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First Nordic-American Expert Public Safety Symposium 
11-12 October 2006 
Copenhagen, Denmark 
 
“Making Communities Safer” 
 
 
 

 
AGENDA 

 
Wednesday, 11 October 
 
09.00 – 10.00  Registration 
 
10.00 – 10.30  Welcome addresses Michael Marklund, President NSSA 
     Bo Nygaard Sörensen, DIFT 
     Dr. Pam Collins, Executive Director, JSC, EKU 
     Cindy Shain, Co-Director IJSI, EKU 
 
10.30 – 12.00 Discussions, Part I:  
 
Key Preparedness Issues/Challenges   Moderator Dr. Pam Collins 
 
A Safe and Secure Society, a Cost Research Project       Kurt Petersen 
 

• Communications: The Importance of Risk Dialogue Lars-Erik Warg 
  

Experiences from Tsunami and Lebanon     Peter Holström 
 
Preparedness in Copenhagen    Sören Brydholm  

 
Vulnerability Assessment and Critical Infrastructure Dr Pam Collins 

Bo Nygaard Sörensen 
 
12.00 – 13.00 Lunch  
 
13.00 – 14.30  Discussions, Part II: 
 
Training issues  Cindy Shain 
  Linda Mayberry 
   Bo N Sörensen 
 
Technology Issues  

 
• Homeland Security  Dr. Pam Collins 
• Fire & Risk Management Michael Marklund 
• Cyber Security   Dr. Marc Rogers 

Dr. Kay Scarborough 
 
14.30 – 15.00 Coffee break 
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15.00—16.30/17.00 Discussions, Part III: 
 
Interagency Collaboration    Moderator Niels Johan Juhl Nielsen 
 
Fire/Emergency Medical  Dr Larry Collins 
     Lennart Malmström 
     Hans Ivarsson 
 
Interoperability   Niels Johan Juhl Niel 
 
Public Health Preparedness  Freddy Lippert 
     Bill Wetter 
 
Disaster Planning   Dr Larry Collins      

 
Dinner – (Restaurant in the centre of Copenhagen) Transportation Provided 
    Dinner hosted by the Symposium Partners: 
   
  NSSA 
  DIFT 
  EKU/IJSI  

 
Thursday, 12 October 
 
09.00 - 10:00 Discussions, Part IV: A Problem-Solving Approach to Community Safety in 

Local Authorities in Scotland – Neil Henson 
 
10:00 - 10:30 Coffee Break 
 
10.30 - 12.00  Discussions, Part V: 
 
International Cooperation     Moderator Niels Johan Juhl Nielsen 
 
Identification and discussion of current examples of cooperation: 
 
Global terrorism     Lars Erslev Andersen 
 
International cooperation – A Nordic View  Clas Herbring 
 
International mechanisms for Cooperation  Per-Erik Johansson 
 
Expanded Security and Intersectoral Cooperation Juha Martelius 
 
 
12.00 -13.00 Lunch   
 
13.30 -15.00  Discussions, Part VI: 

Open Discussion to identify areas for future international cooperation. 
Discussion will include all participants. 
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Discussion leaders:    
 
NSSA Michael Marklund 
DIFT  Bo Nygaard Sörensen 
EKU – IJSI Cindy Shain 
     
15.00     Coffee 
 
15.30 Summing up, Conclusions, Future Steps 
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Conference Organizers and Sponsors 
 
The Danish Institute for Fire and Security Technology (DIFT), 
the International Justice and Safety Institute (IJSI) and the 
Justice and Safety Center at Eastern Kentucky University, one 
of the leading academic centres for safety and security in 
USA, and the Nordic Safety and Security Academy (NSSA) 
sponsored the event.    
 
 
 
The Danish Institute of Fire and Security Technology 
 
The Danish Institute of Fire and Security Technology (DBI) is a technological service enterprise. 
We endeavor to protect lives and property by promoting active and passive fire prevention and by 
enhancing the general level of security and fire safety, both at our customers’ premises and in 
society in general. We co-operate closely with public authorities and our customers include 
private and public enterprises alike.  
 

 
 
DBI is the market's leading knowledge centre in the field of fire safety and prevention. We 
maintain this position by keeping in close contact with our market and through relevant 
participation in research and development activities. We systematically collect and process the 
latest information on fire safety and protection from all over the world and actively contribute to 
and participate in efforts to set norms and standards at national and international levels. 
 
Based on these activities, DBI develops and maintains a programme of innovative, valuable 
services that assists our customers in fulfilling their goals and obligations related to fire protection 
and safety. By so doing, we are instrumental in maintaining a high level of safety and fire 
prevention in buildings and for systems, products and services. 
 
DBI is an independent private enterprise. We are approved by the Danish Ministry of Science, 
Technology and Innovation as a technology service institute. As such, we are part of a ten-
enterprise network, called the Advanced Technology Group, comprising more than three 
thousand highly-educated specialist 
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International Justice and Safety Center, Eastern Kentucky University 

The International Justice & Safety Institute (IJSI) promotes 
global and bilateral research, education, and discussion 
about safety, security, and justice – key elements of 
democratization, modernization, market reform, civil society, 
and rule of law. The Institute forms partnerships with 
universities, academies, government agencies, and the 
private sector in order to increase understanding about the 
roles played by police, security, emergency services, and 
corrections in open and free societies. In addition, the IJSI 

facilitates information sharing between countries about best practices, lessons learned, and new 
technologies pertinent to safety, security, and justice. 

The principal U.S. members of the IJSI are four of the 
nation’s leading academic institutions specializing in criminal 
justice, safety, and security:  

• College of Justice & Safety, Eastern Kentucky 
University  

• John Jay College of Criminal Justice, City University 
of New York  

• College of Criminal Justice, Northeastern University 
(Boston)  

• College of Criminal Justice, Sam Houston State 
University (Texas)  

The growing list of the IJSI’s international partners includes:  

• International University, Moscow, Russia  
• International University, St. Petersburg, Russia  
• Police College of Finland  
• Nordic Safety & Security Academy  
• Turkish Institute of Police Studies  
• National Academy of Law Sciences, Kharkiv, 

Ukraine  

Among the more important IJSI activities to-date have been:  

• Co-sponsor of the Institutes first international 
conference “Making Communities Safer”: Nordic and 
American Experiences” October 11-12, 2006 in 
Copenhagen.  

• Sponsor and host of International Police Studies  
                                                          Conference in June 2003 in Kentucky.  
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• Major participant in the 1st Joint Russian-American Law Enforcement Technology 
Conference in February 2004 in Anchorage, Alaska.  

• Major participant in the International Fire Safety Conference in October 2004 in St. 
Petersburg, Russia.  

• Sponsor of U.S. visits by public safety and higher education officials from Russia (Moscow 
and St. Petersburg), Finland, and Kazakhstan.  

• International visits to Russia, Ukraine, Kazakhstan, England, Netherlands, Denmark, 
Sweden, and Iceland.  

• Financial support for graduate students from Russia, Kazakhstan, and Turkey studying 
criminal justice, loss prevention, and safety at Eastern Kentucky University.  

 

Nordic Safety and Security Academy (NSSA)  

It is a non profit organization, consisting of individual members, 
companies, government organizations and universities, representing a 
variety of disciplines and lines of business. Each member is linked with 
the safety and security area professionally and forms together an 
international network of highly skilled individuals and experts, each with a 
long experience from their respective subject fields. 

The Board is represented by members particularly from the Nordic countries. At their disposal 
they have a Scientific Board with members of international repute and composition, whose task it 
is to raise the scientific level of the Academy’s activities and work to give a professional and 
adequate handling of issues for NSSA. 
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Conference Introduction: 
 
Dr. Pam Collins, Justice & Safety Center, Eastern Kentucky University 

The planning for this conference began in 2004 with 
meetings between Eastern Kentucky University’s 
International Justice and Safety Institute and the Nordic 
Safety and Security Academy.  These initial meetings 
involved many discussions regarding the lack of 
information sharing between and among the emergency 
response community. Most seminars, workshops, and 
training programs were directed at a single emergency 
responder such as fire or police.  At the time of the 
planning of this conference we could not identify a 
mechanism that allowed for these practitioners and 
academics to come together collectively to talk across 

their different sectors and organizations.  These early meetings, leading up to the “Making 
Communities Safer” professional forum, were the culmination of two years of conversations and 
conference planning between IJSI, NSSA, DIFT and representatives from the Swedish, Danish, 
and Iceland fire and rescue service.  Since that time we are very encouraged to see several 
European conferences emerge that have begun to understand the need for interdisciplinary 
training and networking.  These conferences are being developed to include all the emergency 
response community as well as the private sector. 

While the planning for the conference between the 
Scandinavian countries and the United States was at 
times challenging, there was a commitment and 
determination by this early group of practitioners and 
academicians to host a conference that brought together 
in one setting, fire, security, safety, public and 
emergency health, and researchers in these areas. 

Those efforts resulted in the “Making Communities Safer” 
conference which brought together Nordic, American and 
British experts and officials from all safety and security 
fields, representing government and the private sector, to 
share experiences and new developments and to consider 
how best to make communities safe in the post-9/11 
world. The conference also identified strategies for future 
collaboration and conferences or forums of this kind.  The 
emphasis was from an international perspective and multi-
disciplinary solutions.  The conference concept was 
refined to more accurately reflect the intent which was to 
bring multi-disciplinary emergency response professionals 
from not only fire and police but public health, emergency 
medical, emergency management and private sector, 
keep the group small in order to encourage a more 

interactive environment with both presentations and discussions. This Emergency Response 
Forum was successful on many different levels, including the fact that we were able to have 35 
representatives from 6 countries participate, and with all the Scandinavian countries represented 
with the exception of Iceland. The conference also attracted participants and presenters from the 
United Kingdom and the United States.  Media was also invited to the Forum and they interacted 
with the participants and in some of the discussions. 
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As a testament to the success of the conference, the following comments were made expressing 
gratitude for continuing on with what represents one of the first of its kind for the Nordic region to 
bring many different public safety agencies together with an international forum in which many 
issues and practices were discussed. 

