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Objectives:

21.1 Understand how volunteers and private sector partnerships can be used to promote greater effectiveness in promoting disaster resilient communities.

21.2 Understand what we know about the potential benefits and drawbacks to the use of volunteers in hazard reduction efforts in all phases of emergency management services.

21.3 Be able to analyze those strengths and weaknesses of co-production within a cost-effectiveness framework.

21.4 Be able to identify successful examples of volunteer support and collaboration in hazard reduction (including preparedness, mitigation, response and recovery aspects of emergency management) to use as a model for professional practice. 

________________________________________________________________________
Scope:

This session introduces students to coproduction as a strategy in promoting disaster resilient communities.  Students will understand the different arrangements that have occurred between government and professional/citizen volunteers to reduce hazards, as well as the possible advantages and disadvantages of these arrangements. They will be able to analyze the relative strengths and weaknesses of this approach and devise strategies to create volunteer support for hazard reduction (drawing from model examples).  

________________________________________________________________________
Readings:

Instructor and Student Reading:

Brudney, Jeffrey, 1990. Fostering Volunteer Programs in the Public Sector, San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass Publishing, Chapters 1-7.

FEMA’s Four Volume Set Exemplary Practices In Emergency Management 

Available at  http://www.fema.gov/library/lib07.htm
Additional Instructor Reading: 

Bowenkamp, C. D. 2000. “Community Collaboration in Disaster: The Role of Voluntary Agencies,” Prehospital and Disaster Medicine 15, 4: 207-208.

Britton, Neil R. et al., 1990. The Permanent Volunteer Worker: Exploring Relevant Factors in Stress Coping, Sydney, Australia: University of Sydney, Disaster Management Studies Center, Occasional paper No. 3.

Brudney, Jeffrey L. And William D. Duncombe. 1992. “An Economic Evaluation of Paid, Volunteer, and Mixed Staffing Options for Public Services,” Public Administration Review 52 (5): 474-81.

Brudney, Jeffrey and Robert Warren. 1990. “Multiple Forms of Volunteer Activity in the Public Sector: Functional, Structural and Policy Dimensions,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 19(1) 1990.

Brudney, Jeffrey, 1990. Fostering Volunteer Programs in the Public Sector. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass Publishing.
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Pammer, William J. 1992. “Administrative Norms a and Coproduction of Municipal Services,” Social Science Quarterly, 73 (4): 920-30.

Southern California Earthquake Preparedness Project (SCEPP). 1985. Model Neighborhood Self-Help Campaign. Los Angeles, CA: SCEPP.

Perkins, K. 1989. "Volunteer Firefighters in the United States: A Descriptive Study," Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly.18: 269-277.
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_______________________________________________________________________

General Requirements:

The content of this session should be presented as lecture with student discussion at the end (see requirements and remarks under Objective 24.4).

_______________________________________________________________________

Objective 21.1 Understand how volunteers and private sector partnerships can be used to promote greater effectiveness in promoting disaster resilient communities.
Requirements:

The content should be presented as lecture.

Remarks:

I.
Ever since the 1980’s, local governments have faced great pressure to make better use of volunteers to help “coproduce” public services as a way to offset fiscal shortfalls, enhance citizen involvement and public perception of the value of government, and improve service responsiveness.  

A.
According to Gallup poll surveys conducted for the Independent Sector (a research center and clearinghouse on volunteering and charitable activities in the US) a large majority of local governments (70%) in the US involve volunteers in the delivery of public services.  

B.
There is a long and proud tradition of coproduction in the field of emergency management. 

1. Perhaps the best-known example is that of the volunteer fire department. 

a.
There are over 25,000 volunteer fire departments in the U.S. with an aggregate of more than 1 million members providing fire protection service to three-fourths of the geographic area of the U.S. (Perkins, 1990). 

b.
In many instances, a professional paid fireman will supervise and train the volunteer fire fighting corps within a community. 

c.
Volunteers also play important roles in flood fighting and in post-disaster recovery.

