A Proposal for a Workshop on the Theory of Recovery

There is a need for a unified theory of recovery.

There is a growing recognition among scholars and practitioners that disaster recovery merits greater attention.   Recovery remains the least understood aspect of emergency management from the standpoint of both researchers and practitioners (Smith and Wenger 2006).  Although this problem has been recognized for over 25 years, little has been done to address it. At the operational level, Claire Rubin writes that “broad knowledge of what to do is still lacking today, and thus the ability to act properly and effectively also is deficient” (2009).  

Because recovery is not fully understood by practitioners at all levels of government, the United States remains largely unprepared to address the challenges associated with recovery.  Hurricane Katrina provides a dramatic illustration of the perils of failing to understand the recovery needs of a community, a region, and a state.  Although Katrina struck almost five years ago, many communities still struggle with the challenges of rebuilding homes, businesses, and infrastructure, as well as a sense of community. 

Unfortunately, the recovery challenges and problems of communities affected by Katrina are but the most visible evidence of the recovery needs of countless communities that have been in the line of hurricanes, tornadoes, floods, and other disasters, large and small. The experience of these communities brings to light several systemic issues that undermine the effectiveness of recovery strategies. Among the most vexing problems are the lack of a coordinative policy framework among a diffuse network of pre- and post-disaster aid providers, a poor understanding of who is—and should be—in charge of and involved with recovery, a limited understanding of the roles various stakeholders play and how they are interconnected, the widespread failure of government/communities to develop policies that address socially vulnerable populations, and the limited development of pre-event planning for post-disaster recovery. Most disaster researchers and practitioners would agree with Daniel Alesch’s conclusion that “if the history of purposeful human intervention in complex systems should teach us anything, it should teach us that any intervention ought to be premised on a sound understanding of the system we are attempting to affect” (2005).

These realities have been described by hazard scholars for decades with limited effect on policy.  Federal disaster recovery policy remains unclear, uncoordinated, and often contradictory.  Underlying this problem is the fact that hazard scholars currently have no unifying theory of recovery that could expand knowledge of recovery, its processes and its complexities while serving as a vehicle to effect sound policy.  

Following Hurricane Katrina there has been a reemergence of hazard scholars dedicated to the study of disaster recovery.  Still, the lack of a recognized theoretical base of knowledge has resulted in research efforts that fail to build on the disaster literature and the latest research findings. “We have accumulated a body of research findings and conceptual variables that is beginning to verge on being rather impressive,” write Smith and Wenger. “However, we lack a guiding theory or searchlight to lead our investigations” (2006).

There is an opportunity to influence a convergence of research and practice.

A number of existing and emerging policy initiatives offer hope that disaster recovery is becoming more salient among researchers and practitioners.  The need for a theory of recovery based on sound research is thus more critical than ever.  Consolidating research findings on recovery issues would help inform the growing array of policies that are currently being created in isolation.  For instance, FEMA has created the Emergency Support Function (ESF) #14 in the National Response Framework dedicated to the post-disaster delivery of long-term recovery planning assistance.  The Post-Katrina Emergency Management Reform Act requires the federal government to reassess its ability to assist states and local governments recover from disasters. This mandate has resulted in the development of the draft National Disaster Recovery Assistance Framework, which is intended to provide clearer guidance on disaster recovery in the United States. At the state level, Florida, California, and Oregon each has established state recovery planning initiatives.  In the disaster research community, researchers are just beginning to pursue the formulation of a theory of disaster recovery.

The White House recently created a Disaster Recovery Working Group, consisting of a consortium of federal agencies charged with the development of a federal disaster recovery strategy that would address the current limitations and gaps in the country’s recovery policy.  The working group is currently soliciting input from practitioners and scholars.  It is imperative for researchers to respond to the federal government’s call for action.  By acting now, sound theoretical underpinnings can be used to advance and consolidate knowledge while guiding the formation of a robust policy framework used to transfer knowledge to action.
What is known about recovery?

