Module 5-4 Implementation of HIRV
Time
90 minutes

Objectives
For students to describe:
· an implementation process for the HIRV model

Background
“The real value of a model comes not just from using it but from creating it. Just as the person advances his understanding of a situation under the tutelage of experience, so does his understanding evolve during the modeling process. Hayes and Nolan (1974, 110) 

Course Content
· There are any number of guides that can facilitate the implementation of the HIRV model.  Two of these are: (1) the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (Region 8) and the National Park Service’s (Rocky Mountain Region) (1994, 8-11) A Multi-Objective Planning Process for Mitigating Natural Hazards; and (2) the Public Participation Guidelines for Land and Resource Management Planning (IRPC 1993). These guides are designed to maximize the efficiency and effectiveness of group participation in multi-objective planning sessions. 

· Depending on the community, other planning approaches may also be acceptable; however, there are several key points to be emphasized with regard to adopting an implementation guide that is appropriate to the HIRV process. It is suggested that either the disaster manager or the community planner take the lead in implementing the HIRV model of HRV analysis.  One of their responsibilities will be to make use of a facilitator (which is in keeping with a general increase in the use of such people [IRPC 1993, Dorcey and McDaniels 1999]). A facilitator is “an individual who enables groups and organizations to work more effectively; to collaborate and achieve synergy” (Kaner et al. 1998, 18).  Certainly, during the orientation phase, as is seen in Callahan et al.’s (1986) approach, a facilitator assists each committee member to become familiar with the others, sets the ground rules, and reviews the HIRV structure. The facilitator is also able to act as a neutral party and can assist in conflict resolution, a factor in the differentiation stage of Callahan et al.’s approach.  Thomas (1995) suggests using a facilitator who can not only assist in moving the group towards consensus, but who can also empower its members.  

· There is also a need to develop community partnerships with a variety of governmental agencies and the private sector (beyond those representatives who are invited to participate as HIRV committee members).  For example, partnerships should involve experts from various local or regional governments (e.g., a medical health officer, the British Columbia Centre for Disease Control), various provincial government departments (e.g., Ministry of the Environment), various federal government departments (e.g., Department of Fisheries and Oceans Canada), the third sector, and the private sector (e.g., CN Rail).

· All of the steps involved in the HIRV model have to be completed; however, it allows for considerable latitude with regard to how the disaster management process is conducted.  It is probable that as the participants work through the process, they will adapt certain steps to suit their specific working environment. For example, the committee may choose to break into subcommittees to complete some of the tasks. It is important, however, that all participants share with each other their knowledge of the community and that ratings not be made in isolation. As well, the committee can either follow one hazard through all five phases of HRV analysis (hazard identification, risk analysis, vulnerability analysis, impact analysis, and risk management) or it can examine a number of hazards concurrently.

· In many cases, participants will have relatively little information on the issues to be discussed (Thomas 1995).  They will require information before they can participate intelligently, and the IRPC (1993) , for one, stresses the importance of ensuring that participants are adequately trained and educated.  It also suggests that participants be trained in the use of consensus-building techniques.  
· It is important that participants understand key concepts and definition, information on such topics as risk perception and  risk communication, and risk perception and acceptance.  Participants will need to have:

· a comprehensive list of hazards,

· definitions and descriptions of hazards,

· key risk and vulnerability factors for those hazards, and

· a bibliography and reference section.
· The difficult decisions regarding trade-offs between potential costs and benefits are made during the mitigation phase of disaster management, the use of Hammond et al.’s (1999) work (which deals with smart choices and good consequences) may be helpful. They suggest using risk profiles in order to simplify decisions involving uncertainty.  
· As the participants involved in the HIRV process reach conclusions regarding the priorities for mitigation strategies in their community, and as the mitigation strategies are adopted one by one, the profile of the neighbourhoods and communities will change and the overall community will benefit from increased resiliency.
Questions to ask students:
The video demonstrates a process that could be used anywhere.  As you watch the video - who was involved in the process?  What strategies did they use to involve the public?  Do you think it was successful?
Answer:  Notice the large number of agencies, or “experts” involved in the process.  It would have been possible to just include the experts and then provide the local community with their recommendations.

· However, the local community was well represented and their local knowledge sought out.
· They had community residents as part of the workshop, but also made attempts to communicate via public meetings, newspapers, and even a talk show. By doing so, they became part of the process and their buy-in was assured.

Take 15 minutes to consider how you would get the HIRV committee up and running in a community?
Answer:  Provide Handout 5-4. It represents the adaptation and integration of the aforementioned planning guidelines, and it serves as a sample implementation guide.
Handouts

Video:  Multi-Objective Mitigation Planning by FEMA
Handout 5-4  Implementation of HIRV
Suggested Readings

Students

Mileti, Dennis S.  (1999).  Disaster by Design.  Washington, DC:  Joseph Henry Press.

Free download available from:

<http://www.nap.edu/books/0309063604/html/>

· Chapter Nine  p. 267 to 288
Faculty
Callahan, Robert E., C. Patrick Fleenor, and Harry R. Knudson.  (1986). Understanding Organizational Behavior:  A Managerial Viewpoint.  Columbus, OH: Merrill.
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<http://www.interchg.ubc.ca/dorcey/trends/draft2.html>
Federal Emergency Management Agency Region VIII and the National Park Service, Rocky Mountain Region.  (1994).   A Multi-Objective Planning Process for Mitigating Natural Hazards. Denver: FEMA VIII and the National Park Service, Rocky Mountain Region.
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