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Glossary of abbreviations and terms

	MCDEM
	Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management

	CDEM
	Civil Defence Emergency Management 

	MOE
	Ministry of Education

	What’s The Plan Stan?
	Emergency preparedness resource for primary schools

	Traumatic Incident Management
	Ministry of Education programme for teachers

	Resource
	Otherwise known as “What’s The Plan Stan?”
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Summary of the “What’s The Plan Stan?” report 2012 
This is the report of a survey of New Zealand primary schools conducted in March 2012 which inquired into use and engagement with the emergency resource known as “What’s The Plan Stan?”. The resource and this research are sponsored by the Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management (MCDEM). The purpose of “What’s The Plan Stan?” is to provide learning and teaching resources for primary school aged children to improve preparedness for disasters. It was built on the collaborative efforts of MCDEM, the Ministry of Education, teachers and principals. “What’s The Plan Stan?” is designed to integrate emergency preparedness activities across the seven areas of the New Zealand primary school curriculum. 

The survey explored key factors of interest to both Ministry’s about primary schools’ emergency preparedness including: teachers’ and schools’ integration of “What’s The Plan Stan?” into teaching activities, their level of satisfaction with the components of the resource, and the level of engagement between local authorities Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) personnel and schools. In addition, the survey captured comments that qualified respondents’ experiences and views of the preparedness of primary school populations for disaster or civil defence emergency events. 

Overall, the survey results have a high level of statistical confidence with a small margin of error. This is provided through a 47% response rate that gathered data from 1020 New Zealand primary schools. The data presented in this report is a reliable estimate of factors for the primary school population as at March 2012. 

The key findings show a high level of awareness of the resource and a lesser level of actual use in school activities. Where it is used there is a high level of satisfaction with the material. “What’s The Plan Stan?” content is not used uniformly across the seven curriculum areas. Instead it is concentrated predominantly in health and physical education, social studies, and ‘learning experiences outside the class room’.
The data shows a degree of variation of engagement between schools and local authority CDEM personnel. The higher levels of engagement in Gisborne and Wellington are attributed to these regions having designated roles that attend to this particular community engagement. The Northland, Auckland and Waikato regions have low levels of engagement. 

Patterns in the data indicate that where schools have had engagement with their local authority, staff are more likely to have used “What’s The Plan Stan?”. This suggests local authority emergency personnel are an important driver in preparing schools for disaster and emergency events. Schools have a reasonably high level of awareness of the resource and it follows that they are a ready audience for promoting a shift in their knowledge to action and use. Facilitating and promoting the transition of the primary school population from awareness to use of material that helps them and their families understand and prepare for emergencies continues to be an important objective for CDEM. Personnel of local authorities are in the view of MCDEM critical cogs in the development cycle which can raise the level of disaster preparedness of New Zealand primary school-aged children and their families. 
Traumatic Incident Service

Four questions were included in the survey at the request of the Ministry of Education due to their particular interest in the Traumatic Incident Service. The Service is not related to CDEM. The survey was simply a convenient mechanism for the Ministry to measure teachers’ and schools’ awareness of the Service and their uptake of training in this area.

The survey found critical incident plans are present in 75% of primary schools. A quarter of respondents had been offered critical incident management training and 17% had taken that opportunity. 

Background to the resource “What’s The Plan Stan?”
“What’s The Plan Stan?” is a resource which aims to support teachers to develop their students’ knowledge and skills to prepare for, and safely respond to, disasters. It provides a consistent platform for teaching CDEM in schools and a mechanism to deliver messages about emergency preparedness to children, their families and the wider community. The teaching resource was developed by MCDEM in consultation with the Ministry of Education. The materials align with the New Zealand primary school curriculum and its specific areas of focus which include English, social studies, maths, science, health and physical education. It was first distributed to teachers in 2006 and supported by workshops for educators. It was then enhanced with a version in Te Reo Māori for application in kura and language immersion classes. 
In 2008 and 2009 MCDEM gathered feedback from educators and CDEM staff on ways to improve “What’s The Plan Stan?”. The educators’ data and their suggestions for improvement were incorporated into a revised version of “What’s The Plan Stan?” This revised version was promoted and issued in 2009 with a communication strategy designed to encourage and support the use of material in schools. In 2011 an American scholar sponsored by the Ian Axford Fellowship in Public Policy, Vicki Johnson, also completed research through a focus group technique to gain insight into the use and application of “What’s The Plan Stan?” in New Zealand primary schools.
Introduction to the survey research
 “What’s The Plan Stan?” survey research was due for implementation in 2011 when the Christchurch earthquake occurred. The impact of the earthquake was such that the work programme of the Department of Internal Affairs and particularly that of MCDEM was put on hold till the earthquake recovery efforts were completed. 
The survey was conducted in February and March of 2012 with the assistance of the Ministry of Education. The Ministry of Education included the self-completion questionnaire in a mail-out of other information sent to all New Zealand primary schools (N=2115) . It was also available for completion on-line and 10% of respondents chose this option of response. Schools that had not responded within two weeks were sent a reminder to complete the questionnaire. This helped raise the number of survey respondents from a low rate to one that offered a high level of statistical confidence. 
A copy of the questionnaire is included as Appendix One. It was designed in consultation with the Ministry of Education and includes inquiries of particular interest to their personnel, such as traumatic incident plans and training. 
Survey findings

Response rate

This survey was implemented as a census and was distributed to all New Zealand primary and intermediate schools (N=2115). The respondent population included for analysis was n=1020 which provided a response rate of 47.3%. In addition there were x=57 responses that arrived well after the survey period had closed. This would have lifted the response rate to 50%. By the time these responses arrived a significant amount of analysis had been completed and therefore the additional questionnaires were not included in the survey results. 
Ideally the researchers were hoping to receive a 60% response rate to produce a high level of statistical confidence in the results. Several reminders were sent to schools during the survey period and the timeframe for responses was extended by a week. The intention of both activities was to raise the level of response rate which was less that 20% after two weeks in the field. Despite the fact that the response rate is less than hoped for the project team were pleased with the level of engagement from schools because respondents did not necessarily view it as a requirement or their priority to answer the survey. 

