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Session 40: Evaluation of Community Disaster Education Programs


Time: 1 hour

Objectives:

Scope:
This course has explored many sociological, educational, and organizational components that must be integrated to develop a comprehensive program in individual and community disaster preparedness education.  Every disaster preparedness program will have as a primary objective, the goal of reducing injury and property damage, and maximizing the ability of the affected community to rebound following the impact of a disaster hazard.  This session is geared to provide an approach to assessing the effectiveness of these programs.  It offers an explanation of the terms and principles involved in traditional program evaluation, using disaster preparedness examples we have discussed earlier in this course as a bridge between evaluation theory and the practice of community disaster education.

Notes
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Note to Instructor
This class will be conducted in an interactive fashion.  Students will participate by first identifying several methods for imparting community disaster preparedness education.  As the evaluation principles are identified and explained in class, the students will then become part of an investigative body, discussing how these principles might be applied to two of the disaster preparedness strategies.  

The instructor should keep two factors in mind when preparing to present this class to students: 1) many university graduate programs offer entire courses in program planning and evaluation, and 2) there are entire texts that address the issue of evaluation.  In this single class session, the need for program evaluation as it applies to community disaster preparedness education will be introduced, along with some basic principles of the evaluation process.  Students will be confronted with the challenge of including evaluation into disaster preparedness program design, and identifying the questions these evaluations can answer.

Notes

Remarks:
A critical element in community disaster preparedness has to do with the variables that affect an individual’s tendency to adopt or resist hazard mitigation measures.  In their paper studying the response of the public to natural hazards in Puerto Rico, Palm and Hodgson (1993) suggest that before an individual will undertake preparedness steps, there must be sufficient awareness of the hazard risk.  We addressed this principle earlier in this course: in Session 9 (Citizen Perception of Risk) and in Session 10 (Citizen Disaster Denial).

Palm and Hodgson indicate that hazard awareness can come from several sources, including past experience with the hazard.  They report that, “Governmental agencies have attempted to increase the level of hazard awareness through public-information campaigns, using diverse strategies such as community meetings, brochures, and warnings on inside covers of telephone books” (p. 284).

Their survey of the hurricane disaster preparedness behaviors of Puerto Rican citizens suggests that the percentage of homeowners who undertook mitigation measures varied directly with their prior experience with or knowledge about the risk of  hurricanes.  

If, as Palm and Hodgson suggest, hazard awareness correlates with increased hazard preparedness, then one critical aspect of a community disaster preparedness initiative would have to be the measurement of the effectiveness of getting the awareness messages out to the community.

This class session will focus on evaluating the success of a community disaster preparedness initiative, both in making the public aware of the need for preparedness and measuring the impact of that awareness on disaster mitigation and outcomes.

Notes

40.1

Describe the relationship between program planning



and evaluation
As we have seen throughout this course, considerable thought and preparation goes into the planning of a community disaster preparedness initiative.  A thorough planning process includes several phases and integrates many of the preexisting variables and potential public and private partners within the target community.  Consideration must also be given to the socioeconomic and ethnic population variables that might be unique to the community, as well as to the needs of special populations such as the elderly, those living in high-rise buildings, and those with physical disabilities.  

FEMA (1985) has identified five phases involved in the planning process for dealing with the effects of earthquakes on communities, but these five phases have general applicability to all hazards.  The first four phases deal with 1) identification of hazards and the assessment of projections of potential outcome risks, 2) the development of community preparedness goals and steps for reaching those goals, 3) targeting specific mitigation measures that reflect the preparedness goals, and 4) the development of a multi-year program to achieve mitigation and preparedness strategies.  The final of these five phases includes the element of evaluation. 

The plan is put into practice in this phase, and “because the plan is dynamic, ongoing evaluation should continue throughout the implementation process” (FEMA-77, June 1985).  In the assigned readings chapter by Dignan and Carr, they define evaluation as “the process of inquiry into the performance of a program” (p. 143).  It measures, in effect, how well the program achieved its objectives.

Evaluation of a community disaster preparedness program should be a built in element of the planning process, rather than an afterthought.  By evaluating key elements along the way, a program will be better conceived, and modifications of less effective strategies can be made early on.  In this way, program partners will be able to maintain a clear view of the effectiveness of the steps being taken during the initiative.  Sound evaluation practices can also ensure that government, private and volunteer organizations will be in a better position to remain accountable to their respective constituents.

Notes

Suggested Activity: I
· Ask the students to identify some methods used in community disaster preparedness.  They should offer the examples of public service announcements, direct mail campaigns, brochures distributed at public events or shopping malls, CDE group presentations, etc.