Most researchers would agree that recovery is a non-linear and complex process.  Following a disaster, stakeholders from all sectors of society are involved in the recovery process. Often these stakeholders operate with little knowledge of what others are doing or understanding of the overarching recovery goals that should guide recovery strategies and priorities. A vast number of decisions are made in a relatively short time, and the pressure to “get back to business as usual” sometimes undermines the ability of a community to take advantage of what it has learned. A long-term approach is the only responsible way to make the needed adjustments that are always required.   

The recovery process includes five component variables: the physical, the economic, the institutional, social, and environmental.  The complex interactions of these components form a human ecology of a type John Dewey discussed nearly a century ago (Peek and Mileti 2002).  
Recovery is messy and complex.  After a major disaster a community rarely, if ever, “returns to normal.” Although the people involved in recovery often look to the past, in reality, recovery from a major event is about inventing the future.  The past is gone, and what emerges results from a new (socially and regulatory) set of relationships between those who remain and who join in to influence the system.  Inventing the future is a positive term in that it implies that interventions can be useful.  For example, in New Zealand recovery has come to mean “opportunities to reduce risk for the future.”  Ian Davis, who sees in long-term recovery the opportunity for transformative advancement, emphasizes the importance of culturally sensitive and locally relevant system adjustments.  The Chinese call this “better than before.”
Complexity requires a holistic approach that accounts for multiple sectors.  Elements of this holistic approach are appearing at the national level in New Zealand and in other countries, including China’s response to the 2008 Wenchuan earthquake.  A few U.S. cities have also engaged in a holistic approach.  
Recovery needs management functions, but it is not simply a “‘managed process’ by which a community is assured a better future. Rather, it is a differential process of restoring, rebuilding, and reshaping the physical, social, economic, institutional and natural environment” (Smith and Wenger 2006). The process is by definition complex and fraught with ups and downs.  Recovery requires establishing or re-establishing important relationships within the system and between the system and its environment and requires the community to reassert itself as it picks up the pieces (Alesch 2005, Mitchell 2006, Smith and Wenger 2006).  Mitchell calls these relationships “partnerships,” as this term recognizes the four variables of engagement and the capacity to engage.   The partnership term might be a good surrogate for variables that represent the ability to make positive recovery choices over time.
Alesch has said that a comprehensive and robust theory of recovery should address the people, institutions, structures, and artifacts within a geographic area.  The issue of scale as a theory variable has not been well explored, and is not well understood.  Adding the issue of economic viability to Alesch’s framework would move it toward the holistic. In order to survive, these elements must have an array of coping mechanisms at least equal to the array of environmental challenges it faces.  This of course, takes different forms based on an areas’ relationship to its external environment.
What needs to be done?   
The development of a theory of recovery is especially important given the need for a transition from a single "physical recovery" paradigm to a more "holistic" paradigm. A general theory of recovery needs to be predictive and well as explanatory.  The predicative aspects of the theory allows policy makers and disaster managers to take informed actions that could result in positive recovery scenarios for a community or region. The explanatory aspects of the theory would guide research and provide a better understanding of the key variables to track over time.  
The challenges before us are to select a set of core variables for recovery that can be measured, followed, and/or estimated in some way.  Some of these variables can be fairly simple, such as level of employment in a town (or area); others are by their nature complex, such as level of organizational integration (for which some existing measures can be used). The key is to choose a few variables in a single area of the theory, such as institutional capacity, economic status, or community involvement.  The concept of “holistic recovery” also needs to be clearly defined and linked to practice.  