Response rate by region

School response rate has been aggregated into thirteen regions for the purpose of presenting some findings of this survey data. We selected a thirteen region schema for reporting because presenting results by the 67 areas of local government jurisdiction is too many points of reference to give a high degree of validity to the survey data. The following tables provide a summary of the number of responses and overall response rate by thirteen regions. 
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Table 1: Response rate by region
Response rates by region range from the least schools (38%) in the Northland region to the highest response received from schools in Taranaki (58%). Four other regions join Taranaki in having a response rate greater than 50% they are: Otago (52%), Waikato (52%) Manawatu-Wanganui (53%) and Hawke’s Bay (55%).
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Figure 1: Response rate by region

Statistical confidence – confidence level and confidence interval

Response rate provides some indication of the reliability of the results; a high response gives data more validity than a low response. The test of validity is the level of statistical confidence in the data. The overall confidence interval (also known as margin of error) of this survey, when all responses (n=1020) are aggregated into one metric, is 2.2% for a 95% confidence level and 2.9% confidence interval for a 99% confidence level. The following table presents the variation in confidence level at the 95% interval by thirteen regions. 
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Table 2: Confidence interval by region

The highest confidence level at a 95% confidence interval is for the regions of Auckland (5.03%) and Waikato (5.8%). Four regions have confidence levels (margin of error) of greater than 10% at 95% they are: Gisborne (16.75%), Southland (11.78%), Northland (10.5%) and West Coast Tasman (10.04%). These are the regions which have the greatest statistical variance due to the ratio of response rate to population size. Caution ought to be taken when inferring the overall survey response as indicative of the response in these regions. The data is less reliable in the regions with the highest margin of error at the 95% confidence interval. 
The respondent
The survey was sent in a mail-out of material distributed in February 2012 by the Ministry of Education. The principal of each school is highly likely to have seen the questionnaire and this is borne out in the number of responses authored by principals. If the survey had been distributed by email or a mail-out by the Department of Internal Affairs, it would have first been received by the school administrator as they are the point of contact on the population list of schools. It would not have necessarily reached the principal.
The survey provided the direction that the respondent ought to be the person who knew most about the schools civil defence activities or at least was informed by that knowledge. We can only assume this was the case. However, the lack of clarity expressed in the comments of some respondents concerning the correct answer to survey questions suggests that in some instances the respondent might not have been the person with the best knowledge of CDEM activities and operations. 

Four sections of survey data

The following is a summary of survey findings. As identified earlier the findings are divided into the four sections of inquiry in the questionnaire. The sections are: 

1. Awareness of “What’s The Plan Stan?” resource.
2. Use of the resource - including school engagement, curriculum activities and future use.
3. Ministry of Education’s Traumatic Incidence Planning Service and Resources.
4. Qualitative comments. 

Section one: Awareness of “What’s The Plan Stan?”  

Schools were asked:
1. How aware of “What’s The Plan Stan?” were you before receiving this survey?
2. Are other teachers, staff at your school aware of “What’s The Plan Stan?”?
3. Who at your school are aware of “What’s The Plan Stan?”?
1 How aware of “What’s The Plan Stan?” were you before receiving this survey? (n=1020)
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Figure 2: Respondents’ awareness of What’s The Plan Stan?

More than three quarters of survey respondents were aware of the “What’s The Plan Stan?” resource and nearly a third (30.7%) has used it in a teaching or standard classroom activity. Nearly a third of those who were aware of it had, however, not read or used it (24.3%). Just under a quarter of respondents (23.6%) had not heard of “What’s The Plan Stan?” prior to the survey. In total 48% of respondents had no engagement with the resource either due to lack of awareness of the text or through having not read it. 

2. Are other teachers, staff at your school aware of “What’s The Plan Stan?”? (n=877)
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Figure 3: Other teachers’ awareness of What’s The Plan Stan?

Just over two thirds of respondents (67.6%) indicated other teachers and staff were aware of the resource. Nearly a fifth of respondents (19.2%) did not know and smaller group indicated that other staff were not aware of the resource. Slightly more than 18% of survey respondents did not answer this question. 

3. Who at your school are aware of “What’s The Plan Stan?”?
The survey respondent was asked to identify school personnel they knew to be aware of the resource. The following table provides a summary of the data. 
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Figure 4: Staff role and awareness of What’s The Plan Stan?

Respondents identified the school principal as the person most likely (594) to be aware of the resource followed by teaching staff (584). Considerably fewer responses were recorded for other groups of personnel. According to respondents it was more likely that the school administrator (133) knew of “What’s The Plan Stan?” than the Board of Trustees (86). The list of other personnel aware of the resource included the deputy principal, the management team, the property manager, the librarian, senior staff and support staff. 
Section two: Resource use and teaching across the curriculum
Survey participants were asked:
4. Overall, how useful is “What’s The Plan Stan?” for teaching children about New Zealand disasters and civil defence preparedness?
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Figure 5: Usefulness of What’s The Plan Stan?

In total 70% of respondents identified the resource as either useful (44%) or very useful (26%). Just over of a quarter of respondents (27%) did not know how to rate the usefulness of the resource which suggests they had not used the resource. It is also probable that these respondents were indicating they did not know of any staff at the school that had used the resource and could therefore rate its usefulness. A very small group of respondents (2%) rated the resource as not that useful and one person regarded it as not at all useful 
5) How useful is each component of the resource? (The handbook, the CD, Kia Takatu, website, unit plans, templates, activities and guide to emergency drill and simulation). 
The results for this question are presented in the following graph and table. 
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Figure 6: Usefulness of resource components 
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The top three ratings for useful and very useful are presented in the following table. 
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Table 3: Usefulness of resource components 

Overall, the responses indicate teachers and schools found the component parts of “What’s The Plan Stan?” either useful or very useful. Combining the count of both these useful or very useful ratings, the components of the resource that are have the highest rate of usefulness are: activities (482), the handbook (466), guide to emergency simulation/drill (462), template (454), unit plans (447), CD (419), the website (390) and Kia Takatu (183).
6. Please tick all the boxes that show the areas of the curriculum where you have used “What’s The Plan Stan?” in your teaching practice.

