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Handout 6: Planning for Evaluation


		Type of Evaluation

		Questions

		Indicators

		Data collection



		

		

		

		Sources

		Methods

		Sample

		Timing



		Needs/Asset Assessment

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Process Evaluation - Inputs

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Process Evaluation – Outputs


(i) Activities


(ii) Participation

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outcomes Evaluation


(i)     Learning


(ii)    Action

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Impact Evaluation

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Other

		

		

		

		

		

		






Handout Challenges to the Program Logic Approach to Community Safety Programs

Plenary discussion as part of conclusion and learnings from the workshop

		1. The need for flexibility in developing and delivering programs recognising the circumstances of individuals and communities.

		2. The need to target programs to: communities and individual households in high bushfire risk areas, to reach individuals with a low risk awareness, those who have mistaken beliefs about fire behaviour, and those who may not be part of the local community.

		3. Individuals respond differently to the same information and the link between increased understanding and taking action to increase safety are unclear.



		4. Understanding how educating and engaging communities in preparing, responding to and recovering from bushfires are linked in terms of outcomes achieved. 

		5. Evaluating community involvement in risk based planning for prevention, preparedness, responses  and recovery.

		6. Exploring positive and negative unintended consequences, such as the links between social cohesiveness and community engagement.



		7. Doesn’t address:  Are we doing the right thing

		8. Demonstrating the cost effectiveness of community education, engagement and awareness programs.

		9.  The development of performance indicators that can be meaningfully aggregated at a national level.






Logic Model Worksheet

		Name:

		Date:



		I. Situation: program partners and stakeholders



		What is the program’s name?




		



		What problem is it aimed at?




		



		What key factors are influencing the problem?

		Root causes


Barriers to solutions






		What partners are involved?

		



		Who are the program’s stakeholders?


What does each stakeholder want to know/need/ contribute? 

		Yourself


Audience


Partners


Others





		II. Program planning: connecting needs, solutions, and results



		Who are the audiences?  


What sub-groups are there?

		



		What are the needs of the audience? 




		



		What are their assets or strengths?

		



		What is the ultimate aim you wish to achieve?

		



		What will be the desired results?

		Short-term


1.


2.


3.


4.


5.


Medium-term


1.


2.


3.


4.


5.





		III. Logic model: Inputs, Outputs, Assumptions



		What resources/inputs are available

		



		What inputs will be undertaken?

		Activities






		

		Participation






		What assumptions underpin the “if-then” links between Inputs and Outcomes?

		





		V. Outcomes 



		Outcome 1: 



		Indicator(s)

		Applied to

		Data Source

		Data Interval

		Target



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Outcome 2: 



		Indicator(s)

		Applied to

		Data Source

		Data Interval

		Target



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Outcome 3: 



		Indicator(s)

		Applied to

		Data Source

		Data Interval

		Target



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		Outcome 4: 



		Indicator(s)

		Applied to

		Data Source

		Data Interval

		Target
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HANDOUT 2





Group Tasks:


1. Understanding the Situation


a. What is the nature of the situation or condition?


b. How are key terms being defined? E.g. “community safety”, “involvement and engagement”, “deliberately lit fires”


c. Who is experiencing the problem? Are there sub-populations who experience the problem differently? Are there gender or ethnic considerations?


d. What is the scale and distribution of the problem condition?


e. Who defines this condition as a problem? Is it widely recognised as a problem?


f. What social values are represented in the definition of the problem? Are some value positions threatened by the existence of the problem or by the initiative


g. What are some possible causes of the problem condition(s)?

h. Fill in the Situation and External Factors boxes on the Program Logic Model to summarise the background characteristics of the ‘problem’ to be addressed?

2. Planning Outcomes


a. Brainstorm a list of all possible outcomes that a program to address this problem should achieve. 


b. Refine the list of outcomes by grouping similar ones, deleting unimportant ones, etc. so that you have 8-12 remaining. 


c. Categorise these 8-12 into ‘outputs’, short to medium-term outcomes, long –term outcomes (impacts), making sure you have some in each category.


d. Write individual outcomes on cards or ‘stickies’ – one outcome per card. Try to word each outcomes as a short phrase or sentence.


e. Arrange these FireStop outcomes into a hierarchy with the highest level outcome at the top (some may need to be put at the same ‘level’). 


f. When members of your group agree on the relationships, use the blue-tac to paste them down on poster paper and use the pens to draw lines showing the links and relationships. 

3. Program Theory ( Logic Model


a. Use the “if-then” template to depict the Program Theory underpinning the Firestop project you are developing.


b. Use the generic logic model template to develop a logic model for the Firestop project you are developing











DEVELOPING A PROGRAM THEORYWORKING TEMPLATE





IF-THEN MODEL





LOGIC MODEL TEMPLATE




A multi-agency (simulated) initiative to enhance safety and build stronger communities
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Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)
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Planning and Evaluation for Community Safety Initiatives in Bushfire-Vulnerable Areas



Generic Postgraduate Module


CONTENTS


1. Introduction


2. Module Outline


3. Facilitator’s Guide


4. Student Study Guide


1. INTRODUCTION


The Bushfire Cooperative Research Centre (CRC) has supported research on community preparedness through a focus on the theme of “Community Self-sufficiency for Fire Safety (Program C). One of the projects under this theme investigated the important questions of “What approaches to bushfire community safety work best? How, for whom and in what settings?” 


A significant outcomes of this research was a recognition that community safety programs can be very effective if they are planned and conducted in ways that not only include the most relevant messages and approaches to community safety but also the most relevant and effective strategies for community-based learning and capacity development. The results of this research are presented in Evaluating Bushfire Community Education Programs: Final Report – Project C7 (www.bushfirecrc.org.au/xxxxxxx) 

In addition to this research report and the various technical and academic papers that accompany it, the Bushfire CRC has prepared professional development materials to support bushfire agencies, related emergency services organizations and universities in building the capacities of their staff and students to plan effective community safety initiatives and to evaluate them for continuous quality improvement. These materials include:


1. A Workshop Facilitator’s Guide to an executive-training style ‘short course’ that introduces basic concepts and skills in using logical models and program theory in order to plan and evaluate a community safety initiative.


2. Post-graduate Course Materials for a semester-long module that includes the introductory concepts and skills in the ‘short course’ as well as advanced analytical studies in the program theory approach. 


3. An Evaluation Handbook of resources to support the Workshop Facilitator’s Guide and the Post-graduate Course Materials.

This document is the second of these and is designed as a one-semester module in appropriate Postgraduate Certificate and Diploma and coursework Masters degree programs offered by university members of the Bushfire CRC. It contains three sections


· A Generic Module Outline that universities may adapt for accreditation purposes for inclusion as a semester module in the relevant postgraduate degree programs that they conduct


· A Facilitator’s Guide that lecturers may adapt and utilise, as appropriate, to assist in their teaching of the module.


· A Student Study Guide that universities may adapt and provide to students to facilitate their study of the materials in the module


A key point to note is that all the materials are generic and that universities are encouraged to adapt all aspects to suit local degree program requirements and the needs and interests of their students.


ACKNOWLEDGEMENT


This generic semester module has been developed by a team from the School of Global Studies, Social Science and Planning at RMIT University. The team worked on Bushfire CRC Project C7 - Evaluating Bushfire Community Education Programs – and comprised:


· Associate Professor Gerald Ellsworth


· Professor John Fien


· Dr Graham Marsh


· Mr John Gilbert


· Mr Philip Buckle


2. GENERIC MODULE OUTLINE 


MODULE TITLE 
Planning and Evaluation for Community Safety Initiatives in Bushfire-Vulnerable Areas

CREDIT POINTS 
A one-semester module (1/4th of one semester’s credit points) 


STUDENT LOAD
30 hours class contact plus approximately 100 hours of independent study and assignment research and writing as supported by a Student Study Guide


MODE
The class contact in this generic module outline is based upon an intensive teaching block of 5 days after students have completed the activities and readings in the Student Study Guide. It is assumed that the Student Study Guide will be distributed at the beginning of a semester with the intensive teaching block located around the middle of the semester and written assignments due for submission at specified dates after that. 



Universities will adjust this pattern to suit their programming requirements, and are encouraged to consider ways of presenting the learning materials in the module in ways that most appropriate to their students. This may include, for example: breaking the module up into the traditional 2-3 hours per week for 10-13 weeks, revising the module into an on-line course, or any combination of such approaches.


PRE-REQUISITES 
For individual universities to determine as appropriate to their

COURSE DESCRIPTION


This module provides an overview of models and theories that underpin effective risk management in bushfire-vulnerable areas. It also provides a critical perspective on contemporary approaches to the planning and evaluation of community safety initiatives. With community safety as the cornerstone, the module introduces students to basic concepts in relation to risk and methods for assessing risk, community development and related concepts such as vulnerability, capacity, preparedness, resilience and participation. The framework for this module is the Program Logic approach to the planning and evaluation of community safety initiatives.   


LEARNING OUTCOMES


Students will:


1. 
understand basic concepts relating to natural hazards, risk, risk management and community safety;


2. 
understand the scope and purposes of community safety programs;


3. 
explain various analytical approaches, both theoretical and practical, to the planning and evaluation of specific community safety initiatives;


4. 
critically assess the Program Logic approach to planning and evaluating community safety initiatives;


5. 
plan and evaluate community safety initiatives using the Program Logic approach;


6. 
explain and review how evaluations are designed and how effectiveness, objectives, outputs and outcomes can be identified, defined, agreed and measured;


7. 
select and utilise appropriate research tools and methods for monitoring and evaluation.



LEARNING ACTIVITIES


Learning experiences have been designed to enable students to develop an understanding of the key concepts relating to Planning and Evaluation for Community Safety and their relationship to the practical aspects of bringing about change in community safety management; this will provide a basis for students to adopt the concepts in their personal and professional situations. Students will consolidate this knowledge through individual work aimed at establishing the theoretical concepts of evaluation, and relating these in a practical investigation of a case study. In addition they will gain experience in communication skills through sharing their expertise during the class discussion sessions. Case studies will be used to examine issues associated with the values and processes inherent in decision-making. It is essential that each student is well prepared for the discussions associated with the classes.


ASSESSMENT 


Students will complete two assessment items for this module:


1. Essay and presentation
50%


2. Evaluation report
50%


                            .


1.
Essay and Presentation


1A.
Essay



Using a case study of a community safety initiative from the literature or your own professional activities, outline the setting and rationale of the initiative and the activities that were conducted. Assess the extent to which the initiative reflected the foundational and operational values or principles in contemporary community safety approaches. 



Length: 3000 words



Submission Date: 2 weeks before the intensive teaching block to enable the essay to be marked and discussed with students during the intensive teaching block.



Mark Value: 30%


1B.
Presentation


Using a maximum of 5 slides, summarise the setting, rationale and activities of the case study of the community safety initiative that was the focus of your essay. Then present two Program Logic diagrams of the case study to illustrate:


i. The Program Logic of the initiative as it was originally planned; and


ii. An improved or more detailed Program Logic for the initiative based upon your understanding of the Program Logic approach.



Length: 30 minutes (15-20 minute presentation and 10-15 minute discussion)



Presentation Date: During the intensive teaching block.



Mark Value: 20%


2. Evaluation report


Choose one of the following two topics. 


Topic 2A requires you to design the evaluation strategy for a community safety initiative from the literature or your own professional activities. This may be the case study you used in Assignment 1 but, if so, you should base the work in this assignment on the “improved version” of the Program Logic model of the initiative in Assignment 1B. Topic 2B requires you to research and write an academic essay.


2A.
Evaluation Strategy



Using a case study of a community safety initiative from the literature or your own professional activities, develop an evaluation strategy based upon the Program Logic Approach. The strategy should include:


i. A brief overview of the context and rationale of the initiative


ii. The Program Theory, including an “if-then” diagram


iii. A Program Logic model for the initiative


iv. A rationale for including each of the following four phases/types of evaluation in the evaluation strategy: needs assessment, process evaluation, outcomes evaluation and impact evaluation


v. A list of 3-5 questions that will be asked in each of these phases/types of evaluation


vi. The indicators that will be used to structure answers to each of these questions


vii. The data collection process for each indicator, including: sources, methods, sample size and timing, as appropriate.


viii.  The process that will be used to analyse and interpret the evaluation data and to then use it for ongoing quality improvement.



Length: Up to 3000 words, but predominantly in diagram and tabular format



Submission Date: 1 week before the end of the semester.



Mark Value: 50%


OR


2B.
ACADEMIC ESSAY


“Program Logic and Program Theory together provide an integrated conceptual and practice based approach to community safety planning and evaluation that other planning and evaluation methods lack.” Discuss with reference to at least two other planning and/or evaluation methodologies.


Note: You should refer to the existing literature on Program Logic, the literature on other planning and evaluation methodologies and to their relevance to the goals of community safety and disaster risk reduction.



Length: 3000 words



Submission Date: 1 week before the end of the semester.



Mark Value: 50%


DISTRIBUTED LEARNING SYSTEM DISTRIBUTED LEARNING SYSTEM55STUDY RESOURCES


Text Book (provided free as a PDF)


W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]


Key Readings


A set of readings for each topic is provided in Evaluation Handbook.

Background Readings


General 


Benson C, and Twigg J. (2007) Tools for Mainstreaming Disaster Risk Reduction: Guidance Notes for Development Organisations. ProventionConsortium Geneva. [On-line at URL www.proventionconsortium.org/mainstreaming_tools]


Handmer, J. & Haynes, K. (eds) (2008) Community Bushfire Safety. Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.


Twigg, J. (2004) Disaster Risk Reduction: Mitigation and Preparedness in Development and Emergency Programming Humanitarian Practice Network. [On-line at URL www.odihpn.org/documents/gpr9/part%201.pdf]

Wisner, B., Blaikie, P., Cannon, T., & Davis, I. (2004) At Risk: Natural Hazards, People's Vulnerability and Disasters, 2nd Edition. Routledge, London.

Community Safety


Buckle, P., Marsh, G. & Smale, S. (2000) New Approaches to Assessing Vulnerability and Resilience, Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Winter, 8-14.


Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, S. (2003) Reframing risk, hazards, disasters, and daily life: A report of research into local appreciation of risks and threats, Australian Journal of Emergency Management, May, 81-87.


Elsworth, G., Anthony-Harvey-Beavis, K. and Rhodes, A. (2008) What should community safety initiatives for bushfires achieve? Pp. 139–150 in J. Handmer and K Haynes, eds. Community Bushfire Safety, Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.

Elsworth, G., Gilbert, J., Rhodes, A. & Goodman, H.  (2009) Community safety programs for Bushfire: what do they achieve and how – conference presentation. Australian Journal of Emergency Management, 24, 2, 17–25. 


Gilbert, J. (2007) Community Education, Awareness and Engagement Programs for Bushfire: An Initial Assessment of Practices Across Australia, Bushfire CRC, Technical Report No. C0701.


Program Logic Approach to Evaluation

Donaldson, D. I. (2007) Program Theory-Driven Evaluation Science: Strategies and Applications Strategies and Applications, Routledge, London.


Funnell, S. C. (2004) Developing and using a program theory matrix for program evaluation and performance monitoring, Program Theory in Evaluation: Challenges and Opportunities. New Directions for Evaluation, 87, 91-101.


King, D & MacGregor, C., Using social indicators to measure community vulnerability to natural hazards, Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Spring 2000 

Leeuw, F. L. (2003). Reconstructing program theories: Methods available and problems to be solved. American Journal of Evaluation, 24(1), 5-20.


McNamara, C. (2008) Guidelines and Framework for Designing Basic Logic Model. On-line at URL http://managementhelp.org/np_progs/np_mod/org_frm.htm


Pawson, R. (2003). A realist approach to evidence based policy. In B. Carter & C. New (Eds.), Making Realism Work. London: Routledge.


Pawson, R. (2006). Evidence-Based Policy: A Realist Perspective. London: Sage.


Rhodes, A., & Gilbert, J. (2008). Using program theory in evaluating bushfire community safety programs. Pp. 129-138 in J. W. Handmer & K. Haynes (eds), Community Bushfire Safety). Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.


University of Arizona Rural Health Office and College of Public Health (2008) Evaluation: Start Here Please! (Chs. 2 and 3). On-line at URL http://www.publichealth.arizona.edu/chwtoolkit/PDFs/Evalua/evalua.pdf


University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008) Program Development and Evaluation. Online at URL http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/evaluation/evallogicmodel.html


Useful Web Sites


		Emergency Management Australia

		www.ema.gov.au

		Many useful downloadable manuals and other resources



		United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction

		www.unisdr.org

		Many useful documents and resources. UNISDR host the Secretariat managing the global Hyogo Framework for Action 2005 – 2015, which is a global framework for disaster risk reduction



		United Nations Development Programme

		www.undp.org

		UNDP is the UNs’ lead agency for disaster risk reduction



		ProventionConsortium

		www.proventionconsortium.org/

		Provention is a network hub and source material repository for  disaster risk reduction globally; it contains reference material, policy and methodological documents



		Prevention Web

		www.preventionweb.net/english/

		is a network hub and source material repository for  disaster risk reduction globally; it contains reference material, policy and methodological documents





PROGRAM FOR INTENSIVE TEACHING BLOCK


		DA|Y

		SESSION

		PURPOSE

		STUDY GUIDE READINGS



		Day 1



		 1

		Overview of Course and Introductions 

		Introduction

		



		

		 2 



		Study Guide Topic 1


Key definitions 

		To identify consensual definitions of key terms of risk, disaster and hazard in relation to capacity, preparedness, vulnerability, resilience, social capital, disaster, emergency, mitigation, recovery and community and other relevant terms

		1.1   United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (2009) Terminology of Disaster Risk Reduction. [On-line at URL http://www.unisdr.org/eng/library/lib-terminology-eng%20home.htm]

1.2   Emergency Management Australia (1998) Australian Emergency Management Glossary, Australian Emergency Manuals Series, No. 3. [On-line at URL www.ema.gov.au/www/emaweb/rwpattach.nsf/VAP/(3273BD3F76A7A5DEDAE36942A54D7D90)~Manual03-AEMGlossary.PDF/$file/Manual03-AEMGlossary.PDF]



		

		 3 a

		Study Guide Topic 2


Theories of Risk Management and Community Safety

		To introduce the students to the basic concepts relating to Risk and community safety

		2.1
Lupton, D. (1999) Risk. Routledge, London, pp. 1-17.


2.2
Gabriel, P. (2003) The development of municipal emergency management planning in Victoria, Australia, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Vol. 18 No 2, pp. 74-80.


2.3
Gilbert, J. (2007) Community Education, Awareness and Engagement Programs for Bushfire: An Initial Assessment of Practices across Australia, Bushfire CRC technical report No C0701.


2.4
Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, S. (2000) New approaches to assessing vulnerability and resilience, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Winter, pp. 8-14.



		

		 3 b



		Risk assessment

		To acquaint students with methods of assessing risks and threats to community safety

		



		Day 2

6  hrs

		 4

		Study Guide Topic 3


Program logic and theory 

		To identify the core theories and concepts of program logic

		3.1
Rhodes, A., & Gilbert, J. (2008). Using program theory in evaluating bushfire community safety programs. Pp. 129-138 in J. W. Handmer & K. Haynes (eds), (2008) Community Bushfire Safety. Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.


3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Chs 1-2. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]



		

		 5



		Study Guide Topic 4


Program logic in practice

		To identify the core methods and practices program logic

		3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Chs 3. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]

4.1
Elsworth. G, Anthony-Harvey-Beavis,K,  and Rhodes, A (2006) Conceptualising the Outcomes of Community Safety Programs for Natural Hazards in Australia. Paper presented at the European Evaluation Society – UK Evaluation Society Joint International Conference, London, October.



		Day 3

6  hrs



		 6



		Study Guide Topic 5


Evaluation techniques

		To identify the core theories, concepts and practices of other evaluation methods including M and E, SIA, LogFrames, Project management

		3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Ch 4. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]

5.1
World Bank (2004) Monitoring and Evaluation: Some Tools, Methods and Approaches, World Bank, Washington DC.


5.2
Benson C, and Twigg J (2004) Evaluating Disaster Risk Reduction Initiatives Guidance Note 13, ProventionConsortium, Geneva.



		

		 7

		Study Guide Topic 6


Firestop!: A Simulation

		To apply Program Logic and Program Theory 

		Materials provided in class.



		

		 8



		Analysis of National Reviews 

		To explain and review how evaluations are designed and how effectiveness, objectives, outputs and outcomes can be identified, defined, agreed and measured

		6.1 
Elsworth, G., Stevens, K., Gilbert, J., Goodman, H., & Rhodes, A. (2008) Evaluating the community safety approach to bushfire in Australia: Towards an assessment of what works and how. Paper delivered at the Biennial Conference of the European Evaluation Society, Lisbon, October.



		Day 4

6  hrs



		 9

		Student Case Studies

		Student case studies to facilitate a broader range of applications of Program Logic

		Student-led session



		

		 10

		Community Safety research case study

		To identify applied issues in risk management and community safety through clearly defined case studies

		No additional readings



		Day 5 

6 hrs



		11

		Emerging issues in community safety and disaster risk reduction

		To demonstrate how Program Logic can be applied in real world situations before, during and after events

		



		

		 12

		Conclusions: Course review and reflection on theories, concepts, practice

Student feedback

		Drawing together all of the core principles and implications for future policy development and evaluation practice in students’ professional lives

Student feedback

		





3. FACILITATOR’S GUIDE


INTRODUCTION


This facilitator’s guide provides notes, instructions and resources for conducting a 5-day intensive teaching block as part of a postgraduate semester module on ways on planning and evaluating community safety programs directed at enhancing community bushfire safety. 


Prior to the intensive teaching block, students should have completed the readings and activities in the Student Study Guide and Assignment 1. This is essential for students to participate in class and group discussions in a meaningful way.

Learning experiences have been designed to enable students to develop an understanding of the key concepts relating to the planning and evaluation of bushfire community safety initiatives and their relationship to the practical aspects of bringing about change in community safety management. This will provide a basis for students to adopt the concepts in their personal and professional situations. Students will consolidate this knowledge through individual work aimed at establishing the theoretical concepts of evaluation, and relating these in a practical investigation of a case study. In addition they will gain experience in communication skills through sharing their expertise during the class discussion sessions. 


The intensive teaching block involves 12 sessions running over 5 days:


		Day 1 



		Session 1

		Introduction 



		

		Session 2 

		Key definitions 



		

		Session 3 a

		Theories of risk management and community Safety



		

		Session 3 b

		Risk assessment



		Day 2 



		Session 4

		Program Logic and Theory 



		

		Session 5

		Program Logic in practice



		Day 3 



		Session 6

		Evaluation techniques



		

		Session 7

		Firestop: A Simulation



		

		Session 8

		Case study reviews (wildfire)



		Day 4 



		Session 9

		Student case study presentations



		

		Session 10

		Community safety research - case studies



		Day 5 




		Session11

		Emerging issues in community safety and disaster risk reduction



		

		Session 12 

		Conclusions: Course review and reflection on theories, concepts, practice


Preparation for assignment 2


Student feedback





Several of the activities in these sessions are derived from the Workshop Facilitator’s Guide that has been prepared by the Bushfire CRC so support an introductory executive-training style ‘short course’ on planning and evaluating bushfire community safety initiatives. These activities are not repeated here but lecturers are invited to consider these and integrate them into the 5-day intensive teaching block as appropriate.


 RESOURCES


		Session

		Handouts

		To prepare in advance



		All

		Powerpoint slides for all Sessions, printed in “notes format” for students to sue across the 5-day intensive teaching block

		Group workshop kit: marker pens, butchers paper, 3M sticky notes, blutac, etc.



		1

		Slide set 1


Handout 1 - Introduction 

		



		2

		Slide set 2

		Consider using examples and exercises in Activity 2 in the related Short Course materials



		3a

		Slide set 3a

		



		3b

		Slide set 3b

		



		4

		Slide set 4

		Consider using examples and exercises in Activities 3 and 4 in the related Short Course materials



		5

		Slide set 5

		



		6

		Slide set 6

		Consider using examples and exercises in Activity 6 in the related Short Course materials



		7

		Slide set 7


Handout 2 - Background to the FIRESTOP simulation

		This exercise is part of Activity 5 in the related Short Course materials.


A3 copies of the Program Logic and ‘If-Then’ diagrams in Handout 2 should be provided to each group



		8

		Slide set 8

		



		9

		Slide set 9


Materials prepared by students as handouts on their case studies.

		Students to be advised on morning of Day 1 to ensure they have the presentation based upon Assignment 1B prepared.



		10

		Slide set 10

		



		11

		Slide set 11

		Consider using examples and exercises in Activity 7 in the related Short Course materials



		12

		Slide set 12


Handout 3 - Challenges to the Program Logic Approach to Community Safety Programs


A CD-ROM or USB key containing all lecture as well as student case study materials may be distributed so that all students have a complete set.

		CD-ROM or USB key





SESSION NOTES


Session 1. Introduction 

· Have Slide 1 on the screen as background


· Welcome participants and any special guests.


· Use Slide 2 to introduce teaching staff and explain their background.


· Ask participants to briefly think about how they will introduce themselves using  similar template


· Use Slides 3-4 to explain the course objectives


· Use Slide 5 to explain course schedule


· Use Slides 6-9 to indicate some useful sources and references


· Use Slide 10 to introduce students Give ‘Introduction – Handout’ to discuss their knowledge, understanding and priorities in risk management and evalu’ation of community safety


· Use Slide 11 to explain teaching methods

· Use Slide 12 for any questions or points of clarification about assessment, attendance, subject matter or administration

Session 2. Key Definition 


· Use Slides 1 – 5 to explain the key concepts in disaster risk reduction and community safety. 


· Refer to the glossaries in Readings 1-1, 1.2 and 1.3. Emphasise that these terms are dynamic and open to debate.


· Consider using examples and exercises in Activity 2 in the related Short Course materials

Session 3a Theories of Risk Management and Community Safety 


· Slide 1 Title slide

· Slide 2 Use this photograph of a young girl in Laos, unlicensed, riding a motorbike with no protective gear and carrying a baby as an example of risk (she is carrying the family’s dinner on the left handlebar). This is an example of different perceptions of risk. Ask for students’ comments. Would they do this? Is this acceptable in Australia?

· Slide 3 Mnemonic of “Risk equals hazard times vulnerability divided by capacity”

· Slides 4 – 9 Explain changing philosophies and policies towards disaster risk reduction


· Slides 10 – 11 The elements of disaster risk reduction


· Slide 12 The Hyogo Framework for Action 2005 – 2015 is an international framework for disaster risk reduction. Australia is a signatory


Session 3 b Risk assessment 

· Slides 1 – 15 The elements and process of disaster risk reduction. Emphasise that this is not a complete listing and that DRR incorporates disaster management


Session 4 Program Logic Theory 


· Slides 1 – 20 The first concept is ‘Program Logic’. Explain the purpose of objectives as core to the planning of any activity – and the logical need to focus on such objectives in evaluation. Perhaps, use an anecdote from your own experience where you did not plan properly.


· Use a selection from the Slides to introduce the importance of the logic between Objectives – Activities – Evaluation, and the meaning and significance of Program Logic.

