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Principles

Standard for Disaster Management in Qld

Assurance Tiers

Queensland Emergency Management Assurance Framework

Leadership at all levels is demonstrated through a commitment to a shared culture of di 8! excellence.
Strategic planning, within the context of es and risk, underpins clear decision making and planning to achieve outcomes.

hdonhlp

Public safety Partnership Performance
Q land’s di Everyone has a role to ensure Productivity and effectiveness are
8 are deli gh Queensland is the most d by a combination of quality,
effective di g group disaster-resilient State. quantity, cost, time or human
where policy, procedure and practice Strategic partnerships are relationships. Performance is monitored
all focus on safety of the public, well-governed, drive clear roles and ysed agai dards and good
gaging stakeholders and sharing and responsibilities, and practice across the spectrum of prevent,
responsibility. p true collab i prepare, respond and recover.

Key outcomes

Solutions, p or are and can be applied in any size or type of event
Good practice attributes Sy and solutions are it perable and able to operate seamlessly
The attributes that enable Solutions, programs or systems are adaptive and flexible to the needs of the stakeholder
and indicate the quality - -
of the outcome Solutions, p or sy can rate value for y
Solutions, prog or sy ive and id ph of di
@ arrang t pport local needs
Accountabilities Doctrine is in place that embeds c language, creates unity and clear purpose
The area assessed against The required such as sy resources, info and technol are developed
the ability to deliver and maintained
the outcome The required capability is blished, tested and maintained
rf is d, reported and managed to drive continuous improvement
Assurance activities

The activities undertaken
to validate performance

e.g. IGEM-led review
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The purpose of our papers

All papers and reports produced by the Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management (IGEM) provide
independent assurance and advice about the effectiveness of emergency management arrangements in
Queensland. The Office of the IGEM bases all publications on the Emergency Management Assurance
Framework, which encompasses the Standard for Disaster Management in Queensland.

Briefing paper

A briefing paper provides the decision-maker with a summary of facts about an issue, or an overview of a
situation or arrangements. The briefing paper may address opportunities for improvement or highlight exemplary
practice. The briefing paper provides the decision-maker with the next steps for consideration, which may include
advice to entities.

Discussion paper

A discussion paper provides greater analysis of an issue, situation or arrangements than a briefing paper,
considering trends, other sector or jurisdiction approaches or current best practice research. The discussion
paper may address opportunities for improvement or highlight exemplary practice. The IGEM may suggest
improvements to entities through advice, or more formally through professional practice considerations.

Review report

A review report provides a comprehensive analysis of the effectiveness of a particular disaster management
issue, situation or set of arrangements. The review report is based on evidence, and may include discussion of
underlying themes, contributing factors and root causes of issues. The review report includes findings, and
bases recommendations for improvement on lessons identified, research and good practice.

Research paper

A research paper may be produced as a result of a review report, or initiated by the IGEM. A research paper
explores an issue, generates discussion and seeks best practice solutions.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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Executive summary

Background

The purpose of this review is to describe the drivers for, and barriers to, integration of state
government agencies in Queensland’s disaster management arrangements (the
arrangements). We focus on the participation of state agencies® in local and district disaster
management groups.

Integration of disaster-related services

The Disaster Management Act 2003 (QId) outlines a model of disaster management with
three tiers: state, district and local levels. The model requires local governments to take
primary responsibility for events in their area. In principle, risk is escalated to the next tier
based on each level’s capacity, capability and residual risk. In practice, however, the range
of hazards, number of entities involved and differing roles and responsibilities make the
escalation of risk a highly complex process.

Entities take various approaches to the way they apply the principles of integrated risk-based
planning, which should be carried out collaboratively with relevant stakeholders. There is
increased likelihood of a disjointed and reactive approach to disaster management if
planning is not based on these principles, including collaboration. It also prevents entities
from clearly identifying their accountabilities in the local context, and makes it harder for
them to understand the roles, responsibilities, capacity and capability of other agencies that
are part of the disaster management group.

While the disaster management doctrine” should guide entities on how to use risk based
planning, it is not consistent, nor is it consistently applied across the sector. The doctrine
documents local, district and state level roles, but does not articulate how each of these
should bring participants together to deliver integrated and collaborative disaster
management.

The arrangements are enabled by legislation, which sets out the three tiered structure and
major functions of groups, as well as by policy which includes plans, guidelines and, since
2014, the Standard for Disaster Management in Queensland (the Standard). Hazard-specific
structures and plans, developed within single agencies, are not well assimilated into the
broader arrangements. People at local and district levels also have diverse expectations
about the roles and responsibilities in the Queensland State Disaster Management Plan (the
State Plan) and how they translate to responsibilities at the various levels. This complicates
the role of state agencies to support local and district groups with varying needs and
expectations.

! When the term state agency is used, we mean Queensland Government departments.

2« _collective knowledge that has been structured and systematised to facilitate its application in practice and prepared for
dissemination in a way appropriate for its intended audience’, Australasian Fire and Emergency Services Authorities Council,
Fundamentals of doctrine: A best practice guide, 2011, p. 2.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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Findings

1. Integrated, risk-based planning is not evident across the disaster management
sector, resulting in too great a reliance on relationships and the experience of some
disaster management practitioners.

2. The Queensland State Disaster Management Plan allocates roles and
responsibilities for state agencies but does not elaborate on those responsibilities
and how they are to be delivered.

3. Hazard-specific structures and plans are not well assimilated into the broader
arrangements, which limits the integration of state agencies at the district and local
level.

Integration of disaster management planning

Disaster planning is often compliance driven and may not sufficiently consider relevant
circumstances. Planning processes applied by local and district groups mainly focus on
meeting guidelines and disaster management assessments. Unfortunately the value of the
planning process is sometimes lost. In many cases, planning occurs in isolation and key
stakeholders are not sufficiently engaged to contribute.

The State Plan outlines the roles of primary agencies, but provides little guidance on
responsibilities and their application at different levels of the system. This also results in
disjointed planning and mismatched expectations of support at local and district levels.

For some state agencies, disaster management is well integrated across their internal
structures and outlined within agency plans and arrangements. Typically though, these plans
are developed in isolation from other disaster management stakeholders, especially district
and local groups. Competing interests between core business and disaster management
responsibilities may also affect a state agency’s ability to fully support local and district
groups.

There is variation in the skills, knowledge and capability of state agency representatives to
local and district groups. Where representatives are less experienced or do not possess
disaster management expertise, their ability to provide input into the planning process may
be limited. This increases the risk of poor outcomes during disaster operations. A lack of
robust governance within local and district groups reduces the likelihood of state agency
commitment and participation and increases the risk of sub-optimal planning and exercising.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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Findings

4. Disaster management doctrine does not give adequate guidance about integrated
planning processes. The Queensland State Disaster Management Plan allocates
roles and responsibilities for state agencies but does not elaborate on those
responsibilities and how they are to be delivered.

5. The current disaster management planning guidelines have resulted in many local
and district plans being process driven and compliance based. The guidelines could
address local circumstances better.

6. State agency planning does not consider ways to integrate into local, district and the
state arrangements.

7. Disaster management plans do not provide strong linkages between the three levels
of the arrangements.

8. Planning is often undertaken in isolation without engagement of relevant
stakeholders, leading to differing expectations.

9. State agency representation on local and district groups is variable in skill, expertise
and consistency, which limits the ability of some groups to deliver effective disaster
management services.

10. Where governance processes are not robust there tends to be reduced contribution
from state agencies at the local and district level.

Integration of entities within a control structure

Doctrine is expected to support disaster operations and provide clear guidance on control
structures, operating within a system of coordination. Ambiguity and variability of a state
agency’s roles at local and district levels reduces successful integration into coordination
centres.

Inconsistent application of terminology used in guidelines, plans and operating procedures
makes this even more problematic. For example, we observed the interchangeable use of
the terms local government and local group created confusion around expectations, group
functions and entity® roles and responsibilities. Participants sometimes felt disenfranchised
by the implication that local groups were run solely for and by local governments.

The multi-hazard and multi-entity nature of the arrangements leads to parallel response and
control structures for specific hazards. We observed detailed planning by state agencies,
including plans for internal communications and control structures. However, there were few
examples where these structures were well integrated into local and district planning. There
is a reliance on relationships within and between coordination centres as opposed to
planned, integrated arrangements. The multiple operational systems for communications
add to the complexity of reporting and decision making and increase the likelihood of parallel
systems that do not connect.

3 When the term entity is used, we mean any group participating in the Queensland disaster management arrangements.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management



Review of State Agency Integration at a Local and District Level Page 9 of 53

Findings
11. The inconsistent use of disaster management terminology limits effective
integration.

12. The multi-agency nature of Queensland’s disaster management arrangements
results in multiple control structures and communication protocols that may function
independently of each other.

Conclusion

Our definition of integration is that all agencies with a role in disaster management in
Queensland work together efficiently and effectively through clear governance structures,
risk-based disaster management planning, and during response, cooperation and control
processes.

We found there are significant challenges compromising effective integration and
consequently, opportunities for improvement.

Defining roles and responsibilities across Queensland’s disaster management arrangements
more clearly would support agencies’ ability to integrate with district and local disaster
management. This should be better defined in high level doctrine, such as the State Plan, so
district and local groups would have a consistent foundation upon which to build localised,
risk-based roles and responsibilities.

Inconsistent local and district governance arrangements can affect state agencies’ ability to
attend disaster management meetings and contribute to planning and exercising. Policy
development that clarifies functions and provides a clear disaster management doctrine
framework will guide entities how to integrate the arrangements at all levels.

A coordinated and collaborative approach to disaster management planning will enhance
integration. There is little guidance on a risk-based disaster management planning process
for state agencies, nor for the district and local level. Some planning at a local and district
level is compliance driven, based on guidelines and assessment processes that need to be
updated.

Better outcomes will be achieved through implementing risk-based planning than relying on
cooperation and relationships in the response phase. Variable and parallel structures, many
processes, ambiguous doctrine and interchangeable terminology contribute to the
complexity of multi-agency planning and response.

Lack of risk-based planning often results in a mismatch between the level of skill and
expertise required by a local or district group and that provided by a state agency. A state
planning model that directs integrated risk-based planning at all levels of the arrangements
will guide and clarify roles and responsibilities, provide for better assessment of capacity and
capability, and improve integration.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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Information integration is reduced as a result of the different information management
systems used by all entities. Viable solutions that enhance information sharing between
groups and state agencies should be a priority.

By measuring and understanding disaster management performance, all entities will be able
to identify opportunities to improve how they support disaster management outcomes.
Proactive review and assessment against the Standard, as well as the development of
meaningful performance measures, will help provide for effective disaster management.

The principles of strong leadership and partnerships, as described in the Standard, are the
cornerstones of true integration. Successful integration is required to ensure all levels of
government in Queensland focus on delivering seamless disaster management services to
the community.

Recommendations

We recommend that:
Recommendation 1

That Queensland’s disaster management arrangements are reviewed to enhance
integration.

