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Objectives

At the end of this session, the student should have an understanding of—

8.1
The program evaluation planning process. 

8.2
The nature of performance evaluation in the context of emergency management.

Scope

Program evaluation is an analytical tool to assess the adequacy of public programs and policies. The growth of performance evaluation coincides with the growth of large Federal programs, especially social programs in the 1960s. Critics and advocates of Federal efforts demanded accountability of outcomes.  There is renewed emphasis by the Federal government to increase efficiency of federal programs, including those dealing with emergency management, described by terms such as “reengineering” or “reinventing government.”  Program evaluation, including the setting of measurable objectives, is an integral part of this. Since so many emergency programs and policies are new and not fully tested, program evaluation is, and will continue to be, an important tool for the emergency management researcher.  It is not to be made lightly; for it to be successful, its planning requires a great deal of time and resources.  This session presents guidelines on conducting program evaluations, including interviewing of managers and other personnel in emergency management and other agencies.

Readings

Instructor and Student

Babbie, E. (1998). The Practice of Social Research. 8th Edition.  New York: Wadsworth Publishing. Chapter 13, “Evaluation Research.”

Federal Emergency Management Agency. (1997). Strategic Plan: FY 1998 through FY 2007. Washington, DC: http://www.fema.gov/library/splan.pdf.  An excerpt (pages 15-23 of the full document) is contained in the Readings Appendix of this IG.

Remarks

Objective 8.1
The  Program Evaluation Process.

From Babbie (1998) on Program Evaluation.

Several topics are addressed with evaluation research.  Critically important is a clear identification of both the purpose of the intervention to be evaluated as well as the specific

measurement of the key variables.  Researchers commonly specify different aspects of desired outcomes and allow for varying levels of success in meeting program objectives.  

Important considerations are—

· The context in which the study occurs. 

· Extraneous variables. 

· The population of possible subjects for the study.

The analyst must decide whether to create new measures or use existing measures.  Measurement decisions are complicated by both practical and political considerations because evaluation researchers must work with the people responsible for the program that is being evaluated.

The most critical aspect of evaluation research is determining whether the program being studied succeeded or failed.  Researchers typically allow for gradations of success or failure and frequently employ cost-benefit analysis to determine benefits relative to costs.  But researchers find it difficult to assign exact dollar values.  Evaluation research need not always be quantitative; less structured and more qualitative evaluation research studies help provide an in-depth understanding of processes producing the observed results.

In comparison to the traditional designs, evaluation research is prone to several types of problems.  Logistical problems emerge because evaluation researchers often lack sufficient control over the design in real-life contexts.  Researchers must also deal with reluctant and counterproductive administrators who wish to protect favorite programs.  Social interventions frequently raise ethical issues, particularly regarding who receives and does not receive what type of stimulus.

Evaluation research is designed to be used to make a difference in the execution of some program.  Results of evaluation research studies frequently contradict popular beliefs or personal beliefs of administrators involved.  Evaluation researchers themselves often fail to present the implications of their research in a way that non-researchers can understand.
Level of Analysis. Evaluations differ by level of analysis, that is, whether they examine policies or programs.  Usually, a policy involves multiple programs.  For example, Public Safety policies encompass law enforcement and fire/rescue, as well as emergency management. Policies for each of these agencies dealing specifically with emergency management may differ considerably.  Policies and programs also concern different units of analysis (policies vs. programs), which lead to different questions.  For example, program evaluation studies address the question whether the emergency management program in place meets Federal and state standards.  Policy analysis is concerned with the question: Is there a more cost-effective way to achieve the same results?  What are the appropriate roles of such agencies as the U.S. military and American Red Cross in certain kinds of public emergencies?

Interviewing Key Decision Makers.  An important purpose of program evaluation is to produce change.  For this reason, key decision-makers who affect the future of programs should be involved in program evaluation efforts.  It is common to constitute an ad-hoc working group of key decision makers who provide advice to the program evaluation effort.  Key decision makers seldom object.

It is usually impossible to focus on every resource, activity, outcome and goal of a program.  Program evaluation focuses on that which is most salient.  (The questions below can help.)  The goal of a performance evaluation is to fully understand how the program works and accomplishes its results.  To this end, evaluators should interview a broad range of stakeholders, including key decision makers and managers, and staff. 

Gathering Initial Information for Program Evaluation

Initial data gathering is—

· Frequently the hardest step.

· Generally not easily done in libraries.

· Frequently feasible through personal contacts and networking.

A good starting point is to identify programs that are identical or similar elsewhere in the country.

