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Emergency Preparedness Policies and Practices in Public Schools in California
Questionnaire Specifications

	Overview
	This study involved a mail survey of a sample of public school districts and school sites in California to assess emergency and disaster preparedness. Self-administered questionnaires were developed to assess prior emergency and disaster experiences, perceived preparedness, preparedness in terms of planning, training and equipment and supplies, and compliance with the state mandate to implement the Standardized Emergency Management System.
A sample of 182 public school districts stratified by urban-rural locality and a sample of 467 school sites nested within the school district sample were selected for the survey. The survey was administered by mail and included follow-up by mail and telephone. A total of 98 responses from school districts and 157 responses from school sites were obtained for response rates of 49% (98/200) for school districts and 33% (157/470) for school sites, respectively.

The survey was administered between September 2005 and January 2006.

	Study Objectives
	This study had two main objectives. The first objective was to describe the state of emergency preparedness in public school districts and public school sites in California. The second objective was to explain observed differences in the kind and level of preparedness as a function of school district and school site characteristics, including urban-rural locality, student demographics, prior disaster experience, and resource capacity. 

	Questionnaires
	Two questionnaires were developed for this study. One was designed to assess preparedness at the school district level and the other was designed to assess preparedness at the school site level. Most of the concepts were measured in both questionnaires (e.g., prior disaster experience, perceived preparedness, emergency resources). A few concepts, such as district monitoring and support of site-level preparedness, were only included in one questionnaire and not in the other.  

Multiple sources were used to develop the questionnaires. Dr. Marizen Ramirez of the Childrens Hospital of Los Angeles conducted formative research involving structured interviews with administrators and teachers of the Los Angeles Unified School District to identify key aspects of school emergency preparedness. Those findings were augmented with input from administrators of the Los Angeles County Office of Education (LACOE) and representatives from three local school districts participating in LACOE’s Emergency Response and Crisis Management (ERCM) project. As a result, Dr. Ramirez and Dr. Linda Bourque, Professor at UCLA School of Public Health, developed a survey questionnaire to assess emergency preparedness at school sites participating in LACOE’s ERCM project.

The questionnaire developed for LACOE’s ERCM project provided the basis for developing the questionnaires used in the present study.  Other than adapting many of the questionnaire items and developing a version to be used with school districts, several new items were added to the questionnaires to obtain more detailed information and to measure additional concepts. These additional concepts were considered potential predictors of emergency preparedness based on an extensive review of the descriptive and theoretical literature on disaster preparedness and school health policies.  

Both the school district and school site questionnaires were pilot-tested with 20 school districts and 20 school sites which varied in size, urban-rural locality, district type (i.e., elementary, unified and high school districts) and school level (i.e., elementary, middle and high schools). The response rates for the pilot study were 25% (5/20) for the school districts and 35% (7/20) for the school sites, respectively.  Respondents did not report any difficulty answering the questions.  On average, respondents reported that it took 18 minutes to complete the district questionnaire (except for one outlier who reportedly took 180 minutes to complete the questionnaire because he had only been on the job for 6 months) and 24 minutes to complete the school questionnaire, respectively.


	District Questionnaire 
	The district questionnaire was directed to the individual who was designated as the most appropriate district staff person to complete the questionnaire. The designee was identified by contacting each school district by phone. In most cases, staff in the Superintendent’s office made the designation. The designee was typically the person responsible for risk management, school safety, and/or school maintenance and operations for the district. 

	Name of School District
	This item asks the respondent to record the name of the school district. Once the name is confirmed, the name of the school district is replaced with an identification number and is detached from the rest of the questionnaire responses in order to maintain confidentiality.

	How many school sites are there in your district?
	This item asks the respondent to record the number of school sites in the school district.  This is a measure of the size of the school district.  Some studies have shown that the size of organizations is positively correlated with the extent of organizational disaster preparedness (Banerjee & Gillespie, 1994).

	Q1
	This item asks the respondent to indicate the district type.

	Q2
	This item asks the respondent to record their current position or title in the district office.

	Q3
	This item asks the respondent to record the number of years he/she has been working at the current school district.  

Earthquake preparedness at the household level has been associated with stronger community ties or involvement indicated by home ownership and presence of school-age children in the household (Russell, Goltz, & Bourque, 1995; Turner, Nigg, & Heller-Paz, 1986).  Longer tenure is likely to be associated with stronger ties and commitment to the school community, which, in turn, might motivate efforts to improve school emergency preparedness.

