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[bookmark: _Toc288812151]executive summary 
Five cities with wide geographic distribution tested the concept of integrated risk management (IRM), with a focus on making visits to high risk homes. The visits were made by two- person teams usually consisting of two line firefighters, two people from the community, or one firefighter and one volunteer. Some prevention bureau personnel also were used, but most of the implementation was by other personnel, which was one of the aspects to be tested in this project.
The core of each home visit consisted of testing each smoke alarm in the home, and installing new ones as needed to bring the homes up to code. In a few cases batteries were changed. The visiting team also provided one on one safety education to the household, and left safety materials. They also documented the results of the visit, including background information on the nature of the home and demographics on its occupants, which helped indicate its risk level.
This effort was funded by a grant to the Washington State Fire Marshals Association, by the FEMA Assistance to Firefighters Grant program (AFG). WASFM coordinated and guided the project, and supplied grant-funded smoke alarms and some additional resources to each participating city.
The participating cities were Vancouver, Washington; Portland, Oregon; Dallas, Texas; Wilmington, North Carolina; and Tucson, Arizona. In each city except Portland, the vast majority of smoke alarms were installed by a project team. In Portland, the same approach was started, but the fire department had to switch modes to giving the smoke alarms to households to install themselves because of labor and logistical issues.
In round numbers, the number of smoke alarms available to the cities for this project was as follows:  
Dallas	2,500 
Portland	4,500
Tucson	2,800
Vancouver	1,000
Wilmington	1,500 (+100 from other sources)
Total	12,300 (+100)
The sections and table below summarize the key results, based on the data collected on each household visited and information provided by the cities. The data generally was excellent, and the results below are a good indication of what was accomplished. There were some smoke alarms kept in reserve by each city for additional calls and follow-ups; some smoke alarms were defective; and a small fraction of the visits were not documented or had blanks in some data fields. There also were a few hundred smoke alarms installed and documented, but after the grant period closed and the data analysis was completed. Thus the total number of smoke alarms documented as given to households and analyzed here, about 11,560 is slightly less than the number purchased through the grant, and slightly less than the number distributed. But detailed data was provided on the vast majority of the alarms, and we believe the picture painted of the high risk households and the overall study is highly accurate.
[bookmark: _Toc288812152]Homes Targeted
Each city was supposed to identify individual homes or areas of homes that were considered of higher than average fire safety risk. They were highly successful in their choices. Three of the cities focused on single family dwellings; one focused on mobile homes; and one focused about half and half on houses and mobile homes.  “Multi-family dwellings were not generally targeted because the local laws required smoke alarms to be provided by the landlord – however some flexibility was available for smoke alarm installations in these occupancies.”
About two-thirds of the homes approached were entered. People not at home and people who did not want to be bothered were the main reasons for non-entry. Some cities had almost 100% entry success because they responded to requests for visits. Over 7500 people lived in the slightly under 2600 homes visited by the project. Over two-thirds of the homes visited had at least one demographic high risk factor (children under 5, elderly, smokers, people with disabilities), and the majority of the homes were occupied by minorities. 
[bookmark: _Toc288812153]Situation Found
Perhaps the most important indicator that the right homes were selected, and the most important reason for making home visits, was that an astonishing 51% of the homes visited had no working smoke alarm—not a single one. And of the alarms present in the homes, over a third (35%) were not working. Almost two-thirds of the homes admitted they had no escape plan.
[bookmark: _Toc288812154]Actions Taken
Over 7,600 smoke alarms were actually installed in the homes, an average of just under 3 per home visited. Portland distributed an additional 2,400 for self-installation. The total number of smoke alarms given out and documented was over 11,560.  Last minute data entry and tracking issues account for the difference between that number and the 12,300 provided to all jurisdictions.
At least 95% of the homes were instructed on the testing and maintenance of alarms, and escape planning. About 86% received written material on alarm testing and escape planning, and about an equal number received written safety material.
[bookmark: _Toc288812155]Results
Ninety-eight (98%) percent of the homes visited had at least one working smoke alarms at the conclusion of the visits. There were an average of almost 4 working smoke alarms per home. At least 94% of the homes met code on completion of the visits, and most of the others were informed as to what additional alarms would be needed to meet code.
[bookmark: _Toc288812156]Changes in Approaches to Prevention
This project promoted the strategy of getting more firefighters involved in prevention, especially in making home fire safety visits. This is one of the prevention concepts that are proving most effective in other nations, notably the UK, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand. Getting the line firefighters more involved in prevention allows many more of the needy homes to be reached than is possible with just prevention bureau personnel. In a time with tight municipal budgets, this program demonstrates a way that the fire service can deliver more value for money.
Another feature of this project was getting the cities to use data for targeting the households that were high risk, and thinking in terms of integrated risk management. They used statistics on fire incidence s and risk demographics to identify high risk homes, and further identified some by asking the public to self-identify them, and call the fire department for assistance, or come to a station for free smoke alarms (Portland). 
The body of the report describes the approach used by each city, and the variety of approaches by which the basic concepts can be implemented. There are many ways of moving toward the goal of having all homes with working smoke alarms in adequate numbers and locations; this report demonstrated multiple ways it can be done. Several of the cities used more than one approach. 
Other communities hopefully can learn from this experience, and make adaptations to fit their own environments but reach the same end of making homes safer from fire.
Table 1: Smoke Alarm Visit Results from Homes Entered
	
	Dallas
	Portland
	Tucson
	Vancouver
	Wilmington
	Total

	HOMES VISITED
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number visited/entered
	1,025 / 1,025
	105 / 93
	564 / 564
	784 / 436
	1,389 / 570
	3,867 / 2,688

	Leading type of home visited
	House (97%)
	House (80%)
	House (51%); mobile home (44%)
	Mobile Home (99%)
	House (74%)
	–

	Number of people living in the homes visited
	2,965
	262
	2,191
	762
	1,367
	7,547

	Percent of homes with at least one risk factor (elderly, young children, smokers, disabilities)
	71%
	77%
	65%
	79%
	62%
	69%

	Leading ethnic group in homes visited (percent of homes)
	African American (62%)
	White 
(66%)
	Hispanic/ Latino
(99%)
	White 
(76%)
	African American (42%)
	–

	SITUATION FOUND
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent of homes with no working smoke alarm
	56%
	30%
	78%
	17%
	42%
	51%

	Percent of smoke alarms not working
	44%
	29%
	37%
	17%
	35%
	35%

	Percent of homes with no fire escape plan
	64%
	86%
	97%
	40%
	40%
	63%

	ACTIONS TAKEN
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total number of smoke alarms installed
	2,500
	280+
	2,490+
	985+
	1,351+
	7,606+

	Average number of smoke alarms installed per home
	2.4
	3.0
	4.4
	2.1
	2.4
	2.8

	Percent of homes given one-on-one instruction on maintaining smoke alarms
	100%
	100%
	100%
	99%
	76%
	95%

	Percent of homes given written safety materials (escape planning / general home safety)
	93% / 93%
	99% / 99%
	100% / 100%
	99% / 99%
	49% / 48%
	86% / 86%

	RESULTS AFTER THE VISITS
	
	
	
	
	

	Percent of homes with at least one working smoke alarm 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	91+%
	98%

	Average number of working smoke alarms per home 
	3.7
	4.6
	4.8
	3.8
	3.3
	3.9

	Percent of homes meeting code for alarms
	100%
	99%
	100%
	100%
	75%
	94%

	



[bookmark: _Toc288812157]I. INTRODUCTION
This report describes how a group of five cities implemented an integrated risk management (IRM) program which featured home visits for smoke alarm testing and installation. The program was supported by a grant from the FEMA Assistance to Firefighters Grant (AFG) program. 
The purpose of the program was to demonstrate how an innovative approach that had been used in several other nations to reduce residential fire deaths and injuries could be adapted to U.S. fire departments. This was a pioneering effort in several ways, though not the first program of its kind in the U.S. It was coordinated by the Washington State Association of Fire Marshals (WSAFM).
[bookmark: _Toc288812158]Background
A series of research reports on international best practices in residential fire prevention was funded by the FEMA AFG program in 2006–2009.[footnoteRef:2] The research was undertaken by the Centers for Disease Prevention and Control (CDC) Division of Injury Prevention, and the TriData Division of System Planning Corporation.  [2:  Global Concepts in Residential Fire Safety, Best Practices from other nations, Volumes I, II, and III, TriData Division, System Planning Corporation, Arlington, VA, 2007-2009.] 

The very best practice found to significantly reduce fire deaths and injuries was an IRM approach which started with identification of areas and individual households at highest risk from fire, and continued with home visits to test smoke alarms and install new ones where needed, and in the process do some one-on-one safety education in the household. When implemented on a citywide scale, these programs often reduced fire deaths by as much as 40–60 percent, such as in Liverpool, England; Ottawa, Ontario; and Longueil, Quebec. These cities started with fire death rates lower than their counterparts in the U.S. Making further dramatic reductions was difficult, and so their approaches are therefore even more noteworthy to consider.
A key concept in IRM is for fire stations to help plan and implement the prevention program in their area. Households in the highest risk areas are the first visited, usually by line firefighters and/or volunteers from the community to test and, where needed, install new smoke alarms. While visiting households, firefighters provided safety education verbally and with written materials left behind. In some cases, smoke alarms are given to the households to install themselves.
About the same time this international research was being undertaken, Vision 20/20 came to life. It is a grassroots effort to develop a national fire prevention strategy. The current project fit well with the Vision 20/20 goals to help demonstrate and disseminate effective strategies for prevention.
[bookmark: _Toc288812159]Project Concept
The WSAFM project was intended to implement and demonstrate a similar IRM approach to that proven successful in other nations, with adaptations to U.S. fire departments and their varied environments. The WSAFM applied to AFG for a 2008 grant to test the concept in three cities: Vancouver, WA; Portland, OR (which is across the river from Vancouver); and Dallas, TX. Dallas had been undertaking a similar project on a partial scale, in concert with CDC, and was selected in part to build on a successful program and in part to act as an advisor and exemplar for the other communities new to the process. We also wanted to use the home visit questionnaire developed in Dallas. 
WSAFM was awarded the grant on September 9, 2009. It was originally to end August 27, 2010, but was extended six months, to February 27, 2011. The project budget was $516,965, with the majority of the money going to buy smoke alarms. After winning the grant, funds were reallocated with AFG approval to widen the project to include two more communities: Tucson, AZ and Wilmington, NC.
Basic Idea — The core of this project was the identification of individual high risk households or groups of such households by each participating city, followed by visits to these households. On the visit, which usually was made by a two-person team of fire department representatives, the smoke alarms were tested and new ones installed as needed to meet code. In some cases the smoke alarms were given to the household to install by itself. The two-person team discussed fire and injury prevention advice with the household, and provided safety brochures or other written material. The team making the visits was drawn from line firefighters, prevention personnel, and community volunteers. We discuss later how each participating city chose to implement the project.
Project Management –The fire marshal of Vancouver, Jim Crawford, who also had previously served as fire marshal of Portland, was designated project manager by WSAFM.[footnoteRef:3] Mr. Crawford was a founder and project manager of Vision 20/20. Philip Schaenman, lead researcher of the global best practices research on which the project was based, was asked to assist in advising the WSAFM project and evaluating its results. Mr. Schaenman also is a member of the Vision 20/20 steering committee. Mr. Crawford and Mr. Schaenman were able to serve as bridge between those projects. CDC, which had participated in the international research and also had conducted its own home smoke alarm program for several years, agreed to advise the project. So this project management and advisory team fit together nicely. [3:  Jim Crawford retired as Vancouver Fire Marshal in 2010. Initially he was project coordinator for Vancouver as well as project manager for WSAFM.] 