Clas Herbring, Head of Development Section, Swedish Rescue Services Agency had this to say 
about the conference: “First of all, all my gratitude to Mrs. Flygare & Dr. Pam Collins and Dr. Gary 
Cordner, and Bo Sörensen, of DIFT who fulfilled the ambition and planned this meeting. 
International Cooperation in a Nordic view 

The significance of this symposium and the importance of its outcome can be summed up in a 
quote from a 2005 Danish Ministry of Defense white paper entitled, “A Robust and Safe Society”: 

 “A modern society must constantly strive to reduce vulnerability and increase its strength 
and capability to withstand new challenges and risks. Effective preparedness is not static, but 
requires capacity-building, organization and planning to be fit to the tasks at hand.  We need to 
have a more comprehensive view when looking at today’s threats and risks, since disaster – 
when it occurs – could be large enough or catastrophic enough that it affects the whole society. 

Development in Denmark and in the world around us means that the conditions for and 
understanding of preparedness has changed. Technological development has led to a greater 
dependability between sectors nationally and internationally. The more complex the systems are, 
the greater the consequences, when the disaster occurs.” 
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Proceedings from the Expert Public Safety 
Symposium – “Making Communities Safer” 
 
Copenhagen, Denmark, October 11-12, 
2006 
 
Preface 
 
On October 11-12, 2006, a symposium on Making 
Communities Safer was held in Copenhagen, 
Denmark. Participants – researchers and practitioners 
– from Sweden, Denmark, Finland and the USA took 
part in two intensive and fruitful days of sharing and 
discussions at the Danish Institute of Fire and Security 
Technology (DIFT) in the Copenhagen area. 
 
It all started when the Nordic Safety and Security 
Academy (NSSA), and the International Justice and 
Safety Institute (IJSI) and the Justice and Safety 
Center (JSC) at Eastern Kentucky University, 
expressed a desire to create an interdisciplinary forum 
for mutual exchange of knowledge and information 
across sectors and borders. Eventually, DIFT became 
the third partner in our group. 
 
As planned, the symposium provided an open forum for free discussion among the experts, 
covering many aspects of public safety. Three broad themes were emphasized throughout the 
symposium: Key Preparedness Issues & Challenges, Interagency Collaboration, and International 
Cooperation. Since major crises will have an impact across sectors and national boundaries, 
coordination, cooperation, and communication at different levels of government were stressed as 
crucial aspects in situations of public safety.  
 
We, of NSSA, EKU, and DIFT, want to express our gratitude and warm thanks to the speakers 
and to those assisting with the organization and administration of this whole event.  
 
As Tomas Ries, Director of the Swedish Institute for International Affairs said recently in SEMA 
magazine, 

 
“Recent disasters and problems have demonstrated how poorly prepared we are to 
handle the new globalising threat environment. From yesterday’s massive but predictable 
Westphalian security agenda we now face a fuzzy haze of sometimes minor and 
sometimes potentially existential challenges. Concrete and potential examples include 
catastrophic terrorism, the south Asian Tsunami, hurricane Katrina, human transmitted 
avian flu, domestic tensions such as the revolt in the suburbs of Paris, deep 
dissatisfaction in several developing societies and deep misery in many of the poorest 
parts of the world, as well as potentially growing alienation of some major state actors 
from the globalising world.  
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Meanwhile western states remain largely prepared and equipped for yesterday’s world, 
when the state ruled with clearly defined borders, the threats were black, white and 
evident and we were familiar with the threat environment.  

    
The world is now changing dramatically. Politically, we live in a global village, but the 
enormous global socioeconomic tensions make it a village on the verge of revolution. 
Secondly the threat spectrum has expanded beyond the political. Future risks and threats 
now also encompass functional and ecological security which in turn interacts with each 
other and with our political environment. The new threat environment is multidimensional, 
dynamic and fuzzy. 

 
To handle this environment we need a new conciliatory perspective, complementing 
yesterday’s narrow sector expertise with broad holistic analysis. Secondly we need 
quicker decision-making and a greater capacity to act and take responsibility in unclear 
situations. Thirdly we need far more flexible instruments, permitting improvised 
responses to the unexpected. We need a flexible network of interoperable modules from 
different government and private sectors: military, health, technical, scientific, law 
enforcement, psychologists, first responders, emergency medicals and so forth, as well 
as far closer interaction between public and private and government and NGO.” 

 
 
Making communities safer is the joint responsibility of national and local authorities.  It is also the 
joint responsibility of police, fire, medical and emergency management, homeland security, and 
even defense agencies.  Moreover, making communities safe is not only a government 
responsibility but also a private sector concern and the duty of all citizens.   
 
Communities face a wide array of threats to safety, including natural disasters, epidemics, fires, 
accidents, crime, and disorder.  Today, the additional threat of terrorism has surged to the head 
of the list in the United States and many other countries.   
 
The “Making Communities Safer” symposium brought together Nordic, U.S. and U.K. experts and 
officials from all safety and security fields, representing government and the private sector.  They 
shared experiences and new developments, considered how best to make communities safe in 
the post-9/11 world, and discussed strategies for collaboration.  The emphasis was on 
international perspectives and multi-disciplinary solutions.  
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Wednesday, October 11th 

Day 1 Morning Session 

Conference Welcoming Addresses 
 
The symposium was opened by Michael Marklund (Deputy Fire Chief and Risk Manager of 
Staffanstorp,) Bo Nygaard Sörensen, (NSSA & Leader of Safety and Security at DIFT, 
Copenhagen,) Dr. Pam Collins (Executive Director, Justice and Safety Center, EKU,) and Cindy 
Shain (Co-Director, International Justice & Safety Institute (ISJI), EKU.) 
 
Dr. Pam Collins presented speakers from various key areas of Public Safety, and thanked 
everyone for offering their time and agreeing to share their expertise in this important symposium.  
 
Dr. Collins also presented a plaque to Bo Nygaard Sörensen (DIFT) to commemorate the event 
and the start of future collaboration. 
 
Discussions, Part I:   Key Preparedness Issues & Challenges 
 
Moderator:  Dr. Pam Collins 
 
First Speaker:  Professor Kurt Petersen from LUCRAM, “A Safe and Secure Society, and 
the Research project COST”.    
 
Vulnerability Assessment 
 
Development in modern society has imposed new challenges to societal risk management. 
Society is increasingly vulnerable to new threats originating from technological development, 
globalization, climate change, terrorism and more. 
 
A national research program on risk and vulnerability assessment financed by Sweden has been 
initiated. LUCRAM at Lund University is responsible for the research program covering aspects 
from complex network analysis, adaptive systems, organizational networks, emergency planning, 
risk communication, and more.   
 
The program includes eight doctoral studies programs and is carried out in close collaboration 
with local, regional, and national administrations. 
 
FRIVA 
 
FRIVA is an integrated framework research program that 
began on March 1st 2004 with ten sub-projects.  The 
research program is financed by The Swedish Emergency 
Management Agency (SEMA), the lead agency for 
overseeing the required national planning process for severe 
emergency preparedness.  The national agencies involved 
are divided into several groups.  These include technical 
infrastructure, transportation systems, toxic chemicals and 
explosive materials, and financial systems.  The authorities 
within each group are jointly responsible for planning and 
coordinating security and emergency measures.  Central to 
this planning process is an extensive use of risk and vulnerability analysis studies.  
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The objective of the framework research program is to use risk and vulnerability modelling and 
assessment to improve the competence of managing critical social and technological 
infrastructures at a national level.  In order to accomplish this goal, statistics from extreme events 
will be used along with system dynamics modelling.   
 
Implementing Risk and Vulnerability Analysis 
 
At the moment, national and international research and development aims at designing methods 
for risk and vulnerability analysis at the municipal level.  This development is primarily focused on 
tools for identifying and assessing vulnerability in various systems and is to constitute the basis 
for more cohesive vulnerability analyses.  The next step must be to incorporate these methods 
with strategies for initiating and strengthening the crisis management capability in the 
municipalities.  The methods must thereby become part of a process in which all players in the 
municipality (not only the local authorities) successively enhance their capability.   
The purpose of this project is to, in close cooperation with a selection of municipalities, develop 
and test strategies for incorporating methods for vulnerability analysis as a natural part of crisis 
management in the municipalities.  The project will be based on results and experiences of the 
project Municipal Vulnerability Analysis (SÅREV/MVA method).   
 
COST 
 
A Safe and Secure Society 
 
We are exploring the possibility of launching a major European project on approaches to a safe 
and secure society, covering safety in a traditional sense, safety against external threats, security 
as it relates to comfort and quality of life, and on the relationship between safety and security.  
The approach will take into account the technological development, the vulnerability of modern 
society and the present and future trends of risks and threats. How can various actions contribute 
to improving safety and security? It will be most important to integrate the user aspect and the 
scientific aspect.  
 
There are both scientific and practical challenges to the approach, and consequently the 
development and planning involves scientists, administrators, and professionals.  
 
The concept is expected to be presented to the European Co-operation in the field of Scientific 
and Technical research (COST) for initial funding. 
 
Second Speaker:  Lars-Erik Warg, a Dr. of Psychology specializing in Risk 
Communication, “Risk Communication - The Importance of a Risk Dialogue.” 
 
