Module 4-6  What are the Strengths and Weaknesses of the “Guidelines for Municipal Risk and Vulnerability Analysis” Model?
Time

30 to 45 minutes
Objectives
For students to:

· identify the strengths and weaknesses of the “Guidelines for Municipal Risk and Vulnerability Analysis” model
Background

One European-based HRV analysis is published by the Norwegian Directorate for Civil Defence and Emergency Planning (1995) and entitled Guidelines for Municipal Risk and Vulnerability Analysis.  This model for HRV analysis (which will be referred to as the OSLO model) directly pertains to events that could lead to a disaster and includes a planning approach to disaster management based at the municipal level.

Course Content
The OSLO model for HRV analysis is divided into six stages:  (1) organizing the work, (2) analysis, (3) follow-up by the steering committee, (4) political decision making, (5) areas for follow-up, and (6) updating.  The OSLO model begins with the recognition that a politically appointed interdisciplinary steering committee must assume responsibility for day-to-day analytical work.  Members of the steering committee would, in turn, appoint several working sub-committees to deal with specific tasks (such as identifying the potential impact of a hazard on the water system). The actual HRV analysis is divided into five steps:

1. Identification of Undesirable Events (those that may affect people, the environment, property, or essential functions [e.g., power supply]).

A list of fourteen hazards is provided as a checklist, and committee members are urged to make use of local knowledge and  to contact experts, to examine inspection and accident reports, and to look at existing emergency plans for more information. Both breakdown of key utilities and war are included in this list.

2. Description of Causes and Determination of Probability

Committee members are asked to identify causal factors for each hazard (e.g., could an event be triggered by human error, technical factors, etc.?).  They are also asked to mention any preventative measures that are in place (e.g., alarms and detection devices, safety practices).

Probability is determined by estimating the frequency of future hazardous events:

	· Improbable
	for events less than once every fifty years

	· Less probable
	for events once every 10 to 50 years

	· Probable
	for events once every 1 to 10 years

	· Very probable
	for events more than once every year


The guide makes it clear that other options are possible, but it does not present any.

3. Classification of Consequences (the possible effects of an event).

Committee members are asked, as a first step, to provide a comprehensive inventory of available resources (e.g., emergency equipment and personnel).  Next, given the existing resources, committee members are asked to determine the impact on them of any given hazardous event.  The consequences of an event are classified as follows:

	Class
	System


	People
	Environment
	Property

	Unimportant
	no direct damage to the system, only system delays
	No injuries
	no damage
	damage up to (value…)*

	Limited
	temporary outages, possible damage if no back-up is available
	Few minor injuries
	minor damage
	damage up to (value…)*

	Serious
	disruptions lasting for several days
	Few, but serious, injuries


	extensive damage
	damage up to (value…)*

	Very Serious
	disruptions for a significant amount of time, other dependent systems may be temporarily affected
	up to … dead*

up to … seriously injured

up to … evacuated
	serious damage
	damage up to (value…)*

	Catastrophic
	permanent damage
	up to … dead*

up to … seriously injured

up to … evacuated
	extremely serious and long-term damage
	damage up to (value…)*


*Numbers and dollar values are determined by the community based on its size

4. Systemization of Identified Risk

Committee members are then asked to develop a matrix, with probability represented on the Y axis and consequences on the X axis. The hazardous event is then placed appropriately (e.g., a flood may be classified as being probable with limited consequences).

5. Development of Strategies for Mitigation

The final step of the process is to take the results from the systemization of the identified risks and to develop a strategy for adopting and implementing mitigation measures.

The final four stages of the OSLO model for HRV analysis include the need to consider the monitoring of the process by the steering committee; the political decision-making process; follow-up with regard to developing plans, providing training, and conducting exercises; and acknowledgment of the need to monitor and update the analysis.

Some of the strengths are:

· The OSLO model recognizes that HRV analysis is a basis for planning. It clearly states that the results must be integrated with community planning and be able to assist communities in systematizing which events can be mitigated and which need to be planned for.  The OSLO model also recognizes the importance of the political process, and its guide recommends that the members of the steering committee be appointed by elected political representatives. 

· It should be noted that, unlike the other community-based models for HRV analysis, the OSLO model has war as an important focus.  The guidebook recommends that members of the working committee consider whether the likelihood of certain hazardous events (e.g., terrorism, disruption to the power system) would be higher during times of war.

Some of the weaknesses are:

· It fails to recognize the importance of widespread public participation in mobilizing political forces to implement sustainable hazard mitigation activities.  The OSLO model specifically acknowledges that members of the working committees will need to seek out knowledge and develop a greater awareness of their community, it does not advocate sharing this information with the community-at-large.

· It includes only seven natural and seven person-induced hazards. Also listed as hazards are an assortment of situations that are generally considered to be secondary events (e.g., disruption of the civil transport network, breakdown of communications).  There is no attempt to ensure that the working committee establish a complete list of potential hazards.

· Probability is evaluated by considering which hazards may cause a disaster and which preventive measures have already been implemented. No risk factors are provided and, thus, it is left up to the working groups to determine them on a “best-guess” basis.  

· The OSLO model focuses on the capacity of the community to respond to a disaster (e.g., what resources exist?). Based on this capacity, OSLO determines the consequences of a disaster (e.g., what will happen to the water system if a particular hazard occurs?).  The OSLO model fails to acknowledge either that the information available to committee members may be inadequate or that scientists and experts may not be able to accurately predict potential hazards.

· In keeping with a focus on the capacity of the community to respond to a disaster, the vulnerabilities identified by the OSLO model are limited to those involving community infrastructure (e.g., water and power systems).  No consideration is given to any environmental or social vulnerabilities, although damage to the environment and number of injuries and deaths is taken into account in developing a risk matrix.  
Questions to ask students:
Ask students to consider the following questions individually:

What percentage of the community would you estimate would have to be killed and/or injured before the event was considered very serious? 

What would be the amount (in currency) of property value that would have to be destroyed and/or damaged before the event would considered serious?

· When the students have completed their answers, solicit the responses from the class and discuss the different responses.
Handouts
None
Suggested Readings

Students

None
Faculty

Norwegian Directorate for Civil Defence and Emergency Planning.  (1995).  Guidelines for Municipal Risk and Vulnerability Analysis.  Oslo, Norway: Norwegian Directorate for Civil Defence and Emergency Planning
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