Goals – A critical goal of the project was to demonstrate how the IRM concept could be adapted in a variety of U.S. fire department environments. There are many ways to implement the basic IRM concepts of finding high risk households, bringing their smoke alarm system up to code, reviewing with them what to do when the alarms goes off, and imparting other safety information, one-to-one. This report describes how the concept was implemented in five cities, using a variety of approaches.
A second goal was to explore station-based risk management, and use of line firefighters in implementing a major prevention program directed at home fire safety. The project was more successful in meeting this goal in some the test cities than others. In some cities, unions balked at full participation without extra compensation or a quid pro quo.
The participating cities had the opportunity to comment on every aspect of the project as it proceeded. Each had leeway in how they implemented the concept so long as the core of the project was maintained: installation of the grant-purchased smoke alarms in high risk households, and the collection of data on the visits. 
[bookmark: _Toc288812160]Evaluation Concept 
The AFG program requires that all of its grantees have a plan to evaluate the outcomes of the funded project. In fact, such a plan must be part of the grant application. In addition, AFG funded CDC to provide guidance on evaluating the collective results of the AFG program. 
The evaluation concept for this project was initially formulated by TriData in the grant application. It was further developed with feedback from the participating cities and a subcommittee formed by WSAFM that included CDC and University of Washington evaluation specialists.
The basic evaluation concept was to measure changes wrought by the project in the household safety environment, safety education outreach, and ultimately the bottom line of fires, deaths and injuries. The results were to be evaluated in light of the relative risks of the households visited. Also to be evaluated was whether the project helped stimulate any changes in the fire department’s approach to prevention, especially the role of the line firefighters. 
Changes to Physical Household Safety Environment – The principal aspect measured was the pre- and post-visit status of the system of smoke alarms in the residences visited. Smoke alarms repeatedly have been proven to significantly improve fire safety over the past 30 years, in particular the death rate from residential fires. If the household has an adequate set of working smoke alarms, and knowledge of what to do if the alarm sounds, it is fair to assume it will be safer than it is without a set of smoke alarms that meet modern codes. 
Changes in Safety Information (Knowledge) – The fire safety information delivered verbally and with written materials was reported for each household visit. Also reported were some risk factors of the household, including the number of smokers, children, elderly, and people with disabilities. Also recorded was whether the household previously had practiced an escape plan. We did not measure retention or comprehension of the safety information, but the one-on-one nature of the presentation, including the ability of the household members to ask questions on the spot, was presumed to improve comprehension. At the minimum, we could measure delivery of the information. 
Home Visit Questionnaire – To collect data on the status of smoke alarms and the other data desired about each household visited, the project developed a questionnaire which was to be filled out by the team visiting the household. The data was then put into either an Access data base or Excel spreadsheet by the city, and forwarded to TriData for analysis. The questionnaire and instructions for completing it may be found in the appendix. The starting point for developing the questionnaire was the form used by the City of Dallas in its previous CDC smoke alarm installation program. The Dallas form was slightly revised for this project. Some communities made their own further slight revisions. Each community added a liability release for the household to sign.
Outcomes – The ideal outcome measures for a project such as this are the changes in fires, deaths, injuries and dollar loss that resulted from the physical changes made in the household environment (more working smoke alarms) and the provision of safety education to the household. Ideally these effectiveness measures would be computed over time for the households or areas visited—that is, what were the fire rates, deaths injuries and dollar loss before and after the visits. Another desirable measure is to compare results for similar households not visited in the same city or other cities. 
It would also be desirable to see if there were changes to the fire experience of the area of the city not targeted. Sometimes a program has a global effect beyond the households visited. For example, publicity about the program may raise safety awareness and cause some households not visited to test their smoke alarms, maintain their smoke alarms, get new ones or otherwise improve their safety. 
It was understood from the outset that because the number of smoke alarms that could be funded by the project was about 11,000, installed in 2500-5000 households, and the short time between completion of installations and the end of the project, it was unlikely to be able to show much impact on deaths, injuries and dollar loss during the grant period. (The national residential fire rate is a little over one fire per thousand resident, so one might expect only two or so reported fires in 5000 households in the one or two months at the end of the grant period after all smoke alarms are installed. This is obviously not long enough to see a change in outcomes. However, all of the participating cities agreed to continue to monitor the effects of this project beyond the grant period, and they collected some of the baseline data to do so. 
The international programs that gave impetus to this effort typically had the goal of visiting half to all of the households in the community over a five-year period, starting with the highest risk areas. So this 18 month grant could not fully test the long range approach. But the grant was essential to stimulate the process in the participating cities, and use them as an example to stimulate other to implement an integrated risk management approach. 
Unreported Fires – Having working smoke alarms affects the likelihood of reporting a fire. Many small fires detected by alarms are dealt with by the homeowner or occupant and not reported to the fire department. The project funding and time scale did not allow for a survey of the residences before and after smoke alarm installation as to whether they had unreported fires, which ideally should be tracked along with reported fires to get the total impact of the smoke alarms. Smoke alarms do not prevent ignitions, but they often prevent fires from getting large enough to be reported. 
Changes in Fire Department Approach to Prevention – Of special interest was whether there was any change in the way in which prevention was organized and delivered by the participating fire departments, and the attitude of the line firefighters about prevention. These issues were to be described qualitatively. It is not possible to implement a household visit program on a large scale using just the prevention bureau of a fire department—prevention bureaus are too small to do this on their own. In every city visited on four continents in which the integrated risk management/household visit programs were used, line firefighters and/or volunteers were critical in order to visit large numbers of households. So another key aspect of this project was to see if the fire department changed its culture or approaches to providing fire prevention, and to involve the line firefighters more. Some cities did and some did not. 
Dallas already had been doing similar projects with home visits for several years, and was easily able to continue.
Portland, on the other hand, had problems getting the project implemented when the firefighter’s union negotiated over the added work, replacing engine company commercial inspections with home safety inspections at some fire stations.  Despite this, the productivity levels for installation of alarms was not adequate, and so late in their implementation process Portland had to find another path for distributing smoke alarms within the grant period. Portland installed several hundred and gave away thousands more to those who visited fire stations, and some through canvassing neighborhoods.  Portland later followed up with phone calls to randomly selected households to check whether homes that had been given smoke alarms actually installed them.
Tucson used a local service organization, called the Sonoran Environmental Research Institute (SERI), to make the home visits and conduct the dialogue with the households in Spanish. The fire department supervised.
Vancouver made good progress in getting firefighters involved, in what for them was a totally new concept.
Wilmington was able to get line firefighters to make the home visits, and serves as an interesting case study. Its line firefighters were surprised early on by the number of homes visited in which they found no working smoke alarms present. They realized the need to reach more homes. Some firefighters commented that this type of in-person outreach would create a more trusting relationship with the fire department, because some neighborhoods believed there are other motives for installation of smoke alarms, and the home visits allayed their fears. The firefighters also commented that canvassing a neighborhood was probably the best way to check for working smoke alarms because many of the neediest residents would not have asked for alarms. 
Several Wilmington fire department members were asked if they thought there had been a change in culture and this response was received from a fire captain.
“There was a benefit and a change in the culture among those we work with. The “risk management concept” had a tangible impact in that we provided a service and a good that helped people, but it also sparked conversation and ideas to improve current and future services. Most firefighters choose this occupation so we can help. The concept and implementation allows us to be proactive, help, train, work with people we normally would not, and serve as a visible public relations tool. Yes there were grumblings among a few, but morale improved because of the potential and real benefits of helping people. 
Smoke alarm installations, mending stations, flu shot destinations; fall/ risk assessments, outreach programs, and expansion of medical services are being talked about and appear to be our future in addition to emergency response. We are educators and helpers and all these concepts fall in line with what the Fire Department should do; however current situations might make it difficult for firefighters to want to do effectively. The Department’s response to staffing, pay, benefits, promotions, hiring, and training are huge obstacles that staff needs to address in order for successful implementation. 
I think the department is heading in the right direction in regards to education/ public relations and will benefit all involved.”
[bookmark: _Toc288812161]Remainder of this Report
The next chapter describes the baseline approach suggested to each participating fire department and how they adapted it for their own environment. The final chapters discuss the results of the data collected, and provide recommendations for the future.

[bookmark: _Toc288812162]II. Implementation Approaches Taken 
In this chapter we discuss how the project was implemented in each city, including the data collected. We also discuss some dead ends and lessons learned along the way.	
[bookmark: _Toc288812163]Kickoff Meeting
Early in the project, the WSAFM project manager and evaluation staff held a face-to-face kick-off meeting with the project coordinators from each city to review the approach to be taken, and the degrees of freedom in implementing the project. The meeting also served as a place for the participating project managers to meet each other, and network later in the project. The WSAFM project manager explained the overall concept of the project, how the grant would be operated, and the records that needed to be kept. The meeting explained in detail how the project would be evaluated. The draft questionnaire to be used in the home visits was distributed.
Each city was given a revised budget that included the number of smoke alarms they could obtain, after getting feedback on what could realistically be delivered in the project time frame. Fire departments work in a dynamic political, financial, and labor environment. In some cities fire department or prevention leadership changed in the several months between the grant application submission and the grant award. The reduction in the number of smoke alarms requested by the initial three cities proposed in the grant allowed two more cities to be added—Tucson, AZ and Wilmington, NC. The total number of alarms to be installed remained as originally promised but the range of implementation was expanded, which enriched the final test results. As the project continued into its planned year, additional administrative changes in one of the fire departments (Portland, OR) required a second reallocation of smoke alarms and some changes in the approach taken in that department, as will be described below.
[bookmark: _Toc288812164]High Risk Households Targeted 
 All participating cities were asked to target high risk residences for installation of the alarms provided by the grant. The identification of high risk household proceeded differently in the various cities. Some canvassed households door to door in selected high risk areas. Some installed alarms in individual households or groups of households that had been flagged as high risk by a social, health, or fire service agency, either from previous visits to the home or knowledge of the household’s risk or from other sources. Some relied on requests from households—self-identification of need.
Besides considering high fire incidence areas, a variety of approaches were tried to identify high risk households in the various cities. Although some did not produce as many requests for visits as others, they are presented here as potentially good ideas that might be useful to consider.
Dallas
· High Incidence Areas – Selected were five census tracts with high fire incidence or high fire mortality/morbidity. The census tracts were prioritized by fire data analysts, and mapped out for a blitz. Tracts not previously visited in earlier smoke alarms installation programs were given priority.
· Code Problem Areas – The Dallas City Council specified two areas that had trash and animal control violations as well as high risk for fire, to get a synergistic effect from addressing multiple types of code violations. 
· 311 Line – Households who self-identified as needy and requested help via the 311 telephone line were scheduled for visits. Ultimately they accounted for about half of the visits.
Portland
· Households with Emergency Calls – Four fire stations in different parts of the city did a brief safety assessment of each household to which they responded for any type of emergency call, including EMS. The firefighters looked for hazards and offered free smoke alarm installation during the visit if additional smoke alarms were needed. Only a few of these households received installations, but these household tended to skew toward higher risk.
· Homes Turning Over In Sales – Sixty realtors in one realty company (Windermere) signed up for fire department training to identify smoke alarm needs in properties that were turning over. They handed out brochures on the program and encouraged the residents to call the fire department for a visit. Few residents called from this approach. While well intentioned, and involving many realtors, it was not effective in this instance; but it still seems like it is a good concept to have realtors checking on fire safety of homes when being turned over, a good time to institute changes.
· Visiting Nurses- a few homes were referred to the fire department by nurses who visited them and saw a need for fire safety follow-up . Getting Meals on Wheels, visiting nurses, and other social and health services to consider fire safety as they visit homes of people often at high risk has been a good practice in many cities. 
· Giveaways – The majority of smoke alarms given out in Portland followed a media campaign asking home-owning citizens to visit any fire station to obtain free smoke alarms. They could get as many as they felt they needed to meet code. The code requirements were explained to them. Firefighters gave out the smoke alarms along with a one page sheet on smoke alarm education, and gathered basic information via the questionnaire. A 10% sample of these households was called by the prevention bureau to see if they had installed the alarms and they were working.[footnoteRef:4] No emphasis was placed on any particular risk group for this follow-up. [4:  This change in the Portland part of the project was approved by AFG staff before proceeding; an alternative would have been to switch cities late in the game. We note that one of the reasons Portland was selected initially for this grant by WSAFM was their past experience in doing exactly this type of project in a low income part of the city a decade earlier. Portland won the first IAFC award for prevention as a result. However, the firefighters union and many firefighters balked at doing installations at a time when there were some cutbacks in staffing. A compromise was reached in which the firefighters would give out smoke alarms in exchange for doing some inspections of low risk commercial occupancies during the period of the grant.] 

· Senior/Low Income Advocacy – Portland provided training and fliers for an organization called Unlimited Choices, an advocacy and assistance organization for low income and elderly, to offer smoke alarms and installation to those in need. About 20 calls were received, some after the program ended. (Portland FD gave smoke alarms to the latecomers through its usual, small scale smoke alarm program—it always has a few alarms for those in need and who ask for them.)
Tucson
· High Incidence Areas – Zip codes with higher incidence of fire and EMS calls, most of which were thought to be comprised of Latino households.
Vancouver
· Trailer Parks – Several trailer parks had high fire incidence, or high risk of fatality when fire occurs. The higher risk trailer parks were the primary focus of the project in Vancouver.
· High-risk households—some were identified by stations based on their experience and other sources. 
Wilmington
· High Incidence Areas – Downtown neighborhoods with the highest fire incidence, 2006- 2009, were the primary target. They tended to have high elderly or low income African American and Hispanic households. 
· Trailer Parks – Owners of two parks were approached but did not allow fire department visits; others did.
·  Fire Fatality Neighborhoods – Homes in three areas that had recent residential fire fatalities.
Wilmington prepared two maps using GIS to show where the smoke alarms were installed, and then he relation between the households visited and fire incidence. They also considered overlaying maps of smoke alarm installations with the areas with high risk factors such as low income or high immigrant populations. These maps were an exploratory exercise and did not include all of the households given alarms, but we thought it a good idea to show the concept below, to consider for the future.


[bookmark: _Toc288812165]Pre-Visit Publicity
Some cities distributed flyers to inform the citizens of the availability of the program, and then installed smoke alarms in households that made appointments. Some cities used both appointments (requests by households) and canvassing (cold calls) after publicizing the program.
Dallas advertised program on the fire department and city websites. It promoted the program whenever educational safety presentations were conducted by Fire Prevention personnel. Several fire prevention cars were “wrapped” with advertisements for smoke alarms and driven to educational presentations, fire inspections, etc. to promote the program. Dallas FR distributed pamphlets and posters or signs promoting the program to City of Dallas libraries, recreation centers, fire stations, and schools located in high risk areas. A volunteer group distributed door hangers announcing the upcoming neighborhood blitz to homes targeted for the blitz. 
In Portland, volunteers and line firefighters distributed flyers to encourage citizens to set up appointments for smoke alarms testing and evaluation. The fire department advertised the program on its social media outlets, including its website, Facebook, Twitter, and blogs. There was an article in the Oregonian newspaper, and an ad in the Portland Observer.
[bookmark: _Toc288812166]Composition of Home Visit Teams
In virtually every case a household was visited by a two-person team, to add to the official appearance of the team at the doorstep, to have a witness should any impropriety be claimed, and to assist in the installation and data recording. Some visits were made by a team of two line firefighters, some by one firefighter and a volunteer, and others by two volunteers. 
The team compositions were as follows: 
Dallas – Two firefighters or firefighter plus volunteer. About three quarters of the visits were conducted by teams of two firefighters. The majority of the rest were by one firefighter and one community volunteer. About 8% involved one or more from the prevention bureau. 
Dallas wanted to use volunteers from organizations other than those it had relied on in previous similar programs, to reduce the burden on any one volunteer organization. However, in the end most of the volunteers came from their CERTS again. There was limited participation of Eagle Scouts and the Citizens Fire Academy.
Portland – Firefighters and public education staff (for home visits). Home visit teams were comprised of about two-thirds firefighters, one-third prevention educators. Later, smoke alarms were given to households by firefighters at fire stations. A sample of those give-a-way households were called by the public education staff to check on whether the smoke alarms had been installed. 
Tucson – Hispanic community organization employees. The home visits were made by employees of SERI, Sonoran Environmental Research Institute and “Community Assist in Southern Arizona” (CASA). They were able to present the information in Spanish as needed in the largely Hispanic neighborhoods targeted in this program. Fire department staff supervised the home visits in the field, but did not enter the homes.
Vancouver – Volunteer firefighters, and a few community volunteers. Volunteer firefighters were used for most visits. Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) volunteers supplement them in some visits and did the paperwork, as in Wilmington. Station captains coordinated meetings with mobile home parks, and coordinated the project in their area. This was viewed as a station-based program, an important concept for changing the fire department culture.
Wilmington – Pair of firefighters, or firefighter plus CERT volunteer. About three-quarters of the personnel making the home visits were line firefighters, and another 20% were volunteers. Prevention bureau personnel made only one visit, so this was truly a line company effort.
Truck company firefighters went with neighborhood volunteers (1 firefighter and 1 citizen volunteer) for 20% of the visits. The firefighter did the installation, the volunteer did the paperwork. The volunteers came from the local Community Emergency Response Teams (CERTs). That gave the CERT volunteers a public safety task to keep up their interest and participation in the teams, which are primarily formed to aid in rarely occurring disasters. Other community organizations were invited to join in, including a volunteer language interpreter organization to find volunteers who spoke Spanish to canvass in Hispanic areas. But they did not participate in the field. In many cases firefighters canvassed neighborhoods without the volunteers. 
[bookmark: _Toc288812167]What Was Done During the Visit 
Most of the household visits were made to one or two family dwellings, because multifamily dwellings fell under codes that required smoke alarms to be installed and maintained by the owner, with significant penalties if not done, as well as liability to the owners.
In nearly all homes visited, the team tested all smoke alarms in the household. They then installed smoke alarms as needed and discussed fire and home safety information. They also left one or more handouts that addressed home safety. The safety information was delivered to the person acting as head of household, or to whatever members of the household gathered to hear what was going on.
For the few private alarms systems encountered, the alarms were not tested (to avoid triggering false alarms) but additional smoke alarms were installed if there were not enough in the private system. 
Most participating communities took the stance that they wanted the households they visited to be up to code when they left. This usually meant installing multiple smoke alarms in each household visited. They were installed in bedrooms, hallways outside of bedrooms, and on each floor. An alternative approach some used was to install one or two alarms, and tell the home occupant of the additional number needed to meet code. A third approach was to give the household the number of smoke alarms it said it needed, for them to install themselves. Some departments want to reach more homes, and leave each with at least one working alarm, rather than doing fewer homes more completely. On the other hand some were concerned about liability if they did not leave a home with the code met, or simply wanted to do a thorough job on fewer homes than a partial job on more. 
A form was filled out on each home visited. Each department completed a standard core of information and stored it in either an Access data base or Excel spreadsheet. Each department was responsible for populating its own data base, and TriData was responsible for analyzing the data. Cities were allowed to add data elements beyond the required core.
The forms included a “release of liability” section to be signed by the household, understanding that they were accepting the alarm and there was no warranty on its effectiveness. Vancouver found that residents often were relieved to sign a form empowering the visit and having a copy of the information collected—it seemed to serve as a playing field leveler with the uniformed authority figures who had come into their household.
Tucson translated its form into Spanish, for use in heavily predominant Spanish neighborhoods.
The household visit form included a question on the race/ethnicity of the household. We believe this question should be revised (and indeed it was on the next year’s AFG home visit project). The question was worded for households that are homogenous, but many households have people of more than one race or ethnic group. A better approach is to allow more than one box to be checked if there is, for example, an African American, a Hispanic, and a white person in the same household. 
Some visits could not be completed because no one was home, or the address was bad, or the occupants refused the visit. Some visits were not completed because there was no one over 18 present. For all of these cases we asked that a form be completed on the attempted visit, and if the reason given for non-completion. There probably were some cases where no form was completed on a failed attempt to visit; the total number of attempted visited was probably somewhat higher than recorded.
[bookmark: _Toc288812168]Number and Type of Smoke Alarms Installed 
Smoke alarms were purchased centrally on behalf of the project to get the best price by economy of scale. Bids were requested from several providers. 
The cities had somewhat different code requirements and preferences regarding smoke alarms. Three used ionization smoke alarms with 10-year, tamper proof batteries. The other two used dual-chamber (photoelectric and ionization) smoke alarms with long lasting batteries that need replacement. The number of alarms and choice in each city as to what type of smoke alarms it used and what policy was followed for adding or replacing alarms are shown in Table 1 below. All cities followed the latest smoke alarm code requirement, which calls for alarms in each bedroom, in hallway outside of bedrooms, and at least one on each living level.
Note that were a “+” appears in the column on the number of alarms installed or provided to households, it means that there were some more said to be installed or given away beyond the number documented in the home visit forms.
Table 2: Recorded Alarm Installations or Distributions 
	Participating City
	Number of Alarms Installed or Provided 
	Type of Alarm
	Replaced Old Alarm?
	Replaced Non-Working Alarm?
	Installed Enough Total Alarms to Meet Current Code?

