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Objectives:

24.1   Understand the importance of implementation and be able to identify important   

 decision makers, the roles they play, and considerations they take into account in   

 making decisions relevant to disaster resilience.

24.2
Understand the differences between programmed, top-down and adaptive, bottom-up strategies, tactics, and measures for building disaster resilient communities.

24.3    
Identify the conditions and situations in which programmed and adaptive approaches are most appropriate.

________________________________________________________________________

Scope:

This session introduces students to basic concepts in devising courses of action to implement policies proposed in emergency management and hazard-mitigation plans. This includes consideration of the actors who will be involved in implementation or whose actions are the targets of policies and programs as well as the basic strategy or approach employed. Two approaches are contrasted: a programmed, top-down approach and a newer, adaptive, bottom-up approach. Both approaches have merit, depending on the local situation and often strategies will entail mixes of both. An important objective of this session is to help students understand the circumstances in which each approach is likely to be most effective. Class discussion should elicit students’ ideas about the best approach to use in implementing particular types of policies for building resilience to disasters in the local community in which they are developing a hazard resilience program.

________________________________________________________________________

Reading:


Instructor and Student Reading:

Berman, Paul. 1980. “Thinking About Programmed and Adaptive Implementation: Matching Strategies to Situations,” In Helen M. Ingram and Dean E. Mann, Eds. Why Policies Succeed or Fail. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage, pp. 205‑227.

May, Peter J. and Patricia A. Bolton.  1986. "Reassessing Earthquake Hazard Reduction Measures,"  Journal of the American Planning Association 52, 4:  443‑451.


Additional Instructor Reading:
Sabatier, Paul A. and Daniel A. Mazmanian. 1981. “The Implementation of Public Policy: A Framework of Analysis,” In Daniel Mazmanian and Paul Sabatier, Eds., Effective Policy Implementation. Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath, Lexington Books, pp. 3-35. 

Booth, Philip. 1995. “Zoning or Discretionary Action: Certainty and Responsiveness in Implementing Planning Policy,” Journal of Planning Education and Research 14, 2: 103-112. 

Kartez, Jack D. 1988. “Emergency Planning: An Adaptive Approach,” Baseline Data Report. Washington, DC: International City Management Association.

May, Peter J. and Raymond J. Burby. 1996. “Coercive Versus Cooperative Policies: Comparing Intergovernmental Mandate Performance,” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 15, 2: 171-201.

________________________________________________________________________

Handouts:

Handout 24.1
Factors to Consider in Formulating an Approach to and Content of a Program to Build Hazard Resilience.

________________________________________________________________________

General Requirements:
The content of this session should be presented as a lecture with class discussion encouraged. Use of the handout may reduce time required for the lecture.

Optional exercise: During presentation of Objective 25.3 have students (in teams) meet for a short period in class to evaluate the characteristics of the local community used for the class exercise that make a programmed or adaptive strategy appropriate.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 24.1 Understand the importance of implementation and be able to identify   important decision makers, the roles they play, and considerations they take into account in making decisions relevant to hazard resilience.

Requirements:
The content should be presented as a lecture, with discussion surrounding key concepts. In particular, the instructor might want students to think about which actors in the implementation process are most important to a successful outcome. That should lead students to realize that every actor is important and the failure of any given actor to participate can lead to a breakdown in implementation.

Remarks:

I.   
The ability to implement (i.e., carry out successfully) given measures for building disaster resilience is an important consideration in developing a strategy for accomplishing particular goals related to resilience.

A. Implementation can be viewed as an assembly process that is analogous to putting a machine together and making it run. Emergency managers have to assemble resources (personnel, funding) and devise strategies to carry out various activities (regulations, information and awareness building, public works, etc.) to build a hazard resilient community. This involves:

1. Formulating strategies by which program goals can be achieved.

2. Identifying and securing the cooperation of key actors who will carry out the policy or program.

3. Marshalling key resources needed.

4. Putting in place indicators of success and ways of evaluating progress.

B. May and Bolton (1986) in the assigned reading suggest an approach to devising implementation strategies based on identification of key decision makers and how the hazard resilience activity being considered will likely affect various factors that are important in their decision making. They illustrate their conceptions using programs to increase resilience to earthquake disasters in the Salt Lake City region.