Respondents answering question six were instructed to answer in the first person rather than on behalf of other school personnel. They were presented with the areas of primary school curriculum from which to choose for their response. 
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Figure 7: Use of resource by curriculum area 

Two areas of the curriculum were well ahead of others in terms of where the resource had been used in children’s class based lesson. The area of health and physical education (360) had a slightly higher rate of response than did social studies (344). The area of learning experiences outside the class room (229) was the next most frequent response, followed by English (167) and science (105). The remaining areas of the curriculum captured less than 5% of respondents’ answers. 
7. Please tick all the boxes that show where other teachers in your school have used “What’s The Plan Stan?” in their classes.
Respondents answering question seven were instructed to answer on behalf of other school personnel. They were presented with the areas of primary school curriculum from which to choose for their response. 

The rate of response for each area of the curriculum was slightly less than was the case for the previous question which was answered in the first person. The results form the same pattern and show a consistent trend in use across the curriculum with highest results in the subjects health and physical education, and social studies. The least use is for the subject of mathematics. 
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Figure 8: Other teachers use of resource by curriculum area 

Exercises and Simulations

Level of usefulness and satisfaction with “What’s The Plan Stan?”
Schools were asked:

10. Overall, how satisfied are you with “What’s The Plan Stan?”
11. Overall, how useful was “What’s The Plan Stan?”
Nearly one third of respondents decided not to answer question 10 and 11 which provided a response rate of n=770 and n=768 respectively. Overall, the results suggest there is a high level of satisfaction with the resource. Just under two thirds of respondents (65%) identified themselves as satisfied (36%) or very satisfied (29%) with the material. A small portion of respondents (4%) identified “What’s The Plan Stan?” as of some use and nearly a third (31%) did not know. In rating the usefulness of the resources just over two thirds of respondents (67%) indicated it was useful (39%) or very useful (28%). A small group (2%) rated the resource as not that useful whereas nearly a third (31%) selected don’t know as their response. 
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Figure 9: Level of satisfaction and usefulness
Future use of the resource
12. Do you think your school will use more of “What’s The Plan Stan?” in 2012?
More than half (52%) of respondents indicated they would use the resource more in the future. Over a third (36%) did not know whether that would occur and 12% indicated they would not increase their use of “What’s The Plan Stan?”. 

13. How will your school use more of “What’s The Plan Stan?” in 2012? 
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Table 4: Future use of the resource
More than half of schools (55%) plan to increase their use of the resource in 2012 by either, using it as a learning resource in classroom or school-wide activities. More than a fifth of schools (23%) also intend to use the resource to engage communities outside of the primary schools. This includes engaging with regional CDEM personnel (13%) or implementing activities that are applicable to primary school children’s extended family (10%). 
14. Would you recommend “What’s The Plan Stan?” to other teachers?

Just over two thirds of respondents (68%) indicated they would recommend the resource material to other teachers. The remaining group did not know (30%) and a very small number of respondents (1%) would not recommend it. 

15. What is the one thing that you think could make “What’s The Plan Stan?” a better resource for schools?
See page 25 for a summary to the qualitative inquiry for question 15.
Schools engagement with local Civil Defence Emergency Management Group

Schools were presented with the following information and question:

16. Your local council is responsible for civil defence and emergency management (CDEM) in your community. Has your school had any contact with staff from your local council about CDEM? Please check with your principal if you are unsure.
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Figure 9: School contact with CDEM
Just over a third of primary schools (36%) have had contact with the CDEM Group in their local council. A high number of schools identified that they had not had contact (53%). The respondents from the remaining group of schools did not know if contact had occurred (11%). 
Level of variation by region
The level of engagement between schools and CDEM varied between regions. The following maps provide an overview of the level of contact across 13 regions. Due to a lower survey response rate from the population of schools in some regions the margin of error is higher for some regions than others. For example, the Gisborne region has the highest margin of error at approximately 17 % and Auckland has the lowest rate at 5% (See page 13 for margin of error by region.) The results aggregated by region provide an indicative summary of the extent and distribution of engagement between councils and schools across New Zealand. 
 [image: image23.jpg]B 6%07T%

4% 065%
I 42%1053%
B 0%041%
B 18%028%



 
Figure 10: School contact with CDEM by region

The overall results show the highest level of engagement in the Wellington (77%) and Gisborne regions (72%). In contrast the regions with lowest rate of engagement were recorded for Northland (22%), Auckland (27%) and Waikato (26%). The third highest rate of engagement (57%) was recoded in the Canterbury and Bay of Plenty regions. The following table shows the percentage of engagement across the 13 regions. 
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Table 5: School contact with CDEM by region 

Section three: Traumatic incident management, plans and workshop
Schools were asked:

17. Are you aware of the Ministry of Education’s Traumatic Incidence Planning Service and Resources?
18. Have you been offered workshops in Traumatic Incident Management?
19. Have you taken part in workshops in Traumatic Incident Management?
20. Does your school have a Traumatic Incident Plan?

The four questions above were included in the survey of schools at the request of the Ministry of Education. The service began in 1996 and includes workshops and a guide written in 2010 by the Ministry. The aim of these resources is to reduce further harm from traumatic incidents by supporting schools and staff to continue day-to-day operations if such an event were to happen. The questions were focused on measuring the awareness of survey respondents concerning the service and their uptake of training in this area. 
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Figure 11: School participation Traumatic Incident Planning and Workshop

Responses overall indicate a reasonably high level of awareness of the traumatic incident service (73%) with slightly fewer numbers acknowledging their school had a traumatic incident plan (71%). The survey data indicates that a quarter of respondents had been offered training in this area. In practice a lesser number of people (18%) had taken up that training. 
Section four: Qualitative data 
There were two qualitative questions in the survey to primary schools. The first was question 15 which inquired into suggestions for improvement to “What’s The Plan Stan?” The second qualitative inquiry was the last question in the survey which asked for additional comments from respondents. The following paragraphs identify the themes that emerged from these questions beginning with suggestions for improvement

Suggestions for improvement 
In total there were 260 comments in response to the inquiry about how the resource could be improved. Those comments were then coded into a typology of response which grouped similar comments into nine categories. The following table provides an overview of those categories and the number of comments that were accommodated under each code. 
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Table 6: Categories for suggested improvements

The most comments recorded into any category were requests for additional resource (55). The requests were for either an increase in the number of copies of “What’s The Plan Stan?” distributed to each school or the inclusion of additional components of activities including those that would meet the needs of English for speakers of other language (ESOL) students, disabled students and their teachers, junior classes in years 1-3 and students of Te Reo Māori. The following are a selection of comments from the ‘more resource’ category of response. 
“More activities translated in te reo Māori”.