	Q4
	This item asks the respondent to record the percentage of their annual work time that they spend specifically on emergency preparedness and response activities.  

	Q5
	This item asks whether the school district has a committee or team that specifically deals with emergency preparedness and response issues.  

The availability of school health councils has been shown to correlate with the number of school health policies and programs implemented in schools (Brener, Kann, McManus, Stevenson, & Wooley, 2004). The availability of a committee or team is expected to have a similar positive effect on the implementation of school emergency preparedness policies and programs.

	Q6
	This item asks whether the school district has an emergency preparedness coordinator, and if so, whether it is a full- or part-time position.  
A study has shown that school districts with a program coordinator who spends more of their time on school health programs were more likely to implement health programs required by the government compared to districts without coordinators or with a coordinator who spends less time on those programs (Pankratz & Hallfors, 2004).

	Q7
	This item asks about the school district’s prior experience with 25 different kinds of potential emergencies or disasters, including natural events, such as earthquake and floods, technological events, such as hazardous material spills or power failures, and human-initiated events, such as school shootings and terrorist activities/threats. For each type of event, the respondent is asked to indicate whether the event occurred in the last three years, occurred over three years ago, or never occurred in or around their school district. This item measures the extent of prior disaster experience in terms of the range of different events experienced, and also distinguishes between historical events and more recent events.

The experience-behavior hypothesis, which posits that prior disaster experience is associated with higher levels of preparedness, has had some support at the individual and household levels (Norris, Smith, & Kaniasty, 1999; Sattler, Kaiser, & Hittner, 2000). Similarly, prior disaster experience has been associated with higher levels of preparedness in organizations 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Banerjee & Gillespie, 1994; Dahlhamer & D'Souza, 1997; Webb, Tierney, & Dahlhamer, 2000)
. This emphasis on concrete experience as the cause of behavior change or the adoption of new behavior is also consistent with the behaviorist perspective of organizational learning (Klimecki & Lassleben, 1998).  

At the same time, a number of studies have shown that household preparedness and hazard mitigation activities increase in the immediate aftermath of a natural disaster during the “window of opportunity,” but that activities drop to pre-event levels relatively quickly 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Lindell & Perry, 2000; Nguyen, 2002; Siegel, Shoaf, Afifi, & Bourque, 2003)
. Thus, only recent disaster experience is expected to correlate with school preparedness.

	Q8
	This item asks the respondent to record the type of event that they think is most likely to occur in or around their school district in the future.  

	Q9
	This item asks the respondent to record the type of event that they feel their school district is not at all prepared or least prepared to handle.

	Q10
	This item asks about the range of emergency/disaster impacts that the school district has experienced in the last three years, including financial impact, human casualties, and property damage.  

It is possible that the extent of damage experienced in prior events is a stronger predictor of preparedness rather than the simple experience of events. In fact, multiple experiences of events without any significant damage may contribute to a false sense of security or immunity and result in lower levels of preparedness for future events.

	Q11
	This item asks the respondent to record the event occurring at any time in the past that had the most significant impact on their school district.

	Q12
	This item asks the respondent to use a scale of 1 (Not at all prepared) to 5 (Very well prepared) to rate their school district’s preparedness in each of four areas of preparedness: planning, drills/exercises, training, and equipment and supplies.

	Q13
	This item asks the respondent to rate their school district’s overall preparedness for emergencies and disasters using a scale of 1 (Not at all prepared) to 10 (Extremely well prepared). 

Measures of perceived preparedness can be compared to measures of actual preparedness (e.g., frequency of drills, maintenance of equipment and supplies) to assess whether perceived preparedness is an accurate indicator of actual preparedness.

	Q14
	This item asks the respondent to rate their school district’s preparedness to shelter students for at least 24 continuous hours in an emergency using a scale of 1 (Not at all prepared) to 10 (Extremely well prepared).
Individuals as well as social groups and organizations are expected to be self-sufficient for the first 72 hours following an emergency or disaster event until formal emergency assistance becomes available.  This question is intended to assess the school district’s perceived capability to shelter students for at least 24 hours during an emergency.

	Q15
	This item asks whether the respondent knows which school sites within the district are designated Red Cross shelters.