To identify, estimate, reduce, and properly control the risks 
associated with modern society is, indeed, a great challenge 
of our times.  All of this engages scientists, communities, 
politicians, non-governmental organisations (NGOs,) the 
media, etc.  Risk different members/groups in society with 
different experience, knowledge, and values are crucial to 
the success of risk management.  And the most important 
components of good communication are trust and credibility.  
Without trust among the players, the communication process 
will be less than effective. 
 
In order to face different threats against society, there needs to be an understanding of what 
concerns the various communities and what they expect the experts to respond to. Most 
importantly, there must be a mutual trust between the players involved- authorities, politicians, 
scientists, and the experts of industry, unions, NGOs, members of the public, and the media- a 
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trust that is best founded in sound risk communication during a time when the community or 
society is fairly free from direct threat or attack.. 
 
We also have to realize that while we can protect against almost every threat, it is very difficult to 
protect against gossip and misinformation, which sometimes contributes to panic.  The media 
also plays a role when it raises questions of blame, cover up, or conflict.  While we may have less 
control over the threat of man’s reaction to misinformation, we do have the ability to set the level 
of trust and credibility between the core group of experts who will manage any emergency. 
 
Third Speaker:  Peter Holmström, Instructor and Teacher, Revinge College, one of The 
Swedish Rescue Services Agency’s schools for international training, “Experiences from 
Tsunami and Lebanon.”   
 
What is absolutely essential in responding to disasters and large scale emergencies is the ability 
to respond quickly with a constant and accurate flow of information, coordination among the 
agencies involved, trained personnel at the embassies and in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs who 
are prepared to respond, effective team-building, and a concrete structure already in place.  The 
Swedish Rescue Services Agency has an assessment team ready to depart within 6 hours after a 
decision has been made and a support team ready to act within 12 hours. 
 
Valuable lessons were learned after the Tsunami, and in Lebanon- the need to work more closely 
with other nations, to continue to build support teams, to continue training and development both 
in general terms as well as the specific training of Embassy personnel. 
 
Fourth Speaker:  Deputy Fire Chief Sören Brydholm, “Preparedness in the City of 
Copenhagen” 
 
He shared with us the task of improving the Emergency 
Planning for Copenhagen, and the Danish Preparedness Act.  
There is a General Preparedness Plan, a Committee Plan, and 
a Health Plan.  These outline how to respond during 
epidemics, hazardous material disasters, major fires, major 
failures at electricity plants, and other key infrastructures, riots, 
and terrorist acts.  
 
The City of Copenhagen faces many risks as seen from a 
preparedness perspective. Copenhagen must therefore be 
committed to total preparation from a civilian standpoint, with an efficient and well-organized plan 
that addresses many different needs.  For the last several years, Copenhagen’s public safety 
organizations have been going through a process intended to raise the level of preparedness in 
the capital.  Responding efficiently and effectively to large public safety emergencies or incidents 
can only be accomplished through cooperation with other first responders.  In Greater 
Copenhagen cooperation is improved specifically in the area of rescue management in recent 
years. 
 
While the normal day-to-day incidents can be handled by the city, greater incidents require help 
from fire brigades and neighbors.  Extraordinary incidents require the involvement of a number of 
other agencies, authorities and even other countries.  Through experience we have learned not to 
underestimate the benefit of a good communications plan, exercise drills, collective responsibility, 
and reliable plans for evacuation. 
 
In order to improve our plans, we visited the London Resilience Team to get examples of best 
practice.  We hope to develop a preparedness mindset to continue the development of our 
organization.   
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Fifth Speaker:  Bo Nygaard Sörensen, Danish Institute of Fire and Security Technology 
(DIFT), “Why the Critical Infrastructure?” 
 

Prior to 9/11, our vulnerability was perceived to come from 
accidents and natural disasters, but never from terrorism.  Our 
thinking has been radically changed.   
Today we have to “think the impossible”, and go beyond that.  
We focus on security vulnerabilities & solutions.  We think 
about security technology all the time, but not on the human 
aspect of communication, training, etc.   
 
How does management use vulnerability assessments?  Are 
they incorporated in the business strategy?  Infrastructure is 

critical to business activities, and management’s role and responsibility must be considered.   A 
sound business strategy must include a security strategy, and the business world must be seen in 
conjunction with the political world. 
 
Final Conclusions from Session I  
 
The moderator, Dr Pam Collins, rounded up by also speaking on Vulnerability Assessments, and 
Performance Assessment.   
 
After September 11, 2001, critical infrastructure protection became a national focus in the United 
States.  What we quickly learned is that our critical infrastructures systems were never intended 
by their designers to resist the consequences of planned and malicious destruction.  Also many of 
our critical infrastructures were built in the 1930’s and 40’s. 
 
Clearly what is needed and in part what the Department of Homeland Security in particular has 
been working toward is a systematic approach to the identification of the significant relevant risks 
from terrorism and the development of effective measures for managing them. 
 
Unfortunately after 5 years we are still trying to make these determinations.  In part I don’t think 
we were prepared for the complexity of some of these systems.  For example, in addition to the 
fact that many of these CI systems are over 60 years old there is also the vast expanse of 
systems to protect with an estimated: 
  
• 170,000 public water systems consisting of reservoirs, dams, wells, and aquifers. 
  
•  An electric industry with approximately 92,000 electric generating units that services 

almost 130 million households and institutions.  
 
• Oil and natural gas facilities and assets that are widely distributed, consisting of more than 

300,000 producing sites.  
 
• Crude oil transport system that includes pipelines (160,000 miles), storage terminals, ports 

and ships.  
 
• A refinement infrastructure consisting of about 150 refineries that ranges in size and 

production capabilities from 5,000 to 500,000 barrels per day.  
 
• More than 278,000 miles of natural gas pipelines and nearly 1.2 million miles of natural gas 

distribution lines in the US. 
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Central to the process of identifying critical infrastructures and then trying to provide some level of 
protection is the Risk and Vulnerability Assessment.  Also along with the issue of identify risks 
and vulnerabilities is the need to use some type of systematic assessments with a common 
methodology.  This should sound simple enough but unfortunately it has not been the case.  
Currently it is estimated that there are 28 U.S. Government sponsored vulnerability assessment 
models. This does not include the number of private sector programs and software tools available 
to communities for purchase.  Needless to say there is still considerable debate as to the best 
methodology to use and at present DHS has moved away from endorsing any one model. 
 
The impact on communities has been significant because they are called on by the Federal 
Government and in most cases by DHS to provide assessments of their critical assets and how 
they are being protected and identify what are the gaps or areas in need of improvement.  These 
self assessments are often tied to becoming eligible to receive federal funding.  The problem of 
course is that most U.S. communities do not have the internal expertise or resources to 
adequately make these assessments.  While there are an abundance of documents and 
guidelines provided by the Federal government, i.e., the National Research Council report offers 
numerous counter terrorism recommendations for the reduction of vulnerabilities in 
Transportation Systems, Information Technology, Energy Systems, and so on the actual 
implementation of many of these recommendations by communities would impose a considerable 
financial burden on their limited resources.  Moreover, even if the Federal Government wanted to 
provide the necessary resources the needs would far exceed the Federal capacity to support 
these communities. 
 
What we have all come to realize, based upon these initial self assessments and what the 
Federal Government has identified as vulnerabilities, is that the U.S. cannot protect all of our 
identified vulnerabilities and critical assets.  The approach needs to be more focused on 
assigning some sort of measurement that would not only describe the vulnerability but also the 
criticality of the threat.  
 
Another concern that I would like to pose to the participants of this forum is that even if the 
Federal government could afford to address these threats and vulnerabilities the risk-reduction 
potential of proposed counter-terrorisms measures have not yet been systematically evaluated.  
While I would agree that extensive testing has taken place of the vulnerability assessment 
methodologies used by the Department of Energy and Department of Defence, these 
assessments generally assume absolute risk and therefore impose the highest levels of 
mitigation.  This of course is not practical for each community throughout the U.S. to do and that 
is why in most cases these DOE and DOD vulnerability assessment methods are not easily 
transferable to non-nuclear and military applications. 
 
What is missing, I propose, is a framework that would allow for a rigorous evaluation.  A 
screening methodology, if you will, for the identification and prioritization of infrastructure 
vulnerabilities.  There are currently a number of approaches being used to establish such a 
framework in order to manage the safety and security of complex systems.  This particular 
approach is being developed at MIT and researchers there are recommending a scenario based 
methodology.  This approach is currently being used for space systems, waste repositories, and 
nuclear power plants.  The approach uses three assessment typologies: 
 

o Probative Risk Assessment (PRA) 
o Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) 
o Performance Assessment 

 
While this approach has demonstrated promise, there are a number of difficulties that exist.  For 
example trying to protect complex and interconnected systems of infrastructure at the national 
level creates major technical challenges—primarily due to the complexity and diffuse nature of 
this system.  Unlike technological systems, societal infrastructures are far more idiosyncratic, i.e., 
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interconnected across systems; spread out geographically; societal infrastructures have 
overlapping ownership; and responsibility in the majority of cases (85%) is with the private sector. 
 
Therefore, the technical complexity is matched or perhaps, exceeded by socio-political 
complexity.  The work being done currently is exploratory and relies heavily upon the use of 
Value Trees and Decision Analysis Graph Theory.  Their methodology makes use of a 
quantitative approach that supports a specific numerical comparison of the effects of various 
threat and targets.  But certainly is promising if it can be scaled and applied across different 
critical infrastructure sectors and communities. 
 
We have to identify our critical assets and how to protect them from threats.  The focus of the 
Department of Homeland Security has changed from terror to all hazards and natural hazards, as 
these will probably cause greater damage and kill more people.  We need a framework that will 
allow for legislation adapted to present and future conditions and circumstances. 
 