C. The key categories of decision makers they identify include:

1. Policy makers (i.e., mayor, city council, county commissioners)

2. Implementers (i.e., chief executive, department heads, line operating personnel)

3. Target groups (i.e., households, home builders, etc. whose decisions and behavior the program seeks to change).

4. In addition, in devising implementation strategies it is also important to keep in mind that every program requires the continued support of constituency groups and, often, the media, so their interests must be considered and nurtured throughout the process of devising and carrying out implementation activities.

D. In devising an appropriate strategy, it is useful to think about roles each group will play relative to a particular policy or activity and the factors they will take into account in deciding whether and how they will play that role. These are discussed next.

II.  
Policy makers.

A. Policy makers typically play three important roles relative to any given hazard resilience measure.

1. They adopt the measure, such as a new regulation, operating procedure, public investment, acquisition of property, etc.

2. They fund the measure by appropriating money for operating personnel, capital equipment, and public investments (or authorizing borrowing or acceptance of grants-in-aid to provide needed funding).

3. The approve permits for building and development and conditions attached to permits to increase resilience to hazards.

B. In deciding whether and how they will play those roles, policy makers typically consider:

1. How their decisions will affect political support from individuals and groups they deem to be important.

2. How their decisions will affect their personal interests and well-being.

3. The degree that their decision will affect other matters that they deem important and in the public interest.

III.  
Implementers.
A. Implementers typically play five important roles that affect the feasibility and likely success of any given disaster resilience measure.

1. Establish operating procedures, administrative rules, and standards.

2. Issue permits based on conformance with rules and standards.

3. Enforce compliance with requirements of statutes and permits.

4. Decide on detailed technical specifications (e.g., design of a flood control structure to convey flood waters of various magnitudes).

5. Make funding requests.

B. In deciding whether and how they will undertake those roles, implementers typically consider:
1. Capacity to undertake the desired action, which will entail…

a. The degree to which they actually know what to do.

b. The resources (funds, personnel, time) they have available to undertake the action.

2. Maintenance of institutional integrity.

a. Implementers will be hesitant to undertake controversial actions that may endanger the political support for their broader mission.

b. For example, if a particular regulation will draw the ire of contractors, the local building official may pursue it half-heartedly rather than risk pressure to cut funding of the inspection staff.

3. Professional standards.

a. Implementers will be hesitant to undertake activities that they view as inappropriate from a professional perspective.

b. For example, engineering staff may be hesitant to use so-called green approaches to dealing with stormwater (e.g., grassed channels) rather than the approaches called for in engineering manuals (e.g., concrete curb and gutter).

4. Personal rewards and well-being (material and psychic).

a. Implementers will be hesitant to undertake activities that may threaten their continued advancement or further employment.

b. Implementers will be hesitant to undertake activities that may engender disapproval of their peers.

IV.  
Target groups.

A. Target groups typically play two important roles that affect the feasibility and likely success of any given hazard resilience measure.

1. Comply with the desired behavior as specified in regulatory standards or sought through indirect means, such as incentives.

2. Support continuation of the measure (or at least do not actively seek its repeal).

B. In deciding whether and how they will undertake these roles, target groups typically consider three sets of factors.

1. Awareness and knowledge of how to comply.

a. Target groups cannot comply if they are unaware of the existence of the measure and know what is required of them.

