Module 4-7  What are the Strengths and Weaknesses of the “Seriousness, Manageability, Urgency, and Growth Hazard Priority System” (SMUG) Model?
Time

30 to 45 minutes
Objectives
For students to:

· identify the strengths and weaknesses of the SMUG model
Background

Australia’s Natural Disasters Organisation publishes a handbook on the SMUG (Seriousness, Manageability, Urgency, and Growth Hazard Priority System) model. This models for HRV analysis is used in both Australia and New Zealand. It pertains to disasters, is all-hazard in nature, and is community-based. As will be discussed, it derives from a planning perspective.

Course Content
The SMUG model for HRV analysis is used in Australia (Natural Disasters Organisation 1991), where it was developed primarily to assist community groups in developing a consensus with regard to priority concerns. Research indicates that it has been used by a number of communities in Australia and New Zealand. The SMUG model examines five factors for each hazard. These factors, which are listed below, are weighted from 1 (Low) to 10 (High) to reflect their relative importance in terms of community values. 

1. Seriousness: 

· The relative impact of a hazard in terms of dollars and people.

2. Manageability:

· Can the community do anything about the event? If the community can do something before the event, then the rating would be high; if the community can only do something after the event, then the rating would be low.

3. Urgency:

· Does something need to be done now (High) or can it be done in the “medium” future?

4. Risk:

· What is the probability of the hazard occurring?

5. Growth:

· If nothing is done, will the hazard grow worse (High) or will it remain static (Low)? 

6. The score for each hazard is calculated by the sum of the weighted factors.

Some of the strengths are:

· It clearly states that the goal of completing the analysis is to develop mitigative strategies. It uses one of its ratings — “manageability” —  specifically to deal with hazards that can be mitigated against. The degree of urgency with regard to taking mitigative action is another factor in determining how the SMUG model prioritizes hazards.

· the SMUG handbook recommends that the members of the hazard and risk subcommittee consist of three or four people who have knowledge of hazards (e.g., geologists, seismologists) and vulnerable populations as well as experience in evaluative techniques, experts are invited to join in the HRV process, and participants of the various sub-committees are encouraged to consult with them.
Some of the weaknesses are:

· The SMUG model is not linked to the community planning process. Community participation is only used as part of the consultative process for hazard identification and vulnerability; it is not part of the overall HRV process or decision-making forum.  Although its use of the public in determining vulnerability is a positive step, the SMUG model does not include any of the social vulnerabilities (save the number of people that would be affected by a disaster).

· The SMUG model uses degree of manageability to evaluate whether or not any mitigative efforts can be made before the disaster occurs. If they can be made, then the rating is high; if they cannot be made, then the rating is low. This step requires considerable assessment skills. First, the various mitigative solutions have to be provided; second, the political climate has to be evaluated. The SMUG handbook provides no guidelines concerning how either of these two tasks is to be accomplished.

· The SMUG handbook provides no hazard information (although it does include a glossary of relevant terms). The method for determining hazards involves having group members visit libraries, government offices, and the general community and then having a facilitator elicit answers from them. There is no way to ensure that all possible hazards have been considered.

· The SMUG model does not include any risk factors that may be used in completing the risk assessment.  The first question asked of the committee is, “Do we need to do something about this hazard now?” This question assumes that the group has assessed the likelihood of the hazard occurring and that it has already made some judgment as to whether or not it is likely to occur in the near future. 

· The SMUG model fails to ensure the careful consideration of important elements in the risk assessment –  namely, historical data and probability.

· Since the magnitude of the hazard is considered as a worst case scenario, all of the impacts would be as severe as possible. The resultant degree of unrealistic forecasting makes it difficult to accurately communicate what a community should expect. 
Questions to ask students:
How is the SMAUG Model in John Lunn’s paper enhanced by the addition of the Acceptability rating?

How does the resilience indicator affect the SMAUG model’s applicability?
Handouts
None
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� Probability is only referred to in an indirect fashion; namely, through (1) the growth factor (if we do nothing will it get worse?) and (2) the urgency factor (do we need to do something now?). 





PAGE  
1