	Dallas, TX
	2,500 
	Ionization, 10 year, tamper-proof lithium battery
	Yes, if over 10 years old
	Yes
	Yes

	Portland, OR
	4,234 (280+) installed; 3,954 given to households 
	Dual-chamber, alkaline, long-lasting lithium battery
	Yes, if over 10 years old
	Yes
	Yes, for household visited; uncertain for households handed smoke alarms, but most were advised of the requirement in the code

	Tucson, AZ
	2,490+
	Ionization, 10 year, tamper-proof lithium battery
	No, if working
	Yes
	Yes

	Vancouver, WA
	985
	Dual-chamber, alkaline, long-lasting lithium battery
	Yes, if over 5 years old
	Yes
	Yes

	Wilmington, NC
	1,351+ (Had 1,500, plus 100 from non-grant sources)
	Ionization, 10 year, tamper-proof lithium battery
	Yes, if requested
	Yes
	Yes

	TOTAL
	11,560
	
	
	
	


[bookmark: _Toc288812169]Public Education Materials and Advice
As noted earlier, on virtually all home visits the occupants were given safety information verbally and in writing. The team queried the household about whether they had escape plans and practiced them, because having a working smoke alarm does little good if people do not take advantage of the early warning to escape quickly, or extinguish the fire if small enough to do so safely. The safety information provided often addressed household safety issues in addition to fire safety. The information given was as follows:
All Cities – Advice on maintenance and testing of smoke alarms, and the importance of having and practicing an escape plan
Dallas – Handout materials included kitchen safety, heating safety, and escape planning. These were the same materials used in the CDC SAIFE (Smoke Alarm Installation and Fire Escape) program funded by CDC. 
Portland –A handout specific to smoke alarms (including the language on the liability waiver) was given to households where installations were made. They also were given other material on home safety, including fire safety and injury prevention from falls. If children or elderly lived in the household, safety issues specific to these risk groups were pointed out on the safety information left with the resident
Tucson – Materials were left on fire safety and healthy home (including air quality, molds, lead paint). Some of the written information was already available from its volunteer partner CASA, and was in Spanish. No new materials were developed just for this program.
Vancouver – Hand-out materials included an escape checklist and grid for making a plan; and a home safety and disaster checklist. About half of the checklist was covered during the visit, with the household asked to complete the rest on their own. Advice on kitchen safety was also provided verbally.
Wilmington – Information on emergency escape planning; maintenance of alarms. kitchen safety, electrical, and smoking dangers was included in a new brochure developed for this project, and translated into Spanish. Only one piece of literature had to be handed out per household. The new brochure used photos, graphics, and simple text to make it more accessible to the targeted high –risk populations.
[bookmark: _Toc288812170]Project Coordination and Evaluation
The WSAFM project manager held monthly conference calls involving all of the participating cities and the evaluation team. This kept the project coordinated, answered procedural and budget questions, shared experiences and solutions to problems encountered, and ensured that the project was proceeding satisfactorily in each city. Unique problems were addressed in one-on-one calls to each city.
A separate round of discussions was held early in the grant period with the project evaluation subcommittee, which consisted of CDC, TriData, University of Washington, and WSAFM project management. This led to a revised data collection form, and agreement on the evaluation concept.
[bookmark: _Toc288812171]Additional Comments on Approaches and Findings by City
Below are comments on the experience of each city that were not covered or expand on the summary above. These are intended as useful hints for other cities considering home visit programs.
Dallas – Dallas had been making home visits by line firefighters and volunteers for several years before this project started; it was one of several cities participating in a multi-year program funded by CDC to increase the number of households with working smoke alarms. About 5500 smoke alarms had been installed in Dallas per year under the CDC SAIFE program prior to this AFG grant, a total of about 14,200.
Dallas helped demonstrate to the four other participating cities that the project’s concept was feasible, and that there was at least one viable approach for making the home visits and collecting the data. Dallas used the AFG project resources to expand the scale of its home visit program.
Dallas had previously used various organizations, such as churches, service association/organizations, employees from corporations and CERTS, as the source for volunteers to assist with the home visit program. These same groups were recruited each year, which made coordination and training easier. However Dallas did not want to use the same organizations again for this program, to avoid straining the resources of any one organization by asking them to commit to both this grant and the SAIFE grant. So this year they worked with Eagle scouts and Citizens Fire Academy volunteers as well as CERTS, though the bulk of the volunteer effort came again from CERTS.
Dallas felt that it was better to use one volunteer organization per home blitz area, which led to using some smaller blitz areas to accommodate varying numbers of volunteers per organization. 
Firefighters across the city had been trained two years ago to do the smoke alarm installations for their past CDC project. Dallas chose not to train new firefighters who joined the department since the CDC project, feeling they had enough to conduct the AFG project, and that the others could learn by example after receiving a brief orientation for firefighters before each blitz.
The fire department entered the data from their home visits into a data base.
Portland – At times over the last three decades Portland has been a leading innovator in public fire education approaches, including use of home visits to install smoke alarms. In fact, Portland won the first IAFC award for best prevention program, in the late 80’s. 
Over time, different fire department and union leadership varied the priority given to prevention, as was the case in many cities. Union leadership also varied over time on the extent it supported prevention as a main line duty vs. additional duty. Prevention is not yet a universal priority, and home visits by line firefighters is still a novelty for most cities. To complicate matters during this project, there were unexpected changes in the staffing of the fire marshal’s office just as this project got underway. While an innovator in home visits in the past, there was no recent tradition in Portland for running prevention from the stations, nor using firefighters for a large scale home fire safety program. So despite its previous history Portland was essentially starting from scratch in getting a station-based integrated risk management approach started. 
Firefighters in Portland are required contractually to do some of the simpler commercial inspections. This program had not been very successful or well liked by the firefighters. The home visits were offered as a job swap in exchange for reducing inspections. But even that approach waned, and the project changed from home visits with installations to giveaways of smoke alarms, handed to residents to install by themselves.
Portland largely abandoned its initially planned approach of installing alarms in favor of offering households free alarms if they agreed to install them. A media campaign was launched to advertise the availability of the alarms, and they were quickly used up. This approach was understood to be not as reliable as actually installing smoke alarms, because some people accept them but do not install them, and may not even keep them. To check on the use of the alarms, telephone calls were made to a 10% sample of the households who were given smoke alarms to see if they did indeed install them. 
Portland printed an educational flier on the use and testing of smoke alarms for residents who were requested free alarms. Information on general home fire safety was also provided, on a separate sheet.
Portland printed the home visit form with information on escape planning on the back of the copy left with the household. This required that the data had to be manually entered.  
Portland kept a small number of alarms to respond to follow- on requests for installations.
Ultimately Portland had three databases: 
1. Home visit installations (from the pilot with emergency response crews and Pub Ed staff making the visits)
2. Media giveaway data (varied results and success, depending on the station and shift)
3. Follow-up to the giveaway for a sample of home recipients (were alarms installed and functioning?)
Tucson – Firefighters in Tucson did not want to take on visits to households; however they did provide training to their community organization partners, and provided fire safety materials. The program was conducted almost entirely by the community organizations operating under the auspices of the fire department. 
Vancouver – Vancouver’s fire chief was in the process of moving the department toward a station-based, integrated risk management system into which this project fit. Vancouver had arranged for its battalion chiefs and most station captains to hear a presentation on the best practices found in other nations before this AFG grant project started, which helped set the stage.
Wilmington – The concept of station-based delivery of fire prevention in the context of integrated risk management was explained to all chief officers. It was well received at a meeting in which the four new operations battalion chiefs were considering new ways to provide service to the community. The IAFF local president was briefed and interested. 
The grant served as a focal point for refocusing how Wilmington considers prevention within its scope of services. Prevention was increased in importance by having it considered part of line function responsibilities. Wayne Powell of Vision 20/20 found examples of home visit programs going back as far as 50 years, and Wilmington used them to show its firefighters that this is not something new, just forgotten, said Chief Blackley.
Two days before an area was blitzed, door hangers were distributed in the neighborhood to explain the program and not scare residents who saw more fire trucks in the street. The police department also was informed in case they get calls from the neighborhood, and to obtain intelligence from the police on areas of high danger for the volunteers to avoid.
All six battalion chiefs supported the project. The three stations that covered the higher risk areas were the principle participants.
Wilmington obtained an additional 100 smoke alarms from another source, which allowed it to extend its outreach. 
Firefighters who interacted with public felt the visits were worthwhile, but many firefighters said they were not enthusiastic about the new program.
Wilmington firefighters were surprised by the number of homes visited where there were no working smoke alarms present, which made them realize the need to reach more homes. Another firefighter comment suggested that this type of outreach would create a more trusting relationship with the fire department because people in some neighborhoods are suspicious that there are other motives for installation of smoke alarms. This approach helped allay fears. Wilmington firefighters also felt that canvassing a neighborhood with cold calls was probably the best way to check for working smoke alarms in high risk areas because many residents who need them the most probably would not have responded to advertisements and ask for alarms. Several WFD members were asked if they thought there had been a change in culture as a result of this program. This response was received from a Fire Captain: 
“There was a benefit and a change in the culture among those we work with. The “risk management concept” had a tangible impact in that we provided a service and a good that helped people, but it also sparked conversation and ideas to improve current and future services. Most Firefighters choose this occupation so we can help. The concept and implementation allows us to be proactive, help, train, work with people we normally would not, and serve as a visible public relations tool. Yes there were grumblings among few, but morale improved because of the potential and real benefits of helping people. 
Smoke alarm installations, mending stations, flu shot destinations, fall/ risk assessments, outreach programs, and expansion of medical services are being talked about and appear to be our future in addition to emergency response. We are educators and helpers and all these concepts fall in line with what the Fire Department should do; however current situations might make it difficult for firefighters to want to do effectively. The Department’s response to staffing, pay, benefits, promotions, hiring, and training are huge obstacles that staff needs to address in order for successful implementation. 
I think the department is heading in the right direction in regards to education/ public relations and will benefit all involved.”
Finding: Once a program of installation of smoke alarms to needy households is established, it is often much easier to get funding for additional smoke alarms from private and public sources. It is easier to continue a proven, established approach than to get it started in the first place. This is one of the great values of the AFG program—to provide the seed money to start something new.

[bookmark: _Toc288812172]III. DATA ANALYSIS
This chapter discusses the analysis of the data collected on the home visits in each city. Data was not collected on every question for every household, so the numbers do not always add to the number of households visited. There also were probably some visits that were not documented. But this data overall was highly consistent and should be highly representative of the situations found, and what was done.
All summary statistics are based on the households for which entry was gained, with the one obvious exception of data on the reasons why entry could not be made. The same subheads and order of analysis are used for each city. Portland has some additional analysis on their giveaway program and its checks.
[bookmark: _Toc288812173]Dallas
Homes Visited – The Dallas program visited 1025 homes. Virtually all were scheduled through requests to the 311 system, and all were entered. The majority (789) were visited by an all-firefighter team, another 148 by a combined firefighter-community volunteer team, and 86 by a prevention bureau team. Almost all of the visits were to houses.
Type of Home:
	
	House
	Mobile 
home
	Duplex/ 
Townhouse
	Multi-family
	Other
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	998
	1
	25
	0
	1*
	0
	1025

	Percent of homes
	97%
	0%
	2%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	* Church


If entry to residence not possible, why not? 
	
