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Executive summary 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The Victorian emergency management sector (the sector) is reliant on robust information, data and intelligence to 
inform decisions across all tiers (local, regional and state) and phases (preparedness, response and recovery) of an 
emergency.  

Coordinating the collection, analysis and reporting of relevant, timely and reliable information to key decision-makers 
and communities in times of emergencies can be a complex task.  

Impact assessment and consequence management are two discrete but related initiatives in Victorian emergency 
management. Both initiatives are concerned with understanding the implications of the emergency for the 
community.  

Accurate, reliable and timely impact assessment data can improve outcomes for the community and the sector. In 
Victoria, impact assessment is recognised as a critical task and is embedded in emergency management doctrine. 
However, there is an understanding that emergencies have broader consequences for communities beyond the 
more immediate and direct impacts of destruction, damage and loss.  

To address these compounding and cascading impacts, Victoria adopted the consequence management approach 
which was formally introduced by the Emergency Management Act 2013 on 1 July 2014.  

This review explores current arrangements for impact assessment and consequence management in the sector, and 
opportunities for improved emergency planning, response and recovery through efficient and leading practice. 

Impact assessment 
Impact assessment has undergone significant review over the past decade and is subject to ongoing refinement. 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management (IGEM) notes however, that many of the recommendations and 
findings of prior reviews are still being addressed.  

IGEM identified that the sector requires clear line of sight of the purpose of impact assessment, the information 
requirements, the timeframes required for information and those responsible to ensure an efficient and coordinated 
approach. Clarity of purpose through undertaking a thorough and collaborative needs assessment is a foundational 
requirement that will underpin the success of the other opportunities for improvements identified over the course of 
this review.  

The sector requires clarity regarding the impact assessment data required for urgent decision-making and 
communication purposes. Further, identification of the specific data (and appropriate reporting metrics) is necessary 
to accurately inform national funding applications and other relief and recovery decisions.  

Another important requirement for decision-making is understanding the status of Victorian communities prior to 
emergencies. Significant work is occurring within the sector to develop a resilience index to provide baseline data on 
local communities and their key assets to aid in decision-making before, during and after emergencies.  

IGEM identified that the current approach to developing a resilience index is ambitious, capturing a wealth of data 
that exceed the core priorities for emergency management decision-making. IGEM finds that a multi-sector approach 
coupled with adequate and ongoing resources is required for the collection, collation and maintenance of a complex, 
cross-portfolio resilience index.  
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IGEM found that the capacity and capability among organisations undertaking impact assessment and the 
sophistication of platforms used to collect and collate the data is highly variable. However, IGEM identified 
considerable capability and capacity within some agencies and departments, particularly for initial impact 
assessment. 

Privacy and confidentiality concerns were shown to limit coordination and sharing of data which is essential in relief 
and recovery efforts as multiple organisations are involved across different tiers. While individuals maintain a right to 
privacy, confidentiality and privacy issues should be considered before an emergency event to ensure appropriate 
information-sharing practices are adopted by all organisations involved in the emergency.  

Consequence management 
Consequence management was formalised in Victorian emergency management through the 2013 Act.  

Consequence management is an ‘approach’ to thinking beyond immediate impacts to support effective coordination 
and has diffused across all tiers of the sector. IGEM found there is support for, and increasing adoption of, the 
approach across the sector in facilitating the dynamic and adaptive decision-making required during and after 
emergencies. Consequence management can also be adopted as an approach during response to mitigate and 
reduce the scale of relief and recovery efforts.  

The responsibility for consequence management under legislation falls to the Emergency Management 
Commissioner (EMC). The review highlighted that further clarity is required regarding the roles and responsibilities 
for consequence management across and between the emergency management tiers in all phases of emergencies. 
Further, many of the consequence management products do not appear to align with audience requirements. 

Another finding is the importance of validating the data and intelligence used to inform consequence management. 
IGEM notes the balance required in the initial stages of an emergency to make agile decisions with limited reliable 
information. However, there are further opportunities over the course of an emergency, and during after action 
reviews, to better validate the information.  

In addition, more work is required to ensure that local intelligence is consistently leveraged at the local and regional 
tiers to better align decisions with community needs. This will require additional support for sector-wide capacity 
building in consequence management. 

Where to from here 
In reviewing these two initiatives together, IGEM identified opportunities for improved integration of impact 
assessment and consequence management to drive continuous improvement across the sector.  

Priority impact assessment and baseline data can be used to evaluate the success of the consequence 
management approach in identifying the broader implications of emergencies.  

Likewise, collective consequence thinking across all tiers can be used to better align and tailor impact assessment 
priorities to local, regional and state decision-making requirements.  

IGEM found evidence of impact assessment and consequence management being integrated to mutually reinforce 
intelligence and decision-making. Impact assessment focuses on what is known about the impacts of the emergency 
and the community impacted, while consequence management encourages decision-makers to consider the 
unknowns of the emergency and plan accordingly. 
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Observation 1 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management observes that a majority of stakeholders engaged in the 
review identified the opportunity for more streamlined and simplified initial impact assessment through 
identification and focus on core data requirements. 

Observation 2 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management observes that effective communication about impact 
assessment across the organisations and with community members would alleviate some of the frustration felt 
by the community. This could help to establish a schedule of impact assessment activities that reduce burden on 
affected communities, reduce duplication and keep the community informed regarding the purpose and progress 
of impact assessment and recovery. 

Observation 3 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management observes that the use of the resilient recovery model for 
consequence management and the recovery environments for impact assessment is causing confusion in the 
sector and creates a barrier to further integration of these initiatives. 

Finding 1 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that there are differences in expectations across the 
sector around the timelines required to provide accurate and complete data during and after emergencies. 

Finding 2 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds the specific purposes of impact assessment are not 
clearly articulated and understood across the sector. 

Finding 3 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that there is a lack of clarity in the sector regarding the 
relevance, timing and activities involved in the three stages of impact assessment. 

Finding 4 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that the resilience index under development (at the 
time of writing) is ambitious and exceeds the original requirement for baseline data, extending beyond the 
emergency management sector into health, social, economic, political and environmental portfolios. 
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Finding 6 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds privacy and confidentiality concerns are limiting 
information sharing across organisations during emergencies, resulting in poor impact assessment and 
community recovery outcomes. 

Finding 7 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that: 
• there is a high level of capability for initial impact assessment (IIA) in Class 1 emergencies particularly among 

responder agencies.  
• capability for secondary impact assessment and IIA in Class 2 emergencies is less consistent across the 

sector, but individual organisations were well placed to collect and analyse the impact assessment data 
relevant to their recovery responsibilities and business as usual requirements. 

Finding 9 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that there is significant work being conducted by 
Emergency Management Victoria to resolve impact assessment data collection, collation, coordination and 
communication challenges. 

Finding 8 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that local knowledge is not consistently leveraged for 
impact assessment purposes. 

Finding 10  
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management (IGEM) finds the sector values consequence management 
as an approach that fosters: 

• consideration of the wider ramifications of an emergency event, including appropriate actions and the 
coordination of broader sector organisations and partners 

• a way to think about and adapt to non-traditional and unanticipated emergencies.  

IGEM finds that the consequence management approach is diffusing broadly across the sector, but with different 
understandings and applications across and between local, regional and state tiers. 

Finding 5 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds there is a lack of understanding of organisational 
ownership and accountabilities for impact assessment across the sector. 
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Finding 11 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds the value of the consequence management products 
is inhibited by: 

• difficulty with interpreting and use due to length and presentation of content 

• the quality of inputs through use of inappropriate and unsubstantiated data and/or intelligence 

• misalignment between the content of products and key decision-maker needs 

• lack of validation and evaluation of products to continuously improve the approach. 

Finding 12 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds consequence management products do not align with 
audience and decision-making requirements. 

Finding 13 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that:  

• across all tiers stakeholders identified that a lack of scope clarity and a lack of coordination between and 
across tiers results in duplication and unintended negative consequences. 

• roles and responsibilities of the Emergency Management Commissioner and sector organisations were 
unclear.  

• for regional and local tiers, limited capacity and resources were identified as a barrier to applying an effective 
consequence management approach. 

Finding 14 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that consequence management is an important 
approach to facilitate dynamic and adaptive decision-making. However, there are aspects of consequence 
management that still require further refinement. A key priority is to establish clear demarcations between 
Emergency Management Victoria’s consequence management roles and responsibilities and those of other 
sector organisations. Additionally, coordination is required between and across all tiers. 

Finding 15 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that impact assessment and consequence 
management provide complementary intelligence that can be further integrated to inform response, relief and 
recovery activities.  
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Recommendation 1 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management (IGEM) recommends that Emergency Management Victoria, 
in liaison with producers and users of impact assessment data, coordinate a thorough analysis of the 
fundamental purposes of impact assessment.  

This activity should aim to produce, publish and share the following outputs: 

• a needs analysis for impact assessment that describes the specific purposes of impact assessment and 
identifies the data, metrics and timeframes required to adequately serve these purposes 

• sets of core impact data that should be prioritised for urgent collection in Class 1 and Class 2 emergencies 

• agreed reporting metrics including consideration of the use of ranges or caveats where timelines for urgent 
and specific data are unrealistic 

• updated impact assessment guidelines and related emergency management manuals for all emergencies 
that outline the data collection, reporting and sharing responsibilities of all organisations across the sector 

• agreed reporting metrics to inform relief and recovery (both short and long-term) efforts 

• information-sharing guidelines through consideration of personal and nonpersonal data sharing across all 
tiers in both Class 1 and Class 2 emergencies. 

IGEM considers this activity to be a priority that will rationalise ongoing and future activities aimed to produce an 
end-to-end impact assessment process. 

Recommendation 2 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management recommends that Emergency Management Victoria (EMV) 
engage relevant organisations to continue to leverage current impact assessment capacity and capability.  

EMV should coordinate this work through existing impact assessment working groups to: 

• clarify current capability and capacity for impact assessment (including built, social, economic and natural 
impacts) 

• identify opportunities to better leverage existing agency and department expertise and resources to greatest 
effect 

• identify current systems in use and the technical requirements and constraints to be addressed to transition 
to an integrated portal for collection, collation and reporting of data. 

Recommendation 3 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management recommends that Emergency Management Victoria, with 
the support of Local Government Victoria, update, publish and share relevant impact assessment plans, 
operating procedures, manuals and impact assessment guidelines to ensure Incident Controllers or Incident 
Management Teams formally consult relevant local personnel. 

Appropriate local representation should be identified during pre-season activities and/or in the initial stages of an 
emergency through a brief consultation with local government emergency management personnel.  

Local representation should extend from response through to recovery to better align emergency management 
with community requirements.  
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Recommendation 4 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management recommends that Emergency Management Victoria 
continues to lead discussions with the sector to resolve their respective roles, responsibilities and scope for 
consequence management and associated triggers and escalation points.  

These discussions should result in the production, publication and sharing of a consequence management 
framework which considers the following: 

• purpose and use of consequence management 

• guidance for the sector on the consequence management approach and application across the sector 

• opportunities to further strengthen the coordination of consequence management across and between tiers 

• improvement of consequence management products to ensure relevance, appropriateness and 
effectiveness 

• additional mechanisms to build the capacity of the sector to undertake consequence management 

• appropriate local and regional representation in consequence management. 



 

 

1 Introduction 
 

 

 

 

 

 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management (IGEM) is an independent statutory role with responsibilities 
under the Emergency Management Act 2013 (2013 Act) to: 

• provide assurance to government and the community in respect to emergency management arrangements in 
Victoria 

• foster continuous improvement of emergency management in Victoria. 

IGEM undertakes system-wide reviews, including reviews of the emergency management functions of responder 
agencies and government departments as defined under section 64(1)(b) of the 2013 Act [1].  

All of IGEM’s assurance activities are guided by the Assurance Framework for Emergency Management which 
provides the foundation for a coordinated and collaborative approach to sector-wide issues. 

IGEM conducted a review of selected arrangements for impact assessment and consequence management within 
the emergency management sector in Victoria (the review). The review was outlined in the Annual Forward Plan of 
Reviews – 2018 – Forward Projection of Reviews [2] based on discussions with emergency management sector 
organisations concerning issues and risks facing the sector. 

The review was completed in December 2018. 

1.1 Objectives of the review 
The aim of the review is to identify and examine impact assessment and consequence management in the Victorian 
emergency management sector (the sector) to improve emergency planning, response and recovery through 
efficient and leading practice.  

The objectives of the review are: 

• to describe and examine the legislation and policy that define and operationalise impact assessment and 
consequence management in Victoria 

• to describe and examine existing impact assessment and consequence management practices within the sector 
and compare these practices across agencies 

• to identify the expected outcomes for impact assessment and consequence management and capture the 
mechanisms in place to evaluate these outcomes and facilitate continuous development 

• to identify national and international leading practice for impact assessment and consequence management and 
consider how these practices can be translated into the sector 

• to identify and examine any recommendations raised directly throughout the review process or emanating from 
the findings of the review. 
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1.2 Scope of the review 
In scope 

• The three forms of impact assessment undertaken in Victoria: initial impact assessment (IIA), secondary impact 
assessment (SIA) and post-emergency needs assessment (PENA). 

• Preparation activities, triggering mechanisms, implementation processes, reporting and evaluation of any 
response or recovery activities intended to minimise adverse consequences of an emergency.  

• Class 1 and Class 2 emergencies. 

• The activities and direct implications of impact assessment and consequence management at the preparedness, 
response and recovery phases of emergency management. 

• All four environments of recovery (built, social, economic and natural). 

Out of Scope 

• Long-term consequences of emergencies and associated community development. 

• Class 3 emergencies. 

Key stakeholders 

Stakeholders representing the emergency management sector, government and community-facing organisations 
were engaged in the review. Stakeholders were: 

• Ambulance Victoria (AV)  

• Australian Red Cross 

• City of Melbourne 

• Corangamite Shire 

• Country Fire Authority (CFA) 

• Darebin City Council 

• Datalink 

• Department of Economic Development, Jobs, Transport and Resources (DEDJTR) 

− Agriculture Victoria 

− DEDJTR’s Emergency Management Division 

− Regional Development Victoria 

• Department of Education and Training 

• Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning (DELWP)  

− Forest, Fire and Regions 

− Local Government Victoria 

− Water and Catchments 

• Environment Protection Authority Victoria (EPA) 
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• Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) 

• Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) 

• Department of Treasury and Finance (DTF) 

• Emergency Management Victoria (EMV) 

• Emergency Services Telecommunications Authority (ESTA) 

• Hume City Council 

• Inspector-General Emergency Management (Queensland) 

• Metropolitan Fire and Emergencies Services Board (MFB) 

• Moyne Shire  

• Municipal Association of Victoria 

• Murrindindi Shire Council 

• Parks Victoria 

• Queensland Reconstruction Authority  

• Victoria Police (VicPol) 

• VicRoads 

• Victoria State Emergency Service (VICSES) 

1.3 Approach 
Impact assessment and consequence management are two discrete but related initiatives in Victorian emergency 
management. Both initiatives are concerned with understanding the implications of the emergency for the 
community. The review considers each initiative separately before considering opportunities for improved integration. 

Impact assessment and consequence management are currently subject to continuous development activities. In 
both cases, EMV is the lead agency responsible for this development. IGEM has worked with the impact assessment 
and consequence management project leads to ensure the observations, findings and recommendations of this 
review reflect this development. 

The impacts and consequences of emergencies are felt across the three operational tiers of emergency 
management; local, regional and state. The review considered information from all tiers to draw conclusions based 
on differences between and interactions across the tiers. IGEM considered documents from emergencies escalated 
to local, regional and state levels. 

Lines of enquiry 

The methods used in the review were planned to generate findings and recommendations to support continuous 
improvement in the sector.  

The review was designed to address the following lines of enquiry: 

 To what extent is there clear governance, accountability and direction across the emergency management 
sector to support effective impact assessment and consequence management? 

