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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
In 2011, the Central United States Earthquake Consortium organized its first regional 
ShakeOut drill on April 28, 2011 at 10:15am. The drill was promoted in eight states 
across the Southeast and Midwest: Alabama, Arkansas, Illinois, Indianna, Kentucky, 
Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee. In these eight states, nearly 10,000 people 
registered themselves or their organizations for the drill. Taken together, more than 3 
million people were registered for this drill.  
 
 Central US ShakeOut Drill Central US ShakeOut Survey 
 Registrants Participants 

represented Respondents Participants 
represented 

School districts 
2,839* 2.5 million 

69 182,628 
K-12 Individual 
schools 296 273,803 

Colleges and 
universities 146 0.5 million 34 250,837 

Organizations 3,328 740 324,428 
Individuals 3,602 10,000 767 >767 

TOTAL 9,915 Approx. 
3 million 1,906 Approx. 

1 million 
 
The drill was intended to both encourage participants to practice how to protect 
themselves during an earthquake and to recognize risk reduction measures that they 
could take now.  
 
Following the drill, ShakeOut registrants were invited to complete an online 
questionnaire covering pre-ShakeOut preparedness, drill participation and immediate 
impacts. More than 1,900 responded to the survey, representing about 1 million of the 3 
million ShakeOut participants. This report summarizes the results of that survey.  
 

Assessment, Planning and Physical Protection 
 
Emergency or disaster preparedness plans are almost universal at individual schools, 
groups of schools, universities and colleges, and organizations responding to the survey. 
However, fewer had committees or designated individuals to organize response or 
update plans. A third of the K-12 schools reported not teaching students about disaster 
impacts at all.  
 
Few respondents have seriously considered how to assure their own organizational 
continuity. While three-quarters have made plans for alternate learning or work sites, 
fewer have considered plans for alternative schedules in a post-disaster situation. 
Organizations showed the highest rates of planning for continuity; institutions of higher 
education showed the lowest rates. Responders noted a widespread lack of awareness 
of the earthquake hazards and risks in this region, a problem an annual ShakeOut drill 
could address by providing a focal point and leverage. 
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The survey highlighted issues with physical protection. Fewer than half the respondents 
across all categories stated their buildings met all current standards for earthquake 
safety. Most schools with portable classrooms did not have them securely fastened to 
their foundations. Only half the schools had secured tall and heavy furnishings and even 
fewer higher education institutions had. However, a large majority of respondents had 
ensured appropriate exit routes, lighting, and fire suppression systems.  
 
Selected Findings on Disaster Preparedness: 

• Most K-12 schools (83%), groups of schools (91%), colleges and universities 
(91%) and organizations (80%) reported having a designated emergency or 
disaster manager or committee. 

• Only 24% of universities and colleges reported having all or most buildings meet 
current standards for earthquake safety. 

• Nearly half of individual K-12 schools (45%) reported their portable classrooms 
were not secured to their foundations. 

• Only about half the K-12 schools and about a quarter of the universities, colleges 
and organizations reported having secured all or most tall and heavy furnishings 
that could fall during earthquakes.  

• Fewer than 20% of the educational institutions located near coasts or hazardous 
materials sites have planned for off-site evacuation.  

• Over half the respondents had identified and planned for special needs of 
staff/students with disabilities.  

• Only a moderate number of individual schools (51%), groups of schools (50%), 
and colleges and universities (39%) have plans for alternate schedules and 
methods for continuing instruction. 

• A slight majority of individual K-12 schools (52%), groups of schools (68%), 
universities and colleges (65%), and organizations (89%) reported encouraging 
employees/ staff/student to prepare at home. 

• A majority of schools with on-site before and after programs included these 
organizations in their emergency plan (58%); another 13% of these programs 
had their own plans.  

Key Recommendations for Disaster Preparedness: 
1. Use value-based messaging and guidance materials to strengthen preparedness 

messaging to emphasize the role of participatory disaster and emergency 
management committees at the site level. 

2. Identify or adapt, and promote simple tools for non-structural and structural safety 
awareness for consumers, organizations, and educational institutions, especially 
sitews with laboratories and hazardous material.  

3. Identify or adapt and disseminate simple guidance tools and best practices for 
continuity planning. 

4. Encourage schools to reach-out to before or after-school programs to align 
disaster and emergency plans. 
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Drill Participation  
 
The importance of the Incident Command System (ICS), earthquake and other hazard 
drills needs to be better articulated, especially for higher education institutions and 
organizations. K-12 schools reported drilling for earthquakes at least annually, though 
less than half practice ICS drills at least annually, as required. Less than half of colleges 
and universities practice earthquake or ICS drills even annually. Less than half of 
responding organizations practiced these drills regularly. Fire drills were practiced most 
frequently at K-12 schools and organizations, but K-12 schools reported less than half 
the teachers knew how to use a fire extinguisher.  
 
When it came to participating in the 2011 Central U.S. ShakeOut, respondents used the 
opportunity to practice various aspects earthquake response. Almost all conducted drop, 
cover, and hold on drills in classrooms and offices. About a third also conducted building 
evacuations. School district leadership seems to support participation, in general, as 
well as increased drill complexity at school sites. Unfortunately, only about a quarter of 
schools and higher education institutions practiced full ICS drills. Almost no schools 
practiced reunification procedures with parents. Individual responses to the survey 
suggest significant lack of representation of minority communities and younger people in 
leadership roles in ShakeOut planning and reporting. 
 
Despite wide participation in the Central U.S. ShakeOut drill, many respondents remain 
concerned about problems in an actual disaster. A quarter to half of respondents expect 
serious problems with many aspects of response, especially communications and 
physical safety. These concerns can and should be addressed through wider and 
deeper participation in ShakeOut drill injects, and related information and outreach. 
 
Selected Findings on Drill Participation: 

• A majority of K-12 schools (74%) practices drop, cover and hold-on at least 
annually. 

• Nearly half the K-12 schools (45%) reported never practicing a full ICS drill, 41% 
of organizations reported never practicing earthquake drills, and 23% of colleges 
and universities never practiced fire drills. s.  

• Less than half the K-12 schools reported all or most teachers and staff knowing 
how to use a fire extinguisher. Over half the organizations (60%) stated their staff 
knew how. 

• More than 90% of respondents in each respondent category performed drop, 
cover and hold-on during the Central US ShakeOut. 

• Few schools (3%), groups of schools (23%), universities & colleges (21%) and 
about half the organizations (46%) did a full simulation drill during the Central U.S. 
ShakeOut.  

• Schools, universities and organizations report expecting moderate to serious 
problems across a range of concerns in a real event. 

• Over half of respondents reported reinforcing learning by reflection and 
discussion after the drill.  
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• Individuals participating in the ShakeOut indicated they preferred information via 
email, internet and, to a lesser extent, television. 

• Because of the ShakeOut, 42% of the individual respondents report learning how 
to stay safe during an earthquake and 24% identified safe spots in every room.   

• ShakeOut participation improved preparedness, staff education, policies and 
encouragement of home preparation for over half the respondents.  

 
Key Recommendations for Drill Participation: 

1. Develop an outreach and training program to promote annual ShakeOut drills and 
response skill development in university dorms and departments and other 
organizations. Have key stakeholders commit to holding the ShakeOut drill 
annually. 

2. Provide earlier and more information about the ShakeOut Drill and promote 
flexibility in participation by providing alternate times due to inclement weather, 
before/after school programs etc. (Do not schedule during annual school-wide 
testing). 

3. Encourage ShakeOut participants to up-the-ante each year, by reaching out to a 
greater number and diversity of participants and by increasing the complexity of 
their drill each year.  

4. Develop and provide drill injects to address wide range of concerns including 
communications and physical safety. 

 

Future Research 
 
Future research could be productively coordinated to include combined efforts of FEMA-
sponsored, academic-initiated, and private-sector-sponsored research. 
 
Key Recommendations for Future Research: 

1. Conduct annual research to examine how drill complexity and role proficiency 
change over time, for example, whether parents and students (including those 
with a full spectrum of functional needs) become more engaged in the drill and 
school emergency planning, and whether increased drilling and preparedness 
can be encouraged at universities and colleges.  

2. Develop random-sample survey of both those that do and those that do not 
participate in the ShakeOut. 

3. Develop presentations for community leaders, based on all available ShakeOut 
research reports. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
In 2008, the Earthquake Country Alliance – a broad-based statewide coalition that links 
the public information efforts of organizations and individuals providing earthquake 
information and services – organized a week of special events for the Great Southern 
California ShakeOut. This event has grown each year.  
 
In 2011, the Central United States Earthquake Consortium organized its first regional 
ShakeOut drill as part of the bicentennial of large earthquakes centered near New 
Madrid, Missouri in 1811-1812. On April 28, 2011 at 10:15 a.m. more than 3 million 
people participated in a voluntary earthquake drill across Alabama, Arkansas, Illinois, 
Kentucky, Mississippi, Missouri, and Tennessee. Participants in Indiana preceded these 
states with their drill on April 19, 2011.  
 
The drill was based upon five earthquake scenarios from which participants could 
choose. These scenarios included a M6.5 earthquake occurring on the New Madrid 
Seismic Zone, a M6.5 earthquake occurring in the Wabash Valley Seismic Zone, an 
M7.5 earthquake centered on Charleston, South Carolina, and an M6.5 earthquake 
generic to any state. For each scenario, a brief background on the time, shaking 
intensity, damage and potential long-term effects were described. The drill was intended 
to both encourage participants to practice how to protect themselves during an 
earthquake and to recognize risk reduction measures that they could take now. 
 

Purpose 
 
A broad range of organizations, educational institutions and individual households 
registered as ShakeOut participants at the www.shakeout.org/centralus/ website, 
representing more than 3 million individuals.  Following the ShakeOut all registrants 
were invited to complete an online questionnaire covering preparedness and emergency 
and disaster planning prior to the ShakeOut, participation in the drill and immediate 
impacts. This report summarizes the results of that survey. 
 
The survey posed a unique opportunity to examine preparedness and response actions 
during an earthquake drill and because it was the first regional drill of its kind in the 
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Central U.S., the survey will serve as a benchmark for comparison with future regional 
ShakeOut drills. These first-time results cannot be construed as any measure of the 
longitudinal effectiveness of the ShakeOut. Nor does it purport to provide information 
about general levels of earthquake preparedness across the Central U.S. 
 

Survey Methods & Scope 
 
Risk RED, the Resilience Institute at Western Washington University, and California 
State University, Fullerton collaborated with Southern Californiaʼs Earthquake Country 
Alliance to develop and adapt a post-ShakeOut questionnaire used in the California 
ShakeOut. The questionnaire formatted using Survey Monkey, an online survey tool. A 
link to the questionnaire was distributed by ShakeOut organizers in an explanatory 
email sent to the registrants. The link to the questionnaire was sent out May 3, 2011, the 
week following the main ShakeOut drill, and remained open until mid-July. 
  
The survey was customized for five groups of respondents:  
• Organizations (other than educational institutions) 
• Individual schools (both public and private) 
• Groups of schools (public school districts, county offices of education and groups of 
private schools) 
• Colleges and universities 
• Individuals and households 
 
Each group was asked questions about their organization, their risk reduction and 
preparedness actions, their participated in the 2011 ShakeOut, and their evaluation of 
their performance. Most questions were multiple-choice, with a small number of open-
ended questions about lessons learned. Questions were asked of only the subset of 
respondents to whom they applied (e.g., ICS drill items applied only to those who did 
them). 
 