Sometimes, a consensus exists about leading programs in the country, and information about these programs should be obtained through—

· Reports (such as annual reports, promotional literature).

· Interviews. 

Once program objectives, activities, problems and resources become clear, then is the time to connect other published information relevant to your program—

· Scholarly journal articles.

· Government program documents. 

Questions to Key Policy Makers, Managers and Interest Group Representatives

1. From your perspective, what is the program trying to accomplish?

2. What results have been produced to date?

3. What accomplishments are targeted for the next few years? What other objectives would you like to see?

4. Are the level of resources sufficient for current objectives?  And for future objectives?

5. What are the main challenges in producing current and future outcomes?

6. How are these problems being worked on?  Is more effort needed in these areas?

7. What kind of information do you get on program results?  How do you use this information?  Generally, what kind of information do you and others demand from this program?  Is more information needed?



Interviewing Staff

Operating-level personnel can be asked the following questions—

1. What are your objectives for this program?

2. What are the major activities of the program?

3. What are the largest problems faced by the program at this time?

4. What resources are available to the program? (staff, budget, expertise, support).

5. What future challenges and objectives do you see?  Which others would you like to see?  Why?

6. What data are maintained about the program? (Costs, service levels, service quality, customer satisfaction, client needs, other).

7. How often are these data collected?  

8. How accurate are these data?

9. How are these data currently being used?



Planning and Organizing for Program Evaluation

The following questions can help you decide whether to undertake program evaluation:

1. Can the results of the evaluation influence decisions about the program?

· Are decisions pending about the continuation, change, or termination of the program?  If so, can an evaluation affect these decisions? 

· Is there sufficient support for the program?  

· How can evaluation increase support or decrease opposition? 

2.
Can the evaluation be done in time to be useful?

· Which data are available now?

· How long will it take to collect additional data?

3.
Why does the program merit evaluation?  

· What level of resources for evaluation does the program merit given its size and importance?  What can be accomplished within this budget?

· What level of program evaluation is expected or mandated

· What expectations exist regarding program performance?

· Are there stated concerns about the program?  

· Are there data needed to deal with specific issues of need, delivery, performance, etc.? 

· Is this a pilot program? 

· How does this program relate to similar programs elsewhere in the country or world? 

· How is this program different? 

Steps in Developing a Program Evaluation Plan

1. Deciding that a plan is needed.

2. If a planning effort is needed, getting organized for it, including selecting team members and establishing a budget (including work-hours for internal staff).

3. Collecting and analyzing data to determine the problems areas.

4. Defining goals and objectives (i.e., setting standards for service and risks).

5. Defining the programs and resources required to attain goals and objectives.

6. Defining alternative programs, where appropriate.

7. Comparing alternatives and selecting the best programs.

8. Preparing a documented plan to implement and maintain the selected program(s).



Objective 8.2.
The Nature of Performance Evaluation in the Context of Emergency Management.

The Importance of Program Evaluation for

Emergency Management

The purposes of program evaluation are to—

· Increase knowledge about public programs (and policies). 

· Facilitate change and innovation in programs when needed.  

Because performance evaluation involves change, it also involves consensus-building among key decision-makers.

Performance evaluation is increasingly demanded by the U.S. Congress, State Legislatures, local bodies and grant agencies. 

Through performance evaluation, agencies and public managers—

· give accountability for their results. 

· show responsiveness to clients and constituents.

· provide cost-justification for expenditures, demonstrate commitment to performance improvement.

· improve planning and budgeting of programs by objective assessment of what is working, what is needed, and the effectiveness of delivery processes. 


Outline of Typical Program Evaluation (for Multi-Hazard

Emergency Operations Plan)

NEED FOR PLAN—for example brought about by anticipated rapid growth in population and heavy industry (and perhaps mandated by recent legislation).

BENEFITS--such as 

· Increased Citizen Awareness of Hazard Risks 

· Enhanced Hazard Mitigation and Protection 

· Control of Hazard Protection Costs and Losses

· Increased Private Sector Participation to Reduce Public Sector Costs

· Improved Efficiency and Effectiveness of Public Safety Agencies

· Improved Coordination Among  Public Agencies

MAKE-UP OF PLANNING ORGANIZATION


· Team Leadership 

· Functions of Each Team Member 

· Advisory Committee Membership and Functions 

· Responsibilities of Groups

BUDGET AND SCHEDULE

· With Milestones

· Best Presented as a Graphic with Brief Narrative



Interactive Activity

Using the guidelines (shown above) for interviewing decision makers and staff of emergency management, or other public safety agencies, discuss questions you might ask related to a particular program.  It is best if there is a particular program in mind (such as privatizing rescue service in a fire/rescue department, or installing an outside siren to warn of tornadoes).