− What legislation, policies and guidelines govern the definition and operationalisation of impact 
assessment and consequence management? 

− What plans, practices and tools support impact assessment and consequence management for 
emergency management in Victoria? 

− To what extent are arrangements coordinated and collaborative? 
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 To what extent do current arrangements for impact assessment and consequence management align with 
leading practice? 

− What current examples can be identified nationally and internationally of leading practice impact 
assessment and consequence management? 

− Do current impact assessment and consequence management arrangements align with leading practice? 

 How does the sector know whether impact assessment and consequence management initiatives are 
supporting good decision-making? 

− What are the recognised outcomes of impact assessment and consequence management across the 
sector? 

− What mechanisms are in place for the evaluation and continuous improvement of impact assessment and 
consequence management? 

− What measures of success have been developed and to what extent do they align with community and 
sector expectations? 

Information sources 

IGEM analysed information from multiple sources to prepare this report and generate the observations, findings and 
recommendations. 

These included:  

• interviews with stakeholders 

• documents related to relevant policies, operational procedures, guidelines and legislation 

• stakeholder reports, reviews and evaluations 

• data sourced from the Emergency Management Common Operating Picture (EM-COP) and the emergency 
management lessons management platform (EM-Share) 

• peer-reviewed literature 

• observations of relevant meetings, conferences, trainings and exercises 

• stakeholder submissions and feedback 

• relevant emergency management committee meeting minutes, agendas and papers. 

1.4 Structure of the review 
The review describes the history of both impact assessment and consequence management. The main body of the 
report evaluates the evidence concerning impact assessment and consequence management separately, before 
considering opportunities for improved integration.  

As noted in the background section (p.22), consequence management has had a relatively short formal time span in 
the sector. Hence, the knowledge, use and experience of the approach is not as widespread in the sector as more 
established practices, such as impact assessment.  

Victorian emergency events are used to illustrate observations and findings throughout the review. As there is 
substantial sector review and reform concerning both initiatives, greater weight will be placed on recent events.  

In the preliminary stages of the review, IGEM was advised that many of the new developments for impact 
assessment and consequence management were trialled during the South-West Fires1. As such, IGEM uses 
examples from this event to illustrate observations and findings in cases where there has been a recent shift in 
practice. IGEM conducted a field visit to speak with stakeholders holding specific knowledge of this event.  

  

                                                                  
1 The South-West Fires refers to the grass and peat fires occurring in Victoria’s south-west region in March–April 2018. These fires 
affected farming communities in the local government areas of Moyne, Corangamite and Southern Grampians. 
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IGEM has also considered after action reviews and event evaluations to acknowledge the learnings related to impact 
assessment and consequence management already acknowledged by the sector. 

IGEM makes observations, findings and recommendations throughout the report and leading practice is considered 
in relevant sections of the review. 

1.5 Acknowledgements  
IGEM appreciates the involvement of all stakeholders and their commitment to the review process. The stakeholder 
representatives provided doctrine, examples of practice and thoughtful commentary of both impact assessment and 
consequence management. IGEM would like to thank these representatives and their organisations for their 
responsiveness and support of IGEM’s assurance practices.  

The solution-focused and respectful nature of stakeholder interviews and feedback processes undertaken in this 
review indicate the sector’s commitment to continuous improvement of Victoria’s emergency management 
arrangements. 

 

 

 

 

 

Multiple-agencies training together to respond to a traffic accident (Image: CFA) 
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2 Background 
 

 

 

 

2.1 Emergency management in Victoria 
Victorian communities have and will continue to experience natural disasters and major emergencies [3-5].  

In Australia and internationally, natural disasters are predicted to increase in frequency and intensity [3-7]. The 
structure and approach to emergency management in Victoria has changed substantially in the years since the 2009 
bushfires and continues to develop [8, 9]. These changes have been instigated by multiple sector-wide reviews and 
inquiries [10-12], changes to emergency management legislation [1], the creation of EMV [1] and a reformed state-
wide approach to managing the consequences of natural disasters and human emergencies. 

Understanding the impacts of emergencies is critical for all phases of the emergency management cycle. Impact 
information can inform response, relief and immediate recovery activities and priorities. This information can also 
inform future preparedness and mitigation initiatives.  

Accurate, reliable and timely impact data collected systematically can improve outcomes for the entire emergency 
management sector [13]. In Victoria, impact assessment has been recognised as a critical task [14] and has been 
embedded in emergency management doctrine in various formats for some time. 

There is an understanding that emergencies have broader consequences for communities beyond the immediate 
and direct impacts. Cascading events are disruptions associated with, but separate to, an initial emergency [15]. 
These events, and the implications of all impacts felt following an emergency, might also be considered 
consequences of the emergency.  

Consequence management was formally introduced into Victorian legislation in 2014 [1] through the 2013 Act, and 
indicated Victoria’s growing recognition of the broader impacts and consequences of emergencies.  

2.2 Definitions and history  
Within the sector, impact assessment and consequence management have different origins and durations. Impact 
assessment has been in use for considerable time in comparison to consequence management. An overview of the 
history of each initiative is outlined in the following. 

Relevant government reports: Impact assessment 

Impact assessment has a long history in emergency management. Over the past decade numerous reviews have 
identified improvements required relevant to impact assessment processes in Victoria, however many of these 
improvements have not been realised to date.  

Towards a more disaster resilient and safer Victoria: Green Paper of 2011 [16] and the Victorian Emergency 
Management Reform White Paper of 2012 [10] provide the policy context for the legislative reform.  

The Green Paper noted:  

Currently, a wide variety of assessment material is produced across government and through different control 
and coordination centres that lacks consistency and rigor, reducing its value to decision-makers … Government 
also needs accurate and timely impact assessments to plan both short and long-term recovery. At present, the 
way in which this information is collected and collated makes it difficult for state and local government to respond 
effectively to community needs. [p.34; 16] 
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The White Paper echoes the observations of the Green Paper. Action 24 pertains to the need to review the impact 
assessment system to identify agency responsibilities and information required, and develop procedures and 
protocols to collate, analyse, share and distribute the collected data [p.41; 10]. 

The Review of the 2010–11 Flood Warnings & Response [VFR; 12] found similar issues relating to impact 
assessment – referred to as rapid impact assessment (RIA) at the time. These issues reflected a lack of consistency 
across the sector in the understanding of the primary purpose of RIA. Further, the diversity of data collection 
systems being used by different agencies was identified as creating a burden for the control agency when collating 
and analysing the data [12]. 

The VFR also identified a lack of ownership of the RIA process, and a disconnect between the RIA data collected 
and information requirements for relief and recovery decision-making. Arising from these findings, the VFR [p.10; 12] 
recommended:  

75. The State, in respect of the rapid impact assessment process:  
•  resolve which agency/ies has policy and operational responsibility for this process  
•  define the purpose of rapid impact assessment and  
•  review the process, in light of the 2010–11 floods, to examine options to improve the efficiency of the 

 collection of information. 

In June 2013 The Victorian Auditor-General’s Office (VAGO) produced the report Flood Relief and Recovery [17]. In 
this report, impact assessment was found to be ‘…patchy and inconsistent and without systematic verification 
processes…’ [p.xiv; 17] and the then Department of Justice was recommended to review the [rapid] impact 
assessment model to improve the quality of information collected [Recommendation 1; 17].  

History: Impact assessment 

In accordance with the 2013 Act, the coordination responsibility for state tier impact assessment shifted from VicPol 
to EMV in 2015. Later the same year, coordination responsibility for state-wide relief and recovery also shifted from 
DHHS to EMV [18]. 

Since the shift in coordination responsibilities, the impact assessment process has been incorporated in the Victorian 
Emergency Management Strategic Action Plan 2015–18 [SAP; 9]. SAP Action G6 is to:  

Implement a comprehensive impact assessment model across all hazards and all phases of emergency 
management, taking into consideration the National Impact Assessment Model. This model will include a process 
to collect, analyse and communicate impact information to better inform response processes, and relief and 
recovery planning and activities. 

SAP Action G6 has since been combined with SAP Action A5 [19]. EMV is addressing these actions through the EM-
Impact Project which has three stages [20-22]. The first stage involves the development of a prototype resilience 
index and the second stage focuses on the development of a prototype centralised impact assessment portal for 
online data reporting. The centralised portal was trialled during the South-West Fires. The final stage focuses on the 
PENA component of impact assessment [20].   

Within EMV’s Victorian Preparedness Framework [14], impact assessment is a nominated core capability for 
emergency management. The outcome of impact assessment is to '…provide all decision-makers with relevant 
information regarding the nature and extent of the hazard, and any potential consequences during and after an 
emergency to ensure efficient, timely and appropriate support for communities…’ [p.21; 14]. The critical tasks listed 
within the impact assessment process are:  

• gather information regarding extent of damage, immediate threats, loss of life and persons displaced 

• collect progressive assessment data of the scale and characteristics of the impact across the social, economic, 
built and natural environment 

• provide consistent and meaningful impact assessment data through a co-ordinated process to decision-makers. 
[p.21; 14] 

Impact assessment was again highlighted as a continuous improvement opportunity following the South-West Fires. 
Issues relating to data collection, information sharing and multiple systems across organisations were identified by 
stakeholders. These issues have been considered as a sector-wide lesson which has been drafted for approval 
through the sector’s lessons management platform (EM-Share, Lesson LES0000014, April 2018).  



Review of impact assessment and consequence management  21 

 

National approach to impact assessment  

National development of impact assessment commenced in 2002 with the Council of Australian Governments’ report 
highlighting the importance of a consistent, national approach to data collection, research and analysis for natural 
disasters [23]. For over a decade, starting in the late 2000s, a National Strategy for Disaster Resilience was 
developed and a National Impact Assessment Model (NIAM) proposed.  

In March 2015 the nationally agreed NIAM Operational Guideline was updated [23]. The model estimates the 
severity of the natural disaster based on analysis of 50 indicators collected within the first 72 hours. Impacts are 
recorded within the four recovery environments; social, economic, built and natural [23].  

Eligibility for Commonwealth assistance, such as the Natural Disaster Relief and Recovery Arrangements (NDRRA) 
is dependent on robust impact assessment data to inform request for assistance [24, 25]. As of 1 November 2018, 
Disaster Recovery Funding Arrangements [DRFA; 26] replaced NDRRA, which will heighten the requirement for 
robust data to estimate the level of national funding assistance required. 

Definition: Impact assessment  

The Emergency Management Act 1986 [1986 Act; 27] and the 2013 Act [1] do not define impact assessment. Impact 
assessment is only mentioned within the 2013 Act in relation to the Emergency Management Commissioner (EMC) 
being responsible for ‘coordinat[ing] data collection and impact assessment processes’ [p.25; 1].  

The EMV Impact Assessment Guidelines for Class 1 emergencies describes impact assessment as the collection of 
data and information describing the impacts of an emergency drawn from a number of agencies and departments at 
all tiers (local, regional and state) [18]. Under these guidelines and sector operational guidelines, the Incident 
Controller formally requests impact assessment [18, 28]. 

Impact assessment includes state-wide impact data collection and reporting activities during and after an 
emergency. However, it also includes organisational impact data collection activities such as damage assessment, 
environmental health impact assessments and building surveying activities following an emergency. The sector 
broadly follows the impact assessment guidelines, but some agencies have additional guidelines and manuals to 
direct organisational impact assessment [29, 30].  

There are other sources of definitions and descriptions of impact assessment; primarily within the Emergency 
Management Manual Victoria (EMMV) Part 3 [31] and Part 4 [32]. Part 3 refers to the EMV Impact Assessment 
Guidelines for Class 1 emergencies [p.6; 18]. Figure 1 provides an overview of the intended aims, outcomes, 
methods and timeframes of impact assessment outlined in the EMMV. 

Figure 1: Stages of impact assessment 

       Source: EMV (Reproduced 2015 Impact Assessment Guidelines for Class 1 Emergencies p.6) 
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As outlined in Figure 1 (p.21), impact assessment is a three-staged process. The first stage (IIA) should be delivered 
within 48 hours to inform response, relief and recovery planning. The following stages (SIA and PENA) provide a 
more comprehensive impact assessment measured against baseline data to inform relief and recovery in the four 
recovery environments (social, built, economic and natural).  

Figure 2 presents the recovery environments. The timeframes outlined in Figure 1 are based on NDRRA funding 
timelines and may be updated based on recent national funding changes regarding the DRFA. 

The three stages of impact assessment are not necessarily linear. Depending on the scale, timeframe and type of 
emergency, the stages may occur concurrently [18]. The key parties involved in each stage are:  

• IIA – includes the Incident Controller coordinating the process and response agencies providing data  

• SIA/PENA – includes relief and recovery coordinators managing the process and response agencies, 
departments and other organisations providing data 

• IIA/SIA/PENA – includes local government authorities (LGAs), relevant response agencies, departments and 
supporting organisations [18, 31, 32]. 

Figure 2: Recovery environments 

Reproduced from EMMV, (2018) Part 4, p. 25 and Australian Institute of Disaster Resilience, (2018) Community Recovery 
Handbook, p.54 

History: Consequence management  

Consequence management was not a widely-used term within the Victorian sector until after the bushfires of 2009. 
Nationally and internationally, the term has a longer history predominantly associated with the fields of international 
emergency management (see Box 1, p.23) and national security, as well as some emergency management planning 
and activities to combat terrorism in Australia.  

For example, Queensland held an interagency exercise titled ‘Fast Ball’ in 2003. This exercise was considered to be 
the first exercise in the new National Counter Terrorism exercise program to focus on consequence management in 
an incident involving a chemical, biological and radiological threat [33].  

The consequence management approach is also part of the Queensland Prevention, Preparedness, Response and 
Recovery Disaster Management Guidelines [34]. 

  

Social environment – Health and wellbeing of 
individuals, families and communities. Concerned 
with safety, security and shelter, health and 
psychosocial wellbeing.  

Built environment – Essential physical 
infrastructure including essential services, 
commercial and industrial facilities, public 
buildings and assets and housing.  

Economic environment – Direct and indirect 
impacts that an event may have on business, 
primary producers and the broader economy.  

Natural environment – Includes air and water 
quality; land degradation and contamination; 
plant and wildlife damage/loss; and national 
parks, cultural and heritage sites.  
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In Victoria, the use of consequence management in the sector was proposed in the White Paper.  

The White Paper listed consequence management as being the responsibility of the EMC: 

The EMC will lead the broader consequence management of all major emergencies, irrespective of their nature. 
In doing so, the EMC will ensure that the necessary state resources are appropriately allocated to manage the 
event. [p.24; 10] 

The term consequence management continued to be considered through the sector with the introduction of the 2013 
Act.  

Many organisations had already been operating with a consequence management approach, and the introduction of 
the term in the 2013 Act formalised this broader emergency management thinking. The term is incorporated into the 
EMMV in addition to agency, department, local, regional and state emergency management doctrine.  

The consequence management approach has continued to evolve during this relatively short time span. During this 
period the definitions and descriptions of consequence management have also proliferated. The following section 
defines and describes the current state (at the time of writing) of the Victorian consequence management approach.  

 

BOX 1 

Consequence management approach in the United Kingdom  

The United Kingdom is an international example of how consequence management is used in emergency 
management. Here, consequence management is planned to occur within the response phase along with crisis 
management.  

The response phase comprises two separate, but closely-related and often overlapping challenges: crisis 
management and consequence (or impact) management. These are both designed to control and minimise the 
immediate challenges arising from an incident. [35] 

In more detail, consequence management is to:  

'… take place in parallel to crisis management and is concerned with steps taken to prevent the impact of an 
incident escalating. It includes managing wider consequences and services such as restoring transport networks 
or electricity supplies, managing community relationships, and providing shelter to displaced persons. 
Consequence management is also known as ‘Impact Management'.' [35] 

There is a focus on the consequences not the cause of the emergency, as stated 'the preparation for, response 
to, and recovery from, emergencies focuses on the consequences and wider impacts of events rather than their 
causes' [p.8; 36]. This is similar to the Victorian consequence management approach. 