Specifically:
e to address the disparity between functions and structure of local government and
disaster groups
¢ to integrate hazard specific agency planning at all levels of the arrangements

(This may include legislative, policy and procedural considerations).

Recommendation 2

The Local and District Disaster Management Guidelines are reviewed to align with the
Standard for Disaster Management in Queensland.

Recommendation 3

An integrated risk-based approach to disaster management planning for Queensland is
developed that is consistent with the Standard for Disaster Management in Queensland and
applicable at all levels of the arrangements.*

Recommendation 4

Responsibilities of functional lead agencies and hazard-specific primary agencies are clearly
articulated in state level doctrine, including the Queensland State Disaster Management
Plan.

Recommendation 5

State agencies with disaster management roles and responsibilities assess their
performance by including a disaster management performance measure in chief executive

4 Aligned to recommendation 1 of Review of cyclone and storm tide sheltering arrangements: Report 3: 2014-15, Office of the
Inspector-General Emergency Management, 2015b.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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officers’ performance agreements. This measure should reinforce an obligation for agencies

to participate in the arrangements at all levels.

Context

One of the key principles of disaster management in Queensland is the all-agencies
approach, which recognises that no single entity in isolation can prepare for and deal with all
issues resulting from a disaster. Queensland's disaster management arrangements (the
arrangements) are based upon partnerships between governments, government-owned
corporations, non-government organisations, commerce, industry and the local community.
The Standard for Disaster Management in Queensland (the Standard) provides for six
Shared Responsibilities and includes the Key Outcomes that set the expectations for

effective disaster management.®

The arrangements mirror the national approach of comprehensive and integrated emergency
management.® In Queensland, while integration is not defined in legislation and doctrine, it is
the fundamental tenet upon which our disaster management is built. Effective disaster
management needs a high level of coordination and collaboration across all tiers of the

More than just engagement, integration in the
context of this review is how all agencies with a
role in disaster management in Queensland work
together efficiently and effectively. This is achieved
through clear governance structures, risk-based
disaster management planning, and during
response, cooperation and control processes.
Governance structures of state, district and local
disaster management groups provide the
mechanism to implement the arrangements.
Significant integration is required across all levels
to ensure entities’ roles and responsibilities are
carried out effectively and in line with legislation
and doctrine. Successful integration ensures all
levels of government in Queensland deliver
seamless disaster management services to the
community.

arrangements. This review specifically
considers how effectively state agencies
integrate at the local and district levels.

The Standard identifies shared
responsibilities that provide an environment
for the integration of state agencies into
disaster management: Preparedness and
Planning, and Response.’ Preparedness and
planning provide the environment in which
collaboration and agency integration can be
established, documented and developed.
Response provides the environment in which
successful integration is demonstrated.

Disaster management planning is
fundamental to being prepared. Disaster
management plans set priorities, provide
clear roles and responsibilities and link to
hazard-specific plans and operational
functions. Understanding the integration and

interdependencies within a disaster management plan optimises the chances of success
during operations. Disaster management groups that have developed an integrated, risk-
based plan in collaboration with stakeholders will have a thorough understanding of the
roles, responsibilities, capacity and capability of state agencies that participate within their

group.

® Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management, Emergency Management Assurance Framework, 2014.
® Australian Emergency Management Institute, Australian Emergency Management Arrangements, 2014,
” Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management, 2014, loc. cit.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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Even with the best planning, the coordination of activities in a response phase is challenging.
Response operations focus on stabilising the disruption to a community caused by the
impact of an event on that community. At a system level the effective management of
response operations depends on the performance of command, control, coordination and
cooperation.®

Response activities rely on unity of effort by individuals from different agencies with different
organisational cultures, operating under different systems to achieve a common objective.
Local and district disaster management groups need to lead disaster operations through
control structures, but should be able to call on state entities’ representatives to provide
intelligence, resources, and response capabilities. Key to this is the need to establish a
common understanding and agreement of priorities and action. This is more likely to occur
when participants are willing to share, collaborate, participate and partner to build trusted
relationships.

The Police and Community Safety Review® and the Queensland Floods Commission of
Inquiry™® both identified issues with integration in how the arrangements come together to
create a functional system. These issues included: lack of role clarity and role duplication;
ineffective relationships; incompatible communication systems; capacity of entities to attend
multiple meetings within regions; and information sharing. The 2009 Report on a Review of
Disaster Management Legislation and Policy in Queensland, found a need for significant
further enhancement for disaster management planning to be ‘comprehensive, interlinking,
up to date and provide clarity of action’.** The finding that key stakeholders were not always

available for planning was cited as a risk to the quality of plans.*?

While these reviews across Australia have identified agency integration as an area for
improvement, few have identified the factors that can support or hinder it. The purpose of our
review is to identify and understand both factors that enable integration, and those that
inhibit it. Our focus is on the participation of agencies at both a local and district level.

8 Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management, 2014, op. cit., pp. 26-28.

° M. Keelty, Sustaining the unsustainable: Police and community safety review final report, 2013.

1% Queensland Floods Commission of Inquiry, Queensland Floods Commission of Inquiry interim report, 2013.

i J. O’'Sullivan, Report on a review of disaster management legislation and policy in Queensland, 2009, p. v.
ibid.
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Purpose

The purpose of this review was to describe the drivers for, and barriers to, integration of
state government agencies in Queensland’s disaster management arrangements, with a
focus on participation of state agencies in local and district disaster management groups.
The review aims to assess this integration against the Standard for Disaster Management in
Queensland.

Scope

We have included the following in scope:

¢ identification and validation of the contributing factors supporting or inhibiting agency
participation and integration with local and district disaster management group
activities

¢ |dentification of factors that may improve operational relationships between state
agencies and local and district disaster management groups

e development of recommendations to enhance state agency integration with local and
district disaster management groups.

We did not consider the following:

o the appropriateness of state agencies’ roles and responsibilities as defined by the
Queensland State Disaster Management Plan (the State Plan)

e the effectiveness of control structures

o whether state agency staff with disaster management roles and responsibilities have
the skills and knowledge required to perform their role in all events

¢ risk management or disaster management planning in terms of understanding
capability limits and escalation points

¢ whether common situational awareness is created at all levels through a process for
sharing operational information and intelligence products, across all entities.

Methodology

We conducted the review between October 2014 and January 2015. The research and
planning phase included a literature review and consideration of formal submissions from the
disaster management sector. We also collected scoping evidence based on the following
criteria:

e 2013-14 disaster management plan assessment results, including good practice
examples

e natural hazard risk data from the preceding five years

o the weather outlook for the 2014-15 storm season

e 15 disaster events in the preceding five years with activation of the Natural Disaster
Relief and Recovery Arrangements

o the number of emergency alert campaigns

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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e population demographics
o other identified risks/influencers e.g. large scale reception events.

Fourteen local governments were then selected to provide a representative spread of size,
location and disaster management challenges for data collection and in-depth analysis as
part of the review.

e Balonne Shire Council

e Banana Shire Council

e Brisbane City Council

e Burdekin Shire Council

e Cairns Regional Council

e City of Gold Coast Council

e Mackay Regional Council

e Moreton Bay Regional Council

e Mt Isa City Council

e Southern Downs Regional Council
e Townsville City Councll

¢ Western Downs Regional Council
¢ Whitsunday Regional Council

o Woujal Wujal Aboriginal Shire Council.

The collection and analysis phase involved discussions with stakeholders from these
selected local governments, as well as state agency representatives and other stakeholders
from related local and district disaster management groups. A full list of contributing entities
is included at Appendix B.

Analysis was against the Standard and predominantly qualitative, including the judgements,
perceptions, attitudes and satisfaction of stakeholders. The review team attended a number
of local and district disaster management group meetings. The review team also analysed
disaster management plans, relevant sub-plans, terms of reference, and disaster group
meeting minutes. We analysed information collected against the following components of the
Standard:

Component 10: Cooperation and Coordination

No. ‘ Key Outcome Good Practice Attributes

10.1 | The delivery of disaster-related services, through all | Adaptable, Comprehensive,
phases of events, is integrated across the sector and | Interoperable, Scalable,
is responsive to community needs. Value for Money

Accountabilities
(Linked to Key Outcomes)

a The entity recognises and supports the controlling Doctrine, Governance
authority’s documented arrangements for
coordination and cooperation.

Indicators

b The entity recognises, and works within, formal and Enablers, Governance
informal relationships for cooperative service

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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delivery.

Formally approved plans consider multi-agency and
joint operational requirements and recognise the
roles, responsibilities and interests of entities and
informal participants.

Capability, Doctrine

Goals for the event are formulated, risk assessed
and prioritised, and their implementation coordinated
through the controlling authority.

Performance, Governance

Component 4: Planning

[\[o} ‘ Key Outcome

4.2

Disaster management planning is integrated with
entity core business and service delivery.

Good Practice Attributes

Interoperable, Value for
Money

Indicators Accountabilities

C Planning is undertaken, reviewed and assessed at Governance, Doctrine,
regular intervals by authorised individuals or entities | Capability
skilled in the process and is compliant with the
legislation including alignment to other key
documents, review and maintenance requirements

d The planning and assessment process, including Enablers, Capability
documenting roles, responsibilities and timelines,
involves engagement with all stakeholders.

f Commitment to disaster management activities Enablers

(including meetings, planning and exercising) is
reflected in entity strategic and operational plans
including relevant role descriptions and performance
agreements.

Component 8: Control

No. ‘ Key Outcome

8.1

Entities work together within a control structure that
manages disaster operations.

Good Practice Attributes

Interoperable, Adaptable,
Value for Money

responsibilities that stem from legislation and align
with disaster management plans.

Indicators Accountabilities

a There is agreed doctrine and common language Doctrine, Enablers
used across agencies and entities.

b Functions in disaster operations are performed and Capability, Governance
led by the agency with authority and capability to do
so, under the overall direction of the controlling
authority.

C There are clearly documented and agreed control Governance, Doctrine

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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d Entities that form the control structure agree and Governance, Doctrine
document communication protocols.

e The control system provides for functional Enablers
management of events and operates within a risk
management framework.

For each outcome and indicator within the Standard we have detailed what we expected to
find, our observations, and drawn a number of conclusions from the available information.
Stakeholders interviewed for this review were provided a final draft for consultation and
requested to indicate their agreement with, and acceptance of, recommendations.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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Integration of disaster-related services

Key Outcome 10.1 The delivery of disaster-related services, through all phases
of events, is integrated across the sector and is responsive to community
needs

Indicator 10a: The agency recognises and supports the controlling authority’s documented
arrangements for coordination and cooperation.

Indicator 10b: The entity recognises, and works within, formal and informal relationships for
cooperative service delivery.

Indicator 10c: Formally approved plans consider multi-agency and joint operational
requirements recognise the roles, responsibilities and interests of entities and informal
participants.

Indicator 10d: Goals for the event are formulated, risk assessed and prioritised, and their
implementation coordinated through the controlling authority.

