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ABSTRACT 

 

 

This study posits that, as communities become more populous they also become more complex 

and develop institutions and social structures to help coordinate social activities. Among these 

institutions are forms of government which ensure management of resources and public safety. 

As part of public safety, citizens in vulnerable areas expect their government to provide 

disaster/evacuation shelters during hurricanes. In response to this expectation, government forms 

policies and creates plans for disaster/evacuation shelters. These shelters become an arena for 

both disaster shelter policy implementation and organizational behavior. This study examines the 

relationships between disaster/evacuation shelter policy, the organizational behavior of the 

government staff and nonprofit volunteers who implement that policy, and the citizens who 

receive services and who may themselves be volunteers. This study reviews the social 

complexity and structure of these relationships within Hilhorst’s (2004) proposed social domains 

of science and disaster management, disaster governance, and local response, as demonstrated in 

Florida’s Division of Emergency Management Region 5 during the 2004 hurricane season. This 

hurricane season was selected because nearly every county in Florida was affected by a hurricane 

(Charley, Frances, Ivan, or Jeanne) within a span of 44 days. Orange County was chosen because 

it was directly affected by three of the four storms (Charley, Frances, and Jeanne) and served as a 

regional disaster shelter during the fourth (Ivan). Region 5 was chosen for comparison because it 

was directly affected by three of the four storms and because Orange County served as a regional 

disaster shelter during the fourth (Ivan). This case study utilizes grounded theory analysis and a 

modified five component protocol. Analysis determined that social domains are 

interorganizational and interdependent entities that perform strategic joint collective actions.
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  CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

The 2004 hurricane season in Florida was remarkable for having four separate hurricanes 

strike the state within 44 days. While the state has experienced many hurricanes over the years, 

this season was unlike any other in terms of number of events, strength of events, duration of 

events, and impacts of events. Every county in the state felt effects from at least one of these 

storms or its attendant weather systems. Some counties, particularly those in Florida Division of 

Emergency Management (FDEM) Region V, experienced three hurricanes. Orange County 

experienced Charley, Frances, and Jeanne and served as a Regional Special Needs Center during 

Hurricane Ivan. This hurricane season tested the disaster preparedness, planning, and practicing 

that had been done at the federal, state, and local level. As a result, there was minimal loss of life 

as a result of the storms.  

Very little research has been completed on interorganizational behavior when disaster 

shelter policy is implemented at the local level. It is on this lacuna that the present study focuses. 

Drawing on my personal experiences during Hurricane Kate, discussed below, I ask the 

following questions: How does disaster shelter planning policy get implemented? What do the 

various domain stakeholders (science and disaster management, disaster governance, and local 

response) do, how do they do it, and why do they do it? More specifically, how did that which 

cannot be anticipated or controlled for affect the ways in which these stakeholders implemented 

disaster shelter policy during the 2004 hurricane season in Region 5? How did the lessons 

learned during that season affect future disaster shelter policy planning and implementation?  

Understanding how disaster shelter policy is implemented during a disaster is crucial for 

practitioners and scholars. Practitioners need to understand what they can expect during a 

disaster so they can develop better, more effective policies and plans. Scholars need to 
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understand what happens during policy implementation to better inform research on program 

evaluation. Bureaucrats, scientists, emergency managers, politicians, planners, and scholars all 

need to be aware that there is an arena beyond that which can be anticipated and planned for. 

This arena requires stakeholder actions that go beyond standard operating procedures and 

command and control bureaucracies. This study seeks to understand the composition of the 

events which require extra-plan responses and actions, what those stakeholder responses/actions 

might entail, and how they might differ depending upon the domain (science and disaster 

management, disaster governance, and local response) in which they occur. It is important to 

remember that no matter how well we learn from events, it is simply not possible to be able to 

learn, anticipate, and plan for every possible contingency (Brower et al., 2009).  

This study examines the organizational relationships among government staff, nonprofit 

staff, volunteers who implement disaster/evacuation shelter policy both for the general 

population and the special needs population, and the citizens who receive services and who may 

themselves be volunteers. The study reviews these socially complex relationships within the 

domains of science and disaster management, disaster governance, and local response as 

proposed by Hilhorst (2004) and demonstrated in Florida’s Division of Emergency Management 

Region 5 (henceforward referred to as Region 5) during the 2004 hurricane season. The 2004 

hurricane season was selected because nearly every county in Florida was affected by a hurricane 

(Charley, Frances, Ivan, or Jeanne), or its attendant weather systems, within a span of 44 days. 

Region 5 was selected because it was directly affected by three of the four storms (Charley, 

Frances, and Jeanne) and because Orange County served as a regional disaster shelter during the 

fourth (Ivan). Additionally, Region 5 includes both coastal and interior counties that vary in size, 

population, and affluence. 
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Background 

Florida population. As of the 2010 U.S. Census, Florida had a population of 18,801,310 

placing it fourth in size of population behind California (37,253,956), Texas (25,145,561), and 

New York (19,378,102) (U.S. Census, 2010). In December 2014, the U.S. Census reported that 

Florida’s population had surpassed that of New York, thereby moving Florida into third place on 

the list of U.S. megastates (United States Census Bureau. 2014). That same report indicated that 

Florida was the seventh fastest growing state in terms of population between July 1, 2013, and 

July 1, 2014. During that same time period, Florida had the third largest numeric increase in 

population (United States Census Bureau, 2014). 

Florida geography. Florida is a peninsula made up of 67 counties of which 35 are 

bordered by the open water of the Atlantic Ocean, the Florida Straits, and the Gulf of Mexico. 

The state of Florida is bordered to the north by the state of Georgia, to the south by the Straits of 

Florida, to the east by the Atlantic Ocean, and to the west by the Gulf of Mexico as well as the 

state of Alabama. Those Florida counties bordered by open water are therefore vulnerable to a 

direct hurricane strike. While the coastal counties are directly affected by hurricane landfalls, the 

interior counties are also vulnerable. The effects of a hurricane do not stop at the coast and “[N]o 

point in the state is more than 70 miles from salt water” (The Florida Handbook, p. 382). In 

2004, Region 5 included five coastal counties - Brevard, Indian River, Martin, St Lucie, and 

Volusia – and four interior counties – Lake, Orange, Osceola, and Seminole.  

Hurricane hazards. Hurricane hazards include wind, storm surge, flooding, and 

tornadoes. Hurricane force winds can cause damage ranging from downed tree branches and 

billboards or street signs to blown off roofs or even flattened buildings. Storm surge often 

accompanies hurricanes. Storm surge occurs when the winds from a hurricane force coastal 
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water onshore, usually beyond their normal high tide range. Another effect of a hurricane can be 

inland flooding due to heavy rainfall on saturated ground (Florida Division of Emergency 

Management, n. d.). Tornadoes often accompany hurricanes, especially in the northeast, or top 

right, quadrant.  

Brief history of disaster preparedness/response by the federal government. 

Perception of the role of government before, during, and after a disaster has changed since the 

nation’s early years when, in the vast majority of disasters, residents and local communities were 

expected to be self-reliant (Schneider, 2011). The federal government continuously dealt with 

disaster response on a case-by-case basis until the Federal Disaster Relief Program was enacted 

in 1950 to supplement state disaster response activities only. The Disaster Relief Act of 1966 

brought the federal government into the recovery phase of disasters. In 1979 the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was created to consolidate disaster related activities 

(Baca, 2008).  The Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988 is 

the “framework for continued disaster relief” used by FEMA today (Baca, 2008, p. 3). After the 

terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, FEMA was one of several agencies consolidated under 

the auspices of the Department of Homeland Security created by the Homeland Security Act of 

2002. The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 was passed to reform 

federal management of disaster preparedness (Baca, 2008).  

Disaster Shelter Planning. After Hurricane Andrew struck in 1992, Florida’s efforts at 

disaster shelter planning changed significantly. Following Hurricane Andrew, the Governor’s 

Disaster Planning and Response Review Committee, commonly referred to at the Lewis Report, 

recognized issues with adequate public shelter space. One result of this was the creation of an 

annual survey of disaster/evacuation shelter space throughout the state to determine the 
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availability of potential shelters that meet American Red Cross Standards for Hurricane 

Evacuation Shelter Selection (ARC 4496) minimum criteria. Subsequent disaster shelter plans 

have sought to address this issue and ensure adequate, structurally safe shelters that offer potable 

water, meet sanitation needs, and have provisions for emergency power (2014 Statewide 

Emergency Shelter Plan). Florida’s Statutes ss. 1013.372(2) and 252.385(2)(b) require the 

Division of Emergency Management (FDEM) to prepare a state emergency shelter plan 

(Statewide Emergency Shelter Plan, 2014) for local planners to use as a template. Each of the 

state’s 67 counties is responsible for identifying, selecting, stocking, and staffing its own 

hurricane shelters for both general populations and special needs populations. The state plan is 

responsible for identifying (but not selecting) the general population shelters, special needs 

population shelters, and shelters that accept pets. Florida Statute 381.0303(2)(d) requires creation 

and operation of disaster shelters for persons with special needs (medically fragile). These 

shelters have different structural requirements, such as increased square foot space per person, as 

well as different staffing requirements, such as trained medical personnel. As of 2010, FEMA 

now requires planning for support of children and adults with functional needs that do not 

necessarily require ongoing medical care that would qualify them for a special needs shelter 

(Guidance on Planning for Integration of Functional Needs Support Services in General 

Population Shelters, 2010). These functional needs may include assistance with personal 

hygiene, feeding, and/or mobility. 

Social complexity. Social complexity theory (Carneiro, 1986) suggests that as 

populations grow in size they develop into groups with different traits. As these groups combine 

and interact they form societies. As these societies grow and intermingle, they require 

organizational structures, such as governments, to establish and enforce mutually beneficial 



6 

 

rules, ensure resources are maintained, and group members protected and cared for. The 

challenge for organizations and governments is to organize this complexity as equitably, 

effectively, and efficiently as possible. 

 Social domain theory. Social domain theory (Hilhorst, 2004; Layder, 1997; Richardson 

et al., 2012; Turiel, 1978; Turiel 1983) seeks to understand how context affects social interaction. 

According to this theory, people behave differently in diverse settings because of the differences 

in social norms and values attached to that physical or social location. Hilhorst (2004) uses social 

domain theory, or framework, to explain how social behavior can also be affected by external 

factors in the area of disaster response. 

The role of government in disaster response. Prior to the 20th century, citizens were 

largely self-sufficient in the face of disaster. As the 20th century progressed, the perception of the 

role of government in disaster response evolved and grew as disaster response became 

considered a public safety issue and a common good (Schneider, 2011). With the increase of 

government involvement in disaster response, citizens’ expectations have changed and new 

norms developed. Citizens expect government to anticipate and prepare for all contingencies; 

public officials are expected to know and understand their duties in disaster relief; disaster 

response participants are expected to perform their duties and have the knowledge, skills, and 

abilities to do so. (Schneider, 2011). Local, state, and federal governments each have defined 

roles in disaster response, many of which are codified. After a disaster strikes, governments 

follow pre-established plans and norms in disaster response. Citizens do not usually have pre-

established plans. They are faced with the aftermath of the disaster. Saundra Schneider (2011) 

argues that while citizen response is nestled within the overall bureaucratic response norms, there 

is an inevitable gap between governments’ pre-disaster planning and citizen perception of 
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governments’ actual response to events. It is whether or not citizens’ expectations for service(s) 

are fulfilled that determines the size of the gap. This relates to Hilhorst’s (2003) argument that 

when people speak of disasters, risk and vulnerability they are implicitly including the 

relationship between the state and the society it serves. Similar to Schneider (2011), Hilhorst 

suggests there is a belief that the role of government, at any level, is to protect vulnerable people 

within its jurisdiction from the effects of a disaster, natural or man-made. This belief shapes how 

people interpret the relationship between the state and society when it comes to disaster 

response. 

For those who experience them, large natural disasters such as hurricanes can be life-

changing events. This study examines one Florida hurricane season through the eyes of those 

who experienced it: citizens, government emergency management staff, nonprofit managers, and 

community volunteers. Having experienced hurricanes myself, I begin here with my own 

experiences with them and with the subject matter of emergency management, providing these 

reflections as a way to illuminate the source of my interest in the topic as well as key underlying 

questions that illustrate, from actual experience, the various concerns that citizens confront when 

they anticipate having to be sheltered during a natural disaster. 

Why this topic and case: personal reflections. By the fall of 1985 I had lived in 

Tallahassee, FL, for just over three completely uneventful hurricane seasons. My sister, 

grandmother, and I were relocated from Indiana and shared a two-story home in a tree-filled 

neighborhood. Between August 28 and September 4 of that year, Hurricane Elena had reached 

Category 3 (winds of 111-130 mph) status in the Gulf of Mexico due south of Tallahassee, but 

veered far enough west and downgraded to the point that all we got were rainstorms. In late 

October, Hurricane Juan threatened the Gulf Coast area but eventually turned westward and 
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made landfall in Louisiana. Around November 15, we started hearing about a storm called Kate. 

My sister’s boss kept telling us to prepare for the storm and even brought us ice. He told us to fill 

all the pitchers and both bathtubs with water. He had lived through Hurricane Donna in 1960 and 

knew first-hand what supplies we would need. Having no personal frame of reference, we 

dismissed his concerns. My earliest recollection of understanding that something was really 

wrong was driving past the nearby shopping mall and seeing sandbags stacked against the glass 

store fronts. On November 21, Kate made landfall as a Category 2 (winds 96-110 mph) hurricane 

at Mexico Beach, Florida – about 75 miles west of Tallahassee. 

 We had just finished dinner and I was making chocolate fudge when the power went out. 

We lit our decorative hurricane lamps and scented candles and my sister, recently returned from 

a camping trip, brought out her new Coleman stove. I finished the fudge on the camp stove as we 

listened to the weather reports on the battery-powered radio. As the weather deteriorated, my 

sister, grandmother, and I huddled in the first floor hall with a mattress over us. When the eye of 

the storm passed, I put on my raincoat and went next door to check on our neighbor whose 

husband was out of town. Aside from being nearly frightened to death by me appearing out of 

the darkness, she was fine and declined our offer to come stay with us. I returned home alone and 

we waited as the second half of the storm raged. 

By morning, the storm had passed. We were fortunate to have little damage to our home 

– just debris in the pool. A neighbor down the street was not so fortunate – a 90-foot pine tree 

had bisected his roof. Still, there were no injuries on our block and we were thankful. Later in the 

morning my sister and I navigated roads strewn with downed tree branches and power lines to 

the nearby Albertsons grocery store. Even though it had no power, the store was open for 

business. It was surreal shopping in the darkened store and employees checked us out using 
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hand-held calculators. We were unable to get any frozen or cold food as it was all in refrigerated 

trucks so we made do with fresh produce and canned goods.  

Much of the city, including our neighborhood was without power for at least a week 

because so many power lines had been downed by falling tree branches. Power crews came in 

from all over the state to help restore electricity and phone service. A crew from Ocala, Florida 

restored our power on November 27 – the day before Thanksgiving. Some of our friends lived 

outside the city and we invited them to join us for the feast as they were still without power and 

would be for several more weeks. Since that time, I have weathered several storms.  

In 2001, my mother’s health began to fail and my sister and I moved her from Indiana to 

Tallahassee. We placed her in an assisted living home and later in a hospice facility. She was in 

hospice care when the attacks of September 11, 2001 occurred. Being focused on her and her 

care, I have only vague memories of how the facility and its staff reacted to the event. My 

mother passed away in November, 2001, but little imagination is required to speculate how 

different September 11 might have been for her and the professionals caring for her if the 

assisted living facility had been in Manhattan.  

In the fall of 2002, I was enrolled in graduate school and studying emergency 

management as part of my course electives. As part of the all-hazards mitigation, preparedness, 

response, and recovery I learned about the mass sheltering of persons affected by a disaster. I 

began to wonder how we would have managed in 1985 if we had taken our grandmother to a 

shelter rather than sheltering at home. She thought sheltering at home was an adventure and had 

a great time. Would she have felt the same at a shelter? What about my mother? She was 

physically mobile but her cognitive capacity was diminished as the result of several strokes. How 

did facilities such as the rehabilitation center that housed her hospice room cope with sheltering 
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patients? In 2004, I completed my Master’s degree action report (thesis) on Emergency 

Management Planning for Special Needs Populations: An analysis of options for evacuation and 

shelter-in-place requirements for memory care facilities in Leon County, Florida. 

As I pursued my PhD, I began to learn more about organizational structures and 

bureaucratic structures. Using the lens of a social domain framework, this dissertation, an 

extension of that original study on sheltering, focuses on the nexus of organizational behavior 

and disaster shelter policy implementation as viewed through the three disaster management 

social domains suggested by Hilhorst (2003, 2004): science and disaster management, disaster 

governance, and local response. 

Chapter One introduces the concepts of disaster shelter planning for general populations, 

special needs populations, and functional needs support services as well as federal level disaster 

response/emergency management, social complexity, and organizational behavior. Chapter Two 

begins with a background section that provides an overview of Florida’s population, its 

geography, hurricane threats including wind, storm surge, floods, and tornadoes, and the 2004 

hurricane season. The chapter then provides a review of the relevant literature. Chapter Three 

discusses the methodology of the study including the use of interpretive data analysis (Klein & 

Myers, 1999; O’Doherty, et al., 2007) of archival data, email correspondence, and interviews 

that reveal the relationships among government emergency managers, nonprofit managers, 

community volunteers, and citizens with respect to disaster shelter policy implementation and 

organizational behavior. Chapter Four provides analysis and discussion of the data. In particular, 

I begin the chapter with discussion of the questions used as both a systematic comparison and a 

way to inform the audience on the background of the three domains. Those specific questions 

are: who are the actors; what do they do; what are their guidelines and influences; how do they 



11 

 

interact; outcomes planned and unplanned; expectations. Designating these questions in advance 

provided a way to systematically compare the three domains proposed by Hilhorst (2003, 2004). 

I present these questions and their subsequent answers in chapter four as an organizing heuristic 

to aid readers. Chapter Five provides the study’s conclusion, theoretical and practical 

recommendations, study limitations, and suggested future research. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

  

 Chapter Two provides background information for the study and a literature review for 

the issues discussed. The background section includes information on Florida’s population and 

geography; a brief history of Florida hurricanes from 1900 to the present; an explication of 

hurricane-related threats; a review of the 2004 Florida hurricane seasons; a brief history of 

disaster preparedness/response by the Federal Government; a discussion of disaster shelter 

planning in Florida for general populations, functional needs support services (FNSS) for general 

population shelters, and special needs populations. The literature review discusses social 

complexity, social domain heuristic, and organizational behavior. 

Background 

Florida population. Florida is a Megastate in terms of population and is highly prone to 

natural hazards including wildfires, tornadoes, lightning strikes, thunderstorms, hurricanes, 

floods, heat waves, droughts, earthquakes, and severe cold, as well as man-made hazards 

including terrorism and nuclear and hazardous materials accidents (Florida Division of 

Emergency Management, n. d.).  According to the 2010 Census, Florida ranked fourth for 

population size among the ten US megastates. California, Texas, and New York are ranked first, 

second, and third while Illinois, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, Georgia, and North Carolina 

were ranked fifth through tenth (United States Census Bureau, 2012). Florida is also a 

destination state for tourists and retirees.  

Smith (2005) informs us that in 1900, Florida had a population of almost half a million 

and was considered a small state. In the early part of the 20th Century, more than half of the 

population of Florida was clustered in the north of the state. Throughout that century, the 
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population migrated south and southeastward (Smith, 2005). Near the end of the century, the 

population in the central portion of the state increased significantly. According to Smith (2005), 

the state’s population in 2000 was divided between the Central region (39%), the Southeast 

(33%), the Southwest (10%) and the North (18%). Figure 2.1is a map showing county 

populations based on the 2010 Census results in Florida. 

 

      Figure 2.1: Map of Florida 2010 Population by County (U. S. Census, 2010)  
 
Changes in population occur as the result of births, deaths, and migration (Smith, 2005). 

World War II played a major role in increasing the state’s population. Florida was an ideal 

location for military training bases and over the course of the war the state “grew from a small, 

mostly rural and agricultural state into a massive industrial and training area preparing men and 
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material for the war” (National Park Service, p. 1). After the war, many of those servicemen and 

women returned to establish their homes and families. The Baby Boom from 1946 to 1964, in 

particular, had a tremendous impact on the growth of Florida’s population. In addition to births, 

large numbers of northerners retired to the milder Florida climate. As of the 2010 U.S. Census, 

Florida had a population of 18,801,310 placing it fourth in size of population behind California 

(37,253,956), Texas (25,145,561), and New York (19,378,102) (U.S. Census, 2010).  