2. Costs of compliance (money, time, bother, standing with peers).

a. Target groups will evade compliance if the costs of compliance are unreasonable or cause them to give up other desired activities.

b. Costs of compliance are particularly problematic to businesses when they are imposed after rather than before the business has invested in a particular activity. 

c. When costs are imposed before the investment decision, businesses can decide whether or not to invest and can build the costs into their calculations (i.e., they might be able to recover them by paying a lower price for land for a development project or pass they on to consumers through higher prices for their development products).

3. Rewards for compliance (material and psychic).

a. Target groups are more likely to comply if they see rewards from doing so. For example, costs are easier to bear if they are offset by rewards, such as the ability to develop at higher density.

b. Psychic rewards are also important. These include both the esteem with which the target group is held by peers and the knowledge that the action taken is morally correct.

V.  
With careful consideration of the decision makers who will be involved in       implementing any given measure for building resilience to hazards, it should be       possible to develop a strategy (a selection of measures) that will be supported by       policy makers and implementers and complied with by target groups without      stimulating political resistance and backlash.

A. In addition, however, in devising an appropriate strategy it will be important to consider whether to focus on programmed or adaptive hazard-resilience measures and implementation processes.

B. This consideration, which will be examined next, affects the degree to which disaster resilience measures will be thought through and specified in advance or, instead, emphasis will be placed on processes for accomplishing disaster resilience, with particular measures and tactics developed incrementally over time.

C. In most cases, strategies for building resilience will entail various mixes of programmed and adaptive measures and tactics.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 24.2  Understand the differences between programmed, top-down and    adaptive, bottom-up strategies, tactics, and measures for building hazard resilient communities.

Requirements:
The content should be presented as a lecture.

Remarks:

I. Formulating hazards resilience policies and programs.

A. We need to develop more effective policies and programs for building hazard resilient communities (i.e., that is, in devising polices and programs that work in practice and well as in theory and on paper).

1. Many policies proposed in plans for building resilience to disasters never see the light of day.

2. Other policies are acted upon through the formulation of new regulations, public investments, information programs, and other actions, but the efforts founder and fail to achieve their intended results.

B. These problems can be avoided if emergency managers recognize different situations that comprise the context for policy formulation and implementation and match their approach to program development to the situation at hand.

1. Two approaches can be distinguished: top-down (also called programmed or hierarchical) and bottom-up (also called adaptive or cooperative).

2. Three sets of factors affect the choice of approach: (1) the tractability of the of the disasters problem being addressed; (2) the degree to which it is possible to structure implementation of the proposed policy; and (3) various characteristics of the jurisdiction.

3. In this session we will examine in detail what is entailed in top-down and bottom-up approaches, and we will look at how decision makers can assess tractability, structuring implementation, and important community characteristics.

II. The two approaches to policy implementation: programmed and adaptive.

A.  
Programmed implementation.

1. Programmed implementation involves putting together a course of action that is fully specified in advance, which minimizes chances for deviation or sabotage of program goals by line personnel who are responsible for implementation.

2. Programmed plans of action have six characteristics:

a. Specific, detailed, written objectives are provided to operating personnel in order to avoid misunderstanding, confusion, and value conflicts.

b. Clear lines of authority are specified, with authority matching responsibility for aspects of the course of action proposed. By specifying who is responsible for each aspect of the proposed course of action, it is possible to monitor performance and correct deviations from what is expected.

c. Participation in policy making is limited, since the more veto points there are, the greater the likelihood someone can sabotage accomplishment of the objectives sought. Also, greater participation can lead to more ambiguity about what should be done and who is supposed to do it.

d. Contingency plans are used to anticipate out-of-the-ordinary situations and minimize the chance that operational personnel, when faced with a new situation, will do something not intended or that does not contribute to the objectives sought.

e. Standard operating procedures and manuals are provided to minimize discretion and the possibility that operating personnel will deviate from desired actions. 

f. The performance of operating personnel is monitored in terms of compliance with prescribed procedures and standards. Adjustments are made by sanctioning implementers for noncompliance or making small incremental adjustments in guidelines.