School sites are often designated Red Cross shelters and will be used as community shelters during large-scale emergencies. Knowing which school sites are designated shelters, and coordinating with the Red Cross prior to the occurrence of emergencies are important steps in emergency planning. 

	Q16-Q23
	This series of items ask about the district’s emergency plan and school site emergency plans. Q19 and Q20 ask about the procedures and items included in the district emergency plan. These lists of emergency procedures and items are based on recommendations made by the Los Angeles County Office of Education Safe Schools Office. Q18 and Q23 specifically ask whether the plans comply with the Standardized Emergency Management System.  
School districts and county offices of education are held responsible for developing comprehensive school safety plans, including disaster procedures, for its schools operating kindergarten or any of grades 1 to 12 (Section 32280-32289 of the California Education). The plans are to be site-specific, and should be reviewed, updated and forwarded to the school district or county office of education each year.  Furthermore, school districts and school sites are mandated to use the Standardized Emergency Management System (Section 8607 of the California Government Code).

	Q24
	This item asks whether the school district participates in emergency planning for the city and/or county.

According to the Standardized Emergency Management System, school districts are designated “special districts” which must coordinate their emergency response with other “operational areas,” or levels of government, such as the city or county. Thus, school districts should be involved in emergency planning and exercises at the city and county level.

	Q25-Q26
	Q25 measures the extent of stakeholder involvement in the development of the district’s emergency preparedness policies, plans and activities. Q26 asks the respondent to use a scale of 1 (Not at all committed) to 5 (Very committed) to rate the level of commitment to improve emergency and disaster preparedness in the school district shown by each of five entities: school principals, school board, district administrators, county office of education and state department of education.
Using data on local government planning for natural hazard mitigation, Burby and colleagues 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Burby, 2003; Burby & May, 1998; Dalton & Burby, 1994)
 showed that stakeholder involvement and planning agency commitment are some of the key factors that lead to stronger plans and higher rates of plan implementation.

	Q27
	This item asks about the sources of funding for the district’s emergency preparedness activities. The financial resources available to a school district can directly affect their ability to implement preparedness policies and activities.

	Q28-Q29
	Q28 asks the respondent to indicate their emergency response role.  This list of emergency response roles was developed based on an adaptation of the Incident Command System (ICS) to schools. Q29 asks if the school district uses the ICS, a component of the Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) which outlines key emergency response roles/functions and the structure of command.  

All districts should be using the ICS as part of SEMS. Respondents should be clear about their emergency response role and should ideally be responsible for a single role/function, especially if their district uses the ICS.

	Q30-Q36
	This series of questions asks about emergency response training and drills/exercises. Q30 asks about the types of training that the respondent has received during the last school year. Q31 asks the respondent to use a scale of 1 (Not at all adequate) to 5 (Very adequate) to rate the adequacy of emergency response training for five groups of people in the school district: district administrators, other district office staff, school administrators, school teachers, and other school staff. All categories of staff should be adequately trained in emergency response procedures. Q32 asks the respondent to record the kinds of training that they think would be helpful to prepare themselves for emergencies. Q33 to Q35 asks the respondent to record the number of district-wide drills, city drills/exercises, and county drills/exercises that the district conducted or participated in during the last school year. Ideally, at least one of each type of exercise should be conducted each year. Lastly, Q36 asks if SEMS was incorporated into the drills and exercises. Compliance with SEMS should be documented in the areas of planning, training, exercises, and performance (Section 2443 of the California Code of Regulation).

	Q37-Q41
	This series of questions asks about emergency equipment and supplies owned by the school district. Ownership and maintenance of physical resources, along with planning, training and exercises, is a necessary component of emergency preparedness.  

Q37 asks about the types of communication devices used during emergencies/disasters in the district. Q38 asks the respondent to record the type of communication device which is a) used most often, b) most reliable, and c) least reliable during emergencies. Q39 asks whether any of the communication devices or systems are incompatible throughout the district. Q40 asks about the types of emergency equipment and supplies that are available at school sites in the district. Q41 asks the respondent to record emergency equipment and/or supplies that they think their district needs to acquire or replace.

	Q42
	This item asks about the extent to which students’ parents are involved in emergency preparedness and training for the school district. Active support and involvement by parents is one of the key factors in the initiation, implementation and continuation of school programs in general (Fullan, 2001).  

	Q43
	This item asks about the extent to which the school district coordinates with other local agencies and organizations on emergency preparedness and response issues.  

