Module 4-4  What are the Strengths and Weaknesses of the “Hazard Identification, Capability Assessment and Multi-Year Development Plans for Local Governments” Model?
Time

30 to 45 minutes
Objectives
For students to:

· identify the strengths and weaknesses of the“Hazard Identification, Capability Assessment and Multi-Year Development Plans for Local Governments” model
Background

Considerable work in the area of HRV analysis has been conducted in the United States.  FEMA publishes a workbook entitled Hazard Identification, Capability Assessment and Multi-Year Development Plans for Local Governments (1987) as part of its Integrated Emergency Management System (IEMS). It will be referred to as FEMA 2.  The FEMA 2 model to HRV analysis collects the necessary information on hazards, assesses the current capacity of the community to respond to disaster, and documents multi-year development plans for disaster management. It also provides local jurisdictions with a tool to assist them in identifying and scheduling activities to improve their capacity to respond to a disaster. The FEMA 2 model is heavily weighted with factors that relate to the community’s capacity to respond. According to the FEMA 2 handbook, hazard assessment must be completed on a regular basis, response books must be issued, and information must be analyzed for the hundreds of communities that request federal funding.  


Although the workbook for FEMA 2 was republished in 1992, the methodology has not been changed (Joan Buntin, FEMA Hazard Mitigation Officer for Region X), and, since the 1992 edition is no longer in print, the 1987 FEMA 2 edition was still in use in 2001. More recently, NFPA1600 establishes a process for completing a HRVA in the United. States.

Course Content
FEMA 2 provides a list of twenty-four hazards, which range from avalanche through to civil disorder and hazardous materials incident (transportation). It also provides for each community to add two additional hazards to the list. For each of these hazards, it asks the responder to answer the following:

1. Can the hazard affect the population?

· (If Yes continue)

2. Is the hazard a significant threat? 

3. Historically has it affected the jurisdiction?

4. Could loss of property or life result?

5. Would the local emergency management organization be involved if it occurred?; or

6. Does a specific plan exist or is one needed to respond?

· (If Yes continue)

7. Frequency: 

There are seven choices ranging from: 

· once or more a year

to ...

· less than once in 100 years and

· has not occurred.

8. Best estimate of the total population that could be seriously affected by hazard, considering peak population if appropriate. (p. 2-2)

9. The responder is then expected to consider the capacity of the jurisdiction in each of six functional areas.  The possible answers are: 

· “Yes,” if the jurisdiction has the capacity to meet the need and “No” if it does not. Some areas allow the responder to answer “No” if there is no capacity and “Partial” if there is some capacity. The six functional areas are: 

(1) Emergency Authorities and Management

· legal authority, formal plan, staffing, alternates, vital records, pubic education program, etc.

(2) Direction, Control, and Warning

· Emergency operations control facility, mobile command posts, alerting and warning systems, etc.

(3) Population Protection 

· Multi-hazard plan, evacuation plan, shelters, nuclear attack planning base, public information plan, etc.

(4) Contamination Monitoring and Control

· Plan for hazard material incident, protective equipment, evacuation routes, specialized teams, etc.

(5) Hazard Mitigation

· hazard mitigation plan, mapped hazards and participation in the National Flood Insurance Program.

(6) Training and Education

· trained response planners and line staff, school curriculum for fire safety, natural and war-related hazards, training for professionals for flood-related disasters (architects), RADEF training, exercises, etc.

Under each of the six functional areas, the responder must complete a multi-year development plan, which includes a question on what work has priority in this area, the work period slated for this activity, and the costs. These results are entered into a workbook, and FEMA 2 uses a computerized program to process the information and evaluate the hazards, the populations at risk, and the capacity of the community to respond.

Some of the strengths are:

· the FEMA 2 model is considered as part of the overall disaster management process and as hazard mitigation is included as part of FEMA 2’s overall capability assessment, the HRV analysis is recognized as crucial to developing mitigative strategies.
Some of the weaknesses are:

· the FEMA 2 model virtually ignores any type of participatory process and the model is to be carried out by a disaster manager in isolation of the community at large. 
· it does not encourage using experts; thus, its priorities, with regard to correcting the deficiencies in the community’s capacity to respond to a disaster, tend to be whatever the disaster planner decides they should be. 

· the FEMA 2 handbook lists eleven natural hazards, no epidemics or diseases, and eleven person-induced hazards (it leaves space for the addition of more hazards).  It does not include hazards that do not fall within FEMA’s area of responsibility (e.g., oil spills at sea). 
· no risk factors are provided to assist in this assessment. 

· in terms of vulnerability, the FEMA 2 handbook only requires that users of the FEMA 2 model answer one question: “What is your best estimate of the total population that could be seriously affected by this hazard? Consider peak population if appropriate” (2-4). 
· the primary focus of the handbook is on the development of disaster plans and on assessing the capacity of the community to respond to a disaster, not on setting priorities for mitigation.
Questions to ask students:
Given the sequence of questions that are asked, what would you see as a possible problem in completing the assessment?

· Answer:  It is only upon the third question that one is asked to consider historical data regarding the frequency of the hazard. Hazards may have been eliminated from consideration before considering past history. Without conducting an analysis of the risk factors, it is difficult to assess the accuracy of a person’s responses to the question about the likelihood of a hazard affecting her/his community.

Handouts
None
Suggested Readings

Students

None
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