· Special note: A distinction is made between a community safety project and a program. A project seeks community safety objectives for a particular group of people in a particular place, often using a specific strategy whereas a program comprises an integrated suite of projects for a wider group of people and often across a wider region, over a longer period of time, and involving multiple strategies.


· Inform participants that the Program Logic/Theory approach can be used to plan and evaluate projects and programs, with a number of projects subsumed within a program.


· Consider using examples and exercises in Activities 3 and 4 in the related Short Course materials

Session 5 Program Logic in Practice 

· This section of the workshop introduces the key concepts in the application of the Program Logic/Program theory approach. After a brief review of these concepts, participants may critically discuss issues. 

· Use Slide 16 to generate discussion about indicators of achievement (refer to youth and community safety slide)


· Use slides 22 – 26 to discuss issues of policy, theory and practice.


· Consider using examples and exercises in Activities 3 and 4 in the related Short Course materials

Session 6 Evaluation Techniques 


· Slides 1 – 15 outline complementary evaluation techniques that can be ‘fitted within’ Program Theory. They are established techniques widely used in community safety projects and programmes. 

· Consider using examples and exercises in Activity 6 in the related Short Course materials.

Session 7  ‘Firestop’: A Simulation 

· This is the major exercise of the course and provides an opportunity for participants to practice developing a program logic model relatively un-assisted. The exercise is based upon a simulated urban community safety project that is outlined in Slides 1 - 10. 

· Further details of the ecercise are provided in Activity 5 in the related Short Course materials.

· Participants should be asked to read Handout 2 in advance of the workshop, perhaps over a break. 


· A3 copies of the Program Logic and ‘If-Then’ diagrams in Handout 2 should be provided to each group along with a kit of cards and blue-tac as outlined in the Resources section.


· Task 1 guides the small groups in an analysis of the situation. Most of the information is in Handout 2 but also encourage participants to speculate based on their own experiences.

· Hear and discuss group reports and then ask participants to fill in the Situation and External Factors boxes on the Program Logic Model to summarise the background characteristics of the ‘problem’ to be addressed?

· Now ask the small groups to complete Task 2, which examines the hierarchy of outcomes for a possible Firestop project. Place the participants in small groups again and ask them to:


· Brainstorm a list of all possible outcomes that a program to address this problem should achieve


· Refine the list of outcomes by grouping similar ones, deleting unimportant ones, etc. so that you have 8-12 remaining.


· Categorise this 8-12 into ‘outputs’, short to medium- term outcomes, long –term outcomes (impacts), making sure you have some in each category.


· Write individual outcomes on cards or ‘stickies’ – one outcome per card. Encourage the groups to word these outcomes as a short sentence per outcome.


· Arrange the outcomes into a hierarchy with the highest level outcome at the top (some may need to be put at the same ‘level’). 


· When members of a group agree on the relationships, they use the blue-tac to paste them down on their poster paper and use the pens to draw lines showing the links and relationships.

· Hear and discuss reports from groups, analysing the ‘logic’ in the hierarchy of objectives by asking them to explain how (i) the short-term outcomes are related to learning; (ii) the medium-term outcomes are related to action; and (iii) the long-term outcomes are related to impacts.

· Ask the groups to then complete Task 3 to develop (i) an “If-Then” Program Theory diagram, and (ii) a generic logic model for the project.

· Ask groups to arrange their reports as posters pinned around the walls of the room. 


· Rotate groups so that they are near a different project and ask them to make a list of 3-5 questions about the implementation of the project that they would like to ask the original groups.


· Match groups up to discuss these questions.


Session 8 Case Study Review 


· Slides 1 – 8 provide a way for students to reflect on the reviews of a number of wildfires conducted under the aegis of the Bushfire CRC. Explain and discuss the foundational and operational principles.

Session 9 Student Case Studies 


· In this session, students present the case studies and Program Logic models prepared in Assignment 1B. Instead of having all presentations in one such block, facilitators may arrange for presentations to be spread across the week.


· Each student uses a maximum of 5 slides to summarise the setting, rationale and activities of the case study of the community safety initiative that was the focus of his/her essay in Assignment 1A. Thy then present two Program Logic diagrams of the case study to illustrate:


· The Program Logic of the initiative as it was originally planned; and


· An improved or more detailed Program Logic for the initiative based upon your understanding of the Program Logic approach.

· Length: 30 minutes (15-20 minute presentation and 10-15 minute discussion)


· Class discussion will follow the presentations examining:


· The applicability of original Program Logic


· Improvements made in the revised Program Logic


· Similarities and differences across the case studies


· The evaluation methods were used and how successful these were.


· Other relevant issues


Session 10 Community Safety Research/Evaluation Case Studies 


· This session is based upon EMA research projects on community safety. Use Slides 1 – 13 to describe these and ask students to consider the activities being evaluated and the research and evaluation methods in the light of Program Logic.


· Class discussion should be encouraged along the lines of:


· What programmes and projects were in place?


· How were these planned?


· How were these evaluated?


· Who undertook the evaluation?


· Who were the stakeholders?


· How would Program Logic have planned, assisted in managing and evaluated these projects, consider the methodology of the research and also of the projects being researched


Session 11 Emerging issues in Community Safety and Disaster Risk Reduction 


· Use Slides 1 – 16 to encourage critical and free flowing thinking about emerging risks and how Program Logic may be applied to assessing community safety in a changing risk landscape.

· Ask the students what Program Logic has to offer risk, community safety and related agencies. For extent, to what extent does it:


· Help us be clear about what you want to achieve?


· Help us plan activities that are logically related to the results we want to achieve?


· Help us make assumptions explicit?


· Help us take context into account?


· Help us focus on and be accountable for what matters – outcomes and impacts?


· Support continuous improvement?


Session 12 Conclusion 

· Use Slides 1 – 13 to discuss ‘Challenges to the Program Logic/Theory Approach to Community Safety Programs and invite plenary discussion as part of conclusion and learning’s from the workshop.


· Consider using examples and exercises in Activity 7 in the related Short Course materials.

· Ask participants to discuss the following questions 


· What has been un-learned?


· What has been learned?


· Where to from here?


· Obstacles


· Challenges

· Advantages

· Provide guidance on Assignment 2.


Invite student feedback on the module according to university processes.


· HANDOUT 1


Introduction 


Major bushfires continue to take a heavy toll on communities around Australia.  Inquiries into these fires have addressed a common set of themes relating to improved community safety.  Increasingly, reports of these inquiries have identified the importance of community safety activities and programs, while agencies across Australia have recognised that when a major bushfire occurs they do not have the resources to defend every home in danger. In the past decade or so there has been a shift in thinking in emergency management organisations towards an understanding that reducing the risk from natural hazards such as fire will be enhanced by the level of householder and community preparedness and ability to respond safely and effectively. Many emergency management organisations, including fire services, now advocate a risk management approach with greater emphasis on prevention, mitigation and preparedness.


This shift in thinking from ‘response’ to ‘preparedness’ has been named the ‘community safety approach’. A central component is active engagement with, and empowerment of, the community to investigate its own risks and develop its own solutions, supported by policies and professional expertise from relevant organisations and agencies. The notion of community self-reliance is often used to sum up these ideas.  Increasingly, organisations are seeking ways to engage more effectively with communities to promote greater understanding by providing information, but also to increase community involvement through consultation, shared decision-making and partnerships with other organisations.


Many of the interventions that fire agencies, other organizations, and the community put in place aim to increase householder planning and preparedness, and community capacity, to deal with the risk of bushfire.  The range of interventions includes:


· Community education projects and programs
 conducted by fire and other agencies


· Community development approaches that seek to capitalise on and enhance existing community strengths (particularly in ‘hard-to-reach’ and other vulnerable communities)


· A wide range of communication products and media-based campaigns intended to raise awareness and provide advice


· State-wide and more localised multi-agency planning initiatives that increasingly involve community consultation and collaboration.


Many of these projects and programs are designed to influence the sense of responsibility and the choices that are made at the household and community levels in response to the risk of bushfire. A particular challenge is to uncover strategies for planning and delivering community safety programs that work – and to gather the evidence through rigorous evaluation in order to ensure continuous program improvement.


Source: Bushfire CRC Firenote No. 33.


HANDOUT 2





Group Tasks:


1. Understanding the Situation


a. What is the nature of the situation or condition?


b. How are key terms being defined? E.g. “community safety”, “involvement and engagement”, “deliberately lit fires”


c. Who is experiencing the problem? Are there sub-populations who experience the problem differently? Are there gender or ethnic considerations?


d. What is the scale and distribution of the problem condition?


e. Who defines this condition as a problem? Is it widely recognised as a problem?


f. What social values are represented in the definition of the problem? Are some value positions threatened by the existence of the problem or by the initiative


g. What are some possible causes of the problem condition(s)?

h. Fill in the Situation and External Factors boxes on the Program Logic Model to summarise the background characteristics of the ‘problem’ to be addressed?

2. Planning Outcomes


a. Brainstorm a list of all possible outcomes that a program to address this problem should achieve. 


b. Refine the list of outcomes by grouping similar ones, deleting unimportant ones, etc. so that you have 8-12 remaining. 


c. Categorise these 8-12 into ‘outputs’, short to medium-term outcomes, long –term outcomes (impacts), making sure you have some in each category.


d. Write individual outcomes on cards or ‘stickies’ – one outcome per card. Try to word each outcomes as a short phrase or sentence.


e. Arrange these FireStop outcomes into a hierarchy with the highest level outcome at the top (some may need to be put at the same ‘level’). 


f. When members of your group agree on the relationships, use the blue-tac to paste them down on poster paper and use the pens to draw lines showing the links and relationships. 

3. Program Theory ( Logic Model


a. Use the “if-then” template to depict the Program Theory underpinning the Firestop project you are developing.


b. Use the generic logic model template to develop a logic model for the Firestop project you are developing














IF-THEN MODEL




4. STUDENT STUDY GUIDE


INTRODUCTION


The purpose of this module is to introduce students to the Program Logic/Theory approach to planning and evaluating community safety projects in order to strengthen the capacity of individuals and agencies to undertake this important work.


Major bushfires continue to take a heavy toll on communities around Australia.  Inquiries into these fires have addressed a common set of themes relating to improved community safety.  Increasingly, reports of these inquiries have identified the importance of community safety activities and programs, while agencies across Australia have recognised that when a major bushfire occurs they do not have the resources to defend every home in danger. In the past decade or so there has been a shift in thinking in emergency management organisations towards an understanding that reducing the risk from natural hazards such as fire will be enhanced by the level of householder and community preparedness and ability to respond safely and effectively. Many emergency management organisations, including fire services, now advocate a risk management approach with greater emphasis on prevention, mitigation and preparedness.


This shift in thinking from ‘response’ to ‘preparedness’ has been named the ‘community safety approach’. A central component is active engagement with, and empowerment of, the community to investigate its own risks and develop its own solutions, supported by policies and professional expertise from relevant organisations and agencies. The notion of community self-reliance is often used to sum up these ideas.  Increasingly, organisations are seeking ways to engage more effectively with communities to promote greater understanding by providing information, but also to increase community involvement through consultation, shared decision-making and partnerships with other organisations.


Many of the interventions that fire agencies, other organizations, and the community put in place aim to increase householder planning and preparedness, and community capacity, to deal with the risk of bushfire.  The range of interventions includes:


· Community education projects and programs
 conducted by fire and other agencies


· Community development approaches that seek to capitalise on and enhance existing community strengths (particularly in ‘hard-to-reach’ and other vulnerable communities)


· A wide range of communication products and media-based campaigns intended to raise awareness and provide advice


· State-wide and more localised multi-agency planning initiatives that increasingly involve community consultation and collaboration.


Many of these projects and programs are designed to influence the sense of responsibility and the choices that are made at the household and community levels in response to the risk of bushfire. A particular challenge is to uncover strategies for planning and delivering community safety programs that work – and to gather the evidence through rigorous evaluation in order to ensure continuous program improvement.


The purpose of this module is to develop student understanding of, and expertise with, the Program Logic/Theory approach to planning and evaluating community safety projects.


ORGANISATION OF LEARNING 


This one-semester module (1/4th of one semester’s credit points) involves 30 hours class contact plus approximately 100 hours of independent study and assignment research and writing as supported by this Student Study Guide.


The class contact is based upon an intensive teaching block of 5 days after students have completed the activities and readings in the Student Study Guide. This will be held half to two-thirds the way through the semester.


Assignment 1 involves research on a case study of a community safety initiative and is presented in two parts. The first is an essay submitted two weeks before the intensive teaching block to enable lecturer/s to mark it and discuss with students during the intensive teaching block. The second part of Assignment 1 is an oral presentation of the case study during the intensive teaching block.


Assignment 2 is completed after the intensive teaching block.


LEARNING OUTCOMES


Students will:


1. 
understand basic concepts relating to natural hazards, risk, risk management and community safety;


2. 
understand the scope and purposes of community safety programs;


3. 
explain various analytical approaches, both theoretical and practical, to the planning and evaluation of specific community safety initiatives;


4. 
critically assess the Program Logic approach to planning and evaluating community safety initiatives;


5. 
plan and evaluate community safety initiatives using the Program Logic approach;


6. 
explain and review how evaluations are designed and how effectiveness, objectives, outputs and outcomes can be identified, defined, agreed and measured;


7. 
select and utilise appropriate research tools and methods for monitoring and evaluation.



TOPICS


Topic 1 - Key definitions 


Topic 2 - Theories of Risk Management and Community Safety


Topic 3 - Program logic and theory 


Topic 4 - Program logic in practice


Topic 5 – Evaluation techniques


Topic 6 – Case studies

LEARNING ACTIVITIES


Learning experiences have been designed to enable students to develop an understanding of the key concepts relating to Planning and Evaluation for Community Safety and their relationship to the practical aspects of bringing about change in community safety management; this will provide a basis for students to adopt the concepts in their personal and professional situations. Students will consolidate this knowledge through individual work aimed at establishing the theoretical concepts of evaluation, and relating these in a practical investigation of a case study. In addition they will gain experience in communication skills through sharing their expertise during the class discussion sessions. Case studies will be used to examine issues associated with the values and processes inherent in decision-making. It is essential that each student is well prepared for the discussions associated with the classes.


ASSESSMENT 


Students will complete two assessment items for this module:


1. Essay and presentation
50%


2. Evaluation report
50%


                            .


1.
Essay and Presentation


1A.
Essay



Using a case study of a community safety initiative from the literature or your own professional activities, outline the setting and rationale of the initiative and the activities that were conducted. Assess the extent to which the initiative reflected the foundational and operational values or principles in contemporary community safety approaches. 



Length: 3000 words



Submission Date: 2 weeks before the intensive teaching block to enable the essay to be marked and discussed with students during the intensive teaching block.



Mark Value: 30%


1B.
Presentation


Using a maximum of 5 slides, summarise the setting, rationale and activities of the case study of the community safety initiative that was the focus of your essay. Then present two Program Logic diagrams of the case study to illustrate:


iii. The Program Logic of the initiative as it was originally planned; and


iv. An improved or more detailed Program Logic for the initiative based upon your understanding of the Program Logic approach.



Length: 30 minutes (15-20 minute presentation and 10-15 minute discussion)



Presentation Date: During the intensive teaching block.



Mark Value: 20%


2. Evaluation report


Choose one of the following two topics. 


Topic 2A requires you to design the evaluation strategy for a community safety initiative from the literature or your own professional activities. This may be the case study you used in Assignment 1 but, if so, you should base the work in this assignment on the “improved version” of the Program Logic model of the initiative in Assignment 1B. Topic 2B requires you to research and write an academic essay.


2A.
Evaluation Strategy



Using a case study of a community safety initiative from the literature or your own professional activities, develop an evaluation strategy based upon the Program Logic Approach. The strategy should include:


ix. A brief overview of the context and rationale of the initiative


x. The Program Theory, including an “if-then” diagram


xi. A Program Logic model for the initiative


xii. A rationale for including each of the following four phases/types of evaluation in the evaluation strategy: needs assessment, process evaluation, outcomes evaluation and impact evaluation


xiii. A list of 3-5 questions that will be asked in each of these phases/types of evaluation


xiv. The indicators that will be used to structure answers to each of these questions


xv. The data collection process for each indicator, including: sources, methods, sample size and timing, as appropriate.


xvi.  The process that will be used to analyse and interpret the evaluation data and to then use it for ongoing quality improvement.



Length: Up to 3000 words, but predominantly in diagram and tabular format



Submission Date: 1 week before the end of the semester.



Mark Value: 50%


OR


2B.
ACADEMIC ESSAY


“Program Logic and Program Theory together provide an integrated conceptual and practice based approach to community safety planning and evaluation that other planning and evaluation methods lack.” Discuss with reference to at least two other planning and/or evaluation methodologies.


Note: You should refer to the existing literature on Program Logic, the literature on other planning and evaluation methodologies and to their relevance to the goals of community safety and disaster risk reduction.



Length: 3000 words



Submission Date: 1 week before the end of the semester.



Mark Value: 50%


KEY READINGSDISTRIBUTED LEARNING SYSTEM DISTRIBUTED LEARNING SYSTEM55CC

Key readings for the various topics in this module are provided in the “Community Safety Evaluation Handbook” that is an integral part of this module. This Study Guide contains a brief summary of the materials in these readings as well as a series of questions to guide and stimulate your thinking as you study each of the readings.


It is imperative that these readings be studied and understood prior to attendance at the intensive teaching block.


PROGRAM FOR INTENSIVE TEACHING BLOCK


PROGRAM FOR INTENSIVE TEACHING BLOCK


		DA|Y

		SESSION

		PURPOSE

		STUDY GUIDE READINGS



		Day 1



		 1

		Overview of Course and Introductions 

		Introduction

		



		

		 2 



		Study Guide Topic 1


Key definitions 

		To identify consensual definitions of key terms of risk, disaster and hazard in relation to capacity, preparedness, vulnerability, resilience, social capital, disaster, emergency, mitigation, recovery and community and other relevant terms

		1.1   United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (2009) Terminology of Disaster Risk Reduction. [On-line at URL http://www.unisdr.org/eng/library/lib-terminology-eng%20home.htm]

1.2   Emergency Management Australia (1998) Australian Emergency Management Glossary, Australian Emergency Manuals Series, No. 3. [On-line at URL www.ema.gov.au/www/emaweb/rwpattach.nsf/VAP/(3273BD3F76A7A5DEDAE36942A54D7D90)~Manual03-AEMGlossary.PDF/$file/Manual03-AEMGlossary.PDF]



		

		 3 a

		Study Guide Topic 2


Theories of Risk Management and Community Safety

		To introduce the students to the basic concepts relating to Risk and community safety

		2.1
Lupton, D. (1999) Risk. Routledge, London, pp. 1-17.


2.2
Gabriel, P. (2003) The development of municipal emergency management planning in Victoria, Australia, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Vol. 18 No 2, pp. 74-80.


2.3
Gilbert, J. (2007) Community Education, Awareness and Engagement Programs for Bushfire: An Initial Assessment of Practices across Australia, Bushfire CRC technical report No C0701.


2.4
Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, S. (2000) New approaches to assessing vulnerability and resilience, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Winter, pp. 8-14.



		

		 3 b



		Risk assessment

		To acquaint students with methods of assessing risks and threats to community safety

		



		Day 2

6  hrs

		 4

		Study Guide Topic 3


Program logic and theory 

		To identify the core theories and concepts of program logic

		3.1
Rhodes, A., & Gilbert, J. (2008). Using program theory in evaluating bushfire community safety programs. Pp. 129-138 in J. W. Handmer & K. Haynes (eds), (2008) Community Bushfire Safety. Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.


3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Chs 1-2. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]



		

		 5



		Study Guide Topic 4


Program logic in practice

		To identify the core methods and practices program logic

		3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Chs 3. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]

4.1
Elsworth. G, Anthony-Harvey-Beavis,K,  and Rhodes, A (2006) Conceptualising the Outcomes of Community Safety Programs for Natural Hazards in Australia. Paper presented at the European Evaluation Society – UK Evaluation Society Joint International Conference, London, October.



		Day 3

6  hrs



		 6



		Study Guide Topic 5


Evaluation techniques

		To identify the core theories, concepts and practices of other evaluation methods including M and E, SIA, LogFrames, Project management

		3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Ch 4. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]

5.1
World Bank (2004) Monitoring and Evaluation: Some Tools, Methods and Approaches, World Bank, Washington DC.


5.2
Benson C, and Twigg J (2004) Evaluating Disaster Risk Reduction Initiatives Guidance Note 13, ProventionConsortium, Geneva.



		

		 7

		Study Guide Topic 6


Firestop!: A Simulation

		To apply Program Logic and Program Theory 

		Materials provided in class.



		

		 8



		Analysis of National Reviews 

		To explain and review how evaluations are designed and how effectiveness, objectives, outputs and outcomes can be identified, defined, agreed and measured

		6.1 
Elsworth, G., Stevens, K., Gilbert, J., Goodman, H., & Rhodes, A. (2008) Evaluating the community safety approach to bushfire in Australia: Towards an assessment of what works and how. Paper delivered at the Biennial Conference of the European Evaluation Society, Lisbon, October.



		Day 4

6  hrs



		 9

		Student Case Studies

		Student case studies to facilitate a broader range of applications of Program Logic

		Student-led session



		

		 10

		Community Safety research case study

		To identify applied issues in risk management and community safety through clearly defined case studies

		No additional readings



		Day 5 

6 hrs



		11

		Emerging issues in community safety and disaster risk reduction

		To demonstrate how Program Logic can be applied in real world situations before, during and after events

		



		

		 12

		Conclusions: Course review and reflection on theories, concepts, practice

Student feedback

		Drawing together all of the core principles and implications for future policy development and evaluation practice in students’ professional lives

Student feedback

		





DISTRIBUTED LEARNING SYSTEM DISTRIBUTED LEARNING SYSTEM55STUDY RESOURCES


Text Book (provided free as a PDF)


W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]


Key Readings


A set of readings for each topic is provided in Evaluation Handbook.

Background Readings


General 


Benson C, and Twigg J. (2007) Tools for Mainstreaming Disaster Risk Reduction: Guidance Notes for Development Organisations. ProventionConsortium Geneva. [On-line at URL www.proventionconsortium.org/mainstreaming_tools]


Handmer, J. & Haynes, K. (eds) (2008) Community Bushfire Safety. Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.


Twigg, J. (2004) Disaster Risk Reduction: Mitigation and Preparedness in Development and Emergency Programming Humanitarian Practice Network. [On-line at URL www.odihpn.org/documents/gpr9/part%201.pdf]

Wisner, B., Blaikie, P., Cannon, T., & Davis, I. (2004) At Risk: Natural Hazards, People's Vulnerability and Disasters, 2nd Edition. Routledge, London.

Community Safety


Buckle, P., Marsh, G. & Smale, S. (2000) New Approaches to Assessing Vulnerability and Resilience, Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Winter, 8-14.


Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, S. (2003) Reframing risk, hazards, disasters, and daily life: A report of research into local appreciation of risks and threats, Australian Journal of Emergency Management, May, 81-87.


Elsworth, G., Anthony-Harvey-Beavis, K. and Rhodes, A. (2008) What should community safety initiatives for bushfires achieve? Pp. 139–150 in J. Handmer and K Haynes, eds. Community Bushfire Safety, Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.

Elsworth, G., Gilbert, J., Rhodes, A. & Goodman, H.  (2009) Community safety programs for Bushfire: what do they achieve and how – conference presentation. Australian Journal of Emergency Management, 24, 2, 17–25. 


Gilbert, J. (2007) Community Education, Awareness and Engagement Programs for Bushfire: An Initial Assessment of Practices Across Australia, Bushfire CRC, Technical Report No. C0701.


Program Logic Approach to Evaluation

Donaldson, D. I. (2007) Program Theory-Driven Evaluation Science: Strategies and Applications Strategies and Applications, Routledge, London.


Funnell, S. C. (2004) Developing and using a program theory matrix for program evaluation and performance monitoring, Program Theory in Evaluation: Challenges and Opportunities. New Directions for Evaluation, 87, 91-101.


King, D & MacGregor, C., Using social indicators to measure community vulnerability to natural hazards, Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Spring 2000 

Leeuw, F. L. (2003). Reconstructing program theories: Methods available and problems to be solved. American Journal of Evaluation, 24(1), 5-20.


McNamara, C. (2008) Guidelines and Framework for Designing Basic Logic Model. On-line at URL http://managementhelp.org/np_progs/np_mod/org_frm.htm


Pawson, R. (2003). A realist approach to evidence based policy. In B. Carter & C. New (Eds.), Making Realism Work. London: Routledge.


Pawson, R. (2006). Evidence-Based Policy: A Realist Perspective. London: Sage.


Rhodes, A., & Gilbert, J. (2008). Using program theory in evaluating bushfire community safety programs. Pp. 129-138 in J. W. Handmer & K. Haynes (eds), Community Bushfire Safety). Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.


University of Arizona Rural Health Office and College of Public Health (2008) Evaluation: Start Here Please! (Chs. 2 and 3). On-line at URL http://www.publichealth.arizona.edu/chwtoolkit/PDFs/Evalua/evalua.pdf


University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008) Program Development and Evaluation. Online at URL http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/evaluation/evallogicmodel.html


Useful Web Sites


		Emergency Management Australia

		www.ema.gov.au

		Many useful downloadable manuals and other resources



		United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction

		www.unisdr.org

		Many useful documents and resources. UNISDR host the Secretariat managing the global Hyogo Framework for Action 2005 – 2015, which is a global framework for disaster risk reduction



		United Nations Development Programme

		www.undp.org

		UNDP is the UNs’ lead agency for disaster risk reduction



		ProventionConsortium

		www.proventionconsortium.org/

		Provention is a network hub and source material repository for  disaster risk reduction globally; it contains reference material, policy and methodological documents



		Prevention Web

		www.preventionweb.net/english/

		is a network hub and source material repository for  disaster risk reduction globally; it contains reference material, policy and methodological documents





TOPIC 1 


Key Definitions in Disaster Risk Reduction and Community Safety Evaluation

This topic will be the focus of Session 2 at the intensive teaching block.


The study of this topic will provide students with a common working language for the fields of ‘risk reduction’, ‘community safety’ and evaluation. These are areas in which specialists from different fields can disagree although much of the dissention is mainly in the finer detail and, as is often the case, when the language is put into practice. 


Objectives


After studying this unit you should be able to:


1. Use a common working language for the relevant concepts associated with ‘risk’, risk reduction’, ‘community’, ‘vulnerability’ and ‘capacity’ and ‘evaluation’ as they relate to community safety programs


2. Appreciate the relationships between the concepts.


Overview


In order to establish this common language, which is necessary as there have been so many differing usages of these terms, in 2009 the United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction produced a glossary that is in wide use across the globe (Reading 1.1) . However of equal value are the definitions from the well established and widely recognised Emergency Management Australia’s Glossary (Reading 1.2). These definitions are widely used within the Australian context as definitions, terms and concepts presented there are pragmatic and practical.  In this context, ‘academic’ propensity to have multiple finely differentiated definitions should be avoided. 