 

Definition: Consequence management  

Consequence management is defined within section 45 of the 2013 Act as ‘the coordination of agencies, including 
agencies who engage the skills and services of non-government organisations, which are responsible for managing 
or regulating services or infrastructure which is, or may be, affected by a major emergency2’ [Part 4, p.34; 1].  

The objective of consequence management is to fulfil a major emergency coordination role to ‘minimise adverse 
consequences to users of services and/or infrastructure’ (Part 4, p.34). 

As with impact assessment, the EMC holds legislated responsibility for consequence management. Under the 2013 
Act the EMC is responsible for consequence management in a major emergency in accordance with section 45’ 
(Part 4, p.24).  

  

                                                                  
2 A major emergency is defined as a large or complex emergency (however caused) which: 
i) has the potential to cause or is causing loss of life and extensive damage to property, infrastructure or the environment;  
ii) has the potential to have or is having significant adverse consequences for the Victorian community; 
iii) requires the involvement of two or more agencies to respond to the emergency; or  
a) a Class 1 emergency; or (b) a Class 2 emergency.  Part 1, p.5 [1] 
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The consequence management approach is premised on a cyclic framework as outlined in Figure 3. The stages 
include:  

 Consequence thinking: Explores what may happen, how consequences may play out in the short, medium 
and long-term, and the possible effectiveness of existing emergency management arrangements in addressing 
identified consequences  

 Strategy development: The development of response, relief and recovery, and strategic communications 
plans. 

 Planning (including the creation of products): Planning staff develop a community focused approach to 
response, relief and recovery initiatives and strategic communications plans. 

 Implementation of plans: Regions and agencies implement state plans. 

 Feedback to inform future consequence thinking: Review and update consequence management plans to 
better meet community needs. 

Figure 3: Consequence management stages  

 
                                              Reproduced from EMV (2017) Consequence Management 

Consequence management is usually informed by intelligence from the State Control Centre (SCC) intelligence cell, 
information and warnings advice, State Crisis and Resilience Council (SCRC) intent and priorities, State Relief and 
Recovery Manager (SRRM) priorities and planning considerations, and inputs from the State Strategic 
Communications Cell [p.11; 37, 38]. Stakeholders suggested that state, regional and local incident reports may also 
be used to inform consequence management activities as the emergency unfolds. 

The consequence management products have changed over time. The current core products are presented in Table 
1 (p.26) including the timeframes for products to be produced, those responsible for development and the intended 
users.  

In contrast to impact assessment, consequence management incorporates the proposed resilient recovery model 
rather than the recovery environments used in impact assessment (see Figure 2, p.22) [38].  

The resilient recovery model is based on five domains (wellbeing, liveability, sustainability, viability and community 
connections) which frame the areas within which potential consequences are considered. Figure 4 (p. 25) provides 
an overview of the resilient recovery model.  
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Wellbeing 

The safety, security, physical and 
mental health of individuals, 
families and the community, 
including the most vulnerable. 

Liveability 

The continuity, restoration and 
reconstruction of essential 
services, critical infrastructure and 
community infrastructure to enable 
community functioning. 

Sustainability 

The reconnection, re-
establishment and integration of 
local social and economic systems 
and networks. 

Viability 
Social and economic systems and 
networks provide opportunities for 
growth, renewal and innovation. 

Community 
Connection 

Community systems and networks 
are understood, informed and 
work together to participate in 
planning and recovery through to 
long-term community resilience. 

Within each domain there are associated outcomes and components. For example, ‘sustainability’ considers the 
local social and economic systems and networks that enable individuals, families and businesses to work and 
connect with the community. The sustainability outcome is to achieve the sustainable re-establishment of these 
systems and networks.  

The sustainability domain includes the following components:  

• culture and heritage 

• business 

• employment 

• tourism 

• agriculture 

• recreation and sport 

• social networks [p.14; 8].  

If relevant to the emergency, these components are then considered in consequence management products for this 
particular domain. 

IGEM notes that EMV is currently leading work to refine and develop the resilient recovery model [39, 40]. The 
sector provided feedback to EMV on the proposed model and suggested greater refinement was required to align 
the resilient recovery outcomes with other outcomes used across government (for example, health). They also 
requested further development of the rationale to change from the currently used recovery model [39]. 

Figure 4: Resilient Recovery Model  

 

 

Reproduced from EMV (2017) Resilient Recovery Discussion Paper, p.11-16 

 
Although consequence management is not legislated at the local tier, the approach is being incorporated into local 
emergency management. Consequence management is addressed in a number of municipal emergency 
management plans (MEMPs) [41, 42]. The uptake by local government and others within the sector is addressed 
further in the findings of the report.  
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Table 1: Consequence management outputs  

PRODUCT DESCRIPTION TIMEFRAME PRODUCERS USERS 

Monthly readiness, 
relief and recovery 
plans 

Integrates 
consequence 
management into 
existing processes, 
such as monthly 
readiness, relief and 
recovery plans 

Prior to event – 
developed over a few 
days to a week 

State Consequence 
Manager 
SCC 

EMC, SCRC, SRRM, 
Strategic 
Communications 

Consequence 
Considerations 

An analysis of the 
short-term 
consequences 
immediately 
affecting the 
community post 
emergency to inform 
briefings. Depending 
on the scale/nature 
of event this might 
be the only 
document produced 

Within 1–6hrs of a major 
emergency event, if 
requested 
 

State Consequence 
Manager 
 

EMC Executive Officer, 
Security and 
Emergency 
Management 
Committee (SEMC), 
SCRC, other 
emergency 
management 
committees 

Consequence 
Assessments 

Provides a range of 
short, medium and 
long-term 
state/regional-level 
consequences of an 
emergency  

Within 4-24hrs State Consequence 
Manager 
Intelligence Cell 
 

State Emergency 
Management Team 
members to establish 
connections for 
consequences to be 
addressed by 
responsible agencies 
and inform decision-
makers’ thinking 

Consequence Plans Provides an 
overarching multi 
agency/ department/ 
organisation 
coordination plan to 
mitigate the short, 
medium and long-
term consequences 
of an emergency  

Within 24-48hrs and 
updated as needed 

State Consequence 
Manager 
Strategic 
Communications, 
Response, Relief and 
Recovery cells, other 
relevant agencies, 
departments, 
organisations and 
industry  

Relevant Strategic 
Communications, 
Response, Relief and 
Recovery cells, other 
agencies, departments, 
organisations and 
industry within the 
recovery space  

Agency-specific 
plans  

Agency and 
department-specific 
plans that 
incorporate/develop 
their own plans to 
ensure the effective 
management of 
consequences within 
their remit 

Dependent on specific 
agency / department 
planning processes 

Specific agencies and 
departments  

Specific agencies and 
departments 

Reproduced from EMV (2017) Consequence Management 

 



 

 

3 Impact assessment 
 

 

 

 

 

3.1 Complexity of impact assessment 

 
There are examples from jurisdictions around the world illustrating how difficult it can be to account for, and report, 
simple data describing the impacts of an emergency [43, 44]. There are multiple demands for impact assessment, 
coupled with an urgency for accurate and reliable data.  

A stakeholder to this review reflected that providing governance and operational guidelines for such a complex and 
urgent process is seen as critical but difficult around the world (see Box 2, p.28). 

The stakeholders engaged in the review agreed that accuracy and completeness of impact assessment data is 
important. The majority of stakeholders also recognised that impact assessment was a difficult and time-consuming 
process. Stakeholders commented that there is a risk the public will lose confidence in the sector and government if 
data cannot be confirmed, or constantly changes.  

Ministers with immediate funding or decision-making responsibilities also require accurate and complete information. 
Accurate, complete and consistent information results in better relief and recovery decision-making.  

One common example discussed by stakeholders was in identifying hospital admissions and casualties during the 
January 2017 Bourke Street tragedy. AV and VicPol both urgently transported injured people to different hospitals to 
preserve life. While this urgency was absolutely required, it made it difficult to confirm hospital admissions.  

In another example, stakeholders referred to the complexity of attributing deaths to the November 2016 
thunderstorm asthma event, which took significant time to determine [45]. In response to this health emergency, 
DHHS developed the Emergency Incident Casualty Data Collection Protocol [46, 47] to assist with impact 
assessment data collection and information sharing. The protocol outlines information sharing and reporting to 
various users of impact assessment data including government departments, responder agencies and the media. 

The complexity of impact assessment was observed in the South-West Fires. Organisations who reported on 
damaged houses and sheds had to balance information coming from those in the field conducting impact/damage 
assessments with reports from relief centres, local knowledge, and the definition of the metric in the impact 
assessment portal.  

This information came in different formats over time, and there was a known risk of duplication and error. Local 
knowledge was required to understand what effect the damaged structure would have on the owners (or tenants) of 
the property, what type of relief and recovery actions were required to keep people and animals safe, and how to 
support the recovery of local industries.  

IGEM notes a disconnect in the ability of impact assessment data collectors to report accurate information within the 
expected reporting timelines of organisations who use the data. Some government portfolios, politicians, media and 
the public have an immediate need for impact information.  

  

Finding 1  
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that there are differences in expectations across the 
sector around the timelines required to provide accurate and complete data during and after emergencies. 
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BOX 2 

International impact assessment complexity: Hurricane Maria, Puerto Rico 

There is current debate in the United States regarding the number of deaths caused by the 2017 Hurricane Maria 
on Puerto Rico. The deaths attributed to the hurricane have included 34 (reported by the Governor of Puerto Rico 
in October 2017) [48], 1427 (government of Puerto Rico’s confirmed death toll) [49], 2975 in a requested 
independent assessment of mortality [50], and 4645 in a Harvard University mortality study [51]. The latter three 
figures were reported in 2018, months after the hurricane passed. 

Researchers have acknowledged that the large discrepancy in this data is based on several factors. Deaths 
directly attributable to Hurricane Maria were difficult to quantify for several reasons:  

• Hurricane Maria caused damage across a huge area 

• confirming all deaths took time, exacerbated by damage to roads and infrastructure 

• some people succumbed to their injuries in the weeks following the hurricane 

• indirect deaths were more complicated.  

The hurricane damaged hospitals and medical infrastructure diminishing the capacity of the health sector to treat 
those who were already unwell, and to respond to unrelated medical emergencies after the hurricane.  

Disease also increased in the months following the hurricane due to food and water hygiene issues, damage to 
sewage treatment facilities and crowded relief centres. Disease was therefore compounded by the incapacitated 
health system.  

Further, there are reports of increased suicide rates following the emergency that have been attributed to the 
trauma of the emergency and its immediate impacts. 

The decisions regarding which indirect deaths should be included in the official death toll is ultimately a subjective 
assessment. Whatever decision is made, classification of individual deaths will take time and attribution may still 
be complicated.  

Aerial view of damage caused by Hurricane Maria (Image: U.S. Geological Survey, Department of the Interior) 
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Stakeholders who have responsibilities reporting IIA data discussed several limitations for expedited data reporting: 

• expertise required to confirm data  

• large/dispersed areas of impact 

• collation of data from multiple sources 

• perceived data sharing restrictions 

• conflicting information 

• competing response duties 

• safe access to area of impact 

• gradual presentation of impacts (for example health emergencies, heatwaves, floods) 

• high risk of reporting incorrect data 

• differences in data reporting mechanisms and technology. 

Stakeholders discussed the value of putting riders/caveats on information, offering ranges of data (for example 
‘between 10–20’, or ‘at least 10’) or allowing comments on some metrics reported. For example, AV and EMV have 
modified the reporting metrics on injured persons to be a range, rather than an initial absolute figure. This adjustment 
has improved the confidence of AV to report data and allowed them to provide accurate ranges of data in a reduced 
time period. 

EMV is currently leading several projects to improve data accuracy and reporting of impact assessment data. These 
initiatives are discussed throughout this chapter.  

3.2 Purpose of impact assessment 

 
The sector has a broad understanding of the purpose of impact assessment but would benefit from additional 
guidance around the specific purposes, data collection triggers and audience for the data collected. Data collection, 
data accuracy and completeness will continue to be problematic without a sector-wide understanding of the 
purposes of impact assessment and the data required to address these purposes. 

Stakeholders engaged in this review agreed that impact assessment has multiple purposes. Overall, they stated the 
purpose of impact assessment was to inform relief and recovery activities, and to provide information to the 
community through trusted political or community sources. 

The purpose of impact assessment is documented in a number of key sector policies, manuals and guidelines. 
These purpose statements are presented in Appendix 2 (p.65). These documents describe a number of different 
purposes with varying levels of detail and distinction between the three stages of impact assessment. 

The review highlighted a broad range of stakeholder perceptions about the specific purposes of impact assessment 
and which of these purposes were considered core. The different perceptions were in part associated with the 
variety of organisational roles in IIA and/or SIA.  

Different interpretations of the purpose of impact assessment were also observed across the three tiers (local, 
regional, state) of emergency management, even when stakeholders were working on the same phase (IIA, SIA) of 
impact assessment. One stakeholder’s follow-up comment was ‘…the purpose is clear within organisations, but not 
across [the sector].’  

Table 2 (p.30) illustrates the variety of purposes, timeframes and uses for impact assessment data identified and 
proposed by stakeholders throughout the review. Stakeholders cited more purposes for impact assessment 
compared to those identified in sector doctrine, and there was some agreement regarding data considered to be 
urgent.  

Finding 1 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds the specific purposes of impact assessment are not 
clearly articulated and understood across the sector. 
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Relief and recovery decision-making (commonly identified as fundamental purposes of impact assessment) both 
involve a wide range of decisions and multiple organisations working with the community, however, the data 
collection requirements to serve these purposes are not as clearly understood. This is particularly true of long-term 
recovery activities. 

There was a lack of clarity within the sector regarding the specific decisions to be made and the information required 
to inform these decisions. Stakeholders also discussed a lack of understanding of the triggers that determined 
different types and levels of data collection. Consequently, there was a lack of clarity around the measurement, 
details and timelines required for the various impact assessment purposes.  

Illustrating the above is: 

The key components of impact assessment would be probably having the tools you need, having the skills, 
understanding what you need out of it as well and understanding why you're doing it.  

Table 2: Impact assessment purposes, timeframes and users as identified by stakeholders. 

PURPOSE URGENCY SUB-PURPOSES INFORMATION TYPE PRIMARY USER 

Public information Urgent General information 
Assistance 

Basics, core data Public via media and 
EMC/ politicians 

Affected community 
information 

Urgent Safety 
Recovery 

Basics, location info, 
safety advice, personal 
requirements 

Information and 
warnings, ICC, EMC, 
local government 

Media reports Urgent  Basics, core data – 
increasing in data over 
time 

Media 

Emergency 
classification 

Second priority  As per escalation and 
classification 
requirements 

EMC, DPC, politicians 

Funding Third priority  Specific impacts and 
costs, classification 
details, PENA 

EMV/ DTF/ DPC, 
government, local 
government 

Relief decision-
making 

Urgent Displacement 
Health 
Critical services 
 

Core data, basics DHHS, local 
government, ICC, public 

Recovery decision-
making 

Third priority Built 
Natural 
Economic 
Social 
 

Specific impacts in four 
environments of 
recovery, PENA 

Government, local 
government, public 

Reconstruction Third priority  Specific impacts and 
costs, prioritisation, 
PENA 

Government, local 
government 

Response activities Urgent  Emergency 
characteristics, 
escalation information 

Responder agencies in 
emergencies of longer 
durations 

Political stability Urgent  Basics, core data Politicians 
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As noted in section 2.2 (p.19) IGEM identified several reviews and policy papers produced in the last 10 years which 
described the sector’s limited understanding of the purpose of impact assessment. This lack of understanding was 
found to contribute to inconsistent or inaccurate data collection and concerns of data completeness resulting in less 
than optimal prioritisation of funding, relief and recovery decisions. These documents have been outlined in the 
background section of this report (p.19).  