Discussion Period 
 
Dr. Collins concluded her presentation by posing a number of questions to the forum attendees, 
beginning with the extent to which Nordic countries use environmental evaluations tools when 
conducting risk and vulnerabilities.  She went on to ask specifically if they use any toxicological 
risk analysis that concentrates on individual substances such as emissions or life cycle 
assessments that focuses on a product function and builds on that to define a system.  The 
questions sparked a discussion regarding these methodologies which emerged out of a concern 
regarding the presence of PVC in Sweden and Chlorine in the Netherlands in the 1980’s and 
90”s.  The discussion also included the importance of placing these environmental evaluation 
techniques within either a Risk Assessment Framework, a more classical risk assessment 
approach; Strict Control Framework, which proposes that risk evaluations have limitations and 
Pre-Cautionary Framework which takes the position that risk evaluation is too weak a basis for 
management.  There was general consensus among the Risk and Vulnerability Assessment 
panel that societal infrastructures are difficult to track, and the reality is that we do not know what 
people will do or will not do.  It is a socio-political complexity. 
 
The most important points identified in Session 1 were communication, and the chain of 
communication. We have to learn to speak the same language, and also see to it that the internal 
communication is working. 
 
During peace-time we should take the time to develop a good communications plan.  When we 
have an attack on society things easily get out of control in the ensuing chaos.  Communications 
plans should look at the role of the media, the role of the public, and intercommunication among 
agencies and even among nations.   
 
We should be concerned about the media and their truth in delivery of information to the public.  
We should involve the media in a communications plan and define a delivery system that 
ensures, as much as possible, the dissemination of accurate information.  While incorrect 
information can make a bad situation worse, lack of information could be even more damaging.  
Poor communication and bad information could lead to mistakes made in preparations.   
 
There is a need to develop national and international standards as a framework for good 
communication.   
 
We also have to consider, as part of a communications plan, that the general public might not 
always do what they are told to do, such as evacuating during a hurricane.  In some cases, 
involvement of the public is crucial to the public health of others.  In modern Western society, the 
general public believes that someone else will do what has to be done to ensure their safety.  But 
the world has changed and we need to get the message across to the public that resources are 
scarce and individuals need to have a plan in place to care for themselves for at least five days.   
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Discussions, Part II: Training Issues and Technology Issues: 
 
Linda Mayberry, Justice & Safety Center, and Cindy Shain, International Justice & Safety 
Institute, Eastern Kentucky University, talked about the need for training.  They sited the need 
for strong collaboration in partnerships for training, and finding the best partners for training.  
Agencies should not only allow time to get their personnel trained, but should identify the best 
training available and set minimums for training requirements.  Training should be shared with 

other colleagues.  Neglecting training could have disastrous 
consequences.  Personnel should receive cross-disciplinary 
training, regional training, train together with partners, and as a 
result, demonstrate a smarter, more effective training plan that 
makes a wiser use of resources.  There should be a move 
towards national training models that can be accessed by all, 
preferably using scenario-based training.   
 
An important component of making communities safer is 
training public safety professionals, private sector security and 
the residents of our communities. In the United States, the 
fragmented and diverse nature of our system makes quality 
training a daunting challenge.  In the law enforcement sector 
alone, over 18,000 federal, state, and local police and sheriffs 
departments terrorism awareness, intelligence sharing, and 
use of current technologies or securing a large special event, 
agency heads and trainers have sought delivery methods that 
ensure quality training and improvements to the effectiveness 
of public safety providers.   
 
More recently an effort has been made to cross-train 

disciplines and to deliver an appropriate level of training to the 1,777,000 “emergency 
responders” in the US.  A major challenge is to provide this training in a manner that takes into 
account the competencies and life experiences of adult learners.  Delivery method is another 
challenge.  Busy public safety and emergency responders may have limited opportunities to 
receive training by traditional delivery methods, requiring instead: 

• train-the-trainer 
• computer-based training 
• web-based training 
• video teleconferencing 

 
Combining traditional delivery methods with alternative instructional methods constitutes the 
“blended” approach. This approach includes providing prerequisite learning materials through 
alternative media.  The challenge is to make alternate delivery methods more available and just 
as desirable as traditional instructor led training.   
 
Cindy Shain spoke about The Regional Community Policing Institute (RCPI) in Kentucky.  
The vision of RCPI is to provide the training necessary to enhance the safety, security, and 
quality of life for citizens across United States.  Questions to consider in providing the best 
training are at what level do we need to train people, who needs that training, and what should 
they be trained to do and in what areas.  We must also consider what we want to accomplish with 
that training, who we want to partner with, which disciplines should be trained, how to raise the 
level of awareness, and how exercises and simulations can help make that training more effective 
and realistic.  Traditional classroom training seems to be the least-desired method to receive 
training. 
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Bo Nygaard Sörensen, DIFT, pointed with great emphasis on the imminent need for security 
training and that it should be part of business education, as it is very much a question of 
perception.  How do we get people to train, raising the level of awareness in an ever changing 
society?  No one seems to take training unless it is regulated by law.  We have to join forces to 
develop training that attracts business and never think we know everything we need to know.  
“Next time you think you are perfect, try walking on water.” 
 
Kay Scarborough, Eastern Kentucky University, gave a 
presentation on Cyber technology and emphasized that 
technology is beneficial to us, but can also limit us.  We 
must be aware of technology’s limitations and 
vulnerabilities.  It must have public acceptance and be in 
accordance with civil liberties.  Cyber technology will have 
a cost and an economic impact, and might mean loss of 
power. The good news is that we can accelerate 
technology transition from R & D to implementation, 
getting significant developments. 
 
 
Mark Rogers, Associate professor, Purdue University, 
spoke about the need for intelligence-led policing in a 
cyber society.  The increased use of information 
technology by terrorists has placed U.S. state and local 
law enforcement in the position of being the first line of 
defense and recognition for potential terrorist activities, 
while at the same time relying on U.S. federal agencies for 
support.  As federal roles change to accommodate the 
changes in intelligence, state and local agencies must also 
change their roles to function more independently than 
they have previously.  As law enforcement agencies conduct investigations dealing with digital 
evidence, intelligence related to terrorism as well as criminal activities will be uncovered.  Cyber 
forensics will play a crucial role in the war on terrorism. 
 
 
Discussions, Part III: Interagency Collaboration 
 
Moderator:  Niels Johan Juhl Nielsen, Special Advisor, Chairman Professional Mobile User Group 
 
First Speaker:  Dr. Larry Collins, Department Chair, Loss Prevention and Safety, Eastern 
Kentucky University, “History of US Fire Service and Professional Development” 
 

Dr. Larry Collins gave a brief discussion of the diverse 
nature of the American fire and emergency services and 
the recent movement toward a national incident 
management system and a national professional 
development model integrating training, certification, and 
higher education. 
 
In the post September eleventh world United States 
governmental agencies are mandating that all response 
agencies and their personnel who could be involved in 
emergency operations be trained and operate under a 
single incident management system.  Police, Fire, EMS, 

Public Health, Public Works, and the Military are being trained in the National Incident 
Management System (NIMS) and the National Incident Command (NIC) model.  Large scale 
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inter-agency operations such as the recent hurricanes Katrina and Rita in the gulf coast region 
have demonstrated the need for a unified command structure to maintain control of the many 
different types of agencies and groups who respond to mitigate incidents of this magnitude.   
 
The professional development committee within the International Association of Fire Chiefs is 
working with the US Fire Academy and the Fire and Emergency Services Higher Education 
Consortium to develop a National Professional Development model that describes a logical 
pathway from an entry level firefighter to the Executive Officer level (Fire Chief).  The system is 
based upon an analysis of the various skills and knowledge required to operate at various levels 
along the career ladder and attempts to eliminate duplication of learning; it integrates initial 
training and certification all the way through formal higher education degrees to prepare 
firefighters to become fire officers.   
 
Second Speaker:  Lennart Malmström, Associate Professor MD at Karolinska University  
Hospital, “Title” 
 
Associate Professor Malmström gave an overview of disaster planning & preparedness from a 
management perspective- both on the national level and on a local hospital level in Sweden, and 
introduced the Swedish model of thinking with regards to the care of victims from huge accidents 
& terror attacks.  He also described the preparedness and disaster planning associated with 
these scenarios.   
 
Third Speaker:  Hans Ivarsson, Head of Disaster medicine at KAMBER, “Title” 
 
The Öresund Bridge which links Denmark and 
Sweden has made it both a necessity and a possibility 
to plan and develop reliable systems for cooperation 
between the two countries.  It has to be noted that, in 
both countries, this cooperation is basically between 
local organisations and not on a national level.  He 
briefly described the plan for emergencies on the 
bridge and tunnel the proper chain of command and 
system for organizing a response.   
 
The possibility to assist each other has been evident 
during the planning and drafting of agreements 
concerning the Öresund connection and therefore the perspective has broadened.  Programs for 
assistance have been developed between Fire brigades, health care, and police.  Communication 
involves more than technical issues, even if these are the issues often first addressed.  When two 
countries with similar culture and language cooperate, we often assume that we understand each 
other completely.  Would it be easier to avoid common communication errors if we were not so 
alike?  Legal issues regarding medical jurisdiction should also be taken into consideration.   
 