Following the closure of the online questionnaire, the responses were analyzed to 
develop quantitative data for descriptive multiple-choice questions and summaries of 
qualitative ones. Questionairres were analyzed for anomalies. Duplicates and blank 
surveys were removed and miscategorized responses were corrected, when necessary. 
The responses were then filtered by category and the response count and rate recorded. 
For quantitative questions, a response percentages were calculated based upon the 
number of respondents answering the question. Total answers and skipped responses 
are noted. For qualitative questions, responses were coded using a grounded theory 
approach. Codes and frequencies were recorded.  
 
An opt-in survey of this kind is expected to attract those for whom the subject is most 
salient, rather than those who donʼt give it much thought. ShakeOut registrants, in 
general, may be assumed to be those who are most aware and concerned about 
earthquake safety, although the diverse range of participants they represent may be 
less aware and less interested. While a voluntary sample cannot be assumed to be fully 
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representative, the large number of respondents provides valuable information about 
both the preparedness of ShakeOut participants in general, and the drill experience and 
its impact in prompting expanded preparedness. Lacking a sample of ShakeOut non-
participants precludes statistical significance testing and the results cannot be 
extrapolated to the regional population at large.  
 
A summary of survey findings is reported below in sections on the assessment and 
planning activities, physical protection measures, response capacity development 
activities, and ShakeOut drill implementation and evaluation. 
 

Drill Participants and Survey Respondents 
 
Overview of Survey Respondents  
 
The 2011 Central U.S. ShakeOut Final Report1 reports the following registration data: 

• 3 million people registered for the ShakeOut 
• 2.5 million were students of 2,839 registered school districts 
•. 5 million were part of 146 registered universities and colleges and 3,328 other 
registered organizations.  
3,602 individuals registered • 10,000 household members.  
• School district registrants represent about 25% of students enrolled in the 11-
state catchment area. 

 
All registrants were invited to take part in the 2011 post-ShakeOut survey via an email 
mailed to all ShakeOut registrants. There were a total of 1600 respondents providing 
1,906 responses across the 5 types of surveys (K-12 schools, groups of schools, 
colleges & universities, organizations and individuals).  
 
Survey respondents represented a portion of ShakeOut registrants. Less than 1% of 
registered districts responded. However, because most districts have 1-4 schools, and 
even urban districts generally have fewer than 15 schools, this low response rate is 
mitigated by the 283 responses received from individual schools, which represent about 
one school response for every 10 districts registered. In fact, responding schools 
represent more than 141,000 student participants in the drill or 5% of those registered. 
Responding universities and colleges, organizations and individuals represent 23%, 
21% and 21% respectively of institutions registered in those categories. Responding 
universities and colleges may represent a total of up to 57,000 participants (some 
duplication from one large institution makes exact representation unknown). This is 40% 
of the 140,200 people that registered universities and colleges represent. 

                                            
 
 
 
1	  The	  2011	  Central	  U.S.	  ShakeOut	  Final	  Report,	  available	  at	  
http://www.shakeout.org/centralus/downloads/2011CentralUSShakeOutFinal%20Report.pdf.	  	  	  
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Response were as follows: 
 

Table 1 
OVERVIEW OF SURVEY RESPONSES 

 
 ShakeOut 

registrants 
Responses 

K-12 Districts & Schools 
Registered 

2,839 
 

K-12 Groups of Schools*  69* 
   Public School District  62 
   County Office of Education  2 
   Group of Private Schools  5 
K-12 School  296 
  Public Schools  230 
  Private Schools  55 
  Homeschools  12 
Universities & Colleges 146 34 
  Public Universities & Colleges  30** 
  Private Universities & Colleges  4 
Organizations  3,328 740 

Individuals 3,602 767 

Total responses***  1,906 
Note that not all respondents participated in the ShakeOut.  
* Eighty-one percent (56) of the groups of schools responded on behalf of all of their schools. Nineteen percent (13) 
responded on behalf of their headquarters or district office. 
** There were responses from 26 different registered institutions. One very large public institution had nine 
respondent schools and departments (and even more registrants). 
 Of 25 institutions reporting, 22 (85%) were public and 4 (15%) private. 
*** Homeschools were not included in the responses to ShakeOut participation questions due to differences in scale. 
In future these might be handled in the individual/household section of the survey. 
 
Respondents came from all 11 participating states in the mid and central U.S. The 
largest percentage of respondents, in all categories except individual schools, reported 
from Missouri. More individual schools reported from Indiana than any other state. 
Interestingly, nearly 10% of the organizations and individuals responding came from 
locations outside the designated Central ShakeOut states, with people participating and 
responding in places like Texas, Puerto Rico, Wisconsin, and even Oregon. 
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Table 2 
GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF RESPONDENTS 

 
 SCHOOL 

DISTRICTS SCHOOLS UNIVERSITIES 
& COLLEGES ORGANIZATIONS INDIVIDUALS 

 % Count % Count % Count % Count % Count 
Alabama 1% 1 0% 1 8% 2 2% 13 2% 16 
Arkansas 16% 11 4% 12 8% 2 8% 56 6% 46 
Georgia 6% 4 13% 35 4% 1 5% 33 6% 47 
Illinois 9% 6 17% 46 19% 5 21% 152 16% 124 
Indiana 19% 13 18% 49 8% 2 8% 60 10% 80 
Kentucky 12% 8 7% 19 0% 0 13% 96 11% 89 
Mississippi 3% 2 2% 5 4% 1 3% 21 5% 36 
Missouri 30% 21 17% 48 27% 7 23% 168 18% 141 
Oklahoma 0% 0 2% 6 0% 0 2% 15 1% 6 
South Carolina 1% 1 7% 20 4% 1 4% 31 7% 57 
Tennessee 3% 2 11% 31 19% 5 5% 35 9% 69 
Other * 0% 0 2% 5 1% 1 8% 60 9% 77 
No response 0% 0  6 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 
TOTAL  69  283  26**  740  788 

* Other responders were: Universities - Oregon (1). Organizations – Florida (8), Kansas (7), Ohio (5), Colorado (4), 
Iowa (4), Virginia (4), Wisconsin (3), Texas (3). Individuals – Florida (13), Ohio (9), California (6), Kansas (6), Texas 
(5), Utah (4), Virginia (4), Wisconsin (3), Puerto Rico (2).  
** One institution had 9 different responders and is counted only once here. 
 
The schools and school districts responding to the post-ShakeOut questionnaire 
represented approximately 460,000 students, teachers and staff. Colleges and 
universities represented another 251,000 individuals and organizations nearly 325,000.  

Table 3 
TOTAL NUMBER OF PEOPLE REPRESENTED BY  

BY RESPONDENT ORGANIZATIONS 
 

 SCHOOLS* GROUPS of 
SCHOOLS* 

Universities & 
COLLEGES ** ORGANIZATIONS 

ENTITIES 283 69 34 740 
Pre-school Students 7,355 7,755   
Elementary students 83,607 111,555   
Middle / Jr. High 
students 36,517 58.320   

High school students 34,599 61,713   
Undergraduate students   156,565  
Graduate Students   41,315  
Teachers / Faculty 13,609 21,568 19,587  
Admin & All Other Staff 6,941 12,892 30,905 11,620 
All Staff    155,222 
Volunteers    112,028 
Others   2,465 45,558 

TOTAL # INDIVIDUALS 182,628 273,803 250,837 324,428 
Notes: * We have not calculated how much overlap there may be between responding districts and some of their 
individually responding schools. •• One large institution of higher education submitted 9 responses. Believing that 
these responses are likely from different colleges and/or departments, all response were included. Future surveys will 
identify these to avoid duplication of counts. 
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Schools and organizations were asked to describe themselves as drawing from a mostly 
urban, rural, or suburban demographic. About half the individual school respondents 
drew from a predominately rural population, with the remaining half split between urban 
and suburban. Responding groups of schools – districts, county offices of education, 
and groups of private schools – showed higher percentages of rural and suburban 
rather than urban populations. The largest percentage of organizations was also rural, 
with slightly higher proportions from urban and suburban settings, as would be 
expected.  

Table 4 
CHARACTERISTICS OF LOCATIONS OF RESPONDENTS 

 

 
INDIVIDUAL 
SCHOOLS 

GROUPS OF 
SCHOOLS ORGANIZATIONS 

 % Count % Count % Count 
Urban 24% 68 13% 9 24% 186 

Suburban 28% 79 20% 14 35% 272 
Rural 48% 13 67% 46 41% 324 
Total  150  69  782 

 
 
Education Sector Respondents  
 

Of the 283 individual schools responding to the survey, 81% 
were public schools, including head start programs, 
elementary, middle, high school, and alternative schools. 
Nineteen percent were private schools with a range of grade 
levels, the majority being K-8th grade schools.  
 

Twelve home-schools also responded to the survey. These were not 
included in responses to ShakeOut participation questions due to the 
enormous differences in scale. In future these might be handled in the 
individual/household section of the survey. 
 

Representatives from 62 public school districts, two county offices of 
education and 5 groups of private schools responded to the survey. Of 
these 13 were responding on behalf of their headquarters, and 56 on behalf 
of the schools they represent. These groups of schools were located in 10 
states, with the largest number in Missouri, Indiana, and Arkansas. 
Respondents represent more than 239,000 students and almost 35,000 

faculty and staff.  
 
Demographics of grades K-12 public schools can be approximated with available Free 
and Reduced Lunch program participant and English Learner data. Participants of the 
Free and Reduced Lunch program are a proxy for lower socio-economic demographics, 
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while English Learner students are a proxy for proportions of recent immigrants as well 
as some measure of ethnic diversity.  
 
Participating schools that responded to the survey have high percentages of students in 
the subsidized lunch program. More than half of the students in more than half of the 
participating schools are qualified for the program. District responses showed even 
higher levels indicating that the respondents represent a large proportion of lower-
income (and therefore typically considered more vulnerable) students.  
 
English Learner populations were much lower, with the vast majority of the schools and 
districts stating less than 25% of their student population were English Learners. (Future 
surveys will fine-tune the scaling of this question). Taken together the individual schools 
and district data would seem to do a fair job of representing the Central United Statesʼ 
economically diverse population and a minority of households speaking languages other 
than English.  
 

Table 5 
FREE LUNCH & ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS 

 

  
INDIVIDUAL 
SCHOOLS 

GROUPS OF 
SCHOOLS 

Subsidized Lunch 281 answers 2 skipped 68 answers 1 skipped 
0-25%  23% 15% 

26-50%  18% 19% 
51-75%  27% 38% 

76%-100% 29% 24% 
N/A 3% 4% 

English Learners 280 answers 3 skipped 69 answers 0 skipped 
0-25%  80% 88% 

26-50%  5% 1% 
51-75%  4% 1% 

76%-100% 5% 1% 
N/A 6% 7% 

 
 
 

The 26 universities and colleges responding to the survey were located in 
ten states, though one respondent did not respond to the item on ShakeOut 
participation. Eighty-five percent (22) were public institutions and 15% 
private (4) were private. One large public institution submitted multiple 
responses on behalf of different colleges and departments, and because 
these may reflect some duplication in numbers, we can only tentatively offer 

the average number of undergraduate students across these institutions as 3,800, that 
the 26 institutions have a combined 200,000 students and 40,000 faculty, staff and 
others, and that approximately 35,000 students were involved in the ShakeOut drill. We 
can confidently state that about 20% of the students enrolled in these institutions 
participated in their drills. 
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Organizational Respondents 
 

The 740 organizations responding to the Central U.S. ShakeOut represent 
a wide range of organizations. The largest percentage represented local, 
state, and federal government agencies, 21%, 12% and 5% respectively. 
Another 7% stated they represented government, without specifying what 
level. Medical organizations, non-profits and businesses each represented 
about 10% of the organizational responses. 