Due to the ever-increasing impacts of disasters on Australians, and also due to the call from many Australians for government action, governments have been forced over the past decade or so to re-visit their strategies for dealing with ‘risk’ and disaster.  Consequently, Australia has adopted a comprehensive and integrated approach to the development of its arrangements and programs for the effective management of emergencies and disasters.  However, this approach needs to be under constant monitoring due to the greater intensity of the disasters in the light of global warming – with bushfires in particular growing in intensity as well as in frequency. It can be argued that policy approaches that were appropriate in the past should be re-visited in the light of the 2009 fires in Victoria for example.   


As a result, approaches need to be:


· Comprehensive, in encompassing All Hazards and in recognising that dealing with the risks to community safety, which such hazards create, requires a range of prevention/mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery (PPRR) programs and other risk management treatments; 


· Integrated, in ensuring that the efforts of governments, all relevant organisations and agencies, and the community, as a Prepared Community, are coordinated in such programs, and

· Capable of dealing with the wide variety and scale of hazards that may affect Australian communities, whether these originate from natural, technological, biological or social agents or result from an interaction between agents in any of these fields.


Ultimately, the goal of all such arrangements and programs is to contribute to the development and maintenance of a safer, sustainable community.


Key Readings 


Reading 1.1
United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (2009) Terminology of Disaster Risk Reduction. [On-line at URL http://www.unisdr.org/eng/library/lib-terminology-eng%20home.htm]

Reading 1.2
Emergency Management Australia (1998) Australian Emergency Management Glossary, Australian Emergency Manuals Series, No. 3. [On-line at URL http://www.ema.gov.au/www/emaweb/emaweb.nsf/Page/Publications_AustralianEmergencyManualSeries_AustralianEmergencyManualSeries]

Reading 1.3
Emergency Management Australia (2004) Australian Emergency Management Concepts and Principles, Australian Emergency Manuals Series, No. 1. [On-line at URL http://www.ema.gov.au/www/emaweb/emaweb.nsf/Page/Publications_AustralianEmergencyManualSeries_AustralianEmergencyManualSeries]

Tasks


1. Read and analyse the various definitions and in the three readings relating to key terms of risk, disaster and hazard in relation to capacity, preparedness, vulnerability, resilience, social capital, disaster, emergency, mitigation, recovery and community. 

2. Using your own experience, knowledge and the definitions used in your field of work, gauge whether it is possible to identify consensual definitions. 

3. How can particular definitions (give examples) be improved so that they are more understandable and relevant to all workers in the field of ‘community safety’.

Additional References


Buckle, P. (1998/9) Re-defining community and vulnerability in the context of emergency management, Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Summer, 21-26.


Buckle, P., Marsh, G. & Smale, S. (2000) New approaches to assessing vulnerability and resilience, Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Winter, 8-14.


Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, S. (2003) Reframing risk, hazards, disasters, and daily life: A report of research into local appreciation of risks and threats, Australian Journal of Emergency Management, May, 81-87.


Thywissen, K. (2006) Components of Risk: A Comparative Glossary, United Nations University, Institute for Environment and Human Security, Bonn.


TOPIC 2


Risk Management and Community Safety

The increasing investment of public and private funds in community safety initiatives has resulted in increased calls for monitoring and evaluation. The Logic Model approach to planning community safety initiatives is ready made for evaluation because the desired outcomes and impacts are specified at the beginning of a project.


This topic will be the focus of Sessions 3a and 3b at the intensive teaching block.

This aim of this topic is to introduce students to the basic concepts of risk and risk assessment within the context of community safety programs in Australia.


Objectives


After studying this unit you should be able to:


1. explain theories of risk and risk management, particularly as they relate to Community Safety

2. understand the implications of risk management for emergency planners and governments; 


3. explain theories of risk assessment and their application to the methods used in your particular practice


4. explain the principles on which risk management models may be developed and assessed.


Overview of risk 


Most models of risk start from the basic concept that risk is related to a particular hazard and, depending on our coping capacities, how vulnerable we are to it (including management and resources as well as personal capacity).


From this, it would appear to be relatively easy to assess who are most likely to be the most vulnerable in our society.  At lest seemingly - as even at the most basic level there are arguments as to who really is most likely to be at ‘risk’. Are females, as is often put forward, really more at risk than males?  It can be argued that in many cases males are actually more at risk due to the tasks they perform and which place them in situations of risk through their occupation or leisure activities.  Are the young, (males in particular) more likely than their elders to place themselves in risky situations and are therefore more vulnerable even though they are fit and healthy but less experienced than their elders?


“Risk” can be quite a contentious topic depending upon how it is socially constructed. Much depends upon the culture where the risk is situated and the socio-economic and the historical backgrounds, which also can determine the level of coping capacity. 


Building on the need for empowerment and community capacity building, and drawing on the work of Deborah Lupton (Reading 2.1), we know that we live in a “risk society” where we face a wide variety of risks but we too often fail to realise their significance and how much at risk we often are.  For community safety to be in place, capacity building should operate alongside the development of a realistic understanding of the risks that we actually face.  

Lupton states that: 


Risks that are seen to be rare but memorable tend to be overestimated while those that are considered to be common and less serious are underestimated... Risks that are perceived as familiar or voluntary are considered more acceptable and less likely to happen than those that are perceived to be new or imposed.  People tend to be risk averse when faced with gains and risk seeking when faced with losses… We take reasoned action and attempt at mitigation according to our experiences, knowledge, and background e.g. our class, ethnicity, education, gender, belief system, and culture generally…. We are also influenced and affected by demographic variables, community stability (or lack of same), the information gathered from the media, other people’s actions and by leadership (or lack of same. Social pressure will also impact on our views and responses to risk... Responses and attitudes to risk also vary over time and our actions are usually consistent with our belief systems (Lupton 1999, pp. 21, 25)


When summarising where the differing views of risk held by various theorists, Lupton argues that they all seem to regard risk as a “cultural and political concept by which individuals, social groups and institutions are organised, monitored and regulated” (p. 25). She argues that there are three dimensions to this:


· Risk is an increasingly pervasive aspect of human existence. 


· Risk is a central aspect of human identity 

· Risk can be managed through human interventions. 

· Risk is associated with notions of choice, responsibility and blame.


Therefore, the need is understand the risks posed by hazards and disasters whilst recognising that we all can be vulnerable, depending on the particular disaster. Hence, more and more is increasingly expected from government and other agencies in dealing with the hazards and their aftermath. The debate over global warming can be seen as evidence that governments must act if global disaster is to be averted.  


Changes in approaches to disaster management can also be seen in the emphasis not only on managing disasters and emergency (and whose responsibility this is), but also on the involvement of local communities and how best to communicate with and empower them.  All such actions are aimed at disaster risk reduction. The UN’s ISDR Hyogo Framework for Action model is valuable in this regard.


As Lupton and others point out: the emphasis was once on ‘response’ to a disaster but now it is seen that the particular contexts in which a disaster occurs have to be taken into account with consequent implications for emergency management with the focus being on mitigation, consequences and the community and less focus on the hazard. However, the type of hazard and its likely impacts do need to be addressed noting the ‘quality’ of the event including speed, duration, numbers affected, and particularly whether there is emergency service capability able to render assistance, manage the event and enable recovery.  


Overview of risk assessment


The assessment of risk involves moving away from identifying a risk, its context and the options available to an examination of the options that managers can use to alleviate the risk. The resultant choices between these options impacts upon the outcomes and to a prioritising of the steps to be taken, the systems to be operationalised, and the resources are available to deal with the particular risk/s.


Prior to any risk becoming reality, it is necessary to identify: 


1. The type of hazards most likely to occur. 


2. The particular characteristics of the local community and the environment in which it is situated, and which are most likely to exacerbate risks?  


3. The most vulnerable people, housing, businesses and environment in the locality. 


4. Emergency plans for best protecting such people and others at risk and to deal with the risks.  


Paul Gabriel summarises this approach (see Reading 2.2) by noting that the key elements in this risk assessment process are:


· Identify, analyse, and prioritise risks


· Treat risks


· Acknowledge existence of residual risks


· Plan and prepare for emergency operational activities.


Gabriel concludes that: 


The emphasis is on local process. The skills are those of networking, consultation, and problem-solving, where people are provoked and empowered to identify and address their local safety issues with the support of emergency services and other organisations with necessary knowledge and expertise” (Gabriel 2003, pp.6 -7).


Community safety programs in Australia


Reading 2.3, John Gilbert provides an analysis of the range of community safety programs used by fire agencies in Australia around the middle of the 2000s. It categorises them into the following groups:


		· Media




		· Community Groups with Preparedness Focus



		· Warnings

		· Community Groups with Predominant Response Focus



		· Printed publications

		· Community Development Based Approach



		· Interactive publications

		· On-on-One Consultations



		· Local Brigade Activity

		· Multi-agency approaches



		· Community Briefings During and After a Fire

		





A common assumption in almost all these types of initiatives is that making sure people have the right information will lead them to act in ways that minimise the risks they face. Conversely, it is believed that to ignore such information is irrational .


Unfortunately, this “hypodermic injection” (of information) approach does not work of itself. We have often heard the proverb “Information does not equal knowledge and knowledge does not equal wisdom”. This is the problem with so many community safety initiatives.


The assumption that ignoring information is irrational is a common one, however.  For example, it underpinned Jared Diamond’s 2005 book, Collapse: How Societies Choose to Fail or Survive. Collapse retells the history of the collapses that have characterised great civilisations, over the centuries, because they ignored obvious facts about environmental decline. Diamond says that the failed civilisations knew what they were doing to the environment but, irrationally, continued along the path of destruction, ignoring environmental messages, as a result of groupthink, crowd psychology, and denial. 


There is a paradox in this argument: Collapse argues that the solution to avoiding ecological collapse today is to present people with more facts about today’s threats and stories of past tragedies as parables from which to learn.  This paradox that highlights the problem with information-focused community safety initiatives


De Kirby et al (2007) suggest that this argument about the relationship between information, behaviour and rationality is based upon several key assumptions about human behaviour, namely:

1.
People are essentially rational.


2.
Reason and logic is only one form of rationality. Everything else is irrational


3.
Rationality is conscious (i.e. we choose to be rational or irrational).


5.
Rational decisions are better than irrational decisions.


6.
Denial is a kind of irrationality.


7.
Irrationality and denial can be overcome by more information.


However, this is not what psychology and sociology tell us about rationality and motivations for behaviour, especially the role of knowledge and “scare tactics” in causing disempowerment. In fact, a different approach to ontology and human nature reveals a set of alternative assumptions, opposite to Diamond’s. For example:

1. Human reasoning is specific to particular context, cultures, and moments in time.  


2. There is no single “reason” but, rather, many different rationalities.


3. What is rational in one context may be irrational in another.


4. Most rationalities are “stored” in the unconscious.


5. There is no such thing as emotion-free reasoning. Every rationality is guided by emotion.


6. Every emotion, including, fear and denial, hope and commitment, etc - is a kind of rationality.


The Australian Psychological Society has made a study of the impacts of hearing about severe environmental problems upon people and argues that the range of responses that people often make to such situations is the antithesis of the goal of those providing the information!


It is common for people to experience a range of emotions and psychological symptoms when faced with information about environmental threats and predictions of an uncertain future. People may feel anxious, scared, sad, depressed, numb, helpless and hopeless, frustrated or angry.


Sometimes, if the information is too unsettling, and the solutions seem too difficult, people can cope by minimising or denying that there is a problem, or avoiding thinking about the problems.


Being sceptical about the problems is another way that people may react. The caution expressed by climate change sceptics could be a form of denial, where it involves minimising the weight of scientific evidence/consensus on the subject. Or it could indicate that they perceive the risks of change to be greater than the risks of not changing, for themselves or their interests.


Another common reaction is to become desensitized to information about environmental problems. Stories and images relating to climate change flood our daily news. People can become desensitised to the stories, and mentally switch off when the next one comes. The fact that these problems are not easily fixed, and seem to go on and on without resolution, increases the chances that we will tune out, thus minimising our stress, and continuing with business as usual.


Once people believe that they cannot do anything to change a situation, they tend to react in all sorts of unhelpful ways. They may become dependent on others (i.e., by believing that the government or corporations will fix things, or that technology has all the answers), resigned (‘if it happens, it happens’), cynical (‘there’s no way you can stop people from driving their cars everywhere – convenience is more important to most people than looking after the environment’), or fed up with the topic ‘yeah – whatever’.

Source: http://www.psychology.org.au/publications/tip_sheets/climate/ 


Key Readings 


Reading 2.1
Lupton, D. (1999) Risk. Routledge, London, pp. 1-17.


Reading 2.2
Gabriel, P. (2003) The development of municipal emergency management planning in Victoria, Australia, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Vol. 18 No 2, pp. 74-80.


Reading 2.3
Gilbert, J. (2007) Community Education, Awareness and Engagement Programs for Bushfire: An Initial Assessment of Practices across Australia, Bushfire CRC technical report No C0701.


Reading 2.4
Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, S. (2000) New approaches to assessing vulnerability and resilience, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Winter, pp. 8-14.

Activities


Understanding risk


1. Read and summarize Reading 2.1, noting what Lupton mean when she says:

· risk has become an increasingly pervasive concept of human existence in western societies; 


· risk is a central aspect of human subjectivity; 


· risk is seen as something that can be managed through human intervention; and 


· risk  is associated with notions of choice, responsibility and blame?

2. 
What are the implications for emergency planners and governments of the following views of Lupton? 


· We take reasoned action and attempt at mitigation according to our experiences, knowledge, and background e.g. our class, ethnicity, education, gender, belief system, and culture generally.


· We are also influenced and affected by demographic variables, community stability (or lack of same), the information gathered from the media, other people’s actions and by leadership (or lack of same).

Risk assessment


3. 
Analyse each of the two models for risk assessment and risk management provided in Reading 2.2 by noting:


· its relevance for other agencies and the organisation where you work (or one of your own choosing); and


· modifications that could be made to the models so that they might be more useful to the organisation where you work (or one of your own choosing).


Community safety programs in Australia


4.
Draw and complete a table to summarise Reading 2.3.


		Category of community safety program

		Key features

		Example

		Advantages

		Possible problems



		Media




		

		

		

		



		Warnings

		

		

		

		



		Printed publications

		

		

		

		



		Interactive publications

		

		

		

		



		Local Brigade Activity

		

		

		

		



		Community Briefings During and After a Fire

		

		

		

		



		Community Groups with Preparedness Focus

		

		

		

		



		Community Groups with Predominant Response Focus

		

		

		

		



		Community Development Based Approach

		

		

		

		



		On-on-One Consultations

		

		

		

		



		Multi-agency approaches

		

		

		

		





5. To what extent is the proverb “Information does not equal knowledge and knowledge does not equal wisdom” relevant to community bushfire safety initiatives? 


6. How relevant is the criticism of the information-focused approach in books such as Collapse to the community bushfire safety situation? Why?


7. What views of rationality guide human responses to the threat of bushfires? What principles of the development of community bushfire safety initiatives can you draw from this?


8. How might the community development approach to bushfire safety help address the problems with information-based approaches?


9. Reading 2.4 proposes the concept of resilience as the goal of community safety initiatives. How can community resilience be enhanced?


Additional References


Amin, S, & Goldstein, M, eds (2008) Data Against Natural Disasters: Establishing Effective Systems for Relief, Recovery and Reconstruction, The World Bank, Washington, DC, 2008

Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, S. (2003) The Development of Community Capacity as Applying to Disaster Management Capability, EMA Research Project 14/2002 Report, Canberra, December.


Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, S. (2003) Reframing risk, hazards, disasters, and daily life: A report of research into loca1 appreciation of risks and threats, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Vol. 18 No 2.

Handmer, J. (2003) We are all vulnerable, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Vol. 18 No 3.

Edwards, C. (2009) Resilient Nation, DEMOS, London.


Lucas, C, Hennessy, K., Mills, G.  & Bathols, J. (2007) Bushfire Weather in Southeast Australia: Recent Trends and Projected Climate Change Impacts Bushfire CRC, Australian Bureau of Meteorology and CSIRO Marine and Atmospheric Research Consultancy Report prepared for The Climate Institute of Australia. 

Lupton, D. (1999) Risk, Routledge, London, Ch. 2.


Pelling, M. (2003) The Vulnerability of Cities: Natural Disasters and Social Resilience Earthscan, London.


Pelling, M. (2004) Visions of Risk: A Review of International Indicators of Disaster Risk and its Management. A report for the ISDR Inter-Agency Task force on Disaster Reduction – Working Group 3.

UNDP Bureau for Crisis Risk and Recovery (2009) Reducing Disaster Risk.  [On-line at URL http://www.undp.org/cpr/whats_new/rdr_english.pdf

UNISDR (2004) Living with Risk: A Global Review of Dsaster Reduction Initiatives, UNISDR, Geneva. [On-line at URL http://www.unisdr.org/eng/about_isdr/bd-lwr-2004-eng.htm

Victorian Government, Living with Fire: A Community Engagement Framework, 2008-2012. [On-line at URL http://www.cfa.vic.gov.au/documents/LivingwithFireFramework2008_2012.pdf]


TOPIC 3


Program Logic and Program Theory


Introduction


Basically, a logic model is a systematic and visual way to present and share your understanding of the relationships among the resources you have to operate your program, the activities you plan, and the changes or results you hope to achieve…. The most basic logic model is a picture of how you believe your program will work. It uses words and/or pictures to describe the sequence of activities thought to bring about change and how these activities are linked to the results the program is expected to achieve… [and] illustrate the connection between your planned work and your intended results. W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004), pp. 1-2.

In this module, a distinction is made between a community safety project and a program. A project seeks community safety objectives for a particular group of people in a particular place, often using a specific strategy, whereas a program comprises an integrated suite of projects for a wider group of people and often across a wider region, over a longer period of time, and involving multiple strategies.


However, in the Project Logic literature, the term ‘program’ is used to refer to both of these ideas.


This topic will be the focus of Session 4 at the intensive teaching block.

This aim of this topic is to introduce students to the basic concepts of Program Logic and Program Theory as central to an efficient way to plan and evaluate bushfire community safety initiatives.


Objectives


After studying this unit you should be able to:


1. Define Program Logic and Program Theory and explain their role as a planning and evaluation method;


2. Explain the principles on which community safety programs may be developed and assessed using Program Logic; and


3. Describe the advantages and limitations of Program Logic as a planning and evaluation method.


Overview


Policies, programs and activities are designed to bring about change in the ‘real world’. Where there is an unmet need in a community, or another social problem that a community wants resolved, governments and agencies often implement programs that involve activities and the allocation of resources that are designed to meet the need or to resolve the issue. 



In developing programs. the question of whether the program will actually meet its objectives in addressing  address the need or problem often receives less attention than other political, organisational and situational factors. For example, competition among organisations for funding, resources and ‘territory’, the enthusiasm of an individual ‘champion’ overriding organisational priorities, or time and cost pressures. Programs can also become institutionalised  as ‘this is the way we have always done business’ and may persist without appropriate periodic review to take account of new political and community priorities, resource constraints or changes in the social, economic and risk contexts.. The rapidly changing contexts in which community safety organisations operate can also make it difficult to develop effective programs that are designed to meet an identified need and which are properly reviewed and evaluated. These potential pitfalls in program development should not be ignored. They identify some of the competing demands and constraints on program developers and managers. 


In order for programs to address a need or problem, the circumstances that drive program development need to be reconciled with an understanding of what constitutes an effective program, being one which achieves it objectives in a timely, efficient and effective manner. What is required is a method and philosophy that can guide program development and support effective and efficient program management. Such an approach would help answer common evaluation questions: 


· What problem is being addressed or need being met by the program? 


· What problem has been identified for communities at risk, governments and organisations? 


· What is the program intended to achieve? 


· What are the program outcomes?


· What are the indicators of program success


· How does the program work?


· Where and when does the program work most effectively? 


· How do we monitor the implementation and outcomes of the program? 


· How do we know whether the program will work in different situations? 



Program planning and development has often focussed on easily observable aspects such as the activities, resources, funding and practicalities of delivery; often inadequate attention is given to how the program actually works to achieve the intended outcomes and how the program works remains hard to discern. Without an understanding of how a program works it is difficult to determine whether it has been effective and if it has worked then why it worked - and if it hasn’t worked then why it didn’t work. Improving program delivery and resource and time use is also difficult if the internal mechanics of the program are poorly understood and/or expressed. Equally, without understanding how a program works makes it difficult to transfer the program or its components and methods to another context, location or set of needs and problems. Understanding how programs work, for whom they are designed, and under what circumstances is necessary for program success and critical to effective program development and management. 


An approach to understanding programs is the use of program logic models and program theory. In essence, program logic is a simplified picture of how the objectives of a program could be achieved through a series of related outcomes. These are frequently put together in the form of hierarchy of intended outcomes. The limitation of this is that while program logic identifies the anticipated or desired changes. It does not necessarily shed much light on how these changes will he brought about. 


A Program Theory is an extension of this Program Logic and helps to link intended outcomes of a program to the program activities and the underlying assumptions about how a program works. It helps to explain how the program elements are related and how they might work together to bring about the effects of a program. As such, developing Program Logic can often be a natural first step in the development of a more comprehensive evidenced-based Program Theory. 


Program Theory supports Program Logic by identifying and succinctly expressing:


· The needs(s) to be addressed by the program


· the criteria of success for program 


· The program factors that are necessary for success 


· Inputs – such as funding, personnel and resources


· Mechanisms and processes for achieving success


· The broader social, political, economic and environmental context in which the need arises and in which the program is undertaken.


The value of applying Program Logic and Program Theory to community safety initiatives includes:


1. The need to build in flexibility in developing and delivering programs recognising the circumstances of individuals and communities, 


2. The need to target programs to communities and individual households in high bushfire risk areas and to reach individuals with a low risk awareness, those who have mistaken beliefs about fire behaviour, and those who may not be part of the local community where a considered, practical, systematic and evidence based approach is required


3. Flexibility in tailoring programs that recognise that individuals respond differently to the same information and the link between increased understanding and taking action to increase safety are unclear,


4. Understanding how educating and engaging communities in preparing, responding to and recovering from bushfires are linked in terms of outcomes achieved.


5. Evaluating community involvement 


6. Demonstrating the cost effectiveness of community education, engagement and awareness programs,


7. The development of performance indicators that can be meaningfully aggregated at a national level.


8. Focusing on desired and expected outcomes not unexpected ones

Key Readings


Reading 3.1
Rhodes, A., & Gilbert, J. (2008). Using program theory in evaluating bushfire community safety programs. Pp. 129-138 in J. W. Handmer & K. Haynes (eds), (2008) Community Bushfire Safety. Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.


Reading 3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Chapter 1. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]


Activities


1.  Read and summarise Readings 3.1 and 3.2 with particular reference to:


· The relationship between Program Theory and Program Logic


· Definitions of key concepts in a Program Logic Model, such as: resources, inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, impacts, etc.


· How Logic Models help position a project for success


· The differences between three approaches to a Logic Model (i) Theory Approach, (ii) Outcomes Approach, and (iii) Activities Approach


· The advantages and disadvantages of adopting a social science versus a stakeholder approach in using Logic Model/Theory to develop a community safety initiative

· How a Logic Model might be used throughout the Life of a community safety initiative


· How a Logic Model approach contributes to evaluation.

2.  To what extent do you agree with the following statement? In what ways does a program Logic approach address this problem?


If program planners don’t have any hypotheses guiding them, their potential for learning from the initiative is low, and the program is probably in trouble.


3.  Draw diagrams to summarise the Program Theory in (i) the NSW Fire Brigades’ Community Fire Units Project, and (ii) the Street FireWise Project of the Blue Mountains Rural Fire Service.


Additional References


Chen, H. T. (1990). Theory Driven Evaluations. Newbury Park, CA, Sage Publications. 


Hurworth, R. (2008) Program clarification: An overview and resources for evaluability assessment, program theory and  program logic, Evaluation Journal of Australasia, Vol 8, No 2, pp. 42-48.


Kazi, M. (2003) Realist Evaluation in Practice. Newbury Park, CA, Sage Publications.  


Pawson, R. & Tilley, N. (1997) Realistic Evaluation. London, Sage Publications.


Rossi, P. H., Lipsey, M. W., & Freeman, H. E. (2004). Evaluation: A Systematic Approach, 7th ed. Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage.


TOPIC 4 


Program Logic in Practice


This topic will be the focus of Session 5 at the intensive teaching block.

This aim of this topic is to help students develop skills in applying Program Logic and Program Theory in the planning and evaluation of bushfire community safety initiatives.


Objectives


After studying this unit you should be able to:


1. Understand how Program Logic models can be developed


2. Develop a Program Logic model


3. Understand the processes of assessing community safety needs and priorities


4. Apply Program Logic analysis to community safety issues and needs


5. Critically review community safety programs


Overview


A wide range of changes are possible if a community safety initiative is successful. These include:

· Changes in knowledge might be increased understanding of the purpose of a disaster mitigation measure

· Changes in skills might be how to develop a household evacuation plan

· Changes in attitude might be increased receptivity to new ideas and methods

· Changes in confidence might be increased confidence to ask questions; go to an emergency service agency to seek advice

· Changes in intent might be the development of a plan or statement of goals for household and community safety

· Change sin behavior such as fuel reduction around a house

· Changes in decision making may involve new approaches such as new methods of obtaining information, news arrangements for ensuring consultative and collaborative decision making

· Changes in conditions for individual, family, community and agency.

These positive community safety outcomes extend along a continuum from short to long-term impacts. For example:


· Short-term outcomes often include changes in awareness, knowledge, skills, attitudes, opinions, motivation and intent  


· Medium-term outcomes usually refer to changes in behaviors, decision making and activities

· Long-term outcomes are often substantial changes in social, economic, civic, environmental and conditions such as increased mitigation activities, additional resources allocated to community safety and improved plans and planning arrangements for community safety

The ultimate results of a program might be achieved in one year or may take ten or more years to be achieved – although such very long-term impacts may or may not be reflected in the Logic Model, depending on scope of the initiative, its purpose and audiences.


Key Readings


Reading 3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Chapter 2. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf] 


Reading 4.1
Elsworth. G, Anthony-Harvey-Beavis,K,  and Rhodes, A (2006) Conceptualising the Outcomes of Community Safety Programs for Natural Hazards in Australia Paper presented at the European Evaluation Society – United Kingdom Evaluation Society Joint International Conference, London, October.


Activities


1. Think of the case study you intend using in Assignment 1. After researching the background of the case study, complete the three exercises in Reading 3.2 (Ch. 2) to practice your skills in developing a Program Logic Model. 

2. Write a critical review (about 500 words) of Reading 4.1, paying attention to:


· The concepts of a ‘safe community’ and ‘community self- reliance’


· The list of statements generated by the workshop groups


· The usefulness of concept mapping to the development of a Pogram Logic model, and


· The list of the synthesised concept names and descriptions

Additional References


The Evaluation of Community Safety Initiatives section of the Bushfire CRC website contains numerous case study reports and papers based upon a Program Logic / Program Theory Approach to evaluation. You should peruse these reports, especially if you are seeking a case study to use in Assignment 1. The case studies include:


DeLaine, D., Pedler, T., Probert, J., Goodman, H. Rowe, C. (2008) Fiery women. Consulting, designing, delivering and evaluating pilot women’s bushfire safety skills workshops. Paper presented at the International Bushfire Research Conference/15th Annual AFAC Conference. Bushfire CRC.