“Our students have intellectual difficulties, so we need practical ideas around how to prepare our students for a disaster”.

“As a special school, we need a resource that is simple, straightforward, with visuals that can be easily understood by students with intellectual disabilities”.

“Multiple copies for each classroom resource collection”.

“Extra copies for team/syndicate use”.

“More lower primary level activities-such as in e learning e.g. learning how to pack an emergency kit by filling the box-clicking on the resources to fill.

“Great resource but perhaps a simplified version of text for year 1-3 children. Very suitable for year 4-6 already”.

“More resources for ESOL and junior students”.

“More home based activities”.

The second most frequently used code was for the category of ‘other’ (48). This category included miscellaneous comments which did not provide a suggestion for improvement. A portion of responses indicated the school had not made significant use of the resource in recent time or teachers simply did not have the time to commit to its use. The following quotes are a few examples of comments grouped into the category of ‘other’. 

“Can't comment, have not yet used the resource”.

“Will probably look at it”.

“Not sure - used it a long time ago”.

“Unknown at this stage”.

“Our current approach and exercises (reality of a number of earthquakes while we are at home and school) has been sufficient for our needs. The possibility of training for a tsunami event would only create panic as where we are sited would give us under 5 minutes to respond. Our nearest safe place is a 15 minute walk away assuming the roads and paths are not damaged. Best not to think about it!”
“Greatest difficulty is getting buy in from parents of the importance of a plan at home”.

The category with the third highest frequency (34) of comments was given the label ‘follow up’. Overall, responses grouped together under this label suggested that more could occur in the wider framework of school administration which would encourage and facilitate the use of “What’s The Plan Stan?”. 
“We just need to remember to use it! Maybe a feature in Education Gazette to remind people of the resource”.

“Teachers need to be reminded of the resource and shown what is available - they were very positive about the individual sections which are easy to use and comprehensive, when shown it!”

“It seems to have been forgotten in some schools. Maybe now is a good time to revisit P.D. or publicity”.

“Regular reminders to use it!”

“Workshopping like the one when the resource was launched. If it's a one off, then the resource doesn't get any airplay and it's left up on the shelf! + Earthquake simulator!!”

“A facilitator to visit schools - to take staff through the programme”.

“Continuing to have regular training updates, or visits to schools to ensure the plan is talked about”.

Fourth equal as the next most frequently used category of response contained comments that provided a ‘general endorsement’ of “What’s The Plan Stan?” with no suggestion for improvement (33). The positive accounts of the resource can be summarised in the phrase “thank-you”. The other fourth equal theme in the responses is labelled ‘MoE’ referring to the Ministry of Education. It contains comments which suggest promoting the use of the resource could come from schools or be part of a wider primary school policy (33). For example, 
“Better awareness of the resource through MOE correspondence”.

“Links to social science and health. An inquiry approach”.

“Not sure - it's about raising awareness amongst staff”.

“Continued teacher workshops as run in 2008/2009”.

“Professional development release for a staff member or members to become familiar with the resource”.

“We get lots of stuff about lots of stuff - we cannot use everything in a year - perhaps a compulsory!! every xx years”
Also a popular theme amongst the respondent’s comments (26) was reference to resource improvements that could be made with the aid of ‘online and interactive multi-media’. The following are some of the comments that were grouped into this theme. 
“Adding videos/info from actual kids in Christchurch”.

“Students enjoy the interactive sequences and quizzes. They also like the photos. Maybe some more of these activities and short video clips”.

“More clicks on the website for children to watch interactive games”.

“It could be in the Reo-Te Reo Māori CDs/DVDs with interactive component for pupils”.

“Video - documentary explaining some scientific concepts and simulations”.

“Continued updating of WTPS website. Strengthening and updating in future of unit plans templates and activities”.

“More E-learning resource for teachers and students to interact on the website”.

Another theme shared amongst several respondents was the view that “What’s The Plan Stan?” could be improved with the specific involvement of ‘external parties’ (20). Comments suggested a range of professionals and entities that could be included in the group of parties that would facilitate the engagement of schools with the resource. For example:
“Ensure that it has a high level of funding through the regional council. We need a dedicated expert to work with all schools over a 2-3 year cycle”.

“Push it out through the local council. We don't have the time or funds to resource this initiative”.

“Contact with local council”. 
“Funding from local council or MOE to make it more practical”.

“The civil defence organise activities/exercises for schools/with schools - a days worth.  Organise community meetings”.

Final comments 

At the close of the survey respondents were given the opportunity to contribute comments about the questionnaire or other issues they wanted to qualify. 

In total there were 480 comments, these were coded into nine categories of responses. 
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Table 7: Categories of response for final comment

Overall, the vast majority of responses provided a positive perception of “What’s The Plan Stan?” Indeed, where comments gave some form of criticism it usually concerned the externalities that impacted on schools knowledge and use of the resource, such as a full curriculum, request for professional development, or an issue with engaging the local CDEM group. The general comments coded into section nine of this typology were generally brief endorsements of the value “What’s The Plan Stan?” offered which were summarised in words such as “Thank you for the focused resource”.

Curriculum issues
There were a group of comments that were categorised with the code curriculum issues (23). The responses identified an underlying support for the resource but suggested there were competing needs in the teaching programme coupled with time constraints which diminished opportunities to use it.  
“I went on a course for this resource about ~5 years ago and it was used in the school for a few years. The problem is that there is so much competition for limited teaching time that many resources, such as this, get passed by, so that the curriculum can be achieved. We have way more topics than time to teach them”.

“We have seen the resource but time constraints and curriculum needs have hampered its use. We do have emergency response systems and regular drills to ensure everyone is aware of these and what to do in a situation”.

