications: 
  (We get fewer pieces of data 

  (Takes longer to acquire and get back 

  (Data is not centralized 

  (Not generally usable on the same disaster site, only good for next time. 

The ultimate model for human data collection: 
To maximize the amount of quality data you would need: 

 (Pre-established method of data collection 

 (Systematic process for gathering the data 

 (Fixed locations for data collection 

 (Site workers who have been encouraged to meet briefly with 
researchers 

Result: A streamlined process that moves people through your interview process so you can see more people and collect more data. 

Let me map it out: 

My time at ground zero led me to a few possible solutions to this problem. 

Research Stations: 
Research teams could be allowed to conduct human studies at respite shelters as a result of pre-arranged agreements with shelter operating agencies. 

The possibility of research organizations establishing relationships with leading relief agencies is not inconceivable. Research of this nature has the potential to significantly improve disaster relief administration and efficiency for future disasters. 

If research stations were made an integral part of the shelter design & relief effort, there would be many benefits. 

Research stations could be set up immediately along with other facilities. 

Research stations would then seem integral to the relief work, and workers might be more likely to stop by and submit to survey questioning. Workers could be informed from the outset that research designed to improve relief effectiveness would be ongoing, thereby predisposing them to help with the research. Workers could be asked to participate at their convenience, especially during hours when they are relaxing. By allowing workers to give information on their own time, without feeling rushed or fatigued, the information presumably would be more complete and useable. 

In conclusion, advanced planning and secured arrangements between research and relief organizations could set the stage for appreciable gains in disaster relief efficiency and effectiveness. By capturing real-time information, as the relief effort is unfolding, researchers would have a much clearer picture of what is taking place and how to use this information to benefit future efforts. 

At the same time, I realize that the primary efforts and responsibilities of responding organizations are to service the immediate needs. Research for tomorrow’s disaster must take a back seat to saving lives from today’s disaster. 

However if a portion of the data collected today could be available for us to make decisions with tomorrow, I’m sure we would all agree that that would be a worthwhile plan. 

The Ultimate Scenario: 

The research community in collaboration with OEM or other omni-present organization with pre-arranged access into secured areas. 

An alliance with shelter operators to include research stations or areas to become an integral part of the shelter design. 

Onsite workers to be informed that research activities onsite will be ongoing and encouraged to submit to questioning. 

Research teams from many organizations using these same research stations in a collaborative effort. 
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