Elsworth, G., Stevens, K., Gilbert, J., Goodman, H., and Rhodes, A. (2008) Evaluating the community safety approach to bushfire in Australia: towards an assessment of what works and how. Paper delivered at the Biennial Conference of the European Evaluation Society in Lisbon 1 October. 


Gilbert, J. (2005) An evaluation of the Street FireWise Community Education Program in the Blue Mountains, New South Wales. Bushfire CRC.


Gilbert, J. and Marsh G. (2009) Final report: BRAG (Bushfire Ready Action Groups) in Western Australia: three evaluative case studies. Bushfire CRC.


Goodman, H. (2009) The emerging role of the community educator. A case study on the Lower Eyre Peninsula. Internal report to Country Fire Service Community Education Unit. Bushfire CRC


Goodman, H. and Cottrell, A. (2009) Responding to a fire threat – gender roles: responsibility and dependency. Bushfire CRC.


Goodman, H. and Cottrell, A. (2009) The rich and knotty texture of caring experiences: a study of women’s response to bushfire. Bushfire CRC.


Goodman, H. and Gawen, J. (2008) Glimpses of ‘community’ through the lens of a small fire event. Australian Journal of Emergency Management, 23, 1, 30–36.


Goodman, H. and Proudley, M. (2008) Social contexts of responses to bushfire threat: a case study of the Wangary fire. Pp. 47–56 in J. Handmer and K. Haynes, eds, Community Bushfire Safety: Melbourne: CSIRO.
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TOPIC 5: 


Evaluation of Community Safety Initiatives


In the 21st Century with the onset of ‘global warming having a growing influence on people’s perceptions of ‘risk’, there is a consequent need to understand what exactly is meant by the term and how can the risks we face be best dealt with if we are to live in a ‘safe community’. 


This topic will be the focus of Session 6 at the intensive teaching block.

This aim of this topic is to introduce students to the range of strategies that may be used to evaluate community safety initiatives.


Objectives


After studying this topic you should be able to:


1. Explain a range of approaches to  evaluation 


2. Explain why a Logic Model / Program Theory approach to evaluation 


3. Select and apply monitoring and evaluation methods to community safety issues and needs


4. Critically evaluate community safety programs


Overview


Reading 5.1 identifies eight approaches to evaluation:


· Performance Indicators 


· The Logical Framework Approach 


· Theory-Based Evaluation 


· Formal Surveys 


· Rapid Appraisal Methods 


· Participatory Methods 


· Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys 


· Cost-Benefit and Cost-Effectiveness Analysis


· Impact Evaluation 

These approaches are complementary, although there are some elements that overlap. What they do have in common is that they allow systematic and transparent application. This allows different projects to be compared when they have been developed and assessed by a given method. The activities on Reading 5.1 guide students towards an understanding of the value of each approach and when each is best used.


Reading 5.2 provides a range of tools and techniques for collecting and analysing evaluation data. These techniques help us to answer critical questions such as:


1. What do we need to achieve in planning, management, monitoring and evaluation to achieve a particular community safety goal?


· What can we achieve in any given time period? And what is the most appropriate time period?


· Is the information available for planning, management, monitoring and evaluation? and


· Do we need to design new methods for collecting and analysing data?

2. What are the social, economic and environmental contexts in which the program will be conducted and how can monitoring and evaluation be carried out without skewing the results


3. What is the nature and relevance of local culture and values that must be understood and respected


4. These methods in particular and evaluation in general assist us in avoiding the mistake of focussing on process (what we do, how we do it and who we partner with) to the exclusion of considering also outcomes and achievements. It helps us to keep our eye on whether what we do achieve is sustainable, whether interventions have unintended consequences.


5. The key element in monitoring and evaluation is that we should primary emphasis on what is it we want to achieve (outcomes), not what we want to do (process). Often process is established within agencies and communities and governments as historical or bureaucratic precedent and is applied with due regard for context specific conditions and specific outcomes


6. Finally, these methods help us strike a balance between cost and effectiveness, to balance expectations of what can be achieved in a limited period of time and how to effectively  integrate monitoring and evaluation with planning, management and project activities, particularly data and information collection


Key Readings


Reading 3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Chapter 4. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf] 


Reading 5.1
World Bank (2004) Monitoring and Evaluation: Some Tools, Methods and Approaches, World Bank, Washington DC.


Reading 5.2
Benson C, and Twigg J (2004) Evaluating Disaster Risk Reduction Initiatives Guidance Note 13, ProventionConsortium, Geneva.


Activities


1.  Complete Exercises 4 and 5 in Chapter 4 of Reading 3.2.


2. In relation to Reading 5.1:

a. Prepare a matrix listing the main uses, advantages and disadvantages of each of the eight approaches to evaluation.

b. Identify at least one way in which each of the eight approaches my be used to evaluate a community safety initiative (e.g. the Performance Indicators approach could be used to progressively monitor the outcomes of an initiative over several fire seasons)

2.  In relation to Reading 5.2, prepare a matrix listing the main uses, advantages and disadvantages of each of the four steps in planning an evaluation.


3. 
Are there any gaps in terms of planning, management and evaluation of community safety programs with this suite of tools?


Additional References


Alexander, D. (2005) Towards the development of a standard in emergency planning. Disaster Prevention and Management, Vol. 14, No. 2, pp. 158-175.

Benson C, and Twigg J (2004) Measuring Mitigation Methodologies for assessing natural hazard risks and the net benefits of mitigation – A scoping study. ProventionConsortium, Geneva.

Benson C, and Twigg J, (2007) Tools for Mainstreaming Disaster Risk Reduction: Guidance Notes for Development Organisations. ProventionConsortium Geneva 


OECD/DAC Glossary of Key Terms in Evaluation and Results-Based Management (2002) http://www.oecd.org/document/21/0,3343,en_2649_34435_40381973_1_1_1_1,00.html

Rhodes, A., & Gilbert, J. (2008). Using program theory in evaluating bushfire community safety programs. Pp. 129-138 in J. W. Handmer & K. Haynes (eds), Community Bushfire Safety). Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing


TOPIC 6 


Analysis of Case Studies of Community Safety Evaluations


This topic is the major one at the intensive teaching block and involves Sessions 7, 8 and 9:


· A simulation of a community safety initiative, called FireStop!


· Student presentations of case studies (Assignment 1B)


· Analysis of six major national reviews of bushfire disasters in Australia


The study materials for Firestop! will be presented in class and you will be well on your way to completing Assignment 1 by now. Thus, the only new material to study before the intensive teaching block concerns the six major national reviews of bushfire disasters in Australia.

Overview


A review has been undertaken of recent reports of wildfires in Australia; the reports included in the review are:

· Natural Disasters in Australia: Reforming mitigation, relief and recovery arrangements 


· Fire Prevention and Preparedness 2003 


· A Nation Charred: Report on the inquiry into bushfires 


· Inquiry into the Operational Response to the January 2003 Bushfires in the ACT 


· Report of the Inquiry into the 2002-2003 Victorian Bushfires 


· National Inquiry on Bushfire Mitigation and Management 


The reports varied in terms of their purpose, geographic area covered, scope, methods used and the range of informants. One was concerned with all natural disasters and had a national focus; one was an audit of prevention and preparedness measures in Victoria; and four were post-fire reviews that focussed on different geographic areas; the ACT, Victoria and two with a national focus. 


The timing of the completion and release of the reports has influenced the extent to which the reports have been able to draw on the findings of earlier inquiries. The last report to be published, the National Inquiry on Bushfire Mitigation and Management prepared for COAG, drew on all of the other reports and the recommendations made in the report have been accepted in principle by all Australian Governments.


Reading 6.1 shows that all of the reports share the view that individuals and communities can mitigate bushfire risks and have a responsibility to take action to reduce risks. Post-fire inquiries and research into community safety have demonstrated the need to improve community perception of bushfire risks and understanding of the steps that can be taken to reduce risks. Six common issues were identified:


1. The need for flexibility in developing and delivering programs recognising the circumstances of individuals and communities, 


2. The need to target programs to: communities and individual households in high bushfire risk areas, to reach individuals with a low risk awareness, those who have mistaken beliefs about fire behaviour, and those who may not be part of the local community 


3. Individuals respond differently to the same information and the link between increased understanding and taking action to increase safety are unclear,


4. Understanding how educating and engaging communities in preparing, responding to and recovering from bushfires are linked in terms of outcomes achieved. 


5. Evaluating community involvement in risk based planning for prevention, preparedness, responses and recovery


6. Exploring positive and negative unintended consequences, such as the links between social cohesiveness and community engagement


From these reports a set of community safety foundational principles has been derived, which are:


1. Community safety in bushfires is a shared responsibility of householders, communities, agencies and governments; 


2. Individuals and households have a specific responsibility for taking action to mitigate their own bushfire risks; 


3. People and communities differ in terms of their risks, assets, and capacities; 


4. Priorities differ between individuals and communities, they include environmental, social and economic considerations that may be interrelated or competing; 


5. Increasing community safety requires a risk management approach; 


6. Bushfire policy and practice should be evidence-based. 


These are supported by operational principles, being:


1. Adopting a comprehensive emergency management approach; 


2. Working in partnership; 


3. Understanding local people and communities; 


4. Identifying and prioritising risks and assets; 


5. Planning locally to mitigate risks; 


6. Household planning to stay and defend or leave early; 


7. Building and using knowledge through research, monitoring, evaluation and improved information management. 


The links between foundational principles and operational principles are not direct, one to one linear relationships. The derived operational principles have been informed by two or more foundational principles. In some cases foundational principles inform not only what should be done, but the process for doing. For example, applying the principles of shared responsibility, evidence based policy and planning, and differences between people and communities informs how risk management planning can be implemented. Identifying and prioritising risks becomes an inclusive process that involves a range of stakeholders, draws on available evidence and takes into account the fact that priorities differ between and within communities 


Objectives


At the conclusion of this topic you should:


1. Be familiar with the content and method of recent significant reports of major wildfires in Australia.


2. Understand the social and political contexts of wildfire impacts


3. Understand common principles to enhance community safety that have emerged from these reports


Key Reading


Key Reading 6.1 
Elsworth, G., Stevens, K., Gilbert, J., Goodman, H., & Rhodes, A. (2008) Evaluating the community safety approach to bushfire in Australia: Towards an assessment of what works and how. Paper delivered at the Biennial Conference of the European Evaluation Society, Lisbon, October.

Activities


1. Read and summarise Reading 6.1 considering the following issues:


· What elements of bushfire threat to community safety were common in all the reports?


· What were the major differences in the findings between these reviews?


· What did these reviews find for the role of community and community safety in wildfire risk reduction?


· How can the findings of these reviews be used in planning for and managing community safety programs?


2. Select one review and explain how following the foundational and operational principles would have enhanced community safety during a major fire.


Additional References


Elsworth, G., Anthony-Harvey-Beavis, K. and Rhodes, A. (2008). What should community safety initiatives for bushfires achieve? Pp. 139–150 in J. Handmer and K Haynes, eds. Community Bushfire Safety, Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.

Elsworth, G., Stevens, K., Gilbert, J., Goodman, H., Rhodes, A. & Buckle, P. (in press) Community safety in bushfires in Australia – Foundational and operational principles, Submitted to Disasters.


Rhodes, A., & Odgers, P. (2003) Guidelines for the development, management and evaluation of community education programs, Australasian Fire Authorities Council, Melbourne, 
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� A distinction is made between a community safety project and a program. A project seeks community safety objectives for a particular group of people in a particular place, often using a specific strategy whereas a program comprises an integrated suite of projects for a wider group of people and often across a wider region, over a longer period of time, and involving multiple strategies.


� The material in this Introduction is derived from Bushfire CRC Firenote No. 33.


� A distinction is made between a community safety project and a program. A project seeks community safety objectives for a particular group of people in a particular place, often using a specific strategy whereas a program comprises an integrated suite of projects for a wider group of people and often across a wider region, over a longer period of time, and involving multiple strategies.
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Introduction - Handout



This course facilitator’s guide provides the notes, instructions and resources for conducting a training workshop on ways on planning and evaluating community safety programs directed at enhancing community bushfire safety.[footnoteRef:1] The purpose of this course is to introduce participants to the Program Logic/Theory approach to planning and evaluating community safety projects in order to strengthen the capacity of individuals and agencies to undertake this important work. [1:  This introduction is derived from material in Bushfire CRC Firenote No. 33.] 




Major bushfires continue to take a heavy toll on communities around Australia.  Inquiries into these fires have addressed a common set of themes relating to improved community safety.  Increasingly, reports of these inquiries have identified the importance of community safety activities and programs, while agencies across Australia have recognised that when a major bushfire occurs they do not have the resources to defend every home in danger. In the past decade or so there has been a shift in thinking in emergency management organisations towards an understanding that reducing the risk from natural hazards such as fire will be enhanced by the level of householder and community preparedness and ability to respond safely and effectively. Many emergency management organisations, including fire services, now advocate a risk management approach with greater emphasis on prevention, mitigation and preparedness.



This shift in thinking from ‘response’ to ‘preparedness’ has been named the ‘community safety approach’. A central component is active engagement with, and empowerment of, the community to investigate its own risks and develop its own solutions, supported by policies and professional expertise from relevant organisations and agencies. The notion of community self-reliance is often used to sum up these ideas.  Increasingly, organisations are seeking ways to engage more effectively with communities to promote greater understanding by providing information, but also to increase community involvement through consultation, shared decision-making and partnerships with other organisations.



Many of the interventions that fire agencies, other organizations, and the community put in place aim to increase householder planning and preparedness, and community capacity, to deal with the risk of bushfire.  The range of interventions includes:



· Community education projects and programs[footnoteRef:2] conducted by fire and other agencies [2:  A distinction is made between a community safety project and a program. A project seeks community safety objectives for a particular group of people in a particular place, often using a specific strategy whereas a program comprises an integrated suite of projects for a wider group of people and often across a wider region, over a longer period of time, and involving multiple strategies.] 


· Community development approaches that seek to capitalise on and enhance existing community strengths (particularly in ‘hard-to-reach’ and other vulnerable communities)

· A wide range of communication products and media-based campaigns intended to raise awareness and provide advice

· State-wide and more localised multi-agency planning initiatives that increasingly involve community consultation and collaboration.



Many of these projects and programs are designed to influence the sense of responsibility and the choices that are made at the household and community levels in response to the risk of bushfire. A particular challenge is to uncover strategies for planning and delivering community safety programs that work – and to gather the evidence through rigorous evaluation in order to ensure continuous program improvement.
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Community Safety Programs

— a program logic/theory approach
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Teaching staff introductions





Name:

Insert name.

Agency:

Insert agency.

Experience:

Detail experience.

Expectations:

Detail expectations.
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Course objectives

Become familiar with the scope and roles of program management;

Appreciate the various analytical approaches, both theoretical and practical, to program management and evaluation;

Be able to explain and review how evaluations are designed and how effectiveness, objectives, outputs and outcomes can be identified, defined, agreed and measured

Become familiar with the appropriate research tools and methods which are available in relation to monitoring and evaluation;

Understand the basic concepts relating to risk, risk management and threats to community safety;
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Course objectives

Understand the basic concepts relating to hazards and community (including development and community participation in decision making and in developing social capital) and be able to identify the implications of these concepts for the theory and practice of evaluation;

Become aware through case studies of how Program Logic

and other methods of evaluation can be applied in real

world situations before, during and after events; and

Overall be able to understand how Australian and International theoretical and applied evaluation methods can be integrated with a focus on Program logic.

6

7

8















Day 1, 6hrs	#1	Introduction to Course

	#2	Key Definitions

	#3A	Theories of Risk Mgmnt + Community Safety

	#3B	Risk Assessment

Day 2, 6hrs	#4	Program Logic Theory

	#5	Program Logic Theory in Practice

Day 3, 6hrs	#6	Evaluation Techniques

	#7	Scenario: Firestop

	#8	Case Study Reviews: Wildfire

Day 4, 6hrs	#9	Student Case Studies

	#10	Community Safety Research Case Study

Day 5, 6hrs	#11	Emerging Issues in Community Safety + Disaster Risk 		Reduction

	#12	Conclusions: Course Review + Reflection on 			Theories, Concepts + Practice. Student Feedback

COURSE SCHEDULE          SESSION	LECTURE TITLE
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Useful references + source documents …

Note from Jenine: I’ve search the web for a higher res image of ‘Living with Risk’ – but no luck, so I’ve partially hidden it behind the reducing disaster risk publication – you’ll see what I mean in slide show mode.





*













… and useful websites

reliefweb.int

unisdr.org



proventionconsortium.org

ochaonline.un.org

undp.org











… and MORE useful websites

Emergency Management Australia  www.ema.gov.au

United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction  www.unisdr.org

United Nations Development Programme  www.undp.org

Provention Consortium www.proventionconsortium.org

Prevention Web www.preventionweb.net

Note from Jenine: unisdr, undp and provention consortium are all mentioned on the previous slide … remove these from this slide? – or combine this slide with the previous one?



Emergency Management Australia www.ema.gov.au (many useful downloadable manuals and other resources)

*









… and MORE useful websites





Program Logic

www.programlogic.org

Uni of Winsconsin

www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/evaluation/evallogicmodel.html

WK Kellogg Foundation

www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf

Note from Jenine: do you want the logos associated with these websites placed on this and the previous slide – as per slide 6 – or is slide 6 more important – and therefore has to be emphasised?
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SStudent introductions





Name:

Insert name.

Agency:

Insert agency or place of work.

Experience:

Detail relevant experience.

Expectations:

Detail expectations.
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Teaching methods





Lectures, discussions, scenarios, workshops + case studies



Participatory



Interactive

+ sharing



Drawing on students’ own experiences



Responsive

to needs
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Any questions 

?

?

?
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Participants (individually or in groups) to complete the table below to indicate what they (and others) might want to know about the youth leadership program.
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			Needs/Asset Assessment


			Situation, Priorities, 



Assumptions, External factors


			





			Process Evaluation


			Inputs






			





			


			Outputs - Activities
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Planning + Evaluating

Community Safety Programs

— community safety

research study case
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Community safety projects

Community Impacts

Vulnerability assessment

Vulnerability implementation

Capacity building

Flooding and storms – community impacts

National capacity

Flood networks

National resilience





*











East Gippsland floods







Vulnerability assessment

Vulnerability analysis at local level.

Vulnerability analysis - constraints and opportunities for implementation.

Disaster management and local capability development.
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Research + evaluation methodology

Literature review

Local focus groups

‘Expert’ focus groups

Local and state agency officers

Local, national and overseas researchers

Case studies









Sense of place and history.

Sense of daily life.

Local hopes and fears.

Local understanding of hazards.

Local understanding of risks.

Significance of losses.

Significance of disasters.

Divergence: agency and local priorities.

Community safety issues #1

Remoteness + communicat’ns.

Youth & community futures.

Change to society & environment.

Change to local economic base.

Thresholds of sustainability.

Local capacity.

Exclusion from decision making.

Long term development.

Findings #1









Confusing definitions: community safety, vulnerability and disaster.

Time and resource constraints.

Existing data sources.

Dealing with uncertainty and improbability.

Community safety issues #2

Managing uncertainty.

Workloads, direction and

resources.

Existing knowledge.

Integrating expertise.

Findings #2









Resilience to disasters and risk.

Community building.

Community development focus.

Local engagement and participation in decision making.

Agency + community safety issues #3

Findings #3

Natural hazards vs. community safety.

Disaster vs. everyday risks.

Formal planning vs. local participation.

Planning, monitoring and evaluation frameworks.

Agency structure/legal mandates/established processes.

Short-term activity versus planned outcomes.







Implications for PL + community safety

Planning and evaluation methods.

Where is the locus of expertise.

Understanding values and preferences.

Looking to the future/horizons.

Sense of place and community.

Consultation, participation, engagement, leadership and priorities.







Discussion points

What programmes and projects were in place?

How were these planned?

How were these evaluated?

Who undertook the evaluation?

Who were the stakeholders?

How would Program Logic have planned, assisted in managing and evaluated these projects? Consider the methodology of the research and also the projects being researched.









Any questions 

?

?

?
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Participants to work in their groups to plan an evaluation strategy for the program

		Type of Evaluation

		Questions

		Indicators

		Data collection



		

		

		

		Sources

		Methods

		Sample

		Timing



		Needs/Asset  Assessment

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Process Evaluation 

· Inputs

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Process Evaluation


· Outputs


· Activities


· Participation

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Outcomes Evaluation


· Learning


· Action

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Impact Evaluation

		

		

		

		

		

		



		Other
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TERMS


· Situation: problem or issue that the program is to address sits within a setting or situation from which priorities are set


· Inputs: resources, contributions and investments that are made in response to the situation. Inputs lead to

· Outputs: the activities, services, events, and products that reach people and users. Outputs lead to

· Outcomes: the results or changes for individuals, groups, agencies, communities and/or systems.


· Assumptions: beliefs we have about the program, the people, the environment and the way we think the program will work


· External Factors: environment in which the program exists includes a variety of external factors that interact with and influence the program action.


Groups to work together to design a generic logic model for the project on the template above 
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Part b: evaluating bushfire community education programs: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT RESOURCES


introduction


The inquiries into the major bushfire events of recent years have addressed a common set of themes relating to improved community safety. Increasingly, they have focused on the importance of community education and preparation. The shift in thinking from response to preparedness has been named the ‘community safety approach’. A central component is active engagement with, and empowerment of, the community to investigate its own risks and develop its own solutions, supported by policies and professional expertise from relevant organisations and agencies. The notion of community self-reliance is often used to sum up these ideas. 


Some of the initiatives that have been undertaken in order to promote community self-reliance include


· a wide range of communication products and media-based campaigns intended to raise awareness and provide advice;


· community education programs to build skills in householder and community self-reliance;


· community development approaches that capitalise on and enhance existing community strengths and provide learning opportunities for hard-to-reach and other vulnerable groups and


· state-wide and local multi-agency planning initiatives that involve community consultation and collaboration.


Many of these activities and programs are designed to influence the sense of responsibility and the choices that are made at the household and community levels in response to the risk of bushfire. A particular challenge is to uncover strategies for planning and delivering community safety programs that work – and to gather the evidence of these through rigorous evaluation to ensure continuous program improvement.


OVERVIEW


The research on community safety programs reported in Part A sought to address this challenge. These findings have been disseminated in a wide range of journals and book chapters and as presentations in seminars and conferences, both in Australia and overseas. The analysis of major bushfire enquiries and of case studies of Australian community safety programs of various types resulted in the range of conclusions reported in the section of Part A titled ‘What works in bushfire community safety: how, for whom and in what settings?’  A significant outcomes of this research was a recognition that community safety programs can be very effective if they are planned and conducted in ways that not only include the most relevant messages and approaches to community safety but also the most relevant and effective strategies for community-based learning and capacity development. Project C7 research reported in Part A in the section titled ‘A program theory approach to evaluation’ contains advice on how successful community safety programs may best be planned and evaluated. This advice was developed through several workshops in which fire agency staff and others engaged in activities designed to develop expertise in the use of the program theory approach. Table 5 summarised the key elements of these workshops. The results of these workshops are presented in Part B of this report.

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT MATERIALS


Part B provides the professional development resources needed for organisations to build the capacities of their staff to plan effective community safety programs and to evaluate them for continuous quality improvement. Three sets of resources are provided for this goal:


1. A Workshop Facilitator’s Guide to an executive-training style short course that introduces basic concepts and skills in using logical models and program theory in order to plan and evaluate a community safety initiative.


2. Post-graduate Course Materials for a semester-long module that includes the introductory concepts and skills in the short course as well as advanced analytical studies in the program theory approach. 


3. An Evaluation Handbook of resources to support the Workshop Facilitator’s Guide and the Post-graduate Course Materials.

These resources are presented on the Part B CD-Rom and contain all the materials workshop facilitators or university lecturers need to review, develop and deliver a short course or a post-graduate semester module on planning and evaluating community safety programs.


OUTCOMES

These materials have been prepared to build the capacity of those involved in community safety programs to

· understand the key findings from case studies of major bushfire events in recent years 


· apply the program logic model to plan a hierarchy of clear and explicit objectives for community education programs


· develop strategies for using program logic and program theory in the planning and evaluation of community education programs


· provide training in their own organisation on these concepts and skills.

1. WORKSHOP FACILITATOR’S GUIDE

This Guide contains the materials needed to support a one-day workshop. It contains detailed instructions for facilitators, as well as all the PowerPoint slides, background readings and handouts needed. 


The workshop involves eight thematic sections, each of which lasts for 45–90 minutes, and comprises a mix of mini-lectures, small and large group discussions, and practical activities. The eight sections are:

1. Introduction and overview


2. Clarifying key concepts


3. Program Logic and Program Theory


4. Developing a Logic Model 1: Youth and Community Safety


5. Developing a Logic Model 2: ‘Firestop’


6. Logic models in evaluation


7. Issues and implications


8. Workshop review


However, not all sections have to done in a workshop, nor does a facilitator need to use all the materials and ideas in any one section. The materials should be used flexibly. Thus, workshop facilitators and agencies are encouraged to select just those sections that suit the training needs of their organisations and to arrange and sequence these in the order that best satisfies these needs.

2. Post-graduate Course Materials 

This semester-long module has been prepared to facilitate the introduction of community safety themes and skills into university post-graduate qualifications, for example, as a module or subject in a graduate certificate, graduate diploma or masters degree. These could be in fields directly related to emergency management or in more general fields such as community services and development, public policy, planning or environmental management.


With the same broad outcomes as the executive training style workshop, but at an advanced analytical level, this module includes:


· A Generic Module Outline that universities may adapt for accreditation purposes for inclusion as a semester module in the relevant postgraduate degree programs that they conduct


· A Facilitator’s Guide that lecturers may adapt and utilise, as appropriate, to assist in their teaching of the module.


· A Student Study Guide that universities may adapt and provide to students to facilitate their study of the materials in the module


A key point to note is that all the materials are generic and that universities are encouraged to adapt all aspects to suit local degree program requirements and the needs and interests of their students. 

3. Evaluation Handbook


This is the course reader for the post-graduate course and contains the following readings:


		Key definitions 

		1.1   United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction (2009) Terminology of Disaster Risk Reduction. [On-line at URL http://www.unisdr.org/eng/library/lib-terminology-eng%20home.htm]


1.2   Emergency Management Australia (1998) Australian Emergency Management Glossary, Australian Emergency Manuals Series, No. 3. [On-line at URL www.ema.gov.au/www/emaweb/rwpattach.nsf/VAP/(3273BD3F76A7A5DEDAE36942A54D7D90)~Manual03-AEMGlossary.PDF/$file/Manual03-AEMGlossary.PDF]



		Theories of Risk Management and Community Safety

		2.1
Lupton, D. (1999) Risk. Routledge, London, pp. 1-17.


2.2
Gabriel, P. (2003) The development of municipal emergency management planning in Victoria, Australia, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Vol. 18 No 2, pp. 74-80.


2.3
Gilbert, J. (2007) Community Education, Awareness and Engagement Programs for Bushfire: An Initial Assessment of Practices across Australia, Bushfire CRC technical report No C0701.


2.4
Buckle, P., Marsh, G., & Smale, S. (2000) New approaches to assessing vulnerability and resilience, The Australian Journal of Emergency Management, Winter, pp. 8-14.