 
Table 6 

TYPE OF ORGANIZATIONAL RESPONDERS 
 

TYPE OF ORGANIZATION % Count 
Business 10% 74 
Government 7% 52 
Local government 21% 153 
State government 12% 92 
Federal government 5% 37 
Tribe/Rancheria 0% 1 
Media 1% 4 
Museum 1% 5 
Science/preparedness 0% 3 
Non-profit organization 14% 104 
Faith-based organization 3% 20 
Service organization 2% 12 
Communications 1% 7 
HOA/retirement 0% 2 
Community group 1% 5 
Neighborhood group 0% 1 
CERT group 2% 11 
Scouting group 1% 4 
Medical 12% 88 
Child care center 5% 38 
Family child care provider (in 
your own home) 4% 27 

TOTAL 
 

740 
 
 
Individual Respondents 
 

Individuals responding about their householdʼs participation in the 
ShakeOut were asked about their gender and ethnicity. There were a 
slightly larger proportion of females than male respondents. The vast 
majority of respondents (87%) stated their ethnicity as white, with only 6% 
stating their were black or African American, and only 2% stating they were 
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Hispanic. Respondents likely over represent white females as well as males for the 
geographic study area. The average age of the 705 responders providing this 
information was 57 years. 

Table 7 
CHARACTERISTICS OF INDIVIDUAL RESPONDERS 

 
AVERAGE AGE 57 years 
 % Count 
GENDER   
   Male 44% 316 
   Female 55% 397 
   Prefer not to say 1% 7 
ETHNICITY   

White 87% 617 
Hispanic/Latino 2% 14 
Black or African American 6% 40 
Asian 0% 2 
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0% 1 
American Indian or Alaskan Native 1% 5 
Mixed 2% 11 
Prefer not to say 3% 21 
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II. SCHOOL & ORGANIZATIONAL PREPAREDNESS AND 
RISK REDUCTION 
 

Survey responders answered questions about 
preparedness in three areas: 

1. Assessment and planning activities; 
2. Physical protection activities (structural and  

non-structural mitigation);  
3. Response skills and provision.  

 

 

Assessment & Planning Activities 
 
 
Emergency and Disaster Committees and Plans 
 
The overwhelming majority of the responding K-12 schools, districts, and colleges 
reported having emergency or disaster preparedness plans. More than three-quarters of 
the individual schools and more than 90% of the districts and colleges and universities 
reported having a disaster or emergency management committee. Sixty-nine percent of 
the organizations have committees, though more than 90% said they have an 
emergency or disaster preparedness plan. 
 
A designated emergency or disaster manager is reported at:  
• 90% of the groups of schools, 
• 88% of the colleges or universities 
• 80% of the organizations  
 
Of those with a designated emergency or disaster manager, 
• 47% of these individuals at groups of schools devote less than 10% of their time to 
emergency management. Only about 10% are full=time. 
• > 33% of these individuals at universities and colleges spend less than 10% of their 
time on the task.  
• 22% of the responding organizations indicated their designated emergency or disaster 
manager has a full time position. 
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Table 8 
EMERGENCY/DISASTER PREPAREDNESS PLANS,  

COMMITTEES & MANAGERS 
 

INDIVIDUAL  
SCHOOLS 
(283 answers) 

GROUPS OF 
SCHOOLS 
(69 answers) 

UNIVERSITIES & 
COLLEGES 
(34 answers) 

ORGANIZATIONS 
(739 answers 

1 skipped) 
Disaster Preparedness PLAN 

    
Management COMMITTEE 

    
Emergency or Disaster Manager 

Not asked 

   
                                                  Yes          No   
 
 
  

98
%"

2%"

96
%"

4%"

94
%"

6%"

93
%"

7%"

83
%"

17
%"

91
%"

9%"

91
%"

9%"

69
%"

31
%"

90
%"

10
%"

88
%"

12
%"

80
%"

20
%"
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Table 8 (continued) 
 

Emergency or 
Disaster Manager 

% of full-time 
equivalent 

Groups of Schools Universities & Colleges Organizations 

10% or less  49% 39% 37% 
11-50%  34% 26% 26% 
51-90%  6% 9% 10% 

91-100% 11% 13% 22% 
Unknown 2% 13% 5% 

Total Count 53 answers 23 answers 553 answers 
 
 
Other Planning Activities  
 
Engagement in several preparedness activities and actions was explored. Encouraging 
all or most staff and students to prepare for disasters at home is done at 52% of the 
individual schools, 68% of the groups of schools. Sixty-five percent of the universities 
and colleges and 89% of the organizations.  
  
• More than half of each of these groups also has site and neighborhood maps with 
evacuation routes in all or most locations.  
• The vast majority of schools and groups of schools have identified and planned for 
students or staff with special needs. Higher education institutions and organizations do 
this less often, with only 59% and 70%, respectively, planned for all or most of those 
with special needs in their organizations. 
 
Of all preparedness activities included in the survey, educational or work continuity 
generally scored the lower than other preparedness activities. 
• Less than three-quarters of the respondents stated they have alternate school or work 
site locations identified for all or most of their students or employees.  
• Fewer than half the universities or colleges have alternative sites identified.  
 
While a majority of the respondents have identified backup sites, fewer have taken 
measures to ensure continuity of operations.  
• Only half the schools and groups of schools, and only 39% of the universities and 
colleges, have plans for alternative schedules and methods of instructions.  
• Only 60% of the K-12 schools and districts have off site back-ups of their educational 
records.  
• Organizations showed higher preparedness in these areas, with about three-quarters 
having both alternative scheduling and off-site back-ups of important information. 
 
Respondents were asked a series of additional questions to gauge preparedness levels. 
• Groups of schools, colleges and universities, and organizations were asked whether 
they train staff or students in earthquake preparedness, fewer than half of the 
educational institutions and about three-quarters of the organizations do so.  
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• All categories of respondents were asked if individual staff that may need to be 
released during an emergency have identified themselves in advance. About half of the 
respondents said that all or most have done so, though this percentage dropped to 35% 
at universities and colleges.  
• Fewer than 20% of the educational institutions have planned for off-site evacuation if 
they were located near coasts or hazardous materials sites.  
 
Respondents were more likely to know how they would help out during a disaster.  
• Sixty-one percent of the schools and 75% of the districts reported that they know 
whether or not they are a designated emergency shelter site.  
• Seventy-five percent of the organizations considered responding to disasters in the 
community as part of their mission.   
 
More than 60% of schools, districts, and organizations stated they have insurance 
coverage for disasters. Whether this insurance covers specific events, such as 
earthquakes or floods, was not addressed.   
 

 
Table 9 

PLANNING ACTIVITIES  
 (Individual schools # answers 283, Groups of Schools # answers 29, Universities & Colleges # answers 34, 
Organizations # answers 739 1 skipped) 
 

We Encourage and Support Staff (and 
Students) to Prepare at Home 

We Have Site and Neighborhood Maps 
Showing Hazrds, Resources, Assembly 

Areas & Evacuation Routes 

 
 

 

        
       Individual Schools                  Groups of Schools             Universities & Colleges          Organizations 

  

52%"

29%"

68%"

23%"

8%"

65%"

15%"

21%"

89%"

8%"

2%"

2%"

0%" 50%" 100%"

All or Most"

Some"

None"

Don't Know"

79%"

12%"

2%"

62%"

26%"

3%"

9%"

73%"

6%"

0%"

79%"

14%"

4%"

4%"

0%" 50%" 100%"

All or Most"

Some"

None"

Don't Know"
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Special Needs of Staff or Students with 
Disabilities Have Been Identified and 

Planned For 

There are Plans for an Alternate  
School / Work Site Following a Disaster 

 

 
        
       Individual Schools                  Groups of Schools             Universities & Colleges          Organizations 

 
  

89%"

3%"

6%"

81%"

13%"

3%"

3%"

59%"

29%"

3%"

70%"

11%"

4%"

15%"

0%" 50%" 100%"

All or Most"

Some"

None"

Don't Know"

64%"

23%"

12%"

1%"

75%"

9%"

10%"

6%"

41%"

21%"

35%"

71%"

21%"

4%"

4%"

0%" 50%" 100%"

All or Most"

Some"

None"

Don't Know"
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TABLE 9 continued 
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INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS Total # answers 283, skipped 0  

All or Most 

Not  
asked 

 
 
 

60% (170) 20% (56) 61% (174) 51% (144) 60% (169) 61% (173) 

Some 15% (43) 7% (21) 16% (45) 33% (94) 22% (62) 1% (4) 

None 13% (36) 1% (2) 14% (39) 15% (42) 18% (51) 36% (101) 

Donʼt Know 12% (34) 72% (204) 9% (25) 1% (3) <1% (1) 2% (5) 

GROUPS OF SCHOOLS Total # answers 69, skipped 0 

All or Most 39% (27) 48% (33) 

Not  
asked 

75% (52) 50% (35) 60% (41) 74% (51) 

Some 29% (20) 19% (13) 9% (6) 22% (15) 14% (10) 6% (4) 

None 22% (15) 16% (11) 6% (4) 16% (11) 14% (10) 0.0% (0) 

Donʼt Know 10% (7) 17% (12) 10% (7) 12% (8)    12% (8) 20% (14) 

UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES Total # answers 34, skipped 1 

All or Most 41% (14) 35% (12) 18% (6) 24% (8) 39% (13) 47% (16) 

Not  
asked 

Some 29% (10) 21% (7) 0.0% (0) 6% (2) 14% (5) 3% (1) 

None 27% (9) 35% (12) 24% (8) 41% (14) 44% (15) 50% (17) 

Donʼt Know 3% (1) 8.8% (3) 59% (20) 29% (10) 3% (1) 0% (0) 

ORGANIZATIONS Total # answers 739, skipped 1 

All or Most 74% (550) 56% (413) 65% (483) 75% (554) 73% (538) 77% (565) 67% (493) 

Some 21% (155) 16% (120) 12% (92) 17% (122) 18% (130) 16% (118) 7% (48) 

None 3% (20) 14% (106) 3% (19) 3% (24) 4% (34) 6% (43) 21% (159) 

Donʼt Know 1% (14) 14% (100) 20% (145) 5% (39) 5% (37) 2% (13) 5% (39) 

 



 24 

Schools were asked about whether before and after school programs that use school 
facilities also have disaster and emergency plans.  
• Thirteen percent (37) have no such programs.  
• Of those with a program (246), 58% reported that these programs are included in their 
emergency plans.  
• An additional 13% indicated these programs have their own plans.  
• Significantly, 28% of the respondents with before or after school activities indicated 
that these programs did not have plans or that they did not know whether or not they 
have plans. 
 