As an overview, these documents include: 

• State Government of Victoria (2011): VFR. This review included a recommendation for the state to ‘define the 
purpose of rapid impact assessment’ [Recommendation 75; 12] 

• State Government of Victoria (2012): White Paper [10] 

• VAGO (2013): Flood Relief and Recovery [17]. 

Many other plans, frameworks and reports have identified the importance of consistent and meaningful impact 
assessment data and proposed actions to improve the process. Four government stakeholders engaged in the 
review held reservations surrounding the current activities to develop impact assessment and questioned whether 
the issue of purpose in impact assessment was being adequately considered.  

For example: 

So, those are issues around coordination, issues around definitions, about management of the data and about 
ownership. So, essentially still we see there to be a lack of a single source of truth in the data. It continues not to 
be timely or accurate, and the work that's being done is not a system-wide review for purpose.  

The documents describing the stages of impact assessment indicate that IIA does not need to provide complete or 
accurate information and should be used to indicate the scale of the emergency. However, the data and 
measurement requirements for SIA are designed to collect more accurate information. Stakeholders who provide 
impact assessment data clearly articulated their internal collection techniques and measurements. However, they did 
not have a clear understanding of what was required to achieve a centralised impact assessment approach and how 
their data would contribute to the broader sector.  

Stakeholders discussed how differing terms and language surrounding impacts and emergencies in general led to 
problems with accurate and complete impact assessment. The Australian Institute for Disaster Resilience (AIDR) 
publish a glossary of terms [30] which is endorsed by the Australasian Fire and Emergency Services Authorities 
Council. EMV has invested time in creating a data dictionary for the sector as not all organisations need to use the 
AIDR glossary (see section 3.3, p.32).  

Stakeholders spoke of confusion and frustration in understanding what the purposes of impact assessment were and 
focused on data that served their internal decision-making priorities. They indicated they would be more 
accommodating of impact assessment data collection responsibilities if they had a clear understanding of how the 
data would be used, and who needed to use it. These statements were made with the proviso that resources and 
training were available to support this work. 

A government stakeholder raised an example from the South-West Fires. Impact assessment data was used to 
apply for NDRRA Category C funding which is available from the Australian Government for clean-up and recovery 
grants. The system of data collection, validation and reporting led to information being used that did not meet the 
NDRRA requirements to accurately decide which primary producers were eligible for grants. A significant amount of 
work was required to rectify the issue to ensure all affected primary producers were able to apply for grants.  

The importance of aligning impact assessment data with national funding requirements was being addressed by 
EMV and DEDJTR (at the time of writing) to address ambiguities in the process and ensure procedures are 
appropriate for securing funding and supporting decision-making. 

There is a breadth of decisions required during and after an emergency, and public interest in impact information 
which increases the need to produce impact assessment data. Core and urgent impact assessment data may also 
vary depending on the nature of the emergency. EMV has started to examine the centralised impact assessment 
data collection process to ensure that all data collected has value in emergency management decision-making.  

I think the whole thing [impact assessment] has many masters. So, you've got the political pull, you've got the 
financial pull, you've got the pulls around the human side of things, you've got all of these different pulls.  
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3.3 Components of impact assessment 
 

 

 

 

Improved clarity of the relevance and timing of these stages, in particular secondary impact assessment and post 
emergency needs assessment, would improve the timeliness and delivery of purposeful data, reduce duplication, 
reduce community burden and improve coordination of data collection. 

The activities considered to be part of the impact assessment process overall are well understood across the sector 
and there are ongoing developments to create baseline community data to provide additional context for impact 
assessment.  

EMV is developing IIA and SIA in collaboration with representatives from the sector as part of EM-Impact Project 
(see section 2.2, p.22). It is also developing a resilience index prototype that provides a comprehensive amount of 
data describing indicators of resilience for Victorian communities and baseline community data (see section 3.3, 
p.35).  

Concurrently, EMV is leading the development of a data dictionary to accompany all elements of the EM-Impact 
Project [52]. The data dictionary will explain the various data metrics that are (or can be) assessed as part of impact 
assessment, the resilience index and the PENA. IGEM notes that EM-Impact is initially focused on Class 1 
emergencies, however, some of the elements will be applicable to all emergencies. Funding had not been confirmed 
for all components of the EM-Impact Project at the time of writing. 

Data collection priorities 

Emergency management personnel involved in public communications, relief and recovery activities require key 
impact assessment data to be reported quickly and accurately. The current impact assessment guidelines [18] 
specify that IIA should be collected and reported within 48 hours following safe access to the impacted area.  

All stakeholders with experience collecting IIA discussed that data was typically requested by multiple parties well 
before 48 hours had passed. The guidelines also suggest information collected in IIA should focus on damage, 
immediate threats, loss of life and persons displaced [18]. Stakeholders were consistent in their understanding of the 
data which must be reported urgently.  

The consensus included metrics describing: 

• death 

• injury/illness 

• displacement (people who have had to leave their home) 

• destruction 

IGEM notes that these four metrics are not all applicable to every emergency, particularly such as Class 2 
emergencies. However, the notion that some data should be identified as a priority remains.  

The majority of stakeholders discussed the benefit of prioritising key information to appease immediate requests for 
impact assessment and correctly position relief and recovery activities. For example: 

There was the nice neat form that was created, same consistent information sent out to everyone …  That was 
good, it set the line in the sand, we knew exactly what we had to do, and it didn't matter who went out to do that 
assessment, everyone knew what they were gathering, what sort of information.  It still never ended up back in 
our system but at least it was consistent.  

  

Finding 3  
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that there is a lack of clarity in the sector regarding the 
relevance, timing and activities involved in the three stages of impact assessment. 
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There is scope to consider how these data are selected for each emergency and what measurement metrics are 
possible and appropriate under urgent reporting timeframes. Consequence management products could be used to 
support the incident management team’s decision regarding which data should be considered core in any given 
emergency.  

Secondary impact assessment 

Stakeholders were less clear about SIA and the associated responsibilities for data collection. The data required, the 
organisations involved, and the reporting timeframes expand significantly in SIA compared to IIA. Stakeholders felt 
that throughout SIA, data collection and reporting needs became more specific and technical, but still included some 
preliminary collection of broad metrics. 

The impact assessment guidelines [18] indicate SIA data needs to be accurate and complete as the information will 
be used for relief and recovery decisions. The data collected in this stage will be used to inform funding applications, 
recovery strategies and long-term community development initiatives. Local knowledge and data collection expertise 
are important to ensure accuracy and completeness, and to contextualise data.  

Stakeholders with decision-making responsibilities noted that it is critical for the data to be collected in a manner that 
adequately serves these purposes.  

Stakeholders were clear that centralised impact assessment requirements differed from organisational requirements 
in SIA. For example, organisational timelines, measurement preferences and priorities did not necessarily align with 
state priorities and requirements. IGEM notes that an understanding of the purpose of impact information in specific 
formats for the state would facilitate more collaborative data collection arrangements across organisations. 

Local government MEMPs and emergency management planning documents described their responsibilities in SIA. 
Sector doctrine indicates that IIA should be used to inform SIA [18], however there were multiple examples of IIA 
being unavailable to inform SIA.  

In many cases, reports were never shared, or were shared too late to be of value. This was the case in the South-
West Fires – local government staff were denied access to IIA as it was being reported which limited their ability to 
prepare for recovery and conduct the SIA.  

Responder agency and local government stakeholders had additional recent examples from floods (2016) and 
storms (2017). In these cases, IIA data was either not available to their personnel at all or was reported in a way that 
could not be easily shared. 

Stakeholders engaged in the review cited a lack of clarity in instances where data collected for IIA was being 
collected again for SIA in a more complete, specific and accurate manner. As various organisations will need similar 
information in different formats, there is potential for perceived and actual duplication and unnecessary levels of 
intrusion on individuals’ privacy. 

A local government stakeholder referred to a 2017 emergency where despite already collecting and providing SIA 
data to a government department, they were requested to collect very similar data again. The continued presence of 
‘government’ asking questions in the community raised suspicion and frustration in the community:  

…we'd gone out and done the impact assessments, we already had two contacts with the people, and then the 
department asked us to do another impact assessment… they wanted us to go out again … Then we started 
getting the phone calls. "Why have you come out again? What aren't you telling us?" So, it raised that suspicion 
level.  

Local government stakeholders provided multiple examples of duplication and limited information sharing in SIA, 
without due consideration for the wellbeing and privacy of community members.  

 

Observation 1 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management observes that a majority of stakeholders engaged in the 
review identified the opportunity for more streamlined and simplified initial impact assessment through 
identification and focus on core data requirements. 
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Multiple organisations were accessing private properties (with reports indicating they would not identify themselves 
to the property owner/tenant) to collect specific data metrics to serve their organisational recovery priorities. This 
increased community angst and perception of a disorganised approach to recovery.  

Stakeholders discussed a broad range of uses for SIA data, and the need for quite specific information and 
measurement types in some data collection. As such, the data collection for SIA may ultimately require multiple visits 
by different organisations who have the specific equipment and expertise to collect that data.  

There is scope to further refine the process of SIA to ensure all relevant and accurate data for decision-making 
during relief and recovery is made available to the relevant organisations. There is also scope to coordinate data 
collection and community interactions for impact assessment purposes to reduce the number of visits to private 
property. This supports the recommendations of the Australian Red Cross who primarily advocate that data 
collection should ‘do no harm’ and data collectors should reduce the number of questions and visits to properties 
[53].  

Aligning the activities and organisational roles with the identified purposes of SIA will provide additional clarity for 
future developments. 

Impact assessment following the South-West Fires (Image: CrisisWorks) 

Observation 2 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management observes that effective communication about impact 
assessment across the organisations and with community members would alleviate some of the frustration felt 
by the community. This could help to establish a schedule of impact assessment activities that reduce burden 
on affected communities, reduce duplication and keep the community informed regarding the purpose and 
progress of impact assessment and recovery.  
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Post emergency needs assessment 

The final stage of impact assessment, PENA aims to estimate the cost of destroyed assets and resulting changes in 
‘flows’ of an affected economy [18]. However, there is evidence the purpose of this stage has extended to assess all 
relevant community needs, extending throughout all environments of recovery (see Figure 2, p.22).  

For many organisations, this stage of impact assessment is conducted routinely as a final consideration of SIA. 
PENA is also referred to as ‘post impact assessment’ in some local government documents [54-56]. Local 
government MEMPs typically describe the activities and roles they are required to undertake during PENA. Many 
other stakeholders were not aware of this stage, although all stakeholders spoke of considering the needs of the 
community as a fundamental part of impact assessment.  

That’s what we have to figure out: what’s happened and what do we need to do now?  

Many of the same coordination and duplication issues arise with PENA as per SIA, although the duplication appears 
to exist across tiers where government and local government share responsibilities for recovery.  

EMV is implementing the guidelines for needs assessment – produced by the Australian Red Cross in the 
development of PENA – which focus on the wellbeing and privacy of the individual involved in a traumatic event [57]. 

IGEM notes that PENA will be reviewed and developed throughout the EM-Impact Project coordinated by EMV. 
Many of the developments and learnings applied to the IIA and SIA projects will be applied to the PENA stage of the 
project.  

Recommendations made by IGEM throughout this review regarding impact assessment overall, or IIA and SIA 
specifically, should be considered in any development initiatives for PENA. 

Resilience index 

 
The resilience index aims to address current knowledge gaps surrounding community resilience indicators before an 
emergency occurs. This baseline data was cited as necessary in significant sector reviews and evaluations [10, 11]. 
The index will complement the impact assessment process through providing local context to assess impacts and 
prioritise recovery activities. The resilience index project also addresses SAP action A5 [9]: 

Use community profiling to strengthen understanding of local community diversity, values and needs. This 
informs the sector on optimum service and engagement models and wider opportunities with respective 
communities.  

The scope of indicators required to accurately and comprehensively assess community resilience is extremely broad 
and requires the significant coordination of multiple databases. The resilience index project has an emergency 
management focus, but with significant, ongoing commitment across government, an index of this nature could be 
developed to inform other portfolios and government activities beyond emergency management.  

IGEM is of the view that the broader index has merit but would require commitment for sectors beyond emergency 
management, coupled with an appropriate commitment of resources to develop and maintain the index. IGEM notes 
that other sectors already use data to inform decision-making and so a clearer case for the benefit and feasibility of 
the resilience index would need to be made to encourage commitment from other government portfolios. 

EMV’s development of the resilience index will occur in stages and include sociodemographic, agricultural, health, 
infrastructure, environmental and economic indicators. These indicators will be drawn from sources including the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics, state government department databases and other widely collected community 
databases.  

IGEM notes that funding for the project is (at the time of writing) subject to annual approval. 

Finding 4 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that the resilience index under development (at the 
time of writing) is ambitious and exceeds the original requirement for baseline data, extending beyond the 
emergency management sector into health, social, economic, political and environmental portfolios. 
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IGEM considers many of these indicators to exceed the scope of baseline data recommended in previous reviews, 
which had a focus on baseline details of assets and infrastructure. However, the additional indicators have the 
potential to create a holistic profile of the community that serves additional purposes. Stakeholders could see both 
the difficulty and value of the resilience index:  

I think if they build the perfect model [so] you understand community strengths and vulnerabilities before … I 
think that’s quite difficult to do and I don't know if anyone can …  If you could loop all that together in an end to 
end system as they’re describing it, I think that would be fantastic.   

The evidence provided to IGEM does not describe the level of information required from organisations to populate 
the index. However, stakeholders raised concerns around the resourcing required to input and maintain reliable 
baseline data, in particular data related to local assets. For example, one local government stakeholder highlighted 
the inability of council to develop pre-condition reports for LGA-owned roads (and other assets) due to their staff 
capacity.  

National funding arrangements following natural disasters (DRFA) will require some maintenance of baseline data 
for assets across the sector [26]. The commitment of resources to document baseline conditions of assets for 
funding purposes will be difficult for some organisations. If asset information is needed for the resilience index, 
aligning the required data with the pre-condition information required as part of the DRFA will reduce duplication and 
add value to the resources invested. This information would also be relevant for consequence management 
activities. 

Some stakeholders familiar with this project raised concerns about the viability of the index and the purpose it is 
intended to serve. Additional concerns were related to the complexity and resourcing required to maintain a 
database with multiple sources of information that vary in aggregation, collection cycles, specificity and quality. 
Illustrating some of the challenges is the following stakeholder statement: 

In terms of something that’s data across the entire state, how quickly is that going to go out of date, what’s the 
chances that the data you have is going to coincide with a random footprint of an event? … This is where 
agencies with deep networks know their industries, local government know their community.   

A further consideration is the sector’s ability to access, interpret and use the information.  This issue is compounded 
by the infrequent and varying nature of emergencies reducing organisations’ need to engage with the resilience 
index regularly. EMV discussed visualisation and machine learning solutions to address the issue of useability.  

Accountability and ownership 

 
A lack of clarity regarding ownership and accountability for impact assessment is resulting in duplication and 
inefficient use of resources. Stakeholders discussed concerns regarding unrealistic expectations that organisations 
will continue to perform duties outside their remit without clear accountability, ownership and adequate resourcing. 

Operational responsibilities for organisations are described in Part 7 the EMMV [58] and further described in the 
Impact Assessment Guidelines for Class 1 Emergencies [18]. Despite broad responsibilities being assigned in these 
documents and others – such as the Real-Time Monitoring and Evaluation Joint Standard Operating Procedure 
[JSOP - J12.01; 59] – most stakeholders were confused regarding impact assessment responsibilities. IGEM notes 
that both the EMMV and the operational guidelines are open to interpretation regarding impact assessment. 