B. Adaptive implementation.

1. Adaptive implementation involves specifying a process for accomplishing desired objectives, rather than a completely specified course of action, so that actions or new activities can be undertaken as the need arises as the policy unfolds and conditions and situations change over time.

2.
Adaptive approaches have four characteristics:
a. General or vague objectives are specified, since it sometimes easier to get agreement on a course of action than it is on why particular actions are being pursued.

b. Provision is made for the active participation of all relevant operating personnel, since problem solving is enhanced when diverse participants bring more information to the table. Also, when people actively participate in decisions, they are more likely to be motivated to do a good job. They develop a sense of ownership in the program.

c. Operating personnel are given considerable discretion in deciding what to do, since people sometimes revolt and refuse to follow rigid standard operating procedures. It is sometimes better to take advantage of the street knowledge and creativity of operating personnel and to let them adjust the policy to fit the situation.

d. Finally, an adaptive approach focuses evaluation on making adjustments in the process to make it work better rather than in imposing sanctions on operating personnel.

C. Implications of programmed and adaptive strategies for devising programs to build resilience to disasters.

1. With a programmed approach, resources are devoted to sound technical studies and the formulation of conditional predictions (i.e., if we do this, this will result).

a. This implies that the person chosen to manage the program has good technical skills and ability to manage people.

b. It also implies that a lot of attention is paid to devising formal operating procedures, putting in place systems to monitor compliance with those procedures, and to devising appropriate incentives and sanctions to enhance compliance.

2. With an adaptive approach, resources are concentrated on interaction with other stakeholders and on coordination of the activities of various agencies.

a. This implies that the person chosen to manage the program has good people skills.

b. It also implies devoting much time to working with various groups, such as committees, task forces, and the like.

3. The choice of approach also has implications for the types of planning and development management tools that are employed in building resilience.

a. The programmed approach fits well with the traditional rational model of planning and traditional development management tools, such as zoning regulations and capital improvement programming.  These approaches require that the “rules of the game” be specified in advance, and they provide relatively little room for negotiation with affected stakeholders.

b. The adaptive approach fits well with short-range problem-focused plans and programs and with development management tools that maximize flexibility, such as special use permits, case-by-case decision-making on utility extensions, and the use of negotiation with developers and other stakeholders in order to accomplish objectives.

________________________________________________________________________

Objective 24.3. Identify the conditions and situations in which each strategy is most 

appropriate.

Requirements:
The content should be presented as a lecture. Refer to Handout 25.1 so that students can see the big picture and appreciate the large number of factors that need to be taken into account in devising implementation strategies. They should also realize, after finishing this part of the session, that different measures for building resilience may require different implementation strategies.

Remarks:

I.   
When devising programs to build disaster resilient communities, emergency managers can either adapt the approach they employ to the situation at hand, or they can try to change the situation. 

A. In evaluating the situation to decide on an appropriate approach, emergency managers should consider three sets of factors:

1.  
Tractability of problems.

2.  
Ability to structure implementation.

3.   
Characteristics of the jurisdiction.

B. For the most part, these factors cannot be changed, in at least the short run, by emergency managers, though they can have some influence on aspects of the tractability of problems and their ability to structure implementation, as explained shortly.

C.  
Handout 25.1 summarizes aspects of tractability, ability to structure implementation, and characteristics of implementation.

II.  
Tractability of problems is affected by four considerations.

A. First is the availability of a theory that explains why hazard resilience problems exist and what factors contribute to their existence and severity.

1. If problems are well understood, then a programmed approach to devising courses of action to solve them may work well. 

2. Often factors that contribute to the existence and severity of hazards and their impacts on property are much better understood than human behavior that exposes people and property to loss.

a. For example factors that contribute to peak discharge of stormwater are well known, which makes it possible to devise flood control techniques that will be effective.

b. Factors that result in damage from flood waters are also well known, which makes it possible to devise design solutions that will minimize flood damages.

c. But, factors that lead people to occupy flood-hazard areas and ways to change this behavior are less well known.

d. In addition, some hazards that are less well understood and more difficult than flooding to control include wind hazards and earthquakes, both of which are difficult to predict in any given location. 