What we expected to find

The principles of leadership and partnership are fundamental to the integration of entities in
the delivery of disaster-related services through all phases of events. Leadership is a
foundational principle of the Standard and should be demonstrated at all levels of the
arrangements through commitment to a culture of shared responsibility and disaster
management excellence. Leadership should drive risk-based planning, which underpins
clear decision-making and priorities. Strategic partnerships across all entities improve
disaster management outcomes, particularly when they are well governed, drive clear roles
and responsibilities and promote true collaboration. This is supported by the requirements of
the Disaster Management Strategic Policy Framework for policy and governance.*®

We expected to see the translation of these principles into action through all levels of the
arrangements. This translation should be seamless due to supporting doctrine, structures,
processes and activities that make up the arrangements being clearly defined, agreed to and
linked. We expected to see state agencies responsible for specific functions or hazards
contribute to the arrangements of others at all levels. Importantly, disaster management
plans at every level of the system should reflect the points above.

Collaborative planning should contribute to detailed understanding of the requirements,
interests and abilities of all entities in delivering disaster-related services to the community.
Meetings, discussions and relationships should ensure all involved understand what they
must do and the interdependencies within the arrangements. Risk should be identified, and
when it cannot be addressed at one level, transferred appropriately. Integral to risk-based
planning should be in-depth discussions between practitioners, decision-makers and entity
representatives to consider ways that various hazards may impact a community. By
developing an understanding of the risks, participants are better placed to deal with possible
impacts. In the response phase, a shared understanding of risk should inform effective
development and prioritisation of goals.

'3 Emergency Management Queensland, Disaster Management Strategic Policy Framework, 2010.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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What we found
Clarity of roles and responsibilities in key doctrine

While disaster management doctrine should be a source of guidance, there is a lack of
uniformity within the doctrine itself and in its application across the sector. We noted there
were inconsistent levels of state agency engagement in the local and district planning and
assessment processes. The current arrangements promote integration vertically through the
identification of local, district and state groups and functions. We found that doctrine does
not provide guidance on processes to truly integrate state agencies into local and district
disaster management planning.

The State Plan allocates roles for state agencies™ but does not elaborate on these
responsibilities and how they are to be delivered. A number of state agency representatives
identified discrepancies with the roles outlined in the State Plan and the agency’s capacity to
support service delivery during response.

This observation was supported by a significant number of disaster management officers
and local government representatives consulted during the review. Without clear guidance
from this document, expectations about responsibilities at each level of the arrangements
vary among entities at all levels. The development of roles and responsibilities at the local
and district level chiefly occurs in isolation of relevant stakeholders. This contributes to
minimal contextualisation and adaption of state agency roles, responsibilities and functions
at the district and local levels.

Engagement in risk-based planning

At all levels of the arrangements we observed that risk-based planning was variable in
guality. Planning in general often focused on compliance and tended not to engage relevant
stakeholders. Where entities had not clearly identified their accountabilities and linkages to
others within the system, we found evidence of a disjointed and reactive approach to
disaster management.

There was limited use of risk assessment to tailor required roles and responsibilities of state
agencies at the local or district level. The Disaster Management Regulation 2014 prescribes
the inclusion of state agencies in the membership of district groups.*®> We found the level of
involvement and active participation varies and is largely based on the roles identified in the
State Plan, without consideration of district and local risk and requirements. Many disaster
management practitioners assume that groups will ask for their involvement, rather than
proactively engaging in the planning process. One agency representative noted there needs
to be a broader cultural change from what would you like to what do we need.

Engagement of disaster management participants at the local and district level was
dependent on relationships developed within the groups. We saw effective relationships
where strong group leadership set expectations that matched the agencies’ ability to deliver.
Past event experience, or common perception of elevated risk, also contributed to supportive
group relationships. We also observed that better-performing groups with higher levels of
engagement had more detailed governance arrangements.

* Queensland Fire and Emergency Services, 2013-2014 Queensland State Disaster Management Plan, 2013.
!5 Disaster Management Regulation 2014 (QId) s. 5 Membership of district groups.
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However, these groups were not the norm, and a requirement for stronger group governance
has been a consistent theme across concurrent Office of the Inspector-General Emergency
Management reviews. Many regional representatives of state agencies reported a lack of
forward planning, notice of meetings, exercises and training sessions limited their ability to
participate, or build activities into their work plans. In contrast, good governance in these
arrangements assisted agencies to feel their participation was valued.

There is a diverse group of disaster management practitioners with considerable experience.
However, all too often disaster management groups rely on their knowledge and established
relationships for effective operations, to the exclusion of risk-based planning. Furthermore,
this knowledge and experience is dispersed across a large decentralised state. In the
absence of risk-based planning, we did not see adequate local succession planning nor
centralised mitigation strategies to address this risk.

Parallel structures in disaster management

While the Act details a locally-managed, all-event™® approach; the arrangements are in
practice, multi-hazard and multi-entity. The guiding principles of the Act provide that ‘local
governments should primarily be responsible for managing events in their local government
area’.!” They are operationalised through the State Plan, although the arrangements for a
hazard-specific primary agency can result in the local level becoming a supporting entity

rather than a driver in some specified events, such as oil spills and bushfires.

In turn, hazard-specific primary agencies have control arrangements that may not fit with the
legislated functions of local and district disaster management groups in disaster response.*®
Given hazard-specific primary agencies generally have an emergency response capability;
they have established structures and operational centres of their own. There is, then, a risk
these agencies may function in isolation from the disaster management arrangements.

Finding 1

Integrated, risk-based planning is not evident across the disaster management sector,
resulting in too great a reliance on relationships and the experience of some disaster
management practitioners.

Finding 2

The Queensland State Disaster Management Plan allocates roles and responsibilities for
state agencies but does not elaborate on those responsibilities and how they are to be
delivered.

Finding 3

Hazard-specific structures and plans are not well assimilated into the broader
arrangements, which limits the integration of state agencies at the district and local level.

'8 Disaster Management Act 2008 (QId) s. 16 Meaning of event.

'7 Disaster Management Act 2008 (QId) s. 4A Guiding principles.

18 Disaster Management Act 2008 (QId) s. 23(g) Functions (of district disaster management groups; s. 30(f) Functions (of local
government disaster management groups).
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Integration of disaster management
planning

Key Outcome 4.2 Disaster management planning is integrated with agency
core business and service delivery

Indicator 4c: Planning is undertaken, reviewed and assessed at regular intervals by
authorised individuals or entities skilled in the process and is compliant with the legislation
including alignment to other key documents, review and maintenance requirements

What we expected to find
Disaster management planning should be aligned to key doctrine and legislation:

e Disaster Management Act 2003 (QId)

¢ Disaster Management Regulation 2014 (QId)

o Disaster Management Strategic Policy Framework
e Queensland State Disaster Management Plan

¢ disaster management guidelines.

The Standard, released in September 2014, also provides for disaster management
planning. The Standard clarifies the interdependencies within the arrangements and should
provide direction for effective planning outcomes. We expected to see integration of current
agency roles and responsibilities in support of local disaster management, and their
adaptation to the local context, reflected in plans. Functional and hazard-specific plans
should also be integrated into local and district plans, and be assessed and exercised on a
regular basis. The review, renew and assessment of local and district plans is required at
least once a year.

What we found

While planning processes applied by local and district groups focus on meeting the existing
guidelines and disaster management plan assessment processes, we found there were
inconsistencies in their application. The plan assessment process does not include state
agency plans, and many involved at local and district level described it as a tick in the box or
compliance process. There is no planning guidance for state agencies, so structure and
content is variable and an opportunity to ensure plans are complementary and linked is
missed.

Both within disaster management groups and state agencies, the planning tends to focus on
output as opposed to process. Guidelines are used by local and district groups to support
the development of plans, resulting in the production of similar documents across the state.
While consistency can potentially assist interoperability, where plans are essentially
rebranded templates, they may lack context to local conditions.
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Finding 4

Disaster management doctrine does not give adequate guidance about integrated planning
processes. The Queensland State Disaster Management Plan allocates roles and
responsibilities for state agencies but does not elaborate on those responsibilities and how
they are to be delivered.

Finding 5

The current disaster management planning guidelines have resulted in many local and
district plans being process driven and compliance based. The guidelines could address
local circumstances better.

Indicator 4d: The planning and assessment process, including documenting roles,
responsibilities and timelines, involves engagement with all stakeholders.

What we expected to find

The Standard recognises the correlation between  planning drives the development of well-

planning and control. The achievement of effective governed partnerships with clear roles and
control outcomes depends on integrated planning  responsibilities. These in turn guide
processes. On this basis, we also considered the  operational decision-making and planning
following indicators from Component 9 Command  priorities.
of the Standard within this section of the report:
Indicator 8b: Functions in disaster operations are
performed and led by the agency with authority
and capability to do so, under the overall direction
of the controlling authority
Indicator 8e: The control system provides for
functional management of events and operates
within a risk management framework
Indicator 8c: There are clearly documented and
agreed control responsibilities that stem from
legislation and align with disaster management
plans.

To achieve the outcomes articulated in the
Standard, comprehensive disaster
management planning across all levels of
the arrangements is expected.
Multidisciplinary efforts and planning with
communities are needed if responsibility is
truly to be shared. For planning to translate
into action, there must be consultative
decision-making, collaboration and
acceptance of shared responsibilities. The
process should result in an understanding of
agency responsibilities at all levels and

AT ity of tasks.

Planning and assessment processes should be supported by conversations about mutually
agreed actions and outcomes. It is important this planning interprets roles and
responsibilities set out in the State Plan to suit local context and requirements, and adapts
them if necessary.

What we found

A number of disaster management officers and state agency representatives noted gaps
between the roles and responsibilities detailed in the State Plan and those delivered at the
local level and, to a lesser extent, the district. The 2015 review of the State Plan gives an
opportunity to provide clarity on these roles and responsibilities.
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Of the ten state agency disaster management plans reviewed, we found minimal evidence of

integration with local and district plans. Once again, there was a broad representation of

agency participation within the arrangements, but little articulation of specific roles and
responsibilities. The Department of

———————  COMMunities, Child Safety and Disability

The Ddeg"fwgim (;f Cc?mm?”'“es’ C_h'lc_l S_afety Services was an exception to this, with detailed

an. 'Sa_ Hity erwce_s IS proactive in its planning for human and social recovery. This
planning to integrate their lead agency role for . .
_ included support of human and social recovery
human and social recovery at the local and .

sub-groups through the responsibilities

& assigned to the chair of the sub-groups, and the
development of sub-plans.

A number of state agencies indicated their disaster plans dovetailed into district plans, but
were not included directly as sub-plans. Others had sent their plans to local and/or district
groups, but did not indicate how they should be incorporated, nor had they checked if this
had occurred. One state agency representative told us privacy issues prevented them
providing their plan as part of the district plan. Instead, the agency plan would be brought to
the district group for action during response. There are significant opportunities to improve
the integration of agencies in disaster management through engagement in planning at all
levels.