There are sufficient, but scattered, field studies to begin this task.  The work can build on the research undertaken by Haruo Hayashi, for instance, who suggests that we add a “life recovery” approach to that of economic recovery (2007). James K. Mitchell (2006, 2010) suggests we focus on the urban functions needed for positive recovery experiences and on partnerships.  The emphasis on partnerships has been included in the work of other scholars as an integral aspect of capacity building.  Since long-term recovery is a positive normative term, we need to explore the ability of theory to predict positive outcomes based on the assumptions in the model.  Often overlooked issues such as special needs populations and gender need to be factored into the explanatory models. 
Hold a workshop to develop a conceptual framework for a theory of disaster recovery and a five-year research agenda.
Experts in the field have called for a multidisciplinary approach for developing a general theory of recovery.  We believe that a workshop would be the best way to convene practitioners and academic researchers to debate the elements of a general theory of recovery and - most importantly - to establish a research agenda that will inform and test the theory.  This research agenda will be used to approach government and foundation funding sources that may be willing to invest in the study of identified topics over a five-year period. 

The proposed two and half day workshop would lead participants through an agenda based on twelve commissioned works (paper author and discussant) addressing six topics relating to recovery: social environment, institutional, economic environment, natural environment, built environment, and synthesis.  These works, which would be determined by the PERI Theory of Recovery Working Group, (consisting of Gerard Hoetmer, Laurie Johnson, Claire B. Rubin, William Siembieda, and a National Science Foundation representative), would form the basis of a facilitated discussion among a group of 20-25 participants whose charge it would be to agree on (or endorse) a set of general theory elements.  A general finding might have a set of research agenda items attached to it, with a scope of work and corresponding time lines.   The group would be supported by a professional facilitator and a note keeper.   The outcomes would be written up and provided as feedback to the group for review and acceptance.

The workshop would be managed by the Public Entity Risk Institute (PERI) and held at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, in cooperation with the California Polytechnic State University.  PERI would be responsible for disseminating the workshop findings through a workshop designated Website and other publications, with special outreach to an international audience.   

Six months lead-time will be needed for the workshop, to issue invitations, to commission works, and to make proper venue arrangements.
Proposed Draft Agenda for the Theory of Recovery Workshop

Thought papers and discussant papers are written and delivered to participants two to three weeks before the workshop. Each paper has, at the end, a set of questions for discussion.
Participants will attend all topic presentations and discussions.  There will be 6 paper sessions covering the various aspects of disaster recovery, organized as: Social Environment, Institutional, Economic Environment, Natural Environment, Built Environment and a Synthesis paper. Each paper will describe what is known regarding the assigned aspect of recovery (social, institutional, economic, natural, built, synthesis) as well as describing where the gaps in knowledge occur. The synthesis paper will address the multi-dimensional nature of recovery.   
The schedule for the 2 ½ day workshop is as follows:

Day one: 


Breakfast 7:30 am to 8:00 am

Workshop Welcome, introductions, and a short presentation laying the framework for a theory of recovery and an outline of the workshop goals: 8:00 am to 9:00 am

Morning 9:00 am to 12:00 pm: Presentation of papers on Social Environment and Institutional and breakout sessions.
Social Environment: 9:00 am to 10:15 am
Social Environment paper suggested authors: David Abramson and Kathleen Tierney

Social Environment suggested discussant: Anthony Oliver Smith

Fifteen minute presentation by authors, followed by breakout discussions among participants. 

Break 10:15 am to 10:30 am

Institutional 10:30 am to 12:00 pm

Institutional paper suggested author: Gavin Smith

Institutional suggested discussant: Tom Birkland

Fifteen minute presentation by authors, followed by breakout discussions among participants. 

Lunch: 12:00 pm to 1:00 pm

Afternoon: 1:00 pm – 2:30 pm: Presentation of papers on Economic Environment and breakout session.
Economic Environment paper suggested author: Adam Rose

Economic Environment suggested discussant: James Mitchell

Fifteen minute presentation by authors, followed by breakout discussions among participants. 

Break: 2:30 pm – 3:00 pm

Afternoon 3:00 pm – 4:30 pm Presentation of papers on Natural Environment and breakout session.

Natural Environment 3:00 pm to 4:30 pm


Natural Environment paper suggested author: Phil Berke


Natural Environment suggested discussant: Bruce Glavovic

Fifteen minute presentation by authors, followed by breakout discussions among participants. 

