arXiv:2306.10068v1 [cs.CY] 15 Jun 2023

ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE FOR EMERGENCY RESPONSE^∗

Ayan Mukhopadhyay Department of Computer Science Vanderbilt University Nashville, USA ayan.mukhopadhyay@vanderbilt.edu

ABSTRACT

Emergency response management (ERM) is a challenge faced by communities across the globe. First responders must respond to various incidents , such as fires, traffic accidents, and medical emergencies. They must respond quickly to incidents to minimize the risk to human life. Consequently, considerable attention has been devoted to studying emergency incidents and response in the last several decades. In particular, data-driven models help reduce human and financial loss and improve design codes, traffic regulations, and safety measures. This tutorial paper explores four subproblems within emergency response: incident prediction, incident detection, resource allocation, and resource dispatch. We aim to present mathematical formulations for these problems and broad frameworks for each problem. We also share open-source (synthetic) data from a large metropolitan area in the USA for future work on data-driven emergency response.

1 Introduction

First responders must respond quickly to incidents such as fires, traffic accidents, and medical emergencies to minimize the risk to human life [1]. However, with rapid urbanization and increasing traffic volume, the losses due to emergency incidents are on the rise [2], and emergency incidents still cause thousands of deaths and injuries and result in losses worth billions of dollars directly or indirectly each year [3]. Emergency management deals with proactively mobilizing resources to reduce response time and ensure that communities can recover from the effects of incidents such as accidents and fires. Emergency response management can be divided into five major components: 1) mitigation, 2) preparedness, 3) detection, 4) response, and 5) recovery [4, 5, 2]. Mitigation is the process of ensuring the longterm safety of people and property, partly by understanding when and where future incidents can occur. This process leads to the development of predictive models for risk and incident occurrence. Preparedness involves creating the necessary infrastructure for emergency response, such as optimizing the locations for responders, ambulances, and police vehicles and designing response plans. The detection process involves automated algorithms to detect incidents to improve the response speed, e.g., traffic cameras can detect accidents even before they are reported. Response involves dispatching responders when incidents happen or are about to occur. Lastly, the recovery phase ensures that impacted individuals and the community can cope with the after-effects of incidents. These stages are interlinked, with one stage often being a prerequisite to another. For example, predictive models learned in the preparedness stage are used to guide planning approaches in the response stage. These inter-dependencies must be taken into account while designing emergency management pipelines.

The design of an emergency response pipeline is often governed by the type of incident in consideration; e.g., the nature of the response differs between large-scale disasters such as hurricanes, wildfires, and floods and everyday incidents such as road accidents and crimes. In this chapter, we focus on the latter category of incidents, which enables us to explore in depth several sub-problems in this area. While such incidents are more common, they cause massive damage. The daily death toll globally from road accidents is 3,200, which tranlsates to more than a million deaths annually [6]. The sheer volume of calls that first responders receive for emergency medical services (EMS) is also staggering; more than 240 million EMS calls are made annually in the United States alone [7]. First responder agencies have designed

∗This is a pre-print for a book chapter to appear in Vorobeychik, Yevgeniy., and Mukhopadhyay, Ayan., (Eds.). (2023). Artificial Intelligence and Society. ACM Press.

principled approaches to deal with such a large number of incidents. In the last few decades, principled data-driven approaches have been used to complement such efforts, and we will explore how artificial intelligence can be used to improve emergency response. One way to optimize resource allocation in emergency response is to proactively allocate resources (e.g., ambulances and fire trucks) spatially and temporally in anticipation of incidents. Indeed, considerable attention has been devoted to studying emergency response from a principled data-driven perspective [8, 9, 10, 11]. This chapter is organized as follows. First, we will begin with a general problem formulation for emergency response, largely based on prior work by Mukhopadhyay et al. [2]. Then, we will explore data-driven approaches to forecasting and detecting incidents, followed by how responders can be stationed and dispatched in anticipation of future incidents. Throughout the chapter, we will use road accidents as a case study.