At the local level, a number of disaster management officers (DMO) indicated their local
plans were drafted exclusively by local government and emailed to agencies for feedback,
with varying levels of response. In a positive example, one DMO indicated subject matter
experts from the local group were engaged to co-write localised functional sub-plans.

The assessment of disaster management plans at the local and district levels has used a
compliance-based approach since 2011. As a result, plans are often focused on following
guidelines and templates rather than driven by identified risks and focused on outcomes.*
However, the guidelines themselves do not encourage integrated risk-based planning and
have not been formally reviewed since 2012.

Where significant stakeholder engagement had occurred, state agency, local and district
group representatives felt greater ownership of the process and their roles and
responsibilities. However, a number of state agency representatives had not been consulted;
creating the perception their input was not valued. This was particularly true for advisory, as
opposed to core members of local groups. Some of these members had concerns their
omission would create knowledge gaps and role confusion for local and district groups.

In examples of successful integration, state agency roles and responsibilities were
considered during the review of local and district plans to ensure they were appropriately
contextualised. A number of DMOs also indicated that agencies had reviewed their roles and
responsibilities following local disaster management exercises. These exercises were used
to examine mutually agreed roles and responsibilities and identify gaps between role
statements and capacity to deliver services on the ground.

1 Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management, Report on the assessment of disaster management plans:
Discussion paper 2: 2014-15, 2015a.
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We observed a general mismatch between expectations of local government and the
capabilities of an agency to support that local government. This was particularly the case for
Queensland Fire and Emergency Services (QFES) Area Coordinators. Most local
government representatives sought the same level of support as provided by the former
Emergency Management Queensland Area Director role. We note the linkages this role
provided between local and district groups. Local government representatives indicated it
was critical to the functioning of their local group, and facilitated a mutual understanding of
capability and capacity, especially during response activities. District representatives viewed
the area coordinator position as pivotal to achieving the QFES functions in the State Plan,
particularly during response activities.

Local and district representatives recognised the need to collaborate to develop trigger
points for activation and requests for assistance, but some required additional guidance on
how to develop these for local arrangements. While some local groups have adapted these,
the activation triggers in local and district plans are usually generic and based on those in
the guidelines, without contextualisation.

Finding 6

State agency planning does not consider ways to integrate into local, district and the state
arrangements.

Finding 7

Disaster management plans do not provide strong linkages between the three levels of the
arrangements.

Finding 8

Planning is often undertaken in isolation without engagement of relevant stakeholders,
leading to differing expectations.

Indicator 4f: Commitment to disaster management activities (including meetings, planning
and exercising) is reflected in entity strategic and operational plans including relevant role
descriptions and performance agreements.

What we expected to find

We expected to see state agencies, district groups and local governments adhering to the
guidelines and legislation that prescribe the membership for disaster management groups
and the conduct of business and meetings. If this was the case we would anticipate the
appropriate skill, expertise and level of representation during all phases of disaster
management. This representation should include attendance at meetings, active
involvement in all planning and participation in agency and group exercises. At a district
level, representatives would be expected to have the authority and delegation to make
decisions and commit resources on behalf of their agency.

Representation should be formalised in state agency disaster management plans, supported
by mechanisms such as position descriptions, and endorsed by the chief executive officer. It
is expected that agency evaluations of their obligations will occur against the Standard and,
where pertinent, performance measures considered.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management



Review of State Agency Integration at a Local and District Level Page 24 of 53

Advanced scheduling of meetings and exercises with clear objectives, action items and
dedicated meeting spaces should foster commitment. All meeting participants should
understand how they can contribute to the effective functioning of the group including in
planning, reviewing, training and exercising. There should be recognition of the relationship
development aspects of working together, as well as in the processes themselves.

What we found

For some agencies, disaster management is well integrated across internal structures and
outlined within internal agency plans. However, representatives at all levels cited conflict
between agency core business and disaster management responsibilities. We were told this
was a significant barrier to participation in local and district groups. In many instances,
disaster management is seen as a separate or specialist field in competition with the
agency’s broader responsibilities and accountabilities. Where disaster management is
considered part of core business we saw a greater commitment to local and district groups.
When disaster management was not a core function, formal commitment for representatives
was more challenging. For example, many local and district group representatives found it
hard to attend disaster management training sessions due to competing priorities for the
agency.

Organisational changes and business complexity affects the ability of some agencies to
provide the expected expertise and input to local and district groups. This was particularly
true for state agencies with a centralised service delivery model or with diverse business
areas. At times this has resulted in a representative not understanding the capability and
capacity of other parts of their own agency.

Agencies with non-core disaster management responsibilities have had difficulty providing
representatives for routine local and district group business and are more likely to support
response operations. Where this has occurred, disaster group representatives told us it
increased the group’s ability to deliver well-oiled disaster operations. However, one local
government reported a different person from an emergency service agency at every local
group meeting. Therefore, the representatives had little understanding of disaster
management requirements and could not contribute to the meetings.

Many agencies reported they were unable to provide regular and consistent representation
at local groups, including emergency services in the smaller and more remote local
government areas. They focused on representation at the district level. While this was
accepted by some local groups, it was a concern by others who felt they would not have
access to resources without direct representation. Furthermore, local and district group
members often spoke of the challenges of untrained, unfamiliar people attending during
response, while the experienced member was attending to agency disaster operations or
core business.

The issue of conflicting boundaries was also raised as a factor hindering agency integration.
Previous reviews have consistently raised the impact of mismatched district disaster
boundaries on disaster management arrangements, and how stakeholders engage at local
and district levels. A current review of these boundaries has seen protracted negotiations,
emphasising the value these demarcations have for stakeholders. Where agency and group
boundaries match, participation was more likely.
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The location of agency representatives in regional hubs and cities provided challenges for
attendance in-person at some local group meetings. Many told us this affected the
development of relationships. While teleconferencing supported participation for some, and
enabled the continuity of relationships, for others it was unsatisfactory.

The operation and governance of local and district groups also contribute to the level of state
agency integration. Local and district groups with organised meeting, exercise and training
schedules reported better agency participation. These groups talked about the strength of
relationships and the importance of feeling part of a team environment. They were also
proactive in identifying member roles and responsibilities with agencies, promoting mutual
understanding, acceptance and information sharing. In contrast, for some regional state
agencies a lack of forward planning for meetings, exercises and training sessions reduced
their ability to attend.

Integration is difficult to quantify. Performance measures that have been included in plans
tend to focus on meeting and exercise attendance. They generally do not include qualitative
measures such as the relevance of agencies and level of involvement. Some measures
reference the number of joint agency exercises conducted, but do not consider the range of
agencies involved, while others attempt to measure capacity building for group members by
measuring training numbers.

Finding 9

State agency representation on local and district groups is variable in skill, expertise and
consistency, which limits the ability of some groups to deliver effective disaster
management services.

Finding 10

Where governance processes are not robust there tends to be reduced contribution from
state agencies at the local and district level.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management



Review of State Agency Integration at a Local and District Level Page 26 of 53

Integration of entities within a control
structure

Key Outcome 8.1 Entities work together within a control structure that
manages disaster operations

Indicator 8a: There is agreed doctrine and common language used across agencies and
entities

What we expected to find

Disaster management doctrine should provide the basis for consistency and a shared
understanding of the environment, which then supports disaster operations across multiple
agencies and groups. Even when language is ambiguous in doctrine, local and district
groups have the opportunity to define key terms in their plans.

In the context of this indicator, the doctrine is expected to support activation and provide
clear guidance on authority and management, particularly of local and district coordination
centres. While disaster management is based on coordination activities, coordination centres
and resource requirements should also be managed in accordance with control structures. In
Queensland, the Australasian Inter-Service Incident Management System (AlIIMS) is one of
the systems employed in disaster coordination centres. Regardless of the management
system choice, all participants must operate using common language and doctrine for
effectiveness and improved interoperability.

What we found

There is a lack of consistent terminology used throughout disaster management doctrine.
The application of this terminology is variable and often does not provide sufficient detail to
enable consistent interpretation. We have discussed the issues with broad roles identified in
the State Plan, without defined responsibilities. This was frequently cited as an issue limiting
successful integration.

The interchangeable use of the term local government and local group was present both in
doctrine and amongst practitioners. In addition, division three of the Act introducing local
groups is titled local government disaster management group. This has the potential to
create differing expectations about functions, roles and responsibilities.

Importantly, we observed that language appears to have an influence on the sense of
ownership and inclusiveness amongst some groups. Where local government had a strong
identity as the primary vehicle for disaster management, participants did not feel of equal
value. We heard this has contributed to passive participation in the group’s activities. In
contrast, we saw some groups where local government was seen as a separate entity with a
very clear role. In these groups, engagement was higher and participants felt a common
sense of purpose.

There were also key differences in terminology used for group members. For example, there
were discrepancies in the definitions of member, core member and advisor. We heard this
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affected the commitment to, and full engagement with, a group. Some local and district plans
provide a general definition of member and advisor in plan glossaries, but use the undefined
term core member within the planning documents.

In most cases, representatives understood that core members have voting rights on the local
and district groups, while advisors and
observers do not. Core members are also
required to provide agency reports to the group
through shared identity and agreed find gpdertake specifig training. Members are
accountabilities. Group identity is also identified as core, advisor or observer
enhanced through active planning and depending on the role of the agency recognised
exercising. by local and district groups. In some areas,
executive officers and disaster management
officers reported working with agencies to

|
Gold Coast City Local Disaster Management
Group supports integration of all members

|
identify their member status.

Some state agency representatives did not agree with their member status, particularly
some designated as advisors. We were told that, as advisors, they had not received all
relevant information during responses, and were not involved in planning processes. Some
district advisors attempted to counter this, staying informed of group business by having
separate meetings with district group executive officers.

Finding 11

The inconsistent use of disaster management terminology limits effective integration.

Indicator 8d: Entities that form the control structure agree and document communication
protocols.

What we expected to find

The control structure is the approach a disaster management group or coordination centre
should take in order to deliver its coordinating function. The primary aim of a control
structure is to ensure participants from multiple entities are working together toward common
and agreed goals, under the overall direction of an incident controller. There should be
mutual agreement and documentation of communication protocols in order to achieve
common understanding, and therefore improved management of disaster operations.

What we found

Communication and information flows within control structures are multichannel. While the
arrangements identify two-way flows of information to support decision-making., in reality,
the horizontal requirements of the control structure compete with the vertical requirements of
individual agencies. A concern is the speed required for multi-agency disaster management
decision-making may exceed the pace of hierarchical agency decision-making. Competing
timings for reporting can also affect information quality and make it difficult to achieve a
common operating picture. When all levels of the arrangements are activated in response to
an event, there are potentially several coordination centres and control structures operating
simultaneously and in isolation of each other. We saw limited evidence of documented and
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agreed protocols to improve communication between control structures, especially outside of
the local and district coordination centres.