 
Fourth Speaker:  Niels Johan Juhl Nielsen 
 
A discussion followed, on how issues raised in the presentations can generate a little more 
thought as to how we make communities safer.  We are all playing by the same rules, and we are 
all striving for better communication.  There will be new tasks ahead; we have to prioritize our 
efforts in interagency collaboration, and joint-training.  And what is the definition of a disaster?  Is 
it a disaster if we manage to rescue people in it?  We must set a limit, because there is a limit. 
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Sixth Speaker:  Bill Wetter, M.S./EMT-P, Manager, Office of Emergency and Public Health 
Preparedness, Louisville, KY Metro Health Department, “Interagency Collaboration” 
 
What does an integrated approach to community response look like?  Webster defines “integrate” 
as, “to make whole by bringing all the parts together.”  Teamwork tells us that, “none of us are as 
smart as ALL of us” and for a team to work effectively together, they must…”Check their egos at 
the door!”  Louisville’s model for teamwork and integration is called “The Group.”  The Group 
believes that interagency collaboration during a community emergency response must play a role 
in at least one or more of the 4 phases of the emergency response cycle: Mitigation (Prevention), 
Preparedness (Planning), Response (Saving Lives) and Recovery (Return to Normalcy).  Utilizing 
interagency collaboration is critical because no single agency has all the expertise to handle all 
the phases of the response cycle.  A collaborative approach allows each agency to do what it 
does best and therefore doesn’t waste valuable resources.  It avoids duplication of effort and 
allows the use of Mutual Aid agreements.  To assure successful collaboration, all involved 
agencies and individuals must agree to PLAN together, TRAIN together, EXERCISE together and 
EVALUATE AND CHANGE together.   
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Thursday, October 12th 
 
Morning Session 
 
Discussions, Part IV:   
 
First Speaker:  Neil Henson, Problem solving trainer, Sixth Sense, “A Problem Solving 
Approach to Community Safety in Local Authorities in Scotland” 

 
Henson provided an overview of the use of problem 
solving by the 32 local governments based Community 
Safety Partnerships.  He began with a background to 
problem solving partnerships.   
 
In the late 1990s certain aspects of government of the 
United Kingdom were devolved to Wales and Scotland.  
Scotland now has its own Parliament and focuses on a 
range of issues: health, education, and for us, Community 
Safety.  They formed a Community Safety Unit within the 
Scottish Executive to provide the Strategic vision, requiring 

a problem solving approach and supporting it with funding to the Local Government Community 
Safety Partnerships.  Their membership is made up of Council services, Police, Fire and Rescue, 
Health, Education, and community representatives, among others. They have to produce three-
year Community Safety Strategies on how to resolve the local issues.  They plan on doing this by 
looking at whether the problem can be eliminated or reduced either in significance or severity.  
They look at how they might act for efficiently to deal with the problem, do regular audits and 
analyze crime figures, and listen to the needs of citizens.   
 
Strengths in the Community Safety model are that they are able to identify good practices from 
around the United Kingdom and apply them.  They involve the community and politicians in the 
problem solving training.  Their work is not dependant on any one agency, such as the Police.  
They are applying problem solving to Crime and Disorder, Calls for Service, Fear of Crime and 
related quality of life issues, as well as home/water/road safety. 
 
The Problem Solving Process and Case Management system support the UK National 
Intelligence Model.  The Community Safety Partnerships have their own Scottish Community 
Safety Network, which provides mutual support and the sharing of best practices. 
 
The Scottish Executive encourages good interventions and shares the best work around all the 
councils through their own Safer Scotland website. 
 
neilhenson@sixthsensetraining.co.uk and www.sixthsensetraining.co.uk 
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Discussions, Part V:  International Cooperation 
 
Moderator: Niels Johan Juhl Nielsen 
 
First Speaker: Lars Erslev Andersen, Associate professor, Institute for History, University 
of Southern Denmark.  Research project: Terrorism and World Order.  “New Terror Threats 
in Europe after 9/11” 
 
If the war on terror starting with the war in Afghanistan 2001 was about the destroying of Al-
Qaeda as an organization it was a success and the U.S. and the West could declare victory.  If 
the war on terror is about fighting terrorism, the result is more blurred.  At least in Europe, it 
seems that the threat is growing.  It also seems that new types of terrorists are emerging: the 
home grown.  It seems that the destroying of Al-Qaeda has been followed by a larger 
dissemination of Al-Qaeda ideology and that internet and the media play a role in this new 
pattern.  We have to look at society and ask ourselves why someone within our own country 
would commit a terrorist act against their own. Could it be due to alienation?  Perhaps social 
exclusion is the number one threat when it comes to the home-grown terrorist.   
 
Second Speaker:  Clas Herbring, Head of Development Section, Swedish Rescue Services 
Agency, “International Cooperation in a Nordic view” 
 

 
In Sweden and the Nordic countries there are several 
agreements, networks, and structures for cross-border 
help in case of severe fires or accidents.  With the 
ongoing globalisation and the EU, cooperation follows 
new possibilities for work, education, and travel.  As a 
result, we can also expect new risks and threats to our 
societies that we need to handle as efficiently as 
possible.  
 
In the EU, the monitoring information center is an 
important support mechanism for the member states and its associates.  Is there need for other 
mechanisms and agreements?  Or is the EU mechanism enough?  It is extremely important for us 
to have regional cooperation, such as in the Nordic countries, both in cross-border help and 
development issues.  We must also look at risk assessment and the need for optimizing 
resources in planning and preparedness in case of cross border operations.   
 
 
 
 
The Nordred Agreement  
 
In the Nordic countries there are several structures/agreements for cooperation in case of a major 
accident or disaster.  The Nordred Agreement was established in the middle of 1980 and settled 
in April 1989 (including Land, Marine, and Environmental)   and the articles include alert, cross 
border agreements, economy, resources, and responsibilities.  The overall main issue is to 
reduce and eliminate obstacles for cross border help.  The real basis of this agreement and its 
strength is all the local agreements that have been settled between communities along the Nordic 
borders; for example between Sweden and Norway where the border are approximately 1500 km 
long.  Additionally it states that the countries should share development results.  I will come back  
to this agreement later on.  
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Other examples of agreements in a Nordic view are The 
Barents Agreement, mirroring the Nordred agreement, 
including Russia and excluding Denmark and Iceland.  In 
addition we (Sweden) have agreements with the Baltic States 
including articles of cross border help and development tasks.  
 
Beyond the Nordic perspective at the EU level the Mechanism 
(MIC) is growing and decisions have been taken to improve 
their function and capacity.  Another response center is within 
the NATO system; it is the EURO ATLANTIC DISASTER 
RESPONSE COORDINATION CENTRE.  And as you all know 
the UN system is a major player worldwide.   

 
In studying risks & threats from an EU perspective there are benefits to strengthening a regional 
perspective.  Examples of severe accidents that will or could have major impact and raise 
demands and requests for cross border help are: natural catastrophes, sea accidents, pollution, 
pandemics, forest fires, and nuclear plant accidents.    
 
If we study the risk topography in EU combined with parameters such as urban concentration, 
climate, geological aspects, etc. it is possible to divide EU into four risk regions combined with 
possible severe accidents:  
 

1) The Mediterranean region has risk of forest fires, natural accidents, and marine pollution   
2) The Western region has risk of marine pollution, and storms.   
3) The Nordics region has risk of forest fires.   
4) The Eastern region has risk of natural disasters.   

 
In a first look at these possible accidents it looks more or less the same in Europe.  But a most 
important fact is that the consequences could be very different.  For example a forest fire in 
northern Sweden would not be as catastrophic as a forest fire in the South of France because of 
the differences in the geological aspects, climate, and the level of urbanization between the two 
regions.  Additionally when planning for capacity to handle cross border incidents we have to be 
aware of the impact it could have on our infrastructural systems such as energy systems, oil, gas, 
water and information systems, which are most vulnerable..   
 
Risk Assessment and Planning as a key 
 
The risks we face are to some extent more or less unknown, at least concerning time; when will 
they occur and to what degree.  Terror threats are an example of that.  But we can learn a lot 
from accidents and incidents that already occurred.  In Sweden we are rapidly learning from the 
study of accident and incident statistics.  As statistical information improves we hope we will 
achieve a better foundation for our planning and preparedness.  Within the framework of the 
Swedish Rescue Services Agency we have established a unit with a special task of learning from 
accidents. The risks have cross-border effect, now more than ever, so we should not only study 
our own country; we have to develop the ability to plan and handle the response between nations. 
The most natural step is to start within our region. 
 
Another key factor when building response capacity is improved risk & vulnerability analyses.  In 
Sweden as in many other countries world wide the use of risk and vulnerability analyses is 
improving rapidly.  Every level in society is more or less forced to conduct such risk and 
vulnerability in order to develop a basis for cross-border assistance. 
 
Better knowledge, better Risk Assessment, and cross border assessment is vital. But how good 
are we at conducting risk assessment with our neighbours?  It is vital that we not only learn from 
accidents and statistical analysis, but it is essential that we plan for the unknown, such as a 
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terrorist attack.  This year alone, there have been 3 seminars including drills within the Nordic 
region with a focus on terrorist acts.   
 
 
 
 
Time as a key factor  
 
Several cost benefit studies have been conducted in Sweden in the fire and rescue area.  One 
particular study looked at the time factor in the case of an emergency; one minute difference in 
the time crews arrive on the scene can be the difference between saving life.  In financial terms 
there is an increase from 1 to 30.  The distance is of course one major factor when speaking of 
time, but the alert system and the ability to act are also factors.  We all know the response time 
during the Tsunami was too slow and that the authorities responsible for releasing the resources 
were delayed because of a lack of mandate.  With cooperative programs such as Nordred these 
problems are erased. 
 