2 Problem

Emergency response enables first responders to physically travel to the spatial location of incidents such as road accidents to provide care, first aid, and transport to hospitals, among other services. While the nature of resources varies based on the type of incident and call for service, we provide an abstraction that is based on the commonalities among different incident types. The general problem structure is based on prior work by Mukhopadhyay et al. [2]. Given a spatial area of interest S, we assume that incidents occur in space and time through some true function f_{True}. This function, as in other learning problems, is unknown. Instead, the decision-maker observes a set of samples (possibly noisy) drawn from an incident arrival distribution. We denote these samples, available to us in the form of a dataset, are denoted by D, and can be represented as a vector of tuples {(s_1, t_1, k_1, w_1), (s_2, t_2, k_2, w_2), . . . , (s_n, t_n, k_n, w_n)}, where s_i, t_i, and k_i denote the location, time of occurrence, and reported severity of the ith incident, respectively, and w_i ∈ R^m represents a vector of features associated with the incident. The vector w can consist of spatial, temporal, or spatio-temporal features, capturing covariates potentially affecting the occurrence of incidents. For example, consider the occurrence of road accidents. The set w, in such a scenario, typically includes determinants of accidents captured by features such as weather, traffic volume, and time of day. The problem of incident prediction can then be stated as learning the parameters θ of a function over a random variable X conditioned on w. We denote this function by f(X | w, θ). The random variable X represents a measure of incident occurrence such as a count of incidents (the number of incidents in S during a specific time period) or time between successive incidents. The decision-maker seeks to find the optimal parameters θ^∗ that best describe D. This can be formulated as a maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) problem or an equivalent empirical risk minimization (ERM) problem.

The function f(X | w, θ), therefore, captures the likelihood (or risk) of incident occurrence given a specific set of relevant features. Given such a model, the next part of designing an emergency response pipeline is planning in anticipation of future incidents, which involves allocating (or stationing) responders strategically and dispatching them as incidents occur. This problem can be modeled by the optimization problem max_y G(y | f), where y represents the decision variable (e.g., the location of emergency responders in space), G is a utility function, and f is the model of incident occurrence. For example, G might measure the total coverage (spatial spread) of the responders or the expected response time to incidents. Therefore, given a model of incident occurrence f, the decision-maker’s goal is to maximize the utility defined by G. The optimization can be represented as a sequential stochastic control process and modeled by a Markov decision process (MDP) [12, 13]. Such a formulation can tackle the temporal nature of the response and is particularly relevant for finding a general mapping (i.e., a policy) for response stationing and dispatch. The second approach is to directly model the allocation problem as a single-shot optimization problem according to a specific measure of interest, e.g., one way to model resource stationing is maximizing the coverage of emergency responders [14, 15, 16, 8].

Emergency response pipelines were traditionally designed in a manner that initiated response after an incident was reported, e.g., through 911 calls in the USA. However, in practice, there is a gap in time between the occurrence of an incident and the time when it is reported. This loss in time can be detrimental to the response, especially in life-threatening incidents such as accidents. This gap can be bridged by using incident detection or extraction models, which use crowdsourced and sensor data to detect incidents automatically. For example, traffic cameras can be used to detect accidents as soon as they occur. Mathematically, this process involves learning a function E which takes relevant data u as input (for example, video data from a traffic camera) and outputs information about an event (for example, the location of an accident). This can be represented as z̄ = E(u), where z̄ denotes an estimate of variable z. In event extraction, z can denote any variable related to the incident, such as the location of the incident, the extent of the damage, the number of people involved, and so forth.

3 Forecasting Incidents

The most important aspect of using data-driven approaches for emergency response is to understand where and when are incidents likely to occur. There is a plethora of prior work in this domain, ranging from using the historical frequency of incidents to learn an empirical distribution [17] to using neural networks that use heterogeneous features [18]. Early approaches often used linear regression models [19, 20] to predict the number of likely incidents in an area. However, such models fail to capture the discrete and strictly positive nature of incident counts. Moreover, they also fail to account for the sporadic nature of emergency incidents [21, 22]. An alternate approach is to use Poisson models, which have been used widely to forecast incidents such as road accidents [20, 23, 24, 25, 26, 22]. Poisson models can also suffer from two disadvantages in this context: first, they assume that the expected value of the response variable (count of incidents) is equal to its variance. This assumption does not usually hold in practice with emergency data [23, 2]. Second, such models fail to adequately take into account the prevalence of zero counts in real-world data pertaining to emergency incidents. Consider data collected for road accidents at an hourly frequency; most roads do not experience accidents every hour, and as a result, such data often has very high sparsity [18, 2, 23]. To tackle these problems, zero-inflated Poisson models and zero-inflated negative binomial models are often used [2]. Another approach to account for high sparsity in data is to use resampling-based approaches. For example, it is possible to either over-sample the positive labels (i.e., the occurrence of incidents) or under-sample the lack of incidents to balance a dataset [18].