Additional Information

Types of Program Evaluations.  These distinctions of level and scope suggest the following matrix of performance evaluation activities:

                                    Scope of Analysis

                 Monitoring                               Evaluation

Performance Measure (a)
Program Evaluation

Policy Indicator (b)
Policy Analysis

Program evaluation usually includes elements of performance measurement and is therefore not separately discussed.  Examples of performance measures are the average response time per citizen request, number of arrests, average number of park users per acre, average council attendance by elected officials, etc. 

Although program monitoring should always be undertaken, the scarcity of resources and time suggest that program evaluation should be undertaken when the evaluation can–

· influence decisions about the program.

· be completed in a timely manner to be useful.

Strategic Plan: FY 1998 through FY 2007
(Excerpt, pp. 15-23)
Federal Emergency Management Agency. (1997, September). Washington, DC: Author. http://www.fema.gov/library/splan.pdf
Strategic Goals and Strategies

Strategic Goal 1: Protect lives and prevent the loss of property from all hazards.  

The national emergency management community works to protect lives and prevent the loss of property through the implementation of pre-disaster preparedness and mitigation measures. FEMA coordinates and supports its emergency management partners in planning, marketing and carrying out initiatives. Over time, such measures as early warning systems, evacuation plans, building codes, fire prevention technology, and land-use policies reinforced by insurance incentives, have reduced the loss of life and property from disasters. 

Strategic Objective 1.1. By FY 2007, reduce by 10 percent the risk of loss of life and injury from hazards.

Performance Measure. For this objective, risk will be measured by use of a model of probable future loss of life and injury using a standardized, nationally applicable loss-estimation methodology developed by FEMA, called “HAZUS” (Hazards United States). Initially, model results will be limited to probable future loss of life and injury from earthquake hazards. The baseline of probable future loss of life and injury from earthquake hazards will be available in FY 1999. The baseline will then be broadened by FY 2000 into an “all-hazard” methodology to estimate the probable future loss of life and injury from all other natural hazards, including earthquake. The HAZUS model will be continually refined as actual disasters occur and improved risk-assessment methods are developed. Although data on actual loss of life are available, it is necessary to use a model since actual loss data do not reflect the risk of loss of life and injury. 

Strategic Objective 1.2. By FY 2007, reduce by 15 percent the risk of property loss and economic disruption from hazards. 

Performance Measure. Successful accomplishment of this objective will entail minimizing property loss and economic disruption by focusing on disaster-resistant communities and the mitigation of hazards before they occur, and on preparedness for risks that cannot be prevented. Focusing on safer building techniques and improving the communities’ preparedness for the risks they face should have a direct impact on reducing the risk of loss of property and economic disruption.  This objective will be measured in two ways. The first way is by measuring risk in terms of direct and indirect dollar costs.  Before we can use actual historic data for measuring property loss and economic disruption, problems with data inconsistency and gaps in data must be addressed. The data for property and economic losses is complicated further by the lack of a standard, accepted definition for those who collect and analyze these data in both the pre- and post-disaster environments. 

To compensate for uncertainty about the data, FEMA intends to model risk-reduction progress using HAZUS to estimate potential property damage and direct and indirect dollar losses associated with the damages.  Estimates of national losses from earthquakes will be made in FY 1999. The results will be compared, region by region, after mitigation projects are implemented in conjunction with implementation of the Disaster-Resistant Communities concept, or after mitigation projects are undertaken independently by States or communities. Comparison of FY 1999 data (by region) with data collected after mitigation programs are instituted will yield a risk-reduction percentage. 

Loss data from actual disasters will be used to establish benchmarks against which to measure progress, and as the basis for calibrating estimation formulas used in the methodology. Flood-loss data, collected through the NFIP, also will be analyzed and evaluated as a measure of flood risk-reduction effectiveness. Wind and flood loss-estimation modules will be completed and available as measures by FY 2000. 

The second way of measuring this objective will be to assess State and local capability against a baseline, using the Capability Assessment for Readiness (CAR) process initiated in FY 1997. The output of this effort will be used to create national standards for emergency management by which deficiencies can be identified and priorities for elimination can be set. Elimination will result in at least a 20 percent improvement in the emergency management capability of State and local governments by 2007, thereby reducing the risk of loss of life and property. 

Property, for the purpose of this performance measure, is defined to include commercial and public buildings and facilities, private homes, and utility and transportation systems. 

