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• Identify areas of risk, now 
and into the future

• Test different types of risk 
reduction options

• Identify / suggest 
mitigation portfolios that 
provide best outcomes for 
a given budget

• Consider single or 
multiple hazards

• Consider single or 
multiple types of risk 
reduction options

WHAT CAN THE SYSTEM DO?
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COASTAL INUNDATION

Coastal inundation 1/20 years – Current conditions

2013
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Coastal inundation 1/100 years – RCP8.5

2050

1 in 100 Year Event (RCP 8.5)
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1) Questionnaires

2) Semi-structured interviews

3) Workshop 1 (requirements, 

policy setting, use)

4) System development (data, 

models integration, GUI)

5) Workshop 2 (feedback)

6) System modification)
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SCENARIO INPUTS

1) Questionnaires

2) Semi-structured interviews

3) Workshop 2 (scenario construction)
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SCENARIO OUTPUTS

1) Modelling of scenarios

2) Workshop 3 (scenario validity and outputs)



BENEFITS OF PROPOSED APPROACH

End users involved in: 

- Model development & selection

- User interface design

- Scenario development

- Policy assessment & planning

Social learning occurs when 
stakeholders, modellers and 
facilitators explore and evaluate 
policy options through group 
interaction with the DSS 

Builds strategic capacity by 
exploring future risk profiles

Looks towards integration of system within organisations
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Technology driven economy



Fuelled by skilled locals and immigrants



Enjoying the nature and lifestyle of Adelaide



High multi-culturalism, and appreciation of risks



Work flexibility, encouraging community spirit



Emphasis on urban design and building resilience
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Ageing population, slowing population growth



Growth in rural residential living, mixed with 
agriculture and nature



Shift from manufacturing to small scale agriculture



Increasingly inward looking economy



Strong community strength, will challenge 
government interventions



Low emphasis on technology & innovation, 
return to cottage-industries
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Large population growth, high immigration



Increasing commuter lifestyle, low cost housing



Loss of manufacturing, economic decline



Increasing community vulnerability & 
government reliance



Those who can leave do so



Ageing infrastructure, poorly maintained
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Scenario quantification
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NEXT STEPS

1) Refine results (linking with other CRC projects)

2) Finalise software

3) Add formal optimisation capability

4) Final workshop (#4)
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MELBOURNE AND TASMANIA CASE 

STUDIES

First workshops held

Model development commencing

Prototypes completed by October this year

Data collection well under way

Scenario workshops in October - December
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UTILISATION ACTIVITIES

1) Adoption of 3 case study DSSs
a) Adelaide

b) Melbourne

c) Tasmania

2) Generalisation of application to different types 

of case studies
a) Regional grouping of councils (e.g. QLD)

b) Single hazard agency (e.g. NSW SES)

c) Central planning agency (e.g. SA DPC)

Customisation of platform for specific decision contexts
Capacity building / training / institutional arrangements



RESEARCH ACTIVITIES
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But we can do something 
about this!



MAJOR OUTCOMES

1) A systematic and transparent approach to evaluating natural 

hazard mitigation options.

2) A framework for making more strategic and less responsive 

decisions.

3) The ability to sift through, evaluate and rank a large number of 

risk reductions options.

4) Understanding the trade-offs between economic, 

environmental and/or social objections for mitigation options.

5) Building strategic capacity across governments and agencies 

for considering the future challenges of natural hazard risk in 

dynamic and growing regions. 

6) Three proto-type systems for Greater Adelaide, Greater 

Melbourne and Tasmania
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