Session No. 6


Course Title: Hazards Risk Management

Session 6: Australian and New Zealand Experiences

Time: 1 hr


Objectives:

6.1 Discuss the experiences of Australia and New Zealand in developing a hazard risk 

        management philosophy. 

6.2   Discuss how this philosophy can be turned into plans and actions.

Scope:

During this session, the Instructor will identify and discuss the experiences of Australia and New Zealand in developing a hazard risk management philosophy and turning that philosophy into plans and actions. This philosophy, as presented, is derived from the perspective of a widely acclaimed Hazards Risk Management expert at the New Zealand Ministry of Civil Defense, Neil Britton.  Other experts can and do possess different philosophies that are equally worthy of students’ consideration.

Included in this session is a student interaction designed to solicit the students’ perceptions of what constitutes risk management.  

If the instructor is presented with time constraints requiring that course material be limited, it is advised that this session be removed and the readings provided to students as optional material. 


Readings: 

Student Reading:

Managing Community Risks, Neil R. Britton, Ministry of Civil Defense, New Zealand, 1998 2nd Edition. Review the entire document (27 pages) paying attention to the section headings and diagrams.  Available at: http://www.mcdem.govt.nz/memwebsite.nsf/Files/ManagingCommunityRisks/$file/ManagingCommunityRisks.pdf - Copy included as Handout 6-1

Emergency Risk Management: Applications Guide, Emergency Management Australia, 2000. pp. 1-25. Available at: http://www.ema.gov.au/ema/rwpattach.nsf/viewasattachmentPersonal/052463276B78ED4FCA256C8A001AAD29/$file/EMERGENCY_RISK_MANAGEMENT.PDF - Copy included as a Handout for session 3

Optional Student Reading:

Working Together Developing a Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Group Plan, Director’s Guidelines for CDEM Groups (DGL 2/02), New Zealand Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management. December 2002.

http://www.mcdem.govt.nz/memwebsite.nsf/Files/guidelinesplanningdoc/$file/guidelinesplanningdoc.pdf
Copy attached as Handout 6 – 2.   This document is very much in consonance with Emergency Risk Management: Applications Guide, Emergency Management Australia, 2000 and should be reviewed to the extent that it reinforces the shared hazards risk management philosophy of Australia and New Zealand. 

Instructor Reading: 

Managing Community Risks, Neil R. Britton, Ministry of Civil Defense, New Zealand, 1998 2nd Edition. pp. 1 – 27. Available at: http://www.mcdem.govt.nz/memwebsite.nsf/Files/ManagingCommunityRisks/$file/ManagingCommunityRisks.pdf - Copy included as Handout 6-1

Emergency Risk Management: Applications Guide, Emergency Management Australia, 2000. pp. 1-18. 

Available at: http://www.ema.gov.au/ema/rwpattach.nsf/viewasattachmentPersonal/052463276B78ED4FCA256C8A001AAD29/$file/EMERGENCY_RISK_MANAGEMENT.PDF - Copy included as a Handout for Session 3. 

Working Together Developing a Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Group Plan, Director’s Guidelines for CDEM Groups (DGL 2/02), New Zealand Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management. December 2002.

http://www.mcdem.govt.nz/memwebsite.nsf/Files/guidelinesplanningdoc/$file/guidelinesplanningdoc.pdf
Copy attached as Handout 6 – 2.   This document is very much in consonance with Emergency Risk Management: Applications Guide, Emergency Management Australia, 2000 and should be reviewed to the extent that it reinforces the shared hazards risk management philosophy of Australia and New Zealand. 


General Requirements:

Power Point slides are provided for the instructor’s use, if so desired.

Handout 6-1 Managing Community Risks

Handout 6 -2 Working Together Developing a Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Group Plan, Director’s Guidelines for CDEM Groups (DGL 2/02), New Zealand Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management. December 2002

It is recommended that the modified experiential learning cycle be completed for objectives 6.1 – 6.2 at the end of the session. 


Objective 6.1  Discuss the experiences of Australia and New Zealand in developing a hazard risk management philosophy. 

Requirements:

Lead a discussion concerning the philosophy developed in Australia and New Zealand concerning hazard risk management.  Reference should be made to the hazard risk management model discussed in Session 3 of this course.  This discussion will identify the underlying philosophy that shaped the development of the model and its implementation.