Functionality as a key factor  
 
In Sweden we had a severe storm in February 2005, and a large part of southern Sweden 
suffered severe damage.  Electrical power supply was out of order and a lot of families had to 
leave their homes.  Sweden sent a request to the EU – Mechanism, MIC.  We received several 
electrical grids.  However, the electrical grids did not work and were more or less useless.  This is 
one example of when sending resources doesn’t always make sense or succeed and, therefore, 
resources for cross border help must be built into the plan ahead of time.   
 
One can consider the international standardization ISO as a tool to for this purpose, but as we all 
know that most of the standardization work takes time and are we prepared to wait for result?  
Systems exist within the EU frame but there’s a lot of work ahead before it becomes reality.   
It is unreasonable to assume that every country should build the capacity to handle every 
possible threat or emergency.  If joint-planning was established, countries could divide the 
responsibilities, allowing them a better and more relevant response capability. 
 
It is also important to note that culture and language play a role.  In the Nordic region, we have a 
common history and culture, and more or less a common language, but there are some 
differences in Finland.  English has been established as a second language that more or less 
every citizen speaks and may therefore be useful. 
 
Conclusions 
 
Finally, while I’m not saying that building large systems that cover the whole EU is wrong.  
However, when facing development within the union and the large amount of money being spent, 
we sometimes forget the importance and strengths of the regions in handling emergencies.  
 
The possibility exists to strengthen the regional capacity of cross border help but we must 
develop a common risk analysis and plan.  The Nordic region has come far but there is still a lot 
of work to be done.  
 
 
Third Speaker:  Per-Erik Johansson, Business Development, Public Safety, Swedish 
Defense Research Agency, “International Mechanisms for Cooperation” 
 
In the area of security and safety for the society it is a necessity to study needs from different 
perspectives.  The R&D organisations are able to develop the most fantastic technical systems 
for improving security.  However, if it is too costly for companies to produce, or if customers 
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cannot afford it, then it is of no use.  The same is true if the suggested security solution is 
perceived to interfere with the rights of the individual.   
 

The initiative behind the European security research program 
started 4 years ago when a group of personalities were brought 
together with the task of developing a security research program.  
The full program is about to begin as one part of the 7th 
framework program.  From the outset, there were three goals:  

• “to contribute to the improvement of security of 
European citizens” 

• “to enhance EU industrial competitiveness” 
• And “to reinforce the basis to underpin policy decisions” 

In order to build up the initiative step-by-step a preparation was initiated in 2004, with one call 
each year to 2006.   

The experiences from the preparation so far show that: 
• There is a huge interest for the area, with a lot of proposals.   
• Involvement of and cooperation between universities, R&D institutes, industry, 

stakeholders, and end users works well.   
• As a consequence of the large interest shown so far, there are large expectations of the 

upcoming program.   

In the USA the Department of Homeland security has already created a structure like the 
European one for security research.  A comparison of the two programs shows that the US model 
is well ahead.  There are areas where both of us could gain from cooperation, not only in the 
sharing of ideas and designs, but perhaps even more in the best practices of different ways to 
solving security related problems without forgetting about things like the rights of individuals.   

 

Fourth Speaker: Juha Martelius, Director of Research, Finnish Ministry of Defence, “Enlarged 
security and inter-sectoral cooperation” 

 
Due to the growing heterogeneous nature of safety, security and defence questions 
understanding the complexity and possibilities in intersectoral cooperation is all the more 
important.  New questions are asked when reforming security concepts: what do we mean by 
security; what we are trying to secure; what is important enough to secure; where should the 
scarce resources be allocated, and who is in charge?  How do we know all that is worthwhile 
knowing? Is our situation awareness sufficient?  Is the current security concept adequate for 
meeting the threats we perceive?   
 
The clear cut distinction between international and domestic threats is ever more irrelevant in 
terms of defining the three main security objectives: state, societal, and human security.  Instead, 
they all have both international and domestic spheres, which unavoidably require wide range 
cooperation and coordination.   
 
One of the main challenges is the coordination itself.  Decisions on the core responsibilities of the 
state and tasks given to the other actors by means of strategic partnerships are of central 
importance both during normal circumstances and crisis. Smooth interaction within the public 
sector, between public and private sector, governmental and non-governmental organizations 
and various voluntary associations is a key issue.  

 
The objective cannot be to prepare evenly for all threats, but to prioritise and allocate resources in 
a flexible manner.  The emphasis should lie in those threats with the heaviest potential impact or 
which are the most likely to occur.   
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The guiding principle should be that normal peace time capabilities and systems should support 
the prevention and management of all types of 
crisis.   
 
To meet this objective, coordinated action between 
different sectors of society, the public and private 
sectors, and the voluntary activities of citizens is 
needed.  Another important aspect is enhanced 
security awareness in various ministries, functional 
state leadership during times of lower impact crisis, 
and coordinated local level security related activities 
by different authorities.  The challenges ahead 
include a decisive role in leadership, an integrated 
awareness of the situation at hand, joint 
interdepartmental strategy, and cooperation in the 
area of scarce resources.  We need to prioritize the focus on international or severe threats, 
involve non-governmental players, consider our resources and our budget, make use of private-
public partnerships, and hold regular evaluations and exercises.   
 
Fifth Speaker: Niels Johan Juhl Nielsen, Special Advisor and Chairman, Professional Mobile User 
Group, and Moderator on Interoperability.   
 
Interoperability is not just a technological issue. It is about cooperation and transparency.  
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Executive Summary 
 
The “Making Communities Safer” was a first step in creating greater awareness for the need of 
combined workshops, conferences, seminars, and forums that provide the venue for an 
interdisciplinary group of emergency responder representatives and local and governmental 
leadership.   
 
This forum was successful in bringing together a diverse representation from the European, 
Scandinavian, and American emergency response professionals.  The two day forum allowed for 
a broad spectrum of issues and presentations and resulted in a rich dialogue from the 
participants.   
 
This conference summary annex and description of next steps clearly emphasize the need for 
more conferences such as this and ones that allow for even greater opportunities to discuss and 
debate various emergency response issues and the difficulties associated with making our 
communities safer in a post 9/11, 7/7 or Madrid rail bombing environment.  The impacts from 
terrorism are felt globally; therefore our response needs to be from a global perspective. 
 
Since the first ever multidiscipline emergency response conference was held in October of 2006, 
focusing on making communities safer, the NSSA, DIFT and IJSI have be in contact with the 1st 
European Security and Safety Summit, organized by the European Emergency Number 
Association (EENA)  who are now planning to offer a similar program in 2007.  The measure of 
one’s success is how do others try and emulate what you have done.  This conference as well as 
others to come demonstrate that making communities safer is an important issue and in much 
more demand and discussions are taking place by various countries, governmental agencies and 
communities and local leadership.   
 
If the “Making Communities Safer” conference played any role in increasing this awareness and 
initiating the dialogue between various emergency response providers and agencies then we 
consider this first ever conference to have been a tremendous success and based upon the 
information from our conference participants about next steps we have clearly been successful in 
enhancing the knowledge and awareness of the emergency response community.   
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Conference Benefits and Successes 
 
Overwhelmingly the participants of the “Making Communities Safer” Forum agreed that what 
made this conference a success and beneficial to them personally was the opportunity to hear 
other perspectives and definitions of risk and preparedness.  While the networking was beneficial, 
they would have liked even more time for this type of activity.  The experiences and practices that 
were presented by various international emergency response professionals gave the participants 
the opportunity to not only view how others respond to critical events or incidents but also an 
opportunity for others to learn how they have handled situations and what each other has learned 
about what works and what does not.  By broadening their perspectives they felt that they would 
be able to look more critically at how they have and plan to respond and in some cases make 
changes based upon other lessons learned. 
 
Another interesting benefit from the conference was the opportunity to develop a greater 
appreciation and understanding for the terms “public safety and security” and what these things 
mean in different countries and applications.  The value of learning about experiences of other 
like professionals brought clarity to many about their own policies and procedures and how they 
might be improved upon.   
 
The fact that this was by design a small conference based on themes allowed for a greater 
opportunity for secondary collaboration and partnerships/projects.  As a matter of fact a number 
of the participants have followed up with the colleagues they met at the conference and are 
continuing on with their discussions and exploring ways in which they might work together on 
future efforts.   
 
Having the two days to discuss and reflect on some of our global communities worst disasters, 
(tsunami, 9/11, Hurricane Katrina, etc.), allowed both academics and practitioners attending the 
conference to participate in a intellectual dialogue about how best to respond to future events 
based upon what was learned by some of the worlds foremost authorities on natural and 
manmade disasters. 
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Conference Outcomes: Themes and Issues 
 
 
The central theme of the “Making Communities Safer” conference focused on how the emergency 
response community could work together to improve the overall safety of their local communities.  
Also, regardless of the country or region we come from we all have similar communities in which 
we work and live and an innate desire to establish and maintain safety in “our” communities.   
 
The outcomes from the October conference continued to emphasise the importance of 
“community” but also pointed to a number of other topics and perspectives that may want to be 
considered for future conferences like this.  In particular there was a discussion on the 
importance of including examples and discussions on public private partnerships and that to be 
successful there must be a “bottom-up” approach. 
 
What was not discussed at this conference but was listed as an important topic to include for 
future conferences was the use and success of exercises for the emergency response community 
and others who have a need to participate in these types of activities.  There is interest in learning 
more about exercises such as table top and actual full scale exercises.  These types of events 
are normally scenario driven and offer an opportunity for enhanced response.  Future 
conferences therefore need to address the use and effectiveness of scenario driven public safety 
event exercises and discussion on whether or not these tend to improve response and overall 
community safety. 
 
Other topics for future conferences should include both a theoretical and practical debate about 
the unintended consequences of the enhanced public safety continuum of issues related to a 
totally safe society.  Discussions should be both reflective and critical regarding these 
consequences and also may result in affects that could contradict the desired outcome.  This 
topic should also include issues of trust and credibility, often of the government and of the 
emergency response community and how the level of trust can adversely affect the ability of 
emergency responders to adequately respond to an event. 
 