Multi-agency coordination is a key component of the Standardized Emergency Management System. School districts should coordinate with their local emergency responders (i.e., fire, police) as well as with local government agencies (i.e., city offices, county offices) and other organizations or groups in anticipation of the multi-agency coordination that will become inevitable during emergency response.

	Q44
	This item asks about the kind of support services that the district office provides to its school sites to assist in emergency preparedness and response.  
Support services offered by school districts to school sites, such as the provision of model policies or staff training opportunities, appear to facilitate health policy development and program implementation (Small et al., 2001). Studies have also shown that financial and technical assistance from higher-level government agencies is one factor that explains better quality of local natural hazard mitigation plans (Burby & May, 1998).

	Q45
	This item asks about the ways in which the district monitors emergency preparedness policies and practices at its school sites.  

The combination of pressure and support from external agencies to implement programs and to comply with standards are considered key external factors that promote the implementation and continuation of school programs (Fullan, 2001). District monitoring activities should apply some pressure on school sites to carry out requirements for emergency preparedness and SEMS compliance.

	Q46
	This item asks the respondent to record anything else that they would like to tell the researchers about emergency preparedness in their school district or in general.

	Q47 

Telephone Interview Recruitment
	This is the final section in the questionnaire which explains that follow-up telephone interviews will be conducted with volunteers.  Respondents are asked to provide their name and contact information if they wish to be eligible for the telephone interview. Once the questionnaire is received, the name and contact information given in this section will be detached and kept separately in order to maintain confidentiality of the questionnaire responses.


	School Questionnaire
	The school questionnaire was directed to the school principals.  Principals were given the option of designating another staff member to complete the questionnaire. It was decided that the human and financial resources required to contact all 471 school sites to identify a designated person would not be worthwhile given that the formative research showed that school principals and assistant principals typically self-identify themselves as the “commander” of emergency preparedness and response at the school site level.

	Name of School District
	This item asks the respondent to record the name of the school district. Once the name is confirmed, the name of the school district is replaced with an identification number and is detached from the rest of the questionnaire responses in order to maintain confidentiality.

	Name of School Site
	This item asks the respondent to record the name of the school site.  Once the name is confirmed, the name of the school site is replaced with an identification number and is detached from the rest of the questionnaire responses in order to maintain confidentiality.

	Q1
	This item asks the respondent to indicate the school level.

	Q2
	This item asks about the respondent’s current position at the school.

	Q3
	This item asks the respondent to record the number of years he/she has been working at the current school.  

Earthquake preparedness at the household level has been associated with stronger community ties or involvement indicated by home ownership and presence of school-age children in the household (Russell et al., 1995; Turner et al., 1986). Longer tenure is likely to be associated with stronger ties and commitment to the school community, which, in turn, might motivate efforts to improve school emergency preparedness.

	Q4
	This item asks the respondent to record the percentage of their annual work time that they spend specifically on emergency preparedness and response activities.  

	Q5
	This item asks about the school’s prior experience with 25 different kinds of potential emergencies or disasters, including natural events, such as earthquake and floods, technological events, such as hazardous material spills or power failures, and human-initiated events, such as school shootings and terrorist activities/threats. For each type of event, the respondent is asked to indicate whether the event occurred in the last three years, occurred over three years ago, or never occurred in or around their school site. This item measures the extent of prior disaster experience in terms of the range of different events experienced, and also distinguishes between historical events and more recent events.

The experience-behavior hypothesis, which posits that prior disaster experience is associated with higher levels of preparedness, has had some support at the individual and household levels (Norris et al., 1999; Sattler et al., 2000). Similarly, prior disaster experience has been associated with higher levels of preparedness in organizations 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Banerjee & Gillespie, 1994; Dahlhamer & D'Souza, 1997; Webb et al., 2000)
. This emphasis on concrete experience as the cause of behavior change or the adoption of new behavior is also consistent with the behaviorist perspective of organizational learning (Klimecki & Lassleben, 1998).  

At the same time, a number of studies have shown that household preparedness and hazard mitigation activities increase in the immediate aftermath of a natural disaster during the “window of opportunity,” but that activities drop to pre-event levels relatively quickly 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Lindell & Perry, 2000; Nguyen, 2002; Siegel et al., 2003)
. Thus, only recent disaster experience is expected to correlate with school preparedness.