	No one home
	Minor only
	Language barrier
	Vacant home/lot
	Entry refused?
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Percent of homes
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Total number of homes visited
	1025

	Total number of homes not entered
	0 (0%)

	Total number of homes entered
	1025 (100%)


Positions of representatives making the visit (check all that apply): 
	
	Firefighter
	Health-care worker
	Volunteer
	Prevention
	Social worker
	Other
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	937
	0
	148
	88
	0
	0
	0
	1173*

	Percent of homes
	80%
	0%
	13%
	8%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	* 148 homes were visited by Firefighter + Volunteer team; 789 were visited by Firefighter team only; 88 homes were visited by Prevention team only


Inspection Results – At least 671 homes (65%) had at least one smoke alarm (working or non-working), with the most being 12 in one home (11 working, 1 non-working). A surprising 348 homes (34%) had no smoke alarm at all (working or non-working). There were a total of 1530 smoke alarms in all the homes, about 1.5 per home. 
After testing, it was found that 572 homes (56%) had no working smoke alarm!! There were a total of 855 working smoke alarms in the homes, less than one per home. Of 1530 alarms tested, 675 (44%) were not working. These are shockingly high percentages of homes with inadequate smoke alarm coverage, and indicate that the AFG smoke alarm program in Dallas was reaching exactly the types of homes that needed the program, and why it has the potential for making a major difference in fire safety.
Number of smoke alarms (working and/or non-working) 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	“X”
	Total

	Number of homes
	348
	230
	208
	123
	63
	47
	6
	1025

	Percent of homes
	34%
	22%
	20%
	12%
	6%
	5%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms
	1530


Number of working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	“X”
	Total

	Number of homes
	572
	206
	140
	64
	20
	17
	6
	1025

	Percent of homes
	56%
	20%
	14%
	6%
	2%
	2%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms
	855


Number of non-working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	“X”
	Total

	Number of homes
	600
	256
	103
	37
	17
	6
	6
	1025

	Percent of homes
	59%
	25%
	10%
	4%
	2%
	1%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of non-working smoke alarms
	675


Private alarm system present (do not test) 
	
	Yes
	No
	Not Answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	0
	1025
	1025

	Percent of homes
	0%
	0%
	100%
	100%


Installations – Almost all of the homes visited (97%) had at least one smoke alarm installed during the visit, with the most being 8 in one home that had no smoke alarms at all. Of the 31 (3%) homes where no smoke alarms were installed, 27 had anywhere from one to six working smoke alarms already; 4 homes had batteries replaced, in 2-6 smoke alarms. 
After the home visits all of the homes had at least one working smoke alarm. There were a total of 3791 working smoke alarms, or an average of 3.7 per home. Most smoke alarms installed were ionization 10-year battery smoke alarms, a few were dual chamber.
All but 4 of the 1025 homes visited were reported as meeting code after the visit, and those four were advised of what was needed. (These few did not allow a full complement to be installed.)
Number of Alarms Installed
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	31
	216
	338
	222
	164
	53
	1
	1025

	Percent of homes
	3%
	21%
	33%
	22%
	16%
	5%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms installed
	2500


Number of working smoke alarms after the visits[footnoteRef:5]? [5:  Number of working smoke alarms after the visits = Number of working smoke alarms + Number of smoke alarms installed during the visit + Number of batteries replaced] 

	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	1
	48
	202
	242
	301
	231
	0
	1025

	Percent of homes
	0%
	5%
	20%
	24%
	29%
	23%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms after the visits
	3791


Type of alarm(s) installed: 
	 
	Dual Chamber
	Ionization
	Photo-electric
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	28
	958
	0
	39
	1025

	Percent of homes
	3%
	93%
	0%
	4%
	100%


Power source of alarm(s) installed: 
	
	Tamper-proof 10-year battery
	Hard-wired
	Replaceable battery
	Combination (battery and hard-wired)
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	1004
	0
	0
	0
	21
	1025

	Percent of homes
	98%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	2%
	100%


Number of smoke alarm batteries replaced? 
	
	0 Alarms
	1+ Alarms
	Total

	Number of homes
	788
	212
	25

	Percent of homes
	77%
	21%
	2%

	Total number of smoke alarm batteries replaced
	436

	


Did the home end up with the number of smoke alarms required by code?
	
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	1021
	4
	0
	1025

	Percent of homes
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	


If no, was the occupant advised of the number required? All 4 homes were advised of the number of smoke alarms required.
Education Provided During the Visit – All of the households visited received verbal instruction on testing and maintaining smoke alarms. About two-thirds of the households were verbally instructed on other fire and injury subjects.
Only about a third of the households said they had a fire escape plan. Less than half of that third said they practiced it in the last year. But almost all who said they had a plan were indeed able to say where the family would meet, as a validity check. 
At least 93% of the households were given written information on escape planning and also other home safety information.
Occupant instructed on (check all that apply):
	
	Testing and maintaining smoke alarms
	Other fire or injury safety subjects*

	Number of homes
	1025
	628

	Percent of homes
	100%
	61%

	* Information Packet


Ask occupant: Do you have a fire escape plan? 
	 
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	369
	656
	0
	1025

	Percent of homes
	36%
	64%
	0%
	100%


 If yes…
Was the fire escape plan practiced in the last year? 	
	 
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	165
	200
	4
	369

	Percent of homes
	45%
	54%
	1%
	100%


Where is your meeting place? (check if any credible place cited) 
	
	Yes, credible
	No, not credible
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	369
	0
	0
	369

	Percent of homes
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%


Occupant given written fire or injury safety materials on:
	 
	Escape planning
	General home safety
	Specific causes or hazards

	Number of homes
	957
	957
	0

	Percent of homes
	93%
	93%
	0%


Demographics – The vast majority of homes visited (88%) were owner-occupied. There were close to an average of three people per household. About 44% of the households targeted had at least one elderly person. About one-quarter had at least one child under five. About 18% had at least one disabled person. And 20% had at least one smoker. All together, 71% had at least one of these risk factors, and over 90% were minority (62% African American, 28% Hispanic.) Thus the vast majority of the households fell into a higher than average risk category, and the households were well-targeted for this project.

Do you own or rent your home?
	 
	Own
	Rent
	“-“
	Total

	Number of homes
	900
	124
	1
	1025

	Percent of homes
	88%
	12%
	0%
	100%


How many people live in your home? 
	
	0 People
	1 Person
	2 People
	3 People
	4 People
	5+ People
	Blank*
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	200
	278
	178
	146
	185
	38
	1025

	Percent of homes
	0%
	20%
	27%
	17%
	14%
	18%
	4%
	100%

	Total number of people
	2965

	* Blank includes "-", "X", and N/A
	


How many children living in your home are under age 5?
	
	0 Children
	1 Child
	2 Children
	3 Children
	4 Children
	5+ Children
	Blank*
	Total

	Number of homes
	763
	119
	83
	18
	4
	1
	37
	1025

	Percent of homes
	74%
	12%
	8%
	2%
	0%
	0%
	4%
	100%

	Total number of children
	360 (12%)

	* Blank includes blank fields, "-", "X", and N/A
	


How many people living in your home are age 65 or older?
	
	0 Elderly
	1 Elderly
	2 Elderly
	3 Elderly
	4 Elderly
	5+ Elderly
	Blank*
	Total

	Number of homes
	545
	304
	130
	7
	2
	0
	37
	1025

	Percent of homes
	53%
	30%
	13%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	4%
	100%

	Total number of elderly
	593 (20%)

	* Blank includes blank fields, "-", "X", and N/A
	


How many people living in your home are disabled? 
	
	0 Disabled
	1 Disabled
	2 Disabled
	3 Disabled
	4 Disabled
	5+ Disabled
	Blank*
	Total

	Number of homes
	804
	155
	28
	0
	1
	0
	37
	1025

	Percent of homes
	78%
	15%
	3%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	4%
	100%

	Total number of disabled
	215 (7%)

	* Blank includes blank fields, "-", "X", and N/A
	


How many people living in your home are smokers?
	
	0 Smokers
	1 Smoker
	2 Smokers
	3 Smokers
	4 Smokers
	5+ Smokers
	Blank*
	Total

	Number of homes
	784
	141
	52
	7
	1
	2
	38
	1025

	Percent of homes
	76%
	14%
	5%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	4%
	100%

	Total number of smokers
	280 (9%)

	* Blank includes blank fields, "-", "X", and N/A
	


Number of risk factors in homes
	
	0 Risks
	1 Risk
	2 Risks
	3 Risks
	4 Risks
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	259
	459
	218
	48
	4
	37
	1025

	Percent of homes
	25%
	45%
	21%
	5%
	0%
	4%
	100%


Do you consider yourself: (can check more than one: e.g., White and Hispanic)
	
	African American
	Asian
	Hispanic/ Latino
	Native American
	Pacific Islander
	White
	Mixed
	Other
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	635
	3
	289
	1
	0
	89
	0
	3
	9
	1029*

	Percent of homes
	62%
	0%
	28%
	0%
	0%
	9%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	100%

	 * Four homes checked 2 categories: (1) African American + Native American; (2) African American + White; (1) Hispanic/Latino + White


[bookmark: _Toc288812174]Portland 
Portland was an exception to the other cities in the grant, as explained earlier. They produced three sets of data: 
a. Data on households visited in the pilot program- like the other cities
b. Data on households subsequently given smoke alarms to install themselves
c. Sample of households in b. surveyed by telephone to check on self-installations
A. Pilot Program
Homes Visited: Portland attempted to visit 105 homes in its pilot program, and gained entry to 93. The vast majority (80%) was single family dwellings; the rest were 10% duplexes or townhouses, 5% mobile homes, and 3% multifamily. The main reason for not completing a visit was “entry refused.” They were able to enter 89% of homes attempted to be visited. Almost two-thirds of those making visits were line firefighters, the rest from the public education staff.
Type of Home: 
	
	House
	Mobile 
home
	Duplex/ 
Townhouse
	Multi-family
	Other
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	74
	5
	9
	3
	1
	1
	93

	Percent of homes
	80%
	5%
	10%
	3%
	1%
	1%
	100%


If entry to residence not possible, why not? 
	
	No one home
	Minor only
	Language barrier
	Vacant home/lot
	Entry refused?
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	1
	0
	1
	0
	10
	0
	12

	Percent of homes
	8%
	0%
	8%
	0%
	83%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of homes visited
	105

	Total number of homes not entered
	12 (11%)

	Total number of homes entered
	93 (89%)


Positions of representatives making the visit 
	
	Firefighter
	Health-care worker
	Volunteer
	Prevention
	Social worker
	Other
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	58
	0
	0
	33
	0
	0
	2
	93

	Percent of homes
	62%
	0%
	0%
	35%
	0%
	0%
	2%
	100%


Inspection Results: Of the 93 homes visited, 82 (88%) had one or more smoke alarms; one home had seven (working and/or non-working) There were a total of 204 smoke alarms in all the homes, or slightly more than two per home (2.2). There were.11 homes (12%) that had no smoke alarm (working or non-working.).
Of the 82 with smoke alarms, 17 had no working alarm. Thus a total of 28 homes (30%) had no working alarms at all. There were a total of 144 working alarms or about 1-2 per home on average, but some homes had as many as 4 working alarms. The high percent of home without working alarms in high risk homes supports the rationale for this program.
Thirty-eight (38) homes (41%) had at least one smoke alarms not working, as tested by the fire department team. Overall 60 of the 204 alarms tested, or 30%, were not working. Some homes had as many as four not working! We did not determine why so many were not working—it could be the message on the need to test alarms was not reaching these homes, or they were not motivated to test, or did not know how to test, or could not test, or could not afford replacements. The heart of the home visit program was to rectify this situation regardless of the cause. 
About 12% of the homes had a private alarm system, and these were not tested to avoid false alarms.
Number of smoke alarms (working and/or non-working) 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	11
	32
	14
	18
	7
	11
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	12%
	34%
	15%
	19%
	8%
	12%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms
	204


Number of working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	28
	31
	14
	9
	3
	8
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	30%
	33%
	15%
	10%
	3%
	9%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms
	90


Number of non-working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	55
	24
	8
	4
	2
	0
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	59%
	26%
	9%
	4%
	2%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of non-working smoke alarms
	60


Private alarm system present (do not test) 
	 
	Yes
	No
	Not Answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	12
	80
	1
	93

	Percent of homes
	13%
	86%
	1%
	100%


Installations: Eighty-two (82) homes (88%) –the vast majority visited-- had one or more smoke alarms installed during the visit. 21 homes had 5 or more smoke alarms installed. The 11 homes (12%) that did not need any had 2-7 working smoke alarms already. The Portland Fire Department installed 280 smoke alarms, or about 3 per home to bring the homes up to code. This indicates the high need that existed in the group of homes targeted. Even some homes with private alarm systems did not have enough to meet code.
At the conclusion of the home visits, 100% of the homes that were entered had one or more working smoke alarm. All but one home met the code, and that home owner was informed of the need for fuller compliance. The total number of working alarms after the visits was 424, or more than 4 per home. This should provide a major reduction in the risk of injury from fire in these homes
All of the smoke alarms installed were dual chamber with extended life batteries. No batteries were replaced in existing smoke alarms. 
Number of smoke alarms installed during the visit? 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	11
	12
	21
	14
	14
	21
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	12%
	13%
	23%
	15%
	15%
	23%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms installed
	280


Number of working smoke alarms after the visits?[footnoteRef:6]  [6:  Number of working smoke alarms after the visits = number of working smoke alarms at the start of the visit + number of smoke alarms installed during the visit + number of smoke alarms where batteries were replaced.] 

	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	6
	13
	13
	21
	40
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	0%
	6%
	14%
	14%
	23%
	43%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms after the visits
	424


Type of alarm(s) installed: 
	 
	Dual Chamber
	Ionization
	Photo-electric
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	82
	0
	0
	11
	93

	Percent of homes
	88%
	0%
	0%
	12%
	100%


Power source of alarm(s) installed: 
	 
	Tamper-proof 10-year battery
	Hard-wired
	Replaceable battery
	Combination (battery and hard-wired)
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	0
	82
	0
	11
	93

	Percent of homes
	0%
	0%
	88%
	0%
	12%
	100%


Number of smoke alarm batteries replaced? 
	
	0 Alarms
	1+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	92
	0
	1
	93

	Percent of homes
	99%
	0%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarm batteries replaced
	0


Did the home end up with the number of smoke alarms required by code?
	 