Breakout session 4:30 pm – 5:30 pm
Dinner: 6:00 pm

Informal discussions and networking 7:00 pm – 8:30 pm
Day two:


Breakfast: 8:00 am to 8:30 am

Summary of day one: 8:30 am to 9:00am

Morning 9:00 am to 12:00 pm: Presentation of papers on built environment and synthesis. 
Built Environment 9:00 am to 10:15 pm


Built Environment paper suggested authors: Rob Olshansky and Stephanie Chang


Built Environment suggested discussant: William Siembieda
Fifteen minute presentation by authors, followed by breakout discussions among participants. 

Break 10:15 am to 10:30 am


Synthesis presentations: 10:30 am – 12:00 pm

Synthesis paper suggested author: Laurie Johnson

Synthesis suggested discussant: Haruo Hayashi

Fifteen minute presentation by authors, followed by breakout discussions among participants. 

Lunch: 12:00 pm to 1:00 pm

Afternoon: 1:00 pm – 2:30 pm: Facilitated plenary discussion. Discussion of main concepts, move toward consensus. Planning of next steps and five year research agenda.

Break: 2:30 pm – 3:00 pm

Afternoon 3:00 pm – 5:30: Facilitated plenary discussion continued. Discussion of main concepts, move toward consensus. Planning of next steps and five year research agenda.
Dinner 6:00 pm

Informal discussions and networking 7:00 pm – 8:30 pm
Day three: 

Breakfast: 8:00 am to 8:30 am


Summary day two: 8:30 am to 9:00 am

Morning 9:00 am to 12:00 pm Facilitated plenary discussion.
Synthesis session, reviewing next steps and future actions.  


Lunch 12:00 pm to 1:00 pm


Adjourn 1:00 pm  

Website, Theory of Recovery

The URL, http://recoverytheory.wordpress.com/, has been obtained and will serve as the website for the workshop. The website will be maintained and moderated by Webmaster Claire B. Rubin, author of the Recovery Diva blog (http://recoverydiva.com/) and Disaster Recovery Resources website (http://www.disasterrecoveryresources.net/). 
The website will be the primary method of publicizing the conclusions and findings of the workshop. The workshop papers will be posted on the website. A list of all workshop participants, as well as the results of the follow-up surveys will also be posted. The website will also have a running blog, allowing workshop participants and any others who are interested to share their latest research and work on disaster recovery and theory.
List of Potential Participants

Twenty to twenty-five participants will be invited to participate in the following topic areas. This list of potential participants will be winnowed down to twenty to twenty-five by the workshop working group with the assistance and guidance of the National Science Foundation. 
Social Environment
Marc Pelling, PhD, Kings College, UK. Main research interests are in the human impacts of environmental hazard and in social adaptation to environmental risk with a particular focus on urban risks and vulnerability to natural hazards and climate change. Has worked with the ProVention project and on projects in Africa.

Shigeru Tatsuki, PhD, Doshisha University, Kyoto Japan. Conducted landmark research tracking victim recovery over a decade following the 1995 Kobe earthquake and developed a set of life recovery indicators. Also, studies the measurement and mapping of social vulnerability.

David Abramson, PhD, MPH, Columbia Mailman School of Public Health, Director of research at the National Center for Disaster Preparedness. Current disaster-related research activities include a study of unanticipated consequences of pandemic flu, an examination of disaster preparedness as a psycho-sociological phenomenon, the measurement and mapping of social vulnerability and an oral history of public health officials involved in Hurricane Katrina. 

Bob Bolin, PhD, Arizona State University, School of Human Evolution and Social Change. Past and current research interests on interdisciplinary sociospatial analysis of people’s access to resources, environmental change and processes of social marginalization in a rapidly urbanizing region. 