3. When problems are not well understood and emergency managers cannot draw on theory to figure out how to proceed, an adaptive approach may be most appropriate.

a. As noted above, factors that lead people to expose themselves to hazards are not well understood, although research has produced a number of suggestive results.

b. Given this, it is difficult to impose top-down approaches to reducing the occupancy of hazard areas. But this end can be achieved through adaptive approaches that emphasize work with various stakeholders to find ways to steer development to hazard-free sites that are acceptable to various stakeholders.

c. Nevertheless, there are some cases where factors affecting behavior are relatively well understood and this can be taken into account in devising programs. For example, we know that people tend to be more concerned about technological hazards than they are about natural hazards. Thus, programmed approaches to dealing with technological hazards may have more success than those dealing with natural hazards, where people have greater difficulty in understanding the reasons they must change their customary ways of acting.

B. Second is the diversity of target groups whose behavior the program seeks to change.

1. The more diverse the target group, the more likely that an adaptive approach will work best, since it is unlikely that “one size will fit all.”

2. Alternatively, if the target of the policy or program is relatively homogeneous, it is likely that program details can be crafted to work effectively with that group.

C. Third, the larger the population targeted by a program, the more likely an adaptive approach will be required.

1. Obviously, larger target groups are also likely to be more diverse, so the same issues with diversity will apply.

2. Also, when larger target populations are involved, programs typically will take longer to put in place, so that with the passage of time conditions may change and adaptation may be required.

3. If a programmed approach is sought with a large population, one way of dealing with this problem would be to segment the target population and develop somewhat different policies and programs for each segment.

D. Fourth, the greater the behavioral change sought from a target population, the more likely an adaptive approach will be more effective.

1. Large changes in behavior are likely to encounter more resistance from target populations and require more persuasive mechanisms to bring it about.  Finding the right formula can take time and experimentation, which is easier to do with an adaptive approach.

2. Target group resistance may also take the form of a political backlash, which will require adjustments to maintain support from elected officials. This too argues for an adaptive rather than a programmed approach.

3. Alternatively, when small changes in behavior are sought, target groups will likely be able to accommodate them at little cost and are not likely to resist. In this case, a programmed approach can work most effectively, since its uniformity can reduce confusion and lead to faster learning of the new behavior being sought.

III. Ability to structure implementation is affected by seven factors.

A. First, when goals and objectives are clear and consistent, a programmed approach to implementation may work well. Alternatively, if goals are unclear or conflicting, then it is difficult to develop consistent means for accomplishing them and an adaptive approach will likely work more effectively. 

1.
If there is open conflict over the ends being sought, an approach that allows negotiation of a course of action will be needed. 

2.
This is why it is often easier to pursue programs that are narrowly focused on a single goal rather than multiple goals, even though this is inherently less efficient.

B. Second, when the means are at hand to address all of the theoretically important aspects of a problem, a programmed approach may work best; if there are missing pieces, however, an adaptive approach will likely work better.

C. Third, when financial resources are adequate to fund the actions envisioned, a programmed approach is appropriate; if all of the financing is not there, then an adaptive approach is likely to work best.

D. Fourth, programmed implementation will work well when the operational personnel who will be take part in a program are hierarchically integrated, as when they all work for the same organization. Alternatively, if the program will require personnel from a number of organizations, an adaptive approach may be required, since it will be difficult to secure uniform actions from people who must simultaneously satisfy a number of demands on their time.

E. Fifth, when operational personnel are likely to be strongly committed to the ends sought, a programmed approach will work well. If commitment is likely to be lukewarm, which may be the case if the program requires them to undertake new or unfamiliar actions, then an adaptive approach may be more appropriate. In the latter case, it may be necessary to experiment to find the course of action most acceptable to the people who will have to carry it out.