Table 10 
BEFORE/AFTER SCHOOL ACTIVITY EMERGENCY PLANS 

283 answers, 0 skipped 
 

Plan status % Count 
YES they are included in our plan 58% 143 
YES they have their own plan 13% 33 
DO NOT KNOW 16% 40 
NO plan 12% 30 

 
Respondents mentioned 21 school programs, 8 YMCA programs, 
2 clubs, and 8 with school meetings and similar events after hours. 

 

Physical Protection Measures 
 

Questions about physical protection measures 
centered on whether school buildings meet current 
standards for earthquake safety, and whether non-
structural mitigation steps have been taken. 
 
 

 
Structural Safety Measures 
 
Fewer than half of the respondents across all categories stated their buildings met all 

current standards for earthquake safety. Nearly half of the respondents for 
schools, universities and colleges, and organizations responding did not 
know whether their buildings met standards. Only 36% of individual schools 
reported that portable classrooms are securely fastened to their 
foundations. Nearly half, 45%, stated that none of their portable classrooms 
are secured.  
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Table 11 
STRUCTURAL SAFETY MEASURES 

 
 

Buildings Meet All Current Standards For Earthquake Safety 
 

 

 
Portable Classrooms are Securely Fastened to their Foundations 

 

 

  All/Most        Some         None       Do Not Know        N/A/ 
 

 
Non-Structural Safety Measures 
 

Answering questions about non-structural physical safety measures, a large 
majority of schools, groups of schools and organizations reported that exit 
routes were marked and fire safety equipment was in place and maintained. 
However, only 56% of the responding universities and colleges stated exits 
were marked, cleared, and kept unlocked. More than three-quarters of all 
respondents stated that emergency lighting was in place where needed.  

 
When asked whether objects that could kill or maim or disrupt continuity seventy 
percent of individual schools reported having secured all or most of such items. This 
rate dropped to 32% for colleges and universities.  
 
When asked a similar question about whether tall and heavy furnishing that could fall 
during earthquake shaking have been fastened to wall studs, only 45% of individual 
schools stated most or all have been. This rate was slightly higher for school districts, 
but only 21% and 31% for higher education institutions and organizations respectively.  
 

Table 12 

5%	  

23%	  

27%	  

18%	  

2%	  

6%	  

9%	  

8%	  

47%	  

23%	  

41%	  

45%	  

0%	   20%	   40%	   60%	   80%	   100%	  

Individual Schools"

Groups of Schools"

Universities & Colleges"

Organizations"

2%	  

3%	  

45%	  

1%	  

17%	  

13%	   58%	  

0%	   20%	   40%	   60%	   80%	   100%	  

Individual Schools"

Groups of Schools"
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NON-STRUCTURAL SAFETY MEASURES 
 

Tall And Heavy Furnishings That Could Fall During Earthquakes Shaking 
And Kill Or Injure People Are Properly Secured To Wall Studs 

 

 
  All/Most        Some         None       Do Not Know     

 
  

45%	  

55%	  

21%	  

31%	  

39%	  

30%	  

44%	  

34%	  

10%	  

4%	  

15%	  

28%	  

6%	  

10%	  

21%	  

7%	  

0%	   20%	   40%	   60%	   80%	   100%	  

Individual Schools"

Groups of Schools"

Universities & Colleges"

Organizations"
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TABLE 12 CONTINUED  
 

OTHER  
NON-

STRUCTURAL  
SAFETY 

MEASURES 

Items that 
could kill or 

injure or 
disrupt 

operational 
continuity 

are secured 

Hazardous 
materials 

are limited, 
isolated, 

eliminated 
and 

secured 

Exit routes 
are marked, 

are kept 
clear and 
unlocked 

Smoke 
detection 
and fire 

suppression 
equipment 

is are in 
place and 

maintained 

Emergency 
lighting is in 
place where 

needed 

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS Total # answers 283, skipped 0 

All or Most 70% (197) 97% (275) 93% (262) 92% (260) 81% (229) 
Some 16% (45) 2% (6) 4% (12) 7% (19) 13% (38) 
None 1% (3) <1% (1) 1% (3) <1% (1) 3% (9) 
Donʼt Know 13% (38) 0<1% (1) 2% (6) 1% (3) 2.5% (7) 
GROUPS OF SCHOOLS Total # answers 69, skipped 0 

All or Most 58% (40) 84.1% (58) 97.1% (67) 97.1% (67) 89.9% (62) 
Some 27.5% (19) 13.0% (9) 2.9% (2) 2.9% (2) 8.7% (6) 
None 3% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 
Donʼt Know 12% (8) 2.9% (2) 0.0% (0) 0.0% (0) 1.4% (1) 
COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES SCHOOL DISTRICTS Total # answers 34, skipped 0  

All or Most 32% (11) 91% (31) 55% (19) 82% (28) 73% (25) 
Some 47% (16) 3% (1) 21% (7) 9% (3) 6% (2) 
None 3% (1) 0% (0) 3% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0) 
Donʼt Know 18% (6) 6% (2) 21% (7) 9% (3) 21% (7) 
ORGANIZATIONS Total # answers 761, skipped 0 

All or Most 59% (450) 90% (682) 77% (583) 89% (678) 76% (581) 
Some 23% (178) 7% (51) 13% (98) 8% (61) 15% (113) 
None 8% (60) 3% (23) 6% (43) 2% (15) 7% (52) 
Donʼt Know 10% (73) 1% (5) 5% (37) 1% (7) 2% (15) 
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Response Capacity Development Activities 
 

Drill Types & Frequency 
 
Questions were asked about frequency of four types of drills: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fire Drills          Earthquake Drills      Simulation Drills (ICS)   Lockdown Drills 
 
• More than three-quarters of all responding K-12 schools practice fire drills at least four 
times a year.  
• The vast majority of the remaining schools practice these two to three times a year. • 
Lock-down or shelter-in-place drills were also practiced frequently with almost half of the 
schools practicing two or more times a year. 
• Drop, cover, and hold-on drills were practiced less frequently, with 41% of schools 
practicing it once a year, 33% practicing its two to three times a year, and more than 
20% never or almost never.  
• Full ICS drills were practiced least frequently in K-12 schools. Forty-five percent of the 
schools have never practiced a full ICS drill.  
• Districts and groups of schools reported a similar pattern of fire drills being most 
frequent and practiced at least annually by all schools, followed by lockdown drills, 
earthquake drills and ICS drills.  
  
Universities and colleges practiced drills less frequently than K-12 schools.  
• Twenty-three percent never practiced fire drills, and another 40% practiced them only 
annually or every couple years.  
• More than half of universities and colleges stated they never or almost never practice 
other types of drills.  
• Twenty-three percent stated they practiced earthquake drills annually, and 35% stated 
they practice ICS drills annually.  
 
Of the 767 individuals who answered questions about their own household, 72% stated 
they completed fire drills once or more a year. About 55% stated they conduct 
earthquake drills at least annually.  
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Table 13 
PARTICIPATION IN DRILLS 

 

DRILL TYPE Fire Earthquake ICS/SEMS 
Lock-down or 

shelter-in-
place 

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS  Total # Answers 283, skipped 0 

Never of almost never <1% (1) 10% (29) 44.5% (126) 12% (33) 
1X every couple of years 0% (0) 11% (30) 15.5% (44) 11% (31) 
1x year 2% (5) 41% (117) 21% (59) 31% (89) 
2-3 x year 22% (61) 33% (94) 16% (46) 40% (112) 
4 x year or more 76% (216) 5% (13) 3% (8) 6% (18) 

GROUPS OF  SCHOOLS   Total # answers 69, skipped 2 

Never of almost never 0% (0) 22% (15) 22% (15) 7% (5) 
1X every couple of years 0% (0) 9% (6) 16% (11) 7% (5) 
1x year 3% (2) 28% (19) 28% (19) 28% (19) 
2-3 x year 28% (19) 36% (25) 26% (18) 44% (30) 
4 x year or more 68% (47) 3% (2) 4% (3) 12% (8) 

UNIVERSITIES & COLLEGES Total # Answers 34, skipped 0 

Never of almost never 24% (8) 55% (19) 59% (20) 71% (24) 
1X every couple of years 9% (3) 15% (5) 0% (0) 6% (2) 
1x year 32% (11) 24% (8) 35% (12) 17% (6) 
2-3 x year 23% (8) 6% (2) 6% (2) 6% (2) 
4 x year or more 12% (4) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 

ORGANIZATIONS Total # Answers 739, skipped 1 

Never of almost never 18% (135) 41% (306) 37% (271) 51% (373) 
1X every couple of years 10% (76) 15% (114)     10% (70) 11% (84) 
1x year  24% (180) 32% (234) 25% (186)  22% (163) 
2-3 x year 16% (119) 6% (43) 19% (139) 10% (72) 
4 x year or more 30% (229) 6% (42)     10% (73) 6% (47) 

INDIVIDUALS Total # Answers 767  (Individuals were asked about evacuation only, not ICS) 

Never of almost never 17% (132) 29% (223) 

 

 
1X every couple of years 11% (82) 17% (129) 
1x year 28% (213) 39% (295) 
2-3 x year 19% (149) 11% (83) 
4 x year or more 25% (191) 5% (37) 
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Response Skills and Provisions 
 
Many preparedness activities and procedures require significant action and knowledge 
at the teacher and staff level. Schools, districts, higher education institutions, and 
organizations were asked questions to gauge response preparedness measures they 
had taken prior to the Central U.S. ShakeOut. 
 

Just less than one-third of responding K-12 schools indicated that all or 
most teachers and staff know how to use a fire extinguisher. Forty percent 
stated that some know how to use a fire extinguisher. Groups of schools 
provided similar estimates. Universities estimated lower levels of know how. 
Forty-one percent stated only some of staff and teachers know how to use a 
fire extinguisher. Organizations had the highest response capacity in this 

area. More than 60% reported that all or most their employees can use a fire 
extinguisher.  
 
Few schools and organizations have emergency Go-Bags available in 
classrooms or offices. Only forty percent of the K-12 schools have bags in 
all or most of their classrooms. Of responding individual schools and 
groups of schools more than a quarter of the schools do not have 
emergency Go-Bags in classrooms. Almost all university and college 
respondents stated they did not have emergency Go-Bags or did not think 
they were applicable. About 40% of the organizations did not have Go-Bags in their 
offices, though a similar amount stated they did have bags in all or some of their offices. 
A sizable minority, 10%, did not think the issue was applicable. 
 

At the individual school level, respondents were asked about how they were 
teaching response capacity to their students. A third of the schools stated 
they did not teach students about how communities could build or plan to 
reduce disaster impacts. A similar percentage did not have hands on 
activities for learning how to reduce disaster impacts. About a third did 
teach these principles to at least some students. About a quarter of the 

schools taught disaster impact reduction to all or most students.  
 
Groups of schools were asked about teacher expectations of their 
responsibilities in a disaster. A large majority of the respondents, 71%, 
stated all or most teachers have been instructed that they would be 
expected to stay at school as disaster service workers in the case of an 
emergency. Just over than half stated all or most teachers knew to report to 
work when students may be at school or between home and school.  
 
Universities and colleges were asked whether earthquake drills or evacuation drills have 
been practiced at higher occupancy venues. Such venues could include large lecture 
halls, theaters and stadiums. Thirty-eight percent stated no earthquake drills and a 
quarter no evacuation drill in these venues. Twelve percent have practiced earthquake 
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drills and a quarter has practiced evacuation drills at all or most of their higher 
occupancy venues. In each case a third stated this was not applicable.  
 