Haruo Hayashi, PhD, Professor of the Kyoto University Graduate School of Information. He is the director of the Research Center for Disaster Reduction Systems at Kyoto University’s Disaster Prevention Research Institute. General focus of his work is on societal and human reactions to disasters, long-term recovery process, risk communication and multi-hazard risk assessment. He developed a model of recovery based upon funding flows and sector-level recovery following the 1995 Kobe earthquake.
Laurie Johnson, PhD, AICP is a practitioner researcher who has extensively studied governance and planning issues associated with post-disaster recovery management following many disasters, including the 1989 Loma Prieta, 1994 Northridge, and 1995 Kobe earthquakes, 1997 Grand Forks, ND flood, and Hurricane Katrina. Her 2010 dissertation proposes a decision-action based theory of recovery and model for recovery management. Coauthor of Clear as Mud: Planning for the rebuilding of New Orleans (Chicago: APA, 2010). Member, PERI Theory of Recovery Working Group. 

Virginia Garcia, PhD, Director of the Research Center on Social Anthropology CIESAS in Mexico (federally funded), which is part of the Mexican National Science Research systems (CONACYT).
Dennis Wenger, PhD, Directorate for Engineering, National Science Foundation.
Shirley Laska, PhD, established the Center for Hazards, Assessment, Response and Technology (CHART) at the University of New Orleans to conduct applied research to identify successful strategies to recover from both natural and technological disasters.  She is an environmental sociologist who works to find real world solutions to the problems of disaster preparedness, disaster response, and environmental protection. Received the 2008 Public Understanding of Sociology Award. 

Kathleen Tierney, PhD,  Professor of Sociology ad Director of the Natural Hazards Research and Applications Information Center at the University of Colorado at Boulder. Dr. Tierney’s research focuses on the social dimensions of hazards and disasters, including natural, technological, and human-induced extreme events. 

Walt Peacock, PhD, Professor of Urban Planning in Landscape Architecture and Urban Planning and Director of Hazard Reduction and Recovery Center at Texas A&M University. Research interests include urban planning, sustainable community development, natural hazards, hazard mitigation, and long-term recovery quantitative methods. 

Anthony Oliver-Smith, PhD, Professor of Anthropology at the University of Florida. He has done anthropological research and consultation on issues relating to disaster and involuntary resettlement in Peru, Honduras, India, Brazil, Jamaica, Mexico, Japan, and the United States. 

Renee Garfinkel, PhD, affiliated with the George Washington University. As a member of the American Red Cross disaster team, she was responsible for setting up triage units for families and individuals in extreme crisis. 
Susan Cutter, PhD, Carolina Distinguished Professor of Geography at the University of South Carolina, and the director of the Hazards Research Lab, a research and training center that integrates geographical information processing techniques with hazards analysis and management.  

Institutional 
Tom Birkland, PhD, School of Public and International Affairs at NC State. He is interested in how disasters and crises change media and policy makers’ agendas and reorder what are perceived to be important problems. 
Richard Sylves, PhD, Director of the Environmental and Energy Policy Graduate Program and Professor of Political Science, University of Delaware.

Gerry Hoetmer, Executive Director, Public Entity Risk Institute, and member, PERI Theory of Recovery Working Group.
Peter May, PhD, Professor of Political Science at the University of Washington and affiliated with the Center for American Politics and Public Policy and the Evans School of Public Affairs. He has published widely concerning policy design and implementation, environmental regulation, and natural hazards policies. 

Claire B. Rubin has 32 years of experience as a researcher, consultant, and educator in the fields of emergency management and homeland security. Member, PERI Theory of Recovery Working Group.
Gavin Smith, PhD is Executive Director, Center for the Study of Natural Hazards and Disasters and an Associate Research Professor in the Department of City and Regional Planning at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. He is currently writing the text, A Review of the United States Disaster Assistance Framework: Planning for Post-Disaster Recovery, to be published by PERI, Fall 2010. 
Bill Waugh, PhD, Professor of Public Administration, Urban Studies, and Political Science in the Andrew Young School of Policy Studies at Georgia State University. He has been internationally recognized for his work on disaster policy and local and regional capacity-building.
Economic Environment