The availability of big data has resulted in the creation of richer feature sets, which in turn, has enabled the usage of more complex algorithmic models for incident forecasting. For example, neural networks and ensemble learning have been extensively used in the context of forecasting road accidents [27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34]. An important consideration of developing complex models is data collection and feature engineering. Emergency incidents are caused by a variety of factors; it is recommended that model designers collaborate with domain experts to identify the determinants of specific types of incidents. However, such data is often available at different temporal and spatial scales. For example, while traffic data can be mined in (almost) real-time, demographic data is typically available over much larger time intervals. Similarly, traffic data can be mapped to a graph (e.g., the existing road network), whereas demographic data is usually available over a grid or census tracts. Therefore, model designers often need to harmonize the heterogeneous data into the same spatial and temporal scale before learning models. Broadly, features for incident prediction (especially in the context of roadway accidents) can be divided into temporal, spatial, or a combination of both [2]. For example, a commonly used feature in incident prediction approaches is the time of day or the season (e.g., summer or winter), which are examples of temporal features. The geometry of a specific road segment, on the other hand, is a spatial feature, as it is a property of a specific spatial unit. Spatio-temporal features measure spatial properties that change with time, such as traffic congestion on a particular road segment.

Finally, in addition to using a rich variety of features, model designers must account for additional checks to ensure that models accurately represent the underlying process of incident occurrence. For example, unobserved heterogeneity can arise in a model when features that are not recorded in the data affect the occurrence of incidents or are correlated to observed features [35, 2]. Similarly, data collection can be biased for many reasons. For example, in the example of roadway accidents, vehicle crashes with no severe injuries are often under-reported, thereby causing sampling bias [36]. Such biases can be particularly detrimental when data-driven approaches are used for law enforcement, where existing enforcement practices can produce biased data against specific communities or spatial areas.

4 Detecting Incidents

Emergency response to an event can only be dispatched after the concerned agency (e.g., the fire department) is notified about the event. Traditionally, the pipeline for emergency response relied on manual notification, i.e., either the victim of the event or a passer-by would call a helpline number (e.g., 911) to request assistance. However, the delay between when an event actually occurs and when assistance is requested can be critical in practice. For example, consider a road accident where the victim is severely injured and unable to call for assistance; waiting for a passer-by to call 911 could be life-threatening for the victim. However, modern cities are now equipped with various modalities of data streams and sensors that can be used to detect such events quickly (even before they are reported). For example, consider a fire in an urban area. Residents who observe the fire can report it on social media (even before they call an official helpline). Similarly, road accidents can be detected by traffic cameras. The goal of designing incident detection pipelines in emergency response is to use heterogeneous data to detect the occurrence of events in order to reduce the overall time for response.

While event detection can focus on various modalities of data, the three most commonly used (and promising) modalities are the following: using text data from social media (e.g., from applications such as Twitter), video or image data (e.g., data from traffic cameras), and crowdsourced event reports (e.g., from applications such as Waze). In general, there are two subtasks in event detection for emergency response [2]: 1) the first task seeks to identify the occurrence of the event and relies on “triggers” that aid detection; e.g., a social media post containing words such as accident or crash could be used as triggers. Naturally, complex models leverage more abstract patterns to detect the occurrence of incidents. 2) The second task deals with identifying information about the incident, e.g., where the incident has happened, what is the most likely time of occurrence, how many people (or structures) are involved, and so on. Natural Language Processing (NLP) techniques have widely been used to extract event information from social media text data. One of the traditional approaches to tackle this problem is to use feature engineering [37, 38, 39]. First, the input data (text) is converted into a sequence of tokens. Then, for each token, various features such as lexical and syntactic features are extracted. These features are then used to learn a classifier. One limitation of this approach is that social media text is often unstructured and has informal grammar. Recently, deep neural networks have become an attractive choice as no manual feature engineering is required [40, 41].