· Now select two such methods for discussion: direct mail campaigns and community disaster education group presentations.  Challenge the students to develop an evaluation method that would permit a measure of the effectiveness of each method.

· Ask them what they think the objectives are for each of the methods.  In their evaluation suggestions, engage a discussion of what they would really like to know: 

· How many people were exposed to the information?  

· How many took specific actions based on this information? 

· Were the actions they took effective in the event of a real disaster?  

· How would the students propose to find out the answers to these questions?
40.2

Explain the scope of the program evaluation process   

A city has been affected by floods in three of the last seven spring rainy seasons.  As a result, the city council appropriates thousands of dollars to have hundreds of leaflets printed with flood safety steps.  These steps are downloaded from FEMA’s Internet site, along with the telephone number of the local emergency management office.  The leaflets are distributed door to door throughout the entire community.
· Consider the following example:

Notes

· What are the objectives in launching this campaign?  Is the council primarily concerned with disseminating information to the public as a service?   

Perhaps there are underlying concerns that a future flood will be devastating to the community, and this method of informing residents not only is good public relations, but will also give the council a reasoned argument that the community was provided with information for preparedness in advance of a possible disaster.  

· Why would an evaluation of this hazard notification campaign be important to the city council?

In their chapter on evaluation, Dignan and Carr suggest that evaluations assess both program accomplishments and limitations.  The process consists of a series of progressive and interdependent steps, designed to assess the overall performance of a program.  The findings of the evaluation may be used to stimulate changes in the program or the agencies designing and implementing it.  Inherent with an evaluation, then, is a likely prospect for change in some dimension of the program under consideration.  Program planners, municipal governments and emergency managers are constantly faced with decisions concerning which programs to fund.  As a result, they need a method to determine how to allocate their finite resources and measure whether or not their programs are getting appropriate results in a cost effective way.
In our example above, the flood preparedness leaflet program will take time and funding that might otherwise be used for other causes, perhaps to purchase other needed resources that will, within 30 days, ease traffic congestion and provide better service to commuters...a highly visible and rather immediately appreciated use of city funds.  City planners need to consider the relative importance and value of the programs they initiate in terms of who will be affected, when those effects might be seen, and how critical the programs are to the everyday or unique challenges that impact quality of life, health and safety of the community.

Evaluation can not only help planners weigh their initial program choices, but it can also be useful in the revision of ongoing programs or the construction of subsequent new ones.

Notes

40.3
Discuss six general questions that a program 

evaluation process should be designed to answer

In his text, “Qualitative Evaluation and Research Methods,” Patton explores the purpose of the evaluation process even further.

“I use the term evaluation quite broadly to include any effort to increase human effectiveness through systematic data-based inquiry.  Human beings are engaged in all kinds of efforts to make the world a better place.  These efforts include assessing needs, formulating policies…delivering programs…changing organizational culture…educating students.   The question of whether the people involved are accomplishing what they want to accomplish arises.  When one examines and judges accomplishments and effectiveness, one is engaged in evaluation” (p. 11).
Patton goes on to make the point that in order to conduct a meaningful evaluation of a program, the process must include systematic and careful data collection and a thoughtful analysis of the information once it has been gathered.  The entire exercise is geared to an applied solution, enhancing decision-making and action by those who are managing the program.  The relevance of this thinking to our course is readily apparent; those who plan and administer community disaster education programs cannot be satisfied with program design and implementation without a hard look at the effectiveness of the outcomes of their programs. 

Patton offers the following data-collection questions for consideration when designing the evaluation process for a specific program (p.12).  While the questions might be generic for various programs, the answers to those questions will vary with the specific program under scrutiny:

· Who is the information for and who will use the findings?

· What kinds of information are needed?

· How is the information to be used?  For what purpose is evaluation being done?
· When is the information needed?
Notes

· What resources are available to conduct the evaluation?

· Given answers to the preceding questions, what evaluation methods are appropriate?  

Suggested Activity: II
Now let’s go back to the two disaster preparedness programs we selected at the beginning of this class: direct mail campaigns and community disaster education group presentations.  Ask the students to discuss how Patton’s questions apply to the two programs.

Dignan and Carr describe six critical questions that represent the keys to the ultimate decisions to be made about the impact and efficacy of a program.  The evaluation process should generate answers to the following questions (pp.145-146):
1. Should this program be continued in its present form?