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	92
	1
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	99%
	1%
	0%
	100%


If no, was the occupant advised of the number required? –Yes, the one was.
Education Provided During the Visit: All of the homes visited were advised about testing and maintaining smoke alarms. A few were advised on other fire and injury subjects. The vast majority of the homes (86%) did not have a fire escape plan. The few who had one said they practiced it and had a credible meeting place. All of the homes were given literature on smoke alarm testing and other safety issues.
Occupant instructed on (check all that apply):
	 
	Testing and maintaining 
smoke alarms
	Other fire or injury safety subjects*

	Number of homes
	93
	6

	Percent of homes
	100%
	6%

	* (1) Elderly evacuation; (2) Escape planning; (2) Fall hazards; (2) Medical information availability


Ask occupant: Do you have a fire escape plan? 
	 
	Yes
	No
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	13
	80
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	14%
	86%
	0%
	100%


 If yes…
Was the fire escape plan practiced in the last year? 	
	 
	Yes
	No
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	12
	1
	0
	13

	Percent of homes
	92%
	8%
	0%
	100%


Where is your meeting place? (check if any credible place cited) 
	 
	Yes, credible
	No, not credible
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	12
	1
	0
	13

	Percent of homes
	92%
	8%
	0%
	100%


Occupant given written fire or injury safety materials on:
	
	Escape planning
	General home safety
	Specific causes or hazards*

	Number of homes
	92
	92
	3

	Percent of homes
	99%
	99%
	3%

	* (2) Medical information card provided; (2) Kitchen safety; (2) Falls; (1) Electrical safety


Demographics: About three quarters of the homes were occupied by owners, the rest renters. There were 262 people in the homes, or almost 3 per home. About 20% of the homes had children, and 56% had elderly people. About a third of the people (31%) had a disability. About 24% of the homes had at least one smoker. In total, over three-quarters of the homes (77%) had at least one of these high fire risks. Many were probably low income homes though this was not explicitly asked for. One third of the homes were non-white.
Do you own or rent your home?
	 
	Own
	Rent
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	65
	24
	4
	93

	Percent of homes
	70%
	26%
	4%
	100%


How many people live in your home? 
	 
	0 People
	1 Person
	2 People
	3 People
	4 People
	5+ People
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	31
	20
	14
	17
	11
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	0%
	33%
	22%
	15%
	18%
	12%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of people
	262


How many children living in your home are under age 5?
	 
	0 Children
	1 Child
	2 Children
	3 Children
	4 Children
	5+ Children
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	75
	9
	7
	1
	1
	0
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	81%
	10%
	8%
	1%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of children
	30 (11%)


How many people living in your home are age 65 or older?
	
	0 Elderly
	1 Elderly
	2 Elderly
	3 Elderly
	4 Elderly
	5+ Elderly
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	45
	37
	10
	1
	0
	0
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	48%
	40%
	11%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of elderly
	60 (23%)


How many people living in your home are disabled? 
	
	0 Disabled
	1 Disabled
	2 Disabled
	3 Disabled
	4 Disabled
	5+ Disabled
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	64
	28
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	69%
	30%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of disabled
	30 (11%)


How many people living in your home are smokers?
	
	0 Smokers
	1 Smoker
	2 Smokers
	3 Smokers
	4 Smokers
	5+ Smokers
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	70
	15
	5
	2
	1
	0
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	75%
	16%
	5%
	2%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of smokers
	35 (13%)


Number of risk factors in homes
	 
	0 Risks
	1 Risk
	2 Risks
	3 Risks
	4 Risks
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	21
	33
	32
	7
	0
	0
	93

	Percent of homes
	23%
	35%
	34%
	8%
	0%
	0%
	100%


Do you consider yourself: (can check more than one: e.g., White and Hispanic)
	
	African American
	Native American
	Mixed
	Asian
	Pacific Islander
	Hispanic-Latino
	White
	Other
	Not Answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	16
	1
	3
	4
	0
	7
	61
	0
	1
	93

	Percent of homes
	17%
	1%
	3%
	4%
	0%
	8%
	66%
	0%
	1%
	100%


B. Households Given Alarms to Self-Install – Besides the 93 homes visited and entered to replace smoke alarms, another 1214 homes were given smoke alarms to self-install. Occupants who received smoke alarms answered some of the questions on the questionnaire used for visits. Several questions were not appropriate for giveaways and were deleted. 
Most of these homes received their smoke alarms at fire stations, though some were delivered to their door. Almost all of these smoke alarms (99%) were given out by line firefighters, and 1% by prevention personnel, Most of those given smoke alarms said they lived in single family dwellings, with 6% in duplexes and 1% in mobile homes
Type of Home: 
	
	House
	Mobile 
home
	Duplex/ 
Townhouse
	Multi-family
	Other
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	1088
	18
	78
	6
	11
	13
	1214

	Percent of homes
	90%
	1%
	6%
	0%
	1%
	1%
	100%

	*One home counted twice (House and Duplex/Townhouse)


If entry to residence not possible, why not?
	
	No one home
	Minor only
	Language barrier
	Vacant home/lot
	Entry refused?
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1213
	1213

	Percent of homes
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Total number of homes visited
	0

	Total number of homes not entered
	1213 (0%)

	Total number of homes entered
	0


Positions of representatives making the visit (check all that apply)
	 
	Firefighter
	Health-care worker 
	Volunteer 
	Prevention
	Social worker
	Other
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	1196
	0
	0
	13
	0
	4
	0
	1213

	Percent of homes
	99%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%


Smoke Alarm Status: 975 homes (80%) said they had had 1 or more working smoke alarms in the home, with the most being 12 smoke alarms in 2 homes. They reported a total of 2186 working smoke alarms or a little more than two per home (about the same number as found during the actual visits noted in section A above. There were 236 homes (19%) who claimed that had no working smoke alarms, significantly lower than the 30% found in actual testing in Section A (and possibly underreported.). 
The occupants were given 1-12 smoke alarms to install themselves, depending on their expressed need. A total of 3934 smoke alarms were given out, a little over 3 per home, very close to the number installed per home in the visits in Phase A. 
All 1213 homes given alarms presumably then had at least one working alarm if they installed them (see Section C on the validation results). The total number of alarms- those they reported to have plus those given—was 6120, or about 5 per home, just a little higher than the 4+ alarms per home in the home visited. It is likely that the number of working smoke alarms after the giveaway was somewhat overstated, because not all were installed, and people tend to underestimate the number of their smoke alarms not working. So the actual number working is probably less than 5 per home. The problem with giveaways is that one is not sure whether they will be installed at all, let alone properly installed, and whether all smoke alarms already in the home were tested.
Number of working smoke alarms per home (based on self-reporting) 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	236
	338
	317
	182
	76
	62
	2
	1213

	Percent of homes
	19%
	28%
	26%
	15%
	6%
	5%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms
	2186


Number of smoke alarms given out per home 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	1
	169
	325
	264
	177
	277
	0
	1213

	Percent of homes
	0%
	14%
	27%
	22%
	15%
	23%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms installed
	3934


Estimated total number of working smoke alarms per home after the giveaway 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	1
	37
	124
	180
	244
	627
	0
	1213

	Percent of homes
	0%
	3%
	10%
	15%
	20%
	52%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms after the visits
	6120


Type of alarm(s) given out: 
	 
	Dual Chamber
	Ionization
	Photo-electric
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	1212
	0
	1
	0
	1213

	Percent of homes
	100%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%


Education Provided During the Visit: Over half of those requesting alarms said they had not practiced an escape plan in the last year. More than half had a credible meeting place.
Was the fire escape plan practiced in the last year? 	
	 
	Yes
	No
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	487
	692
	34
	1213

	Percent of homes
	40%
	57%
	3%
	100%


Where is your meeting place? (check if any credible place cited) 
	 
	Yes, credible
	No, not credible
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	717
	420
	76
	1213

	Percent of homes
	59%
	35%
	6%
	100%


Demographics: Only a few of the demographics questions were asked of those given smoke alarms. Household requesting free smoke alarms typically had 2-3 people per home. About 16% had children under 5, 37% had elderly, 20% had a disabled person, and 19% had smokers. In total, two-thirds (64%) had at least one of these risk factors, slightly lower than the 77% in the homes actually visited but not radically different in profile from them. About three-quarters of the homes were white, vs. two –thirds in the home visits.
How many people live in your home? 
	
	0 People
	1 Person
	2 People
	3 People
	4 People
	5+ People
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	2
	229
	454
	214
	177
	119
	18
	1213

	Percent of homes
	0%
	19%
	37%
	18%
	15%
	10%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of people
	3152


How many children living in your home are under age 5?
	 
	0 Children
	1 Child
	2 Children
	3 Children
	4 Children
	5+ Children
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	1001
	130
	55
	7
	2
	0
	18
	1213

	Percent of homes
	83%
	11%
	5%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of children
	269 (9%)


How many people living in your home are age 65 or older?
	
	0 Elderly
	1 Elderly
	2 Elderly
	3 Elderly
	4 Elderly
	5+ Elderly
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	739
	269
	175
	11
	1
	0
	18
	1213

	Percent of homes
	61%
	22%
	14%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of elderly
	656 (21%)


How many people living in your home are disabled? 
	
	0 Disabled
	1 Disabled
	2 Disabled
	3 Disabled
	4 Disabled
	5+ Disabled
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	960
	202
	31
	2
	0
	0
	18
	1213

	Percent of homes
	79%
	17%
	3%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of disabled
	270 (9%)


How many people living in your home are smokers?
	 
	0 Smokers
	1 Smoker
	2 Smokers
	3 Smokers
	4 Smokers
	5+ Smokers
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	969
	154
	58
	9
	2
	3
	18
	1213

	Percent of homes
	80%
	13%
	5%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of smokers
	320 (10%)


Number of risk factors in homes
	 
	0 Risks
	1 Risk
	2 Risks
	3 Risks
	4 Risks
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	413
	503
	230
	48
	1
	18
	1213

	Percent of homes
	34%
	41%
	19%
	4%
	0%
	1%
	100%


Do you consider yourself: (can check more than one: e.g., White and Hispanic)
	
	African American
	Asian
	Hispanic/ Latino
	Native American
	Pacific Islander
	White
	Mixed
	Other
	Not Answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	81
	58
	34
	7
	5
	939
	13
	13
	68
	1218

	Percent of homes
	7%
	5%
	3%
	1%
	0%
	77%
	1%
	1%
	6%
	100%

	* 3 homes marked 2 categories (Asian + White); 1 home marked 3 categories (African American + Asian + White)


C. Follow-up Calls – The fire department public education staff called a 10% sample (123) of the 1218 homes given smoke alarms a few weeks later to see if the alarms had been were installed. They asked the person answering the phone to go test one of the alarms so it could be heard sounding on the phone. Only 66 (54%) of those called were able to prove they had a working smoke alarm. 21 homes (17%) said they had not installed the alarms yet. A few who took the call were on mobile phones and not at home. 20% said they installed the alarm but had a variety of reasons for not testing them at that moment—too busy, too elderly, disturbing to children or dogs, or some other reason. 
When asked how many working smoke alarms they had, almost everyone said they had at least one, including most of the homes which admitted they had not installed the smoke alarms given to them. That is possible-they had some working, and needed more. But then why didn’t they test at least one of those working? It was clear that relying on self-installation was not nearly as reliable as having the fire department install the smoke alarms. 
Smoke alarm sounded? If no, why?
	
	Yes
	Would not work
	Not installed
	Call-taker not at home
	Other*
	Total

	Number of homes
	66
	1
	21
	10
	25
	123

	Percent of homes
	54%
	1%
	17%
	8%
	20%
	100%

	 * (1) Would Not Test; (1) Upsetting To Dog; (2) Unable To Make Remote Work; (3) Too Elderly; (5) Too Busy; (1) Too Annoying; (1) Remote Needs Cleaning; (4) Not Near Alarm To Test; (1) Not Done Yet; (1) Language Barrier; (1) In Bed Sick; (1) Husband's Job; (1) Did Not Know About Any Alarms; (2) Child Sleeping


Number of working smoke alarms claimed: 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	3
	14
	30
	23
	26
	26
	1
	123

	Percent of homes
	2%
	11%
	24%
	19%
	21%
	21%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms
	395


Education Provided During the Visit: About 62% or two-thirds of the homes sampled said they had not practiced a fire escape plan in the past year. However, about two-thirds had a credible place to meet.
Was the fire escape plan practiced in the last year? 	
	 
	Yes
	No
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	47
	76
	0
	123

	Percent of homes
	38%
	62%
	0%
	100%


Where is your meeting place? (check if any credible place cited) 
	 
	Yes, credible
	No, not credible
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	78
	45
	0
	123

	Percent of homes
	63%
	37%
	0%
	100%


[bookmark: _Toc288812175]Tucson
Homes Visited – Tucson attempted to visit 564 homes and gained entry to all of them; all were by request of the household. A little over half (51%) were single family dwellings, and another 44% were mobile homes. A few (5%) were duplex or townhouses. All of those making the visits were paid representatives of a Hispanic service organization.
Type of Home:
	
	House
	Mobile 
home
	Duplex/ 
Townhouse
	Multi-family
	Other
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	288
	248
	26
	0
	1
	2
	565

	Percent of homes
	51%
	44%
	5%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	* One home was counted twice (House and Mobile home) 


If entry to residence not possible, why not? 
	