A further challenge with impact assessment responsibilities is the confusion regarding public or private nature of land 
ownership, infrastructure/asset ownership and maintenance responsibilities. The issue is further compounded if 
roads, water sources or other public infrastructure are affected as multiple government portfolios will be involved.  

Stakeholders held significant amounts of good will and solution-focused attitudes regarding impact assessment in 
cases where it was unclear who owned or maintained the land or asset. Organisations act in good faith and engage 
in impact assessment duties they feel are necessary.  

Finding 5 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds there is a lack of understanding of organisational 
ownership and accountabilities for impact assessment across the sector. 
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In cases where it was unclear who was responsible for data collection, organisations were likely to collect 
information in a format that seemed appropriate for their own internal purposes. This is an example of the proactive 
nature of impact assessment activity within the sector. 

The things that were done at Somerton, the testing of the water, the environmental impacts and the ongoing 
ground testing, sediment testing, it was going to equate to over $1 million in tests and studies to see how badly 
that waterway was affected, and to remediate that. The agency that's only partly responsible for that, DELWP, 
saying, '… It's not a natural disaster, we're not getting any money back for it…' So, that holds up the recovery 
sometimes through no fault of the agencies… DELWP actually got the funding for it and they did a really good 
job, and it didn't work out as being as expensive as we thought it would be, but it's still in a situation where it's not 
a natural disaster, and where you have to pay out on that situation.  

A negative outcome from this lack of role clarity is the unnecessary duplication of data collection across 
organisations, and the specificity of data, limiting its use for broader sector purposes. IGEM notes that understanding 
the purpose of data collection would assist organisations to identify relevant data, appropriate measurement and 
collection techniques.  

Another risk of relying on organisations to contribute to impact assessment beyond their specified role is that they 
may not have the resources or organisational support to collect this data in an ongoing capacity. Three government 
departments, three state agencies and all LGAs engaged in this review raised this as a risk for future impact 
assessment duties.  

IGEM notes a reliance on good will across the sector is unsustainable, and staff turnover and resource constraints 
may limit the extent to which these additional duties are undertaken in the future. Further, organisations are cautious 
of operating outside of their defined roles as this may set unrealistic expectations of accountability for duties outside 
their remit. 

Data confidentiality and privacy 

 
Privacy and data protection are legislated in the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014 [60]. Personal health records 
are protected under the Health Records Act 2001 [61]. Generally, impact assessment does not involve the collection 
of personal health records, however identifying information is often required to validate IIA data related to death and 
displacement, and much of the data related to SIA. 

IGEM identified different interpretations of privacy and confidentiality requirements that resulted in data security 
practices that exceed legislated requirements. Organisations tasked with impact assessment maintain a high level of 
respect for individuals’ right to privacy when considering impact assessment. However, almost every stakeholder 
discussed limitations arising from other organisations’ inability to share data. Further, most stakeholders believe 
there is no need to restrict data sharing during an emergency.  

IGEM notes that privacy and information has been identified as an issue in previous sector reviews and evaluation 
activities. Despite efforts to rectify the issue, privacy and information sharing remains a point of confusion, 
particularly for frontline personnel. For example, local government stakeholders involved in the South-West Fires 
cited privacy as the reason impact assessment data was not shared by responder agencies.  

 

 

Finding 6 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds privacy and confidentiality concerns are limiting 
information sharing across organisations during emergencies, resulting in poor impact assessment and 
community recovery outcomes. 
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Cobden emergency relief centre, where identifying information can be collected (Image: Emergency Management Victoria). 

 
The legislation and accompanying principles regarding non-health related information is clear. Personal information 
can be shared when deemed appropriate in an emergency. 

Organisations are permitted to share personal information if: 

- the secondary purpose is related to the primary purpose, and 

- the individual whose information was collected would reasonably expect the secondary use or disclosure. 

Emergencies and privacy, Commissioner for Privacy and Data Protection 2016 [62] 

One ambiguity in the principles raised by stakeholders is that personal information can only be shared if life and 
safety are under threat. Threat to life and safety can be easily determined in the response phase of an emergency 
such as a bushfire, but is less clear in emergencies with a longer duration, and during the recovery phase of 
emergencies. 

Part 4 of the EMMV states that ‘…municipal councils and the Victorian Government are required to share any 
information they gather…’ [p.6; 32] for impact assessment but does not elaborate on any permissions and 
restrictions that apply, and to whom the information may be shared with.  

The 2013 Act also permits information sharing with the EMC if the information is necessary for performing functions 
related to response operational standards, incident management operating procedures, data collection and impact 
assessment processes [Section 35 (3), 36 (1); 1]. There is no specific clause that expressly permits information 
sharing across organisations, but there is scope for organisations with impact assessment responsibilities delegated 
by the EMC to request, provide and receive such information. 
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Stakeholders discussed information types considered to be sensitive for cultural and economic reasons. 
Stakeholders suggested this information largely pertains to: 

• cultural heritage sites  

• agricultural markets access  

• human and animal disease. 

Notably, most stakeholders suggested that almost all information can be shared if constraints or considerations are 
adopted for reporting this information to minimise adverse consequences. Understanding how such information may 
be used would help organisations to develop information sharing protocols for their own data.  

For example, a government stakeholder discussed problems associated with media reports and general hearsay of 
tainted grape crops following bushfires in Victorian wine regions. While the impact assessment of actual crop 
damage was minimal and was already being managed, these reports had moderate consequences for the national 
and international market demand of Victorian wine.  

DHHS have developed a protocol for casualty data collection which includes guidance for information sharing in 
emergencies [46, 47]. The protocol outlines what information can be shared and with whom. It also makes 
allowances for de-identified information and personal information. 

The Commissioner for Privacy and Data Protection recommends that organisations develop a framework for 
information sharing in an emergency that can be used to guide quick and confident decision-making [p.4; 62]. 
Frontline staff who are most often asked to provide information should receive training and be supported to 
appropriately share information.  

 

  

Recommendation 1 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management (IGEM) recommends that Emergency Management 
Victoria, in liaison with producers and users of impact assessment data, coordinate a thorough analysis of the 
fundamental purposes of impact assessment. This activity should aim to produce, publish and share the 
following outputs: 

• a needs analysis for impact assessment that describes the specific purposes of impact assessment and 
identifies the data, metrics and timeframes required to adequately serve these purposes 

• sets of core impact data that should be prioritised for urgent collection in Class 1 and Class 2 emergencies 

• agreed reporting metrics including consideration of the use of ranges or caveats where timelines for urgent 
and specific data are unrealistic 

• updated impact assessment guidelines and related emergency management manuals for all emergencies 
that outline the data collection, reporting and sharing responsibilities of all organisations across the sector 

• agreed reporting metrics to inform relief and recovery (both short and long-term) efforts 

• information-sharing guidelines through consideration of personal and nonpersonal data sharing across all 
tiers in both Class 1 and Class 2 emergencies. 

IGEM considers this activity to be a priority that will rationalise ongoing and future activities aimed to produce an 
end-to-end impact assessment process. 
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3.4 Capability and capacity for impact assessment 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Impact assessment relies on the accurate and reliable collection of information describing the effects of an 
emergency. The technical expertise, equipment and contextual knowledge required to collect data varies. Some 
impacts can be easily assessed by observing the damage or collating reports. Other impacts require technical 
expertise or specialised equipment to accurately measure and report. 

Stakeholders’ feedback and a review of sector doctrine did not provide any specific methodology for impact 
assessment. Internationally, Damage and Loss Assessment (DaLA) is used in multiple jurisdictions [63, 64] and the 
Queensland Reconstruction Authority use DaLA to underpin its impact assessment processes.  

The DaLA methodology outlines triggers for data collection, baseline data sources, data collection practices and 
assembly of the data collection team. The United Nations and World Bank have produced comprehensive guides for 
using the DaLA methodology [63, 64]. While the methodology does not differ substantially from the impact 
assessment practices undertaken in Victoria, the process and associated capabilities required is well documented. 

Parks Victoria aerial capacity during the 2009 Cathedral Fire, Wilsons Promontory (Image: Parks Victoria) 

Finding 7 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that: 

• there is a high level of capability for initial impact assessment (IIA) in Class 1 emergencies particularly 
among responder agencies.  

• capability for secondary impact assessment and IIA in Class 2 emergencies is less consistent across the 
sector, but individual organisations were well placed to collect and analyse the impact assessment data 
relevant to their recovery responsibilities and business as usual requirements.  
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State and regional capability and capacity 

Across the sector there is variation in capability of personnel to conduct impact assessments. Responder agency 
and government department personnel typically have defined roles and relevant training or expertise in assessing 
the impacts they are tasked to report on.  

For responder agencies – in particular CFA, MFB and VICSES – personnel have significant training and expertise in 
impact assessment (see Box 3, p.42) and will typically respond to requests for IIA [65].  

Responder agencies submitted a variety of documents to IGEM outlining the training undertaken by personnel and 
the well-practised procedures in place to guide impact assessment. For example, CFA has strong ground and air 
observation training programs and procedures which ensure a high level of capability among its personnel tasked 
with impact assessment duties. The procedures and training are reviewed regularly and reflect changes in 
technology and reporting methods. 

Government department personnel are likely to collect SIA data in domains that are relevant to their typical business 
activities. Parks Victoria and DELWP have expertise in environmental and natural recovery aspects of impact 
assessment [29]. Likewise, DEDJTR are well equipped to assess impacts with economic consequences.  

Several organisations have specialised impact assessment teams who are deployed to different emergencies 
depending on intelligence from situation reports and incident controller observations.  

MFB and CFA are both identified in the EMMV as key support providers for IIA in support of state requirements [58]. 
DELWP train and deploy Rapid Response Assessment Teams (RRATs, formerly Bushfire RRATs), small groups of 
personnel trained in assessing impacts to public land and state forest. These organisations have dedicated training 
and exercising activities for impact (or damage) assessment [29]. Further, they have specialised equipment and 
technology readily available to facilitate impact assessment.  

 

  

Recommendation 2 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management recommends that Emergency Management Victoria engage 
relevant organisations to continue to leverage current impact assessment capacity and capability. This work 
should be coordinated through the existing impact assessment working groups to: 

• clarify current capability and capacity for impact assessment (including built, social, economic and natural 
impacts) 

• identify opportunities to better leverage existing agency and department expertise and resources to greatest 
effect 

• identify current systems in use and the technical requirements and constraints to be addressed to transition 
to an integrated portal for collection, collation and reporting of data. 
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BOX 3 

Australian deployment to Greece for impact assessment 

On 23 July 2018, a series of wildfires started in the coastal areas of Attica, Greece.  

The wildfires severely impacted the areas of Kineta and Mati, burning approximately 8000 hectares, including 400 
hectares within the Kineta township [66, 67]. The second fire in Mati was smaller, burning a total area of 
approximately 1200 hectares [67]. This fire was extremely intense and fast moving, fuelled by strong winds and 
high temperatures.  

Due to the response in Kineta there were insufficient resources to assess and respond to the fire in Mati. The 
insufficient resources, coupled with difficult weather conditions, the rapid spread of the fire and the difficult terrain, 
resulted in catastrophic destruction and deaths. The total death toll stands at 96 people, all from Mati [67-69]. 

On 1 August 2018, the Australian Government, via the Australian Embassy in Athens, received a request for 
assistance from the Greek Minister of Civil Protection – the Greek Government and its emergency services did 
not have the resources or the tools required to carry out a Rapid Damage Assessment (RDA) of the impact of the 
fires [67]. 

Emergency Management Australia worked with CFA, MFB, VICSES and Fire and Rescue NSW to identify and 
prepare suitable personnel for deployment as an Australian Government Disaster Assistance Response Team 
(DART). The team’s mission was to focus on RDA in Kineta and Mati utilising a Remotely Piloted Aircraft System 
and a Geographic Information System.  

The mission was originally for a seven-day deployment but was extended for an additional five days as a result of 
initial assessments conducted at the start of the operation.  

In Mati, DART conducted 4037 RDAs over four days, while at Kineta they conducted 2242 RDAs over a further 
four days [66, 67, 70].  

The impact assessments conducted by the 
DART provided information on the level of 
damage to buildings and gave the Greek 
authorities information on which buildings were 
most in need of a structural report to contribute 
to the recovery effort. Based on this data, the 
authorities could effectively prioritise the building 
inspections and ensure the safety of the area. 
DART used the Fulcrum software (see p.47) to 
compile the damage assessment for each 
individual property. 

The DART mission to undertake RDA was 
successfully carried out. The response to the 
initial request was fast with the personnel 
quickly sourced across a variety of jurisdictions 
and the team promptly arrived in Greece where 
assessments were completed and reported to 
the Greek authorities within two weeks [67].  

     
               Rapid damage assessment in Mati, Greece (Image: MFB) 
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Local government capability and capacity 

Local government personnel tasked to conduct impact assessment are likely to be less experienced in impact 
assessment. Despite this, local government holds significant value in impact assessment due to their contextual 
knowledge of communities but is limited in capacity. 

The emergency management teams in LGAs are often comprised of personnel whose emergency management 
roles or duties can comprise only a part of their position description. Due to individual LGAs not having to frequently 
manage major emergencies, personnel may not regularly practise their impact assessment capabilities. 
Consequently, personnel with limited training and experience may be required to assist with impact assessment.  

Local government stakeholders discussed limited training and experience in impact assessment as a known 
constraint in their capability and capacity to conduct impact assessment [71, 72].  

Impact assessment coincides with other important emergency management relief and recovery activities and may 
commence in some locations while an emergency continues in another area. Less resourced LGAs, particularly 
regional LGAs, had small pools of personnel to draw upon in times of crisis. Larger metropolitan LGAs had increased 
capacity, however, impact assessment is one of many tasks required of them in the relief and recovery phases of 
emergency management.  

EMV’s micro-learnings training initiative for some of the new EM-Impact Project developments was presented to the 
SCRC Relief and Recovery Sub-committee [Agenda item 3.4; 19] and discussed at pre-season briefings for the 
2018–19 summer season. Short, online videos and reading materials will be made available to increase access to 
impact assessment training.  

IGEM was not provided with any evidence of this part of the project, or its progress, but the initiative addresses a 
need within the sector for adaptable training opportunities.  

Datalink – the company which hosts CrisisWorks (see section 3.5, p.47) – offer on the ground support for local 
government to use its software during an emergency and advised IGEM it was also seeking funding to develop short 
videos and training materials for local government personnel that explain how to use the software in light of Victoria’s 
arrangements for impact assessment.  

Local government stakeholders identified collaborative networks as a means of increasing capacity in their region. 
Many LGAs participate in regional collaborations that offer impact assessment training and share resources. The 
North West Metropolitan Region Collaboration is one example of a collaboration who offer shared training 
opportunities and resources [73]. Stakeholders also referenced the Northern Victorian Integrated Emergency 
Management Cluster [74] which includes the City of Greater Bendigo, the Central Goldfields Shire, the Mount 
Alexander Shire Council, the Loddon Shire Council and the Campaspe Shire Council, who similarly support each 
other and share resources.  

… the collaboration is fantastic.  It's a great source of support of resource … So, we've got some councils that 
don't have a dedicated emergency management resource.  We've got some councils that have got large teams of 
emergency management staff.   

These regional collaborations for local government also provide a network for emergency management personnel to 
share information and offer on the ground support during emergencies. For example, local government stakeholders 
spoke of personnel from other Victorian local governments providing assistance in data entry, impact assessment 
and data reporting for the South-West Fires. 

In late 2018, EMV and local governments collaborated to support a SIA project officer position based in Manningham 
Council. The purpose of this initiative is to improve communication and developmental work concerning SIA between 
state and local government. The project officer and project were in the scoping phase at the time of writing. 