Multiple operational systems for communications add to the complexity of documenting and
agreeing on communication protocols. There is concurrent use of Guardian, the Queensland
Police Disaster Incident Event Management System and Noggin during the response phase.
One district group representative suggested the use of multiple platforms may hinder
information sharing during response.

This issue is exacerbated by different agency information systems that run parallel to these
disaster management systems. There continues to be significant work done to integrate
information between systems, particularly with the Information Exchange Platform (IXP)
project, which supports transfer of requests for assistance from local groups to district
groups and the State Disaster Coordination Centre.

Finding 12

The multi-agency nature of Queensland’s disaster management arrangements results in
multiple control structures and communication protocols that may function independently of
each other.
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Conclusion

Our definition of integration is that all agencies with a role in disaster management in
Queensland work together efficiently and effectively through clear governance structures,
risk-based disaster management planning, and during response, cooperation and control
processes. Based on this, our review found there were significant challenges compromising
effective integration and consequently, opportunities for improvement.

We identified that defining roles and responsibilities more clearly across Queensland’s
disaster management arrangements would support agencies’ ability to appropriately
integrate with district and local disaster management. It is our view this should be better
defined in high level doctrine, such as the State Plan. This will provide district and local
groups a consistent foundation to build localised, risk-based roles and responsibilities.

Another important variable is the inconsistency of local and district governance
arrangements. This can limit state agencies’ ability to commit to disaster management
meetings and contribute to planning and exercising. Policy development that clarifies
functions and provides a clear disaster management doctrine framework will guide entities
how to integrate with the arrangements at all levels.

A coordinated and collaborative approach to disaster management planning will enhance
integration. There is little guidance on a risk-based disaster management planning process
for state agencies, nor for the district and local level. Some planning at a local and district
level is compliance driven. Planning at this level is based on guidelines and assessment
processes that need to be updated.

We believe better outcomes will be achieved through risk-based planning than relying on
cooperation and relationships alone in the response phase. Variable and parallel structures,
many processes, ambiguous doctrine and interchangeable terminology contribute to the
complexity of multi-agency planning and response. Lack of risk-based planning often results
in a mismatch between the level of skill and expertise required by a local or district group,
and that provided by a state agency.

A state planning model that directs integrated risk-based planning at all levels of the
arrangements will guide and clarify roles and responsibilities, provide for better assessment
of capacity and capability and improve integration.

We also observed that information integration is reduced as a result of the different
information management systems used by all entities. Viable solutions that promote
information sharing between groups and state agencies should be a priority to improve
integration.

By measuring and understanding disaster management performance, all entities can identify
opportunities to improve disaster management outcomes. Proactive review and assessment
against the Standard, and the development of meaningful performance measures, will help
provide effective disaster management.
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The principles of strong leadership and partnerships, as described in the Standard, are the
cornerstones of true integration. Successful integration is required to ensure all levels of
government in Queensland focus on delivering seamless disaster management services to
the community.
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Recommendations

We recommend that:
Recommendation 1
That Queensland’s disaster management arrangements are reviewed to enhance
integration. Specifically:
e to address the disparity between functions and structure of local government and

disaster groups
e to integrate hazard specific agency planning at all levels of the arrangements

(This may include legislative, policy and procedural considerations).

Accountable agency Date of Completion

Lead: Department of the Premier and Cabinet June 2016

Support: Queensland Police Service; Queensland Fire and
Emergency Services; Public Safety Business Agency; Office of
the Inspector-General Emergency Management

Further consultation: Lead and support agencies should
consult with IGEM to enable alignment with the EMAF

Recommendation 2

The Local and District Disaster Management Guidelines are reviewed to align with the
Standard for Disaster Management in Queensland.

Accountable agency Date of Completion

Lead: Queensland Fire and Emergency Services June 2016

Recommendation 3

An integrated risk-based approach to disaster management planning for Queensland is
developed that is consistent with the Standard for Disaster Management in Queensland and
applicable at all levels of the arrangements. %°

Accountable agency Date of Completion

Lead: Queensland Fire and Emergency Services June 2016

Support: Department of the Premier and Cabinet; Queensland
Police Service; Department of Infrastructure, Local Government
and Planning; Public Safety Business Agency

% Aligned to recommendation 1 of Review of cyclone and storm tide sheltering arrangements: Report 3: 2014-15, Office of the
Inspector-General Emergency Management, 2015b.
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Recommendation 4

Responsibilities of functional lead agencies and hazard-specific primary agencies are clearly
articulated in state level doctrine, including the Queensland State Disaster Management
Plan.

Accountable agency Date of Completion

Lead: Queensland Police Service December 2015
Support: Queensland Fire and Emergency Services

Recommendation 5

State agencies with disaster management roles and responsibilities assess their
performance by including a disaster management performance measure in chief executive
officers’ performance agreements. This measure should reinforce an obligation for agencies
to participate in the arrangements at all levels.

Accountable agency Date of Completion

Lead: Department of the Premier and Cabinet TBC

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management



Review of State Agency Integration at a Local and District Level Page 33 of 53

Bibliography

Australasian Fire and Emergency Service Authorities Council, Fundamentals of doctrine: A
best practice guide, 2011, http://www.afac.com.au/docs/guideline/fundamentals-
doctrine-best-practice.pdf?sfvrsn=14.

Australian Emergency Management Institute, Australian Emergency Management
Arrangements, Handbook No 9, 2" Ed., Commonwealth of Australia, Victoria, 2014.

Bharosa, N., Lee, K., & Janssen, M., Challenges and obstacles in sharing and coordinating
information during multi-agency disaster response: Propositions from field exercises,
Information Systems Frontiers, vol. 12, issue.1, 2009, pp. 50-63,
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10796-009-9174-z/fulltext.html.

Carrigan, S. A., Factors associated with collaboration in disaster response, Master of
Science, North Dakota State University, 2013,
http://library.ndsu.edu/tools/dspace/load/?file=/repository/bitstream/handle/10365/2312
1/Carignan_Factors%20Associated%20with%20Collaboration%20in%20EM%20Resp
onse.pdf?sequence=1

Curruto, T. J., A new role for emergency management: fostering trust to enhance
collaboration in complex adaptive emergency response systems, Master’s thesis,
Naval Postgraduate School, California, 2009,
http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a514087.pdf.

Eide, A. et al., Key challenges in multi-agency collaboration during large-scale emergency
management, 2012, http://ceur-ws.org/Vol-953/paper5.pdf.

Disaster Management Act 2003 (QId).
Disaster Management Regulation 2014 (QId).

Emergency Management Queensland, Disaster Management Strategic Policy Framework,
2010,
http://www.disaster.gld.gov.au/DisasterResources/Documents/Disaster Management
Strateqic_Policy Framework.pdf.

Fire Services Commissioner Victoria, Information Interoperability blueprint — Better
information, better decisions, better outcomes and a safer Victoria, Fire Service
Commission, Melbourne, 2013, http://fire-com-live-wp.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-
content/uploads/Information-Interoperability-Blueprint.pdf.

Groupe Speciale Mobile Association, Disaster response: Guidelines for establishing effective
collaboration between mobile network operators and government agencies, 2013,
http://www.gsma.com/mobilefordevelopment/disaster-response-guidelines-for-
establishing-effective-collaboration-between-mobile-network-operators-and-
government-agencies.

Howes, M. et al., Public policy, disaster risk management and climate change adaptation,
Paper submitted to the 2013 Public Policy Network Conference, Brisbane, 24-25 Jan.
2013, http://www.griffith.edu.au/ _data/assets/pdf file/0006/540555/Howes-Public-
Policy-Network-conference-2013-paper.pdf.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management


http://www.afac.com.au/docs/guideline/fundamentals-doctrine-best-practice.pdf?sfvrsn=14
http://www.afac.com.au/docs/guideline/fundamentals-doctrine-best-practice.pdf?sfvrsn=14
http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10796-009-9174-z/fulltext.html
http://library.ndsu.edu/tools/dspace/load/?file=/repository/bitstream/handle/10365/23121/Carignan_Factors%20Associated%20with%20Collaboration%20in%20EM%20Response.pdf?sequence=1
http://library.ndsu.edu/tools/dspace/load/?file=/repository/bitstream/handle/10365/23121/Carignan_Factors%20Associated%20with%20Collaboration%20in%20EM%20Response.pdf?sequence=1
http://library.ndsu.edu/tools/dspace/load/?file=/repository/bitstream/handle/10365/23121/Carignan_Factors%20Associated%20with%20Collaboration%20in%20EM%20Response.pdf?sequence=1
http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/a514087.pdf
http://ceur-ws.org/Vol-953/paper5.pdf
http://www.disaster.qld.gov.au/DisasterResources/Documents/Disaster_Management_Strategic_Policy_Framework.pdf
http://www.disaster.qld.gov.au/DisasterResources/Documents/Disaster_Management_Strategic_Policy_Framework.pdf
http://fire-com-live-wp.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/Information-Interoperability-Blueprint.pdf
http://fire-com-live-wp.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/Information-Interoperability-Blueprint.pdf
http://www.gsma.com/mobilefordevelopment/disaster-response-guidelines-for-establishing-effective-collaboration-between-mobile-network-operators-and-government-agencies
http://www.gsma.com/mobilefordevelopment/disaster-response-guidelines-for-establishing-effective-collaboration-between-mobile-network-operators-and-government-agencies
http://www.gsma.com/mobilefordevelopment/disaster-response-guidelines-for-establishing-effective-collaboration-between-mobile-network-operators-and-government-agencies
http://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/540555/Howes-Public-Policy-Network-conference-2013-paper.pdf
http://www.griffith.edu.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/540555/Howes-Public-Policy-Network-conference-2013-paper.pdf

Review of State Agency Integration at a Local and District Level Page 34 of 53

Janssen, M. et al., Advances in multi-agency disaster management: Key elements in
disaster research, Information Systems Frontiers, vol. 12, 2010, pp. 1-7.

Kaiser, F.M., Interagency Collaborative Arrangements and Activities: Types, Rationales,
Considerations, Congressional Research Service, 2011,
https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41803.pdf.

Kapucu, N., and Garayev, V., Collaborative decision-making in emergency and disaster
management, International Journal of Public Administration, Vol. 34, 2011, pp. 366—
375.

Keelty, M., Sustaining the unsustainable: Police and community safety review final report,
Department of the Premier and Cabinet, Queensland, 2013,
http://statements.qld.gov.au/Content/MediaAttachments/2013/pdf/Police%20and%20C
ommunity%20Safety%20Review%20Report.pdf.

Kusumasari, B., Alam, Q., & Siddiqui, K., Resource capability for local government in
managing disaster, Disaster Prevention and Management: An International Journal,
vol. 19, no. 4, 2010, pp. 438-451.

Kouzmin, A., Jarman, A., & Rosenthal, U., Interorganisational policy processes in disaster
management, Disaster Prevention and Management: An International Journal, vol 4,
no. 2, 1995, pp. 20-37.

