Module 4-2  What are the Strengths and Weaknesses of the “Evaluation of Peacetime Disaster” Model?
Time
30 to 45 minutes
Objectives
For students to:

· identify the strengths and weaknesses of the Evaluation of Peacetime Disaster Model.
Background

In Canada, a number of communities have referenced the Emergency Preparedness Canada’s (EPC [now called Public Safety and Emergency Preparedness Canada]) model to HRV analysis. Although EPC has previously published a number of different models to HRV analysis, this analysis addresses its latest (1992). It has been widely publicized through the courses that were offered at the Canadian Emergency Preparedness College in Arnprior, Ontario in the 1990s, and was provided in the course handouts for most of the basic emergency preparedness courses.

Course Content
The EPC model is developed for the use of the emergency planner and follows seven steps:

1. Review the list of identifies twenty-four natural hazards, including diseases and epidemics affecting people, plants, and animals; pest infestations; and twenty-five person-induced hazards and determine if any additional hazards should be included.

2. Collect historical documentation. Assess whether or not the hazard has occurred frequently. The frequency of the hazard is linked with the degree of damage experienced, the number of persons affected, the number of problems faced by the community, and the expenses incurred. This information is given a rating from 1 to 5.

3. Consider the internal risk factors or changes in circumstances that either increase or decrease the likelihood of the hazard occurring. The values for this step range from -3 for highly decreased risk to +3 for highly increased risk.

4. Consider the external risk factors to the community (such as what may be occurring in a neighbouring community). The values for this step range from -3 for highly decreased risk to +3 for highly increased risk.

5. Express the community’s vulnerabilities as the “lack of ability to cope.” This factor is rated from 0 (reflecting no change in vulnerability from the previously documented historical data) to 3 (reflecting a high change).

6. Add the values for steps 2 through 5 to get the rating for potential hazards.

7. Compare values and assign priorities.

Some of the strengths are:

· an educational component (albeit only for the benefit of the emergency planner) and some information regarding definitions of terms and hazards. It also includes a component dealing with risk perception, along with guidelines for risk assessment

· a fairly comprehensive list of hazards. This makes it very likely that disasters will be adequately anticipated. It also provides educational information for emergency planners regarding terms and risk

Some of the weaknesses are:

· an educational component (albeit only for the benefit of the emergency planner) and some information regarding definitions of terms and hazards. It also includes a component dealing with risk perception, along with guidelines for risk assessment

· a lack of integration with any other community planning process

· a lack of public participation

· a focus on emergency planning versus sustainable hazard mitigation.  It makes no mention of being part of the community planning process, and it is non-participatory (e.g., its handbook makes no mention of community involvement when instructing emergency planners on how to complete an HRV analysis). The EPC handbook does suggest contacting the local police and long-term residents as well as reviewing newspaper clippings in order to obtain additional information on certain hazards and risks, but these suggestions only pertain to the search for specific data and are not identified as part of a process. 
· although the EPC model has a relatively simple structure (and, therefore, the results of the HRV process can be easily communicated to the community at large), this simplicity comes at a cost. For example, the EPC model provides no risk factors for the emergency planner to consider when she or he is trying to determine whether or not there has been a change in circumstances regarding flooding.  Thus it leaves her/him with very complex decisions to make and no suggestions as to how to make them.

· since historical data are combined with the amount of damage that occurred in previous situations (e.g., a value of 1 is given to a hazard that has occurred one or two times, has involved few people and problems, and has resulted in slight damage; while a value of 5 is given to hazards that occur frequently, entail very heavy damage, a large number of victims, many complex problems, and very large expenses), it does not have the capacity to rate hazards that occur frequently but that entail little damage (and vice versa)
Questions to ask students
What are the problems with adding together the various values and then comparing them:

Historical frequency (1 to 5)
 + 

Changes in Circumstances (-3 to +3)
 + 

External Risk Factors (-3 to +3)
 + 

Lack of Ability to Cope (0 to 3)
   Rating for Potential Hazards
· Answer: a single cumulative score fails to identify the root issues and thus fails to set the stage for sustainable hazard mitigation

Handouts
None
Suggested Readings

Students

None
Faculty

Emergency Preparedness Canada. (1992). “Evaluation of Peacetime Disaster Hazard.”  In Emergency Preparedness Program Course - including Annexes A-D.  Ottawa:  Emergency Preparedness Canada.
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