Other areas that were identified as having importance and should be addressed in future 
conferences include: 
 

• Training, education and evaluation  
• Social and human aspects of training and education  
• Behavioural impacts of training  
• Risk communications  
• Common problems/different solutions and approaches  
• Evaluation of European security programs  
• Prevention and consequence management  
• Review of existing U.S. and European and Nordic studies, others  
• Interoperability (not in a technical sense)  
• Common understanding/language  
• National security and defence  
• Communications – defence, law enforcement, public safety (inter-agency and intra-

agency)  
• Information sharing  
• Catastrophic and everyday events – the continuum  
• Lessons learned and take-home applications  
• Transforming the homeland security model to Europe – why/why not?  
• Global dialogue  
• Asymmetry – proper balance between research and applied  
• How do we include business and NGOs? 
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All of these subjects play an important role in creating a better understanding of how we continue 
to make our communities safer and what the emergency response providers need to know and 
understand that would impact their ability to respond and work with a community prior to, during 
and following an event. 
 
 
 
 
Length and Format of Future Forum/Symposium: 
 
The participants from the first ever conference on “Making Communities Safer” have strongly 
recommended that future conferences like this one be conducted on a regular basis.  More 
specifically they would like more time to address their specific issue or event that they are sharing 
with the group as well as more time to allow for debate and discussion on the approach and 
methods used to handle a particular disaster. 
 
Regarding the format, they would not change the model that was used for the October 
conference which consisted of a Symposium format rather than a traditional conference.  The 
structure of this conference increased their ability to interact and discuss the various 
presentations and response techniques.  Attendees suggested that we also consider selecting 
presenters and participants by areas of speciality to ensure that we have a balanced group from 
all aspects of emergency response.  In addition to the response community, it is important to 
include local government authority to the panels and discussions. 
 
Because we now live, more than ever, in a global community the conference needs to be 
international in scope and broaden beyond a more Scandinavian and American centered 
conference, to also include Europe and Asia.  As a matter of fact, participants would prefer a 
more European approach to the symposium which includes a series of themes presented in 
blocks of time that allow for ample time for presentation and adequate discussions.  While the 
length of our fist symposium was okay they would prefer four to five days in length, four hours per 
theme and a format that allows for one presentation, followed by an in-depth discussion.  They 
agree that the group size of 25 to 30 is ideal and allows for a more focused discussion.  They 
would also like the opportunity to have the sessions taped and for participants to edit their 
summaries accordingly. 
 
The symposium presentations and discussions should be published, and where possible, 
presented in a manner that would be suitable for an appropriate journal publication as well. 
 
While there was no consensus on where the conference should be held, there was agreement 
that it should be in a place that allowed for maximum networking and concentration on the 
conference and not other distractions such as cell phones, emails, or local attractions.  The idea 
is that the symposium and the location should promote reflective thinking about the ideas 
discussed and how best this information could be presented to allow for the greatest value to the 
participants; for example, something similar to a retreat environment.  In order to allow for the 
greatest benefits and discussion symposium materials should be provided in advance for review 
and the time for presentations and discussions should be extended.  Another element that 
promotes the impact value could be the addition of structured breakout sessions in which groups 
are given a particular problem or issue to resolve and then report back to the larger group.  This 
type of symposium is best described as a hybrid approach of concentrated themes and general 
sessions. 
 
The stakeholders for a symposium like this would consist of Fire, Law Enforcement, Public 
Health/Medical, EMS, Academics/Researchers, Engineers, Private sector and other relevant 
community and government leadership. 
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Finally the next steps are to wrap up the October conference and think ahead to future events. 
Following the completion of the report and dissemination for feedback is to begin to work 
collaboratively between the three sponsors, EKU/IJSI, DIFT, and NSSA to identify funding for the 
next multidiscipline symposium on emergency response issues.  The following tasks are to be 
completed in order to identify and secure future funding sources:   

 
• Visit web site of European study/framework  
• Newly established NATO Science and Security for Peace, focus on civil and non-military 

issues 
 

Stakeholders: 
 
• Fire 
• Law Enforcement 
• Public Health/Medical 
• EMS 
• Academics/Researchers 
• Engineers 
• Private sector 
• Who have we left out? 

 
Next Steps: 

 
• Work collaboratively to identify funding for this event 
• Visit web site of European study/framework 
• Newly established NATO Science and Security for Peace, focus on civil and non-military 

issues 
 
 
Questions: 

 
• Amount or level of theoretical and applied? 
• What is this group going forward? 
• Do we include diverse topics or a more focused and narrow perspective? 
• Purpose  
• Publications 
• Scientific research and security to include both academic and practitioner perspective 
• Define stakeholders for this 
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Making communities safer is the joint responsibility of national and local authorities. It is also the 
joint responsibility of police, fire, medical and emergency management, homeland security, and 
even defense agencies. Moreover, making communities safe is not only a government 
responsibility but also a private sector concern and the duty of all citizens. 
 
Communities face a wide array of threats to safety, including natural disasters, epidemics, fires, 
accidents, crime, and disorder. Today, the additional threat of terrorism has surged to the head of 
the list in the United States and many other countries. 
 
The “Making Communities Safer” conference will bring together Nordic and American experts and 
officials from all safety and security fields, representing government and the private sector, to 
share experiences and new developments and to consider how best to make communities safe in 
the post-9/11 world, and which strategies for collaboration we can find. The emphasis will be on 
international perspectives and multi-disciplinary solutions. We will share experiences concerning: 
 
Homeland Security and terrorism 
 
Emergency Management and Natural Disasters  
Cross-sector and Cross-border collaboration  
Crisis management  
Prevention, Response, Recovery  
Public-Private Cooperation  
Best Practices  
Lessons Learned 
 
Who should attend: 
 
Police, Fire, and Emergency Medical Officials  
Emergency and Crisis Management Officials  
Safety and Security professionals  
Risk Managers  
Researchers  
Other Public and Private Officials 
 
Conference Organizers and Sponsors: 
 
Danish Institute for Fire and Security Technology: the market´s leading knowledge centre in 
the field of fire safety and prevention 
 
The Nordic Safety and Security Academy: a Nordic cross-disciplinary and cross-sector 
network with international partners and connections. 
 
Eastern Kentucky University: a leading U.S. university in the fields of homeland security and 
public safety 
 
Contact: Monica Flygare 
monica.flygare@nssa-academy.org 
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 Conference Location and Contact Information: 
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Address: Sikkerhedens Hus, Jernholmen 12, 2650 Hvidovre 
Tel: +45 36 34 90 00 
Fax +45 35 34 90 01 
Cell phone, Bo Nygaard Sörensen  +45 23 37 66 24 
Cell phone, Monica Flygare   +46 70 310 87  
For map, see www.krak.dk  
 
Symposium Participants: 
(in alphabetical order) 
 
Mr Lars Erslev Andersen, Associate Professor, Centre for Contemporary Middle East Studies 
lea@language.sdu.dk 
 
Mr Sören V Brydholm, Deputy Fire Chief, Copenhagen Fire Brigade sorbry@okf.kk.dk  
 
Dr Pam Collins, Professor, Security Studies, Eastern Kentucky University; Executive Director, 
Justice and Safety Center pamcollins57@aol.com  
 
Dr Larry Collins, Department Chair/Associate Professor, Loss Prevention and Safety, Eastern 
Kentucky University Larry.Collins@eku.edu  
 
Mr Clas Herbring, Head of Development Section, Emergency Response Development, Swedish 
Rescue Services Agency clas.herbring@srv.se  
 
Mr Hans Ivarsson, Head of Disaster Medicine, KAMBER hans.ivarsson@skane.se  
 
Mr Per-Erik Johansson, Business Development, Public Sector, expert on civil security and 
protection against terrorists, Swedish Defense Research Institute per-erik.johansson@foi.se  
 
Mr Niels Johan Juhl Nielsen, Special Advisor, Chairman Professional Mobile User Group 
Denmark njohan@juhl-nielsen.dk  
 
Mr Kjell Larsson, Head of Operative Command and Worldwide Operational Support, Swedish 
Rescue Services Agency kjell.larsson@srv.se  
 
Mr Freddy Lippert, Head of Copenhagen University Hospital, Rigshospitalet 
freddie.lippert@hsd.hosp.dk  
 
Mr Håkan Lyberg, Board Member, Nordic Safety and Security Academy artsec@telia.com  
 
Mr Lennart Malmström, Associate Professor, MD, Head of Disaster Medicine, Stockholm 
University Hospital, Karolinska  lennart.malmstrom@karolinska.se  
 
Mr Michael Marklund, President, Nordic Safety and Security Academy, Deputy Fire Chief and 
Risk Manager, Staffanstorp, Skåne michael.marklund@staffanstorp.se  
 
Dr Juha Martelius, Director of Research, Ministry of Defence, Finland juha.martelius@defmin.fi  
 
Ms Linda Mayberry, Executive Director, Rural Domestic Preparedness Consortium, Eastern 
Kentucky University  Linda.Mayberry@eku.edu  
 
Dr Marc Rogers, Associate Professor – Chair, Cyber Forensics Program, Purdue University  
Marc.Rogers@eku.edu  
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Mr Kurt Petersen, Professor of Risk and Safety Analysis at LUCRAM, Lund University 
kurt.petersen@brand.lth.se  
 
Dr Kay Scarborough, Professor, Loss Prevention and Safety, Eastern Kentucky University 
kscarbocop@aol.com  
 