C.
The popular view espoused by media and many elected officials is that volunteers are plentiful.  

1.
And although the Independent Sector's 1999 study, Giving and Volunteering in the United States, reveals that volunteering has increased significantly (56 percent of adults volunteered a total of 19.9 billion hours--a 13.7 percent increase from a 1996 study), and the number of households giving remains high (109 million Americans), the actual pool of volunteers that can donate time on a regular basis to an organization or activity is actually quite limited--and there is keen competition in public, private and nonprofit sectors for that group (Brudney and Duncombe, 1992).

II.
Co-production Defined.

A.
Definitions of co-production vary significantly in the literature.  

1.
Some scholars prefer to distinguish “co-production” as distinct from “citizen participation” because it refers to involvement of citizens in the actual delivery of public services as part of the public service bureaucracy.  

2.
Other scholars argue this emphasis is misleading and that we should de-emphasize the volunteer as “service provider” role and instead emphasize the “citizen participation” and “supplementing” aspects of volunteer service capacity as more important and realistic views of the coproduction process  (see e.g., Pammer, 1992; Brudney and Warren, 1990; and O’Connell, 1996).  

3.
Brudney and Warren (1990), two of the more active scholars on   coproduction theory and practice in the U.S., offer the following working definition of co-production: 

a.
“The joint involvement of citizens and public agencies in the creation of public goods and services or associated overhead activities.”

4.
However, it may be useful to further distinguish coproduction as one of three joint undertakings or partnering processes among volunteers /volunteer organizations and public service agencies:

a. Co-production is where volunteers donate time, energy, knowledge, and resources to the provision of a public good or service with a public agency. 

i.
It can be motivated by self-benefit and altruism. 

ii.
It can be both an individual and collective effort. 

iii.
It can be accomplished with citizen organizations, nonprofits, and private businesses.   

b. Co-provisioning is where volunteers are involved in discussion and policy making that determines:

i.
What public goods and services should be supplied.

ii.
In what amounts.

iii.
And by whom. 

iv.
It might include lobbying efforts, canvassing, advisory boards, task forces and formal meetings.

c. Cofinancing is where volunteers collaborate or participate in the aggregation of resources sufficient to produce the public goods and services authorized in the provision decision-making. 

i.
This might include fundraising activities and securing donations whether they be monetary or in-kind (Weschler and Mushkatel, 1987),

5.
All three aspects of joint action are important for creating disaster resilient communities. But this module focuses specifically on the service production aspect for emergency managers.

III.
The Importance of Coproduction for Creating a Disaster Resilient Community.

A.
Remember that disaster resilient communities aim to:

1.
Minimize loss of life.

2.
Limit public service interruption.

3.
Minimize business disruption.

4.
Reduce property losses and repeated losses. 

5.
Mitigate as a first priority.

6.
Rely less on external disaster response services over time.

7.
Accelerate early and long-term recovery processes.
B.
Disaster resilient communities must therefore be socially, politically, economically and physically “coproduced” or “jointly created” because by definition this is a community building process. 

C.
Experience from FEMA’s Project Impact Program, the Institute for Business & Home Safety's (IBHS) Showcase Communities Program, and similar state programs such as Florida’s disaster resistant community planning efforts clearly underscore the importance of community-based planning efforts, public-private partnerships, neighborhood-based approaches, and other grassroots-related initiatives to garner enough capacity and commitment to make headway in:

1.
Hazard mitigation land use planning.

2.
Enforcement of building codes.

3.
Retrofit programs.

4.
Business protection and family protection programs.

5.
Disaster recovery planning efforts. 

D.
In short, all forms of “social organization” within a community should be evaluated for potential partnering to facilitate the coproduction of a disaster resilient community.  