	No one home
	Minor only
	Language barrier
	Vacant home/lot
	Entry refused?
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Percent of homes
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Total number of homes visited
	564

	Total number of homes not entered
	0 (0%)

	Total number of homes entered
	564 (100%)


Positions of representatives making the visit (check all that apply): 
	 
	Firefighter
	Health-care worker
	Volunteer
	Prevention
	Social worker
	Other
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	564
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%
	0%
	100%


Inspection Results – Of the 564 homes visited, 72% had no alarms! 158 homes (28%) had one or more smoke alarms; one home had seven. There were a total of 301 smoke alarms in all the homes, or an average of less than one per home. Of the 301 alarms, 112 were not working, or 37%. Thus a staggering 441 homes (78%) homes had no working smoke alarm!! This was by far the most of any city involved in this project. Some homes had as many as four smoke alarms not working. About 1% of the homes had a private alarm system, and these were not tested to avoid false alarms.
Here, too, the high percent of home without working alarms in high risk homes supports the rationale for this program. As previously noted, the heart of the home visit program was to rectify this situation regardless of the cause. 
Number of smoke alarms (working and/or non-working) 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	406
	71
	54
	18
	10
	5
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	72%
	13%
	10%
	3%
	2%
	1%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms
	301


Number of working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	441
	82
	26
	9
	4
	2
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	78%
	15%
	5%
	2%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms
	189


Number of non-working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	484
	54
	21
	4
	1
	0
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	86%
	10%
	4%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of non-working smoke alarms
	112


Private alarm system present (do not test) 
	 
	Yes
	No
	Not Answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	8
	556
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	1%
	99%
	0%
	100%


Installations – All but one of the homes visited had one or more smoke alarms installed during the visit. Just under half (47%) had 5 or more smoke alarms installed. The one home where no smoke alarms were installed had 7 working smoke alarms at the start of the visit. In total, 2490 alarms were installed, or an average of over 4 per home.
At the conclusion of the visits, all of the homes but one had one or more working smoke alarms.  There were a total of 2679 working smoke alarms installed, or over 4 per home on average. Over half of the homes had five or more working smoke alarms at the end of the visits. About 61% of the alarms wee dual chamber battery operated the rest ionization with long life batteries. Batteries were replaced in three alarms. All but two of the 564 homes complied with the smoke alarms code upon completion of the visits. Those two were advised on what was needed to meet code.
Number of smoke alarms installed during the visit? 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	1
	9
	32
	85
	173
	264
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	0%
	2%
	6%
	15%
	31%
	47%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms installed
	2490


Number of working smoke alarms after the visits?
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	6
	27
	62
	155
	314
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	0%
	1%
	5%
	11%
	27%
	56%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms after the visits
	2679


Type of alarm(s) installed: 
	 
	Dual Chamber
	Ionization
	Photo-electric
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	346
	217
	0
	1
	564

	Percent of homes
	61%
	38%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	


Power source of alarm(s) installed: 
	
	Tamper-proof 10-year battery
	Hard-wired
	Replaceable battery
	Combination (battery and hard-wired)
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	217
	0
	347
	0
	1
	565

	Percent of homes
	38%
	0%
	61%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	 * One home had two types installed: Tamper-proof and Replaceable battery


Number of smoke alarm batteries replaced? 
	
	0 Alarms
	1+ Alarms
	Total

	Number of homes
	561
	3
	564

	Percent of homes
	99%
	1%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarm batteries replaced
	12*

	


Did the home end up with the number of smoke alarms required by code?
	 
	Yes
	No*
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	562
	2
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	


If no, was the occupant advised of the number required? The 2 homes were notified of the number of smoke alarms required by code.	
Education Provided During the Visit – All of the homes visited were instructed on testing and maintaining smoke alarms, and on other fire or injury safety issues. Only 3 of the 564 homes had a fire escape plan, which emphasized the importance of instructing them on not only maintaining smoke alarms but what to do when they go off.
Occupant instructed on (check all that apply):
	
	Testing and maintaining 
smoke alarms
	Other fire or injury safety subjects*

	Number of homes
	564
	564

	Percent of homes
	100%
	100%

	 


Ask occupant: Do you have a fire escape plan? 
	 
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	17
	547
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	3%
	97%
	0%
	100%


 If yes…
Was the fire escape plan practiced in the last year? 	
	 
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	13
	4
	0
	17

	Percent of homes
	76%
	24%
	0%
	100%


Where is your meeting place? (check if any credible place cited) 
	 
	Yes, credible
	No, not credible
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	14
	3
	0
	17

	Percent of homes
	82%
	18%
	0%
	100%


Occupant given written fire or injury safety materials on:
	 
	Escape planning
	General home safety
	Specific causes or hazards*

	Number of homes
	564
	564
	564

	Percent of homes
	100%
	100%
	100%

	 * Not listed.
	
	


Demographics – The vast majority (87%) of homes visited were owner occupied. Almost all (99%) were Hispanic households. There were almost 4 people per household on the average. About one-third had children under 5. Almost a quarter had at least one elderly person. Few (8%) had someone with a disability. About 17% had one or more smokers. Two-thirds had at least one of these risk factors. 
(Ask resident) Do you own or rent your home?
	 
	Own
	Rent
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	490
	74
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	87%
	13%
	0%
	100%


How many people live in your home? 
	
	0 People
	1 Person
	2 People
	3 People
	4 People
	5+ People
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	28
	100
	94
	150
	192
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	0%
	5%
	18%
	17%
	27%
	34%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of people
	2191


How many children living in your home are under age 5?
	
	0 Children
	1 Child
	2 Children
	3 Children
	4 Children
	5+ Children
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	359
	154
	42
	6
	1
	2
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	64%
	27%
	7%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of children
	272 (12%)


How many people living in your home are age 65 or older?
	
	0 Elderly
	1 Elderly
	2 Elderly
	3 Elderly
	4 Elderly
	5+ Elderly
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	439
	91
	30
	3
	1
	0
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	78%
	16%
	5%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of elderly
	164 (7%)


How many people living in your home are disabled? 
	
	0 Disabled
	1 Disabled
	2 Disabled
	3 Disabled
	4 Disabled
	5+ Disabled
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	518
	41
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	92%
	7%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of disabled
	51 (2%)


How many people living in your home are smokers?
	
	0 Smokers
	1 Smoker
	2 Smokers
	3 Smokers
	4 Smokers
	5+ Smokers
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	464
	93
	6
	0
	0
	0
	1
	564

	Percent of homes
	82%
	16%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of smokers
	105 (5%)


Number of risk factors in homes
	
	0 Risks
	1 Risk
	2 Risks
	3 Risks
	4 Risks
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	200
	272
	78
	9
	5
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	35%
	48%
	14%
	2%
	1%
	0%
	100%


Do you consider yourself: (can check more than one: e.g., White and Hispanic)
	
	African American
	Asian
	Hispanic/ Latino
	Native American
	Pacific Islander
	White
	Mixed
	Other
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	0
	561
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	564

	Percent of homes
	0%
	0%
	99%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	 


[bookmark: _Toc288812176]Vancouver
Homes Visited – Vancouver as noted earlier concentrated their program on mobile homes (all but 3 of 436 homes entered.) They approached 784 homes, mostly in mobile home parks, and entered 436 (56%) Several mobile home parks refused to allow the program in, and these are not included in the refusals, which refer to particular homes. For the homes not able to be entered, two-thirds had no one home, and one quarter refused to allow the team in. These were mostly cold calls. Almost all of the visits were made by firefighters, with a few from volunteers. 
Type of Home: 
	 
	House
	Mobile 
home
	Duplex/ 
Townhouse
	Multi-family
	Other
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	3
	433
	0
	0
	0
	0
	436

	Percent of homes
	1%
	99%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	100%


If entry to residence not possible, why not? 
	
	No one home
	Minor only
	Language barrier
	Vacant home/lot
	Entry refused?
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	238**
	2
	0
	14***
	96****
	0
	350*****

	Percent of homes
	68%
	1%
	0%
	4%
	27%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of homes visited
	784

	Total number of homes not entered
	348 (44%)

	Total number of homes entered
	436 (56%)

	** In 2 homes where no one was home firefighters were able to install a total of 2 smoke alarms and left fire or injury safety materials for one of these 2 homes. 
*** In 2 vacant homes firefighters were able to install a total of 8 smoke alarms. 
**** In 1 home the homeowner refused entry, but took 2 smoke alarms from firefighters.
***** Two homes were counted twice: (1) No one home and Minor only, (2) No one home and Not interested


Positions of representatives making the visit (check all that apply): 
	
	Firefighter
	Health-care worker
	Volunteer
	Prevention
	Social worker
	Other
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	414
	0
	8
	1
	0
	1
	12
	436

	Percent of homes
	95%
	0%
	2%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	3%
	100%


Inspection Results – Most of the homes visited in Tucson (85%) had at least one smoke alarm. One home had 7 smoke alarms (4 working, 3 non-working). There were a total of 785 smoke alarms in all the homes or almost two per home. However, 44 homes (10%) homes had no smoke alarm at all. At least 75 homes (17%). About 8% of the homes had private alarms systems which were not tested.
There were a total of 648 working smoke alarms in all the homes, between one and two per home on average, and well below what was needed to meet code.
At least 96 homes (22%) had at least one non-working smoke alarm. Over 21% of the smoke alarms were not working. One home had 5 not working. Overall 17% had no working alarm, which was among the lowest extreme problem rate in the five cities.
Number of smoke alarms (working and/or non-working) 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	44
	109
	165
	53
	29
	13
	23
	436

	Percent of homes
	10%
	25%
	38%
	12%
	7%
	3%
	5%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms
	785


Number of working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	75
	126
	140
	36
	23
	8
	28
	436

	Percent of homes
	17%
	29%
	32%
	8%
	5%
	2%
	6%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms
	648


Number of non-working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	308
	62
	29
	4
	0
	1
	32
	436

	Percent of homes
	71%
	14%
	7%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	7%
	100%

	Total number of non-working smoke alarms
	137


Private alarm system present (do not test) 
	
	Yes
	No
	Not Answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	35
	361
	40
	436

	Percent of homes
	8%
	83%
	9%
	100%


Installations – Almost all of the homes (96%), including those with private alarm systems, had at least one smoke alarm installed during the visit. Of the 18 homes where no smoke alarm was installed, 14 had working smoke alarms and another four had the number of alarms installed left blank. The number of smoke alarms installed was 932 ,or a little over two per home. At the end of the visits, all but one home had smoke alarms installed, and there were as average of four working per home, including the alarms found working on arrival. Batteries were replaced in at least 9 homes. Virtually all of the homes met code at the end of the visits; there may have been a handful of exceptions. All of the alarms installed were dual purpose, 10-year, tamper proof battery alarms. 
There were an additional 41 homes with smoke alarms installed beyond the normal visits; a few vacant homes had smoke alarms installed, one home insisted on installing the smoke alarms on their own, two fire stations installed some alarms on follow up visits, etc. The grand total of smoke alarms installed was 985. There also were about 14 defective alarms not installed, which accounts for one short of 1000 alarms.
Number of smoke alarms installed during the visit? 
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	18
	93
	175
	122
	22
	6
	0
	436

	Percent of homes
	4%
	21%
	40%
	28%
	5%
	1%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms installed
	932*

	* In 2 homes where no one was home firefighters were able to install a total of 2 smoke alarms and left fire or injury safety materials for one of these 2 homes. In 2 vacant homes firefighters were able to install a total of 8 smoke alarms. In 1 home the homeowner refused entry, but took 2 smoke alarms from firefighters. Station 3 installed an additional 12 smoke alarms in homes they followed up with; Station 6 installed 5; Chapman installed 12; and the City of Vancouver Mobile Home Renovation Program installed 12. There were 14 defective smoke alarms. 
Including the 41 special cases noted above, the total number of smoke alarms installed was 985 (assuming the 2 smoke alarms taken by the homeowner were self-installed). 


Number of working smoke alarms after the visits?.
	
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	1
	15
	63
	128
	121
	108
	0
	436

	Percent of homes
	0%
	3%
	14%
	29%
	28%
	25%
	0%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms after the visits
	1,639*

	* This total does not reflect the additional 41 special cases noted above.


Type of alarm(s) installed: 
	
	Dual Chamber
	Ionization
	Photo-electric
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	418
	0
	0
	18*
	436**

	Percent of homes
	96%
	0%
	0%
	4%
	100%

	* No smoke alarms were installed in these homes, which is why the type was not designated.
** This total does not reflect the additional 41 special cases noted above.


Power source of alarm(s) installed: 
	
	Tamper-proof 10-year battery
	Hard-wired
	Replaceable battery
	Combination (battery and hard-wired)
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	417
	0
	1
	0
	18*
	436**

	Percent of homes
	96%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	4%
	100%

	* No smoke alarms were installed in these homes, which is why the type was not designated. 
** This total does not reflect the additional 41 special cases noted above.



Number of smoke alarm batteries replaced? 
	
	0 Alarms
	1+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	386*
	39
	11**
	436***

	Percent of homes
	89%
	9%
	3%
	100%

	* At the end of the visits, 385 homes had anywhere from 1-12 working smoke alarms in the home. 1 home had 0 working smoke alarms.
** At the end of the visits, these homes had anywhere from 1-6 working smoke alarms in the home.
*** This total does not reflect the additional 41 special cases noted above.


Did the home end up with the number of smoke alarms required by code?
	
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	436
	0
	0
	436

	Percent of homes
	100%
	0%
	0%
	100%

	


If no, was the occupant advised of the number required? N/A	
Education Provided During the Visit – All but a few homes were given verbal instructions on testing and maintaining their alarms. All were also instructed on fire and injury safety. Only a little over one-third (35%) of the homes said they had an escape plan; three-quarters of those homes had a reasonable meeting place, but only half of the 35% said they had practiced the escape plan in the last year. All of the homes were given written materials on escape planning, general fire safety, and specific safety targets.
Occupant instructed on (check all that apply):
	
	Testing and maintaining 
smoke alarms
	Other fire or injury safety subjects*

	Number of homes
	433
	434

	Percent of homes
	99%
	100%

	*Kitchen Safety, Home Escape Planning, & Extinguishers


Ask occupant: Do you have a fire escape plan? 
	 
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	152
	173
	111
	436

	Percent of homes
	35%
	40%
	25%
	100%


 If yes…
Was the fire escape plan practiced in the last year? 	
	
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	72
	77
	3
	152

	Percent of homes
	47%
	51%
	2%
	100%


Where is your meeting place? (check if any credible place cited) 
	
	Yes, credible
	No, not credible
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	119
	5
	28
	152

	Percent of homes
	78%
	3%
	18%
	100%


Occupant given written fire or injury safety materials on:
	
	Escape planning
	General home safety
	Specific causes or hazards*

	Number of homes
	433
	431
	433

	Percent of homes
	99%
	99%
	99%

	*Kitchen Safety/Fall Safety
	
	


Demographics – Virtually all of the homes approached in Tucson were owner-occupied. The owners reported a total of 762 people living in them, or a little less than two per household. A little over one-third of the households had only one person. There were 319 elderly, about 42% of the people in the households. People with disabilities comprised 18% of the occupants. Smokers comprised 17% of the occupants The households had only 41 children under 5, or about 5% of the occupants. A whopping 79% of the households had one or more of the above fire risk factors. At least three-quarters of the households were white; race was not reported in another 17%, and the remainder were scattered among non-white categories. 
Do you own or rent your home?
	 
	Own
	Rent
	Blank/??
	Total

	Number of homes
	432
	2
	2
	436

	Percent of homes
	99%
	0%
	0%
	100%


How many people live in your home? 
	
	0 People
	1 Person
	2 People
	3 People
	4 People
	5+ People
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	0
	159
	194
	26
	22
	9
	26
	436

	Percent of homes
	0%
	36%
	44%
	6%
	5%
	2%
	6%
	100%

	Total number of people
	762


How many children living in your home are under age 5?
	
	0 Children
	1 Child
	2 Children
	3 Children
	4 Children
	5+ Children
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	376
	23
	9
	0
	0
	0
	28
	436

	Percent of homes
	86%
	5%
	2%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	6%
	100%

	Total number of children
	41 (5%)


How many people living in your home are age 65 or older?
	