The New Zealand model as set forth in Working Together Developing a Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Group Plan, Director’s Guidelines for CDEM Groups (DGL 2/02), New Zealand Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management. December 2002, is essentially identical and is included as optional student reading for this Session.

Remarks:

I. Hazard Risk Management 

A. Ask the students, “What is hazard risk management?”  (Power Point slide 6-1)

B. Based upon class lessons to date, the students should have a basic understanding of the risk management and the components of the Hazards Risk Management model.

C. Ask the students, “Is the hazard risk management process essentially the same in every country?”  Students may note that while in many cases, differences between different nations’ risk management practices may exist only as a factor of terminology, there are many shared philosophies.  The basic premise of hazard risk management has been long established, and the greatest differences will lie most noticeably in the differences between different countries’ commitments to the practice of hazard risk management itself.

II. Australian Philosophy

A. Emergency Management Australia defines emergency risk management (the Australian term emergency risk management is used synonymously with the term hazards risk management in this course) as “a systematic process that produces a range of measures that contribute to the well being of communities and the environment.”  (Power Point slide 6-2)  It includes (Power Point slide 6-3):
1. Context definition

2. Risk identification

3. Risk analysis

4. Risk evaluation

5. Risk treatment

6. Monitoring and reviewing

7. Communicating and consulting

III. 
Components of the Australian emergency (hazards) risk management model as discussed in Session 3 (These remarks were crafted from information contained in the “Emergency Risk Management: Applications Guide” published in 2000 by Emergency Management Australia.)

A.
Establish Context.  Define the parameters within which the emergency (hazards) risk management process will take place.  (Power Point slide 6-4) Critical elements:

1.
Define problem – identify nature and scope of issues to be addressed to improve public safety.

2.
Identify Stakeholders – identify members of the community involved in emergency (hazards) risk management including:

a.
Communities

b.
Organizations

c.
Property owners

d.
Homeowners

e.
Personnel

f.
Customers

g.
Suppliers

h.
Government

i.
Contractors

j.
First responders

k.
Media

3.
Develop Risk Evaluation Criteria – involve all stakeholders in developing evaluation criteria based on technical, economic, legal, social, humanitarian or other criteria.

4.
Define key elements – identify those factors to be considered in conducting the hazards risk management process including

a.
Stakeholders

b.
Applicable legislation and policy

c.
Applicable management arrangements

d.
Political and economic circumstances

e.
Social and cultural issues

B.
Risk Identification.  Identify the characteristics and interaction of the hazards, the community and the environment that form the basis of the problem to be solved. (Power Point slide 6-5)

1.
Hazard Analysis – includes three components:

a.
Identify and describe risks

b.
Identify and describe community

c.
Identify and describe environment

2.
Vulnerability Analysis – Determine vulnerability by establishing the capability of communities and the environment to anticipate, cope with and recover from disaster events.  Vulnerability is dependent upon the capacity of physical, social, economic and political structures to resist harmful events.  Some vulnerability indicators include:

a.
Proximity to hazards

b.
Income level

c.
Social-economic status

d.
Level of awareness

C.
Analyze Risks.  Develop the information needed to evaluate the identified risks. (Power Point slide 6-6)

1.
Determine Likelihood and Consequence. Various risk models are employed to predict the likelihood and consequences of identified risks including:

a.
Physical – a scaled replica is used for prediction

b.
Virtual – computer simulations used for prediction

c.
Mathematical – mathematical relationship between causes and effects is used for prediction

d.
Intuitive – intuitive understanding of the behavior based on experience or an understanding of the processes

D.
Evaluate Risks.  Requires the comparison of levels of risks estimated during the analysis process with previous established risk evaluation criteria.  This process is followed by a ranking of risks using such levels as ‘extreme’, ‘high’, ‘moderate’ and ‘low’. (Power Point slide 6-7)

E.
Mitigate Risks.  Make plans and take action to implement mitigation actions.  (Power Point slide 6-8)

1.
Identify options. Using data collected in previous steps to identify and prioritize mitigation options designed to reduce identified risks.

2.
Select best options.  Based on effectiveness in addressing risks and other factors such as costs, social and cultural impacts and public support.

3.
Develop risk treatment plan.  Develop plan to implement mitigation measures that identifies roles and responsibilities for all stakeholders, schedules for implementation and budget requirements.