1.
In many cases the connection may not be immediately apparent.  

a.
For example, a group of organizations aimed at rescuing abandoned pets may be a community’s best assets for making community members aware, responsible, and effective in dealing with pets and other animals before and after disaster strikes (i.e., dealing with a real problem with minimal cost to the local emergency manager)(see e.g., http://www.redcross.org/disaster/safety/pets.html).  An example of partnering for at-risk populations is HELPU Fire and Life Safety, which aids disabled and senior communities in designated jurisdictions (see http://www.helpusafety.org).

b.
Many of the best current examples of coproducing disaster resilience come from creative collaborations created by imaginative local citizens, businesses and members of the emergency management community. 

E.
Institutional arrangements for coproduction vary significantly.

1.
Staffing within emergency management organization.

a.
Regular hierarchically defined position within the emergency management organization also coordinates non-paid tasks.

b. Formally designated volunteer administrator who is responsible on part-time (or full-time) basis for recruitment, training, and volunteer group support functions.  

c. Staffing position of Special Needs or At-Risk Coordinator for working with and within the disabled and senior communities.

2.
Relationship of non-profit group to emergency management organization.

a.
Volunteer group with formal ties to the organization that includes liability insurance coverage and personnel classifications as non-paid employees.

b.
Ad hoc grassroots organizations with no formal connection with the emergency management agency (e.g., many VFPDs only have mutual aid agreements and memorandums of understanding connecting them to County government operations).

F.
In many cases, formal training and support functions will be needed to leverage the greatest value from volunteer-cooperative relationships.  

1.
However, because emergency managers have limited time and resources, they will need to prioritize which partnerships and volunteer linkages promise the greatest rewards for promoting disaster resilience.  Possible criteria to help prioritize such decisions include:

a. Co-production programs that encompass the development community and design professionals – i.e., developers, builders, contractors, architects, engineers, landscape architects and planners--because these professionals have an immediate impact on the who, what, how, where and when of community development and redevelopment.  

b. Co-production programs that include grassroots organizations, PTA/student school preparedness programs, special interest groups with compatible interests, and neighborhood based organizations such as community emergency response teams (CERTs) or neighborhood emergency response teams (NETs) because these groups represent potentially powerful political allies and stalwart supporters of disaster resilience efforts.  

i.
They also often have networks that promise a far ranging impact through a community or region (if the effort is deemed of value and a success).

c. Co-production programs that leverage existing resources that would be cost prohibitive if sought on a purely public basis. 

i.
For example, an auxiliary emergency management communications system as provided by the Amateur Radio Emergency Service/Radio Amateur Civil Emergency Service (ARES/RACES), or an Equestrian or Air Search and Rescue Teams such as provided by the Civil Air Patrol. 

d. Co-production programs where there are clear opportunities to link disaster resilient community objectives and efforts with other important community planning and quality of life objectives such as environmental protection, agricultural preservation, historic preservation, open space, parks and recreation, tourism and other issues. For hazard mitigation land-use planning efforts increase with their support of other objectives.  

i.
For example, it makes sense to put time and effort into linking or joining the emerging policy network with programs such as Smart Growth and Sustainable Community Development if these have gained popularity in your state and local government as a “public good.”  

G.
Another way to consider the importance of coproduction for building disaster resilient communities is through an adaptation of Britton’s (1991) concept of a disaster relevant organizational network (DRON).  

1.
Britton (1991) argues that effective emergency management must coordinate and manage the interdependent elements of the DRON before, during and after a disaster for best effect.  

2.
The DRON consists of 5 groups operating simultaneously at federal, state, local levels and across all three sectors (public, private and nonprofit). This includes:

a. 
Career emergency management officials and staff – the Lead Response Group at all levels of government and across all sectors.

b. 
Permanent emergency management volunteers  -- Individuals who associate with EM organizations and agencies to help them effectively prepare, respond, mitigate and recover from disasters.

c. 
Volunteers associated with more generalized compassion, welfare, relief or special interests related to emergency management and disaster relief.

d. 
General public that spontaneously donates money, time, expertise and other resources to respond to disasters and other emergency management needs.

e.  
Impacted population that will engage in self-help and recovery during and after a disaster event.