Event extraction is also possible from video and image data, especially from traffic cameras, which can be used to track and monitor congestion and detect incidents that need response [42, 43, 44, 45]. For example, Gan et al. [42] use a CNN, pre-trained on a large corpus of openly available image data to perform keyframe detection. More recently, there has been work that proposes a new approach that projects the structured semantic representations from the combination of textual and visual data into a common space, which then aids learning [45]. Finally, Event detection from crowdsourced event reporting data has also garnered interest in recent years, and several first responder agencies have started using applications such as Waze [46, 47]. Senarath [48] leverage crowdsourced data to detect roadway accidents and point out that the accuracy of detection has a trade-off with spatial and temporal localization. Moreover, it is imperative to consider that practitioners might focus on different metrics for effective deployment (e.g., reduced number of false alerts and a balance between precision and recall) than standard metrics such as accuracy.

5 Responding to Incidents

Responding to incidents is the most consumer-facing component of the emergency responder pipeline. However, a critical prerequisite of response is resource allocation, i.e., optimizing resources spatially and temporally in anticipation of incidents. This anticipation, or forecast, is fed to the allocation in the form of a prediction model, which we discussed previously in section 3. As pointed out by Mukhopadhyay et al. [2], the distinction between allocation and response can be unclear as a solution to the allocation problem can implicitly define a response strategy. For example, consider an allocation problem, whose solution minimizes the expected response times to incidents defined by a distribution f. Responders such as fire trucks or ambulances can be stationed based on this solution. Now, when an incident occurs, the closest available responder might be dispatched, which is a response strategy often followed in practice by first responders. However, there are several nuances involved that must be considered, e.g., dispatching the closest responder does not necessarily minimize response times in the long run and the severity of the incident might dictate which responder to dispatch. The problem of responder dispatch seeks to address such questions in a principled manner.

The allocation problem is often formulated as a single-shot combinatorial optimization problem that seeks to maximize metrics such as the spatial coverage of the allocated responders [14, 15] or the probability of patient survival [9, 10]. The two canonical formulations that maximize coverage are the Location Set Covering Problem (LSCP) [14] and the Maximal Covering Location Problem (MCLP) [15]; the former seeks to find the least number of facilities (e.g., fire stations) that cover all spatial areas that need service (e.g., based on municipal jurisdiction), the latter maximizes the overall area covered by a given number of facilities. It is also common to add secondary goals as constraints to the coverage problem, such as an upper bound on the maximum time an incident must wait before a responder arrives on the scene [49, 8]. Two major shortcomings of using the facility location problem to allocate emergency responders are the strong assumptions that responders are always available at their locations and a facility is able to account for the entire area that it covers. To tackle this challenge, several extensions have been proposed, such as the Double Standard Model (DSM) [16], which posits that while every area must have some coverage, some areas, e.g., the ones with the majority of incidents, have greater coverage. There is also extensive work on probabilistic coverage models, which model the stochastic nature of station availability [50, 51].

While allocation problems are typically formulated as integer linear programs, the response problem presents a sequential decision-making problem under uncertainty—as incidents happen over time, responders must be dispatched and their distribution must be re-adjusted given the uncertainty over the occurrence of future incidents. This problem is typically modeled as a Markov decision process (MDP), which is a natural model for discrete-time stochastic control processes [12]. The decision-maker’s goal is to choose an action (e.g., which responder to dispatch) given a state; the state subsumes relevant information of interest, e.g., how many responders are available, what is the expected demand for responders, and so on. The MDP is often solved by learning an optimal policy, which is a mapping from states to actions, that maximizes expected utility or minimizes expected cost. The cost function can be constructed based on domain expertise, and in its simplest version could simply be the time taken for response.

Early work on using MDPs to tackle emergency response leverage continuous-time MDPs, which assume that the time between the world transitioning from one state to another is memoryless [52, 53]. While this framework provides computational convenience, real-world problems violate these assumptions, e.g., the time taken for an ambulance to travel to the scene of the incident is not memoryless. Mukhopadhyay et al. [13] relax this assumption by considering a semi-Markovian decision process. While this framework is more challenging due to absence of closed-form transition functions for the MDP, it is more suitable to emergency response and historical data can be used to learn the transition distribution. Often times, learning a policy for the MDP can be intractable due to the large state and action space that emergency response poses. In such situations, decision-makers can leverage online planning, where instead of learning a general mapping from all states to actions, the goal is to quickly compute a near-optimal action for the current state of the world [54]. Other approaches to tackle the large state and action space are to do decentralized [55] or hierarchical planning [56], which segregate the planning problem into smaller sub-problems that are solved independently. For example, one way to perform hierarchical planning might be to identify spatial regions (similar to jurisdictions) within a city and solve an independent MDP for each region.