	Q6
	This item asks the respondent to record the type of event that they think is most likely to occur in or around their school district in the future.  

	Q7
	This item asks the respondent to record the type of event that they feel their school district is not at all prepared or least prepared to handle.

	Q8
	This item asks about the range of emergency/disaster impacts that the school has experienced in the last three years, including financial impact, human casualties, and property damage.  

It is possible that the extent of damage experienced in prior events is a stronger predictor of preparedness rather than the simple experience of events. In fact, multiple experiences of events without any significant damage may contribute to a false sense of security or immunity and result in lower levels of preparedness for future events.

	Q9
	This item asks the respondent to record the event occurring at any time in the past that had the most significant impact on their school.

	Q10
	This item asks the respondent to use a scale of 1 (Not at all prepared) to 5 (Very well prepared) to rate their school’s preparedness in each of four areas of preparedness: planning, drills/exercises, training, and equipment and supplies.

	Q11
	This item asks the respondent to rate their school’s overall preparedness for emergencies and disasters using a scale of 1 (Not at all prepared) to 10 (Extremely well prepared). 

Measures of perceived preparedness can be compared to measures of actual preparedness (e.g., frequency of drills, maintenance of equipment and supplies) to assess whether perceived preparedness is an accurate indicator of actual preparedness.

	Q12
	This item asks the respondent to rate their school’s preparedness to shelter students for at least 24 continuous hours in an emergency using a scale of 1 (Not at all prepared) to 10 (Extremely well prepared).

Individuals as well as social groups and organizations are expected to be self-sufficient for the first 72 hours following an emergency or disaster event until formal emergency assistance becomes available.  This question is intended to assess the school’s perceived capability to shelter students for at least 24 hours during an emergency.

	Q13-Q19
	This series of items asks about the school’s emergency plan. Q17 and Q18 ask about the procedures and items included in the school emergency plan. These lists of emergency procedures and items are based on recommendations made by the Los Angeles County Office of Education Safe Schools Office. Q15 specifically asks whether the plan complies with the Standardized Emergency Management System.  

School districts and county offices of education are held responsible for developing comprehensive school safety plans, including disaster procedures, for its schools operating kindergarten or any of grades 1 to 12 (Section 32280-32289 of the California Education). The plans are to be site-specific, and should be reviewed, updated and forwarded to the school district or county office of education each year. Furthermore, school districts and school sites are mandated to use the Standardized Emergency Management System (Section 8607 of the California Government Code).

	Q20
	This item asks if the respondent knows whether their school site is a designated Red Cross shelter.

School sites are often designated Red Cross shelters and will be used as community shelters during large-scale emergencies. Knowing whether one’s school site is a designated shelter, and coordinating with the Red Cross prior to the occurrence of emergencies are important steps in emergency planning. 

	Q21
	This item asks whether the school provides students with information and instructions on how to prepare for and respond to disasters at home.

By increasing students’ awareness and disseminating practical information on disaster preparedness to the students’ households, schools can indirectly contribute to improving disaster preparedness in the community as a whole. This question aims to assess this potential secondary effect of school preparedness.

	Q22
	This item measures the extent of stakeholder involvement in the development of the school’s emergency preparedness policies, plans and activities.  

Using data on local government planning for natural hazard mitigation, Burby and colleagues 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Burby, 2003; Burby & May, 1998; Dalton & Burby, 1994)
 showed that stakeholder involvement is one of the key factors that lead to stronger plans and higher rates of plan implementation.

	Q23
	This item asks about the extent to which students’ parents are involved in emergency preparedness and training at the school site. Active support and involvement by parents is one of the key factors in the initiation, implementation and continuation of school programs in general (Fullan, 2001).  

	Q24
	This item asks about the sources of funding for the school’s emergency preparedness activities. The financial resources available to a school can directly affect their ability to implement preparedness policies and activities.

	Q25-Q26
	Q25 asks the respondent to indicate their emergency response role.  This list of emergency response roles was developed based on an adaptation of the Incident Command System (ICS) to schools. Q26 asks if the school district uses the ICS, a component of the Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) which outlines key emergency response roles/functions and the structure of command.  

All schools should be using the ICS as part of SEMS. Respondents should be clear about their emergency response role and should ideally be responsible for a single role/function, especially if their school uses the ICS.