“The concept is great. The problem is working out where to fit it in our teaching week. There is so much to cover in each area already”.
“I think it is a good resource. Like everything about schools the hardest thing is to prioritise learning to include everything important”.

“We have so many resources sent to the school that it is difficult to decide upon what is important to teach. We teach safety issues at the beginning of each year in conjunction with the NZ Police. You need to ensure the resource is used to teach a necessity in the school curriculum”.
Uncertainty

A small number of comments (7) were given the code ‘uncertainty’ because the respondent did not appear to recognise the role of the resource and the link to emergency preparedness in schools. For example: 
“I thought it was commercially prepared. Took no real notice of it. Filed it with resources”.

“Know who to contact should there be a Civil Defence Emergency. Police take responsibility for managing emergency situations”.
Awareness raised by the survey
A large portion of comments (58) indicated the survey had raised awareness of the resource amongst respondents and other staff at their school. 

“Good resource - but not well known beyond the management team”.

“We have a copy in the school, but as far as we are aware - it has never been used”.

Frequently the responses suggested ways to encourage greater awareness and use of “What’s The Plan Stan?” Comments include:

“Teachers need to be reminded of the resource and shown what is available - they were very positive about the individual sections/which are easy to use and comprehensive, when shown it!

”I am a new principal in a school. I have previously used the kit in other schools but my staff here were unaware of it. Perhaps reminders in Term 4 to schools when planning for next year is being considered”.

“Just greater publicity and profile - a regional co-ordinator who "prods" teachers along to use it”.
“More education around it and promotion of the resource”.
Requests for support
The largest group of similar responses (129) indicated there was a demand for additional support to assist teachers and schools with emergency preparedness. There were many requests for copies of “What’s The Plan Stan?” Some comments indicated the school did not currently have a copy and wanted one. Other responses indicated the school wanted more copies to distribute amongst the school staff. For example:
“Could we be sent another "What's the plan Stan?" resource please”.

“Multiple copies for each classroom resource collection”.
‘Every teacher needs a kit to work with”.
Other themes of request for support emerged from the remaining comments. They included: requests for professional development or courses, the addition of e-learning opportunities, school visits, help with the Traumatic Incident Plan or clarity on the role of schools in the event of an emergency. The following comments provide an overview of these factors included in the category of requests of support. 
“Would be good to have some P.D. offered in our area (Thames) to learn about the programme”.

“It seems to have been forgotten in some schools. Maybe now is a good time to revisit P.D. or publicity”.

“Probably more use of local civil defence staff to show and explain the resource. We use it (alongside term drills) religiously however no one has had training. The reality is that it could be just another resource collecting dust in the Resource Room”.

“Easy access to CDEM advisors and possibly what they do”.

“A facilitator to visit schools - to take staff through the programme”.

“What is a Traumatic Incident plan? - please define”.

“More available on the website so staff don't need to wait for the handbook if others are using it”.

“Include more up-to-date pedagogies. Power points. Interactive website”.

“Some schools have stored tinned food. We only have, apart from emergency buckets etc in each class, stored water. It would be good to have some directive from CDEM as to what we should have. We believe everything else is set up, including signage in different languages to streamline the safe collection of students. What is our financial responsibility in terms of food provision?”
Councils
There were a group of comments (35) that identified engagement with the council as the respondent’s central theme. Some of those comments suggested the council had a low profile in respect of the emergency preparedness of schools. A few respondents also identified specific inquiries they had for the local council or CDEM Group. Another set of comments in this category were critical of councils indicating the schools requests for assistance had not been responded to. 
“We are generally contacted or visited by C.D. once a year. As yet, this hasn't happened”.

“We contacted council in 2010 with no follow through since. There needs to be a push from the Ministry of Education to Councils to get in schools and make plans/meetings and set up learning days”.

“We have contacted Council - but they still have not responded to our questions”.

“In last year's snow when we had to evacuate children from school - did not hear from Civil Defence or any other organisation. As Christchurch has discovered - we must rely on neighbours”.

“Encourage Civil Defence Emergency Management to contact schools to see if they want to undertake programmes rather than schools contacting CD/EM as we are so busy with other curriculum programmes”.

“With all that has happened in Canterbury over the past 12 months+ I would have thought that a lot more information/advice would be forthcoming from the Ministry of Education and from Local Government”.

“1) Students have contacted Civil Defence looking for information regarding our Disaster unit. 2) Teacher has contacted Civil Defence for a person to come and talk to class/syndicate. - Little information received from council”.

Suggestions for improvement
A group of respondents’ final comments (43) were categorised as suggestions for improvement. The suggestions are in many respects a repeat of the responses that emerged from the qualitative inquiry to question 15 which is summarised earlier in this section of the report. Examples of respondent’s comments include: 
“More activities, aimed at all levels”.
“Great resource but perhaps a simplified version of text for year 1-3 children. Very suitable for year 4-6 already.

”More teaching activities suggestion”.
“More home based activities”.

“More varied activities for different age groups and children with varied reading ages i.e. level the activities more”.
“An index for quick reference would be helpful when looking for specific topics to cover”.

“Continued updating of WTPS website. Strengthening and updating in future of unit plans templates and activities”.

“Our school contacted the Hutt Valley Emergency Management Office Emergency Management Advisor Peter Walker who came out to school to talk to each class as part of our unit. This was a very enlightening and rewarding experience and I would recommend schools do the same thing as it really brought the unit alive”.

Other plans/Circumstances are primary concern
Two predominant themes emerged from the comments in category, “Other plans/Circumstances are primary concern’ (17). Firstly, there were several schools that indicated they were not using the resource as a foundation document because they had developed their own plan over several years and were guided by that material. Or they had used a private provider to help in the development of their school emergency procedures. 
“We have an Emergency Action Plan 2010 developed jointly with Harrison Tew”.
“We use Readynet”
The second theme to emerge was from a group of schools with emergency preparedness issues that were not met by the resource. The issue most readily identifiable concerns special needs learners. As “What’s The Plan Stan?” does not cater for the circumstance of special needs primary schools it therefore meant staff did not use as reference material. 
“We are a Cerebral Palsy school - our students cannot use this resource”.