.

H.
According to Britton (1991) the trained permanent disaster volunteer provides a critical link between the informal resources of the community and the more focused, institutional or formal resources provided by various levels of government and the nonprofit sector. 

1.
In other words, they provide a critical link for building a disaster resilient community because of their grounded knowledge base and network ties within the larger community.  Next we will discuss some of the benefits and costs of coproduction efforts that are likely to be encountered by emergency managers.

________________________________________________________________________
Objective 21.2 Understand what we know about the potential benefits and drawbacks to the use of volunteers in hazard reduction efforts in all phases of emergency management. 

Requirements:

The content should be presented as lecture.

Remarks:

I.
Research on co-production programs has identified a number of plausible benefits and drawbacks depending on how and where it is used in the public sector. 

A.
In general, the research tends to suggest that 

1.
The benefits of coproduction are at their greatest and drawbacks at their least when coproduction is used as a “supplement” to broaden the impact and effectiveness of emergency management and other public service programs.

2.
Co-production becomes most problematic when public officials begin to expect that volunteers can “supplant” paid professional employees (Brudney, 1990).  

B.
Benefits associated with successful coproduction programs include:

1.
Reduced program costs by shifting some aspects of service provision to volunteers. 

a.
For example “public education” programs on emergency management efforts such as family disaster preparedness planning might be shifted to volunteers trained with “canned” programs created by emergency management experts.

2. 
Greater program effectiveness.

a.
Citizens have grounded knowledge about the community that professionals may lack (e.g., knowledge of vulnerable populations--handicapped and elderly), provide feedback that makes efforts more responsive to targeted populations, and extend the service range and impact of services.  

b.
For example, in the aftermath of a disaster, when triage is needed to prioritize search and rescue operations, Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) programs may free up professional response teams to deal with larger injured population areas. 

i.
CERTs may fill the gaps in the first 48 hours after a disaster and because of their unique “local” expertise and familiarity with their surroundings provide equal or superior service with appropriate training and preparedness. 

3. 
Enhance public awareness of the importance of building disaster resilient communities and support for the integral functions of emergency management.  

a.
Once volunteers are empowered and educated they can act as advocates and support a disaster resilient community agenda within the political system. 

4. 
It is conceived as a form of citizen participation that shares other classical attributes of citizen participation benefits producing more responsible and responsive public officials, expectations for open accessible and participatory government, and involvement in public policy decision making. 

C.
Potential drawbacks of co-production include:

1. 
Resistance from various levels of management within government or the EM organization who:

a.
Fear a loss of control and a threat to organizational autonomy. 

b. 
Associate co-production with efforts to privatize emergency management services and thus a direct threat to the agency itself, or its budget for paid professional emergency management staff. 

2. 
Lack of elected or upper level public official support due to perceived threat of high levels of involvement or fear of liability exposure.

3. 
Accusations of loss of service quality because volunteers are argued to be unreliable, lack training, take up too much paid staff time for supervision and training.  

II. 
Possible ways to counter drawbacks of co-production:

A. 
Convince public officials, managers, and/or staff that citizens/volunteers can make their job easier, more effective and rewarding instead of more difficult. 

1.
Use success stories from other communities to make that case. 

B. 
Assign volunteers to tasks that supplement rather than supplant emergency management professional staff efforts. 

1.
Establish a track record using a pilot program with a carefully administered program evaluation to build up support for coproduction efforts.

C.
Use a cost-effectiveness analysis as discussed next to show how coproduction function will aid organizational mission and what the expected.
________________________________________________________________________
Objective 21.3 Be able to analyze the strengths and weaknesses of co-production within a cost-effectiveness framework.