Lee, J. et al., Group value and intention to use — a study of multi-agency disaster
management information systems for public safety, Journal Decision Support Systems,
vol. 50, no. 2, 2011, pp. 1-7.

Markus, M., & Fedorowicz, J., Characterizing and improving collaboration and information-
sharing across emergency preparedness and response communities, The MITRE
Corporation, 2009, http://www.mitre.org/publications/technical-papers/characterizing-
and-improving-collaboration-and-informationsharing-across-emergency-preparedness-
and-response-communities.

McMaster, R., & Baber, C., Multi-agency operations: Cooperation during flooding, Applied
Ergonomics Journal, vol. 43, no. 1, 2012, pp. 38-47.

Norris-Tirrell, D., & Clay, J., Collaborative planning as a tool for strengthening local
emergency management, Journal of Public Management & Social Policy, vol. 12, no.
1, 2014, pp. 32-43.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management, Emergency Management
Assurance Framework, 2014, https://www.igem.gld.gov.au/assurance-
framework/index.html.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management, Report on the assessment of
disaster management plans: Discussion paper 2: 2014-15, 2015a.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management, Review of cyclone and storm tide
sheltering arrangements: Report 3: 2014-15, 2015b.

O’Sullivan, J., Report on a review of disaster management legislation and policy in
Queensland, The Consultancy Bureau Pty Ltd, 2009,
http://www.emergency.qld.gov.au/publications/pdf/consultants%20dm%20report%20fin

al.pdf

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management


https://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41803.pdf
http://statements.qld.gov.au/Content/MediaAttachments/2013/pdf/Police%20and%20Community%20Safety%20Review%20Report.pdf
http://statements.qld.gov.au/Content/MediaAttachments/2013/pdf/Police%20and%20Community%20Safety%20Review%20Report.pdf
http://www.mitre.org/publications/technical-papers/characterizing-and-improving-collaboration-and-informationsharing-across-emergency-preparedness-and-response-communities
http://www.mitre.org/publications/technical-papers/characterizing-and-improving-collaboration-and-informationsharing-across-emergency-preparedness-and-response-communities
http://www.mitre.org/publications/technical-papers/characterizing-and-improving-collaboration-and-informationsharing-across-emergency-preparedness-and-response-communities
https://www.igem.qld.gov.au/assurance-framework/index.html
https://www.igem.qld.gov.au/assurance-framework/index.html
http://www.emergency.qld.gov.au/publications/pdf/consultants%20dm%20report%20final.pdf
http://www.emergency.qld.gov.au/publications/pdf/consultants%20dm%20report%20final.pdf

Review of State Agency Integration at a Local and District Level Page 35 of 53

Parliament of Victoria, The 2009 Victorian Bushfires Royal Commission final report, 2010,
http://www.royalcommission.vic.gov.au/Commission-Reports.html.

Queensland Fire and Emergency Services, 2013-2014 Queensland State Disaster
Management Plan, 2013, http://www.disaster.gld.gov.au/Disaster-
Resources/Documents/State-Disaster-Management-Plan  WEB.pdf.

Queensland Floods Commission of Inquiry, Queensland Floods Commission of Inquiry,
Interim Report, 2013,
http://www.floodcommission.qgld.gov.au/ _data/assets/pdf file/0006/8781/QFCI-
Interim-Report-August-2011.pdf.

State Government of Victoria, Joined up government — A review of national and international
experiences, State Services Authority, 2007,
http://www.vgso.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/publications/VGSO%20April%202009%2
0Seminar%20SSA%20Joined%20Up%20Government%20Working%20Paper.pdf.

Sujanto, F. et al., An integrated framework for comprehensive collaborative emergency
management, I0S Press Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2008, pp. 127-138.

Steelman, T. et al., Understanding information exchange during disaster response:
Methodological insights from infocentric analysis, Journal of Administration and
Society, vol. 46, 2012, pp. 707-747.

Takeda, M., & Helms, M., Bureaucracy, meet catastrophe: Analysis of Hurricane Katrina
relief efforts and their implications for emergency response governance, International
Journal of Public Sector Management, vol. 19, no.4 2006, pp. 397-411.

United States Department of Education, REMS newsletter: Barriers to collaboration,
https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=232958.

Victorian Government, Victorian emergency management reform white paper, Victorian
Government, Melbourne, 2012,
http://www.dpc.vic.gov.au/images/images/featured dpc/victorian _emergency manage
ment_reform_white paper dec2012 web.pdf.

Waugh, W., & Streib, G., Collaboration and leadership for effective emergency management,
Public Administration Review Journal, vol. 66, no.1, 2006, pp.131-140.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management


http://www.royalcommission.vic.gov.au/Commission-Reports.html
http://www.disaster.qld.gov.au/Disaster-Resources/Documents/State-Disaster-Management-Plan_WEB.pdf
http://www.disaster.qld.gov.au/Disaster-Resources/Documents/State-Disaster-Management-Plan_WEB.pdf
http://www.floodcommission.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/8781/QFCI-Interim-Report-August-2011.pdf
http://www.floodcommission.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/8781/QFCI-Interim-Report-August-2011.pdf
http://www.vgso.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/publications/VGSO%20April%202009%20Seminar%20SSA%20Joined%20Up%20Government%20Working%20Paper.pdf
http://www.vgso.vic.gov.au/sites/default/files/publications/VGSO%20April%202009%20Seminar%20SSA%20Joined%20Up%20Government%20Working%20Paper.pdf
https://www.hsdl.org/?view&did=232958
http://www.dpc.vic.gov.au/images/images/featured_dpc/victorian_emergency_management_reform_white_paper_dec2012_web.pdf
http://www.dpc.vic.gov.au/images/images/featured_dpc/victorian_emergency_management_reform_white_paper_dec2012_web.pdf

Review of State Agency Integration at a Local and District Level

Page 36 of 53

Appendix A: Scope

The following legislated functions of the Office of the Inspector-General Emergency
Management have shaped the scope of this review:

Disaster Management Act 2003

S 16 (c)

To regularly review and assess cooperation between entities
responsible for disaster management in the State, including whether
the disaster management systems and procedures employed by those
entities are compatible and consistent

S 16 (f)

To monitor compliance by departments with their disaster management
responsibilities

S 16 (i)

To identify opportunities for cooperative partnerships to improve
disaster management outcomes

The parts of the Standard for Disaster Management in Queensland that were reviewed are:

Key Outcomes ‘ Indicators

Disaster
management
planning is
integrated with
entity core
business and
service delivery
(4.2)

Planning is undertaken, reviewed and assessed at regular intervals by
authorised individuals or entities skilled in the process and is
compliant with the legislation including alignment to other key
documents, review and maintenance requirements (c)

The planning and assessment process, including documenting roles,
responsibilities and timelines, involves engagement with all
stakeholders (d)

Commitment to disaster management activities (including meetings,
planning and exercising) is reflected in entity strategic and operational
plans including relevant role descriptions and performance
agreements (f)

Entities work
together within a
control structure
that manages
disaster
operations (8.1)

There is agreed doctrine and common language used across
agencies and entities (a)

Functions in disaster operations are performed and led by the agency
with authority and capability to do so, under the overall direction of the
controlling authority (b)

There are clearly documented and agreed control responsibilities that
stem from legislation and align with disaster management plans (C)

Entities that form the control structure agree and document
communication protocols (d)

The control system provides for functional management of events and
operates within a risk management framework (e)

The delivery of
disaster-related
services, through

The entity recognises and supports the controlling authority’s
documented arrangements for coordination and cooperation (a)

The entity recognises, and works within, formal and informal
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all phases of relationships for cooperative service delivery (b)

events, is
integrated across
the sector and is

Formally approved plans consider multi-agency and joint operational
requirements recognise the roles, responsibilities and interests of
entities and informal participants (c)

responsive to s for th : lated. Tisk 4 and prioriised. and
community needs Goals for the event are formulated, risk assessed and prioritised, an

(10.1) their implementation coordinated through the controlling authority (d)
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Appendix B: Contributors

Local Government

Balonne Shire Council

Banana Shire Council

Brisbane City Council

Burdekin Regional Council

Cairns Regional Council

City of Gold Coast Council

Mackay Regional Council

Moreton Bay Regional Council

Mt Isa City Council

Somerset Regional Council

Southern Downs Regional Council

Tablelands Regional Council

Townsville Regional Council

Western Downs Regional Council

Whitsunday Regional Council

Wujal Wujal Aboriginal Shire Council
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Other entities

Australian Broadcasting Corporation

Bureau of Meteorology

Department of Agriculture and Fisheries

Department of Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services

Department of Education and Training

Department of Environment, Heritage and Protection

Department of Housing and Public Works

Department of Infrastructure, Local Government and Planning

Department of National Parks, Sport and Racing

Department of Natural Resources and Mines

Department of Premier and Cabinet

Department of Science, Information Technology and Innovation

Department of Tourism, Major Events, Small Business and Commonwealth Games

Department of Transport and Main Roads

Local Government Association of Queensland

Maritime Safety Queensland

Public Safety Business Agency

Queensland Treasury

Queensland Ambulance Service

Queensland Health

Queensland Fire and Emergency Services

Queensland Police Service

Red Cross

* As they existed at time of consult.
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Appendix C: Tropical Cyclone Marcia

State Agency Integration during Tropical Cyclone Marcia February 2015

The integration of disaster-related services and disaster management planning, and the
effectiveness of entities working together within a control structure, was tested during
Tropical Cyclone Marcia. We considered how integration occurred with Rockhampton and
Livingston local and district disaster management groups. We did not conduct an in-depth
analysis, rather we spoke with some key stakeholders about their perception and experience
during disaster operations. The information obtained validates some of the findings
documented in this report.

Background

Severe Tropical Cyclone Marcia crossed the coast near Shoalwater Bay on the morning of
Friday 20 February 2015. Extensive rainfall was experienced across central and south-
eastern Queensland throughout the day.

Within 24 hours, Tropical Cyclone Marcia developed from a category 1 to a category 5
cyclone. Due to the speed at which the cyclone intensified, significant pressure was placed
on disaster management groups at a local, district and state level, to plan and prepare, with
very little lead time. By way of example, very few local or district disaster management
groups had ‘stood up’ on the morning of Thursday 19 February, however by the afternoon,
nine groups had ‘stood up’, and another 12 groups had moved to ‘lean forward’. This may
have contributed to the level of integration during this event.

Issue
Integration of disaster-related services

As documented in this report, there are varied expectations at a local and district level
regarding the roles and responsibilities of state agencies. This was evident during Tropical
Cyclone Marcia. We heard on several occasions that there was confusion regarding the
roles undertaken by state agencies and other entities. For example, as part of their function
Building and Asset Services, Department of Housing and Public Works, undertook a clean-
up of debris for the Department of Education and Training. The Australian Defence Force
(ADF) also undertook this same activity. We were advised this lack of coordination created
difficulties for agencies coordinating relief activities. It was reported that there was also
discrepancy of roles and varied expectations relating to relief and recovery activities. This
specific matter will be considered in a review by the Department of Communities, Child
Safety and Disability Services.