“As a special school, we need a resource that is simple, straightforward, with visuals that can be easily understood by students with intellectual disabilities”.

“An area we visit as a school on a regular basis as we have 105 students with intellectual and in many cases physical disabilities. Therefore in an emergency we require extra assistance and planning to cope with medication requirements if we need to remain on site for an extended length of time”.

Miscellaneous
The category of miscellaneous was used to group together comments (37) that did not specifically address the survey or topic for research. This includes some statements that when cross referenced with the other data from that particular respondent indicated there was an anomaly in the data they had supplied. For example, the respondent might have indicated in an earlier question they had not engaged with the ‘What’s The Plan Stan?’ resources but their final comment suggested they had. Other comments frequently given the code miscellaneous referred to other programmes the school was engaged with or an explanation as to why the resource had not been used. 

“We have attended post-earthquake Ministry sessions. We have run a storm-birds programme for approx. 20 children who are still very upset by quakes. Junior teachers have studied the programme but feel our students are still too fragile to dwell on disasters”.

“We had a fire in November which destroyed all our resources”.
“The survey needed to be completed by teaching staff - not a non teaching principal”.
“We are a civil defence headquarters for the district. As an isolated school any major incident will be managed in all probability by local resources. I will look through the resource but in all likelihood I expect to find a resource that is aimed at larger schools”.

Discussion

Some Civil Defence Emergency Management regions engage with schools more than others
The findings of the survey identified a measure of engagement between city council CDEM Groups and schools. The results were aggregated into 13 regions and show a range of levels of engagement across those domains. The highest rate of engagement between schools and CDEM was measured at 66%-77% in the regions of Gisborne and Wellington. In comparison the lowest rate of engagement was recorded at 18% - 29% in Northland, Auckland and Waikato. In the Canterbury region the rate of contact between schools and the CDEM Groups was approximately 57%. The mean or average level of engagement between schools and CDEM groups for the whole survey population is 43%. 
There is enough variance between the level of engagement across the regions to raise questions such as what is an appropriate threshold for contact between schools and the local councils concerning CDEM preparedness? The different level of engagement also raises the question as to why some regions have more contact between schools and CDEM than others. 
Positive penetration based on allocation of resources

Factors related to engagement with schools were discussed at a presentation of the survey results to MCDEM and the Ministry of Education in May 2012. The overall results of engagement were perceived positively by the group. It was acknowledged that “What’s The Plan Stan?” has had a small level of investment since its introduction in 2006 and on the basis of this modest input the penetration into school communities was considered favourable. For example, the last programme of professional development concerning the resource occurred in 2006/2007. Teaching practitioners who attended that intervention valued the opportunity to have professional development related to use of “What’s The Plan Stan?” However, that opportunity also came at a cost to MCDEM and Ministry of Education as schools had to find replacement staff to cover teachers who attended the training. It appears that cost is perceived as an obstacle facing any decision to implement other rounds of professional development. While that training was several years ago the data conveys the sense that it has had the enduring effect of maintaining awareness and use of the resource over time. 
The higher levels of engagement between schools and councils in the Gisborne and Wellington regions were not a surprise to MCDEM as these regions have dedicated staff to this function. It is in many respects pleasing to see that the commitment to contacting schools is having the reach it does in these regions.
Collaborative relationship between local government and schools

The analysis of survey data has highlighted that where there was an engagement between CDEM representatives and schools, school personnel are more likely to have read or used the resource. The finding indicates that promoting engagement between schools their staff and CDEM is likely to facilitate the use and application of “What’s The Plan Stan?” training material. 

Importantly, this research also highlights the point that the engagement between CDEM representatives and schools is not a compulsory engagement. That is, according to the civil defence, and local government statutes and regulations there is no specific regulation that indicates schools’ and CDEM engagement must occur. The expectation that there is engagement is best defined as the intent of the law. 
Moving schools from awareness to use of the resource

The lower levels of engagement in some regions suggest there is room for improvement in the rate of contact between council CDEM staff and schools. The survey results suggest that despite the rate of engagement being lower in these regions there is a significant portion of respondents who note their awareness of “What the Plan Stan?” As such the group of schools that have awareness, but have not used the resource, represent an opportunity to raise the level of use of the resource. In focusing on regions where there is evidence of low levels of engagement, there is enormous potential to move a large population of teachers and school groups’ from their present situation of awareness to usage of the resource. 
There are obstacles to use of the resource
While the findings of this survey have led MCDEM to consider ways they might facilitate and encourage schools to use “What’s The Plan Stan?”, some of the qualitative comments suggest there could be obstacles in the school environment that cannot be readily ameliorated by MCDEM. One of the issues highlighted in the general comment section of the survey is that there is already a great demand on teachers’ time to complete a range of tasks directly linked to the curriculum. As such, “What’s The Plan Stan?” falls into a category, alongside other resources, of excellent additional teaching material that potentially can be integrated into lessons. Unfortunately, for some teachers there simply is not the time in their work programme to do this. 

“I went on a course for this resource about ~5 years ago and it was used in the school for a few years. The problem is that there is so much competition for limited teaching time that many resources, such as this, get passed by, so that the curriculum can be achieved. We have way more topics than time to teach them”.
“I have read this resource and shared it with colleagues. Like many resources - it has many good features and many good ideas. The problem is making a decision on when and how to use it and fit it into an already crowded curriculum. We will have to reconsider it”.
“The concept is great. The problem is working out where to fit it in our teaching week”.
‘There is so much to cover in each area already”.
Shared capacity and capability to increase use of the resource