Population increase has a tremendous impact on disaster response planning. According to 

Steen (2011), FEMA’s Strategic Foresight Initiative found there are three primary factors driving 

changes in the field of emergency management, the population and the country’s infrastructure 

are aging and the demographics are changing. Florida’s population is generally concentrated 

along the coast and vulnerable to flooding and storm surge. Additionally, Florida’s population is 

aging and seniors require different kinds of assistance during an emergency. Not only does this 

population require assistance, it is less able to provide assistance in the absence of first 

responders. Florida’s infrastructure is also aging, leaving it vulnerable to succumbing to natural 

disasters and complicating evacuation and shelter plans. Florida’s population is diverse as well as 

large. Based on the 2000 Census, Table 2.1 shows Florida demographics in terms of age.  

 Table 2.1  

Florida demographics: Age  

Age Population 
0-19 years 4,048,632 
20-34 years 3,012,410 
35-54 years 4,554,726  
55-64 years 1,559,013 
65-84 years 2,476,310 
85 years and older    331,287 

                                            Table 2.1 

Based on the 2000 Census, Table 2.2 shows Florida demographics in terms of race. 
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                           Table 2.2 

Florida demographics: Race  

Race Population 
White 12,606,063 
Black or African American   2,335,505 
Asian       266,256 
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander           8,625 
Hispanic or Latino (any race)   2,682,715 

                                      Table 2.2  

 Based on the 2000 Census, Table 2.3 shows Florida demographics in terms of 

educational attainment. 

                            Table 2.3 
 

                           Table 2.3 

Florida geography. The state of Florida is a peninsula made up of 67 counties bordered 

to the north by the state of Georgia, to the east by the Atlantic Ocean, to the south by the Straits 

of Florida, and to the west by the Gulf of Mexico and the state of Alabama. Thirty-five Florida 

counties are bordered by open water and are therefore vulnerable to a direct hurricane strike.  

While the coastal counties are directly affected by hurricane landfalls, the interior 

counties are also vulnerable. The effects of a hurricane do not stop at the coast. As one source 

points out “[N]o point in the state is more than 70 miles from salt water” (The Florida Handbook, 

2013-2014, p. 382). High winds, heavy rains, and storm surges may travel deep inland, and in 

some cases the storm may actually traverse the state horizontally or diagonally and make a 

second landfall. On rare occasions, a storm may traverse the state vertically through the 

peninsula (1945, 1950).  

Florida demographics: Educational Attainment  

Educational Attainment % of Pop. 25+ 
Less than 9th Grade   6.71% 
Some high school but no diploma 13.43% 
High school graduates 28.72% 
Some college but no degree 21.80% 
Associate Degree   7.02% 
Bachelor’s Degree 14.27% 
Graduate or Professional Degree   8.07% 
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Table 2.4 indicates the number of direct hurricane strikes by county since 1900. 

 

In 1960, Hurricane Donna made landfall as a Category 4 in the Florida Keys, then traveled 

clock-wise across the state and exited as a Category 3 storm in Volusia County on the Atlantic 

Coast. Hurricane Donna affected the coastal counties of Monroe, Collier, Lee, Charlotte, Flagler, 

and Volusia. In addition, Hurricane Donna affected interior counties including DeSoto, Hardee, 

Polk, Lake, and Orange (National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration, n. d.).  

Brief History of Florida Hurricanes. Because of its geographical location and structure, 

Florida is vulnerable to hurricanes. Since 1901, the State of Florida has experienced direct strikes 

from 28 Category 1 hurricanes, 16 Category 3 hurricanes, 10 Category 4 hurricanes, and 1 

Category 5 hurricane (See Table 2.5). The 1906 unnamed Category 1 hurricane made landfalls 

on both the Atlantic and Gulf coasts. The unnamed hurricane of 1929 made two landfalls, first as 

a Category 2 hurricane on the Atlantic Coast and a second as a Category 1 hurricane on the Gulf 

Table 2.4

Fewer than 4 4-9 10-14 15-19 20

Direct Strikes Direct Strikes Direct Strikes Direct Strikes Direct Strikes

Dixie Duval Bay Brevard Broward

Jefferson Flagler Charlotte Collier Miami-Dade

Nassau Hernando Escambia Hendry Monroe

Taylor Levy Franklin Martin

Manatee Glades Palm Beach

Pasco Gulf St. Lucie

Pinellas Indian River

Sarasota Lee

St. Johns Okaloosa

Volusia Okeechobee

Wakulla Santa Rosa

Walton

Table 2.4 

Number of direct hurricane strikes by county since 1900 (National 

Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration Historical Hurricane 

Tracks, n.d.)
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Coast. The unnamed hurricane of 1935 made landfall first as a Category 5 storm on the Atlantic 

Coast and then as a Category 1 storm on the Gulf Coast. The unnamed Category 1 hurricane of 

1939 made landfall on both the Atlantic and Gulf Coasts. The unnamed storm of 1941 first made 

landfall as a Category 3 storm on the Atlantic Coast, then as a Category 1 storm on the Gulf 

Coast. The infamous Hurricane Andrew made landfall in 1992 as a Category 4 storm on the 

Atlantic Coast and grew to a Category 5 storm as it crossed Miami-Dade and Monroe Counties. 

Hurricane Erin in 1995 struck as a Category 1 hurricane on both the Atlantic and Gulf coasts.  

   Table 2.5 

    Table 2.5 

This history of storms illustrates how Florida hurricanes of varying intensity often affect multiple 

counties, frequently follow unpredictable paths, and may affect diverse communities and 

populations of Floridians. Table 2.5 shows hurricane strikes by year. 

Category hurricane by year (National Weather Service National Hurricane Center, n. d.) 

 Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4 Category 5 
Year 1901 1916 1906 1926 1935 
 1904 1928 1910 1928  
 1906 1950 1917 1933  
 1915 x 2 1964 1924 1945  
 1924 x 2 1966 1941 1947  
 1926 1979 1942 1948  
 1933 1985 1948 1949  
 1935 x 2 2004 1950 1960  
 1939  1964 x 2 1992  
 1941  1965 2004  
 1945  1975   
 1946  1995   
 1953  2004   
 1956  2005 x 2   
 1966     
 1968     
 1972     
 1987     
 1995     
 1998     
 1999     
 2005     
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According to the National Weather Service’s National Hurricane Center, beginning in 

1953, the United States systematically began to use women’s names to identify storms to 

facilitate record keeping, and in 1979 began to use men’s names as well. Names are generally 

recycled over a period of time. However, in the event of a truly catastrophic storm a name will be 

retired (e.g., Andrew, Betsy, Charley, Donna, Gilbert, Hugo, Katrina, Mitch, Opal, Rita, and 

Wilma) (National Weather Service National Hurricane Center, n. d.).  Figure 2.2 shows an image 

of Hurricane Donna’s 1960 path across the Florida peninsula. 

 
                    Figure 2.2: Image of Hurricane Donna’s 1960 path across the Florida Peninsula 

         (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Agency, n. d.) 
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 Hurricane threats: winds, storm surge, floods, and tornadoes.  

 Hurricanes are comprised of a number of threats that include high winds, storm surge, 

floods, and tornadoes. Any one of these alone can produce devastating damage. 

 Winds. Florida is vulnerable to hurricane force winds that can cause damage ranging 

from downed tree branches and billboards or street signs to blowing off roofs or even flattening 

buildings. Wind speed damage is assessed using the Saffir Simpson wind scale shown in Table 

2.6.It is important to remember that although hurricane tracking follows the path of the eye of the 

storm, storm winds can stretch out for hundreds of miles from the eyewall (e.g., Hurricane 

Frances in 2004 was 200 miles wide).  

Table 2.6 

Saffir-Simpson hurricane wind scale (National Weather Service National Hurricane 

Center, n.d.) 

Tropical Storm Winds 39-73 mph. Flooding becomes a great danger. 

Category 1 Hurricane Winds 74-95 mph. No real damage to buildings. 

Damage to unanchored mobile homes. 

Category 2 Hurricane 

 

Winds 96-110 mph. Some damage to building roofs, 

doors and windows.  Considerable damage to mobile 

homes.  Some trees blown down. 

Category 3 Hurricane Winds 111-130 mph. Some structural damage to small 
homes. Large trees blown down. Mobile homes and 
poorly built signs destroyed. 

Category 4 Hurricane Winds 131-155 mph. Wall failures in homes and 

complete roof structure failure on small homes. Total 

destruction of mobile homes. Trees, shrubs, and signs 

blown down. 

Category 5 Hurricane Winds Greater than 156 mph. Complete roof failure on 

homes and industrial buildings. Some complete 

building failures. 

Table 2.6 
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 Storm surge. One effect that accompanies a hurricane is called storm surge. Storm surge 

occurs when the winds from a hurricane force coastal water onshore, usually beyond their 

normal high tide range. If combined with a regular high tide, the hurricane creates a storm tide 

that can “increase the mean water level 15 feet or more” (Florida Department of Emergency 

Management, n d.). Storm surge is not restricted to coastal waters. Inland rivers and lakes can 

also be affected by storm surge (e.g., Lake Okeechobee in 1928).  

 Floods. Another effect of a hurricane can be to cause inland flooding due to heavy 

rainfall on saturated ground (Florida Department of Emergency Management, n d.). Whereas 

storm surge can affect coastal counties, inland flooding can occur several hundred miles from the 

coast. According to Ed Rappaport of the National Hurricane Center (n.d.), “In the last 30 years, 

inland flooding has been responsible for more than half the deaths associated with tropical 

cyclones in the United States.” 

 Tornadoes. Tornado development can occur at any time of the year in Florida. However 

they often accompany hurricanes, especially at the northeastern, or right front quadrant, of the 

storm. Tornadoes are measured based on a damage scale developed by Thomas Fujita in 1971 

(Florida Division of Emergency Management).  

The 2004 hurricane season. On Friday, August 13, 2004, Category 4 Hurricane Charley made 

landfall near the barrier islands in Lee County. Charley barreled northeastward across the state 

with wind gusts of around 106 miles per hour until exiting into the Atlantic Ocean near Daytona. 

Hurricane Frances made landfall as a Category 2 storm on September 5, 2004 near Sewall’s 

Point in Martin County. When Frances made landfall, the storm surge was almost six feet deep 

(National Hurricane Center, n.d.).Frances followed a leisurely pace across the peninsula from 
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southeast to northwest. Frances is notable because the storm was 400 miles across, brought high 

winds and major rainfall, and took three days to traverse the state.  

 
Figure 2.3: Montage of the 2004 Atlantic Hurricane Season (Courtesy of University of 
Wisconsin-Madison Space Science and Engineering Center, http://www.ssec.wisc.edu/)  

 
The third storm, Hurricane Ivan skirted the southwest portion of the Florida peninsula 

and made landfall as a Category 3 storm near Gulf Shores Alabama on September 16, 2004 

(National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Weather Service, n.d.). While Ivan 

had a tremendous impact on the Florida Panhandle, this storm’s effect on the Florida peninsula 

was not insignificant. Figure 2.3 presents a montage of the four hurricanes and their storm tracks. 

Already reeling from the effects of a tropical storm (Bonnie) and two earlier hurricanes, the 

Florida Peninsula stepped up to assist their South Florida neighbors. Among Central Florida 
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responders, Orange County’s emergency operations centers activated a regional Special Needs 

Shelters capable of housing 4,500 clients and 4,500 caregivers. Fortunately, fewer than 130 

required that assistance (Emergency Medicine Learning & Resource Center, n. d.).  

On September 25, 2004, less than three weeks after Frances, Hurricane Jeanne made 

landfall as a Category 3 hurricane at Hutchinson Island in Martin County. Jeanne move 

approximately twice as fast but followed a nearly identical path across the peninsula as had 

Frances (Emergency Medicine Learning & Resource Center, n d.).  Figure 2.5 depicts the paths 

of Hurricanes Charley, Frances, and Jeanne. 

Following the eye path of these storms, it appears they only affect a limited number of 

counties. This is certainly the impression Figure 2.4 provides.  

 
   Figure 2.4: Map of the paths of Hurricanes Charley, Frances,  
   and Jeanne 2004 (Bossak, 2005) 
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Figure 2.5 shows the path of the eye of Hurricane Charley (in red) as well as the adjacent 

storm-associated high winds which stretched several counties wide. Each of these hurricanes had 

adjacent storm-associated high winds.  

 
Figure 2.5: Projected Path of Hurricane Charley (National Weather Service 
National Hurricane Center, n. d.) 

 
As then-Governor Jeb Bush stated (2005),  

One of the messages we frequently tell Floridians is that a storm is not just a 

skinny black line on the hurricane tracking map, meaning hurricanes do not only 

affect a small forecasted area, but a very vast area, so all residents need to be 

prepared (cited in Kapucu, 2008, p. 250). 

The paths of Hurricanes Charley, Frances, and Jeanne literally form an “X” over central 

Florida. Charlotte, De Soto, Hardee, Lee, Orange, Osceola, Polk, Seminole, and Volusia felt the 

impact of Hurricane Charley. Highlands, Martin, Okeechobee, Polk, and St. Lucie felt the impact 
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of Hurricane Frances. Highlands, Hillsborough, Martin, Okeechobee, Polk, and St. Lucie felt the 

impact of Hurricane Jeanne. Portions of Orange, Osceola, Polk, Hardee, and DeSoto counties (in 

red) felt the effects of all three storms. Hurricane Ivan had an impact on Escambia, Santa Rosa, 

Okaloosa, Walton, and parts of Holmes, Washington, and Bay counties. 

         Brief history of disaster preparedness/response by the federal government.  

Perception of the role of government before, during, and after a disaster has changed 

since the nation’s early years when the vast majority of disasters, residents and local 

communities were expected to be self-reliant (Schneider, 2011). The Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) traces its roots to “the Congressional Act of 1803…generally 

considered to be the first piece of disaster legislation” (FEMA, n.d.). There were assorted, 

sporadic individual interventions by the federal government over the next several decades 

(FEMA.gov) but active government intervention began with efforts at flood mitigation and relief. 

According to Harrison (1951), it was the repeated devastation by floods between 1897 and 1927 

that led to the recognition that shifted the paradigm to the belief that the federal government 

should be responsible for creating a comprehensive flood control plan for the lower Mississippi 

valley.  

Pearcy (2000) states that Mississippi Valley Democrats worked on flood control 

legislation for decades. Initially their efforts were couched in terms of improving commerce 

based on previous transportation improvement efforts that cited Article I Section 8 of the 

Constitution that allows Congress to regulate intrastate commerce (Wright, 2000). The Ransdell-

Humphreys Flood Control Act of 1917, also known as the Flood Control Act of 1917, was 

designed so that the federal government was primarily responsible for providing funding for 

flood-control improvements in the lower Mississippi delta with the state and local entities 
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contributing a quarter of the levee construction costs (Pearcy, 2000). America’s entrance into 

World War I postponed much of the work proposed by the Ransdell-Humphreys act and a 

Second Flood Control Act in 1923 extended the original act. The 1928 Flood Control Act was 

the consequence of the 1927 flood that devastated the Mississippi Valley and led to the 

abandonment of a levee-only system. Adopting a comprehensive flood control program and 

discontinuing the levee-only system in 1928 created a time of unparalleled security in the 

Mississippi Delta (Pearcy, 2000). 

The federal government continuously dealt with such incidences on a case-by-case basis 

until 1950 when Congress enacted the Federal Disaster Relief Program. The program was 

developed to supplement state disaster response activities only. The Disaster Relief Act of 1966 

brought the federal government into the recovery phase of disasters. In 1979 the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) was created by President Jimmy Carter under 

Executive Orders 12127 and 12148 to consolidate disaster related activities.  The Robert T. 

Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act of 1988 (commonly referred to as the 

Stafford Act) is the “framework for continued disaster relief” used by FEMA today (Baca, 2008, 

p. 3).  

After the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, FEMA was one of several agencies 

consolidated under the auspices of the Department of Homeland Security created by the 

Homeland Security Act of 2002. The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act of 2006 

was passed to reform federal management of disaster preparedness (Baca, 2008). The Pets 

Evacuation and Transportation Standards Act recognized “the needs of individuals with pets and 

service animals prior to, during, and following a major disaster or emergency” (Baca, 2008, p. 

3).  
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Disaster shelter planning. Hurricane Andrew in 1992 was a watershed moment in terms 

of disaster shelter planning in the state of Florida. As a result of the Category 5 storm, roughly 

“750,000 persons…evacuated coastal areas, inland flood prone areas and manufactured 

homes…this unprecedented relocation of Florida’s residents and visitors…stretched the 

resources of State, local, and private agencies to provide shelter” (2014 Statewide Emergency 

Shelter Plan, p. 1.1). The Governor’s Disaster Planning and Response Review Committee, 

commonly referred to as The Lewis Commission Report, recognized issues related to lack of 

adequate public shelter space. Subsequent disaster shelter plans have sought to address this issue 

and ensure adequate, structurally safe shelters that offer potable water, meet sanitation needs, and 

have provisions for emergency power (2014 Statewide Emergency Shelter Plan). The hurricane 

seasons of 2004 and 2005 reinforced the need for sufficient public hurricane shelters. As the 

result of eight hurricanes and two tropical storms during these two seasons,  

…nearly every county in Florida was under hurricane or inland high wind 

warnings…prompting mandatory evacuation orders for their coastal storm surge, 

inland flood vulnerable and manufactured home residents. More than 1,200 

shelters were opened, which safely protected about 300,000 evacuees (2014 

Statewide Emergency Shelter Plan, p. 8). 

Florida’s Statutes ss. 1013.372(2) and 252.385(2)(b) require the Florida Division of 

Emergency Management (FDEM) to prepare a state emergency shelter plan (Statewide 

Emergency Shelter Plan) for local planners to use as a template. Each county maintains a 

comprehensive emergency management plan (CEMP) that provides that county with guidelines 

and standard operating procedures for disaster/evacuation shelter planning.  The state plan is 
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responsible for identifying the general population shelters, special needs population shelters, and 

shelters that accept pets.  

It is important to note here that, in addition to different types of shelters (general 

population versus special needs population) there are three levels of shelters: evacuation shelters, 

short-term shelters, and long-term shelters. Evacuation shelters (the type upon which this study 

focuses) are meant to be used for up to 72 hours. There are minimal services and amenities. After 

72 hours, and up to two weeks, is considered a short-term shelter (FEMA, 2017a). Anything 

longer than two weeks is considered a long-term shelter, “we gotta bring in showers, laundry 

units, and even post office, and stuff like that” (Former FDEM ESF 6 Lead – Phone Interview).  

According to FEMA (2017b, p. 2), “The primary distinction between Short and Long-Term 

Shelters are per-person considerations, range of services provided, and the sustainment of those 

services over an extended period of time”. Evacuation shelters are selected and resourced by the 

local government. Generally, counties contract with the American Red Cross to manage the 

shelters. Occasionally counties contract with the American Red Cross to train county employees 

to serve as shelter managers. The state, and to an extent the federal government, participate by 

providing additional resources. 

To facilitate coordination, the FDEM has divided the counties into regions each of which 

has its own DEM regional coordinator. Table 2.7 indicates the counties within each DEM region. 

The state’s shelter plan is required by statute to “…identify the general location and square 

footage of existing shelters by Regional Planning Council regions; identify the types of facilities 

which should be constructed to comply with the public shelter design criteria” (2014 Statewide 

Emergency Shelter Plan, p. 1). General population shelters are typically located in “community 

and civic centers, meeting halls, gymnasiums, auditoriums, cafeterias, and open floor 
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multipurpose facilities, exhibition halls, sports arenas, field houses, conference and training 

centers, certain classroom buildings, and other assembly facilities” (2014 Statewide Emergency 

Shelter Plan, p. iii). Exceptions occur if the facility is not large enough, is in an evacuation zone, 

contains hazardous materials, or in danger of being isolated due to flooding (2014 Statewide 

Emergency Shelter Plan). While the individual counties are responsible for locating the shelters, 

the FDEM provides “Standards for Hurricane Evacuation Shelter Selection (ARC 4496) as the 

minimum hurricane shelter survey and evaluation criteria” (2014 Statewide Emergency Shelter 

Plan, p. iv). Orange County is one of the 41 counties that now demonstrates a surplus of 

available hurricane shelter space (2014 Statewide Emergency Shelter Plan).  