Bill Petak, D.P.A., Professor Emeritus, University of Southern California, actively supports efforts to adopt and implement new and improved natural hazard reduction public policies, especially building codes and land use policies. His research interests involve an interdisciplinary approach to the management of technology, with special emphasis on reducing the risks associated with new technologies and natural hazards.
Adam Rose, PhD, Research Professor, Acting Director, Energy Institute Coordinator for Economics, Center for Risk and Economic Analysis of Terrorism Events and Expertise. Research interests include energy and environmental economics, public policy, natural hazards and terrorism, regional science, applied general equilibrium modeling. 
Howard Kunreuther, PhD, Cecilia Yen Koo Professor, Professor of Decision Sciences and Business and Public Policy. Co-Director, Risk Management and Decision Processes Center, University of Pennsylvania. Current research projects are associated with ways that society can deal more effectively with problems of managing catastrophic risks, as well as how insurance can be utilized to deal with natural hazards and environmental risk more effectively through a better understanding of the concepts of insurability and interdependent security. 

Dan Alesch, PhD, Senior Recovery Advisor and Emeritus Professor, University of Wisconsin, Green Bay. Dr. Alesch has been actively engaged in research on the consequences of extreme events for businesses and communities, on disaster recovery, and on hazard mitigation for more than 25 years.
James Mitchell, PhD, Professor, Department of Geography, Rutgers University. Interests in human dimensions of environmental hazards, global environmental change, policy, planning and management. 
Natural Environment

Allan Lavell, M.Sc. and PhD, in Economic Geography from the London School of

Economics and Political Science. Currently coordinating a six country study of experiences of climate adaptation in Central America for the World Union for the Conservation of Nature-UICN.
Bruce Glavovic, PhD, Associate Professor, Resource and Environmental Planning Programme. Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute, EQC Fellow in Natural Hazards Planning, and Associate Director, Joint Centre for Disaster Research.

Ben Wisner, co-author of At Risk: Natural Hazards, People’s Vulnerability, and Disasters (London: Routledge, 1994). Current research includes patterns and opportunities for coping with drought in Kenya’s arid and semi-arid lands, adaptation to climate change in Tanzania, and floods in Mozambique.

Ann-Margaret Esnard, PhD, Associate Professor, FAU’s School of Urban and Regional Planning, Director of the Visual Planning Technology Lab. Expertise on GIS/spatial analysis, coastal vulnerability assessment, land use planning, and disaster planning. 

Phil Berke, PhD, Director, Center for Sustainable Community Design, Institute for the Environment, Professor, Department of City and Regional Planning. 
Built Environment
Stephanie Chang, PhD, Associate Professor, Centre for Human Settlements, University of British Columbia. Research focus on natural disaster, understanding their impacts on cities and regions, anticipating future disasters, and investigating strategies for reducing risk.

Judith Steele, PhD, University of Southern California. She was in the chief legislative analyst’s office at the City of Los Angeles during the response and recovery to the 1994 Northridge earthquake and the lead author of many of the city’s recovery policies and programs. Research interests include a systems approach to urban disaster recovery, hazard mitigation policy, structural mitigation policy and strategies.

Ken Topping, FAICP, president of Topping Associates International, a city planning firm, and lecturer at the City and Regional Planning Department, College of Architecture and Environmental Design, California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo. Former director of city planning for the City of Los Angeles and author of the city’s recovery and reconstruction ordinance. Research recovery following the 1994 and 1995 Northridge and Kobe earthquakes, and key author of Planning for Post-disaster Recovery and Reconstruction (Chicago: APA, 1998).

