Module 2-3 Understanding Hazards Within the Concept of Planning for Mitigation and the Development of Emergency Plans
Time
90 minutes

Objectives
For students to define:

· a hazard

For students to describe:

· the importance of understanding hazards within planning for mitigation
· the importance of classifying hazards into various categories

Background

The first step in contextualizing the elements of an HRVA is to understand and define hazards.
Course Content
· In disaster management, a hazard refers to the potential for a disaster. Ask students to define “hazard.”  
· This course uses the definition developed by Harris et al. (1978), who conclude that hazards “are threats to humans and what they value: life, well being, material goods, and environment.” 
· Beginning in the 1960s, disaster management literature discussed hazards without considering their origin.  This changed in the 1980s, when hazards began to be described as either natural or technological (Lindsay 1993).   Natural hazards were defined as “Acts of God” and technological hazards were defined as fitting into four categories: hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, hazardous substances, and extremely hazardous substances. Similarly, Britton and Oliver (1991) differentiate between natural and technological hazards. According to them, natural hazards result from a lack of control, whereas technological hazards result from a loss of control.  They conclude that hazards have three origins: (1) natural; (2) failure or misuse of technological processes; and (3) misapplication of technology, medicine, or biology.  While it is important, in terms of applying mitigation strategies, to determine the origin of technological hazards, it is difficult to justify, in the planning stages, the use of Britton and Oliver’s typology.  For example, an aircraft can crash as a result of mechanical failure, metal fatigue, poor maintenance, a bomb explosion, pilot error, and so on.  Defining hazards by origin seems unsatisfactory, as they have numerous possible origins – only some of which may actually lead to a disaster.  Therefore, it seems more suitable to classify hazards by general cause rather than by specific origin.
· It is proposed that hazards be classified as: (1) natural; (2) diseases, epidemics, and infestations; and (3) person-induced.  However, a number of researchers (e.g., Kreps 1991; Quarantelli 1991) have questioned the need to separate the causes of hazards from one another. Jovanovic (1988), for example, believes that person-induced and natural hazards are interrelated because humans can influence natural events and natural events can change and modify human activities.  However, it is maintained that while in many cases there are similarities between the consequences of, and responses to, both human-induced and natural disasters, because their causes are different, the mitigation strategies adopted to reduce them will also be different –  thus the importance of classification.

· White (1979, 15) defines natural hazards as “any extreme events in natural systems which have the potentiality of causing major perturbations in social systems.”   Up until now, diseases and epidemics have usually been overlooked.  Now we have Avian Flu, SARS, Mad Cow Disease, West Nile Disease, etc…, thus establishing the fact that we must now start to include them in within the context of disasters. “Human-induced hazards” includes Drabek’s typology of technological, civil, and ecological hazards as well as what are commonly referred to as “man-made hazards.”  Human-induced hazards is a useful term because (1) it is gender-neutral and non-sexist; (2) people do not “make” disasters, they “induce” them.  Hazards are induced –  either through acts of commission (e.g., planting a bomb, crashing a plane, or spilling chemicals) or through acts of omission (e.g., not building a dam able to withstand seismic conditions, failing to maintain a proper watch at sea, or using poor construction techniques).

· There exists considerable academic discussion concerning the need to develop disaster management emergency plans for specific hazards rather than for all hazards.  A generic, or all-hazard, plan would be one that could be used for any hazard, regardless of its cause or effect.  Quarantelli (1991) and Kreps believe that for most disaster management needs, the type of disaster is irrelevant. For example, with regard to warnings, “regardless of whether the threat is a hurricane, a chemical spill, a flood, a tidal wave, or a nuclear emergency, what matters is whether people will understand, believe and respond to warning messages. There must be an alerting system that works, and warning messages must be accurate, precise, consistent, and timely” (Kreps 1991, 4). 

· And yet, social researchers keep reminding planners that disasters affect different populations differently and if one assumes that all parts of a disaster area will be equally affected, no matter what the hazard, then resources will, in fact, be poorly utilized.  
· Quarantelli argues that, although tactics may differ (e.g., how far to evacuate), strategies do not. He says that the generic approach to disaster management is difficult to accept because of its tendency to deal with disasters according to cause. He states that the generic approach does not deny that there are important differences between disasters, only that they are not linked to specific types of hazards. But there are a number of reasons for choosing a hazard-specific approach to disaster management, assuming that emergency planners capitalize on similarities wherever and whenever possible: 

1.  It seems inadequate to address only part of a process.  Likewise, few mitigation strategies (e.g., non-structural retrofitting of buildings) apply to all hazards. For example, Quarantelli mentions the purchase of insurance as a mitigation strategy but, in Canada, residential flood insurance is not available.

2. Education and training may require very specific skills and knowledge. While public education and training are necessary components of the preparedness phase of any disaster management process, the audiences, the content of courses, and the skills taught will vary depending on whether one is discussing, for example, flood evacuation or search and rescue (SAR) operations. 

3. Warnings differ. First, the length of warning periods are not the same (e.g., consider a drought as opposed to a hazardous material spill). Second, the instructions for any warning must be heard and then understood. The warning for an approaching tornado will be quite different in both format and content from the warning for an approaching blizzard.

4. Recovery and reconstruction activities following a disaster must often be hazard-specific. The recovery and reconstruction issues following a flood are very different from those following a nuclear accident. In order for these activities to be effective, there must be a clear understanding of hazards, future risks, and community vulnerability.
Even though to continue to advocate a generic approach to disaster management seems to contradict the findings of Showalter and Myers (1992), Quarantelli (and, it would seem, a majority of researchers) continues to do just that. It is interesting and, not surprising to note that none of the researchers supporting a generic approach has developed a sample of what her or his plan might look like. 

Questions to ask students:
What is a hazard?
· Answer: threats to humans and what they value: life, well being, material goods, and environment.
Why is it important to classify hazards? 
· Answer: By failing to classify hazards, research may be duplicated and gaps may go unnoticed 
· As “the type of hazard affects the choice of mitigation strategy” (Godschalk 1991, 40), failure to accurately classify types of hazards may lead to the misapplication of mitigation strategies. For example, if one is trying to combat an increase in the number of forest fires by installing additional lightning monitors when, in fact, the fires are being caused by careless campers, not only will the strategy not work, but it will also waste resources. 
Why should diseases and epidemics be considered differently?
· Answer:

· Diseases  can affect people, plants, or animals

· Some have existed for centuries, others, are quite new

· Some have natural causes, while some are the result of human manipulations 
· While controlling other hazards typically means evacuating people, animals, and property, controlling diseases and epidemics typically means containing them.
Ask students what difference and similarities they see between natural and technological disasters?

· Answer:  Distribute Handout 2-3 after the discussion with students. 
Handouts

· Handout 2-3 List of Differences Between Natural and Technological Disasters by Showalter and Myers 
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