Mitigation Strategy

Mitigation actions protect life and property and reduce long term risks from hazards. Typical Federal mitigation actions involve supporting local government officials’ efforts to:

· Promote the construction or siting of structures so that they have reduced chances of being impacted by disasters; develop, adopt, and enforce appropriate building codes and land use planning standards; 

· Take action to correct inappropriate building designs. 

· Mitigation is achieved primarily through community actions, which can be greatly enhanced by the support of individuals, public-private partnerships, and Federal and State assistance.

FEMA’s strategy for mitigation focuses on making it as easy as possible for communities

and their citizens to take informed and effective mitigation actions. FEMA will do this by leading a national effort to: 

· Identify and improve the understanding of the Nation’s hazards and their risks, by community. 

· Develop or improve techniques which mitigate those risks. 

· Provide an environment conducive to applying those techniques. 

· Provide financial and technical assistance both pre- and post-disaster to facilitate application of those techniques. 

· Support the development of incentives and disincentives which make application of those techniques a social, political and/or economic priority. 

Insurance concepts and methods are also used to reduce the nation’s vulnerability to natural

hazards. The NFIP is implemented so that insurance and floodplain management policies and operations are mutually reinforcing. 

FEMA’s mitigation strategy has four areas of focus: 

1.
Federal Mitigation. FEMA will lead the effort to ensure that the authorities and resources of the federal government which affect the built environment are supporting, to the maximum degree practicable, community-based mitigation decisions/actions.

2. State Mitigation. FEMA will establish a collaborative partnership with State-level mitigation stakeholders to develop criteria and incentives for the establishment of comprehensive State mitigation initiatives which marshal the resources and authorities of State government to support community-based mitigation decisions/actions. 

3. Community Mitigation. FEMA will establish a collaborative partnership with community-level stakeholders to develop a national initiative to reduce risk through voluntary, community-based, incentive-driven decisions/actions. 

4. Private/Public Mitigation Partnership. FEMA will lead an effort to identify and maximize the contributions of the private sector to the national mitigation effort-through business-driven construction and land-use decisions, as well as incentives for mitigation decisions/actions through insurance and financial market instruments. 

Authorities

The legal authority supporting the mitigation strategy includes four principal statutes: (1) the

Earthquake Hazard Reduction Act of 1977, as amended; (2) the Fire Prevention and

Control Act of 1974, as amended; (3) the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as

amended; and, finally, (4) the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance

Act, as amended. These statutes, operating in combination, provide the principal

pre-disaster and post-disaster mitigation authority for FEMA’s programs, functions and

activities. These statutes through authorization of technical assistance, research, disclosure

of hazards to the public, and provision of grants are designed to promote the concept of

mitigation, principally in terms of minimizing average annual damages from natural disasters. 

Technology

FEMA intends to leverage new technologies toward the accomplishment of its strategic

goals to the maximum extent possible. Geographic information system (GIS) technology is

fully employed as a tool to support decision-making in all aspects of emergency management (mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery). HAZUS is based on an integrated GIS concept. FEMA has already provided this tool and the GIS technology on which it is based to all State emergency management organizations.  FEMA is also using the latest advances in remote-sensing technologies to support its national floodplain mapping program and to assist in all-hazard risk assessments.

Program Evaluation

FEMA will evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of its mitigation programs in both pre-

and post-disaster environments through regular contacts with State partners and other

mitigation program end users. FEMA periodically asks outside experts, such as those from

the National Academy of Sciences and other nationally recognized “think tanks,” to review

its programs. In FY 1999, FEMA intends to commission the Academy to conduct a study

on the true cost of disasters. This study will address the issues that currently preclude

FEMA from using actual data as the bases for performance measurement. 

Preparedness Strategy

In partnership with the States, FEMA will foster innovation and improvement to reduce the

gap between the capabilities required to respond to disasters and those in place. The focus

of the preparedness strategy will be on risk identification; emergency management

professional development; establishment of capability performance measurements and

assessment through tests, exercises and real world experiences; planning and public

education; and partnerships with the private sector and other nations. A collaborative

framework of Federal, State, local, and private-sector (business, industry, and nonprofit

organizations) resources will be used to yield a general reduction in the risk of loss of life

and property from all hazards and support development of disaster-resistant communities.

The strategy will foster a decentralized capability for State and local preparedness and

response for all but the most catastrophic disasters. 

5-Year Operational Objectives
Objective 1:  Ensure that at least 50 percent of all principal Federal departments and agencies that influence the built environment (including FEMA) document the annually improved contribution their programs have made in measurably reducing the Nation’s risk from natural hazards.