Regional collaborations have grown organically and are driven by a motivated workforce who recognise the benefits 
of working together. Local government should be encouraged and supported to strengthen and expand these 
collaborations. Support might come through offers of training and knowledge sharing from state and regional experts 
in impact assessment. Given their limited capacity, it is important to ensure changes in impact assessment are 
developed in collaboration with local government. IGEM notes that much of the work being coordinated by EMV is 
focused on streamlining and simplifying impact assessment to improve efficiencies for the entire sector including the 
local government tier. 
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Incorporating local knowledge 

 

 

 

 

Local knowledge provides a critical context to the collection and reporting of impact assessment data. Much of the 
data and information required for impact assessment is only useful when presented in context of the pre-existing 
environment or community conditions. The resilience index project will, in part, provide some context for impact 
assessment data (see section 3.3 p.35).  

However, an understanding of community priorities and environmental conditions may be useful in identifying priority 
data for impact assessment and driving impact assessment activities. Local knowledge is also important for impacts 
that are less tangible and more difficult to measure (see Box 4, p.46). Local knowledge is important for emergencies 
of all scales; local, regional and state. 

Local and state government, and responder agency stakeholders felt that impact assessment would be improved by 
including a team member with local knowledge in incident management teams (IMTs). Knowledge of local roads, 
demographic characteristics, residential details and community facilities would facilitate timely data collection. It 
could also assist impact assessment data collectors in their interactions with those who have been impacted.  

There has been a concerted effort across the sector to incorporate local knowledge in a range of IMT activities. 
JSOP J2.04 defines the procedures for incorporating local knowledge in IMTs for bushfires [75]. Stakeholders noted 
current work on changes that would extend the JSOP to become policy across a broader range of emergencies.  

Local government personnel have other responsibilities that may limit their capacity to provide ongoing assistance to 
the impact assessment teams (and more broadly) during an emergency. As such, other community representatives 
may be called upon to assist. The capacity of community representatives may be affected when their own 
community experiences a large-scale emergency. This limitation has been previously identified in the sector [76]. For 
example, community representatives may hold volunteer positions that require them to assist in other response or 
relief activities. 

The selection of community representatives needs to be well managed. Local government has an oversight of 
potential representatives and should be consulted to ensure suitable local knowledge is considered throughout the 
event. Individuals with appropriate knowledge and skills should be identified to ensure they reflect the community’s 
needs and can assist impact assessors with useful information. This is not always the case: 

We’ll get these community people and these community “reps” but they’re not representative of the community.  
They’ve got massive conflicts of interest ...  But that’s a key role that local government can do … because always 
they’ll get these people in – if they had made one phone call I could have given them a list of representatives 
from each town that represent those communities more than the people that they called up into those incident 
control centres.  

IGEM notes that the findings and recommendations identified in this review could be addressed in part by involving 
local knowledge to direct and assist in the data collection activities of impact assessment. A well-directed effort to 
involve local knowledge may also help to communicate the purpose and progress of impact assessment activities to 
community members.  

IGEM notes that strategies to incorporate local knowledge and access community members may vary greatly across 
Victoria. Strategies for regional, peri-urban and urban communities would vary greatly as would strategies for 
different emergencies. 

Finding 8 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that local knowledge is not consistently leveraged for 
impact assessment purposes. 
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JSOP J2.04 defines the procedures for integrating local knowledge in bushfire IMTs (Source emv.vic.gov.au) 

 

 

  

Recommendation 3 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management recommends that Emergency Management Victoria, with 
the support of Local Government Victoria, update, publish and share relevant impact assessment plans, 
operating procedures, manuals and impact assessment guidelines to ensure Incident Controllers or Incident 
Management Teams formally consult relevant local personnel.  

Appropriate local representation should be identified during pre-season activities and/or in the initial stages of an 
emergency through a brief consultation with local government emergency management personnel.  

Local representation should extend from response through to recovery to better align emergency management 
with community requirements. 
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BOX 4 

Contextualising impact assessment data with local knowledge 

Post-emergency it is difficult to quantify psychosocial impacts and address these psychosocial needs for all 
individuals. Layering data with local knowledge creates a strong evidence base for recovery. 

Moyne Shire’s recent recovery actions following the South-West Fires illustrate the importance of understanding 
impact and addressing the needs of local communities. Local government personnel involved in emergency 
management built on impact assessment data and existing local knowledge to recognise the likelihood of severe 
mental health impacts in the aftermath of March 2018 fires. Local government personnel were aware of existing 
strains within the community and understood how the fires had impacted their community through the secondary 
impact assessment being conducted at the time. 

Through initial conversations with the community members, the team recognised that farmers were busy trying to 
repair their properties and continue their businesses. Despite receiving advice to form recovery committees and 
hold centralised ‘townhall’ meetings, the recovery team organised a vehicle to deliver its recovery outreach. The 
fires had caused significant disruptions to the local industry and family life. Community members were unlikely to 
take time out of their day to attend recovery forums and committees. The vehicle-based outreach allowed the 
recovery to come to the community.  

‘Van-tastic’ is the resulting initiative where local farmers and residents are invited to gather together to share cake, 
a cup of tea and a sausage. Local government personnel are available to share information, suggest support 
services and answer questions.  

Local government personnel spoke of multiple instances of community members banding together to help each 
other out. Community members, some who had previously never engaged with each other beyond a cursory 
wave, have shared equipment, knowledge and stories to support each other in practical and emotional ways.  

This is an example where data and local knowledge have been used to foster positive community connections 
and emulate a ‘build back better’ approach. 

     Moyne Shire’s recovery outreach vehicle - ‘Van-tastic’ (Image: Moyne Shire). 
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3.5 Impact assessment data collection tools 

 

EMV are leading the EM-Impact Project that includes an overhaul of common data reporting procedures. The 
development of a centralised impact assessment portal is ongoing at the time of writing. Previously, organisations 
shared data through several online and in-person formats. This resulted in a devolved system of impact assessment 
reporting that took considerable time and resources to collate, and resulted in duplication and inconsistent data 
sharing across the sector. The centralised portal was originally designed for emergencies escalated to state level but 
can be used in other levels of escalation.  

The development of a centralised, integrated data portal will mitigate many of the issues identified through the 
course of the review. However, IGEM notes the importance of addressing the findings and recommendations related 
to clarity of purpose of impact assessment as a priority to guide further development of effective technological 
solutions. 

Stakeholders expressed almost unanimous support for a centralised impact assessment data portal, or a system 
where data collected by various organisations could be easily accessed in real-time and shared electronically. 
Queensland has a centralised portal and devices that can be shared across the sector to conduct impact 
assessment (see Box 5, p.48). 

Most of the organisations use different data collection and reporting tools which span from paper forms to 
sophisticated online platforms. Some organisations use platforms that allow them to work collaboratively with similar 
organisations. For example, the majority of LGAs use CrisisWorks, an online data collection platform which has 
recently expanded to allow collaboration across LGAs.  

MFB uses ARM360, Survey123 and has adopted a system called Fulcrum. These technologies are used in other 
jurisdictions, allowing MFB to work collaboratively across the country and internationally. 

The online platforms typically shared the following features: 

• location mapping ability 

• image/video upload capacity 

• useable on portable device (for example, tablets, phones and laptops) 

• customisable data entry that can be changed according to emergency management needs.  

In general, IGEM observed a future-focused approach to technology for impact assessment. Producers of impact 
assessment data discussed multiple strategies for using technology to improve impact assessment by making it 
more efficient, safer and accurate. Some of these strategies related to equipment (for example smart devices, new 
generation satellites and aerial observation systems). Other strategies related to communication and information 
sharing technology.  

During the South-West Fires, EMV trialled the updated centralised SIA portal to identify issues with the system. This 
required some double-handling of data for organisations and the system experienced some technical difficulties that 
made data reporting cumbersome.  

EMV facilitated several post-event debriefing activities [77-79]. The debrief  which focused on impact assessment 
[79] identified problems with the trial and the system. Personnel responding to the South-West Fires also raised 
numerous issues related to the centralised SIA portal through the lessons management system EMV coordinates 
(EM-Share) which resulted in a lesson being formally drafted (LES0000014). 

Finding 9 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that there is significant work being conducted by 
Emergency Management Victoria to resolve impact assessment data collection, collation, coordination and 
communication challenges. 
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EMV and the associated working groups for the impact assessment projects have made several adjustments to the 
portal in preparation for the 2018–19 summer season based on the trial during the South-West Fires and ongoing 
development activities. One major decision has been to integrate other organisations’ data reporting platforms into 
the centralised portal. EMV has started to integrate CrisisWorks which will result in key data entered automatically 
populating the centralised portal. At the time of writing, 19 CrisisWorks metrics had been integrated into the 
centralised portal. EMV indicated integration across systems will continue to occur.  

Stakeholders raised concerns with the centralised portal, many of which have been identified by the EMV impact 
assessment project team. Some of the concerns related to the portal specifically include: 

• limited ability to share information reported within an organisation 

• limited ability to download/export complete or partial data sets 

• unclear methods and metrics of data reporting 

• large amount of data required 

• high degree of technical expertise and/or on the job learning required to report and interpret the data.  

IGEM notes that the centralised impact assessment portal is currently developed for Class 1 emergencies only. 
Stakeholders were interested to see the portal expanded to support impact assessment in Class 2 emergencies. 
EMV’s project plans indicate funding is not allocated beyond 2018 for the development of the centralised portal and 
associated projects [20]. 

BOX 5 

Queensland’s centralised impact assessment portal 

Several stakeholders engaged in the review highlighted DARMsysTM as a potential, leading practice impact 
assessment system.  

DARMsysTM is a damage assessment and reconstruction monitoring system, developed and implemented by 
Queensland Reconstruction Authority in conjunction with other Queensland Government agencies to aid the 
recovery and reconstruction efforts associated with the devastating weather events of 2010–11 [80]. 

The system consists of a three-phased approach for all disaster events: Phase 1 – Initial Response; Phase 2 – 
Damage Assessment; and Phase 3 – Reconstruction Monitoring. 
DARMsysTM facilitates the gathering of accurate, real time data to enable decision-makers to prioritise and 
develop effective response and recovery efforts. Data entered into the system is automatically uploaded onto a 
web-based portal where it can be accessed and added to as required.  

In practice, impact assessors are provided with state-owned tablets that have the appropriate software and 
capabilities to run DARMsysTM. These tablets are weather-proof and can be used by all agencies throughout the 
impact assessment period.  

The data has been used by Queensland organisations to assist in planning their response for recovery from 
various emergencies in accordance to their responsibilities These organisations include: 

• Department of Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services 

• utilities providers 

• public works 

• temporary housing planners 

• local councils. 

The data can also be used to expedite any grant funding applications to the Natural Disaster and Recovery 
Arrangements [80, 81]. 

The World Bank has acknowledged that Queensland’s recovery from the natural disasters of recent years was 
aided by the use of DARMsysTM [81] 

Stakeholders to IGEM’s review noted the benefits that could be provided through the Victorian sector adopting a 
similar, common data collection and monitoring platform. 
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4.1 Consequence management approach 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Most stakeholders agreed that consequence management has or could provide value to the sector. Stakeholders 
reflected that consequence management encouraged broader thinking and a change of focus from the initial 
response to considering the wider effects of emergency events. This included considering all phases of the 
emergency, the range of organisations, community and industry partners to be coordinated and supported in 
response and recovery. 

Stakeholders reported the value of consequence management is to enable broad, longer-term thinking which: 

• aids understanding of the cascading and compounding consequences that potentially have larger negative 
effects than the initial impacts 

• creates a common focus on community needs  

• expands the courses of actions considered during response and to aid in recovery 

• identifies a broader range of organisations, community and industry partners to be coordinated in response and 
recovery  

• identifies potentially specific individuals and groups within the affected community with different recovery needs. 

One stakeholder described the value of using a consequence ‘lens’ as: 

It makes a massive difference to … the questions you're asking. The information you're gathering actually then 
starts to build much more sophisticated intelligence into the decision-making.  

A few stakeholders raised that a valuable aspect of consequence management was its promotion of a shift from 
‘siloed’ organisation thinking to broader-sector considerations. Consequence management encourages a focus on 
community needs and sector collaboration to address those needs most efficiently. 

Throughout the review, the term ‘approach’ rather than ‘process’ has been more appropriate to apply to 
consequence management. Most stakeholders described consequence management as an approach that supports 
effective coordination and decision-making. Stakeholders highlighted the value of continuing to apply consequence 
management as an approach as it facilitates dynamic and adaptive thinking in all emergencies.  

 

 

Finding 10 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management (IGEM) finds the sector values consequence management 
as an approach that fosters: 

• consideration of the wider ramifications of an emergency event, including appropriate actions and the 
coordination of broader sector organisations and partners 

• a way to think about and adapt to non-traditional and unanticipated emergencies.  

IGEM finds that the consequence management approach is diffusing broadly across the sector, but with 
different understandings and applications across and between local, regional and state tiers. 



 50 

 

The following stakeholder’s comment captured how consequence management has the capacity to assist with future 
unknowns by remaining an approach: 

… I think we’re also good at identifying consequences of the typical emergencies that we get, the floods, the 
fires, the storms.  It’s the ‘outside of the box’ ones that we’re really going to struggle with. So, if we get a 
significant power outage like South Australia, I think we’re going to really struggle with some of that, and any of 
the other ‘out of the box’ emergencies that we might face, I think that’s where we’re really going to struggle.  

Victorian emergency events including the 2018 West Footscray Fire, the 2017 Bourke Street tragedy, the 2016 
thunderstorm asthma event, and the 2014 Hazelwood Coal Mine fire, were discussed as examples that could have 
benefited from a consequence management approach being applied or a more comprehensive consequence 
management approach that considered a broader range of consequences. 

The sector continually builds on knowledge gained from past emergencies. However, there will almost always be 
unique circumstances in each emergency due to factors such as the emergency characteristics, the context, location 
and impacted community. IGEM notes it is important to learn from past emergencies and the people impacted but 
there is also significant value in considering and planning to mitigate unknowns. 

Stakeholders described the value of consequence management for informing relief and recovery efforts. However, 
they identified greater potential for consequence management to inform response priorities and decision-making to 
mitigate or reduce the scale of necessary relief and recovery activities. This reflects the understanding that response 
decisions influence community recovery. Some responder agencies have used a consequence management 
approach to inform their response decision-making (examples described below), but there is scope to further embed 
this approach across the sector.  

Stakeholders engaged in the review described examples where the application of a consequence lens had improved 
outcomes.  

One example was the removal of a stockpile of more than 10,000 tyres in Stawell [82, 83]. The removal required the 
coordination of multiple organisations and partners to remove the risk of a fire starting in the stockpile which would 
have been a large-scale emergency. A tyre fire of this magnitude would have had large implications for the future 
sustainability of the surrounding town due to the likelihood of health, economic and environmental consequences.  

Another example of consequence thinking is provided by Parks Victoria on response to an isolated bushfire. Parks 
Victoria determined not to intervene in a fire in a National Park based on consequence thinking: 

…. there’s a fire going … Do we need to intervene really heavily? … [The Incident Controller] talked to the 
Commissioner about how he wanted to respond to it, making the argument that it was in a planned burn zone 
and plot. And going through the state control priorities – so, preservation of life, property, critical community 
infrastructure, environmental values, cultural values – and basically every single one of those things will be worse 
off if we intervene in this fire. He said, it’s in the middle of the Alpine National Park. It’s in a planned burn plot. 
Nobody is there. The only way that we’ll put people at risk is by putting firefighters out on the line... Let’s take a 
consequence management perspective, given that it’s already in a planned burn zone … in very remote country 
where if things do go wrong, the consequences for an individual if they are injured can be really extreme.  

The use of consequence management thinking, and strategy development is also evident within existing plans, 
including the State Emergency Response Plan (SERP) - Extreme Heat Sub Plan [84], the State Landslide Hazard 
Plan [85] and the State Health Emergency Response Plan [86].  