An important consideration in designing response strategies is the importance of a greedy dispatch strategy depending on the severity of some categories of incidents. In practice, our conversations with first responders revealed that the ethical and legal constraints under which first responders operate could dictate that the closest available responder be dispatched to critical incidents, even when such a dispatch strategy is proven to be sub-optimal in the long run. Since the exact severity of an incident is difficult to gauge in practice, first responders often leverage a greedy dispatch strategy for a wide array of incidents. To ensure that the overall expected response time does not suffer too much, Pettet et al. [56] propose dynamic reallocation with greedy dispatch; in such an approach, when an incident occurs and a call for emergency service is required, the closest responder is always dispatched. However, the allocation of responders is periodically re-adjusted to account for temporal changes or the unavailability of responders in some regions. Dynamic reallocation has been shown to improve response times in emergency response simulations.

6 Conclusion

Emergency response is a critical piece of infrastructure required around the globe. First responders face the daunting challenge of responding to an increasing number of calls for service with limited budgets and time. Artificial intelligence and data-driven decision-making can learn complex abstractions from historical data to enable first responders to make better decisions in practice. While automated decision-making cannot (at least yet) replace the invaluable domain expertise of first responders, principled automated approaches for prediction, detection, and response are being adopted by cities across the world to expedite and improve emergency response.

References

[1] Henrik Jaldell. How important is the time factor? saving lives using fire and rescue services. Fire Technology, 53(2):695–708, 2017.

[2] Ayan Mukhopadhyay, Geoffrey Pettet, Sayyed Mohsen Vazirizade, Di Lu, Alejandro Jaimes, Said El Said, Hiba Baroud, Yevgeniy Vorobeychik, Mykel Kochenderfer, and Abhishek Dubey. A review of incident prediction, resource allocation, and dispatch models for emergency management. Accident Analysis & Prevention, 165:106501, 2022.

[3] Shana Hertz Hattis. Crime in the United States. Lanham Bernan Press, 2015.

[4] Ayan Mukhopadhyay. Robust Incident Prediction, Resource Allocation and Dynamic Dispatch. PhD thesis, Vanderbilt University, 2019.

[5] USA Deparment of Homeland Security. Phases of Emergency Management, 2019.

[6] Center of Disease Control and Prevention. Road traffic injuries and deaths — a global problem.

https://www.cdc.gov/injury/features/global-road-safety/index.html, 2019.

[7] National Emergency Number Association. 9-1-1 statistics. https://www.nena.org/page/911Statistics, 2019.

[8] Ayan Mukhopadhyay, Yevgeniy Vorobeychik, Abhishek Dubey, and Gautam Biswas. Prioritized allocation of emergency responders based on a continuous-time incident prediction model. In International Conference on Autonomous Agents and MultiAgent Systems, pages 168–177, 2017.

[9] Erhan Erkut, Armann Ingolfsson, and Güneş Erdoğan. Ambulance location for maximum survival. Naval Research Logistics, 55(1):42–58, 2008.

[10] V. A. Knight, P. R. Harper, and L. Smith. Ambulance allocation for maximal survival with heterogeneous outcome measures. Omega, 40(6):918–926, 2012.

[11] Richard McCormack and Graham Coates. A simulation model to enable the optimization of ambulance fleet allocation and base station location for increased patient survival. European Journal of Operational Research, 247(1):294–309, 2015.

[12] Mykel J Kochenderfer. Decision Making Under Uncertainty: Theory and Application. MIT press, 2015.

[13] Ayan Mukhopadhyay, Zilin Wang, and Yevgeniy Vorobeychik. A decision theoretic framework for emergency responder dispatch. In International Conference on Autonomous Agents and MultiAgent Systems, pages 588–596, 2018.

[14] Constantine Toregas, Ralph Swain, Charles ReVelle, and Lawrence Bergman. The location of emergency service facilities. Operations Research, 19(6):1363–1373, 1971.

[15] Richard Church and Charles ReVelle. The maximal covering location problem. volume 32, pages 101–118, 1974.