Requirements:

The content should be presented as lecture using community emergency response team programs as an example.

The Community Emergency Response Team concept was developed and implemented by the Los Angeles City Fire Department (LAFD) in 1985. It has since spread and can now be found in many states and localities as a response capacity building strategy.  A CERT is a group organized as a team that receives special training to recognize, respond to, and recover from a major emergency or disaster situation. CERTs are trained by emergency responders and emergency management personnel in basic emergency care that will help them take care of themselves and others before, during, and after a major emergency. 

CERTs might include: (1) community groups such as homeowners associations, neighborhood watch groups, and religious organizations brought together to form geographically distributed teams; (2) business groups that might need this training due materials used, size of operations or location (e.g., high-rise office buildings, large hotels, or large industrial complexes/parks); and (3) government agencies that also need to keep operating and providing services in the aftermath of a disaster.  The training usually encompasses a seven week, 17-1/2 hour training course in disaster preparedness, fire suppression, disaster medical operations, light search and rescue operations, disaster psychology and team organization.  Many programs use a train a trainer program to expand impact. FEMA has several web pages dedicated to CERT programs if you need more information.
Remarks:

I.
How do emergency managers develop an estimate of the value of coproducing emergency management services such as a community emergency response team (CERT) program to justify program startup, continuation, or expansion?  

A.
Brudney (1990) citing Karn (1983) offers a basic six-step approach using a cost-effectiveness framework. To illustrate, this lets undertake a hypothetical assessment of a community emergency response team (CERT) program. 

1.
Step 1: Based on the local government’s job classification system, determine the annual compensation that would be extended to volunteers if they were paid employees.  

a.
This requires the creation of an actual “job classification” sheet detailing responsibilities, assigned tasks, and competencies in order to identify an equivalent job classification in the public agency pay schedule.  

b.
If none exists, then several proxies may suffice, such as entry-level fire suppression specialist or emergency management services assistant grade I.  

c.
If none of these seems appropriate, you may also consider what a private sector equivalent would be for the job position (e.g., for the CERT trainer it might be a CPR trainer or Public Information Specialist at the entry level pay scale).  

d.
For illustration, let’s assume we are going to value the CERT trainer volunteer. 

i.
The public information officer in the city government at the entry level is $27,172 with no benefit package included because this volunteer is part-time and would not qualify for the full package (retirement, workers compensation, life insurance, and health insurance).   

2.
Step 2: Covert the annual compensation package for the equivalent position to an hourly wage.  

a.
Because our volunteer CERT trainer is a part-time employee, the annual salary needs to be converted to an hourly wage. 

i.
In your city, taking into account holidays, employees work 2,087 hours a year. Divide $27,172 by 2,087 to get an hourly wage of $13.02.

3.
Step 3: Estimate the number of hours worked by CERT trainers as volunteers for the agency for the year.  

a.
This can be problematic because volunteers are often not very good at tracking there “real” hours of time to complete their job. 

b.
It requires consideration of preparation time, travel time to training sessions and meetings, phone calls and meeting times with the paid CERT supervisor within the fire department, paperwork and the like.  

i.
Let’s assume that for our community this came to 1214 hours that year with 9 trainers in service.

4.
Step 4: Compute the total economic worth of volunteer activities to the agency by multiplying $13.02 by 1214 hours, which equals $15,806.  

a.
For illustration purposes, also assume that you followed steps 1 through 4 to get an estimate of the value for all CERT team members trained by the trainers.  

b.
This is estimated of an additional economic benefit of $40,000. 

c.
The total volunteer economic value of your CERT program is thus $55,806.