		Program logic and theory 

		3.1
Rhodes, A., & Gilbert, J. (2008). Using program theory in evaluating bushfire community safety programs. Pp. 129-138 in J. W. Handmer & K. Haynes (eds), (2008) Community Bushfire Safety. Collingwood, Vic: CSIRO Publishing.


3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Chs 1-2. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]



		Program logic in practice

		3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Chs 3. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]

4.1
Elsworth. G, Anthony-Harvey-Beavis,K,  and Rhodes, A (2006) Conceptualising the Outcomes of Community Safety Programs for Natural Hazards in Australia. Paper presented at the European Evaluation Society – UK Evaluation Society Joint International Conference, London, October.



		Evaluation techniques

		3.2
W.H. Kellogg Foundation (2004) Logic Model Development Guide: Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action. Ch 4. [On-line at URL http://www.wkkf.org/Pubs/Tools/Evaluation/Pub3669.pdf]

5.1
World Bank (2004) Monitoring and Evaluation: Some Tools, Methods and Approaches, World Bank, Washington DC.


5.2
Benson C, and Twigg J (2004) Evaluating Disaster Risk Reduction Initiatives Guidance Note 13, ProventionConsortium, Geneva.



		Analysis of National Reviews 

		6.1 
Elsworth, G., Stevens, K., Gilbert, J., Goodman, H., & Rhodes, A. (2008) Evaluating the community safety approach to bushfire in Australia: Towards an assessment of what works and how. Paper delivered at the Biennial Conference of the European Evaluation Society, Lisbon, October.
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Planning + Evaluating

Community Safety Programs

— emerging issues in community safety and disaster risk reduction





*









Emerging issues in community safety +

disaster risk reduction (DRR)

Climate change

Increased fire risk

Water shortage

Food insecurity

Sea level rise

Pandemics

Network collapse

Health issues

ie. longevity, obesity etc

		Others?

		Irreversible

		Difficult to identify

		Complicit with who we are

		Multi-generational

		Unpredictable in impacts

		Impacts are hard to estimate

		Changing the basis of environment, economics, politics







*









Source: include newspaper and date







Source: include newspaper and date













Source: include newspaper and date









Source: include newspaper and date







Source: include newspaper and date









Source: include newspaper and date







Source: include newspaper and date







Risk + community safety

Risks are systemic – part of daily life.

Risks are part of who we and our society are and of what we do and how we do it.

Disaster risks are less important than risks of daily life.







Responses to these threats

Risk assessment.

Improved planning.

Enhanced monitoring and integrated evaluation.

Bring community safety to the heart of political activity and social priority.

		Whole of Government approach.

		Community and Stakeholder engagement.

		Civil Protection.

		Sustainability.

		Partnerships.









DRR + community safety arrangements need to be …

		Flexible – tactical.

		Adaptive – strategic.

		Dealing with all hazards and all aspects of community safety.

		Partnered with community initiatives.

		As simple as possible.



		Transparent and accountable.

		Capable of dealing with emergent groups & issues.

		Inventive, creative, innovative.

		Acknowledging the political dimension.



Responses to these threats







What does Program Logic have to offer?

?

?

?







ADAPTED FROM UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-EXTENSION (2008)

Where are we going?

How will we get there?

What will show us that we’ve arrived?



“If you don’t know where you are going, how are you gonna’ know when you get there?” 

Yogi Berra









What does Program Logic have to offer?

Helps us be clear about what you want to achieve.

Helps us plan activities that are logically related to the results we want to achieve.

Helps us make assumptions explicit.

Helps us take context into account

Helps us focus on and be accountable for what matters – outcomes.

Supports continuous improvement.









Any questions 

?

?

?





*
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A PROGRAM LOGIC/THEORY APPROACH
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Graham Marsh and John Fien

Presented by John Fien and Philip Buckle
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*

PPT 1 W and T

This workshop aims to provide the fundamentals of understanding contemporary approaches to disaster risk reduction policy and to community engagement. The workshop covers a number of themes but is designed to be interactive and for participants to support, inform and to learn from each other
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Where are we going? 

How will we get there?

What will show us that we‘ve arrived?    

“If you don’t know where you are going, how are you gonna’ know when you get there?” 

   		Yogi Berra

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



Why we need to plan effectively.

Planning as a prerequisite to evaluation
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A key resource

http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande
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In its simplest form . . . 



INPUTS



OUTPUTS



OUTCOMES





Program logic

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



The two yellow arrows come on a new click 



In its simplest form, Program Logic means planning activities so that what we do, we do in such a way that we get the short term results (outputs) and long term results (Outcomes) that we want
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Why do it? For whom? 



INPUTS



OUTPUTS



OUTCOMES







Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)

Under what conditions?

Program planning



The two yellow arrows come on a new click 



In its simplest form, Program Logic means planning activities so that what we do, we do in such a way that we get the short term results (outputs) and long term results (Outcomes) that we want
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H

E

A

D

A

C

H

E





Feel better



See doctor



Pills taken





Situation

INPUTS

OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES



Feel better

OBJECTIVE



An everyday example



Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)
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Increase family understanding, unity and fun

OBJECTIVE



Family Members

Budget

Car

Camping Equipment

Drive to state park

Set up camp

Cook, play, talk, laugh, hike

Family members learn about each other; increase family bonds; and have a good time





INPUTS

OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES



Holiday Time



Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)





















An example of a family holiday logic model: Go through steps from Objectives --> Inputs -- Outputs -- Outcomes
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Why use the logic approach?

		Helps us be clear about what you want to achieve

		Helps us plan activities that are logically related to the results we want to achieve

		Helps us make assumptions EXPLICIT

		Helps us take context into account

		Helps us focus on and be accountable for what matters – OUTCOMES

		Supports continuous improvement 







Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*
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		Understand the key findings from C7 research into major bushfire events in recent years 

		Apply the Program Logic model to plan a hierarchy of clear and explicit objectives for community education programs

		Develop strategies for using Program Logic and Program Theory in the planning and evaluation of community education programs

		Provide training within their own organization on these concepts and skills.



Workshop outcomes



T This workshop aims to provide the fundamentals of understanding contemporary approaches to disaster risk reduction policy and to community engagement. The workshop covers a number of themes but is designed to be interactive and for participants to support, inform and to learn from each other

*
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Workshop overview

1. Introduction & overview

2. Defining key concepts

3. The ‘prepared community’

4. Risk assessment and emergency management

5. Program Logic and Program Theory

6. ‘Firestop’: A simulation

7. Logic models in evaluation

8. Community safety programs: From research to principles of procedure

9. Workshop review



This workshop aims to provide the fundamentals of understanding contemporary approaches to disaster risk reduction policy and to community engagement. The workshop covers a number of themes but is designed to be interactive and for participants to support, inform and to learn from each other

*
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Defining key concepts

Logic

		the principles of reasoning

		the relationship of elements to each other and a whole    



Model

		small object representing another, often larger object (represents reality, isn’t reality) 

		preliminary pattern serving as a plan

		tentative description of a system or theory that accounts for all its known properties 



Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



PPT 4 T The raison d’etre for the workshop. To make programs more effective and to work better. Therefore what is being proposed in this workshop is that this is one way to approach and structure such an evaluation. There are clearly others (and this will be touched on later in the day) but this is our focus for today.

*
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Defining key concepts

A road map and set of instructions is a logic model.



Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



PPT 4 T The raison d’etre for the workshop. To make programs more effective and to work better. Therefore what is being proposed in this workshop is that this is one way to approach and structure such an evaluation. There are clearly others (and this will be touched on later in the day) but this is our focus for today.

*
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Usually looks like this . . . 

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



PPT 4 T The raison d’etre for the workshop. To make programs more effective and to work better. Therefore what is being proposed in this workshop is that this is one way to approach and structure such an evaluation. There are clearly others (and this will be touched on later in the day) but this is our focus for today.

*
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But, a logic model could look like . . .   

























Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*

Logic model is graphic display

Any shape is possible but importance lies in showing expected causal connections

Graphic display of boxes and arrows; vertical or horizontal

Relationships, linkages

Level of detail:  simple, complex

There can even be Mmltiple models – families of models for multi-level programs; multi-component programs



Reinforce that a logic model needs to be:

		visually engaging,

		appropriate in its level of detail,

		easy to understand,

		reflective of the context in which the program operates.
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A logic model is…

		A diagram of a program showing what the program will do and what it is to accomplish.

		A series of “if-then” relationships that, if implemented as intended, lead to the desired outcomes - the Program Theory

		The safest bet for successfiul program planning and evaluation!



Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*
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		Emergency (disaster)

		Hazard

		Risk

		Community

		Vulnerability

		Capacity

		Monitoring

		Evaluation

		Mitigation

		 Prevention



11. Preparedness

12. Response

Key definitions 

13. Relief

14. Recovery

15. Community safety project

16. Adaptive behaviour

17. Resilience

18. Community profiling

19. Risk assessment

20. Stakeholders

21. Communication

22. Learning

23. Community engagement

24. Community safety program





The slides on definitions are to ensure a common understanding of concepts central to emergency management policy, planning and operations. They bear directly of community engagement and evaluation.

Refer to the United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction’s 2009 glossary but emphasise that the definitions used will be from Emergency Management Australia’s Glossary and Thesaurus. Emphasise that the ‘academic’ propensity to have multiple finely differentiated definitions will be avoid and definitions, terms and concepts will be pragmatic and practical





Definitions taken from EMA’s glossary



		EMERGENCY  An event, actual or imminent, which endangers or threatens to endanger life, property or the environment, and which requires a significant and coordinated response.  Any event which arises internally or from external sources which may adversely affect the safety of… the community in general and requires immediate response... See also accident, incident and disaster.

		HAZARD  A source of potential harm or a situation with a potential to cause loss.  A potential or existing condition that may cause harm to people or



	damage to property or the environment.  An intrinsic capacity associated with an agent or process capable of causing harm.

		RISK  A concept used to describe the likelihood of harmful consequences arising from the interaction of hazards, communities and the environment. The chance of something happening that will have an impact upon objectives. It is measured in terms of consequences and likelihood.  A measure of harm, taking into account the consequences of an event and its likelihood. For example, it may be expressed as the likelihood of death to an exposed individual over a given period. Expected losses (of lives, persons injured, property damaged, and economic activity disrupted) due to a particular hazard for a given area and reference period. Based on mathematical calculations, risk is the product of hazard and vulnerability.

		COMMUNITY  A group with a commonality of association and generally defined by location, shared experience, or function. A social group which has a 



	number of things in common, such as shared experience, locality, culture, heritage, language, ethnicity, pastimes, ethnicity, occupation, workplace, etc.

		VULNERABILITY  The degree of susceptibility and resilience of the community and environment to hazards. The degree of loss to a given element at risk or set of such elements resulting from the occurrence of a phenomenon of a given magnitude and expressed on a scale of 0 (no damage) to 1 (total loss).

		CAPACITY  not defined. We can substitute RESILIENCY A measure of how quickly a system recovers from failures.

		MONITOR To check, supervise, observe critically, or record the progress of an activity, action or system on a regular basis in order to identify change.

		EVALUATION Post-disaster appraisal of all aspects of the disaster and its effects. 



*
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Concept or ‘Mind’  Map



purpose of this exercise is to start participants thinking critically about the relationships between key concepts. 

No correct answers. 

Explanations are what count

*
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THE 

PROGRAM LOGIC/

PROGRAM THEORY 

APPROACH



*

PPT 1 W and T

This workshop aims to provide the fundamentals of understanding contemporary approaches to disaster risk reduction policy and to community engagement. The workshop covers a number of themes but is designed to be interactive and for participants to support, inform and to learn from each other
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Sample Venn Diagram

Program

Project

Activity
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How are programs typically developed?

Activities

Problem

Description



People

Networks

Funds

Unpredictable

Outcomes





PPT 42 W and T As the definition suggests, a program often arises from the need to address a particular social problem

There are various aspects of this social problem to consider.

At a broad level, take as an example the problem description for bushfire education, awareness and engagement programs.

What is the problem these initiatives address? Ask participants for their thoughts.

Introduce the idea that commonly strategies follow the identification of the problem as a plan of action to address the issue.

The range of resources are then considered.

However, highlight that resources can also be a constraint on the strategies and used to rationalise a lack of action.

Ask the participants if this is something they encounter frequently.











Conclude the sketch of the way programs are typically developed by saying that this process then leads to desired outcomes – often the aims and objectives of the program.



Therefore this is a fairly typical and logical approach to thinking about how agencies develop programs to address their needs.



The approach that this workshop uses builds on this but with some important additions that help explicate the decision making process through program logic and program theory.

*
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The Program Logic approach

Activities

(Action Plan)

People

Networks

Funds

Treatment

Theory

Program Logic

Problem 

Description

Short and

Medium-term

Outputs and

Outcomes

Longer-term

Outcomes

(Impacts)





Program C : Program Logic Workshop



PPT 43 W and T What is a program logic?



“a simplified picture of how the objectives of

a program could be achieved through a series of outcomes.

These are often represented in the form of a hierarchy of

intended outcomes.”



This approach adds some additional boxes to our chart. 

		 A link between the problem description and the strategies – referred to as the treatment theory. This has to aspects, the first of which is the program logic.

		 The notion that there are shorter and longer term achievable outcomes. The short term outcomes may be the aims and objectives, while the longer-term outcomes may better be expressed as impacts. For example, a short term outcome of a fire safety meeting at a local brigade may be getting people to attend (through the delivery of leaflets to properties in a high fire risk area). Whereas the longer term impact of this might be an increase in preparedness amongst residents in the local brigade area. 



*
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		A systematic, visual way to present a planned program with its underlying assumptions and theoretical framework

		A picture of why and how we believe a program will work

		A way to describe, share, discuss, and improve program theory – in words and pictures – as we develop (plan, implement, and evaluate) a program.



What is a program logic model?

Program C : Program Logic Workshop

(http://www.publichealth.arizona.edu/chwtoolkit/PDFs/LOGICMOD/EXECUTIV.PDF)



Program C : Program Logic Workshop



*
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Example:  Water quality and phosphoros use on farms

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*
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Simplest form of logic model



INPUTS



OUTPUTS



OUTCOMES





Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*

in its simplest form, a logic model is a graphic representation that shows the logical relationships between:

		The resources that go into the program – INPUTS

		The activities the program undertakes – OUTPUTS

		The changes or benefits that results – OUTCOMES 









© BUSHFIRE CRC LTD 2009

Program C : Program Logic Workshop



Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)

		
OUTPUTS

		 ACTIVITIES
(What we do)

Develop products and        resources
Network with others
Build partnerships
Work with the media
Develop a communication strategy
Create a community coalition
Train staff and volunteers

		PARTICIPATION
(Who we reach)

Participants
Clients
Customers
Agencies
Decision makers
Policy makers

















*

OUTPUTS are the activities that are undertaken to reach targeted participants/populations.  Thus, outputs include Activities and Participation.  Some people refer to “participation” as “reach” – who the program is to reach; 

Activities might include (Examples)

Create a community-wide coalition

Train staff and volunteers

Develop a communication strategy 

Implement an action plan

Participation (who the program is to reach; who is supposed to participate -  individuals, families, groups, businesses, organization, communities). Examples might include:

All low income families living in the region

Businesses with fewer than 50 employees

Community groups in a specific neighborhood

High school youth identified as low achievers

All landholders in a region

Employees of local government

Be as specific as possible with “who” is targeted. 

Note SATISFACTION:  Satisfaction is not an outcome because being “satisfied” with something doesn’t mean that someone has changed or improved.  Being satisfied is often a precursor to learning, but does not guarantee learning.  Participants may be satisfied with the program, or like you as a person, or want to come again, but 	such reactions do not indicate that they have changed or benefited in any way.  	Thus, in the UWEX logic model, satisfaction is considered an Output, not an Outcome. 
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A series of logical ‘if-then’ relationships

Underlying a logic model is a series of ‘if-then’ relationships that express the program’s theory of change

  IF   then

  IF  then

  IF   then













   IF   then

    IF   then

Program theory

INPUTS

OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*
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A Prepared Community

A(n?) hierarchy of effects

Source:  Bennett and Rockwell, 1995

Reactions

Learning

Actions









Participation



*

Many Extension staff will remember the Bennett hierarchy of the 1970’s that was so popular and widely used throughout Extension.  The Bennett hierarchy is a precursor of the present day logic model.  You can see the similarities in this graphic.



Rockwell and Bennett have since developed a toolkit titled, Targeting Outcomes of Programs (TOP) that is available on the web at http://citnews.unl.edu/TOP/english/ 

See it for more information.   
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C H A I N      OF     O U T C O M E S 

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)

		
OUTCOMES
What results for individuals, families, communities..…

		SHORT
Learning

Changes in  

 Awareness
 Knowledge
 Attitudes
 Skills
 Opinion
 Aspirations
 Motivation
 Behavioral intent		MEDIUM
Action

Changes in 

Behavior  
Decision-making
Policies
Social action		LONG-TERM
Impact
 
Changes in 

Environmental conditions
Social well-being)
Health
Economic prospects
Civic engagement




















*

OUTCOMES

In order to facilitate/achieve outcomes, that extend along a continuum – or chain of outcomes from short to long-term or impact.  For example, changes in knowledge, skills, attitudes and intent:

	Change in knowledge might be increased understanding of the purpose of a budget, or loan terms

	Change in skills might be how to develop a spending plan

	Change in attitude might be 

	Change in confidence might be increased confidence to ask questions; go to a bank and seek service

	Change in intent might be 

	Change in behavior

	Change in decision making

	Change in individual, family, financial institution, community conditions

		Unit of analysis??	

	Sebstad provides illustrative outcomes for 5 thematic areas

Outcomes are the changes or benefits for individuals, families, groups, businesses, organizations, and communities.

Outcomes occur along a path from short-term achievements to longer-term end results (impacts).  Outcomes include

	Short-term:  Changes in awareness, knowledge, skills, attitudes, opinions, motivation, intent  such as

Increased knowledge of poverty’s impact on individuals and the community

Goal represents a  general, big picture statement of desired results.  

	Increased skills in leading a group 

Greater intention to exercise

Medium-term:  Changes in behaviors, decision making, action

Participating youth use a spending plan

Producers make informed decisions concerning farm transfer

Community installs bike paths

Long-term:  Changes in social, economic, civic, environmental conditions such as

Reduced debt

Improved water quality

Increased community safety

The ultimate result of a program is usually referred to as “impact”.  Impacts might be achieved in one year or take 10 or more years to be achieved.  Such long-term impacts may or may not be reflected in the logic model, depending on scope of the initiative, purpose and audience of the logic model. 
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Model of a logical model 

http://extension.missouri.edu/staff/programdev/plm/





Another example of a PL model. Emphasise its systematic and recursive nature

*
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We assume 

that . . . 

Lack of preparedness for bushfire season, especially among young people

A variety of youth leadership activities engage young people in working with residents and local business owners on community safety projects

They gain knowledge, change attitudes and develop new practices resulting in . . . 

A ‘prepared community’ with improved community safety



*

Let’s apply  this to a typical Extension example
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How will activities lead 

to desired outcomes? 



We invest time and money

They will be able to work on community safety projects with local residents and business owners

They will help develop a set of community safety skills, attitudes and practices 

We will be better equipped to deal with likely fire events

We will have a “prepared community” with strong young leaders

  IF       then

  IF        then

  IF      then

  IF      then

We can provide structured leadership training and community projects for 25 x 14-19 year olds











  IF      then







(Youth example)

INPUTS

OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES

Activities

Participation



Short  -   Medium  -  Long-term

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*
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Example: Youth and community safety 

Staff  

Grant

Partners

Youth improve skills in planning,  decision making, problem solving

Youth learn about safety in the community 

Youth demonstrate

leadership skills 

Time

Youth gain confidence in helping protect the  community

Adults

INPUTS

OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES





Youth identify 

project to work on







Plan project

Carry out 

the project

Evaluate how 

they did



Youth aged

14-19



Youth successfully

complete safety projects

Youth are connected with and feel valued by their community

Youth engage in additional 

community 

safety

activities

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*

This logic model illustrates the forward and backward connections (feedback loops) that are common in programs.  



Another chain of outcomes could be developed for the adults
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FireStop

A hypothetical multi-agency initiative to enhance safety and build stronger



PPT 54 T Discuss the proceeding slides then take the groups through the hypothetical program and the problem specification. 

Hand out that summarises the program and some of the details

*
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PPT 55 T Provide participants with this hand out. Ask them to read it and then clarify any questions. Then proceed to exercise.

*
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Program ? : Presentation Title





Program ? : Presentation Title

PPT 56 T A map of the area and photograph of the issue.

*
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Program ? : Presentation Title

05/06 Incidents for brigade area



Program ? : Presentation Title

PPT 57 T Some statistics about the issue.

*
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Program ? : Presentation Title

Arson in vacant houses



Program ? : Presentation Title

PPT 58 T Photographs of the affected area highlighting different issues of concern.

*
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Program ? : Presentation Title

Accidental – clothing near heater



Program ? : Presentation Title

PPT 59 T Photographs of the affected area highlighting different issues of concern.

*
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Program ? : Presentation Title

Accidental – cigarettes on couch



Program ? : Presentation Title

PPT 60 T Photographs of the affected area highlighting different issues of concern.

*
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Program ? : Presentation Title

Hazards in close proximity

of house



Program ? : Presentation Title

PPT 61 T Photographs of the affected area highlighting different issues of concern.

*







© BUSHFIRE CRC LTD 2009

Program C : Program Logic Workshop



PROGRAM EVALUATION

What we can easily do when we have done the planning properly!
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INPUTS

OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES



Program investments



Activities



Participation



Short



Medium

What we invest

What we do

Who we reach

What results

Long-term











Feedback loops



*

Programs aren’t linear



Arrows in logic models help to show expected causal connections – the causal roadmap



In planning, may lay out in fairly linear fashion – sequence of expected relationships; but in practice – implementation, seldom occurs like that



Loop back; jump forward



As lay out logic model, useful also to consider alternative causal pathways
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EVALUATION:  check and verify

What do we want to know?

How will we know it?  

Logic model in evaluation 



*
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Logic models help with evaluation

Provides the program description that guides our evaluation process

		Helps us match evaluation to the program

		Helps us know what and when to measure 

		Are you interested in process and/or outcomes?

		Helps us focus on key, important information

		Prioritize: where will we spend our limited evaluation resources?

		What do we really need to know??



Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*
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Logic model and common types of evaluation 

Needs/asset assessment:  

What are the characteristics, needs, priorities  of target population?

What are potential barriers/facilitators?

What is most appropriate to do?

Process evaluation:  

How is program implemented? 

Are activities delivered as intended? Fidelity of implementation?

Are participants being reached as intended? 

What are participant reactions?

Outcome evaluation:  

To what extent are desired changes occurring?  Goals met?

Who is benefiting/not benefiting? How? 

What seems to work? Not work?

What are unintended outcomes?

Impact evaluation:  

To what extent can changes be attributed to the program?  

What are the net effects?

What are final consequences?  

Is program worth resources it costs?

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*

See that the questions we might ask line up with the common types of evaluations:  need assessment, process evaluation, outcome evaluation and impact evaluation  (and the type of questions inherent in each type)
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What do you (and others) want to know about the program?











			Needs/Asset Assessment


			Situation, Priorities, 



Assumptions, External factors


			





			Process Evaluation


			Inputs






			





			


			Outputs - Activities






			





			


			Outputs - Participation






			





			Outcomes Evaluation


			Outcomes - Short-term






			





			


			Outcomes - Medium-term






			





			Impact Evaluation


			Outcomes - Long-term
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What do you (and others) 

want to know about the program?

Staff

Money

Partners

Assess youth interests

Design- deliver leadership and project planning & managem’t workshops

They increase knowledge of community safety

They better understanding their own motivations 

They organise community safety ‘drill days’

Improved safety practices

Research

INPUTS

OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES

Facilitate support  via mentors

They gain skills in community leadership

They work with sectors of community in risk assessment and safety planning

25 x 14-19 

year 

olds 

attend 

training

Safety plans developed

They make project plans



Better prepared community



*
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What do you (and others) want to know about the program?











			Needs/Asset Assessment


			Situation, Priorities, 



Assumptions, External factors


			Who are the main needs? What assets can the community contribute?





			Process Evaluation


			Inputs






			Were $ and time invested in the correct areas?





			


			Outputs - Activities






			Were all sessions delivered? How well? Do mentors engage strongly?





			


			Outputs - Participation






			Did everyone participate as intended? Who did/not not? Did they attend all sessions? How many mentor meetings? Level of satisfaction?





			Outcomes Evaluation


			Outcomes - Short-term






			To what extent did knowledge and skills increase? For whom? Why? What else happened?





			


			Outcomes - Medium-term






			To what extent did behaviors



change? Whose? Why?  What else happened?





			Impact Evaluation


			Outcomes - Long-term


			To what extent is risk and vulnerability reduced?  
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Identifying indicators

How will you know it when you see it?

What will be the evidence?  

What are the specific indicators that will be measured? 



Often expressed as #, %

Can have qualitative indicators as well as quantitative indicators  

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*

Once we’ve identify and prioritized what it is that we will measure, then we move to determining how we will measure it.  What would be the indicators for the outcomes and process variables you’ve selected.  How would you know it? 



Again, some of you have begun to lay this out in your evaluation plans…What data or evidence will you use to say/know that adoption has occurred; physical activity has increased; service linkages are better?
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Sample indicators

		Inputs		What amount of $ and time were invested?

		Outputs - Activities		Were all  sessions delivered? How well? Do mentors engage strongly?

		Outputs - Participation		Did everyone participate as intended? Who did/not not? Did they attend all sessions? How many mentor meetings? Level of satisfaction?

		Outcomes - Short-term		To what extent did knowledge and skills increase? For whom? Why? What else happened?

		Outcomes - Medium-term		To what extent did behaviors
change? Whose? Why?  What else happened?

		Outcomes - Long-term		To what extent is risk and vulnerability reduced?  
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Logic model with indicators 

for outputs and outcomes 

Program implemented

Targeted young people

Young people learn

Community practices new techniques

Community safety increases 

Number of workshops held

Quality of workshops

Number and percent of youth cohort participating

Number and percent who increase knowledge, skills and motivation

Number and percent of community elements & sectors who practise new techniques

Number and percent with safety plans that have been rehearsed 









Outputs

Outcomes

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*
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A Prepared Community

A(n?) hierarchy of effects

Source:  Bennett and Rockwell, 1995

Reactions

Learning

Actions

Number and characteristics of people reached; frequency and intensity of contact

Degree of satisfaction with program; level of interest; feelings toward activities, educational methods 

Changes in knowledge, attitudes, skills, aspirations

Changes in behaviors and practices

Participation



*
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Typical activity indicators to track

		Amount of products, services delivered

		#/type of /clients served

		Timeliness of service provision

		Accessibility and convenience of service



e.g.location;  hours of operation; staff availability

		Accuracy, adequacy, relevance of service

		Client satisfaction



E.g.:

# of clients served

# of consultations

# of workshops held

# of attendees

# of referrals

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*
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Methods of data collection 

Sources of Information

		Existing data

		Program records, attendance logs, etc

		Pictures, charts, maps, pictorial records

		Program participants

		Others:  key informants, non-participants, proponents, critics, staff, collaborators, funders, etc.