This objective is designed to leverage the resources of the Federal Government to reduce the risk in Federal facilities and, through Federal actions (regulation, financing, policies, etc.), foster mitigation at State and local levels. FEMA believes that natural-hazard risk reduction through mitigation is a national responsibility and, through this component of the mitigation strategy, FEMA will work to assure that the national government is leading by example and sending a consistent message of support for mitigation through its actions. 

Lead Organization:  Mitigation Directorate, FEMA

Performance Measure:  Improved risk reduction effectiveness of Federal programs documented in a periodic Federal mitigation report.

Objective 2:  Ensure that at least 25 percent of all States, Commonwealths, and/or Territories encourage and establish an accelerated pattern of natural-hazard risk reduction within their jurisdictions. This objective is designed to leverage the resources of State government. Through FEMA’s PPAs with the States, common goals for protecting life and property through mitigation can and should be achieved through State-specific objectives tied to national performance measures.

Lead Organization:  Mitigation Directorate, FEMA 

Performance Measures:  The percentage of States voluntarily developing and implementing multi-hazard mitigation initiatives, documented through capability and inventory assessments, demonstrates a trend towards increased risk reduction. A systematic approach to evaluating risk in conjunction with the States will serve as a basis for prioritizing the efforts. 

Percentage of “at risk” communities participating in a voluntary, incentive-driven, community-based mitigation initiative through which risk reduction actions are documented. 

Objective 3:  Reduce by 5 percent the rate of loss of life and property from fire and fire-related hazards. 

Lead Organization:  United States Fire Administration 

Performance Measure:  Trends in fire-related loss, based on data from the National Fire Incident Reporting System (NFIRS) and other nationally recognized sources of information on loss of life and property due to fire. The rate of loss will be based on population density, i.e., deaths per million. Data from calendar year 2001 will be used, the most recent year for which statistics will exist.

Objective 4:  Through NFIP insurance and floodplain management activities, reduce expected annual flood disaster losses by $1 billion. 

Lead Organization:  Federal Insurance Administration 

Performance Measure:  The measure will be based on the difference between the loss experience of insured, compliant post-Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) structures versus the experience of insured pre-FIRM and non-compliant structures. Total improvement will be gauged by inferring reduction in losses to the estimated total population of buildings constructed to meet Program standards in participating communities.

Objective 5:  Improve State emergency management capability by 10 percent.

Lead Organization:  Preparedness, Training and Exercises Directorate, FEMA 

Performance Measure:  The baseline for this measure is 1997 data contained in the State Capability for Readiness Report. Capability is measured in the following areas: law and authority; hazard identification and risk assessment; hazard management; resource management; planning; direction, control, and coordination; communications and warning; operations and procedures; logistics and facilities; training; exercises; public education and information; and finance and administration. Annual assessments will allow States and localities to continually identify critical emergency management deficiencies, take necessary corrective action, and build stronger programs of mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery.

Objective 6:  Reduce by 5 percent the rate of loss of life and property from fire and fire-related hazards.

Lead Organization:  United States Fire Administration

Performance Measure:  Annual reductions in the rate of loss of life and property using data from the NFIRS and other nationally recognized sources. The rate will be based on population density, i.e., deaths per million, using data from 2001.

Objective 7:  Provide emergency alerts and emergency response communications nationwide or regionally by such means as the National Warning System (NAWAS), Emergency Alert System (EAS), and GIS.

Lead Organization:  Information Technology Services Directorate 

Performance Measure:  Dissemination of NAWAS emergency alerts within 3 minutes of receipt; relay of Federal emergency messages over the EAS within 10 minutes of notification; provision of preliminary hurricane damage assessments and storm tracking modeling data to States within 24 hours of a request; and delivery of maps, models, data and analyses as requested to FEMA and emergency partners within 72 hours of notification.

Objective 8:  Ensure continuity of government and a response capability required for national security emergencies. This objective will be implemented through FEMA’s performance of its role as Executive Agent for Continuity of Government (COG); participation in national security emergency preparedness programs, including interagency agreements and systems used for supporting, locating, and identifying key government officials; upgrading facilities and systems at alternate Federal Government locations; and supporting the Director of FEMA, the White House, and National Security Council on national security policy and programs. 

Lead Organization:  Office of National Security Coordination
Performance Measure:  Customer feedback and approval relative to successful execution of agreements; provision of materials and services; and delivery, testing, and operation of applicable support systems; timely publication of guidance in coordination with Federal Executive Branch departments and agencies; successful demonstration of improved facilities and systems to managers and users; acknowledgement of requests for advice/assistance within 24 hours; delivery of products and services within agreed-upon time frames; and identification and resolution of intra-agency national security issues.
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