	0 Elderly
	1 Elderly
	2 Elderly
	3 Elderly
	4 Elderly
	5+ Elderly
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	168
	149
	85
	0
	0
	0
	34
	436

	Percent of homes
	39%
	34%
	19%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	8%
	100%

	Total number of elderly
	319 (42%)


How many people living in your home are disabled? 
	
	0 Disabled
	1 Disabled
	2 Disabled
	3 Disabled
	4 Disabled
	5+ Disabled
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	284
	112
	12
	1
	0
	0
	27
	436

	Percent of homes
	65%
	26%
	3%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	6%
	100%

	Total number of disabled
	139 (18%)


How many people living in your home are smokers?
	
	0 Smokers
	1 Smoker
	2 Smokers
	3 Smokers
	4 Smokers
	5+ Smokers
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	301
	77
	24
	2
	0
	0
	32
	436

	Percent of homes
	69%
	18%
	6%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	7%
	100%

	Total number of smokers
	131 (17%)


Number of risk factors in homes
	
	0 Risks
	1 Risk
	2 Risks
	3 Risks
	4 Risks
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	91
	217
	107
	21
	0
	0
	436

	Percent of homes
	21%
	50%
	25%
	5%
	0%
	0%
	100%


Do you consider yourself: (can check more than one: e.g., White and Hispanic)
	
	African American
	Asian
	Hispanic/ Latino
	Native American
	Pacific Islander
	White
	Mixed
	Other
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	1
	4
	21
	3
	0
	337
	1
	2
	75
	444

	Percent of homes
	0%
	1%
	5%
	1%
	0%
	76%
	0%
	0%
	17%
	100%

	* Two households checked three categories: (1) Asian, White, and Mixed; (1) Hispanic/Latino, Native American, and White. 
Four households checked two categories: (1) Asian and White; (1) White and Other (AA); (1) Hispanic/Latino and Native American; and (1) Hispanic/Latino and Other


[bookmark: _Toc288812177]Wilmington
Homes Visited – Wilmington attempted household visits to 1389 homes and was able to enter 570, or 41%. About three-quarters were single family dwellings, 11% multi-family dwellings, and 11% duplex or townhouses. The main reasons for not getting in was no one home (73% of non- turned away (21%), and vacant (6%). At least 370 of the visits were made by a team of two firefighters; and at least 141 were made by a firefighter and a volunteer from the community (about 52 visits did not record who made them.)
Type of Home:
	 
	House
	Mobile 
home
	Duplex/ 
Townhouse 
	Multi-family
	Other
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	423
	54
	64
	4
	0
	25
	570

	Percent of homes
	74%
	9%
	11%
	1%
	0%
	4%
	100%


If entry to residence not possible, why not? 
	
	No one home
	Minor only
	Language barrier
	Vacant home/lot
	Entry refused?
	Total

	Number of homes
	589
	3
	10
	49
	172
	823*

	Percent of homes
	72%
	0%
	1%
	6%
	21%
	100%

	Total number of homes visited
	1389

	Total number of homes not entered
	819 (59%)

	Total number of homes entered
	570 (41%)

	* Four homes were counted twice (1 - No one home and Vacant home/lot; 2 - No one home and Entry refused; 1 - Language barrier and Entry refused)


Positions of representatives making the visit (check all that apply): 
	 
	Firefighter
	Health-care worker 
	Volunteer 
	Prevention
	Social worker
	Other
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	517
	0
	141
	1
	0
	6
	52
	717*

	Percent of homes
	72%
	0%
	20%
	0%
	0%
	1%
	7%
	100%

	* 141 homes visited by team of Firefighter + Volunteer; 6 homes visited by team of Firefighter + Other; 370 homes visited by team of Firefighters only; 1 home visited by team of Prevention only


Inspection Results – Of the 570 homes visited, at least 25% had no smoke alarm (working or non-working). And 61% had at least one smoke alarm. (In another 14% of the homes the smoke alarm status on arrival was not reported.) Three homes had nine alarms each. There were a total of 713 smoke alarms in the homes, or an average of between one and two per home. 
After testing, it was found that 242 homes (42%) had no working smoke alarm! There were a total of 461 working smoke alarms in the homes, an average of less than one per home. Out of 713, 252 (35%) were not working—a large proportion. Four homes had more than 5 smoke alarms not working. Another 42 homes (7%) had private alarm systems whose alarms were not tested.
Number of smoke alarms (working and/or non-working) 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank*
	Total

	Number of homes
	144
	162
	98
	45
	23
	21
	77
	570

	Percent of homes
	25%
	28%
	17%
	8%
	4%
	4%
	14%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms
	713

	*Blank = nothing was entered for working or non-working


Number of working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	242
	126
	57
	29
	15
	13
	88
	570

	Percent of homes
	42%
	22%
	10%
	5%
	3%
	2%
	15%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms
	461


Number of non-working smoke alarms (based on testing) 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	274
	119
	36
	8
	3
	4
	126
	570

	Percent of homes
	48%
	21%
	6%
	1%
	1%
	1%
	22%
	100%

	Total number of non-working smoke alarms
	252


Private alarm system present (do not test) 
	 
	Yes
	No
	Not Answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	42
	432
	96
	570

	Percent of homes
	7%
	76%
	17%
	100%



Installations – 496 homes (87%) had at least one smoke alarm installed during the visit. In 33 homes (6%) the firefighters reported that no smoke alarm was installed, 22 of these homes had 1-5 working smoke alarms; one had a private alarm system; but it is not clear why the other s did not have any installed (and batteries were not replaced in the smoke alarms of those homes.) Installation information was left blank for 41 homes. But overall, there were 1351 smoke alarms installed, and average of almost three per home visited. The vast majority of the smoke alarms installed were battery-powered, tamper-proof ionization alarms with 10-year batteries
Batteries were replaced in smoke alarms in 20 homes.
At the conclusion of the visits, 91% of the homes were known to have at least one working smoke alarm At least three-quarters of the homes met the code requirements for smoke alarms . Virtually all of the rest were advised on what additional alarms were needed to meet code. 12 homes were reported as having no working alarms at the end of the visits. 
Number of smoke alarms installed during the visit? 
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	33
	88
	132
	160
	78
	38
	41
	570

	Percent of homes
	6%
	15%
	23%
	28%
	14%
	7%
	7%
	100%

	Total number of smoke alarms installed
	1351


Number of working smoke alarms after the visits?
	 
	0 Alarms
	1 Alarm
	2 Alarms
	3 Alarms
	4 Alarms
	5+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	12
	25
	105
	157
	127
	107
	37
	570

	Percent of homes
	2%
	4%
	18%
	28%
	22%
	19%
	6%
	100%

	Total number of working smoke alarms after the visits
	1853


Type of alarm(s) installed: 
	 
	Dual Chamber
	Ionization
	Photo-electric
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	5
	456
	4
	105
	570

	Percent of homes
	1%
	80%
	1%
	18%
	100%


Power source of alarm(s) installed: 
	 
	Tamper-proof 10-year battery
	Hard-wired
	Replaceable battery
	Combination (battery and hard-wired)
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	463
	1
	6
	0
	102
	572*

	Percent of homes
	81%
	0%
	1%
	0%
	18%
	100%

	* Two homes were checked as receiving 1 Tamper-proof and 1 Replaceable battery


Number of smoke alarm batteries replaced? 
	
	0 Alarms
	1+ Alarms
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	446
	20
	104
	570

	Percent of homes
	78%
	4%
	18%
	100%

	 Total number of smoke alarm batteries replaced
	41


Did the home end up with the number of smoke alarms required by code?
	 
	Yes
	No
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	427
	40
	103
	570

	Percent of homes
	75%
	7%
	18%
	100%


If no, was the occupant advised of the number required? 
Education Provided During the Visit – Three quarters of the homes were advised on testing and maintaining smoke alarms. 12% were advised on other fire or injury safety subjects, one on one. Only a little over a third of the homes (36%) said they had an escape plan. Only half of those with a plan could relate a credible meeting place, and only a third of those with a plan said they practiced it.
Half of the homes received literature on escape planning, and half of the homes were given literature on general home safety. It was not that half the homes got literature and the rest did not; rather, discretion was used as to who needed what. 
Occupant instructed on (check all that apply):
	 
	Testing and maintaining 
smoke alarms
	Other fire or injury safety subjects*

	Number of homes
	435
	67

	Percent of homes
	76%
	12%

	* (2) Smoking increases risk and leaving stove on; (1) Remove gas powered weed eater from being stored inside dwelling; (2) Purchase CO2 detector; (1) Post address on house; (1) Impact of smoke on individuals while asleep; (7) hurricane evacuation; (1) Extension cords, space heaters; (3) Evacuation plans


Ask occupant: Do you have a fire escape plan? 
	 
	Yes
	No
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	203
	226
	141
	570

	Percent of homes
	36%
	40%
	25%
	100%


 If yes…
Was the fire escape plan practiced in the last year? 	
	 
	Yes
	No
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	78
	95
	30
	203

	Percent of homes
	38%
	47%
	15%
	100%


Where is your meeting place? (check if any credible place cited) 
	 
	Yes, credible
	No, not credible
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	111
	92
	203
	111

	Percent of homes
	55%
	45%
	100%
	55%


Occupant given written fire or injury safety materials on:
	 
	Escape planning
	General home safety
	Specific causes or hazards*

	Number of homes
	278
	274
	24

	Percent of homes
	49%
	48%
	4%

	* 5 - Smoke detectors; 4 - flammables over windows and on floor; 2 - Fire safety; 1 - Cigarettes


Demographics – The program affected the fire safety of the 1367 people living in the homes visited. At least half the homes were owner-occupied, and at least 39% were renters; the rest were unreported. There were a little less than 3 people per home. About 11% had children under 5, 14% had at least one elderly person, 9% had at least one person with a disability, 21% had smokers. About three-quarters of the homes had at least one of these high risk categories. At least 42% were African American, 7% Hispanic, 2% not white, for a total of about half being occupied by minorities.
Do you own or rent your home?
	 
	Own
	Rent
	Not answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	280
	220
	70
	570

	Percent of homes
	49%
	39%
	12%
	100%


How many people live in your home? 
	
	0 People
	1 Person
	2 People
	3 People
	4 People
	5+ People
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	3
	128
	140
	102
	70
	62
	65
	570

	Percent of homes
	1%
	22%
	25%
	18%
	12%
	11%
	11%
	100%

	Total number of people
	1367


How many children living in your home are under age 5?
	 
	0 Children
	1 Child
	2 Children
	3 Children
	4 Children
	5+ Children
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	400
	64
	26
	9
	1
	1
	69
	570

	Percent of homes
	70%
	11%
	5%
	2%
	0%
	0%
	12%
	100%

	Total number of children
	153 (11%)


How many people living in your home are age 65 or older?
	
	0 Elderly
	1 Elderly
	2 Elderly
	3 Elderly
	4 Elderly
	5+ Elderly
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	348
	121
	33
	0
	0
	0
	68
	570

	Percent of homes
	61%
	21%
	6%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	12%
	100%

	Total number of elderly
	187 (14%)


How many people living in your home are disabled? 
	
	0 Disabled
	1 Disabled
	2 Disabled
	3 Disabled
	4 Disabled
	5+ Disabled
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	395
	97
	9
	2
	0
	0
	67
	570

	Percent of homes
	69%
	17%
	2%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	12%
	100%

	Total number of disabled
	121 (9%)


How many people living in your home are smokers?
	 
	0 Smokers
	1 Smoker
	2 Smokers
	3 Smokers
	4 Smokers
	5+ Smokers
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	320
	110
	52
	11
	3
	4
	70
	570

	Percent of homes
	56%
	19%
	9%
	2%
	1%
	1%
	12%
	100%

	Total number of smokers
	292 (21%)


Number of risk factors in homes
	 
	0 Risks
	1 Risk
	2 Risks
	3 Risks
	4 Risks
	Blank
	Total

	Number of homes
	147
	206
	116
	31
	3
	67
	570

	Percent of homes
	26%
	36%
	20%
	5%
	1%
	12%
	100%


Do you consider yourself: (can check more than one: e.g., White and Hispanic)
	 
	African American
	Native American
	Mixed
	Asian
	Pacific Islander
	Hispanic-Latino
	White
	Other
	Not Answered
	Total

	Number of homes
	246
	4
	1
	0
	0
	39
	192
	3
	96
	581*

	Percent of homes
	42%
	1%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	7%
	33%
	1%
	17%
	100%

	* 1 household checked 4 categories: African American + Native American + Mixed + White; 8 households checked 2 categories: (5) African American + White; (3) Hispanic-Latino + White






[bookmark: _Toc288812178]IV. Future Directions
[bookmark: _Toc288812179]Further Evaluation
The safety environment and safety education were significantly improved for thousands of homes. How this translates into the desired outcomes of fewer deaths, injuries and dollar loss from fire and other injuries in these homes will be tracked. As noted earlier, the grant period was not long enough following the installation of the smoke alarms to measure with any good statistical significance the bottom line results. 
[bookmark: _Toc288812180]Further Testing of Concepts
In the grant year following this award to WSAFM, a grant was given to IFE to in part continue testing and refining for the United States the concepts of integrated risk management and home visits in an additional group of cities. 
Because the project manager and evaluators will remain the same in the two projects, there has already been excellent continuity, and use of the lessons learned in this WSAFM project to improve the next one. Hopefully the concept will expand in future years.



[bookmark: _Toc288812181]APPENDIX: Home visit Questionaire and Instructions 
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Home Visit Questionnaire
FEMA Assistance to Fire Fighters Grant (AFG) Program

Dateofvisi:
Name of occupant Home phone:
Strot address: AptNo.
City and st 2
1 Typeof Hon
0 House ] Mobile home O Other
O Duplex/Townhouse O Multifamily
2 Hentry o residence not possible, why noc?
03 No one home O3 Minor only 0 By refuscd, why?
[ Language barier 3 Vacant homertor

5. Name(s) of Fire Dept reps making the i

4. Positions of representatives making the visit (ceck all hat appi):

O Fiefighter (carce o volunteer) (] Healthare worker O Volunteer
O prevention O Social worker Douer
INSPECTION

5. Number of working smoke alarms (based on estng)
6. Number of non-working smoke lorms (Based on fesing)

7. Private alarm system prosent (o no es) O Yes CINo.

INSTALLATION

5. Number of smoke alarms installed durin the vist?

9. Type of alarms) insialed:

0 Dual chaber Dlton O Photoclectric
10, Power source o alarm() nstalled
O Tamper-proof 10-year battery O Hard-wired
[ Replaceable battery ] Combination (battery and hard-wired)
1. Number of smoke alarm batteries replaced”
12, Did the home end up withthe number of smoke alarm required by code” Oves ONo
1770, was the occupant advisd of the number required? Oves ONo
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Home Visit Questionnaire
FEMA Assistance to Fire Fighters Grant (AFG) Program

EDUGATION PROVIDED.