Data Collection Methods

		Survey

		Interview

		Test

		Observation

		Group techniques

		Case study

		Photography

		Document review

		Expert or peer review



Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)



*

Then, we come to collecting the information – often what many see or define as evaluation.  



Many of you have identified existing sources of data that you can use – and others have identified specific people (participants, key informants, others) who will be their sources of information



Think about the range of social science data collection methods available to you.  What suits your questions, respondents, cultural setting the best?
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Data collection plan  

Adapted from University of Wisconsin-Extension (2008)

		Questions		Indicators
		Data collection

		Sources		Methods		Sample		Timing





































*
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Issues and Implications

Conclusion
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Model of a logical model 

http://extension.missouri.edu/staff/programdev/plm/





Another example of a PL model. Emphasise its systematic and recursive nature

*
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		The need for flexibility in developing and delivering programs recognising the circumstances of individuals and communities, 



		The need to target programs to: communities and individual households in high bushfire risk areas, to reach individuals with a low risk awareness, those who have mistaken beliefs about fire behaviour, and those who may not be part of the local community





Implications and issues 



PPT 69 T 

*
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		Individuals respond differently to the same information and the link between increased understanding and taking action to increase safety are unclear,



		Understanding how educating and engaging communities in preparing, responding to and recovering from bushfires are linked in terms of outcomes achieved.



 

5. Evaluating community involvement 









PPT 70 T

*
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6.  Demonstrating the cost effectiveness of community education, engagement and awareness programs,



7. The development of performance indicators that can be meaningfully aggregated at a national level.

8.  Focuses on expected outcomes not unexpected ones

9.  Doesn’t address:  Are we doing the right thing





PPT 72 T

*
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PPT 69 T Diamond Ranking Matrix. Instructions:

Ask the groups to discuss each of the nine cards made from Handout 5, and to rank them in order of importance or significance as challenges in getting the Program Logic/Theory approach to planning and evaluating community safety programs adopted. Steps in this include:

o	Start with the card you believe is the most significant challenge. Place it down as the top box.

o	Place the one you think is the least significant challenge as the bottom box.

o	Of the remaining cards, select the two you think are nearly as significant as your top choice. Place them as Row 2 beneath your top card.

o	Of the remaining cards, select the two you think are the least significant challenge. Place them above your ‘least challenge’ card as the second bottom row. 

o	Place the remaining three in the middle row.
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		What has been un-learned?

		What has been learned?

		Where to from here?

		Obstacles

		Challenges

		Advantages







Workshop review



PPT 74 W and T

*







UNKNOWN-0.ppt













Components of a Success Story




















Planning + Evaluating

Community Safety Programs

— course review





*









Course review



		Key concepts.

		Program Logic and Program Theory.

		Disaster risk reduction and community safety.

		Other evaluation techniques.

		Case studies.

		Emerging risks.

		The added value of Program Logic.







*











		Risk.

		Community safety.

		Community.

		Planning.

		Evaluation.

		Program Logic.



Key concepts

The added value of Program Logic

		Systematic.

		Explicit.

		Strategic drawing principles from practice.

		Transparent.

		A basis for continued improvement.













		Changing threats.

		Local perceptions.

		Not coherently planned.

		Issues of day-to-day life.

		Local engagement.



Community safety + DRR

Other evaluation techniques

		Project cycle management.

		Results based management.

		Log frame.

		Social impact assessment.

		Compatible with Program Logic.

		Supported by Program Theory.













		Local issues and perceptions.

		Community safety is more important that disaster.

		Planning and evaluation are absent.



Case studies

Emerging risks

		Issues of community safety.

		Affect us all.

		Inevitable and irreversible.

		Require new policy and management arrangements.

		Derived from ‘who we are and what we do’.









Implications + issues



1

2

The need for flexibility in developing and delivering

programs recognising the circumstances of

individuals and communities.

The need to target programs to:

-	communities and individual households in high bushfire risk areas;

-	reach individuals with a low risk awareness;

-	those who have mistaken beliefs about bush fire behaviour; and

-	those who may not be part of the local community.







Implications + issues



3

Individuals respond differently to the same information and the link between increased understanding and taking action to increase safety are unclear.

Understanding how educating and engaging communities in preparing, responding to and recovering from bushfires are linked in terms of outcomes achieved.

Evaluating community involvement.

4

5







Implications + issues



6

Demonstrating the cost effectiveness of community education, engagement and awareness programs.

The development of performance indicators that can be meaningfully aggregated at a national level.

Focuses on expected outcomes not unexpected ones.

Doesn’t address: Are we doing the right thing?

7

8

9







Workshop review

Obstacles

Challenges

Advantages

What has been un-learned?

What has been learned?

Where to from here?











Feedback, comments + discussion

Where to from here?

?

?

?









Any questions 

?

?

?





*










WORKSHOP FACILITATOR’S GUIDE


PLANNING AND EVALUATING COMMUNITY EDUCATION PROGRAMS:


A PROGRAM LOGIC/THEORY APPROACH


Introduction


This workshop facilitator’s guide provides all the notes, instructions and resources for conducting a training workshop on ways on planning and evaluating community education programs directed at enhancing community bushfire safety.
 The purpose of this workshop is to introduce participants to the Program Logic/Theory approach to planning and evaluating community safety projects in order to strengthen the capacity of individuals and agencies to undertake this important work.


Major bushfires continue to take a heavy toll on communities around Australia.  Inquiries into these fires have addressed a common set of themes relating to improved community safety.  Increasingly, reports of these inquiries have identified the importance of community safety activities and programs, while agencies across Australia have recognised that when a major bushfire occurs they do not have the resources to defend every home in danger. In the past decade or so there has been a shift in thinking in emergency management organisations towards an understanding that reducing the risk from natural hazards such as fire will be enhanced by the level of householder and community preparedness and ability to respond safely and effectively. Many emergency management organisations, including fire services, now advocate a risk management approach with greater emphasis on prevention, mitigation and preparedness.


This shift in thinking from ‘response’ to ‘preparedness’ has been named the ‘community safety approach’. A central component is active engagement with, and empowerment of, the community to investigate its own risks and develop its own solutions, supported by policies and professional expertise from relevant organisations and agencies. The notion of community self-reliance is often used to sum up these ideas.  Increasingly, organisations are seeking ways to engage more effectively with communities to promote greater understanding by providing information, but also to increase community involvement through consultation, shared decision-making and partnerships with other organisations.


Many of the interventions that fire agencies, other organizations, and the community put in place aim to increase householder planning and preparedness, and community capacity, to deal with the risk of bushfire.  The range of interventions includes:


· Community education projects and programs
 conducted by fire and other agencies


· Community development approaches that seek to capitalise on and enhance existing community strengths (particularly in ‘hard-to-reach’ and other vulnerable communities)


· A wide range of communication products and media-based campaigns intended to raise awareness and provide advice


· State-wide and more localised multi-agency planning initiatives that increasingly involve community consultation and collaboration.


Many of these projects and programs are designed to influence the sense of responsibility and the choices that are made at the household and community levels in response to the risk of bushfire. A particular challenge is to uncover strategies for planning and delivering community safety programs that work – and to gather the evidence through rigorous evaluation in order to ensure continuous program improvement.


Outcomes


As a result of completing this workshop, participants will be able to:


· Understand key issues in community safety approaches to emergency management;  


· Apply the Program Logic model to plan a hierarchy of clear and explicit objectives for community education programs;


· Develop strategies for using Program Logic and Program Theory in the planning and evaluation of community education programs; and


· Provide training within their own organization on these concepts and skills.


·

Workshop Outline


The workshop involves eight sections, with each one lasting for 30-45 minutes and comprising a mix of mini-lecture, small and large group discussions, and practical activities. Conducting the full workshop would therefore involve one day of activities. 


However, not all sections have to done. Workshop facilitators and agencies are encouraged to select just those sections that suit the training needs of their organizations and to arrange/sequence these in the order that best satisfies these needs. The sections are


1. Introduction and overview


2. Clarifying key concepts


3. Program Logic and Program Theory


4. Developing a Logic Model 1: Youth and Community Safety


5. Developing a Logic Model 2: ‘Firestop’


6. Logic models in evaluation


7. Issues and implications


8. Workshop review


Preliminary Reading for Participants


1. Emergency Management Australia (2004) Concepts and Principles. The Australian Emergency Manual Series, No. 1.


2. Buckle, P., Marsh, G., and Smale, S. (2000) New Approaches to Assessing Vulnerability and Resilience AJEM, Winter, 8-14.


3. Gilbert, J. (2007) Community Education, Awareness and Engagement Programs for Bushfire: An Initial Assessment of Practices Across Australia, Bushfire CRC Technical Report No. C0701.
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Workshop Resources


		Section

		Powerpoint Slides

		Handout

		To prepare in advance



		1. Introduction and overview

		1-9

		#1. Slide notes page

		· 3 yellow ‘stickies’ for each participant


· 5 large signs bearing the names of one of the 4 different workshop outcomes on each one, and one saying “Other Outcomes”. These could be pinned to the walls of the room ahead of the workshop.



		2. Clarifying key concepts




		10-18

		#2 List of concepts

		· A set of the following for each group of 4-6 participants:


· A set of made from Handout 2 Blue-tac


· Felt pens 


· Large sheet of poster paper with the title ““Community Safety Programs in Emergency Management”” written on it.



		3. Program Logic and Program Theory




		19-23

		#3 Sample Logic Model

		



		4. Developing a Logic Model 1: Youth and Community Safety




		24-40

		#4 “If-Then” Program Theory diagram

		



		5. Developing a Program Logic Model 2 -‘Firestop’: A simulation




		67-80

		#5 Firestop Simulation

		· A set of the following for each group of 4-6 participants:


· 20 A4 sheets or cards 


· Blue-tac


· Felt pens 


· Large sheet of poster paper.



		6. Program Logic in Evaluation

		81-96

		#6 Evaluation Template

		



		7. Issues and Implications




		97-101

		#7 Challenges

		· A set of the following for each group of 4-6 participants:


· A set of 9 cards per group made up from copying and cutting up Handout 5


· Blue-tac


· Felt pens 


· Large sheet of poster paper.



		8. Workshop review




		102

		

		





Facilitator’s Guide to Sections


1. Introduction and Overview


· Have Slide 1 on the screen as background


· Welcome participants and any special guests.


· Introduce facilitator/s to the group and explain their background.


· Refer to Handout 1 on which participants will be able to make their notes during the workshop.


· Use Slides 2-8 to explain the purpose of using a logic model approach to planning and evaluating community safety programs


· Give each participant three ‘stickies’ and ask them to write one thing they hope to gain from the workshop on each sticky (ie three goals in total, but one on each sticky)


· Show Slide 9, which lists the four workshop objectives and refer participants to the 4 outcome statements pinned to the walls in different parts of the room.


· Ask participants to consider which outcome each of their three goal statements refer to – and then to stick this on the wall under the most relevant heading.


· Debriefing: Conduct a brief overview summary of the arrangement of the sticky goal statements – emphasising the focus of each outcome, especially the goal statements related to “Other Outcomes”. Reassure participants you will do your best to cover these – or refer them to additional sources of information.


· Show Slide 10, the list of sections in the workshop. 


2. Clarifying key concepts


This activity invites participants to share their knowledge about the place of the community safety approach in emergency management. It draws upon concepts in the three Preliminary Readings, especially Concepts and Principles published by Emergency Management Australia in 2004 in The Australian Emergency Manual Series.

· The first concept is ‘Program Logic’. Explain the purpose of objectives as core to the planning of any activity – and the logical need to focus on such objectives in evaluation. Perhaps, use an anecdote from your own experience where you did not plan properly.


· Use a selection from Slide 10-15 to introduce the importance of the logic between Objectives – Activities – Evaluation, and the meaning and significance of Program Logic.


· Additional concepts: Use Slides 16 to briefly illustrate key concepts that will be encountered in the workshop. Remind participants that these were defined in Preliminary Reading 1 from the EMA and are drawn from the fields of risk assessment, emergency management, project planning and evaluation. Ask participants to add to the list on the slide.


· Move participants into groups of 4-6 and give them the materials prepared for this section: cards made from Handout 2, blue-tac, pens and poster paper.


· Ask the small groups to discuss the relationships between the concepts, discussing and clarifying definitions and meanings – and then to arrange them into a ‘mind-map’ of “Community Safety Programs in Emergency Management” (e.g. as illustrated in the example in Slide 17). 


Groups may choose to use only some of the concept cards – and may use the blank ones to add new/additional concepts they deem important. New cards could also be written to signify headings for clusters of cards/concepts


When members of a group agree on the relationships, they can use the blue-tac to paste them down on their poster paper and then use the pens to draw lines showing the links and relationships.


· Ask the groups to display their mind-maps and explain them to other groups.


· Special note: A distinction is made between a community safety project and a program. A project seeks community safety objectives for a particular group of people in a particular place, often using a specific strategy whereas a program comprises an integrated suite of projects for a wider group of people and often across a wider region, over a longer period of time, and involving multiple strategies.


Inform participants that the Program Logic/Theory approach can be used to plan and evaluate projects and programs. However, as a beginning introduction to this approach, this workshop focuses on project planning and evaluation.

3. Program Logic and Program Theory


This section of the workshop introduces the key concepts in the Program Logic/Program theory approach. After a brief introduction to these concepts, participants critically analyse a logic model for a project designed to encourage farmers to reduce their use of fertiliser in order to reduce the flow of nutrient-rich ground water into nearby streams. It was chosen as an example for analysis because it is not a community safety example and, therefore, will allow a focus on the concepts underpinning a logic model of a project. Exercises based upon community safety examples will be undertaken in later sections of the workshop.


· Slide 18: This topic begins the major theme of the workshop.


· Begin by asking participants to explain the relationships/differences between a “program”, a “project” and “activities” within the context of emergency management and community safety. 


· The relationships could be summarised in terms of a Venn diagram. As a volunteer participant to draw one on the whiteboard and discuss. Slide 19 is a sample. 


Explain again to participants the focus on projects in this introductory workshop – but the term “program’ is used to describe the approach.

· Use Slides 20 and 21 to contrast the ways in which poor and effective programs are usually planned. Slide 21 uses a Program Logic approach.


· Ask participants to identify two differences between Slides 20 and 21. These are:


· Project planning begins with a logic model or theory of why the program will work. It explains the logical links between problem – inputs – outputs and outcomes.


· Outputs (short-term) and outcomes (medium- to longer-term) and the causal relationships between them are carefully thought through. This helps to clarify exactly what the project will achieve and in what sequence.


· Show Slide 22 to summarise the key features of a logic model: 


· A systematic, visual way to present a planned program with its underlying assumptions and theoretical framework


· A picture of why and how we believe a program will work


· A way to describe, share, discuss, and improve program theory – in words and pictures – as we develop (plan, implement and evaluate) a program. 


· Show Slide 23 and distribute a copy of Handout 3. Explain that this is a logic model for a project on phosphorus and water quality. It was chosen as an example for analysis because it is not a community safety example and, therefore, will allow a focus on the concepts underpinning a logic model of a project. 


· Page 2 of Handout 3 is a set of questions for participants to answer about the phosphorus and water quality example. The questions take participants through the various elements of a logic model in a participatory way.


1. Use two vertical lines, from the top to bottom of the page, to divide the logic model in Handout 3 into the three key elements of inputs, outputs and outcomes. 


2. Write a brief summary of the situation and identify why the project should be a priority


3. Examine the two aspects of outputs: (i) activities (what we do), and (ii) participation (who with/for). Use the section on ‘assumptions’ to explain why were these activities chosen for this audience?


4. Take each of the listed inputs one by one, and specify these in more detail in order to identify the inputs needed for these outputs.


5. Examine the outcomes section of the model to identify: (i) the short-term, (ii) medium-term, and (iii) long-term outcomes of the project. 


6. All good projects have a causal relationship in the hierarchy of effects in their logic models. This is the ‘theory’ or ‘logic’ underpinning the model. In most cases, this logic relates:


· the short-term outcomes mainly to learning of new knowledge, skills and/or attitudes by participants;


· the medium-term outcomes to the actions they will be able to be better at undertaking as a result of this learning; and


·  the long-term outcomes to the impacts of the learning and actions. 


Explain the logic (or theory) in the phosphorus and water quality project.


7. How will the external forces affect the success or otherwise of the project?


· Ask groups to present their answers in a plenary discussion.


· In debriefing from the reports, it is possible to use the following slides to summarise answers to some of the questions:


· Question 1: Slide 24 shows a logic model in its simplest form of INPUTS( OUTPUTS( OUTCOMES 


· Question 3: Slide 25 summarises the two aspects of outputs – activities (what we do) and participation (who with/for).


· Question 5: Slide 26 shows a hierarchy of effects – relate these to the short-term, medium-term, and long-term outcomes of the project; and Slide 27 to show the “if-then” “theory” underpinning the relationships.


· Question 6: Slide 28: to show the importance of the  “if-then” causal relationship between the short-term, medium-term, and long-term outcomes of a project.


· Display Slide 29 which is a model of a generic logic model for a project. Ask participants to identify the key elements in the model from the previous exercise. 


· Summarise these as Referring to the template, explain that:

· Situation: problem or issue that the program is to address sits within a setting or situation from which priorities are set


· Inputs: resources, contributions and investments that are made in response to the situation. Inputs lead to

· Outputs: the activities, services, events, and products that reach people and users. Outputs lead to

· Outcomes: the results or changes for individuals, groups, agencies, communities and/or systems.


· Assumptions: beliefs we have about the program, the people, the environment and the way we think the program will work


· External Factors: environment in which the program exists includes a variety of external factors that interact with and influence the program action.

· Then explain that the next two sections of the workshop will involve completing a similar logic model for two community safety projects.


4. Logic Model 1: Youth and Community Safety 

This activity takes participants through the process of developing a logic model. It is for a community safety through youth leadership project in a country town. Some of the preliminary planning for the project has been done to help get participants started. As such, the activity is a stepping-stone to the next section of the workshop, which is to develop a logic model relatively unassisted.


· Show Slide 30, which illustrates a possible hierarchy of outcomes of a youth-focused community safety program. Talk participants through the four steps in the hierarchy, and tell them that they will soon be asked to critique a logic model of the project.


· First, ask participants to identify four aspects of a potential logic model on the diagram: 


(i) impact or long term outcomes; 


(ii) short- to medium-term outcomes; 


(iii) inputs – activities and audience; and 


(iv) the context of the project.


· Move participants into small groups and them to discuss four aspects of the logic model that are not listed in the hierarchy of effects in Slide 29: 


(i) the Program Theory or series of “if-then” relationships that explain why the project should work; 


(ii) the assumptions underpinning the Program Theory; 


(iii) the external factors that may enable or obstruct the project; and 


(iv) the inputs that are likely to be needed.


· Hear reports from each group and then distribute copies of Handouts 4 and 5 (preferably A3 size so that all members of a group around a table can work on them).


· Ask the groups to complete an “if-then” Program Theory diagram for the project on Handout 4. 


· Show Slide 31, which is a sample “if-then” Program Theory diagram. Use comments form each group to improve the diagram in the slide.


· Ask the groups to work together to design a generic logic model for the project on the template on Handout 5. 


· Show Slide 32, which is a sample logic model for the project. Carefully take participants through the slide in an interactive way to explain the links and the examples of inputs, two aspects of outputs and the three types of outcomes.

5. Logic Model 2: ‘Firestop’ – A Simulation


This simulated situation provides an opportunity for participants to practice developing a program logic model relatively un-assisted. This is based upon a simulated urban community safety project. Participants could be asked to read Handout 6 in advance of the workshop. 


A3 copies of Handouts 4 and 5 should also be provided to each group along with a kit of cards and blue-tac as outlined in the Resources section.


· If necessary give participants time to read Handout 6, perhaps over a break.
Task 1 on page 3 of handout 6 guides the small groups in an analysis of the situation. Most of the information is in Handout 6 but also encourage participants speculate based on their own experiences.

· Hear group reports and ask participants to fill in the Situation and External Factors boxes on the Program Logic Model on another blank copy of Handout 5 to summarise the background characteristics of the ‘problem’ to be addressed?

· Now ask the small groups to complete Task 2, which examines the hierarchy of outcomes for a possible Firestop project. Place the participants in small groups again and ask them to:


· Brainstorm a list of all possible outcomes that a program to address this problem should achieve


· Refine the list of outcomes by grouping similar ones, deleting unimportant ones, etc. so that you have 8-12 remaining.


· Categorise this 8-12 into ‘outputs’, short to medium- term outcomes, long –term outcomes (impacts), making sure you have some in each category.


· Write individual outcomes on cards or ‘stickies’ – one outcome per card. Encourage the groups to word these outcomes as a short sentence per outcome.


· Arrange these FireStop outcomes into a hierarchy with the highest level outcome at the top (some may need to be put at the same ‘level’). 


· When members of a group agree on the relationships, they use the blue-tac to paste them down on their poster paper and use the pens to draw lines showing the links and relationships.

· Hear reports from groups, analysing the ‘logic’ in the hierarchy of objectives by asking them to explain how (i) the short-term outcomes are related to learning; (ii) the medium-term outcomes are related to action; and (iii) the long-term outcomes are related to impacts.

· Ask the groups to then complete Task 3 to develop (i) an “if-then” Program Theory diagram, and (ii) a generic logic model for the project.


· Ask groups to arrange their reports as posters pinned around the walls of the room. 


· Rotate groups so that they are near a different project and ask them to make a list of 3-5 questions about the implementation of the project that they would like to ask the original groups.


· Match groups up to discuss these questions.


6. Logic Models in Evaluation


Slide 41 begins the penultimate substantive section of the workshop and focuses on evaluation.


· Present an introductory mini-lecture by using:


· Slide 42: to illustrate that programs are not linear and that reflection and evaluation through feedback loops is an on-going aspect of program planning.


· Slide 43: uses the generic logic model to show where evaluation fits in – in terms of what we might want to know about a program and how we will find out.


· Slide 44: presents three key uses of logic models in evaluation.


· Slide 45: to depict the four common types of evaluations:  need assessment, process evaluation, outcome evaluation and impact evaluation  (and the type of questions inherent in each type).


· Slide 46: to summarise the relationships between types of evaluation and the elements of a logic model


· Slide 47 is a simplified program model of the youth program examined earlier. Run through the model and then ask participants (individually or in groups) to complete Handout 7 to indicate What do they (and others) might want to know about the program.

· Slide 48 contains some sample answers.


· Slide 49 introduces the idea of indicators. Explain that once we have identified and prioritized what it is that we will measure, then we can move on to determining how we will measure it. What would be the indicators for the outcomes and process variables we have selected. How would we know it? 


· Slide 50 and Handout 8 ask participants to suggest indicators for the youth program. Ask small groups to develop suggested indictors and to share their answers.


· Continue the mini-lecture by explaining that, often, a large number of indicators is developed – often far too many than there is time to collect and analyse. Thus, there is a need to prioritise. Slide 51 is a set of sample indicators for the youth program.


· Slide 52 relates these indicators to the hierarchy of outcomes.


· Slides 53-54 depict some overall or general indicators and ways of collecting data on them while Slide 55 is a template for planning an evaluation program.


· Ask participants to work in their groups with Handout 9 to plan an evaluation strategy for the program.


· Ask groups to make presentations and debrief from them.


· If time permits, another copy of Handout 9 could be used to plan an evaluation strategy for Firestop. Ask groups to make presentations and debrief from them.


7. Issues and Implications


· Slide 56 begins the final section of the workshop.


· Slide 57 is a summary of Program Logic/Theory approach to community safety programs. This is ‘take-home’ big idea from the workshop. 

· Discuss the elements and the sequence of activities. - and then ask participants to be a ‘devil’s advocate’ and identify any questions, issues and/or problems they think need to be identified.  

· Slides 58-60 contain a list of nine such issues.

· Distribute the card set made form Handout 10 and ask participants to rank order them in order of significance in the shape of a Diamond (Slide 61).



· To build a Diamond Ranking Matrix, ask the groups to discuss each of the nine cards and to rank them in order of importance or significance as challenges in getting the Program Logic/Theory approach to planning and evaluating community safety programs adopted. Steps in this include:


· Start with the card you believe is the most significant challenge. Place it down as the top box.


· Place the one you think is the least significant challenge as the bottom box.


· Of the remaining cards, select the two you think are nearly as significant as your top choice. Place them as Row 2 beneath your top card.


· Of the remaining cards, select the two you think are the least significant challenge. Place them above your ‘least challenge’ card as the second bottom row. 


· Place the remaining three in the middle row.

8. Workshop review


· Ask participants to discuss the following questions (Slide 62):


· What has been un-learned?


· What has been learned?


· Where to from here?


· Obstacles


· Challenges

· Advantages

� This introduction is derived from material in Bushfire CRC Firenote No. 33.


� A distinction is made between a community safety project and a program. A project seeks community safety objectives for a particular group of people in a particular place, often using a specific strategy whereas a program comprises an integrated suite of projects for a wider group of people and often across a wider region, over a longer period of time, and involving multiple strategies.
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Key Definitions



Identifying differences in perspective and policy framework

2

Establishing a common working language

1
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	1.	Emergency (disaster)

	2.	Hazard

	3.	Risk

	4.	Community

	5.	Vulnerability

	6.	Capacity

	7.	Monitoring

	8.	Evaluation

	9.	Mitigation

 	10.	Prevention

	11.	Preparedness

	12.	Response

Overview | Key definitions in DRR + CSE

		Relief

		Recovery

		Community Safety project

		Adaptive behaviour

		Resilience

		Community profiling

		Risk assessment

		Stakeholders

		Communication

		Learning

		Community engagement



24.	Community Safety program



The slides on definitions are to ensure a common understanding of concepts central to emergency management policy, planning and operations. They bear directly of community engagement and evaluation.

Refer to the United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction’s 2009 glossary but emphasise that the definitions used will be from Emergency Management Australia’s Glossary and Thesaurus. Emphasise that the ‘academic’ propensity to have multiple finely differentiated definitions will be avoid and definitions, terms and concepts will be pragmatic and practical





Definitions taken from EMA’s glossary



		EMERGENCY  An event, actual or imminent, which endangers or threatens to endanger life, property or the environment, and which requires a significant and coordinated response.  Any event which arises internally or from external sources which may adversely affect the safety of… the community in general and requires immediate response... See also accident, incident and disaster.

		HAZARD  A source of potential harm or a situation with a potential to cause loss.  A potential or existing condition that may cause harm to people or



	damage to property or the environment.  An intrinsic capacity associated with an agent or process capable of causing harm.

		RISK  A concept used to describe the likelihood of harmful consequences arising from the interaction of hazards, communities and the environment. The chance of something happening that will have an impact upon objectives. It is measured in terms of consequences and likelihood.  A measure of harm, taking into account the consequences of an event and its likelihood. For example, it may be expressed as the likelihood of death to an exposed individual over a given period. Expected losses (of lives, persons injured, property damaged, and economic activity disrupted) due to a particular hazard for a given area and reference period. Based on mathematical calculations, risk is the product of hazard and vulnerability.