2. How can practices and procedures be improved?

3. What methods or activities produce the best results?

4. Can this program work in other places?

5. How much money should be spent on this program?

6. Do the results of evaluation support or refute the theory underlying program efforts toward effecting change in the target population?

Notes

How might we apply each of these six questions to the two disaster preparedness programs under consideration?
· Take some time to explore the relevance of these six questions to each of the two programs.  

· Ask the students for suggested ways to answer each of these

questions, discussing pros and cons of their suggestions.  All ideas should be placed “on the table.”  Keep in mind that, according to Patton:

“There are no rigid rules that can be provided for making data-collection and methods decisions in evaluation.  There is no recipe or formula to follow.  The art of evaluation includes creating a design and gathering information that is appropriate for a specific situation and particular decision-making context.  In art there is no single, ideal standard.  Beauty is in the eye of the beholder, and the evaluation beholders include a variety of stakeholders: decision makers, policy makers, funders, program managers, staff, program participants, and the general public. Any given design is necessarily an interplay of resources, possibilities, creativity, and personal judgments by the people involved” (p. 13).
40.4

Describe the six levels of program evaluation and how



they are applicable to community disaster 



preparedness education
Note to Instructor
Dignan and Carr describe six levels of evaluation.  A brief discussion of each of these levels is incorporated into the third part of the student activity, providing students with more specific criteria for evaluating their two disaster preparedness programs.  The following questions are meant to stimulate student participation and thinking about how the different levels of evaluation might be applied to the two programs.  Drive the discussion by challenging the students to suggest ways that each of the six levels can be applied to each program.  Suggested ideas for discussion  follow each level described.

Notes

Student Activity: III
· Level I: Activity

This level of evaluation attempts to define whether or not the program is up and running as planned.  It seeks to determine whether or not there are sufficient personnel to implement the program, and to what level they are doing so.  It helps to evaluate whether a program is staying on track with its projected timetable.

Consider our two examples under discussion: direct mailers and CDE presentations.  How might this first level of evaluation be applied to each method?

a.  Mailers  

· Are mailing lists compiled?

· Who is defining the content of the brochures?

· When will they be printed?

· What is the target date for mailing and who is responsible for sending the brochures out?
b.  CDE Presentations

· Who will be publicizing these presentations?

· Are they being scheduled?

· Are their instructors selected and scheduled?

· Are sites selected and coordinated with the schedule?
· Level II: Meeting Minimum Standards

Once the program is ongoing, this level of evaluation attempts to find out if the elements of the program are accessible to the target population within the costs projected in the budget.

Notes

a.  Mailers

· Are all segments of the population covered by the mailing lists?

· Are there specific languages in which the brochures should be printed?

· Are there special groups within the community that have been identified (those with disabilities, children, elderly, socio-culturally marginalized groups) with specially tailored information included on their brochures?
b.  CDE Presentations

· Have special groups within the community been identified and program content modified?

· Can partnerships be formed with community-based organizations to help reach a broader community network?

· Are these programs reaching specific segments of the population that tend to respond to disasters in ways that could be improved upon?
· Level III: Efficiency of Operation

This level asks the question, “Are we getting what we paid for?”  Are planned educational services getting to sufficient people, given the cost of the program implementation?

a.  Mailers

· How can we maximize the distribution of brochures to single family households (e.g., include with utility bills)?

· What can we do to get this information into the hands of businesses?

Notes

b.  CDE Presentations:

· Are we getting our presentations out to specific segments of the community: schools, church groups, senior citizens, ethnic groups, major employers?

· Level IV: Program Effectiveness

This level seeks to determine how well the program produces the desired results.  Are the efforts producing changes in the population’s disaster preparedness behavior?  How can planners determine when this is taking place?

a.  Mailers

· How many pieces of mail were actually delivered?

· How many people read the material?

· How many people took actions based on the content of the brochures?
b.  CDE Presentations

· How many CDE presentations were given?

· How many people took each class?

· Was attendance at classes in different community segments better or worse?

· How many people took actions based on the content of the presentations?
· Level V: Outcome Validity

After the program has been implemented, the next step in the evaluation process is to determine how successful the program was in dealing with the problem for which it was designed.  Did the program raise the level of community disaster preparedness?

Notes

We can easily determine how many brochures were mailed and how many people took CDE classes.  But this fifth level of program evaluation is more difficult to measure, because while disaster preparedness programs provide community members with a set of recommended actions, a critical outcome is whether or not they actually took those actions.
Ask students to propose how these surveys should be conducted?  By mail or telephone?  What are the logistics and personnel costs in conducting such a survey?