These plans respectively consider the broader consequences of heatwave, landslide and health emergencies, and 
identify strategies to mitigate the risk and minimise the severity of these consequences. For example, the SERP– 
Extreme Heat Sub-plan outlines the Victorian arrangements for the coordinated response to the impacts and 
consequences of extreme heat events (including heatwaves) on the community, infrastructure, and services [84]. 
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Within the SERP – Extreme Heat Sub-plan [p.8-9; 84] consequences are considered within the resilient recovery 
model using four of the five domains:  

• wellbeing 

• liveability 

• sustainability 

• viability (see p.25 for an overview of the model).  

There are no consequences considered under the fifth domain of community connections. However, another chapter 
of the plan focuses on community resilience. 

Use of consequence management across the sector 

IGEM notes that the language and use of consequence management thinking is diffusing through all tiers of the 
emergency management sector. Several stakeholders explained consequence management had given them a ‘term’ 
for what they were already doing which had enabled the rapid uptake of the approach. Therefore, the value these 
stakeholders perceived was the system-wide application of a consistent language to stimulate broader and longer-
term thinking.  

For example:   

…. I don’t think there’s anything new. I think it’s a concept and a language. But I think it’s a way of challenging us 
to think more broadly and to think ahead and to think about things that might be outside of what is familiar and 
helping us to plan for the unknown. 

Nearly all local government stakeholders interviewed understood and reported doing a form of, or using components 
of, consequence management. One local government stakeholder commented that they consider the consequences 
of emergencies, but do not generally use the term consequence management.  

Additional uptake of consequence management is evident in the Alpine Shire [87] and Greater Dandenong City [88] 
MEMPs (among others) which state that councils’ role is to provide information to inform consequence management 
if the emergency escalates to regional or state tiers. Another variation on the uptake is the Cardinia Shire Council 
MEMP [89] which states it will establish its own consequence management team to respond to an emergency event 
if required. Hence, a general understanding and using of the approach was noted at the local tier. 

Local government stakeholders described often being the last organisation managing an emergency event and 
having a responsibility to manage consequences to the end. Furthermore, local government is closest to their 
communities, deliver a range of services to their communities and hence, is aware of specific community features 
and needs:  

For example: 

I think it’s a sound idea [consequence management], but councils don’t operate in a siloed way.  When councils 
are dealing with community recovery, they would be doing it with that sort of lens [consequence management] 
regardless … I think it's what councils are doing in most cases.  

Differing understanding of consequence management 

IGEM notes that stakeholder understanding, use of consequence management and what was understood as a 
‘consequence’, tended to relate to whether they operated in the local, regional or state tier and whether their role 
was primarily involved in emergency management planning, response or recovery.  

Stakeholders engaged in the review have various understandings and uses of consequence management. Only a 
few stakeholders had an end-to-end view and could clearly distinguish a consequence from an impact.  

Stakeholder interviews, after-action reviews, emergency event debriefs and organisation-specific plans revealed 
inconsistencies in how consequence thinking is applied. The Parks Victoria response to the Alpine National Park fire 
(p.50) was one example of consequence management thinking informing action. However, some organisation-
specific consequence management examples and documents provided did not embed a consequence management 
approach, focusing more on direct impacts rather than consideration of wider ramifications. 
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A presentation at the 2018 VicRoads Preparedness Forum acknowledged that consequence management could 
have been applied better in an incident involving the jack-knifing of an articulated truck on the West Gate Freeway. 
The incident resulted in a traffic standstill during peak hour. Consequence management could have resulted in better 
decisions being made about staged road openings, communicating alternative routes to people prior to entering the 
freeway, and increased focus on people with vulnerabilities (for example, frail and elderly).  

VicRoads also noted that additional assets, such as Transurban Group’s Evacuation Trailer containing essentials 
such as water and pet food, could have been made available through broader consideration and consultation.  

When consequence management is examined across all its stages (see Figure 3, p.24), it is evident that 
consequence thinking and strategy development are occurring to varying extents across the sector.  

The next section of this report examines consequence management planning (including product preparation), 
implementation of those products and feedback.  

Smoke from Wye River fire observed from The Great Ocean Road (Image: Keith Pakenham AFSM) 
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4.2 Consequence management products and use 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Since the introduction of consequence management in the 2013 Act, the associated products have continued to 
evolve and be refined. For example, the 2015 Regional Strategic Risk and Consequence Management Plan: 
Regional Plan Lorne – Jamieson Track Fire is a 40-page document with 11 scenarios based on discrete, potential 
consequences with limited synthesis.  

In comparison the consequence assessment produced for the South-West Fires contains three time-bound – 
scenarios based on possible different fire durations – one month, six-month and nine-month. These scenarios 
provided comprehensive analysis of a range of consequences using the resilience recovery domains. The use of the 
resilience recovery model is evidence of another change to consequence management products as these were 
incorporated in 2017. The current consequence management products are presented in Table 1 (p.26).  

Stakeholders held a range of concerns regarding the value and use of the consequence management products; 
especially regarding the relevance and effectiveness to inform decision-makers.  

Stakeholder concerns include:  

• functionality of the products due to the long length of some products and variability in readability and content 
presentation 

• questions over the quality of evidence and inputs regarding whether the most accurate, appropriate and relevant 
data and/or local knowledge is being incorporated 

• analysis and content not aligning with or being reliable to inform decisions.  

Due to these concerns, some stakeholders – including the intended audience of these products – reported not using 
them.  

Capturing some of these key concerns resulting in lack of decision-maker use: 

… the products that come out of the Consequence Team that sits in the SCC are perhaps not as robust as we 
would like to see them. They're very long, they're very difficult to read, so ultimately, it's not something that we 
really rely on when briefing up into SCRC or SEMC … their documents are not strongly linked to the needs of 
decision-makers and the evidence of that is that we don't use them when briefing …  

Data and intelligence  

Stakeholders held concerns about the inputs of consequence management including the quality of data (for example 
baseline and impact assessment data) and intelligence (for example incident intelligence, local and regional area 
knowledge) informing consequence management products.  

There are two main positions regarding quality and incorporating data and intelligence.  

One position advocated for consequence management to be more data-driven and based on solid intelligence to 
produce robust products. Stakeholders advocating this position spoke of consequence management requiring ‘good 
data and good information’ and being based on risk and clear understanding of the impacts. 

  

Finding 11 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds the value of the consequence management products 
is inhibited by: 

• difficulty with interpreting and use due to length and presentation of content 

• the quality of inputs through use of inappropriate and unsubstantiated data and/or intelligence 

• misalignment between the content of products and key decision-maker needs 

• lack of validation and evaluation of products to continuously improve the approach. 
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The quality of intelligence informing products was especially important when regarding the incorporation of local and 
regional intelligence. Similar to the issues raised regarding the incorporation of local knowledge into impact 
assessment, consequence management would benefit from a concerted consideration of how to identify and 
incorporate appropriate local and regional knowledge.  

For example: 

 It does depend on the engagement from the emergency management teams of organisations. If it’s not working 
at the incident level, the influence of state in getting those agencies into the game is really important. It’s 
something we need to be conscious of that the quality of our consequence management is only based on the 
quality of our information.  

The other position advocated for amongst stakeholders was the requirement to balance data and intelligence with 
longer-term, more comprehensive, big-picture thinking.  

Stakeholders advocating this middle ground approach acknowledged the limited data availability due to the short 
timeframes under which some consequence management products are required. These stakeholders considered the 
purpose of the products to be tools to facilitate thinking and coordination beyond the initial impacts and consider 
potential longer-term, cascading and compounding consequences. For these stakeholders, consequence 
management value was being able to work with what was available to ask ‘what does it mean?’ and ‘what do we 
need to be alert for and consider?’  

For example:  

I think it’s a balance. I think obviously when you have data that is fantastic, and you can build on it and use it and 
use it to test … Because data tends to be grounded in what you know and what we measure and [is] inherently in 
our past …. I think it’s equally important to really be able to think differently and look ahead. And I think it’s 
important to then circle back to [the data] and continue – it’s an iterative process. It’s not an ‘or’, it’s an ‘and’.  

Feedback, validation and evaluation  

 

 

 

 

IGEM could not find evidence of the final stage of consequence management as per Figure 3 (p.24) – feedback – 
occurring in practice. The feedback stage of the consequence management cycle is to ‘review and update plans to 
meet community needs’ [38]. More broadly feedback can be used as part of a mechanism to validate and evaluate 
the effectiveness of consequence products. Validating and evaluating the products would reveal whether the 
consequences were managed effectively or were even identified and prioritised for management.  

Due to the lack of feedback one stakeholder expressed an element of cynicism in the sector, stating: 

‘... my assessment is as everybody said, it’s done, it’s a tick in the box, there’s no going back to validate with the 
agencies that it’s correct ...’ 

 

  

Finding 12 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds consequence management products do not align with 
audience and decision-making requirements.  
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Cobden-Terang peat fires in March 2018 (Image: Emergency Management Victoria) 

4.3 Consequence management scope, responsibility 
and capacity 

 

 

 

 

 

State tier scope and responsibility  

The definition of consequence management within the 2013 Act focuses on the coordination of ‘services or 
infrastructure which is, or may be, affected by a major emergency’ [p.34; 1]. The EMC is responsible for the 
coordination of consequence management as it is defined in the 2013 Act. Other organisations in the sector also 
have responsibilities similar to consequence management [90].  

The Security and Emergency Management Committee (SEMC) and SCRC have broad and comparable 
consequence management responsibilities. For instance, SEMC provides ‘oversight of preparedness, prevention, 
response and recovery for major emergencies requiring whole-of-government coordination’ [p.8; 90].  

Finding 13 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that:  

• across all tiers stakeholders identified that a lack of scope clarity and a lack of coordination between and 
across tiers results in duplication and unintended negative consequences. 

• roles and responsibilities of the Emergency Management Commissioner and sector organisations were 
unclear.  

• for regional and local tiers, limited capacity and resources were identified as a barrier to applying an effective 
consequence management approach. 
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SCRC provides advice to SEMC on whole-of-government emergency and crisis management strategies, and any 
emerging emergency management issues. SCRC also provides advice regarding the resilience of critical 
infrastructure and ensures broad social, economic, built and natural environmental consequences are considered 
appropriately [p.9; 90].These committees share responsibilities for ensuring consequences are addressed across 
government. The State Strategic Communications Cell supports the EMC to develop communications information for 
the SCRC and SEMC if required [90]. The roles and responsibilities for these committees and the EMC are outlined 
in emergency management guidelines [90]. 

Sector-wide coordination and responsibility  

Concerns over responsibility and coordination across and between tiers were raised by stakeholders. They also 
expressed concern over issues of capacity and resourcing for consequence management; especially at the local and 
regional tiers.   

IGEM notes gaps in coordination and unclear demarcations of responsibilities between tiers. Stakeholders reported 
occasions where the state tier was perceived as extending into issues that would be better managed at the regional 
or local tier. Further, some state tier actions were found to result in unintended negative consequences that required 
local and regional management.  

Duplication in consequence management was also identified due to gaps in coordination and unclear roles across 
and between tiers.  

For example, during the recent South-West Fires: 

… I was having to get to know the intelligence person in the SCC on a first name basis because I found they 
were duplicating work that we were doing … but at the same time they were doing some consequence 
management, which we were trying to do within our unit because it was incident specific.  The region knew that’s 
what we were doing but then we found out the SCC intel area was also doing consequence management …  

Stakeholders identified an opportunity for consequence management to include an expanded focus on ensuring the 
coordinated organisations, community and industry partners work together, and achieve seamless integration 
between and across tiers to reduce duplication and gaps.   

The use of the resilient recovery model in consequence management causes further role ambiguity across the 
sector. The use of this model expands the scope of consequences considered by state consequence management 
personnel. Stakeholders engaged in the review had concerns related to the scope of consequence management 
being coordinated by the EMC and EMV.  

These concerns – supported in committee documents [91] and a stakeholder submission – included: 

• unclear responsibilities for considering consequences and coordinating relevant organisations, community and 
industry partners 

• inconsistent triggers and escalation points for transition between EMV and other organisations 

• potential for duplication to occur 

• the extended scope of EMV’s role and responsibilities.  

Evidence of these concerns are provided by the following stakeholder’s statement: 

... It would be good to get to the bottom of, where does consequence management end … and where is the new 
normal, … back to business as usual? And, where does the responsibility of the EMC end as well, and then 
where does the department take over? So, that demarcation line …  

The legislated definition of consequence management does not adequately address many of these concerns. For 
example, the phrase ‘services or infrastructure which is, or may be, affected by a major emergency’, with the 
inclusion of ‘or may be’ could be interpreted as an opportunity for consequence management to be used in planning.  

The scope of consequence management is also open to interpretation and could include communities and 
individuals as users of the services and infrastructure legislated for consideration.  

IGEM notes overall that there is a need to clearly define the role, responsibilities, as well as trigger and escalation 
points between EMV and the sector to reach an agreed position. Assisting this task would be a clearly defined 
purpose and intended outcomes of consequence management. 
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Resourcing and capacity  

Local and regional stakeholders reported difficulties related to capacity and resourcing to undertake effective 
consequence management.  

Stakeholders noted one value of consequence management at the state tier was having a dedicated state 
consequence management cell who had the time and capability to think more longer-term and broadly about the 
consequences of a major emergency.  

Stakeholders also noted that not all incident control tiers had access to relevant resources and training and/or lacked 
the capacity to engage in this approach.  

Local government emergency management plans referred to consequence management, but there is currently no 
formal training or doctrine guiding consequence management activities nor resource allocation specifically for those 
working within local and regional tiers. 

Stakeholders identified the importance of a consistent consequence management approach across local, regional 
and state tiers. The key enablers identified for strengthening consequence management capacity across all tiers 
were training, capacity building, resourcing and coordination.  

Some agencies and departments are already training their personnel in the consequence management. An example 
is MFB who had sent 34 personnel to the Executive Consequence Management training (at the time of writing).  

However, some less resourced organisations reported limitations in the current resource intensive nature (time and 
money) of this training option. There were also concerns that the content would not be applicable to the types of 
consequence management activities their organisations would undertake.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Finding 14 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that consequence management is an important 
approach to facilitate dynamic and adaptive decision-making. However, there are aspects of consequence 
management that still require further refinement. A key priority is to establish clear demarcations between 
Emergency Management Victoria’s consequence management roles and responsibilities and those of other 
sector organisations. Additionally, coordination is required between and across all tiers. 

Recommendation 4 

The Inspector-General for Emergency Management recommends that Emergency Management Victoria 
continues to lead discussions with the sector to resolve their respective roles, responsibilities and scope for 
consequence management and associated triggers and escalation points. These discussions should result in 
the production, publication and sharing of a consequence management framework which considers the 
following: 

• purpose and use of consequence management 

• guidance for the sector on the consequence management approach and application across the sector 

• opportunities to further strengthen the coordination of consequence management across and between tiers 

• improvement of consequence management products to ensure relevance, appropriateness and 
effectiveness 

• additional mechanisms to build the capacity of the sector to undertake consequence management 

• appropriate local and regional representation in consequence management. 
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5 Future directions 
 

 

 

 

 

5.1 Integrating impact assessment and consequence 
management 

Current integration of impact assessment and consequence management 

Impact assessment and consequence management aim to improve response, relief and recovery outcomes and 
inform decision-making throughout all phases of emergency management. Consequence management relies on 
intelligence describing the area of impact, the impact itself and what outcomes might be expected as the emergency 
unfolds. Impact assessment contributes to intelligence by describing the impact. As the resilience index continues to 
evolve, this element of impact assessment will provide data that describes the affected community. 

Within the EMMV, impact assessment and consequence management are integrated [p.27; 31]. As stated:  

5.2.5 Impact assessment … The Emergency Management Commissioner is responsible for collecting and 
reporting information on the impact of emergencies in order to inform priorities in consequence management and 
the provision of relief and recovery services.  

Despite some similarities between the two initiatives, stakeholders did not have extensive examples of impact 
assessment and consequence management being integrated. Further, in examples where impact assessment and 
consequence management were said to be integrated, there was substantial variation in how both initiatives were 
considered. 