Table 2.7 

 
Table 2.7 

Special needs populations. According to Florida Statute 381.0303(2)(d),  

Local Emergency management agencies shall be responsible for the designation 

and operation of special needs shelters during times of emergency or disaster and 

the closure of the facilities following an emergency or disaster. The local health 

Region 1 Region 2 Region 3 Region 4 Region 5 Region 6 Region 7

Bay Calhoun Columbia Alachua Citrus Brevard Charlotte Broward

Escambia Dixie Baker Hardd Indian River Collier Miami-Dade

Gulf Franklin Bradford Hillsborough Lake Desoto Monroe

Holmes Gadsden Clay Pasco Orange Glades Palm Beach

Jackson Hamilton Duval Pinellas Martin Hendry

Okaloosa Jefferson Flagler Polk Osceola Highlands

Santa Rosa Lafayette Gilchrist Sumter Seminole Lee

Walton Leon Levy St. Lucie Manatee

Washington Liberty Marion Volusia Okeechobee

Madison Nassau Sarasota

Suwannee Putnam

Taylor St. Johns

Wakulla Union

FDEM coordinated county regions
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department and emergency management agency shall coordinate these efforts to 

ensure the appropriate designation and operation of special needs shelters. County 

health departments shall assist the local emergency management agency with 

regard to the management of medical services in special needs shelters. (2014 

Statewide Emergency Shelter Plan, p. 12). 

There are several unique aspects to planning for special needs shelters (SpNS). For example, 

SpNS clients may seek shelter up to 12 hours before hurricane force winds arrive and may 

remain in the shelter up to, if not more than, 72 hours during and after a major storm. There must 

be at least two modes of access to the shelter by emergency vehicles. When planning for 

capacity, occupancy should be calculated based on 60 square feet per occupant (2014 Statewide 

Emergency Shelter Plan). A SpNS should plan to have “a minimum of five (5) gallons of potable 

water per person per day” (2014 Statewide Emergency Shelter Plan, Appendix F, p. 2). In 

addition to accessible sanitation facilities, each SpNS needs to have adequate back-up emergency 

power systems to run medical equipment and air conditioning systems. 

Individually, each of Florida’s 67 counties determines what constitutes a special needs 

population. The county may or may not provide an online special needs registration form that 

potential users should complete in advance. However, each county is required to maintain a 

special needs shelter registration process. Persons living in nursing homes, assisted living 

facilities, or other similar arrangements should expect their facility’s management to arrange 

group evacuation/sheltering (Orange County Florida Government, 2010).  

Literature Review 

This section discusses the concepts of social complexity, social domain framework, the 

role of government in disaster response, and citizen response. This section also introduces 
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Hilhorst’s (2004) application of social domains framework model to emergency management: 

science and disaster management, disaster governance, and local response.  

Social complexity. Drawing on Emile Durkheim’s classic study of social differentiation 

in societies (1933), Naroll (1956) posits that social evolution is expressed through differences in 

function regardless of whether that difference is a specialized occupation or complex 

organization. In the same vein Carneiro (1986) noted that Spencer (1885) observed that the more 

a society grew in population, the more it divided into distinct groups. Carneiro also argued that 

Simmel (1902) observed that there is a balance point beyond which a society’s growth leads to 

development of organizations that were not previously necessary.  

Raoul Naroll (1956) developed an index of craft specializations and types of teams to 

illustrate the correlation between community size and its social complexity. Carneiro (1986) built 

on Naroll’s (1956) idea.  Carneiro (1986) further argued that societies have structural elements 

such as economic structure, religious units, and political organizations, among many others. 

These structural elements then contribute to the complexity of cultural practices that operate 

within various contexts. Therefore, the larger a society is, other things being equal, the more 

structural complexity it has; the more structural complexity it has, the greater its social 

complexity. This is not to say that the more populous a society is, the more finger bowls it uses. 

Carneiro (1986) argues that the more people there are in a society, the more organization it will 

take to maintain a society. Granovetter (1985) suggested that social relations constrain what 

people do, how they behave, and how that behavior affects the institutions to which they belong. 

Thus, following Hilhorst (2004), the stakeholders in the science and disaster management 

domain may be constrained by scientific methods and rational thinking, stakeholders in the 

disaster governance domain may be constrained by election cycles and political institutional 
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demands, stakeholders in the local response domain may be constrained by social and cultural 

differences within their jurisdictions. 

Carneiro (1986) posited that societies grow by aggregating other, smaller, societies. This 

increases the population and can lead to duplication of features or adoption of new types of 

features. Societies may grow to a point where they splinter apart into separate entities. However, 

if the societies remain aggregated and continue to grow in population, then eventually this 

growth must lead to the creation of new organizational forms to address societal needs.  

According to La Porte (1975), there must also be coordination between these new 

organizational forms and existing forms in order to solve societal and public policy problems. 

Such coordination requires cooperation, communication, and mutual exchange. La Porte argued 

that we solve public problems by creating policies that deepen inter-group connections and lead 

to mutual dependence between private and public institutions (La Porte, 1975). Thus we see the 

link between increased population and social complexity. As population increases, the number of 

groups grows. As the number of groups grow, the need for organization increases. As the number 

of organizations increases, so too does the social complexity.   

La Porte (1975) built on Weaver’s (1948) observations of organized and disorganized 

complexity. Weaver (1948) used the example of balls on a pool table to illustrate the difference 

between disorganized complexity and organized complexity. Disorganized complexity occurs 

when millions of balls are scattered randomly on the pool table and may, at any given time, 

interact with one another or with any of the four sides of the table. In this case, calculating the 

path of any given ball becomes challenging because of the astronomical number of variables 

involved (interactions with other balls and/or sides of the table). Statistical analysis can be 

applied quite successfully to disorganized complexity. Weaver further argued that there are types 
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of questions regarding organized complexity that statistical analyses do not readily answer. For 

example, Weaver suggests that the behavior of organized groups of people, such as labor unions, 

cannot be explained using statistical analyses (Weaver, 1948). A labor union represents an 

organized complexity because the self-organization is not random and the union itself is a system 

that can interact with other systems. In addition, the population involved in such a study would 

be too small to be considered acceptable for a statistical analysis. 

Between the extremes of two-variable simple problems and statistical problems based on 

astronomical numbers of cases lies a middle region with more than a few variables but fewer 

than the number of variables generally considered acceptable for statistical study. Weaver (1948) 

refers to this middle region as the arena in which to find problems associated with organization 

and organized complexity. 

 La Porte et al. (1975) built on Weaver’s (1948) idea of organized complexity by refining 

the concept to focus on social organized complexity. They were particularly interested in “social 

groups with conscious purposes, such as formal organizations or informal, but cohesive, groups 

and associations” (La Porte et al., 1975, p. 6).  They posit that self-consciousness is a 

prerequisite for social organized complexity. Self-consciousness implies that members are aware 

of others in their group and of their interdependence on each other, thus members may adapt 

their behavior accordingly – this is perceived relatedness. Unperceived relatedness implies 

members do not interact directly with one another because of the way the organization is 

designed; thus members are not aware of their interdependence with others in the group. As a 

result of this lack of awareness, members may not consider how their behavior may affect others.  

La Porte posited that, “Closely related to this increase has been one in the number of 

surprises we encounter… Somehow the unexpected occurs frequently, especially in matters of 
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politics and social and organizational life” (La Porte, 1975, p. 3). This is evident in the field of 

disaster management/response and disaster sheltering in particular. As populations increase, 

citizens look to government to provide safe havens during natural disasters, particularly 

hurricanes. It is this element of the unexpected that is the focus of the current research. 

Complexity theory and disaster response. Coskun and Ozceylan (2011) recognize a 

number of different kinds of complexity that occur during disasters. Among these are event complexity, 

interaction complexity, decision-making complexity, and human complexity, among others. Working 

from an emergency management disaster response information systems (EMDRIS) perspective, 

they suggest that human complexity refers to disasters that result from or are exacerbated by 

human action and/or error. Technologic complexity refers to the computerized hardware and 

software utilized to manage information systems. Event complexity refers to the wide variety of 

events that fall within the realm of disaster response ranging from natural disasters to man-made 

events such as terrorist attacks. Interaction complexity relates to the inter- and intra-

organizational activities and relationships as well as administrative and coordinative activities 

that take place between systems and between stakeholders. The authors argue that organizations 

that participate in disaster response have a variety of cultures and organizational structures that 

must be coordinated to meet common or competing goals (Coskun & Ozceylan, 2011). Cultural 

complexity addresses the variety of social characteristics that stakeholders exhibit. For example, 

populations may include speakers of different languages, people of different races, religions, and 

educational backgrounds. In addition, there needs to be an awareness of the single parents, 

persons with disabilities, children, and the elderly (2011) in the community. Decision making 

complexity refers to the challenges of information sharing between planners, responders, 

organizations, and vulnerable populations necessary to make appropriate decisions.  
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Social domain framework. Domain theory was first introduced by Elliott Turiel in 1978 

as a way to understand children’s concept of morality and other social conventions. Turiel (1983) 

identified the social domains of morality, society, and psychology to understand moral 

development in children. Turiel’s propositions were (1) that children applied different “types of 

judgments and justifications regarding social domains, and this distinction is universal as it is 

grounded on rational criteria” (Lourenco, 2014, p. 3); (2) “concepts within domains are 

transformed in the course of development” (Lourenco, 2014, p. 4); (3) “children’s knowledge of 

social domains is constructed in the process of their interactions with the social environment” 

(Lourenco, 2014, p. 4); and (4) “social concepts, the events that stimulate the formation of these 

concepts, and the events that are the objects of those concepts, once constructed, all constitute 

interrelated components” (Lourenco, 2014, p. 4). Since its introduction, domain theory has also 

been used to study other fields as well. Ford (1996) used domain theory to understand 

organizational creativity in relation to markets, institutional environments, organizations, and 

subunits and groups. This study focuses on the social domain framework applications of Layder 

(1997) and Hilhorst (2004).  

Layder (1997) argued that four social domains, psychobiography, situated activity, social 

settings, and contextual resources are appropriate for understanding the context of everyday face-

to-face interactions. These domains consist are made up of power, practices, relationships and 

social positions, and discourse. These domains and their elements are not discrete but, rather, 

interrelate with each other across time and space. Layder (1997) posits that social interaction 

often occurs in person, and in a variety of formal or informal settings as well as between such 

settings. Furthermore, these actions and interactions are governed by the norms, values, and rules 

that make up a society. In this application, social domain framework argues that people behave 



35 

 

differently in diverse settings because of the differences in social norms and values attached to 

that physical or social location. According to Layder (1997), traditional social analysis has been 

divided between researchers whose units of analysis are the individual or institutions to 

understand either human agency or social structures and systems.  Social domain framework 

expands social analysis by expanding the domains studied and how they interrelate. This allows 

for a broader context of study to understand how the social world behaves (Layder, 1997).  

While social complexity theory has been used successfully since the mid-1990s to study 

disaster response (Comfort, 1995; Possekel, 1999; Stacey et al., 2000), Hilhorst (2004) applies a 

social domain framework to the field of disaster response. According to Hilhorst, social domains 

can be defined as centralized clusters of social life with common rules and norms that imply an 

element of social commitment (2004). It is important to note that Hilhorst is primarily interested 

in disaster response in an international arena, particularly in less developed countries. 

Recognizing that the social domains in developing contexts may differ considerably from a more 

industrialized context, one of the goals in my research is to extend the model to a more 

developed country and explore the differences among the three domains. 

In the context of disaster response, the domains studied are science and disaster 

management, associated with scientists and managers, disaster governance, associated with 

bureaucrats and politicians, and local responses associated with local producers and the 

vulnerable people they serve (Hilhorst, 2004). Each domain is dominated by a different focus. 

The science and disaster management domain follows the hazard-centered paradigm which seeks 

to control hazards themselves. The domain of disaster governance seeks to mediate risk and 

reduce vulnerability using policies based on information from the disaster science and 

management domain (Hilhorst, 2003) and governance institutions. The domain of local disaster 
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response is where disaster response policy is implemented by the local responders and the 

populations they serve. It is where local people rely on themselves, use their own resources and 

abilities and foster commitments with neighbors to cope with and survive an emergency 

(Hilhorst, 2003). Often nonprofit organizations are included in the local response domain 

because they do not truly fit in either of the other domains.  

The actors in these domains may sometimes appear in more than one domain. For 

example, a scientist may also be a community member who serves on her county commission. 

Frequently, resources may also pass from one domain to another.  

Turiel (1978) and others have provided evidence that children’s cognitive processing 

sorts environmental cues into several domains, which they apparently process under varying sets 

of moral rules. Whether the domain metaphor when extended to social contexts by Layder 

(1997) and Hilhorst (2004) rises to the level of theory or merely to a useful classification 

heuristic is beyond the scope of this study. But, as the following section illustrates, the 

framework extended by Hilhorst is a useful heuristic for purposes of this research.  

The role of government in disaster response. In the 17th, 18th, and 19th centuries, U.S. 

citizens expected to be self-sufficient in the face of disaster. However, beginning in the late 19th 

century, government began to play a role in disaster relief. With the increase of government 

involvement in disaster response, citizens’ expectations have changed and new norms developed. 

Where earlier norms called for self-sufficiency, the current norm is that government is expected 

to plan to respond to natural disasters (Schneider, 2011). Furthermore, government is expected to 

anticipate and prepare for all contingencies; public officials are expected to know and understand 

their duties in disaster relief; disaster response participants are expected to perform their duties 

and have the knowledge, skills, and abilities to do so (Schneider, 2011). 
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Local, state, and federal governments each have defined roles in disaster response, most 

of which are codified. Local government is considered the first responder while the state serves 

as a support system and acts as liaison to the federal government, which is called in if the scope 

of the disaster requires resources beyond those available to the local and state governments. Each 

entity has disaster response plans created based on experience and best practices. During disaster 

response, government depends on bureaucratic norms such as division of labor, standard 

operating procedures and policies, training, experience, and expertise to achieve designated 

objectives. These bureaucratic norms evolve methodically over time (Schneider, 2011).  

Citizen response to the role of government disaster response. While bureaucratic 

norms evolve methodically over time, affected populations develop emergent norms in response 

to a disaster (Schneider, 2011). These norms are the result of collective behavior. After a disaster 

strikes, governments follow pre-established plans and norms in disaster response. Citizens do not 

usually have pre-established plans. They are faced with the aftermath of the disaster. One of the 

first reactions of citizens is milling. They may wander aimlessly seeking information and 

reassurance. In the absence of official information, rumors begin to circulate. Eventually, the 

most repeated/believed rumors become keynotes that generate emerging norms. These norms are 

often in conflict with the bureaucratic norms of government responders. For example, rumors 

that the only source of potable water is Location X may lead to riots as people attempt to acquire 

drinking water. When this happens, government must stop relief efforts and focus on crowd 

control. Citizen perception is that government failed because there was no water, public safety 

was in crisis, and other relief services were not being provided due to lack of manpower. 

Saundra Schneider (2011) argues that while citizen response is nestled within the overall 

bureaucratic response norms, there is an inevitable gap between governments’ pre-disaster 



38 

 

planning and citizen perception of governments’ actual response to events. The size of the gap is 

determined by whether or not citizens’ expectations for service(s) are fulfilled. If citizens’ 

expectations are sufficiently fulfilled, the gap will be small and government disaster response 

will be perceived as successful. If citizens’ expectations are not sufficiently fulfilled, the gap will 

be large and government disaster response will be perceived as unsuccessful.  

As soon as a triggering event occurs, people begin to mill about because standard 

bureaucratic norms are no longer relevant. As time passes, and in the absence of complete 

official information, rumors begin to circulate. As part of a process of keynoting, some rumors 

will fade away and some will continue to be repeated and given weight. Keynoting can lead to 

emergent norms (good or bad) which are replaced by traditional norms as the situation stabilizes. 

If the public perceives that the government planned and responded well to a triggering 

event, expectations will be met and the gap will be narrow. Government disaster response will be 

deemed a success. However, if there is a large discrepancy between citizen expectations based on 

government’s prior planning and the reality of the existing conditions, the public’s expectations 

will not have been met and government disaster response will be deemed a failure.  

According to Schneider, there are five factors that affect the size of the gap between 

bureaucratic and emergent norms: the size of the disaster, how prepared the administration is to 

respond, how much coordination and communication exists, the government’s response system 

goals, and the reaction(s) of the vulnerable population? (Schneider, 2011). 

As stated above, citizens expect government to anticipate and plan for any contingency. 

Citizens expect government to provide shelter during a hurricane or other disaster. Citizens judge 

their government’s effectiveness based on the gap between what citizens perceive is needed and 

what government provides. In order to keep that gap as small as possible, in order to appear 
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effective, governments strive to plan for as many contingencies as possible. However, this is not 

always possible. Inam (2005) argues that bureaucratic, or institutional routines, are appropriate 

methods for dealing with the unexpected or novel events in disaster response. He suggests that 

we do respond to the unexpected, by placing it within familiar routines (Inam, 2005). Rob 

McDaniel, Senior Fellow at Center for Disaster Risk Policy Emergency Management & 

Homeland Security Program at Florida State University instructs his students to “Plan for the 

80% you anticipate ahead of time so you can deal with the 20% you don’t anticipate when the 

incident actually happens” (personal communication, July, 2014). Mr. McDaniel explains that, 

during the planning process, the 80% are the known facts based on previous disaster events and 

experience and the 20% are the planning assumptions (best guess placeholders) you make 

because every disaster is different.  When in command of an incident you can spend “all your 

time” (euphemism) replacing your planning assumptions with the real facts of the incident.  

This study utilizes the social domain framework to understand the event complexity, 

interaction complexity, cultural complexity, and decision making complexity involved in the 

organizational behavior related to disaster shelter policy implementation for general and special 

needs populations in Region 5 during the 2004 hurricane season. In terms of event complexity, 

the 2004 hurricane season was unique in that four separate hurricanes struck Florida within the 

span of 44 days. Three of those hurricanes had a direct impact on Region 5. The fourth hurricane 

prompted opening of a regional special needs shelter in Orlando to accommodate thousands of 

anticipated special needs evacuees from south Florida (something that had not been done before 

in the state). 

 Hurricane Charley barreled through the state at a high rate of speed. The impact was 

narrow, fast and hard and, while the hurricane landed within the cone of probability, it did not 
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follow the anticipated track. Hurricane Frances was wide, slow-moving, and brought heavy rains. 

Days later Hurricane Jean followed a nearly identical path to Hurricane Frances. Hurricane Ivan 

threatened south Florida, prompting the opening of the regional special needs shelter in Orlando, 

before changing course and eventually making landfall just west of Pensacola and devastating 

the western panhandle area. 

With regard to interaction complexity, agencies from all three levels of government, as 

well as nonprofit organizations such as American Red Cross and the Salvation Army, mobilized 

to respond to all of these hurricanes. There was also there interaction and cooperation with 

vulnerable populations. A contributing factor to the challenges of interaction complexity is the 

cultural complexity within and between responding agencies as well as the population being 

served. Florida has a diverse population with diverse needs and expectations. Decision-making 

during such major events is a complex process because of the sheer number of participants 

representing so many stakeholders. Many of these decisions required autonomy and discretion as 

they had to be made as events unfolded and with incomplete information.  

Related to this complexity is citizen perception of how government handles disaster 

response. As Schneider (2011) suggests, citizens have expectations that government will provide 

for their safety in the event of a natural disaster. When an event happens, norms of government’s 

bureaucratic behavior may break down. In the absence of official information, rumors begin to 

circulate. Some rumors fade away while others continue to grow – a process called keynoting 

which focuses on issues and concerns that may result in the emergence of new norms.  

Once conditions stabilize, traditional norms are reasserted. If the gap between citizen 

expectation (based on government’s prior planning) and the actual event response is small, the 

milling, rumor circulation, keynoting, and emerging norms process will be short and citizen 
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perception will be that government’s response was successful. However, if government’s 

response in relation to actual events does not meet citizen expectations, the gap will be wide and 

the milling, rumor circulation, keynoting, and emerging norms process will be will be greater.  

The wider the gap between citizen expectations and actual event response, the less 

successful government disaster response will be considered to be. One element of this study is to 

determine if citizens perceived the government’s (federal, state, and local) disaster shelter 

response to the 2004 hurricane season was successful or not, and why. This is particularly 

important when looking at disaster shelter policy implementation at the local level because this is 

how we determine the success of the policy or identify changes that need to be made. 

Hilhorst (2003, 2004) uses a social domain framework to examine some of the 

complexity issues related to emergency management. She studies complexity in disaster response 

in terms of the domains of science and management, disaster governance, and local response. 