 

TABLE 14 
ADMINISTRATION/STAFF LEVEL  

RESPONSE PREPAREDNESS MEASURES 
 

STAFF 
RESPONSE 

SKILLS 

Teachers and 
staff know how 

to use a fire 
extinguisher. 

 

 

Emergency  
Go-Bags are 

available in each 
classroom or work 

area 

 

  

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS Total # answers 283 
Students have information 

about how communities can 
build and plan to reduce 

disaster impacts 

Students participate in 
hands-on activities or 

projects to learn how to 
reduce disaster impacts 

All or Most 31% (88) 40% (113) 25% (73) 22% (62) 
Some 40% (113) 17% (47) 30% (84) 38% (108) 
None 26% (75) 39% (111) 35% (96) 34% (96) 
N/A 3% (7) 4% (12) 11% (30) 6% (17) 

GROUPS OF SCHOOLS Total # answers 69 

Teachers and staff are 
instructed that they are 

expected to stay at school as 
disaster service workers in 

case of an emergency 

Teachers and staff are 
expected to report to work if 
an earthquake occurs when 
children may be at school or 
between home and school 

All or Most 48% (33) 27.5% (19) 71% (49) 52% (36) 
Some 30% (21) 32% (22) 12% (8) 16% (11) 
None 15% (10) 26% (18) 6% (4) 17% (12) 
N/A 7% (5) 14.5% (10) 12% (8) 15% (10) 

UNIVERSITIES & COLLEGES  Total # answers 34 High occupancy venues have 
practiced earthquake drills 

High occupancy venues 
have practiced building 

evacuation drills 
All or Most 21% (7) 9% (3) 12% (4) 23.5% (8) 

Some 41% (14) 12% (4) 18% (6) 18% (6) 
None 15% (5) 47% (16) 38% (13) 26.5% (9) 
N/A 23% (8) 32% (11) 32% (11) 32% (11) 

ORGANIZATIONS Total # answers 761 

All or Most 60% (457) 28% (212) 
Some 28% (210) 22.5% (171) 
None 10% (77) 40% (306) 
N/A 2% (17) 9.5% (72) 
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Respondents were also asked questions about specific responses to earthquakes. 
• Almost all students in K-12 schools have practiced drop, cover, and hold on in their 
classrooms.  
• Only a third of college students have.  
• About 60% of staff in the organizations surveyed practiced in their offices.  
• Most students in individual schools and staff in organizations, 69% and 74% 
respectively, know the four rules of building evacuation (Donʼt talk. Donʼt run. Donʼt 
push. Donʼt go back in.) or have practiced evacuations.  
• Fewer than half of college students knew or have practiced evacuation.   
• More than 80% of individual schools and organizations stated that all or most of their 
students or staff knew to not to go back inside if they were outside when shaking began. 
• Only 50% of the universities and colleges stated the same. 
 
A quarter of the individual schools, a third of the universities and colleges, and half of 
the organizations stated all or most students or staff knew how to extinguish flames and 
isolate hazardous materials in the case of an earthquake. At schools, universities and 
colleges and in organizations 20%, 36% and 23%, respectively, reported that some or 
none have these skills. More than half of individual school respondents, a third of 
university and college respondents, and a quarter of organization respondents stated 
that they did not have students or employees using hazardous or flammable materials.  
 

 
TABLE 15  

RESPONSE SKILLS 
 

STUDENT / 
STAFF  

RESPONSE 
SKILLS 

Students / 
Staff have 
practiced 

“Drop, Cover, 
and Hold On” 
in their rooms 

Students know 
the 4 rules for 

building 
evacuation OR 
Students/ Staff 
have practiced 

evacuating 
buildings 

Students know 
that if they are 
outside they 

should exit to the 
assembly area and 

NOT go back 
inside 

Students using 
hazardous or 

flammable materials 
know how to 

extinguish flames 
and isolate 

hazardous materials 
in case of an 
earthquake 

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS Total # answers 28 
All or Most 88% (249) 69% (194) 85% (241) 27% (78) 

Some 10% (28) 14% (39) 6% (17) 9% (26) 
None 2% (6) 16% (46) 7% (19) 11% (32) 
N/A 0% (0) 1% (4) 2% (6) 52% (147) 

UNIVERSITIES & COLLEGES  Total # answers 34 
All or Most 32% (11) 47% (16) 50% (17) 32% (11) 

Some 23.5% (8) 21% (7) 17% (6) 24% (8) 
None 21% (7) 15% (5) 15% (5) 12% (4) 
N/A 23.5% (8) 18% (6) 18% (6) 32% (11) 

ORGANIZATIONS  Total # answers 761 
All or Most 59% (447) 74% (566) 82% (623) 54% (408) 

Some 29% (223) 18% (135) 10% (79) 16% (121) 
None 10% (74) 6% (48) 5% (38) 7% (52) 
N/A 2% (17) 2% (12) 3% (21) 24% (180) 
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Individual schools responded to questions about the special measures they have taken 
(rather than the usual dismissal procedures) to safely reunify students and family 
members after a major disaster. Individual schools and groups of schools were asked 
what measures they have taken to facilitate the emergency reunification process.  
• A third of individual school respondents stated they sent letters home to parents about 
reunification procedures.  
• A fifth said that they discuss the topic at Parent-Teacher Association meetings. 
• Nearly 60% require parents to update emergency release lists annually.  
• Almost no schools practiced reunification procedures with parent volunteers during 
drills or practiced reunification procedures with all students and families.  
• The same questions had similar responses from groups of schools.  

 
TABLE 16  

FAMILY REUNIFICATION MEASURES 
 

FA
M

IL
Y 

RE
U

N
IF

IC
A

TI
O

N
 

PR
O

C
ES

S 

A letter is 
sent home 
to parents 

This is 
discussed 

in  
PTA/PTSA 
meetings 

Parents are 
required to 
update their 

list for 
emergency 
release, at 

least annually 

Family 
reunification 
procedures 
practiced 

with parent 
volunteers 

during annual 
drills 

Family 
reunification 
procedures 
practiced 
with all 

students and 
families 

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS Total # answers 283 
YES 36% 22% 59% 3% 4% 

GROUPS OF SCHOOLS Total # answers  69 
All or 
Most 35% (24) 20% (14) 83% (57) 12% (8) 7% (5) 
Some 22% (15) 32% (22) 6% (4) 16% (11) 17% (12) 
None 32% (22) 32% (22) 7% (5) 58% (39) 58% (40) 
Donʼt 
Know 12% (8) 16% (11) 4% (3) 15% (10) 17% (12) 

 
 
III. SCHOOL & ORGANIZATIONAL IMPLEMENTATION OF 
SHAKEOUT DRILL 

Drill Implementation 
 
Drill Participation & Drill Elements 
 
The survey asked respondents how they participated in the Central U.S. ShakeOut. 
Respondents were asked who participated, what level of drilling was accomplished and 
the how they evaluated various aspects of the drills they did.  
 
Responding schools accounted for almost 160,000 participants (more than 141,000 
students, 12,700 teachers, 1,000 administrators and almost 5,000 additional staff). 
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Universities and colleges accounted for almost 57,000 participants (with the caveat that 
this may include some duplication from one large institution). 
 
Responding schools reported participation of more than 140,000 students and almost 
20,000 faculty, staff, volunteers and visitors.  Responding universities reported 
participation of 45,000 students, and 12,000 others (with the caveat of small numbers of 
possible duplicates). Organizations reported that in all or most cases 70% of 
administrators, 62% of staff and 22% of all others participated.  
 
 

TABLE 17 
 DRILL PARTICIPATION IN SCHOOLS & ORGANIZATIONS 

 
Students Teachers/Faculty Administrators All Other Staff Volunteers & 

Visitors 
Total Average Total Average Total Average Total Average Total Average 

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS Total # answers 278 skipped 5    
141,565 509 12,781 46 1,047 4 4,991 18 898 3 

UNIVERSITIES & COLLEGES  Total # answers 29 skipped 5    
45,016 1,552 4,118 144 2,250 78 4,985 172 663 24 

ORGANIZATIONS  Total # answers 709  skipped 31     
     % Count % Count % Count 
  All or Most 70% 496 62% 439 22% 156 
  Some 19% 135 30% 213 22% 155 
  None 8% 58 6% 41 46% 324 
  Donʼt Know 3% 20 2% 16 10% 74 

 
• When it came to the 2011 Central U.S. ShakeOut, almost all respondents performed a 
drop, cover, and hold on drill. More than 90% of respondents in each respondent 
category performed this basic drill element.  
• Thirty percent of participating individual schools, 76% of groups of schools, 32% of 
colleges and 41% of organizations did a building evacuation exercise “after the shaking 
stopped.”  
• Only 3% of schools, 23% of groups of schools, 21% of universities & colleges and 
46% of organizations did a full simulation drill, though it is not clear what proportion of 
their populations participated in these.   
• At least 13% of groups of schools also did a parent release drill.  
• Twenty-six percent of reporting districts report that they mobilized their District 
Emergency Operations Center mobilization, and 49% have participated in a tabletop 
exercise for decision-makers. 
 
Several respondents did a tornado drill. Thirty-nine organizations made note of other 
drill elements including a four-day exercise "Shaken Horizon", testing emergency 
communications, blocked off some evacuation routes, or did shelter in place or radiation 
spill scenarios. One congregation challenged members not to shop for a week, but to 
live on what they had available. 
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Table 18 

DRILL ELEMENTS PRACTICED  
Individual Schools – Answers 283 ; Groups of Schools – Answers 53, Skipped 16; 

Universities & Colleges - Answers 34; Organizations – Answers 709. 
 

Drop, Cover, and Hold On 

 

Building Evacuation 

 

Full Simulation Exercise 

 

 
Yes 
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Organizations"
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23%"

21%"
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People and Organizations Involved in the Drill 
 
Respondents were asked who participated in the 2011 Central U.S. ShakeOut. 
• The overwhelming majority of responding groups of schools reported that 
administrative staff, teachers, and students participated.  
• Only 55% of the responding public schools reported including older students, while 
more than 82% of responding private schools and 78% school districts reported 
involving older students in the drill.  
• About 50% to 60% of the responding groups of schools stated that all or most district 
office staff, maintenance staff, catering staff and other classified staff participated.  
• About a third responded that all or most transportation staff participated, with another 
third responding that some did.  
• A third stated some parents participated.  
• School boards were virtually never involved in school drills. 
• Maintenance staff participated in the drill at more than two-thirds of the schools, with 
higher levels in the public schools than the private schools.  
• Parents were involved in the drill at only about half of schools.   
 
• About half the responding universities and colleges stated that all or most 
administrative staff, maintenance staff, and students participated.  
 
• About three-quarters of the organizations stated that all or most administrative staff 
participated, with 60% of other staff participating.  
• Only a few organizations included volunteers, clients, customers, or members in their 
drill.  
 