[16] Michel Gendreau, Gilbert Laporte, and Frédéric Semet. Solving an ambulance location model by tabu search.

Location Science, 5(2):75–88, 1997.

[17] John A Deacon, Charles V Zegeer, and Robert C Deen. Identification of hazardous rural highway locations.

Transportation Research Record, 543, 1974.

[18] Sayyed Mohsen Vazirizade, Ayan Mukhopadhyay, Geoffrey Pettet, Said El Said, Hiba Baroud, and Abhishek Dubey. Learning incident prediction models over large geographical areas for emergency response systems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.08307, 2021.

[19] J Frantzeskakis, V Assimakopoulos, and G Kindinis. Interurban accident prediction by administrative area application in greece. Institution of Transportation Engineers Journal, 64(1):35–42, 1994.

[20] Paul P Jovanis and Hsin-Li Chang. Modeling the relationship of accidents to miles traveled. Transportation Research Record, 1068:42–51, 1986.

[21] Shaw-Pin Miaou and Harry Lum. Modeling vehicle accidents and highway geometric design relationships. Accident Analysis & Prevention, 25(6):689–709, 1993.

[22] Sarath C Joshua and Nicholas J Garber. Estimating truck accident rate and involvements using linear and poisson regression models. Transportation Planning and Technology, 15(1):41–58, 1990.

[23] Dominique Lord, Simon P Washington, and John N Ivan. Poisson, poisson-gamma and zero-inflated regression models of motor vehicle crashes: Balancing statistical fit and theory. Accident Analysis & Prevention, 37(1):35– 46, 2005.

[24] James A Bonneson and Patrick T McCoy. Estimation of safety at two-way stop-controlled intersections on rural highways. Transportation Research Record, (1401):83–89, 1993.

[25] Michael J Maher and Ian Summersgill. A comprehensive methodology for the fitting of predictive accident models. Accident Analysis & Prevention, 28(3):281–296, 1996.

[26] Tarek Sayed and Felipe Rodriguez. Accident prediction models for urban unsignalized intersections in british columbia. Transportation Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, (1665):93–99, 1999.

[27] Mohamed Abdel-Aty, Anurag Pande, Abhishek Das, and Willem Jan Knibbe. Assessing safety on Dutch freeways with data from infrastructure-based intelligent transportation systems. Transportation Research Record, 2083(1):153–161, 2008.

[28] Rongjie Yu and Mohamed Abdel-Aty. Analyzing crash injury severity for a mountainous freeway incorporating real-time traffic and weather data. Safety Science, 63:50–56, 2014.

[29] Anurag Pande and Mohamed Abdel-Aty. Assessment of freeway traffic parameters leading to lane-change related collisions. Accident Analysis & Prevention, 38(5):936–948, 2006.

[30] Hassan T Abdelwahab and Mohamed A Abdel-Aty. Artificial neural networks and logit models for traffic safety analysis of toll plazas. Transportation Research Record, 1784(1):115–125, 2002.

[31] Li Yen Chang. Analysis of freeway accident frequencies: negative binomial regression versus artificial neural network. Safety Science, 43(8):541–557, 2005.

[32] Carine Riviere, Philippe Lauret, Jean-Francois Ramsamy Manicom, and Yves Page. A Bayesian neural network approach to estimating the energy equivalent speed. Accident Analysis and Prevention, 38(2):248–259, 2006.

[33] Lin Zhu, Fangce Guo, Rajesh Krishnan, and John W Polak. The use of convolutional neural networks for traffic incident detection at a network level. In Transportation Research Board Annual Meeting, 2018.

[34] Jie Bao, Pan Liu, and Satish V. Ukkusuri. A spatiotemporal deep learning approach for citywide short-term crash risk prediction with multi-source data. Accident Analysis & Prevention, 122:239–254, 2019.

[35] Fred L Mannering and Chandra R Bhat. Analytic methods in accident research: Methodological frontier and future directions. Analytic methods in accident research, 1:1–22, 2014.

[36] Shamsunnahar Yasmin, Naveen Eluru, Chandra R Bhat, and Richard Tay. A latent segmentation based generalized ordered logit model to examine factors influencing driver injury severity. Analytic methods in accident research, 1:23–38, 2014.