The stakeholders in these domains are scientists and managers, bureaucrats and politicians, and 

local producers and vulnerable people, respectively. This study uses the social domains presented 

by Hilhorst to examine the interaction complexity, cultural complexity, and decision making 

complexity that occurred during the 2004 hurricane season. Understanding the nature of 

complexity that exists in disaster response and the relationship between citizen expectation and 

perception of government’s successful, or unsuccessful, response will help scientists and 

managers create policies and statues related to disaster shelter planning and response, will help 

bureaucrats and politicians analyze and respond to disaster shelter activation, and will help local 

producers as they implement disaster shelter policies and meet the needs of vulnerable 

populations. This study also seeks to identify policy implementation elements that cannot be 

anticipated or controlled for and suggests ways to adapt. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

METHODS 

Thomson (1998) observed that “the important initial motivation for oral history—[is] to 

provide empirical evidence about undocumented experience and to empower social groups that 

had been hidden from history” (p. 587). Interpretive research, as contrasted with oral history, is 

appropriate here because my study engages documented experiences and primarily the voices of 

people in positions of formal authority.  

In interpretive research, we use different social constructs to understand our world. These 

constructs may include language that helps us create shared meanings. They may include 

documents or other similar artifacts and tools (Klein & Myers, 1999). Interpretive research 

revolves around complex human sense-making where understanding emerges from a situation 

rather than from preset variables (Kaplan & Maxwell, 1994). Interpretive research aims to 

produce understanding of context and how internal processes influence, and are influenced by, 

that context (Walsham, 1993). This study is most suited to interpretive/qualitative methods for 

three reasons. First, it focuses specifically on the emergent actions and social constructions 

created by actors dealing with circumstances they could not completely control. Second, in order 

to examine this emergent and fluid reality, it is necessary to direct attention to the interplay 

among language, consciousness, shared meanings, and various local artifacts. Third, in focusing 

on these events and meaning construction it is necessary to be able to shift back and forth 

between the flow of information, local context, and information systems.  

Data include after-incident reports (also known as after-action reports or AARs), and 

personal interviews. In this study, interpretive data analysis was based on the grounded analysis 

premise that data informs theory (Baptista Nunes, et. al, 2010; Charmaz, 2006; Glaser & Strauss, 
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1967; Goulding, 1998; Strauss & Corbin, 1998; Tan, 2010). Grounded analysis of data 

components suggested a number of concepts that will be discussed below. This case study does 

not seek to generate statistical generalizability, rather the study seeks to generate analytic 

generalizations (Gerring, 2004, Sobeck, 2003; Yin, 2003). The case study does not suggest that 

other FDEM Regions work in precisely the same manner. Grounded analysis is an appropriate 

analytical method for this study because it is well suited for answering “how” questions related 

to processes and “what” questions that induce “components of a social phenomenon of human 

interest or creating typologies of various types of human social action, their implications, and the 

conditions that create and shape them” (Brower & Jeong, 2007, p. 826). Grounded analysis also 

holds the following assumptions regarding social complexity and human interaction:  

…that human action is both complex and variable; that human actors actively respond to 

problematic situations in which they find themselves; that individuals act on the basis of 

meanings in which they are embedded; that meaning is defined and altered through 

human interaction; and, that the events of human social experience are necessarily 

emergent and evolving (Brower & Jeong, 2007, p. 826.) 

Case Study Analysis 

 Hilhorst (2003) suggests using case studies of countries or regions is most beneficial to 

generate knowledge. As defined by Creswell (2002), a case study is explores a bounded system 

such as an event or activity using extensive data Creswell suggests that a case can be 

disconnected from its context and studied as a bounded system for the purposes of research 

(2002). Following Stake (2000) and Creswell (2002), Cooper and Morgan (2008) suggest 

bounded case studies concentrate on specific issues, the actors involved, their roles, experiences, 

and activities and the context with which these roles, activities and/or experiences take place.  
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Yin (1981) argues a case study is a research strategy that examines the real-life context of 

a phenomenon where the division between context and phenomenon are not clear. A case study 

uses either qualitative or quantitative evidence and there are a variety of methods used for data 

collection. Yin (1981,) considers the research strategy, the type of evidence, and the data 

collection method crucial to the definition of case studies. Yin (2014) suggests a case study 

should be used when the research question is in the form of “how” and/or “why,” when the 

researcher has little or no control over behavioral events, and when the focus is on contemporary 

events. Cooper and Morgan (2008) consider case study a useful research strategy when the 

subject of the investigation is  

 complex and dynamic phenomena where many variables (including variables that 

are not quantifiable) are involved;  

 actual practices, including the details of significant activities that may be 

ordinary, unusual, or infrequent…;  

 and phenomena in which the context is crucial because the context affects the 

phenomena being studied (and where the phenomena may also interact with and 

influence its context) (p. 160). 

A case study may be descriptive because it describes the real-world context of a 

phenomenon, explanatory because it explains under what conditions something occurred or did 

not occur, or exploratory because it identifies subsequent areas to pursue with additional research 

or using a either a new case study or a different research approach (Yin, 2014). The purpose of a 

case study is to pursue analytic generalizations that expand theories and not statistical 

generalizations that extrapolate probabilities (Yin, 2014). Stake (2000) suggests that intrinsic, 

instrumental, and collective are three types of case study. An intrinsic case study focuses on a 
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case that is, in and of itself, both interesting to the investigator and unusual (Creswell, 1998; 

Stake, 2000). An instrumental case seeks to promote understanding, may not be representative of 

other cases (Stake, 2000) and insight from one case in ways that may be transferable to other 

settings (Creswell, 2002). A collective case study incorporates multiple similar cases in order to 

examine a subject of interest in order to reproduce findings (Stake 2000). 

The Current Case Study. Following Creswell (2002), the current case study is bounded 

geographically as Region 5 of Florida Division of Emergency Management’s County Emergency 

Managers and includes Brevard, Indian River, Lake, Martin, Orange, Osceola, St. Lucie, 

Seminole, and Volusia Counties in Florida. The study is bounded in time as the 2004 hurricane 

season. This case study is intrinsic in that 2004 was an unusual hurricane season and disaster 

shelter policy implementation is of interest to the author. The case study is also instrumental in 

that it seeks to expand insight into, and understanding of, disaster shelter planning in order to 

inform future policy makers and practitioners. Following Stake (2000), the study is bounded in 

time by the 2004 hurricane season and disaster shelter policy implementation (time and activity). 

The current case study employs grounded analysis (discussed below) to induce theory 

that is grounded in the analysis of the data. Data were collected from archival materials including 

after action reports, journal articles, and organizational documentation from before, during, and 

after the 2004 hurricane season in Florida, as well as semi-structured interviews. Data were 

coded using open coding, axial coding, and selective coding (Charmaz, 2006; Strauss & Corbin, 

1998). Following Brower et al. (2000) and Golden-Biddle, and Locke (1993), this study seeks to 

exhibit the three core qualities of authenticity, plausibility, and criticality. Authenticity is a 

critical quality because it reassures the reader the author has actually been in the field. 

Plausibility is a critical quality because the conclusions arrived at must have face validity – they 
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must make sense on their face, the conclusions must appear reasonable and understandable, and 

they must be “neither trivial nor so fantastic as to be incredible” (Brower et al., 2000, p. 370). 

Criticality is a critical quality because it challenges the reader to recognize pre-conceived notions 

and prejudices and consider new concepts and ideas. As Brower et al. (2000) state, “the qualities 

of authenticity, plausibility, and criticality resonate powerfully with the…special demands of 

representing applied settings so that the conclusions are both valid and relevant” (p. 370). 

Grounded Analysis 

Brower and Jeong (2007) point out that grounded analytic methods can easily be 

combined with other general qualitative approaches. For example, grounded analysis previously 

has been used to perform a microanalysis of a case study by the author’s colleague, Grigoriy 

Pershin. Dr. Pershin used grounded analysis to analyze the development of policy related to 

Florida community colleges awarding baccalaureate degrees.   

Brower and Jeong (2007) inform us that grounded analysis is a process rather than a 

theory.  Grounded analysis enables the researcher to develop theory that is grounded in the 

analysis of the data. Initially developed by Glaser and Strauss in 1967, grounded analysis is a 

method employed to induce or derive theory based on analysis of common categories, themes, 

and patterns within observed data without imposing predetermined theory (Brower & Jeong, 

2007). Data are discovered in field observations, interviews (both structured and unstructured), 

content analysis, and archival data. According to Martin and Turner (1986), large amounts of 

data can exist in unexpected places. Grounded theory provides a systematic strategy for sorting, 

classifying, and analyzing this kind of material. The researcher discovers theory from the data 

(Glaser & Strauss, 1967) as opposed to testing or verifying extant theories (Martin & Turner, 

1986). According to Charmaz (2006), grounded theory is a flexibly system used to collect and 
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analyze qualitative data in order to construct theories When done correctly, grounded analysis 

requires discipline and rigor (Martin & Turner, 1986). The researcher must demonstrate 

connections and relationships between the data and the theory. 

Performing grounded theory analysis requires abstract thinking and the ability to explore 

and tolerate ambiguities (Brower & Jeong, 2007), recognition of one’s own biases and 

predispositions as well as those of others, critical analysis, flexibility, and keen observation 

(Brower & Jeong, 2007). Data can be gathered using field observations, an activity which 

Silverman (2000) argues can be a data source in itself. Other sources of data are interviews 

(structured and unstructured), however, the focus of the interview and its analysis should be on 

the experience and worldview of the interviewee rather than the interviewer. The purpose of the 

interview is to seek clarification of the interviewee’s answers rather than guiding them to suit the 

interviewer. This study also includes content analysis of archival data such as newspaper articles, 

blogs, and organizational documentation from before, during, and after the 2004 hurricane 

season in Florida. 

While data-gathering occurs almost until the study’s final write-up is completed, (Brower 

& Jeong, 2007), the data must be coded to facilitate analysis. According to Strauss and Corbin 

(1998), there are three sequential phases for coding the data: open coding, axial coding, and 

selective coding. While these stages are performed sequentially, they also overlap because of the 

iterative nature of the analysis process.  

Coding 

According to Charmaz (2006), qualitative coding is the first stage of grounded analysis 

where data is separated into categories. This is where the researcher moves from the concrete 

data to the analysis (Charmaz, 2006).  The first stage of grounded analysis coding is open, or 
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initial, coding. In this stage, the researcher breaks down the data into fragments, and names and 

groups them in terms of ideas, concepts, and meanings so that abstract ideas can be interpreted in 

order to form an analytic frame (Charmaz, 2006).  

Initial Coding. In performing qualitative coding, Charmaz (2006) recommends several 

“passes” of coding including initial coding, word-by-word coding, line-by-line coding, and 

incident-by-incident coding. Initial coding is where rough categories are determined. Word-by-

word coding can help determine subtle nuances in describing meanings and images. Where 

initial coding can generate rough categories, line-by-line coding can be useful in that it requires 

more critical insight in your analysis. Line-by-line coding is useful but may not be appropriate 

for every coding exercise. Coding incident-by-incident allows the researcher to compare 

incidents which help to identify the emerging concepts’ properties. Throughout the coding 

process the researcher constantly compares data at each level of analysis in order to uncover any 

distinctions (Charmaz, 2006). 

In Vivo Coding. According to Strauss (1987), there are two basic types of codes or 

concepts – in vivo (native) and sociological codes. According to Brower and Jeong (2007), 

expressions used by the natives within a setting are considered in vivo if they are unique to the 

setting or part of the lexicon used by natives. Sociological codes describe the behavior and social 

phenomena that analysts perceive and observe. In vivo coding reflects the participants’ thoughts 

and perspectives. According to Charmaz (2006) participants express symbolic meaning 

individually using in vivo codes. However, Charmaz (2006) argues that, at the organizational 

level, in vivo codes represent activities that provide a context for action. As the researcher 

proceeds through the coding process and begins to analyze the data, s/he makes notes about what 

was grouped together and why. To help articulate the analytical thought processes that occurred 
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as the data was coded, the researcher writes memos that are elemental to the development of 

theory. The purpose of memos is to help the researcher begin to put the emerging theory into 

words and to notate the development of his/her thoughts as the coding process proceeds (Brower 

& Jeong, 2007). 

Axial Coding. During axial coding, the categories identified in initial coding and in vivo 

coding are grouped together. This is where the paradigms, actions, conditions, and consequences 

as the basis for the emerging theory (Brower & Jeong, 2007). According to Charmaz, (2006), 

axial coding uncovers the relationships that revolve around the central concept, or “axis”, of a 

category. Axial coding synthesizes a large quantity of data and views them from a different 

perspective. Brower and Jeong (2007) suggest that axial coding is where the analyst begins to 

generate memos regarding the relationships that exist between the various categories. Sometimes 

the data contradict or do not support the emerging theory, in which case the analyst must revisit 

the theory to see how the theory might be further developed. Again, memoing is critical in 

documenting the analytic processes that occurred during development of the emerging theory. 

What is important in axial coding is identifying how the various categories relate to one another 

so that one can develop theory to explain what connects them. 

Selective Coding / Theoretical Coding. According to Brower and Jeong (2007), the next 

stage of coding is selective coding during which the analyst selectively refines categorical 

concepts and emerging theory. This is where the analyst identifies the underlying central theme 

of the data. Brower and Jeong (2007) suggest creating a narrative to tease the central theme from 

the mountain of coded data. Reviewing memos is helpful to refine the analyst’s theoretical 

thoughts as they become more abstract. Another technique Brower and Jeong (2007) recommend 

is to review the literature to see if anyone else has recognized similar phenomena. Charmaz 
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(2006) refers to the post-axial coding stage as the theoretical coding stage. This is similar to the 

selective coding (Brower & Jeong, 2007) discussed above in that the analyst uses this stage to 

tell a coherent analytic story (Charmaz, 2006).  

Five Component Protocol 

It is hard to know in advance of the actual analysis what conceptual frameworks may 

emerge from the analytic process. In a perfect world, one likely candidate would be the five 

component protocol from the field of coastal and land use planning. The coastal planning 

literature uses a five component protocol to assess the quality of ecosystem plan quality (Brody, 

2003) and coastal zone land use plan quality (Tang, 2008; Tang et al., 2008; Tang et al., 2011). 

The five component protocol assesses plan elements of: factual basis; goals and objectives; 

policies, tools and strategies; inter-organizational coordination and capabilities; and 

implementation and monitoring (Brody, 2003).  

The factual basis component identifies and assesses existing and projected conditions and 

is the factual basis on which planning relies (Brody, 2003; Tang, 2008; Tang et al., 2008; and 

Tang et al., 2011). In the coastal planning literature, the factual basis may consist of existing 

environmental policies, stakeholder interests, and resources that provide the basis on which plans 

may be made (Brody, 2003). The factual basis component is made up of three categories, the 

resource inventory category which identifies the available resources; the human ownership 

category that discusses existing management practices, and the human impacts category that 

discusses the resource issues and challenges that result from human behavior and action (Brody, 

2003). The goals and objectives component addresses community aspirations. This can be a 

broad statement of long-term goals or a specific measurable objective. For optimal effect, goals 

should be clearly articulated and objectives must be measurable (Brody, 2003). 
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Brody (2003), Tang (2008), Tang et al. (2008), and Tang et al. (2011) ascribe the role of 

actualizing a plan’s goals and objectives to policies, tools and strategies as their third protocol 

component. Tang et al. (2011) sort the major planning policies, tools, and strategies of coastal 

planning into eight subgroups: development policies and regulations; building standards; 

property acquisition programs; incentive tools; information dissemination strategies; critical and 

public facilities policies; financial tools, and private-sector initiatives. 

The inter-organizational coordination component recognizes the complex coastal 

planning issues must be addressed in a plan. There are adjacent jurisdictions and organizations 

may be regional, nongovernmental, or private that must all work together to develop a high-

quality plan (Tang et al., 2011). According to Brody (2003), there are often natural resources that 

cross political boundaries and organizations and neighboring jurisdictions must coordinate their 

abilities to manage these resources. 

The purpose of the implementation and monitoring component is to determine how able 

to plan is to meet long-term planning goals by establishing a calendar for performance of the 

established tasks. The plan should include an amendment process in order to keep it flexible and 

adaptable to existing circumstances. Finally, the plan should include a way to measure its 

progress toward meeting the stated goals and objectives (Tang et al., 2011). 

While the five component protocol discussed above addresses the coastal planning and 

coastal zone land use plan quality, the protocol is applicable to examining the quality of 

hurricane disaster sheltering plans for general populations and special needs populations in 

Florida’s Division of Emergency Management Region 5 (east-central Florida).  

In this case, the factual basis component would include a resource inventory category that 

would identify the shelters available as well as the resources provided at each shelter (both 
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general population and special needs population); the human ownership category would discuss 

ownership of the facilities, their maintenance, and staffing; and the human impacts category 

would address the issues and challenges that arise during actual sheltering events. 

Similar to the goals and objectives of coastal planning, disaster sheltering plans would 

express goals and objectives that reflect community values related to public safety and well-

being during hurricanes. The goal is generally articulated as protecting life and measurable 

objectives may be articulated as number of persons successfully sheltered. 

To actualize these goals and objectives for hurricane disaster sheltering, it is necessary to 

have the policies, tools, and strategies in place. The same eight subgroups identified by Tang et 

al. (2011) may be used for hurricane disaster sheltering plans for general populations and special 

needs populations in Florida’s Division of Emergency Management Region 5 (east-central 

Florida) as well. These include: development policies and regulations; building standards; 

property acquisition programs; incentive tools; information dissemination strategies; critical and 

public facilities policies; financial tools, and private-sector initiatives. 

The inter-organizational coordination component is particularly applicable to hurricane 

disaster sheltering plans for general populations and special needs populations in Florida’s 

Division of Emergency Management Region 5 (east-central Florida) because of the cross-

jurisdictional and cross-boundary nature of hurricanes. Florida DEM’s Region 5 consists of five 

coastal counties which often evacuate into the four interior counties in the region. Even within 

the same county, a hurricane may affect one community within a county more than others.  

As with the coastal planning and coastal zone land use plans, implementation and 

monitoring need to be established to measure the plans’ effectiveness in achieving the stated 

goals and objectives. 
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In a perfect world, this would be an appropriate framework to assess the quality of the 

emergency management plans of the counties in this study. However, the reality is that many 

counties restrict access to these plans because of the sensitive nature of their contents. While we 

cannot assess them, we do know the state statutes require the plans to contain elements of all of 

these components. 

The data available for my research do not constitute a “perfect world.” Specifically, the 

comprehensive emergency management plans I have are different levels of plans (comprehensive 

versus basic), six counties, and different points in time. They do not, therefore, lend themselves 

to a full-fledged five component comparison. However, I employed the five component approach 

because it lends itself to thorough examination of the plans I have. 

Data Collection 

Archival Data. Archival data constituted the principal source of data for this study. 

Archival data included the 2004 and 2016 Florida State Comprehensive Emergency Management 

Plan (CEMP), the 2005 Special Needs Shelter Report, the Orange County 2004 After-Action 

Report, the Brevard County 2004 After-Action Report for Hurricane Charley and Hurricanes 

Frances and Jeanne, the Seminole County 2004 After-Action Report, and the Volusia County 

2004 After-Action Report. In addition, the data include the 2004 Brevard County Comprehensive 

Emergency Management Plan (Basic Plan), the 2012 Indian River County Comprehensive 

Emergency Management Plan (Basic Plan), the 2010 Lake County Comprehensive Emergency 

Management Plan, the 2014 Martin County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan, the 

2013 Orange County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (Basic Plan), and the 2012 

Volusia County Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan. Archival data were used to 

examine actions taken before, during, and after the 2004 hurricane season in Florida.  
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Multiple online searches were conducted using Google, Yahoo, and Bing search engines 

for documentation. The initial search for archival data began with the Florida Division of 

Emergency Management online archive, the official FEMA website, and the official websites for 

Brevard County, Indian River County, Lake County, Martin County, Orange County, Osceola 

County, Seminole County, St. Lucie County, and Volusia County. The search for archival data 

was challenging because not all counties maintain the same documentation. While the state 

legislates that counties have emergency response plans, the state does not legislate how counties 

document events. Additionally, not all counties completed after action reports.  