5.
Step 5: Now compute the costs to the agency to run the CERT volunteer program. This needs to include all direct and indirect costs. 

a.
Direct costs might include the salary of the CERT volunteer supervisor, recruitment costs, training costs, reward/celebration costs, secretary, and certain human resources costs if relationship with trainers is formalized under a city liability scheme (e.g., insurance coverage), travel costs for volunteer trainers/coordinator, and reimbursement for like expenses.  

b.
Indirect costs include office space, utilities, furnishings, accounting, auditing, printing, and computer costs to maintain the CERT volunteer program. 

i.
For illustration purposes, assume a captain in the fire department supervises the CERT program at 50% time which is $25,000 of salary and compensation package and an addition $12,500 in indirect costs to the city for a total cost of $37,500.

6.
Step 6: Compute the cost effectiveness ratio for the program. Divide $55,806 by $37,500 to get a ratio of 1.48 (based on total costs) and the ratio is 2.23 (based on direct costs only).  

a.
Therefore, for every dollar that the city spends in support of the CERT program, whether direct or indirect, CERT returned $1.48 worth of services and $2.23 worth of services for every direct dollar spent.  

b.
However, it is important to note that even if a volunteer program returns less an a 1.0 ratio that may not be cause for termination once one considers all the intangibles that are not subject to monetary valuation as outlined in the discussion of benefits above.  

c.
Nevertheless, in the world of ever shrinking budgets and demands for accountability, this model is useful for generating plausible numbers based on a tested and accepted methodology (See Brudney 1990 for more on this methodology).
________________________________________________________________________
Objective 21.4 Be able to identify successful examples of volunteer support and collaboration in hazard reduction (including preparedness, mitigation, response and recovery aspects of emergency management) to use as a model for professional practice. 

Requirements:

This section can be handled several ways depending on the instructor’s desired approach: (1) review of successful approaches based on an Internet search; (2) team performance of cost effectiveness analyses; (3) Internet search of volunteer partnering examples students can find; or (4) class discussion of criteria for prioritizing co-production relationships to pursue. Each approach is described here.

Remarks:

I.
One option is to assign an Internet search on successful examples of coproduction to students (using FEMA’s Four Volume Set Exemplary Practices In Emergency Management as starting point) prior to class so you can discuss several concrete examples of coproduction in detail as a way to ground discussion of the pro’s and con’s and cost-effectiveness analysis.

A.
FEMA’s Four Volume Set Exemplary Practices In Emergency Management can be found at the following URL: http://www.fema.gov/library/lib07.htm

B.
Successful examples that can be used for classroom discussion and case study analysis (also drawn from the FEMA series include): 

1. 
Search and Rescue Teams (SARs): The Civil Air Patrol/Equestrian SAR.

2. 
Amateur Radio Emergency Service/Radio Amateur Civil Emergency Service (ARES/RACES).

3. 
Community Emergency Response Teams (CERTs) or Neighborhood Emergency Response Teams (NETs).

4. 
Chamber of Commerce/Business Emergency Preparedness Committees. 

5. 
Parent/Teacher Association & Student Earthquake Preparedness Programs.

6. 
T.V./Radio Station Emergency Communication Partnerships.

7. 
Medical/Hospital/Mental Health Disaster Volunteers and Councils.

8. 
SKYWARN and Other State Storm Spotter Organizations.

9.  
Household/School Emergency Management Volunteer Trainer Programs.

II.
A second option is to assign teams to perform a cost effectiveness analysis on a CERT program in the community or within the state they live in using the methodology described in Brudney (1990) assigned a few weeks before class.  

III.
A third option is to have the students conduct an Internet search of all volunteer and partnering examples they can find in emergency management that fits within Britton’s (1991) framework and discuss what the role of the local emergency manager is to these groups and organizations (or what they think it should be).

IV.
A fourth option to apply the criteria for “prioritizing” which coproduction relationships to pursue in the class case study community. 

A.
Which criteria make the most sense in their minds? Why? 

B.
What would be their approach to start such a relationship? 

C.
What are the likely barriers to implementation? What could they do to over come those?  

D.
Can they think of other criteria to guide this prioritization process (e.g., pre-existing organizational structure, limited liability relationships etc.?).
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