		COMMUNITY  A group with a commonality of association and generally defined by location, shared experience, or function. A social group which has a 



	number of things in common, such as shared experience, locality, culture, heritage, language, ethnicity, pastimes, ethnicity, occupation, workplace, etc.

		VULNERABILITY  The degree of susceptibility and resilience of the community and environment to hazards. The degree of loss to a given element at risk or set of such elements resulting from the occurrence of a phenomenon of a given magnitude and expressed on a scale of 0 (no damage) to 1 (total loss).

		CAPACITY  not defined. We can substitute RESILIENCY A measure of how quickly a system recovers from failures.

		MONITOR To check, supervise, observe critically, or record the progress of an activity, action or system on a regular basis in order to identify change.

		EVALUATION Post-disaster appraisal of all aspects of the disaster and its effects. 
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Key concepts #1



Emergency

(disaster, crisis, catastrophe)

1

Hazard

2

Risk

3

Community

4

Vulnerability

5

Capacity

6

Monitoring

7

Evaluation

8



Refer to the United Nations International Strategy for Disaster Reduction’s 2009 glossary but emphasise that the defintions used will be from Emergency Management Australia’s Glossary and Thesaurus. Emphasise that the ‘academic’ propoensity to have multiple finely differentiated definitions will be avoid and definitions, terms and concepts will be pragmatic and practical





Definitions taken from EMA’s glossary



		EMERGENCY  An event, actual or imminent, which endangers or threatens to endanger life, property or the environment, and which requires a significant and coordinated response.  Any event which arises internally or from external sources which may adversely affect the safety of… the community in general and requires immediate response... See also accident, incident and disaster.

		HAZARD  A source of potential harm or a situation with a potential to cause loss.  A potential or existing condition that may cause harm to people or



	damage to property or the environment.  An intrinsic capacity associated with an agent or process capable of causing harm.

		RISK  A concept used to describe the likelihood of harmful consequences arising from the interaction of hazards, communities and the environment. The chance of something happening that will have an impact upon objectives. It is measured in terms of consequences and likelihood.  A measure of harm, taking into account the consequences of an event and its likelihood. For example, it may be expressed as the likelihood of death to an exposed individual over a given period. Expected losses (of lives, persons injured, property damaged, and economic activity disrupted) due to a particular hazard for a given area and reference period. Based on mathematical calculations, risk is the product of hazard and vulnerability.

		COMMUNITY  A group with a commonality of association and generally defined by location, shared experience, or function. A social group which has a 



	number of things in common, such as shared experience, locality, culture, heritage, language, ethnicity, pastimes, ethnicity, occupation, workplace, etc.

		VULNERABILITY  The degree of susceptibility and resilience of the community and environment to hazards. The degree of loss to a given element at risk or set of such elements resulting from the occurrence of a phenomenon of a given magnitude and expressed on a scale of 0 (no damage) to 1 (total loss).

		CAPACITY  not defined. We can substitute RESILIENCY A measure of how quickly a system recovers from failures.

		MONITOR To check, supervise, observe critically, or record the progress of an activity, action or system on a regular basis in order to identify change.

		EVALUATION Post-disaster appraisal of all aspects of the disaster and its effects. 















Key concepts #2



Mitigation

1

Prevention

2

Preparedness

3

Control (Response)

4

Relief

5

Recovery

6

Development

7



		MITIGATION Measures taken in advance of a disaster aimed at decreasing or eliminating its impact on society and environment.

		PREVENTION  Regulatory and physical measures to ensure that emergencies are prevented, or their effects mitigated.  Measures to eliminate or reduce



	the incidence or severity of emergencies

		PREPAREDNESS  Arrangements to ensure that, should an emergency occur, all those resources and services which are needed to cope with the effects can be efficiently mobilised and deployed. Measures to ensure that, should an emergency occur, communities, resources and services are capable of coping with the effects.

		CONTROL The overall direction of emergency management activities in an emergency situation. Authority for control is established in legislation or in an emergency plan, and carries with it the responsibility for tasking and coordinating other organisations in accordance with the needs of the situation. Control



	relates to situations and operates  horizontally across.

		RESPONSE  Actions taken in anticipation of, during, and immediately after an emergency to ensure that its effects are minimised, and that people affected are given immediate relief and support.  Measures taken in anticipation of, during and immediately after an  emergency to ensure its effects are minimised.

		RECOVERY  The coordinated process of supporting emergency-affected communities in reconstruction of the physical infrastructure and restoration of emotional,  social, economic and physical wellbeing.  Measures which support emergency-affected individuals and communities in the reconstruction of the physical infrastructure and restoration of emotional, economic and physical well-being.



		DEVELOPMENT – not defined















Key concepts

Emergency management arrangements need to be:

Ultimately, the goal of all such arrangements and programs is to contribute to the development and maintenance of a safer, sustainable community.

Comprehensive

Integrated

All Hazards

Prepared +

Informed Community



Australia has adopted a comprehensive and integrated approach to the development of its arrangements and programs for the effective management of emergencies and disasters.

This approach is:

• Comprehensive, in encompassing All Hazards and in recognising that dealing with the risks to community safety, which such hazards create, requires a range of prevention/mitigation, preparedness, response and recovery (PPRR) programs and other risk management treatments; and

• Integrated, in ensuring that the efforts of governments, all relevant organisations and  agencies, and the community, as a Prepared Community, are coordinated in such programs.

Emergency management arrangements and programs need to be able to deal with the wide variety and scale of hazards that may affect Australian communities, whether these originate from natural, technological, biological or social agents or result from an interaction between agents in any of these fields.

Ultimately, the goal of all such arrangements and programs is to contribute to the development and maintenance of a safer, sustainable community.

(EMA Concepts and Principles)
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Handout 7 


Challenges to the Program Logic/Theory Approach to Community Safety Programs


		1. The need for flexibility in developing and delivering programs recognising the circumstances of individuals and communities.

		2. The need to target programs to: communities and individual households in high bushfire risk areas, to reach individuals with a low risk awareness, those who have mistaken beliefs about fire behaviour, and those who may not be part of the local community.

		3. Individuals respond differently to the same information and the link between increased understanding and taking action to increase safety are unclear.



		4. Understanding how educating and engaging communities in preparing, responding to and recovering from bushfires are linked in terms of outcomes achieved. 

		5. Evaluating community involvement in risk based planning for prevention, preparedness, responses  and recovery.

		6. Exploring positive and negative unintended consequences, such as the links between social cohesiveness and community engagement.



		7. Doesn’t address:  Are we doing the right thing

		8. Demonstrating the cost effectiveness of community education, engagement and awareness programs.

		9.  The development of performance indicators that can be meaningfully aggregated at a national level.












Planning + Evaluating
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C =  capacity, (including management + resources)

H  x  V

C



R =







Understanding disaster

Disaster affect everything and everyone.

More events, processes and conditions are coming to be regarded as disasters, that is as situations that require external support.

Climate change needs to be disaggregated into constituent elements eg. costal erosion, changed rainfall regimes, changes agricultural patterns.
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Understanding disaster

Not episodic events beyond human control.

Events and processes that reflect existing relationships of power, legitimacy and resources.

Accelerated but otherwise routine events and processes.

The roles of values and culture.







1983 — a landmark

Ken Hewitt’s ‘Interpretations of Calamity’

Disasters are not natural, some hazards may be ‘natural’.

A disaster is the point of intersection of a vulnerable population and a hazard.

Vulnerability is socially, economically and politically driven and is manifested through exclusion, gender, disability, age, ethnicity etc.
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Hierarchy of risk

(cannon)



quake

Extreme, but infrequent

Damaging & within memory

severe flood

conflict

tropical cyclones

flood

Common & coped with 

everyday life: poverty, illness,

hunger, water, traffic accidents

Community priorities

landslide

fire

drought













The ‘crunch model’



Wisner, Blaikie, Cannon & Davis

Vulnerability component

Livelihood & its resilience

Base-line status

Well-being

Self-protection

Social Protection

Governance

HAZARD

Flood

Cyclone

Earthquake

Tsunami

Volcanic eruption

Drought

Landslide

Biological



DISASTER

National & international political economy 

Power relations

Demographics

Conflicts & war

Environmental trends

Debt crises

Etc …



ROOT CAUSES

Social

Structures & power systems

Class

Gender

Ethnicity

Caste

Other power relationships

SOCIAL FRAME













Changing approaches to disaster management



Emergency Management

Development

Hazards

Vulnerability

Re-active

Pro-active

Single Agencies

Partnerships

Science Driven

Multi-disciplinary/Policy Driven

Response Management

Risk Management

Command + Control

Community Safety

Planning for Communities

Planning with Communities

Talking to Communities

Communicating with Communities







Disaster risk reduction

Comprehensive

Participatory

Long term

Process focussed

Outcome based

Embedded in daily life

		Embedded in culture and values

		Engages the social, environmental, economic and political and over space, time and hierarchy









Disaster risk reduction

Comprehensive – mitigation to recovery 

Integrated – all agencies

All hazards

Prepared community

Resourced adequately

Prospective

Adaptive

… arrangements
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Handout 2


		Emergency

		Hazard

		Risk



		Community

		Vulnerability

		Capacity



		Monitoring

		Evaluation

		Mitigation



		Prevention

		Preparedness

		Response



		Relief

		Recovery

		Community safety project



		Emergency Management

		Comprehensive

		Integrated



		All Hazards

		Prepared Community

		Adaptive           Capacity



		Resilience

		CPRR

		Shared      Responsibility



		Community Engagement

		Learning

		Resilience



		Quality Improvement

		Community Safety Program

		Community Profiling
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Implications for

emergency management



Focus on mitigation

Focus on consequences

Focus on the community

Less focus on the hazard







Risk assessment

Assessing risk identifies options, choices and alternatives for …

Outcomes

Priorities

Management + Op. systems

Resources

Schedules

then

then

then

then
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Risk assessment



Mitigation

Prevention

  Preparedness

 Response

 Relief

 Recovery

IMPACT







Risk Assessment







TIME

Mitigation

Response

Recovery

homes

environment

business

health

wildfire

drought

flood

EFFORT



IMPACT







Hazard qualities

Speed of Onset

Frequency

Predictability

Extent

Magnitude (energy)

Manageability

Recoverability

		Duration

		Number of people affected

		Severity of impacts

		Emergency service capability

		Assistance available
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Risk management process











Risk management process

…	establish

the context

Legislative authority

Government policies

Community expectations

Economic + social conditions and trends

Risk evaluation criteria

ie.loss acceptability,

damage levels, costs

Legal Requirements



Emergency Management Australia www.ema.gov.au (many useful downloadable manuals and other resources)
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Risk management process

…	identify hazards

+ threats

Identify and describe hazards

Describe the community

Describe environment

Identify vulnerable groups/areas

Generate risk statements (registers)







Risk management process

…	analyse risks

Describe probability

Impacts (consequences)
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Risk management process

…	evaluate risks

Compare risks against

criteria

Set priorities

Decide on acceptability
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Risk management process

… accept risks

No further action
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Risk management process

… treat risks

Mitigation

Control

Recovery
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Risk management activities



General (all risks) …

Community awareness

Protective services

Hazard mapping

Effective arrangements (mitigation, control, recovery)

Legal safeguards

Planning regulations







Risk management activities



Preparedness





Building codes

Building-use regulations

Legislation

Public education

Public information

Tax incentives/disincentives

Insurance

Incentives/disincentives

Zoning/land-use management

Emergency response plans

Warning systems

Evacuation plans

Emergency communications

Mutual aid agreements

Public education

Prevention/mitigation

Public info.

Resource inventories

Training programs

Test exercises

Refuge shelters







Risk management activities



Recovery





Plan implement’n

Emergency declarations

Warning messages

Public info.

Registration

and tracing

Inform higher authorities

Activate coord-ination centres

Restore essential services

Counselling programs

Temporary housing

Financial support/assistance

Distribute recovery stores

Public information

Long-term medical support

Response

Evacuation

Mobilise resources

Damage assessment

Search + rescue

Provide medical support

Institute public health measures

Provide immediate relief

Manage public appeals

Restore public assets

Economic impact studies

Review development plans

Initiate reconstruction tasks









Any questions 
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Handout 3: Sample Logic Model of a Project designed to Improve  Water Quality by Reducing Phosphorus Use on Farms




QUESTIONS


Handout 3 is a logic model for a project designed to encourage farmers to reduce their use of fertiliser in order to reduce the flow of nutrient-rich ground water into nearby streams. It was chosen as an example for analysis because it is not a community safety example and, therefore, will allow a focus on the concepts underpinning a logic model of a project. An exercise based upon a community safety example will be undertaken in the next section of the workshop.


In a small group, prepare a report on the following questions to present to the whole group.


1. Use two vertical lines from the top to bottom of the page to divide the logic model in Handout 3 into the three key elements of inputs, outputs and outcomes. 


2. Write a brief summary of the situation and identify why the project should be a priority


3. Examine the two aspects of outputs: (i) activities (what we do), and (ii) participation (who with/for). Use the section on ‘assumptions’ to explain why were these activities chosen for this audience?


4. Take each of the listed inputs one by one, and specify these in more detail in order to identify the inputs needed for these outputs.


5. Examine the outcomes section of the model to identify: (i) the short-term, (ii) medium-term, and (iii) long-term outcomes of the project. 


6. All good projects have a causal relationship in the hierarchy of effects in their logic models. This is the ‘theory’ or ‘logic’ underpinning the model. In most cases, this logic relates:


· the short-term outcomes mainly to learning of new knowledge, skills and/or attitudes by participants;


· the medium-term outcomes to the actions they will be able to be better at undertaking as a result of this learning; and


·  the long-term outcomes to the impacts of the learning and actions. 


Explain the logic (or theory) in the phosphorus and water quality project.


7.    How will the external forces affect the success or otherwise of the project?





Planning + Evaluating

Community Safety Programs

— the program logic/program theory approach



*

This workshop aims to provide the fundamentals of understanding contemporary approaches to disaster risk reduction policy and to community engagement. The workshop covers a number of themes but is designed to be interactive and for participants to support, inform and to learn from each other









Where are we going?

How will we get there?

What will show us that we’ve arrived?



“If you don’t know where you are going, how are you gonna’ know when you get there?” 

Yogi Berra





Why we need to plan effectively.

Planning as a prerequisite to evaluation

Program Logic as a tool to assist planning and program evaluation









A key resource 

http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande





The Program Development and Evaluation Unit at Wisconsin University has extensive resource materials and guidance notes at http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande









Program logic … in its simplest form
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outputs





inputs





outcomes





The two arrows come on a new click 



In its simplest form, Program Logic means planning activities so that what we do, we do in such a way that we get the short term results (outputs) and long term results (Outcomes) that we want and it allows us to plan and to evaluate what we want to achieve and whether we have achieved it. May programs focus on outputs (what is delivered) rather than outcomes (what is achieved or ‘real world’ change)









Program planning





inputs



outputs



outcomes

Why do it?  For whom?

Under what conditions?



The two yellow arrows come on a new click 





In its simplest form, Program Logic means planning activities so that what we do, we do in such a way that we get the short term results (outputs) and long term results (Outcomes) that we want and it allows us to plan and to evaluate what we want to achieve and whether we have achieved it. May programs focus on outputs (what is delivered) rather than outcomes (what is achieved or ‘real world’ change)









An everyday example
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pills taken

outputs

feel better

objective

headache

situation

feel better

outcomes

see doctor

inputs



An everyday example of planning – working from the problem (headache) to the solution or outcome (no headache)









Increase

family understanding, unity & fun

Family members learn about each other; increase family bonds; and have a good time.

Holiday time









Drive to State park

Set up

camp

Cook, play, talk, laugh, hike

Family members

Budget

Car

Camping equip.













objective

outcomes

inputs

outputs



An example of a family holiday logic model: Go through steps from Objectives --> Inputs -- Outputs -- Outcomes









Why use the logic approach

Helps us be clear about what you want to achieve.

Helps us plan activities that are logically related to the results we want to achieve.

Helps us make assumptions EXPLICIT.

Helps us take context into account.

Helps us focus on and be accountable for what matters – OUTCOMES.

Supports continuous improvement.

?

?

?

1

2

3

4

5

6



*

The benefits of using program logic to plan, manage and evaluate policies programs, activities









		The principles of reasoning.

		The relationship of elements to each other and a whole.



Logic

Model

		Small object representing another, often larger object (represents reality, isn’t reality).

		Preliminary pattern serving as a plan.

		Tentative description of a system or theory that accounts for all its known properties. 



Defining key concepts



Handout 2

The raison d’etre for the workshop. To make programs more effective and to work better. Therefore what is being proposed in this workshop is that this is one way to approach and structure such an evaluation. There are clearly others (and this will be touched on later in the day) but this is our focus for today.

*









A road map and set of instructions is a logic model ►

Defining key

concepts



An example of a logic model, a road map. It sets out a goal (destination) and a series of steps to achieving the goal (the route to the destination)

*









LOGIC MODEL

Usually looks like this …



Another example of a logic model setting out a series of steps and procedures from the starting point (situation), the goals (priorities) and the inputs (resources), outputs (methods and steps) and outcomes/impacts (goals)

*









… but a logical model could look like this















































*

Logic model is graphic display

Any shape is possible but importance lies in showing expected causal connections

Graphic display of boxes and arrows; vertical or horizontal

Relationships, linkages

Level of detail:  simple, complex

There can even be Multiple models – families of models for multi-level programs; multi-component programs



Reinforce that a logic model needs to be:

		visually engaging,

		appropriate in its level of detail,

		easy to understand,

		reflective of the context in which the program operates.











A diagram of a program showing what the program will do and what it is to accomplish.

A series of “if-then” relationships that, if implemented as intended, lead to the desired outcomes - the Program Theory.

The safest bet for successful program planning and evaluation!

A logical model is …

1

2

3



*

A simple description of a logic model









Sample Venn Diagram





Program





Project





Activity



A sample diagram showing the hierarchical relationships between Programs (strategic level), Projects and Activities (tactical or operational levels). Activities can be evaluated in terms of their own outcomes and how they contribute to project outcomes and projects can be evaluated in terms of how they achieve their own outcomes and contribute to program outcomes and in turn programs can be evaluated in terms of whether they are effective in reaching desired outcomes

*









How are programs typically developed?

Problem description





Activities



People

Network

Funds



Unpredictable outcomes







► ► ► ►



As the definition suggests, a program often arises from the need to address a particular social problem

There are various aspects of this social problem to consider.

At a broad level, take as an example the problem description for bushfire education, awareness and engagement programs.

What is the problem these initiatives address? Ask participants for their thoughts.

Introduce the idea that commonly strategies follow the identification of the problem as a plan of action to address the issue.

The range of resources are then considered.

However, highlight that resources can also be a constraint on the strategies and used to rationalise a lack of action.

Ask the participants if this is something they encounter frequently.











Conclude the sketch of the way programs are typically developed by saying that this process then leads to desired outcomes – often the aims and objectives of the program.



Therefore this is a fairly typical and logical approach to thinking about how agencies develop programs to address their needs.



The approach that this workshop uses builds on this but with some important additions that help explicate the decision making process through program logic and program theory.

*









The program logic approach



Activities (Action Plan)



People

Network

Funds





► ► ►

Problem description



Short & Medium term outputs & outcomes



Treatment Theory (Program Logic)





Longer term outcomes

(Impacts)

► 





What is a program logic?



“a simplified picture of how the objectives of a program could be achieved through a series of outcomes. These are often represented in the form of a hierarchy of

intended outcomes.”



This approach adds some additional boxes to our chart. 

		 A link between the problem description and the strategies – referred to as the treatment theory. This has to aspects, the first of which is the program logic.

		 The notion that there are shorter and longer term achievable outcomes. The short term outcomes may be the aims and objectives, while the longer-term outcomes may better be expressed as impacts. For example, a short term outcome of a fire safety meeting at a local brigade may be getting people to attend (through the delivery of leaflets to properties in a high fire risk area). Whereas the longer term impact of this might be an increase in preparedness amongst residents in the local brigade area. 



*









What is a program logic model?





A systematic, visual way to present a planned program with its underlying assumptions and theoretical framework.

A picture of why and how we believe a program will work.

A way to describe, share, discuss, and improve program theory – in words and pictures – as we develop (plan, implement, and evaluate) a program.

1

2

3



An overview of a program logic model, but remember that models are representations of real life conditions that we use to plan and guide; they are not the real world itself.

*











Example:

Water quality + phosphorous use on farms



*

An example of a program logic model



Handout 3. Explain that this is a logic model for a project on phosphorus and water quality. It was chosen as an example for analysis because it is not a community safety example and, therefore, will allow a focus on the concepts underpinning a logic model of a project. 



Page 2 of Handout 3 is a set of questions for participants to answer about the phosphorus and water quality example. The questions take participants through the various elements of a logic model in a participatory way.

Use two vertical lines, from the top to bottom of the page, to divide the logic model in Handout 3 into the three key elements of inputs, outputs and outcomes. 

Write a brief summary of the situation and identify why the project should be a priority

Examine the two aspects of outputs: (i) activities (what we do), and (ii) participation (who with/for). Use the section on ‘assumptions’ to explain why were these activities chosen for this audience?

Take each of the listed inputs one by one, and specify these in more detail in order to identify the inputs needed for these outputs.

Examine the outcomes section of the model to identify: (i) the short-term, (ii) medium-term, and (iii) long-term outcomes of the project. 

All good projects have a causal relationship in the hierarchy of effects in their logic models. This is the ‘theory’ or ‘logic’ underpinning the model. In most cases, this logic relates:

the short-term outcomes mainly to learning of new knowledge, skills and/or attitudes by participants;

the medium-term outcomes to the actions they will be able to be better at undertaking as a result of this learning; and

 the long-term outcomes to the impacts of the learning and actions. 

Explain the logic (or theory) in the phosphorus and water quality project.

7. How will the external forces affect the success or otherwise of the project?



Groups to present their answers in a plenary discussion.









Outputs

Develop products & resources.

Network with others.

Build partnerships.

Work with the media.

Develop a communication strategy.

Create a community coalition.

Train staff & volunteers.

Activities

What we do
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Participation

Who we reach



Participants

Clients

Customers

Agencies

Decision makers

Policy makers



*

OUTPUTS are the activities that are undertaken to reach targeted participants/populations.  Thus, outputs include Activities and Participation.  Some people refer to “participation” as “reach” – who the program is to reach; 

Activities might include (Examples)

Create a community-wide coalition

Train staff and volunteers

Develop a communication strategy 

Implement an action plan

Participation (who the program is to reach; who is supposed to participate -  individuals, families, groups, businesses, organization, communities). Examples might include:

All low income families living in the region

Businesses with fewer than 50 employees

Community groups in a specific neighborhood

High school youth identified as low achievers

All landholders in a region

Employees of local government

Be as specific as possible with “who” is targeted. 

Note SATISFACTION:  Satisfaction is not an outcome because being “satisfied” with something doesn’t mean that someone has changed or improved.  Being satisfied is often a precursor to learning, but does not guarantee learning.  Participants may be satisfied with the program, or like you as a person, or want to come again, but 	such reactions do not indicate that they have changed or benefited in any way.  	Thus, in the UWEX logic model, satisfaction is considered an Output, not an Outcome. 









Program theory: a series of logical

‘if-then’ relationships

Underlying a logic model is a series of ‘if-then’ relationships that express the program’s theory of change



IF



IF



IF



IF

IF

then

then

then

then

inputs



outputs



outcomes



*

Program theory sets out if then relationships. If ‘this input’ happens then we can expect that ‘this out put or outcome’ will result. Theory guides the development and implementation of a program logic based plan (program incorporating projects incorporating activities).









Any questions 

?

?

?



*























Planning + Evaluating Community Education Programs

— program logic in practice

PROGRAM C



*

This workshop aims to provide the fundamentals of understanding contemporary approaches to disaster risk reduction policy and to community engagement. The workshop covers a number of themes but is designed to be interactive and for participants to support, inform and to learn from each other









A hierarchy of effects

SOURCE:  BENNETT AND ROCKWELL, 1995

Participation



Reactions



Learning



Actions



A prepared community





*

Many people remember the Bennett hierarchy of the 1970’s that was so popular and widely used.  The Bennett hierarchy is a precursor of the present day logic model.  You can see the similarities in this graphic.



Rockwell and Bennett have since developed a toolkit titled, Targeting Outcomes of Programs (TOP) that is available on the web at http://citnews.unl.edu/TOP/english/ 

See it for more information.   









Outcomes | What results for individuals, families, communities …

Short term

Medium term

Long term

CHAIN OF OUTCOMES
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changes in:

LEARNING

Awareness

Knowledge

Attitudes

Skills

Opinion

Aspirations

Motivation

Behavioral intent

ACTION

changes in:

Behavior  

Decision-making

Policies

Social action

IMPACT

changes in:

Environmental conditions

Social well-being)

Health

Economic prospects

Civic engagement



*

OUTCOMES

A number of changes are necessary in order to facilitate/achieve outcomes. Outcomes are likely to extend along a continuum from short to long-term or impact.  For example, changes in knowledge, skills, attitudes and intent:

	Change in knowledge might be increased understanding of the purpose of a budget, or loan terms

	Change in skills might be how to develop a spending plan

	Change in attitude might be increased receptivity to new ideas and methods

	Change in confidence might be increased confidence to ask questions; go to a bank and seek service

	Change in intent might be the development of a plan or statement of goals

	Change in behavior

	Change in decision making may involve new approaches such as new methods of obtaining information, news arrangements for ensuring consultative and 	collaborative decision making

	Change in individual, family, financial institution, community conditions

		Unit of analysis??	

	Sebstad provides illustrative outcomes for 5 thematic areas

Outcomes are the changes or benefits for individuals, families, groups, businesses, organizations, and communities.

Outcomes occur along a path from short-term achievements to longer-term end results (impacts).  Outcomes include

	Short-term:  Changes in awareness, knowledge, skills, attitudes, opinions, motivation, intent  such as Increased knowledge of poverty’s impact on individuals 	and the community

Goal represents a  general, big picture statement of desired results.  

	Increased skills in leading a group 

Greater intention to exercise

Medium-term:  Changes in behaviors, decision making, action

Participating youth use a spending plan

Producers make informed decisions concerning farm transfer

Community installs bike paths

Long-term:  Changes in social, economic, civic, environmental conditions such as

Reduced debt

Improved water quality

Increased community safety

The ultimate result of a program is usually referred to as “impact”.  Impacts might be achieved in one year or take 10 or more years to be achieved.  Such long-term impacts may or may not be reflected in the logic model, depending on scope of the initiative, purpose and audience of the logic model. 









LOGIC MODEL

http://extension.missouri.edu/staff/programdev/plm/



Another example of a PL model. Emphasise its systematic and recursive nature

*









We assume that …

They gain knowledge, change attitudes and develop new practices resulting in . . . 

Lack of preparedness for bushfire season, especially among young people

A variety of youth leadership activities engage young people in working with residents & local business owners on community safety projects 

A ‘prepared community’ with improved community safety



*

Program Theory and Program Logic challenge us to examine our own assumptions, values, beliefs and knowledge. What evidence do we have that a particular action will result in the expected change? What evidence do we have that other people will behave in a particular way.



Handouts 4 and 5









How will activities lead to desired outcomes? 