Ms Cindy Shain, Co-Director, International Justice & Safety Institute, Eastern Kentucky 
University   CindyShain@aol.com  
 
Mr Bo Nygaard Sörensen, M.Sc. Protection Management, Vulnerability Assessments, Risk 
Management bns@dbi-net.dk  
 
Mr Lars-Erik Warg, Dr of Psychology, Area of Speciality: Risk Communication  
lars-erik.warg@orebroll.se  
 
Mr Bill Wetter, Manager, Office of Emergency and Public Health Preparedness, Louisville 
(Kentucky) Metro Health Department and Homeland Security Unit 
 
Administration: 
 
Monica Flygare, Secretary, Nordic Safety and Security Academy monica.flygare@nssa-
academy.org  
 
Kim Lawson, Associate Deputy Director – Project Support, Justice and Safety Center, Eastern 
Kentucky University  kim.lawson@EKU.EDU  
 
Invited to the symposium: 
 
Mr Neil Henson, Sgt, London Metropolitan Police Department 
 
Mr Jan Axlev, Fire Chief, Copenhagen Fire Brigade (involved in many development activities 
both nationally and internationally) 
 
Mr Marcus Nilsson, Deputy Rescue Manager 
 
Ms Gunilla Viklander Andersson, Emergency Planning Manager 
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Contact Participants: 
 
Lars Erslev Andersen 
Associate Professor 
Centre for Contemporary Middle East Studies 
University of southern Denmark 
Institute of History 
Campusvej 55, 5235 Odense M 
Denmark 
Telephone: +45 65 50 21 83 (office)   +45 65 90 60 42 (private) 
Mobile: +45 20 15 55 82 
E-mail:  lea@language.sdu.dk 

 
Soren V. Brydholm 
Deputy Fire Chief 
Copenhagen Fire Brigade 
H.C. Andersens Boulevard 23 
Denmark 
Telephone:  +45 33 66 29 45 / Direct 2940 
Mobile: +45 26 88 29 40 
E-mail: sorbry@okf.kk.dk 

 
Dr. Larry R. Collins 
Chair, Loss Prevention & Safety 
Eastern Kentucky University 
250 Stratton Building 
521 Lancaster Avenue 
Richmond, KY  40475-3102 
U.S.A.   
Telephone:  +1 859 622-1009 
Mobile: +1 859 200-2780  
E-mail: Larry.Collins@eku.edu 

 
Dr. Pam Collins 
Executive Director, Justice & Safety Center 
Professor, Security Studies 
Eastern Kentucky University 
50 Stratton Building 
521 Lancaster Avenue 
Richmond, KY  40475-3102 
U.S.A.  
Telephone:  +1 859 622-1977 
Mobile: +1 859 661-5116  
E-mail: Pamcollins57@aol.com 
 
Anders Frank, 
Managing Director, B4 AB 
46 41 559 510 (work) 
46 70 28 99 500 (cell phone) 
anders@be4.se 
 
Neil Henson 
Problem Solving Trainer 
Sixth Sense 
17 Witchell 
Wendover 
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Buckinghamshire HP22 6EG 
(00441296) 
United Kingdom 
Telephone:  01296 624094 
Mobile: 07759 538364 
E-mail: neilhenson@sixthsensetraining.co.uk   

 
Clas Herbring 
Head of Development Section  
Swedish Rescue and Services Agency 
Norra Klaragatan 18 
Karlotad 
Sweden 
Telephone:  +46 54 13 50 73 
Mobile: +46 70 54 29 217 
E-mail: Clas.herbring@srv.se 

 
Peter Holstrom 
Revinge College  
Swedish Rescue Services Agency  
Revinge 241 
24781 Sodra Sandby 
Sweden 
Telephone: +46 46 233627 
Mobile: +46 70 293 15 45 
E-mail: peter.holmstrom@srv.se  

 
Hans Ivarsson 
Head of Disaster Medicine 
KAMBER 
Baravegen 1 
Lund 
Sweden 
Telephone:  +46 46 15 31 35 
Mobile: +46 706 65 31 35  
Fax:  +46 4615 30 35 
E-Mail: hans.ivarsson@skane.se 

 
Per-Erik Johansson 
Director of Public Safety Initiatives 
Tvillingvageu 32 
SE-906 37 Umea 
Sweden  
Telephone:  +46 90 44090 
Mobile: +46 70 649 6645 
E-mail: johansson.c.per-erik@telia.com 
 
Hakan Lyberg 
Board Member, Nordic Safety and Security Academy 
Sweden 
Telephone:  0157-72124 
Mobile: 070-590 86 36 
E-mail: artsec@telia.com 

 
Freddie Lippert 
Head of Copenhagen University Hospital 
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Rigshospitalet 
Copenhagen 
Denmark 
Telephone: 
Mobile: 
E-mail: Freddie.Lippert@hsd.hosp.dk 

 
Lennart Malmstrom 
Medical Director, Emergency Medical Services 
Karolinska University Hospital 
Emergency dep. Solna 
S-17176 Stockholm 
Sweden 
Telephone:  +46 8 517 750 50  
Mobile: +46 70 484 00 90 
E-mail: lennart.malmstrom@karolinska.se 

 
Michael Marklund 
President, Nordic Safety and Security Academy 
Deputy Fire Chief and Risk Manager, Staffanstorp 
Skan e 
Sweden 
Telephone:  +46 46 251404 
Mobile: +46 709 357404 
E-mail: Michael.Marklund@staffanstorp.se 

 
Juha Martelius  
Director of Research  
Ministry of Defence 
Etelainen makasiinikatu 8 A 
FI-00130 Helsinki 
Finland 
Mobile: +358 40 515 2637 
E-mail: juha.martelius@defmin.fi 

 
Linda Mayberry 
Acting Executive Director 
Rural Domestic Preparedness Consortium 
Eastern Kentucky University 
50 Stratton Building 
521 Lancaster Avenue 
Richmond, KY  40475-3102 
U.S.A. 
Telephone:  +1 859 622 2067 
Mobile: +1 859 661 0542  
E-mail: Linda.Mayberry@eku.edu 

 
Niels Johan Juhl Nielsen 
Special Advisor, Chairman Professional Mobile Radio User Group 
Rolts Plads 10, 2000 Fredericksburg 
Denmark 
Telephone:  +45 38113515 
Mobile: +45 30952926 
E-mail: njohan@juhl-nielsen.dk 

 
Marcus NILSSON 
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Deputy Rescue Manager 
The County Administrative Board of Scania 
Telephone:  +46 40 25 24 59 
Mobile:   
E-mail: Marcus.nilsson@m.lst.se 
Kurt Petersen 
Professor of Risk and Safety Analysis at LUCRAM 
Lund University 
Sweden 
Telephone:  +46 46 222 4059 
Mobile: 
E-mail: kurt.petersen@brand.lth.se 

 
Dr. Marcus K. Rogers 
Chair, Cyber Forensics Program 
Purdue University 
401 North Grant  
West Lafayette, IN  97906 
U.S.A. 
Telephone:  +1 765 494 2561 
Mobile: +1 765 479 4391 
E-mail: rogersmk@purdue.edu 
 
Dr. Kay Scarborough 
Professor, Loss Prevention & Safety  
50 Stratton Building 
521 Lancaster Avenue 
Eastern Kentucky University 
Richmond, KY  40475-3102 
U.S.A. 
Telephone:  +1 859 622 1464  
Mobile: +1 859 661 3667 
E-mail: kscarbocop@aol.com 

  
Cynthia C. Shain 
Co-Director, International Justice & Safety Institute, Eastern Kentucky University 
448 Stratton Building 
521 Lancaster Avenue 
Richmond, KY 
U.S.A. 
Telephone:  +1 859-622-2362 
Mobile: +1 859-582-5921 
Fax:  +1 859-622-5879 
E-Mail: cindyshain@aol.com 

 
Bo Nygaard Sorensen 
Manager, SAFETY & Security, Danish Institute for Fire- and security Technology 
Sikkerhedens Hus 
Jernholmen 12 
DK – 2650 Hvidovre 
Telephone:  (+45) 36349000 
Mobile: (+45) 23376624 
E-mail: bns@dbi-net.dk 

 
Lars-Erik Warg 
Behavioural Scientist/Associate Professor of Pscyhology 
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Department of Occupational and Environmental Medicine 
Orebro University Hospital, SE-701 85 
Sweden 
Telephone: +46 (0)19 602 2483 
Mobile: +46 (0)705 346 680 
E-mail: lars-erik.warg@orebroll.se 

 
Bill Wetter 
Manager, Office of Emergency and Public Health Preparedness 
Louisville Metro Health Department and Homeland Security Unit  
810 Barret Avenue #659 
Louisville, KY  40204 
U.S.A. 
Telephone:  +1 502-574-6648  
Mobile: +1 502-744-1254 
E-mail: Bill.Wetter@louisvilleky.gov 

 
ADMINISTRATION: 

 
Monica Flygare 
Secretary 
Nordic Safety and Security Academy 
Sweden 
Telephone:  
Mobile: +46 70 310 87 
E-mail: monica.flygare@nssa-academy.org 

 
Kim Lawson 
Associate Deputy Director – Project Support 
Justice & Safety Center 
Eastern Kentucky University 
50 Stratton Building 
521 Lancaster Avenue 
Richmond, KY  40475-3102 
Telephone:  +1 859 622-4367 
Mobile: +1 859 661-0585 
E-mail: Kim.Lawson@eku.edu 

 
Ulf Scheithauer 
Treasurer 
Nordic Safety and Security Academy 
Sweden 
Telephone:  +46 840055053 
Mobile: +46 708-898666 
E-mail: ulf.scheithauer@nssa-academy.org 
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