 

Table 19  
PEOPLE INVOLVED IN THE DRILL 
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GROUPS OF SCHOOLS Total # Answers 53, Skipped 16 
All or 
Most 

51% 
(27) 

11% 
(6) 

4%  
(2) 

74% 
(39) 

96% 
(51) 

32% 
(17) 

58.5% 
(31) 

53% 
(28) 

66% 
(35) 

4% 
 (2) 

94% 
(50) 

Some 
23% 
(12) 

19% 
(10) 

15% 
(8) 

23% 
(12) 

4% 
 (2) 

34% 
(18) 

24.5% 
(13) 

15% 
(8) 

13% 
(7) 

30% 
(16) 

4% 
 (2) 

None 
19% 
(10) 

51% 
(27) 

64% 
(34) 

2%  
(1) 

0% 
(0) 

23% 
(12) 

9%  
(5) 

23% 
(12) 

15% 
(8) 

49% 
(26) 

2% 
 (1) 

Do Not 
Know 

7.5% 
(4) 

19% 
(10) 

17% 
(9) 

2% 
 (1) 

0%  
(0) 

11% 
(6) 

7.5% 
(4) 9% (5) 

6% 
 (3) 

17% 
(9) 

0% 
 (0) 
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COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES Total # Answers 29, Skipped 5.  

Re
se

ar
ch

 
st

af
f 

St
ud

en
ts

 

All or 
Most    55% 

(16) 
52% 
(15) 

31% 
(9) 

45% 
(13) 

34.5% 
(10)  14% 

(4) 
55% 
(16) 

Some    34.5% 
(10) 

31% 
(9) 

10% 
(3) 

24% 
(7) 

17% 
(5)  17% 

(5) 
24% 
(7) 

None    3% 
 (1) 

7% 
 (2) 

41% 
(12) 

14% 
(4) 

28% 
(8)  48% 

(14) 
7% 
 (2) 

Do Not 
Know    7% 

 (2) 
10% 
(3) 

17% 
(5) 

17% 
(5) 

22% 
(6)  21% 

(6) 
14% 
(4) 

ORGANIZATIONS Total # answers 709  
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to
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/ c
lie

nt
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/ 
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All or 
Most    76% 

(541)     61% 
(430) 

24.5% 
(174) 

28% 
(200) 

Some    19% 
(137)     27% 

(191) 
18% 
(127) 

18% 
(125) 

None    4% 
(31)     12% 

(88) 
57.5% 
(408) 

54% 
(384) 

 
Seventy-four percent of the surveyed individual schools stated that they had all or most 
of their students with disabilities participating. An even higher percentage of 
respondents for groups of schools, 87%, included people with disabilities. In the case of 
colleges and universities, in only 35% of drills did most or all students and staff with 
disabilities participate. (In many cases drills clearly were not designed for full student 
participation).  A third of the universities and colleges stated participation of people with 
disabilities was not applicable. 
 
  Table 20 

PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES PARTICIPATING IN THE DRILL 
 

 

 
All/Most 

 
Some 

  
None 

 
N/A 

 

 
Schools, universities and colleges mostly report no problems in incorporating people 
with disabilities in the drill. However many schools, universities and organizations 
reported on a variety of problems they faced, including: extra practice needed for many 
students in order to promote understanding and adaptation to change, large numbers of 
students with disabilities in some schools pose significant evacuation challenges, and 
evacuating from upper floor locations is a particular problem for people in wheelchairs. 

74%"

87%"

35%"

6%"

21%"

3%"

6%"

10%"

20%"

35%"
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Individual Schools"

Groups of Schools"
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Very few respondents involved other organizations in their drills. The most frequently 
involved were parent volunteers in individual schools, but only about a fifth even 
included parent volunteers. About a quarter of respondents for groups of schools 
included police and fire departments. More than half of the university and college 
respondents included police department, most likely because these campuses often 
have their own university or college police. Almost half of the university and college 
respondents stated they included student volunteers, though it is unclear how these 
parents were included. A quarter included city and county emergency operations 
centers. For organizations, under a quarter of the respondents stated that any other 
organizations were involved in their drill. The highest percentage of other organizations 
involved with organization respondents was fire department and county emergency 
operations centers, both at 22%. 
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Table 21 
OTHER ORGANIZATIONS INVOLVED IN THE DRILL 

 

 
 

Drill Evaluation 
 
Drill organizers and emergency managers stress that the most important part of the drill 
is what is done before and after the drill – to prepare and mitigate for the real event.  
 
• Most schools as well as colleges and universities surveyed reported evaluating the 
school informally and at in-staff meetings, but not informally.  
• Just over half of respondents in all categories stated that the drill was evaluated in 
staff meetings.  
• Thirty-eight percent of the colleges and universities wrote reports, while only 5% of the 
individual schools and 30% of the organizations did so.  
• A large discrepancy emerged between schools and groups of schools in classroom 
evaluation of the drill. Sixty-eight percent of the respondents for groups of schools 
stated the drill was evaluated in classrooms with students; only 36% of the individual 
school respondents stated this. 
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Police 
Dept. 

Fire 
Dept. 

Red 
Cross 

CERT 
Teams 

Parent or 
Student 

Volunteer 
Groups 

City 
Emergency 
Operations 

Center 

County 
Emergency 
Operations 

Center 

District 
EOC or 
School 
Board 

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS Total # Answers 145  Based on those that did an ICS drill 

Yes 20% 
(29) 

19% 
(27) 

4% 
(5) 

9% 
(13) 

22% 
(32) 

6% 
(8) 

16% 
(23) 

61% 
(87) 

GROUPS OF SCHOOLS Total # Answers 53 Based on those that did an ICS drill 
Yes / All 
or Most 

23% 
(12) 

24.5% 
(13) 

2% 
 (1) 

7.5% 
(4) 

2%  
(1) 

6%  
(3) 

13%  
(7) 

4%  
(2) 

COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES Total # Answers 29 Based on those that did some kind of drill 

Yes 55% 
(16) 

31% 
(9)  

14% 
(4) 

17% 
(5) 

45% 
(13) 

24% 
(7) 

28% 
(8)  

ORGANIZATIONS Total # Answers 709 

Yes 19% 
(136) 

22% 
(159) 

11% 
(79) 

17% 
(117)  16% 

(111) 
22% 
(156)  
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Table 22 
EVALUATING THE DRILL 

 
Informally 

 

 In Staff Meeting 
 

 

Written Report 
 

 

With Students in Classroom 
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Few schools reported any problems during the drill; however universities and colleges 
had substantial problems with distractions, staff and studentʼs resistance or non-
participation, and students absent or not returning to class. Of the “other problems” 
notes, the most frequent was inclement weather (severe storms and tornadoes), which 
made doing the drill hazardous, and Mississippi was dealing with severe flooding. Only 
about ¼ of those schools affected rescheduled their ShakeOut drill.  
 
Thirty percent of the organizations noted problems with distractions. Seventeen percent 
experienced problems with staff non-participation. 

 
Table 23 

PROBLEMS DURING THE DRILL 
 

 PROBLEMS Distractions 

Staff 
resistance  

or non-
participation 

Student 
resistance  

or  non-
participation 

Not  
attending 
school * 

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS Total # answers 269, skipped 1 
Yes 7% (20) 6% (16) 3% (7) <1% (1) 
COLLEGES & UNIVERSITIES Total # answers 29, skipped 4 
Yes 31% (9) 31% (9) 28 (8) 24% (7) 
ORGANIZATIONS Total # answers 709 
Yes 30% (211) 17% (119)   

                 (* For colleges and universities this was aggregated from those not attending class and  
                   those not returning to class.) 

 
 

Drop, Cover and Hold On and Building Evacuation Elements 
 
When asked about student, teacher and staff actions during the 2011 ShakeOut, 
schools indicated that a large majority of students and teachers assumed the “Drop, 
Cover, and Hold On” position. A high percentage also evacuated the building in an 
orderly fashion and assembled in the determined safe area. Less uniformly achieved 
was all or most staff completing forms on injured or missing persons during the drill. 
Groups of schools reported all or most staff and students engaging in drill elements in 
uniformly high percentages. 
 
Universities, colleges and organizations showed lower percentages of drill element 
participation. At the responding universities and colleges, only about half of the 
respondents stated that all or most students and teachers adopted drop, cover, and hold 
on positions. Higher numbers, 75%, stated that all or most students and staff evacuated 
to a safe area after “shaking.” About 60% of the responding organizations stated that all 
or most staff adopted drop, cover, and hold on positions. About half checked to see if 
anyone was injured. Only about a quarter stated all or most evacuated quietly, 
assembled in a safe area, and filled out injury status reports. 

 
Table 24 

EVALUATION OF ʻDROP COVER HOLD ONʼ  
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and BUILDING EVACUATION DRILL ELEMENTS 
 

  

Students 
adopted 
“Drop, 

Cover and 
Hold On” 
during the 

shaking 

Teachers 
adopted the 

“Drop, 
Cover and 
Hold On” 
during the 

shaking 

Following the 
“shaking” 

teachers and 
staff checked 

to see if 
anyone was 

injured 

Following the 
“shaking” 
staff led 

students out 
in a quiet and 

orderly 
evacuation 

Everyone 
assembled in 

safe area 
outside 

following the 
“shaking” 

Staff 
completed a 

status 
report form 
on injured/ 
missing for 
each room 

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS Total # answers 82, skipped 4 
All or Most 97% (261) 75% (202) 72% (59) 90% (74) 98% (80) 57% (47) 
Some 3% (8) 19% (52) 7% (6) 4% (3) 0% (0) 4% (3) 
None 0% (0) 3% (9) 16% (13) 6% (5) 2% (2) 37% (30) 
Don't Know 0% (0) 2% (6) 5% (4) 0% (0) 0% (0) 2 % (2) 
GROUPS OF SCHOOLS Total # answers 69, skipped  
 (Note: Questions was asked differently to this group of respondents) 
Very Important 99% (68) 90% (62) 99% (68) 91% (63) 93% (64) 91% (63) 
Somewhat 
Important 1% (1) 10% (7) 1% (1) 7% (5) 7% (5) 7% (5) 

Not Important 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 1% (1) 0% (0) 1% (1) 
UNIVERSITIES & COLLEGES Total # answers 8 
All or Most 52% (15) 59% (17) 25% (2) 62.5% (5) 75% (6) 50% (4) 
Some 17% (5) 24% (7) 12.5% (1) 0% (0) 12.5% (1) 0% (0) 
None 10% (3) 10% (3) 12.5% (1) 12.5% (1) 0% (0) 25% (2) 
Don't Know 21% (6) 7% (2) 50% (4) 25% (2) 12.5% (1) 25% (2) 
ORGANIZATIONS Total # answers 709 
All or Most 63% (445) 60% (425) 45% (322) 25% (178) 27% (193) 23% (160) 
Some 20% (144) 24% (167) 19% (136) 10% (71) 10% (68) 10% (70) 
None 8% (56) 6% (43) 22% (155) 41% (292) 40% (286) 42% (295) 
Don't Know 9% (64) 10% (74) 14% (96) 24% (168) 23% (162) 26% (184) 
 
 
Simulation Drill Elements 
 
Seven individual schools, 12 groups of schools, 4 colleges and universities, and 88 
organizations indicated that they performed a full ICS drill. These respondents were 
asked to evaluate a range of ICS functions during the drill. 
 
For individual school and group of school respondents, participation in ICS functions 
met expectations, thought 57% of the individual schools stated they did not perform 
reunification gate activities. Few saw performance that exceeded expectations. 
 