Integration of disaster management planning

During Tropical Cyclone Marcia the experience, expertise and skill of state agency
representatives on local and district groups resurfaced as an issue (refer to pg. 24, 25 & 30).
Some representatives had limited disaster management experience, and had received
limited training, but were directed to represent their agency at local and district meetings.
There was an expectation at some group meetings that state agency representatives would
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brief the group, and make decisions, about all services pertaining to that agency. This
remains a challenge for state agencies which cover a diverse range of services, such as
transport and main roads.

Integration of entities within a control structure

The number of different information management systems currently used by disaster
management stakeholders continues to be a challenge for disaster management in
Queensland (refer to pg. 29). We heard of problems related to the interoperability of these
systems. For example, as the State Emergency Service request for assistance (RFA)
system does not exchange information with Guardian, the Local Disaster Coordinator told us
they had to manually upload RFA’s into Guardian. This resulted in time delays and
consumed extra human resources during the event.

Summary

The findings documented in this appendix are consistent with those identified in this report.
They emphasise the importance of clarifying the core disaster management functions, roles
and responsibilities of state agencies. They also reinforce the need to review legislation and
supporting doctrine, particularly, the structure and functions of local government and disaster
groups to enhance integration.

Ensuring representation of state agencies is based on the appropriate level of skill and
expertise required at a local and district level, and requirements articulated within disaster
management plans, will further strengthen the capability of disaster management groups. It
will also help state agencies review and determine their ability to meet and commit
resourcing. Improving the interoperability of disaster management information systems will
enable better exchange of information and enhance the integration of agencies, groups and
networks, during a disaster.
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Appendix D: Reference Material

State Resources

Emergency Management Assurance Framework
Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
https://www.igem.gld.gov.au/assurance-framework/index.html

Queensland Local Disaster Management Guidelines

Queensland Fire and Emergency Service
http://www.disaster.gld.gov.au/DisasterResources/Documents/Queenslan
d%20Local%20Disaster¥%20Management%20Guidelines.pdf

Information Interoperability Blueprint

Emergency Management Victoria
http://fire-com-live-wp.s3.amazonaws.com/wp-content/uploads/Information-
Interoperability-Blueprint.pdf

Victorian Emergency Management Reform White Paper

Victorian Government
http://hazelwoodinquiry.vic.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/Copy-of-
victorian_emergency management _reform_white paper _dec2012 web.pdf

National Resources

ES Australian Emergency Management Arrangements — Handbook 9
Australian Emergency Management Institute
http://www.em.gov.au/publications/australianemergencymanualseries/Page

s/default.aspx

National Emergency Risk Assessment Guidelines

Emergency Management Australia
http://www.em.gov.au/Documents/National%20Emergency%20Risk%20As
sessment%20Guidelines%200ctober%202010.PDF

International Resources

[PE— Inter-organisational policy processes in disaster management
Disaster Prevention and Management: An International Journal
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/doi/pdfplus/10.1108/09653569510082669
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Appendix E: Summary of feedback

In addition to substantial engagement during the course of this review, a copy of the draft
report was provided to its contributors seeking final feedback. Below is a summary of
feedback, which was provided in writing or verbally to the Office of the Inspector-General
Emergency Management. The views of contributors have been considered and are
represented to the extent relevant and warranted in preparing this report.

Summary of comments received from stakeholders accountable for

recommendations:

Department of Premiers and Cabinet (DPC)

State Agency integration at a Local and District level. It is acknowledged that greater
integration at the local and district levels would enhance disaster prevention, preparation,
response and recovery. DPC looks forward to receiving the final report and collaborating
with other stakeholders to improve Queensland Government agencies’ integration with

disaster management arrangements and stakeholders.

Public Safety Business Agency (PSBA)

The PSBA supports a review of disaster management legislation to clarify the structure
and functions of local government / groups and integrate hazard specific agency planning
in to district and local arrangements. The PSBA will assist the lead agency for
Recommendation 1, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet (DPC), as required. PSBA
is also likely to be involved in the progression of any legislative amendments resulting from

such review.

The PSBA also supports an integrated risk-based approach for disaster management
planning that is consistent with the Standard for Disaster Management in Queensland. In
this regard the PSBA will support Queensland Fire and Emergency Services (QFES) in
Recommendation 3 to fulfil its role as lead agency.

If accepted, DPC would be responsible for implementing Recommendation 5 that disaster
management performance measures would be included in Chief Executive Officers’

performance agreements.

However, the PSBA would be responsible for managing the measure as it relates to Public

Safety Portfolio senior executives.
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Queensland Police Service (QPS)

The QPS notes the findings of the review and supports the integration and enhancement of

risk assessment and planning into local, district and state arrangements.

Queensland Fire and Emergency Services (QFES)

[The report is] a valuable program of work that comprehensively identifies and addresses
the issues and challenges associated with the integration of State Government agencies in
Queensland’s disaster management arrangements, particularly in relation to participation
in local and district disaster management groups. The recommendations are agreed to in

principle.

Recommendation 2 is supported, however the guidelines cannot be comprehensively
reviewed without being informed by the Strategic Policy Framework, the State Disaster
Management Plan and the Risk Assessment Strategy; all of which are currently under
review and potentially several months away from completion. As an interim strategy, the
guidelines can be improved through adjustment to reflect recent changes in Government. It
is suggested that the interim strategy be targeted to be completed by end of December
2015 and that the comprehensive review be targeted for completion by end June 2016.

Recommendation 3 is supported, however it is reliant on firstly the development of the Risk
Assessment Strategy and then its integration into the Local and District Disaster
Management Guidelines. The implementation of the Risk Assessment Strategy into
planning will also require the parallel development of a tool for use at the local, district and
state levels to achieve consistency of use. It is suggested that the development of the Risk
Assessment Strategy be targeted for completion by end December 2015 and the
integration of that strategy and development of the associated tool be targeted for

completion by end June 2016.

Page 23, Paragraph 3, 1st sentence: The observation in the report that there is a “lack of
consistent terminology used throughout disaster management doctrine” points directly to
the ongoing work of the IGEM in leading the development of a doctrine terminology
framework. It is suggested that the report should note that this program of work is being

undertaken.

Department of Infrastructure, Local Government and Planning (DILGP)

The department supports the findings and recommendations presented in the report,
particularly Recommendation 3 which emphasises the need to employ an integrated risk-
based approach to disaster management planning. The department also recommends that
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consideration be given to including representatives from each of the Functional Recovery
Group lead agencies in local and district disaster management planning activities. This
approach may help build robust relationships across these levels and provide clarify about

the State agency roles at the local and district level.

Summary of comments from other stakeholders:

Department of Natural Resources and Mines (DNRM)

The general direction appears appropriate and consistent with the department’s views.

It is important to ensure that the introduction of additional process and additional cost does

realise clear benefits.

Department of Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services (DCCSDS)

The department is generally supportive of the findings and recommendations of the
Review. The improvements are welcomed as improved integration of services and

planning would benefit our vulnerable client base.

The department supports the recommendation to clearly articulate DCCSDS’s function as

a lead agency is.

It is suggested that consideration may need to be given to heightening the awareness of
stakeholders involved in Community Recovery activity (where applicable) of the roles and
functions of the Department of Communities, Child Safety and Disability Services.

The department endorses the addition of disaster management performance measures for
all agencies with disaster management roles with a view to improving participation in

disaster management planning at all levels.

Although not listed within the recommendations of the report, the department supports the
idea of an information services solution to enhance information sharing during a disaster —
having access to additional information would assist in both planning and response during

events.

Department of Science, Information Technology and Innovation (DSITI)

Recommendation 4: DSITI supports this recommendation as it will serve to clearly
articulate our responsibilities as lead agency for Information and Communications
Technology (ICT) and those of the Telecommunication providers.

Recommendation 5: DSITI endeavours to participate in district group meetings wherever

possible. As stated in your report, in-person attendance is sometimes challenging and
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therefore we are reliant on teleconferencing facilities. For agencies to effectively contribute
at district level meetings all District Disaster Groups should have the ability to distribute

papers and presentations and facilitate teleconference participation.

Queensland Ambulance Service, Queensland Health (QAS DoH)

The QAS supports the recommended changes proposed within the document and
supports all efforts to standardised roles, responsibilities and terminology and further
ensure that risk based assessments form part of the planning processes. The QAS
reaffirms its commitment to ensuring that appropriately trained officers attend the Local
Disaster Management Group and District Disaster Management Group meetings as active
members.

Department of Transport and Main Roads (DTMR)

The DTMR supports the content of the review report.

Australian Red Cross (ARC)

This is a good review and there are no changes the Red Cross wishes to add.

Department of Health (DoH)

The findings were of interest and the recommendations proposed are sound. Health

continues to be a proactive state agency in disaster and emergency response and the
department appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback. The department suggests a
measured approach in the elaboration of how state agencies responsibilities are to be

delivered as this can vary subject to the nature of the event and scale of the response.
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Livingstone Shire Council

% Livingstone

s N T E— —

Our reference: ES0.432

Enquirias ta: Jenna Buckley
Telephonsa: 4913 8000 or
1300 790 919

28 May 2015

Inspector General Emargency Management
o~ infod@ligem gld.gov.au

Afin:  lain S Mackenzie

Dear Sir
REVIEW OF STATE AGENCY INTEGRATION AT A LOCAL AND DISTRICT LEVEL

Referance is madae to your email correspondence received 7 May 2015 in relation to the above
review, | wish to provide the following comments in relation to this review.

1. Page & - Finding No. 8 - Planning is often undertaken in isolation without engagement of
relevent stakeholders, leading to differing expectations:

This issue has two facets which could be further explorad in the contaxt that engagemant
requires Initiation and response. There should be further elaboration on the details
provided in the review to show both sides of the lack of engagement. In Livingstone, and
other LDOMG's our Disaster Management Officer is in contact with, this is not due fo lack
of endeavour to engage relevant siakeholders in the risk analysis and planning. Repeated
invitations and attempts can be made howaver, with the other issues identified; such as
the State agencies’ staff availlability and understanding, and the lack of the QDMA and
Queensland Local Disaster Management Guidelines inciuding State agencies'
accountability in being engaged and contribufing to all hazards, risk based planning, it is
not surprising that this is a state wide issue for Local and District groups. The only
rafarance for this side of the cause is in the Context on page 10, notation 7, The finding
that key stakeholders were ol always avallable’ for planning was clted as a risk to the
guality of the plans.

2, Page 26 - Conclusion, 7" Paragraph - Information integration is reduced as a result of
the different information management systoms:

For Livingstone Shire during TC Marcia, and Rockhampton Regional Council pre-
deamalgamation, Igsues arose with RFA (SES system) information integration due to an
absence of access to RFA in the LDCC. A Lisison Officer was relaying SES tasks
capiured in Guardian (from the LDCC call centre calls) to the SES Headgquarters. When
access o RFA falled at the SES Headguariers, there was no alternative available in the
LOCC. If support from employed QFES, SES or Emergency Management staff had been
present, a procass could have bean provided to resclve this whether through acoessing
RFA on their computers or setting up another Council's SES to receive and send through
tasks on Livingstone Shire Council's behalf.