Interviews. As a supplement to provide clarity to the archival data, and to give 

authenticity to the reported events, semi-structured interviews were conducted with six key 

informants (see Appendix A) who are past or present executives with the Florida Division of 

Emergency Management, the Department of Business and Professional Regulation, the 

American Red Cross, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, county Emergency 

Management/Emergency Operations Center managers, and Emergency Support Function (ESF) 

lead managers. Rob McDaniel, Senior Fellow at the Center for Disaster Risk Policy Emergency 

Management and Homeland Security Program at Florida State University was consulted 

regarding appropriate individuals to approach for interviews. Following his suggestion, an 

executive with the Department of Business and Professional Regulation (lead agency for ESF 6) 

was contacted for an interview. That individual subsequently recommended an individual with 

the American Red Cross who recommended an individual with the Division of Emergency 

Management as well as an individual with the Federal Emergency Management Agency and 

county Emergency Operations managers. The Human Subjects Committee of the Florida State 

University granted IRB approval prior to interviews being done (Appendix E). Interviews were 
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conducted in person and via telephone. Interviews were between 45 and 90 minutes in length. 

Digital recordings were made of all interviews and typed copies were prepared by a professional 

transcriptionist. In total there were 98 pages of transcriptions. Interviews were conducted 

between April and September, 2016.  

Interviewees were contacted by electronic mail (see Appendix B for electronic mail) with 

a brief description of the study and an explanation of why they were being asked to participate. 

Follow-up electronic mail messages were sent or phone calls (see Appendix C for phone 

manuscript) to coordinate interview schedules. Interviewees were sent an additional letter (see 

Appendix D for letter confirming interview) via electronic mail to confirm the day, date, time, 

and location (or telephone number) for the interview to take place. In more than one instance, 

interviews had to be rescheduled because interviewees were actively responding to an emergency 

management event within their purview. The confirmation letter explained to the interviewee 

that the interviews were to be semi-structured with seven questions. The letter also reaffirmed 

confidentiality, explained the consent form and its purpose, and provided my contact 

information, my major professor’s contact information, and contact information for Florida State 

University’s Human Subjects committee. A copy of the IRB approved consent form was 

provided to each interviewee for signature (Appendix F). 

At the time interviews were carried out, all of the interviewees were currently active in 

the Emergency Management community. As much as possible, their names, titles, and agency 

affiliations have been withheld to protect their identities. The purpose of the interviews was to 

obtain a broad understanding of events, activities, interactions, and actors in Region 5 during the 

2004 hurricane season. Because they provided greater accuracy of detail, After-Action Reports 
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were used in lieu of additional interviews. Information regarding the identities of my informants 

may be available from these public records.  

The interview questions focus on events related to disaster shelter planning and policy 

implementation that took place during the 2004 hurricane season in Florida Region 5. The 

interview began with a “grand tour” question designed to enable interviewees to recall and relate 

particularly outstanding events (Spradley, 1979) without encouraging bias, value-laden 

judgments or perspectives, and without requiring abstract reasoning. Subsequent responses are 

more likely to be candid and sincere. The flexibility of semi-structured interviews frees 

informants to share their stories and to present their interpretation of how policy-making and 

policy-implementation occur. Because of the unstructured nature of the “grand tour” question, 

informants often provide a wealth of information that the researcher can pursue in follow-up 

questions. 

Archival data and interviews were initially coded into rough categories based on the 

social domains. For example, rough categories included science and disaster management 

domain, governance domain, local response domain, special needs, interorganizational behavior, 

and lessons learned. Line-by-line coding revealed who the actors were, what they do, what their 

guidelines and influences were, how they interact, outcomes that were planned and unplanned, 

and expectations. Incident-by-incident coding revealed that actors’ behaviors differed between 

incidents and provided evidence of the need for flexibility in adhering to, or deviating from, the 

initial plan. For example, Brevard County prepared a single after action report for Hurricane 

Charley but for Hurricanes Frances and Jeanne there was a combined after action report. This 

may be because the storms occurred within a week of each other and there was not enough time 

to prepare a separate report for Hurricane Frances before Hurricane Jeanne made landfall. 
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In Vivo coding revealed that the “natives of the setting” have their own verbal shorthand 

for communicating what is unique to the setting and differs from the formal language of plans 

and research studies. For example, Semper Gumby is the motto for the FDEM and reflects the 

division’s constant striving to remain flexible in all situations. According to FDEM ESF 6 Lead,  

It’s critical to have the plan, so you have some sort of basis to operate in the chaos…as 

you get more situational awareness, that’s when the Semper Gumby comes in. You flex 

out. The plan says we do this, but for this situation, we’re going to go outside of that.   

Another example of in vivo coding reflects the comparison of disaster response to being at war. 

According to FDEM ESF 6 Lead, “We do things that, if you sat back and had a day or two to 

think about it, you might not have done it in the fog of war, but you don’t have that time” 

(personal interview). Another comparison was with a boxing match, “It was a cascading series of 

events…almost like being in a boxing match where you fought the first round, did okay, boom, 

and then you had the second round, and the third round …it just seemed to never end.” (FDEM 

ESF 6 Lead). 

Axial coding of the initial, line-by-line, incident-by-incident, and in vivo categories 

generated the observation that the social domains were not discrete silos and there was 

considerably more interaction within and between the domains than initially perceived. Some 

interview comments could fall within any of the governance domains. For example,  

there were 2,000…individuals attempting to catch a couple of flights …Their planes did 

not come in because of the hurricane, and therefore they were stuck at the airport. Our 

airport is all glass, so we now have a policy of how we will move them, how they will be 

fed…which at that point we didn’t (County Emergency Manager).   
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The comment falls within the science and disaster management domain because of the reported 

weather conditions that caused the plans not to land. The comment falls within the governance 

domain because policy arose from the event. The comment falls within the local response 

domain because the interviewee was a county emergency manager relating an incident that took 

place in his jurisdiction. The comment serves as an example of that which, prior to the event, was 

not anticipated or planned for. Additionally, the comment reveals a lesson learned and the 

response to that lesson – a lack of relevant policy and the creation of such a policy. The comment 

is an example of interorganizational interaction. The organizations were the county emergency 

operations center, the airport itself, and the local Red Cross chapter. All of these organizations 

banded together to provide shelter for the stranded passengers. Finally, this comment illustrates 

that not all vulnerable people within a jurisdiction are local residents. Sometimes they are 

strangers just passing through.  

At this point, theoretical coding illuminated a “story line” that suggests the social 

domains are strategic joint actors in interorganizational collectives. In writing the coding results 

it became apparent that the organizations were not simply interdependent. The interdependence 

took on a commensalistic, almost symbiotic relationship. A very simplistic example based on the 

available county CEMPs is that once City A has exhausted all resources, they reach out to 

neighboring communities with which they have mutual aid agreements. Once those resources are 

exhausted, City A requests assistance at the county level. If the county is unable to provide 

assistance, it requests aid from the state. If the state does not have the resources on hand, it 

reaches out to its mutual aid partners. If those resources are exhausted, the state requests aid from 

FEMA. FEMA responds with resources, financial and material, that are paid for by the taxes of 

the residents of City A, their mutual aid partners, and their fellow county and state residents. 
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This theoretical finding sparked a search for additional literature that discussed strategic planning 

of joint actors in interorganizational collectives which will be discussed in Chapter Five.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

ILLUMINATING SOCIAL DOMAIN BEHAVIOR IN DISASTER SHELTERING 

 In the overall field of emergency management, there are many more actors than are 

discussed in this study. For example, at the periphery of disaster management are a broad array 

of scientific experts, including climate scientists and others. These actors are outside the scope of 

this study which focuses on the arena of disaster/evacuation sheltering.  

Evidence for Hilhorst’s Social Domains in Florida’s 2004 Hurricane Season 

Science and Disaster Management Domain. 

Who the actors are. The primary actor at the federal level in the science and disaster 

management domain is the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The primary 

actor at the state level in the science and disaster management domain is the Florida Division of 

Emergency Management (FDEM).  The primary actors in local response in the science and 

disaster domain are the counties in FDEM Region V (Brevard, Indian River, Lake, Martin, 

Orange, Osceola, Seminole, St. Lucie, and Volusia).  

What they do. The primary role for FEMA in this domain is to provide guidance, 

information and, when requested, material and financial assistance. FEMA provides a template 

for an all-hazards comprehensive emergency management plan to assist state’s in planning for 

disasters. FEMA also provides access to guidelines and standards for best practices in disaster 

shelter design. 

The primary role for FDEM in this domain is to provide guidelines, information, and 

material and financial support to Florida counties so that they can best provide 

disaster/evacuation shelters for the vulnerable people within their jurisdictions. The state 

“promotes the use of public shelter selection criteria, in accordance with ARC 4496” 
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(www.floridadisaster.org). The state performs an annual survey of county shelters to ascertain 

which shelters meet the ARC 4496 minimum criteria. “We survey them. We provide ‘em with 

reports, data, offer them funds for retrofitting when it makes sense” (FDEM Planning Manager). 

The state “established a minimum set of safety criteria” (FDEM Planning Manager) based on 

ARC 4496 in order to create a systematic method for assessing disaster/shelter structures.  

In addition to that annual survey, the state, funded by the FEMA Corps of Engineers and 

the National Weather Service, National Hurricane Center, also performed  

Hurricane Evacuation Studies …we would survey the areas that were 

vulnerable…determining the evacuation zones…determining the population, 

looking at…transportation and shelter capacity. Based on that, developing tools 

for evacuation planning…When they would have to go, how long it would take, 

how many shelters they would need to activate (Former Director of FDEM).  

This information was then shared with the county emergency planners so that it could be 

incorporated into the county’s comprehensive emergency management plan.  

 The primary role for the local response is for the counties to incorporate the appropriate 

guidelines, standards, statutes, codes, and regulations into their shelter selection process. The 

counties are responsible for selecting, stocking, and staffing disaster/evacuation shelters. 

Inasmuch as possible, those shelters should all meet the minimum criteria of ARC 4496. This is 

in part because, “Red Cross won’t staff a facility that doesn’t meet ARC 4496” (FDEM Planning 

Manager). In the event a county does not have sufficient shelter space that meets ARC 4496, 

“then every new school that was built within that jurisdiction had to be built to those standards” 

(Former FDEM ESF 6 Lead). 
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Guidelines and Influences. At the federal level of the science and disaster management 

domain, the primary guidelines are FEMA 161-Design and Construction Guidance for 

Community Shelters 2000 (FEMA, 2013), International Code Council/National Storm Shelter 

Association (ICC/NSSA) High Wind Shelter Standard ICC 500-2008 and ICC 500-2014 (FEMA 

2013), Florida State Emergency Shelter Program (SESP) (FEMA, 2013), Florida Building Code 

Section 423.25 (FEMA, 2013), and Standards for Hurricane Evacuation Shelter Selection (ARC 

4496)(FEMA 2013).  

 At the state level of the science and disaster management domain, the primary guidelines 

are Standards for Hurricane Evacuation Shelter Selection (ARC 4496) 

(www.floridadisaster.org), State of Florida Model Hurricane Evacuation Shelter Selection 

Guideline Manual (www.floridadisaster.org), Performance Standards and Expectations of 

Hurricane Shelters (www.floridadisaster.org), Mass Care Facility Considerations for Selecting 

Hurricane Shelters (ARC 3041) (www.floridadisaster.org), ICC/NSSA Storm Shelters Standard: 

Draft Structural Provisions of the Standard for Design and Construction of Storm Shelters (IS-

STM) (www.floridadisaster.org), EHPA Shelters in K-12 Educational Facilities 

(www.floridadisaster.org), Florida Building Code Section 423.25 (FEMA, 2007), Section 

1013.372(1) Florida Statutes (www.archive.flsenate.gov).  

 One influence in this domain was “[H]urricane Andrew because that was a kind of 

crucible. ‘Cause if it survived Andrew the…it’s probably a useful construction system” (FDEM 

Planning Manager). Even though structures met local building codes, not all of those structures 

survived the storm. Most of those that did survive exceeded local building codes. Another 

guideline/influence according to the FDEM Planning Manager was  
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We used the American Red Cross’ ARC 4496. Then, if you use that alone, it’s a very thin 

document. It’s really hard to be consistent across the number of buildings. We had to go 

in and actually define some parts of the 4496. We did…the least risk decision-making 

model because ultimately this is all least risk. (Personal Interview)  

According to the Former Lead for FDEM ESF 6, after Hurricane Andrew the state recognized 

there was a lack of evacuation shelter spaces that met the ARC 4496 minimum criteria. As a 

result,    

the state legislature…wrote a law that the Florida Division of Emergency Management 

would…do a study and publish a report every year for every county, and if the county did 

not have enough evacuation shelter spaces—it means buildings that were up to 4496 

standards—then every new school that was built within that jurisdiction had to be built to 

those standards. (Phone Interview) 

 At the local level of the science and disaster management domain, the primary guidelines 

are similar to those of the federal and state levels.  

How they interact. The FDEM and FEMA provide guidelines, information, and resources 

to the counties to use in developing emergency management plans that include provisions for 

general population and special needs populations. The counties are responsible for applying the 

information and guidelines when selecting structures to serve as disaster/evacuation shelters.  

Outcomes Planned and Unplanned. The planned outcome at all levels of government is 

that the shelters will meet or exceed ARC 4496 basic criteria. An unplanned, but not unexpected, 

outcome is that structures sometimes fail and there is wind and/or water damage.  

 Expectations. The primary concern is not that the buildings remain intact but that those 

sheltered within remain alive and uninjured. As a former FDEM ESF 6 Lead commented,  
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An evacuation shelter is primarily for an evacuation from a hurricane or from a fire, and 

it’s projected to be open for 72 hours…giving them the minimal amount of facilities 

because they’re not gonna be there that long…it’s a safe and secure place for 

people…with basic life-sustaining services. (Phone Interview) 

Governance Domain. 

Who the actors are. At the federal level, the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) is the primary actor in the governance domain. At the state level, the Florida Division of 

Emergency Management is the primary actor in the governance domain. Within the FDEM, there 

are essential service functions (ESFs) that are responsible for Mass Care that include supporting 

county shelters. These ESFs are ESF 6-Mass Care, ESF 8-Health and Medical, ESF 11-Food and 

Water, and ESF 17-Animal Protection. Appendix H lists the primary and supporting agencies for 

each ESF. 

What they do. The Federal Emergency Management Agency is responsible for coordinating the 

“federal government's role in preparing for, preventing, mitigating the effects of, responding to, and 

recovering from all domestic disasters, whether natural or man-made, including acts of terror” 

(https://www.fema.gov/about-agency). “Under the National Response Framework (NRF) and other 

federal emergency plans, the federal government may provide assistance to a state upon the request of the 

Governor or when primary federal jurisdiction is involved” (Florida CEMP, 2016, p. 18). 

 The Florida Division of Emergency Management's Natural Hazards Unit  administers the state's 

all-hazards planning programs. The goal of the unit is to ensure that the State Emergency 

Response Team (SERT) is prepared for prompt, efficient response and recovery to 

protect lives and property affected by disasters. Several planning programs are housed 

here: Comprehensive Emergency Management Planning, Continuity of Operations, Fuels 

Planning, and Regional Planning. In addition, the unit lends support to other agencies and 
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jurisdictions, as well as non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and private sector 

partners, in their respective emergency preparedness planning 

(http://www.floridadisaster.org).  

 According to Florida’s 2016 CEMP, FDEM is responsible for establishing requirements 

and standards that county emergency management plans must meet. County plans “must be 

coordinated and consistent with the state CEMP” (Florida CEMP, 2016, pp. 16-17) . 

Additionally, the FDEM is responsible for  

Determining the resource requirements of the state and its political subdivisions in the 

event of an emergency; plan for and either procure supplies, medicines, materials, and 

equipment, award State Term and Agency Contingency Contracts for all necessary 

resources, or enter into memoranda of agreement or open purchase orders that will ensure 

their availability; and use and employ at various times any of the property, services, and 

resources within the state: Initiating community education and outreach to the public 

regarding the registry of persons with special needs and special needs shelters:  

Supporting the emergency management needs of all counties by developing reciprocal 

intra-and interstate mutual aid agreements: Assisting local emergency management 

agencies and their shelter program partners through administering of a statewide 

hurricane evacuation shelter survey and retrofit program. The survey and retrofit program 

includes public schools, community colleges, universities and other facilities owned or 

leased by state or local government agencies, and certain privately-owned facilities 

through written agreement. The Division recognizes the American Red Cross’s Standards 

for Hurricane Evacuation Shelters Selection (ARC 4496) as minimum hurricane safety 

criteria for the survey and retrofit program: Providing for the rendering of mutual aid 
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among the political subdivisions of the state under the State Mutual Aid Agreement 

(SMAA), with other states under the Emergency Management Assistance Compact 

(EMAC), and with the federal government with respect to emergency management 

functions and responsibilities (Florida CEMP, 2016, pp. 16-17). 

 At the local level, the individual counties are each responsible for authoring their own 

comprehensive emergency management plan that meets standards and requirements set by the 

FDEM. As part of that plan, counties are responsible for all elements related to 

disaster/evacuation sheltering. According to the Florida CEMP, 2016, counties are responsible 

for the following, 

providing evacuation shelter facilities during a state or local emergency or disaster. 

Through the school districts, a county shall provide facilities and necessary personnel to 

staff such facilities. Each school board that provides transportation assistance in an 

emergency evacuation shall coordinate the use of its vehicles with the local emergency 

management agency: Developing and maintaining procedures to receive and shelter 

persons evacuating within their political jurisdiction and those persons evacuating from 

outside into their jurisdiction with assistance from the state: Providing emergency power 

to designated special needs evacuation shelters (Florida CEMP, 2016, p. 15).  

The current FDEM ESF 6 Lead affirms the state’s role in local disaster/evacuation shelter 

practice,   

The state does not tell them which shelters to open. We don’t tell them how many 

shelters to open. We don’t tell them who to contract to staff them. We don’t tell them 

what to put in them. We suggest. We guide. We support. (Personal Interview) 



67 

 

Guidelines and Influences. At the federal level of the governance domain, the primary 

guideline is the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act, Public Law 

100-707 (www.fema.gov). This act  

gives FEMA the responsibility for coordinating government-wide relief efforts. It is 

designed to bring an orderly and systemic means of federal natural disaster assistance for 

state and local governments in carrying out their responsibilities to aid citizens. 

Congress’ intention was to encourage states and localities to develop comprehensive 

disaster preparedness plans, prepare for better intergovernmental coordination in the face 

of a disaster, encourage the use of insurance coverage, and provide federal assistance 

programs for losses due to a disaster. This Act constitutes the statutory authority for most 

federal disaster response activities especially as they pertain to FEMA and FEMA 

programs. (www.fema.gov) 

 At the state level of the governance domain, the primary guidelines are the State of 

Florida Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (CEMP) (www.floridadisaster.org), the 

State of Florida Continuity of Operations Plan (COOP) (www.floridadisaster.org), The 

International Code Council/National Storm Shelter Association (ICC/NSS)A High Wind Shelter 

Standard ICC 500-2008 and ICC 500-2014 (FEMA, 2013), Florida State Emergency Shelter 

Program (SESP) (FEMA 2013), Florida Building Code Section 423.25 (FEMA, 2013), and 

Standards for Hurricane Shelter Evacuation Shelter Selection (ARC 4496) (FEMA, 2013). 

 At the local level of the governance domain, the primary guidelines are the State of 

Florida Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (CEMP) and the county Comprehensive 

Emergency Plan (CEMP). Each county is responsible for developing its own CEMP based on its 

specific requirements. For example, Brevard, Indian River, Martin, St. Lucie, and Volusia 
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counties incorporate planning for evacuations from coastal zones whereas Lake, Orange, 

Osceola, and Seminole do not. 

 Outcomes Planned and Unplanned. One unplanned outcome at the state level related to 

special needs shelters was that,  

A post-season review also found that unlike general population shelters, only about half 

the SpNS facilities were recognized as meeting ARC 4496 safety criteria. This finding is 

explained in some part because some local governments use hospitals, nursing homes and 

other types of special care facilities in-lieu of designating a public school or other 

government facility. For survey purposes, these facilities were seldom included on lists 

provided to DEM, so they were not included in the DEM survey work plan. Also, there is 

a perception among some local governments that the ARC 4496 criteria need only apply 

to shelters managed by the ARC (Florida Division of Emergency Management and 

Department of Health, 2005, p. 2). 

Another unplanned outcome related to special needs shelters regards the registry of 

persons requesting special needs sheltering. Each county’s emergency manager is   

statutorily required to maintain a registry of persons with special needs (PSN) for their 

respective jurisdiction (s. 252.355, Florida Statutes). A post-season review found that the 

registries did not necessarily reflect the actual demand for SpNS space. Only a minority 

of those that were pre-registered accepted the SpNS option, but many additional PSN 

registration forms were submitted in the hours just before hurricane impact. Also, many 

PSN clients, or those that appeared to qualify as medically or cognitively fragile or 

dependent, evacuated to local general population shelters instead of the designated SpNS 
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facilities (Florida Division of Emergency Management and Department of Health, 2005, 

p. 1). 