Only four colleges and universities report having conducted a full simulation drill for the 
ShakeOut. Across the board, one out of the four reported that they exceeded 
expectations. Two responded that incident command, public information, and assembly 
area did not meet expectations.  
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Respondents of organizations, like those of K-12 schools, showed general satisfaction 
with their ICS elements. More than half stated that ICS functions met expectations, 
though about a quarter did not practice most functions beyond incident command. 

 
Table 25 

EVALUATION OF FULL SIMULATION DRILL ELEMENTS 
 
Total answers for individual 7, for groups of schools 12, for universities and colleges 4, for organizations 88 

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS 

 

GROUPS OF SCHOOLS 

 

 
  Exceeds Expectations   Meets Expectations   Does Not Meet Expectations Not Practiced    Insufficient Info  

14%"

14%"

57%"
71%"

71%"

29%"

14%"

14%"

43%"
29%"

14%"
43%"

29%"
57%"

0%" 20%" 40%" 60%" 80%" 100%"

Incident Command"
Public Information"

Emergency Supplies Distribution"
First Aid Station"

Simple/Light Search and Rescue"
Assembly Area"

Request and Reunion Gate(s)"

17%"

17%"

8%"

8%"

8%"

8%"

58%"

42%"

58%"

67%"

67%"

42%"

8%"

8%"

8%"

8%"

8%"

17%"

8%"

25%"

17%"

25%"

25%"

25%"

25%"

17%"

25%"

0%" 20%" 40%" 60%" 80%" 100%"

Incident Command"

Public Information"

Emergency Supplies Distribution"

First Aid Station"

Simple/Light Search and Rescue"

Assembly Area"

Request and Reunion Gate(s)"



 44 

TABLE 25 CONTINUED 
 

UNIVERSITIES & COLLEGES 

 

ORGANIZATIONS 

 

 
  Exceeds Expectations   Meets Expectations   Does Not Meet Expectations Not Practiced    Insufficient Info  

 
 
 

Reinforcing Learning 
 
The most common method to reinforce learning was informal reflection and discussion.  
• Sixty-nine percent of responding schools, 66% of universities and colleges, and 75% 
of responding organizations reported that they reinforced learning by reflection and 
discussion after the drill.  
• About half of schools, almost 60% of universities and colleges, and more than 70% of 
participating organizations reported reinforcing the concepts of disaster prevention and 
emergency response through formal instruction.  
• Take home materials were provided by less than a third of participating schools and 
less than half of participating universities, colleges and other organizations.  
 
In addition to these measures, universities and colleges were asked about other 
measures implemented to support their drills.  
• More than half used SMS messages as reminders of the drill. 
• A third used SMS messages in the weeks prior to the drill.  
• Almost a third also used social media to reinforce messages. 
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• Also mentioned were use of campus regular and emergency websites, campus 
newspaper and incentives for participation. 
 
Some of the innovative methods mentioned by organizations were:  
• A preparedness fair with 22 exhibitors 
• Discussed during staff development days with more than 600 participants 
• Polling church members regarding participation and preparedness 
• Providing handouts during a resident council meeting.   
• One person reported playing Carole Kingʼs “I Feel the Earth Move Under My Feet” to 
signal the start of the drill, which “folks liked a lot.” 
 

Table 26 
METHODS TO REINFORCE LEARNING  

 
Total answers: Schools 269, Universities & colleges 29, Organizations, 709 
Schools choices were: All or Most /Some/None. 
University & Colleges and Organizations choices were: Yes or No. 
 

Reflection and Discussion After the Drill 

 

Formal Instruction (or follow up activities for students) 

 

Take Home Materials 

 

                               All or Most / Yes            Some             None / No 
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Table 26 Continued 
 

Universities & Colleges: 
Other methods used to support drill  
Preparedness fair or exhibits held to promote disaster safety 31% 
Faculty developed class projects to add value to campus-wide drill 21%  
SMS messages in weeks prior to drill 35%  
SMS message as reminder of drill 52% 
Use of social media (Facebook/Twitter etc.) to reinforce messages 28% 

 
 
About half the responding public school district and responding private schools used the 
ShakeOut podcast or earthquake sound effects, the ShakeOut Drill Manual for Schools, 
the school preparedness self-evaluation, ShakeOut posters and flyers. Rates were 
somewhat less for responding public schools. Some of responding public schools not 
using ShakeOut support materials may have relied upon materials provided by the 
district.  
 

Table 27 
USE OF SHAKEOUT RESOURCES 

 

RESOURCE 
Earthquake drill 
broadcast and / 
or earthquake 
sound effects 

Documents 
from the 

ShakeOut 
Website 

ShakeOut 
Posters or 

Flyers 

GROUPS OF SCHOOLS 
All or Most 49% (26) 72% (38) 49% (26) 

Some 21% (11) 23% (12) 34% (18) 
None 28% (15) 2% (1) 13% (7) 

ORGANIZATIONS 
Yes 53% (375) 86% (611) 65% (458) 

 
 

IV. INDIVIDUAL/HOUSEHOLD INSIGHTS 
 
There were 767 individual responders to this section of the survey (some also 
completed an organizational section).  
 

Information Sources, Channels, Quantity and Sharing 
 
Individual respondents were asked questions about preferred sources of information 
about earthquake safety and precautions. Responses in order of preference were: 
ShakeOut website 52%; FEMA/DHS 51%, City or state government agencies 49%, 
News anchors, hosts, or reporters 43%, USGS 29%, Central US Earthquake 
Consortium 24% American Red Cross 21%, Employers 20%, Scientists 14%, Schools 
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12%, Insurance companies 6%, Other earthquake alliances 6%, Viral emails 4%, 
Received none 4%, Entertainers <1%. (Not options but also mentioned were county 
government and CERT.) 
 
They were also asked about ways they prefer to receive information. Responses in 
order of preference were: Email 72%, Internet 62%, Television 42%, Brochure/Flyer 
34%, Newspaper/Magazine 25%, Radio 25%, Face-to-face 18%, Voice or text message 
14% and Poster/Billboard 10%.  
 
In the year leading up to this ShakeOut the largest portion of individuals (30-39%) 
reported receiving some information about the ShakeOut, how to prepare before, how to 
stay safe during and how to recover after an earthquake. Just under a quarter of 
individuals received a lot of information, and 20-24% received a little information. 
Twenty-seven percent of individuals reported receiving no information about the 
ShakeOut, 16% received none about how to prepare before an earthquake, 14% 
received none about how to stay safe during, and 19% received no information about 
how to respond and recover during the year before the ShakeOut. 
 
To get ready for the most recent ShakeOut individuals reported that they: 

• Reviewed drill manuals (76%) 
• Encouraged others to participate (55%) 
• Distributed information to other people (55%)  
• Participated in workplace or school meeting about preparedness (36%) 
• Helped others prepare (35%) 
• Developed new response plans 23% 

 
Some also joined the Facebook ShakeOut group (7%), and followed the Twitter feed 
(4%). Six percent said they did nothing. Individuals also reported that they made kits, 
trained people in ham radio, and reviewed videos.  
 
In the year leading up to the drill 767 individual respondents reported encouraging more 
than 200,000 others to learn more about safety and preparedness, more than 150,000 
to participate in the ShakeOut, and more than 90,000 to visit the ShakeOut website.  
 
After the most recent ShakeOut, 55-56% (of 744 responses) report seeking further 
information to help learn how to prepare, stay safe, and respond and recover after an 
earthquake.  
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Individual Drill Participation 
 
Fifty percent of (763) individual responders were at work during the ShakeOut, 33% 
were at home, 7% at school, 4% in public buildings and 2% in other places (4% were 
unspecified).  During the shakeout 75% did Drop Cover and Hold on, 46% listed to the 
ShakeOut drill broadcast recordings, and 58% practiced other aspects of their disaster 
plans. 
 

Preparedness Activities at Home 
 
Because of the ShakeOut, 42% of respondents report learning how to stay safe during 
an earthquake.  Twenty-four percent also report identifying safe spots in every room. 
Fifteen to twenty percent of individuals also report doing the following because of the 
ShakeOut: having occasional drills, identifying an out-of-area contact person, keeping 
shoes and flashlights by beds, completing or updating a family disaster plan, moving 
heavier items to lower shelves. Ten to fourteen percent report that as a result they have 
learned when and how to shut off the main gas valve, have portable radio and batteries, 
store at least 3 days of food and water, keep a fire extinguisher nearby, have a first aid 
kit. Five to nine percent have completed first aid training, secured heavy furniture to the 
wall, copied important documents for safekeeping, talked to an expert to evaluate 
structural risks, purchased earthquake insurance, strengthened or repaired their home. 
Larger portions of individual respondents have done each of these things, not because 
of the ShakeOut drill, and similar portions are planning to do things or have started but 
not finished.  
 

 
V. LOOKING AHEAD 

Expectation of Problems During a Real Disaster 
 
The purpose of the drill is to mitigate the problems that will arise in a real disaster. Since 
the drill is intended to stimulate imagination as well as realistic expectations of what will 
happen during a real disaster, respondents were asked about their expectations of 
problems. These areas of concern might be addressed more directly in future drill 
practice. 
 
All respondents were asked about their expectations of significant problems after a 
disaster. These concerns might inform both educational materials as well as drill injects 
in order to improve readiness in these areas. Top concerns are physical safety, 
communications, family reunification, transportation and search and rescue. 
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Table 28 
EXPECTATION OF SIGNIFICANT PROBLEMS IN A REAL DISASTER 

 
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOLS/ GROUPS OF SCHOOLS / UNIVERSITIES & COLLEGES 

& ORGANIZATIONS (Total # answers 1037) 

 

                                                                Serious   Moderate     None 
 

INDIVIDUALS (Total # answers 725) 

 

                                                                Serious   Moderate     None 
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Improvements, Lessons Learned and Participant Recommendations  
 
A question about improvements due to this yearʼs ShakeOut was asked to the 
organizational responders (The question was inadvertently left off of the schools and 
universities questions). Ninety-four percent of responding organizations responding 
reported on improvements due to the ShakeOut.  These can be regarded only as 
preliminary impacts as the survey was conducted very soon after the drill. It is expected 
that repeated participation and longer-term measures might reveal larger impacts. 
 
Most organizations responding reported that their participation in the ShakeOut led to 
improvements in: 
• preparedness to respond 
• education for staff for disaster prevention 
• better plans, policies or procedures, and  
• encouraging disaster planning at home.  
 
Thirty to forty percent of these respondents also reported improvements in: 
• involvement of staff in planning, reducing physical exposure to risk 
• devoting more time to emergency planning. and  
• seeking needed training.   
 
Only 6% reported their participation leading to devoting more funds to emergency 
planning, and only 6% said it lead to no improvements. 

 
Table 29 

IMPROVEMENTS DUE TO SHAKEOUT 
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Participants were asked about their top three lessons learned, and identified a wide 
range of these. Corrective measures that participants plan to take were in alignment 
with these priorities. 
 
Top lessons learned were:  
• The need for better planning 
• The value of drill practice 
• The need for more and better communications. 
 
Also frequently cited were needs for: 
• greater earthquake awareness 
• wider participation in the drill 
• better understanding about to do during the shaking 
• non-structural mitigation measures 
• collaboration with local community and CERT 
• family reunification planning  
• more training.  
 
And also mentioned by several participants was:  
• planning for continuity of operations 
• planning and practice for people with disabilities 
• transportation planning 
• better emergency supplies 
• encouraging preparedness at home 
• evacuation planning 
• drill evaluation. 
 