PO Box 2292 Yeppoon Old 4703 wwnw livingstone.qld.gov.au
Fhone 07 4913 5000 or 1300 YS0 919 enguines@vingstonegld.gosv.au AER G5 306 25§08
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3. Page 37 - Appendlx C: Troplcal Cyclone Marcia - Background, second paragraph:
The Livingstone LOMG was stood up as of 0700hours on Thursday 19 February 2015.
Aftached are the acknowledgement emails showing the State Agencies’ thal recaived this
notification.

4. Page 37 — Appendix C: Integration of disasier-relaled services:

The example given of Bullding and Asset Services (as part of Depariment of Housing and
Public Works) cleaning up debris for the Depariment of Education; there is no record in
the meeting minutes of the LDMG for this event where it was raised fo the attention of the
group or the Coordination Centre. In relation to cleaning up schools, the use of Iha
Australian Defence Force was ratsad at the LDMG meefings as it was fulfiling the DACC
request and run through the LDCC/SES Headquarters, Department of Housing and Public
Warks dacision to send those work groups fo clean debris did so without the involvemeant
of the LOMG/LDCC,

5 Page 38 - Summary:

Reinforcamant of ‘the nead to review legislation and supporting doctring, parficularly, the
structure and functions of Local Government and disaster groups to enhance integration’
ghould be identified to the State Agencies to recognise their responsibility 1o identify tha
appropriate staff and allow them to attend joint training and exercises. Enhanced
participation would greatly improve prevention, planning and responsa operations.
Guardian being used by Local Governments in the LDCC is a good practice as Local
Government holds the responsibility for supporting coordination and the program Is easily
learnt by Council Staff and the Agency Liaison Officers. A challenge arises when tha
trained Agency Liaison Officers are not those that are sent to the LDCC during an
activation or the agency staff do not take advantage of the Guardian training and LOCC
exercises and tharefore have no exposure to the program.

Thank you for allowing the opportunity to provide comments on the draft review report and wa
look forward to the receiving the final report and participating In the resulting change process.

Yours faithfully

Dah Teon
Director
Infrastructure Services

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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28 May 2015

inspector-General Emergency Management
Office of the IGEM
infof@igem.qld.qov.au

Mackay Repgional Council Feedback Submission
Review of State Agency Integration at a Local and District Level

Dear Inspector-General,
Mackay Regional Council supports the recommendations made in fhis Review Report.

Mackay Regional Council acknowledgses and appreciates that feedback from Counil
staff interviewed in relation to this review in Novamber 2014 has baan considerad and
contributad 1o the draft report content,

Mackay Regional Council and the Mackay Local Disaster Management Group are
continually improving and looking for ways lo improve our integration with State

Agencias,

Mackay Regional Council (MRC) would like to offer the following specific feedback /
comments for consideration in relation fo the draft review report:-

« Page 5 - MRC agrees that planning is often compliance driven.

Councils experience is that repeatad attempts fo bring state agencies into a
collaborative planning process have failed. Whenever sub plans ara reviewead
the amount of feadback from state agencies is extremely limited. As a result of
the limited parficipation. planming effectively occurs in isclation across the
arrangements and key stakeholders.

Whilst the LDMG and state agencies have always worked extremely well in
response, it has been noted that many state agency reports within peacetime
equate to a statement of "business as usual”.

This year, the LDMG have required all agencies 1o give a written status repan
on their agency aclivibes which is included within the distributed agenda one
week prior to the scheduled meeling. Since the intreduction of this measure,
we have noted a considersble increase in commitment, participation and
sharing of information within the group.

Civie: Pracingt, Gordon Streat Phore 1300 MACKAY (1300520 523 Emal councl@mackayqld.gov.au
PO Box 41 Mackny | QLD 4740 | Auslralia  Fas OF 4044 2400 ABM 56 240 712 060
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Al ihe Digirict keval, fhe three locals goeermmants supply written siatus reports
and apart from the Depariment of Communities, Child Safaty and Disability
Servicos and Maritime Safety Quaansland, most siete sgancies only give a
warbal report which is based on the business as usual statement’

Ciur belisf is that a requirament of 3 wrhitten status raport submitted pror to ihe
mesling and inchxded with fhe agenda nceases agency commitmant,
partscigation and sharing of nformaltban.

¢« Page 15 — MRC agreas thatl discrepances wilhin robes and respansibiliiies
within the three lewsls and the agency's capacity fo suppor sardce delivary
during response hinder jhe ability to efiectively respond to the community
neads,

+  Page 16 - MARC agraas that the lack of foreard planning. notica of maatings,
exarcisas and lraining imgacts on the ntegration of (he group, Over the past
thrae years, this LOMG publishes in Oclober asth year, e next ysars
stheduled LDMG meebng dates in advance. We heve found thaet this
incregses altendancas al meslings assisis in reducing calendar claghas,

Courncil is also of tha balief that the minimum numbar of mestngs to b hald
pef annum should be incréased wilhin the Disaster Management Act from wo
bo @ minimum of at keasl four meatings. In ihe past we have had lemporany
chairs of the District Group thal haws effacthely dropped previous meabing
schedulas from eighl mesting per armum back b fhe bare minimum, stating
that meats the requrements. Bul it also deleats integralion, cooperalion,
building of relationships and affective planning.

= Page 1% = MRC agreas that the Daparmeant of Communiies, Child Safety and
Disabilily Serices are commitied and passionate about disastar recovery,

= [Page 20 - MRC agrees that thera is a need tiggsr ponbs for sctivation and
requasts for assislance,

As a result of TC Marcia the Disastar Managesnent Oificars fram the thres local
governmanis (Mackay, Whitsunday and Isaac) iogather with the QFES Ares
Coordinalor and Executive Oicer of the MDDMG have engaged in a project o
come up with slandardized tigger point for cycanes based on distance, sped,
brack and infensity rathar than just off Cyclons Walch or 'Waming fram the
B

« Faga 24 - MRC agrees thai the défferent compauber oparating systams n tha
Digasler Manasgaman space acraoss Stale, District and Local levels creates
significant difficulties and hinders informalion sharing  and  oparalional
imiprosameants.

Council alss has concerrns over the Emiled consultation over information
systems thal are brought in by State for the State Emergency Sarvice
iprevicusly RFA and now TAMS) to usa that do nod talk fo oF ntagrate with
Syshems ol a Local Government leved (in ouwr case Guardian). Henoa addaional
ragaurces and lirme are wasied on reanbaring dila on bwa infarmalion systems.

Office of the Inspector-General Emergency Management
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The bilg picture may be kel o nol able to bean sean fram the LOMG dus to
differing dalaseds.
Ciouncll has recently purchasad and astablished a saparate Guardian platiorm

for SES to use rathar than the Steie System. Tha hareans required bo oparate
e syalerms in aley purchased by Councl and nol provided from Slala,

» To imgrove agancy inlegration and as indicated in our reply to the Local
Governmeant Capabiity for Emargency Warning and on Page 22 of EW
Raview: There should be reguirement in the Incident Managameani Sysiem
direcliva for QFES Informalion and Public Warning Unil o advisa a local
govermant area it an event may or is impacting |em e pandamics,
bighazard and arémal hazards. Even though thare are threat specific functionsl
lead agencies ko deal wilh these events, In my axperiencse (prepartions for
pandemic oulbreak in 2009, equine nfluenza, oil spills) they have all relied on
LG (LOMG's and DOMG's) to provide some assistance. Al least then tha Local
Gowvernment (LDMG) wil ba on the frond foot o start pre-empling some of the
requests hal may come (heir way from the lead agency.

= As stated above Mackay has been exiremely fortunale 1o have very good
ralgionships and cooperation with sitate sgencies and the Destrict Group
espacally in response imes, Howavar we do believe there is opportunity to
Build on the respanse capabilities through effective integratian,

s Council weulkd add that LGAD as sur representalive body be & key part of 1he
teamn Implamenting the recommendations acroes the stabe and working with
individual local govarnments,

Mackay Regicnal Council would like o thank you for allowing us o be a stakeholdar
and bo fake part in this rmaview,

For additional information, please contact Mr Bruce Chasier-Master,  Acting
Emergency In'ranuqnmam E-:rnrﬂ-'mh:nf I'-'Iau:kay Regional Council on (07) 4981 9832 or
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Whitsunday Regional Council
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Customer Service Centres

Bowen

P: 07 4761 3600

67 Hehart Street

Bowen 01 4806

Collinsville

P! D7 4785 &

Cor Stanky ard Conwity Stroets

Cotinstie Gld 4804
Our reference:  Disaster Managamen! P i
Your raference e s =
S y P: D7 45845 0200
For further informat tion pleasa contact:  Scott Tallegen 83-85 Msn Swasl
Direct diad no {07) 4945 0681 Prosarpire Qid 4800
22 May 2014 F. 07 4345 0022

Inspector General Emergency Management
lain Mackenzie

E: inoddwhnrsundayre. okl gov.au
W ww whitsundayre. gid gov.au

ABN: 63 291 580 128

Via e-mail: info@igem.qgld.gov.au

Dear Inspector General,

RE: WHITSUNDAY REGIONAL COUNCIL - REVIEW OF STATE AGENCY
INTEGRATION AT A LOCAL AND DISTRICT LEVEL - DRAFT REPORT FOR
COMMENT

Reference is made to your e-mail regarding the above,

Whitsunday Regional Council supports the recommendations made in this Review Report.

Whitsunday Regional Council acknowledges and appreciates that feedback from Council
staff interviewed in relation to this review in November 2014 has been considered and
contributed to the draft report content.

Whitsunday Regional Council and the Whitsunday Local Disaster Management Group are
continually improving and locking for ways to improve our integration with State Agencies.

Whitsunday Regional Council (WRC) would like to offer the following specific feedback /
comments for consideration in relation to the draft review report:-

* Page 19 - WRC agrees that the Depariment of Communities, Child Safety and
Disability Services are committed and passionate about disaster recovery.

* Page 20 - WRC agrees that QFES Area Coordinators provide an important link
between Local and District groups.

+ WRC agrees that the different computer operating systems in the Disaster
Management space across State, District and Local levels creates significant
difficulties and hinders information sharing and operational improvements,

Whitsunday Regional Council would like to thank you for allowing us to be a stakeholder
and to take part in this review.

Please feel free to contact Council's Local Disaster Coordinator Scott Tellegen
on (07) 4945 0681 should you have any questions or require any
further additional information in this matter.

Yours faithfu
? n/ |
Scott Wateérs
hi ive Officer

Adcress &l oorespondence 1o the Chiet Exacutve Officer, Whissunday Regional Council, PO Sox 104 Pressrpine Ok 4300
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