4.   Implement.  Take action.

F.
Communicate and Consult.  Frequent and consistent communications among stakeholders, practitioners and the public is an ongoing factor in a successful hazards risk management process.  This process includes efforts to solicit information from the public and all interested parties and to communicate back to the public and stakeholders the activities and plans associated with the hazards risk management strategy.  Generating support from all stakeholders and the public is the result of this ongoing effort. (Power Point slide 6-9)

G.
Monitor and Evaluate.  To ensure that the hazards risk management process remains relevant and on track in light of changing circumstances.  Elements include project management techniques designed to monitor progress in the project, regular review of the context (i.e. political change, organizational responsibility, etc.) and risks (i.e. changes brought on by effective mitigation actions), and regular evaluation of project reports and events.  (Power Point slide 6-9)

III. New Zealand Philosophy

A. In New Zealand, the term risk management  (used synonymously with the terms hazards risk management and emergency risk management) is defined as “the process of considering the social, economic and political factors involved in risk analysis; determining the acceptability of damage and/or disruption that could result from an event; and then deciding what actions should be taken to minimize likely damage or disruption.
” (Power Point Slide 6-10)

B. This philosophy is based on the idea that “to make society safer requires recognition of all likely hazards and an effective strategy to treat them.
”  

C. Risk management offers a “participatory approach to policy decision and implementation
” that ensures that all hazards and strategies are considered and all parties are involved.

D. At the center of the New Zealand model is risk communications that are informed by risk assessment and informs risk management.
1. Risk assessment is defined as “the method used to define the likelihood of harm (probability x consequence) coming to an individual, group, or community or the occurrence of an event as a result of exposure to a sustenance or a situation.  The assessment uses a base of scientific research and is usually quantitative.
” 

2. Risk communications is defined as “a two-way process to arrive at an acceptable level of choice by which, on the one hand, the population is informed of the risk, the assessment of what the risk entails, and how the risk might be managed; and on the other hand, meeting with the population/s-at-risk and taking into consideration their needs, issues and concerns, and seeking their feedback and input into the risk analysis, or risk estimation, process.
” 

3. Risk management is defined as “a process that identifies the level of tolerance a group has for a specific risk. It is used to decide what to do where risk has been determined to exist. This process must be open since it has to factor in benefits, cost of control, and any statutory framework needed for managing the substance or situation.
” 

E. The key characteristics of the New Zealand risk management model are the same as the Australian model as they are both based on the joint Standards Australia and New Zealand Risk Management Guidelines (AS/NZS 4360:1995) published in 1995. These key characteristics as defined by Britton are (Slide 6-11):

1. Monitor and review: Monitor and review the risk management process and changes that might effect it. (Power Point Slide 6-12)

2. Risk Communication: (Power Point Slide 6-13)

a. Acknowledge presence of multiple potential stakeholders.

b. Identify key stakeholders.

c. Identify the issues and commence consultation process.

d. Begin stakeholder analysis and refine through dialogue.

e. Establish representation group of technical and stakeholder groups.

f. Assess stakeholder acceptance of risk including implications of treating or not treating risk/s.

g. Establish stakeholder acceptability criteria.

h. Develop risk communication strategy.

3. Establish the Context: This step establishes the strategic, organizational and risk management contexts in which the process will take place. Criteria against which risk will be assessed are established and the structure of the analysis is defined. (Power Point Slide 6-14)

4. Identify Risks: Identify what, why and how things can arise as the basis of further analysis. (Power Point Slide 6-15)

5. Analyze Risks: Determine the existing controls and analyze risk in terms of likelihood and consequence in the context of those controls. The analysis should consider: how likely is the event to happen and what are the potential consequences and their magnitude. Consider these elements to produce an estimate level of risk. (Power Point Slide 6-16)

6. Assess and Prioritize Risks: Compare estimated levels of risk against the pre-established criteria. Risks are the ranked to identify management priorities. If the levels of risk established are low, then risks may fall into an acceptable category and treatment may not be required. (Power Point Slide 6-17)

7. Treat Risks: Accept and monitor low-priority risks. For other risks develop and implement a specific management plan that includes consideration of funding. (Power Point Slide 6-18)

8. Risk Acceptance: Develop public awareness programmes based on risk communication process. Evaluate implementation process against stakeholder criteria. (Power Point Slide 6-19)

F. Ask the students, “Do the Australia and New Zealand risk management philosophies describe, more or less, an effective way for risk management to be conducted in the United States?  
G. Ask the students, “Should such a model incorporate all hazards, including terrorism?” 