 How they interact.  At the federal level, “The…Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA) coordinates and leads Federal resources, as required, to support local, tribal, and State 

governments and voluntary agencies (VOLAGs) in the performance of mass care” 

(www.fema.gov).   

 At the state level, “When activated, representatives from ESF 6 Primary and Support 

agencies report to the State Emergency Operations Center” (Florida CEMP 2010, Appendix VI, 

p. 3). According to the Florida Comprehensive Emergency Management Plan (2010), “when 

directed by the State Emergency Response Team Chief, ESF 6 services and programs are 

implemented to assist individuals and households impacted by potential or actual disaster 

incidents” (Florida CEMP 2010, Appendix VI, p. 1). The state serves as a liaison between the 

local response producers and FEMA and “When required, ESF 6 coordinates closely with 

DHS/FEMA, in its role in Federal ESF 6, to provide federal mass care resources to assist and 

augment the state’s mass care capabilities” (Florida CEMP 2010, Appendix VI, p. 2). 

 At the county level, “Designated County ESF 6 liaisons report to the County Emergency 

Operations Center. Local American Red Cross, Salvation Army and other Voluntary 

Organizations Active in Disaster mobilize and respond in accordance with their organizational 

missions” (Florida CEMP 2010, Appendix VI, p. 3). After local resources are exhausted, 

resource requests are submitted to the state and, if needed, the federal government.  

Expectations. One expectation held by emergency managers is “get ‘em in, get ‘em safe 

till the storm passes. Then hopefully get ‘em home, and if not, start thinking about what we’re 
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gonna do for short term housing” (Former Director of FDEM). This is because once opened, 

shelters need to be closed as quickly as possible. As a former FDEM employee commented,  

It really is an important thing, an important piece of all this that people miss when it 

comes to shelter. I gotta get ‘em closed. Once the storm’s gone, I need you…out of there. 

A huge portion of any community’s workforce are school-age parents. I have to get those 

kids back in school…I need them (the parents) to go back to work” (Personal Interview).  

Local Response Domain. 

Who the actors are. The primary actors in FDEM Region V for the local response 

domain are Brevard County Emergency Management (BCEM), Indian River County Emergency 

Management (IRCES), Lake County Emergency Management (LCEM), Martin County 

Fire/Rescue-Emergency Management (MCEM), Orange County Emergency Management 

(OCEM), Osceola County Office of Emergency Management (OCOEM), Seminole County 

Public Safety-Emergency Management (SCPSEM), St. Lucie County Public Safety-Emergency 

Management (SLCPSEM), Volusia County Emergency Management (VCEM), and the 

vulnerable people they serve (www.floridadisaster.org). The Florida Division of Emergency 

Management and FEMA are not directly responsible for disaster/evacuation shelters at the local 

level but they do provide guidance and support as well as material and financial assistance.  

At the local response stage, the American Red Cross is also a primary actor. Per its 

charter from the U.S. Congress, the Red Cross is delegated specific responsibilities because of its 

legal status of ‘federal instrumentality’. Among these responsibilities is systematically providing 

disaster relief, both domestically and internationally, as well as those responsibilities mandated 

by the National Response Framework (NRF) (American Red Cross, n.d.). The NRF is 
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coordinated by FEMA and provides a structure within which government and the community 

work together to respond to a disaster (FEMA, n.d.). 

What they do. The individual counties are responsible for identifying, selecting, stocking, 

and staffing disaster/evacuation general population and special needs population shelters for the 

vulnerable people they serve. They are required by Florida statute to maintain a database of 

persons requiring special needs sheltering. According to the State of Florida Comprehensive 

Emergency Management Plan, Chapter 252 of the Florida Statutes prescribes how the State of 

Florida responds to a variety of disasters, whether natural or man-made. The plan includes 

guidelines for State and local officials regarding organization, responsibilities, and procedures. 

There are also guidelines for coordinating and integrating responses between State, federal, and 

local governments. (Florida CEMP, 2004). With regard to disaster/evacuation sheltering, 

counties are required by Section 252.38, Florida Statutes, to be responsible for “Developing and 

maintaining procedures to receive and shelter persons evacuating within their political 

jurisdiction and those persons evacuating from outside into their jurisdiction with assistance from 

the State.” (Florida CEMP, 2004, p. 13).  

As part of ESF 6 Mass Care (at all levels of government), the American Red Cross 

provides disaster response that includes providing “life-sustaining and human services to the 

affected population, to include hydration. Feeding, sheltering, temporary housing, evacuee 

support, reunification, and distribution of emergency supplies” (FEMA, n.d.). 

Guidelines & Influences. Each of these counties is responsible for emergency 

management functions within their territorial limits based on State and county emergency 

management plans, as well as mutual aid agreements. Each county crafts its own emergency 

management plan that includes its county’s unique ordinances, resolutions, and mutual aid 
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agreements. For example, Volusia County adheres to the Volusia County Comprehensive Plan, 

as amended, Volusia County Charter, Volusia County Resolution 91-251 [Emergency Powers 

Advisory Council (EPAC)], and Volusia County Ordinance 96-1 (Emergency Management). 

Martin County has mutual aid agreements with Palm Beach County, St. Lucie County, Indian 

River County, Okeechobee County, the Town of Sewall’s Point, the City of Stuart, The Town of 

Jupiter, the Town of Ocean Breeze, The FlaWarn (Public Works/Utilities and Solid Waste), as 

well as the statewide mutual aid compact (Volusia County CEMP 2012 Basic Plan).The counties 

are also bound to adhere to all pertinent federal regulations, Presidential Directives /Executive 

Orders, as well as State administrative rules and regulations related to emergency management.  

How they interact. The counties interact with their municipalities and with other counties 

through mutual aid agreements specific to each county. For example, Martin County has mutual 

aid agreements with Palm Beach County, St. Lucie County, Indian River County, Okeechobee 

County, the Town of Sewall’s Point, City of Stuart, Town of Jupiter, Town of Ocean Breeze, 

FlaWarn (Public Works/Utilities and Solid Waste), Statewide Mutual Aid Compact, State of 

Florida, Florida Forest Service, Martin County School Board, Red Cross, Law Enforcement, 

Treasure Coast Fire Chief’s Association (Martin, St. Lucie, Indian River, Okeechobee)” (Martin 

County, 2014, p. 76). Martin County also has Ordinance No. 558, Chapter 51 Disaster and 

Emergency Management, of the Laws and Ordinances of Martin County addresses the powers 

and duties of the Emergency Management Agency Director.” (Martin County, 2014, p. 76). In 

addition, Martin County utilizes Resolution #05-9.1 in which it “adopted the NIMS as the 

standard for incident management in Martin County” (Martin County, 2014, p. 76). 

 Counties and their municipalities are expected to exhaust their resources and those of 

their mutual agreements before requesting aid from the State of Florida. Such aid may be 
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financial, may be personnel, or may be material resources (such as cots for a shelter). Through 

the State Watch Office (SWO), the State maintains a communications warning system with 

which to inform emergency management agencies and the state’s population of impending 

emergency situations and to communicate decision regarding emergency response. (Florida 

CEMP, 2016, p.  16). The State is responsible for “initiating community education and outreach 

to the public regarding the registry of persons with special needs and special needs shelters” 

(Florida CEMP, 2016, p. 17). Each county is responsible for maintaining a database of persons 

requiring access to special needs shelters and providing that information to the State for record-

keeping purposes. The state assists “local emergency management agencies and their shelter 

program partners through administering of a statewide hurricane evacuation shelter survey and 

retrofit program. The survey and retrofit program includes public schools, community colleges, 

universities and other facilities owned or leased by state or local government agencies, and 

certain privately owned facilities through written agreement” (Florida CEMP, 2016, p. 17). 

 Orange County is slightly different in that it requires Emergency Coordinating Officers 

(ECOs). “These agencies; organizations and municipalities that are not part of an ESF and that 

require coordination prior to, during and following an emergency and/or disaster…organized as 

the Liaison Section…composed of…: municipalities, Federal, State  Governmental Agencies, 

Theme parks, Non-Profit and For-Profit Organizations, military support, universities and 

colleges, and Orange TV” (Orange County, 2013,  p. 69).  

Outcomes Planned and Unplanned. “Man plans and God Laughs” – Yiddish proverb 

  In spite of the best, most comprehensive plans, things happen. One simply cannot plan 

for every single eventuality. This relates back to Mr. McDaniel’s comment about the 80/20 

(approximate) split between what you can realistically anticipate and what you have to respond 
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to. For example, the airport becoming a temporary shelter was decidedly unplanned and 

unanticipated (see the example of Axial Coding on page 57). In Orange County, “The General 

PSN shelter workers and managers were randomly assigned in these shelters. This created 

problems based on the personality of the individuals and the interaction with the schools hosting 

the shelters" (Orange County, 2004, p. A-28). With regard to the mega-shelter that was opened 

during Hurricane Ivan, Orange County was assured by both the State of Florida and FEMA that 

there would be no impact on the county’s resources. Yet the county’s ESF 8 was “forced to 

support the operation by providing transport and communication support” (Orange County, 

2004, p. A-28). 

  In Brevard County, the unplanned referred to “More than 300 occupants of a Melbourne 

special needs shelter were moved during the storm because of concerns about the shelter’s roof” 

(Brevard County, 2005b, p. 14). Seminole County had shelters opened before the American Red 

Cross was informed. This led not only to challenges for the ARC to staff the shelters, but in some 

cases school principals who were serving as shelter managers called for help directly to the 

county emergency operations center (Seminole County, 2005). In Seminole County the ARC 

also reported a shortage of volunteers to staff the shelters and, in some cases, the shelters were 

staffed by Seminole County School System and the Seminole County Sheriff’s Office (Seminole 

County, 2005). The issue here was that the volunteers lacked training in shelter management. 

Another issue in Seminole County concerned trash removal and cleaning of the shelter, "It was 

unclear who was responsible for the cleaning and maintenance of the shelter during the 

evacuation times. Trash removal and restroom cleaning became a problem for many shelters…In 

the last two storms Seminole County School Board provided staff and resources at each shelter 

for cleaning operation" (Seminole County, 2005, PP. 24-25). 
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  In addition to issues face by local responders, the vulnerable people being sheltered did 

not always react as anticipated. For example, “During every hurricane including Jeanne, a certain 

amount of people wanted to leave and go back home when they felt the storm had passed. They 

usually had driven their POV and want to sign out against Police, Medical and Shelter Staff 

Advise [sic]” (Brevard County, 2004b, p. 49). Another issue in Brevard County was that many 

people had not planned on being without electricity for a long period of time. There were also 

complaints that “durable medical equipment companies did not have oxygen or tanks available. 

This shortage caused many residents to go to Hospital emergency rooms and numerous 911 calls 

to look for oxygen” (Brevard County, 2004, pp. 21-22).  

  Another challenge faced in Seminole County with regard to vulnerable people was their 

lack of response in Hurricane Charley. “Unfortunately, residents perceived the hurricane would 

weaken once it finally reached Seminole County. Most believed that they could ride the storm 

out and many attempted to do so. Some found they could not reach shelters whey the realized 

they needed them. This experience suggested the Seminole County shelters would face a large 

increase in population during the next event” (Seminole County, 2006, p. 13). Indeed, in 

Hurricane Frances, Seminole County saw an increase in the number of people who went to the 

shelter. A part of this was because many of their homes still had blue tarps on the roofs as a 

result of damage from Hurricane Charlie. “In Hurricane Jeanne, we noticed a dramatic decrease, 

and I think people then were just annoyed, so they were just gonna stay at home. They didn’t 

care” (County Emergency Manager). 

  Volusia County had challenges with Assisted Living Facilities (ALFs) that did not 

evacuate soon enough or that did not have suitable transportation or shelter space.  “This 

adversely affected not only the residents of the ALFs, but also required additional time on the 
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part of emergency services agencies to address the facilities’ problems” (Volusia County, 2005, 

p. 33). Another issue for Volusia County was the lack of a county-wide system to identify where 

specific individuals were sheltered. “Not having an accurate listing of sheltered individuals could 

become a substantial problem for the County should there be events that not only require large 

scale evacuations, but also resulted in large numbers of casualties. Knowing who was in a shelter 

and who was not could become vital to search and rescue operations, as well as to handling 

family inquiries from outside of the affected area...A second component of this issue is to 

identify individuals in shelters that may be inappropriate to mix with the general population 

under such conditions, e.g., convicted sex offenders, violent felons, etc." (Volusia County, 2004, 

p. 34). A similar issue relates to security and law enforcement, particularly “individuals bringing 

inappropriate materials to the shelters, e.g., weapons, as well as the presence of individuals with 

prior criminal convictions, e.g., sex offenders within the general shelter population” (Volusia 

County, 2004, p. 21). 

 Yet another unplanned outcome related to actions of vulnerable people was the lengths 

people were willing to go to in order to smoke and the consequences of those actions. For 

example, 

We did find that some of the doors, people like to go out and smoke and even in tropical 

storm force winds, people think, ‘well, I go on the opposite side of the building from 

where the winds are…blowing from then I can bunk out in the back of the building.’ 

Well, the moment they open the door, there’s actually negative pressure on the back side 

of the building and it would tear the door away. We actually had some doors that were 

damaged by people as they were coming and going, and they had a hard time getting re-

sealed…Somebody will try to go out the door and it pulled off the hinges. That’s not 
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uncommon unfortunately, but that’s a behavioral issue that I can’t stop. We can do what 

we can to harden the doors as best we can. I don’t expect people to go out in 150 mile an 

hour storm, but they were going out in tropical storm force and that’s when the damage 

like that was taking place (FDEM Planning Manager). 

 There were a variety of issues related to special needs sheltering. Some of these issues are 

common and expected. For example, 

There are the normal issues that people come that aren’t registered. We are not really sure 

of what types of supplies they’ll need. They get there. They’ve forgotten certain types of 

medication…At that time…there wasn’t the big CVSes and the Walgreens that have huge 

databases of all types of stuff. To try to get someone to refill a prescription was a 

challenge. Also, if they came there—and at that time there was no law in Florida for 

individuals to get—refill their prescriptions prior to hurricanes making landfall. Some 

would come in with prescriptions, but they only had enough for a couple days, and we 

know that the pharmacy would be out for probably a week or so without power and such 

(County Emergency Manager). 

  Expectations. There are different expectations regarding disaster/evacuation shelters. In 

2004, the paradigm was “if a hurricane was coming, that everybody needed to load up the station 

wagon and get on the road” (FDEM ESF 6 Lead). The idea was to head to the local shelter. 

Recent changes in that paradigm are supported by behavioral analysis done by the State of 

Florida which indicates that “most people go to hotels and motels, or leave the area completely 

and go stay with family and friends” (Former Director of FDEM). Part of the encouragement to 

change that paradigm and have people shelter with family or friends is that,  
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you have no AC. The electricity may or may not be on. The food is certainly not up to 

their standards. It’s very, very loud. It’s chaotic. There are kids running around. People 

are already in a bad mood by definition. You’re now staying with 200 of your new best 

friends. Bathroom’s probably not gonna be up to your standard. Nothing will be up to 

your standard. (FDEM ESF 6 Lead).  

This is where it is necessary to manage public perception - “The shelter is a lifeboat; it’s not a 

cruise ship” (County Emergency Manager). 

 Volusia County reported considerable feedback from citizens regarding perceptions of 

problems with shelters. This reflects Schneider’s (2011) position that citizens have expectations 

when it comes to how government will provide for their safety in the event of a natural disaster. 

If those expectations are not met, citizens will perceive that government was not successful. 

Among the issues reported by citizens were,  

inadequate space at the shelter accepting pets and the distance to the pet shelter; the lack 

of shelters in the southeastern portion of the county and the perceived 'long distances' for 

some evacuees to available shelters; the lack of transportation for seniors from some 

jurisdictions to shelters; the difficulties of seniors, the frail, bed bound, and other 

individuals in coping with sheltering at the general shelters, where they were assigned 

because they did not meet the criteria for 'Persons with Special Needs' shelters; special 

needs or bed bound individuals appearing unannounced at hospitals requesting shelter; 

dealing with unpleasant behavior of other shelterees or a lack of sensitivity on the part of 

shelter management staff to the stress being experienced by shelterees, especially seniors; 

isolating specific categories of individuals from the general population shelter population, 
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e.g., sexual offenders; shelterees being confused about or uncooperative concerning what 

to bring or not to bring to a shelter (Volusia County, 2005, p. 13).  

Volusia County also experienced challenges with sheltering the homeless, “including the mixing 

of the homeless with the general public in shelters and not having participation in shelter 

management from organizations that normally assist this population” (Volusia County, 2005, p. 

36). 

 Another paradigm change is referring to shelterees as “survivors” rather than “victims”. 

As explained by FDEM ESF 6 Lead,  

In Florida, they’re not victims. Victims are powerless and have no ability to change their 

situation. Survivors have a vibrancy and have the ability to change their situation. That 

…was a really big mind shift. Now part of what we do includes ‘what can the survivors 

help us do?’... It helps them to be part of their recovery…That’s empowering someone to 

seize control of their life at a really dark and dismal time. (Personal Interview) 

This paradigm shift enabled FDEM to recruit shelterees to help with sheltering activities such as 

taking out trash. This occupied shelterees and relieved shelter staff to focus on other priorities. 

The Problematics of Interorganizational Joint Action in Florida’s 2004 Hurricane Season 

Organizational Interdependence. The very structure of emergency management is 

interorganizational and interdependent by design. Within each social domain, there are three 

levels of government that have both a codified interdependent relationship and an informal 

interdependent relationship. These governments each have agencies with designated emergency 

management roles to perform. Within those agencies are multiple emergency support functions 

that exist to support the government’s disaster response. Each of those ESFs has multiple 

partners on whom they rely and with whom they partner to provide service. Into this are added 
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contractual and/or informal relationships with non-governmental support agencies. Then add to 

the mix the vulnerable people whose participatory actions are not necessarily scripted. 

“Emergency management is trying to get all of these entities with different visions and different 

missions to coordinate activities and continue to operate on the same…direction” (County 

Emergency Manager). 

 The emergency management interorganizational design gets even more complex when it 

comes to disaster/evacuation sheltering where the 67 counties in Florida are individually 

responsible for their own sheltering efforts. Each county has a unique method for selecting 

shelters, staffing shelters, and stocking shelters. The counties also have their own ESF support 

structure as well as unique relationships with each other and with non-governmental agencies. 

For example,  

The government entities are, of course, the Health Department and the school board, the 

local law enforcement, the sheriff’s office and Animal Services. For private, we deal with 

oxygen companies that provide us oxygen for the different shelters. Food Services, that’s 

a nonprofit, though. We work with Meals on Wheels for the food services that are not 

part of the school system. The school provides lots of meals as well. We work with a 

home health care services to provide additional nursing, respiratory therapists at the 

shelters. We work with a private ambulance company because our governmental 

ambulance company is so busy during those that we actually hire private ambulances to 

be at each one of the shelters…then lots of nonprofits, of course, are the American Red 

Cross. We work with the Boy Scouts of America that provide some services at some of 

our shelters. Salvation Army…and then lots of faith-based organizations (County 

Emergency Manager).  



81 

 

 At the state level the emergency management interorganizational design includes internal 

and external relationships. For example,  

ESF 6 has a variety of state and non-governmental, and some private partners that work 

with us to fill the needs of feeding, sheltering and providing human services to survivors 

of disasters…we have a lot of internal partners that help us provide that wide variety of 

services that we provide within our organization. Then we work with the other ESFs to 

maximize what we do. We help them do what they do, they help us do what we do 

(FDEM ESF 6 Lead).  

It is challenging to provide a unified response when many of the participants have “blue skies” 

jobs, meaning they work for an organization during fair-weather but report to work at the EOC 

during activations.  

The fact that even though we have ICSNMS, you’re bringing people in from disparate 

organizations who all had their own structure, blue sky structure, trying to smash them 

together to work this event. You have changes in personnel and personalities, so you’re 

trying to work that dynamic while you’re dealing with people who don’t necessarily think 

the way you do, i.e., politicians, about what you should be doing and how you’re doing it. 

Then your 67 different buddies out there in the counties who have different expectations 

and ways of doing things (FDEM ESF 6 Lead).  

This illustrates both the complexity of the process and the organizational interdependence within 

and between the organizations and within the overall sheltering process.  