We have observed a consistent theme in the qualitative comments that suggests respondents want more support and opportunity to use “What’s The Plan Stan?” Teachers frequently mentioned, for example, the opportunity to improve the content of the material with an increase in e-learning activities. Responses also indicated that while primary school personnel want to increase their competency with the resource there are constraints on achieving this objective. One constraint discussed later is a gap in material suitable for populations of primary school children including those with special needs. 
Another constraint is attributed to existing demands on teachers programme of work which mean “What’s The Plan Stan?” is not a priority in teachers planning and curriculum delivery. Additionally, responses indicate teachers want more opportunity to use the resource, but recognise there is a cost to this development. The obstacle of cost is primarily associated with the expectation that there will be release from classroom activity so teachers can receive professional training to prepare schools for responding to an emergency event. 
Any plan to promote professional development in this area should consider the needs of all stakeholders and develop a best practice approach for improving the delivery of “What’s The Plan Stan?” There are various modes of delivery that could be considered including local authority led development or an education sector led delivery model. It might, for example, be more efficient to train a person whose function is located within the primary school population and use them to deliver across the primary school population. The logic here is that primary school education personnel can confidentially distribute that knowledge to their colleagues, the learners and their wider communities. An external party to a school is less able to respond in a continuous cycle of learning such as is required for the up-keep of school’s preparedness to respond to an emergency event. 
That said, respondents frequently identified an expectation or expression of interest that they receive support from agencies whose functions included CDEM. In several instances CDEM appears to have not engaged with schools despite attempts on the schools’ behalf to make contact.
Any plan for developing preparedness of schools could place emphasis on the concept of teacher as trainer. CDEM personnel could also consider it part of their role to identify ‘champion positions’ in the primary school population networked to a range of personnel. These people are probably best placed to perpetuate the aim of emergency preparedness in New Zealand primary schools. Roles to consider for targeting teacher as trainer development are: syndicate teachers, principals, chairs of Board of Trustees, and primary school teacher trainers. 
Awareness raising through research 
The survey has contributed to the raising of awareness of “What’s The Plan Stan?” There were 58 comments from schools which indicated this had occurred. The comments suggest it is an opportune time to follow up this positive impact with signals which encourage teachers and schools to explore and use the resource further. Indeed, some schools suggested ways this could happen.
“More advertising about it so that we remembered to recommend it to other teachers ... as, in fact, this survey has served to do.”
“I am a new principal in a school. I have previously used the kit in other schools but my staff here were unaware of it. Perhaps reminders in Term 4 to schools when planning for next year is being considered.”
“A great plan - '“What’s The Plan Stan?” Easy to read and use. I have added this to our original comprehensive plan.”
“Since receiving this survey, we have been online and reviewed the site. We put a link to it on our website. Made teachers aware. We do things on civil defence preparedness but have not used this resource.”
“This survey has now prompted me to get out the resource and incorporate it in this year’s planning to ensure all teachers know about it and can use it.”
In itself, this survey has raise schools’ awareness of “What’s the Plan Stan?” and has created an opportunity for engagement between CDEM and schools. 
Developing the resource material 

Developing Kia Takatu
The resource that incurred the highest rate of non use or lack of awareness was the Te Reo version of “What’s The Plan Stan?”, Kia Takatu. This is not surprising as the resource has been targeted and distributed to schools identified as having a high interest in Māori language resources, such as kura kaupapa education providers, and not all schools have received this publication. 
Some of the qualitative comments at the close of the survey suggested that there are a group of schools who are not aware of the resource and would like to have it. The comments also suggested that those who have it and use it would like it developed further to include a range of classroom based activities that integrate into the work programme of kura kaupapa Māori schools. 

Kia Takatu is the component of “What’s The Plan Stan?” that also incurred the highest ratings of not useful, or not at all useful, by survey respondents. In other words the data indicates that teachers who used the resource were more likely to rate the Kia Takatu component less favourably than the other components they had used like, the website. As there is enthusiasm to develop Kia Takatu application in kura kaupapa schools this provides an opportunity to build on material which will help spread the emergency preparedness messages through Te Reo Māori based activities. The emergency preparedness message could readily be transferred to whanau through the Te Ao Māori philosophy underpinning kura kaupapa teaching. 
Amplify earth science knowledge in the science curriculum

Science is one of the curriculum areas least likely to use the resource. This surprised the researchers as we had assumed that this curriculum area would feature more often on the basis of interest in natural disasters such as earthquakes, volcanic eruptions and floods. We looked further into the area and it appears that earth science is lightly featured in this area of the primary school curriculum. 
Improving the resource with children’s voices and multi-media technology
Many comments suggested the resource could be enhanced with the dynamic mix of technology and disaster awareness material. There were many requests for additional e-learning resources which included suggestions that they include videos of children and children’s voices. Requests for the children’s perspective in the e-learning material included requests for stories from those who experienced the Christchurch earthquake. 
Teachers also highlighted the potential for e-learning resources to reach the wider community which importantly includes the families of primary school children. The survey research usefully provides MCDEM with a range of suggestions for “What’s The Plan Stan?” e-learning development. These suggestions include consideration for different populations including teachers, children, families and the wider community of the primary school. 
Target resource to various populations of primary school children 
Although the data conveys high levels of satisfaction with the resource, there is other data which suggests teachers do not use it because it does not meet the needs of their learners. One group often mentioned were junior school children, including new entrants, in years 1-3. The other group of teachers worked with special needs learners. This group includes children with a range of learning impairments including intellectual disabilities and cerebral palsy. The survey comments from teachers of these children suggest there is a demand for individualised designs for emergency preparedness in special needs primary schools and schools with integrated special needs children. Ways to assist these schools with this development could be explored. Teachers of junior primary school children would also welcome further development to target learners in year 1-3. 
Appendix one: Self-reporting instrument for What’s The Plan Survey.
This is a survey about “What’s The Plan Stan?”, a disaster preparedness resource. The resource is designed to assist primary and intermediate schools with their emergency management preparedness. It was developed by the Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management in conjunction with the Ministry of Education. 
The survey will take approximately ten minutes of your time. Some questions ask about your colleague’s knowledge or use of “What’s The Plan Stan?”. Consult with them if you need to in order to answer particular questions. 


Please return your completed questionnaires in the postage paid envelop provided. The close off date for survey responses is March 7, 2012. 

Alternatively, you can respond to a web based version of this survey at

https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/5C53PJS. 

If you opt to use the web based format you will need to identify your school by filling in the contact information request in the on-line document. The mail-out version of the survey has pre-populated this information for the purpose of analysis by researchers. 

A completed response will help us further improve the resource and ensure your school is entered into a prize draw for two first aid kits for the school. The prize is a contribution from the Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management to acknowledge your contribution to the survey. 