Supplemental Considerations

Neil Britton recognizes the necessity to clearly distinguish between risk management and risk assessment despite the fact that many emergency management practitioners, regulators and educators use the terms inter-changeably (and usually incorrectly). He sees risk management as engaging a much broader scope than traditional risk assessment which focuses on evaluating alternative probability and consequence actions and selecting among them.  Risk assessment is a process that supports the more global process of risk management. The following is extracted from Britton’s 1998 paper, Managing Community Risks
. 

RISK ASSESSMENT – RISK MANAGEMENT DISTINCTION

Risk Assessment might best be thought of as the process of understanding the factors that lead to the chance of something happening that will have an impact on objectives.  It is the scientific analysis and characterization of the effects of an environmental or technological hazard.  It may include both quantitative and qualitative descriptors.  In this way, risk assessment is the technical stage in the process of coming to an understanding of how ‘risky’ a hazard is.  Hence, risk assessment is a set of analytical techniques for answering the questions: ‘How much damage or injury can be expected as a result of some event?’; and ‘What is the safety margin of a particular activity, or a series of inter-linked actions or processes?’  It is the application of a range of formal techniques to estimate probabilities of gain and/or loss that different courses of action will result in.  The risk assessor may also seek to calculate the probability of different magnitudes of loss or gain associated with alternate outcomes.  In addition to determining the most likely outcomes, assessors may also devise worst case scenarios that can then be passed on to assist decision-makers in determining the social acceptability of a risk.  These are especially important where probability values are unobtainable or known to be unreliable, which is likely to be the case in many instances.

Since it employs a series of risk analysis tools to estimate the likelihood and level of damage from a specific event or exposure, risk assessment is often presumed to be free of value judgments.  Risk analysis originally meant an estimation of the relative likelihood and magnitude of alternatives where the outcome of a course of action is uncertain.  More recently, it has become a generic term that encompasses processes involving hazard identification, risk assessment and risk evaluation.  Hence, risk analysis is that part of the risk assessment process that many characterize as objective.  It must be recognized, however, that objective measurements of risk, as with all intellectual endeavors, will always involve subjective considerations.  The very choice of what questions to ask and issues to consider, as well as the methods to be employed, involves judgement, especially in the face of large uncertainties.  This choice is subjective and in part based on the analyst’s judgement of what may be the most significant factors.  In large part, judgement is determined by the type of training the analyst received: an engineer or economist is trained for different purposes than, for example, a town planner or a policy analyst, all of whom have significant and legitimate inputs into risk assessment procedures.

By comparison, risk management describes the actions taken to alter the consequences or likelihood of a risk occurring so that it is more acceptable to the affected population.  Risk management refers to the activities of identifying and evaluating alternative options and selecting among them.  In doing so, risk management acknowledges the value judgement component: risk managers are supposed to deal with broad social, economic, ethical, and political issues in choosing from among a set of decision options by using the results of risk assessments.

In this respect, the process of reaching agreement about what an acceptable level or risk might be for a particular hazardous activity that could affect a specific group or community, will likely result in risk trade-offs.  The risk management process involves analysis of risk-benefit, risk-risk evaluations, or cost-benefit analyses.  However, to achieve acceptability in a risk management context, these analytical tools, which have conventionally been the exclusive domain of technical specialists, require broader social input.

The government decided that a new Ministry needed to be established that would be responsible for a widened emergency management task-set, and that the new ministry would replace the existing activities of all emergency management agencies.  Taken together, the framework principles and the operating principles would offer a platform for re-assessing and, where needed, revising the way in which emergency management would be undertaken nationally and locally. 


6.2   Discuss how this philosophy can be turned into plans and actions.

Requirements:

Instructor identifies steps taken in Australia and New Zealand to turn the philosophy of risk management into plans and actions and leads the class discussion.

Remarks:

I. Australia (Power Point Slide 6-20)

A. On publication of the AS/NZS Standard 4360:1995 Risk Management, the use of the standard began in the field in Australia. 

