Readiness and Emergency Management for Schools (REMS)

Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives

Frequently Asked Questions For the ED 524B

REMS GPRA 1: Demonstration of increased number of hazards addressed by the improved school emergency management plan as compared to the baseline plan.
Q:
Can the hazards include those from both the district level and the school building level? 

A:
Yes, you may report on hazards from both the district level and the school building level. But, please clearly indicate in the “Explanation of Progress” section each hazard and it’s corresponding level (district or school). Also, when comparing the “number of hazards addressed in the baseline plan” to “the number of hazards addressed by the improved plan” clearly identify if you are reporting on district-wide hazards or school building-specific hazards. 

Q:
Can I count facilities improvements as hazards that my school/school district has addressed?
A:
You may include “facilities improvements” as one general category but you may not include each individual item addressed such as “installed individual locks on all doors.”  

Q:
What if our district did not include funds to address hazards that were uncovered in our vulnerability assessment?

A:
REMS GPRA 1 is intended to capture data on the number of hazards addressed.  “Addressed” in this context means that your district has identified a feasible strategy for addressing the hazard that your district has planned for and can implement during the time of the grant period. If your district has identified a means to address a hazard that you cannot financially afford, you must identify an alternative option for addressing the hazard that is realistic given your resources in order to count it as an “addressed” hazard.

If your district has identified hazards that were not addressed by a written plan, then those hazards should not be counted.  We encourage you to report on any hazards that your district has not addressed in the Explanation of Progress section for Measure #1.  Please also include an explanation for why these have not yet been addressed.

Q:
Do I need to report school-by-school data on the 524B for GPRA 1?

A:
No, you do not need to report on hazard improvements on a school-by-school basis unless the data for each school are substantially different.  For example, if a district updates the emergency management plans for all schools and those changes are consistent from school-to-school, that district would include one explanation of  “hazards addressed” to describe the improvements for all schools.  However, if the plans for each school, or a group of schools, are extremely different due to population, location, vulnerability, etc., then the report should clearly explain how the number of hazards addressed has increased for each school, or group of schools. Please provide context for all numbers—so, if you provide school-by-school data, please clearly label it as such.

Q:
My application is for a consortium of school districts.  How should I report data for this measure—do I aggregate or report on a district-by-district basis?

A:
Data should be reported in a manner that clearly shows the improvement in the number of hazards addressed within each participating school district.  Consortia projects are responsible for fully implementing all objectives for all participating districts; therefore data must be demonstrated accordingly.

Data for consortia projects may be aggregated or broken out by districts.  In order to aggregate the data for all districts, two conditions would need to be met:  1) The number of baseline hazards is consistent for all districts and 2) The number of hazards addressed by all districts is consistent.  If both of these conditions are not met, we recommend providing data on a district-by-district basis.  District-by-district data on the “number of hazards” addressed may most easily be provided in chart format. The information provided for each district should also include an explanation of the number of hazards addressed by schools in the district if this varies from school building to school building. 

REMS GPRA 2: Demonstration of improved knowledge of school/and or district emergency management policies and procedures by school staff with responsibility for emergency management functions.
Q:
Do all REMS grantees need to use the same assessment tool to assess “improved knowledge?”

A: No, each REMS grantee may develop their own strategy for capturing and assessing these data. Because the GPRA measure asks ED to report on “The percentage of REMS grant sites that demonstrate improved knowledge…” Federal staff will aggregate data provided by individual REMS grantees to fully respond to this measure.  Therefore, each REMS grantee will have the freedom to develop their own tools for capturing this information.

Q: How can I demonstrate “improved knowledge” for staff?

A: It is up to each REMS grantee to define how you will assess whether or not there has been a “demonstration of improved knowledge of school/and or district emergency management policies and procedures.”  To do this, you will need to determine a couple of key elements: 1) Who will you be assessing as school staff with responsibility for emergency management functions; 2) What is the baseline knowledge level for this group of staff; and 3) What is your target goal for their knowledge retention at the conclusion of the grant period? Once you have determined this, you will next need to determine what tools you will use to assess this change in knowledge.

Q: Do I need to demonstrate “improved knowledge” via each training conducted under my grant?

A: No, grantees do not need to report evaluation data for each training to fulfill this GPRA reporting element. Rather, it is up to grantees to identify how they will demonstrate a change in knowledge. For example, you may identify a foundational training class you will run on your district’s revised plan, and then provide a pre-test to participants at the beginning of the course and a post-test to participants after completing the course. If they are able to answer more questions correctly during the post-test (after your training) you could justify in the “explanation of progress” section that there existed a demonstration of improved knowledge. As another option, you may develop a generic survey on emergency management procedures that you could administer to all staff members at the beginning of the grant. At the end of the grant, after all of the training has been completed, you could administer the survey again. This would enable you to determine if there has been any change of knowledge level during the grant period.

Of course, you may choose to gather feedback at all of your training sessions, as well. In this case, please clearly identify in the “explanation of progress” section how you determined if your overall rating for “demonstration of improved knowledge” for your grant was “yes” or “no.” For example, if some of your trainings were more effective than others, was the cumulative effect a demonstration of improved knowledge? If so, how?
Q.  Can I use different surveys tools for different levels of staff? 

A.  Yes, grantees may utilize a variety of survey tools to assess improvement of staff knowledge.  For example, if staff at the school level are receiving one type of training on their individual school emergency management plan and staff at the district level are receiving a different training on how to manage the district’s emergency operations center, it would be acceptable to administer two different assessments of staff knowledge to these groups. 

These two different assessments would need to be explained in the “Explanation of Progress” section in the 524B. And, a justification would need to be provided regarding your district’s assessment of whether or not, on average, you have accomplished your GPRA objective.

REMS GPRA 3: A plan for, and commitment to, the sustainability and continuous improvement of the school emergency management plan by the district and community partners beyond the period of Federal financial assistance.
Q:
Do I need to submit a copy of my district’s completed emergency management plan with my final report?
A:
Yes, grantees are asked to submit a copy of the district’s updated emergency management plan with your final report. The Department of Education, and our REMS TA Center uses these plans to help draw conclusions about emergency management planning across the country to help develop best practices for other school districts. You may certainly redact any sensitive or proprietary information from your plans before submitting them to us with your reports. 

Q:
What are some ways a district might demonstrate sustainability?

A:
Some ways a district might demonstrate sustainability include, but are not limited to: 

· Updated Memoranda of Agreements (Partner Agreements) with local first responders that indicate an intention for continued collaboration beyond the period of Federal financial assistance.

· The development of an online or DVD training module for new employees so that staff can be trained in emergency procedures as they are hired throughout the year.

· Commitment on behalf of the district to maintain a full-time Security director in charge of school safety after the period of Federal financial assistance. 

· Use of a “train-the-trainer” strategy whereby district staff have been trained in key emergency management principles and are now can train other district staff as appropriate.

Q:
Do I need to submit signed copies of all Memorandums of Understanding/Memoranda of Agreements (Partner Agreements) again at the conclusion of the grant period?
A:
No, this is not a requirement. But, if you have completed them and are able to attach them to your report that is a helpful way for you to demonstrate your district’s commitment to sustaining their efforts, and you are welcome to do so.