3. Occupant instructed on (check al that appl)
[ Testing and maintaining smoke alarms
O Othe i o njuy safey subjcts: (Plase ).

14, Ask occupants Do you have a fire scape plan? Oves O
Irves
Wasthe fir escape pln pracicedinth st yar? Oves_O%o
Where s your mecting place? (chec if an eredibe place cited) O Has & cxcible

15 Occupant given written ire or njury safcty materials on:

O Escape plamning. ] Specific causes or hazards: (Please lst).
O General home safety

DEMOGRAPHICS (ask rssiceni)

16. Do you own or rent yourhome?  [JOwn (] Rent
17, How many peaple live in your home?

15, How many children living in your home are under age 57
19, How many people iving inyour home ar age 65 or older”
20. How many pecple fving in your home re disabled?

21 How many people living i your home arc smokers?

22. Do you consider yourself can check more than ane: ¢ White and Hispanic)

0 Afican American O Native American Ontised
O asim O Paciic Ilander Doter
O Hispanic/Latino. O White

AGREEMENT/RELEASE OF LIABILITY (f nstalation made)

I herchy roquest installtion of  smoke alam by fir operations personnel o thei associates. | il not
hold the Cily of or its employees labl for njury to persons arising oul of the
installation, malfuncion. o removal of the smoke alarms insaled or given bateies. Further, 1 agree
hat | will not bring any clim aganst sponsors, employees,or volunteers of th cit, and hald them
armless and release them from al claims. actions, damages. and liablity resuling from the use or
malfunction ofthe sioke alam(s) nstalld. Further, | undersand tht the smoke alar provided by tis
program is done for public safct. The sponsors o installes ar no dealers of this pe of goods and.
make no warranty on the ke alam | agree t llow programrepresentaivs o inspest and vei the
function o the alam at  ater date

Signed: Dat:
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EVALUATION PLAN FOR
ASSISTANCE TO FIREFIGHTERS GRANT PROGRAM
Washington State Association of Fire Marshals.

By Philp Schaenman, TiData/SPC.

A key part of cach grant mado undor tho FEMA Assistanco to Firefightors Grant
(AFG) Program is tho ovaluation of what it secomplished. Tho tontative ovaluation plan is
outlined in the grant application

“This paper summarizes the evaluation plan for the integrated risk
management/home visit project involving the citis of Portland, Vancouver, Dallas, Tucson,
and Wilmington under the current AFG program. Each of these five participating
jurisdictions needs to provide the data discussod below (or as close o it as feasible) o Philip
Sehacoman at TriData, who will pll it togother for the final report

Evaluation Concept

The general evaluation concept or model sed here i first to show that the grant
monies wore spont on what they said thoy would bo. namely purchasing smoke alarms and
goting thom installod in high-risk rosidonces via homo visits that also dcliver somo safoty
education direetly 1 each home visited

To achieve this,data necds to be collected on each home visit 1o document what was
found and what was dono—the numbor of working smoke alarms before and afier the visit
and what information was dolvered.

‘Socond, information will bo collected by ench city on past irends i fircs. deaths, and
injuries and any visible initial impacts on them to sco if the smoke alarms provided and
information conveyed durinie home visits make any difference in the bottom line of ires,
doaths, injuries, and dollar loss. Most of this impact would follow the zrant poriod.

Third. w aro 1o doseribe i anything changed with rospect (0 bow th fro
department approaches provention or thinks about provention s i result of this project
Dew ways of doing prevention, new allies in the ciy, ot.

“This evaluation plan has boen approved by the evaluation subcommitice for the
projoct, which includod roprosontativos of the U.S. Contors for Discaso Control and
Provention. the University of Washingion, and the WSAFM project dircctor (Jim Crawford)
1t based on an adaptation of the approach and form already used by Dallas. and what
was outlined by TriData in the grant application. I is compatible with tho largor. longor
Fango plan for evaluation of AFG programs, and probably will bo a touchstono for
improving their evaluation further in the future, so wo should try to.da a 2ood job here—it
i ot just punching a burcaucratic requirement, but trying o show whther the prevention
coneept can be applied nationally and perhaps save 1,000 lives a year. as has been
comparably achioved in many citios i ocher nations when fully implomented.

Belows we give the specifis on each of theso areas, organized by types of data to be
collected.

When Required - The home visit data and the bascline data in each city i= nceded
two months before the end of the project, to allow time for analyzing it writing the draft
Feport, gotting each ity and the ovaluation subcommittee and tho WSAFM to review it. and
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then putting out the final report. The project essontially started September 1. <o the data is.
acoded by July 1 unloss an extersion is abtained, which is likely. The roport s the lasting
Knowledge about the project nationally. Knowing now what is required and doing a lttle
advanced preparation will hopefully avoid a mad seramble by each city and TriData at the
ond of this project.

Tiwo Data Sets ~ Thore aro o sots of evaluation information for cach city 10
amass First i database with information on each houschold visited. The core set of data
needed on each home visitis shown on the home visit questionnaire. After the data i
collected in the field using the questionnaire, the data should then be entered into the
databaso. The participating citios aro free to add moro data clemonts to the quostionnaire
o colloet Tocally dosired information, but we noer fo bo sent just tho coro hore. Wo wil give
some guidance on how 1o fill out the questionnaire below,

The second sct o data needed includes trends in the city, or better yet trends for the.
area of the ity whore the home visits are made, and information about how the projoct was
implemonted. That ulso i discussed in more dotail below,

Home Visit Questionnaire

The questionnaire is 0 bo completed for each home visit made in this project. It is
ne double-sided sheet of paper, includin the release of Habilty paragraph i any smoke
alarms are installod in the home. (See attached questionnaire.)

“The questionnairo is based largely on the form that has boen used by Dallas in the.
st sovoral yoaes, with somo odits, renrrangomonts, additions, and dolotions. Each city
should enter the data from the hand-filled forms into the Access database. A city can add
additional clements, but we only want the core data numbered consistently across cites,

Tho homos o bo visited are 10 bo solocted by cach eity. The intent of this project was.
o focus on igh-risk homes (2. known 10 have clderly or poaplo with disabiltios) or
homes in high fire risk ncighborhonds.

The first linc of the form i the address of the home visited, and the name of the
principal person who acted s head of household or lead respondent during the visit This
porson must b at east 18 years of age or oldr.

The type of home is one-family dwelling duplox. mobile home, multifamily, o other
I the entry here or clsewhere on the form is “Other’, meaning none of the check boxes, then
write in what it is

‘0 “FD raps” are whomaver the fre dopartmont had make the visit. They may bo
line firfighters, prevention personnel, volunteers not in the fre department, social or
healtheare workers, or others. Usually a pair will be sent o cach home (o support cach
other and have witnesses to what transpired. Check the box or boxes that describe the.
toam. Wo distinguish provention personnel from lino firoighters; prevention is anyono
whose prime joby i provention or public education. Prevention porsonnel may be firefish
but we want t0 seo whore line personnel as opposed to prevention personnel are used for
the home visits

More than one bo ean be checked heres so if ane person is a volunteer and another
firefighter, both bosos would be checked. 1fboth were frefighters, anly one bos would e
ehocked. I any city allows other than & paie 0 mako the visit that should bo part of it
doseription of it program approach,
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“The form also asks for how many smoke alarms were working, and how many
woro not working. Obviously this roquires tosting thom by pushing the tost bution o
each. I the home has a privatc, hard-wired alarm systcm, do not test it 0 avoid flse
alarms: rather, indicate how many smoke alarms were on the sysiem, 17 batteries arc
provided for any non-working alarms, note the number roplaced. 1fany smoke alarms are
installed, note the number, type of alarm, and power source. This will yield data o
show the improvement in home safety in terms of ncreased smoke detection. Even if we
have nothing el 0 show, this data is important because of the known high impact of
working smoke alarms on o safey.

‘Somo cities may wish o install all the smoke alarms roquired by local code, which
might bo s much s om0 por bedzoom and hallway arca. Othors may wish 0 install o0
alarm and ask the houschold 1o got the rest themselves, The form asksif the number of
smoke alarms at the conelusion of the visit meets code, and if not, was the occupant
advised.

“Tho Torm thon asks about tho safety information delivered verbally or with
written materials. One item that should always be addressed by those conducting the
visitix how t0 test and maintain the type of smoke alarms present. Another topic to
aliways address i whether the household has  home escape plan and if they practice it
s rough validity chock. ask whoro thoir meting placo i you don't havo (0 write in what
ey say. just that they have some crodible answor. Genorally this would be a place autside
Hike the mailbos in front of a house. 17 ot a sensible place, they should be so instructed

Besidos the block of questions on smoke alarms and cscape plans, the form asks to
writo in any other safety topies addressed verbally. and 1o check what types of safety
Titerature is loft for the houschold. . The information may include injury safety as well as
fire safoty. This dat on messagos provided can be used ta see if this onc-on-one public
education during home visits makes a difference, and whether this mode has greater
impact than moro gonoral safety programs using the media, postors in public places, ote

“Tho lnst block of quostions is on the demographics of tho household. Tho quostions
on own/rent, number of people living in the household, number 5 or younger,
number 65 or older, and number disabled should be self.evident, Disabilitics can be
physical ar mental; up 1 the resident 1o say whether  persan i= disabled. The question on
Facelethnicity is sonsitive. We ask the rospondent what raco they considor thomsclves,
and it can be a combination of sacos, or a combination of Hispanic and o race or other.
Again, e only focus on tho porson speaking for the housohold: wo ar not asking about
varied ethnicity within the household.

Entering Data into the Database

“The data from the questionnaire needs (o bo eatored into a simple Accoss databy
for analysis, which is onclosod. Tho quostions and their ordor in the databaso match the
questionnaire. Some fields arc for numbers only (o2 numbor of working smoke alarms in
the home) and will not accep text in the answer. When finished entering data for o
particular home visi, elick “Enter New Record” at the top of the form to start & new record.
This databaso is 0 1o sent 10 TriData for analysis two months boforo the ond of tho project,
as noted above.
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Baseline Fire Safety Data

“The bottoms line impact of this program should be & roduction in reportod fires
donths, njuries, and dollar loss. To assess whethor such impacts oceur, oach city neods (o
provide the following for several years prior to starting the program, and then for soveral
years afier the programs.

‘Trends in fires, deaths, injuries, and dollar loss citywide, and pre
the highor risk areas of the city to which the program s targoted. should be provide
o the start of the program. That i, if you focus visits on an aren of the city with low income.
households, we would like 1o see-the trends in that area before and afier the program,
(deally. it would be for three years prior to installation, and a< many months as possible
afier installation) Howover, bocauso ovoryono is running lato and installations will ot bo
completed uniil the second half o the grant. year or o, and the numbers of nstallations are
only i the thousands, it is unlikely that there will be adequate data o measure the impact
during the grant period. But at least we should be able 1o say at the end of the grant that
we have the baseline data for cach city 1o continue the ovaluation beyond tho grant period.

Even bottor i 1o collect data on tho o exparionce of tho particular houscholds
visited before and after the visit. Cities wsing NFIRS should be able ta do this by addressof
the households. You should be able o cvaluate over time whether there is a change in the
fire exporionco of the partieular housoholds visited.

Note that the trend data should b exprossed in the rates of incidence and casualtios
per 1,000 (or 100.000) population, o the raw totals for 1 fixed group of rosidences.

Smoke Detector Usage Rates - 1t also sould be desirable (o provide data on the.
percent of households that have smoke alarms in your city, and how this varies by risk aren
of tho city, if you have that data. 1 is boyond the seope of this projeet 1o colleet that data it
‘o dont have it: we willcolloct data on the smoke alarm usize and status in the
houscholds visited. but it would be good to shorw that data in contost of the ovorall ciy. For
example. your city might have 95% of households having at least on smoke alarm, and 20%
of tho alarms not workinig at a given timo. n the high risk area, thoro might be only 80% of
households with at lenst one smoke alarm, and 30% of thom not working. But in the hish-
sk households visited. the percent with working alarms should be 100% at the end of the

Number of Homes with Attempted Visits- Whil it is dosirablo 1o ill out the top
part of the home visit form for every visitattempied. 1o record the address and reasons for
non-admission. some lopartments or porsonnol will not do that. Ata minimum, track tho
total number of visits attempted. This wil show the magnitude of the offort made. and
will allow computation of the percent of attempts that are successful. That can be used to
shapo future offorts. 1 is also useful to know if there are repeated attempis mado o visit
como homes. Each dopartment can tally this information any way it wishos- Just roport the
otal mumber of aitempis and number of households with multiple atiempts,

Qualitative Information

Qualitative information deseribing how the home visi program was implemented in
each city i important to provide insights on changing the culture of the ire servieo with
Fespect 10 provention, and the rgoting of programs, and tho uso of partnorships undor o
integrated risk management concept. The following information should be provided at the
end of the project year for the evaluation report.
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Houw were the households chosen to receive home visits? — Was thero an
intogeatod Fisk managomont approach takon? (.. citywilo amalysis of googeaphic aros
with highest residential i rtes; areas with known concentrations of eldorly,or low
income households, o selected ethnicieacial groups?) Was the choice of households or blocks.
Toft 10 loeal stations. which focusod on highor risk arcas they know of? Was the program
advortised in cortain areas o citywie, and thon houscholds asked (0 Foquost 8 visitif
intorested?

How was the program run? - Was it run eenrally, fram the prevention burcau, or
by the public educator or by a particular offcer? Or was it decentralized. with cach station
or district deciding whero to 20? Other combinations are possible (oo

What was the receptivity of the line firefighters to implement this program?
— How was the program oxplained to the firefightors? What was their willingnoss (o
participate before and afier implementation? (¢, were they reluctant then enthusiastic
reluctant and moro roluctant). Any insights in how t chango the culture 10 got the
provontion job dono and accopted?

Was there any attempt to coordinate the program with other city or private
agencies, such as social services and health services? - We know that in many citics
internationally. the firo sorvice linised with local health and social services and police to
identify specific hizh fire risk housoholds, and even do testing of smoke ala
courso of isits by nurscs, moals on whools, social workors nd othors City.
citizens ke synorgism of sorvices in tight budget timos.

Need help? - The above information should meet what we promised AFG in the
proposal. We would bo glad to answor quostions on the data noeded: contact Philip
Schaenman at pechenman@sysplan com or (103) 351-8300,
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