Suggestions for improvement for the ShakeOut cited in order of frequency were: 
• More educational materials, especially "How To" videos, planning checklists, teacher 
resources, worksheets for children, and resources for retirement communities. 
• More publicity and sooner. 
• Wider institutional support and participation. 
• Expanded media involvement in promotion. 
• Expanded drill activities (beyond Drop, Cover and Hold On), and more realism (e.g. 
sound effects in drill broadcast and drill injects) 
• Not scheduling during school-wide testing periods 
• Promotion using Social Media. 
  
It should also be noted that several would-be participants in the ShakeOut were 
experiencing either serious flooding or severe weather conditions that precluded their 
participation in the drill. For these participants concerns about multi-hazard and 
simultaneous hazard preparedness were particularly salient.  
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Participation Next Year 
 
Eighty-six percent of schools, groups of schools, universities and colleges, and 
organizations, and 87% of individuals that participated this time are committed to 
participating again next year. The remainder is considering it, with only 1% of individuals 
declining. 

   

 

DISCUSSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
This study has been able to document a variety of strengths as well as potential 
weaknesses and priorities of major concern to educational, organizational and individual 
readiness for major earthquake impacts. 
 

Assessment and Planning 
 
Emergency or disaster preparedness plans are almost universal at individual schools, 
groups of schools, universities and colleges, and organizations responding to the survey. 
Less prevalent are emergency management committees or designated disaster 
managers, who typically monitor, update and implement plans on a regular basis. Fewer 
responding organizations have plans, committees and designated emergency or 
disaster managers in place. 
 
Survey respondents have undertaken some significant steps towards planning, but 
showed considerable room for growth as well. A majority encouraged students or staff 
to prepare for disasters at home, though less than half of the educational institutions 
actually trained students in earthquake preparedness. Almost all schools have planned 
for students and staff with special needs; higher education and organizations have 
considered these individuals less often.  
 
Few respondents have seriously considered how to assure their own organizational 
continuity. While three-quarters have made plans for alternate learning or work sites, 
fewer have considered plans for alternative schedules in a post-disaster situation. 
Organizations showed the highest rates of planning for continuity; institutions of higher 
education showed the lowest rates.  
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A key concern of responders is lack of awareness of the earthquake hazards and risks 
in this region, something that the very existence of an annual ShakeOut drill provides a 
focal point and leverage to address. 
 
Recommendations for Assessment and Planning: 

5. Strengthen preparedness messaging to emphasize the role of participatory 
disaster and emergency management committees at the site level. 

6. Research and develop some guidelines recommending the minimum amount of 
time required from a designated emergency or disaster manager for an 
organization of a particular size. 

7. Provide examples and tools for developing site and neighborhood maps for 
disaster planning. 

8. Identify or develop and disseminate simple guidance tools for continuity planning. 
9. Develop best practices and case studies in educational continuity planning. 
10. Reach out to institutions of higher learning to promote educational continuity 

planning. 
11. Promote simple guidance tools for training staff and students in earthquake 

preparedness. 
12. Promote connections between Teen CERT, scouting organizations and schools 

to develop ShakeOut participation and cross-marketing. 
13. Provide simple tools for organizations to use in promoting disaster preparedness 

at home. 
14. Identify communities at-risk for coastal hazards and hazardous materials release 

and promote awareness of specific planning needed for site-evacuation. 
15. Encourage schools to reach-out to before or after-school programs to align 

disaster and emergency plans. 
 

Physical Protection 
 
All respondents indicated a low level of preparedness in the physical protection category. 
Fewer than half the respondents across all categories stated their buildings met all 
current standards for earthquake safety. Or particular concern is the fact that most 
schools did not have portable classrooms securely fastened to their foundations.  
 
Respondents have achieved higher levels of non-structural physical protection, 
especially when such protection was mandated by law or easy to accomplish. A large 
majority have ensured appropriate exit routes, lighting, and fire suppression systems. 
However, only about half the schools have secured tall and heavy furnishings to reduce 
these things from toppling and causing injury. Of great concern is the fact that fewer 
higher education institutions and organizations have done so.  
 
Recommendations for Physical Protection: 
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1. Identify or develop, and promote simple tools for structural safety awareness for 
consumers, including modeling dialogues with engineers and technical experts to 
learn about structural safety. 

2. Research the magnitude of the risks posed by portable classrooms unfastened to 
their foundations. 

3. Develop outreach programs to universities to promote non-structural mitigation, 
especially for laboratories and hazardous materials.  

4. Promote guidance materials for non-structural mitigation implementation in 
educational facilities.  Identify regional and national suppliers of non-structural 
mitigation tool (including e.g. relationship with DIY stores and special displays). 

 

Response Capacity Development 
 
Schools are drilling for earthquakes and other emergencies frequently, with almost all 
practicing fire drills, earthquake drills and lock-downs at least annually. Many schools, 
however, are not practicing ICS drills (as required) at least annually. These require 
further encouragement and support, as non-responders and non-drill registrants are 
likely to be doing even less of this. Colleges and universities almost never practice 
emergency drills, with even fire drills typically occurring only once a year. With only 
about 20% of students in registered institutions participating, there is great scope for 
expanding the impact of the drills. Organizations also showed low levels of drilling which 
is largely voluntary. The importance of ICS, earthquake and other hazard drills needs to 
be better articulated for higher education institutions and organizations, particularly in 
light of multi-hazards in the region. Most students and staff of the organizations 
surveyed apparently know what to do in an earthquake and how to properly evacuate a 
building. Almost all K-12 students have practiced drop, cover, and hold on in their 
classrooms.  
 
Fewer than half of the respondents indicated that all or most of their staff could use a 
fire extinguisher, a simple and effective response skill. Fortunately, most teachers and 
staff at schools knew they were expected to act as disaster service workers. While not 
universal, a sizable minority of schools and organizations have emergency go-bags in 
classrooms or offices. Less than half the K-12 schools have informed parents of 
emergency reunification procedures or have practices such procedures with parents or 
students. School disaster safety experts believe student reunification will be one of the 
most challenging aspects of a post-earthquake response. 
 
Recommendations for Response Capacity Development 

1. Develop an outreach and training program to promote annual ShakeOut drills and 
response skill development in University dorms and departments. 

2. Promote collaboration between fire departments, fire protection advocacy 
organizations and schools to promote fire-suppression training for teachers and 
students. 

3. Establish education department policy to update emergency release forms 
annually. 
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4. Identify or develop and disseminate simple tools for promoting community 
disaster preparedness education in schools. 

 

Drill Participation and Evaluation 
 
Individual responses to the survey suggest significant lack of representation of minority 
communities and younger people in leadership roles in ShakeOut planning and 
reporting. 
 
When it came to participating in the 2011 Central U.S. ShakeOut, respondents used the 
opportunity to practice various aspects earthquake response. Almost all conducted drop, 
cover, and hold on drills in classrooms and offices. About a third also conducted building 
evacuations. School district leadership seems to support participation in general as well 
as increasing the complexity of drilling at school sites. Unfortunately, only about a 
quarter of schools and higher education institutions practiced full ICS drills.  
 
While almost all respondents stated that drill components met or exceeded expectation 
and very few respondents reported problems during the drill, areas remain for future 
improvement. Both the proportion of participants (especially in universities and colleges) 
as well as reaching out to each organizations full community leaves room for growth and 
greater impact. Not only should ShakeOut participants be encouraged to engage in 
more complex drilling, they should be encouraged to involve all members of their 
community and members of other organizations in their drills. Only a fifth of schools 
included parent volunteers in their drill and few partnered with local emergency 
response agencies.  There is also much more to be learned from much more systematic 
in-house evaluation of the drill experience. Most respondents evaluated their drills 
informally. Few evaluated with written reports, though many stated the drill would be 
evaluated in staff meetings, and in schools, in classrooms with students.  ShakeOut 
organizers would be wise to advise participants to reschedule if conditions outside make 
the drill hazardous. However, even more important is to consider their response in the 
event of multiple, simultaneous hazards. 
 
Despite the success of the Central U.S. ShakeOut drill, many respondents remain 
concerned about problems in an actual disaster. A quarter to half of respondents expect 
serious problems with many aspects of response, especially communications and 
physical safety. These concerns can and should be addressed through wider and 
deeper participation in ShakeOut, drill injects, and related information and outreach. 
 
Almost all ShakeOut participants recognize the value of the drill as an ongoing annual 
event, and recognize this as a pivotal event that they can use to achieve incremental 
improvements in preparedness.  
 
Recommendations for Drill Participation and Evaluation: 

1. Have key stakeholders commit to holding the ShakeOut drill annually. 
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2. Provide earlier and more information about the ShakeOut Drill and promote 
flexibility in participation by providing alternate times due to inclement weather, 
before/after school programs etc. (Do not schedule during annual school-wide 
testing). 

3. Seek wider institutional support and participation in the drill. 
4. Leverage greater mass media and social media promotion of the drill.  
5. Identify or develop and disseminate more educational materials (especially 

“how-To” videos, ICS simulation drill examples, checklists for various target 
groups, worksheets for children, and teacher/student materials). 

6. Encourage ShakeOut participants to up-the-ante each year, reaching out to a 
greater number of participants. Encourage schools to include maintenance, 
transportation, catering staff, part-time staff, parent volunteers, and school 
board members. Reach out to school boards to encourage their participation. 

7. Encourage ShakeOut participants to practicing more complete drills each year 
(e.g. if they did only DCH last year, this year add Building Evacuation. If they 
have done both, then practice an ICS drill. If they have practiced ICS drills, go 
for a full parent-release (family reunification) simulation.) 

8. Develop and provide drill injects to address wide range of concerns including 
communications and physical safety. 

9. Encourage participating schools to evaluate the drill in their classrooms. Set-
up a place for students to dialogue about their experiences and make 
recommendations for improved safety. 

10. Hold a regional meeting on simultaneous multi-hazard impacts and planning: 
What will people actually do if they have earthquake, flooding and severe 
weather risks simultaneously? 

11. Hold a regional meeting to promote use of the ShakeOut to enhance Disaster 
Resilient Universities. Include higher education service organizations in this 
meeting. 

12. Publicize training opportunities in disaster and emergency planning, 
throughout the region. 
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Future Research 
 
Future research could be productively coordinated to include combined efforts of FEMA-
sponsored, academic-initiated, and private-sector-sponsored research. 
 
Recommendations for Future Research: 

1. Promote use of the survey instrument in early meetings with state-wide office of 
education and school district representatives and with leadership of large 
organizations, so as to maximize its usefulness to them as well as overall validity.  

2. Compare results of voluntary sample survey and random-sample household 
preparedness (and other) survey(s) to cross-validate and improve these tools. 

3. Harmonize measures of preparedness, and incremental measures of behavior 
change over time between regular research tools. 

4. Collaborate to publish results of research findings in peer-reviewed periodicals. 
5. Develop presentations for community leaders, based on all available ShakeOut 

research reports. 
6. Conduct annual research to examine how drill complexity and role proficiency 

change over time, for example, whether parents and students (including those 
with a full spectrum of functional needs) become more engaged in the drill and 
school emergency planning, and whether increased drilling and preparedness 
can be encouraged at universities and colleges.  

7. Develop random-sample survey of both those that do and those that do not 
participate in the ShakeOut. 

 
 
 