Awareness of “What’s The Plan Stan?”
	1. How aware of “What’s The Plan Stan?” were you before receiving this survey?

	I had not heard of the resource prior to this survey (go to question 16)
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	I am aware of the resource but have not read or used it as a teaching resource
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	I have read the resource but not used it as a teaching resource
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	I have used the resource for a teaching or classroom activity
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	2. Are other teachers, staff at your school aware of “What’s The Plan Stan?”?

	Yes
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	No
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	Don’t know - go to question 4
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	3. Who at your school are aware of “What’s The Plan Stan?”? Please tick all that apply

	Teaching staff
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	School principal
	
[image: image37.emf]

	Board of Trustees
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	School administrator
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	Don’t know
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Other (please specify) 

Resource use 

	4. Overall, how useful is “What’s The Plan Stan?” for teaching children about New Zealand disasters and civil defence preparedness?

	Not at all useful
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	Not that useful
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	Useful
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	Very useful 
	
[image: image44.emf]

	Don’t know (not familiar with the resource) – go to question 6
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	5. “What’s The Plan Stan?” has several components. Please tick the box which indicates how useful you think each component is to your teaching.



	
	
Unaware of the resource
	
Have not used the resource
	
Not at all useful
	Not that useful
	Useful
	Very

Useful
	Unsure

	The handbook
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	The CD ROM
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	Kia Takatu
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	“What’s The Plan Stan?” Website
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	Unit plans
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	Templates
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	Activities
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	Guide to emergency simulation/drill
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Teaching resources across the curriculum

	6. Please tick all the boxes that show the areas of the curriculum where you have used “What’s The Plan Stan?” in your teaching practice.



	
Health and Physical Education
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	Social Studies
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	Science
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	English
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	Mathematics
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	Technology
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	Arts and Learning Languages
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	Learning Experiences Outside The Classroom (LEOTC)
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	7. Please tick all the boxes that show where other teachers in your school have used “What’s The Plan Stan?” in their classes.



	
Health and Physical Education
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	Social Studies
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	Science
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	English
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	Mathematics
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	Technology
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	Arts and Learning Languages
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	Learning Experiences Outside The Classroom (LEOTC)
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	Not used in other classrooms
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	Don't know if “What’s The Plan Stan?” is used in other classrooms
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Exercises and Simulations

“What’s The Plan Stan?” has exercises and simulations that can be used on classrooms or across the whole of the school.
	8. What exercises and simulations, if any, have you conducted in your classroom? Please tick all that apply


	
Emergency response exercise and simulation
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	Evacuation exercise and simulation
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	Disaster simulation
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	None - I have not used an exercise/simulation in my classroom
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	9. What exercises and simulations, if any, have been conducted across the whole of your school? Please tick all that apply


	
Emergency response exercise and simulation
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	Evacuation exercise and simulation
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	Disaster simulation
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	None - no exercise/simulation has been conducted in my school
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	10. Overall, how satisfied are you with “What’s The Plan Stan?”? 


	Not at all satisfied
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	Somewhat satisfied
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	Satisfied
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	Very satisfied
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	Don’t know (have not used “What’s The Plan Stan?”)
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	11. Overall, how useful was “What’s The Plan Stan?”? 


	Not at all useful
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	Not that useful
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	Useful
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	Very useful
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	Don’t know (have not used “What’s The Plan Stan?”)
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Future use of the resource

	12. Do you think your school will use more of “What’s The Plan Stan?” in 2012?

	Yes
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	No (go to question 14)
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	Don’t know (go to question 14)
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	13. How will your school use more of “What’s The Plan Stan?” in 2012? Please tick all that apply

	More use of the teaching/learning resources
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	School wide activities, for example, drills, field trips and exercises
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	Home based activities for students
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	School engagement with the regional Civil Defence and Emergency Management (CDEM) stakeholders
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	Don’t know 
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Other (please specify) 

	14. Would you recommend “What’s The Plan Stan?” to other teachers?

	Yes
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	No 
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	Don’t know (not familiar with the resource)
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	15. What is the one thing that you think could make “What’s The Plan Stan?” a better resource for schools?

	


	16. Your local council is responsible for civil defence and emergency management (CDEM) in your community. Has your school had any contact with staff from your local council about CDEM?

Please check with your principal if you are unsure.

	Yes –  the council has contacted us
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	Yes – we have contacted the council
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	No –  we have had no contact with the council about CDEM
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	Don’t know 
	
[image: image152.emf]


Ministry of Education’s Traumatic Incidence Planning Service and Resources

	17. Are you aware of the Ministry of Education’s Traumatic Incidence Planning Service and Resources

	Yes
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	No 
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	18. Have you been offered workshops in Traumatic Incident Management? 

	Yes
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	No 
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	19. Have you taken part in workshops in Traumatic Incident Management? 

	Yes
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	No 
	
[image: image158.emf]


	20. Does your school have a Traumatic Incident plan? 

	Yes
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	No 
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	21. If you have any other comments to make about “What’s The Plan Stan?” or Civil Defence and Emergency Management (CDEM) in schools, please add them below.

	


 Contact information 

Respondents to this survey can enter a prize draw for two first aid kits for your school. The following questions request your school's contact details for the purpose of notification if you are the prize winning school and for profiling survey respondents at an aggregate level. The individual information remains confidential to the survey researchers.  If you have any inquiries, please contact 
emergency-management@dia.govt.nz
What is your school email address?


Please include your school address:

	Name of school


	

	Street address or PO Box


	

	Suburb


	

	Region


	

	Postcode


	


Thank you for completing this survey.

� Confidence calculator: http://www.surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm


� 	Ambiguity surrounding the issue that the respondent might not have been the right person to answer research inquiries is not an unknown aspect of research analysis. The type of response wanted in this survey was a response from one person but that person was requested at times to summarise and represent the collective activities of a group of people. Enough respondents used the response category “don’t know” to raise the question, had the respondents consulted with other school personnel? 


� This is also a finding of the research undertaken by the American Ian Axford scholar Victoria Johnston with school staff. See- Johnston, Victoria, A. (2011) Disaster Preparedness Education in Schools: Recommendations for New Zealand and the United States, Fullbright New Zealand.
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