Flow of Resources. Another facet of interorganizational interaction is the flow of 

resources. These resources may be financial support, information, personnel, equipment, or 
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supplies. Resources flow within organizations and between organizations, as well as within and 

between levels of government. For example, with regard to personnel resources,  

Started doing fieldwork where they would send me out in the field to check on what was 

happening, either with the ESF, or I also did some forward liaison for the SERT, which is 

they used to send people to the counties ahead of a storm. You would embed in their 

EOC, and then you would be the liaison, you would find out what’s going on down there, 

beefs, challenges, feed that back up here (FDEM ESF 6 Lead).  

 With regard to funding, “We finally started getting money for retrofitting. There was 

federal dollars, some state monies, $3 million a year for state monies and then the schools were 

now building these EHPAs.” (FDEM Planning Manager). Beyond that, counties and 

municipalities are responsible for raising their own funds to construct new, or retrofit old, 

buildings that meet the ARC 4496 minimum criteria. 

 Another resource is training. The American Red Cross provides training for shelter 

management, among other skills. In addition,  

Periodic training sessions will be provided by FDEM concerning guidelines and 

processes involving state and federal disaster assistance. Emergency Management will 

coordinate this training for all concerned agencies and departments, as well as provide 

training to county and municipal personnel on relevant information concerning the 

various funding programs under FDEM (Martin County CEMP 2013). 

 With regard to different levels of sheltering, “the evacuation shelters are managed and 

resources by the local government. When you get into the short-term and the long-term shelters, 

that’s when the state and, in some cases, the federal government gets involved…as far as 

providing resources” (Former FDEM ESF 6 Lead).  
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With regard to supplies, “The state provides support. If they were overwhelmed, they contact us. 

They need cots? We try to get them cots, food, more staffing, whatever it is they need to meet 

their goal of sheltering” (FDEM ESF 6 Lead).  

 At the local level, each county has its own methods for distributing resources to 

vulnerable people. For example,   

The Seminole County Fire Division directed logistics activities and was overall 

responsible for opening Disaster Relief Sites. It was essential to have a dedicated staff 

around-the-clock to handle an operation of this complexity and magnitude…The Sheriff’s 

Office also assisted with the direct issuance of water, ice, and other items available at the 

distribution sites throughout the county. (Seminole County 2004 After Action Report). 

There is a process in place whereby counties can request resources from the State: 

County resource requests are made through the EM Constellation system or, if 

unavailable, any other form of communication. Once a request has been received by the 

SEOC from a county, it is initially processed by the County Liaison Desk under the 

direction of the Operations Support Branch, who verifies the information. From there, it 

is assigned to the proper branch for tasking to the appropriate ESF. If the ESF can meet 

the provisions of the request, resource information is forwarded to the county EOC. If the 

ESF cannot provide the requested resources, it is then forwarded to the Logistics Section, 

who will work with either private vendors or through the Emergency Management 

Assistance Compact (EMAC) to secure the resources. If the resources are identified from 

private sources, the vendor information is given to the county emergency operations 

center (Florida CEMP 2016). 
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 Because these are economically challenging times, there is also the need to husband 

resources as much as possible. Not only are there fewer dollars to purchase goods, there are 

fewer people to provide services. Fewer people are volunteering to participate in voluntary 

agencies as well. 

Trying to lower expectations in these times of diminished resources. That’s the number of 

state workers available to do a response. The number of county workers to get the money 

available. The NGOs, Red Cross and Salvation Army are not the size they used to be.  

You’re trying to work with fewer resources, trying to use them more wisely (FDEM ESF 

6 Lead). 

Institutional Elements of Control and Coordination 

Sanctions and controls. The sanctions in emergency management are not necessarily 

punitive. For example, since FEMA is a non-regulatory agency it cannot withhold funding 

because of noncompliance with guidelines it has issued. However, they are highly normative. 

Barker (1993) suggests that normative controls in organizational team settings can be more 

effective for constraining and directing behavior than regular bureaucratic controls. He suggests 

that there is a tremendous amount of consensus behind concertive control that requires a level of 

self-management by team members (Barker, 1993).  

Barker suggests this form of self-policing is quite powerful.  Barker argues that, once the 

team determines what appropriate behavior is, the team then creates its own value-laden rules or 

norms that drive how the team members behave within the system of concertive control. In 

essence, normative sanctions become peer pressure on steroids. There are several elements of 

concertive control that are applicable in the realm of emergency management. The teams are 
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cross-trained so they can not only perform any task but, similar to street-level bureaucracy, they 

have the autonomy and flexibility to determine how best to complete the task (Barker, 1993).  

Coordinating mechanisms. “It’s a complex system dealing with lots of moving parts. 

Every one of them is different, and within the activation, there are many different pictures that 

you’re dealing with.” (FDEM ESF 6 Lead). In order to be effective, it is critical that there are 

mechanisms in place to coordinate all these moving parts. The most obvious are the emergency 

management plans which provide the overarching guidelines for action during a disaster. These 

plans provide “playbooks” which describe, define, and delineate the roles and responsibilities of 

all the actors. There are standard operating procedures that facilitate consistency in repetitive 

activities such as requesting resources or maintaining records. 

Another mechanism is the National Incident Management System (NIMS). This system 

serves as a way to coordinate activities within and between federal, state, local, and nonprofit 

organizations during disaster response. The system provides a common structure where roles, 

responsibilities, and duties are clearly outlined. The system is  

a systematic, proactive approach to guide departments and agencies at all levels of 

government, nongovernmental organizations, and the private sector to work together 

seamlessly and manage incidents involving all threats and hazards—regardless of cause, 

size, location, or complexity—in order to reduce loss of life, property and harm to the 

environment. The NIMS is the essential foundation to the National Preparedness System 

(NPS) and provides the template for the management of incidents and operations in 

support of all five National Planning Frameworks (www.fema.gov). 

In addition to these, there are institutional activities that help control efforts. For example, 

we have a conference call every day for situational awareness during an activation. Part 
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of the template is, at the very end—cuz the whole way through you’re talking about what 

we’re doing, how we’re doing it, and at the very end it goes you may be doing this well, 

but is this what you really need to be doing? Because sometimes you lose focus…Is that 

really the important part? Or do we need to be focusing on something else?...is what 

we’re doing right for this event? Do we need to be doing something differently? (FDEM 

ESF 6 Lead). 

 As well as conference calls, the SERT holds daily meetings during an activation in which 

to set its goals and to assess how these goals are being met. This helps because, “To take all 

those parts and to use ICSNMS to create a functioning team that can provide fast responses, and 

positive responses, it’s important to have that daily focus” (FDEM ESF 6). 

 When an activation occurs, missions arrive at the EOC and must be delegated 

appropriately. Missions are issues that have arisen that need to be dealt with. There is a format 

by which missions are assessed, delegated, and addressed. 

 Missions are vetted at the big table. They’re then assigned to a branch and tasked by the 

branch to the correct ESF to be served…There’s a series of layers when the mission 

comes in. Is this mission, really, that we should be—that the state should be taking on? 

Have they really exhausted their ability to take care of this? If so, they send it to the 

branch. The branch then looks at it, does the same filter and decides who best can fill it. 

It’s sent to the ESF who, again, will filter it and decide is this something that we should 

be doing? Should it be done by someone else? Then we meet those needs by working 

with whatever support groups that we have (FDEM ESF 6 Lead).   

There are contractual agreements with private vendors to provide services and supplies 

such as respiratory therapists and oxygen (County Emergency Manager). There are mutual aid 
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agreements with municipalities, counties, and states that facilitate sharing of resources. There are 

statutory requirements designating roles and responsibilities. Additionally, there are common 

standard operating procedures followed across agencies and levels of government that facilitate 

coordination of efforts by ensuring all actors know what tasks need to be done and how they 

should be accomplished.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

ILLUMINATIONS 

In general, the bureaucratic structure of disaster response evacuation sheltering policy 

implementation can be understood using the analogy of the poker game Texas Hold ’em. In this 

analogy, the players represent the local responders (county, municipal, or organizational) that 

provide disaster/evacuation sheltering. Each player is dealt two cards (one is federal policy 

statutes for disaster/evacuation shelter response and the other is state statutes for 

disaster/evacuation shelter response requirements) about which s/he is fully informed. Each 

player is also informed of his/her own county’s (or municipality’s or organization’s) unique 

administrative rules, codes, and ordinances and brings that knowledge into his/her playing 

strategy. The players place a bet based on those cards representing the science and disaster 

management domain (creates a disaster shelter response plan for both general populations and 

special needs populations). The dealer then turns up three cards and places them on the table in 

full view of all the players (card three indicates the type of disaster, card four indicates the 

strength of the disaster, and card five indicates the location/path of the disaster). Another round 

of betting takes place representing the disaster governance domain (information is assessed, risk 

is analyzed, an emergency is declared, and an evacuation is ordered or a shelter-in-place order is 

declared). A sixth card is turned up and placed on the table (street-level bureaucrats and 

nonprofit partners are called upon to act). A final round of betting, representing the local 

response domain, takes place (disaster shelter plan is implemented and selected shelters are 

opened and staffed). Finally a seventh card denoting the vulnerable people is turned up and 

placed on the table by the dealer. This card represents that which cannot be anticipated or 

controlled for.  
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These last two cards, “street-level bureaucrats and nonprofit partners” and “general 

population/special needs population”, may be considered “wildcards.” The partnerships with 

nonprofits (NPOs) may produce a finite amount of variation related to who, what, when, where, 

and how these partners may be involved, yet there is still variation that must be considered. For 

example, the Congress has federally mandated the American Red Cross as a primary partner 

when it comes to staffing disaster shelters but it is not the only nonprofit to participate. 

Additionally, there is no way of knowing in advance exactly which volunteers will be available 

or what experience they will bring with them beyond the standard volunteer training.  

Table 5.2  

Emergency response domains and Texas Hold ‘em (based on Hilhorst, 2004; *Brower et al., 

2009) 

Science and Disaster 
Management Domain 

Disaster Governance 
Domain  

 
Local Response Domain 

(Scientists and 
Managers) 

(Bureaucrats and 
Politicians) 

(Local Producers and 
Vulnerable People) 

(That which cannot 
be anticipated*) 

Card 1: federal policy 
statutes for disaster 
shelter response and 
state statutes for 
disaster shelter 
response 

The dealer then turns 
up three cards (Card 
3: type of disaster, 
Card 4: strength of 
disaster, and Card 5: 
location of disaster). 
Another round of 
betting takes place 
(information is 
assessed, risk is 
analyzed, an 
emergency is 
declared, and an 
evacuation is 
ordered). 

A sixth card is turned 
up (street-level 
bureaucrats and 
nonprofit partners are 
called upon to act). A 
final round of betting 
takes place (disaster 
shelter plan is 
implemented and 
selected shelters are 
opened and staffed). 

Finally, a seventh 
card is turned up by 
the dealer (general 
population 
shelter/special 
needs shelter 
population) 
representing that 
which cannot be 
anticipated or 
controlled for. 
 

Card 2: state statutes 
for disaster shelter 
response requirements 
which s/he is fully 
informed on, and the 
player places a bet 
(creates a disaster 
shelter response plan 
for both general 
population and special 
needs populations). 

 

Table 5.2 
 

When it comes to the final card, the vulnerable people who show up to be sheltered, i.e., 

“general population/special needs population,” that is where the true “wild” card comes in. There 
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is no way to know who will seek shelter, what they will bring with them or require upon arrival, 

where they will choose to seek shelter, and how they will behave once they arrive. It is on these 

two cards that the local level must focus when responding/implementing disaster/evacuation 

shelter plans.  

The “Texas Hold ‘em” example above is based on 52 playing cards and the mathematical 

probabilities associated with the game. The “wild card” in this example is the player – how well 

s/he plays, on his/her ability to “read” the other players and anticipate their actions. Unlike the 

“Texas Hold ’em” example, the real-life variations are infinite. Uncertainty is compounded 

because real-life activities require continual adjustment as situational awareness develops and 

involves many different actors in different domains. Texas Hold ‘em illustrates the dynamic of 

repetitive events involving risk assessments and responses, but the risks are compounded in 

disaster management because risk dynamics are not limited to variations presented by 52 cards. 

Unpacking the Social Domain Silos of Emergency Management 

 The “Texas Hold ‘em” analogy above is useful as a way to introduce the concept of 

variation in disaster shelter policy implementation. In this analogy the social domains remain 

silos with little interactions as represented in Figure 5.1. 

 

 
          Figure 5.1: Domains as discrete silos that share a common goal 
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However, in reality there is significant interaction between the domains. There are scientists and 

managers that work for and with bureaucrats and politicians. There are bureaucrats and 

politicians who work at the local level and may require sheltering or who serve as volunteer 

workers in shelters. There are scientists and managers who work at the local level who may 

require sheltering or who may serve as volunteer workers in shelters. And spanning all the 

domains is the American Red Cross. In science and disaster management domain, the American 

Red Cross developed the ARC 4496, the minimum criteria for selecting a disaster/evacuation 

shelter. In the governance domain, the American Red Cross is the lead support agency to respond 

to disasters. In the local level, the American Red Cross is generally in charge of 

disaster/evacuation shelter management. Figure 5.2 illustrates how and why crossover may occur 

between domains. 

 
Figure 5.2: Domains illustrating how crossover may occur and why 
 
Yet, it is not just that crossover occurs between domains. There is an intersection at which 

cooperation and interdependence does, and must occur. The domains cannot stand alone. They 

are interdependent for more than just resources. For example, in the realm of disaster/evacuation 

sheltering, scientists and managers make plans for sheltering. However, without the governance 
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structures to set the plans into policy and the local producers to implement the policy, the plans 

are just plans. The bureaucrats and politicians are dependent on the scientists and managers to 

provide them with the plans so they can create policy to keep their constituents safe. They are 

dependent on the local producers to implement the policy. The local producers and vulnerable 

people are dependent on the scientists and managers to develop the plans and the bureaucrats and 

politicians to provide the resources to implement the plan. The American Red Cross is a common 

thread that weaves these activities together. Figure 5.3 illustrates the interaction and 

interdependence between the domains.  

 
Figure 5.3: Domains as interactive organizations – not only where crossover occurs, but where 

cooperation and interdependence must occur 

There is interaction and interdependence as well as commensalistic and symbiotic behavior that 

are elements of interorganizational collectives.  

It should be noted that there is an inherent flaw in Figures 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3. These figures 

imply the domains are equal in importance and influence. This may not always be the case. One 

of my interviewees pointed out that, in the view of some science and disaster domain 
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practitioners, the disaster governance domain is capable of overpowering the other two domains, 

and from a less informed position. I have no particular examples of this dynamic from that 

interviewee. However, a second interviewee offered a useful illustration from another disaster 

situation when responding to my question regarding tradeoffs with different stakeholders.  

The politicians will become involved. Again, they’ll wanna know how come you’re not 

doing this in this area. How come you’re not making everybody in their precinct happy? 

We had a flooding event in the Suwannee River Valley years ago. It’s a rural 

area…We get a mission from one of the counties and they said ‘we need five cases of 

mixed fruit drinks, juices’. We’re like, ‘what the hell are you talking about?’ We check, 

and sure enough the WalMart in that town or whatever it was, was open. We said ‘no, 

we’re not providing that’…we called them, ‘Do y’all have no water? Do we need to get 

water [to you]?’ [They] said, ‘No, we’re tired of drinking water. We want the juices.’ 

We’re like, ‘that’s just silly, we’re not doing that’. Well, it worked its way up the chain 

and the governor’s office called over and said ‘you won’t deliver the juices?”…The Red 

Cross—I don’t know if they just went to the store themselves and bought it out-of-

pocket, but they schlepped across three counties, five cases of juices, for these people. 

Sometimes those decisions, your decisions are affected by—and steered by non-critical 

thinking, we’ll say. (FDEM ESF 6 Lead)  

 The greater the social distance the sharper the boundaries between the domains. In 

developing country contexts, on which Hilhorst (2003, 2004) based her model, there is 

considerable social distance. For example, the social distance between vulnerable indigenous 

populations and bureaucrats/politicians and scientists/managers, respectively. The evidence 



94 

 

presented in Chapter Four of this manuscript illustrates much shorter social distances among the 

actors of the respective domains.  

Evidence from this study illuminates another important difference for social domains in 

developing contexts as contrasted with disaster management in a decentralized governmental 

system such as the United States. In a developing-world context, Hilhorst (2003) suggests the 

local knowledge domain centers around the coping practices of the local population. During 

disasters, these people rely on their own communities’ capabilities and resources rather than 

outside aid.  I suggest that the local knowledge domain in particular in this study is a local 

response domain comprised of both vulnerable people and local emergency managers. I place 

local emergency managers in this domain, even though they share knowledge and expertise with 

those in the science and disaster management domain and may be considered bureaucrats from 

the governance domain. What is unique in the role of local emergency managers in my study is 

the local knowledge and obligations they share with people in their jurisdiction. In their everyday 

activities they are required to have local knowledge and attend to all the vulnerable people in 

their jurisdiction, including those who are not local residents. 

These observations are important contributions from my study. In order to illuminate this 

reality in a more developed context, we turn now to a discussion of joint strategic action in 

interorganizational collectives. 

Domains as Joint Action in Interorganizational Collectives 

 Astley and Fombrun (1983) offer a framework based on the social ecological approach 

that facilitates analysis of joint strategic actions of interorganizational collectives. While their 

framework was developed for use in the business sector, it can be applicable to the study of 

interorganizational collective behavior in the field of disaster/evacuation sheltering in emergency 

management. The authors posit that, much as occurs in biology, organizations, like organisms, 
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“adapt” to their environment (p. 578). Adaptation at the communal level consists of 

“commensalistic adaptation and symbiotic adaptation” (p. 578).  

With commensalism, the organisms are “of the same species that make similar demands 

on their environment. Such organisms…’literally interpreted, means eating from the same 

table’(Hawley, 1950, p. 39)” (Astley and Fombrun, 1983, p. 578). Commensalism can be 

competitive (indirect relationship) or cooperative (direct relationship).  

With symbiosis, the organisms are not similar and they do not make similar demands on 

the environment. “Because they make dissimilar demands on the environment, members of 

different species may supplement the efforts of another and thus become mutually 

interdependent” (Astley and Fombrun, 1983, p. 578). A symbiotic relationship can be either 

direct or indirect, depending on the number of collective units—“small numbers permit direct 

association, whereas large numbers necessitate indirect relationships” (Astley and Fombrun, 

1983, p. 580). 

 Astley and Fombrun (1983) propose a typology of ideal organizational collectives based 

on commensalism vs. symbiosis. Based loosely on Benson (1975), the authors distinguish 

between the ‘superstructure of sentiments and interactions’ (Benson, 1985, p. 235) and the 

substructure of ‘economic transactions that underlies the superstructure” (Astley and Fombrun, 

1983. P. 581). Agglomerate Collectives feature substructural relationships with indirect 

commensalism in forms of interdependence, information flows in resource flow through 

network, and superstructural relationships with economic sanction as form of control, and 

cartels, trade and professional association s as emergent structures of coordination. Organic 

collectives feature substructural relationships with indirect symbiosis in forms of internal 

interdependence, influence flows in resource flow through network, and superstructural 
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relationships with political sanction as form of control, and network organizations’ 

institutionalized rule structures as emergent structures of coordination. While Agglomerate and 

organic collectives have elements in common with emergency management, confederate and 

conjugate collectives are more clearly representative. This is largely because of the direct 

commensal and symbiotic relationships in confederate and conjugate collectives. 

Confederate collectives feature substructural relationships with direct commensalism in 

forms of internal interdependence, personnel flows in resource flow through network, and 

superstructural relationships with social sanction as form of control, and collusion and informal 

leadership as emergent structures of coordination. Conjugate collectives feature substructural 

relationships with direct symbiosis in forms of internal interdependence, work flows in resource 

flow through network, and superstructural relationships with legal sanction as form of control, 

and agreement/contract, interlocking directorates, and joint ventures as emergent structures of 

coordination. Table 5.2 illustrates how the elements of confederate and conjugate collectives 

relate to emergency management and disaster/evacuation response.  

Table 5.3 

Joint action in interorganizational collectives (based on Astley & Fombrun, 1983) 

 Confederate Collectives Conjugate Collectives 
Factors in Interorganizational Interactions   
Organizational interdependence Direct commensalism Direct symbiosis 
Flow of resources Personnel flows Work flows 
   
Institutional Elements of Control and 
Coordination 

  

Sanctions and Controls Social sanction Legal sanction 
Coordinating Mechanisms Back-stage interactions Mutual aid agreements/ 

contracts 
 Informal leadership Interlocking directorates 

Table 5.3 

This framework can be used to analyze joint strategic actions of interorganizational collectives. 