Example: Youth community leader

We invest time & money





IF

We can provide structured leadership training & community projects for 25 x 14-19 yr olds

IF

They are able to work on community safety projects with local residents & business owners

IF

They help develop a set of community safety skills, attitudes & practices

IF

We are better equipped to deal with likely fire events

IF

We have a prepared community with strong, young leaders

IF

THEN

THEN

THEN

THEN

THEN
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inputs



outputs



outcomes

ACTIVITIES

PARTICIPATION

SHORT TERM

MED. TERM

LONG TERM



*

An example of program logic applied developing leadership skills in young adults to better fit them for contributing to community safety.
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Example: Youth + Community safety



inputs

Staff

Grant

Partners

Time











outputs

Youth identify project to work on

Youth

aged 

14-19 yrs





Plan project



Carry out project



Evaluate how they did

Adults







Youth demonstrate leadership

skills

Youth successfully complete safety projects

Youth are connected with and feel valued by their community

Youth improve skills in planning, decision making + problem solving

outcomes



Youth engage in additional community safety activities

Youth learn about safety in the community







Youth gain confidence in helping protect the community

















*

This logic model illustrates the forward and backward connections (feedback loops) that are common in programs.  



Another chain of outcomes could be developed for the adults









Program Evaluation

— what we can easily do when we have done the planning properly!



Any activity, project or program needs to be planned but they also need to be evaluated, that is during the activity, project or program progress needs to be monitored to ensure that it is on track and at its’ conclusion it needs to be evaluated to determine if the outcomes have been achieved and if not, why not. This is a process of continuous improvement









Feedback loops

inputs

outputs

outcomes







Short term

Med. term

Long term





Program investments







Participation

Activities



What we invest

What

we do

What results

Who we reach







*

Programs aren’t linear



Arrows in logic models help to show expected causal connections – the causal roadmap



In planning, may lay out in fairly linear fashion – sequence of expected relationships; but in practice – implementation, seldom occurs like that



Loop back; jump forward



As lay out logic model, useful also to consider alternative causal pathways









Evaluation:  Check and verify

Logic model in evaluation 

What do we want to know?    How will we know it?



*

The evaluation process is an integral part of the planning – management – implementation – evaluation cycle









Logic models help with evaluation

Provides the program description that guides our evaluation process

Helps us match evaluation to the program

Helps us know what and when to measure 

- Are you interested in process and/or outcomes?

Helps us focus on key, important information

- Prioritise: where will we spend our limited

  evaluation resources?

- What do we really need to know??

1

2

3
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*

Program logic helps make the process of planning and management explicit and transparent.









Logic model + common types of evaluation 

Process evaluation

How is program implemented? 

Are activities delivered as intended? Fidelity of implementation?

Are participants being reached as intended? 

What are participant reactions?

Types of evaluation
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Needs/asset assessment

What are the characteristics, needs, priorities  of target population?

What are potential barriers/facilitators?

What is most appropriate to do?



Outcome evaluation

To what extent are desired changes occurring?  Goals met?

Who is benefiting/not benefiting? How? 

What seems to work?

Not work?

What are unintended outcomes?



Impact evaluation

To what extent can changes be attributed to the program?  

What are the net effects?

What are final consequences?  

Is program worth resources it costs?



*

See that the questions we might ask line up with the common types of evaluations:  need assessment, process evaluation, outcome evaluation and impact evaluation  (and the type of questions inherent in each type)









What do you (+ others) want to know about the program?

Needs/asset assessment

Situation, priorities, assumptions, external factors

Who are the main needs? What assets

can the community contribute?

Process evaluation

Inputs

Were money and time invested in the correct areas?



Outputs - Activities

Were all sessions delivered? How well?  Did mentors engage strongly?

Outputs - Participation

Were all sessions delivered? How well?  Who did/did not? Did they attend all sessions? How many mentor meetings? Level of satisfaction?

Outcomes evaluation

Outcomes – Short term

To what extent did knowledge and skills increase? For whom? Why? What else happened?

Outcomes – Medium term

To what extent did behaviours change? Whose? Why? What else happened?



Impact evaluation

Outcomes – Long term

To what extent is risk and vulnerability reduced?



The process of evaluation relies on a systematic, transparent and comprehensive list of contexts and inputs, outputs and outcomes aligned with the needs (of the community) addressed by the program, the process(es) used to plan and implement the program, the program outcomes (what were the outcomes, were the planned outcomes achieved) and an evaluation of impacts, all against short, medium and long term dimensions













What do you (+ others) want to know about the program?

They increase knowledge of community safety



Better prepared community

They organise community safety ‘drill days’

inputs

outputs

outcomes

Assess youth interests

Design/

deliver leadership & project planning & mg’ment workshops

Facilitate support via mentors

Staff

Money

Partners

Research



25 x 

14-19 yr olds attend training

They work with sectors of community in risk assessment & safety planning

Safety plans developed

Improved safety practices

They better understand their own motivations

They gain skills in community leadership

They make project plans







































*

An example of an evaluation ‘logic’ showing the relationships and dependencies of inputs, out puts and outcomes



Handout 7









Identifying indicators

How will you know it when you see it?

What will be the evidence?

What are the specific indicators that will be measured?

Often expressed as #, %

Can have qualitative indicators as well as

quantitative indicators
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*

Once we’ve identify and prioritized what it is that we will measure, then we move to determining how we will measure it.  What would be the indicators for the outcomes and process variables you’ve selected.  How would you know it? 



Again, some of you have begun to lay this out in your evaluation plans…What data or evidence will you use to say/know that adoption has occurred; physical activity has increased; service linkages are better?









Sample indicators

		Inputs		What amount of $ and time were invested?

		Outputs - Activities		Were all  sessions delivered? How well? Do mentors engage strongly?

		Outputs - Participation		Did everyone participate as intended? Who did/not ? Did they attend all sessions? How many mentor meetings? Level of satisfaction?

		Outcomes - Short-term		To what extent did knowledge and skills increase? For whom? Why? What else happened?

		Outcomes - Medium-term		To what extent did behaviors
change? Whose? Why?  What else happened?

		Outcomes - Long-term		To what extent is risk and vulnerability reduced?  
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OUTPUTS

OUTCOMES

Logic model with indicators 

for outputs + outcomes 
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Program implemented

No. of workshops held.

Quality of workshops.

No. and % who increase knowledge, skills and motivation.

Young people learn

No. and % of community elements & sectors who practice new techniques.

Community practices new techniques

No. and % with safety plans that have been rehearsed. 

Community safety increases

Targeted young people

No. and % of youth cohort participating.



*











A hierarchy of effects

Number + characteristics of people reached; frequency & intensity of contact

Degree of satisfaction with program; level of interest; feelings toward activities, educational methods 

Changes in knowledge, attitudes, skills, aspirations

Changes in behaviors and practices

SOURCE:  BENNETT AND ROCKWELL, 1995



Participation





Reactions





Learning





Actions



A prepared community





*

An illustration of activity and program outputs leading to progressively more robust and long term outcomes



Rockwell and Bennett have since developed a toolkit titled, Targeting Outcomes of Programs (TOP) that is available on the web at http://citnews.unl.edu/TOP/english/ 

See it for more information.   









Typical activity indicators to track

For example:

# of clients served;

# of consultations;

# of workshops held;

# of attendees; and

# of referrals

Amount of products & services delivered

No. and type of clients served

Timeliness of service provision

Accessibility and convenience of service

ie. location, hours of operation, staff availability

Accuracy, adequacy, relevance of service

Client satisfaction
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An example of some typical indicators used in evaluating community programs. These may not be relevant to all programs and additional indicators may be needed for other programs.



Handout 9









		Existing data



Program records, attendance logs, etc

Pictures, charts, maps, pictorial records

		Program participants

		Others: key informants, non-participants, proponents, critics, staff, collaborators, funders, etc.



		Survey

		Interview

		Test

		Observation

		Group techniques

		Case study

		Photography

		Document review

		Expert or peer review



Sources of information

Data collection methods

Methods of data collection
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*

Then, we come to collecting the information – often what many see or define as evaluation.  



Many of you have identified existing sources of data that you can use – and others have identified specific people (participants, key informants, others) who will be their sources of information



Think about the range of social science data collection methods available to you.  What suits your questions, respondents, cultural setting the best?









Data collection plan  
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		Questions		Indicators
		Data collection

		Sources		Methods		Sample		Timing





































*

Data collection is best planned for and managed in stepped fashion. What questions need to be asked? What indicators of success are relevant to the questions? And then what data sources are needed and available (cost, time and access may be issues), what methods are need to obtain the data (quantitative data collection and analysis, qualitative analysis, interviews, focus groups, documentary review, primary research, sampling etc) and what schedule is appropriate and achievable



Handout 9 









Issues + Implications

— conclusion



Handout 10

*









http://extension.missouri.edu/staff/programdev/plm/

LOGIC MODEL



The program logic example again . Emphasise its systematic and recursive nature and that by making assumptions, context, inputs, outputs and outcomes transparent measurement, assessment and evaluation are possible.

*









Implications + issues

The need for flexibility in developing and delivering programs recognising the circumstances of individuals and communities. 

The need to target programs to: communities and individual households in high bushfire risk areas, to reach individuals with a low risk awareness, those who have mistaken beliefs about fire behaviour, and those who may not be part of the local community

1

2



Overview and summary of program logic

*









Individuals respond differently to the same information and the link between increased understanding and taking action to increase safety are unclear.

Understanding how educating and engaging communities in preparing, responding to and recovering from bushfires are linked in terms of outcomes achieved.

Evaluating community involvement.

3

4

5

Implications + issues



PPT 70 T
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6

7

8

Demonstrating the cost effectiveness of community education, engagement and awareness programs.

The development of performance indicators that can be meaningfully aggregated at a national level.

Focuses on expected outcomes not unexpected ones.

Doesn’t address:  Are we doing the right thing?

9

Implications + issues





*









Any questions 

?

?

?



*












Handout 5 Program Logic Model





TERMS


· Situation: problem or issue that the program is to address sits within a setting or situation from which priorities are set


· Inputs: resources, contributions and investments that are made in response to the situation. Inputs lead to

· Outputs: the activities, services, events, and products that reach people and users. Outputs lead to

· Outcomes: the results or changes for individuals, groups, agencies, communities and/or systems.


· Assumptions: beliefs we have about the program, the people, the environment and the way we think the program will work


· External Factors: environment in which the program exists includes a variety of external factors that interact with and influence the program action.









Planning + Evaluating

Community Safety Programs

— evaluation techniques





*









Evaluation techniques

A number of other methods are in use to plan, manage and evaluate community safety programmes. They complement Program Logic and Program Theory approaches.

                    The other methods are:

Especially useful for monitoring resource use.

Project Cycle Management

Log Frame & Results Based Management

Most often used for planning and post project evaluation. 

Social Impact Assessment

Used most for assessing

needs (pre-project) and project impacts.





*









Post cycle management 1



Resourcing



Implementation



Programming



Identification



Evaluation









… the establishment of general guidelines and principles for cooperation, agreement of sectoral and thematic focus and outlining of broad ideas for projects and programmes.

Post cycle management 1

Programming







*









Post cycle management 1



… within the programme framework, problems, needs and interests of possible stakeholders are analysed; ideas for projects and other actions are identified and screened.

The outcome is a decision on whether or not the options developed should be studied in more detail.

Identification









Post cycle management 1



… a decision is taken by the relevant parties about whether or not to resource the project, and it may involve both the implementing agency and other stakeholders. 

Note: resourcing is not always a separate stage and resource decisions may be taken at different points in the cycle.

Resourcing









Post cycle management 1



… the agreed resources are used to carry out the planned activities and achieve objectives. Progress is assessed through monitoring to enable adjustment to changing circumstances. 

Implementation









Post cycle management 1



… this assessment of the project’s achievements and impact examines the relevance and fulfilment of objectives, efficiency, effectiveness, impact and sustainability.

Evaluation









Post cycle management advantages

… sets out in a systematic way the schedule and resource allocation of a project and allows tracking of deliverables, monitoring of progress (or lack of it) and post project impact (measurement of effectiveness and cost  efficiency.







Log frames





		Narrative Summary		Verifiable Indicators		Means of Verification		Important Assumptions

		Goal		What are the quantitative measures, or qualitative assessments of whether objectives are being achieved? 		What sources of information exists, or can be provided cost-effectively?		(Goal to SuperGoal)
What external factors are necessary for sustaining objectives in the long run?

		Purpose		What are the quantitative measures or qualitative evidence by which achievement of impacts can be judged  		What sources of information exists or can be provided cost-effectively? 		(Purpose to Goal): 
What external conditions are necessary if  the project’s purpose is to contribute to reaching the project goal?

		Outputs: 
Indicate each of the outputs that are to be produced by the project in order to achieve project purpose 		What kind and quantity of outputs, and by when will they be produced? (quantity, quality, time) 		What sources of information?		(Output of Purpose): 
What are the factors not within the control of the project which may restrict progress from outputs to project purpose?

		Activities: 
Indicate each of the activities that must be undertaken in order to accomplish the outputs.		What indicators are appropriate?.		 What are sources of information? 		(Activity to Output): 
1) What external factors must be realised to obtain planned outputs on schedule?   
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Log frames advantages

It brings together in one place a statement of all the key components of a project (this is particularly helpful when there is a change of staff).

It presents them in a systematic, concise and coherent way, thus clarifying and exposing the logic of how the project is expected to work.

It separates out the various levels in the hierarchy of objectives, helping to ensure that inputs and outputs are not confused with each other or with objectives and that wider ranging objectives are not overlooked.

www.kar-dht.org/logframe.html
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Log frames advantages

It clarifies the relationships which underlie judgments about likely efficiency and effectiveness of projects.

It identifies the main factors related to the success of the project.

It provides a basis for monitoring and evaluation by identifying indicators of success, and means of quantification or assessment.

It encourages a multidisciplinary approach to project preparation and supervision.

www.kar-dht.org/logframe.html

4
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Social Impact Assessment (SIA)

By social impacts we mean the consequences to human populations of any public or private actions that alter the ways in which people live, work, play, relate to one another, organize to meet their needs and generally cope as members of society. The term also includes cultural impacts involving changes to the norms, values, and beliefs that guide and rationalize their cognition of themselves and their society...

SIA is not specifically a risk assessment but a means of understanding and measuring human responses to situations that may be risky or threatening.

Benson and Twigg

“

”
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A typical SIA involves a number of steps:

Develop a public involvement programme

1.

Describe proposed action & alternatives

2.

Describe relevant human environment & zones of influence

3.

Identify probable impacts (scoping)

4.

Investigate probable impacts

5.

Determine probable response

6.

Estimate secondary & cumulative impacts

7.

Recommend changes or alternatives

8.

Mitigation, remediation and enhancement programme

9.

Develop & implement monitoring programme

10.







Advantages of SIA

SIA can be understood as a framework for evaluation of all impacts on humans and on all the ways in which people and communities interact with their socio-cultural, economic and environmental surroundings. 

By providing an understanding of the community and its social processes, SIA makes it possible to …











identify the direct and indirect social consequences of risks (ie. the social impacts which could arise from a hazard event); and

develop appropriate and effective mitigation mechanisms to hazards which harness community resources and recognise community reactions to events.

SIA theory accepts that social, economic and biophysical impacts are interconnected and that change in any one of these domains will lead to changes in the others.

1
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General issues in monitoring + evaluation

Being realistic …

Can the questions be answered?

Have community safety and DRR been achieved?

What time period do we need to determine this?

What do we need to achieve in M&E

for community safety?







General issues in monitoring + evaluation

Being realistic …

A few days or weeks may not be sufficient.

What can we achieve in any given time period?







General issues in monitoring + evaluation

Being realistic …

Does the data exist?

Do we need to design new methods for collecting and analysing data?

Is the information available?







General issues in monitoring + evaluation

Understanding context …

		Many M&E activities assess projects in isolation from the (changing) social, economic and environmental contexts and this leads to skewed and misleading results.

		Local culture and values must be understood and respected.

		Data does not exist outside or independent of culture and we often (but should not) select data to collect and interpret information we have collected.

		Nothing is value free.









General issues in monitoring + evaluation

We should focus on outcomes

Too often we focus on: 

the process; what we do, how we do it; and who we do it with.

But not …

what is achieved; whether what we achieve is sustainable; or if our intervention has unintended consequences.

We should focus on what it is we want to achieve 

… not what we want to do!







General issues in monitoring + evaluation

		Baseline data is needed to establish a starting point, ie. what is the need we are trying to reduce?

		Baseline data is needed so that we can measure how far we have to go, how far we have come and to assess results.

		Baseline data includes: demographic data, economic data, hazards data.

		Issues: this data may not be easily available, it may be expensive and time consuming to collect, so we may need proxies.



We need to carry out baseline studies







General issues in monitoring + evaluation

		We must strike a balance between cost and effectiveness.

		We need to balance expectations of what can be achieved in a limited period of time.

		We should integrate M&E with project activities, particularly data and information collection.



Being practical …









Any questions 

?

?

?
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FireStop: a hypothetical

multi-agency initiative to enhance safety and build stronger communities 
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FireStop exercise instructions

A small group exercise to apply principles of Program Logic to a scenario

Duration: 2 hours incl. feedback

Work in small groups

Describe a Program Logic model to assess and manage the community fire risk.

Identify your own assumption.

Identify stakeholders.

Identify resources.

Describe schedules.

Identify data needs.

Describe the logic of your analysis.
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Provide participants with this hand out. Ask them to read it and then clarify any questions. Then proceed to exercise.

















A map of the area and photograph of the issue.









05/06 incidents for brigade area
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Suspicious

Misuse of heat of ignition

Misuse of material ignited

Design, construction …

Operational deficiency

No. of incidents

Structure Fire

Wildfiire



Some statistics about the issue.









Arson in vacant

houses





Photographs of the affected area highlighting different issues of concern.









Accidental — clothing near heater





Photographs of the affected area highlighting different issues of concern.
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Accidental — cigarettes on couch





Photographs of the affected area highlighting different issues of concern.

*









Hazards

in close proximity of house





Photographs of the affected area highlighting different issues of concern.
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Describe your results focusing on the logic of your analysis

What did you learn?

What did you ‘un-learn’?

What are the strengths and weakness of Program Logic?

FireStop exercise debrief









Any questions 

?

?

?
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Handout 6: Background to the FIRESTOP simulation







Group Tasks:


1. Understanding the Situation


a. What is the nature of the situation or condition?


b. How are key terms being defined? E.g. “community safety”, “involvement and engagement”, “deliberately lit fires”


c. Who is experiencing the problem? Are there sub-populations who experience the problem differently? Are there gender or ethnic considerations?


d. What is the scale and distribution of the problem condition?


e. Who defines this condition as a problem? Is it widely recognised as a problem?


f. What social values are represented in the definition of the problem? Are some value positions threatened by the existence of the problem or by the initiative


g. What are some possible causes of the problem condition(s)?

h. Fill in the Situation and External Factors boxes on the Program Logic Model to summarise the background characteristics of the ‘problem’ to be addressed?

2. Planning Outcomes


a. Brainstorm a list of all possible outcomes that a program to address this problem should achieve


b. Refine the list of outcomes by grouping similar ones, deleting unimportant ones, etc. so that you have 8-12 remaining.


c. Categorise this 8-12 into ‘outputs’, short to medium- term outcomes, long –term outcomes (impacts), making sure you have some in each category.


d. Write individual outcomes on cards or ‘stickies’ – one outcome per card. Try to word each outcomes as a short phrase or sentence.


e. Arrange these FireStop outcomes into a hierarchy with the highest level outcome at the top (some may need to be put at the same ‘level’). 


f. When members of your group agree on the relationships, use the blue-tac to paste them down on poster paper and use the pens to draw lines showing the links and relationships. 

3. Program Theory ( Logic Model


a. Use the “if-then” template to depict the Program Theory underpinning the Firestop project you are developing.


b. Use the generic logic model template to develop a logic model for the Firestop project you are developing











DEVELOPING A PROGRAM THEORY











LOGIC MODEL TEMPLATE




A multi-agency (simulated) initiative to enhance safety and build stronger communities





FireStop
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Handout 7 Types of Evaluation and Evaluation Questions
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			Needs/Asset Assessment


			Situation, Priorities, 



Assumptions, External factors


			





			Process Evaluation


			Inputs






			





			


			Outputs - Activities






			





			


			Outputs - Participation






			





			Outcomes Evaluation


			Outcomes - Short-term






			





			


			Outcomes - Medium-term






			





			Impact Evaluation


			Outcomes - Long-term






			

















Planning + Evaluating

Community Safety Programs

— case studies review
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Case studies review

The reports included in the review are:

		Natural Disasters in Australia: Reforming mitigation, relief

and recovery arrangements.

		Fire Prevention and Preparedness 2003.

		A Nation Charred: Report on the inquiry into bushfires.

		Inquiry into the Operational Response to the January 2003 Bushfires in the ACT.

		Report of the Inquiry into the 2002-2003 Victorian Bushfires.

		National Inquiry on Bushfire Mitigation and Management.







For working purposes refer to “Evaluating the Community Safety Approach to Bushfire in Australia: Towards an Assessment of What Works and How” Gerald Elsworth, Kaye Stevens, John Gilbert, Helen Goodman, Alan Rhodes Elsworth_EES_2008





The reports included in the review are:

Natural Disasters in Australia: Reforming mitigation, relief and recovery arrangements – a 2004 report to COAG that included bushfires as one of several types of natural disasters

Fire Prevention and Preparedness 2003 - an audit undertaken by the Auditor General of Victoria 

A Nation Charred: Report on the inquiry into bushfires -  an Australian Government House of Representatives inquiry following the 2002-2003 bushfires

Inquiry into the Operational Response to the January 2003 Bushfires in the ACT - commissioned by the Australian Capital Territory Government 

 Report of the Inquiry into the 2002-2003 Victorian Bushfires – commissioned by the Victorian Government

National Inquiry on Bushfire Mitigation and Management – a 2005 report to COAG following the 2002-2003 bushfires



Abstract

Internationally, policies for householder and community preparedness for natural hazards are not well communicated and (perhaps consequently) evaluation of relevant activities and programs is infrequent and sporadic.  In Australia, a major source of policy guidance to government and its agencies are the recommendations and discussion in a series of Commonwealth and state inquiries following significant hazard events, particularly bushfire (wildfire).

A detailed analysis of six recent inquiry reports was conducted to support the development of a comprehensive framework for the evaluation of public engagement and education activities for bushfire.  The reports were characterised by a developing transformation in thinking from bushfire response (including recovery) to householder and community responsibility and preparedness that parallels similar international discourse in emergency management, crime prevention and public health (the so-called ‘community safety paradigm’). The results of this analysis were integrated with descriptive information on a large number of programs and data from an extensive concept mapping exercise to yield policy-oriented and generic program theory models for the community safety approach.

The models provide a coherent and detailed characterisation of the Australian community safety approach to bushfire. The program theory model also gives an overview of possible causal relationships between emerging community safety policy, the activities and programs designed to implement it, and the potential short and medium-term outcomes that lead to sustainable program processes and a decrease in the loss of lives and property from bushfire. The models thus provide a basis for generating policy relevant and values informed criteria for the evaluation of specific activities and programs.

The conference presentation will describe the development of the community safety models and draw on published case study data to illustrate how they are currently being used to structure a theory-based synthesis of information on how these types of interventions work, for whom, and in what specific communities and localities.
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Foundational principles

		Community safety in bushfires is a shared responsibility of householders, communities, agencies and governments.

		Individuals and households have a specific responsibility for taking action to mitigate their own bushfire risks.

		People and communities differ in terms of their risks, assets, and capacities.





The links between foundational principles and operational principles are not direct, one to one linear relationships. The derived operational principles have been informed by two or more foundational principles. In some cases foundational principles inform not only what should be done, but the process for doing. For example, applying the principles of shared responsibility, evidence based policy and planning, and differences between people and communities informs how risk management planning is implemented. Identifying and prioritising risks becomes an inclusive process that involves a range of stakeholders, draws on available evidence and takes into account the fact that priorities differ between and within communities









Foundational principles

		Priorities differ between individuals and communities, they include environmental, social and economic considerations that may be interrelated or competing.

		Increasing community safety requires a risk management approach.

		Bushfire policy and practice should be evidence-based.





The links between foundational principles and operational principles are not direct, one to one linear relationships. The derived operational principles have been informed by two or more foundational principles. In some cases foundational principles inform not only what should be done, but the process for doing. For example, applying the principles of shared responsibility, evidence based policy and planning, and differences between people and communities informs how risk management planning is implemented. Identifying and prioritising risks becomes an inclusive process that involves a range of stakeholders, draws on available evidence and takes into account the fact that priorities differ between and within communities









Operational principles

		Adopting a comprehensive emergency management approach.

		Working in partnership.

		Understanding local people and communities.

		Identifying and prioritising risks and assets.

		Planning locally to mitigate risks.

		Household planning to stay and defend or leave early.

		Building and using knowledge through research, monitoring, evaluation and improved information  management. 















Implications + issues

The need for flexibility in developing and delivering programs recognising the circumstances of individuals and communities.

The need to target programs to: communities and individual households in high bushfire risk areas, to reach individuals with a low risk awareness, those who have mistaken beliefs about fire behaviour, and those who may not be part of the local community.
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Implications + issues

Individuals respond differently to the same information and the link between increased understanding and taking action to increase safety are unclear.

Understanding how educating and engaging communities in preparing, responding to and recovering from bushfires are linked in terms of outcomes achieved.
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Implications + issues

Evaluating community involvement in risk based planning for prevention, preparedness, responses and recovery.

Exploring positive and negative unintended consequences, such as the links between social cohesiveness and community engagement.
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Implications + issues

Building and evaluating the capacity of agencies, communities and others to work in partnership.

Demonstrating the cost effectiveness of community education, engagement and awareness programs.

The development of performance indicators that can be meaningfully aggregated at a national level.
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Recommendations for good practice should be:

		Targeted to residents and communities at high risk;

		Characterised by diverse approaches that are tailored to the priorities and capacities of local individuals and communities;

		Flexible and responsive to differences and changes in individuals and communities;

		Evidence-based but innovative; and

		Monitored and evaluated and thus able to add to an accumulating knowledge base about effectiveness for different communities in different contexts.











Any questions 

?

?

?
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Student case studies

Students give up to a 15-20 minute presentation on a community safety initiatives in their workplace,

community or area of research, describing the

applicability of Program Logic.  

Discussion of 10-15 minutes 

after each presentation.













… will follow the presentations examining:

		The applicability of original Program Logic

		Improvements made in the revised Program Logic

		Similarities and differences across the case studies

		The evaluation methods were used and how successful these were.

		Other relevant issues



Class discussion …








Handout 8: Planning Indicators








































Inputs





What amount of $ and time were invested?





Outputs - Activities





Were all  sessions delivered? How well? Do mentors engage strongly?





Outputs - Participation





Did everyone participate as intended? Who did/not not? Did they attend all sessions? How many mentor meetings? Level of satisfaction?





Outcomes - Short-term





To what extent did knowledge and skills increase? For whom? Why? What else happened?





Outcomes - Medium-term





To what extent did behaviors


change? Whose? Why?  What else happened?





Outcomes - Long-term





To what extent is risk and vulnerability reduced?  