B. The Australian Emergency Management Institute sponsored a workshop on emergency risk management in March 1996 with the purpose “to identify, in the context of public administration, whether a systematic risk management approach (as represented in AS/NZS 4360) could enhance emergency management
” It was decided that risk management should be promoted as the basis for emergency management over a 3-5 year period.

C. The Guidelines for Emergency Risk Management were developed over a two-year period and endorsed by the National Emergency Management Committee in October 1998.  These guidelines formed the basis for the development in 2000 of the Emergency Risk Management: Applications Guide.

II. New Zealand (Power Point Slide 6-21)

A. In 1996, New Zealand authorities conducted a Review of Emergency Services that identified “the need for change in the country’s emergency management arrangements.
” 

B. The Review designed a new set of Emergency Management Framework Principles including: (Power Point Slide 6-22)

1. Emergency Management – process of minimizing the uncertainty of hazardous situations and maximizing public safety by applying science, technology, planning and management – achieved by implementing strategies and tactics centering on reduction, readiness, response and recovery.

2. Risk Management – process of (1) considering the social, economic and political factors involved in risk analysis; (2) determining acceptability of disruption that could result from an event; (3) deciding actions to take that will minimize likely damage or disruption.

3. Comprehensive Emergency Management (CEM) – a way of fitting elements of emergency management into an inclusive framework encompassing all hazards and levels of government and the private sector – requires integration of emergency programs and actions, to ensure all elements are incorporated into emergency planning.

4. Accountability – emergency management is a core government business achieved by separating political responsibility for policy-making and funding, from professional advice and implementation – clearly identifying and articulating operating statements about responsibilities and relationships required to implement CEM and risk management.

5. Professional Expertise – building an accredited professional emergency management sector by developing knowledge-based education programs and enhancing skills-based operational training needs.

C. This new emergency management structure was based on nine principles applied in the four Framework Principles:

1. Risk Management

a. Principle 1: Acceptance of individual responsibility and self-reliance, including the owner of any property being responsible for reconstruction.

b. Principle 2: Acceptance of community responsibility and self-reliance.

c. Principle 3: Acceptance that routine events and emergencies are best handled at local levels where possible.

2. Comprehensive Emergency Management (CEM)

a. Principle 4: Recognition of risk reduction, readiness for, and response to emergencies, and post-impact recovery as a continuum of activities.

b. Principle 5: Adoption of horizontally (inter-agency) and vertically (inter-governmental) integrated emergency management systems.

c. Principle 6: Recognition and involvement of volunteer organizations.

3. Accountability

a. Principle 8: Declarations of emergencies at the most appropriate level of government by elected representatives.

4. Professional Expertise

a. Principle 9: Emergency management structures underpinned with appropriate technical information and expertise.

D. New Zealand formed a new emergency management Ministry using a risk management approach and established Emergency Management Groups (EMGs) at the local level to partner with the National government program in implementing the agreed framework.

E. New Zealand valued the risk management approach because it “allows agencies to manage and maintain success by:

1. Communicating where we are going, why we are going there, how we are doing, and when we get there.

2. Allowing for proactive risk identification through hazardscape analysis.

3. Learning from others.

4. Learning from our own mistakes.” (Britton 1998)

F. Ask the students, “What is the advantage of having a Risk Management standard, such as the Australia and New Zealand Risk Management Guidelines (AS/NZS 4360:1995) published in 1995?”

H. Ask the students, “What would be the problems associated with having a standardized system of hazards risk management in the United States?  Would the U.S. Federal System act as an obstacle to implementing such a system?”

Supplemental Considerations

Supporting the Australia and New Zealand philosophy and the hazards risk management process, Neil Britton developed a set of  “Emergency Management Operating Principles to “underpin the activities of all emergency management agencies.
” 

	Emergency Management Operating Principles



	Efficiency 
	Best use of scarce resources and avoiding unnecessary duplication of functions and facilities.



	Effectiveness
	Use of resources that are already employed in the related normal day-to-day activity before employing additional ‘emergency’ resources.



	Professionalism
	Development of best practice standards pertaining to attitudes, approaches and abilities of volunteers and paid personnel that is commensurate to the needs of risk management and CEM requirements.



	Governance-Management Split
	Responsibility for policy-making should be separated from responsibility for advice, management and implementation of policy



	Role Clarity
	Agreed designated tasks and statutory authority to act, with clear management responsibility and accountability.
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