Traditionally, businesses have had an individualistic focus rather than a collective image. 
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Making strategic decisions as a member of a collective requires a different set of management 

tools and skills. Managers must “create and maintain the institutional bonds and values shared by 

the collectivity to which one belongs. Above all, this means…fulfill social and 

political…functions” (Astley and Fombrun, 1983, p. 586) 

Expanding Understanding of Social Domain and Interorganizational Joint Action Theories 

for Emergency Management 

 This study provides an illumination in which social domain theory is applied to the field 

of emergency management, specifically in the arena of disaster/evacuation sheltering, and the 

domains do not remain entirely discrete. Indeed, movement of work, personnel, and resources is 

not only consistent, but necessary. In this instance, cooperation and interdependence between the 

domains must occur. Although my data cannot establish a generalizable pattern, it is possible that 

this interorganizational interdependence across the three domains holds in many or most disaster 

management activities in developed country contexts. A possible explanation is that a greater 

proliferation of institutional relationships and shorter social distances—which I referenced on 

page 35—both require and embody interdependent joint action. 

 This study has also illustrated how the theory of joint action in interorganizational 

collectives is applicable to better understanding the arena of disaster/evacuation sheltering.  In 

particular, the confederate and conjugate collective elements of the framework presented by 

Astley and Fombrun (1983) are particularly suited to analyzing interorganizational joint strategic 

actions. 

Theoretical and Practical Implications 

 Theoretical implications. First, when using social domain theory, researchers should be 

aware that in developing countries social distance makes domain “boundaries” sharper, in 
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developed countries, social distance is less and domain boundaries are not as acute. This reality 

suggests an important theoretical implication that the actors must be aware of their 

interdependencies and the implications of those interdependencies for strategic actions that they 

take. 

 Second, the social domain heuristic proved useful in application to disaster sheltering as 

reported in my study. However, my study suggests that contexts in more developed countries 

contain a slightly different local knowledge domain. As I suggest on page 94, in a developed-

world context, the local knowledge domain is more of a local response domain where local 

emergency managers share and apply local knowledge during disaster response. 

 Third, as discussed on page 84, in the realm of emergency management, the sanctions 

and controls of joint collective action are normative and based on concertive controls rather than 

punitive action. 

 And fourth, the domains are not equal in power or importance. I illustrated a distinctive 

example of this dynamic on page 93.   

 Practical implications. The social domain model has implications for practice. It is a 

useful heuristic that emergency planners and leaders may employ in analyzing their 

interdependencies. When applied to the three social domains and the interaction between them, 

the questions in Chapter Four (who are the actors, what do they do, what are their guidelines and 

influences, how do they interact, outcomes planned and unplanned, and expectations) help 

illuminate the distinctive characteristics of the respective domains for disaster shelter planning, 

especially at the community level.  

Emergency planners and leaders could employ the heuristic in two different ways. One 

could be an exercise that involves bureaucrats and managers. Another type of exercise would 
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engage more participatory interaction involving knowledgeable people from all three domains. 

For each activity, participation could be enhanced by asking participants to address the six 

questions I have applied to my analysis of domain activities. As participants compare their 

somewhat different conceptions, ensuing discussion can help bridge understanding across 

domains and may lead to identifying areas in which plans and practices can be improved.  

Revisiting the Research Questions 

On page one of this study I posed a series of questions that I sought to answer: How does 

disaster shelter planning policy get implemented? As the study progressed, the first question was 

clarified and refined to: What does the 2004 hurricane season tell us about the organizational 

behavior of disaster shelter planning policy implementation? What do the various domain 

stakeholders (science and disaster management, disaster governance, and local response) do, how 

do they do it, and why do they do it? More specifically, how did that which cannot be anticipated 

or controlled for affect the ways in which these stakeholders implemented disaster shelter policy 

during the 2004 hurricane season in Region 5? How did the lessons learned during that season 

affect future disaster shelter policy planning and implementation? I now return to those three 

questions and summarize what the study revealed for each question.   

Question one: What does the 2004 hurricane season tell us about the organizational 

behavior of disaster shelter planning policy implementation?  

One of the key organizational behaviors that emerged from this study is Semper Gumby, 

the idea of always being flexible, discussed in the In Vivo Coding section on page 52. The term 

is based on the stop-motion clay figure Gumby (Clokey, 1955) that appeared in an animated 

children’s program from 1955 through 1969 and again in the late 1980s. The clay figurine was 

molded around wire and could be manipulated to any position, emphasizing Gumby’s flexibility. 
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The animation was stop-motion (the camera takes an image, is stopped, the figurine is moved 

incrementally, and the next image is taken), Thus, flexibility and incremental change are 

organizational behaviors that are encouraged and actively pursued.  

For example, Semper Gumby organizational behaviors can be seen in the temporary 

airport shelter discussed on page 53.  According to the Seminole County 2004 After-Action 

Report, 

due to a lack of accurate curfew information, one unofficial shelter was opened at the 

Orlando/Sanford International Airport [a flexible and incremental organizational 

behavior]. This was not a recognized shelter by American Red Cross standards and/or by 

Seminole County Emergency Management. Since there was limited communication with 

this facility, food preparation, power, and bedding became a large problem. Multiple staff 

from the Seminole County Emergency Management Office communicated with the 

American Red Cross, RACES, CERT, and representatives of the Orlando/Sanford 

International Airport repetitively to get a handle on the situation [a second example of 

flexible and incremental organizational behavior by multiple agencies during the same 

event]. Should a similar situation occur in the future, arrangements can be made through 

the Emergency Operations Center for the transport and sheltering of travelers (p. 14). 

Question two: What does the 2004 hurricane season tell us about what the various 

domain actors (science and disaster management, disaster governance, and local response) do, 

how do they do it, with whom, and why do they do it? More specifically, how did that which 

cannot be anticipated or controlled for affect the ways these stakeholders implemented disaster 

shelter policy during the 2004 hurricane season? 
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Chapter four described who the primary domain actors are for each of the three domains, 

what they do, how they do it, with whom and why. In the context of my study, emergency 

managers had many events that were unplanned. For example, structural failures of shelters (see 

pages 63 and 74) and unanticipated actions of the vulnerable population (see pages 75 and76). 

When these events occur, emergency managers include them in lessons learned which will 

inform future disaster/evacuation shelter policy and planning. For example, the temporary shelter 

at Sanford/Orlando International Airport discussed above. 

Question three: How did the lessons learned during that season affect future disaster 

shelter policy planning and implementation? 

In short, the answer is that policies were changed to accommodate lessons learned from 

the 2004 hurricane season. These changes are clearly reflected in subsequent emergency 

management plans. One example of this is the response to the issue of special needs shelters that 

did not meet ARC 4496 minimum criteria previously discussed on page 63. According to the 

2014 Statewide Emergency Shelter Plan,  

Given the findings from the 2004 hurricane season where about half of the designated 

SpNS were located in facilities that did not meet the same minimum hurricane safety 

criteria as GP shelters, the Division was asked to separate the two shelters and monitor 

progress towards improving SpNS hurricane safety, client capacity and provision of 

standby electric power supported air-conditioning (p. i) 

Many rich qualitative studies divulge insights and knowledge that extend well beyond the 

questions the study had initially intended to answer. In the next passages I illustrate how these 

kinds of insights arose from my study.  
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Charmaz (2007) suggests that, in qualitative analysis, there is a difference between 

description and generating theory.  Description prefers to tell a story rather than produce theory, 

whereas generating theory focuses on using data to tease out abstract categories and patterns. In 

the latter case, description becomes an element of theoretical development. Just as there are 

differences in qualitative analysis, there is difference in writing about qualitative research. 

Charmaz (2007) suggests there are two kinds of writing: discovery and reporting. Reporting 

presumes the author knew what s/he wanted to say and writing is simply the final step in the 

study, distinct and separate from the analysis. In contrast, it is the process of writing, and re-

writing, that helps the author discover what s/he needs to articulate. For example, if I had 

stopped after answering the three research questions, I would never have had the epiphany about 

symbiosis which led me to research the joint collective activity discussed above. (Qualitative 

research is like this: as the study evolves we discover literature and ideas that we had not initially 

anticipated using. Astley and Fombrun, introduced for the first time in chapter five, is an 

example of this.) 

Study Limitations  

This study is limited because it only focuses on a single, albeit significant, hurricane 

season. It is also limited because it focuses on a single region rather than the entire state. I have 

attempted to respond to the traditional critique about generalizability from a single case study by 

exercising caution in claims I make about generalizability of my results. Furthermore, the 

research design was crafted and modified carefully whenever conflicting evidence suggested 

alternative interpretations. These practices lead to a form of generalizability referred to as 

analytic generalizability (Firestone, 1993). In addition, in qualitative research such as this study, 

generalizability is often determined as audience members mentally transfer the resulting 
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interpretations to settings and cases with which they are familiar. This is referred to as case-to-

case transfer (Firestone, 1993). 

The study may be considered limited because it does not include interviews with all 

potential participants; vulnerable people (shelterees) are one such potential group. Unfortunately 

13 years have elapsed such that it is not practicable to identify all participants.  

Future Research 

Possibilities for future research include expanding the scope of study beyond 

disaster/evacuation sheltering to examine other areas of emergency management. This could 

reveal the scope of power differences between the domains and whether that power difference is 

constant or changes based on context. Another avenue for future research might include studying 

emergency management as a learning entity. Many of the changes in policies and procedures in 

emergency management are claimed to be the results of “lessons learned.” Future research might 

study how it is determined that a lesson was, indeed, learned, and the processes that take place to 

integrate that lesson into policy and procedure. These are two quite different research tracks that 

may be pursued in the future. 
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APPENDIX A 

GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT INTERVIEWEES 

All interviewees were white males between the ages of 30 and 70 with more than 100 

years combined experience in emergency management. They represented the Florida Division of 

Emergency Management, the Department of Business and Professional Regulation, the 

American Red Cross, the Federal Emergency Management Agency, county Emergency 

Management/Emergency Operations Center managers, and Emergency Support Function (ESF) 

lead managers. All interviewees have served in a variety of roles within the emergency 

management community including planning, mitigation, response, and recovery. 
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APPENDIX B 

ELECTRONIC MAIL LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS  

Participant Name 
Position 
Organization Name 

Dear Mr./Mrs./Dr. _______________________: 

I am writing to kindly ask your cooperation as a participant in my dissertation research on 
disaster shelter policy implementation during the 2004 hurricane season in Florida.  You are 
being asked to contribute to my research because of your involvement in the disaster shelter 
planning and policy implementation process. 

I am asking for about one hour of your time to participate in a semi-formal interview relating to 
your role in disaster shelter planning and policy implementation.  Your experience in this process 
gives you a particularly important perspective. The interview is designed to allow you the 
freedom to answer every question with as much or as little detail as you feel comfortable.  Your 
participation is completely voluntary and there is no penalty for choosing not to 
participate.  Should you feel uncomfortable with any of the questions I ask, you are not obligated 
to answer them.  Additionally, you will be given an opportunity to provide additional 
information at a later time.   

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions or would like additional information.  This 
study is being conducted under the direction of Dr. Ralph Brower at Florida State 
University.  Please feel free to contact him as well should you have any questions or 
concerns.  He can be reached at (850) 644-7614 or by e-mail at rbrower@fsu.edu. 

I would like to set up an interview during the latter part of October or early November. I will 
follow this email with a phone call in a few days to discuss the specific arrangements.  Thank 
you for your time and consideration and I look forward to speaking with you.     

Sincerely, 

  

Susan Spice, PhD Candidate 
Askew School of Public Administration and Policy 
Florida State University 
Email: 
Phone:  
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APPENDIX C 

 TELEPHONE MANUSCRIPT 

Good Morning/Afternoon 

My name is Susan Spice and I am a doctoral candidate at Florida State University. I am calling 

you today because you were one of the participants who participated in disaster shelter planning 

and policy implementation during the 2004 hurricane season in Florida and I would like to 

interview you.  My dissertation is on the disaster shelter planning policy, but I am specifically 

looking at the 2004 hurricane season in Florida. I am scheduling the interviews over the next few 

weeks and can meet with you at your office at your convenience. 

Answering the interview questions is strictly voluntary and will take approximately 60 minutes.  

In addition, there is no penalty for not cooperating. All of the results will be kept confidential 

and secure.  Your name and associated organization will not be identified in the dissertation nor 

any published articles stemming from this research.   

Since this research has been approved by FSU's Institutional Review Board, I am required to 

inform you that there is minimal risk associated with the voluntary interview; the risk involved 

with participation is no more than you would experience in normal daily activities. 

Can I interview you?  

If yes: Great, I will be conducting interviews in your area on (Enter dates here).  Which of these 

dates will work best for your schedule?  What time is best for your schedule? 

You will receive a letter with your scheduled date, time, and location in a few days to your 

business address (confirm address).  This letter will have additional information about the 

interview process, my contact information, as well as contact information to the Human Subject's 

Committee.  

Thank you for your time and I look forward to meeting you on (enter scheduled date here).  Here 

is my cell phone number in case you have any more questions or need to reschedule. 

Have a great day! Good-bye. 

If no: Thank you for your time and I appreciate you considering my offer.  Have a great day! 

Good-bye. 
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APPENDIX D 

LETTER CONFIRMING INTERVIEW 

Date  

Interviewee's Name 
Address 
City, State  Zip Code 
 
Re: Confirming Interview for Dissertation Research 
 
Dear Mr./Mrs./Dr. _________________: 
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in my dissertation research by allowing to be interviewed on 

______Date______ at ___Time___ at ____Location___.  As mentioned in our phone conversation, I am 

a doctoral candidate in the Askew School of Public Administration and Policy at Florida State University 

(FSU) who is interviewing the majority of the participants involved with disaster shelter planning policy 

implementation during the 2004 hurricane season. The interviews are a large part of the dissertation in 

partial fulfillment of my doctorial candidacy.  The purpose of this research for my dissertation is to 

provide a deeper understanding of the disaster shelter policy implementation. The study will analyze the 

policy implementation process using a social domain heuristic. The results of the analysis will aid in 

further developing disaster shelter plans and policies. Participants will benefit from this project because 

the study will help to advance the theory and knowledge surrounding disaster shelter planning in areas 

that are vulnerable to hurricanes. 

The interview will contain seven open-ended questions which are intended to guide the 
conversation. The interview is designed to allow you the freedom to answer every question with 
as much or as little detail as you feel comfortable.  Should you feel uncomfortable with any of 
the questions I ask, you are not obligated to answer them.  There is no penalty for not 
cooperating. Additionally, you will be given an opportunity to provide any additional 
information and recommend future participants.  The interview will take approximately one 
hour. 
  
I would like to record this interview to avoid taking manual notes as well as needing to produce a 
verbatim transcript to assist in the data analysis. Please be assured, however, that your 
participation will be known only to me, my major professor, and any individuals within your 
organization that are made aware of your participation.  Although I intend to have the recordings 
professionally transcribed, the identities of the interviewees will not be associated with the file or 
file name.  Instead, files will be identified as interviewee #1, interviewee #2, etc.  Once the 
recordings are transcribed, all recorded files and written transcriptions will be kept solely by me. 
Recorded and written interview records will be destroyed no later than December 31, 2016.   
  
Your identity will remain completely confidential in the final report in connection with 
information obtained through this and any follow-up interviews.   Please be aware, however, that 
as part of my research, I will also be examining relevant public documents.  Therefore, the 
confidentiality agreement related to this interview is not relevant in the instance that your 
identity is revealed in a public document referenced in this study.  
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I am asking all participants to sign a consent form, which will be provided to you at the 
interview.  This consent form describes to you what this research is about and what the 
information will be used for.  It also outlines any risks and benefits to you as the participant, and 
reiterates the voluntary nature of your participation.  I will be the only person with access to 
these signed consent forms and will provide you with a copy should you wish to have one.    
 

If you have any questions or need to reschedule, please feel free to contact me.  This study is 
being conducted under the direction of Dr. Ralph Brower at Florida State University.  Please feel 
free to contact him as well should you have any questions or concerns.  He can be reached at 
(850) 644-7614 or by e-mail at rbrower@fsu.edu.  In addition, feel free to direct any questions 
regarding your participation to the FSU Office of Research, Human Subjects Committee at (850) 
644-8673.  I will send you a reminder email a few days before our scheduled interview.  
 

Thank you for your time and I look forward to meeting with you.     
 

Respectfully, 

 

Susan Spice, Ph.D. Candidate 
Askew School of Public Administration and Policy 
Florida State University 
Email:  
Phone:  
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APPENDIX E 

IRB APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

The Florida State University 
Office of the Vice President For Research 
Human Subjects Committee 

Date: 10/6/2015 
 
To: Susan Spice 
 
From:   Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 
 
Re:     Use of Human Subjects in Research 
Disaster Shelter Planning: Using a Social Domain Heuristic to Examine Policy Implementation 
During the 2004 Hurricane Season in Florida 
 
The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 
proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and one member of 
the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per per 45 CFR § 
46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 
 
The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 
weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 
and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
required. 
 
If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 
form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 
used in recruiting research subjects. 
 
If the project has not been completed by 10/4/2016 you must request a renewal of approval for 
continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 
expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 
renewal of your approval from the Committee. 
 
You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 
the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol 
change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, 
federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 
unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 
 
By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 
reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 
human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 
the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 
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This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 
Assurance Number is FWA00000168/IRB number IRB00000446. 
 
Cc: Ralph Brower, Advisor 
HSC No. 2015.16480 
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APPENDIX F 

CONSENT FORM 
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APPENDIX G 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
1.  I wonder if you can recall your organization’s involvement with disaster sheltering for general and 

special needs populations during the 2004 hurricane season.  When you gather your recollection, go ahead 

and tell me about it. 

 What did your organization do? 

 How did your organization plan for this event?  

 (Ask only if needed) How did your organization implement its plan? 

2.  Can you tell me about your personal role with disaster sheltering during the 2004 hurricane season 

 Can you provide examples of your involvement? Any meetings you participated in and/or 

attended? 

 Who are some of the people who pay attention to what you are doing? 

 How do you know they were paying attention? 

 What actions did they take when you were taking action? 

 Why do you think they were doing that? 

 Can you describe how the various interest groups responded or became involved with disaster 

sheltering? 

 How did the groups get along with each other? 

 How do you know about their interactions? 

3.  Can you tell me about any individuals who stand out because they were really pushing disaster shelter 

planning in some particular way? 

 What were your interactions with these individual(s)? 

4.  What were your information sources for this/these plan(s)? 

 What kind of information did you seek? 
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 Sometimes in situations like this people realize that they may not have all the information they 

need to proceed, when you sense that kind of situation, how do you deal with it? 

5.  What is there about you and your background that explains why you have been involved in this 

situation the way you have? 

 Thinking about some of the other prominent participants in this process, would you be willing to 

do the same thing for other individuals who have been active in this process? And tell me what 

you think it is about them that contributes to their participation in the way that they have 

participated. 

6.  Can you think back to the programs and policies over the past few years/decades related to disaster 

shelter planning? 

7.  Can you explain some of the tradeoffs occurring between the different interests involved with the 

disaster shelter planning effort? 

Ending Questions: 

Is there anything I did not ask you about that is important for me to know? 

May I contact you again for clarification? 
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APPENDIX H 

LIST OF PRIMARY AND SUPPORTING AGENCIES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ESF Primary Agency Supporting Agencies

6 - Mass Care American Red Cross

Salvation Army

Florida Dept. of Economic Opportunity

Florida Dept. of Business and Professional Regulation

Florida Dept. of Children and Families

Florida Dept. of Elder Affairs

Florida Dept. of Veteran's Affairs

Florida Dept. of Education

Feeding Florida, Florida's FoodBank Network

Florida Agency for Persons with Disabilities

FEMA

Florida Baptist Diaster Relief

Florida Dept. of Health

World Health Organiztion

Global Health Network

ProMed Electronic Network of Information Exchange 

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)

Division of Animal Industry

Florida Dept. of Agriculture and Consumer Services

Sunshine State Horse Council

U.S. Humane Society Disaster Center

American Humane Association - Protecting Animals

List of primary and supporting agencies for ESFs 6, 8, 11, and 17 (www.floridadisaster.org)

Florida Dept. of Agriculture and 

Consumer Services

American Veterinary Medical Association-Veterinary 

Medical Assistance Team (VMATS)

8 - Health and 

Medical

11 - Food and 

Water

17 - Animal 

Protection

Florida Dept. of Business and 

Professional Regulation (Response)

Florida Dept. of Agriculture and 

Consumer Services

Florida Dept. of Children and Families 

(Recovery)

U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services Office of 

Emergency Preparedness

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention Agency 

for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

Florida Dept. of Health's Office of Preparedness and 

Response
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