The information can be invaluable to program planners.  For the direct mail campaign, they can get a sense of who read the brochures and who reported taking actions based on their content.  Similarly, program planners will know who enrolled in CDE classes, and what segments of the community they represent.  By surveying them after the training, planners can find out what they did or did not do, relative to the content of the class, and why. 

· Level VI: Overall Appropriateness

This level of evaluation seeks to determine the extent to 
which the program’s goals were good for the community.  Certainly no one would argue that community disaster preparedness isn’t “good for society,” especially in light of the increasing number of casualties and growing property losses due to natural hazards in recent years.

But the overall cost/benefit of any proposed disaster preparedness program must be considered when stacked up against more immediate daily needs that place sizable demands on both private and public resources.  The “big picture” question asked by this level of evaluation is whether planners can justify spending large sums on community disaster preparedness for a hazard which may be real but temporally remote, when there are other needs (e.g., immunization programs, deteriorating public school buildings, ever-increasing needs of municipal fire, ambulance and law enforcement agencies, etc.) that, if unmet, will have immediate and very real consequences.

Notes

These overall outcomes of community disaster preparedness education programs are the hardest of all to evaluate, because the measure of success is a combination of the first five levels described above, plus the ultimate measure: did the application of the actions as described in the program take result in a reduction in death, injury, property loss, and the complexities inherent in the impact of disaster-caused homelessness?  “Ultimately, appraisal of the outcomes of community health education programs—the application of the changed behaviors—is the “acid test” of program efficacy” (Dignan and Carr, p. 151).

Example:
In their study of the population impacted by the 1994 Northridge earthquake in California, Nguyen et al found that over 72% of those interviewed reported the ability to perform first aid procedures.  But the majority of those who claimed to have these skills had never taken any first aid training  (Prehospital and Disaster Medicine, 1997. 12:4 pp. 293-299).  Since injuries are common following earthquakes, it would be important for emergency managers to know that a significant segment of the population could, in fact, take care of many of their first aid needs, freeing the ambulance and emergency room services to care for those with more serious injuries.  

To evaluate this level of preparedness, however, would require a hands-on testing of the first aid skills of those individuals who reported that they are first aid capable, even though most had never been trained in these skills.  And even if these self-perceived first-aiders proved to be able to perform these skills, there is no guarantee that they would do so in the event of a real emergency.
Notes

The Community Emergency Response Team (CERT) programs train groups of community members to work together as teams, addressing such disaster related issues as first aid, extrication, and communication.  While trained team members report a higher level of disaster preparedness (see Session 26), an important evaluation element should investigate whether or not, after a real incident, these team members functioned in the roles for which they were trained.  Did they work as a multifunctional team?  Did they retain their skills from their initial training?  And did the activities of these teams result in a reduction in both the numbers of lives lost and extent of property damage?

According to Dignan and Carr, “The basis for demands for accountability is the idea that planned activities will result in predictable outcomes.  The essence of accountability, however, is the willingness to modify practices in the face of the results of evaluation” (pp. 169-170).

This principle is echoed by Patton, who states that, “The challenge in evaluation is getting the best possible information to the people who need it - and then getting those people to actually use the information in appropriate ways for intended purposes” (p.13).
Example:
While no one can realistically argue with the logic and common sense that preparing for emergencies is a good thing to do, and that it may be expected to mitigate losses and shorten post-disaster recovery time, the specific programs that are developed to foster that preparedness within a community are many, variable, and in many cases untested.  It is here that program evaluation can improve both the overall appropriateness and the effectiveness of community disaster preparedness education.

Planning for community disaster preparedness education programs is a critical step in getting the population ready to deal with a disaster.  Evaluating the success of these programs can be conducted at various levels.  What might appear to be a successful program at a lower evaluation level might be found to be less effective when faced with the ultimate level of scrutiny: whether or not the program resulted in reduced morbidity, mortality, property losses and overall socioeconomic disruption.
Notes

Planning community disaster preparedness education programs and expending resources without careful attention to the evaluation of the real impact of these programs represents an omission of some key pieces of a terribly complex puzzle.  The result for emergency managers could be a misperception of the community’s ability to withstand the impact of a disaster hazard.
At the conclusion of this session, students should be able to:





40.1	Describe the relationship between program planning and 


evaluation.





40.2	Explain the scope of the program evaluation process. 





40.3	Discuss six general questions that a program evaluation process


should be designed to answer.





40.4	Describe the six levels of program evaluation and how they are


applicable to community disaster preparedness education.
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