[37] Ralph Grishman, David Westbrook, and Adam Meyers. Nyu’s english ace 2005 system description. In ACE 2005 Evaluation Workshop, 2005.

[38] David Ahn. The stages of event extraction. In Workshop on Annotating and Reasoning About Time and Events, pages 1–8, 2006.

[39] Heng Ji and Ralph Grishman. Refining event extraction through cross-document inference. In Annual Meeting of the Association for Computational Linguistics, pages 254–262, 2008.

[40] Yubo Chen, Liheng Xu, Kang Liu, Daojian Zeng, and Jun Zhao. Event extraction via dynamic multi-pooling convolutional neural networks. In International Joint Conference on Natural Language Processing, pages 167– 176, 2015.

[41] Thien Huu Nguyen, Kyunghyun Cho, and Ralph Grishman. Joint event extraction via recurrent neural networks.

In Proceedings of the 2016 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, pages 300–309, 2016.

[42] Chuang Gan, Naiyan Wang, Yi Yang, Dit-Yan Yeung, and Alex G Hauptmann. Devnet: A deep event network for multimedia event detection and evidence recounting. In Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 2568–2577, 2015.

[43] Xiaojun Chang, Zhigang Ma, Yi Yang, Zhiqiang Zeng, and Alexander G Hauptmann. Bi-level semantic representation analysis for multimedia event detection. IEEE Transactions on Cybernetics, 47(5):1180–1197, 2016.

[44] Zhigang Ma, Xiaojun Chang, Zhongwen Xu, Nicu Sebe, and Alexander G Hauptmann. Joint attributes and event analysis for multimedia event detection. IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems, 29(7):2921–2930, 2017.

[45] Manling Li, Alireza Zareian, Qi Zeng, Spencer Whitehead, Di Lu, Heng Ji, and Shih-Fu Chang. Cross-media structured common space for multimedia event extraction. arXiv preprint arXiv:2005.02472, 2020.

[46] Crisis Response. How waze crowdsourcing navigation app can help emergency services.

https://www.crisis-response.com/Articles/594337/How_Waze_crowdsourcing.aspx.

[47] European Emergency Number Association. Exploring the use of waze for emergency response: A pilot project by waze and eena. https://eena.org/knowledge-hub/documents/waze-project-final-report/, 2018.

[48] Yasas Senarath, Ayan Mukhopadhyay, Sayyed Vazirizade, Hemant Purohit, Saideep Nannapaneni, and Abhishek Dubey. Practitioner-centric approach for early incident detection using crowdsourced data for emergency services. In International Conference on Data Mining (to appear), pages 22–31, 2021.

[49] Francisco Silva and Daniel Serra. Locating emergency services with different priorities: the priority queuing covering location problem. Journal of the Operational Research Society, 59(9):1229–1238, 2008.

[50] Mark S. Daskin. A maximum expected covering location model: Formulation, properties and heuristic solution.

Transportation Science, 17(1):48–70, 1983.

[51] Charles Revelle and Kathleen Hogan. The maximum reliability location problem and α-reliable p-center problem:

Derivatives of the probabilistic location set covering problem. Annals of Operations Research, 18(1):155–173, 1989.

[52] Grace M Carter, Jan M Chaiken, and Edward Ignall. Response areas for two emergency units. Operations Research, 20(3):571–594, 1972.

[53] Sean K Keneally, Matthew J Robbins, and Brian J Lunday. A markov decision process model for the optimal dispatch of military medical evacuation assets. Health Care Management Science, 19(2):111–129, 2016.

[54] Ayan Mukhopadhyay, Geoffrey Pettet, Chinmaya Samal, Abhishek Dubey, and Yevgeniy Vorobeychik. An online decision-theoretic pipeline for responder dispatch. In International Conference on Cyber-Physical Systems, pages 185–196, 2019.

[55] Geoffrey Pettet, Ayan Mukhopadhyay, Mykel Kochenderfer, Yevgeniy Vorobeychik, and Abhishek Dubey. On algorithmic decision procedures in emergency response systems in smart and connected communities. In International Conference on Autonomous Agents and Multiagent Systems, pages 1046–1054, 2020.

[56] Geoffrey Pettet, Ayan Mukhopadhyay, Mykel Kochenderfer, and Abhishek Dubey. Hierarchical planning for resource allocation in emergency response systems. arXiv preprint arXiv:2012.13300, 2020.