In the SCC, the State Consequence Manager is provided with impact assessment data. However, IGEM was not 
provided with evidence describing how this information is used to inform consequence management products. It is 
also unclear whether the consequence thinking and its associated products are interlinked with impact assessment 
processes. 

Stakeholders who have been part of the consequence cell in the SCC suggested that preliminary consequence 
products are developed prior to receiving impact assessment data. This is supported by the documented timelines 
for both consequence considerations (initial product created with 1–6 hours of an emergency) and IIA (reported 
within 48 hours after safe access to the area of impact).  
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Benefits of integrating impact assessment and consequence management 

 
Stakeholders described (a) links between impact assessment and consequence management and (b) potential 
benefits if there was greater integration. The link was simply stated by one stakeholder involved in response and 
recovery, who noted that understanding the type and scale of the impact is necessary to understand the potential 
consequences. The benefits of integrating consequence management and impact assessment identified by 
stakeholders have included: 

• impact assessment data describing the emergency event (for example, what happened?) and consequence 
management providing narrative/context (for example, what does it mean?) 

• consequence management revealing potentially more important, longer-term and/or damaging consequences 
than being revealed by impact assessment data 

• consequence management informing the data required from impact assessment, organisations involved and 
potential affected populations  

• impact assessment data informing consequence management and, in turn, SIA validating consequence 
management and resulting in consequence management plan revisions. 

A stakeholder illustrated some of these links with the description:  

In my opinion the initial consequence plan should be just theoretically what’s happening, what do we know, what 
don't we know and what could happen. The impact assessment is what do we first know … what’s actually 
occurred, and your secondary is confirming it … the consequence plan should be really the catalyst … to help 
the incident controllers know where to prioritise their resources, and also help relief and recovery prepare their 
systems.  And your impact assessment is validating what actually did occur.   

Consequence management influenced clarity for impact assessment and the developments being undertaken as per 
SAP Action G6 [9]. 

As described by one stakeholder, consequence management had broadened the thinking about how impact 
assessment could be more comprehensive and effective. It has also provided greater of clarity surrounding the types 
of data collected for impact assessment, how the data will be used and the importance of the information.  

For some stakeholders, as noted in the previous section, consequence management is an approach they have 
always used. As such, impact assessment has always been conducted in consideration of the broader 
consequences for the community. Organisations involved in recovery, or with broader social and community 
responsibilities often considered the consequences of the impacts they were assessing.  

Two examples demonstrate beneficial outcomes of an integrated approach to consequence management and 
impact assessment. The 2018 SKM Recycling Plant Fire in Coolaroo and the 2017 Bourke Street tragedy in 
Melbourne’s CBD, were events where local government became responsible for many aspects of recovery. In both 
incidents consequence thinking by local government expanded the consideration of populations requiring targeted 
support; these being local business employees, people experiencing homelessness and community members 
recently arrived in Australia.  

  

Finding 15 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management finds that impact assessment and consequence 
management provide complementary intelligence that can be further integrated to inform response, relief and 
recovery activities. 
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The following statement describes how impacts were used to identify potential consequences of the 2017 Bourke 
Street tragedy:  

… the impact on local businesses. The downstream impacts on them, the psychosocial issues with staff in the 
area, those are all sort of longer-term consequences that need to be considered and managed down the track. 
And knowing what they are is informed by good impact assessment.  

There is opportunity for further integration and dissemination of use through the sector. There is scope to align the 
two initiatives across all tiers, particularly if consequence management remains a structured approach to emergency 
management. Aligning these two initiatives would also complement EMV’s Community Resilience Framework which 
advocates for a community-centric approach that focuses on consequence management and resilience building in all 
communities [92]. 

While IGEM observed some positive examples of integration of impact assessment and consequence management 
occurring, these examples occurred when activities were isolated to one tier. Stakeholders suggested that 
integration would become more complicated when applied throughout the course of an emergency involving multiple 
organisations operating across tiers. 

An idealised model of how impact assessment and consequence management could be integrated and influence 
each other has been presented in Figure 5. The figure is derived from stakeholders’ statements and IGEM’s analysis 
of both initiatives. There is opportunity for consequence management thinking to inform the identification of priority 
data for collection during IIA. As impact assessment data is reported, it can contribute to the intelligence being used 
to further plan for likely consequences. This can refine the breadth of consequences being considered, the breadth 
of those involved in managing the consequence and the affected populations and individuals requiring relief and 
recovery support.   

Figure 5: Integrated impact assessment and consequence management 

Source: IGEM 

 
IGEM notes that the integration of impact assessment and consequence management in practice will be challenging 
due to the improvements required for both initiatives identified in the review. However, the recommendations made 
throughout the review may assist to facilitate integration of the initiatives.  
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Additional challenges are the capacity and capability required to integrate impact assessment data with other 
intelligence, so it can be used for consequence management. This may be facilitated by identifying core impact 
assessment data that can be produced urgently.  

Stakeholders strongly agreed it important to retain the longer-term, broader, outside-the-box thinking of 
consequence management, but layer this with accurate data to create a clear and robust narrative appropriate to 
audience need.  

A final challenge would be integrating the resilient recovery model with recovery environments. Some documents 
alternate between the two recovery models which creates potential for confusion, duplication and gaps. A consistent 
underlying framework using a recovery model approved by the sector would facilitate greater integration of both 
impact assessment and consequence management. An example from one interview was the interviewee discussing 
consequence management and impact assessment while referencing the recovery environments:  

I think there’s a natural progression between impact assessments, consequence and indeed across to relief and 
recovery. And there’s some shared skill sets. But it is to build on intelligence as it comes in and thinking about 
some of the broader implications, whether it’s socially, economically or for the natural, built environment.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Train tracks warped due to a heatwave (Image: Calum Robertson / Newspix) 

 

 

Observation 3 
The Inspector-General for Emergency Management observes that the use of the resilient recovery model for 
consequence management and the recovery environments for impact assessment is causing confusion in the 
sector and creates a barrier to further integration of these initiatives. 



 

 

6 Concluding remarks 
 

 

 

 

 

The evidence analysed throughout this review indicates a high degree of skill and conceptual thinking occurring in 
the practice and ongoing development of impact assessment and consequence management.  

IGEM has made observations, findings and recommendations to provide direction for improved sector coordination 
and refinement towards leading practice. IGEM notes that many of the findings in this review reflect issues that are 
relevant to emergency management more broadly.  

Local knowledge, privacy and information sharing, local government capacity and community-centric resilience 
building activities are being considered in many emergency management sector initiatives. As such, sector-wide 
developments may have implications for the issues raised in this report. 

The organisations involved in both impact assessment and consequence management showed clear accountabilities 
for both initiatives, often exceeding their expected responsibilities. Sector organisations overall had good internal 
practices for impact assessment, and many were adopting a consequence management approach in their planning, 
response and recovery activities. 

The sector requires increased coordination between and within tiers to further advance both initiatives. IGEM did not 
observe a siloed approach to either initiative, rather a lack of understanding of the specific purposes, roles and 
information requirements relevant to other organisations. The limited coordination is inhibiting a genuine sector-wide 
approach and coherent practices pertaining to both impact assessment and consequence management.  

Stakeholders engaged in the review demonstrated a strong willingness and capability to improve impact assessment 
processes and share their knowledge and expertise in data collection and analysis. 

Coordinators of both initiatives can leverage this willingness to collaborate by refining platforms, products, tools, 
training materials and procedures. Fundamental to this work will be achieving a clear sense of purpose and 
understanding of how discrete activities and data contribute to broader emergency management objectives. 

Can impact assessment and consequence management strengthen each other? 
IGEM notes that impact assessment is a process and consequence management is emerging as a coordinated 
approach to emergency management. Despite this, each initiative produces intelligence that can be used to inform, 
direct and verify the other.  

Consequence thinking could be used to predict the initial decisions that need to be made and direct the data 
identified for collection in impact assessment. Likewise, once impact assessment data is reported, it can be used to 
position the focus of consequence assessments and plans according to the current impacts. Further, as recovery 
progresses, the products of each initiative can be used to validate each other and direct the later stages of impact 
assessment and recovery activities. 

Integrating impact assessment and consequence management has benefits for each initiative in isolation. However, 
the sector may benefit from an integrated approach to improve the clarity and cohesiveness of the many activities 
conducted during response and recovery phases of emergency management. 

This review highlights the strong capability of sector personnel tasked with impact assessment and the diffusion of 
consequence management through the sector. The sector can build on these strengths to further integrate impact 
assessment and consequence management. The sector should reflect on the key purposes and short, medium and 
long-term outcomes to drive improvement for both initiatives. 
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Appendix 1: Methodology 
 

 

 

 

 

Scoping 

The review aims and scope were initially developed in the Annual Forward Plan of Reviews –2018 – Forward 
Projection of Reviews. IGEM conducted a preliminary analysis of existing impact assessment and consequence 
management doctrine to clarify the scope for this review. EMV participated in consultations to further refine the 
scope of this review. IGEM also considered the conduct of its ongoing monitoring and assurance work.  

Data collection 

IGEM collected data from the following sources: 

• stakeholder interviews  

• observations 

• document analysis. 

Stakeholder interviews  

IGEM conducted 25 formal interviews, and held focus groups with stakeholders representing response agencies, 
state government departments, statutory authorities, LGAs and community support organisations. Representatives 
from all response agencies and government departments participated in semi-structured interviews. The Australian 
Red Cross was selected to represent community service organisations.  

Six LGAs participated in stakeholder interviews, chosen to represent urban, peri-urban, regional and growth areas. 
IGEM balanced invitations to participate with recent involvement with its reviews and recent emergency events.  

Representatives were nominated through a designated contact person within each stakeholder organisation. In 
some cases, IGEM specifically requested interviews with individuals known to have extensive knowledge of, or 
involvement with impact assessment or consequence management.  

Interviews were conducted by two IGEM staff members with qualitative research and evaluation experience. The 
number of stakeholder representatives varied from one to nine in each interview. IGEM followed up with individual 
representatives by telephone or email in cases where clarity or further information was required. Interviews were 
typically one hour but did extend to 90 minutes in cases where more stakeholder representatives were present. 

IGEM interviewers employed a semi-structured interviewing technique and used a standard interview guide in all 
interviews. Interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed verbatim. IGEM staff checked each interview for 
accuracy. Stakeholder representatives were then offered the opportunity to check the transcripts, provide 
documentary evidence based on points raised and clarify information. This process resulted in additional documents 
being submitted for consideration, a written submission and follow-up telephone calls with additional stakeholder 
representatives. 

Observations 

IGEM attended events to observe impact assessment and consequence management activities. In each case, an 
IGEM staff member took field notes which were considered as evidence. Where possible, supporting documents 
were sought to validate and strengthen observations (for example presentation slides, official evaluations and 
meeting minutes). 
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Document analysis 

IGEM collected documents from publicly available sources and through access to emergency management 
information repositories such as EM-COP, EM-Share, FireWeb and GovDex. Stakeholders provided additional 
documents to describe and demonstrate processes, policies and decisions relevant to the review topics. In this 
review over 200 documents were formally analysed with additional documents consulted for context and clarification. 

The individuals who attended these interviews were selected as representatives of their stakeholder organisation 
due to their knowledge and experience with impact assessment and/or consequence management. In some cases, 
IGEM requested follow-up interviews with additional stakeholder representatives based on discussion in the focus 
groups. Several stakeholders prepared written submissions to support the information discussed in the interview.  

IGEM found due to the newness of consequence management, knowledge of the approach was less widespread 
compared to impact assessment and there was also less documentary evidence available. The documents available 
demonstrate a shifting and evolving approach. Due to this the observations and findings that follow should be 
considered aligned with a developmental evaluation approach as consequence management continues to emerge 
with the sector this review only captures consequence management at this single point in time. 

Data validation 

IGEM acknowledges that bias and limitations in data collection and analysis is inherent in the approach chosen to 
complete this review. To ensure data validity and reduce bias, IGEM adopted the following validation techniques: 

• thorough project management and record keeping to maintain transparency of the review process including data 
collection, stakeholder engagement, data analysis and interpretation of observations and findings. 

• data triangulation to validate data sources and balance findings by comparing evidence from different sources 

• subject matter expert comments on observations and findings, and assistance in recommendation preparation 

• comparison to leading and typical practice from other Australian states and overseas jurisdictions was 
considered through document analysis and literature review 

• findings forum where stakeholders were asked to comment on the accuracy and validity of preliminary findings. 
IGEM considered final evidence to clarify or strengthen findings 

• review feedback: stakeholders were asked to comment on the final draft of the review and IGEM responded to all 
comments and amended the document as required based on all evidence. 

Data analysis 

IGEM analysed all information to describe the operational processes relevant to impact assessment and 
consequence management. All evidence was coded according to a structured coding tree which was updated as 
themes emerged. The research analysis software package NVivo was used to code data throughout the project. 

Two IGEM evaluators coded each interview transcript. The coding results were compared for inter-rater reliability 
and there was greater than 80 per cent agreement across a random selection of transcripts. 
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Appendix 2: Purpose 
statements 
 

 

 

The purpose of impact assessment is documented in a number of key sector policies, manuals and guidelines. The 
various purpose statements are presented in Table 3. The list is not exhaustive but captures the variety of purposes 
considered in the sector. 

Table 3: Purpose statements for the elements of impact assessment. 

STAGE PURPOSE SOURCE 

Impact 
assessment 

Provide all decision-makers with relevant information regarding the nature and extent of the 
hazard, and any potential consequences during and after an emergency to ensure efficient, timely 
and appropriate support for communities. 

[14] 

Impact 
assessment 

To better inform response processes and relief and recovery planning and activities. [9] 

Impact 
assessment 

• Assist decision-making on how to best support impacted communities. 
• To assess the impact to the community and inform government of immediate and longer-term 

recovery needs. 
• The early stages of impact assessment should provide the foundation for more in-depth 

assessment by identifying impacted areas, assessment may become more focussed as time 
progresses in the process.  

• To capture, during the initial 48 hours after being able to access the area affected by the 
emergency, the nature and scale of the impact of the emergency on people, community 
infrastructure, and the economic, natural and built environments, to prioritise the requirements 
of SIA and enable commencement of emergency relief and early recovery activities. 

[18] 

Needs 
assessment 

Practical, physical and psychosocial information and may be used to advocate for relevant 
services and support 

[53, 57]  

IIA IIA is key in determining the scope and aims of an outreach operation and is a vital source of 
intelligence regarding logistics and safety. 

[53, 57] 

SIA • Inform the immediate needs of the community  
• Set priorities for relief and recovery  
• Assist in treating identified risks and support consequence management  
• Identify duplicated reporting of impact assessment data  
• Review the data reported in the IIA stage  
• Inform the operationalisation of municipal, regional and state recovery plans  
• Identify any underlying issues within affected communities that are likely to be impacted by the 

emergency event (e.g. economic instability, tourism, employment, transportation, supply chain 
disruption)  

• Inform budget estimates for government  
• Estimate the cost of destroyed assets and infrastructure  
• Guide planning that focuses on restoration of public assets, building community resilience and 

assists in mitigating the impact of future emergencies 
• Inform potential activation of state and commonwealth cost sharing via the NDRRA. 

[18] 

PENA Provides view of the overall cost of the impact and provides insight in relation to the length of time 
it will take the community and economy to recover. This data assists in informing government 
considerations regarding financial assistance, impact mitigation projects and recovery support to 
the community. 

[18] 

PENA This assessment estimates the longer-term psychosocial impacts on a community, displacement of 
people, the cost of destroyed assets, and the impact that the destruction of assets and business 
disruption has on how members of a community live and connect with one another. This 
assessment informs the medium to longer-term recovery process, options for development, and 
builds the knowledge base of the total cost of emergencies that informs risk management. 

[32] 
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