	Q27-Q37
	This series of questions asks about emergency response training and drills/exercises. Q27 asks about the types of training that the respondent has received during the last school year. Q28 asks the respondent to use a scale of 1 (Not at all adequate) to 5 (Very adequate) to rate the adequacy of emergency response training for three groups of people in the school: administrative staff, certificated staff (mainly teachers), and classified staff. All categories of school staff should be adequately trained in emergency response procedures.  Q29 asks the respondent to record the kinds of training that they think would be helpful to prepare themselves for emergencies. Q30 to Q33 asks the respondent to record the number of earthquake, fire, lockdown and district-wide drills that the school conducted or participated in during the last school year. Ideally, at least one of each type of exercise should be conducted each year. Q35 asks if SEMS was incorporated into the drills and exercises. Compliance with SEMS should be documented in the areas of planning, training, exercises, and performance (Section 2443 of the California Code of Regulation).  Q36 asks the time of school day that the school conducts drills.  Ideally, drills should be conducted at various times of the day, including lunch hours and before/after school hours, since emergencies can occur at any time. Q37 asks if the school reports their drill activities to the district office.

	Q38
	This item asks about the kind of members who serve on a school site committee or team that deals with disaster planning and emergency preparedness. Q38A asks the respondent to rate the level of involvement of this school site committee/team in developing and reviewing the school’s emergency preparedness policies, plans and activities using a scale ranging from 1 (Not at all involved) to 10 (Extremely involved). If the school has no such committee or team, the respondent skips Q38A.
The availability of school health councils has been shown to correlate with the number of school health policies and programs implemented in schools (Brener et al., 2004). The availability of a committee or team is expected to have a similar positive effect on the implementation of school emergency preparedness policies and programs, provided they are actively involved in the planning process.

	Q39
	This item asks whether the school has a designated crisis response team. 

It has become common for schools to have designated crisis response teams consisting of a handful of school staff members who receive concentrated training and participate in regular exercises in emergency response and crisis management.

	Q40
	This item asks whether the school has an emergency preparedness coordinator, and if so, whether it is a full- or part-time position.  

A study has shown that school districts with a program coordinator who spends more of their time on school health programs were more likely to implement health programs required by the government compared to districts without coordinators or with a coordinator who spends less time on those programs (Pankratz & Hallfors, 2004). It is expected that having a program coordinator for emergency preparedness at the school site would have a similar positive effect on emergency preparedness planning and implementation.

	Q41
	This item asks the respondent to use a scale of 1 (Not at all committed) to 5 (Very committed) to rate the level of commitment to improve the school’s emergency and disaster preparedness shown by each of six entities: school principal, parents, school board, school district, county office of education and state department of education.

Using data on local government planning for natural hazard mitigation, Burby and colleagues (Burby & May, 1998; Dalton & Burby, 1994) argue that commitment of the stakeholders and of the planning agency is one of the key factors that lead to stronger plans and higher rates of plan implementation.

	Q42
	This item asks about the extent to which the school coordinates with other local agencies and organizations on emergency preparedness and response issues.  

This question aims to assess the extent to which school sites directly engage in multi-agency coordination. Multi-agency coordination is a key component of the Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS). However, in the case of schools, it is possible that school districts serve as the liaison between local agencies/organizations and the school sites, and the school sites themselves have little or no direct working relationships with local agencies and organizations.

	Q43-Q47
	This series of questions asks about emergency equipment and supplies owned by the school. Ownership and maintenance of physical resources, along with planning, training and exercises, is a necessary component of emergency preparedness.  

Q43 asks about the types of communication devices used during emergencies/disasters at the school site. Q44 asks the respondent to record the type of communication device which is a) used most often, b) most reliable, and c) least reliable during emergencies. Q45 asks about the types of emergency equipment and supplies that are available at the school site. Q46 asks whether the emergency equipment and supplies were inspected and/or maintenanced during the last school year. Q47 asks the respondent to record emergency equipment and/or supplies that they think their district needs to acquire or replace.

	Q48
	This item asks the respondent to record anything else that they would like to tell the researchers about emergency preparedness at their school or in general.

	Q49

Telephone Interview Recruitment
	This is the final section in the questionnaire which explains that follow-up telephone interviews will be conducted with volunteers.  Respondents are asked to provide their name and contact information if they wish to be eligible for the telephone interview. Once the questionnaire is received, the name and contact information given in this section will be detached and kept separately in order to maintain confidentiality of the questionnaire responses.
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