Mary Comerio, PhD, an internationally recognized expert on post-disaster housing recovery and policy. Faculty member of the Department of Architecture at UC Berkeley, and her research focuses on the costs and benefits of seismic rehabilitation for existing buildings post-disaster recovery. UN invited advisee to Haiti.
Rob Olshansky, PhD, Professor Department of Urban and Regional Planning, University of Illinois. Research in the areas of planning for post-disaster reconstruction in New Orleans, theories of post-disaster recovery planning, and post earthquake redevelopment opportunities in Los Angeles and Kobe, Japan. Coauthor of Clear as Mud: Planning for the rebuilding of New Orleans (Chicago: APA, 2010)

William Siembieda, PhD, internationally known disaster mitigation planner and Professor of City and Regional Planning, California Polytechnic State University, San Luis. Disaster academic research and applied professional field work experience in the US, Venezuela, Mexico, Chile, Central America, and Japan. Member, PERI Theory of Recovery Working Group. 
Practitioners have been excluded from this recommended invitee list. However, the organizers strongly feel that the results of the workshop should be shared with the practitioner community. Targeted outreach can be part of the workshop follow-up, and a special effort will be made to direct interested practitioners to the workshop website which will have, among other things, the workshop papers. If the National Science Foundation would like practitioners included on the list of invitees, either as workshop participants or audience members, this list can be revised to reflect this. 
Plan for Assessing the Effectiveness of the Theory of Recovery Workshop

A proposed framework for assessing the effectiveness of the workshop will include the following: 
· Creation of a framework of a theory of recovery that addresses the social, economic, natural and built environment, and institutional issues of recovery.

· Creation of a five year research agenda addressing the framework of a theory of recovery as it pertains to social environment, economic environment, natural environment, built environment, and institutional. This research agenda will synthesize the work of the workshop, and will work towards the development of a theory of recovery.

· Long-term assessment – the extent to which a theory of recovery is adopted as the guiding theory to inform research and used as a lens to examine disasters and recovery.  

The assessment will consist of multiple surveys to the workshop participants:

· Immediately following the workshop, participants will be invited to participate in a survey that will attempt to determine their intent to follow-up on the research agenda developed during the workshop.

· 6-month follow-up survey to workshop participants to determine what activities have been taken towards adoption of a theory of recovery in research. What grant proposals have been submitted, what articles have been published (or are in the works), how has the workshop changed your theoretical foundation in your research?

· 12-month follow-up survey to workshop participants to attempt to determine the extent to which a theory of recovery has been adopted as a guiding theory to inform research and practice.

Surveys will be conducted using Zoomerang, an online survey software tool.
NSF Theory of Recovery Workshop Work Plan
Work plan for a NSF funded Disaster Recovery workshop. This 2 ½ day workshop will bring leading academics and practitioners in the field of disaster recovery together to develop a conceptual framework for a theory of disaster recovery and a five year research agenda. 
Project Timeline

	Task
	Completion date
	Notes

	White paper to outline the purpose of the Theory of Recovery Workshop identify the need for a theory of recovery, review the current literature and research on recovery, and sketch the framework for a theory of disaster recovery. 
	June 30th, 2010.
	White paper completed June 30th, sent to other organizers for review and comments.

	Solicit 6 “Thought Papers” intended to focus and inform the Workshop discussion and 6 discussant comment papers.

These “Thought Papers” will focus on the key variables that will be used to develop a theory, namely social environment, institutional, economic environment, built environment, natural environment and synthesis.  
	Authors identified by July 16th, 2010.
Thought papers completed by September 3rd, 2010.
	Papers sent to participants October 15th.
 

	Workshop arrangements including securing meeting venue, lodging, travel, and food for all participants. 

	Preparations begin July1st and continue until workshop concludes. 
	

	Workshop invitations: 20-25 academic scholars and practitioners will be invited to participate in the Theory of Recovery Workshop. The workshop organizers will compile a list of the leaders in the disaster recovery field. 
	List of participants compiled by August 13th, 2010.

Invitations sent by August 20th, 2010.


	

	2 ½ day workshop, held at Center for the Study of Natural Hazards and Disasters at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill. 
	Second week of November, 2010. 
	

	Proceedings of the workshop publicly disseminated through publication and the development of a “Theory of Recovery website.”
	December 20th, 2010.
	