F. Sixth, the skills of the person available to direct implementation of the measures envisioned also should be considered. If they have strong technical skills and relatively weak leadership skills, a programmed approach might be most appropriate. If the opposite holds, then an adaptive approach is called for.

IV. Finally, seven characteristics of the local jurisdiction should be considered in deciding whether to pursue a programmed or adaptive approach.

A. First, the importance of the problem to the jurisdiction should be considered. 

1.
If the problem is important and has high priority for resolution, then a programmed approach will work well. 

2.
Otherwise, an adaptive approach is likely to be more effective.

B. Second, the rate of change in the jurisdiction may be an important consideration. 

1.
If the community is relatively stable, then a programmed approach seems most appropriate, since factors that may affect program operation and success are likely to be known. 

2. If the community is growing rapidly or otherwise changing, there will be much more uncertainty, and an adaptive approach might be most effective.

3. If the community is stoic and unchanging/unmoving nongrowth place, then an adaptive approach with incentives might best.

C. Third, the economic importance of the target of the program should be considered. 

1.
Economically important groups are likely to have the resources to resist actions they do not favor, so that an adaptive approach that facilitates bargaining to find acceptable courses of action might work best. 

2.
If the group is not economically important, a programmed approach is likely to encounter less effective resistance, if the changes in behavior sought are not wholly acceptable to the target group.

D. Fourth, the degree to which media support is important should be considered. 

1.
If the media are needed to publicize the program, then if they can be counted on to play that role, a programmed approach will likely work well.

2.
If media support is uncertain, then an adaptive approach may be more effective.

E. Fifth, the degree of likely public support is also important to consider. 

1.
Programs that are likely to engender strong public support may be undertaken using a programmed approach.

2.
Those where public support is uncertain or missing require an adaptive approach. 

F. Sixth, is constituency support.

1.
If there is a supportive constituency then a programmed approach will likely be appropriate.

2.
If there is no constituency arguing for the program and likely to support it, then an adaptive approach would likely work better.

G. Seventh is support from elected officials. 

1.
If strong and continued support from elected officials can be counted on, then a programmed approach is likely to work well.

2.
Where that is not the case, then an adaptive approach will likely be more effective.

V. In class exercise.  Divide the class into groups and assign each group a disaster resilience goal and programmed and adaptive measures that could be pursued to accomplish the goal. Ask each group to consider the community used for the class exercise in terms of the tractability of the problem, ability to structure implementation, and characteristics of the jurisdiction to determine which approach would likely be most effective.

A. Potential disaster resilience goals and alternative programs that might be considered include:

1. Goal: increase the ability of dwelling units to withstand (flood, earthquake, other hazard) without incurring substantial damage.

a. Programmed means: Enact mandatory retrofit ordinance that requires that dwelling units be modified to meet new hazard-resistance standards within a set period of time.

b. Adaptive means: Hire a program director to work with neighborhood and nonprofit groups to find ways to retrofit buildings, including use of volunteer materials and labor, negotiation of below-market-rate loans from banks, and other means.

2. Goal: slow new development occurring in designated high-hazard areas, such as floodplains, earthquake fault zones, and others appropriate to the local community.

a. Programmed means: Enact a zoning overlay district that substantially reduces allowable dwelling unit density per acre within the hazard area.

b. Adaptive means:  Hire a program director to work with landowners to dedicate property to a land trust, put conservation easements on their property in return for certain tax advantages, and employ other means to reduce future development in hazard areas.

3. Goal: increase emergency preparedness among nursing homes.

a. Programmed means:  Enact an ordinance that requires these institutions to prepare emergency evacuation plans and practice those plans at least annually. Put in place inspection system with meaningful penalties for noncompliance.

b. Adaptive means: Research and adapt educational materials for the institutions and hold workshops to build understanding of the need for appropriate emergency evacuation procedures.

________________________________________________________________________
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